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When a man does not know what harbér he
is making for, no wind is right Sind.

Sanaca
CHAPIER I

INTRODUCTION

‘Puring the past two decades, the expansion in higher education enrollment,
programs, and facilities bas besn extraordinary. It was particularly so in the
1960's in most of the fifty stases. However, higher education in America has
reached a Foint of watershed. Forecasters generally agree that enrollment
increase during the 1970's will be slowing down due to declining birth rates
and a decreasing desire to attend college due to unsatisfactory pay=-off after
graduation. Furthermore, it is valid to assume that the college population in
the 1970's will be mixed with mest college studentsy there will be more students
from the working classes possessing relatively lower levels of scholaatic
ability (Cross, 1971).

Antagonism in the colleges and universities reached a pesk in {970 in the
wake of campus upheavals following the invasion of Cambodia and the shooting
at Kent State University. Public displeasure with institutions of higher
learning bas been mounting in the recent years. Student radicalism and campus
.disorder along with other social/political and demographic changes pushed the
colleges and universities toward the watershed.

The most important and not stated heretofore are the présent economic
realitics. The coat of Roods and services has risen stoadily for some years,
and more recently the rise has been extremely sharp. Texpayers become increas-
ingly raluctant to pay for the support of colleges and universities as ig the

cara for public educetion. Inflation, relatively fewer jobs as well as dissatis-




faction in the market for college graduates, unpredictable economic future, and
limited public revenues for the public higher education institutions have been
pushing colleges toward & cost squeeze. Byrnes and Tussing call this "The
Resource Gap" -~ "the Jifference b;¥ween available resourCe; and needed
resources" (Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, 1971 )

b College administrators have responded to these new circumstances in many
different ways. Examples are various~-hiring squeezes, investigations of faculty

i workload, minimizing equipment purchases, postponing tapital outlays, freezing
faculty salaries, etc. An emerging reaction %o th; general fiscal dilemma from a
good many state capitals is the concept of effectiveness. Tha °°r°_Pf this
concept at a college or university is that how much of the purposes and objectw
ives of the institution can be achieved by allocating limited public resources,
accor@ing to some criterie set forth based on interests of all concerned.
fhase factors have caused the colleges and univorsities_to re~define their
missions and roles. The isgue of new missions and rolee of higher education
institutions has been recently much debated.

College and university leaders now face the issue of taking initiative in
proposing terms by which effectiveness of the college can be measured. OColleges
must organize to plan and justify their performance in relationship to limited

1 financial rescurces. Goals and objectives of all units of the college need to be
clearly defined and procedures for @valuating the effectiveness of all programs
must be developed. When results of evaluation ars prepared, college leaders have
to communicate evidence of effectiveness to those who, in the final analysis,
decide how the money is to be allocated. *This process 1s also necessary withdn the
college commnity.

A climate of active support and ready participation ie imperative to the

success of planning and evaluation. Mogt critical to a college!'s planning and

evaluation i3 & ccnscionsness with the college community of the goals of the

¢-2~
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inﬁéitution-‘ Assessment of institutional effectiveness is most gﬁnsibly under-~
stood as determination of the extent to which set forth goals are being achleved.

Recently various external forces have pressed educationﬁl institutions to
avaluate their effectiveness and accountabillty for their uge of fiscal

' resources. GContinuously increasing demands on higher education institutions to

assume new functions and programs huve forced institutions to choose among

alternative emphases and priorities. Instituting some new programs nay necessi-
tate cutting back on some exiating programs. Then, how can colleges embrace
new missions and rolgs while retaining and improving existing ones? By what

criteria should an gugtitution make such decisions? ~ ™

Statement of the Problem

Naedless to emphasize, institutional effectiveness may be best understood
in terms of the degree of achiavement of accepted institutional goals and pro-
gram objectives. The college commmnity should be able to articulate the beliefs
and aspiretions its present constituent groups hold about unique goals for the
institution. Goals of any institution must be developed in such ways that are

- meaningful to all constituencies, supporters, and potential supporters if the
institution wants to survive and progress. Goal setting at the public insti-
tutions should involve integrating expectations and aspiratigns of people on
the campus together with those of citizens. In addition, taxpayers and educa-
| tional, industrial, anl other organizational leaders should have opportunities ,
to express their interests in the college.

In reterence to the discussions fiven above, several questions are readily
conceivable. Specific questions that need to be investigated are provided e4
follows:

1. What are tho major goals of the college perceived by

constitusnt groups on and off the campus?

‘ 8
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2. How diverssely do constituent groups, on and’ off the
campus, perceife the goals of the college?

3. Which goels are considered more important than
thars, and to what extent do constituvent groups
agree about the importance of warious goals?

4. To what extent do constituent groups aspire to
accomplish the goals of the collega?_ Or, how much
do constituent groups feel dissatisfaction with the

current conditions of goal importance?

: " Purpoge of the Study

, The concept of an institutional goal is & verbel abstraction. A4s a

~ eonceptual tool it can be enormously useful in deliberating, deterrining, and

., evaluating polieies and practices of the institution. This study provides bases
on which .to make rational decisions on h¢. the college may embrace new missions
while retaining and improving existing ones, and on which to establish criteria
useful in decision-making.

The purpose of this study, thsrefore, is to obtain b;oad information

concerning institutional goals, which will serve the following purposes of the
institution: J

1. Agreed-upon concepts of institutional goals would seem

to gerve as the basic elemsnt in a formulation of the

institution's philosopby, ideology, and policy. Stateu
~ goals would seem to help integrate assumptions, values,
and hopes for the institution into a coherent policy
which, in turn, provides gtandards for present and fubure
college operations.
2. The agreed~upon goals would be used as decision standards

ERIC , )




by all college constituencies.

3, The level of importence of institutional goals would
seem to provide besea for the outset of the planning
process.

4. Institutional goals would seenm to be valuable in “
developing the college menagement information sya;em.

5. The information of institutional‘goals seens to be
useful for evaluating the institutional programs
cbhjectives.

6. The agreed-upon and stated goals would be used in

implementing institutional accountability.

Procedures

One of the most importent functions of the Office of Institutional Research
is to prgvide objective information and data rsgarding ;hrposes, objectives,
Erograms; and activities of the college. The Imstitutional Goals Inventory
(IGI), developed by the Educstional Testing Service of Princeton, New Jersey,
is & new instrument designed to aid institutions in defining institutional goals,
establishing priorities among these goals, and providing direction to an insti-~
tution's present and future planning and mansgemen®t. The IGI is Ont; way of
providing a high order of academic statesmanship which will be required, at
several levels, to reach goal accommodations reasonably satisfying to all
involved. Broad participation in institutional goal setting can be realized
through the use of an instrument such as the IGI. One of the most important
points here is that various constraints in the planning process must be decided
upon through demoeratic participation.

This IGI instrument was devised on the basis of. tested value of the
) 10
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Delphi Technique* (Gordon and Ament, 1969; and Helmer, 1966), This form
contains both IS and §ggg§g{§§ ratinga‘along a five-point acaleg that is, the
participggis can indicate their perception of how inmportant the goal currently
is on the campus and their opinions about how important it ghould be., The
instrument contained ninety prestruotured goal statements, twenty locally
prepared goal statements, and six items for additional local uses.

The questionnaire was distributed with the College President's letter

requesting cooperation of five constituent groups. Recipients were 160 faculty
members, 180 undergraduate students, 80 graduate students, 20 administrators,
and 100 commmnity representatives.

The students were selected randomly from two populations, graduate and
undergraduate (juniors and seniors). Members of administrative staff were
chosen from those whe are closest to institutional policy formlation. The
comminity represeﬂtatdves are carefully selected with the greatest emphasis
on regiénal education community.

Dae to the fact that each constituent group was requested to complete and
return the Questionnaire at the end of the Spring Semester, the response rate
was not as ilgh as anticipated. As shown in Table 1, there were 96 from fh;ﬁltx
members, 58 fx m undergraduate students, 28 from graduate students, 19 from

administrators, and 31 from commnity representatives. -

Dofinition of Terms Used

The Qbrds tfunctions," "purpose,? "goals," Yobjectives," etc. huve been

repeatedly used in any discussion on higher education management. It wouid be

useful, therefore, to set forth several working defiritions and conceptual
)

#The Delphi Technique is & tool developed by the Rand Corporation in the
early 1950's whereby consensus among diverse constituent groups regarding insti-
tutional goals can Le reachod withont sny face~to~face contact smong its
members. N

3 6
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distincti;xs used in this study.

" Functiong of a college or university refer to activities of the insti-
tution. that are functionally related to other social instituticns. Such
functions vsually have evolved over time through trial and error experiments.

Purpose refers to stated conceptions of the missions of the system.

Goals refer to particulariy specified ends, outputs, and priorities estab-
lished for a single college or univeraity. These are institutional goals.

Objectives refer to ends of various gomponent unjts, programs and services.

The distinction between output and ggﬁhggg gouls is between those that are
menifested in a product of some kind (output gOals) and those which are the ends
of persons (support gosls) responsible for the maintenance activities of the
organization {(Gross, 1968).

Delimitations

This study deals with ninety prestructured goal gtatement questions and
twenty-six locally prepared questions. The ninety goal statement que'stions
compose twenty goal areas. Bach goel-area cquprisg's" four goal statoments.

One limitation of this study ia that it did not exhaust locally relevant
goal statements with reference to subwunits of the college. Another limitation
is tiat response rates of constituent groups except one were not as high as they
might be., A larger sample size of each 'constituent group would make ths results

of this study more meaningfuls The questionnaire should be administered again,

even periodically over a fixed interval of time.




CHAPTER II

GUIDE TO INTERPRETING RESULTS*

The Institutiona) Goals Inventory--What Is
The Institutional) Goals Inventory Form 1, the first operationa;;form of

IGI, is the culmination of nearly two and one half years of developmental work,

both conceptual and empirical. Two preliminery, experimental versions were

constructed and pilot tested. The first of these forws was usad in a spring

1970 study at five ingtitutions in the Carolinas and Virginia which involved

soms 1000 respondents representing all the key constituent groups, including

commnity people residing in the vicinity of each institution (Uhl, 1971). The

second, a revigsed form, was used in a spring 1971 project involving 1300 faculty

and students at ten colleges and universities on the west coast (Peterson, 1972a ).
Prior to developing item contents for each version of the IGI, 1ncluﬁ§ng

the present one, substantial efforts, involving EIS staff and groups of out-

side consultents, were devoted to developing a conceptual framework that would

underlie.the instrument. The gelieral objective was to set down a conceptualization

of the important kinds of goals embraced by the total spectrum of American

colloges and univeraities--public universities, independent colleges, two-year

colleges, church-related institutions, and so forth. The conceptual framework

(and the contents of the Inventory) changed with each new version of the

1

instrument, with the changes meant %o reflect imbortant new gosl) concaptions

in Amerjcan higher edﬁcﬁtion.**

#2)) descriptions pertaining to GUIDE T¢ INTERFRETING RESULTS are derived
from the documented original IGI Report copy of Frostbupg State College.
. #%Ravigsed theoretical fremeworks will underly subsaquent forms of IGI
(Forms 2, 3, etc.) developed in the years ahead.

mSn
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Jhe theoretical framework for IGI Form 1 consiats of 20 "goal aresas,"
divided into two general categories. The firat set of goal areas are conceived
a3 "output," substantive objectives colleges may be seeking to achieve
(qualities of gradusting students, reaearcyu?mphasea, kindas of public service,
for example). Goals in the second general category are referred to as "process
goals," which ave conceived as internal campus objectives-relating, for the
most part, to the educational process and campus climate--which may facilitata

achlevement of the output goals.

Descriptions of the 20 Goal Areas*

The conceptuslization on which Form 1 is besed consists of the following,
outlined -in the form of short-hand labela and descriptions of each goal area
for the 20 goal areas.

Outcome Goals

Academic Developmept. This goal has to do with acquisition of general and
8 :ialized knowledge, preparation of students for advanced scholarly study,
au maintenance of high intellectual standards on the campus. (1, 4, 6, 9)w

Intellectual Oriegtation. This goal area relates to an attitude about learuing
end intellectual work. It meana familiarity with research and problem solving
methods, the ability to aynthesize knowledge from many sources, the capacity
for gelf-directed learning, and a commitment to lifelong learning.

(2, 5, 7, 10)

Individual Persons) Development. This goal area means identification by students
of personal goals and development of means for achleving them, entancement of
sense of self-worth and self-confidence. (3, 8, 11, 13)

ﬂgggniﬂmfﬂltruism. This goal ares reflects a respect for diverse cultures,
conmitment to working for world peace, consciousness of the important moral
1esues)of the time, and concern atout the welfare of man generally. (14, 17,
20, 23

Cultg;g}/ﬁeathet_g Avarenegg: This goml area entails a heightened appreciation
of & variety of art forms, required study in the humanities or arts, exposure
to forms of mon-Weatern art, and encouragement of active student participation
in artistic activities. (15, 18, 21, 24)

#Information included under this heading is directly obtained from the ETS
Profile Ghart Sheet.
**The numbers in parentheses ars the four Goal Statements that make up each
Goal Area.
14
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. that is orthodox, doctrinal, usually sectarian, and often fundemental--in short,

- | ’

‘ Ll
Traditional Relipiousness, This goal area is intended to mean a religiousness

traditional rather than "seécular® or 'modern." (16, 19, 22, 25)

Vocational Preparations This goal area means offering: specific occupational
curriculums (as in accounting or nursing), programs geared to vmerging career
fields, opportunities for retraining or upgrading skills. and assistance to
students in career planning. (26, 30, 36, 38)

Advanced Training. This goal arua can be most readily understood simply as the
availability of postgraduate education. It means developing and maintaining

& strong and comprehensive graduate school, providing progrems in the profesa-
ions, and conducting advanced study in specialized problem areas. (27, 31, 32, it)

Rasearch. This goal area involvss doing contract studies for external agencies,
conducting basic research in the natural and social sciences, and seeking
generally to extend the frontiers of knowledge through scientirfic research.

(28, 34, 35, 37)

Meeting Local Nseds. This goal area is defined as providing for ecomtimuing
education for adults, serving as a cultural center for the community, providing
trained manpower for local employers, and facilitating student involvement in
commmity-service activities. (29, 33, 39, 40)

Public Service. This goal area means working with governmental agencie. in
social and environmental policy formation, committing institutional reegr. rces
to the solution of major social and environmental problems, training people
from disadvantaged commnities, and generally being responsive to regional
and nationsl priorities in planning educational programs. (44, 47, 50, 51)

Social Egalitarianism. TWis goal area has to do with open admissions and
meaningful education for all admitted, providing educaticnal experiences rele-~
vant to the evolvines interests of minority groups and women, and offering
remedial work in ba:.c skills. (42, 45, 48, 52

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

Procegs Gosls

Freedome This goal area ig defined as protecting the right of faculty to
present controversial ideas in the classrocom, not preventing students from
hearing controversial points of view, placing no restrictions on off-campus
political activities by faculty or students, and enauring faculty and students
the freedom to choose their own 1life styles. (54, 57, 60, 63)

Democratic Governance. This goel area means decentralized decision-making

arrangements by which students, faculty, administrators, and governing board
15




nembers can 811 be significantly involved in campus governsnce; 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) .

Commnity. This goal arsa is defined as maintaining & 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 angd
respect ampong students, faculty, and administrators. (56, 59, 62, 65)

lgggl;ggggg;éﬁggghgzgg Environment. This gosl aree means a rich program of
cultural events, a campus climate thet facilitates student free-time involve-
ment in intellectual and cultural activities, an environment in which students
and faculty can easily interact informally, and & reputation as an intellectually
exciting cempus. (66, 69, 73, 76)

Innovetion. This goal area is defined as & climate in which continuous inno-
vation is an accepted way of life; it means established procedures for readily
initiating curricular or instructional immovations; and, more specifically, it
means experimentation with new approaches to lirdividualized instruction and to
evaluating and grading student performance. (67, 70, 74, 77)

Off~Campug Learning, This goal area includes time avay from the campus in
travel, work-study, VISTA work, etc.; study on several campuses during under-
graduate programs; awarding degrees for supervised study off the campus; award-
ing 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 alternati concern for program efficiency,
accountability to funding sources for progrs .._fectiveness, and regular gub.
missio? of evidence that the institution is achieving stated goals. (79, 81,
83, &7

The main content of the Inventory consists of 90 goal statements. Eighty
are related to the 20 goal areas, four per goal area. The remsining ten state-
ments are miscellaneous~~each reflecting a goal judged to be sufficiently
important to warrant & single item (only).

The Inventory also contains seven background questions asbout the reapondent:a
his or her role on the campus, faculty renk, age, and so forth. In addition,
there are two optional features:

1. The first enables use of additiona} goal statements of

particular interest to a given campus; these goals,
prepared by the writers, are responded to on page 10

16
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= of the"ifiatrument, gnd the tabulations are included in the
standard score report.

2. The second option enebles colleges to add up to six add-
itional background information questions (aumbered 119 to
124) for special analytic purposes by the college. In the
case of Froatburg State College, the writers prepared

questions regarding opinions towerd present and proapective
rogran offering at both undergraduate and graduate levels.

Owing in part to Ubl’'s study (Uhl, 1971a, 1971b), there is currently sub-

i
. m—

stantial interest in the Delphi technique as a means for achieving cohsensus

regarding inptitutional goala. In Uhl's atudy, a standard instrument was

administered to the same panel of reepondents, with feedback information,

_including open~ended reasons given for "deviant" ratings, at the time of the

second and third adminiastrations.

While ETS can score each successive IGI administration (provide item means
and response distritutiona}, ET9 does not provide service for summarizing open-
aﬁded.commanta or for indicating .hich alternatives were most often responded to.
These aspects of an IGI-Delphl project, therefore, would have to be accomplished

at the inatitution.

The Orsamization of the IGI Regults

The géneral order of presentation of results in this report is liated

below. More detailed interpretive information is provided in the following
sections. -

TABLE ’ . !

i

1. Reapondents. Response diastritutions in frequency and percentage
by constituent groups.

2. Goal Ares Summariep, For the total group, goal areas are
rank orcered by "IS" means, "SHOULD BE" means, and "DISCRE-
YANCIES; " ranked from the highest to the lowest mean and
diascrepancy scnres.

3.pp- Goal Areds and Goel Statements. Results for the 20 goal areas;
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"IS" and "SHOULD BE" responses for the total geoup and,
separately, for each of the gubegrous are dspicted in
figures together with "IS" means, "SHOULD BE" means and
"DISCREPANCY" gcores. Results for the 4 goal statements
belonging to the appropriate goal areas are also provided
in the same manner as the goal areas. Tables 3 through 22
cover the first 80 goal statements in the Imventory. The
ten goal statements having the highest "SHOULD BPE" ratings
and the highest “SHOULD BE" - "IS" discrepencies are
indicated with asterisk and nunber signs (*, #). Fach
table contains the results for one goal area and the four
goal statements.

23-24, Miscellaneous Goel Statements. Results for the ten miscellan-

25=28.

29‘320

eous goal statements. The format is identical to previous
Onés.

Locgl Option Goal Statements. Included are rosulte for the
supplementary, locally written goal statements. These are
numbered from 91 through 110 in the Inventory. Again, the
format is the same as others.

Locsl Option Questions. Results for the supplementary, locally
written questions regarding the choice of prograr offerings
for both graduate and undergraduste levels are presented.

Description of the IGI Results

Raspondents.

Data in Table 1 specify the subgroups and the nmﬁbers a8 well as percentages

of respondonts in each category.

Table 1
RESPONDENTS
Subgroup Humber Percent
Total 232 100
Faculty Members 96 42 b
Undergraduate Students 58 25
. Graduate Students 28 12
Administrators 19 8

Community Hepresentatives 13




Gosl Avea Dete for the Total Group.

On page 20 are means for the "IS" and "SHOULD BE" retings and
"DISCREPANCY" scores respectively, based on the total group of respondents. A
given gom) area mean is simply the average of the means for the four goal
statements comprising that goel area. A mean may range from 1.0 (lowest)
through 5.0 (highest)e There is some probable sample biae for the scoves of
the tota) group, because all data for the total group are based on the total
respondents, |

Goal Area mcans, as presented in this report, are the basic summary resuits

from the IGI administration. Any given goal aree mean can be interpreted within

the context of the IGI response for.at ("Of Low Importance,® "Of Medium Import-
ance," atc.) The higher the "IS" goel ares mean, the greater the importance the
goal it geen as presently having on the campus as compared to the other goals.
The higher the "SHOULD BE" mean, the more importance that goel ghould be regsrded -
in the minds of the respondent group. Fgr example, one may say on the besis of

a faculty "SHOULD BE" mean of 2.85 for the research goal area, that "faculty

at Frostturg State College generally believe that research $hould be of medium
importance as an institutional goel.,” Within the meaning of each goal ares,

the 20 genera) goels are mesningfully ranked v terms of judged importance on

the basis of -gos) sres mean scores.

One would generall} expect amaller mean difference airong five constituent
groups for the "IS" than for "SHOULD BE“ ratings, since the former are pejrceptions
of the Present reality while the latter are in the nature of personal opinions
about the way things should be.

Goal Ares Discrepencies.

Table 2 of the report provides a listing of the 20 gosl areas according to

the size of the discrepancy scores between the mean “SHOULD BE" score and the

Ve
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mean "ISY score. The goal area leading the list is the one .hav:lng the largest
"SHOULD BE® -~ WI3" discrepancy, or poasibly & reverse gap, indicating that, in
the view of the respondent group, the goal area is of lesser importance

than it currently is. Gensrally speaking, this listing provides a basis for
establishing poseible prioritieg for institutional ghange; the areas at the

top of the 1listing are ones that the respondent group believes should receive

greatser emphasis than they are presently receiving. '

In interpreting the results on page 20, one must keep in mind the nature
of the group of respondents on which these data are basq‘d. This group has been
referred to ag the "total aggregate® {or merely WIOTAL," as shown on the pages
of this report); in fact, it is the total batch of completed IGI booklets forwarded
to EIS for scoriqg. The "FOTAL" group, in general, represents a meaningful
sample or population. B

In general, the megnitude of the gap is an index of the degrea of satis-~
faction with the college'’s status qQuo in the view of the congtituent group in
queation‘; a relatively large‘discrapancy implies diacontent and/or a sense of
aspiration toward further accomplishments; rolatively,ﬂﬁv_mall discrepancies suggest
satisfaction, or perhaps the satiation level of aspiration, or complacency.

Goa) Ares Besults: ZTotsl and Subgroups.

Goal area data, given on top parts of tables 3 through 21, will ordinaiily
be the most directly useful portion of the total ‘IGI resultss For all goal areas,
H both "IS" and "SHOULD BE" means and "DISCREPANCY" azcores are give‘n, first for

the TOTAL and then for the five subgroups. ach goal area comprises one page,
in which four goal statements are presented in the same manner as the geal arsa.

Goal areas are in the order given in the Table of Conients of this report.

Goal Statement Data.
Below the goal area on page 21 of this report through page 40 are data for

20
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each of the 90 individual goal statements, four of which comprise one goal
area. The items are grouped, four per page, by gaal area. aThe way of inter-
preting these items is the same as the goal area. Tables 23 and 24 have the
results for the ten miscellaneous gﬁal statements contained in the IGI, but not
included in any of the 20 goal areas. ’

In order to facilitate comprehension of the data on these pages, each goal
gstatement 18 shown az it appeers in the IGI booklet. For each goal area and

P

goal statement, the titles of subgroups are repeated, especially for visual
comparisons. Figures in the'centor of each goel area and goal statement are
prepared in order to sasily visualize the comperisons among subgroups.

Goal Statement Digerepencies.

In the extreme right hand column are item discrepancies between the
"SHOULD BE" mean and "IS" meen for the item. A plus (+) sign indicates that
the M"SHOULD BE" mean is greater than the "IS" mean, and a minus (~) sign shows
that the *SHOULD BE" mean is smaller than the "IS" mean.

As an additional 1ntsrpretat1v$ aid, the ten goal statements (from the
total of 90) having the highest ®SHOULD BE" means are indicated with an
asterisk (*) to the right of the disorepancy figure. The ten goal statements
with the largest "SHOULD BE" -~ "IS" diascrepancies are indicated with a number
sign (#). These indicators are given for the total groups only. The purpose
is to enable readers to quickly pick out the goals that people who participated

! %n this survey believe ahoulq’ha%a particular importance, as well as thoso for
which the discrepancy between perceived reality and aspired level i3 the
greatest. Tha goal statements With both symbols would presumably have critical
significance for campus policys they pinpoint the goals that people not only
belisve should be of top priority, but also those for which the college, in the

minds of respordents, have the furthast to go to accomplish. These goals may
21
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require the most significant policy ohangéh and, perhaps allocution of resources.
Loca) Option Goal Statements.
[ 3
Tables 25 through 28 are the results for the 20 supplementary goal state-

ments prepared by the writers. All of the calculatlions are identical with those
for the preceding 90 itams in this report.

Generally, the most unembiguous way of 1ntafﬁret1ng the results of these
locally prepared goal statemsnts will be to compare the mean with the means for
the IGI items. For example, if there are locally prep;red goal gtatements with
"SHOULD BE" means and "SHOULD BE* . ®*IS" discrepancies similar in megnitude to
starred (*, #) items on the previous pages, then these goals should be considered
as of similarly critical importance to the college. These items might represent
a ‘special personal bias; hOUevar;

Eina) Words.

It should be stressed that the information derivaed from this IGI report
should ordinarily not be taken as, in some cases, the final indications of the
college?’s goals and priorities. Instead, information and data contained in this
IGI report should be regarded as one important input into face~-to-face deliber-
ations, at any and all levels about the college goals, policy, and philosophy.
In that the IGI data afford an opportunity for many people associated with the
college to expose their views about the college policies, the results are a
kind of basic data that, given the institutional spirit of the time, the college

e

administration should not overlook.

Clear conceptions of institutional goals should have many uses ?n the
effective operation of the college. Goal formlations in a collegb'éill be
informed by the IGI results largely to the extent that the date are for

discussions and deliberations in ways that are intelligible, suggestive, and

meaningful. It is needless to emphasize that the College's IGI report will
22
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be of no use if this document goes no further than someons's shelf or file
ecabinet for colleeting dust.
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' CHAPTER III

THE RESULTS OF THE INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY
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. e ——— |
" Table 2

B

GOAL AREA SUMMARISS OF TOTAL GROUP .
RANK ORDERED BY IS, SHOULD B, AND DISCREPANCIES MEANS |

. DISCREPANCIES
Rank Goal Area mna‘ Rank Gal Ares Mann¥ Rank CGoal Area Maan#*
Orded Order Drder
1 IFreadom 3.22 1 [Intellsctual 4,22 1 | Intsllactual +1.46
. Orientation Orientation
2 [hendomic Development | 3,16 2 Commnity 4,18 2 | Individual/Personnl |i1,39
: Davclopment
3 Da::cr:o}'e.tic Governanes] 2,95 3 Hndivigual /Personal L.05 3 | Intellzctual/Aesthe- B, 31
Development tiec Environment
4 [Corzunity 2,% 4 [Intellectual/pesthe~ ] 4.04 4 | Cormmanity 1.2,
tic Environment
5 Jaecountability/ 2.88] 5 Roademic Develoment | 3.9 5 |1anovation 1,20
Efficlency
& {Intellactual 2,76 & |Democratic Governance} 2,79 6 |Humaniam/Altrussm .19
Orlantation .
7 lintellectunl/festho.. | 2.7H 7 |Innovation I 3.9 7 \"a;:ational $1.19
tie Sviromment Proparntion
8 [Individuul/Porsoral | 2.66 8 |Humanis®/altruian 3.65 g {Public Service 41,07
Daveloprent -
9 {Innovation 2,59 9 |Frasdon 3.65 9 {Moeting Local Needs .05
10 Pultural/Aesthetic | 2.57] | 10 frccountabtiity/ 3.58] § 10 |off.campus learning ft.02
Ausreness Efficlency

11 Jooting ooc.l deeds 2,48 11 Noscational Prcpumtioﬂ 3,55 11 | advanced Truining .96

12 Humenisn/altruisn 2.49) 12 [Meeting Local Needs § 3.53 12 {Social criticisw/ [ .9

Activism
13 [Socinl 2,40 13 Pultural/Assthetio 3,35 13 ] Research 93
Bgalitarienism Awarcness
14 wmatioml 2.3 14 [Publie Service 1,34 14 ) Democratic Governanedt .84
Preparation
15 rublie Service 2.27 15 [Boecisl Criticism/ 3.19 15 |Cultural/Aesthetic [ K
Aetiviem Awaranees
16 Boclel Criticlsm/ 2,23 16 Mdvancod Training 3.13 16 | Academic Devolopment .75
Activism .
, 17 [dveneed Tralning 2,47 | 17 Pocial 3.10 17 | Sociel It .70
Bgalltarianiam Hgrnlitarienism
18 MRaesearch 2.00 18 btr-campus Learning 3,02 18 |Accountability/ I+ .70
Efficloncy
Off-campus Learning { 2,00
9 e 19 [Rescarch 2.93f | 19 {treditiona1 .45
Rellglouanoas
B 20 ITrad! tdonal 14 | 20 fremasetonar 1.91] | 20 }Freedon e 43

Religiousnoss Religiousnesn

*Itoma with the choles of checking one of five catorrorles covoring "Extremely high importance."
"High importance," "Medlum importance," "Low importunce,™ and "No importance or not applicable®
were flven 5, 4, 3, 2 aad 1 polnt, roespectively.
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Tabue 3 . *
. ACADEMIC DEVELOPMENT
Inportance (15=@ 3 SHOULD EE= p) ¥ean
Gogtl::en;n:r Greup ("0 OF Mocdum Mign Ext. High| —SFCULD | Tiscro
1,0 2,0 3,0 4,0 5.0 15 BE  i(+)or (o)
Total i — 316 3.9 +.75
Acaderic Developmont i
¢ — . + .
goal Stutements 1,4,6,9 | 1oty i 3,08 405 +.97
Undergrad .
Studan::ﬁ ‘ Lo 4 3,28 L85+ .57
Graduate . | .
Students I Sy 3.26 2L,6B A .42
Admini-
strators I.—-_'* 3.05 97 +.92 .
Emi““’ﬂ [N 19 LT +.53 {
Total ¢ Lo 64 411 LA
1. To help students !
scquire depth of kmow- |p . H .
ledge 1n at least one culty - : . ¢ 3,61 A 15 -4
acndemie diseipline. Undergres :
. Studente : Qurm——p 3.69 5,08 = 49
’ Graduate '
Students i —p 3.63 4,04+ .41
mni"‘ :
ptrators i s 3.58 4.00 4+ .42
Commun '
Repreaeny’ : P 3.66 4.00 4 .34
Total | ey ILn .87 +.56
4. To ensure that students l
aceuire o Wasic know- |Feculty ———p 329 4,06 + .77
ledpe in humanities and ¢ ;
the soclal and natural [i.q di '
sciencas, gm§§§$1 i - .39 370 +.3
t :
21;%; ; » 3.33 A+ .1
Admd 1
stra%;s : ——p 3.16 4,00 4+ .2
Commni ty i
Roprasentf K — 327 3.8+ .51
Total —r 290 3,63 +.D
6. To prepare siudents : .
for vdvanced scader¢ |Paculty —_—— 2,80 .68 +.88
vork 1t four~Year i
colleges, graduate. Undergrad
professioral echools. |Students (b 3.03 L1 4+ .69
]
Graduate 1(
-1, Studenta | > 3.08 3,38 + .30
!
Admini- M
atrators o-i———-» 2.8, 8L +1.00
Commund ¥ :
Rapreesntf o 2.87 339 +.852
Total Ot 280 4L.02 41,22
9, To bold students to Pacnd N
high standards of acrlty o i N
intellectual porform- - — g 2.60 451 4.7
anes, Undergrad :
. Students |.._._, 02 3.1 +.79
Graduata H
Studenta r—-—-—-p 3.00 3,85 4,85
Admind-_ H
stratora .—1——-——-' 2.63 L.05 1,42
v Conpmnd ty i
Q Represent ——ep 2,97 165 4 .08
ERIC .
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Table 4
INTELLECTUAL CRIENTATION

Q

‘ -2 27

| E

b (IS=®1 SHOULD BR=I) Morn
Gonl Apes or __:IIW__LDJ= i T
L1 ro
Statenent el C T < I -~ oy 4 | M kel P |
Total — > 2.7 L2 #4146
Intelloctunl Orientation i
acult; — + 2,67 439 R
Goal Sitenents 2,5,7,10 y ; :
. Undergrad o R
Students g > 270 40k L
Graduate e — 2,89 4,14 41,25
Students H
Admind- P ——— 2,67 4,06 +1, 37
stretors ' H
nit :
|ggg§sen¥ | —p 3,09 4.00 + .7
Totul l—p 3,01 4.25 #1237
2, To truin students in i
methods of scholarly  |meulty d - 2,95 440 41,45
inquiry, sciemtific | ) -
ressarch, and problem  {Undorgrad )
solving. Studanta .:4_—_& 24 89 ha 19 +1.30
Gracduate ‘i‘
1§ r—rl A A |- +1.1
Students i 3
i
Admini- .{—. 2.89 2,84 +.,95
atrators :
Communi. ! AT K3 466
Repres : *— 3.47
Total — v 2,65 430 +1,65%]
5. To incronse the desire !
i abllity of students [paeulty . - . 2,50 4,36 11,86
to undertaze self- :
diracted learning. Undergrad o
Studenta M L i 2,70 AN +1.61
. fareduate — ;- Lol A1, 40
3tudénts - 2471 1
Admind- o R . .
atrators v ] v 2.42 A2 H.79
Gornund ty — 3.03 403 .00
Total * : — 2.86 AT $1,.31%
7. To develop studonts! :
obility to synthesize |[Faculty -— > 2,78 4,43 #1.65
knoledga from & :
wrioty of sources. Undergrad i 2,81 4.09 $1.28
Studente | E——
1
Graduate ’ 3.0 19O 1,03
Students ;
Admind- : mEY AN 41,22
strators .'i—ﬁ
Commini ty ! 3,03 377 k.
sont R L b
| roted — > 2.53 4.7 . 41,640
1. Te instill in ztudonts .
a life.long sommitmont |Faculty *~— » 2,87 4,39 41.92
to loarning. '
v Under grad ! 240 7, +1.58
Students ¢ - > 4 % g
Graduate : 2,70 4,07 +1.37
Students —_——
1
Adnind- — > 2.47 4.00 41,53
atrators :| .
Communit ! 2,83 4,06 41,23
Represeny ! ’

+




Table 3
INDIVIDUAL PEHSONAL DEVELOPMENT

_—

Goal | Iggrta;ge (15=@3 SHOULD BE=P) Moan 5
dres or Q.0r i MediuR Righ t. 0, H BETITTN
Statenent Group 10 2,0 3,0 - 4,0 B 50" 1s l B _I{+)or(-)
Individeal Porsenal S e 266 4,05  #.39
Bevolo "-%__ﬁ 2075 4004 "'1029
Gaal Stutements 3,8,11,13 g .
. » —l‘ — 2.L3 L.15 +1.72
I .
s & _’ ?04-? 4. ;.!5 +1 o?a
— 3,05 3.8 + &
- ? 40 6 +10 'H
3., To hlp atudents X 28 2 3
identify their own .

- __-_’ - * *
porsonal goals and B 3,03 4,20 +1.17
develop means of
ac!;ﬁe\rfng them, —t 2.65 4,34 #1689

[
— > 270 430 41,60
i
T > 2,47 44T 42,00
R 317 L3 +.,96
— > 2,62 407 +1LABH
8, To h.;lp students :
develop a sense of cult e 2,91 403 L3R
self-vorth, self v -
confidence and a ndergrad
capecity for impact tudsnts L » 2,32 42 41.80
on cvIats. duat
uate & . .59 L.07 +1.48
Thudentns hd { hl 2
dmini- t .
trators * —p 247 431 1.9
rrnd by . .
8 t .—-—.’ lm 3093 + -?6_-.
: — 2,59 4,01 #1.42F
1t. To t=lp students ) i
achieve deepar levels . —t _ » 2,67 L. 11 144
of self-understanding. . o
. : - > 246 4as M2
|
— ) 63 +1.32
1
. i > - 90 B AR
i
H :’097 3065 # .68
-——p
_ — 2.5, 3.8, 11.30
13. Tn lLelp students be !
opsn, honewt and -— 2.57  3.80 #.23
. trusting in their ] T
' rolationships with :
othors. ‘Btudents 0———;———-)' 2,30 3,97 11.67
[irnduate
Btudents ¢ l‘_" 2. 44 3.56 +1,12
dmd ol - ; o . L.05 . H1.
trate,so . I > " 2.53 52
onmand ty .
Q present — 3,00 3.87  + .87
-23= 28
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Table 6
. HUMANYSH/ALTRIISM
Conl Area oF Importanss (19=@; SHOULD BE=xp.)} i Mean
: B Wo or iR Low Madlum g Fxt.Hi SHOULD [ Disere
Statoment Group 1, 2.0 30 40 5‘03}1 15 BE @-)or(-g
' Total —— 2,46 3,65  +1.19
Hurnnien/Altruiss .
e - 1
Goal Staterents 11.,17,20,z+ Faculty —— 250 3.65 4135
Undergrad o s "
students — : 2. 28 3085 +1-57
Graduate
A , 58 .17
Students ’ — 241 3.5
Admini- “ I ;
.———_——’ - 3, 4,
strators : 2.41 39 9%
Communit 1
. Represeny —— 297 9 +.m
Totel —— 2.67 3.89 .22
14. To encourage atudents ;
to becoms concnious Faculty . 2.7 4,09 +.7
of the important moral) Oj_-'
. issues of our time. Undergrad
. Studente — 2.7 LE o #L34
Graduate :
Students ."——-———.'ll 2,70 3,85 +1,15
ntor ; 2,63 256 +.93
strntors ._!_, . LR .
Coununi ' 2,87 8L %97
fleprasent] o
[ .. Total — 2.7 2% +1.23
17. 7Tn help students
nd respect]
Drorte. from dlvereh " | Peculty P R 275 L9 4.2
backgrounds and Underarad i
cultures, erg i P 2, 4.0 1,46
Students — ” 5 402
Graduate — > 2,65 7.9% 41,723
Stwlents i
Admini. ° : - 2.58 3.7 +1.21
strators 3
Communi t; ; n
Represe __‘——-——p- 2,97 2,81 + L8
Totel R -2.,10 3.9 +1,09
20, To encournge studenta
to bocome commiited | Faculty . p .0, 309 +1,05
to working for vorldd
poaca. Undergrad . 2, +1.
Students - | 1.98 & 1.8
Graduats
Students ‘_-_H 1092 30 Qg +1. 16
Admini- H
atrators — 2,16 3.00 + .8
1
Comrunity i +
Represeny .—t 2,63 2.97 34
Total — 2,38 58 41,20
23. To encoursge students I
to mke concern for Faculty ® » 2,19 3,5 1.0
the wglfa{ra g m%nkind %
a cantral part o Undergrad
thedr livess Studants & - > 2.1 3,98 +1.87
Graduate : 2,35 .nA0 #H.15
Students "———‘—"
Admini.. 2026 1!21 ¥ 095
atrators .—__-’
Commnd ty ? 2,63 335 4.
Q Represon —_
ERIC 2. 29
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Tohle 7
. CULTURAL/ABSTHETT AWARENESS
Importance {(IS=@; SHOULD Edwie} Moan
Goal Araa or or um . SHOULD [Dlserep
Statunent Group | 1,0 2,0 3,0 - 4,0 501 18 BE | (+)or(
' L 2.1 335 +.m
Cultural/hesthetic
L 30 + 1]
ool Statements 15,18,21,24 ty L E—_ 2,57 50 93
ndargradl]
Students —i 251 3,35 +.8 .
duats : ’
tudents 0——* 2.62 3Lt o+ .5
- : 258 3B +.70
strators ."":_”
Ropreasmt ———dp 261 340+ .49
otel —b 2.57  3.59 #1.02
15. To incresge atudents i
sensitivity to and 2.52 3.8 H.32
appraciation of varies Faculty i s e
forms of artistie nde d :
oxpressions tudents -———I-—-r 2,40 3,53 #1.13
duate
tudente Q‘}—' 2,88 3,27 +.39
trators .-—‘—-y 2.63 LAt LB
Cormand £y
JRepresent P 2.70 3,35 + .65
Total ——— ' 2,95 3.0 *.5
18, To require studenta %o :
ok in the Pumantties |Faculty —— 305 LT +.67
or arta. H
Undergrad}
: Studentﬁ O-LP 2,97 3.20 ¥ .43
Graduate . .
Styriants .i—-) . 2.92 1,35 + 43
Adrinie i
strators — 3.00 3.8 +.8
Community ;
Rspmen'q - 2,86 3.23 1,37
Jroted —> 249 349 +.m} °°
21, Ton encourags stuc!ento P
artistie expreselion, N .
.8, in misio, mina.. Faculty .__:'-' 2.52 3.28 r 76
1“8' film mmg. Bl Umarmd :
Studento &—:—’ 2.59 3.2 + .85
Graduate H .
Studenta Smre sty 2.23 2,92 1,69
Admini. !
strntors —y 2.28 2%+ .66
Communi ; '
Represon e 2.60 2,90 ¢ ,30'.
Total — 228 3.1k +.86
24, To acquaint Students :
with artistic and Faculty — 7,20 2.8+ .98
litorary expression tnd d i
in non-western argre: . .
countrics. Students .——-1—, 2,28 L9 B A
Graduate . Y 1 o
Student‘ h_? 9042 30& *
Admini.. i . .
strators .—r' T2 A6 1 L7
- Cotemani i -
\‘l R&prase% HI 4.30 20% + 0_64




Table & ’
. TRADITIONAL RELIGIOUSNZ33
Importance (15=@3 SHOULD BE=D) - | Mean |
Goal Area or o or WK Low Fedlan Tigh  Bxt,0 FOULD |Discrep,
Statement Group { 3,0 2,0 2,0 R 5 15 |
= 1.46 1.9+ .45
Traditioral Religiousnesns
- - - + -
6on] Statements 16,19,22,25 L - 140 1.6 %
Ly ] i 1052 2!29 + ow
|
St i 1.54 2,13 4,59
— i 1,33 163 +.30
: 1.56 2,00 1 L45
*~— . . 1.46 1.80 + .34
16, Te adueate students in !
a partieular religious Faculty *» i A .64t L20
heﬂtﬁgﬁo P d .
ndergra H
tudagts L e ; 1.53 2,09+ ,56
aduste i
tudents *—— ‘ 1.52 1,92+ 40
mind- 1. 4 .20
_[strators 144 1.22 42 2
ommund ty . 1.9 4 .40
. - |hoprosens — : 150
otal ~—p 3 1,38 1,75 +.37
19. To help students : . _
become awmre of the culty - i .71 1LAT  + .16
rotentialities of a i .
fuli-time relislous Undergmdr :
voention. Students [ —— ; 1.46 2.43 .67
oraduate | ey ' 135 192 4 .57
1
Adninie H
Cormand i
Repf'csa:{| *>— ', 1.50 1.90  + .40
Total - . 1,55 2,00 + .45
22, To develop students’
abitity to underatand [Foculty > 1.6 1.0+ .M
4nd defond a theologi-
€1l position. Undergrad : .
IStudents r—r ' 1.62 T.52 4+,
Graduate . ’
Studente > : 1.7 46 .70
Admind. '
strators » M 1037 1.58 * .21
Gommnd '
Reprosog L 23 i 1.63 1.% +.2
]
Total — i 1,47 2,09 + .62
25, To belp students i . i
deve].op a dadicition Focul ty Gy 1.41 1.76 + .35
to asrving God in | . .
pvery day 1ife. [Sdergrad ———» : 147 ° 242 +.95
i
Graduate . 3, )
Studenta - ] 1.3 2.2 -69
Admind. ! 2.05 4.6
stratore| . —b g A2 2. ?
o lc!:prestii?ti L e : 1.60 7,39 4,79
26w 3 1
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Table 9
. VOCATIONAL FREPARATION
Goal Aves or Importonce {IS=; SHOULD BE= Vann
Mo or N/A Tow . odium . +Rlp 1N AN screp
Statenent L 2.0 3,0 4.0 5,0 1S 1 8 |(+)or(
—— 2.3 3.55 .19
Yocationsd Preparntion
T kA 322 + .86
Goal Statements 26,30,36, — oy 36
33 L : - 2020 3|79 "'1059 )
— 2.2 3.7 #.35
- ! . 2147 3.87 .70
—— 2.7 395 4.04 i
otal —— 2%  3.76 41,00
26. To provide students !
an oppoertunity for aculty PO 2.86 3+,
trining in specific 1
chrenra-sccounting, ndergrad :
R nursins’ atc. 'h]daﬂt! .——:——* ?oLg 3-93 "'10{0!4
duate :
udents ?——-:9 2,93 4,00 +1.07
dnini- i N
trators g 4 > 2.53 437 +1. 84
rrunity i
*——-—-—* .7 P +1 00
oDresont ’ 2,97 4.00 3
Fotal ¢ : > 2,33 3.8 #1514
30, 9o develop educa= ]
tiennl proprams Faculty * 5,29 1,53 3,30
goured to new and
smerging earesr Gndergradi -~ o
fields,. Studente - > 2026 La12 "’1086
Croduate . > 2,56 n07 +L3Y
Students o
- ' il.dl"'ini— -~ o -
atrators hd ! .l 2.1 s | +7,10
figrzanity] ——— 273 3E AL
Total . - 1,79 3.01  +1.22
36, To jrovide retraining :
oprortunities for Faculty —p i 1.73 2,60 + .87
individuals uhos§ Job l
31 E f Und a
41ls are out of date gtugzgisq . i . 1,64 3.36 "2 ;
Graduate " N
Students bt L 1.7 3,35 +1.58
Adnini- — 1% 2.8 .15
stratora f
Corgunity i . 7,62 - #1.12
Rapresent] —— 2N 3e43
Total S L ) 2,54 3,60 H1.06
. gist students
e 'f: f;g?:iging upen Faculty — 2.61 .37 4 .76
4 vocnthonal carsers .
Undargrad 2,95 1,3
Studente !’ > 2.41 - 4
Graduate i & $1.23
.—-—'—1—-——’- . . - .
Students : 242 365
Admini— ¢ : > 232 400 4168
ntratora !
\)‘ comni .";--M 2! 83 20?4 i on1
E MC aopresen H
'
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Table 10
ADVANCED TRAINING

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Inportance (15=@; SHOULD 3p-P) Honn
Goel Area or o or Hadlun gh Ext.flg D [Macrep
Sta tament Group ] 1,0 2,0 3,0 440 5,0 15 pe l{)or ()]
Total — 247 3.3 +.%
Advanced Trajalng '
Faeulty — 2.0 2,88 +.M
goalftatemonta 21, n, :
2 M Unde =
TETa * — +1.21
Students i 2.1 6 3. 47 3
Graduate H - A 3,66 +1.19
— . .
Students ' 4
Adndni. — 2.3 273 4.7
straters !
Cormundt, . +
Rgpresan .-___'." 2027 30% 079
Total — 2.36 .21 +.85
27. To develop whit would H
gonnrally be regarded [ Faculty — 2,12 2,8 +.,72
#8 a atrong and Come- Undergrad) i
prehensive dunte nior .
school. gre Studente .—)——D 2.7 1.61 .-1-1 o 24
Graduate
St'lldents E. = + ch 4011 +1om
Admini- !
strators [ 2 l 2.26 2,47 + .21
Corpuni t : +
Rapresenq .——l_’ 2. 50 3029 079
Total > 2,07 2.9 +.%
M, To provide tralaing !
iy ono or core of the Faculty *r— 2.12 2.02 +.,70
traditional profes- Under :
gred I
gsiong such as law and H
* * +1 041
nodicins. Students ——— 1.9 332
Graduste :
Stutents .—I; 2. 31 3.15 + L84
Adiainia i
straters *=— .89 2,68 +.9
Community .
Represent| .———"; 2,13 2.9 + .8
Total —r 2,34 3.9 .03
32, To offer graduste !
programs Ir such Faculty Q—-L 2,37 306 + 63
fncwer® professions Undergrad] 1
1e enginoering, : 2,40 3.7 4.3
e R 4
education, social work. Students i
Gradunte ‘ i " 2,35 400 41,65
Studants } Ll
Adnind. — . 216 321 +1.05
strators ‘
Communit; i
m]’reﬂﬁn{l *__+* 2027 3032 +1 005
Total —n 1,93 2,92 +1.00
Li. To conduct advamead . i
study in spocialized |Faculty — ] .80 2.7  +.98
problom areas-th;ough
resonrch conters, Undergrad,
graduate programs Students Q——-—I—b— 1.95 3.22 +1,27
Gmdua“ H 2.1 . 6 +1‘21
Students . > s 3.3
Adminta . I
stmtﬁl" H 1079 Pe 56 4 .7?
Communi £y . . £,
hm”mﬂ —b 2,17 2.68 51

ERIC




Teble 41
. RESEARCH
Geel Ave or _—— Toportance (15=@; SHOULD Mgﬁ'ﬂ_ﬁ' :;.;m_ H—
' or /A Low TedTom B ; Screp
Statanont Grop | 1,0 2,0 3,0 43 5,8 18 28 |{sder(a
Total — 200 2.9 +.9
Resonre .
Faculty — 1,88 2.85 + .97
Goal Stutewents 28, 34, :
35, 7 |Undergrad !
’ Students . .__-__r_' 2.12 3. 26 +1.94 .
Oraduate " : 30 3,06 +.93
|students — 2.13
Adnini. — 1,98 2,64 + .66
strators :
Cormanity C oe— 2,02 2.60 + .58
Total ' * : 1,60 2,31 +.0N1
28, To perform contract .
research for govern-  [Facully — ; .51 517+ €6
ment, business, or B
industry. — : 1.67 63 +.9
L. *— ; 1.2 2,58 + .77
. *~— ; 142 2,05 +.63
[ ]
o [ SRS := 1.70 2006 + 036
* ".' t 2014 3,00 + .86
1
34, To conduct basic ro- '
gearch in the natural aculty .—-—)’, 2,00 2.9+ ,99
scisnced, ndergrad
tudents .——’—P 2,38 3,32 + .%
iraduste — 23 304 + .81
S tudents : 2.2 4
nd- — . ' *,
trators ! 2.1 2,58 47
nity M
lepragent ’ > 2,10 2,68 4+ .58
otel i — 2.17  3.15 + .98
35, To conduct hasic ;
resenrch in the social [Faculty -— 1.9 3,02 41.03
sciences, i .
ndergrad .
tudents —t— 2.41 43 #.m
radunte : .
tudents ._-‘-—’ ) 2019 3,38 71019
drini~ . 295+ &
trators ha— 2.33 75 2
t
omanity 2.13 2.9 4.7
present —,
otel — 2,08 3,25 +1.17
37, To contribute, through }
resanrch, to the aculty —l 2,03 3.2 +1.20
general advancement , E
of knowledge. ndergred . : N . N
tudenta * ! o 2.02 2,66 1,64
raduate ._1_.’ 231 323 o+ .®2
tudents !
ini~ ; 2.0 . +,
tmtors .———-—.! 5 3 00 95
onemani ty H
Q prosent — ! 217 2%+ .57
ERIC —
. =29= # 34
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Tabla 12
MEETING LOCAL NEEDS

" Importance (Is=@; SHOULD Bm:bg Mean
Goal grez or 1
. Statcment Group h_; PR 5%2 ] EWL !Jh m’}f s |HOuD Dlscrfgh
Total b :' > 2.48 3,53 #1.05
#ceting locel Nesds {
Fneulty -t 2.47 L54  #.07
Goul Statements 29, 33, H
39, 40 Undergra i
i
Graduste — 2,52 3,77 #.25
Students i
Adminie . . L 2,29 3,79 #1.50
strators - ] hl
Communi : 2. 3,44+ LE0
Represen ~— &
Total —t 2,58  3.80 #f.22
29, To provide contimiing :
rducational opportuni~ lFuculty — 2,35 3,76 #1.42
tias for local ares i
adults—-on part-time Undargrad t
L 3‘ .72 + 091
) besis. Students H! 2,81
‘|Gradua te dl_. 2,92 - 415 #1.23
Students ]
Adnind- -— > : 242 3.89 .47
- strators .
Comnuns. ¢ — 290 .71 +1.01
Represent] .
Tot&l . 20 3098 +1 021
33, To serve ns a cultural : 77
center in the commni- iFaend o’ - 2, L.17  #1.4h
ty #arved by the ‘ Aculty - : v 73
L caFpus. Undergrad : ; + .86
Graduate ! 2,65 4.0 +1.39
Students r— -
Admini. - ! - »
strators i ; - L 2.2 L.1% +1 069
Compund: : - a
Repracen H J.00 7,68 + .6B
Total ~— 2.21 2,95 + .7k |
39, To provide trained i
ranpower for local- Faeulty — 2,35 287 +.52
arge busines;, i
industry, and govern~ |Undorgrad E
rent. Students ——i. : 1089 2065 + 076
Graduate . 2 2,38 #1.15
.——* ] -
Students : 23 3
Adminl. —i 2,16 321 41,05
strators E
Contmnd —l 237 3.9 4.8
Total —r 2,36 3.40 41,04
40, To facilitate involve- L
ment of students in Faculty — M5 3,34 + .89
neighborhood and i
communi ty-service Undergrad ! 2 .12
+ - 1] -
activities, Students — 2.27 39
Gradua te —l 2.27  3.50. +1.23
Students P,
Adminia .._ : . 2.6 3,95 #.79
strators bl
Gonmnd ty i .
=30 3 5
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Table 13
. : PUBLIC SERVICE
. 15=%; SHOULD BE=P) . Mean
tiorl Aren or ™ .Aig ) serep,
Statement Group 1.0 20 3,0 Aﬁ 50 15 8E | {+)er(-
Total —— 2,27 3.34 +1.07]
Fublic Servica ;
Faculty ’ L ——— ) 2,30 .27 + .97
Goul Statenenta 44, 47, :
50, 51 Undergrad " : -
. Students . : » 2.16 3.55 +1.39 ]
Gradunte ' .
Students — 1,22 3.39 +1.17
Adminie :
atral:ors i 2.16 }_.43 t,27
[ ]
Coronund t) . i
Total ——. 2.22 3.4 #1.19
4. To kelp those in dise [Faculty * - 2,38 3,29 + .3
- advantaped commﬁies H
get Ynovledge use Undergrad : 1,62
tr; improving commind~ §Stydents S 2.02 3.6
es, H
¥
- Gracuate H . .
Students hd : - .85  3.59 +1.%
Adminie '
R . . . F1.44
gtrators \ 2.0 3ol
. Communi tyf _ . ! 2.5  3.19 + .64
Reprasen H
Total 0———-? 2,01 3.2 +1.11
|
47, To work with govern- L 2 2,12 1.09
N L — * -2 *
zetttal cgenedes in Faculty i %
desizning naw social | ! “AI
and snvirenmental gﬁgﬁd >— —p 1.86 3,40 +1.54
programe., » !
Graduato — 192 2,00  +1.08
Ttudents :
Admini~ P T 7.28 22 + %
strators !
Comnmnit t ’ ! . e
Repressnt —b ! .17 s 59 + 42
Total .-——-':'- 2.24 314 + .90
50, Te focus rescurces !
of +he institution Foculty — 2,19 3.00 + .81
on the solutien of s
mijor secial and E '
environmental problers. g:ﬂg:g{: — 2:20 3.5 1,32 ¥
Graduate i
Admind. —— ) 2,17 .84 + .67
strators i
Corpnunity PO 2,728 283 .+ .55
Reprageny i
> ToteL —— 2.60 3.7 +1.1
5%, Vo bo recronsive Faculty ; 2,61 3,68 +2,07
to repionsl and mation- I
al priorities whan o d H
consfdering nov oo R 2,58 6L 41,06
aducational programde. ]
Griduate *— . 7,6, 54 + .50
: Students !
Adrinie - : 2,21 A.21 2,00
stmtors e E -
Commini — 2,93 379  +.8§
E l{l‘ C Represen :
=J1- 3 o
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able 1
SOCIAL EGALITARIANISH

e Inportance (15=@ j SHOULD BE=p)
Goal irea or o or N/A TLow oBail Hgh Extenl OULD JDlacrep,
Stateront Grovp ] 1,0 2p 30 4,0 50 s BE_ j{+)or(
Total - 2,40 3,10 +.,70
Social Epalitarinnisw :
Ficulty —p 240 e +.
Goal Statements 42, 45, ; 4 4
48, 52 Und .
ergrad H 3 +1,06
.'_-M * * L]
Students = 25 3.3
Craduate —— 2,20 3,2 +.0
Studente ’
dotni- — 233 314 4 L8
strators :
‘l'otul .'_—_'P 2.14 3.07 + 093
47, To pravide educati;tonal .
experionass relova Frowlty 2,04 1.7+ .69
" to the evolving J L ;
intarests of womon i " -
1 Amoricas grtiig:ﬁrt:dl I .18 263 .45
Graduate : 2.0k 3,32 +1.28
Students — -
Adnini- . > | 2,05  2.89 +.8
strators H
Gommund : -
Refiresen ! 250 7,93 4,43
Total — 240 .90 +.50
45, To move tofmintain E P
open ndniasions and n - Lo 2 -, 3,
devaleop monningful Faculty L 4 i 48 57 09
edueationnl experi- a |
entes for alladmitted. g:i::i:: — 2,62 3,55 +.93
]
Creduntae — 2.23 3.00 4+ .97
Ctudents t .
Adnini= H 206 ".95 4+ .89
atrators : ’ 1
Comzund ty —b ; Zih LB 4 43
Total B s 2,69 3,39 1.7
48, To offer developmental/| '
rerl edial programs Foculty [ a— . 2.73 330 .57
i(n ngle skills i
reading, writing,
pathematics ) - wgg:q -—> .81 U3+ .8
Graduate : p
—i 2.2 2, #1.20
Students : 4
1
Admind- 3 2,78 342 4.6
atrators ' ! »
Commnity - ) + .6
Rapresony —r—p 267 3,53 6
Total *r—p 237 29 .67
52, To provide education- P
nl experiences Faculty *r—p ! 2.35 T+ .36
relevant t.ore\g:l\']’.ving :i
intarests o cid, Undsrgrad A/ 13, +1.2
Chicanos, American Stadents —t 2044 67 3
Indiuna. Graduate i 2 3.2 % .3
UA * i e . .
Students i
Admini- i 2,42 332 +.%
strators —r>
!
-~ Community 1 2.36 2,66 +.30
o Repronen ~y
ERIC S—
=33=- .3 7
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Table 15
. SOCIAL CRITICYSM/AGCTIVISH
~ \ Impoptal =@ : SHOULD RE= lann
Ge 1 Aren or 5 or T Tow Vedium Tigh  mxt.Tig SROULD | Discre
Statement - Group {10 2.0 1.0 LD 5,0 is P laYor(-
Total L 2,7 . 4, '
Soeinl Criticisn/Activisn | 3 319 %
Gg.,l St tenents 43, 46' Feculty .__-'I 2.24 3.13 + .89
%, 53 Undergrad '
ara ' . . +1.36
Students — 298 35 3
Graduate i .
h_—’ * - .
Studenta : 2 19 E 17 T 93
Mrdni- : .
+ strators — 213 303 4 .90

1

: il
°°B mg’ — | 238 PB4 .44 _
Total — 252 3,58 +1.06

43 To irovide critical ;

evaluution of pravail- i . 60 41,00
ing preactices and Faculty ¢ .! > 2.60 3
values in fmerican Undergrad : -
socle w. Students .———'———’ 7.4 30 ki +1. 36
Cradunte —— 2,50 2,65 41,15
Students !
Add i~ —_— 232 .19 4.0
strators N
Comtruni ty ' 2,66 3,23 4 .57
Repregent] i
Total ——y 211 L1 41,00
46, To servwo as source : i
of iders for changing {Faculty . "I 2,08 R T 1,06
sosial instltutions [
Judged unjust/defactivel yniargrad ! 200 3.3 4.35
Students "_—_z—’
Grnduate .
Students — 2,7 3.7 41.00
]
Admind.. | 2,06 a, 4+,
‘o]lu‘n.u‘ 2037 2066 + 029
Total ) — L3200 1,36 4.9%
49, To help students learn fFacult . : 2,32 3.23 +.N
how to hriang about y e -
chinge in Jmericoan Undergrad .
sociaty. Students — h N/ 1,43 .
rnduate ) . 2,17 28 L1
Studenta " —
Adnini. —i 217 326 +.09
stmtors .
Commnity . ! 253 14 £ .61
Ropresen —
Total — 1.96 .71 4.7
53, To he enpa-sl, pra an . i
institution, in Fuculty — i 1L.9% 255 4.6
working Cor basic '
otanges in imordean | yndergrad : 1,98 7.26 41,28
socioty. Students ——
' Graduato — 192 .58+ .66
Students !
Adaind. ' 2,00 r.68 1 .68
atratora . ’ '
cm’ut 10Q7 :‘027 H 030
El{llc Reprosen - }
B - -
=33= 38
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Tabls 46
FREEDOM
Foal & Imporiance (IS=®: SHOULD Bkbz I Venn B
fien ea oF or §/A  Low un «Hig SHOULD { Disers
Statoment Group 0 2,0 3,0 2.0 X Is nE {1 Yor (-
Total 'l G 3.22 3065 + 043
Frecedom t
Faculty o——y LA3 3.85 A2
gm165tntemnts 54, 57, l
0, 63 ; .
' gntudgg?: | & 3.7 92  +.75
Stl.bdgahtt': ?_-’ 2,97 3.3 +.,39
Adminde i
Stmo;:J L 3,20 .58 +.38
Comgrund :
Ropresent “*! 2.87 VB2 ~ .05
Totad . — 3,32 3B +,50
54. To 2psure that :
students are not Faculty : — 3,45 .95 t.%
prevented from ind q i
hearing spankers ndergra I
with eontroversial tudents P e— 3.36 4.0,  +.,68
point of view, : :
hodente lo—s 306 354 +.50
drini. :
strators . —y 3.32 00 ¥ .68
ommind : e
Remsart;{ e 3,10 3,19 +.09
otal | St 3.12 348 +.36
57, To ensure faculty/ :
stwlenta freedom to culty N — 1,29 258 1,20
(Ehcmse own Yifaestyle !
living arr., personsl eTgrad i
apposr. tudents : 0———* 3.4 3.6 +.7
iruduste .
i * * + * 7
tudents -~ 3.0 3.4 3
1
dnind- — 300 332 4.3
oprosetn{ - E 2.70 ~bhE . 2
otal : v 392 3.4 +.29
60, Tc plnce no rastricte :
fons on offucaupny aculty R — 3,35 3,70 +.,35
politicul aetivities a 4 i
" nder, .
by faculty or students tude'g:: A 314 2,7 . .63
duate :
tudunta >l 2.80 ~et + 00
!
tﬁgs i oo 3.16 3.32 %+ .,16
iy nty . 2.57 P40 = 17
otal | 331 3.8¢8  +.57
63, To protoct righd of culty i . . +
faculty to present * i S 3.2 hag 56
unpopular or contro= ndergrad
versind ideas in the wdents i.____b 3,05 4.00 -9
clasaroom. dunte '
acun . . 3,00 369 +.69
tudents i
‘ drind- R, 332 368 +.%
rananid ty 5 313 3,00 - .13
*_) . * .
prasent % o
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Tabla 17
* DEMDCRATIC GOVERNANCE
' 1 noe (1S=@; SHOULD BE=D} 1ban
nonl Area or bt e e Tan SHODED-[DYSeFep]
Statement Group 1.0 2.0 3,0 4 ﬁ 5 Is HE {+)or (-
Total , ‘I'—* 2,95 3,79 4.8
Democratic Governance ' "
Faculty I ——py 3.7 3,88 + .67
Goal Statomants 55, 58,
61, & Undergrad ! 2,68 407 41,39
Students —t—
Craduate ——— 3363 4.9
. Students i 2
Admini- —— . 3.83 L7
atra 3.09 ;
Communi ty, : 2, L0 4,30
Ropressnt] ~— g0 3
Total P r———r 3.02 3.96 + .9
55. To crorts eaystem of .
calmpus governance Faculty P 1,29 4,02 + .73
gemiinely responsive . .
to concerng of all Undergrad L . 2,63 4.2 +1.58
oh cumpus. Stadents . -
Graduate 2.6, 3.7 +1.09
Students © . »
Admind- : Dl 3.42 4.16 + .7
etrators .
Comrunit,
ﬂap‘l‘nseﬂ ‘H 2097 3042 + -45
Total » p—— 3.14 3.86 + .72
58, To ‘lavelop arrange-~ ]
rents for student/ Faculty L a—— 3,38 3,92 +.54
faculty admints, to 4 :
be zignificantly Undsrgra i .
tnvolved in campus Students —e 295 L0 .*1 12
covernnent,
"' Gradunte . ’ 3.00 3.7 + 0
Students 1
Adminie " o » 121 400 4.7
strators i
Congmant tH 3 , . 3 .47
Reprosent] -— 223 3.30 4
Total o 2,90 3,28 + .58
61, To decentralize :
decision making on Faculty . 2,9% 3,37+ .4
the campea to the .
grentest axtent Undergrad { 2,52 3.69 #1.17 .
faaidla, Students B s
Graduate A ‘I 2.40 115 475
Studonts H
Adnint- ® ;,__. 2,79 3.37 + .58
atrators H
Comprund < : 2,45 2,27 - .8
Roprasen i .
Total — 2,9% 4,06 41,10
&, To rasure that ovory- i
one my prrticipate/ | Frculty ! — .19 219 #1.00
be raprasentoed 4n !
making declaions Undergrad ' .
affectisg them. Students D > N | I
Gradunte ol . 2.88 3,92 H.OG
Students :
i
Admini- H $
stntora .'H——' 2. 95 30?9 o&
Communit; ! ) 2, 4 .49
Q Rep'reaon# .I""" 2.9 2
. =35- . 4 0
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Table 19
. ) COMAUNITY
rtanca (I5=@®; SHOULD ER=P rein
Goal Aroa o eyt e SO e T e
Statement -~ Group |10 2,0 30 'y 5.0 Is BE {+)or (-
Commuaity 3 :
B:culty :r_* 3.10 4.32 +1,22
20016St:l torants 56' 59' i H
2, 65 Undergrad t
Students #:ﬁ 2.73 4,15 +1.42
. !
Graduate : 273 403 #.30
Students -
" Admini. i 288 48 41,30
atrators :
Cormuni ty| I 3,08 3,92 4 L,F9
56, To mui: tnin climate , :
whare faculty wvormit= {Faculty P . 2,80 4,41 L3
ment to poals of ine !
stitution is ns strong {Undergrad] : 2,70 1.04  +1,34
aa career cormitment. {Studenta *—-E———-P
Graduate - 2.67 3.9 +1.25
Students — .
Admini. ; .
———— . N .
strators v 2,53 4.6 1,63
Gamprand ¥ : .
Rapresant.‘ ..r..___... 2,87 L9 4132
Total Og——-——-—i 2,90 4B #1,28%
59. To maintnin clivate of :
opan/candid commnica. |Faculty ! G———— 3,09 4.3 4,27 )
tion throuchout the :
organizational Undergrsd § 2,68 516 +1.48
struoture. Stadents .—!'—""""—’
traduate . 2.5 3,96 #.4
Studanta “'—r‘—-——b
i
Mnini- M 2095 4026 4‘1031
strators !
Communi t: { .7
Represen (G 3,03 3.7+ .Y
Total | Gt 3.6 413 4,97
42, To r2intain a campus ;
climate in which Faculty ! —p 3,43 428+ .85
A ffarences of opinion ) H
cn be aired openly | Uncergrad : 2,89  4.22 1.3
and amieably, Studenta N
Gradunte H 2.76 Lo, 41,28
Studente ’ i >
H
hdmin:l- ; .—._-. 3026 4005 + 079 e
atrajors i . "
Cormuni 3.10 L6 4,
l’am? | —»
Total G vl 2.9 4.32 H.39%
65, To.raintain & climte . :
of ruitunl trust and Faculty (—— .07 4,52 #1.45
respect /:‘.r.ong student :
faculty adirinigtratora, ]]ndergmd = 2‘63 7,19 +1. 56
. Studento .""'f"‘“"'—"-" T
Craduzte i' 2,9 4,19 +1.23 _
Students '
Adnini- : 299 L2 1047
atrators ."'—‘—'-P.I
Commni : 313 L0 +.,97
Q Repres :_.——-b
~36+ 4 1
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_ Tatle 19
. THTELLECTIAL/ABSTHEITC ENVINONMEINT
coud & TnpoTtance (15=0; SHOULD EBzpp) Yoan
o1l Arez or maemans. .
. Heo i/k  Lov Fadi It Nigh U 1 Dlecrep
Stntement Group 1‘31' / 2.0 3 8. : ﬂi}& _g‘p 1s BE .:
Tota —— 2,73 4.0, 1.3
Intellnctunl/aeuthetle {
v ronnent Fnculty —_—— 2,76 420 L4
Gerl Statoronts 66, 69, UndergradJ
Craduste 1 .
Studente ."!——-D' 2.8 L.04 41,23
sirators —— 255 3.9 M.k
:ﬂ * |
Total ety 241 3.80 4.9
¢6. To crente a climate :
tn which students  [Facully — —_ ‘ 241 A3 AR
spend mich free/tima Undergrad )
in intellectunl . ' .
cu-tural activitles, [Students s 229 264 41,35
Graduat b '
H
i .
Matmd - ——— 2,26 3,79 4.5
§
mitﬂ it 272 3.37 +.65
Total [ ———— 2,80 507 H1.27 |
69, To create n climata ' .
whore students ana [ Frculty et 2,95 .12 41317
faculty easlly and | .
Undergrad i
;EEZ:Wngiﬁi:ﬁ::s. Students * i > 261 4,05 .44
Students .
Adnine - . _ 2.42 4,00 +1.58
strators MR o :
Cormmuni H )
2.90 .87 + .97
Rovrasent] M
Total : L e 3.16 L,08  +.,92
73, To sponsor anch yoar H
a rlch progrem of Faculty | e 3,09 4.72  #1,13
cultural events :
e.f. lactures, ’ I{rgdergmd [
concerts, art Students i e o 3.23 4,02 +.,719
exhibits. Craduate i \ ,
Students T —— 392 .13 .01
1 ¥
Adminl- : .08 4,06 + .78
strators i —
Comunlt H
R;pra:ani e - .73 77+ L5
Total * —] il 2.55 4,19 41,644
6. To ereate an lnatl. |
tution known widely | Frculty ~— > 260 433 4173
ag intellectually |
exciting and Under grag o ! ", 50 A.09 41,59
stimilnting placs, Students ¢ >
Oradunte " 2,772 1.36 21,64
Students = >
Adning- : 2,22 L1 189
strutors L 3
Commani
) Represe&[ Plp— 2. 59 1.90 +1031
(S i
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Table 20
. INHOVATION
fon1 3 Importance {I5=@3 SHOULD BB=p} r_i‘:nn
io1] Ares or o or N/A Low Vellur Hy Ext.Highi SH0ULD | Discrep
Stntenent Group | o0 20 20 A M) 18 BE ] (+)op
Total ._1—'_'. 2,59 379 .20
Imoyr tion Faculty . . 2,64 LU .10
Goal Statenants 67, 70,
Und !
%y T Stug:ggd * > 2,49 3,92, 4543
Graduate . .88 +1.37
Studenta ——p 2.1 8
|
Admini- - -4 > i 14 L.06 +1.68
strators - H .
Gommunit ‘ 3 + .62 !
Rﬁmmq —— 2.83 45
: Total . — 2,68 3.8 41,18
#7, To build campus ' .
climite where con=  |Facully :
tiruous educetional b : — 2.67 3.%0 +1.23
innovntion is Unde : .
accenteg ng inatl- Stud:rgi::d .-l_b Te62 3.73 41.11
tutional way of life, v
Gradunte —— 2,66 186 41,2
Students i . & ?
Adminie i > 2.47 A AT,
atratorn ¢ .
Gommunit H . i,
Reprosen 3.00 3.6 7%
Total —— 2,60 166 +1.06
70, To expcrinel;: \;1dth |
difCerent methods Faculty A . . +.7
af evaluating and A 2.77 3.5 %
grading student Undergrad
performnce. Students - > 2.36 L0 H.T3
Graduate - > 2.5 .73 +1.17
Students : :
Admini- e 2,39 3.8  +1.50]
strators
{ommand a o "
BBPNSO H 2.7 1013 040
. To sxperipent 1
vith new ways of Faculty L o 7.48 3,56 1,08
individualized :
instruetion such Undergrad : a, .01 11.30
as ttortuls, flexi- | Students —p Wi 3 3
ble scheduling, etec. Graduate _ 2.35 . L6
Studenta ¢ ; - ‘ o ‘
‘ Admind : 03 e o
Stmtor!‘ .__ 'i- . . to-& 30 -L 1 1072
. Cormund®ty : 2,80 A0+ 60
"L Reprags Ot . 340,
Totrl ) ¢ > 2,56 .93 .37
77, Te create procedures
#0 thit currleular | Faeulty S S, 2.63 3.99  #.36
~pd §nstroctional !
imowitions ray be Undergrmd
rancdily inttinted. Students — i 2,39 .9 +1.55
Gradunte o } 2.50 3,96 .46
Students i
Aduind- ‘ i 2,42 418 *41,76
strators ® Y >
Comrani 2.79 e +.,73
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) Table A1
OFF.CAMPUS LEARNING

nenl Areq oF tane @; SHOULD BE=D) Yean
iy 7 U » E ", Scrap.
Jlatemont croup [ G 2.0 3,0 L0 5.0 s |0 E; |
Total DA 2,00 302 .02
Qf feenezus Lo !
Off-cnezug levwrning Faculby — 2,00  2.70  +.69
Goal Stitements 68, 72, Undergrad ! 6
T, 8 » : - 3,58 +1.65
> Students o —— 1.9 5
Graduate : . H.14
Studsnts ¢ .’ 1% .09
= .
Admini. — " 2,06 17T H.11
styators "
+ - ! “
commuu_tg ¢ i 2,15 7%+ ,61
Total ’ —-— 2,31 3,56 #1.75
68. To mcenrare students !
to tpend :ime off Faculty L —— 2,42 2,36 +.,9%
c:m;m:; 1(.study zbriad. baderarad] !
VISTA} for academic ndeYgra " H -
credit. Students ¢ -t — 2.1 391 H.86
i
Gradurte . ; - 2,23 3.69  H.46
Students L A
Admini~ — 232 BT A9
strators i
Comrainit Sty 2,45 314 +.89
Ramunﬂ !
L e
Total : 2.15 3.29 .14
72, Te participate in :
notwork of colleges Faculty —p -7 A .9t +.7%
s¢ students, by rlan, : }
study on savweral |Undergra R :
?:r);pusle’?: " Studﬂntsq ¢ = > r 2.0, %8 4.8
Greduate e ’ 2,00 354  +1.50
Students '
H
Adnini. * - _
strators i ».33 3,37 ‘i‘om
Corrunity — 1 2,07 2.9 +.¢3
L .
" Total ! .92 290 4,98
75, To awurd the BA/AA . '
degree for supervisad Faculty = i 1.7 3T+ .61
study awmy from Undergrad :
eampus-extansion P . 1,08 3.6 H.02
ccrrosh.ondence. Studonts i ¢o
Gradunte : n08 1.2 $1.1
e e e . .
Students : “ 6
Admirde ' 1.8 9% 41,10
atrators :
Cormunt t i 2,17 2,87 +.%
Reprasont b |
’ Total - i 1.6, 232 4 .68
78, To e rd sore PAKA | pacult i -
dasrecs solely on cudyy | — : 1,60 2,08 4 .48
besfn of perforrence | yniom i
en an aceept: tle Studonts — .58 293 41.35
exarination. l[
Gradunte b i .50 1,88 .
Students E 1.5 %8
I
Admini= . -
shrutors | e P /A .63 + 89
o Comrun &) s .90 1,13 + .73
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Table 22
ACGOUNTABILITY/EFFICIBNGY )
Gonl AT spee (15= SHOULD PEc . bl-'ann
onl Arma or . o or A alum gn - ; acre
Stutement Growp 1..0 2.0 3,0 AD ;ﬁ 13 BE _ (4)or(-
. o Totul L 2,68 3,58  + .70
Accountbility/ErTiciency 1
Fuculty . H 3.0z, 3,50 + 4B
Goal Bgt.ﬂtaments 79, #, !
23, Indergrad :
Ptudents .—'T——-P 2.67 3.60 +.,9
Craduate "— 2.8 351+ .65
Btudents }
mini- L e 2.7 382 +.11
rators i i .
mounity h 2.9 368 +.W
nt _H
Otal “; 2095 2084 - 011
79, To 20ply cost criterie i . .
in daeciding among aculty 4—1—. 3,20 2,59 - .61
alternative academic v )
and non~academic Undergrad . 1
prograns. Btudents ~ 2.68 3.05 +.37
Graduate : - i 2.75 2,6/ - .11
Students ]
dnini- - 2089 3005 + 016
trators —
Cormmni ty .t, 2,90 1,23 +.33
JBepresant
s ¢ 2.66 3,93 +1.27
2i. Tc regularly provide .
evilenge that the e —— 2,7 L0k N
institution is actually |
achieving ita atated | 2,47 3,95 +1.28
};mlﬁo M
P, 2.7 PR 4.6
Hr_’ 2 32 1-516 -}ln&‘
2,97 3.8 + , 87
e ——
r‘otal S 2,80 4,03 41,23
83, To te concerned sbout
the af7iciency with [ oCULY - 27 197 4.
which college opera~ !
ticrs 1o conducted,  [Undergred ) i 2.7 407 41,36
Students :
Graduate : 3.06 3,96 .9
HStudents E
Adnminie o N - 7,63 he +,58
strhtors M o
- - Comruni ty] i 3,03 L0704
Renresenﬂ j———t
Total : b of 311 351 +.40
£7. To ‘e 1crountable to
fundin, sources for  |Facvddy L, 242 W19 - .03
the effnctivenoga Undergrad I ¢ 70
s » FTOErADg. * . 3,52 + .,
of rollege programs Studente - . 2. 82 5
Graduate : 2,92 1,56 + .64
Students i' g
Adminie 3.00 .84 + B4
atratorg >
Repressn )
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Table 23
MS(.;ELLANEOUS GOALS

Q

RIC
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“—

= Mean
Gosl Avea OF __mmma_umm%m ;i
0 " Fediun eh  Ext,i W
Statement Group ?L ﬁ 3,0 a0 £0 15 CBE® f+)or(-_-_]
Totul fomi— 3,03 407 H.G4
12. To ensure that students :
who graduate achisve  [Faculty - > 2,86 4,22 .36
some level of read ;
uriting/mth conpetency finergrad FO 319 388 4.8
Gradunte ; . ‘.
S tors | ———— 3% bz #1153
p—— 3
M | S 3.3 423 400
L
Total —— 247 3,45  + .98
M, To ~ork for/mintain |
a large degrae of Faculty e, 2,49 1,75 +1.26
institutional autchomy 4 i .
in relation to Indergra:
goverumental educa= Students r——r R.29 3.8 #.09
tional egencles. Graduate ;
Stodents - 2 2.9% 4 .25
stmnti;s b I - 2,17 361 WL
Corrnuny i
Repreaen .—* 2.73 3,03 +.,30
Total ; —— 023 401 +.7
80. To maintain or work -
for a reputable Faculty | —— 3,17 Le12 4,95
atanding for the vod .
institution within orgrad }
the acadenic world. Students Gl 3,32 3,86 + ,54
G :
sﬁ&?ﬁfﬂ : ——cnir 3,35 415 + .80
Adnint. :
strators L 2.89 421 +1.32
H
Communi '
Heprosant i e 3.3 3.7 + 434
Total | &= 312 3.7 +.62
22, To carry on & hroad v
snd vigorous prokram Foculty Ly w—— 3,23 3,67 - + AL
of extra-curticular :
nctivities ond events |Undergraq ; 2.98 £.05 #1.07
for studenta. Studenta Q——&.
Graduate i 2,92 3T+ .45
Students — 4
3
Adnini-~ i 3.1 3.7+ .63
strators ! —
Comppni : 3.23 3,65 + .42
Reproze; i L o
e
Totad - 299  4.06 41,07
84, To be orpsnlzed for H
skort, redium, and Faculty [ S———. 2,93 L% +1.11
long~rangas planning . f
for tho total insti- [Undergred
tution, Students i ——p 32,09 405 4,9
Gradurte y 2.7 .
Studenta . ! — 313 +.8
Adrini~ :
strectors — > .39 L 41,82
’ Comgrund I‘
Raproasn ‘ [ ——- 3,23 4,10 + 87
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Table 24
’ MISCELLANEOUS GOALS
{Contimed)
" : = Mean
PR PO 5 e - i B R - ol
Total -— 2,50 3.50 #1.00

ﬁ
85, Tr include locel
edtizens in plamj_ng I-‘aculty [ S 2.60 3.56 + 096
college orograns
thrt will affect the Undergrad
s -1 e
t

Tocnl community. Studenta —i 2,36 332 4.9
Graduate +
Admdni= - : -~ 2,21 3.68  #1.47
strators .
it : X o + 98
Eotﬂl 9097 :‘066 - 031
L ]
86 To excol ip inter— Feeulty | 2,99 2,49 - .50
collepgiate stilelic !
cenpetition, lunde rgrad i
Students E “ 3029 3011 018
Graduats U, ! 2,77 1,19 - .58
Students i
Advind~ ~— 2.8 31 421
strators .
T {Community 2. Z. 30 =-,0
L _IRarmanantd * 33 < 3
Total 2.7 3.69 + .93

€8, To create a climte Faculty

in wkich systematic 2.M 2,59 + 68

]
L e,
evnluation of programs Vo 4
1g accepted as insti- |Undergre —, 2.56 1,99 41,23
tution's wey of 1ife, [Students : |
Graduate H
Ttudents — ’

2,649 3.56 +L87

Admini- _ i N 2,32 405 41,73
strators haf |r r
Comrundt I T 3,00 3.7 5 .70
Total ‘ — S3 346 4.9
- ]
89, To systeraticnlly !
intorpret the netare, Faculty .-_-;._p 2.59 3,50 + .M
Turpose, nnd work of Under 3
grad ' -
thre instiintion to . 2,44, el + .77
citizens off campus, |otudents l! '
fraduate 2.42 3,40 +1.00
Studonta .
Admind - . . 2,22 3.83 +1.61
atratora - v
Communi t; H . 1.
Ropresent] PR S 2,79 3.60 &
Total — o252 s 4,05
90, To nckinve cohodnsus Froulty : 6 "
nmong prople on cu ® > ) 2461 .44 + .8
eatqnis abont the dJ
gorls of the inati- Undergra 2,44 2,P1 +1.37
tution, students "'—“}'_—’
- {Graduats : 2,42 3.41 .99
- Studentn s .
Adnini- 232 4.2t +1,89
) strators * —
L S Communit: 47 2,59 i3 + .64
EMC Raprace * Bt
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Tuble 25

LOGAL OPTION YUESTIOH: GOAL STATEMENT
GRADUATE STUDIRS

Q

ERIC

Gond 4 Importance !IS=.E SHOULD BE=: E % 4n
torl irea or 1 N un - iserepd
Statament Group ?Lgr }:’3’ EYE 40 ;go 5 SHOREUI.DI“ jor(-]
M1 % 20 59 3. m . +1 - 23
H1, %o havs ~prreciable :
publie funding ror its i .
graduite progrm. lu.“culi:;,' | O-——.——h! 2.48 1,82 . #1034
dergrad ; .
Students 0—'—. 2.50 3.88 11.38
Graduate L—; 2.9% .85 + .89
tstudantas i
strators Co
mrand : + .9
Total o Ar—t——— 2,53 383 .30
92, To offrr "2;. tar c}d‘ ;
Zduns tion (L Ed, Faault ! " 1
degree program 1: new 4 0———-pi 2.49 3,66 41.15
gpocinlities such as i
tion »nd special educa= :
tion, Graduate .__i____, 2,70 AO0T #1137
dtudents
: * hhnini- y . ) * +1 * 73
strators b g > 2.16 2.8
. Corrmnit, i 2.6 BTl H.07
Repres D S
Total .-—T——-b 2,27 .83 #.56
93, To offar = gronter !
diveruity of master's Faculty L — — 2,16 %55 1,39
degres procrams (e.g. .
environrental studiea, |Undergrad . by . 2.1 Ledb 42,03
humanities, socisl Students T g
acionoes Je Craduate _ i - 2.4 4.2 +1.80
Studenta hd i
Rdmini- ': 10&‘ 3.22 "‘1.38
strators .""_—!"
Coremuni t . : 2,66 375 H1
Raprosen o T
Toml - -E_ 2. 63 7062 - 001
94, ‘o s~ok to mininmize i
offecanpur radunte Faculty o | 2.58 2.8 + .20
grogran offerings. nd i
ergrnd .
Students » 246 2.2+ A6
Gradunte E . 2.46 - 023
Students <o ! 2.69
ndm!ni” :i 2.94 2.74 - 020
astrators “!
Gormmnit i 2 17 - .6
Reprase Ny | 5 g
Total — 243 13 +.70
95, To 1avote a greater i
share of resources to |Faculty - ! 2.13 | + 48
graduate programs. |
Undergrad) \ .5 1,42 + .89
Studonts ——— 2493
Craduate . & 2065 (low "‘1.35
Students —> .
Admini- N 2 +
etrabors . . ! 2.1 2.78 .57
[ ]
Comemuni ! 2,50 3,03 +.5)
Repressn .—"é‘ 4 8

ld=
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Table 26 ‘
. Local OPTION GUESTION: GOAL STATEMENT
GRADUATE STUDIES
{Continued)
=@ » Hesn
Goal Ares or 1 |
o or N, UM Ext, Discre
Statement Group 12 8 20 30 3 5Bl s 1T lu)ggf 1
Total Wy 3,30 5 ~ .55
96, To mintain graduate :
programd primarily in | pacul 3, L0 ML - 68
the areas of sducation W i
ard ransgement. Under, :
Students ".-—H'—. 3.25 2,60 - 65
Craduate |, . -
Stideats i “+o 3,35 3.16 .19
Adrind. ' 3,32 263 - .89
atrators ‘_I—’
Comminit, H -
lﬂeprssen{ - . 3.00 .79 .21
Totﬂl *‘ ‘)o 91 30 22 + 031
97, To accept the reputa- -
tion of the zraduate f‘acultjr ._" 2,85 3,44 + ‘29r
prog'mmfas one of . . !
being of sufficient Undergrad) i
quality. 5@4,33 L oo 4 2.9 3.35 + .44 .
M [l
Graduate : :
Students — 2.96 3.61 + .65
idmind- i
strators A 2,89 2,79 - .10
Corratnd t; | . L1 + ,07
Represent] d -
- Total Gl | 2,24 2,93 + .69
68, To rPermit students H
who do not hold & Faculty — . . . ‘.
baccalavreats degree ' 2.22 2165 43
and vho ars not eh- Undergrad] '
rolled in a graduate |Students o e 2,42 3,60 #+1.27
degrae program to tske | {
fo Uraduste Sy 2.00 . +.
g:ﬁfa eourse for Stadente ; 2.96 96
ﬁdmini- H
atratora L i 2,39 2,68 + .29
Comu
Total o e 2,78 3,88 +1.10
99, To seek to corrunicate Faculty l
the irage of the ag 2,86 1,584 +.98
college as oneioft:‘. I » “
miti.purpose ins Undergrad 1]
mtion: Stttdents ._-!____’ 2075 ,09n +1o16
. Craduate : 2.8 4,05 41,23
’ . Students f———
Admini~ : 2,50 4,00 41,50
atrators O-—-:_b
Comrmnd: ] 2N 2,69 + .98
Batragen R —
Total *———py 2.25 LB .47
100. To asak to enter ,
coopsrative arrange- Faculty ® > 217 3.43 #1.26
ments with other
collapes in offering JUndergrad { 2,79 L.13 .74
graduate programs of  |Students ® -
study. Gradunte 2,32 el 4,79
Students o -
Admind - 1.72 3,32 +1.60
strators * —
Q Cormni {y] ; 4 9 ?.50 3.7 +1.26
ERIC saprasen] —




Pable 27

. . LOCAL OPTION QUESTION: GOAL STATEMENT
INSTYITUTIONAL
Goal Area or ! Importunce (IS=®; SHOULD H
. ROULD
Statesont oop [P, of ¥4 K% M GF Sl w |° :“: fcrer)
Total — 279 375 +.9%
1M. To got satisfactory -
fesdback from most Facult <
of professors as to culty 0-+—p 2.80 L7 +.9
students academic P
progress. Stugents | — 270 395 41,05
Graduate - 2, . H,
Studenta .92 3.96 04
Adnini. . 5a : .20
strators 2.5 3.78
Hﬂmseﬁ 3.00 3069 + 069
Total 3,04 3.8 +.%

102, To ndequitely recelve
eduentionzl, vocation- Faculty
al 7nd porsonal
coungeling services Undergrad

3.08  3.63 4.5

from the Counasling Studenta 3,04  3.93 +.89
Conter.
Graduet
Studgit: 2.8 3,92 +1.11
Adnini-
strators 3016 1,78 + 062
Goreunity . +
Represent] 3,07 3.86 .79
Total 257 %9 4.2

103. Te provide:dynamic Faculty
apeclal instructional
services to most of
students le.g., U"d"gndr

?05? 30?1 + 06’0

2071 3073 -l 002

e

tutorial services), Students B
Gonduate 2.5, 3.50 + .96
Students
Admind-
St tors 2.39 3,56 #1.17
Commundt .44 3.15 + 71
Total 2,93 406 +1.33

1%, To supply entugh

|
volumas of inatruc- |z, .pig 3 .
tionerolated lmks ¥ ¢ e 3,12 440 #1.28
in Frampton ' i
gﬁﬁ:ﬁ:ﬁ = - 2.65 L9 +1.64
i
Graduate : 2.9 4,27 .40
Students
Admini~ 2.89 Lo O +1.17
strators
Raprosert 2.85 374+ .89
Total 2.9, 2,96 +1.02

105. To offer financial
aids to a greatsr Taculty

B 3,92 + .93
munber of students. 2

[T

2;‘335&{? 2.1 L.20 #L.47
gzg:i:: 2.9 385 4 .89
Srators 1I....___, 3,06 4,06 +.00
El{fC m::ﬂ ! Gl 50 315 366+ .5

ol fm
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Tavle 28
LOCAL OPTION QUSSTION: GOAL STATEMENT
INSTITUTIONAL
(Continued )
. Importance (IS=®; SHOULD BE:=D) Moan
GOCE]. aresd or fio or N/n  Low ‘Mediutn m&ﬁ— SHOULD IDjgerep
Jtaterent 1,0 2,0 3,0 4,0 2 0 18 BE {4+igr{_]
. — 2.66 4,05 41,39
106. To have clnssroom :
axparience under i ——— 2.7 3.9 +1.13
innovative and :
exciting teaching * . 0 +1.79
mhods. . " b 2 41 “2
—— 272 4,20 | 148
P E ’ “042 ":o 321 b "'1'%
. .!__.,, 289 .93 4.0
- :M 2.?2 he 19 +1 o&j
107. To help students :
bacoms avare of P — 290 hel3 +1.23
their educetional it .
potentialities. - ; - 2,45 L.27 .82
(]
— 265 415 41,50
_ e - 2.2 442 42,00
- I
— s 2.P9 411 #1.22
s 08 7,93 41.05
108. To offer diversified ’ '
bacealaurente aculty [P 3.02 3.8  + .83
I‘romm. 4 d
argra
tudﬁnts P —— 2'78 4.20 +1.33
Graduate i . 67 1N
Students r———— 2.%6 6
Adming. . -1 +1.
strators O - 2.3 4 7
Commind ty :
Raprasent P 2.9 368 + R
otal 0—|—'- 2,57 159  #1.0
109, To manage student ]
rosidence halls with [aculty e 255 3.60 41,05
more meaningful 1 ndergrad :
aducational as we 7 : 2.54 B4 . #1.30
as social experiences, [Students ."—""——'—"Fi 3.84 . 4.3
Graduate : 2.52 3.26 + 7
Studenta .—-l!-b
Adminde : 2.9 3R B9
ntrators — ,
UGomrunity 7.6 2,21 + .58
. IRepresont =t .
Total » 2,61 2190+ .18
110. To ~dopt a widely , .
apen adnissions Faculty 4 = 7. 68 7.62 - 006
poliey. Under. :
grad i
stud‘nts ' i ' 20?2 3(15 + 043
Graduate ! 248 2,89 4
Students . L o o :
Admind. ! 2026 279 4 .53
ptrators e 2
t
Community] } 5 1 705 2,54 0
Reprogent| * ;
wifom -
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Table 29

COHCENTRATIONS WHICH SHOULD BE OFFZRZD UNDER
THE M.ZD. DEGREE PROGRAM

(Item 119)

Area Sequentisl Rank Actual Rank Weighted Rank
Speciel Education 1 1 34.1
Vocational Education 2 2 14,0
Eerly Childhood Eduecstion 3 3 13.8
Business Zducation & 4 11.2

5
Remedial E‘ducatiorlz 5 5 8.1
Guidance and Counseling ,
thysical Educrtion ) 7 5.0
Znglish
Masieg 7 9 3.4
Sneech Correction =S 10 0.5
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Table 20

CONCENTRATIONS WHICH 5HOULD BZ OFFZRED UNDER

THE M.S. DEGREE PROGRAM
{Item 120)

Area

Sequential Rank-

General Menagement

Public School Management

Hogpital Administration
Small Busingss hanagenent
Fersomel Manscement
Bigher Education Management
Sovernment Administration
froduction Manzgement

Interna :tional Business

- Financial Mansgerent

1

10

Actual Rank

1

10

Weighted Rank

P

2.8

22.8

13.7

11.7

7.0




Table 31

MASTER CF ARTS CR MASTER OF SCIEWCE DEGREE FROGRAM
THE CCLLZGE SHOULD OFFER

. (Ttem 121)
Degree Program tia} BEank Aetual Rank Weighted Rapk
Envirommentzl Studies ' 1 1 21.4
Computer Science/Data Processing -2 2 1847
Guidance and Counseling 3 3 171
R Social Work : . 4 4 16.5
b~
P -
Biology 5 5 11.0
Folitical Science 6 6 3.8
Eistory 7 7 3.5
Modern Foreign lenguage 8 8.5 3.0
Masic .
%
Fhysical Science " 9 10 2.0

!
|




’ Table 32

RANKXING OF CURRENT AND PROSPECTIVE UNDERGRADUATE MAJCR FIZLDS BY TOTAL SAMPLEW
{Items 122, 123 and 124}

—

i

Sequential Actual Welghted

Enviz%ﬁ—:{ntal Studies "_Rﬁ?k_ '&;&' '%?];_
Special Hducation 2 2 8,6
Business Adminjstration 3 3 8,1

" Copputer Science "4 - 4 7.8
Recrentionul Educaztion 5 5 ' . 7.5
Human Services 6 6 64
?}-’:E;Zﬁpi;“dies 7 7.5 3.6
Psychology 8 9 ' 3.2
Mathematics . 9 10 ) 3.0
2iginess fducation 10 i1 - 2.7
ié;;rﬁzics I ‘ 1 12.5 2.6
;Egigc:nd Masic Edueation 12 . 1.5 2.5
Art and Art Zducation _
Child Education 13 17,5 2.2
Health and FPhysical Education

" Soclology

Communications
Genaral Science 14 21 1.9
Fhysilcal Science -
S o ; S
Social 3cience 16 . . 25 1.6
Zlementary Education 17 26 1.5
History " 25 b
French 79 29 0.5
Spanish 20 30 0.4

#The table above represents the composite responses of the five sub-groups to items
122, 123 and 124 of the I.G.I. questionnaire. Faculty, undergrsduate and graduate
students, staff and community representatives were agked io indicate vhich among
thirty major flelds of study should be offered at the college.
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CHAPTER IV
SUMMARIZRD RESULTS AND GONCLUSIONS

Table 2: Goal Ares Sumgries of Total Group

According'to the size of means and discrepancy scores, goal areas are rank-
ordered from the highest in each column, The idea on Table 2 was to look at the
"IS" column firat. This column spells out what the top five goal areas are,
28 ranked by means, As far as "wiat 18" ig concerned, this tells us.what are
“he most as well as the least prevalent goal areas on the campus. The least
five prevalent goals on the list begins with Social Criticisw/Activism. Then,

to mention the firs%: five on the "SHOULD BE" list gs compared with the first

five on the "IS" list, and the last five on the "SHOULD BE" 1ist as compared
with the last five on the "IS" list, note the discrepancy between "what is" and
tyhat should be" becanse the ovérlap is very evident with the latter five goel
areas in each column., However, the same overlap does not exist with the top
five goal areas in each of the two lists (¥IS" and "SHOULD BE"), .

In the "IS" category, the top five goal areas from the highest are Freedom,
Academic Development, Demosatic Governsnce, Community, and Accountability/
Efficiency. If we compare these Lo "SHOULD BE"™ and "DISCREPANCY"™ rankings, the
rankings of these top five goal areas currently given the most important priority
Ty {he College community do not ghow the s;ms rank-orders in each column, For
instance, Freedom, in the "IS" column, porceived the most important goal area by
the College commnity, is now falling to ninth from the top of twenty goal areas.
In the "DISCREPANCI" column, Freedom is the last, which would seem to indicate
that the amount of freedom given to the co0llege commuinity now 15 highly satis-
factory, It is approaching the ¢~sired form, as far as a feeling of freedom
exists on the campus and what pedple tidnk should exist., The evidence is that

those two elements are very closes togetcher.

bl

56




. ——

et
-

If we look at the nDISCREPANCY* column, the top largest discrepancy scores
fall in the goal area of Intellestual Orientation with +1.46, This means that
the college should strive further to put more effort into the area of Intellect-
ual Orientation. This is followed by Individual/Fersonal Development, Intellect-
ual/hesthetic Environment, Community, Imovation, and so on. A1 of these are

the top five goal areas with the largest discrepancy scores in order of rank.
There are two identical discrepancy scores in categories of Humanism/Altruism
and Vocational Preparation with 41,19, These could be regarded as important
as Innovation. However, Freedom, Traditional Religiousness, Accountability/
Efficiency, Social Eéalitaria.nism, and Academi¢ Development are already raceiving
sufficient emphasis by the college community in “srms of what they should be, .
This represents perception on the part of g11 those individuals, based on
a summing of responses to individual items falling within these different goal
areas, It needs, however, to be pointed cut that these means are based on the
total sampie which is ;:omprised, to a lerge extent, of faculty. These results
are pretty much affected by the magnitude of the subgroup size., Faculty membera
comprising 41 percent of the total sample would affect that much proportion of
opinions and perceptions into “SHOULD BE" and "IS" goal areas, as compared to
administrators (8%) and graduate students (12%)., The total picture is not
.s'.rlctly based on a stratified proportional sampling. It is somehow biased.
However, as a to:l';al, it reveals much raf,levant information which would provide
basis for the coilege plenning and, further, for the establishment of goal priorities
in the future. ’
Table 3: Acadenic Development

" Both faculty and administrators have the lowest "IS" means and the greatest
SHOULD BE" means. Yet all constituent groups have *IS" means above 3,0 (medium
importance) for the goal ares. Student groups do not demonstrate much

in the way of discrepancy scoree in this goel area, whereas faculty and admin-
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igtrat;ra provide the greatest discrepancy soores. This evidence would seem to
imply that these two constituent groups are manifesating their aspiration toward &
higher level of Academic Development.

This Table presents about the same pictures across the board for four goal

atatementa. One point needs to be emphusized that goal atatement 1, "To help

atudents acquire depth of kpouledge in at least one academic discipline,” has ome
of the ten higheat "SHOULD BE" means of all goul statements for the total group.
Goal statement 9, "To hold students to high atandarda of intellectusl performance,"
' 18 regarded, in the eyes of the faculty, not so important currently, but should be

treated as a high priority goal astatement.

Table 4t Intellectual Orfentation

Ranges of two discrepancy scores are among the ten largest of all in this
teble. Ranges and variability of all goal statements fbr.all aubgroups are
subatantially larger than cther tables throughout all goal atatements, In
general, all constituent groups are moderately satiafied with the priorities
currently given to intellectual orientastion of goal area. However, there 1s a
8ti11 further diastance we should reuch to come up to the expecting or aspiring
level of achievement on this campus. If we look at the picture here, the
nJIS" means are about the level of medium inportance across the board, . However,
the "SHOULD BE" means are all very high~-mostly above 4.0, Creat aignific;nce
1s given this area which comprises four goal statements as shown in this table.
Needleas to emphasize, intellectual orientation 1a generally regarded as the
top priority goal area as reflected in the opinions of all respondent groups.
The distance we have to go forward to reach the level we aspire 1s the largest
of twenty goal areas, or of ninefy.éoal statementa. The greateat discrepancies
from "JIS" to "“SHOULD BE" are shown in the items in the goal area of Intellectual

Orientation. Ali.ost all discrepencies for all conatituenclies across all four

goal statementa are ranging from at least 1.0 to 1.5 for the goal area, The
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asteris'ka indicate that the "SHOULD BE" means for the total group for those four
goal statements are among the highest ten "SHOULD BE" meanse, and two goal state~
ments recejved the number asigns which indicate that those are among the ten
highest discrepancy scores. It should be pointed out that this table is very .
significant and different from’ others, which requires more concentrated attention
to tb%s area.

One might be able to interpret the responses to goal etatements 5 and 10
as a very 8strongly perceived need to more fully motifate the student. Goal
gtatement 5 reads, "To inc}aaae the desire and ability of students to undertake
gelf-directed learning," and goal statement 10 reads, "To instill in students a
lifelong commitment to learning.™ Both of these statewents, in ocur judgment,
are related to student motivation as well ae student willingness to achieve
higher levels of sslfdunderatandiék and aspiretion, as far ae their learning

it

and intellsctual development are goncerned.

Table 5: Individusl Pergonal Developmept

This table presents a resembling pattern-to the preceding one.

One poasible bias that might have been identified here 18 in responsss

from the community representatives which, acrose the bo;}a:_§1§i& ﬁ_very gimilar
responge pattern, which ia poaitive in nature. The other sub-groups also yleld

a very gsimilar pattern which is different from that of the commmnity represen-
tatives. Individual goal etatements, for the mogt part, on the "IS" dimension
are seen at around 2.5 {in that general vioinity), whereas the "SHOULD BE" meana
are Up aroind 4.1 or 4.2. Very large diecrespancles are also found ae in the

case of Table 4, Goal statements 3, 8 and 11 have discrepancy scores that are
among the top ten largest dlscrepancies for all goal etatements. In addition, goel
statement 3, "To help students identify their own personal goals and develop means
of achieving them," has one of the highest ten "SHOULD BE" means. This item, on

.
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?he surface, 1s closely related to some items in Table 4. -

Table ¢ Fumenism/Altrujep '

Goal statement responses within constituencies, are very homogeneous from
ony goal statement to another. Thers is no genersl pattern for the entire set
of the four geal statements. However, within the particular statement, five
subgroups respondad in a very aimiiar manner per each statement. One exception
to this is that the undergraduate students in each case perceived the groatest
need for change, that 1s, their discrepancy scores, across the board, per goal
statement, are the greatest. Results here indicate that they feel that college
goals of Humanism/Altruism, in terms of encouraging students to bacome conscious
of important moral issues and things of that sort, need to be emphasized greater,
obviously in the undergraduate program. s

The undergraduste students are mors concerned about ths welfare of mankind
or world peace than other constituent groups. Most of the "IS" means are falling
somewhere betwgen low or medium importance. However, two goal statements 14 and
- 17, are recelving siiéhtly higher priority than the other two. Discrepancies
across the board are scmewhere from 1.0 to 1.4, on the average. This table
doesn 't reveal striking perceptions or aspirations. Even 1f the disorepancles
indicated here are more than a moderate amount of score size, constituent groups
would seem to be satisfied if a little more effort is given to this area in
ordor to reach the aspired level of goamls.

Table 7¢ Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness.

This table doesn't reveal much to discuss except the point that all of the
constituent groups are, in general, satisfied with "what is" as to this goal
area; and they do not express too much of & desire to achieve or expand the
level of goal achievement in the future. With moderate emphasis on this goal
area, everybody in the college commnity would be satisfled.




Table 8: Iraditional Religiouspess

This particular goal area evidently is not regarded as part of the function
of & state-supported institution. Generally, the religiousness is exemplified .
by goal statements 16, 19, 22, and 25. All of them reveal very low "IS" meana;
hovering about 1,5 and "SHOULD BE" means not 8lightly greater than that in the main,
hovering about 2.0, slightly above and slightly lower than 2.0 {low importance).
All of these indicate that this particular goal area is seen as one of having
very low importance for Frostburg State College, and one that should receive
low importance, given the mission of the institution.

Table 9: Yocational Preparation

Goal statement 36, which reads, "To provide retraining opportunities for
individuals whose job skille are éut of date," is regarded as having very low
importance as wsll, But, with ihe exception of that particuilar item, the cther
three items show dofiaiderable discrepancy ecores across each of the constituent
groups in each of those three goal statements. Administrators consistently have
the highest discrepancy scores in each of those three goal stetements, and under~
gradu;ite students have the second highest dlsecrepancy acores in each of the
same three goal atatements. This indicates that vocational preparation is not
what it should bs at Frostburg State College. 4 great deal more emphasis
should be Phcad.on the goal of awareness for Wocational Preparation.”" On
the other hand, the faculty subgroup has the lowest dlscrepancy score on each
of those three items, indicating that the faculty does not regsrd "Vocational
Prel.:aration" as an importent goal as do the undergraduate students or adminis-
tratora. This pecullar pattern of responses bstween two subgroups is consis~
tent for all goal statements contained in this table. Looking at the goal
area for Vocntional Preparation, which 1g the top part of the table, the
picture, in“_igeneral, deplcts the variancies and sspirctions of constituencies

in, this area. The M"SHOULD BE" mean of-faculty is alightly above the medium
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importance, whereas all other four constitusnt groups are approaching high
importance levele.

Table 10: Advanced Training

One thing that can be diecerned from both the goal area eummery and goal
statements here le that the administrative etaff generally tend to regard
advanced training, that is, the provision and/or development of graduate
and/or profeseional-level programs at the College, ae being of generally low
importance, and they did not‘aisw‘any anxiety or aspiratione to increaee or
enhance the level of advanced training in the cdllege community. However,
as 1e vieualized in this table, graduate and undergraduete students are more
concerned about developing ;dvnnced training proérame than any other oonetituent
groups, Faculty members, administratore, and commmnity people, in genersl,
regard adyenced training es heing of low importancs. Neverthelees, etudente’
needs in the area of advanced trnining are so ciearly reflected in thie picture,
that the College should be more concerned about whers the nesde are. Goal
etatement 31, yhich reads, "o provide training in ome or more of the traditional
profee;ione euch a8 lay and medicine," 1e regarded by all conetituent groupe ae
being of low importance. The opinions included in this category seem to be not
directly relevant to the mission or role of this College at this time.
However, goal etatoment 32, which reads, "To offer graduate programe in euch
newer profegsione as engineepig, oducation, and eccial work," is regarded by
undergraduste and gradusts students ae an important area for the Gollege to
develop, whereas faculty, adminietrators and community representativee awarded
this goal etatement a relatively low statue. '

Table 11’. eearch

Undergraduate etudents consietently have the highest discrepancy acores
for this goal area., Although the diéﬁfapancies are not as large ns those found

in the examination of eeveral of the other goal areae, they are moderately
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large discrepancies on the part of the undergraduate students in particular,
In the main, it seems that the perceptiocn of the content of the items which deal
primarily with basic research in natural sciemnces or contract research for
gOVernm?nt or business, is regarded ae being of very low importance at the
College; and is regarded ae having low luwportance in the future, ag these kinds
of activities are more fully within the realm of a large research oriented
institution. This goal‘ai'e‘a- involver dolng contract atudies for external
agenciee by conducting baelc research in natural and social sclences and
seeking generally to extend frontiers of knowledge through scientific research.

Teble 12+ Meeting Local Needs

The responses across constituencies on the "Meeting Local Needsa" goal ar;;t
can be termed "middle of the road," with the vaet majority of responses falling
within the range from 2,5 to 3.5, or hovering about the medium importance or
mid-point of 3.0. The four items contained within thie goal area bawe to do
with providing educational opportunitiee for local-ares aduite, providing
trained manpower for local-area business, and the facilitation of involvement
of students in neighbarhood and community eervice activities. These latter two
aress exhibit generazlly the same pattern of response on the part of the five
constituent eubgroups. Reeponses ere from relatively low importence to medium
or moderate importance. The question dealing with the campus serving as the
cultural center in the commnity, on the other hand, is viewed as being of
medium importance on the "IS" dimension. But the "SHOULD BE" dimension is seen
as having high importance or poassibvilities for the future with the "SHOULD BEM
means about 4.0.

Jable 13: Public Service

In general, constituent groups revealed similar perceptions ir; terms of
"IS" means. This goal area is seen nurrently as being of low importance. The
"SHOULD BE" results are also resembling to "IS," They did not attach much
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importance to this goal area, slightly above the medium importance. For -
goal.ééatement 51, which reads, "To be responsive to regionsl~national priorities ~
vwhen considering new edqcational programs,” adminlstrators show a discrepancy
of 2,0 from "IS" to "SHOULD BE®, This result with a large discrepancy score
indicates that responsiveness to this goal is a.very bigh priority for admine
fatretive staff mgmbers in terms of what the College "SHOULD BE" attempting.
Table 141 Social Egalitarfantss
Date here reveal that undergraduate students and, to a lesser degree, grade
vate students give greater importance to this gosl area, in terms of it should be

than do other constituent groups. In general, all constituent groups vievw this
as being of low importance and attach a medium level of lmportance te where it
should be.

The goal atatemsnt,regarding "Open Admission™ received smallest emphasis

of all from all constituent groups, except undergraduate students, both in terms
»“of "ISY means and "SHOULD BE" means. The gosl statement 4B, "To offer develop-

mental and remedial programs in basic skills) was attached a medium level of
importance in terms of where it is and where it should be. Educational exper-
135533 relevant to interests of minority background etudents wers regarded as
being of relatively low importance, The undergraduate students, however,
put greater importance here than did others.

Table 15+ Sgcial Gr;tiggggfggtivggm

In general, this goal area is viewed as a goal of low importance when
compared to others. Furthermore, respondents did not attach meh importance
to where it should be., Date and figures in this table reveal that respondents

are not 80 interested in the macro~society phenomena in America. Undergraduate
]
etudents expressed somewhat greater concern in this goal area, and the pattern

1s the same throughout all the goal statements.
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Tahle 16: Freedom

In considering the four goal statements provided, with the exception of
gr;duate students on cne statemsnt and community representatives on two state-
ments, all other constituent groups across the four gosl statements reflect
~ that the dimension of Freedom presently is at 3,0 or greater. That is, the
"IS" dimension is seen as being of medium-plus importance. However, this goal
area demonstrates the least smmount of discrepancy ova}all of "SHOULD BE" - ®Ig",
This is conasistent across the subgroups in that the aspiration for greater
freedom is relatively low in comparison to other goal areas. FParticularly, the
community representatives view thie goel area to be changed into reverse order
of direction. This means that the freedom currently provided should be reduced
in magnitude by a smaller amount. Their response patterns in three goal state-
ments are all reversed orders in direction, even though the discrepancles arse

rather small,

Table 17: Democratic Governence

In general, both undergraduate and graduate students tend to have the lower
"IS" means on goal statements. Their "IS" means tend to be at or slightly
below the medium point. Their discrepancy scoras.are also different from those
of the other constituencies in that they are the greatest in megnitude across
all goal gtatements. Undergraduate students, in particular, have the highesat
digcrepancy scores and the higheat "SHOULD BE" means for Democratic Governance.
For the goal statement 61, "Iu decentralize ‘decision making on the osmpus to the
graatest extent feasible," community reapondents feel that the deoision meking
on campus is et a point where it needs to be rather more centralized. With the
exception of the commnity representatives and the undergraduste and graduate
students on two of the four goal statements, the bulk of the responses indicate
that Democratic Governance is at least of medium imPortance at Frostburg State
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Collega and should be of high importanca.

JTable 18: GCo it

This table shows that, on tha avarage, the constituent groups are Viewing
that tha collage is putting a medfum leval of importance on the goal area of
Community, which comprises collega climate, morala, open communication, and
trust on the campus. Out of 4 goal statements, 3 goal atatements (59, 62, and
65) for the total group, were with asteriska. This means that each of %hese
threa Eoal statements for the total group, in the dimension of "éHOULD BE" means,
are one of the highest tan "SHOULD BE" means. The goal statemant 65 is with two
signe (astarisk and number). The "SHOULD BE" mean for this goal statement ia one
of the highest ten "SHOULD BE" means of a)l 90 goal statements. As well, the
discrepancy for this item is ona of the laréast tan discrepancy scores of all
goal statementa. In othar words, peopla on this campus aspire to go much furthar
to obtain a climate of mutual tyust and respect among all constituent groups
involved in collega operation.

Table 19: Intellectugl/Aegthetic Euviromment

This goal.area 1s characterigzed by "IS" means approaching the medium point
of 3.0 and relatively high "SHOULD HE" means on o above 4.0 with very large
discrepancies across the constituencies ranging from .89 to 1.44. Two of the
goal statements in this goal area, goal statemants 66 and 76, have discrepancy
valueé which are among the largest ten dlscrepancy values of the ninety goal
statements., In addition, goal statement 76, "To create an institution known
widaly as an intellectually exeiting and stimulating place,” hae extremely
high discrepanoy scores renging from 1.31 to 1.69. @he "SHOULD EE" mean for
the total sample for goal statement 76 ranks among tha ten highest of the ninety
goal statemente. -

One interesting point to nots is that goal statement 73, "To sponsor each

year a rich program of cultural events; a.g., lectures, concarts, and art

T
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exhibite," 1a seen as being of moderats importance presently. However, all
constituent groups are still aspiring to go further to reach extended richness
in this ares.

Jable 20: Innovation

One outstanding point here is that goal atatement 77, FTo create procedures
so that curricular and institutional innovations may be readily initiated," is
seen in the eyes of respondent groups as a moderately important goal. However,
their level of aspiration {or diesatisfaction) with the current condition is
cleal:ly indicated with one of the higheat dlscrepency scores. This means that the
group, as a total, desires to do much more. Acrosa the board, the conatituent
groups are exhiblting about the same pattern of importance for "IS" as well as
"SHOULD BE" dimensions. However, again across the board, administrators are
exhibiting much greater discrepancy scores than faculty members. Farticularly
for goal stat.ament 70, administrators® discrepency score is 1.50, uher;aa faculty
is 0.74. In genersl, it would appear that in every instence, in terms of each
goal statement, administrative staff feel a much greater nsed to expand and
facilitate innovation as compared to the faculty subgroup.

Table 21: Off-Campus Learning

In general, the pattern depicted in this chart indicates that off-campus
learning 1s regarded as having low importance at the present time at theﬁgo%}age.
With the exception of goal statement 68 and possibly gosl statement 72, o}fQZampus
learning is seen as not being of high importance for Frostburg Siata College,
especlslly in the involvbhsnt.oi degree programs, axtension courses, and on the’
basis of examination and experience criteria.

Table 22t Accountability/Effieiency

It would seem that generalities such as achieving goals of and sconesrn with

efficiency evoke very positive kinds of responses from all constituent subgroups
in terms of "where the college 1a" (around the medium point), and "whers the
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college should be" (close to or approaching 4.0 or higher). However, when the
particular goal statement deals with a specific arem such as "cost criteria®

or "gecountability in particular funding ereas,® £here is more in the way of
careful or cautious evaluation on the part of the subgroup. Data revealed that
facuity members are opposed to applying cost criteria to decide among alternative,
academic, and/or non-academie programs. Graduate students are opposed to "ecost
eriteria" as well. Administrators mre favorably disposed, but to a very slight

degrrens In the area of accountability to funding sources for program effective-

ness--the facully again feels that thies is a relatively important arems at the
present time; but this importance should be perhaps slightly diminished, whereas
the other subgroups feel, to a moderate extent, that 1t!s importance, presently
held at the medium point, shnuid be increased. There is an espiration exhi-
bited that we should be inore efficient and effective in achieﬁing college goals
and in college operations.

Tableg 23 and 24: Miscellaneous Goals _

Tables 23 and 24 contaln the results for the ten "Miscellaneous Gosl State-
ments" contained in the Inventory, tut not inecluded in any of the twenty goal
areas. These goal statements are somewhat independent of others and important
enough to be included in this Inventory. However, their contents are not
directly applicable to be inecluded in any of the goal areas. The ways‘of inter-
preting results pertaining to these "Miscellaneouz Goals"™ aye the sane as those
applicable to other goal areas and goal statements.

. One can make the logleal reduetion to & greater or lesser degree that
goal statementaf 8, (having to do with planning), 85 (having to do with citizen
involvement in planning), 838 (systematic evaluation), 89 (interpretation of
college purposes and work of the inetitution to citizens off campus), and
90 (the achievement of consensus with regard to college gonls), can be regarded

as & constellastion of items centering around the concepts of planning, evalua-
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The pattern of responses among

; tion, goal setting, and articulation of goals,

the constituencies, with regard to this constellation of itema, indicates that

adminigtrative staff, in gensral. feel that our activities along these dimensions

currently are at a relatively low ebb, Their high discrepancy acores indicate

great aspirations for the future to improve aand to heighten the * artance of these
activities, This is conslstent across these five -oal statements, The faculty
members tend to regurd most uf thase areas as being of medium importance at the
present time, and of belng moderate to high importance for the future.

Coal statement 12, reading, "To ensure that students uhoHE;aduate achieve
some level of reading, writing, and pathematic competency," 1s viewed as
currently being of medium importance by all ths copatitusncies. But they -
attached. on the average, high importance to this goal =rea, An interesting
fact to note 1s that studenfec both undergraduate and graduate, atteched less
importance to the "SHOULD BE" dimensicn of this gosl than other groups--~faculty,
administrators, and community representatives., Ferseotions of.five corstituent
groups split into tuo_gi?farent patterns,

Tables 25 and 26+ Local Option gnestion: Graduate Studles

Tables 25 and 26 present the responses to ten items prepared by the ad hoe
committee of the Graduate Faculty, which is dealing with the goals and objectives
of the graduate program. What foliows represents a brief summary of the responses
to these itens,

In the first place? gtudents seem to be telllng us that we need to be doing
more with regard to finﬁucial supporti,, access t0 and inteoduction of new pre zanms.
Other constifuvent groups, in general, are less expressive than students. In
genersl, it is believed that the Jollege should be dolng much more to introduce
new educational Specialtidgkin the M.Ed. dagrée proirar as well as diversify
our program ¢ le  «.» It 18 aleo belleved that the College should be doing much

mhrre 1n the - ¢ ontering ¢ooperative arrangements with other institutions.

blym
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At the same time, however, with the exception of graduate students and under-
graduates to a legser deglee, the same positiveness in directlion 1s not evidenced
in terms of supplying graduate programs with a larger proporticn of College
resources. It is one thing to be eager to do new and different things. It is
quite another to be willing to gay for 1t at ihe uxpense of other programs.

The quality of the gruduate program is percelved to be generally at the
mediun point with gome need for improvement, although not a great need; The
faculty, administration,and graduate students feel that the College should demon-

strate some diversity in programming as evidenced in goal statement 96, . This

fealing is reflected in several other items and generally gserves to provide oS

the "_theme" of réaponaa to these locally prepared items for graduate studies.

m &7 and 28: Local Option Questionss  Institutionel

Tables 27 and 28 present perceptions {"IS") and opinions (“SHOULD BE“} of
the respondents to ten question items prepared by the writsrs, which pertain to
various institutional services and specific objectives of sub-units of the
College. Each ite: 1s independent of others, and needs to be treated separately.
Summries of items are briefly provided in the following remarka.

It appeavs that, in general, students are getting a fairly satisfactory
amount of reedback from moat of the faculta;' members ag to their academic
progress. However, the respondents express opinions that greater importance
must be placed on this goel. ‘

A gimilar result to the preceding item is found in the counseling service
area. Gosl gtatement 102, "To adaquately receive educational, vocational,
and personal counseling services from the Counaelin.g Center," presents that
ail constituent groups view the importance currently given to this goal is more
than medium importance and + <arther placed high importance on the “SHOLLD BE"
dimension.

Data pertaining to goal statement 103 show that conastituent groups viewed
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the area of "Speclal Instructional Services" as low importance on the "IS"
dinension an’ medium-high ;pportnnce on the "SHOULD BE" diwmensions. The under-
graduate studants regarded thia area more importantly than others.
It would seem that all constituent groupe except community rapresentatiVeﬁ
" emphasized that the College ashould be placing higher priority on providing enocugh

volumes of instruction-related books in the Framptom Library. The magnitude

of the “"SHOULD BE" mean is the sams as one of the ten largest contained in the
ninety goﬁl statements. Data here indicates that this item needs to be conaidered
as one of the high priority items.

The undergraduate students expressed greater interest in the area of student
financial alde. They are more oconcerned about the College's offering financial
alds to a greater mumber of studenta than other groups..

It 1s bdligved that the College ehould devote much more emphasis: to

. Providing innovative and exciting teaching-learniﬁg experiences; to help students
become aware of thelr education potentialities; and to offer diversified
baccalaureate programs. Goal Statement 107, "To help atuéenta become sware of their
educatinnal Potentialities," again received the "SHOULD BE"™ mean as high as one
of the ten higheat soores of the ninety goal statements. . K

Faculty members, undergraduatee, and administratore indicated that the
residence hall experience ghould be medium-high importance. The item pertain?ng
t0 open admisaion policy is viewed by the respondents as that the current open-

_hess is about the maximum level the College should open. The faculty revaaleé
that the direction of the openness of current admission Practlices should bo
reverged.

" Tables 29, 30, and 21+ Graduste Studies Progren

Tables 29, 30, and 31 Provide gummaries of items which asked respondents
to select thase graduate program directions in which the Golleg? ahould be moving.
The three tables tell their stary with little ambiguity. Table 29 reveals that
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the M,Ed, degree program should be concentrating on'new and different areas such
as Special Ejucation. Table 30 reveals that General Management should bs, in
a continuing sense, the main emphasis of the M.S. in Menagement program, Table
31 indicates that, given the ten areas included, new masters degree prograns
should be developed in the acieﬁoe-oriented and applied areas such as Environ-
mental Studies, Computer Sclence, fuidence and Counselinyg, Social Work, and
Blology as opposed to other aress. The findiugs of Tables 29, 30, and 31 are
oonsistent'uith'the reaponaes of goal statementa 91 through 100 which also deal
with graduate programs.

Table 32: Undergraduate Major Field

Table 32 presents the summary of last three items in the Inventory as
ta offerings of current and prospective undergradur.te major fields. This table
1s self-oxplanatory., Major fields ranked in the top ten,‘fram the highest, are
Fnvironmentsl Studies, Special Education, Business Administration, Computer
Science, Recreational Education, Human Services, Liberal Studles, Philosophy,
Psychology, Mathematics, and Business Education.

Conclusions

As one might guess, it is very difficult to draw conclusions for a goal
inventory of this magnitude. In examining goal areas, we lose the varlability
of response to individual items, some of which may have significant import
for the College; On the other hané, when each item is examined as a free-
standing entity one cannot truly assess the "spirit" or the "flavor" of the
institution.

What follows 1s an attempt to articulate the Pspirit" of Frostburg State
College as ravealed “hruvzh the Institutionsl Goals Inventory,

Seen as & heslthy sign i3 the great value placed upon intellectual orien-
tation and the felt need for greater movement toward the heilghtening of the

importance of this goal on the campus, It has been clearly expressed that
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the intellectual crjentaticn ghould be the highest priority for the College and
that we believe there ia great room for dmprovement in the realizaiion of thise
goal. Along thyse same lines is the collective belief that the College should

be doing a great deal more to enhence the personal development (self-confidence,
understanding, identification of peraonal goals) of individual students within

& climate of mutual trust and reapect in a setting of intellectucl atiﬁulation.
With regard to this climate of opeénness and mutual trust, it seems that we are by
no means in danger, but we have a long way to go before we are whaere we should be.

{ne geta the lmpression t@s@_tha Colfege 13 a rather traditional kind of
place from an examination of such goal areas as vocational preparation,
innovation, >ff-campus learning, and accountability/efficiency. Vocational
preparation is actuslly a very important goal area for the Collegs, but cue item
on that scale misdirecfgadtﬁe entire scale. The importance of this goal is clearly
demonstrated in the ordering of degree programs {tables 29~32). Newer educational
thrusts such as off-campus learning and innovation ltself are not made much of.

Acccuntability means different things to different people. At Frostburg it
tends to mean the ability to express the value of what we are doing and achieving
alveit in non-monetary terms. There 1s an obvious reluctance to express
educational outcomes in dollars end centa.

There 1s an apparent need for planning, goal-setting, and articulation of
College goals and objectives. This need is evidenced in the contradictory nature
of many sets of }eaponsea to related itema. Desirwes are readily expressed in
many cases tut there is an unuillingneba to indicate what mast be subordinated
to those desires. 4 trade-off must be made and this implles & need for systematic
evaluation and planning whether one wanta to or not.

With regard to graduate education,it appears that students place a great
deal more value on the importance of this goal than do the faculty and administra-

tion, particularly the latter. This situation may result in the question:
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"Who do we gervel™
New degres programa for the undergraduate level are shown in Table 32, If
- we take the ra;tkinga in Table 32 closely, then we might think seriously about
programs in environmental studies, speclal education, computer science, recrea-

tional education and luman gervices.

At the graduate level, special educg}ion, vocational education, early child-
hood education, and tusiness education ’niiﬁ’ght be new M,Ed. concentrations, while
the need for M.A. and M.S. degrees appears to be a confused issue aince the two
most highly weighted choices have no undergraduate major. New programs again -
raises the question of trade~offs. Since We cannot be all things to sll people
within the framework of a limiting economic systam, we must decide what we reslly
should be doing and fér whom. ' |

The results of this investigation could provide a very good, 1f not excellent,
point of departure for a éollego-wide planning effort. If we accapt externsl
presgures as a fact of life; 1f we accept the economic 1eality of public higher
education as being.a governwental commodity; and if we accept the concept that we,
as a College, possess the personal and collective commiiment to design ocur future,

the time for arranging our prioritiss could possibly never be bette:.
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