AN ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS OF

WILLIAM LAWRENCE TAYLOR for the DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

(Name of student) (Degree)
in EDUCATION presented on April 25, 1975
(Major Department) (Date)

Title: A STUDY OF PERCEIVED AND PREFERRED RATINGS OF

INSTITUTIONAL GOALS AND PRIORITY RANKINGS AS

VIEWED BY FACULTY, STUDENTS,AND ADMINISTRATORS

AT OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY

Redacted for privacy

Abstract approved: B
Dr. Edwin L. Anderson

Purpose of the Study

This study was undertaken as a result of an interest in the
present and future purposes and functions of higher education.
American society and higher education are moving through a period
of chanée. Since each shapes and is shaped by the other, change in
either may require a review and perhaps alteration of goals.

The purpose of this investigation was (1) to examine the con-
gruence or dissonance of perceived (is) and preferred (should be)
ratings of institutional goals and (2) to determine the priorities
placed upon these goals by faculty, students, and administrators at

Oregon State University.



Design of the Study

The Institutional Goals Inventory (Educational Testing Service,
1972) was administered to a stratified proportional sample of 213
randomly selected faculty, students, and administrators. The main
content of the IGI consists of 90 goal statements. Eighty are re-
lated to 20 goal areas and 10 are miscellaneous. The respondents,
using a five-point scale, were asked to evaluate each of the goal
statements in two different ways:

1. How important is the goal at this University at the present
time?

2. How important should the goal be at this University?

The data analysis included the means, standard deviations,
and mean differences for the 20 goal areas and the 90 goal state-
ments for the perceived (is) and preferred (should be) responses for
the total sample and for each of the subgroups. Second, independent
"t tests were used to determine if the differences in the respon-
dents perceived and preferred mean ratings of the goal areas were
significant at the . 05 level. These tests provided the basic tools
for determining points of convergence and divergence between
faculty, students, and administrators on the 20 goal areas. Con-
gruence (no significant difference) or dissonance (significant differ-

ence) was reported for each comparison. Further, by using the



results of the mean value rank orders, conclusions were drawn as 3
: |

|

to the basic priorities for the University as viewed by rhe respon- |

dents.

Findings of the Study

In the perceived (is) category, faculty and students showed
congruence on 19 of the 20 goal areas. Faculty and administrators
were congruent on 15 of the goal areas, and students and adminis-
trators were equally divided between congruence and dissonance on’
the goal areas.

In the preferred (should be) category, faculty-students showed
congruence on 14 of the 20 goal are;.s. Faculiy.— administrators were
congruent on all 20 gbals, and students- administrators were congruent
on 17 of the goals.

The rankings of goal areas showed that in the perceived (is)

category, the respondents ranked Academic Development, Research,

and Advanced Training as the goals currently receiving the greatest

emphasis. In the preferred (should be) category, the respondents

ranked Intellectual Orientation, Community, and Individual Personal

Development as the goals which should have high priority on campué.
Further analysis indicated that the four individual goal state- |
ments (from the total of 90) with both the highest '"'should be'' mean

rankings and the largest '"should be'" - "is' discrepancy rankings were



from the following goal areas: Individual Personal Development,

Community, and Democratic Governance.

Conclusions and Implications of the Study

This study showed that there was a large measure of congru-
ence in the preferred category which indicated a strong convergence
of opinion concerning what should be the goals and priorities of the
University. Where differences did occur, they were generally
differences in terms of the '"degree of importance'' attached to a
given goal area, and did not reflect extreme divergencies. The
implications of these findings would tend to suggest that the faculty,
students, and administrators want the 20 goal areas (with the excep:-
tion of "Traditional Religiousness'') to have a greater importance on

campus.
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A STUDY OF PERCEIVED AND PREFERRED RATINGS OF
INSTITUTIONAL GOALS AND PRIORITY RANKINGS
AS VIEWED BY FACULTY, STUDENTS, AND
ADMINISTRATORS AT OREGON STATE
UNIVERSITY

I INTRODUCTION

Background of the Study

This study was undertaken as a result of an interest in the
present and future purposes and functions of higher education. Amer-
ican society and higher education are moving through a period of
change. Since each shapes and is shaped by the other, change in
either may require a review and perhaps alteration of goals. In
this current environment of change, postsecondary education has
shifted from elite to mass education. Complicated by demands from
outside agencies for accountability and confronted with limited or
decreasing financial resources, higher education is burdened with
conflict over purposes. Consequently, there appears to be a greater
need for more precise articulation of goals and priorities by in-

dividual colleges and universities.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this investigation was (1) to examine the con-

gruence or dissonance of perceived and preferred ratings of



institutional goals and (2) to determine the priorities placed upon
these goals by faculty, students, and administrators at Oregon

State University.

Definition of Terms

For the purposes of this study, terms are defined as

follows:

Institutional Goals: These are defined as the 20 goal areas

contained in the Institutional Goals Inventory (Educational Testing
Service, 1972). Perceived and preferred ratings are operational-
ized in the Inventory with a response scale labeled 'is' and

""should be'', respectively.

Goal Priorities: Refers to the rank-ordering of responses

to goal statements by faculty, students, and administrators at

the University.

Faculty: Individuals whose major responsibility is instruc-

tion and who have full-time appointments.

Students: Individuals who were full-time undergraduate and

graduate students during the spring term of 1974.



Administrators: Individuals whose major responsibility is

to direct or manage affairs of the University (see Appendix C).

Instrument: The Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI)

(Educational Testing Service, 1972).

Need for the Study

The Oregon State University Goals Commission (1970)
recommended that, as the University enters its second century,
it accept the challenge of constant evaluation of the relevance of
University goals and priorities. The Commission stated:

All education should develop a spirit of self-criticism

and renewal . . . . That Oregon State University plan-

ning and evaluation should be a continual process and

not merely an event. As an organization, the Univer-

sity needs to continually raise the question of adapta-

tion to changing conditions and to review the adequacy

of its performance. The setting of goals is a dynamic

process and is useless unless accompanied by constant

evaluation and planning activities. (p. III-1)

Current literature on higher education is replete with invec-
tives of failure, impersonality, bureaucracy, administrative in-
efficiency, and lack of relevance (Baldridge, 1971; Hodgkinson and
Meeth, 1971; Brown, 1972). Student unrest and ''new' methods of

campus managementhave beena preoccupation of faculty and admin-

istration for most of the past decade. Books, reports and



commissions have proliferated in an attempt to give insight and
direction to postsecondary education in the last quarter of the 20th
century (Sanford, 1967; Newman, 1971; Penney, 1972; Carnegie,
1973). The following paragraphs offer a rationale for more re-
search on institutional goals and priorities.

Currently, with inflation and increased educational costs,
colleges and universities are finding that it is necessary to specify
the objectives to which limited resources may be directed. Fur-
thermore, as society becomes more complex, demands continue
to be made on institutions to assume new functions and create new
programs. The fact is that colleges and universities increasingly
will be forced to choose among alternative emphases and priorities.
No individual institution can afford the luxury of being all things to
all people. Carnegie (1973) elaborates on this point by indicating
that:

Higher education, generally--and the individual campus, )

in particular--needs a clearer concept of what it will 4

and will not do. Functions should follow chosen purposes

more closely, and the sources of money and power and

passion less closely. (p. 75)

Therefore, colleges and universities need to become more
self-conscious about themselves, more understanding of what they
have been and more aware of what they should be in the future. As

F. Champion Ward (Niblett, 1970) has noted: ''Diverse colleges

must be able to articulate their unique goals and priorities in ways



meaningful to their constituencies and other supporters if they are

to expect continuation of support necessary for their survival"
(p. 120).

Institutions, however, have devoted little scientific attention
to the study of their functions. Most colleges and universities
have not specified their purposes and goals (Peterson, 1970). One
of the reasons, according to Wilson (1965), for the lack of study
has been the widespread assumption that, ''anything done in the name
of higher education must be worthwhile'' (p. 32);

Operating on the thesis that goal identification was necessary,
the American Council on Education (1967) issued the following state-
ment;

If the academic community is to remain creative and
coherent, it must identify the goals common to all of
its constituents, it must select goals appropriate to
each academic institution, and it must even eliminate
some goals. Each of the constituent groups gives dif-
ferent answers to the questions. By examining the
various answers to these questions, not only will we
arrive at some understanding of the consonances and
dissonances in the academic world today, but also we
may gain some insight into how to resolve the differ-
ences, or, if necessary, to choose among them. Our
problem then is not merely one of '"competing visions
to true purpose'’; it involves competing preferences
among priorities, means, and the form of governance
by which aspirations are considered, articulated, and
adopted. (p. 14)

Palola, Lehmann and Blischke (1970) believe that by develop-

ing a clear conception of institutional goals, colleges and
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universities may be guided in making decisions relative to functions
and priorities. This could aid institutions in defending and pre-
serving a degree of autonomy within the framework and control of
legislatures and state boards of higher education. Peterson (1970)
makes the same point by indicating that, ''the campus that presents
no plan and gives no evidence of concern aboutinstitutional effective-
ness runs the risk of soon marching to a new drum, of being told
not only what is to be taught, but how and when it is to be taught"
(p. 11).

Eurich (1969) stressed that ''clarifying goals and establishing
priorities among them are the first order of business in managing
the future' (p. 79). In their report on the purposes of higher edu-
cation, the Carnegie Commission (1973) said:

The possibilities of contributions by higher learning

to the needs of society change both as higher learning

accumulates more knowledge and methodologies, and

as society evolves and becomes a more intricate web .

of activities and relationships. Thus the purposes of

higher education as seen from different culture per-

spectives and as accumulated over the centuries
should be reevaluated periodically. (p. 53)

Significance of the Study

The potential value of this investigation is the determination
of goal priorities which may be an aid to the University in decision

making, policy formation and future planning. Gross and Grambsch



(1968) said:

By identifying those goals on which there is strong
congruence between perceptions and preferences, we
will also be isolating significant goals--significant
in the implications they have for the condition of the
university, the degree of harmony or discord that
exists there. (p. 37)

Therefore, this study will provide Oregon State University with a

current evaluation of goals and priorities.

Limitations of the Study

Respondents were not given the opportunity to add or change

goal statements. The study based its findings and conclusions on
the responses to the statements contained in the Institutional Goals

Inventory.

Organization of the Study

The second chapter contains a review of related studies con-
cerning higher education goals and priorities. The procedures of
the study, including the sample selection techniques, instrumenta-
tion, data collection methodologies and treatment of the data, are
discussed in Chapter III. The fourth chapter will contain the statis-
tical analysis of the dafa. Chapter V contains the summary, con-

clusions of the study and recommendations for additional research.



II REVIEW OF RELATED STUDIES

This chapter summarizes eight studies which have focused
either exclusively or partially on goal assessment or priority

determination in higher education.

1. The work of Gross and Grambsch (1968) stands as the first
empirical effort which examined the nature and structure of univer-
sity goals as they existed in 1964 in the minds of more than 7, 000
faculty and administrators at 68 nondenominational Ph. D. granting
universities in the country. Their study used an inventory consisting
of 47 goal statements. Faculty and administrators were asked to
indicate both the present importance of the goals in their institutions
(perceived - is) and the importance that they éhould have in their
institutions (preferred - should be). Their inventory used a five-
point scale, ranging from 5 (absolutely top importance) to 1 (no
importance).

In summarizing their data, Gross and Grambsch rank-ordered
the goals pursued at the 68 universities (Table 1). In a discussion
of their findings they pointed out that in the ""perceived'' category,
only one item (#6. To train students in methods of scholarship, re-
search, and creative endeavor) related to students; and this item,

they contend, is closely associated with the scholarly interests of



Table 1. The Ten Most Important '"Perceived" and ""Preferred"
Goals of American Universities. Gross and Grambsch

(1968)

Perceived goals Rank Preferred goa]_s Rank
Academic freedom 1 Academic freedom 1
Prestige 2 Train students in scholar-

ship-research-creative
Maintain quality of important endeavor 2
programs 3

Cultivate students
Confidence of contributors 4 intellect 3
Keeping up-to-date 5 Quality in all programs 4
Train students in scholarship- Disseminate new ideas 5
research-creative endeavor 6

Keeping up-to-date 6
Pure research 7

Maintain quality of
Quality of all programs 8 important programs 7
Favor of validating bodies 9 Develop student objec-

tivity 8
Efficient goal attainment 10

Protect right of inquiry

for students 10




10
professors and with the emphasis given to pure research. This
scarcity of student-oriented goals in the top group is remarkable,
according to them, when one considers that 18 of the 47 goalé
listed in their inventory referred directly to students (e.g., the
student's vocational development, social competence, value system,
and quality of interpersonal relationships). Commenting on the lack
of student-oriented goals in the ''perceived' category, they said,
'"the current complaint that universities give little attention to the
interests of students has considerable basis in fact'" (p. 30).

In the "preferred' category, six of the ''perceived' goals
were again in the top ten with the goal of '"training students in
scholarship and research' now rated second. Three of the four
new goals referred to students and their right of free inquiry. The
"preferred' goals, although encompassing more student related
statements, still concentrate on academic matters.

According to Gross and Grambsch, a rather large sample of
faculty and administrators seemed to feel that the lack of emphasis
given to making the student a good citizen and giving them a voice
in thg government of the university was entirely appropriate. The
major concern of the respondents, related to the student's cognitive
capacities and development. As Gross and Grambsch concluded,
""the renaissance concept of cultivating the whole man is apparently

no longer esteemed as an ideal' (p. 33). It should be remembered
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that this data was collected in 1964, prior to the vigorous student
protest and efforts to participate more fully in university govern-

ance.

2. The Bureau of Applied Social Research at Columbia
University (Nash, 1968) sent a form containing 64 goal statements
to the academic dean of every college in the country. The deans
indicated the extent to which their college emphasized each goal.

In general, the results demonstrated the fact that different goals
existed for different types of institutions, although some goal state-
ments were strongly emphasized universally, e.g., ''to improve
the quality of instruction, '' and ''to increase the number of books

in the library." Through factor analysis, the goals were found to
be interrelated in such a way that five broad ''goal structures"
(factors) could be identified. They were labeled: Orientation
Toward Research and Instruction, Orientation Toward Instrumental
Training, Orientation Toward Social Development of Students,
Democratic Orientation (participatory campus governance), and
Orientation Toward Development of Resources (physical expansion).
The significant factor in this research project was that two out of
the five goal areas, determined as important by deans in 1968,

were related primarily to student-oriented goals.
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3. In another multicollege study intended to determine the
primary goals of the institution, the Council for the Advancement
of Small Colleges conducted an analysis of the institutional goals
at 13 member colleges in 1969. All faculty and administrators
ranked 25 stated characteristics of graduates (e.g., ''competent in
both oral and written communications, '' ''Guided by God's will") in
terms of 'importance for the graduates of your institution.' On the
basis of the results, the project staff was able to divide the 13
colleges into four categories: Christ-centered, Intellectual-Social,

Personal-Social, and Professional-Vocational (Chickering, 1969).

4. In a study sponsored by the Danforth Foundation (1969), a
questionnaire was administered to a 20 percent sample of faculty,
100 students, and all administrato‘rs at each of the 13 private liberé.l
arts colleges and the one junior college in the study. Respondents
were asked to rate the goal statements in terms of (1) how important
each "is'' at the respondent's college, and (2) how important the goal
""'should be'" at their college. The results indicated that great em-
phasis was placed upon teaching and student-oriented activities and

that there was a lack of emphasis on research and research-related

activities. Second, the study showed that there was significant
agreement among administrators, faculty, and students on most

matters relating to college goals and governance. In general, the
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administrators, faculty, and students in these liberal arts colleges
shared common views on many of the desired changes; however.
there were some marked differences between perceived goals and
preferred goals. An example would be that with data pooled across
colleges, the goal ''to ensure confidence of contributors'' was
viewed as the most important existing goal by both faculty and
students. As a preferred goal, however, itwas ranked 22 and 36 by
faculty and students, respectively, in a field of 50 goal statements.
And finally, there was general agreement that governance came

under the direction of administrators (Peterson, 1970).

5. Martin (1969) concluded from his questionnaire and inter-__
view study of "Institutional Character' in eight colleges and univer-
sities that generally there was little serious concern about institu-
tional goals. However, he found that there were substantial differ-
ences in this regard between newer, innovative colleges and older, v
more conventional institutions. For example, 73 percent of the
faculty respondents at the innovative colleges, compared with 6 per-
cent at the conventional universities in the sample, reported that
institutional goals were discussed at length when they considered
joining the faculty. Further, the study indicated that 40 percent of
the total faculty sample reported that the emphasis in recruiting was

clearly on the candidate's experience or prestige in an academic

area; only 16 percent reported that institutional goals were
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emphasized during the recruiting process. Martin's study also
pointed out that entering students were found to know little about
their college's philosophy. According to him, some of the reasons
for this lack of interest in institutional goals include the following:
"pre-occupation with professional guilds among the faculty, pre-
occupation with day-to-day problems and pressures, and feelings
of futility about ever achieving real closure regarding institutional

goals" (p. 7).

6. In the late 1960's, several researchers at Educational
Testing Service began developing a technique for institutional goal
definition. By 1969, a preliminary Institutional Goals Inventory
(see Chapter III for complete discussion) was assembled for use in
a study conducted by Uhl (1971) with the cooperation of five colleges.
In January 1970, the experimental Institutional Goal Inventory
(IGI) was distributed to 1, 000 individuals spread across samples of
undergraduates, graduates (where applicable), faculty, adminis-
trators, trustees and alumni from the five institutions, plus a
small cross-section of people in the local community. The instru-
ment consisted of 105 statements covering 18 kinds of goals.
Respondents rated each item on a five-point ""importance' scale,
and each item was rated in terms of both (1) perceptions of the
existing goal structure, and (2) what the institution's goals ought

to be (i.e., '"is'" and '"'should be' responses). In this study
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85 percent of the questionnaires were returned. In studying the
results Uhl indicated that he was impressed by the large number
of goal areas that showed definite convergence; the major exceptions
were goals relating to religious emphasis and personal freedom.
A sample of the Uhl results is presented in Figures 1 and 2. In-
stitution A is a church-related university located in South Carolina.
The Figure 1 profiles demonstrate the closeness of the 'is''-
"'should be' goal areas. It is interesting to speculate about what
this means. Uhl asks, '"Does it mean satisfaction?‘ Does it mean
complacency? Does it mean the end of aspiration?'" (p. 18)
Figure 2 depicts a predominantly black university in North Carolina.
Of the five institutions in the study, this was the one with the
largest discrepancy between the "is' and '"should be' profiles. Uhl
suggests that this discrepancy could mean that people are dissatis-
fied; or it could mean that there is a large measure of aspiration.
Uhl in a final statement about the significance of the study said,
""it has two end products: (a) identification (statement) of goals,

and (b) establishment of priorities among the goals' (p. 30).

7. In 1971, Richard E Peterson, of Educational Testing
Service, undertook a substantial modification of the preliminary
Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI) (see Chapter III) and arranged

for administration of the revised IGI in April 1971, to a total sample
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of 688 students, 627 faculty, and all presidents at 10 colleges and
universities on the West Coast (Peterson, 1971). The results
from this pilot project first give the profiles for all the students and
faculty participating in the 10 college study. In general, the 'is"
profiles of students and faculty are similar. The ''should be'' re-
sults for the two groups, however, are different in several ways:
faculty attach greater importance to the academic and intellectual
development of students and less importance to the development of
student personality and values; students give much greater emphasis
to vocational preparation, and attach greater importance to the
socially oriented goals (public service, egalitarianism, and social
criticism). Therefore, according to Peterson, when the ''should be"
profiles for the faculty and students at the colleges are lined up
together, the potential for conflict between the two constituencies
about college goals comes into sharp focus. But if the faculty and
students see room for change in their institutions, the presidents,
according to the study, ''want something akin to a whole new order"
(p. 10). The presidents' average ''should be''-'"'is'' discrepancy was
larger than that of any faculty-student group at any college in this
West Coast study. Peterson says, ''the presidents yearn for some-
thing of an organizational utopia: a genuine community, demo-
cratically governed and intellectually exciting, characterized by

innovation, evaluation, planning, accountability, and good relations
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with off-campué interests' (p. 10).

8. In 1970; the California State Legislature, seeing the need
for a broad review)of higher education and of the master plan which
has guided thé development and operation of public higher education
in California since 1960, created a Joint Committee on the master
plan for higher education. This committee was given a mandate to
review any and all facets of California higher education. In 1973
the committee was scheduled to submit a report to the legislature
containing a stat.ement of purposes and recommendations relating
to the functioning of higher education in California. The committee
decided to sponsor a statewide analysis of campus goals and priori-
ties. The rationale for undertaking so large an ende@hr is con-

tained in the following three excerpts from Goals For California

Higher Education: A Survey of 116 College Communities (Peterson,

1973):

That without a conception of what the system should be
seeking to accomplish, no appraisal of the present plan
makes any sense, nor likewise do proposed reforms
make sense without a prior understanding of what the
reforms are intended to achieve.

clear conceptions of system and institutional

goals have numerous uses in the day to day work of

the various elements of the overall higher education
system in the :state - in curriculum planning and deci-
sions about new programs, in the budgeting and fiscal
"allocation processes, in student admissions and place-
ment policies, in faculty recruitment and reward deci-
sions, in the organization, governance, and maintenance
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of possibly distinctive environments on each campus,
and so forth . . . ., It may be argued that no sub-
stantive decision on a campus or in a higher office
makes sense unless it is made with reference to in-'
stitutional goals and systems purposes.

[ ]
The purposes for a state's higher education system
. . . cannot be promulgated more or less arbitrarily
from above, if the policy-as-purposes are to command ®
respect and allegiance from the people involved in the
system. For purposes to be regarded as legitimate,
they must be determined through a process that is to
some degree participative. In this spirit, the Joint
Committee invited all the state's academic commun-
ities . . . to include at each one, students, faculty,
administrators, governing board members, and local
community people - to participate in a cooperative study.
(p- 1IV)

In a discussion of this study Peterson stated, 'In a number
of ways this has been a milestone study. It is the first instance of
an agency responsible for proposing policy for a sta‘/ide education
system attempting a broad analysis of the beliefs of the people in 4the
system in order to incorporate those beliefs into a policy-as-
purposes formulation' (p. IV). As this review of literature has
indicated, there have been several multicampus studies of college
goals, but this one is the largest in terms of number of institutions
(116) and individual respondents (nearly 24, 000). The instrument
used in this study to assess both the presently perceived as well as
the preferred goals and priorities was the Institutional Goals
Inventory (IGI). Educational Testing Service underwrote half the

cost of this project because the resulting data were used as norms,
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in reliability and validity analyses. It is this instrument that will
be used in the present study (see Chapter III).

In summarizing the major result of this study, Peterson
indicated that certain goal areas are rated high by most all the
constituencies, viz., faculty, students, administrators, governing
board members, and community people, in all four segments
(University of California, California State University and colleges,
community colleges, and private institutions). ''Intellectual Orienta-
tion'" and "Community'' are examples of '"consensus high importance
goals' (p. 159). Other goals were consistently ranked high in one
segment but not in others; '"Advanced Training" by'k’che University of
California constituencies, '"Vocational Preparation' in the commun-
ity colleges, and 'Individual Personal Development'' in the private
colleges, would be examples. On the other hand, there were goals
that were consistently near the bottom of the rankings, though these
tend to vary considerably by constituent groups. ''Traditional
Religiousness" (in the public sector), "Social Egalitarianism'
(except in the community colleges), '"Off-Campus Learning, ' and
""Accountability/Efficiency' are examples.

Another general finding of this study indicated that correla-
tions of the extent of agreement about priorities were higher among
the community college and private institution constituencies than

they were in the university and state college segments. These
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lower correlations among the constituencies in the two public uni-
versity segments are, according to Peterson, ''evidence of con-
flicts of interests, of constituencies at cross purposes with one

another about what goals their campuses should serve' (p. 167).

Summary

This chapter has discussed the major studies related to the
assessment of institutional goals and priorities. The review in-
dicated that, although some goal areas are generally emphasized,
different types of colleges stressed goal/priorities unique to those
institutions. The review, also, revealed that there appears to be
more agreement among the constituencies in private and coymmunity

colleges than in public universities about purposes and functions.
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III DESIGN OF THE STUDY

This chapter explains the sample and selection methodology,
the instrumentation and data collection techniques, and the treat-

ment of the data.

Locale of the Study

Oregon State University is located in an urban-agricultural
setting in the city of Corvallis (present population is 40, 000) which
is 85 miles south of Portland. Students attending the University
during the spring term of 1974 (when this study was conducted) came
from all 50 states and 44 foreign countries. Seventy percent of the
students came from within the state. According to the Registrar's
Office, the total student population of 15, 521 included 13, 027 under-

graduate students and 2, 494 graduate students.

Sample and Selection Methodology

The sample for this study was determined by a stratified pro- |
portional technique from randomly-selected faculty, students, and
administrators of the University. This technique is supported by
Popham (1967) who said: '"If the population is composed of certain
subgroups (faculty, students, and administrators) which may

respond differently to the experimental variables, the researcher
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can better represent the population by drawing a stratified sample
which represents such subgroups proportionately' (p. 47).

1. Faculty Sample; A computerized random sample was

drawn from the faculty data bank. From the breakdown of faculty
by school and college, the researcher divided the total number of
faculty into the faculty count by school to obtain the percentage and
number of faculty needed from each particular school for a total
faculty sample of 50. A second computer program was used to
select randomly from the first computer list, the faculty members
and alternates from each school (Appendices C and H).

2. Student Sample: This sample consisted of a percentage of

students registered in each school and college. A random sample
of full-time undergraduate and graduate students was drawn from
the student data bank. From the numerical breakdown of students
obtained from the Registrar's Office, the researcher then divided
the total number of students into the student count by school to
determine the number of students needed from each school to ob-
tain a minimum sample of 100 students. The total student sample
consisted of 153 respondents (Appendices D and H).

3. Administrator Sample;: The organization chart in the

1973-74 general catalog was used in determining the administrative
sample. The administrative divisions are divided into five general

areas (Appendix E). A computer program was used which randomly



25

selected two administrators (with alternates) from each of the

areas for a total sample of ten administrators.

Instrumentation

The data-gathering instrument for this study was the Institu-
tional Goals Inventory (Educational Testing Service, 1972). The
IGI is the culmination of three years of developmental work, both
conceptual and empirical (Peterson, 1973). Two experimental
versions were constructed and pilot-tested. The first was used in
a 1970 study at five institutions in the Carolinas and Virginia, which
involved 1, 000 respondents representing samples of students, faculty,
administrators, trustees, and alumni at each institution (Uhl, 1971).
The second (revised) form was used in a 1972 project involving
1, 300 faculty, students, and presidents at ten colleges and univer-
sities in California (Peterson, 1972).

One justification for the development of the IGI was that prior
instrumentation on institutional goals had been either developed for
a specific type of institution or developed for a specific group within
an institution. According to Peterson (1973), the aim behind the
development of each version of the IGI was to ' . . . insure that
the instrument, insofar as possible, covers the domain of
institutional goals for the broad spectrum of American higher educa-

tion" (p. 28). The general objective was to set down a
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conceptualization of the important kinds of goals and issues that
colleges are struggling with as they formulate and modify institu-
tional policy and practice.

However, according to Peterson (1972), '"The instrument does
not tell colleges what to do in order to reach the goals' (p. 1).
Instead, it provides a means by which faculty, students, and ad-
ministrators may contribute their thinking about the desired insti-
tutional goals. Then, according to Educational Testing Service, the
summaries of the result of this thinking can provide the constituent
groups with a basis for rational deliberations toward articulation
of a college's goals and priorities within its particular environment.

In its present form, the IGI (Appendix A) consists of 20 goal
areas. These areas are outlined below in abbreviated form (see
Appendix I for a complete description of the goal areas).

1. Academic Development (acquisition of knowledge,
academic mastery).

2. Intellectual Orientation (as an attitude, style,
commitment to learning).

3. Individual Personal Development (of one's unique
human potential).

4. Humanism/Altruism (idealism, social concern).

5. Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness (appreciation, sensi-
tivity to the arts).

6. Traditional Religiousness.

7. Vocational Preparation.
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8. Advanced Training (graduate, professional).
9. Research.
10. Meeting Local Needs (community public service).

11, Public Service (to regional, state, national,
international agencies).

12. Social Egalitarianism (meeting educational needs
of people throughout the social system).

13. Social Criticism/Activism (toward change in
American life). ‘

14. Freedom (academic, personal).

15. Democratic Governance (emphasizing structional
factors).

16. Community (emphasizing attitudinal factors--
morale, spirit, ethos).

17. Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment (intellectual
stimulation, excitement).

18. Innovation.
19. Off-Campus Learning.

20. Accountability/Efficiency.

The main content of the IGI consists of 90 goal statements.
Eighty are related to the 20 goal areas, four per goal area. The
remaining ten items are individual goal statements. The goal areas
with their respective statements are shown in Appendix B.

For each goal statement, the respondent, using a five-point

scale, gives two judgments: (1) how important ""is'' the goal,
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presently, on the campus; and (2) how important '"should' the goal
be. The alternative responses and corresponding point values for

each goal statement are:

Of no im'porfance, or not applicable =1.0
Of low importance =2.0
Of medium importance = 3.0
Of high importance =4.0
Of extremely high importance =5.0

The goal statement means were computed by averaging the responses
from each individual in a group and the goal area means were the
average of the means for the four goal statements comprising that
goal area. These calculations were done for the "is'' and ''should be"
responses.

Educational testing service places strong emphasis on test
reliability. The present IGI scales' reliability falls in the .70 to .95
range. Peterson (1972) reported that the intercorrelation of state-
ments in the respective scales is approximately .40 to . 70. The
objective, according to ETS, was that the four individual statements
would be interrelated so that they were sufficiently similar to con-
stitute a scale, while being independent enough of each other so that
each statement would yield different information if the user so de-

sired (Peterson, 1973).
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Data Collection Techniques

Two methods were used in the collection of the data. First,
the IGI, accompanied by a letter (Appendix F) explaining the overall
purpose of the study, was sent to the randomly-selected faculty,
administrators, and their alternates. The instruments were num-
bered so that the stratificatién and proportional requirements could
be met. Follow-up letters (Appendix G) were sent to those faculty
and administrators who had not responded after a two-week period
(Appendices C and E).

Second, letters (Appendix F) wére mailed to those students
whose names were generated from the random sample. The students
were invited to participate in the study by completing the IGI at a

specified time and place (Appendix D).

Data Treatment

The completed instruments were sent to Educational Testing
Service for scoring. The analysis report includes the means,
standard deviations, and mean differences for the 20 goal areas
and the 90 goal statements for the perceived (is) and preferred
(should be) responses for the total sample and for each of the sub-

groups (Appendix H).
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Independent ''t" tests (Appendix J) were used to determine
if the differences in the faculty, students, and administrators "is''-
""'should be'' mean ratings of the goal areas were significant (disso-
nance) or not significant (congruence) at the . 05 level.

In order to determine the priorities that faculty, students, and
administrators placed on the 20 goal areas and individual goal
statements, the data were ranked to includegi

1. Twenty goal areas rank-ordered by "is'" and

"should be'" means for the total sample and for
each of the subgroups.

2. Ten goal statements with the highest ""'should be"

means for the total sample.

3. Ten goal statements with the largest '"'should be''-

"is'" discrepancies for the total sample.

4. Four goal statements with both the highest '"should

be' means and the largest '"should be''-'"is' dis-

crepancies for the total sample.
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IV FINDINGS

The primary objectives of this study were to identify the con-
gruence or dissonance in perceived and preferred ratings of goal
areas and to determine the priorities faculty, students, and admin-
istrators placed upon these goals. The first part of this chapter
compares the 20 goal areas in terms of congruence or dissonance
between: (1) faculty-students, (2) faculty-administrators, and (3)
students -administrators.

The second part of the chapter is concerned with the rankingl
of the 20 goal areas, both "is'' and ''should be'', for the total sample
and for each of the subgroups. Further analysis identifies the ten
individual goal statements with the highest '"should be'' means and
the ten individual goal statements with the largest ''should be''-'"is"
discrepancies for the total sample. Finally, the four goal state-
ments with both the highest means and the largest discrepancies
are identified. Conclusions and implications will be discussed in

Chapter V.

Congruence and Dissonance

As stated in Chapter III, congruence (no significant difference)
or dissonance (significant difference) was identified for each com-

parison at the .05 level. Table 2 contains the computed ''t" values
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for each subgroup mean ratings of the 20 goal areas for both the
perceived (is) and preferred (should be) categories (Appendix H).

The data in Table 2 indicate the goal areas on which there
was congruence or dissonance between the subgroups. Figure 3
shows that for each of the goal areas, the preferred mean ratings
were higher than the perceived ratings/ﬁ/kfor the total sample. The
findings on the perceived and preferreé\} ratings will be discussed
in the following order: (1) faculty-students, (2) faculty-adminis-
trators, and (3) students-administrators.

Faculty-Students: In the perceived (is) category, faculty and

students show congruence on 19 of the goal areas. Dissonance was
recorded on goal number 20, '"Accountability/Efficiency' (Table 2
and Figure 4). In the preferred (should be) category, faculty and
students show congruence on 14 of the goal areas. Dissonance was
recorded in the following six areas: (1) Academic Development, (2)
Intellectual Orientation, (3) Individual Personal Development, (6)
Traditional Religiousness, (7) Vocational Preparation, and (12)
Social Egalitarianism. Although dissonance was shown in these
goal areas, Figure 5 illustrates the similarities of mean ratings

in faculty and students attitudes about the relative importance these

goal areas should have on the campus.



Table 2. Computed "t" Values for the Differences Between Perceived "Is" and Preferred " Should Be" Mean Ratings of Respondents.

Faculty ~  Students. Faculty - Administrators . Students - Administrators
Goal areas (N=50) (N=153) (N=50) (N=10) (N=153) (N=10)
"s! “Should Be" "ig" “Should Be'! nsh “Should Be!"
"t” C_D " t" C_,D " t" C_D Ht" C—D " t" C_D 1" t" C_D
1, Academic Development 1,11 C 2,99%% D 1,11 C 0, 66 C 0.55 C 2,09%x D
2, .Intellectual Orientation 0,41 C 2.78% D 2.73% D 0,32 C 2.6 1kx D 1,05 C
3, Individual Personal Development 1,13 C 2,11 D 1,76 C 0.70 C 2,29% D 0, 28 C
4, Humanism/Altruism 1,01 C 0, 65 C 0. 60 C 0,58 C 1,07 C 0,98 C
5, Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 0,72 C 1,66 C 0.73 C 1,18 C 1.06 C 0.29 C
6. Traditional Religiousness 1,24 C 3.,44%x D 0. 39 C 0,94 C 0,21 C 0. 63 C
7. Vocational Preparation 0,95 C 3.51%x D 1.37 C 1,72 C 1,81 C 0,20 C
8. Advanced Training 1,23 C 0,78 C 0,94 C 0, 19 C 1,68 C 0,63 C
9. Research 1,57 C 1, 89 C 1,04 C 1.18 C 1,98% D 2,00 D
10, Meeting Local Needs 0,74 C 0.20 C 0,36 C 0, 13 C 0.73 C 0. 03 C
11, Public Service 0, 87 C 0. 35 C 2,26 D 0,69 C 2, 66%x D 0, 52 C
12, Social Egalitarianism 0.76 Cc 2,89%x D 1,01 C 0.69 C 0,65 Cc 0,76 Cc
13, Social Critism/Activism 0, 49 C 1,15 C 1,33 C 0,11 C 1,09 C 0,72 C
14, Freedom 0.43 C 0,57 C 1,75 C 0,37 C 2, 05% D 0.70 C
15, Democratic Governance 0,99 C 0, 44 C 3,12x%% D 0, 16 C 3, 14%xk D 0, 42 C
16, Community 1.37 C 1,07 C 3,33 D 0,35 C 3, 06%* D 0.90 C
17. Intellectual/Aesthetic
Environment 0,91 Cc 1,69 C 1,92 C 0. 69 C 2.51% D 1,45 C
18, Innovation 0,35 C 0.51 C 1,96 D 0,13 C 2, 11% D 0,41 C
19, Off-Campus Learning 0, 08 Cc 1,09 C 0, 18 Cc 1.46 C 0,13 C 2,10« D
20, Accountability/Efficiency 2,01% D 0, 07 C 1,36 C 1.54 C 2, 55% D 1,75 C
C - Congruence D -~ Dissonance
* - Significant at the . 05 level. ** - Significant at the ,01 level,

ee
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Figure 3. Profile of "Is" and ""Should Be' mean ratings for
total sample (N=213).
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Figure 4. Profile of '"Is'" mean ratings for faculty-students -

administrators.
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Faculty-Administrators: In the perceived (is) category, con-

gruence was shown on 15 of the goal areas. Dissonance was re-
corded in five areas: (2) Intellectual Orientation, (11) Public Service,
(15) Democratic Governance, (16) Community, and (18) Innovation
(Table 2 and Figure 4). In the preferred (should be) category,

faculty and administrators recorded congruence on all 20 goal areas
(Table 2 and Figure 5).

Students -Administrators: In the perceived (is) category,

students and administrators are equally divided between congruence
and dissonance on the 20 goal areas (Table 2 and Figure 4). In the
preferred (should be) category, dissonance was recorded in three
areas: (1) Academic Development, (9) Research, and (19) Off-

Campus Learning (Table 2 and Figure 5).

Rank-Orders

This study was also designed to identify goal priorities. The
rankings of goal areas and goal statements as viewed by the
respondents are contained in this section.

Table 3 shows the rank-ordering of the 20 goal areas by ''is"
means, ''should be'' means, and discrepancies for the total sample.

In the perceived (is) category, Academic Development is perceived

to be the goal most emphasized by the University at this time, with

Research and Advanced Training ranked second and third,




Table 3.

Goal Areas Rank Ordered by Perceived "Is" Means, Preferred ' Should Be" Means, and Discrepancies for Total Sample (N=213),

Goal area

" Isll

" Should be"

mean Rank Goal area mean

Rank Goal area

" Isl'

mean

" Should be"
mean

Dis~

crepancy Rank

Academic Development
Research

Advanced Training
Accountability/Efficiency
Vocational Preparation
Freedom

Community
Intellectual Orientation
Public Service
Meeting Local Needs
Democratic Governance
Intellectual/Aesthetic
Environment
Innovation

Social Egalitarianism

Individual Personal
Development

Cultural Aesthetic
Awareness

Social Criticism /Activism

Humanism/Altruism

Off-Campus Learning
Traditional Religiousness

3.33
3,32
3.27
3,05
3.04
2,99

2,85
2.80
2,79
2,78
2.76
2,70

2.61

2,55
2,50

2,46

2.46
2.36

2.22
1.69

N W =

W0 00 N

10

12

13

14
15

16.5
18

19
20

Intellectual Orientation 4,07
Community 4,07
Ind. Personal Development 4. 00
Vocational Preparation 3,87
Freedom 3.79
Intellectual/Aesthetic 3.76
Environment
Research 3.73
Advanced Training 3,72
Democratic Governance 3,71
Innovation 3.71
Academic Development  3.67
Public Service 3,64
Humanism/Altruism 3,63
Accountability/Efficiency 3.50
Meeting Local Needs 3.42
Social Criticism/ 3,36
Activism
Social Egalitarianism 3,23
Cultural Aesthetic 3.19
Awareness
Off-Campus Learning 3.12
Traditional Religiousness: 2.00

1.5 Ind. Personal Development 2.50

1.5
3

4
5
6

9.5

9.5
11
12

13

14
15

16

17
18

19
20

Intellectual Orientation
Humanism/Altruism
Community
Innovation
Intellectual/Aesthetic
Environment
Democratic Governance
Social Criticism/Activism
Off-Campus Learning
Public Service
Vocational Preparation
Freedom

Cultural/ Aesthetic
Awareness

Social Egalitarianism

Meeting Local Needs

Advanced Training

Accountability /Efficiency
Research

Academic Development
Traditional Religiousness

2.80
2.36
2.85
2.61
2.76

2.76
2.46
2,22
2.79
3,04
2,99

2,46

2.55
2,78

3.27

3,05
3.32

3.33
1,69

4, 00
4.07
3.63
4,07
3.71
3.7

3.71
3.36
3.12
3.64
3.87
3.79

3.19

3,23
3.42

3.72

3.50
3.73

3.67
2.00

+1.50
+1.27
+1.27
+1.22
+1.10
+1.06

+0.95
+0.90
+0.90
+0. 55
+0. 83
+0. 80

+0,73

+0. 68
+0. 64

+0, 45

+0. 45
+0.41

+0. 34
+0,31
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respectively. In the preferred (should be) category, Intellectual
Orientation, in the opinion of the respondents, is the goal that
should have the greatest importance on the campus, with Community

and Individual Personal Development ranked second and third, res-

pectively.

In addition, Table 3 presents a listing of the goal areas ac-
cording to the size of the discrepancy or gap between the mean
''should be' rating and the mean '"is'' rating. The goal area heading
the list is the one having the largest ''should be''-~'""is'"' discrepancy.
This ranking indicates priorities for possible institutional change;
the goal areas at the top of the discrepancy ranking are those that
the respondents believe should not only receive greater emphasis
but indicate goals which the University has the furthest to go to
achieve. According to the respondents, these goal areas are:

Individual Personal Development, Intellectual Orientation, and

Humanism/Altruism.

Whereas Table 3 rank-ordered the goal areas means for the
total sample, Table 4 gives a rank-ordering for ''should be'" ratings
for the three subgroups and total sample. This analysis compares
the faculty, students, and administrators rankings of the goal areas
in terms of how each Believes the priorities '"'should be' on campus.

For example, the goal area Academic Development was ranked third

by faculty, thirteenth by students, fifth by administrators, and



Table 4.

Goal Area Preferred " Should Be" Ranking for Each Subgroup.

Faculty Students Administrators Total sample
Goal areas (N=50) (N=153) (N=10) (N=213)
" Should be" Rank "Should be' Rank "Should be'"  Rank ' Should be" Rank
1. Academic Development 3.94 3 3,56 13 4. 10 5 3,67 11
2. Intellectual Orientation 4,33 1 3.98 3.5 4,25 1 4,07 1,5
3, Individual Personal Development 3,77 7 4,08 4,00 7 4,00 3
4, Humanism/Altruism 3.56 12 3.67 10 3,35 15 3,63 13
5, Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 3,39 15,5 3.14 19 3,05 18 3,19 18
6. Traditional Religiousness 1,62 20 2,13 20 1,90 20 2.00 20
7. Vocational Preparation 3,52 13 3,98 3,5 4,03 6 3,87 4
8. Advanced Training 3.79 6 3.69 7 3.85 9 3.72 8
9. Research 3,91 5 3.65 11,5 4,23 3 3,73 7
10, Meeting Local Needs 3.39 15.5 3,42 15 3,43 14 3.42 15
11, Public Service 3.60 11 3,65 11,5 3,80 11 3,64 12
12, Social Egalitarianism 2.87 19 3,36 17 3,10 17 3.23 17
13, Social Criticism/Activism 3.22 17 3,41 16 3,18 16 3,36 16
14, Freedom 3.73 10 3,82 5 3,60 13 3.79 5
15, Democratic Governance 3,75 9 3.69 7 3,80 11 3,71 9.5
16, Community 4,16 2 4,03 2 4,25 2 4,07 . 1.5
17, Intellectual Aesthetic Environment 3,92 4 3,68 9 4,10 4 3,76 6
18, Innovation 3.76 8 3.69 7 3,80 11 3,71 9.5
19, Off-Campus Learning 3,01 18 3.19 18 2,50 19 3,12 19
20, Accountability/Efficiency 3,48 14 3.47 14 3.95 8 3.50 14

0%
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eleventh by the combined constituencies. Further interpretation of

Table 4 indicates that the goal areas Intellectual Orientation,

Community, and Individual Personal Development, which were

ranked as the top three by the total sample, were ranked by faculty,
1, 2, 7 - by students, 3.5, 2, 1, - and by administrators, 1, 2, 7.

Tables 5-7 and Figures 6-8 illustrate the '"is''-''should be"
plus the discrepancy for the goal area rankings for each subgroup.
These tables demonstrate another strategy for using the data in
determining priorities. The tables contain the ''is''-'"should be"
means and the size of the discrepancy between "is'' and ''should be"
ratings. This data gives consideration to both what people want
the Universify to accomplish (the ''should be'' ratings) and how far
the University has to go to get there (the ''should be'' -"is'' dis-
crepancy).

First, these tables indicate the rank-orderings for each sub-
group in terms of ''is'' means in order to consider how the various
constituencies view current institutional priorities as specified by
the IGI. Second, rankings according to ''should be'' means give
insights into what each constituent group believes the priorities
"'should be''. To facilitate understanding of the tables, the goal
area means for each subgroup were plotted on profile sheets for
visual comparison. Third, these tables illustrate the discrepancies

between ''should be'' and ''is'' means of each goal area for each



Table 5. Goal Areas Rank Ordered by "Is" Means, " Should Be" Means, and Discrepancies for Faculty: N=50,

" Should be" Dis- " Should be" plus
Goal areas "is" " Should be" Dis~ plus "Is"  '"Should be" crepancy discrepancy
crepancy discrepancy rank rank rank rank
sum order order order order
1, Academic Development 3,22 3,94 .72 4,66 4 3 12,5 8
2. Intellectual Orientation 2,73 4,33 1,60 5.93 10 1 1 1
3, Ind. Personal Development 2.58 3,77 1,19 4,96 14 7 3 4
4, Humanism/Altruism 2.45 3.56 .11 4,67 17 12 7 7
5, Cultural/Aesthetic
Awareness 2.52 3.39 .87 4,26 15 15.5 8 12
6. Traditional Religiousness 1.58 1,62 .04 1,66 20 20 20 20
7. Vocational Preparation 3,11 3,52 .41 3,93 S 13 17.5 15.5
8. Advanced Training 3,37 3,79 .42 4.21 2 6 16 13
9. Research 3,46 3,91 .45 4,36 1 5 15 10
10, Meeting Local Needs 2.85 3,39 .54 3,93 7.5 15,5 14 15.5
11, Public Service 2,85 3,60 .75 4,35 7.5 11 11 11
12, Social Egalitarianism 2.46 2,87 .41 3,28 16 19 17,5 19
13, Social Criticism/Activism 2.40 3.22 .82 4,04 18 17 9 _ 14
14, Freedom 3,01 3,73 .72 4,45 6 10 12.5 9
15, Democratic Governance 2.62 3.75 1,13. 4,88 12.5 9. 6 6
16, Community 2,68 4,16 1,48 5,64 11 2. 2 2
17, Intellectual/Aesthetic )
Environment 2.75 3.92 1,17 5.09 9 4 4 3
18, Innovation 2.62 3,76 1, 14 4,90 12,5 8 5 5
19, Off-Campus Learning 2,21 23,01 .80 3,81 19 18, 10 17
20, Accountability /Efficiency 3,23 3,48 .25 3,73 3 14 19 18

(44



Figure 6. Profile of "Is'-""Should Be'" mean ratings for
faculty (N=50).
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Table 6. Goal Areas Rank Ordered by "Is" Means, ' Should Be" Means, and Discrepancies for Students: N=153.

" Should be' Dis~ " Should be' plus
Goal areas "s" " Should be" Dis- plus "Is"  '"Should be" crepancy discrepancy
crepancy discrepancy rank rank rank rank
sum order order order order
1, Academic Development 3.36 3.56 .20 3.76 1 13 20 19
2. Intellectual Orientation 2.78 3.98 1,20 5.18 8 3.5 3 3
3, Individual Personal Develop-
ment 2,43 4,08 1,65 5,78 16,5 1 1 1
4, Humanism/Altruism 2,32 3,67 1,35 5,02 18 10
5. Cultural/Aesthetic Aware~
ness 2,43 3,14 W71 3.85 16.5 19 14 18
6. Traditional Religiousness 1,73 2,13 .40 2,53 20 20 19 20
7. Vocational Preparation 2,99 3,98 .99 4,97 4 3,5 7 5
8. Advanced Training 3.21 3,69 .48 4,17 3 7 17 12
9. Research 3,24 3,65 .41 4,06 2 11,5 18 16
10, Meeting Local Needs 2,75 3,42 .67 4,09 2.5 15 15 15
11, Public Service 2.74 3,65 .91 4, 56 11 11,5 11 10
12, Social Egalitarianism 2,56 3,36 .80 4, 16 14 17 13 13.5
13, Social Criticism/Activism 2,46 3.41 .95 4,36 15 16 9 11
14, Freedom 2,95 3,82 .87 4.69 6 5 12 8
15, Democratic Governance 2.75 3.69 .94 4,63 9.5 7 10 9
16, Community 2,86 4,03 1,17 5.20 7 2 4 2
17, Intellectual/Aesthetic
Environment 2,64 3.68 1,04 4,72 12 9 6 7
18, Innovation 2.58 3,69 1,11 4,80 13 7 5 6
19, Off-Campus Learning 2,22 3,19 .97 4,16 19 18 8 13.5
20, Accountability/Efficiency 2.96 3,47 W51 3,98 5 14 16 17

14’
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Figure 7. Profile of ""Is'"-"Should Be' mean ratings for

students (N=153).
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Table 7, Goal Areas Rank Ordered by "Is" Means, and " Should Be" Means, and Discrepancies for Administrators: N=10,

" Should be" Dis- " Should be" plus
Goal areas "Ish "Should be'" Dis~ plus "Is" "Should be" crepancy discrepancy
crepancy discrepancy rank rank rank rank
sum order order order order
1. Academic Development 3.50 4, 10 .60 4,70 7 5 6.5 5
2, Intellectual Orientation 3,43 4,25 .82 5.07 9.5 1 3 1
3, Individual Personal
Development 3,05 4, 00 .95 4,95 13 7 1 2.5
4. Humanism/Altruism 2,60 3,35 .75 4,10 18 15 4 11
5. Cultural/Aesthetic
Awareness 2.70 3,05 .35 3.40 17 18 14 18
6. Traditional Religiousness 1,68 1,90 .22 2,12 20 20 18 20
7. Vocational Preparation 3,45 4,03 .58 4,61 8 6 8 7
8. Advanced Training 3,65 3,85 .20 4,05 2,5 9 19 12,5
9. Research 3,78 4,23 .45 4,68 1 3 10. 5 6
10, Meeting Local Needs 2,95 3,43 .48 3,91 14 14 9 14
11, Public Service 3,43 3,80 .37 4,17 9.5 11 12,5 10
12, Social Egalitarianism 2,73 3.10 .37 3,47 15.5 17 12.5 17
13, Social Criticism/Activism 2,73 3,18 .45 3.63 15.5 16 10.5 16
14, Freedom 3,53 3.60 .07 3,67 6 13 20 15
15, Democratic Governance 3.55 3,80 .25 4, 05 5 11 16.5 12,5
16. Community 3,65 4,25 .60 4,85 2.5 2 6.5 4
17, Intellectual/Aesthetic
Environment 3,25 4. 10 .85 4,95 11 4 2 2,5
18, Innovation 3,08 3,80 .72 4,52 12 11 5 8
19. Off-Campus Learning 2,25 2,50 .25 2,75 19 19 16.5 19
20, Accountability /Efficiency 3.63 3,95 .32 4,27 4 8 15 9

9%
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Figure 8. Profile of "Is''-""Should Be' mean ratings for
administrators (N=10).
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Table 8. Ten Goal Statements (From the Total of 90) With Highest " Should Be" Means -~ Total Sample (N=213).

Rank Statement Mean Goal areas Rank
1 (3) To help students identify their own personal goals and develop
means of achieving them. 4.24 Individual Personal Development 3
2 (65) To maintain a climate of mutual trust and respect among
students-faculty~administrators. 4.23 Community 1.5
3 (26) To provide students an opportunity for trainingin specific
careers, e,g.,, accounting, engineering, nursing. 4,22 Vocational Preparation 4
4 (2) To train students in methods of scholarly inquiry, scientific
research, and problem solving. 4,19 Intellectual Crientation 1.5
5 (7) To develop students' ability to synthesize knowledge from a
variety of sources. 4,15 Intellectual Crientation i.5
6.5 (1) To help students acquire depth of knowledge in at least
one academic discipline, 4.11 Academic development 11
6.5 (64) To assure that everyone may participate--be represented in
making decisions affecting them. 4,11 Democratic Governance 9.5
8 (37) To contribute, through research, to the general advancement
of knowledge. 4,08 Research 7
9 (62) To maintain a campus climate in which differences of opinion
can be aired openly and amicably. 4,07 Community 1.5
10 (59) To maintain climate of open~candid communication throughout
the organizational structure. 4.05 Community 1.5

8%
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subgroup. The discrepancies can readily be compared for the sub-
groups on a given goal area. For example, with regard to the first

goal area Academic Development, the discrepancy for the faculty is

larger (. 72) than for the students (. 20),with the administrators in

between (. 60). In general, the magnitude of the gap is an index of

the degree of satisfaction with the institutional status quo in the view

of the constituent group in question.

As an additional interpretative aid, Table 8 identifies the ten
goal statements (from the total of 90) for the total sample having the
highest "should be' means. The purpose of this listing is to enable
Oregon State University to identify those goal statements (at a higher
level of specificity than implied by the 20 goal areas) that faculty,
students, and administrators believe should have a high priority
(Appendix H).

Table 9 indicates the ten goal statements (from the total of 90)
for the total sample with the largest ''should be'' -"is'" discrepancies.
The purpose of this table is to focus on those statements for which
the discrepancy between the perceived (is) and the preferréd (should
be) is the largest (Appendix H).

Table 10 specifies the four goal statements with both the highest
'"'should be'' means and the largest ''should be'' -'"is'" discrepancies.
They isolate those goal statements that the constituencies not only

believe should be of top priority, but also those statements for which



Table 9. Ten Goal Statements (From the Total of 90) With Largest " Should Be'" -"Is" Discrepancies - Total Sample (N=213),

Dis~
Rank Statement Discrepancy Goal area 8
crepancy
rank
1 (13) To help students be open, honest, and trusting in their rela-
tionships with others, 1,57 Individual Personal Development 1
2 (8) To help students develop a sense of self-worth/self-confidence
and a capacity for impact on events. 1,52 Individual Personal Development 1
3 (3) To help students identify their own personal goals and
develop means of achieving them. 1,51 Individual Personal Development 1
4 (5) To increase the desire and ability of students to undertake
self~directed learning. 1,49 Intellectual Orientation 2
5 (11) To help students achieve deeper levels of self-understanding. 1.42 Individual Personal Development 1
6 (65) To maintain a climate of mutual trust and respect among
students-faculty-administrators. 1,41 Community 4
7 (17) To help students understand and respect people from diverse
backgrounds and cultures. 1,39 Humanism/Altruism 3
8 (10) To instill in students a lifelong commitment to learning. 1.38 Intellectual Orientation 2
9 (59) To maintain climate of open-candid communication throughout
the organizational structure. 1,34 Community 4
10 (65) To assure that everyone may participate~~be represented
in making decisions affecting them. 1.32 Democratic Governance 7

0¢



Table 10, Four Goal Statements (From the Total of 90) With Both Highest " Should Be" Means and Largest " Should Be" ~"Is" Discrepancies -

Total Sample (N=213).

"s" "Should be'" Dis-~ "Should be" Dis-
Statement
mean mean crepancy Goal area rank crepancy
‘ rank

(3) To help students identify their own
personal goals and develop means of
achieving them. 2.73 4.24 1.51 Individual Personal Development 3 1
(65) To maintain a climate of mutual trust
and respect among students-faculty~
administrators. 2.82 4.23 1.41 Community 1.5 4
(64) To assure that every one may
participate~~be represented in making
decisions affecting them. 2.79 4,11 1,32 Democratic Governance 9.5 7
(59) To maintain climate of open~candid
communication throughout the organiza~
tional structure. 2,71 4,05 1,34 Community 1.5 4

| 8§41
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the greatest change should occur. These four goal statements
should be useful to the University in the task of priority-setting
because they not only indicate areas which are perceived to be of
the most importance but also, those areas where the University has

failed the most, in the opinion of the respondents (Appendix H).
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V SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this investigation was (1) to examine the con-
gruence or dissonance in perceived (is) and preferred (should be)
ratings of institutional goals and (2) to determine the priorities
placed on these goals by faculty, students, and administrators at
Oregon State University.

The IGI was administered to a stratified proportional sample
of 213 randomly selected faculty, students, and administrators
(Appendices C, D, and E).

The main content of the IGI consists of 90 goal statements.
Eighty are related to the 20 goal areas, four per goal area. The
remaining ten items are individual goal statements (Appendices
A and B).

The respondents were asked to evaluate each of the goal state-
ments in two different ways:

1. How important is the goal at this University at

the present time?
2. How important »should the goal be at this University?

Respondents indicated their evaluation on a five-point scale:
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Response choice for goal statements Point value

Of no importance or not applicable
Of low importance

Of medium importance

Of high importance

Of extremely high importance

U N
e eNeNo Nl

The respondent characteristics, as delineated in Appendices
C, D, E, and H, indicate a highly representative sample. The
response ratio obtained from faculty, students, and administrators
indicates that the findings presented in this study can be generalized
to those populations.

The data analysis includes the means, standard deviations,
and mean differences for the 20 goal areas and the 90 goal state-
ments for the perceived (is) and the preferred (should be) responses
for the total sample and for each of the subgroups (Appendix H).
Based on the point values shown above, the following ranges were

estahlished to aid in interpreting mean values (Figures 3, 4, and

5):
Mean value Interpretation
< -1.49 of no importance or not applicable
1.50 - 2.49 of low importance
2.50 - 3.49 of medium importance
3.50 - 4.49 of high importance
> -4.50 of extremely high importance

Second, independent ''t" tests (Appendix J) were used to
determine if the differences in the respondents perceived and

preferred mean ratings of the goal areas were significant at the . 05
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level. These tests provided the data necessary for determining
congruence or dissonance between faculty, students, and adminis-
trators on the 20 goal areas (Table 2). Congruence (no significant
difference) or dissonance (significant difference) was reported for
each comparison. Further, by ranking the total areas and goal
statements on their mean values, the basic priorities, as viewed

by the respondents, were identified for the University (Tables 3-10).

Conclusions and Implications

Based on the findings presented in Chapter IV, the conclusions
are summarized in this section. First, the discussion will analyze
the congruence or dissonance between each subgroup on the 20 goal
areas. Second, the rank ordering of goal areas and goal statements

are discussed.

A. Congruence and Dissonance

1. Perceived vs. Preferred: Although the data showed that

the perceived mean ratings for the total sample were below those
for the preferred ratings (Figure 3), faculty, students, and admin-
istrators showed a large degree of congruence in their respective
perceived and preferred ratings of the 20 goal areas (Figures 4
and 5). For example, out of 120 possible combinations (Table 2),

only 25 comparisons between groups were large enough to record a
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significant difference (dissonance'. The importance of this firiding
indicates that the subgroups in the campus community are in more
agreement on the IGI goals than might have been expected in terms
of what the University is currently doing and what they believe the
University should be doing (Figures 4 and 5).

2. Perceived Category: Faculty and students' ratings showed

congruence on 19 of the perceived goal areas. Faculty and admin-
istrators' ratings are congruent on 15 of the 20 goal areas and
students and administrators' ratings are equally divided between
congruence and dissonance on the goal areas. These data indicate
that out of 60 possible combinations in the perceived category, there
were 44 comparisons between faculty, students, and administrators
that did not show a significant difference in their mean ratings of
the goal areas. Therefore, it is possible to conclude that there is
general congruence on how the respondents currently view these
goal areas (Table 2).

3. Preferred Category: Faculty and students show congruence

on 14 of the preferred goal areas. Faculty and administrators were
congruent on all 20 goals, and students and administrators were
congruent on 17 of the goal areas. Again, out of 60 possible com-
binations in the preferred category, there were 51 comparisons be-
tween faculty, students, and administrators that did not show a

significant difference (dissonance) in their mean ratings of the 20
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goal areas. These data also support the conclusion that there is
general congruence on what the respondents believe the goals
should be on campus (Table 2).

In summarizing the above findings, the reader should be re-
minded that when dissonance (a significant difference) existed, it
did not indicate that there was conflict or disagreement in terms
of the '"relative importance' of a goal area (Figures 4 and 5). An

example of this can be seen in goal area six, Traditional Religious-

ness, Although a significant difference (dissonance) was recorded
between the faculty-students preferred rating of this goal, itis
evident from Figure 5 that both groups believe that the goal of

Traditional Religiousness should be of ""low importance' at the

University., Goal area number one, Academic Development, would

be another example where dissonance was recorded between the
preferred ratings of both faculty-students and students-administra-
tors. However, as Figure 5 indicates, all subgroups were of the

opinion that Academic Development should be of '"high importance"

on campus.

Therefore, although there was a significant difference (dis-
sonance) in the perceived-preferred ratings of the total sample on
the 20 goal areas, the data illustrate that the subgroups show a large
degree of congruence (similarity), in terms of '"relative importance, "

in their ratings of the perceived and preferred goals for the
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University (Figures 4 and 5). Thus, the faculty, students, and
administrators want these 20 goal areas (with the exception of

Traditional Religiousness) to have greater importance on campus.

B. Rank Orders

In the perceived category, the 213 respondents agreed that the
University is currently placing greatest emphasis on Academic

Development, Research, and Advanced Training among the 20 goal

areas. Traditional Religiousness and Off-Campus Learning are per-

ceived to be the goal areas of least importance currently at the
University (Table 3). The fact that no single goal area is perceived 1%,
by the respondents to be of more than "medium importance' (means
of 2.50-3.49) to the University is interesting (Figure 3). These data
may reflect a sense of ambiguity concerning the major thrusts of the
University. Or, they may indicate a sense of concern about the
University '"trying to do too much with too little.'" Regardless of
how one interprets this particular finding, it is clear that members
of the University community perceive something less than ""high'" or
"extremely high'' importance being placed on any of the 20 goal areas.
This would indicate that the respondents want the goals and priorities
of the University reordered (Figure 3 and Table 3).

The preferred category provided evidence as to what should be

(in the opinion of the respondents) the goals of the University. Thus,
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Intellectual Orientation was seen by the 213 respondents to be the

goal area which should be of the highest importance to the Univer-

sity at this time, with Community and Individual Personal Develop-
ment ranked second and third, respectively (Table 3).

In the discrepancy rank order, (those goal areas with the
largest gap between the is means and the should be means), the

total sample ranked Individual Personal Development, Intellectual

Orientation, and Humanism/Altruism as the top three goal areas

with the largest discrepancies (Table 3). This listing suggests pos-
sible priorities for institutional change; the areas at the top of the
list are ones that the IGI respondents believe should receive greater
emphasis than they are presently receiving.

The ranking of the ten goal statements from the total of the 90
statements contained in the IGI, isolate individual goal statements
at a higher level of specificity than implied in the broad goal areas.
Table 8 indicated the ten statements with the highest should be means
for the total sample. Table 9 listed the ten statements with the

largest should be-is discrepancy, and Table 10 isolated the four

statements with both the highest should be means and the largest

should be-~is discrepancies. These individual statements should

have significance for the University. Not only do they focus on
specific goals the respondents believe should have greater impor-

tance on campus, but they could be used in deliberations on policy
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changes and allocation of resources.

Since the miscellaneous goal statements are not a part of the
20 goal areas and since none of the statements appeared in the
"'should be' or "discrepancy'' top ten goal statements, they were
judged to be of minimal importance by the respondents. Therefore,
no attempts were made to analyze them in this study. However,
their mean "is''-""'should be' scores are presented in Appendix H.

In summary, this study has indicated that there is a large
degree of congruence in the preferred category which indicates a
strong convergence of opinion concerning what should be the goals
and priorities of the University (Table 2). As previously stated,
where dissonance does occur, it does not indicate that there was
disagreement in terms of the 'relative importance' of a goal area
(Figure 5).

In determining goal priorities from this study, three basic
points are important. First, the preferred mean ratings of a
particular goal area or goal statement indicate the amount of im-
portance which the respondents feel should be attached to the goal.
Thus, all goal areas and/or statements with ''should be'' means
in the ""high importance' (means of 3.50 - 4.49) range deserve
close attention in the decisions on the future mission of the Univer-
sity (Tables 3 and 8). Second, the fact that the University is con-

strained by limited resources and state mandates necessitates a
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ranking of the goals to determine the relative importance of each
as perceived by the University community. Such a ranking permits
one to distinguish more finely within the 'highly important" cate-
gory noted above. Finally, and for the purpose of setting priorities,
the University should evaluate the absolute differences (discrep-
ancies) between the perceived and preferred mean ratings of a
particular goal area or goal statement. Such an evaluation indicates
the magnitude of the gap between what is and what should be. A
relatively large discrepancy implies discontent and/or a sense of
aspiration toward new accomplishments; relatively low discrepancies
suggest satisfaction, or perhaps complacency and the end of aspira-
tion. Consequently, a comparison of the gaps across goal areas and
goal statements indicates possible priorities for institutional change
by revealing those areas where the greatest change should occur
(Tables 3, 9, and 10).

A major determinant of the future mission of the University is
the beliefs and values of its faculty, students, and administrators.
The researcher is aware that beliefs and values are difficult to de-
fine and measure. Nevertheless, exclusion of values from major
decisions about mission places undue emphasis on data which are
quantifiable and more easily manipulated. It is not enough that values
simply be ''allowed to intrude' in decision making during the process

of analyzing and interpreting quantifiable data. Rather, values
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themselves should be systematically and consciously assessed as
major determinants of desirable goals and priorities. Therefore,
the values, opinions, and attitudes held by the University com-
munity with regard to goals and priorities have been systematically
surveyed, analyzed, and reported in this study.

As stated in Chapter III, the IGI does not tell institutions
how to reach the goals. Instead, the IGI provides a means by which
the faculty, students, and administrators may contribute their
thinking about the desired institutional goals. The results of this
thinking can provide the University with a basis for rational de-
liberations toward articulation of goals and priorities. Educational
Testing Service suggests several ways in which institutional goals
may be put to use on the campus:
As fundamentals of policy.

1.

2. As general decision guides.
3. __In planning.
4.
5.

In management information systems.

In institutional evaluation.

In implementing accountability (Peterson, 1971, p. 14).
Now, it is incumbent upon those most directly involved in the
direction and planning of Oregon State University to devote the

time and attention required to review the results of this study and

to determine their further implications.
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Recommendations

1. Special consideration should be given to those goal areas and
goal statements listed in Tables 8, 9, and 10 for the purpose of im-
proving the atmosphere and morale of the University community.

2. Although the ten miscellaneous goal statements did not appear
in the priority rankings of the individual goal statements, they should
be scrutinized for their implications to the University.

3. The findings of this study should be considered by the schools,
colleges, and departments across campus as fundamental information
in deliberations about their roles and functions within the University.
Further, it would be useful to replicate this type of study to determine
if goals and priorities differ between the various schools and colleges
of the University.

4. Ideally, the process of defining goals should be participative,
drawing not only on the ideas and belief of the academic commu‘nity,
but also the opinions and attitudes of citizens and their representatives.
Therefore, an investigation of this type could be enlarged to include
state board members, legislators, and community people to deter-
mine what various groups of people off the campus believe about the
goals and priorities of the University.

5. This study should be replicated by the University every
three to five years to assess the current congruence/dissonance and

determine goal/priority rankings of the campus community.
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INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY
(Form 1)

To the respondeént:

Numerous educational, social, and economic circumstances have arisen that
have made it necessary for many colleges and universities in America to
reach clear, and often new, understandings about their goals. During the late
1960s there were new demands, especially from students, for colleges to
assume new roles and serve new interests. Now, in the early 1970s, a wide-
spread financial crisis is making it imperative for colleges to specify the
objectives to which limited resources may be directed.

The Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI) was developed as a tool to help
college communities delineate goals and establish priorities among them.
The instrument does not tell colleges what to do in order to reach the goals.
Instead, it provides a means by which many individuals and constituent
groups can contribute their thinking about desired institutional goals. Sum-
maries of the results of this thinking then provide a basis for reasoned delib-
erations toward final definition of college goals.

The Inventory was designed to embrace possible goals of all types of Amer-
ican higher education institutions—universities, church-related colleges,
junior colleges, and so forth. Most of the goal statements in the Inventory
refer to what may be thought of as “‘output’” or "‘outcome’” goals—substantive
objectives colleges may seek to achieve (e.g., qualities of graduating students,
research emphases, kinds of public service). Statements toward the end of
the instrument relate to *‘process’” goals—goals having to do with campus
climate and the educational process.

The Gl is intended to be completely confidential. Results will be summa-
rized only for groups—faculty, students, trustees, and so forth. In no instance
will responses of individuals be reported. The Inventory should ordinarily not
take longer than 45 minutes to complete.
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page two

DIRECTIONS

The Inventory consists of 90 statements of
possible institutional goals. Using the answer
key shown in the examples below, you are
asked to respond to each statement in two

First — How important js the goal at this
institution at the present time?

Then — In your judgment, how important

different ways: should the goal be at this institution?

EXAMPLES

A.  torequire a common core of learning
experiences for all students...

should be | CTO (@) [} @ ==
In this example, the respondent believes the goal ‘‘to require a common core of learning experiences for all
students’ is presently of extremely high importance, but thinks that it should be of medium importance.
] . ) sl e |l oo | o &
B. to give alumni a larger and more direct
role in the work of the institution... should be | ) Faro) - faae)

In this example, the respondent sees the goal ““to give alumni a larger and more direct role in the work of
the institution’’ as presently being of low importance, but thinks that it should be of high importance.

Unless you have been given other

instructions, consider the institution oval after should be.

as a whole in making your judgments. . Use any soft lead pencil.
in giving should be responses, do not use colored pencils or a p
be restrained by your beliefs about ball point, or felt tip.
whether the goal, realistically, can . Mark each answer so that

ever be attained on the campus.

+ Please try to respond to every goal
statement in the /nventory, by checks v/} or X's.

blackening one oval after is and one

Do not
en—ink,
it

completely fills {blackens} the
intended oval. Please do not make

Additional Goal Statements (Local Option) (91-110}: A section is

included for additional goal statements of specific interest or concern.

These statements will be supplied locally. If no statements are

supplied, leave this section blank and go on to the Information Questions.

Information Questions {111-117): These questions are included to
enable each institution to analyze the results of the /nventory in way

S

that will be the most meaningful and useful to them. Respond to each

question that applies.

Subgroups and Supplementary Information Questions (118:124): If
these sections are to be used instructions will be given locally for
marking these items. 1f not, please ieave them blank.

Copyright © 1972 by Educational Testing Service. All rights reserved.

No part of the Institutional Goals Inventory may be adapted or reproduced

in any form without permission in writing from the publisher.

Published and distributed by ETS College and University Programs,

Princeton, New Jersey 08540
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page three

o/"
Please respond to these goal statements o O o, 0’% :
by blackening one oval after is and one ‘,)o "o/ 6‘; ’o,))
after should be. ‘s % %, '
oula be % "o, 2
%% %
RS Y >
% % 3 &\
1. 1o help students acquire depth of knowledge in at is | D (@] o (D]
least one academic discipline...
should be | (0D (anin] cD (D]
2. to teach students methods of scholarly inquiry, is | D D D
scientific research, and/or probiem definition and
solution... should be | D (]
3. 1o help students identify their own personal goals is D [axse] D
and develop means of achieving them...
: should be | D (@] [ex3D] D
I 4. o ensure that students acquire a basic knowledge in is D D ()]
; the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences...
should be | CD (@] D D
5. to increase the desire and ability of students to is | D [@an) o o
undertake self-directed learning...
should be | CD (@) = D
6. to prepare students for advanced academic work,e.g., is | D D [ [axm D
at a four-year college or graduate or professional
school... should be | D D D (D)
7. to develop students’ ability to synthesize knowledge is | CD D [}
from a variety of sources...
should be | D [exm] D D
8. to help students develop a sense of self-worth, is | D ([em} [a=m}
self-confidence, and a capacity to have an impact on
events... should be | D (v @D D
g. to hold students throughout the institution to high is [ ([ [axme] [er]
standards of intellectual performance...
should be D (@] (e D
10.  toinstill in students a life-long commitment to is | D D [@w]
learning... ]
shouid be | D [awm)] (] (XD D
i 11.  to help students achieve deeper levels of is| D D D (@)
self-understanding... .
i shouldbe | D ([ave] [} D [exm)
| 12. 1o ensure that students who graduate have achieved some is| D ([av»] o [@rm] (@)
i level of reading, writing, and mathematics competency...
i should be | D (@] (e ([@n]
| 13. 1o help students be open, honest, and trusting in is cD [@w}
their relationships with others...
shouldbe | «O | @ | @ @D
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Please respond to these goal statements
by blackening one oval after is and one
after should be.

14. 1o encourage students to become conscious of the is (@) [} (@} <o
important moral issues of our time... -
shoufd be | ™ (@] [} () aGD
15. 1o increase students’ sensitivity to and is D o ] ()
appreciation of various forms of art and artistic ]
expression... should be | D (=] D D
16. 10 educate students in a particular religious is () )
heritage...
should be | ¢ @ (@)
17.  to help students understand and respect people from is () S
diverse backgrounds and cultures...
should be | D (@an] [ersp)
18.  to require students to complete some course is | D o (- & =
work in the humanities or arts...
should be | CD [@w] D D D
19.  to help students become aware of the potentialities is | €D (- @ o D
of a full-time religious vocation...
shouid be | CD ([@») (@) [axw]
20.  to encourage students to become committed to working 15 D | &>
for world peace...
should be | D DO [arm]
21, to encourage students to express themselves artistically, e.g., s ol D (=
in music, painting, film-making...
should be | D (@) (e}
22. 1o develop students’ ability to understand and defend s = o (=
a theological position...
should be | D (@) D [arm]
23.  to encourage students to make concern about the welfare Is] D @ (- = <
of all mankind a central part of their lives...
P should be | D (arm] (e} (]
24. 1o acquaint students with forms of artistic or literary is| D D (- oD
expression in non-Western countries...
should be | D (e [axw] (@)
25. to help students develop a dedication to serving God in Is| Co (S == o« <
everyday life...
should be | D (@) (e (e}
26.  to provide opportunities for students to prepare is| D oD | > o
for specific occupational careers, e.g., accounting,
engineering, nursing... should be | D Do D
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page five
oﬁ
%
0. o,
Please respond to these goal statements o O 0. %0» °x4 ”24
by blackening one oval after is and one A’o 00/ 6‘4 % & %
2 % %, - > 5 .
after should be. % 2, e 2, 2, EX
%% o"z Q.} q‘z o’)
(SN ) ) 2
%{v % 0%0 o‘@ o’lv 0)'20
27. to develop what would generally be regarded as a strong is | CDO (@] (@) (eras] D
and comprehensive graduate school...
should be | CD (@) D D D
28. to perform contract research for government, business, is | T (@] [exxn] e
or industry...
should be | CDO (@] (@] (eras] (@)
29. to provide opportunities for continying education for is | D (@) GD (a3 [@r3»]
aduits in the local area, e.g., on a part-time basis...
| should be | CD (@) (@} D
| 30 to develop educational programs geared to new and is | CO D @ o (@]
i emerging career fields...
i should be | CD (@) (@] (e} D
| 31. to prepare students in one or more of the traditional is| (@} D D D
professions, e.g., law, medicine, architecture...
should be | CD (@) [@»} [ (@]
32.  to offer graduate programs in such “newer” professions is | OO @ [anD] (@)
as engineering, education, and social work...
should be | CD D (@ (e} ([=w)
33. toserve as a cultural center in the community is| O (e} D (@] (@]
served by the campus...
should be | CD [erm] (@} D ([&»]
34. to conduct basic research in the natural sciences... is | O D (=] D (=)
should be | CD D [@»} @D [arm]
35. to conduct basic research in the social sciences... is| O D [@xm) (@ n] D
should be | CD (@) (@} @D [arm]
36. to provide retraining opportunities for individuals is | OO (e (e (@)
whose job skills have become out of date...
should be | CID D D ([&»]
37. tocontribute, through research, to the general is | ¢ [av] [exm) =
advancement of knowledge...
should be | CD (e} (@D} ([=w)
i 38. toassist students in deciding upon a vocational is | CD (e (@D (@]
! career...
should be | CD [erm} [@xm} ([=w)
39. to provide skilled manpower for local-area business, is| D [@m) (@] (@] O
industry, and government...
should be | D [arm} (@] D
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Please respond to these goal statements
by blackening one oval after l_s and one
after should be.

oo? 2
40.  to facilitate involvermnent of students in neighborhood is | CD (@] (@) o
and community-service activities...
should be | CD (@) () (@]
41.  to conduct advanced study in specialized problem areas, is | O (S () =) <o
e.g., through research institutes, centers, or graduate
programs... should be | GO o (@) ()
42. to provide educational experiences relevant to the is | O @ oo () =
evolving interests of women in America...
should be | D (@) [@ne] [z D)
43. to provide critical evaluation of prevailing is | D (o o o
practices and values in American society...
should be | D (@] (> (e} D
44.  to help people from disadvantaged communities acquire is [ CD @ S (S oo
knowledge and skills they can use in improving
conditions in their own communities... should be [ CO @ (== - @
45.  to move to or maintain a policy of essentially open is | CD @D (S oo <
admissions, and then to develop meaningful educational
experiences for all who are admitted... should be == o o <
46. toserve as a source of ideas and recommendations for is | O @D o (== (=
changing social institutions judged to be unjust or
otherwise defective... should be | D @D D (== o
47. to work with governmental agencies in designing new is D (@] (@] D
social and environmental programs...
should be | D ([@»] @D @D [e3n)
48. to offer developmental or remedial programs in basic is| (@] ([@&»] [ar»] D
skills {reading, writing, mathematics)...
should be | D (@] (@ (e} (=]
49. to help students learn how to bring about change in is| [am) [am) [ax»)
American society...
should be (e (@) [axm) o
50. to focus resources of the institution on the solution is ([avm] ([@a»] (@] (e
of major social and environmental problems...
should be | D [@»] @D (e [@n)
51. to be responsive to regional and national priorities is (a2 D (e ] o
when considering new educational programs for the
institution... should be () [axn) [ar] (o)
52. to provide educational experiences relevant to the is @D (=) (S (=
evolving interests of Blacks, Chicanos, and American
should be o @O | o o

Indians...
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page seven
OI‘
Qf/
o 'o,))
Please respond to these goal statements 0 O 0. "’loo °,; %
by blackening one oval after is and one "oooo N\ & <, % 6@5
= > %, - 5 g g
after should be. % % %, %, EX 2
0% % 2, 2, 2% 2,
53.  to be engaged, as an institution, in working for basic is | D (@») @ (x>} O
changes in American society...
should be | CD (@i (@] [exsn] (@3]
54.  to ensure that students are not prevented from hearing is | CD (@) (@) [ezm} (@]
speakers presenting controversial points of view...
shouldbe | CDO (@] (@]
55. to create a system of campus governance that is is | OO (@] [} () [em
genuinely responsive to the concerns of all people at
the institution... should be | CD D (o] [ex) [
56. to maintain a climate in which faculty commitment to the sl MO O O @ D
goals and well-being of the institution is as strong as
commitment to professional careers... should be | CD (@) ([@n) [ex ) (=)
57. to ensure the freedom of students and faculty to choose sl | O | &© | O | o
their own life styles (living arrangements, personal
appearance, etc.)... should be | CD (@] [ [ex) (@
58. to develop arrangements by which students, faculty, is| CD D ([@n) @ =
administrators, and trustees can be significantly
involved in campus governance... should be | CD D D [exsn] (@)
59. to maintain a climate in which communication throughout is| O [} [wm) @ O
the organizational structure is open and candid...
should be | D D (] [ax ] (@)
60. to place no restrictions on off-campus political is| D (@] [m) (e (@n
activities by faculty or students...
should be | D lavID] D (e ] D
61. to decentralize decision making on the campus to is | D [av) [m) @ D
the greatest extent possible...
should be | D (evin] (@] [exsn] (3]
62. to maintain a campus climate in which differences of is| > (@] (@] [exsn] (ax]
opinion can be aired openly and amicably...
should be | CD [evm] [axm @D [@»)
63. to protect the right of faculty members to present is| CD D [ [axn ([an
unpopular or controversial ideas in the classroom...
should be | CD D D @ (3]
64. to assure individuals the opportunity to participate or is| C (> D D (e
be represented in making any decisions that affect them...
should be { CD D D @D [@»)
65. to maintain a climate of mutual trust and respect among is| [a>) [a») (x>} (@)
students, faculty, and administrators...
shouldbe [ D | & | & | @




page eight

Please respond to these goal statements
by blackening one oval after /_s and one
after should be.

66. 1o create a campus climate in which students spend much is | OO ([&») (@D 2
of their free time in intellectual and cultural
activities... should be | D (@) (@»)
67. to build a climate on the campus in which continuous is | OO o o [z D]
educational innovation is accepted as an institutional
way of life... should be @ | D
i away from the j .
68, 10 encoura.gt? students tf) spen(;l time y om is D P >
campus gaining academic credit for such activities as
a year of study abroad, in work-study programs, in should be o o o o
VISTA, etc...
69. to create a climate in which students and faculty may is o a [arme] [z
easily come together for informal discussion of ideas ;
and mutual interests... should be | CDO o [a»] [eruw] e
70. to experiment with different methods of evaluating and is | @O (@] (> (@] lan)
grading student performance... ,
should be | O (a0 [/ = (@]
71. 1o maintain or work to achieve a large degree of is | CO cD [&») [a») :
institutional autonomy or independence in relation
to governmental or other educational agencies... should be | CD D ([&»] (]
72. to participate in a network of colleges through which is | [arm) [asm) (e} :
students, according to plan, may study on several ‘
campuses during their undergraduate years... shouldbe | D [a) [ax) [a»] (el
73. to sponsor each year a rich program of cultural events-- is | CO (=) [&») [a») [an)
lectures, concerts, art exhibits, and the like... '
should be | [@an} ) = ]
74. to experiment with new approaches to individualized is| & las) (&») o :
instruction such as tutorials, flexible scheduling, and ;
students planning their own programs... should be | C™ [a) (&> (e} ‘
75. to awa.rd the bachelor’s and/or associate degree for ) e ] ) o |
supervised study done away from the campus, e.g., |
in extension .or tutorial centers, by correspondence, should be | D ) ) )
or through field work... ;
76. to create an institution known widely as an is| CD (awm] [@») [exio] ‘
intellectually exciting and stimulating place... :
should be | D [wi) [a:10] [ D
77. to create procedures by which curricular or is | CD D D (@) [@x39)
instructional innovations may be readily initiated...
should be | D (@) (e [ar)
78. .to a‘vs{ard the bachelor’s and/or associate degree to some is| ) ) o) P
individuals solely on the basis of their performance on
an acceptable examination {with no college-supervised should be | &> ) fawe) )

study, on- or off-campus, necessary})...
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page nine
o/"
'-2,_,
o ’&3
Please respond to these goal statements 0 o. ’%0_ °»3 °’26
by blackening one oval after is and one A’o AN %, [ %
- Y PR “ A PA
after should be. o%:.;%o ’%0,. ’%0,. ’%% ’%%
N L - -y
%5\ % \ % \ %2 \ %
79.  to apply cost criteria in deciding among alternative is | O (a2 [@») (e ] D
academic and non-academic programs...
should be | C™ (@] D (@m] D
80. to maintain or work to achieve a reputable standing is | OO (@ (@] [exm) (e}
for the institution within the academic world {or in
refation to simitar colleges)... shouldbe | ™ (e () [} [aw]
81. to regularly provide evidence that the institution is is | D (e (@] (e} (@]
actually achieving its stated goals...
should be | CD D (@) @ (@]
82. tocarry on a broad and vigorous program of is | OO (e} [@m»] D jam
extracurricufar activities and events for students...
shouldbe | CDO (@] [@m) (@»] ([@>]
83. to be concerned about the efficiency with which college is| o [wm) (@) @ D
operations are conducted... ‘
should be | CD (@ ») [am} @ [enn]
84. to be organized for continuous short-, medium-, and is | €D D @ @D (o}
long-range planning for the total institution... :
shouldbe | CD (am] (@] D D
85. toinclude focal citizens in planning college programs is| [a») (axn} (@m) D
that will affect the iocal community...
should be | D (@] D (@] (e
86. to excel in intercollegiate athietic competition... s| o [ m) [an) (@) (@]
should be | ™ [exan] O @ (e
87. to be accountable to funding sources for the is| fan) fam) D [em)
effectiveness of college programs...
shoudbe | O | & | @ | D | D
88. to create a climate in which systematic evaluation of is| o [am) (s (@) [am=)
college programs is accepted as an institutional way
of life... shouldbe | CD @ (@] (e} a
89. to systematically interpret the nature, purpose, and is| D fam) () [a»)
work of the institution to citizens off the campus...
shouldbe | (e D D [@m»]
90. to achieve consensus among people on the campus about is| oo (@) D () [a»)
the goals of the institution...
shouldbe | CD (@] D [@n] D

- 1t additional locally written goal statements have heen provided, use page ten for responding and then go on to page eleven.
- If no additional goal statements were given, leave page ten blank and answer the information questions on page eleven.
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page ten

ADDITIONAL GOAL STATEMENTS
{Local Option)

f you have been provided with supplementary goal statements, use this section
for responding. Use the same answer key as you use for the first 90 items, and
respond to both /s and should be.

- e
o Q*% O Q*%
. o,oo o% %O% O,;,. 6)016,. o o,ro \ o),/o ,')o% °»:5@ 6)%'5,.
%, %, %, >, K 3 % %, %, >, % %,
‘2%:’0,’ 2,, '?go ,?oo, 'Z,o ?%f% %o, 6'00” %0, %0,
%% %, "% S o 2% S 3 % [

) %2\ % \ % %\ % AN % B\
91. is | CD (@] D D ({101. is GD (@ms] o o

should be | CD D D [arse] (e} should be | CO (@] (@) [@rwe]
92. s | [ 1) [ex) [ar) 3D 1102, is | OO (@) (e} @D (@]

should be | D (@] D (@) [ax)] should be | CO [@=) [@w) (@] ([ew]
93. is | D o o [@un] o | 103. is | O @D (@) [arsp) (@3]

shouldbe | D | @ DO @] D shouldbe | CDO | CD | &GO | GO o
94. is | OO (@] (e co (I) 104. | is | O @ (e [axs») D

should be | ¢ () [a») (s} [ew) should be | D (@) (e (e [ew)
95. sl D | @@ | | & | &||10s. sl O ol oo @

should be | la) [aw) () [a=) should be | D o (e [arms) (@]
96. sl | a@| @ | G | ¢|f10s. sl O | o oo | @ | @

shouldbe | [a») (&) [arse) [ should be | D (] (@ @@ D
97. is [ D (@) (@] (@) o || 107. is | CD (@) (@) [} ([@»)

shouldbe | [a») cD [a») () should be | CD ([a>] o D (e ]
98, is | D D (a») D 108. is | D (] o [@xm] (@]

should be | CD (@) (@) () [aw»] should be | CD @D DO (@] (@]
99. is | O D (ow) [a>) o |{109. is | CD (@] (@x®] [arw] (@]

shouldbe | D (&) ([&») (@) (>} should be | CD (e} CD» @D (e}
100. is| l[an) [am) o o || 110. is | D [aw) (e m) [axw]

should be | D (an) (a») (@) fax) should be | D (@») (aw) @ (@]

Go on to last page.
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111,

112,

113.

114,

116.

page eleven

Please mark one answer for each of the information questions below that apply to you,

Mark the one that best describes
your rote.

Faculty member

Student

Administrator

Governing Board Member

Alumna/Afumnus

Member of off-campus community
group

Other

0 66680660

116.

117.

Facuity and students: mark one field of
teaching and/or research interest, or
for students, major field of study.

Biological sciences
Physical sciences
Mathematics

Social sciences
Humarities

Fine arts, performing arts
Education

Business

Engineering

Other

Bo800860060

Students: indicate class in college .,

Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Graduate
Other

660660

Students: indicate current
enroliment status.

Full-time, day

Part-time, day

Evening only

Off-campus only — e.g., extension,
correspondence, TV, etc.

Other

B 6680

Facuity: indicate academic rank.

Instructor
Assistant professor
Associate professor
Professor
Other

6o800

118.

SUBGROUPS—one response only.
Instructions will be given IocaH_y_for
gridding this subgroup item.

If instructions are not given, leave blank.

Faculty: indicate current teaching
arrangement.

Full-time

Part-time

Evening only

Off-campus — extension only, etc.
Other

0608

All respondents: indicate age at
last birthday.

Under 20
20 t0 29
30 to 39
40 to 49
50 to 59
60 or over

6geaesoe

THANK YOU

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION QUESTIONS.
{f you have been provided with additional infor-
mation questions, use this section for responding.

Mark only one response to each question.

119. 120. 121. 122. 123.
(@ (@) D (@ (e}
(@) @O (e} @D
(@) (@) (@) D D
[@rm) @D @D (e <O
(@) (= [@») D (@)
O [ex:) [ex:) (ere] O
[es20) [ev) D (e} D
(@) (e} @D (a0 (@)
GO D D jam) @
(@) ao

_.
)
»

886060860600
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APPENDIX B

IGI GOAL STATEMENTS GROUPED ACCORDING
GOAL AREA

Academic Development

1.

to help students acquire depth of knowledge in at least one
academic discipline...

to ensure that students» acquire a basic knowledge in the human-
ities, social sciences, and natural sciences...

to prepare students for advanced academic work, e.g., ata
four-year college or graduate or professional school...

to hold students throughout the institution to high standards of
intellectual performance...

Intellectual Orientation

2.

10.

to train students in methods of scholarly inquiry, scientific
research, and/or problem definition and solution...

to increase the desire and ability of students to undertake self-
directed learning. ..

to develop students' ability to synthesize knowledge from a
variety of sources...

to instill in students a life-long commitment to learning...

Individual Personal Development

3.

to help students identify their own personal goals and develop
means of achieving them...

to help students develop a sense of self-worth, self-confidence,
and a capacity to have an impact on events. ..
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11. to help students achieve deeper levels of self-understanding. ..

13. to help students be open, honest, and trusting in their
relationships with others...

Humanism/Altruism

14. to encourage students to become conscious of the important
moral issues of our time...

17. to help students understand and respect people from diverse
backgrounds and cultures...

20. to encourage students to become committed to working for
world peace...

23. to encourage students to make concern about the welfare of
all mankind a central part of their lives...

Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness

15. to increase students' sensitivity to and appreciation of various
forms of art and artistic expression...

18. to require students to complete some course work in the
humanities or arts...

21. to encourage students to express themselves artistically,
e.g., in music, painting, film-making...

24. to acquaint students with forms of artistic or literary ex-
pression in non-Western countries. ..

Traditional Religiousness

16. to educate students in a particular religious heritage...

19. to help students become aware of the potentialities of a full-
time religious vocation...

22. to develop students! ability to understand and defend a
theological position...



25.
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to help students develop a dedication to serving God in everyday
life. ..

Vocational Preparation

26.

30.

36.

38.

to provide opportunities for students to receive training for
specific occupational careers, e.g., accounting, engineering,
nursing. ..

to develop educational programs geared to new and emerging
career fields...

to provide retraining opportunities for individuals whose job
skills have become out of date...

to assist students in deciding upon a vocational career...

Advanced Training

27. to develop what would generally be regarded as a strong and
comprehensive graduate school...

31. to provide training in one or more of the traditional professions,
e.g., law, medicine, architecture...

32. to offer graduate programs in such ''newer' professions as
engineering, education and social work...

41. to conduct advanced study in specialized problem areas, e.g.,
through research institutes, centers, or graduate programs...

Research

28. to perform contract research for government, business, or
industry. ..

34. to conduct basic research in the natural sciences...

35. to conduct basic research in the social sciences...

37. to contribute, through research, to the general advancement

of knowledge. ..
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Meeting Local Needs

29.

33.

39.

40.

to provide opportunities for continuing education for adults in
the local area, e.g., on a part-time basis...

to serve as a cultural center in the communitj served by
the campus...

to provide trained manpower for local-area business, industry,
and government. ..

to facilitate involvement of students in neighborhood and
community-service activities...

Public Service

44.

47.

50.

51.

to help people from disadvantaged communities acquire
knowledge and skills they can use in improving conditions
in their own communities. ..

to work with governmental agencies in designing new social
and environmental programs...

to focus resources of the institution on the solution of major
social and environmental problems...

to be responsive to regional and national priorities when
considering new educational programs for the institution...

Social Egalitarianism

42.

45.

48.

52.

to provide educational experiences relevant to the evolving
interests of women in America...

to move to or maintain a policy of essentially open admissions,
and then to develop meaningful educational experiences for all
who are admitted. ..

to offer developmental or remedial programs in basic skills
(reading, writing, machematics)...

to provide educational experiences relevant to the evolving
interests of Blacks, Chicanos, and American Indians...
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Social Criticism/Activism

43. to provide critical evaluation of prevailing practices and
values in American society...

46. to serve as a source of ideas and recommendations for changing
social institutions judged to be unjust or otherwise defective...

49. to help students learn how to bring about change in American
society...

53. to be engaged, as an institution, in working for basic changes
in American society. ..

Freedom

54. to ensure that students are not prevented from hearing speakers
presenting controversial points of view...

57. to ensure the freedom of students and faculty to choose their
own life styles (living arrangements, personal appearance,
etc.)...

60. to place no restrictions on off-campus political activities by
faculty or students...

63. to protect the right of faculty members to present unpopular or

controversial ideas in the classroom...

Democratic Governance

55.

58.

61.

64.

to create a system of campus governance that is genuinely
responsive to the concerns of all people at the institution...

to develop arrangements by which students, faculty, admin-
istrators, and trustees can be significantly involved in
campus governance, ..

to decentralize decision making on the campus to the greatest
extent possible. ..

To assure individuals the opportunity to participate or be
represented in making any decisions that affect them...
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Community
56. to maintain a climate in which faculty commitment to the
goals and well-being of the institution is as strong as

commitment to professional careers...

59. to maintain a climate in which communication throughout the
organizational structure is open and candid...

62. to maintain a campus climate in which differences of opinion
can be aired openly and amicably...

65. to maintain a climate of mutual trust and respect among
students, faculty, and administrators...

Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment

66. to create a campus climate in which students spend much of
their free time in intellectual and cultural activities...

69. to create a climate in which students and faculty may easily
come together for informal discussion of ideas and mutual
interests. ..

73. to sponsor each year a rich program of cultural events--
lectures, concerts, art exhibits, and the like...

76. to create an institution known widely as an intellectually
exciting and stimulating place...

Innovation

67. to build a climate on the campus in which continuous educational
innovation is accepted as an institutional way of life...

70. to experiment with different methods of evaluating and grading
student performance...

74. to experiment with new approaches to individualized instruction
such as tutorials, flexible scheduling, and students planning
their own programs...

77. to create procedures by which curricular or instruction innova-
tions may be readily initiated...
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Off-Campus Learning

68.

72.

75.

78.

to encourage students to spend time away from the campus
gaining academic credit for such activities as a year of
study abroad, in work-study programs, in VISTA, etc....

to participate in a network of colleges through which students,
according to plan, may study on several campuses during
their undergraduate years...

to award the bachelor's and/or associate degree for supervised
study done away from the campus, e.g., in extension or
tutorial centers, by correspondence, or through field work...

to award the bachelor's and/or associate degree to some
individuals solely on the basis of their performance on an
acceptable examination (with no college-supervised study,
on- or off-campus, necessary)...

Accountability/Efficiency

79. to apply cost criteria in deciding among alternative academic
and non-academic programs...

81. to regularly provide evidence that the institution is actually
achieving its stated goals...

83. to be concerned about the efficiency with which college opera-
tions are conducted...

87. to be accountable to funding sources for the effectiveness of
college programs...

Miscellaneous

12. to ensure that students who graduate have achieved some level
of reading, writing, and mathematics competency...

71. to maintain or work to achieve a large degree of institutional
autonomy or independence in relation to governmental or
other educational agencies...

80. to maintain or work to achieve a reputable standing for the

institution within the academic world (or in relation to
similar colleges)... T



82.

84.

85.

86.

88.

89.

90.

91

to carry on a broad and vigorous program of extracurricular
activities and events for students...

to be organized for continuous short-, medium=-, and long-
range planning for the total institution.

to include local citizens in planning college programs that
will affect the local community...

to excel in intercollegiate athletic competition...

to create a climate in which systematic evaluation of college
programs is accepted as an institutional way of life...

to systematically interpret the nature, purpose, and work of
the institution to citizens off the campus...

to achieve consensus among people on the campus about the
goals of the institution... ‘



APPENDIX C

FACULTY SAMPLE

# of % of # of % of

Faculty Faculty Faculty # of Faculty

School/College in each in each Needed for Faculty from each

School School Sample Obtained School
Liberal Arts 210 24 12 10 20
Science 204 22 11 9 18
Agriculture 110 12 6 6 12
Business/Tech. 46 4 2 2 4
Education 69 8 4 5 10
Engineering 84 10 S 6 12
Forestry 35 4 2 3 6
Health/Phys. Ed. 51 6 3 3 6
Home Ec. 39 4 2 3 6
Oceanography 31 4 2 2 4
Pharmacy 18 2 1 1 2
897 100 50 50 100

Statistical breakdown obtained from the Office of Budgets and Personnel, Oregon State
University, 1974.



APPENDIX D

STUDENT SAMPLE

# of % of # of % of

Students Students Students # of Students
School/College in each in each needed for  Students from each

School School Sample Obtained School
Liberal Arts 2,682 18 18 23 15
Science 3, 041 21 21 29 19
Agriculture 1, 329 9 9 11 7
Business/Tech. 1, 826 12 12 22 14
Education 1,284 9 9 20 13
Engineering 1,787 12 12 20 13
Forestry 9212 6 6 5 3
Home Ec. 994 7 7 13 8
Oceanography 98 1 1 1 1
Pharmacy 448 3 3 7 5
Health/Phys. Ed. 375 2 2 2 2

14,776 100 100 153 100

83 ~ Exploratory Studies Program
662 - Unclassified
15, 521

Statistical breakdown obtained from the Registrar's Office, Oregon State University, 1974,



APPENDIX E

The organization chart in the 1973-74 University
general catalog outlines five administrative areas:

PRINCIPAL ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES

SCHOOL, COLLEGE, AND DIVISION HEADS

INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES

STUDENT SERVICES

GENERAL INSTITUTIONAL SERVICES

Two administrators were randomly selected from

each area. All questionnaires were completed.

94
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APPENDIX F

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
School of Education
Corvallis, Oregon 97331

Dear Faculty Member:

I have received approval and support from the Office of Research and
Graduate Studies and my doctoral committee to do a thesis study of
goals and priorities as viewed by faculty, students, and administra-
tors of Oregon State University. This study will be done under the
guidance of Dr. Edwin L. Anderson, my major professor.

You and 49 other Oregon State University faculty have been selected
by a random process to participate in a survey necessary for the
completion of this research program. This study will explore the
reactions of faculty, students, and administrators relative to per-
ceived and preferred Oregon State University goals and priorities.

Obviously, the cooperation of all 50 faculty is needed for the success
of this project. Your part in the study will only require the com-
pletion of an anonymous questionnaire (approximately 30 minutes
time). I think you will find the survey interesting.

The results of this study will contribute to an understanding of the
congruence or dissonance between perceived and preferred goals
and priorities as viewed by the constituents of Oregon State Uni-
versity.

Your assistance in this survey is appreciated, and we wish to thank
you in advance for your help. If possible, please return the ques-
tionnaire via campus mail by May 30, 1974. k

Sincerely,
/s/ Bill Taylor /s/ Edwin L. Anderson
Education Hall 317 Assistant Professor, Education

Extension #1317 Extension #3648



96

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
School of Education
Corvallis, Oregon 97331

Dear Student:

You and 99 other Oregon State University students have been ran-
domly selected to help in an important research program. This
research will explore reactions of students relative to goals and
priorities of Oregon State University.

Obviously, the cooperation of all 100 students is needed for the
success of this project. Your part in the study will only require
the completion of an anonymous questionnaire (approximately 20
minutes time). I think you will find the project interesting.

The results of this study will contribute greatly to the understanding
of institutional goals and priorities as viewed by students of Oregon
State University.

Please come to the Memorial Union, Room 213 B, on Tuesday,
May 21 or Wednesday, May 22, anytime between 8:00 am to
4:00 pm to fill out the questionnaire.

Your assistance in this survey is appreciated, and we wish to thank
you in advance for your help.

Sincerely,

/s/ Bill Taylor
Education - Rm. 317
Extension #1317

The results of this project is of interest to this office, and we need
your participation for the completion of the study.

/s/ Bob Kingzett /s/ John Gartland
President Past President
ASOSU ASOSU
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OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
School of Education
Corvallis, Oregon 97331

Dear Administrator:

I have received approval and support from the Office of Research
and Graduate Studies and my doctoral committee to do a thesis
study of goals and priorities as viewed by administrators, faculty,
and students of Oregon State University. This study will be done
under the guidance of Dr. Edwin L. Anderson, my major pro-
fessor.

You and nine other Oregon State University administrators have
been selected by a random process to participate in a survey neces-
sary for the completion of this research program. This study will
explore the reactions of administrators, faculty, and students
relative to perceived and preferred Oregon State University goals
and priorities.

Obviously, the cooperation of all 10 administrators is needed for
the success of this project. Your part in the study will only re-
quire the completion of an anonymous questionnaire (approximately
30 minutes time). I think you will find the survey interesting.

The results of this study will contribute to an understanding of the
congruence or dissonance between perceived and preferred goals
and priorities as viewed by the constituents of Oregon State Uni-
versity.

Your assistance in this survey is appreciated, and we wish to thank
you in advance for your help. If possible, please return the
questionnaire via campus mail by May 22, 1974.

Sincerely,

/s/ Bill Taylor /s/ Edwin L. Anderson

Education Hall 317 Assistant Professor, Education
Extension #1317 Extension #3648

Survey Approved: /s/ Milosh Popovich, Dean of Administration
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APPENDIX G

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
School of Education

Corvallis, Oregon 97331

June 4, 1974

Dear Faculty Member:

Recently I sent you, via campus mail, a questionnaire dealing with
goals and priorities of Oregon State University as viewed by a
randomly selected group of faculty. I realize this is a busy time
for you, butI need your help to complete my stratification cri-
terion and data gathering. I would deeply appreciate your help

by the completion and return of the questionnaire.

Thank you,

/s./ Bill Taylor /s/ Edwin L. Anderson
Education Hall 317 Assistant Professor
Extension #1317 Education Hall 412

Extension #3648
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OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
School of Education

Corvallis, Oregon 97331

June 4, 1974

Dear Administrator:

Recently I sent you, via campus mail, a questionnaire dealing with
goals and priorities of Oregon State University as viewed by a
randomly selected group of faculty. I realize this is a busy time
for you, but I need your help to complete my stratification cri-
terion and data gathering. I would deeply appreciate your help

by the completion and return of the questionnaire.

Thank you,

/s/ Bill Taylor /s/ Edwin L. Anderson
Education Hall 317 Assistant Professor
Extension #1317 Education Hall 412

Extension #3648
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FACULTY - ACADEMIC RANK CURRENT TEAGHING ARRANGEMENT
>
SUBGROUPS % 3 /= § /§s
N IR ] [ EEL i /¢
£ JE IR §/é/ ke é)s
TOTAL 213/ 100 6| 6|15 14 TOTAL 23[ 1 76
1 FACULTY 50/ 23 22| 24| 54 1 FACULTY 88| o 6
2 STUDENT 153 . 72 99 2 STUDENT 99
3 ADMINISTRATOR 10 5 10 50 40 3 ADMINISTRATOR 40 60
NO SUBGROUP 1] 0| NO SUBGROUP
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26/ 66 7 1L 2 STUDENT 24| 24/ 21] 18|13 2 STUBENT 99| 1
60| 40 3 ADMINISTRATOR 99l 3 ADMINISTRATOR 99
NO SUBGROUP NO SUBGROUP
T
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S| mEroRY museER REPORY DATE
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062 | 06/74 05/74

0101

PAGE

GOAL AREA SUMMARIES

RANK ORDERED BY ®IS™ MEANS

TCTAL GROUP

STANDARD: DISCREPANCY *
[DEVIATION] “oR

ACADEMIC DEVELOPMENT
RESEARCH

ACVANCED TRAINING
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SIANCARR: mean fomrs| % | Low | mep [wian | EXT;

P S B 1 A ) 3 al s
«193.33 1
«88 3232 2
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I i B H
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-771 2.80| 3 3544 16 2| TOTAL 213|100 3/17147/32] | 4.07 .79iu.27
.73} 2.73| 33944 13| 2[1 FACULTY 50, 23 2/12{39/48 | 4.33 .12%01.5(:
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s v ol o M R TCTDuSNESS N | % T g o v i o
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-75.1.69 46142/ 11] 2 T0TAL 213100/ 44| 27/18| 8| 3| [2.00 1.08/+ .31
.75 1.58. 56/32/11 1) 1/1 FACULTY 50| 23]59/27/10| 4| 1| |1.62] .86+ .04
IR E 43)44/11) 2| |2 STUDENT 153| 72|39|26]21] 9| 4 |2.13/1.12/+ .40
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-79)3.21 1/15/4630] 4|2 STUDENT 153] 72| 1] 5/30/52/12 [3.69] .76'+ .48
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%' .15‘2.951 35135 25| 3|3 ADMINISTRATOR 16| 5| [20]30/38/13) |3.43] .89+ .48

i ! :

N Lo T
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L I ) L L]
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‘ .81 255 | 6%45331 10; 1| TeTAL 213{100] 7[17 35%29 12/ 3.23/1.07/+ .68
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B e o 172345 GOAL sTnESH%E%Iu.aa.W N % e L,ASM PRRTER T
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—| 170 HELP STUDENTS ACQUIRE IMPOSA';ZEOUL'?'EE . ‘
ORE ACADENIC BISCIPLINE o | N | % [ fuow o o gours) winw SR oo
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& THE SOCIAL & NATURAL SCIENCES K | L0 0 e e :
ToTAL 213|100 s|34|43)17 3.7 .83+ .55
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_ L
6 TO PREPARE STUDENTS FOR AD- ULl BE
COLLEGES GRAFUATESPROF ScHOGLS | N | % [ [on[uolmer Micowrs womn SR il
TOTAL 213/100| |13|5428] 6, |3.26. .75+ .01
1 FACULTY s0| 23| |12/s828 2 |3.20] “66/+ <04
2 STUDENT 153 72| |14/5227 7 3.27 .79+ .01
3 ADMINISTRATOR 10 s 6040, | I3.40 .49/~ .10
i |
9 TC HOLD STUOENTS TD HIGH , o 2HOULD BE
ﬁ;:ﬁg::g:c? INTELLECTUAL N % o e i o e SR
TOTAL 213100 1]11/30:141/17 3.6l .9 + .56
1 FACULTY | so| 23 4110 4640  4.22 78 +1.56
2 STUDENT T 2143938 8  3.36 .88 + .20
3 ADMINISTRATCR 0 s 160 40 . 4.40 .49 +1.20
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coriear oo | o cear wamE ]

II INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY REPOAT NUMGER AEPORT DATE ADMINISTRATION DATE J o
INTELLECTUAL ORIENTATION 062 | 06/74 | 05/74
.18 M—~ 2 TO TRAIN STUDENTS IN METHODS ,Mpo,iﬁ?UL? BE ...

BRAER wean omrs 3 ;.AGN 5 g;séigghﬁ;; ;:gg:g:-igzsnéﬂc N | % 7 o] weo wen] S5 Jomrrs| wean ;mnszi
-81;3.20 18/ 49/ 27| TOTAL 213{100 3| 12| 48] 37 4.19 .75%* -99%
.78 3,22 | 16]52| 26| 6/ 1 FACULTY 50, 23 6|34/ 60| | 4.54 .e1§ +1.32
.78, 3.13} \ 1 20/ 49| 27| 3] 2 STUDENT 153 72 4| 14 54228 4,07 76|+ .94
-83; 4.103 1. 30] 30/ 40/ 3 ADMINISTRATOR 10, 5 2020/ 60 | 4.40 .80 + .3C

|
i's —,M;,,,;;@F«: ~—|5 TC INCREASE THE DESIRE AND M,?HOULDBE
72 2.54. 4146 41| 8 TGTAL 213|100 3|20/ 48 25 %4.03 278 41249 #
64 2.48. 4 48 44| 4 1. FACULTY 50| 23 2/ 14 AboiM%E {426 .77% +1.78
272/2.53 | 5(47.39 9 2 STUDENT 153| 72 3| 23|51 24 53.95 .75?*1.42
.82 3.100 | lzo 60/ 1010/ 3 ADMINISTRATOR 100 5 10/ 10|40 40 §4.1o .94 +1.00
1S wiosiaee -~ 7 TO DEVELOP STUDENTS® ABILITY MOSHOULD BE

g;@mggr e AoMlvs*’?‘f;E;mw wee T ,5(216 zgkim:ﬂgilggu :gg:LEDGE FROM A N % .31," Low M:D'Tnfkjjl)érﬂ owirsl v SIANDARE O gp
.73, 2.92 28 52§ 18/ 1 TOTAL 213|100 1 14]54]31  [4.15 .68 ¢1.23%
.azi 2.74§ 2|42 3a§ 16/ 2|1 FACULTY 50| 23 10/ 48| 42 4.32? .65 41,58
-68]2.95; 2557 17| 1/2  STUDENT 153| 72 115|56 27 1 4.091 -68 +1.14
.e6j3.4of i | 10| 40{ 50 3 AOMINISTRATOR 10/ 5 10/ 60,30, | 420! .60 + .80

H
"sv weoRiATE 510 TO INSTILL IN STUDENTS ; HOULD BE

SENDATE  wean ¥2 ﬁé\mmj,’é{iﬁkéﬁ%iéom COMMITHENT TO e S omrs e B
.83;2.53i 74735 9% 2 TCTAL 213{100 1| 7/23[37|32] 3,91 .97 +1.38 &

| <67 2.48] 4|50/ 40 6 1 FACULTY 50| 23 4]18 32%46 4.2of .a7§f1.72

| .86 2.50. 8] 48| 31 1o§ 22 STUDENT 153 72} 2| 8/26/37/27 3.79' .99 +1.2%

‘ .33;3.101 120 60 1o§1o 3 AOMINISTRATCR 100 5 1105040’ ;4.30 «64 +1.20

i |
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COLLEGE NAME |

@ INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY RSITYGOALSANDPRICRIT e
INDIVID. PERSONAL DEVELOPMNT 062 | 06474 05/74
1S wa—|3 TO MELP STUDENTS IDENTIFY _SHOULD BE
B o o 5 o o o 5] THELR CMA PERSONAL COMLS AMD | N[ 96 | i s ilown e sy oo
.86; 2.73, - 3/41|41j10| 5| TOTAL 213|100 2[16]37| 44| |4.24] .79501.51*#
-79: 2.76! | |42|44] 10| 4{1 FaCULTY 50| 23} 2|18/ 48|32 4.10% .75%01.34
.86 2,66/ 1) 4433910 42 STUDENT 153| 72 2/16]33 |48/ 1 4.29% <81} +1.62
-81 3.50 | 70/ 10/ 203 ADMINISTRATCR 10 s 10|50 40 4.30% .64 + .80
! ;
's‘ - 18 TO_MELP STLTS DEVELOP A SENSE , MPOSHEOU'-'? BE
.82 2.51] 704834 10 1| TOTAL 213/100] 1| 4|22|38]36, 4.03? 291 +1.52 #
.18 2.70|  4|38/42/16] |1 FACULTY 50| 23| 2| 8|24|38|28 3.821 .99 +1.12
-80 2.41) | 8/52/30 8 1|2 STUDENT 153 72| 11 3]20(3937 | 4.08 .87 +1.67
-89'3.00,  [30]50 10/10/3 ADMINISTRATOR 10| 5 302050 |4.20] .87/ +1.20
I H
li,s‘ weovizie = ~{ 11_TC HELP STUDENTS ACHIEVE MSHOUL
| 76:2.46) 652|339 TOTAL 213(100| 1| 5|27{41 27 :3.885 -89 +1.42 #
| .eﬂz.so 6|42/48 4 |1 FACULTY 50| 23| 2| 842/30{18] |3.54 .54 +1.04
.13%2.42 } 7/56/ 27/ 10| 1|2 STUDENT 153| 72| 1] 4| 20]46 29 %;.991 -84 +1.57
.70/ 2.90 30150/ 26| |3 ADMINISTRATGR 10] s 50|20 30, 3.e‘o§> .87'+ .90
‘ | .
o 7'577,;—;—— 13Nggruil&p iwcr:ms BE gpgr;; < V,M,(V,ﬁt!?u'—‘p BE
i ARD ! i NO T Men i EXT. 4 !‘ NG T 7 TExt. T, R DISCRERANS Y
Lél%:‘fm. Miﬂr'“ﬁ:f"'*svﬁl‘zgnF'f";:'x?" ::ELATII’JNSgl p'sw:}%ﬁeo{ﬂu? e N % "7“JL:wjtmin‘"fnjgf"jmlfijEmTA'DB e
«6712430; flaga‘zj a3 e 1 TOTAL 2131{100 5 3‘ 23[38E311 [3.87] 1,04/ +1.57 #
<791 2.36/ %12}48%32‘ 5; 1 FACULTY 50‘ 23| 8 e‘ao!ze}zaf 3.62 1.18 +1.26
.88 2.24 2aieof32} ei 1/2 STUDENT 153] 72| 4 2321%41533: 3.96 .98 +1.72
<87 2.80 %wiso% |10/3  ADMINISTRATOR 101 5| |10/30:40 20, 3.70" .90 + 90
i Pl ; i ;




coxisorcove] coLLeor e ]
II INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY AEPORT NuMREN] RERORT DATE | ADMKNISYNATION DATE _J e
HUMANISM/ALTRUISHM 062 | oces1e | o5/74 |

e 14 T0 ENCOURAGE STUOENTS 10 BE waoHOULD BE -

IsTANDAJ ! o NO NI 3 ISCREPANEY

BIASE wen s B[ e HORAL TsSuEs OF CUR TImb RTANTI N | % [ [ow e el S owre e SRS 0N
77 2.58) | 54341 o 1] ToTAL 213|100| 2|10|23|44|20| [3.70| .98/ +1.12
<66 2.60 | 214446 8/ |1 FacuLTY 50| 23| 2|1220/36/30] |3.80 1.06+1.20
-81/ 2.55 1 7/ 4438/ 10| 1|2 STUOENT 153 72| 3|10|24)46 18] |3.66/ <96 #1.11
.54%2.90 l 20{70/ 10| |3 ADMINISTRATOR 100 5 30/6010] [3.80| .60/ + <90

i ;

; wls iwoRTANGE 17 TO HELP STUCENTS UNOERSTAND - ,Mmsi',:!EOULDWBE””:’

; .szﬁ 2.44 }102 48 31|10 TOTAL 213(100( 1| 7] 21{48|22 3.83] 90| +#1.39 #
72,2462 2 46140/ 12] |1 FACULTY 50| 23| 2| 8 28|42(20/ [3.70] .94/+1.08
-84)2.35 %13 4928 9| 1|2 STUDENT 153| 72| 1| 7/19|49|24 3.ss§ <90/ +1.51
75 2.80 j 40|40/ 26| |3 AOMINISTRATGR 10| 5 207010 |3.90 .56 +1.10

‘ | |
| |

LT {IS wioriance 120 TGO ENCOURAGE STUOENTS TO - <.M:9§ECEOUL7D BE :

?gg‘gmgg mean  omiTs’ :f:Z won M;D H.:n 5,?" Egﬁccgkignssggo TC WORKING N % ;,:;: t:W M:DA?NLG"E.XGL omirs] wEan  SIANGARD  OIsChEPaNCY

.1sfz.os§ i23|51)23) 3 TOTAL 213|100; 9/15/30] 28|19 3.331: 1.19311.25

.sz§z.os§ {2644/ 26| 4| |1 FACULTY 50| 23|16|16/22| 32|14 3.121’ 1.29141.04

.1852.095 gzz 52|24 3| 1/2 STUOENT 153 72| 6|12|32| 28|22 3.47;‘ 1.;3?41.35

| .54i1.90| ‘izo 70| 10/ 3 ADMINISTRATCR 10| 5]20|40|40 4 2.’20} “L75ie .30

A |
) L.l ! ‘ Lo

‘ V'S ; wimee ———| 23 TO ENCOURAGE STUDENTS TO — NSH—OULD BE

s v o v i AR COMCER Pt E MELEARE OF N % | Tiot o s e G
.19\2.351 :12£49§33 5[ 1] ToTaL 213/100| 411 26|35 24, 3.65‘1-07101.30

N L) 2.50 4352236 6§ 2|1 FACULTY 501 23| 4| 14|24 34/ 26 3.60 1.11?41.10

‘ 79 2.27 :15:349:;31 5i 1/2  STUDENT 153) 72| 4! 927 36924% 3.67 1.06' +1.40

| .6032.80; }30:60 1011 3 ADMINISTRATOR 10/ 5| [20{30 30‘203 13.50/1.02 + 70

i ! i ! i
EEN ‘

112
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cotceab cape [ COLLEGE NAME ]
@ INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY AEPORT NUM U.R;m(im'v‘: TAT an: TYGUALSANDPRIOR 'IESJ s
CULTURAL/AESTHETIC AWARENESS 062 | 06/74 05/74
s T T R B T T T ] o s
e e '°M"si W LT M HC4) fORMS OF ARTISTIC EXPRESSION N % g row | weo o] 56 fowrs B
| .70 2.33: | 95433 5 TOTAL 213/100| 1|14|47|31] & 3.27% .az%o -94
.6112.300 | 66032 2 |1 FACULTY 50| 23 648|38] 8 3.68} .73/ +1.18
.731 -21| 10{53{31] 5| |2 STUDENT 153 72| 2|16/47|29] 6 | 3.22) .ss?» -91
.eofz.soi 30|60/ 10| |3 ADMINISTRATOR 10 5| |20/50|30 3.10! .7010 -30
; | !
|
1S M 9;7—-:?1 18 TG REQUIRE STUDENTS TO ‘ e HOULD BE
| .52 3.08! 4/ 20|47/ 22| 7| TOTAL 213|100 5|1335]32|15/ |3.40]1.04 ¢+ .32
-83]3.16; 2/18/46/30, 41 FACULTY 50| 23 ©30|44| 22 ' |3.84 .81}’ 68
1 -96%3.06% 5,20 48|20 8|2 STUDENT 153 72| 7)16]37/28/12. |3.2¢ 1.o7io -18
‘ -54 3.10 30| 40| 20/'10/3 ADMINISTRATOR 10, 5 |10/30/40/20/ [3.70) .90 + .60
| |
: 'S w7 21 TO ENCOURAGE STUDENTS® — e HOULD B
s v omr oo A 10y PAINTINGs FLLNCRARING | N | % R[] Bilows wee SN T
| o73/2.25] |13154/30 3 ToTAL 213|100 7|19/4819 7| |3.01. .9e§,o .76
.6712.30 66424 6 |1 EACULTY s0| 23| 4|20/50 18] 8 |3.06 .93+ .76
.7612.23 165031 3| 1|2 STUDENT 153 72| 8/18/48/21 7| !3.02 .99+ .79
4612230 70/ 30 3- ADMINLISTRATOR 10| 5 {40{60 ‘z.éo" <49 + .30
! |
] ]
- [si—r e~ 24_T0_ACQUAINT STUDENTS WITH I—““’f*ﬁ@%ﬂ?ﬁt? BE
AR v o B o T T 85 R R TR ERESSION | N % | 7 7M§ui~f~’s.§;ows Rt
=
‘ .7132.19§ %14356 21| 3 TOTAL 213]100| 5/18/4626| 5 3.08] .90'+ .89
; .73?2.32} i10%54 30 6 |1 FACULTY 50| 23| 4|14/50/26! 6  3.16] .88 + .84
| .6712.12)  16/58.25| 1, |2 STUDENT 153 72 5|19 45327} 4 3.07 .89+ .95
.52(2.60/ 104013020/ |3 AOMINISTRATOR 10/ 5/10/30/40 10/10) 2.80 1.08 + .20
|
|

g 10
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covLeGE cooe | - COLLEGE NAME
It ATEUNIVERS ] j eace
INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY | nevony sussen] REPORT DATE
TRADITIONAL RELIGIGUSNESS | 062 | o8s74 05/74
| Tas T T E__
% : - T 16 TO EDUCATE STUDENTS IN A IMPQE‘:S)‘ULD; ’BT B R
SANAER wmean lomrs| %2 | iow [ men | man] £xr.| PARTICULAR RELIGICUS HERITAGE N % | 2 T Low| meo.| mon] S owrs] mean [szaoane oiscizeancy
I . 23 jalsg 2|3 )als ]‘ e
|
<76/ 1.74 [ 44/39/15 1 TOTAL 213/100[45/30/17] 7/ 2| |1.92/1.02|+ .18
I
«80: 1.62 56/ 28| 14| 2 1 FACULTY 50| 23/56|30| 8| 6 1.64 .s1}+ .02
<75/ 1.78 41/ 4216/ 1 2 STUDENT 153 72|41|29/21] 7| 2 2.001.04/ + .22
<64 1.70 40|50/ 10 3 ADMINTSTRATOR 10/ 5/40{40|10 10 2.00{1.18/+ .30
| \
A ! -
o - S
1's T wwoRtANGe ] 19 TO HELP STUDENTS BECOME ,Mmi':?u"'?**B'E o
<651 1455 353 40 7 ToTAL 213|100/ 51[28/16| 4| 1 1.76] .93+ .21
-67'1.52| 583210 1 FACULTY 50| 23/64|28] 8 leb4 .64J~ .08
«64 1.56 52142 6/ 1| |2 STUCENT 153 72|47(27/18) 6/ 1| |187| .99+ .31
-641.70 40|50/ 10 3 ADMINISTRATCR 10| 5/50|30 20 1.70| .78
i
‘ |
| H
| |
fg',"f”",, _ FE - T
' T 0 T wertance 1 22 TO DEVELCP STUDENTS® ABILITY ,M,Oi':xou'l’grgg*
SNAGE wean jowrs 89 iow Tweo iman] S7| TO UNDERSTAND AND DEFENG A N % |5 Tvom | weo | man! SXT;lomrs| wean SIMDARR  owcagoancy
ememgo iz 3 s |'s | THECLOGICAL POSITION i la il
-7911.87  |33/52/11] 4 TOTAL 213(100(31(28{29| 9| 3|  [2.25/1.08/+ .38
<72/1.58) 54|36 8 2 1 FACULTY 50| 23|54|32/12] 2 1620 .77+ 404
-80‘1.98 26,56/ 13] 5| 1|2 STUDENT ) 153| 72| 24]25/35|12} - & [2.48/1.10/+ .50
| <40/1.70{ [30|70 3 ADMINISTRATOR 10| 5/30{50]20 | 1.90! .70+ .20
I ! : ! .
o
: ; | i
i w L . Lot .
s 7T 'SHOULD BE -
: - PP e —1 25 T0 HELP STUCENTS DEVELOP A | - FsaHOULD B
SN wean owrs' 5 uow weo wad 5| DEDICATIGN TC SERVING GOG IN N | % (T Tiow weo mon B omrs wean SEANOARS omcneranc
: ey i 2.3 4 s | EVERYDAY LIFE o s 0 5 L
79,161 lsaissii 9 1/  ToTaL 2131100/ 49| 22| 11;.10:? 8 12.06/1.311+ .45
[ | | | ; ’
-82.1.60] 56‘32!10; 2|1 FACULTY 50| 23|60 19\10} 8 4 1478/ 1.15 + .18
[ ! o '
«78:1.61, 52137 8 1| 1|2 STUDENT 153] 72|44|24 12110/ 9. 2.16 1.33 + .55
| [ : | .
«80/1.60 '60/20.20 |3 ADMINISTRATCR 5/60/10/10,10 10 2.00 1.41 + .40
. i ; H
I
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PAGE

coLeas coos | COLLEGE NAME ]
ONSTATE RSITYGOALSANDPRIORITIES |
REPORT BUMIER| REPGNT DATE [ ADMINISTRATION DATE
062 | 06/74 05/74

-1 a1 26 TO PROVIDE STUDENTS AN _OPPOR -»—,;mfﬂc?UE? BE ”T -

s e o T PR R BN T e e o e
.74/ 3.91 i 3/ 23| 54|20  TOTAL 213|100 1]13|48]37 4.22‘ 08 w3k
.123.92 | | 2|24/54/2C(1 FACULTY 50| 23 4/20/50/26) | 3.98| .79+ <06
-74]3.85 || 4j2455/17)2 sTupent 153 72 11/50(35] | 4.27] .65+ .42
-46] 4.70 ' 30/ 70/ 3 ADMINISTRATOR 10| 5 10/30/ 60| [ 4.50, .67 - .20

1S e~ 30 T0 DEVELEP EDUCATIONAL — j,,;,,miﬂgpl-o BE

SIANDARD  ean lomiTs ’Z“:,,‘:‘sz M;O HTNE’E%L 2:2&22:2 gf::gg ;?Erg: AND N % 31!; I.:w M;D mfn :,’gﬁ‘omns MEAN g;m’;}gg’ DISCRELAN: ¢
o4 3.04.i 1205423 1 TOTAL 213|100 2/19(58/21 |3.98 .69+ .94
.73/3.16, 18/50| 30| 2(1 FACuLTY 50| 23 8|28/52|12) |3.68 .795; .52
.74 297 1 2225420 1|2 sTUDENT 153| 72 17]59 24/ 1 4.07| -64| +1.10
.49:3.4oi 60/40) |3 ADMINISTRATCR 1| s 10/ 70|20 410 54|+ .70

T |
Pl 1 _ %
_}IS' sofiie—| 36 TO PROVIDE RETRAINING OPPDR- L.

e e T e TR PRSI, W T T e
-78/2.36. 10 4533 7 T6TAL 213/100| 4 1423]46|13 ‘3 51 1.02 +1.13
.71(2.36 [10/48/38| 4 |1 FAcuLTY 50 23| 826 2438 4 )3.04 1.06 + .68
.aoi2.37f %11 50/31] 7| 1|2 STUDENT 153 72| 3| 9/22i50 16 }3.61? .96\#1.30
-66/2.60, 1 504010/ |3 ADMINISTRATGR 10| 5| |20]30 40|10 3‘3.40’; .52 + .80

o
— ; } L l ,l l ;

e 1S i —— 38 TG ASSIST STUDENTS IN ——-SHOULD BE

Vua‘b'?}’r‘ii';ﬁ e owrs 3‘;3 ;L(;wjm;n o 585 gfgé‘é;"s UPCK A VOCATIONAL N | % ,33,‘; L:W v mf.( S owrs e SEUIZEY O
85:2.82. 3134%42 17| 3| ToTAL 213/ 100 9,26/ 41 23, 13.78] .91+ .96
.79 2.980  2|26/44/28] |1 facuLTY so| 23| |18 36 38‘ 8 3.36 .87 + .38
-87 2.75° 4135141‘ 13| 42 STUDENT 153 72 726142127  3.90 .88 +1.15
.7¢i3.10° 120/50:30| |3 AOMINISTRATCR 10 5 10110 40 40, 410 .94 +1.00



coiiecEcooe| COLLEGE NAME :1
[H ITYGOALSANDPRIORITIES |
INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY REPORT NUMBER REPOAT DATE ADMINISTRATION DATE
ADVANCED TRAINING 062 | 06/74 | 05/74
s T - SHOULD BE
£UTT " woniaws " 27 TO DEVELCP WHAT WOULD GENER o -
BENRASR wean owrs 59 Tiow [ weo. | men| 2| ALLY BE REGARDED. AS A STRONG § N | % | 5T cow] weo | mon| & jomrs| mean izramoane oiscacrancy
2 a4 COMPREHENSIVE GRADUATE SCHOOL Mlelalags e
-52° 3,38 112/ 42 38 - 7 TOTAL 213|100 5| 28/ 48|19 3.79 .82‘0 .41
-90' 3.54 16| 26] 46/ 12| 1 FACULTY s0| 23 4| 20| 42 34 4.06 .5314 .52
i |
=77 3.30 1/ 10/ 50/ 34 5/ 2 STUDENT 153| 72| 1] 5/31{51]12 3.69) <78 + .39
: \
| -58 3.80 20 60, 203 ADMINISTRATOR 10, 5 10| 20| 30 40 4.00] 1.00] + .20
‘ i i
|
15 weomviice 31 TG PROVIDE TRAINING IN ONE oaoULD e
i
«94.3.13] . 6| 16/ 39|34 4 ToTAL 213|100 5| 8|32 49| 7 3.44] .92/ # .31
; : | i
115334060 [ 12/12/36/38] 2|1 FACULTY 50/ 23/10| 428|546 4 3.38 1.00 + .32
! : | i
-85:3.17 | 3018, 42|34 3/2 STUDENT 153} 72| 2| 83548 7 3.49] .82/ + .32
{1.51 2.90 }30 10| 20| 20 20/ 3 ADMINISTRATOR 10| 5|/30|10]10] 30|20 3.00/ 1.55/+ .10
i i i ;
| !
s “SHOULD BE
[ iiroRTANGE 32 TO OFFER GRAD. PROGRAMS IN ponTaNGE T}
SNPARS  wean jowrs” N2 iow [men. mon] £x7| SUCH "NEWER®™ PROFESSIONS AS EN-| N % |3 iow menlmon B iowrs mean SLanoane  piscRepavc:
o T 2 "3 4 |"5"| GINEERINGyEBUCATICN, SOCIAL WORK 2 s al's _
-81/3.32] | 1/13/46/34| 7 TOTAL 213|100 3| 23/56(17 3.87 .72/+ .55
i -73|3.50] ! 8/ 40| 46| 6|1 FACULTY 50| 23 6/30| 50| 14 3.72) .78+ .22
I ; [ . ‘ i
[ 81]3.22| | 1{1549 29| 5 2 ,STUDENT 153| 72 2|23{5916 3.90] .68 + .68
‘ <77/ 4200 | 30| 40{30{3 ADMINISTRATCR 100 5 10 5040 4.20]" .87 + 220
i : | i
| | \ \
| | \ 1
RSN SRS T N
i s T _SHOULD BE
b s rraeE {41 TO CONDUCT ADVANCED STUDY IN . womaNce D
veans wean owns % {iow wen. o] By SPECTALTZED PRCBLEM AREAS= THRU| N | 96 "5 Tiow |meo won £ owrs wean SUNDASE PRousrens”
i el 2 3 s 5 :RESEARCH CENTERS/GRAD. PROGRAMS 1 2 3 .4 .58 ——
[ 75 3.23, ;1'3!» 54/ 27 5 TOTAL 213/100] 1| 4/29/49/17° 13,77 .80+ .54
Ty 3.33 6%54?36 41 FACULTY 50 23; 4|22 44?30‘ 14.00{ 82+ .62
: i I i i !
<74 3.13 1/16/56{ 241 3{2 STUDENT 153 12’ 4132 52 11 3.67 77 %+ .54
-83‘3-90; i 140/ 30|30/ 3 ADMINISTRATCR 10, S| 20: 40 40 4020. 75!+ .30
| . i [ i ! !
i [ |
| | |
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Sixearcon] cossor o l
@ INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY REFONT MUMSER .':nsno.':. T‘m‘fuﬂtnﬂoﬂ:‘niwm e
RESEARCH 062 | 06/74 05/74 |
o8 ——V—,M;m;&mﬁ; 28 TO PERFORM CONTRACT RESEARCH _SHOULD BE
R e T 2% e B B Il AL AC T T e el e
.51 3.35| 315373610,  TOTAL 213/100| 3/15/41/33] .7 | 3.26| .90/~ .09
-83 3.70) 2| 430/50/14/1 FACULTY 50| 23| 2| 6/54/36] 21 |3.30| .70 - .40
«94 3.20} 3/19|40| 31| 7/2 STUDENT 153] 72| 3[18/39/31] 8 |3.22| .94 + .02
-S4 3.901 10] 20/ 40{ 30/ 3 ADMINISTRATOR 10f 5| 120/10/50 20/ = |3.70/1.00 - .20
|
S 34 T0_CONDUCT BASIC RESEARCH . BE
SIANDARD  mean lomns h’:f,‘i Low | meD.| man Ex"s} IN THE NATURAL -SCIENCES N % ;r‘g/a o EXT:lowrs wan stamoary o s
; PN 3 4 |5 1 2 3 4.1.85 ¢ -
.86'3.623 1. 8/33/43/15  TOTAL 213/100| 1| 5[19(52/23 |3.92 .83%9 .30
-93'3.88 | 2| 81452/ 2¢/1 rFacuLTY so| 23| 2| 2| 652|38 4.22 .81+ .34
.7933.4913 D1l aie1lez 82 stuoent 153 72| 1| 6|24/54 16/ |3.78 .80+ .29
.sefs.»og ' | 120/z0/60/3 AOMINISTRATGR 1 s 10/30{60, 1450/ .67 + .10
[ | ; :
| 1
| | i H
. |
;'s »Mvonvkd;i 7 TO CONDUCT BASIC RESEARCH - 7.7.,.3%':99"7535
SENRASS wean omrs ' Low men. Lo THE SOCIAL SCIENCES N % | B ion men wen’ S owns wean SAISART P
- 23 102 03 a5
-85/ 2.76] | 4]36 42|15 2| TOTAL 213(100| 1] 7 31?44 17| [ 3.68 .88 + .92
11.00] 2.64 650 24| 14| 6|1 FACULTY s0| 23| 2| 4 28]336 30| :3.88 .95%91.24
-8012.82| | 4|30 48/ 17| 1|2 STUDENT 153 72| 1| 8 331345 12]  [3.59 .86 + .77
.50/ 2.50 i] 50|50 3 ADMINISTRATCR 10/ 5 20!60 20) {400 263 +1.50
o |
| | ; |
i - i i ‘ IS S B
‘ e :{'—s——;;b”—,\—,&———v——i 37 10 CONTRIBUTE, THROUGH - M,,SHEOULD E
-85]3.54 18413714 TOTAL 213|100 3 111’45%33‘ {4.08 - .81'+ .54%
.89 3.62 2 ej 36| 40| 16/1 FACULTY s0| 23 15&»0}42 424 T4 + .62
-81 3.47 1. 846/ 35 10(2 STUCENT 153 72 1| 4l18/50 27  i3.99) .82 + .52
[ +50 4230 ! || 40503 ADMINISTRATCR 10 5 130,70 6070 <46 + .40
| | . : :
i i
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Corweas ooor CotLacewane \
|I INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY REPORY NUMRER REPORT DATE | [Hm‘ﬂmmj e
MEETING LOCAL NEEGS 062 | 06474 | 05/14

| , ,,,’|S,r; —1 29 TD PROVIDE CONTINUING EOUCA ——eaeHOULD BE _— :

Gt o 3Tl i ) AONAL DOPORTUNITIES b0 oKL | v | 6 | o] o it e
.812.72) 3/ 39/43/13) 2| TOTAL 213/100| 1|10]30| 44|15 |3.61 -89+ .89
a7 z.ui 44| 40! 14| 2/1 FACULTY 50) 23| |14|24i44|18] |3.66 .93}* .92
81 2.103 ‘ 53745/ 12| 2|2 STUDENT 153| 72| 1| 7)36|44|14] | 3.61 .aei + .91

11.04 2.90 } 50| 20| 20! 10| 3 ADMINISTRATCR 10| 5/ |40/ |s0/10, 3.30 1.1030 .40

o
. !
; ;'s weoningi—— ] 33 TO SERVE AS A CULTURAL — MSFOULDBE ‘

gzm’asx‘ e {ours u‘ o weo o gsN;s: é:";ﬁg COMKUNITY SERVED | N | o 1° o | weo [ £ s e Siateasy osrany
-84 3,00 2126/ 47/ 21 4  TOTAL 213/100] 2| 7]33|37,22 13.69] 96!+ .69
-82 3.08' 261 44| 26] 4|1 FACULTY 50! 23 4)32/44{20] [3.80 .80+ .72
.87 2.95, 3127 46|15 5|2 STUDENT 153 72| 3| 8/33(35/22' [3.63/1.01 + .68
-46/3.30 ‘ 70/ 30| |3 ACMINISTRATOR 10, s 40/30/30)  [3.90 .83 + .60

|

: g *'s M.,A— 39 TO PROVIGE TRAINED MANPCWER MOSH9ULD BE

BRI v o O USTRYs AN GOVERKMENT N | Rt o e BeRAER e

| .86 2.92 4| 27/46| 20| 3] TOTAL 213/100| 4|23/34 29 9 3.15%1.01« .23

.81?2.98 2| 26/46] 24| 2|1 FAcULTY 50| 23| 2|34|34 zz 8 |3.00 .98+ .02

! -88/2.88 } 5/27|47/17| 4|2 STUDENT 153| 72| 5| 20|35 31{ ‘9"‘ 33.1831.03;0 .30

i‘ -8313.10 “ 30/30{40/ |3 ADMINISTRATOR ' 10/ 's| "|20/30 40}10@ ‘;3.40! .92 + .30

| ! | i

| i

‘ B— "Vs - M ——140 T0 FV;CILH(ATE INVOLVEMENT OF | -MOULDBE
.1512.49 | 7/49/33|10 TOTAL 213/100] 2{16/47/27' 8' .3.22° <88 + .73
.78 2.58|  2|56/28/16| |1 FACULTY 500 23, 126/42.28 4  3.10 .83 + .52
«79 246 84735/ 8] 1|2 STUDENT 153 72 3/12/48 27 9 3.26° .91 + .80
<67 2.50, 50[30/10] |3 AOMINISTRATCR 10 s ;zo}so 300 1 3.100 .70 + .60

i i
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ET TR oot e %
@ INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY REPORT NUMBER HEPORY DATE TATEUNTVERSIT A NDPRICRI¥ e
PUBLIC SERVICE 062 | 06/74 05/74
‘ s ;7‘ 4% TO HELP THOSE IN DISADVAN- mmﬁtﬁgf'}vﬁr _ -
R e owrs 1 Tuaw o Lo DeB D M ROV InG. CommuniTies| N | % | B[ iow oo Sgilown s spigigy e
822,48 | 8/ 46/37 7| 2| ToTAL 213|100, 2| 6/26/51 15| 371 .88 +1.23
.67 2.58° | 2|46/44] 8 |1 FaCULTY so| 23| 2/10/28/54] 6| |3.52] .83+ .94
84240 | 11]48/33 6| 2|2 STUDENT 153| 72| 3| 5/25(4919] |3.77 .90!+1.37
.78 3.30 10/ 60| 2010/ 3 ADMINISTRATOR 1 s 30/ 60/10] |3.80] .60 + .50
! ol ] e
S 47 TO WORK WITH GOVERNMENTAL ~ e OULD -y
it o T et BOHEEETEAL, T T L e v
.81/2.77) | 4324715 2| ToTAL 213/100| 3| 6|2949(13] |3.64| .ss%o .87
.80i2.74 | 6/30|48/16 |1 FACULTY so| 23| 4| 8|30/42{16| |3.58 .98 + .84
781 2.74) ,‘ 4l 3448 13] 1/2 STUCENT 153 72| 3| 5/29/52/12 | 3.65 .84 + .91
1.02.3.50] | 20/30/30/20/3 ADMINISTRATCR 10, 5| |10/20/50/20| [3.80 .87 + .30
i il 1 !
‘ 18— 50_TO FOCUS RESOURCES OF THE i
e o T i T OF T ST Mon T o [ e e e s
.79|2.79 | 3334813 2 ToTAL | 213/100| 3|10,26/4716]  3.64 .96 + .85
.68/2.62| | 2/28/56/14| |1 FACULTY 50| 23| |12]26]50(14] [ 3.66 .86 + .84
.62/2.76) | 336/45(13| 32 stubewt 153 72| 4(10/22/48)17 3.66 1.0 + .88
-8313.10 1 20/ 60|10 10{3 ADMINISTRATCR 1) 5 60| 30/ 10! %3.501 67,4 .40
i 1 P
- 1 5!‘ \ I S -
——7 - 51 TG BE RESPONSIVE TO REGIONAL— ,;BiLDBE
SRR v ours B iom o e G| G OERING, NEW EDUCS PROGRANS | | 10 | L[ e S v BOGRR 0
761313 | |13/s027] 3| ToTAL 213|100 839 41[12] |3.57 .19/ .44
-7413.240 | 164636 2|1 FACULTY 50, 23 6| 38| 44 xz} 2.62 77+ .38
“74/3.05| | 1225224 2{2 STUDENT 153 72 8423911 3.52 .80+ .47
.15/3.80 | /40| 4C| 203 ADMINISTRATOR 10| s 107020 410 54 + 30
I i ! :
| |
‘ ; } U SN S S

=



e
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COLLSGE NAME

120

—

I. INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY REPORT NUUBER REPORTDATE |4 / -
SOCIAL EGALITARIANISM ‘uez | o06/1%« | o577
"s - ,mg 42 TG PROVIDE EDUCATIONAL EXPER waHOULD BE B
R e o B v B INTERESTS o wonEw In angatea| N | % B[ we i e R S
73] 2.55] ! 4.‘ 46{42 8| 1|  TOTAL 213(100] 3(11|41| 3¢/ 10| |3.37] .93j,+ .82
«67 2.56 ‘ z"l.e 42 8 |1 FACULTY 50| 23| |20/ 40|34| 6 3-26[ .s4f+ .70
oT5i 2.521; 5147/ 40| 7| 1 2 STUDENT 153| 72| 5| 9/4134/12] |3.39| .9e§+ .87
.54 3.101 ‘ '10[70/ 20 |3 ADMINISTRATOR 10| s 50/ 4¢|10| |3.60, .eej} -50
e |
e NN
I I i
18 =45 T MOVE TC/MAINTAIN OPEN AD—% 777&03',:!9“‘-'3{ BE
STANDAKC  wean omirsl uzyw 7M§o mfn .E.’é*.; gézéiﬂgipgaI;ExsléozozE:r:m:g:lim N % ‘;,3; L:w M;,,TTH.;HI,E,:GL loms :.m gg;\,',v,sﬁgn orscazpa
H H H H
-86.2.54 9‘42 37711 1 ToTAL 213|100| 10| 21/ 24 21‘11‘ 3.20! 1.z4§+ .66
.sa‘z.azi 1648/ 24/12] |1 FacuLTY 50| 23|20|32 zorzz; 6 lz2.62 1.zo'+ .30
.szfz.eag' i ei 40,41/ 12| 1/2 STUOENT 153) 72| 7/18 zs]zq zzl 3.42] 1.19\ .79
1.1132.4o§ zo}i 40{30| [10/3 ADMINISTRATCR 10| s5/20|20 Jlo 105 ‘2.70/ 1asle 230
. 3 .
‘ : ‘ ol !
S I .
; 1S T 7?10 DFFER CEVELOPMENTAL/RE- el 'U—V .
B vewn on By e [ ) IREADING s W T i EASHCaKILLS ‘ e B
'84}2.41i 5149 30/11 1] ToTAL 213{100| 10} 23| 32 25}10 (3401 1,131+ .54
.elfz.azj 14/ 4830, 8 |1 FACULTY 50| 23|20/36|30{12" 2 }z.w‘ 1.00] + .08
‘ .as§ z.saJ 7/48/31|12] 1{2 sTupEwnT 153 72| 8|16 34 29} 13 }3.24;1.11]} .71
| <64 2430 8010/ 10| |3 ADMINISTRATGR 10/ 5| |60/ 20 zo[E {2060 .80.4 .30
i i | |
[E SO S o ;,,,,,:L
. Jsz TO PROVIDE EDUC. EXPERIENCES W.mmt!?""'q' BE
SRR v o o ion v ] ~‘":‘~',Sijﬁlﬁz‘lsiﬁufzi’h!;?ﬁnéa"f:iSfI:s N | T BRI e S e g ey
19| 2.62] } 41441539 1 1 ToTAL 213/100! 3 14’@1 30 12‘ 53.351 .95} .73
i .14?2.% \ 2/46/38/ 14| |1 FacuLTY 50| 23] 4/14]46 3o§ 6} 13.20] .89 + .56
| .81 2.58 5;45?39 9] 2|2 STUDENT | 153] 72 3{1439730%14‘; 13.39 .99+ .81
: -70|3.10] |20|50/30| |3 ADMINISTRATCR 100, s geoﬁaoi‘m} 5;3.50: 67 + <40
| a NEE R
| | |
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coiteaecoos | COLLEGE NAME ]
@ INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY fJ‘s—‘TI—ngummf. Sron oats TATEUNIVERS [TYGOALSAMDPRIORITIES | e
SOCIAL CRITICISM/ACTIVISM "otz | oes1a 05/74

. fl,lﬁfinﬁ?c?“ii 43 TO PROVIDE CRITICAL EVALU- -SHOULD BE . .

.75? 2. 64 4|39/ 46/ 10 1 TCTAL 213|100| 2| 9|32{37|20 3.62 .98‘ + .98 ‘

: .663 2.72 40| 48 12 1 FACULTY 50| 23| 2/12| 20|46 20 3.70 o98l + .98 ‘

3 .7713 2.58 6 41| 44| 8| 1/ 2 STUDENT 153 . 72| 3. 9/35|34| 20 3.59 '.99l #1.01

1‘ -70i 3.10 20! 50| 3C 3  ADMINISTRATOR 10 5 50{ 30|20 3.70 .781 + .60 ‘

1 |
Pl 1 j

P 5 . e 46 TO SERVE AS SOURCE OF IDEAS LD BE e

N i e s NI e

; .763 2246 l 65134 8/ 1 TOTAL 213|100 5/12|31142| 9 3.38| .99 + .92

‘ o6612.36 656 34 4 1 FACULTY 50| 23{10[16| 2014410 3.28{1.15 + .92
'111 2.46 j 7,50/ 34, 8 1|2 STUDENT 153| 72| 4|10|35/42 9 3.42| 93|+ .96
.94;2.90 40| 40| 10{ 10| 3 ADMINISTRATOR 10 5 30/30{30|10 3,20 «98| + .3C

: :

N O N ad

i ; P 'S s ——— 49 TO HELP STUDENTS LEARN HOW .M,o,;sn':!SgFD e

i e ‘amnzé ,:‘.;,/Z Lo Tueo T on 'E'K?Y'i IgElBl';é:: gaosllj;]gHANGE IN N % ,';:;{" rowweo n:snjﬁ,’é'., ofa‘urs wean STAOARS :rnsg%s;w,v
75| 245 8|47 38 7 TOTAL 213{100| 4| 9/33|/39/15 3252 98 +1.07
13| 2.44 B 464D ¢ 1 FACULTY 50| 23! 616|346 30|14 3.30/1.08| + .86
76| 244 8{48/37 7 1|2 STUDENT 153; 72) 3| 7|32/ 4216 3.61 .'910 +la17
.641 2.70 40| 50[ 10 3 ADMINISTRATOR 10 5 20| 40| 40 3.20 ’.75 + ;50

, B G 53 TO BE ENGAGED, AS AN INSTI- ,mﬁ':?m‘?msé -

73‘:‘??15’#‘.35 Mean ows .'f;/'(i o o T .f.’é;L’ g::;gg; ;: :ﬁgigﬁqugc?QﬂC N | % ':f’?‘ o M;D.:H:stﬁl’éLlomlrsT‘ wian g;wmgg_fir;:g’ﬂwcv
«78 Z.ZB% 15/47/33| 5 TOTAL 213/100/13 |22, 34|24 7 %2.915 112+ .63
77 2.08! 24461 28| 2 1 FACULTY 50 2322|2434 12| 8 12.605 1.18|+ .52
76 2.351 1214735 6 2 STUDENT 153| 72/10 20‘ 3528, 17 13.033 l.OBj + .68
«87 2.20! | 20! 50 20| 10 3 ADMINISTRATOR 10 510 50% 101 30 ?2.60; 1.02i + .40

| || I

3 | i

* 1 Lo

N SHALTS
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XTI orsas ]
|. INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY m{um REPORT DATE ADMINSTRATION DATE mmmkmﬂ_! e
FREEDOM 062 | 06/74 | 05/74
! IS IMPORTANGE 54 TO ENSURE THAT STDTS ARE NOT T .,..,oﬂfﬂf’uv': EE" TTTTT
By e o) B Lo e e A ONTROVRSIAL BOINT OF wiew, ™ | % | F[ior] v wen iulours weww 55030 %0
.50/ 3.08 2| 26 37/ 31| 4  TOTAL 213|100 2| 5 18)47|28| |3.94| .92/ + .86
-84]3.12 2| 22| 40| 34| 2|1  FacuLTY 50| 23 6 14| 4238 | 4.12 .ae!u.oo
| .88l 3.02 202938/ 28| 3 2 STUDENT 153 72| 3| 5| 2047 25 |3.88 .93}+ .86
1.C8/3.80, |10| |10/ 60/ 203 ADMINISTRATER 100 5/10 70/20| | 3.90 1.o4?+ .10
|
i | Ao
; gls"' ~{ 57 _TO ENSURE FACULTY/STUDENTS — M,,;g';'cgu'—n BE.
st v o o o) AEEDON 0 CooCSE Ot LIFESTVLE | 0 il o o et
| .88 3.01 ‘ 3E 23 47‘ 22| 5| TOTAL 213/100| 2| 9|27/ 33|28 3.76| 104+ .75
I .71 2.88 i 2|30 46} 22| |1 FACULTY so| 23| 6|12{38] 20| 24 3.%51.15i+ .56
! .50i3.05 i 3| 22/ 46)22| 6|2 STUDENT 153 72 1| 822 39 31 |3.92| 94 + .87
31-00 3.00{ |10/10| 60| 10/10/3 ADMINISTRATGR 10{ 5/10|20|50/10/ 10 2.901 1.041- .10
| | j / ; i !
; ‘ ; |
L] \ 1 ﬂ' |
Lo | _—— 60 TC PLACE NO RESTRICTIONS ON —2HOULD BE
stanane wean om0 T, | OFF=CAMPUS -PCLITICAL ACTIVITIES| N | % [T ton ] weo |monl Siijowiel wenn gishonsg omcgrsncs
e BY FACULTY .CR STUDENTS ol 1y it
1 .91} 2.90 528/ 45/ 18] 5|  TOTAL 213(100] 3|11]36|27/{24| |3.58 1.osi+ .68
.91(2.88 430 46| 14| 61 FACULTY 50| 23] 6| 6/44]22(22] [3.48 1.0&[4 «60
.88| 2.87 5| 27/'45 20| 3|2 STUDENT 153 72| 2|11|33|29|24| [3.63 1.oa§+ .76
1.20]3.40 30/ 30/ 10/ 30/ 3 ADMINISTRATOR 10| 5/ |[30{30/10/30 |3.40!1.20
- B— ~msime | 63 T0 PROTECT RIGHT OF FACULTY _7 i
BRIREE v ot o o S EaSIAL 1DEAS IN-THE CLassroo | N | % B[ el e o S o
.8132.91 ; 211'24 51/19] 3|  TCTAL 213100| 2| 623/4128] [3.87 .94+ .90
.ao?a.u 120 52/ 22| 6|1 FACULTY 50| 23| 2| 6 22|44 26; ;3.86 .94|+ .72
-77|2.85 < 3}21 52/ 16| 1|2 STUDENT 153) 72| 2| 6/24/4127  3.86] .95 +1.01
.10%3.90’ ‘ | |30{50/20|3 ADMINISTRATOR 10/ s 20{40!40] 14.20" .75+ <30
Lo
; | Do
— L L
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coLLsas coos | COLLEGS NAME !
M ATEUNIVERS]TYGOALSANDPRIORITIE oxce
INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY 7 | nuronT numsen RSPORT DATE | ADMINISTRATION DATE

DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE Q&2 ] 06/74 05/74
| | ; 7}'574:7,:,5,—,bmm——— ggvzgr&kene A SYSTEM OF CAMPUS] ,m,ﬁﬂf’u“? BE ]7 ‘
isran ! NO ! T T TExy E ARD| DI 2
F'“'E'A'gi e jours [ ow Tweo lwen | 4 11 CDNCE‘SSSGS:":[“EL;Nﬁgf:ga‘:lVF— N | % :" Lom m:ﬁn:sﬂ:.:ea owrs| e GG TR
l .8912.81 41363721 2 TOTAL 213|100 1] 7| 23|49|21 3.82 .87[*1.01
: ."313 2.62 6| 50| 20| 24 1 FACULTY 50 23 6| 26| 48| 22 3.86 .82‘*{.24
w .B‘o‘ 2.82 433/ 42/20] 1|2 STUDENT 153, 72| 1| 7|23]|49|20 3.80 .88’* «98 ‘
31.11!3.60 20| 30| 20; 30| 3 ADMINISTRATCR 10 5 10/ 20{50| 20 3.80 .871* «20
‘ |
1 ‘
o IS sie——| 58_T0 DEVELCP ARRANGEMENTS FOR 5 SHOULD BE
e A el AN TN o B SISNIEN Tl N | % o e ] 5 o e gty g
! .801 2.98; 11 26, 50| 20| 3 TOTAL 213|100 5| 37| 44| 14 3,66 79 + .68
: .82:‘2.86‘ 4 30| 42| 24 1 FACULTY 50 23 6/38/38/18 3.68] <84+ .82
o715 2295 112653/ 18| 32 STUDENT 153| 72| 1| 5|37 |46 12‘ 3,631 AT+ .68
.8313.90 40| 30|30/ 3 ADMINISTRATCR 10 5 30| 40| 30 4000 77|+ .10
. i
] L] b
i ! IS ~PORT ] 61 To DE(;ENTRALIIE DECISION ,Wo,?:!PULpWB:TW 777'7’ 7
BOIRAEE v | B o o o G CREATEST EXTENT FEASIOLE | N | % [TR[ror e e Bibr v IR S
«T6| 2245 6/53132| 9 TOTAL 213{100} 3(19]38/31; 9 3e24] 97+ o719
«69| 2,20 8{72/12| 8 1 FACULTY 50! 23| 4|20/ 22/44i10 3436 1.03 +1l.16
«76 250 61 48, 37| 8 112 STUBGENT 153:. 72) 3/16{43/27 .8 ‘3.19 “e94 + 269G
«63/ 3,00 20/ 60| 20 3 ADMINISTRATCR 10 5 20304010 iB.bO .92;* «40
Lj,:; “ 7(5 .MPOR;ANCE 64 TUO ASSURE THAT EVERYONE MAY lmpognguf—o BE )
s o o] i ARTICIPATE/SE REPRCSENTED I | 4 [ i e o s
.85§2.79 313641/ 16| 3 TOTAL 213160 1 18;50%31; 36-11% .725’1-32*#‘
1.ca§z.ao 6]42|24] 22| 6/1 FACULTY 50| 23 4 22!351385 :4.08% .87/ +1.28
.75% 272! 1! 33747112 1|2 STUDENT 153| 72 16! 5’05293 136.131 «66: *la4l
«64|3.70 40/ 50|/10|3 ADMINISTRATCR 10 5 ZOEEOSZOj 34-001 «63 + 230
| by 1 v
L L R

T . —
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coLises coos |- cOLLEAE MAME 1
INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY REPONTAUBSER]  MEPOAT DATE ADMINISTRAYION OATE e
COMMUNITY 062 | oes14 | 05714
r . S T T - )
i o oo ] 26 To T cLITE wese Fac e B
1 " TS AS STRONG AS CAREER COMMITNT| N | 70 | i [ton] oo jmon| R jowrs) ween SIRCER o033 j
.82|2.83 2|33/ 49/ 12| 4| TOTAL 213{ 100 4| 25/45/26 |3.93 .82|+1.10 I
75| 2.58 2[ 52|32/ 14| |1 FacuLTY 50| 23 4 28{42( 26| |3.90) .83{+1.32 |
79| 2.88 2|27 56| 10| 5|2 sTUDENT 153] 72 4| 25)46| 25| |3.93 .81+1.05 |
1.10] 3430 30| 30| 20 20| 3 ADMINISTRATER 10 5| |10{10/40|40| |4.10| .94+ .80 |
|
i
Lo P e | 59 TD MAINTAIN CLINATE CF OPEN/ e OULD BE
B e o B o e e ORGANTZATICRAL STRUGTURE | N | % [B[eom]ven T iiowrs s stas oo
.78 2471 3/38/46/10] 2| ToTaL 213100| 1| 1]16(55|27] |4405| .75| +1.34%#
«81 2448 4(58/ 26/ 10 21 FACULTY 50( 23 14{ 5234 4020 J66[*1.72 |
14 2.73 3/35/52| 9| 2|2 STUDENT 153 72| 1| 1]18]56/26] |3.99 .76|+1.26
.67,3.50 60/ 30| 10{3 AOMINISTRATCR 10} 5| |10] |50 40 |4.20| .87+ .70
i i Lo
- i 62 TO MAINTAIN A CAMPUS CLIMATE .,,.,.?.'19”}‘7'?”3? :
R e o 11 1 CAn"BE AIRED QPENLY & ampcABLy| N | 7 [ ion[ v v Bkl e gy e
| <84|3.05 2|23|48| 22| 5| ToTAL 213|100 1) 20{51{28| |4+07| 72| +l.02% ‘
E 94| 2.96 #{26/48) 14| 8/1 FaCULTY 50| 23 18/48/34| (4416 <70|+1.20 [
| .78/3.02 1/24]49] 24| 2/2 sTuDenT 153 72 1|21]52|25] |4.02| .72|+1.00
t -83|3.90 4030303 ADMINISTRATOR 10 s 1050{40, [4.30) <64/+ <40 |
| T
L l J | L
}—»Tn 15 i 65 TO MAINTAIN.A CLIMATE OF My- .mi';!?UEB B
BB e o [ e e O DENTSE ACUS Ty gominTsrRAToms| N | % | Hh [ e e R e gt ouge
.88|2.82 33661/ 16] .4 ToTAL 213{100 13 ln’aa}i 5‘4.23(‘ .12§u.4u&
.90[2.53 2|50]32|10| 61 FacuLTY 50| 23 14 36[so§ 4236| o71] +1.68
.84E2.19 4|3345/15| 3|2 STUDENT 153 72| 1| 1/1352|34 ;6.181 12 +1.39
54| 3.90 20|70/ 10/3 ADMINISTRATOR 0] 5 10 40150} 1440 <66+ .50
| I
? L
L i I B

T ammsi0
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cotLuas cook| - COLLEGE NAME ]
@ INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY . |meront nomees; IWYM'Y‘I ATEUNIVERSITYG NDER ITJ—ES—I e !
INTELLECT -/ AESTHET IC ENVIRON 062 | 06/74 05/74

‘ M-;'sr—f;m;,dﬁ; 66 TO CREATE A CLIMATE IN WHICH wonOULD BE i

site e oms o oo 8 PN TE DL B TagcuLTURAL AcTIVETY| N | % [B]ior|wo oo iy woms igesg st

720 2.51 ‘ 4|49/ 40 6| 1| ToTAL 213|100| 3|15|36]3611| [3.37] .95 + .86
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APPENDIX I
Descriptions of the 20 Goal Areas in the Institutional Goals Inventory

Academic Develop t— this goal has to do with acquisition
of general and specialized knowledge, preparation of students
for advanced scholarly study, and maintenance of high intel-
lectual standards on the campus. (1,4,6,9)*

Intellectnal Orientation— this goul area relates to an attitude
about learning and intellectual work. It means familiarity
with research and problem solving methods, the ability to
synthesize knowledge from many sources, the capacity for
self-directed learning, and a commitment to lifelong learning.
(2.5,7,10)

Individual Personal Development— this goal area means iden-
tification by students of personal goals and development of
means for achieving them, enhancement of sense of self-worth
and self-confidence. (3,8,11,13)

Humanism/Altruism— this goal area reflects a respect for di-
verse cultures, commitment to working for world peace, con-
sciousness of the important moral issues of the time, and
concern about the welfare of man generally. (14,17,20,23)

Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness—this goal area entails a
heightened appreciation of a variety of art forms, required
study in the humanities or arts, exposure to forms of non-
Western art, and encouragement of active student participa-
tion in artistic activities. (15,18,21.24)

Traditional Religionsness— this goal area is intended to mean
a religiousness that is orthodox, doctrinal, usually sectarian,
and often fundamental —in short, traditional rather than “sec-
ular” or “modern.” (16,19,22,25)

Vocational Preparation—this goal area means offering: spe-
cific occupational curriculums (as in accounting or nursing).
programs geared to emerging career fields, opportunities for
retraining or upgrading skills, and assistance to students in
career planning. (26.30,36,38)

Advanced Training— this goal area can be most readily un-
derstood simply as the availability of postgraduate education.
It means developing and maintaining a strong and compre-
hensive graduate school. providing programs in the profes-
sions, and conducting advanced study in specialized problem
areas. (27,31.32.41)

Research— this goal area involves doing contract studies for
external agencies, conducting basic research in the natural
and social sciences, and seeking generally to extend the fron-
tiers of knowledge through scientific research. (28,34,35,37)

Meeting Local Needs— this goal area is defined as providing
for continuing education for adults, serving as a cultural cen-
ter for the community, providing trained manpower for local
employers, and facilitating student involvement in commu-
nity-service activities. (29,33,39,40)

Public Service—this goal area means working with govern-
mental agencies in social and environmental policy formation,
committing institutional resources to the solution of major
social and environmental problems, training people from
disadvantaged communities, and generally being responsive
to regional and national priorities in planning educational
programs. (44,47,50,51)

*The numbers inparentheses are the four Goal Statements that make
up each Goal Area.

Social Egalitarianism— this goal area has to do with open
admissions and meaningful education for all admitted. pro-
viding educational experiences relevant to the evolving
interests of minority groups and women, and offering remedial
work in basic skills. (42,45,48,52)

Social Criticism/Activism— this goal area means providing
criticisms of prevailing American values, offering ideas for
changing social institutions judged to be defective, helping
students learn how to bring about change in American
society, and being engaged, as an institution, in working for
basic changes in American society. (43,46,49,53)

Freedom— this goal area is defined as protecting the right
of faculty to present controversial ideas in the classroom,
not preventing students from hearing controversial points of
view, placing no restrictions on off-campus political activities
by faculty or students, and ensuring faculty and students the
freedom to choose their own life styles. (54,57,60,63)

Democratic Governance— this goal area means decentralized
decision-making arrangements by which students, faculty,
administrators, and governing board members can all be
significantly involved in campus governance; opportunity
for individuals to participate in all decisions affecting them;
and governance that is genuinely responsive to the concerns
of everyone at the institution. (55,58,61,64)

Community— this goal area is defined as mantaining a climate
in which there is faculty commitment to the general welfare
of the institution, open and candid communication, open
and amicable airing of differences, and mutual trust and
respect among students, faculty, and administrators. (56,59,
62,65)

Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment—this goal area means
a rich program of cultural events, a campus climate that
facilitates student free-time involvement in intellectual and
cultural activities, an environment in which students and
faculty can easily interact informally, and a reputation as an
intellectually exciting campus. (66,69,73,76)

Innovation— this goal area is defined as a climate in which
continuous innovation is an accepted way of life; it means
established procedures for readily initiating curricular or
instructional innovations; and, more specifically, it means
experimentation with new approaches to individualized in-
struction and to evaluating and grading student performance.
(67,70,74,77)

Off-Campus Learning—this goal area includes time away
from the campus in travel, work-study, VISTA work, etc.;
study on several campuses during undergraduate pro-
grams; awarding degrees for supervised study off the campus:
awarding degrees entirely on the basis of performance on
an examination. (68,72,75,78) :

Accountability/Efficiency — this goal area is defined to
include use of cost criteria in deciding among program
alternatives, concern for program efficiency, accountability
to funding sources for program effectiveness, and regular
submission of evidence that the institution is achieving
stated goals. (79,81,83,87)

Miscellaneous goal statements not inctuded in goal areas (12, 71, 80, 82, 84, 85, 86, 88, 89, 90)
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APPENDIX J

INDEPENDENT 't'"" TESTS

The '""t" test has several slightly different formulas:

X -X
e = 2 1
S 2 S 2
i U T
N N
1 2
Separate Variance ''t'" Model
X, - X
Mg = 1 2
2 2
(Nl-l)S1 + (Nz-l)S2 1 . 1
N1 + N2 -2 N1 N2
Pooled Variance "t" Model
where
t = the value by which the statistical significance of the
mean difference will be judged
X 1 = the mean of group 1
)_(2 = the mean of group 2
Sl2 = the variance of group 1
S 2 . the variance of group 2
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Ny

the number of subjects in group 1

N2

the number of subjects in group 2.

Before a particular '"t'"" model is selected, the homogeneity
of the two population variances should be checked. This is accom-
plished by a statistical technique known as the F ratio in which the
larger sample variance is divided by the smaller one. The re-
sulting quantity is known as F and is interpreted for statistical
significance from a table of F. All population variances were
checked in this study at the .05 level. Goal area number six,
"Traditional Religiousness' (Faculty-Student '"'should be') was
the only goal in which the variances were not homogeneous. There-

fore, the Separate Variance 't'" formula was used in the compari-

son of the mean ratings for this situation, The Pooled Variance ''t"

formula was used for the remainder of the comparisons,

Critical "t" Values

Comparisons dF . 05 .01
Faculty-Students 201 1. 960 2.576
Faculty-Administrators 58 2.002 2.664

Students ~Administrators 161 1.960 2.576



