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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Higher Education in Saudi Arabia:

An Overview

In order to give a more clear understanding of how the students, the
faculty and the administrators of the institutions of higher education in
Saudi Arabia might perceive the goals of these institutions, a brief
review of the development of institutions of higher education was deemed
necessary.

The concern about higher education goes back to the early years of
the foundation of Saudi Arabia. Thus, in November of 1926, a resolution
was issued regarding the establishment of the First Council of Education,
providing that its members had to lay down an educational policy in the
western ;tovince of the country that took into consideration a number of
basic priniciples. One of these priniciples was to have four educational
stages: preparatory, elementary, secondary, and higher. However, the
urgent need for competent citizens in thevvarious‘specialities was a case
which could not be postponed until the formation of the higher education
system in the kingdom. The state, therefore, started sending educational
missions abroad, especially to the United States and Europe. However,
because of the increasing need for preparing the required numbers of
teachers in various disciplines, the College of Islamic Law was estah-

lished in 1948 in Mecca. This marked the beginning of the era of



Higher Education in Saudi Arabia. Four years later two other colleges—-
the College of Shar'ia and the College of Arabic Studies in Riyadh--were
founded for the same purposes (Saudi Arabia, Ministry of Educationm,
1967).

In 1957, the University of Riyadh, later the University of King
Saud, opened its doors for the first time with 21 students in the College
of Arts and 10 students in the College of Sciences (Saudi Arabia,
Ministry of Higher Education, 1979). The objectives and functions of
this university and of higher education in general has been outlined
by the Saudi government as follows:

1. The reproduction of Islamic values, ideas; and ways of 1life,

2. The training of professional and skilled manpower,

3. The production of new knowledge that contributes to the
solution of society's problems, and

4, TFinally, the,particiﬁation in community and public services
(A1-Sabab, 1976, p. 1).

To achieve these objectives, the Saudi government in the last 10
years (1970-1980) has reformed, developed, and expanded drastically its
system of education. Consequently, the number of universities in the
country has incrased from three to seven, and another two universities
are under consideration (i.e., the University of Women at Riyadh and the
University of Taif at Taif). In addition, there are five higher insti-
tutes and 20 junior colleges spreading throughout the country. The rate
of expansion in the three major universities is tremendous and out of
proportion. For example, in the University of King Saud the enrollment
increased in 1976 by 71 percent, and in the University of King Abdul Aziz
the increase was 76 percent. The total student population in univer-

sities arose from 13,093 in 1975 to 42,957 in 1980 (Al-Sabab, 1980).



Faheem (1982) indicated that this drastic and unplanned expansion of
enrollments would hardly help the effectiveness_ and natural growth of
theseﬁinspitgFions. It may actually aggrevate the many problems of
the system of higher education in the country, for the Saudi universities

already suffer from the current and general problems facing universities
r—— e 2 ST e s A

in underdeveloped countries.

The unprecedented expansion of higher education in Saudi Arabia }

brought new types of students, and the new students tend to complicate

A e,

gogl defigitions. Furthermore, this expansion of higher education insti-
tutions will 1ead to increasing demands for accountability in light of
institutional goals and practices.

The goals of colleges and universities are sometimeé myth, and at
other times, it is taken for granted that they are related to teaching,
research, and/or public service. However, the purpose of the Saudi edu-
cational system should be defined with reference to the Saudi values,
culture, and principles. It is appropriate, therefore, to ask institu-
tions of higher education in Saudi Arabia about their mission and institu-—
ional goals, and how they are implemented. For the Saudi institution to
play an effective role, it must have a certain direction. This direction
is always stated as the goal of the organization.

The area of concern for this study was tﬁe identification of the
goals of three higher education institutions in Saudi Arabia and how they
were perceived by the students, faculty, and administrators of each insti-
tution. The result of this study will, hopefully, assist Saudi educators
and administrators in bringing increased clarity to ongoing efforts
regarding institutional goals and the role of higher education in

general.



Statement of the Problem

In 1977, Mohammed Kashmeeri, a Saudi doctoral student at the Uni-
versity of Oklahoma, conducted a study of "College and University Goals
in Saudi Arabia."” Kashmeeri's study aimed at identifying the goals of
higher education in Saudi Arabia as they were perceived by the students,
the faculty, and the administrators at the three major institutiouns of
higher education in the Kingdom: Riyadh University (now the University
of King Saud), University of Petroleum and Minerals, and King Abdul Aziz
University. This investigator will attempt to replicate the Kashmeeri
study at three universities which the previous study did not cover: Imam
Muhammad Ibn Saud Islamic University, Umm Al-Qura University, and King
Faisal University. Kashmeeri's study will provide the basic design which

this replicated study will employ.

Hypotheses

The study calls for the testing of four hypotheses. These are:

1. There are no significant differences in the perceived
importance of institutional goals among administrators,
faculty, and students over all the three universities as
measured by the Institutional Goal Inventory.

2. There are no significant differences in the perceived
importance of institutional goals at each of the three
universities across groups as measured by the Institutional
Goal Inventory.

3. There are no significant differences in the perceived
importance of institutional goals between Saudi and
non—Saudi faculty members over all the three universities
as measured by the Institutional Goal Inventory.

4, There are no significant differences in the perceived
importance of institutional goals between Saudi and
non—-Saudi faculty members at each one of the three
universities as measured by the Institutional Goal
Inventory.




Significance of the Study

Perhaps the most significant facts about Saudi Arabia are the rapid
social, educational, and economic changes. Much of the stimulus for the
rapid change is a direct outgrowth of interaction with other advanced and
developing countries, of the steadily increasing income from oil, and of
the effort on the part of the Saudis to advance their nation. This
effort involves, among other things, the coastruction of higher edu-
cational institutions, which are to be related to the society's most
urgent needs (Rasheed, 1972).

The institutions of higher education increased from one university in
1957 to seven universities in 1980, and this expansion was accompanied by
a tremendous expansion of the junior colleges and higher institutes.
These institutions, in many instances, rapidly added courses and programs,
which brought some duplication in many areas. In order to respoand to all
of these changes in the country, all higher education institutions need to
define or redefine their mission and goals. Any study, therefore, that
will contribute to the techniques for goal clarification within an insti-
tution of Saudi higher education will be of potential value for it may
assist in formulating institutional policies, in making decisions on new
programs, in developing educational plans, and in guiding the budgeting
and fiscal allocation processes. Moreover, the general higher education
mission is often perceived differently by different subgroups of the
institutional environment. Therefore, when the institution identifies
goals and goal differences as perceived by students, administrators, and
faculty members, the institution should be in a better position to plan a

more unified mission for the future.



Definition of Terms

For a clear understanding of this study, the following frequently
used terms are defined.

Saudi Arabia: Saudi Arabia is a country occupying over two-thirds

of the Arabian peninsula. It is located in Southwest Asia, with 895,000
square miles of area and more than five million people.

Organization: An institution of higher education is considered a

formal organization. The term is construed to mean an ensemble of
individuals who perform distinct but interrelated and coordinated
functions for the sole purpose of achieving some goals (Carver and
Sergiovanni, 1969).

Perception: Personal judgment by participants regarding emphasis
placed on institutional goals.

Administrators: Those administrative officers who hold positions

of director or department head and above in the administrative hierarchy
within the institution.

Faculty: Any full-time staff member holding academic rank who is
not an administrator.

Institutional Goals: Those perceived future states which

administrators, faculty, and students tend to agree are presently

important (Etzioni, 1964).

Limitations of the Study

This study is limited to only three higher education insti-
tutions in Saudi Arabia; hence, generalization of the results to other

institutions is limited. Participation was limited to faculty, students,



and administrators of these three institutions. The results of this study

are limited to the general time period in which the study was conducted.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature in an
attempt to provide basic background for this study. bThere are three
dimensions to this research that will be considered: (1) to investigate
the concept of institutional goals, (2) to deal with the question of
what the aim of higher education should be, and (3) to review the

research on college and university goals.
The Concept of Institutional Goals

Organizational goals are the essence of institutions. Any system
which comes into being is intended to attain some kind of goal. The
conceptual models of Parsons, Etzioni, and Simon will serve as the basis
for describing institutional goals and goal attainment.

Etzioni (1964) defined an organizational goal in this way:

The organizational goal is that future state of affairs which

the organization as a collectivity is trying to bring about.

It is in part affected by the goals of the top executives,

those of the board of directors, and those of the rank and

file. It is determined sometimes in a peaceful consultation,

sometimes in a power play among the various organizational

divisions, plants, ranks and 'personalities' (p. 6).

Peterson and Uhi (1977, p. 5) believed that a goal is "a desired
condition, either to be achieved or maintained.” Therefore, an institu-

tional goal is "an ideal condition that the institution can continuously

seek to maximize or to perfect; that is, a goal can remain, even though,



according to some index, it has been achieved.”

Hall (1972, pp. 81-82) said that organizational goals were "the
creation of individuals, singly or collectively” and that "the deter-—
mination of goals for collective action becomes a standard by which the
collective action is judged."” Hall also observed that the three com-—
monly stated goals of colleges and uﬁiversities—-teaching, research, and
public service——are too broad to serve as guides for organizational
analysis or practice.

Organizations are purposely set for the achievement of certain
goals. According to Parsons (1956) érganizétions are marked off from
other kinds of social systems because the problem of goal attainment
takes precedence over all other kinds of prdblems. He maintains that
such organizations contain subunits which can in turn be considered as
subunits of a large system. Each subunit has its particular goals to
fulfill which are oriented toward achieving the overall goals of the
whole organizationm.

March and Simon (1958) pointed out that formal organizations
distinguish between two types of goals, operational and nonoperational.
Operational goals were defined as the extent to which it is possible to
observe and test how well goals gre‘being achieved. Nonoperational
goals, however, are recognized when a means of testing actions is
perceivced not to relate a particular goal or criterion with possible
courses of action.

Etzioni (1964) pointed out that the actual effectiveness of a
specific organization is determined by the degree to which it realizes
its goals. To him when an organization has a goal which is limited and

concrete, it is comparatively easy to measure effectiveness, but if the
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organizational goal is continuous, measurement is more difficult.

Simon (1945) viewed organizational goals as dynamic and continually
changing. He held that the concept of a single simple goal for an
organization should be abandoned in favor of the idea of multiple goals.
The objectives of an organization, as he indicated, must appeal to those
for whom those objectives have personal values so that they will con-
tinue to sustain it. Thus, goals are constantly adapted to the changing
values of the participants.

Institutional goals have been categorized by some researchers
as (1) output goals, which can be described as the ends that institutiom
seeks to realize (Gross in Baldridge, 1971) 6r outcome goals (Peterson
and Uhi, 1977), (2) support goals which facilitate the attainment of
those ends and help the organization to survive in the enviroument,
ensure its smooth running, bring about or ensure motivated participation
by all members in the organization and finally ensure the organization's
position among similar organizations (Cross and Grambsch, 1969), and (3)
strategic goals (Rausch, 1980, p. 38) "which are the bhig goals, usually
fairly long-range, which help to move an institution, an office, or a
department in the direction of its mission.”

"0fficial" and "operative" goals are another category of goals
according to Perrow (1961, p. 857). ' The official ones are the general
purposes of the organization as put forth in the charter, annual
reports, public statements by key executives and other authoritative
pronouncements, where the operative goals are the intended end results,
to be brought about through the implementation of the policies of the
organization. FEach of these categories may be divided further:

"outcome" goals are the ends which the organization is seeking to attain;
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"process” goals are the means through which the organization sustains
itself and through which it attempts to achieve its desired outcome
goals. There are also the philosophical goals (mission statements) which
represent according to Rausch (1980) the highest-level goals for organi-
zations. He indicated that philosophical goals are not meant to be

achieved in the near future. They include such qualifying words as

"best, " "fastest,"” and "most.” And they are to be achieved in the long

run. He stated that:
« « o the individual members of an organization seldom are
directly concerned with achieving the organization's philo-
sophical goals . . . people work primarily on operational
levels, and as the goals at these levels are being achieved,
the entire organization also achieves strategic goals and thus
moves in the direction of the mission statement (Rausch, 1980,
p. 36).

Further, although "these philosophical goals are rarely guides for

action, they offer a sense of direction and purpose” (Rausch, 1980,

p. 37).

Goal priortities are one of the difficult tasks that face every
organization. This refers to the relative importance attached to these
goals by the institutions. Priorities become important when an institu-
tion must decide how to respond to diverse demands and when the
resources of the organization are limited.

Thompson and McEwen (1958) stated:

Competition is one process whereby the organization's choice
of goals is partially controlled by the environment. It
tends to prevent unilateral or arbitrary choice of organi-
zational goals, or to correct such a choice if one is made.
Competition for society's support is an important means of
eliminating not ounly inefficient organizatiouns but also
those that seek to provide goods or services the environment
is not willing to accept (p. 26).

Goal priorities are influenced by the differences of constituencies

according to their roles and role expectations in the institution.
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"There is one nearly universal common denominator, namely that the
concept pertains to the behaviors of particular persons, or category of
persons” (Biddle and Thomas, 1966, p. 29).

Similarly, Henderson and Henderson (1975) pointed out:

The faculty wants to be consulted. Students demand to be

involved. Interest grounds of various types organize into

unions or other power blocks and intervene in the process.

Trustees may approve or disapprove (p. 200).

Richman and Farmer (1974) analyzed this problem in this way:

It is relatively easy to set out various righteous statements

about what the universities are trying to do or should be

doing. But to the extent the goals are real, then dollars are

allocated to achieve them, and someone, somehow, has to decide

which goals are relevent and which are not. One of the

hardest part of the goal process is to figure out what the

goal priorities should be. Evaluation of goal achievement is

equally difficult, and equally important (p. 93).

Although all organizational theorists seem to agree upon the signi-
ficance of the clarification of the organization's goals, it rarely has
been considered for college and university management. The reason as
argued by Richman and Farmer (1974) is that it did not matter too much
what universities and colleges did because they were minor activities in
the total setting and used relatively few resources. However, they
indicated that the years since 1945 have brought changes. Budgets have
grown, and interest in budgets has also grown. Financial supporters are
wondering what they are getting for their money, and university admin-
istrations have to respond.

Cuthbertson (1961), Vice President for Finance at Stanford
University, spoke about the clarity of goals in this manner:

Probably each of our schools embraced a great statement of

purpose at the time of its founding, and these statements

undoubtedly stirred public support and applause. They may

bear repeating, and they undoubtedly will continue to provide

inspiration. But what the public needs now is a statement for
now——a statement from each institution and from each segment
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of higher education as to where it is going in the light of

today's world, a world which seems to threaten the goals of

our free society (p. 197).

Etzioni (1964) indicated that the real goals of the organization
can only be determined from investigation of organizational process.

Sometimes organizations go so far as to abandon their initial

goals and pursue new ones more suited to the organization's

needs. This is what we mean when we say that the organ-

izational goal becomes the servant of the organization rather

than its master (p. 5).

Corson (1973) spoke to the lack of clearly stated purposes in the
university charter, indicating that the university's charter states its
purpose in very vacuous and general terms which provide little guidance
to the members of the organization. He stated that:

A central reason for such generality of purpose is that the

discovery and transmission of knowledge is achieved by many

and varied approaches, and the search for new knowledge is

often directed toward unspecifiable goals . . . . A second

reason for such generality, as reflected in the day-to-day

operations of the college or university, lies in the even more

varied concerns of the several factions that make up the

university (p. 157).

Also, Warriner (1969) in his studies of associations has found that
the statements of purpose asserted in the basic documents and reaffirmed
by the members are often quite irrelevant to what goes on in the
organization or to the consequences of organizational activities. He

pointed out that they seldom reflect changes through time in direction

of effort and activity.
Mission of Higher Education

Philosophers and educators have for centuries debated the aims

and purposes for higher education. TIn his book, A Search for

Understanding, Pullias (1968) expressed the nature and purpose of higher

education as follows:



way:

14

The essence of the higher learning is the search for truth

and its relation to all of life; a search expressed through
(a) the study of the experience and achievements of man,
especially the best he has achieved; (b) the 'imaginative
consideration' of the implications of that achievement for the
present and the future; and (c) the persistent study of all
aspects of reality by direct observations . . . . The central
goal is the full development of the whole person and involves
knowledge, attitudes, values, and skills. The man so educated
will be somewhat wiser than he would have been because of his
awareness of what he does not know and has not become; he
catches the vision of man as he can and should be (p. 18).

Newman (1959) described the justification of the university in this

University training is the great ordinary means to a great but
ordinary end, it aims at raising the intellectual tone of
society, at cultivating the public mind, at purifying the
national taste. It is the education which gives a man a clear
conscious view of his own opinions and judgments, a truth in
developing them, an eloquence in expressing them. It teaches
him to see things as they are, to go right to the point, to
disentangle a skein of thought, to detect what is sophisti-
cated, and to discard what is irrelevant. It shows him how to
accommodate himself to others, how to throw himself into their
state of mind, how to bring before them his own, how to influ-
ence them, how to come to an understanding with them (pp. 191~
192).

The mission of higher education has been discussed by several other

well-known writers such as Perkins (1966), who contended that there are

three related aspects of knowledge which should be the mission of the

university and these are: acquistion, transmission, and application.

Perkins (1973) also pointed out that in recent years another function has

been added to the three traditional missions of university which are

teaching, research, and public service: that of achieving an ideal

democratic community within the institutionm.

This new mission stems from the notion that the policies of
the universities must conform to the social aspirations of its
members and that its very style and organization must conform
to the idea of a democratic society (p. 12).

The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education (1973) indicated that
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there are three central philosophical views of the primary purposes of
higher education which have inspired the educators to establish and
develop colleges and universities over the centuries. As they put it

« « o much of the current intellectual debate about and the
struggle over the purposes of higher education has roots, often
unnoticed, in these three views:

(1) Searching For Values. The essence of this view is that
there are eternal truths in the universe or ultimate values
which have been discovered or which can be discovered; that
there is an eternal world behind the changing perceptions of
the actual world.

(2) Pursuing New Knowledge. Truth, from this point of view, is
more related to current facts, including facts about the
physical universe, and is always being discovered and tested
and applied anew. It will be found, in an expending and
changing universe, through analysis of current experience and
through experimentation.

(3) Supporting A Designated Social Structure. The starting

point for this approach is one particular, envisioned,

perfected society whether anarchy, or democracy, or the

socialist state, or the 'cultural revolution' triumphant, or

whatever (Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, (1973,

p. 187).

The expansion of knowledge and the freedom of the pursuit of truth
was and still is one of the main concerns of many authors. Academic
freedom has also been emphasized on every occasion. It is one of the

. . . . . » .
central issues of many higher education institutions. For instance, the

Bulletin of the University of New Hampshire (1971) stated:

The University of New Hampshire has two transcendent goals—-—the
transmission of knowledge and the pursuit of truth-—-which con-
tribute to the intellectual development of its students and the
general well-being of society. Free inquiry and free
expression are indispensable to the attainment of these goals.
As members of the academic community, students are encouraaged
to develop capacity for critical judgment and to engage in a
sustained and independent search for truth. Freedom to teach
and freedom to learn are inseparable facets of academic
freedom. Neither is complete or meaningful without the other.
Unless teachers are free not only to seek the truth, as they
see it, but to express it, the student may be deprived of
valuable insights and judgments. Unless students are free to
inquire and to challenge, the teacher is deprived of one of the
surest guides to his own effectiveness in the classroom (p. 3).
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Several noted writers in the field of higher education have dis-
cussed the current state of goal diffusion in higher education and its
potential impact. 1In 1965, Gardner indicated that colleges and universi-
ties should clarify their missions and purposes and must have a distinct
identity. He pointed out that if a college and university is
to preserve its charter as a community, and forge for itself a distinc-
tive identity and role in the vast clutter of scholarly, scientific, and
instructional activities, it will have to have a considerable measure of
internal coherence and morale. It is also important that leaders in
higher education institutions take into consideration the input of
internal and external constituents on the institutional mission and
goals. The pofential advantages of goal clarification and assessment
include: 1increased accountability, reduced risk of stagnation, demysti-
fication, maintenancetof ethical standards, error reduction, more
effective allocation of resources and restoration of the public trust
(Fenske, 1974).

On the other hand, many noted authorities have admitted that the
conflicting missions and purposes is a real problem in the institutions
of higher education. The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education (1973,
p. 100) stated that: "Conflict over purposes does exist — more in
connection with some purposes than others. We believe that elements of
this controversy will confront higher education for the rest of this cen-
tury at least.” They indicated that specific subjects of controversy
will include disputes (1) over the proper attention to be given to the
developmental growth of students, (2) over equality of educational oppor-
tunity versus equality of academic results, and (3) over direct partici-

pation of institutions of higher education in political controversies.
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However, major social changes in the 1960s and 1970s have had consider-
able impact on the fuunctioning of institutions of higher education,
their student bodies, and their academic programs. As Peterson and Uhi
(1977) put it:

In consequence, there has been widespread division and con-

flict, within and without the campus, over the goals these

institutions should appropriately serve. In varying degrees,

many colleges and universities now find themselves intermnally

polarized about their missions. Likewise, large portions of

the public are sharply at odds with what they perceive many

colleges to be doing (p. 3).

As an attempt to overcome this organizational problem, several
authorities have suggested processes by which goal conflicts in higher
education may be resolved. Richman and Farmer (1974) stated that the
first question to ask is what the organization is trying to achieve?
That is, what outputs, outcomes, or results are sought and expected?
Further, how can it be determined if these outcomes are actually
obtained? These questions lead to consideration of goals systems and
the evaluation and measurement of results.

Cohen and March (1974) have proposed two steps in order to avoid
goals conflict. The first step is the evaluation of the goals of the
institution; the second step is establishing the goal system Which is
more relevant to the needs of the institution. The result of their
study indicated that the specific cfiteria mentioned most with regard to
institutional goal success included the following ranked in order of
response frequency: (1) quiet campuses, (2) growth, (3) quality of the
faculty, (4) educational programs, (5) respect of faculty, (6) respect

of community, (7) respect of studenté, (8) financial positions, and (9)

quality of students.
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Nader (1972) argued that higher education fails to make students
responsive because of what it sees as its primary mission. He maintaine
that the greatest obstacle to higher education making students more
responsive is the basic educational philosophy of most schools: to
train students to get jobs. He further pointed out that as long as the
university or college curriculum is a mirror image of the latest job
demands of industry or government, we are not going to give the students
opportunities to prepare themselves to cope with forces that are going
to be far more serious than employment forces. He stated that "higher
education needs to get down to empirical information—--the kind that will
motivate a student to learn more on his or her own" (p. 38). Education
must provide the kind of information that will make a more complete and
responsive citizen after graduation——the kind of information that
responds from year to year to new conditions and new challenges out
there in society, which the educational process is somehow supposed to
be relating to and observing.

Finally, Chamberlain and Pﬁgh (1978) in their study of university
goals, have dealt with the questiop of what the goals of universities
should be. They admitted that there has never been full agreement on
what should be the appropriate goals for a university. They indicated
that different goals have even dominated different eras. Any discus-—
sion, therefore, of the relationship of goal articulation and community
viability must begin with the goals which are generally associated with
the university. They spoke to the goal of American higher education and
pointed out that it went through four stages. They are:

1. The original goal of American higher education was personal

development through acculturation to the liberal arts

and to moral principles. This goal directed the form and
function of imstitutions for nearly 300 years, right up to
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our present era. This goal generally is viewed as no less
important today despite strong competition and is found
articulated normally in the undergraduate offerings of the
university.

2. A second goal of the university also was introduced early
and this was an economic one. With the practical needs of
a developing nation clearly defined, craft, vocational,
and industrial education were introduced and assumed to be
a means for creating an economically free and wealthy
society characterized by self-reliant individuals. This
goal is considered well-developed today and finds artic-
ulation through the various vocational and professional
schools and programs of the university.

3. A third goal of the university is a political one.
The American university is viewed as a means for
giving increasing numbers an education so they can be
effective members of a democracy and to assure some
equality of opportunity so that deprivations of one
generation will not be passed on to succeeding ones. This
goal is very evident today as indicated by university
minority enlistments, open admissions opportunities, and
specifically affirmative action programs which are man-
dated by law.

4, Still a fourth goal of the university dates to the begin-
ning of the land-grant movement and rests on a premise that
a university has a responsibility to serve all society.
The university is seen as a means for society's develop-
ment and also as an instrument of national policy, most
particularly dealing with basic research. This research

emphasis has greatly contributed to an unprecedented knowledge
expansion (Chamberlain and Pugh, 1978, pp. 321-322).

Research on College and University Goals

Although the formulation and pursuip of institutional goals have
long been subjécts of investigation at the college and university level,
the study of organizational goals has generated much interest in recent
years. In view of their importance in the present study, this sectiom
will discuss a selected number of these studies and the emphasis that
they represent.

Perhaps some of the earliest research on the goals of higher educa-

tion was conducted in 1959 by Baldridge, who did a survey at New York
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University in order to assess faculty perspectives on the university
goals. A total of 569 faculty members were asked to rank the importance
of nine university goals. The goal rankings were as follows: (1)
teaching graduate students, (2) teaching undergraduate students, (3)
research, (4) maintenance of university conditions attractive to excel-
lent scholars, (5) enhancement of the reputation of the university, (6)
maintenance of a scholarly atmosphere, (7) preservation of the cultural
heritage, (8) applications of knowledge to life situations, and (9)
solution of problems of great natioqal and international concern. All
goals were ranked fairly high. The scores ranged from 5.6 to 8.3, which
made it difficult to assess priorities. Richman and Farmer (1974)
pointed out that the Baldridge study revealed a lack of specificity,
there was no attention given to students' personal and intellectual
development and vocational preparation, and very little consideration
was given to the needs of financial supporters, the local community, or
the outside world generally.

In 1968, a research group at Columbia University surveyed all
college and university academic deans concerning the goals of their
institutions. The deans were to respond on 64 goal statements to the
extent that their institution placed importance on each of the different
goals. The results of this study indicated that different type institu-
tions emphasized different goals; however, certain goals were considered
important universally. Through further statistical analysis of the
responses, five general categories of goals were identified: (1) orien-
tation toward research and instruction, (2) orientation toward instru-
mental ﬁraining, (3) orientation toward social development of students,
(4) democratic orientation (participatory campus governance), and (5)

orientation toward development of resources (physical expansion).
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University Goals and Academic Power (Gross and Grambsch, 1968) was

the first significant empirical effort to study institutional goals.
Their study described university goals in 1964 as they were perceived by
the administrators, faculty, and students of 68 universities in the
United States. They came up with a technique which they claimed would
find out the following: (1) university goals, (2) what the faculty and
the administrators think the goals should be, (3) whether there is a
relationship between the locus of power in a university and the kinds of
goals the institution pursues, and (4) whether the differences (if any)
between the faculty and administrator perceptions and conceptions of

the goals are great enough to be of concern. The instrument used in

this research included consideration of 47 goals, classified in four
categories of output goals (student—expressive, student instrumental,
research, and direct service) and foﬁr categories of support goals (adap-
tation, management, motivation, and position). Participants were asked to
rate the 47 goals according to their perceptions of each goal's actual
importance (is) and its preferred importance (should be) in their par-
ticular institution.

Based on responses from 4,493 administrators and 2,729 faculty,
Gross and Grambsch found that the faculty and administrators were in
agreement that things are the way they ought. to be, or the gap between
present and preferred goals was very small, especially among the highest
and lowest ranked goals. Interesting findings included: the ranking of
academic freedom as the number one perceived and preferred goal and the
relative low ratings of goals directly relating to students, e.g., the
provision of student activities, emphasis on undergraduate education at

the expense of graduate education. In 1969, the Gross and Grambsch
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inventory was revised and applied to 14 liberal arts colleges. This
study was sponsored by the Danforth Foundation and was administered to a
sample of administrators, faculty members, and students at these
colleges. The purpose was to assist the institutions in better under-
standing their goals and in determining if differences did exist between
universities and small private, liberal arts colleges with limited
resources. The study again showed significant agreement among admini-
strators, faculty, and students on most matters with regard to college
goals and governance. FEmphasis was shown to be on teaching and not on
research in the small institutions. There were differences between "is"
and the "should be" responses and that indicated that the three groups
of the respondents had common views on the direction of the desired
changes.

The Council for Advancement of Small Colleges conducted an analysis
of college and institutional goals as an aspect of their "Project
Student Development.” Chickering (1969) and his associates asked all
faculty and administrators - at 13 different small colleges to participate
in a ranking of graduates in terms of their perceived importance to
characteristics in their institutions. The results indicated that there
was a variation among the goals of these colleges which was an indicator
of the variations in environmental pressures, and this allowed the
researchers to categorize the institutions in the following manner:
Christ-centered, intellectual-social, personal-social, and professional-
vocational. The Christ-centered college constituencies ranked highest
the characteristics pertaining to explicit religious references;
the intellectual-social constituencies emphasized the characteristics

supporting intellectual ability, breadth of information, and social
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responsibility; personal development and responsible citizenship, as
well as the development of intellectual competence, were stressed in the
personal-social institutions; and professional-vocational colleges
emphasized professional and vocational preparation, along with concern
for intellectual competence.

In 1969, Martin investigated the goal perceptions of three consti-
tuencies in eight institutions, four private liberal arts colleges and
four universities, two public and two private. His sample included more
than 100 administrators, 577 faculty members, and 12,000 entering fresh-
men. Some of his findings were: (1) the faculty at liberal arts colleges
observed that in the process of negotiating for their present position,
institutional goals and the particulars of the job were treated equally,
while faculty in counventional colleges and universities helieved
that the emphasis was clearly on the wqu of the department and their
professional specialization; (2) administrators of these institutions did
not take the goals and values of their institutions into consideration
as much as they did the financial matters; (3) faculty in recently
established cluster colleges thought that almost all of their colleagues
were seriously concerned with the goals of their insitutions, while
liberal arts faculty estimated that well over half were so concerned, and
faculty in conventional institutions noted that about half were seriously
concerned with institutional goals; (4) students, faculty, and
administrators in recently established colleges, including public
institutions, were quite aware of their institutional goals; and (5) most
leaders and many faculty of all these institutions paid little attention
to and had little interest in their institutional goals and values,

which was as a result of the faculty's loyalty to professional
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organizations rather than to their institutions, especially in the case
of university faculty, and to the administrators' preoccupations with
day-to-day problems and pressures.

The work of Peterson and Uhi represents one of the most comprehen-—
sive studies of organizational goals, in terms of sampling and
instrumentation. In 1970, a study was carried out under Uhi's direction
with sponsorship from the Regional FEducation Laboratory for Carolinas and
Virginia (later the National Laboratory for Higher Education). One pur-
pose of the project was to define the goal structures of five colleges
that were working Qith the Lab in developing its Administrative Organiza-
tions System (AOS) model. A second purpose was to test the Delpha tech-
nique as a method for achieving consensus among diverse individuals and
groups regarding the goals of the respective colleges. The preliminary

Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI) was distributed to some 1,000 indi-

viduals spread across samples of undergraduates, graduate students where
applicable, faculty, administrators, trustees, and alumni from the five
institutions, plus a small croés section of people in the local com—
munity. The results, incidentally, were clear in showing (1) differen-—
tial patterns of goal understandings for the various constituencies at
the five institutions and (2) with some interesting exceptions—-such as
goals relating to religious emphasis and personal freedom—-beliefs about
goals generally did in fact converge with repeated administrations of
the Inventory and feedback of the results (Peterson and Uhi, 1977).
Working in Berkeley in the spring of 1971, Peterson and Morstain
developed a revised experimental form that drew on the results of Uhi's
analyses of the preliminary IGI. The project involved 1,300 faculty and

students at 10 colleges and universities on the West Coast. The purpose
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was to set down a conceptualization of the important kinds of goals
embraced by the total spectrum of the country's colleges and universities
whether public or independent, church-related institutions or community
colleges. This revised form of IGI consisted of 22 goal areas, com-
prising 13 output goals, and nine process goals, with five goal-related
statements for each goal areas. The participants gave "is"” and "should
be" responses and rated each goal statement on a five-point scale. The
findings of this study were similar to those of Uhi's study (Peterson,

1971).

In 1972, Peterson used the Institutional Goals Inventory in his

study of institutional goals in cooperation with the Joint Committee on
the Master Plan in California. The purpose of the study was to identify

the goals of higher education in California. The Institutional Goals

Inventory was administered to administrators, faculty, students, bhoard
members, and members of the community of 116 colleges and universities in
California. The results indicated that certain goals were rated high by
all constituencies in all segments of the population (e.g., intellectual
orientation, community) while other goals (e.g., advanced training,
vocational preparation) evidenced differences in ratings by the various
groups. It was also found that presidents tended to describe their cam—

puses in more favorable terms than did the other constituencies (Britell,

1973).

Summary

The first section of the review of literature dealt with the insti-
tutional goals in terms of definitions, classification, priorities, and

clarity.



26

The definitions of Etzioni, Hall, Simon, and Peterson were presented
in this section.

In term of classification, the researchers classified the institu-
tional goals into: (1) output goals (2) support goals (3) strategic
goals, (4) official goals, (5) operative goals, and (6) philosophical
goals.

Regarding fhe priorities, the literature indicated that the prior-
ities of institutional goals are influenced by the differences of consti-
tuencies according to their roles and expectations in the institution.

In term of the clarity of institutional goals, it was among the most
highly emphasized issues in the realm of higher education institutions.

The second section dealt with the mission of higher education. The
arguments of Pullias, Newman, Perkins, and the Carnegie Commission were
presented in this section.

Finally, a selected number of studies on institutional goals and the
emphasis that they represent were discussed. The studies discussed in
this section were: Baldridge Study, Columbia University Study, Gross and
Grambsch Study, The Council for Advancement of Small Colleges Analysis,

Martin Study, and Peterson and Uhi Study.



CHAPTER IIT
METHODOLOGY

The major problem in&estigated in this study was the perceptions of
faculty, students, and administrators of goals in three higher education
institutions in Saudi Arabia. More specifically, this study was
designed to seek answers to the follqwiﬁg questions:

1. Are there significant differences in the perceived

importance of goals across the three institutions?

2. Are there significant differences in the perceived
importance of goals among administrators, faculty and
students at each of the three institutions?

3. Are there significant differences in the perceived
importance of goals between Saudi and non-Saudi faculty
across the three institutions?

4, Are there significant differences in the perceived
importance of goals between Saudi and non-Saudi faculty at
each of the three institutions?

This chapter focuses on the methodology employed in investigating

these questions. It consists of a description of the research

instrument, the sampling procedures, and the treatment of data.



28

The Research Instrument

Institutional Goals Inventory

The Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI) was developed for the

Educational Testing Service by Uhi and Peterson in 1970, The instrument
contains 20 scales, each measuring the perceived importance of a parti-

cular goal area. FEach scale has four items with five possible responses

ranging from "of no importance” to "of extremely high importance.” Each

———a

item allows for two responses: the "is" fefers to present conditions,
while the "should be" refers to more ideal conditions. However, in
order to keep the original form of Kashmeeri's study, which was designed
to study the perceived importance of present goals only, the "is" reply
was the only section applicable to this study. The "should be" response
options were, therefore, not included.

The Arabic version of IGI, which was translated by Kashmeeri and
approved by the Office of Translation at King Saud University, was used
in this study. The administration of IGI in Saudi Arabia institutionms
called for some modification of the form. The modifications were in
wording only. There were seven items in which such changes were made
along with this transaction. The words were: "bachelor's degree” for

"four year colleges,” "Saudi Arabia Kingdom" for "America,"” "Saudi" for

"American, " "Bedouin" for "American Indian," "farmers" for "Chicano,"
and "urban resident” for "Blacks."

The 20 goal areas of the Institutional Goals Inventory were

described by the Educational Testing Service (1972) as follows:

1. Academic Development. The first kind of institutional goal
covered by the IGI has to do with the acquisition of
general specialized knowledge, preparation of students for
advanced scholarly study, and maintenance of high
intellectual standards on the campus.
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Intellectual Orientation. While the first goal

area had to do with acquisition of knowledge, this second
general goal of instruction relates to an attitude about
learning and intellectual work. Likewise, some conception
of the scholarly, rational, analytical, inquiring mind has
perhaps always been associated with the academy or univer-
sity. In the IGI, Intellectual Orientation means familiar
with research and problem solving methods, the ability to
synthesize knowledge from many sources, the capacity for
self-directed learning, and a committment to life-long
learning.

Individual Personal Development. In contrast to most of
the goals covered by the IGI, this one was set forth and
has found acceptance only in roughly the past decade. It
was conceived by psychologists and has found its main
support among professional psychologists, student
personnel people, and other inherents of "humanistic
psychology” and the "human potential movement."” As
defined in the IGI Individual, Personal Development means
identification by students of personal goals and of sense of
self-worth and self-confidence, self-understanding, and a
capacity for open and trusting interpersonal relations.

Humanism Altrusim. More or less explicit discernment of
this concept may also be of fairly recent vintage, although
variously construed it has long had its place in the cata-
logues of liberal arts and church-related colleges. It
reflects the belief [in many quarters] that a college educa-
tion should not mean just acquisition of knowledge and
skills, but that it should also somehow make students better
people——more decent, tolerant, responsible, humane. Labeled
Humanism/ Altrusism, this fundamental ethical stance has
been conceived in the IGI as respect for the diverse cul-
tures, commitment to working for world peace, consciousness
of the important moral issues of the time, and concern about
the welfare of man generally.

Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness. Some conception of cultural
sophistication and/or artistic appreciation has tradition-
ally been in the panoply of goals of many private liberal
arts colleges in America, perhaps especially liberal for
women. In the IGI, the conception entails heightened
appreciation of variety of art forms, required study in
the humanities of arts, exposure to forms of non-western
art, and encouragement of active student participation in
artistic activities.

Traditional Religiousness. This goal is included in the
IGI in recognition of the fact that a great many colleges
and universities in America are explicitly religious in
their control, functioning, and goals, while many more
retain ties of varying strength with the Roman Catholic
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Church or, more often, a Protestant denomination.
Traditional Religiousness, as conceived in the IGI, is
meant to mean a religiousness that is orthodox, doctrinal,
usually sectarian, and often fundamental, in short,
traditional (rather than "secular™ or "modern"). As
defined in the IGI, this goal means educating students in
a particular religious heritage, helping them to see the
potentialities of full-time religious work, developing
students' ability to defend a theological position, and
fostering their dedication to serving God in everyday life.

Vocational Preparation. While universities have perhaps
always existed in part to train individuals for occupa-
tions, this role was made explicit for American public
higher education by the Land Grant Act of 1862, and then
extended to a broader populace by the public two-year col-
lege movement of the 1950's and 1960's. As operation-—
alized in the IGI, this goal means offering: specific
occupational curricula [as in accounting or nursing], pro-
grams geared to emerging career fields, opportunities for
retraining or upgrading skills, and assistance to students
in career planning. It is important to distinguish between
this goal and the next one to be discussed, Advanced
Training, which involves graduate-level training for
various professional careers.

Advanced Training. This goal, as defined in the IGI, can
be most readily understood simply as the availability of
post—graduate education. The items comprising the goal
area have to do with developing/maintaining a strong and
comprehensive graduate school, providing programs in the
“"traditional professions” [Law, Medicine, etc], and con-
ducting advanced study in specialized problem areas-—-as
through a multi-disciplinary institute or center.

Research. According to most historians of the matter, the
research function in the American university was a late
nineteenth century import of the German concept of the
university as a center for specialized scientific research
and scholarship. Attempting to embrace both "applied” or
"problem—centered” research as well as "basic"” or "pure”
research, the Research goal in the IGI involves doing con-
tract studies for external agencies, conductiang basic
research in the natural and social sciences, and seeking
generally to extend the frontiers of knowledge through
scientific research.

Meeting Local Needs. While in times past some institu-
tions of higher learning most certainly have functioned in
some way to meet a range of educational needs of local
individuals and corporate bodies, the notion of Meeting

Local Needs [in the IGI] is drawn primarily from the

philosophy of the post-war (American) community college
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movement. Which is not to say, as will be seen, that this
is a goal that four-year institutions cannot share. 1In
the IGI, Meeting Local Needs is defined as for continuing
education for adults, serving as a cultural center for the
community, providing trained manpower for local employers,
and facilitating student involvement in community-service
activities.

Public Service. While the previous goal focused on the

local community, this one is conceived more broadly--as
bringing to bear of the expertise of the university on a
range of public problems of regional, state, or national
scope. As it is defined in the IGI, Public Service means
working with governmental agencies in social and environ-
mental policy formation, committing institutional
resources to the solution of major social and environ-
mental problems, training people from disadvantaged
communities, and generally being responsive to regional
and national priorities in planning educational

programs.

Social Egalitarianism. Has to do with open admissions

and meaningful education for all admitted, providing edu-
cational experiences relevant to the evolving interests
of (1) minority groups, and (2) women, and offering
remedial work in basic skills.

Social Criticism/Activism. This is a higher educational

goal conception that has been put forth only in the past
five years or so. Owing its origin almost entirely to
the student protest movement of the 1960's, the central
idea of the goal is that the university should be an
advocate or instrument for social change. Specifically
in the IGI, Social Criticism/Activism means providing
criticism of prevailing American values, offering ideas
for changing social institutions judged to be defective,
helping students to learn how to bring about change in
American Society, and being engaged, as an institution,
in working for basic changes in American Society.

Freedom. Some of the standard dictionary definitions

"include: civil liberty, as opposed to subjection to an

external control, interference, regulation, etc.; person-—
al liberty, as opposed to bondage or slavery; autonomy;
relative self-determination. Freedom, as an institu-
tional goal bearing upon the climate for and process of
learning, is seen as relating to all the above defini-
tions. It is seen as embracing both "academic freedom”
and "personal freedom”, although these distinctions are
not always easy to draw. Specifically in the IGI,
Freedom is defined as protecting the right of faculty to
present controversial ideas in the classroom., not pre-
venting placing any restrictions on off-campus political
activities by faculty or students, and ensuring faculty
and students the freedom to choose their own life cycle.

31
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Democratic Governance. The central notion of this goal,
as here conceived, is the opportunity for participation—-—
participation in the decisions that affect one's working
and learning life. Colleges and universities in America
have probably varied a good deal in the degree to which
their governance is participatory, depending on factors
such as nature of external control (e.g., sectarian),
curricular emphases, and personalities presidents and
other campus leaders. Most all institutions, one sur-
mises, as they expanded during the 1950's and 1960's,
experienced a diminution in participatory governance. A
reaction set in the late 1960's spurred chiefly by
student [power] activities. As defined in the IGI,
Democratic Governance means decentralized decision-
making; arrangements by which students, faculty, adminis-
trators, and governing board members can [all] be
significantly involved in campus governance, opportunity
for individuals to participate in all decisions affecting
them and governance that is genuinely responsive to the
concerns of everyone at the institution.

Community. While community in some sense has perhaps
always characterized most academic organizationms,
especially small ounes, the more modern concept of com—
munity has risen in only the past decade in reaction to
the realities of mass higher education, the
"multiversity”, and the factionalism and individual self-
interest within the university. In the IGI, Community is
defined as maintaining a climate in which there is
faculty commitment to the general welfare of the insti-
tution, open and candid communication, open and amicable
airing of differences, and mutual trust and respect among
students, faculty, and administrators.

Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment means a rich program

of cultural events, a campus climate that facilitates
student free—time involvement in intellectual and
cultural activities, an environment in which students and
faculty can easily interact informally, and a reputation
as an intellectually exciting campus.

Innovation, as here defined as an institutional goal,
means more than simply having recently made some changes
at the college; instead the idea is that innovation has
become institutionalized, that throughout the campus
there is continuous concern to experiment with new ideas
for educational practice. 1In the IGI, Innovation means a
climate in which continuous innovation is an accepted way
of life, it means established procedures for readily
initiating curricular or instructional innovatioms, and,
more specifically, it means experimentation with new
approaches to (1) individualized instruction, and (2)
evaluating and grading student performance.
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19. Off-Campus Learning. The elements of the IGI definition
of Off-Campus Learning, as a process goal an institution
may pursue, form a kind of scale. The include: [short
term] time away from the campus in travel, work-study,
VISTA work, etc.; arranging for students to study on
several campuses during their undergraduate years;
awarding degrees entirely on the basis of performance on
an examination.

20. Accountability/Efficiency is defined to include use of
cost criteria in deciding among program alternatives,
concern for program efficiency [not further defined],
accountability to funding sources for program effective-
ness [not defined], and regular submission of evidence
that the institution is achieving stated goals

(pp. 1-7).

For the reliability of the IGI, coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951),
a generalization of the Ardson Formula 20 was employed by Perterson as
the measure of internal consistancy in his California Higher Education
Study. Alphas were based on group means and were reported for each goal
area in terms of present impprtance. The alphas ranged from a low .61 to
a high of .99 and with a median of .88 (see Table I). Therefore, the
scales of the IGI were determined to be reliable when defined in terms of
internal consistency (Peterson and Uhi, 1972).

In reporting the validity of the Institutional Goals Inventory, Uhi

indicated that a panel of expert higher education professionals who were
familiar with the five institutions in the study selected those insti-
tutions that they thought would attach the greatest and least importance
to each goal area. This procedure yielded results consistent with test
results, for example: the church-related institutions placed a greater
importance to the goal area "religious orientation” than did the public
institutions. When there was no agreement among raters, the scales would

not be validated.



TABLE I

CALIFORNIA HIGHER EDUCATION STUDY RELIABILITY

OF IGI GOAL AREAS TEST-RETEST

Goal Present
Number Goal Area Importance

1. Academic Development .61
2. Intellectual Orientation .75
3. Individual Personal Development .94
4. Humanism/Altruism .88
5. Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness .90
6. Traditional Religiousness .98
7. Vocational Preparation .97
8. Advanced Training .89
9. Research .94
10. Meeting Local Needs .91
11. Public Service .80
12, Social Egalitarianism .91
13, Social Criticism/Activism .84
14. Freedom .99
15. Demoncratic Governance .93
16. Community .97
17. Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment .80
18. Innovation .92
19. Off Campus Learning .99
20. Accountability/Efficiency .75
Note: Faculty N 105. This table shows the reliability of each goal

area scale significant at the .05 level.
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Sampling Procedures

The population included all administrators, full-time faculty
members, and full-time students during the fall semester of 1983-84
academic year at three Saudi Universities: TImam Muhammad Ibn Saud
Islamic University, Umm Al—-Qura University, and King Faisal University.
The administrators were those individuals responsible’for the conduct of
all administrative tasks. Included in this group were the deans, assis-—
tant deans, academic department heads, and other administrators of super-—
visor rank. The administrator sample consisted of all administrators at
each of the three universities as follows: Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud
Islamic University (34), Umm Al-Qura University (32), and King Faisal
University (25).

The faculty were full-time faculty members who were on active duty
during the administration of the questionnaire. The faculty sample con-—
sisted of faculty members randomly selected from each of the three Saudi
universities as follows: Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud Islamic University (60),
Umm Al-Qura University (50), and King Faisal University (50). The stu-
dent sample consisted of a full-time student body members randomly
selected from each of the three Saudi universities as follows: Imam
Muhammad Ibn Saud University (115); Umm Al-Qura University (100); and
King Faisal University (100). The total population, sample, and actual
sample size are shown in Table II.

To facilitate initiating the study, a letter describing the nature
of the study and seeking permission to carry it out was sent to the Saudi
Arabia Educational Mission in the United States and to the president of
each of the three institutions. Once agreemeunt to cooperate and partici-

pate was received, the researcher traveled to Saudi Arabia to collect the
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data. The data were collected during the months of November and December
of 1983. After obtaining a list of each of the three groups at each uni-
versity, the samples were selected by using a table of random numbers.
The questionnaires, then, were delivered personally to all respondents

within the three universities.

TABLE 1T

TOTAL POPULATION, SAMPLE, AND ACTUAL SAMPLE SIZE
BY UNIVERSITIES AND GROUPS

Groups by Total Actual Percent of
Universities Population Sample Sample Size Respondents

Umm Al—-Qura University

Students 4995 100 97 977%
Faculty 375 50 43 86%
Administrators 32 32 24 757

King Faisal University

Student 3020 100 92 927%

Faculty 353 50 42 847
Administrators 25 25 19 76%

Imam Muhammad Tbn Saud Islamic University

Students 6500 115 87 76%
Faculty 493 60 44 73%

Administrators 34 34 24 717
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Treatment of Data

The Institutional Goals Inventory contains 20 scales and 10

miscellaneous questions. The respondent has a choice of five possible
answers for each statement. -Each statement was given a number to indicate
the degree of importance as follows:

(1) No importance or not applicable

(2) Low importance

(3) Medium importance

(4) High impprtance

(5) Extremely high importance

These numbers were the basis of calculating the means for each
statement. The goal area mean,.however, was calculated by taking the
average of the means for the four goal statements comprising that goal
area.

In order to determine whether or not there was a statistically
significant difference in the perceived importance of institutional goals
among the three groups within and across the three institutions, a
multiple analysis of variance (MAN-OVA) was used to produce an approxi-
mate F test for the interaction effects between the groups and insti-
tutions (Barts, 198l). When systematic differences were found, a one-way
analysis of variance was computed in order to determine within which
scales the differences occurred. Finally, the Scheffe' testing method
was utilized to determine where those different group means occurred and

which means differed significantly from one another.



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

The purpose of this study was to examine the perception of goals in
three higher education institutions in Saudi Arabia as reported by their
faculty, students, and administrators.

The Modified Institutional Goals Inventory (IGI) was used in this
study to determine the perception of the groups in these three institu-
tions. The statistical analyses in this study were based on the 472
respondents from the three Saudian universities in which the research
was conducted. The level of significance was set at .05 throughout for

hypothesis testing.
Hypothesis #1

There are no significant differences in the perceived
importance of institutional goals among administrators,
faculty, and students over all the three universities as
measured by the Institutional Goals Inventory.

This hypothesis was tested by comparing the groups across all
twenty goal scales and the ten miscellaneous questions of the IGI. This
was obtained by utilizing the F test for multiple analysis of variance.
Results are reported in Table III. Since they show that the groups dif-
fered significantly in their perceptiouns of the goal of the institutions
at the .0001 level of significance, the null hypothesis was rejected.
However, since the significant difference was obtained among the groups

over all of the three universities, it was necessary to compute a one way
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analysis of variance in order to determine what scale and group were
producing the systematic difference. Table IV reports the F value and
the significant level of difference on each scale of the IGI. The
analysis indicated that the groups over all of the three institutions
varied significantly on the following goals: (1) academic development,
(2) cultural/aesthetic awareness, (3) traditional religiousness,

(4) advanced training, (5) social egalitarianism, (6) accountability/
efficiency, (7) competency achievement, (8) institutional reputation,
(9) athletic competition, and (10) interpreting the work of the

institution to off-campus citizens.

TABLE III

F TEST FOR MANOVA ON THE IGI FOR SIGNIFICANT INTERACTION
OF GROUPS OVER ALL THE THREE INSTITUTIONS

F DF HYP DF ERROR Significant Level

2.80 60 760 .0001

The Scheffe Multiple Comparison Test was the next step in order to
identify which group at which university was the source of the dif-
ference. This procedure revealed that the faculty at Imam Muhammad Ibn
Saud Islamic University scored significantly higher on three goals than
the faculty at Umm Al-Qura University and at King Faisal University. The

three goals were traditional religiousness, social egalitarianism, and



TABLE IV

TEST OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG GROUPS OVER ALL
THE THREE UNIVERSITIES

Goal Scales & Observed
Miscellaneous Questions Groups F Values Significance Level

Academic Development A .06 943
F 3.97 .021%
S 2,81 .061
Intellectual Orientation A 1.06 .353
F 2.78 .066
S .34 711
Individual Personal Development A .58 562
F 2.16 .119
) S .69 «500
Humanism/Altruism A .83 438
F 2.96 .055
S 1.15 .317
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness A .00 .997
F .49 614
S 4,52 .011%
Traditional Religiousness A .08 «9255
F 3.88 .023%
S .60 .552
Vocational Preparation A .20 .818
F .19 .828
S 1.49 226
Advanced Training A 1.33 270
F 1.17 .312
S 3.81 «023%
Research A 24 .786
F .75 472
S 2.55 .079
Meeting Local Needs A .23 797
F 2,33 .101
S 1.89 .153
Public Service A .10 .900
F .37 693
S 1.69 .186
Social Egalitarianism A .37 .693
F 4,24 .016%
S 1.11 «330
Social Criticism/Activism A .22 .807
F 1.45 .238
S 2.54 .081
Freedom A .26 .768
F .50 .605
S 2.19 114
Democratic Governance A 1.28 .284
F .60 .548
S 47 .627
Community A .20 822
F 1.17 .313
S .61 .545

Intellectual/Aesthetic
Environ. A 1.04 .360
F 1.72 .183
S 47 .626
Innovation A 1.09 .341
F .97 .381
S 1.79 .168



TABLE IV (Continued)

Goal Scales & Observed
Miscellaneous Questions Groups F Values Significance Level
Of f-Campus Learning A 2.67 077

F .31 .731
S 1.80 .167
Accountability/Efficiency A 1.74 .184
F 3.41 .036%
S l1.14 . 322
Miscellaneous Questions
Competency Achievement A .15 .857
F 3.17 .045%
S 2.59 077
Institutional Autonomy A 1.04 .360
F 1.07 « 345
S .60 .548
Institutional Reputation A .90 409
: F 5.46 .005%
S 1.72 .181
Extracurricular Activities A 2.42 .096
F 1.94 .148
s .80 448
Planning for the
Total Institution A .19 .829
F .02 975
S 1.34 .264
Community Participation in
Program Planning A 26 74
F .17 .841
S 1.00 <340
Intercollegiate Athletic
Competition A .21 .808
F 2.47 .089
S 3.03 050%
Systematic Evaluation of
College Program A .14 .870
F +50 . 605
S - .32 727
Interpreting the Work of the
Institution to Off-Campus
Citizens A .90 412
F 4,36 014%
S .64 .527
Consensus Among People on
the Campus About the Goals
of the Institution A .77 469
F 2.32 102
S 1.00 .370

*Significant level .05 or beyond

A

I

Administrators
F = Faculty

S = Students

41
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interpreting the work of the institution to off-campus citizens.

Faculty at Imam Muhammad University scored significantly higher than the
faculty at King Faisal University on the Academic Development Scale.
Students at Umm Al-Qura University scored significantly higher than the
students at Imam Muhammad University on the Intercollegiate Athletic
Competition goal. Also, students at Umm Al-Qura University scored sig-
nificantly higher than the students at Imam Muhammad University and the
faculty at King Faisal University on the cultural/aesthetic awareness
goal area. Students at King Faisal scored significantly higher than the
students at Imam Muhammad University on advanced training scale. Both
the administrators and faculty at Imam Muhammad University scored sig-
nificantly higher than the faculty and administrators at King Faisal
University and the faculty and students at Umm Al-Qura University on the
accountibility/efficiency scale. Also, they scored significantly higher
than the faculty at Umm Al-Qura University on the institutional reputa-
tion goal. Finally, faculty at King Faisal University and Imam Muhammad
University scored significantly higher than the faculty and students at
Umnm Al-Qura University on the competency achievement goal. Table V
reports the results of Scheffe' Multiple Comparison Test between the

three institutions within groups on the disagreed upon goals.

Hypothesis #2

There are no significant differences in the perceived
importance of institutional goals at each of the three
universities across groups as measured by the Institutional
Goals Inventory.

To test this hypothesis, it was necessary to compare the groups at
each institution on each scale of the IGI and on each question of the

10 miscellaneous questions. This was accomplished through the use of



SCHEFFE'

TABLE V

MULTIPLE COMPARISON TEST BETWEEN THE THREE UNIVERSITIES

ACROSS GROUPS ON THE DISAGREED UPON GOALS

43

Goal Scales &
Miscellaneous Questions

Differences Between Institutions

Within Groups

Academic Development
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness
Traditional Religiousness
Advanced Training

Social Egalitarianism
Accountability/Efficiency

Miscellaneous Questions

Competency Achievement
Institutional Reputation

Intercollegiate Athletic
Competition

Interpreting the Work of the
Institution to Off-Campus
Citizens

F - IMIU > F - KFU
S - UAU > s - IMIU, F - KFU
F - IMIU > F - UAU,F - KFU
S - KFU > S - IMIU

F - IMIU > F - KFU, F - UAU

A, F - IMIU > F, A - KFU, F, S - UAU

F - KFU, IMIU > F, S - UAU

A, F - IMIU > F - UAU

S - UAU > S - IMIU

F - IMIU > F - UAU, KFU

A = Administrators
F = Faculty
S = Students

IMIU

KFU

UAU

Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud Islamic University

King Faisal University

Umm Al-Qura University
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Multiple Analysis of Variance which produces F value and level of
significance for each scale. The groups at King Faisal University varied
significantly on the following goals: (1) academic development, (2)
intellectual orientation, (3) vocational preparation, (4) meeting local
needs, (5) public service, (6) social egalitarianism, (7) social criti-
cism/activism, (8) intellectual/aesthetic environment, (9) innovation,
and (10) off-campus learning.

Other significant differences were also detected among the groups at
Umm Al-Qura University. These differences weré evident in the following
goals: (1) intellectual orientation, (2) individual personal develop-
ment, (3) democratic governance, (4) academic development, (5) off-campus
learning, and (6) interpreting the work of the institution to off-campus
citizens.

At Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud Islamic University the groups differed
significantly in their perception on the following goals: (l) academic
development, (2) traditional religiousness, (3) accountability/ effi-
ciency, (4) advanced training, (5) competency achievement, and (6) insti-
tutional reputation. Therefore, the second null hypothesis was rejected.

Table VI reports the results of the Multiple Analysis of Variance
Test for significant difference among groups at each institution. The
comparisons of the group means and standard deviation at each university
are presented in Tables VII, VIII, and IX. However, since significant
differences were found among the groups at each institution, a Scheffe'
test was conducted to determine within which of the three groups signi-
ficant differences occurred regarding their perceptions of their institu-
tional goals. This test indicated that the students at King Faisal

University scored significantly higher than the faculty on the following
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TABLE VI

MANOVA TEST FOR THE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG THE GROUPS
AT EACH INSTITUTION ON IGI

IMIU UAU KFU
Goal Scales & Significant Significant Significant

Miscellaneous Questions F Value Level F Value Level F Value Level
Academic Development 6.18 .002% 3.05 0.050% 3.95 0.0215%
Intellectual Orientation 0.72 0.4898 3.95 0.0213* 4.42 0.0138%
Individual Personal Development 0.18 0.8370 3.60 0.0297* 2.07 0.1307
Humanism/Altruism 0.88 0.4194 0.40 0.6704 2.55 0.0822
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 0.04 0.9594 1.94 0.1472 2.57 0.0801
Traditional Religiousness 7.74 0.0006%* 1.45 0.2384 0.23 0.7940
Vocational Preparation 0.10 0.9053 1.13 0.3252 4,87 0.0091*
Advanced Training 5.25 0.006%* 1.91 0.1511 2,58 0.0793
Research 1.86 0.159 1.38 0.2547 1.03 0.3615
Meeting Local Needs 1.13 0.3278 1.64 0.1971 4.07 0.,0193%
Public Service 0.05 0.949 0.15 0.8613 3.18 0.0449%
Social Egalitarianism 0.15 0.8643 2.12 0.1237 3.57 0.0309%
Social Criticism/Activism 0.19 0.824 0.31 0.7340 3.58 0.0307*
Freedom 1l.14 0.323 2.14 0.1214 2.26 0.1084
Democratic Governance 0.21 0.8073 3.43 0.0348% 2.03 0.1350
Community 0.05 0.9557 2.37 0.0967 2.58 0.0793
Intellectual/Aesthetic

Environ. 0.32 0,7273 0.77 0.4631 3.69 0.0275%
Innovation 1.01 0.366 2,42 0.0923 3.25 0.0420%
Of f-Campus Learning 0.60 0.548 10.83 0.0001* 6.24 0.0026%
Accountability/Efficiency 3.42 0.035% 1.40 0.2508 0.50 0.6068

Miscellaneous Questions

Competency Achievement 3.02 0.05% 0.76 0.4700 0.62 0.5409
Institutional Autonomy 1.78 0.1728 1.31 0.2726 0.50 0.6U88
Institutional Reputation 4,24 0.0166* 1.15 0.3190 1.52 0.2233
Extracurricular Activities 1.73 | 0.1823 0.01 0.9899 1.82 0.1661
Planning for the

Total Institution 0.18 0.8328 0.23 0.7956 1.70 0.1863
Community Participation in

Program Planning 0.21 0.8097 1.44 0.2399 2.81 0.0639
Intercollegiate Athletic

Competition 1.14 0.3240 1.55 0.2149 1.71 0.1843
Systematic Evaluation of

College Program 0.16 0.8495 1.50 0.2263 1.85 0.1605

Interpreting the Work of the

Institution to Off-Campus

Citizens 0.11 0.8934 4.77 0.0098%* 1.59 0.2076
Consensus Among People on

the Campus About the Goals

of the Institution 0.33 0.7167 0.72 0.4903 2.39 0.0954
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TABLE VII

GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR IMAM MUHAMMAD
IBN SAUD ISLAMIC UNIVERSITY

Administrators Faculty Students
Goal Scales &

Miscellaneous Questions Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Academic Development 3.364 673 3.204 .831 2.858 .688
Intellectual Orientation 3.052 1.010 2.821 .992 2.775 .888
Individual Personal Development 3,010 .948 2.856 1.031 2,790 1.132
Humanism/Altruism 3.163 1.084 3.210 1.100 2.977 <954
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 2.166 .889 2.162 848 2.113 .845
Traditional Religiousness 3.913 .785 3.880 .891 3.283 1.026
Vocational Preparation 2.708 1.017 2.714 .950 2.684 1.019
Advanced Training 3.336 .759 3.183 .871 2.802 .862
Research 2.888 .953 2.953 <960 2.659 .802
Meeting Local Needs 3.246 .808 3.181 .858 2.971 <951
Public Service 2.854 .966 2.873 1.101 2.817 .904
Social Egalitarianism 3.000 .710 2.975 .906 2.844 .904
Social Criticism/Activism 2.934 .822 2.875 .999 2.807 965
Freedom 2.812 794 2.823 .854 2.616 .829
Democratic Governance 2,736 .858 2,602 1.036 2.673 924
Community 3.083 .806 3.017 1.003 3.009 1.028
Intellectual/Aesthetic

Environment 3.190 .778 3.017 .968 2.976 .983
Innovation 2.826 <946 2,732 .999 2.554 2931
Off-Campus Learning 2.315 919 2.128 .888 2.307 .937
Accountability/Efficiency 3.297 .832 3.164 .782 2.884 .779

Miscellaneous Questions

Competency Achievement 3.210 1.182 3.418 1.257 2.880 1.196
Institutional Autonomy 2.875 1.153 2.953 1.361 2.619 1.250
Institutional Reputation 3.652 .831 3.727 1.019 3.152 1.029
Extracurricular Activities 3.521 665 3.325 .837 3.190 1.011
Planning for the )

Total Institution : 3.000 975 2.815 1.135 2.785 1.120
Community Participation in

Program Planning 1.695 1.063 1.886 1.224 1.951 1.058
Intercollegiate Athletic

Competition 2.434 .945 2.261 .938 2.552 .982
Systematic Evaluation of

College Program 2.909 1.108 2.790 1.225 2.829 1.108

Interpreting the Work of the

Institution to Off-Campus

Citizens 3.272 1.077 3.022 1.229 2.976 1.328
Consensus Among People on

the Campus About the Goals

of the Institution 3.217 1.166 3.372 1.327 3.162 1.206
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TABLE VIII

GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR
UMM AL-QURA UNIVERSITY

Administrators Faculty Students

Goal Scales & ]

Miscellaneous Questions Mean S.D. . Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Academic Development 3.315 .756 2.866 777 2.878 .833
Intellectual Orientation 2.888 1.210 2,377 .820 2,784 .865
Individual Personal Development 2.743 1.168 - 2.441 .883 2.873 945
Humanism/Altruism 2.954 1.089 2.773 .876 2.848 <942
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 2,246 .704 2.323 721 2,467 .875
Traditional Religiousness 3.667 .858 3.391 .911 3.304 .956
Vocational Preparation 2.704 1.094 2.534 .973 2.756 .889
Advanced Training 3.201 .699 2.839 .908 2,868 .781
Research 2.916 .829 2,740 .970 2.847 746
Meeting Local Needs 3.114 .869 2.848 .841 2.984 .815
Public Service 2.767 1.065 2.755 .976 2.811 .889
Social Egalitarianism 2.795 .857 2.612 .822 2.816 .880
Social Criticism/Activism 2.739 1.004 2.658 975 2.727 930
Freedom 2.656 .994 2,523 946 2.840 .873
Democratic Governance 2,291 1.044 2,359 1.119 2,721 .913
Community 2,927 .990 2.664 1.127 3.007 .981
Intellectual/Aesthetic

Environment - 2.822 .984 2.736 1.012 2.861 .904
Innovatiovn 2.468 .876 2.525 .888 2.733 .895
Of f-Campus Learning 1.864 .612 2.032 .783 2.540 .880
Accountability/Efficiency 2.899 .910 2.689 .885 2.955 .829

Miscellaneous Questions

Competency Achievement 3.125 1.190 2.790 .989 2.814 1.219
Institutional Autonomy 2.375 1.345 2.512 1.343 2.760 1.271
Institutional Reputation 3.250 1.224 2.928 1.134 3.180 1.126
Extracurricular Activities 3.000 .884 3.047 1.058 3.040 .961
Planning for the

Total Institution 2.833 1.167 2.761 1.164 2.831 1.058
Community Participation in

Program Planning 1.791 .832 1.975 1.150 2.168 1.117
Intercollegiate Athletic .

Competition 2.500 . +932 2.785 1.279 2.936 1.060
Systematic Evaluation of

College Program 2.958 1.197 2.547 1.130 2.821 .910

Interpreting the Work of the

Institution to Off-Campus

Citizens 2.833 1.307 2.255 1.048 2.778 1.093
Consensus Among People on

the Campus About the Goals

of the Institution 2.791 1.284 2.813 1.219 2.957 1.090
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TABLE IX

GROUP MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR
KING FAISAL UNIVERSITY

Administrators Faculty Students
Goal Scales &

Miscellaneous Questions Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Academic Development 3.201 . 747 2.746 <740 3.991 763
Intellectual Orientation 2,592 773 2.494 913 2,855 1.006
Individual Personal Development 2.828 <740 2.769 .948 3.020 1.230
Humanism/Altruism 2,815 .923 2.878 915 3.122 1.106
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 2.131 .783 2.085 734 2.386 .858
Traditional Religiousness 3.710 .813 3.523 .853 3.406 1.110
Vocational Preparation 2.473 1.013 2.541 912 2,933 1.040
Advanced Training 2.885 «852 2.839 .848 3.145 1.013
Research 2,793 «752 2.799 . .782 2.875 .956
Meeting Local Needs 3.026 .982 2.815 .980 3.242 1.045
Public Service 2.885 .860 2.726 .993 3.023 .975
Social Egalitarianism 2.697 .856 2.585 .867 3.019 1.056
Social Criticism/Activism 2.776 <942 2.696 1.078 3.041 1.086
Freedom 2.657 773 2,652 .991 2.879 1.057
Democratic Governance 2.513 «728 2.561 1,101 2.853 1.121
Community 3.039 .842 2.886 1.187 3.141 1.170
Intellectual/Aesthetic

Eavironment 2,842 .870 2,668 1.162 3.005 1.119
Innovation 2.521 .805 2.478 .972 2.775 1.125
Off-Campus Learning 1.855 «756 2,033 .823 2.500 .989
Accountability/Efficiency 2.907 .661 2.894 .884 2.954 .885

Miscellaneous Questions

Competency Achievement 3.000 1.154 3.146 1.215 3.186 1.134
Institutional Autonomy 2.631 1.065 2.675 1.491 2.835 1.424
Institutional Reputation 3.421 .961 3.333 1.202 3.422 1.038
Extracurricular Activities 3.105 +994 2,875 1.244 3.043 1.021
Planning for the

Total Institution 3.000 1.000 2.769 1.180 3,033 1.043
Community Participation in

Program Planning 1.894 .737 1.829 1.022 2.164 1.137
Intercollegiate Athletic

Competition 2,315 .885 2.634 1.089 2.714 1.108
Systematic Evaluation of

College Program 2,777 1.003 2.605 1.128 2,932 1.105

Interpreting the Work of the
Institution to Off-Campus

Citizens 2.947 .970 2.682 1.349 2.923 1.249
Consensus Among People on

the Campus About the Goals
of the Institution 2.894 1.196 2.878 1.381 3.175 1.243
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goal scales: (1) academic development, (2) intellectual orientation, (3)
vocational preparation, (4) meeting local needs, (5) public service, (6)
social egalitarianism, (7) social criticism/activism, (8) intellectual/
aesthetic environment, (9) innovation, and (10) off-campus learning. The
students at King Faisal Tniversity scored significantly higher than the
administrators on vocational preparation and off-campus learning scales.
The administrators at the same university scored significantly higher
than the faculty on the academic development scale.

The faculty at Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud TIslamic University assigned
greater value than the students on the following goals: (1) academic
development, (2) traditional religiousness, (3) competency achievement,
and (4) institutional reputation. However, the administrators at this
university assigned more importance than the students on the following
goals: (1) academic development, (2) traditional religiousness, (3)
advanced training, and (4) accountibility efficiency. At Umm Al-Qura
University, the students placed more emphasis than the faculty on the
following goals: (1) intellectual orientation, (2) individual personal
development, (3) democratic governanée, (4) off-campus learning, and (5)
interpreting the work of the inétitution to off-campus citizens. At the
same university, the administrators assigned greater value than the
faculty on interpreting the work of the institution to off-campus citi-
zens and higher than the students and faculty on academic development
scale. Finally, students at Umm Al-Qura University scored significantly
higher than administratorsvon democratic governance and off-campus
learning scales. Table X summarizes the findings of the Scheffe' Tests

over the three institutions.



FINDINGS OF SCHEFFE' TEST FOR COMPARISON OF MEANS
FOR THE THREE GROUPS AT EACH UNIVERSITY

TABLE X
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Goal Scales &
Miscellaneous Questions

IMIU

UAU

Academic Development

Intellectual Orientation

Individual Personal Development

Traditional Religiousness

Vocational Preparation

Advanced Training

Meeting Local Needs

Public Service

Social Egalitarianism

Social Criticism/Activism

Democratic Governance

Intellectual/Aesthetic
Environment

Innovation

Off-Campus Learning

Accountability/Efficiency

Miscellaneous Questions

Competency Achievement

Institutional Reputation

Interpreting the Work of the
Institution to Off-Campus
Citizens

A>S

rrj i
Vv Vv
wn wm

wn wn v

VvV =

i i
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S>A, F

S>A, F

A, S, >F




51

Hypothesis #3

There are no significant differences in the perceived
importance of institutional goals between Saudi and Non-Saudi
faculty members over all the three universities as measured by
Institutional Goals Inventory.

In testing this hypothesis, the univariate F test was conducted in
order to find out if there were significant differences between the two
groups over all the three universities across the IGI. Significant dif-
ferences were found between the two groups within the following goals:
(1) social egalitarianism, (2) social criticism/activism, (3) community,
(4) accountability/efficiency, (5) institutional autonomy, and (6) con-
sensus among people on the campus about the goals of the institution.
Therefore, the third null hypothesis was rejected. Table XI reports the
findings of the univariate F test.,

A Scheffe' comparison test was the second stage in analyzing this
hypothesis to show how the groups differed from one another on those
goals on which significant differences have been detected. This pro-
cedure detected that the non-Saudi faculty at Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud
Islamic University and Umm Al-Qura University scored higher than Saudi
faculty at King Faisal University on social egalitarianism and social
criticism/activism scales. On community scale, the non—-Saudi faculty at
Umm Al-Qura University and Imam Muhammad University scored significantly
higher than the Saudi faculty at King Faisal University. Also, on the
same scale the non—-Saudi faculty at King Faisal University and Imam
Muhammad University scored significantly higher than Saudi faculty at
Umm Al-Qura University. The Saudi faculty at Imam Muhammad University
scored higher than the noun-Saudi faculty at Umm Al-Qura University om

the accountibility/efficiency scale. Oun the same scale, however, the



TABLE XI
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UNIVARIATE F TEST FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SAUDI AND
NON-SAUDI FACULTY MEMBERS ON IGI ACROSS INSTITUTIONS

Goal Scales &

Observed Significant

Miscellaneous Questions F Value Level
Academic Development .14 .708
Intellectual Orientation .01 .907
Individual Personal Development 2,38 .125
Humanism/Altruism 1.03 .311
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 42 .520
Traditional Religiousness .48 .489
Vocational Preparation .33 .569
Advanced Training .94 .333
Research .86 .354
Meeting Local Needs .26 .609
Public Service 1.96 .163
Social Egalitarianism 4.09 .045%
Social Criticism/Activism 4.40 .037*
Freedom .84 .360
Democratic Governance 3.07 .082
Community 5.37 .022%
Intellectual/Aesthetic

Environ. .66 417
Innovation 3.21 .075
Off-Campus Learning .08 777
Accountability/Efficiency 5.64 .019%

Miscellaneous Questions

Competency Achievement .99 .322
Institutional Autonomy 5.52 .020%*
Institutional Reputation 3.38 .068
Extracurricular Activities .75 .386
Planning for the

Total Institution 2.57 111
Community Participation in

Program Planning 1.84 177
Intercollegiate Athletic

Competition 3.85 .052
Systematic Evaluation of

College Program 3.13 .079
Interpreting the Work of the

Institution to Off-Campus

Citizens .59 445
Consensus Among People on

the Campus About the Goals

of the Institution 5.94 .016%*
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non—-Saudi faculty at King Faisal University scored significantly higher
than the Saudi faculty at Umm Al-Qura University. The non-Saudi faculty
at both Umm Al-Qura University and Imam Muhammad University scored sig-
nificantly higher than the Saudi faculty at King Faisal University on

the institutional autonomy goal. On the same goal, the non-Saudi facul-
ty at King Faisal University scored higher than the Saudi faculty at

Umm Al-Qura University. The Saudi faculty at Imam Muhammad University
gave more importance to the consensus on the goals of the institution

and scored significantly higher than the non-Saudi faculty at Umm Al-Qura
University. Finally, on the same goal, the non-Saudi faculty at both Umm
Al-Qura and Imam Muhammad Universities scored significantly higher than
the Saudi faculty at King Faisal University. Table XII reports the

findings of Scheffe' test.
Hypothesis #4

There are no significant differences in the perceived
importance of institutional goals at each of the three univer-
sities aross Saudi and non-Saudi faculty as measured by the
Institutional Goals Inventory.

In order to test this hypothesis, the two groups were compared at
each institution on each scale of the IGI and on each question of the
ten miscellaneous questions. The significant differences were not
detected between the two groups at two of the three institutions. These
institutions were Umm Al-Qura University and Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud
Islamic University. However, the significant differences were found
between the two groups at King Faisal University on the following scales
and single goals: (1) individual personal development, (2) vocational
preparation, (3) advanced training, (4) research, (5) meeting local

needs, (6) public service, (7) social egalitarianism, (8) democratic
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TABLE XII

SCHEFFE' COMPARISON TEST FOR THE THREE INSTITUTIONS ACROSS
THE TWO GROUPS; SAUDI AND NON-SAUDI FACULTY

-

Goal Scales & Differences Between Institutions Within

Miscellaneous Questions Saudi & Non-Saudi Faculty
Social Egalitarianism 2 - IMIU, UAU > 1 - KFU
Social Criticism/ 2 - IMIU, UAU > 1 - KFU

Activism
Community 2 - UAU, IMIU > 1 - KFU Also 2 - KFU, IMIU > 1 - UAU
Accountibility/ 1 - IMIU > 2 - UAU Also 2 - KFU > 1 - UAU

Efficiency
Institutional Autonomy 2 - UAU, IMIU > 1 - KFU Also 2 - KFU > 1 - UAU
Consensus on the Goals

of the Institution 1 - IMIU > 2 - UAU Also 2 - UAU, IMIU > 1 - KFU
KFU = King Faisal University
IMIU = Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud Islamic University
UAU = Umm Al-Qura University

1 = Saudi Faculty
2 = Non-Saudi Faculty
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governance, (9) community, (10) intellectual/aesthetic environment, (11)
innovation, (12) accountability/efficiency, (13) institutional autonomy,
(14) planning for the total institutin, (l5) interpreting the work of
the institution to the citizens, and (16) consensus about the goals of
the institqtion. Table XIII presents the findings of the F tests and
reports the observed significant levels for the Saudi and non-Saudi
faculty at King Faisal University.

Since significant differences were found beween the two groups on
16 goals of the IGI, the computation of Scheffe' test was necessary in
order to determine which group gave more importance to these goals over
the other. The results of this test indicated that the non-Saudi
faculty scored significantly higher than the Saudi faculty at this par-
ticular university on all the above 16 goals. Table XIV reports the
findings of the Scheffe' test. Table XV presents the means and standard
deviations for the Saudi and non-Saudi faculty at King Faisal

University.
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ANOVA TEST FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SAUDI AND

NON-SAUDI FACULTY AT KING FAISAL UNIVERSITY

Goal Scales &

Observed Significant

Miscellaneous Questions F Value Level
Academic Development 42 .521
Intellectual Orientation 1.52 225
Individual Personal Development 9.15 .004%*
Humanism/Altruism 1.75 .193
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness .00 .977
Traditional Religiousness © W74 .395
Vocational Preparation 5.33 .026%*
Advanced Training 4,62 .037%
Research 5.09 .029%*
Meeting Local Needs 4,13 .048%
Public Service 7.18 .010%
Social Egalitarianism 5.93 .019*
Social Criticism/Activism 3.27 .078
Freedom .35 .557
Democratic Governance 12,90 .0009*
Community 15.73 .0003*
Intellectual/Aesthetic

Environ. 4,86 .033*
Innovation 13.22 .0008%*
Off-Campus Learning 1.26 +269
Accountability/Efficiency 5.10 .029%

Miscellaneous Questions

Competency Achievement 3.94 .054
Institutional Autounomy 10.91 .002%*
Institutional Reputation 1.89 .176
Extracurricular Activities 1.07 .308
Planning for the

Total Institution 4,75 .035%
Community Participation in

Program Planning 3.30 .077
Intercollegiate Athletic

Competition .92 342
Systematic Evaluation of

College Program 3.43 .072
Interpreting the Work of the

Institution to Off-Campus

Citizens 5.50 .024%*
Consensus Among People omn

the Campus About the Goals

of the Institution 13.75 .0007%*




TABLE XIV

57

FINDINGS OF SCHEFFE' TEST COMPARISON BETWEEN SAUDI AND NON-SAUDI
FACULTY AT KING FAISAL UNIVERSITY

Goal Scales &
Miscellaneous Questions

Non-Saudi Faculty > Saudi Faculty

Individual Personal Development

Vocational Preparation

Advanced Training

Research

Meeting Local Needs

Public Service

Social Egalitarianism

Democratic Governance

Community

Intellectual/Aesthetic
Environment

Innovation

Accountability/Efficiency

Miscellaneous Questions

Institutional Autonomy
Planning for the
Total Institution
Interpreting the Work of the
Institution to Off-Campus
Citizens
Consensus Among People on
the Campus About the Goals
of the Institution

s BaRoRaRoRalaRala
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TABLE XV

SAUDI AND NON-SAUDI FACULTY MEANS AND STANDARD

DEVIATIONS AT KING FAISAL UNIVERSITY
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Goal Scales &

Saudi-Faculty

Non—-Saudi Faculty

Miscellaneous Questions Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Academic Development 2.621 0.660 2.790 0.772
Intellectual Orientation 2.204 0.879 2.596 0.916
Individual Personal Development 2.090 0.903 3.010 0.854
Humanism/Altruism 2.568 0.915 2.989 0.904
Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness 2.090 0.800 2.083 0.723
Traditional Religiousness 3.333 1.071 3.591 0.771
Vocational Preparation 2.022 0.904 2.725 0.847
Advanced Training 2.386 0.793 3.000 0.820
Research 2.363 0.616 2.954 0.784
Meeting Local Needs 2.318 0.767 2,991 0.996
Public Service 2.083 0.966 2.954 0.912
Social Egalitarianism 2.068 0.716 2.768 0.851
Social Criticism/Activism 2.204 0.804 2.870 1.119
Freedon 2.500 0.873 2.708 1.040
Democratic Governance 1.659 0.838 2.881 1.009
Community 1.840 0.816 3.258 1.077
Intellectual/Aesthetic

Environment 2,037 1.032 2,900 1.135
Innovation 1.674 0.837 2.763 0.859
Off-Campus Learning 1.795 0.812 2.118 0.823
Accountability/Efficiency 2.401 0.888 3.069 0.828

Miscellaneous Questions

Competency Achievement 2.545 1.035 3.366 1.217
Institutional Autonomy 1.545 0.934 3.103 1.44
Institutional Reputation 2,909 1.136 3.483 1.207
Extracurricular Activities 2.545 1.035 3.000 1.309
Planning for the

Total Institution 2.100 1.100 3.000 1.133
Community Participation in

Program Planning 1.363 0.924 2.000 1.017
Intercollegiate Athletic

Competition 2.363 1.026 2.733 1.112
Systematic Evaluation of

College Program 2,090 1.300 2.814 1.001
Interpreting the Work of the

Institution to Off-Campus

Citizens 1.909 1.044 2.966 1.351
Consensus Among People on

the Campus About the Goals

of the Institution 1.727 1.009 3.300 1.263




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The basic intent and purpose of this study was to determine whether
or not significant differences existed on the perceived importance of
institutional goals among the students, faculty, and administrators at
three Saudi universities. A subproblem to go along with this was
to find out if there were significant differences on the perceived
importance of institutional goals between Saudi and non-Saudi faculty in
these three institutions.

The population used in this study was made up of administrators,
faculty members, and students at three Saudi Universities: Umm Al-Qura
University with a sample of 100 students, 50 faculty members, and 32
administrators, King Faisal University with a sample of 100 students, 50
faculty members, and 25 administrators, Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud Islamic
University with a sample of 115 students, 60 faculty members, and 34
administrators.

The data were collected through the administration of the Institu-

tional Goals Inventory (IGI) which was developed for the Educational

Testing Service by Peterson and Uhi. This instrument contains 20
scales, each measuring the perceived importance of a particular goal
area. Each scale has four items with five possible responses ranging

from "of no importance”™ to "of extremely high importance.” The

59
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respondents were asked to indicate the degree of importance of 90 items
which they believed were the current description of the institutional
goals in their respective universities.

The Arabic version of IGI, which was translated bf Kashmeeri and
approved by the Office of Translation at King Saud University, was used
in this study. The questionnaire was distributed to the sample of 566
administrators, faculty members, and students in the three universities
named above. The questionnaires were delivered personally to all respon-—
dents within the three universities. The data were collected during the
months of Novembef and December of 1983. At the conclusion of the data
collection period information from 472 respondents had been gathered.

For this study to be conducted, the three null hypotheses which
were formulated by Kashmeeri were tested in this study along with an
additional fourth hypothesis. These hypotheses are:

H-1. There are no significant differences in the perceived

importance of institutional goals among administrators,
faculty, and students over all the three universities as

measured by the Institutional Goals Inventory.

H-2. There are no significant differences in the perceived
importance of institutional goals at each of the three
universities across groups as measured by the

Institutional Goals Inventory.

H-3. There are no significant differences in the perceived
importance of institutional goals between Saudi and non-
Saudi faculty members over all the three universities as

measured by Institutional Goals Inventorye.

H-4., There are no significant differences in the perceived

importance of institutional goals at each of the three
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universities across Saudi and non—-Saudi faculty as
measured by the Institutional Goals Inventory.

The first hypothesis was rejeqted because significant differences
were observed among the three institutions within the three groups on
the importance given institutional goals.

The second hypothesis was also rejected because of the detected
significant differences among the students, faculty, and administrators
at each of the three institutions on the IGI.

The test of the third hypothesis yielded significant differences
among the three institutions within the Saudi and non-Saudi faculty in
their perceptions of the importance of the institutional goals. There-
fore, this hypothesis was rejected.

The test of the fourth hypothesis indicated that there were no sig-
nificant differences between Saudi and non-Saudi faculty on the impor-
tance giveun to institutional goals at two of the three institutioms.
These two institutions were Umm Al-Qura University and Imam Muhammad Ibn
Saud Islamic University. Therefore, there was a failure to reject this
hypothesis in these two institutions. However, significant differences
were found between the two groupé at King Faisal University on their
perceptions of the importance of institutional goals, and consequently

this hypothesis was rejected for this university.
Conclusions

As stated earlier in this study, this is a replication study based
on Kashmeeri's original work. Therefore, it was deemed necessary to
compare the findings of these two studies at this point.

Although the basic design and premise of the original study was used

in this study, certain modifications were made. Whereas the Kashmeer's
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study tested the differences between the three institutions within Saudi
and non—-Saudi faculty on their perception of the institutional goals, this
writer formulated an additional hypothesis——i.e., testing the differences
between Saudi and non-Saudi faculty at each of the three institutions on
their perception of the institutional goals as well. Another addition in
this study was using the 10 miscellaneous questions in addition to the

20 scales of the IGI.

In testing the first hypothesis, that of no significant differences
among the three institutions within groups on institutional goals, both
the Kashmeeri study and this study found significant differences among the
three institutions across groups. However, the Kashmeeri's study detected
larger disagreement among the three institutions on the institutional
goals than did this study. That is, he found 17 scales were disagreed
upon among the three institutions within groups. These scales were: aca-—
demic development, individual/personal development, human/altruism,
cultural/aesthetic awareness, traditional religiousness, vocational prep-
aration, advanced training, research, meeting local needs, social/
egalitarianism, freedom, democratic governance, community, intellectual/
aesthetic environment, innovation, off-campus learning, and accountability/
efficiency. On the other hand, this study detected the differences on only
six scales and four miscellaneous questions. These were: academic
development, cultural/aesthetic awareness, traditional religousness,
advanced training, social egalitarianism, accountability/ efficiency, com—
petency achievement, institutional reputation, athletic competition, and
interpreting the work of the institution to off-campus citizens. The main
source of this variation in Kashmeeri's study was the students, while the

main source of this variation in this study was the faculty.
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Both of the studies found significant differences among the stu-
dents, faculty, and administrators on the institutional goals at each of
the three institutions. However, the extent of the disagreement was also
larger in the Kashumeeri's study. That is, all of the three institutions
in his study varied significantly on eight goal scales. Other nine
scales had significant differences in one or two of the universities as
follows: The eight scales that the groups of each of the three institu-
tions, Riyadh University, King Abdul Aziz University and University of
Petroleum and Minerals, disagreed upon were individual/personal develop-
ment, human/altruism, cultural/aesthetic awareness, traditional reli-
giousness, vocational preparation, advanced training, research, and
meeting local needs. The other nine scales were social/egalitarianism,
of f-campus learning, accountability/efficiency, freedom, democratic
governance, innovation, community, and intellectual/aesthetic environment.

The disagreement among the groups at each institution in this
study was less visible as follows: The groups at Umm Al-Qura University
disagreed on only six goals, which were intellectual orientation, indi-
vidual personal development, democratic governance, academic development,
of f-campus learning, and interpféting the work of the institution to off-
campus citizens. The groups at Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud University varied
significantly on six goals, which were academic development, tradi-
tional regligiousness, accountability/efficiency, advanced training,
competency achievement, and institutional reputation. The groups at King
Faisal University disagreed on the following scales: academic develop-
ment, intellectual orientation, vocational preparation, meeting local
needs, public service, social egalitarianism, social criticism/activism,

intellectual/aesthetic environment, innovation, and off-campus learning.
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However, the main source of variation in Kashmeeri's study was the facul-
ty and administrators at each institution. That is, they assigned more
importance to the mentioned institutional goals than did students. 1In
this study, however, the main source of variation was the students at two
of the institutions. These two institutions were King Faisal University
and Umm Al-Qura University. The main source of variation in Imam
Muhammad Ibn Saud University was the administrators and faculty. That
is, they scored higher than the students on six institutional goals.

In the perception of Saudi and non-Saudi faculty of the Institutional
goals, the Kashmeeri's study concluded that there were no significant dif-
ferences among the three institutions within the two groups. But, in this
study, the institutions varied significantly within the Saudi and non-
Saudi faculty in their perception of the following six goals: social
egalitarianism, social criticism/activism, community, accountability/—
efficiency, institutional autonomy, and consensus on the goals of the
institution. The main source of this variation was the non-Saudi faculty.

Concerning the perception of Saudi and non-Saudi faculty of the
instituional goals at each of the three institutions, this study detected
significant differences at only one of the three universities. That was
at King Faisal University. The non-Saudi faculty at this university
placed more emphasis than the Saudi faculty to the following goals:
individual personal development, vocational ﬁreparation, advanced
training, research, meeting local needs, public service, social egali-
tarianism, democratic governance, community intellectual/aesthetic
environment, innovation, accountability/efficiency, institutional
autonomy, planning for the total institution, interpreting the work of
the institution to off-campus citizens, and consensus among people on

the campus about the goals of the institution.
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Based on the finding of this study, the following conclusions could
be drawn:

l. The extent of consensus on the institutional goals is found
to be larger in this study than the Kashmeeri study. This may be due to
the fact that the institutions dealt with in the Kashmeeri study are more
comprehensive and multipurpose in scope than the present study which
dealt with institutions which are less comprehensive and with narrower
purposes.

2. The study disclosed that in most cases the administrators and
faculty were in agreement on the institutional goals, which support the
conclusion of Gross and Grambsch that administrators and faculty tend to
perceive the present importance of institutional goals in the same manner.

3. Intellectual orientation and off-campus learning were two
goal areas found to be emphasized by the students at two of the
institutions; King Faisal University and Umm Al-Qura University, which
implies that these two scales are critical issues for the students at
these two universities and thus, required more investigatiom.

4, The study disclosed that the only goal area that the groups at
all of the three universities disagreed about was academic development.
The students at Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud University and Umm Al-Qura Uni-
versity perceived this goal notito be emphasized adequately in their
institutions, which suggests that the students are not satisfied with the
current level of academic development in these two institutiouns.

5. The students at King Faisal University, unlike students at the
other two universities, perceived the following goals to be more impor-—
tant: innovation, meeting local needs, public service, vocational prep-

aration, and intellectual orientation. This can be attributed, at least



66

in part, to the fact that this university is an exclusively scientific
and technical type of institution which may foster these kinds of goals.
This conclusion confirms the findings of two researchers: The finding
of Chickering (1969) who found that the professional-vocational colleges
emphasized professional and vocational preparations, along with concern
for intellectual competence, and the finding of a research group at
Columbia University who found that different type institutions
emphasized different goals.

6. The study showed that the goal area of research was perceived
not to be equally important at all of the three institutions. By
placing less emphasis on this goal, it is possible to infer that the
three institutions are not presently engaged in research, nor do they
highly regard research efforts.

7. Freedom and democratic governance were other less emphasized
goal areas in the three institutions. This suggests that these institu-
tions tend to adopt the authoritarian type of governance. This model of
governance neither values these kinds of goals nor indulges in practices
that promote their implementation.

8. The traditional religiousness scale was a controversial issue
at only one university. That was at Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud Islamic Uni-
versity, where the administrators and faculty at this university
assigned more importance to this goal area than did students. This can
be attributed to two factors. First, most of the administrators and
faculty of this university came from a religious background. Second,
this university, as the name suggests, was originally a religious
oriented institution, where Islamic studies and traditions are highly
emphasized. This conclusion supports the finding of some researches

that the church-related institutions placed a greater importance on the
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goal area "religious orientation” than did the public institutions.
Recommendations

After considering the findings ‘of this study, the following recom—
mendations are proposed:

l. Since this study was confined to three Saudi universities, com-
parative studies need to be conducted to other institutions of higher edu-
cation, such as the junior colleges, the women colleges of education and
the higher institutes, in order to determine if similar findings result.

2. Subsequent studies should include other groups both within and
outside the institutions, so that the institutions can achieve internal
harmony and public confidence.

3. In order to achieve the maximum benefit of the findings, it is
recommended that each college of the three institutions replicate this
study on its own population. Such work will help these colleges to
identify their priorities, evaluate their system, and assess their needs.

4, It is recommended that further investigation be done by the three
universities regarding the three most controversial issues that this stu-
dent found. These issues were academic development, off-campus learning,
and intellectual orientation.

5. Since this study disclosed that significant disagreement between
Saudi and non-Saudi faculty on the institutional goals existed only at
King Faisal University, further analysis needs to be conducted to deter-
mine the causes of such unique disagreement.

6. The goals and priorities of these three institutions should be
re—examined periodically. The resulté of such examination should have a
direct and valuable influence in planning, implementing, and assessing the

various activities of these institutions.
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INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY
(Form 1)

To the respondent:

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

The Institutional Goals Inventory (IGl) was developed as a tool to help college
and university communities delineate goals and establish priorities among them.
The Inventory does not tell institutions what to do in order to reach the goals .
Instead, it provides a means by which many individuals and constutuant groups
can contribute their thinking about desired institutional goals. Summaries of
the results of this thinking then provide a basis for reasoned deliberations
toward final detinition of institutional goals.

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

The IGl is intended to be completely confidential. Results will be summarized
only for groups—faculty, students, administrators, boards, and so forth. In no
instance will responses of individuais be reported. The /nventory should
ordinarily not take longer than 46 minutes to complete.

NAME OF INSTITUTION



page two
DIRECTIONS

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

First — How important is the goal at this

institution at the present time?

different ways:

Then — In your judgment, how impartant
should the goal be at this institution?

o %
EXAMPLES o °o/ 6&
— <. r)/oo %
wo 2
O// ‘;& 60
%
%,
e ©
A. torequire a common core of learning 's =
experiences for all students...
should be | D

In this example, the respondent believes the goal ‘‘to require a common core of learning experiences for all
students’’ is presently of extremely high importance, but thinks that it should be of medium importance.

B.  to give alumni a larger and more direct
role in the work of the institution...

is | CcD - [@rw)] [arss)

(=w)
shouldbe | cCO | D | @D | & | &

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

+ Unless you have been given other
instructions, consider the institution
as a whole in making your judgments.

In giving should be responses, do not
be restrained by your beliefs about
whether the goal, realistically, can
ever be attained on the campus.

.+ Please try to respond to every goal

statement in the /nventory, by

blackening one oval after is and one
oval after should be.

Use any soft lead pencil. Do not
use colored pencils or 4 pen—ink,
ball point, or felt tip.

Matk each answer so that it
completely fills (bluckens) the
intended oval. Please do not make

checks (V) or X's.

Additional Goal Statements (Local Option) (91-110): A section is
included for additional goal statements of specific interest or concern.
These statements will be supplied locally. |f no statements are

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

Information Questions (111-117): These questons are included to
enable each institution to analyze the resuits of the /nventory in ways
that will be the most meaningful and usetul to them. Respond to each
question that applies.

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

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

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

in any torm without permission in writing frorn the publisher.

Published and distributed by E TS Cullege and University Programs,
Princeton, New Jersey 08541
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puge three

Please respond to these goal statements
by blackening one oval after is and one
atter should he.

their relationships with others...

15

should be

1. to help students acquire depth of knowledge in at
least one acadamic disciphine...
should be | 2 [Sa] [ ] CaD
2. to teach students methods of scholarly inquiry, is | T D (@S} D
scientitic research, and/or problem definition and
solution... should be | DO D D CD (@)
3. to help students identfy their own personal goals is [ &D [avas i D <D
and develop means of achicving them...
/ should be | CD D D D (@)
4. 10 ensure that students acquire a basic knowledge in is | CD cD D (e} <D
the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences...
should be | CD D D [erin} o
5. to increase the desire and ability of students to is | O [@an) Cio D D
undertake selt-directed learning...
should be | CD - D D D
6. to prepare students for advanced academic work,e.g., ] O (@ »] D D (]
at a four-year college or graduate or professional
school... should be | COD D [@»] D [}
7. to develop students’ ability to synthesize knowledge s | CD cO (@] [@rwe] (@]
from a variety of sources...
should be [ann) D D LD <D
8. to help students develop a sense of self-worth, is | D (@) [a») B [exse]
selt-contidence, and a capacity 10 have an impact on .
events... - shouldbe | CD (@) (@] [@e] [@vus]
9. to hold students throughout the institution to high s | D D D (exss) [esw)
standards of intellectual performance...
should be | D D <D [ares) (@]
10. o instill in students a life-long commitment to s | @D D (o) [aree) D
learning...
should be | CD <D D D (@)
11. 1o help students achieve deeper levels of s | D <D D (@] [}
self-understanding...
should be | D <D (@) D o
12, to ensure that students who graduate have achieved some 5| CDO [Gn] [es ] (@) (@]
level of reading, writing, and mathematics competency...
should be | <D D D [erss] (@]
13. to help students be open, honest, and trusting in - (@) D [@ewn] (@]
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paye tour
Please respond to these goal statements
by blackening one oval after is and one
after should be.
to encourage students to become conscious of the s | O (@] [@59] as <D
important moral issues of our time...
should be | D an (@) <D D
1o increase students’ sensitivity to and s | CO (@] [ (&S] <D
appreciation of various forms of art and artistic i
axpression... should be | CDO [ewn) (i) <D I
to educate students in a panim‘lar religious is | D () (o) GO ()
heritage...
should be | CD (@) [@ne) D <D
1o help students understand and respect people from is ao il [wwe) es3ue]
diverse backgrounds and cultures...
- should be | 3D (@i} an (@) @D
to require students to complete some course s GO ) GO ) LD ) GO O
work in the humanities or arts...
should be | COD [@an) <D D D
|
to help students become aware of the potentialities | GO () (o) o o i
of a full-time religious vocation... !
should be Co D (@ w) [ew] () i
to encourage students to become committed 1o working s CO | | | | O
for world peace...
should be | CD - D (@) D
1o encourage students to express themselves artistically, e.g., sl DO | D | D | & | &
in music, painting, film-making... ’ .
should be | @D D o | D | @D
1o develop students’ ability to understand and defend 5| CD <o (S (GUNp] ()
a theological position...

. should be | D (@) [} (exmw] D
to encourage students to make concern about the welfare s O = <o (S ()
of all mankind a central part of their lives...

should be | CD @D (@] D .
to acquaint students with forms of arustic or literary s | COD [ave)] (@) [axw) (e}
expression in non-Western countries...

should be | D (e} (@] D (e
to help students develop a dedication to serving God in 5O | @ | D | o D
everyday life...

should be | CD D _T (e} D

1

to pidvide opportunities for students to prepare 15| CDO ([arin} [} <D ([aw]
tor specific occupational careers, e.g., accounting, :
engineering, nursing... should be | D [@am) [arw)] [@sn]




paye five

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

78

S ¥
27. 1o develop what would generally be regarded as a strong is
and comprehensive graduate school...
should be
28. to perform contract research for governiment, business, is
or industry...
should be - (e ] (@S] D D
S IS Y AN —_—
29. 1o provide opportumties tor continuing education for T B D
adults in the local area, e.g., on a part-time basis..,
should be | 1o ¢ LD [G) (]
30. to develop educational programs geared to new and b CD <D (@i} D [}
emerging career fields...
should b 3D [QriS)] [GniS] Cid
31.  to prepare students in one or more of the traditional s D [GS] 2D [Ga]
professions, e.g., law, medicine, architecture...
should be | CD D (@) D )
-
32. to offer graduate programs in such “‘newer’’ professions | CD (@iin] D D [enen}
as engineering, education, and social work...
should be | CD D (k] 3o [enen]
33. toserve as a cultural center in the community s | CD ] T Cid D <D
sarved by the campus...
should be | 2D I (&) i
. -
34.  to conduct basic tesearch in the natural sciences... [ I ) (@] [GE]
L shouldbe | D | <D | Qo } CD | D
35. 1o conduct basic research in the social sciences... s CTy ) D)
R should be | & () G T T
36. to provide retrwining opportunities for individuals [T B D D D D
whose job skills have become out of date...
should be | D) () (@nin} i D
— J—
37. to contrihute, through research, to the general s | CD [} [eas) D D
advancement of knowledge...
should be | 75 ) [aas] D (e
38. to assist students in deciding upon a vocational 5 = D (i)} =)
career...
should be | ) D s IO [ena
39. 1o provide skilled manpower for local area business, N et ) D <D =
ndustry, and government...
should be | ) [ L D (]
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page six
Please respond to these goal statements 0 o
by blackening one oval after is and one ’90 %
after should be. 2,
_— £
6/
0
40. to tacilitate involverment of students in neighborhood 15
and community-service activities...
should be
41. 1o conduct advanced study n specialized problem areas, is
e.y., through research institutes, centers, or graduate
programs... should be | D (@] ciD D D
42. to provide educational experiences relevant to the is | D () ao e (S
evolving interests of woinen in America...
should be | CDO D o D (@]
43.  to provide critical evaluation of prevailing s D | D | o | D | D
practices and values in Apertan society... =
<1 hx- should be | C (@] (e w] [@rm] D
44, 1o help people from disadvantaged communities acquire 5| CD (2] (S (S ()
knowledge and skills they can use in inproving )
conditions in their own communities... should be | CID L) o - o
45. to move to or maintain a policy of essentially open s Co <D - <o o
admissions, and then to develop meamngtul educational _ -
experiences for all who are adnutted... should be | C°5 = <o * 2
46. 1o serve as a source of ideas and recommendations for sl OO ) GO | CD | D | O
changing social institutions judged to be unjust or
otherwise defective. .. . shouldbe | 0 ) CD | CD | GO | CDO
47. to work with governimental agencies in designing new [P [arin} i) D cD
social and environmental programs...
. shouldbe | D | €O | D | CD | D
T
48. to ofter developimental or remedial prograins in basic is T D &) CiD [ax3e)
skills (reading, writing, rnathematics)...
should be | D [@vin] D D D
49. to help students lvarn how to bring about change in is | o - [w) (=) [ins)
American society...
should be | CD [@v] e =5 O
50. 1o focus resources of the institution on the solution s CD [ow) [am) D (s
of major social and environmental problems...
should be | D (@] D D D
51. 1o be responsive to regional and national priorities Is 1 CID (@] (G [@ie] &5
when considering new educational programs for the
institution... should be | ID (o] D (S} [enso)
52. to provide educational experiences relevant to the B CD GO | @O | GO )
evolving interests of Blacks, Chicanus, and American
Indians... shouldbe | cO | O | @ | GO | D




80

payge seven

Please respond to these gual statements
by blackening one oval after is and one
after should be.

63. 1o be engayed, as an institition, in working tor basic [axs] [an3]
changes in Amencan society...
should be | T D cid [exin] O
4. to ensure that stuidents are not prevented from hedring s D D [eams] <D (@]
speakers presenting controversial points of view...
should be | CO (e} D [axwn) o
55.  to create a system of campus governance that is w| DD D D [erm) o
genuinely responsive to the concerns of dll people at
the institution... shoutd be | DO D o (@) [esan]
N
66. to maintain a climate in which taculty commitinent to the m | CD D o <D (@]
goals and well-being of the institution is as strong as
commitment to professional careers... should be | D D (@»] D [enn)
57. to ensure the freedom of students and faculty to choose O3 g was DD | o | D
their own life styles (living arrangements, personal
appearance, etc.)... should be | CDO D cD D [es]
58. to develop arrangements by which students, taculty, v | D (@) (e n] D [ensn]
administrators, and trustees can be significantly
involved in campus governance... should be | CD D D (@] (@]
69. to maintain a climate in which comimunication throughout s | D D D [axin) (@]
the organizational structure is open and candid...
should be | (D D D GO (@]
60. to place no restrictions on off-campus political Ll CD [@ein] ([@am] (e (@]
activities h¢V faculty or students...
should be | & D D D o
61. to decentralize decision making on the campus to D D (] D [es]
the greatest extent possible...
should be | ¢ D (@] D (@)
62. 1o maintain a campus climate in which difterences of (D3 (Y Goee (@] [@xin] ([@'®] D
opinion can he aired openly and amicably ...
should be | D D o (exn} D
63. 10 protect the right of faculty members to present wi D [wre} [@am) D [enm)]
unpopular or controversial ideas in the classroom...
should be | D D [ean} D s}
64. 10 assure individuals the opportunity to participate or W CED [eam] ([en®] D [an»)
be represented in making any decisions that affect them...
should be | (D D ([an®] (@] o
65. 10 maintain a climate of mutual tiust and respect anmony [T ) (e [ars) [arss) D
students, faculty, and adroinistrators...
’ . shouldbe | ¢ | ¢D | &GO | D ()
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page eight

Please respond to these goal statements
by blackening one oval atter is and one
after should be.

i
66. to create a campus climate in which students spend much 15 - <O D (<D CD
of their free time in intellectual and cultural
activities... should be | CD [y} [@RA39] D D
67. to build a climate on the campus in which continuous s | D (@) Q> Cid [
educdational innovation is accepted as an institutional
way of life... should be | CD D D GO ()
68. 10 encoufa‘g? students lf» spend time away fme the is ) ) i - l
campus gaining academic credit for such activities as :
. . 1
a year of study abroad, in work-study programs, in should he oy ) - > —iy b
VISTA, etc... ;
69. to create a climate in which students and faculty may | O T <D <D &HH
gasily come toquther for informal discussion of ideas E
and mutual interests... should be | D <D <ID )
70. to experiment with ditterent imethods of evaluating and | G D D .
grading student performance...
should be | CD <D 2D D D
71.  to maintain or work to achieve a large degree of s | CD D s D D
institutional autonomy or independence in relation
to governmental or other educational agencies... should be | CD D -y D CaD
72. 1o participate in a network ot colleges through which 15 | L D _iD oo [
students, according to plan, may study on several
campuses during their underyraduate yeds... should be | 0D s (@) D =D
73.  to sponsor each year a rich program of cultural events-- w | CD D <D D co'
lectures, concerts, art exgubits, and the hike...
should be | CD D [}
74.  to experniment with new appruaches to mxhvldualuéd s D [@vas) [}
instrucuon such as tutonals, flexible scheduling, and
students planning their own programes..: should be | D D D
75. awafd the bachelor's and/or associate degree for ) fr) oo o o
supervised study done awdy from the campus, e.g.,
in extension or tutorial centers, by correspondence, should be | =5 ) P -
or through field work...
76. to create an institution known widely as an w | GD (@] —] (=} =5
intellectually exciting and stimulating place...
should be [Entn] D . —
77. 1o creat. procedutes by which curricular or 14 D D oo
instructional innovations may be readily imnitiated... ;
should be | CD D D ) D |
- S e 1
78. 1o éw.!ald the bachelor’s and/or associate degree 1o some R o )
individuals solely on the basis of thew performance on i
. B . '
an acceptable examination {with no college-supervised  + should in: | .o i - S
study, on- or off-campus, necessary)... . e



82

page nine
Please respond to these goal statements
by blackening one oval atter is and one o
after should be. %,
Should be %,
%, .
A 3 %
79.  to apply cost criteria in deciding amony dlternative 15| CD D (& »} o D
academic and non-academic programs...
should he | CD (@) (@) («m} D
80. to maintain or work to achieve a reputable standing s | o oD [@mw) () e )
for the institution within the academic world (or in
relation to similar colleges)... should be | CD [ D [ars) [
K
81. to regularly provide evidence that the institution s T ) (v D [ar) D
actually achieving its stated goals... /
N should be | CD D [@m»] D (@]
82.  to carry on a broad and vigorous program of | CD (@) (') () D
extracurricular activities and events for students...
should be | D (@} [@») GO D
~
83. to be concerned about the etfficiency with which college T e (@) () () ()
operations are conducted...
should be | D (D (aw) (e} D
84. 10 be organized for continuous short-, medium-, and N s D D i ([
long-range planning for the total instituuion...
should be | (5D D (@] D (s}
85. toinclude local citizens in planning college programs is | ¢ (s} D D [asan)
that will atfect the local community...
should be | CD D D D (@]
86. 1o excel in intercoilegiate uthletic competition... [T ) [ fars) e ()
should be | D D D (e D
87. to be accountable to tunding sources for the is - fon) [ ) s [on)
effectiveness of college programs...
should be D (@] D D
88. 1o create a climate in which systematic evaluauon of sl ool o |lal o
college programs is accepted as Jn institutional way
of life... should be | D [ars) D [are} (es]
89. 1o systematically interpret the nature, purpose, and sl o far) [n) f=m) [
work of the institution to citizens oft the campus...
should be | = () D (e} [axsn )
90. to achieve consensus among people vl the campus about s oci [=n) lan) farm) D
the goals of the insttution...
should be | CiD (@] D (@] ([@n 5]
- If additional locally written goal statements have been provided, use page ten tor responding and then go on to page eleven.
- It no additional goal statements were given, leave page ten blank and answer the information quesuons on page eleven.
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If you have heen provided with supplementary goal statements, use this section
for responding. Use the: same answer key as you use for the first 90 itemns, and

page ten

ADDITIONAL GOAL STATEMENTS

(LLocal Option)

respond to both /s and should be.

O’
«v
o, ”s,’l
o O’a %% 0'4, &/‘4, A c"o
%2, 3 “ & () PACH %
AN %, %, 2 % N\ %
2%\ e, \ % AN %, %\ To,
S °% % 9, %, %, % %,
dfv ] “ % <, '(iu \ A © |
1
91. sl | | | o | ol s|loo | o co |
should be | *c> (@) D (] ([&»] should be | D [@ram) D (arw] D ;
1
92. s| D | D | | CDl|2 sl | | acn | co | i
shouldbe | CD | O | O | GO | @D shouldbe | CD | D | D | @D | D
93. s| CO| D | | G| COlfs Bl | o | oo | | o
shouldbe | CD | CO | DO | O | ™D shouldbe | D | DO | D | D | D>
94. s| | | | > | woifi s|cO | o | o | o | co
shouldbe | O | O | @ | D | O shouldbe | €D | CD y G | 3D
95, 5l O | | ca| | Col(|ios. I W ) . D | GO (s}
should be | 1 D D [exrss) D should be | &D [enven) D (@) <D
96. slO| m| am| | c||iose. BlCO | D | O | D |
shouldbe | D D ([} D D should be | D (e} D D D
97. sl | | co | ao | colfr. BlCO || || c
shouldbe | DO | co | co | @ | & shouldbe | CD | CD | D | @& | D
98. s|l O | | am| o | .|| s s | CD | O | @O i (i)
should be | CD (@) ([@w) (aw) D should be | D ([@w) D [@rs] D
99. sl D | | | | (|10 s | CcD | D - O | @ !
should be | CD D (s ) (e} ([@w) should be | CaT [an) D D >,
100. sl | o | aco | e | || sl | o | oo | oo | oo
1
1
should be | > () D ferse) ([aw] should be | @ D (et [@'®) [axm) !
i
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12

13.

114,

116.

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

Mark the one that best describes
your role.

Faculty member

Student

Administrator

Governing Board Member

Alumna/Alumnus

Member of off-campus community
group

Other

b 8660608

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

Biological sciences
Physical sciences
Mathematics

Social sciences
Humanities

Fine arts, performing arts
Education

Business

Engineering

Other

CREEE BREER

116.

1n7z.

Students: indicate class in college

Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Graduate
Other

B6BBA0

Students: indicate curient
enrollment status.

Full time, day

Part-tiune, day

Evening only

Oft-campus only - e.g., extension,
correspondence, TV, etc.

Other

B 6860

Faculty: indicate academic rank.

Instructor
Assistant professor
Associate professor
Professor

Other

6800

118.

SUBGROUPS ~one response only.
Instructions will be a;;in_l—(;ce;-ll_;l‘(m
gridding this subgroup item.

If instructions are not given, leave blank.
One

Two

Three

Four

Five

60600

Faculty: indicate current teaching
arrangement.

Full-time

Part-time

Evening only

Oft-campus — extension only, etc.
Other

iLER

All respondents: indicate age at
last birthday.

Under 20
20029
30 to 39
40 10 49
50 to 59
60 ur over

beesod

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION QUESTIONS.

if you have been provided with additional infor-
mation questions, use this section for responding.

Mark only one response to each question.

119. 120. 121. 122, 123.
<D [enm) [emien) D (@)
(o] (@} [@ran) [@rn] (@van)
[@w) (@ ] o [esm) a
<D [@xw} O (@] [erw]
D (] [enan] D @D
aD [@rm] (@] [@rs] o
(@] (@] (@] D @D
(@] [@nm] (@] [@rn] a
THANK YOU

BEEOOBOBE0 &

Comments and complaints reqarding any aspect of the

mventory are welcuined; please send them to:

Institutional Goats inventory

LTS Colleye and University Programs

Prnceton, NJ 08541
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EDUCATIONAL TESTING SIERVICE

609-921-9000
CABLE-EDUCTESTSVC

Mr. Abdul Rahman A. Suhaibani
c/o Hamad Alankari

Minister's Office

Ministry of Agriculture
Riyadh, Saudi Arabia

Dear Mr. Suhaibani:

RIS, PRINCETON, N.J. 085641

October 24, 1983

Confirming your telephone conversation of October 20, 1983 with Lillian
Sprague in my office, Educational Testing Service 1s pleased to grant you
permission to use the previously translated version into Arabic of the
Institutional Goals Inventory in your dissertation research at Oklahoma State
University. I understand you will be reproducing approximately 510 copies and
will administer the instrument to Saudi Arahia College students the second
week of November. This permission is nonexclusive and royalty-free. The
following copyright notice is to be used on the first page of each instrument:

English version copyright © 1972 by Educational Testing Service.
All rights reserved. Translated and adapted by permission.

We also require that any report of your research indicate the source
of the material and the fact that it was used with the permission of ETS.

This permission will expire on October 31, 1984. You may also include
a copy of the adapted instrument in your dissertation. Permission is.also
granted to have it reproduced by University Microfilms.

If these arrangements are satisfactory, please sign both copies of this
letter and return one copy to me for our records.

HCW/1s
cc: Miss Beck

ACCEPTED AND AGREED TO:
"\-}-‘"\/)./“ i )
Abdul Rahman A. Suhaibani

Sincerely,

ot € tdelde Ll

Helen C. Weidenmiller
Rights and Permissions
Administrator
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LJLJE.___.jLJ(__;

’ { N, ATER ONLAHOMA 74078
Oklahoma State University STuwATI oAt
(405) 624-7244
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION
AND HIGHER EDUCATION

August 5, 1983

Mrs. Sharon Kennedy
Saudi Arabian Educational Mission
2425 W. Loop, South
Houston, TX 77027

Dear Mrs. Kennedy:

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that Mr. Abdulrahman
Subaibani is advancing into the final stages of his doctoral work at
Oklahoma State University. In order for him to collect necessary
data for his dissertation, i1t will be essential for him to return to
Saudi Arabia. According to his schedule, he plans to leave Oklahoma
toward the end of September, to collect data during the last of
September, all of October, and in to November. He anticipates that
he will return to Stillwater around Thanksgiving in order to have the
data analyzed, to evaluate it, and to begin writing up the results.

I would greatly appreciate it if the Saudi Educational Mission
would do what ever is required to facilitate Mr. Subaibani's travel
to ana trom Saudl Arabia.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sineerely. yours,
/ / .

e

Thomas A. Karman
Professor and Head

TAK/bb
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