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Introduction/Need for the Research
Undergraduate enrollments in higher education across the United States are booming.  More than 70 percent of the members of the high school graduating class of 2009 enrolled in college, which is the highest portion of individuals on record, dating back to 1959 (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). The number of students faculty now teach has increased accordingly.  Specifically in the University of [STATE] system, the student to faculty ratio from 2007-2009 increased from 17.2:1 to 19.0:1 (U[STATE]system.edu, 2010).  The rising number of students in higher education coupled with the decreased number of faculty and instructors to teach them begs the question of maintaining quality under increased quantity.  Can faculty teach more students in fuller courses, while maintaining quality or student satisfaction of teaching?
In an early meta-analysis by Glass and Smith (1979) regarding class size and student achievement, the researchers concluded more was learned in smaller classes.  Large, lecture style classes have been noted to be less conducive to critical thinking and advanced problem solving (Whittington, Stup, Bish, & Allen, 1997). Higher-order learning is more easily achieved in smaller class settings than in larger ones (Persky & Pollack, 2010).  Finally, it has been widely concluded in the literature on student ratings of instruction that class size has a negative impact on course evaluations (Monks & Schmidt, 2010). 
	The conceptual framework for the study was the psychological literature regarding environmental stress and how the stressors of course and classroom crowding can impact students’ perceptions of instructional effectiveness (Gifford, 2007).  For this study, it was conceptualized that the physical crowding of a classroom, the number of students within a course regardless of space, and the workplace stress that an instructor experiences by teaching at or above their workload capacity could have an impact on student perceptions of the instructional quality.
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between course enrollment, course capacity, and room capacity on student evaluations of instruction.   The following research objectives guided the stated purpose of the study: (1) describe the characteristics of selected agricultural education and agricultural economics courses in regard to class enrollment, enrollment capacity, and room capacity; and (2) describe the variance in student ratings of instruction that can be explained by enrollment and room capacity when controlling for instructor and class size.  For objective two, the research hypothesis stated that there was no additional variance contributed to student ratings of instruction by enrollment capacity and room capacity when controlling for instructor and class enrollment size.  
Methodology
The accessible population for the study was a time and place sample at a Midwestern land grant university of all undergraduate courses in agricultural education and agricultural economics taught between 2000 and 2010, with adjustments made for duplications in the data frame, courses that were problems or seminar in nature, and courses with missing course evaluation data (N= 393).  As a time and place sample this sample should not be considered representative, and some caution should be noted when interpreting the results.  The data collection instrument was the course evaluation data from the end of semester course evaluations as well as university and departmental enrollment records . On the two major end of course items, students rated “effectiveness of the course as a whole” and “teaching effectiveness of the instructor” on a 5-point scale.  These items have been utilized by the university reporting measures and are publicly available to students per a state law mandate.  For the independent variables, data were collected from the university enrollment system and individual departmental teaching records regarding course taught, total enrollment in the course, instructor, the enrollment capacity of the course (how many students at which the department caps the course), and the enrollment capacity of the room (how many students the university says the room will accommodate). Hierarchical linear regression was utilized to describe the variance in student ratings of instruction contributed by enrollment capacity and room capacity when controlling for instructor and class size.  An alpha level of .05 was set a priori.
Results/Findings
There were a total of 17,541 students enrolled across 393 undergraduate courses offered from 2000-2010 in agricultural education and agricultural economics representing 55 different instructors.  The average enrollment capacity for all of the courses was .74 (SD = .26), and the average enrollment capacity for the physical room of the courses was .61 (SD = .27).  The average instructional rating for the course as a whole was a 3.9 on a 5.0 scale and the average instructional rating for instructor teaching effectiveness was a 3.8 on a 5.0 scale.  In regard to the predictors of teaching effectiveness, the hierarchical regression model of instructor, class enrollment, enrollment capacity and room capacity explained approximately 11% of the total variance (R = .329, R2 = .108).  The model was found to be significant (F (4, 388) =11.77; p ≤.05).  When controlling for instructor and class enrollment, enrollment capacity and room capacity explained approximately 4% of the variance uniquely and were determined to be significant (p=.1). In regard to the predictors of the quality of the course as a whole, the hierarchical regression model of instructor, enrollment, and enrollment and room capacity explained approximately 11% of the total variance (R = .331, R2 = .109).  The model was found to be significant (F (4, 392) = 11.92, p≤.05).  When controlling for instructor and class enrollment, enrollment capacity and room capacity were found to be significant (p=.01), and uniquely contributed approximately 4.2% of the total variance.
Conclusions/Implications/Recommendations
[bookmark: _GoBack]It was concluded that the null hypothesis stating that there was no additional variance contributed to student ratings of instruction by enrollment capacity and room capacity when controlling for instructor and class enrollment size was rejected.  While not a large difference the notion of course and classroom crowding did contribute to the variance in student ratings for teaching effectiveness as well as the course as a whole.  It was further concluded from the regression model that the largest predictor in the variance associated with student ratings of instruction was the instructor.  Finally, it was concluded that class size in general did not contribute significantly to the variance in student ratings of instruction.  These findings are in contradiction of prior literature stating that student ratings were higher in smaller courses.  The findings imply that instructors can be effective as perceived by students regardless of class size, however the relative crowding within the classroom is associated with instructional ratings.  Furthermore, the models only predicted a small amount of the variance in student ratings of instruction as a whole.  Further research should be conducted to establish a clearer cause beteween enrollment and room capacity on student ratings of instruction.  Further studies should also be conducted to explain the remaining variance in student ratings of instruction in agricultural education as a whole.
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