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ABSTRACT

FACTORS INVOLVED IN THE ADOPTION
AND REJECTION OF INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN
IDEAS IN SAUDI ARABIAN UNIVERSITIES
By
Saleh Ibrahim Al-Lihiedan

The purpose of this study was threefold: First, it
was to identify the reasons considered by faculty members in
Saudi Arabian universities for accepting and the reasons for
rejecting specific instructional design ideas. Second, it
was to identify which of those reasons affect faculty mem-
bers' decisions more strongly than others. Third, it was to
identify any differences in considering the reasons given by
those who accept and those who do not accept instructional
design ideas.

To accomplish these purposes a questionnaire of two
parts was distributed by the researcher to a sample of 470
faculty members. The questionnaire was developed and vali-
dated by the researcher. The sample was randomly selected
from a population of 5,841 faculty members in Saudi Arabian
universities. Descriptive and statistical techniques; fre-
quencies; means; standard deviations; 2Z-test; multivariates
and univariate analyses of variance for repeated measures;
tests were used to describe and analyze data from 400

returned questionnaires.



The results of the analysis indicate that:

1. The factors or reasons given for acceptance in
using the suggested instructional design ideas in Saudi
Arabian universities were:

a. Knowledge and learning of the implementa-
tion skills of the ideas.
b. Perceiving the need to use the ideas

(motivation).

c. The expectation of success to apply these
ideas.

da. The availability of needed resources.

e. Getting desirable rewards.

f. Acceptance of the ideas in the depart-
ments.

2. The factors or reasons given for rejection in
using the suggested instructional design ideas in Saudi
Arabian universities were:

a. The absence of the implementation skills
of the ideas.

b. Perceiving no need to use these ideas.

c. The expectation of failure in applying
these ideas.

a. The unavailability of needed resources.

e. The expectation of not getting the desir-
able rewards.

f. The unacceptability of the ideas in

faculty members' departments.



3. The approximate order of the importance of the
six factors or reasons to accept ideas was (a) motivation,
(b) skills to implement the ideas and expectation of success
of implementation, (c) availability of needed resources and
the acceptance of these ideas in the departments, and (4d)
getting desirable rewards.

4. There were no differences between the six
factors or reasons in terms of level of importance in the
rejection of the five suggested instructional design ideas.

5. Receptive and unreceptive faculty members
generally considered the six factors or reasons equally in

their decisions.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The Problem

There is much concern today about how universities in
Saudi Arabia are responding to the need for change in teach-
ing and learning procedures. These concerns arise because
of changing students' needs and interests which are part of
the rapid development that is taking place in every aspect
of society. Cole (1978) noted four major sets of reasons
for needing changes in instruction; the sets of reasons

relate to:

1. Institutions of higher education,
2. Faculty in universities,
3. University students, and

4. Society at-large.

1. Reasons related to institutions of higher education:
Four reasons calling for instructional change related to

institutions of higher education can be mentioned. First
there is the growing realization that traditional teaching
methods are antiquated and no longer fully responsive to the
need of the moment. As Holtzman put it:

These time-honored traditional instructional

methods that have served us well in the past

are currently being questioned in many quar-

ters, even among faculty members themselves.

-1~
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There is a call for education that is less
routinized and more personalized, for educa-
tion that not only imparts adopted knowledge
but implants adaptive thinking, for education
that does not just master belatedly the solu-
tion of the past but that solves creatively
the problem of the present and foresees real-
istically the issues of the future. (Meesick,
1976, p 24)

The universities and institutions of higher education in
Saudi Arabia are becoming aware that lectures and note-
taking are no longer accomplishing educational goals; these
do not accommodate the present stage of development that
higher education is now facing. There is a call for chang-
ing instruction formats.

Faheem (1982) pointed out that at a symposium on "The
Saudi Professor: His Duties and His Rights" which took place
at King Saud University (University of Riyadh previously) on
March 18, 1980, the participants stressed that a university
education should: (1) encourage research activities and
independent thinking among students; (2) avoid the mechan-
ical transmission of the inherited knowledge and value; (3)
allow students to explore the universe and everyday problems
with open and critical minds; (4) give students the ability
to question their teachers and share constructive discussion
with them; (5) stress creativity and originality in grading
and examination; and (6) establish a cultural 1linkage
between old and new generations.

Similar opinions were expressed by participants at a

similar symposium on "Higher Education Between Theory and

Practice" held at the same university in March, 1985. The
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participants, who were a mixture of college deans, journal-
ists, university administrators, and Civil Services Bureau
administrators, expressed their concerns about the method of
instruction in universities. They said that instructional
procedures are old and ineffective; it depends heavily on
transmission, memorization and 1lecturing. This memorized
knowledge is forgotten by the end of the examination. With
regard to this point, they suggested implementation of a
method that encourages the student to be independent in his
learning. ("Higher Education Between Theory and Practice,"
(1985).

The capacity and willingness of the institutions to pré—
vide for experimentation and innovation is the second reason
related to institutions which is an important issue in
instructional improvement. As Boyer and Crockett (1973)
point out, to produce changes in instruction it is desirable
to shift the faculty toward more institutional identifica-
tion and to increase college and university support for good
teaching. 1In Saudi Arabian higher institutions there is no
support for experimentation in improving instruction. This
kind of support is clearly needed.

Faheem (1982) noted that Saudi professors have resented
the criticisms leveled against them by drawing attention to
the fact that the Saudi professor, like any other profes-
sional in the country, is trying his best within limited
resources and many socio-economic constraints. They saw no
reason for singling out the academics for being less produc-

tive, or elitist, when nobody bothers to empirically assess
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the work of each university and each teacher. There are no
institutes for research, no up-to-date good books, and no
understanding and appreciation of scientists and research.
Within this prevailing situation, it is impossible for them
to engage in any intellectual activities.

A third institutional reason that calls for instruc-
tional change is competition among institutions coupled with
no recognition and reward for superior instruction. Recent-
ly there are signs of certain types of competition between
institutions in Saudi Arabia. Established colleges have
opened new departments, as well as new colleges, either in
the original campuses or as branches in other districts of
the country. This type of competition, unfortunately, was
not coupled with an equal effort to strengthen the quality
of the instruction.

A fourth institutional factor is failure of graduate
schools to devote sufficient attention in their doctoral
programs to the subject of teaching. Milton (1973) and
others have commented that most traditional graduate edu-
cational experiences are directed toward research and toward
a narrow specialization within an academic discipline.
Thus, there is 1little time left for adequately preparing
future professionals in instructional techniques. In Saudi
Arabian universities there are three types of individuals
who serve in college faculty positions: 1) Saudians who
were trained outside Saudi Arabia; 2) foreign faculty; 3)

Saudians trained in graduate schools in Saudi Arabia.
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Saudian graduate schools are new; they are no more than six
years old and are limited to a few areas of specialization.
These schools share with the other graduate schools in most
of the world the problem of offering inadequate training in
instructional techniques. After graduation, those who teach
in a university or in other higher institutions find them-
selves somewhat handicapped in teaching skills. New faculty
need this element to provide more effective instruction.
Therefore, the curriculum in graduate school should be
reformed to improve training in instructional technigues.
2. Reasons related to faculty in universities:

The two reasons related to faculty in universities can
be mentioned. The first major reason is that of faculty

identity and adequacy of faculty. As Gaff put it:

Our colleges and universities are now staffed
by faculty who, in general, have never studied
the history of their profession, are unfamil-
iar with the topography of the traditional
landscape, are unaware of the professional
literature in higher education, and have never
been expected to formulate systematically
their own philosophies of education or their

views about teaching and learning. (1975, p
16)

Freedman and Stanford interviewed 500 faculty members and
found "pervasive unease and confusion," a "lack of profes-
sional identity" and "a sense of vulnerability" that gravely
threatened their effectiveness (1973, p 13).

The faculty in Saudi Arabia are suffering from the same
problem -- no adequate training in the profession and no

developmental programs as well as a lack of coursework about
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teaching in higher education. The presence of such problems
strongly suggests that the faculty may be suffering from a
lack of professional identity.

The second reason related to faculty members is the
continued need for even the best instructor to grow intel-
lectually, to learn, and to adapt to new circumstances and
new challenges. It is imperative that faculty members
sharpen their teaching skills, keep up with new research in
their respective fields of study, become and remain knowl-
edgeable about those aspects of a discipline outside of
their own specialization, and gain new information about
human behavior and learning theory. In this respect the
faculty in Saudi Arabia are no different from faculty mem-
bers anywhere:; they need to keep up in their field and
improve themselves.

As reported by Faheem (1982) at the symposium on "The
Saudi Professor: His Duties and His Rights,"” the partici-
pants discussed, among other things, allegations against the
Saudi academics and university professors. Some of these
allegations are:

A. The Saudi university teacher is, in general, an
elitist, a consumer-oriented person whose interest is not
scholarly exertion, but climbing the socio-economic ladder.

B. Few of these professors try to further their knowl-
edge or keep touch with the progress in their special field.

C. Very few of them tolerate the agony of spending
days and years collecting facts, verifying data and writing

a well-researched book.
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D. They are blamed for most of the ills of the univer-

sity, such as inflation in grading, and lack of independent

thinking among students.

3. Reasons related to university students:

The consideration of the nature of students and the in-
creased effort to increase the quality of instruction calls
for an awareness of individual differences in the classroom
as well as an awareness of the change of students' needs and
interests. Three reasons related can be mentioned. First,
there is a growing belief that students respond differently
in various learning situations (Diamond, et al. 1975). For
this reason in many institutions varied forms of individual-
ized instruction are developed to match individual learning
styles (Roueche, 1972). The difficulty in some institutions
is that faculty do not wish to adjust to this new instruc-
tional climate or to accommodate a new clientele. Second,
it is important that faculty be aware of students' concerns
about the practical value of what they are asked to learn.
Faculty cannot depend only on their assumption that their
subjects and teaching methods are accepted by students.
Third, the attrition rate of students dropping out of col-
lege partially results from uninspired teaching, poor
advice, or programs insufficiently responsive to their
needs.

In Saudi Arabian universities these aspects of students'
personalities are almost ignored when constructing any unit
of instructions. Because there is not any kind of assess-

ment of student's abilities or needs and interests, faculty
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are led to rely exclusively on their own assumptions when
they plan or deliver their units of instruction.
4. Reasons related to society at-large:

There are two reasons that can be pointed out relating
to society. The first reason calling for instructional im-
provement is the nature of the development stage of the
present society. The second reason is that the world is
experiencing a revolution in terms of knowledge and tech-
nology. These two elements, as well as other changes in
society, have implications for curriculum, from rewriting
the objectives of the various subject matters to providing
the content that helps to achieve the objectives. There are
implications for classroom teaching as well.

The society in Saudi Arabia today is facing a rapid
development in all aspects of its life; economic, social and
political. There is a growing concern from parents, legis-
lators and the general public that higher education is
contributing less than what is expected. For the last six
years, the Saudi press and media, including university
campus newspapers, have engaged, as Faheem (1982) put it

In a lively debate concerning the plight of
Saudi academics. Like many other underdevel-
oped countries, Saudi society has expected a
great deal from its growing university profes-
sors. ... In the minds of the majority of the
people, a university professor should be a
scholar and researcher, capable of innovative
thinking and critical analysis of the social
order. ... Journalists, in particular, have
charged the academics not only failed to
assume the leadership role to help the society

make wise decisions about changes and social
transformations, but that they betrayed their
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profession by not applying their academic

method and discipline in analyzing the prob-

lems of society. (pp. 122-123)
Therefore, higher educational personnel in general and
faculty members in particular are being asked to re-examine
their professional and personal attitudes toward classroom
instruction as well as to consider training in new classroom
teaching procedures.

If accepting the need to improve instruction is the
first step, the second step is to select an approach to
improve it. Because the quality of education depends con-
siderably on faculty members (McKeachie, 1969, Gaff, 1975
and Eble, 1972), they are the "most important educational
resources of institutions."™ (Gaff 1975, p. 62). One ap-
proach to improve instruction is to teach instructional
design to faculty members. When teaching faculty, it is
common to suggest instructional design ideas which faculty
members voluntarily accept or reject. To maximize accept-
ance and therefore achieve improvement in instruction, those
responsible for producing change need to know faculty mem-
bers' reactions to instructional ideas, the reasons for
acceptance or rejection of an idea, as well as who are
likely to accept instructional ideas and who are not. Then
those who teach faculty could apply the knowledge of faculty
members' reasons for acceptance or rejection of an idea by
creating approaches to removing barriers and approaches to

maximizing acceptances.
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Therefore, the present study focused on the reasons (or
factors) given by faculty members in Saudi Arabian universi-
ties for accepting or rejecting instructional design ideas.
In addition, the relative importance of faculty members'
reasons in these decisions were studied. Finally, the dif-
ferences in considering the given reasons between those
faculty members who accept instructional design ideas and
those who do not accept them were studied.

Setting of the Study

Because this study is concerned with faculty in colleges
and universities in Saudi Arabia, it is appropriate to
provide some background of the development of higher educa-
tion in that country.

Higher education in Saudi Arabia is a relatively new
phenomenon. Formal higher education in the country is less
than four decades old. During this 36-year period, and in
particular during the last ten years, higher education has
experienced rapid expansion. In 1949 there was one college
with few fields of study. Now there are seven large univer-
sities and ten girls' colleges with many fields of study and
specialization, in addition to many junior colleges, mili-
tary colleges, as well as science and mathematics centers.

All higher educational institutions in Saudi Arabia are
public. Even those which began as private institutions
became public because of financial and administrative rea-
sons. Consequently, there are no fees or tuitions in any of
the Saudi Arabian colleges, (Hammad, 1973). In fact, stu-

dents are awarded generous monthly allowances -- about 1000
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Saudi Riayls (equivalent to 290 dollars). There are two
types of student enrollments. Students attending full time
are considered regular students; those attending part time
are considered nonregular students. The latter are asked to
attend at least 70% of the classes and are allowed to sit in
for examinations along with regular students. Part-time
students are allowed to choose their major from only a few
areas such as religion or 1liberal education. In the past
part-time enrollment was the only way for women to parti-
cipate in higher education, but recently they became full-
time students in either their own colleges under the super-
vision of the Girls' Education Administration or within
other universities in separate classes from males. Up to
the present, women are allowed to have only certain fields
for their majors, and they are taught either by female
teachers or by male teachers through a TV cable system.

The authority for policy making, planning and the coor-
dinating of programs in Saudi Arabian higher institutions is
divided among several autonomous authorities. One of the
major problems that higher education faces is the 1lack of
coordination between the higher institutions. Consequently,
there is a lot of duplication in the programs. (Hammad,
1973).

Each university or college has its own budget, which is
Separate from the general government budget. Each has its

Own administrative organization and its own internal regu-
la tions. The structure of the administrative organization

°of a university is illustrated in Figure 1.
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> |Supreme Un. Council|

Fx-Officio President

> [University Executive Council

Rector]

Vice Rector

Faculty kaculty Faculty aculty kaculty

General Secretary]
of the University

Secretariat Financ% tersonnel Fublic~Relations

Figure 1-1. The structure of the administrative organization
of a university.

All University colleges are authorized to grant the
bachelor's degree but some are authorized to grant Master's,
and Ph.D. degrees in a few fields. In terms of research
activities there is now a great potential for conducting
Most of the universities have already established

research.

research centers on their campuses. The type of research

that has occurred so far is in Humanities and Social

St udies.
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From its establishment, higher education in Saudi Arabia
has been influenced mainly by three foreign education sys-
tems: those of Egypt, England and the United States. The
influence of foreign systems permeates academics as well as
administrative matters. The organizational structures,
curricula and regulations have been patterned on these
foreign educational systems with little modifications. From
the establishment of formal higher institutions in Saudi
Arabia in 1949 until 1974 the British and Egyptian educa-
tional systems influenced the higher educational system more
than the United States system. During this period the only
university that was designed according to the United States
system was the University of Petroleum and Minerals in
Duhran. But from 1974 until now it has been found that most
of the universities in Saudi Arabia have started to change
to the American system. Now five of the seven universities
are using the credit-hour system, in addition to some junior
colleges. Today, the instructional method used in all
classes is the lecture/note-taking method. As was men-
tioned, there is a demand these days for a more personalized
education that takes the abilities and the needs of the
individual into consideration. The 1lecture/note-taking
method is not appropriate for all students, nor for all
subject matters. Therefore, new instructional methods
should be put to use.

Arabic is the official language in higher education in
Saudi Arabia. There are two colleges that are using English

in instruction; these colleges are the Medical Colleges and
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the Engineering Colleges. In the Natural Sciences Colleges
there is a mixture of Arabic and English. The main reason
for using English in the colleges mentioned is the 1lack of
books and other materials in Arabic. Consegquently, these
two colleges have less interaction with the larger society
than the rest of the colleges, because their communication
and activities language differs from society's language.

Since the present study focuses on the factors which
lead faculty members to change their instructional methods,
it is appropriate to mention the general rules of faculty
appointment in the universities in Saudi Arabia. There are
five positions that faculty members have in the universities
-- demonstrator, lecturer, assistant professor, associate
professor, and professor. The following are the general
rules governing appointments to each of these positions:

A. Demonstrator

1. He or she should have a Bachelor's degree with
a G.P.A. of 3.00 or above (very good).

2. He or she will be put on the salary levels
according to how many years it took to com-
plete his or her Bachelor's degree. If it
took four years, then he or she will be put in
the first 1level; if it took five years, then
he or she will be blaced in the second level;
six years will place him or her on the third
level and seven years (such as a Bachelor's in
Medicine) will place him or her on the fourth
salary level. Levels of salary will be illus-

trated in Table 1-1.
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Lecturer

l.

He or she should have at least a Master's
degree or any degree that the Committee of

Degrees considers equivalent to the Master's.,

Assistant Professor

1.

He or she should have the doctoral degree or
any degree that the Committee of Degrees
considers equivalent to the Doctor's Degree or

according to a decision from the Ministers'

Council.

Associate Professor

1. He or she must have the doctoral degree.

2. He or she should have at least four years of
teaching experience in an accredited univer-
sity.

3. He or she should conduct creative research
which is evaluated by a committee whose mem-
bers are specialists in that subject.

4. He or she should report about his or her
contributions in various activities.

Professor

1. He or she must have the doctoral degree.

2. He or she should have at least eight years of
teaching experience, four of them as an asso-
ciate professor.

3. He or she should conduct creative research

that is evaluated by a committee whose members
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are specialists in the subject of the re-
search.
4. He or she should report about his or her
contribution in various activities.
5. The professor continues to be given the annual
increasing rate even when he completes the
1

tenth level.

The general conditions for appointment of foreign facul-

ty are:

1. He or she must be not less than 20 years old and
not more than 60 years old, or 70 years old with
the agreement of the university president.

2. He or she must be able, in terms of his/her health,
to perform the job. He or she must provide a cer-
tificate regarding this matter.

3. He or she must have a good reputation.

4. He or she must fulfill the conditions of the po-
sition that he or she applies for.

5. He or she must work in the university full time.

6. He or she must not work with another agency.2

(See Table 2-1 for foreign faculty salary rating.)

lThe source of information is the Office of Higher
Education Minister, 1982.

2

The source of information is the Office of the Director
of Foreign Employees Affairs in Mohammed Bin Saud Univer-
Sity, Riyadh, Saudi Arabia.
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The Need for the Study

If faculty are to change their instructional methods,
the first step is to determine what factors influence their
decision to do so. The need for the present study can be
viewed from two perspectives -- practical and theoretical.
From a practical perspective, this study is needed because
it will provide the faculty members, as well as administra-
tors in higher education in Saudi Arabia, with helpful
information about the reasons and the characteristics of
those who accept instructional design readily and those who
reject ideas. Knowledge about these reasons and character-
istics will be a major source for administrators and those
responsible for producing change and suggesting elements
that need to be established, such as programs for faculty
development, centers for evaluation and teaching, and other
resources for instructional improvement.

From a theoretical perspective, this study is concerned
with the voluntary, innovative instructional behavior of
faculty in universities -- what factors influence their
behavior and the relative importance of the factors. Davis
(1979) suggested a model of voluntary behavioral changes
with implications for faculty development. 1In this model he
defined and discussed six classes of factors influencing the
adoption process: engergizers, expectations, learning,
motivators, resources and role expectations. (For defini-

tion and discussion of these factors, see Chapter II.)
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Davis mentioned that this model should prove to be
useful for understanding the decisions of faculty members to
change their instructional practices and for preéicting the
extent to which they will succeed in their efforts to
change.

Davis also noted that any useful model of the change
process must take account of individual differences in the
perception of one's life space. Different types of organi-
zation undoubtedly define different roles and offer differ-
ent incentives to their faculties. How a given faculty
member reacts will depend on his particular world view.
Davis' assumption is that around the world the individual
and organizational variables that affect change are essen-
tially the same, but the way in which variables operate is
very different. One would certainly expect the tendency of
innovation to be more salient for faculty members in socie-
ties where they have very heavy teaching loads. Role expec-
tation with respect to research or teaching in certain types
of institutions also shifts across cultures. There are also
enormoué differences in the leverage that institutions have
to control the payoffs directly and the perceptions of
faculty members indirectly. Therefore, faculty from differ-
ent countries are expected to assign quite different proba-
bilities to the same 1lists of possible outcomes from
instructional innovation.

In the present study, the objective is to identify the
factors that influence faculty members in Saudi Arabian

universities in adopting instructional design ideas and to
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ascertain from the faculty perspective the order of the

importance of the factors in the process of adoption. This

will add to the present literature in this area a perspec-

tive on the type of factors that affect faculty members who

teach in the Saudi Arabia culture and on their decision to

adopt new instructional methods.

The Purposes of the Study

The purposes of the study are:

l.

To identify the reasons that influence faculty
members in Saudi Arabian universities to accept or
reject specific instructional design ideas.

To identify which of those reasons faculty members
report affect their decisions more strongly than
others.

To identify the differences, if any, in considering
the reasons given between those who accept and

those who do not accept instructional design ideas.

Research Questions

A. General research gquestions:

1.

What are the reasons given by faculty members in
reaction to suggested ideas for instructional
improvement?

What faculty members are receptive to ideas to
improve teaching and what faculty members are not

receptive to ideas to improve teaching?
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B. Specific research questions:

l.

What are reasons given by faculty members in Saudi
Arabian universities for accepting and reasons for
rejecting specific instructional design ideas?
Which of those reasons do faculty members report
affect their decisions more strongly than others?
Are there any differences in considering the rea-
sons given between those who accept and those who

do not accept instructional design ideas?

Research Questions and Hypotheses

Question 1: What are reasons given by faculty for accept-

ing and reasons for rejecting specific ideas

of instructional design?

Hypotheses 1-6. There is no difference in the proportions

of faculty members who accept instructional design ideas who

given the reason:

l.

Implementation skills - "I know how to apply the
idea"

Motivation - "see need for the idea"

Expectation - "I will succeed in applying the idea"
Resources - "I will get needed resources to apply

the idea"
Rewards - "I will get rewards I desire"
Role expectation - "The idea will be acceptable in

my department"

and those not giving the reasons.



-23-
Hypotheses 7-12. There is no difference in the proportions

of faculty members who do not accept instructional design

ideas who give the reason:

1. Implementation skills - "I do not know how to apply

the idea"

2. Motivation - "I do not see need for applying the
idea"

3. Expectation - "I will not succeed in applying the
idea™"

4. Resources - "I will not get the needed resources to

apply the idea"

5. Rewards- "I will not get rewards I desire"

6. Role expectation - "The idea will not be acceptable
in my department"

and those not giving the reason.

Question 2: Which of the reasons do faculty members report
affect their decision more strongly than

others?

Hypothesis 13. There are no differences in the reported
strength of influence of the six reasons on the
decision given by those who do accept instructional

ideas.
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Hypothesis 14. There are no differences in the reported
strength of influence of the six reasons on the
decision given by those who do not accept instruc-

tional ideas.

Question 3: Are there any differences in considering the
reasons given between those who accept and
those who do not accept instructional design

ideas?
Hypotheses 15-20. There are no differences in considering
the reasons given between those who accept and

those who do not accept instructional design ideas.

Definition of Terms

Faculty member: Any full-time or part-time teaching

staff person in a university in Saudi Arabia, either Saudian
or foreigner.

Adoption or innovation-decision: The mental process

through which an individual progresses from initial aware-
ness of an innovation to a decision to adopt or reject, and
finally confirmation of this decision. There are four main
stages in the process: (1) knowledge; (2) persuasion (atti-
tude formation and change): (3) decision/adoption or rejec-
tion, and (4) confirmation. These stages usually, but not

always, occur in this sequence.
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Innovation: Any idea, practice or object perceived as

new by an individual or some adopting unit. (Rogers, Shoe-
maker, 1971)

Receptive faculty members to an instructional design

idea: The faculty member who accepts the use of a suggested
instructional design idea.

Unreceptive faculty members to an instructional design

idea: The faculty member who rejects the use of a suggested
instructional design idea.

Instructional innovation: Any instructional idea,

practice or object perceived by faculty members as new and
which he or she decides to adopt or reject.

Faculty position: The academic rank of the faculty

member. There are five levels of academic ranks considered
in this study: (1) professor; (2) associate professor, (3)
assistant professor, (4) lecturer, (5) demonstrator (teach-
ing assistant).

Faculty area of specialization: The area of specialty

that the faculty member has his or her last degree in or
that he or she is continuing to work on.

Faculty teaching experiences: The number of years that

the faculty taught in higher education.

Faculty cultural hemisphere: The region from which the

faculty member came. In this study there are four regions
to consider: (1) saudian cultural hemisphere; (2) Arabian

hemisphere (all Arabic countries except Saudi Arabia);: (3)
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Western hemisphere (all European countries and the United
States, Canada, South America):; (4) Eastern hemisphere (all
Asian countries except Arabic countries).

Faculty knowledge and learning skills in teaching and

instructional innovation: The amount of information and the

learned specific implementation skills that the faculty
member has about an instructional innovation and teaching.

Faculty attitude and motivation toward change (Ener-

gizers): The degree of tendency and drive to make changes
in the present instructional situation.

Faculty expectation of the outcome: The assessment of

the probability of success and failure if he or she adopts
an instructional idea, taking into consideration the per-
centage of the positive and negative possible consequences
of the adoption.

Availability of resources: What is needed to bring

change including release time, media equipment, programs for
developing faculty, and money to travel.

The guality and quantity of intrinsic and extrinsic

rewards (Motivators): Intrinsic rewards are the level of

internal satisfaction which arises directly from the adop-
tion and implementation process, which is independent from
any evaluation by an external agent. Extrinsic rewards are
those payoffs that are administered by agents who evaluate
the innovator's performance and decide whether or not it
should be rewarded. These rewards may include money, time,

tickets.
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Role expectations: The normally developed beliefs by

faculty and administrators about how faculty should or

should not perform their various roles. These role expec-

tations define how the faculty members should behave in the

classroom and other situations and may even prescribe this

life style (Davis, 1979, p 134).

Study Limitations

The results of the present study will be limited
only to the faculty members of Saudi Arabian uni-
versities and Girls' Colleges. Generalizing the
results to other higher institutions in Saudi
Arabia or to other countries' universities and
higher institutions should be done with caution.
Since other reasons may affect or be affected by
cultural or organizational aspects, the faculty
members of institutions outside the scope of this
study may have different perceptions of the reasons
which are involved in accepting or rejecting in-
structional design ideas.

Generalization of the results of this study to the
population should be done with caution because of a
lack of proportional representation.

Also the results of this study should be limited to
the types of instructional design ideas presented
in the study. Generalizing the results to other

types of innovations should be done with caution.
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4. The study findings and conclusions are limited to
the extent to which the personal procedure of
distributing the questionnaire affects responses.

5. The study findings and conclusions are limited to
the extent to which the investigator is able
objectively to interpret and describe the data.

6. Also, one of the major limitations of the study
lies in the fact that respondents may purposefully
or unconsciously distort the actual reasons for
accepting or rejecting the instructional design
ideas.

7. Finally, the study findings are limited by the fact
that some faculty members may have adopted some of
the ideas and that faculty members were asked to

make this decision in a hypothetical way.

Basic Assumptions

1. It was assumed that all considered instructional
design ideas are of use to all faculty members.
2. It was assumed that six reasons account for all

reasons for acceptance and rejection.
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The purposes of this Chapter are (A) to review the the-
oretical and empirical literature to delimit and define the
major factors accounting for the reasons faculty members may
give for accepting or rejecting instructional ideas. (B) to
review the literature related to the order of the importance
of these factors; on the decision to accept or reject the
use of instructional ideas; (C) to define instructional
design field and discuss the instructional design ideas that
were used by the study:; and (D) to review methodological
issues which emerge in the research that has been done.

A. Types of factors accounting for the reasons influ-

encing the accepting or rejecting of instructional ideas:

In this review of types of factors accounting for the
reasons influencing the accepting or rejecting of instruc-
tional design ideas by faculty members, it will be demon-
strated that the body of the literature includes the follow-
ing six major categories of factors suggested by Davis
(1979) in his model:

1. Factors related to the learning and skills of

faculty members: The amount of information and

-29-
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knowledge about instruction and the 1learned spe-
cific implementation skills that the faculty
members possess relevant to instructional inno-
vations.

2. Factors related to the attitudes and motivation of

faculty members about teaching and change in in-

structional methods (Energizers): The strength of
the tendency to make changes in the present in-
structional situation.

3. Factors related to faculty members' expectation of

the outcomes: The assessment of the probability of
success and failure if he or she adopts an innova-
tion, taking into consideration the percentage of
the positive and negative possible consequences of
the innovation.

4. Factors related to the availability of resources:
What is needed to bring change, including release
time, media equipment, programs for developing
faculty, money and tickets for travel.

5. Factors related to the rewards that faculty members
receive as a result of adoption innovations (Moti-

vators): There are two types of rewards. First,
instrinsic rewards, which refer to the level of
satisfactions which arise directly from the im-
plementation process and self-evaluation. Second,
extrinsic rewards, which are the payoffs admin-
istered by agents who evaluate the innovator's
performance and decide whether or not it should be
rewarded.

6. Factors related to the faculty members' role expec-
tations: The beliefs normally developed by faculty
members and administrators about the ways faculty
members should or should not perform their various
roles. These role expectations define how the
faculty members should behave in the classroom and
elsewhere, including his/her home.

Now for each of these s8ix categories, consider how the
related theoretical and empirical research contributes to

the knowledge of each topic.

l. Factors related to a faculty member's learning and

skills:
The relevant research discussed three levels of knowl-

edge and skills that are required for faculty members in
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order to demonstrate innovative instructional behavior. The
respective roles of these 1levels in the process of innova-
tion and the way they may be acquired will be discussed.
These levels are:

a. Knowledge about the history of the fields of in-

struction and learning.

b. Knowledge about what is new in instructional inno-
vations.

c. Specific implementation skills about certain inno-
vations.

Theoretical Literature:

a. Knowledge about the fields of instruction and

learning.

Holbrook (1974) discussed graduate preparation programs,
noting that they pay little or no attention to teaching. As
a result, the graduate students who will go to teach at the
university level will find themselves handicapped in regard
to teaching ability, unable to recognize where and when
innovation is needed. In other words, the lack of general
standards in teaching and learning processes in the prepar-
ation stage will leave new teachers unable to identify their
clear goals and standards in their professional careers. As
Gaff (1975) put it:

Our colleges and universities are now staffed
by faculty who, in general, have never studied
the history of their profession, are unfami-
liar with the topography of the traditional
landscape, are unaware of the professional
literature in higher education, and have never
been expected to formulate systematically

their own philosophies of education or their
views about teaching and learning. (p 16)
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Commentators have frequently argued that this problem
could be overcome if the degree system were designed in such
a way as to place more stress on instruction. The Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education supported the development of
the Doctor of Arts degree for those individuals interested
in teaching at the higher education level. This D.A. pro-
gram would include courses specially designed for college

teachers, regardless of their area of specialization.

b. Knowledge about what is new in instruction.

Hammons (1977) and Cole (1978) stressed the need for
faculty members to grow intellectually, keeping up-to-date
their own field and gaining new information about human
behavior including specifically modern learning and teaching
theories. Without such efforts, a faculty member will re-
main in a static situation regarding their professional
career, regardless of their knowledge gained in the prepara-
tion stage, since knowledge is rapidly expanding. As a
result, innovative behavior will not occur, since the essen-
tial stimulus for it will not be present.

c. Specific implementation skills about certain inno-

vations.

Assuming that a faculty member has appropriate prepara-
tion as well as current information relevant to instruction
and teaching approaches, such information by itself will not

be sufficient to guarantee that the faculty member will
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adopt instructional innovations. Specific, relevant knowl-
edge and skills must be acquired before adoption can occur.
Davis (1979) pointed to two levels of such relevant knowl-
edge. The first one concerns knowledge about an innovation
which comes from a process of analysis and assessment of
that innovation conducted by the faculty member himself.
Such knowledge and learning influences primarily the assess-
ment of the probable outcomes following adoption of the
innovation. The second 1level involves specific implemen-
tation skills that enable the faculty members to be success-
ful in applying the innovation. These two 1levels of
specific relevant knowledge and skills can be developed
through attendance in lectures, seminars, workshops, indi-

vidual consultations, and independent readings.

Empirical Research:

From a study of 70 colleges in 40 states, using observa-
tion and note-taking as research methods, one of Eble's
(1972) conclusions is a need for graduate programs to pre-
pare Ph.D. candidates for teaching responsibilities in a
manner which makes the preparation an available part of the
doctoral programs. The knowledge about instructional and
learning approaches that such preparation would make pos-
sible would not be sufficient, as noted earlier, to assure
that innovative behavior would occur when the graduate
student becomes a faculty member. However, this knowledge
is necessary, since it is the foundation for the more spe-

cific knowledge that comes later. In other words, faculty
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members cannot be expected to demonstrate innovative behav-
ior in teaching without a systematic foundation of knowledge
about education.

Evans and Leppman did a study (1967) in nine universi-
ties in which they informally interviewed 102 faculty mem-
bers and administrators. They found that the complexity of
the innovation has an influence on the adoption of this
innovation. Complexity of an innovation is related to the
level of knowledge about it. The less knowledge a faculty
member has about an innovation the more likely that he will
perceive it as difficult to implement. An efficient search
for knowledge about a complex innovation necessitates the
acquisition of strategies to break down the innovation into
"portable bits." Evidence seems to indicate this "breaking"”
process will help to make the process of learning about
innovation, as well as its implementation, much easier, and
therefore at least partial acceptance will be more rapidly
affected.

Rogers and others (1975) studied the barriers to the
diffusion and adoption of four innovations: EXPER SIM,
guided design, TIPS, and student-to-student counseling. One
of the three most important reasons they found for non-
adoption was the unavailability of specially trained person-
nel such as computer programmers to help in the implementa-
tion of the innovations.

In summary, the literature shows that there are three

levels of knowledge and skills which must be acquired by
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faculty members before innovative instructional behavior may
be expected:

a. General knowledge about teaching and learning
theories. This level is acquired in the prepara-
tion stage and its role is to be the foundation for
the innovation process.

b. The knowledge and information about certain inno-
vations that will help the faculty member assess
the possible outcomes of that innovation. This
level is acquired usually in the period when the
faculty member is actually teaching through keeping
up-to-date about new research in the field of in-
struction.

c. The knowledge and skills relevant to the implemen-
tation of an innovation. Even the faculty knows
that computers, for example, are useful in teaching
some subject matters. This knowledge is not enough
to make one able to use a computer:; instead, train-
ing in its use is necessary. This level can be
acquired through attending workshops.

2. FPactors related to the attitude and motivation regarding
instructional change (Energizers):

In regard to motivation to change, the relevant research
includes three topics: first, the attitude of faculty
toward teaching as a career; second, faculty attitudes
toward change; third, faculty members' perception of need to

change.
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Theoretical Literature:

Holbrook (1974) and Cole (1978) considered the attitude
of faculty members toward teaching to be a major factor
influencing the process of instructional development.
Holbrook stated the nature of this influence as following:

As long as professors consider instruction the
least important of their activities, the op-
portunity for in-service training involving
new approaches and techniques in the instruc-
tional process will have 1little benefit ...
This attitude has been instrumental in the
refusal to examine learning and teaching from
fresh perspectives. (p 94)

This negative attitude toward teaching may have resulted
from unfamiliarity with teaching as a professional career.
This unfamiliarity derives, as mentioned, from the failure
of preparation programs to provide the means for graduate
students to develop an adequate and positive perspective
about teaching.

To overcome this type of negative attitude and encourage
a positive one instead, a group of scholars in an invita-
tional conference about improvement of teaching in higher
education (Holbrook, 1974) suggested two techniques that
could be used together to positively shape faculty member
attitudes toward teaching. One would involve the provision
of adequate resources for information about teaching and
learning, such as a national center for teaching might
provide. A second technique would be the institution of a
reward system that would make faculty members feel that
teaching is a rewardable activity. A positive attitude

toward teaching is an important and necessary energizer for

innovative behavior.
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The second topic related to motivation, faculty members'
attitudes toward change in instructional method, may be
considered a specific case of their general attitude toward
teaching. This type of attitude arises when a faculty
member perceives change as either a threat to his position
or as a source of security. In the first situation, a nega-
tive attitude will exist, while in the second, a positive
attitude will result. Of course, a negative attitude will
lead to resistance to any attempt at innovative behavior,
while the positive attitude will be a source of energy
encouraging innovative behavior. This positive attitude
toward change can be created in the minds of faculty members
by two means. First, as Cole (1978) reported, a number of
educators suggest avoiding threatening faculty when estab-
lishing new policies or procedures. The second suggestion
involves providing support for any attempt at innovative
behavior by supplying money, equipment and training for the
faculty members.

The third topic related to motivation to change and
therefore to the encouragement of faculty members to mani-
fest instructional innovative behavior is the perception of
need for change. As Davis (1979) pointed out, the achieve-
ment motive, which is generally defined as the striving to
overcome obstacles, to exercise power, and to learn some-
thing as well and as quickly as possible, is generated by
instances of cognitive dissonance. Dissonance is created

when a faculty member has beliefs that conflict with
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acquired knowledge. For example, when video feedback
enables a teacher to see himself as his students see him, he
often experiences cognitive dissonance that motivates beha-
vioral change (Perlberg 1976).

In order to increase the existence of such cognitive
dissonance, with their attendant motivation to change, the
means for an evaluation system must be provided to help the
faculty member acquire the necessary feedback to create
awareness of the need to change. For example, a project of
the Clinic to Improve University Teaching at the University
of Massachusetts and other universities indicates that fac-
ulty members in general are becoming increasingly receptive
to open discussion of their individual teaching problems and

more aware of the need to educate themselves in the area.

Empirical Research:

The relevant empirical research reveals support for the
theories under discussion regarding the role of faculty
members' attitude and motivation regarding instruction and
instructional change in the process of adoption. 1In addi-
tion, some studies (Rogers ,1975) pointed out the importance
of the role of students' attitudes in regard to innovation.

Evans and Leppman (1967) did a case history study about
resistance to innovation. Two of their main research ques-
tions were "What is the nature and extent of attitudes held
by a university faculty toward the prospect of teaching by
television?" and "In what ways are professors who are

strongly favorable to teaching by ITV different from those
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who are strongly hostile to it?" To answer these two gues-
tions, the researchers applied the following procedure:

An initial questionnaire was sent to 400 full-time fac-
ulty of Metro University. Eighty percent of the question-
naires were returned. Also, as a supplement to the initial
questionnaire, the researchers developed two schedules for
personal interviews prior to and after the experimental
phase. Analysis of the questionnaires and interview respon-
ses was used as the basis for establishing two extreme
groups:

Pro-ITVs (55 faculty members most favorable to in-

structional television)

Anti-ITVs (65 faculty members most hostile to instruc-

tional television)

Among these 120 subjects, 20 faculty members were selec-
ted to participate in an actual field experiment. Although
their previous collective behavior reflected resistance,
individually they were judged to be divided almost equally
into Pro-ITV, Anti-ITV, and neutral-ITV groups on the basis
of the initial questionnaire and the pretest interview. The
remaining 100 members served as a control group.

After completion of the pretest interviews given to both
the control and experimental subjects, each person in the
experimental group were asked to prepare, produce, and par-
ticipate in at least one 45-minute presentation to be
recorded on a video-tape recorder. 1In addition, the experi-

mental group was asked to collaborate in the production of
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several video tapes, which represented a cooperative effort.
Of course, this group was offered consultation, ITV reports,
books, pamphlets, and other ITV information by the investi-
gators. The posttest interview then followed for each
professor. In addition, each experimental subject was asked
to write a report on his experience and his opinion of the
video tape recorder as a device for improving teaching.

As researchers mentioned, the most significant results
of the present investigation - in behavioral rather than in
cognitive terms - are that of two departments which the
experimental group was selected from, one began offering a
telecourse, which it had previously rejected, and the other
began using some of its own video-taped material as supple-
ment to its traditional teaching efforts. This was inter-
preted to mean that a trend in attitude change is taking
place.

Rogers and others (1975) pointed out in their study of
the factors involved in the diffusion and adoption of four
innovations that faculty members consider the attitude of
students toward computer and instructional innovation as an
important factor influencing their decision to adopt an
innovation or not.

Eble (1972) noted in his study of college teaching that
in order to motivate faculty members' involvement in the
process of change, the reward system must demonstrate in a
credible way that rewards will follow the redistribution of

faculty effort to improve their teaching.
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In summary, the relevant 1literature reveals that the
faculty members' attitudes toward teaching, the faculty
members' attitudes toward change, the faculty members' and
students' attitudes toward innovations, and faculty members'
perception of need to change are all important sources of
the power necessary to motivate faculty members to involve

themselves in innovative instructional behavior.

3. Factors related to faculty members' expectations of the

outcomes of adopting instructional innovation:

In this category of factors, the relevant research
pointed out three types of faculty members' expectations of
the outcomes that might result from adopting instructional
innovations. These types are: 1) faculty members' expecta-
tions related to the faculty member himself; 2) expectations
related to students; 3) expectations related to the subject
matter or topics to be taught. A faculty member can expect
to succeed or fail when considering his own skill, his

students' relation and the nature of the subject matter.

Theoretical Literature:

Davis (1979) reported that some contemporary organiza-
tional psychologists have developed a model of the motiva-
tional process that has been tested with considerable
success in industrial settings (Vroom 1964, Lawler 1973,
Porter, et al 1975). The model holds that the tendency of a
worker to behave in a particular way depends largely on his
expectations of the consequences of that behavior. If we

wish to predict whether or not a faculty member will adopt a
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particular instructional innovation, according to this
model, it is necessary to assess his expectations about the
outcomes of adopting the innovation. The faculty member in
this situation might ask himself two questions. First, "If
I innovate, what is the probability that I will succeed?"
Second, on the positive side, the faculty member might ask,
"If I am successful with innovation, what are the 1likely
outcomes? Will my students learn better?" or "Will my
salary be increased?" On the negative side, he might ask,
"Will I have to sacrifice my research?" or "Will it take
time away from my family?" or "Does the innovation fit the
subject matter or topic that I am teaching and will it help
to simplify the complexity of this subject matter or topic,
or does it make it more complex?"

As Davis (1979) mentioned, these assessments of the
possibilities are in a continuous state of change, because
they concern man and his motivation, which fluctuate from
hour to hour and from moment to moment. Therefore, faculty
members become aware of new possibilities every day. Each
of these possibilities is assumed to become associated with
either approach or avoidance tendencies, and the choice
between tendencies is determined by a faculty member's
perceptions of the success and payoff associated with each
tendency.

The faculty member's knowledge and skills regarding
innovations, his students, and the topics that he is

teaching are important elements helping the faculty member
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to have a more accurate assessment of these possibilities.
Through these accurate assessments the faculty member will
help himself to decrease the fear of failure in adopting
innovations. Likewise, he can forecast that the outcomes,
either for him or for his student are in the positive

direction.

Empirical Research:

Eble (1972) found that recognizing and accepting the
goals which faculty members establish for themselves is an
important factor in innovation. These goals are the fore-
cast of the outcomes of their activities. Faculty members
should be helped to make such forecasts, not told what these
forecasts should be.

Evans and Leppman in their second study (1967) found
that professors in applied areas such as engineering and
education demonstrate more receptivity to certain innova-
tions that are present in their activities outside the
university. However, for those in the more traditional
disciplines, such external contacts might represent the
expenditure of some special effort outside of their daily
routine. This suggests that faculty members are taking the
nature of their discipline into consideration when they
think about innovations.

In summary, relevant literature provides a view that the
faculty members' expectations of outcomes that will result

from the adoption of innovations may influence the adoption
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process. This is true whether these expectations of out-
comes related to the faculty member himself, such as his
salary or his time, or to his students, such as student
learning or attitude, or related to the topic that he
teaches. Expectations are to be a source of energy for the
faculty member to demonstrate innovative behavior in his
teaching if they are positive. However, expectations may

serve as barriers if they are negative.

4. Factors related to the availability of resources:

The relevant literature concerning the availability of
resources as a major factor influencing the adoption process
of innovation has defined three types of resources: first,
the availability of media equipment, books, newsletters that
can be used by faculty members any time; second, the avail-
ability of developmental programs such as grants; third, the

availability of an evaluation services.

Theoretical Literature:

Davis (1979) stressed the importance of classroom equip-
ment and materials and grants for instructional improvement.
As he put it:

The typical faculty member who sets out to
implement an instructional change of some kind
generally discovers that his success depends
on the availability of new resources. The
resources needed to bring change about may
include released time, supplies, services,
money for travel, etc. (p. 135)
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As he explained, the role of a grants program is to
serve as a vehicle for faculty development. By funding
appropriate workshops and facilitating communication among
faculty and specialists in instructional development on
campus, a grants program encourages personal growth and
learning on the part of everyone involved in the process.
Davis added that a grants program can achieve three
additional outcomes. First, grants reward faculty members
and recognize their effort to improve teaching. The symbol-
ic significance to the faculty member of a grant to improve
teaching should never be underestimated. Second, grants are
used to buy needed equipment, software, or faculty time to
be used directly in improving instruction. Third, a grants
program signals a message to the entire faculty that the
institution values good teaching and is committed to improv-
ing teaching.

Evaluation services is a third resource that literature
and research suggests to be necessarily available in order
to create a good atmosphere for faculty to show innovative
behavior.

Holbrook (1974), Hammons (1977) and Cole (1978) pointed
out the importance of providing evaluation services as a
source of feedback that help the individual faculty members
to be aware of present instructional practices and of possi-
bilities for improvement. With the help of national organi-
zations such as the Educational Testing Service, the problem
of a lack of instructional assessment techniques could be

resolved.
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Empirical Research:

Evans' and Leppman's (1967) findings supported the theo-
retical rationale of the importance of the availability of
programs that carefully planned for institute innovations.
Eble's (1972) study supported the suggestion for the exist-
ence in every department of articulated programs for commun-
icating departmental expectations and for providing assis-
tance to help beginning faculty develop the skills and the
attitudes necessary to fulfill these expectations. Eble
also stressed the importance of building a teaching evalu-
ation system that gives the faculty member a wide range of
evaluation alternatives rather than standardized specific
solutions.

Kozma (1978) studied the role of institutional improve-
ment agencies in the adoption of instructional innovations.
A small group of college faculty members at the University
of Michigan received released time and financial support for
the development and implementation of instructional innova-
tions in their courses. In addition, each faculty member
had access to technical assistance, equipment, training
workshops, a series of seminars, and personalized consul-
tations with project staff. A comparison of these faculty
members with several other groups, including faculty members
who applied for the program but were not accepted and a
random sample of non-participating faculty members, revealed
that the faculty members who entered the program signifi-

cantly increased their use of innovations over a two-year
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period. Also, comparison between participating faculty
response before and after the program showed an increase in
the use of innovations.

This increase of the use of innovations took the form of
producing video tapes, discussion techniques were acquired,
and simulation games were purchased. Also, courses were
redesigned to include a variety of techniques as well as to
reflect the faculty members' analysis of their classroom
situation.

Rogers and others (1975) found four factors related to
availability of resource affecting the non-adoption of
IMPACT innovations. These factors are: 1) lack of trans-
ferable computer program; 2) lack of adequate information
about the innovations; 3) unavailability of appropriate
course-related subject matter; and 4) unavailability of
measurement devices for course-related content.

In summary, the relevant literature suggests the utility
of the availability of media equipment, money to travel,
time, consultation and evaluation services. These elements
can be provided in conjunction with other services such as
grants that were found to have significant positive effects
on the adoption of innovations. Such grants programs can
buy the needed equipment released time for faculty members,
et cetera. In addition, a grants program provides a learn-
ing environment that faculty members can use to improve
their knowledge and implementation skills regarding innova-

tions. Also a grants program can serve as a communication
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channel between the administration and faculty members. As
stated earlier, one type of message that a grants program
signals to faculty members is that the administration values

good teaching and is committed to improving teaching.

5. Factors related to the rewards that a faculty member

gets as a result of achieving successful adopton of

innovations (Motivators):

The fifth category of factors influencing the adoption
of innovation by faculty members is the nature of rewards
(motivators) that faculty members get as a result of achiev-
ing successful adoption of innovations. The literature
defines the types of rewards, their role and influence in
the adoption process and, the ways in which they can be made

available.

Theoretical Literature:

Davis (1979) discussed two types of motivators: a)
Intrinsic, which refers to those satisfactions that come
directly from the adoption and implementation process and
are not affected by any evaluation by an external agent.
This type is usually out of the control of the organization,
unless the faculty in the organization are not permitted to
exercise their skills: b) The extrinsic motivator, which
refers to those extrinsic payoffs that are administered by
agents who evaluate the innovator's performance and decide
whether or not it should be rewarded. Whether or not the
faculty member will be promoted, receive a salary increase,
or get tenure depends largely on the reaction of his col-

leagues to his performance.
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Holbrook (1974) pointed out that it is important for the
reward system to prize teaching ability as well as prizing
scholarship and research. Hammons (1977) emphasized the
role of financial support as one type of reward that should
be provided by the university. This financial support gives
a signal to faculty members that administrators are con-
cerned about teaching improvement.

In an invitational conference about the improvement of
teaching in higher education, (1972) at Northwestern Univer-
sity, a group of scholars including Kenneth Eble, Francis
Keppel, E. Mathis, Steven Holbrook, and others, arrived at
conclusions regarding the nature and the role of evaluation
as appraisal method. These conclusions are summarized by
Mathis and Holbrook (1974) as follows:

1. Students' evaluation of a faculty member can pro-
vide feedback useful to the faculty member in
assessing the effectiveness of his techniques in
reaching course objectives. This type of evalu-
ation cannot be taken as final, but properly used,
it can add to what we can know. (p. 101)

2. The results of evaluation techniques now in use in
higher education strongly suggest that information
feedback on teaching has a positive effect on the
improvement of teaching. (p. 101)

3. The use of evaluation data for promotion or tenure
diverts attention away from information which might
be useful to the individual in improving his teach-
ing effectiveness. The continuing education of the
teacher requires that he be aware of the products
of his efforts without the fear that such informa-
tion will be used improperly against him. (p. 102)

4. Responsible evaluation depends on a balance between
objectivity and sensitivity, based on the realiza-

tion that data which illuminates growth in any area
are very subtle in their implications. (p. 102)



-50-

Empirical Research:

Eble (1972) found other important characteristics of the
reward system. It must show in a credible way that reward
will follow the redistribution of faculty effort to improve
their teaching in order to make the redistribution reality.

Kozma (1979) found relationships between extrinsic
reward (the extent to which faculty members perceived teach-
ing as rewardable activity), and the number of innovations
adopted. Also he found a relationship between intrinsic
reward (the extent to which faculty members found teaching
and working with students personally satisfying) and the
number of innovations adopted by faculty members.

One possible explanation is that these two types of
rewards together are sources for building positive attitude
and values concerning teaching. Therefore, the faculty
members influenced by possible rewards will make efforts to
adopt innovations that will lead to improved instruction.

There is evidence that building such positive attitudes
could not be achieved in a short period of time and with
little effort. Evans and Leppman (1967), Kozma (1978) found
little evidence of any new trend in the attitudes of faculty
members about teaching and innovation before and after these
faculty members were put in one-year programs that aimed to
increase the use of instructional innovations. The faculty
members in these programs were provided with rewards such as
travel assistance, names appearing in the faculty newslet-
ter, and support in their application for outstanding teach-

ing awards.
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In summary, the literature suggests that there are two
main types of rewards: the intrinsic reward (the personal
satisfactions that come directly from the adoption and
implementation process as a result of self-evaluation) and
the extrinsic reward (the payoffs that are administered by
extrinsic agents). Their role is to motivate faculty mem-
bers to involve themselves in innovative instructional
efforts.

As Eble (1972) mentioned, two main characteristics of
reward should be present in order for these rewards to be
effective. First, these rewards should follow the redistri-
bution of any effort of innovative behavior. Second, they
should continue not only while the faculty members are on

the job but also after retiring.

6. Factors related to the role expectations of the depart-

ments and institution within which the faculty member

works:

The relevant literature with regard to this sixth major
factor discussed the nature of role expectations, the ways
they can be communicated and the way in which they influence

the innovation process.

Theoretical Literature:

Davis (1979) noted that as a result of the interdepend-
ence of faculty members on one another, they normally devel-

op beliefs and expectations about how they should or should
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not perform their various roles: their role as teachers in
the classroom, their role as researcher, their role as
advisors, and perhaps even their role outside the univer-
sity.

Expectations about these various roles are communicated
in a wide variety of ways: one way may be to use the reward
system as a channel to communicate expectations. As Davis
(1979) put it:

The university recognizes and reinforces some
behaviors and frowns on others. A university
may insist that if it values good teaching,
but if it rewards only research and publica-
tions, the faculty will get the message. (p.
134)

Other channels also could be used by an institution to
communicate its expectations such as faculty development
programs. The goals of these programs are signals to facul-
ty members about the desired behaviors the institutions
want. As Davis (1979) pointed out, this type of channel
loses its effectiveness when these programs are conducted
outside departments. As a result of these outside experi-
ences, individual faculty members often decide to make a
significant change in their instructional practices. When
the faculty member returns to his department, however, the
role expectations of his colleagues have not changed. The

same pressures to conform remain and in many cases, the

returning faculty member soon loses his incentive to change.

Empirical Research:

Eble (1972) concluded that every department should have

some articulated programs for communicating departmental
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expectations and for providing assistance to help the be-
ginning faculty member develop the skills and attitude
necessary to fulfill these expectations.

The developmental programs that are conducted at the
department level seem to have more chance to produce change
than programs that are conducted at the institutional level,
because the faculty members, or at least most of them, may
have more chance to change their expectations in such de-
partmental programs.

Evans and Leppman (1967) mentioned that the young fac-
ulty member, who is not yet completely integrated into the
system, may be more willing to experiment with newer
methods, but the senior faculty member who learned that the
system appears to reward conforming rather than innovating
behavior, becomes discouraged from trying innovations. On
the other hand, if the beginning faculty member finds that
innovating behavior is being rewarded, he will continue to
try innovations even though the first attempts are not
successful. This suggests that the adoption process is
influenced by role expectation factors positively as well as
negatively, depending on the nature of these expectations
and beliefs.

Davis et al (1976) found in their study of instructional
innovators at Michigan State University that a number of
innovative faculty consciously violated the role expecta-
tions of their colleagues and played the part of "dissatis-

fied mavericks." Often, such faculty fall outside the
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departmental incentive structure, in that they have reached
their peak in the department, e.g., are full professors or
are not apt to be promoted.

In summary, the relevant literature defines role expec-
tations as normally developed beliefs of faculty members and
administrators. These beliefs are used as standards that
faculty members refer to when they conduct their various
roles.

Role expectations may be communicated to the individual
faculty member through various ways: through the reward
system, by rewarding only those behaviors that fit partic-
ular expectations; also through developmental programs, by
emphasizing only achieving the objectives that go with
departmental and/or institutional expectations.

Whether role expectations influence the process of
adoption positively or negatively depends on the nature of
those expectations. If faculty members and administrators
only support confirming behavior, this will discourage
innovative behavior and therefore no adoption will take
place. But if both types of behaviors, confirming as well
as innovative are supported, then the adoption of innovation
will be a continuing phenomenon. There is evidence that
innovative faculty members who fall outside the departmental
incentive structure violate the role expectations of their

colleagues.

B. Order of importance of factors:

It is important to note at the end of this section that

the relevant literature showed little concern about the
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order of importance of major factors involved in the adop-
tion process and did not provide much information about it.
Hammons (1977) asked his audience in a presentation about
barriers to effective instructional change, to select from a
given list of obstacles to change the two most serious ones
by filling out 3x5 cards designed for this purpose. The
first choice was given two points and the second choice, one

point. The results were as follows:

Rank Item Points
1 Lack of time 25
2 Lack of financial support 23
3 Lack of good communication 18
4 Change itself 16
5 Lack of good internal assistance 14

As can be seen, all of these factors considered to be
the most important, except the fourth one, are subfactors of
a major class of factors that Davis called resources. From
this it might be concluded that the availability of resour-
ces will be the most important major factor influencing the
adoption process.

Rogers and others (1975, p. 131) in their study of the
adoption and diffusion of IMPACT innovations 1listed nine

main reasons for non-adoption in approximate order of impor-

tance:
1. Lack of transferable computer program for imple-
menting the IMPACT innovations of EXPER (SIM or
TIPS).

2. Doubts about the usefulness of the computer-related
instructional approach.
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3. Students' negative attitudes toward computer use.

4. Lack of adequate information about the IMPACT inno-
vations.

5. Unavailability of appropriate course-related sub-
ject matter.

6. Doubts about the ability of multiple-choice ques-
tions to measure course-related content.

7. Doubts about the effectiveness of students as
counsellors, (for student-to-student counseling
method).

8. Class size is too small to warrant use, as the

innovation (TIPS) would be uneconomical.

9. Does not fit the needs of the responding request's
institution.

From this list once again we also find that the resour-
ces take the largest proportions. Four (1, 4, 5, 6) of
these nine factors belong to this major class. Two of these
factors (2, 8) are related to faculty expectations of the
outcomes. One of them (9) can be classified as institution-
al expectation. Number (3) can be classified as a subfactor
of the class of factors, energizers.

The other researchers, theoretical as well as empirical,
did not discuss this issue. One of the purposes of the
present study is to measure the order of importance of the
six major classes of factors, mentioned from faculty mem-

bers' perspectives.

Summary

In chart 2-1, and in the next four pages it is demon-
strated that all the subfactors suggested by theoretical

literature and empirical research are included in Davis' six
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categories of major factors influencing the process of
adoption of innovation. In addition to pointing out major
factors, this section discusses how each factor influences
the process of adoption. This section also includes a brief
statement of what has been said concerning each category of

factors.

1. Faculty member's knowledge and learning:

The role of faculty members' knowledge about teaching
and learning approaches as well as their knowledge of imple-
mentation skills for innovations may be important for
instructional adoption. Without this knowledge and skill,
it is not expected that any adoption will take place, even
if it was assumed that other factors are present which favor
adoption. All these types of knowledge are the foundation

and necessary conditions for any innovative behavior.

2. Energizers:

The faculty member's motivation to change, his attitude
toward change, as well as his awareness of what to change
and the need for that change, may have a major and perhaps
direct influence upon the process of innovation adoption.
Their role is to energize the faculty member to take action
in order to restore the unbalanced situation that faculty
members recognize in instruction.

3. Faculty member's expectation of the outcomes that will
result from change:

A faculty member's expectation of the results of new

approach to instruction may affect the attempt to change.
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This is true whether the results are related to the faculty
members or to their students. For instance, the faculty
member who learns that there is high probability that his
salary will increase if he adopts innovations may be encour-
aged to manifest innovative behavior. If this possibility
is low, then discouragement may take place. This is also
true in regard to the expectations of outcomes related to
students. If there is a high probability that a student
will learn better by using a innovation, then knowledge of
this probability may encourage the faculty member to adopt
the innovation. If no increased learning will result, then

this may contribute the rejection of innovation.

4. Availability of Resources:

The relevant literature with regard to this category
suggests that this factor indirectly influences the process
of adoption. The availability of faculty development pro-
grams will provide the formal means of making faculty knowl-
edgeable about instructional innovations as well as specific
implementation skills. This knowledge may directly influ-
ence the action of adoption. Details about how each major
factor influences the others will be discussed in the second
part of this chapter.

The evaluation services is another resource whose avail-
ablity is necessary. 1Its role is to provide the information
that makes the faculty members aware of what needs to be
changed, and to what extent the implemented new innovations

are successful.
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The media equipment exemplifies another type of
resource. Their availability is a necessary condition for
the development of innovation adoption. Sometimes the

equipment is the innovation.

5. Motivators:

The relevant literature defined two types of motivators:
extrinsic and intrinsic. The extrinsic motivator is that
payoff that faculty members received as a result of an
evaluation conducted by an external agent. These payoffs
may be, for example, money or released time. An intrinsic
motivator is that feeling of satisfaction of accomplishing a
projected goal. Both motivators may play a major role in
the process of innovation adoption. They reinforce the
faculty members' willingness to continue to show innovative
instructional behavior repeatedly.

In order to be effective, motivators should have three
main characteristics: first, they should follow immediately
after the adoption act; second, they should be of sufficient
magnitude; third, they should be on a continuously rein-

forced basis.

6. Role expectations:

Individual members of groups take into consideration the
standards that are established by the group to judge the
accuracy of their behavior. Norms define the boundaries
within which each individual works. If an individual tries

to violate them, he may lose the support of this group.
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A faculty member who wants to change to his way of
teaching (unless this type of act is part of his colleagues'
expectations about him) may be subject to finding himself in
violation of his colleagues' expectations and therefore, he
may lose their support. Consequently, faculty members may
lose departmental incentives. This may explain why the role
expectation violation often comes from faculty members who
fall outside departmental incentive structure such as being
full professors.

The faculty member plays several roles. He is a teacher
in the classroom, a researcher inside or outside the univer-
sity, an advisor for students and consultant for administra-
tors as well as a member of his family. All these roles may
be influenced by the expectations of the faculty member's
colleagues and administrators.

With regard to the order of the importance of the
factors involved in the adoption process, the available
evidence suggests that availability of resources is primary.
There is no suggestion about the order of other variables.

C. Instructional design field and some instructional

design ideas.

1. Instructional design field:

In this section of literature review, Chapter II topics
will be addressed. First, the field of instructional
design, as one approach to improve instruction, will be
defined and briefly discussed. This will be done in order

to define the context from which five major instructional
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design ideas and strategies came that will be presented to
faculty members to accept or reject.

Second, each of the five ideas or strategies will be
defined, examples will be presented and finally, the pur-
poses will be 1listed. These ideas and strategies were
selected because they are the most frequent instructional
design ideas discussed and written about by instructional
design experts.

Definition:

Gagné and Briggs (1979) defined instructional design as
"the means employed by teachers, designers of materials,
curriculum specialists, and others whose purpose it is to
develop an organized plan to promote learning." (p. 19)
Davis, Alexander and Yelon (1974) defined it in a similar
way from a teaching-learning process standpoint, "A learning
system is an organized combination of people, materials,
facilities, equipment, and procedures which interact to
achieve a goal."” (p. 303). They noted that from this defi-
nition, three fundamental characteristics of a learning
system can be identified:

1. It is a planned arrangement of its component ele-
ments (people, materials, procedures, etc.).

2. Its elements are interdependent; that is, they are
parts of a coherent whole where each contribute something to
the others and every part is essential.

3. It has a goal which is to promote student learning.

The system goal guides the system design process.
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The role of an instructional designer then is to propose
and test specific techniques to plan instruction. As Davis,
Alexander and Yelon (1974) put it,
It is in an analogous position to the GM
consultant. Frequently, his most critical
decision concerns what technique to use and
when to use it; however, such expertise is
attained only after one has had experiences in
analyzing and designing many learning systems.
(p. 3).

The origin of instructional design is deeply rooted in
psychology and especially in behavioral psychology. Geis
(1980) pointed out that "behavioral psychology by the 1950s
was ready to propose applications of its model to education.
The birth date of one such application was the publication
of B.F. Skinner's (1954) description of programmed instruc-
tion." (p. 114). Also behavioral psychology found its
applications in military and industry settings. The accumu-
lated experiences in these various settings gave the
instructional design system a push ahead as an approach to
the improvement of instruction. Davis, Alexander and Yelon,
the authors of "Learning System Design" (1974) pointed out
that their book "is the outgrowth of the authors' combined
experience as learning system designers and training consul-
tants for education, industry and military." (p. ix).

Geis (1980) contrasts the instructional system develop-
ment activities with faculty development activities as two
phases of the development of the amount and kind of resour-

ces for the improvement of instruction. He discussed major

differences and similarities between the two. The first
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major difference is that the faculty developer's activities
consider all the roles of faculty members as researcher,
teacher, administrator, scholar and learner. The instruc-
tional designer is primarily concerned about campus teaching
functions and its components, not just the professor.

Second, the faculty developer perceives faculty members
and the university as less governed by students, government
agencies and even boards of governors. Instructional
designers apparently have often viewed the university as an
industrial organization; the administration as management:
the faculty as employees;: the students as consumers.

Third, the faculty developer is 1likely to perceive
teaching as an attempt to transfer some part of a body of
knowledge from expert to novice. The instructional designer
is more likely to view teaching as a behavioral change with
emphasis upon "performance"™ not on "content."

Fourth, faculty developers have (sometimes shyly) admit-
ted faculty development as one of their academic activities
while instructional designers have struggled to form a
recognized visible discipline with its own professional
organization and journals.

Fifth, faculty developers have kept their two feet in
the academic world, colleges and universities. The instruc-
tional designers have kept one foot in the academic world
and the other outside of it, in industrial and military

training.
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Now what are the similiarities? The first one is that
both faculty developers and instructional designers have
addressed themselves much of the time to faculty members in
improving face-to-face classroom teaching. Second, both
groups are concerned with generating and learning about
teaching techniques and educational innovation. Third, both
groups are involved in studying change process, dissemina-
tion and the adoption of new ideas.

The aim of this contrast was not to arrive at a conclu-
sion such as which approach is superior over the other. The
two approaches, as Geis (1980) put it, "can serve different
purposes, meet different needs on campuses." (p. 118). From
this contrast it can be inferred that the two approaches can
cooperate with each other to help faculty members to improve
their instructional skills as well as offer colleges and
universities new teaching-learning approaches. This cooper-
ation is needed because each approach provides different
types of information which all relate to instruction.

2. Instructional design ideas and strategies:

In the rest of this section, five major instructional
design ideas and strategies, that were discussed by scholars
in instructional design, are presented. These are the ideas
that faculty members will be presented to accept or reject.
Each idea or strategy will be defined, examples will be

presented and finally the purpose will be listed.
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IJDEA 1: Learning Objective

Definition:

Most faculty members have some goals in their mind when
they plan their course and lessons. These goals are often
so vague and ambiguous that they become quite worthless for
planning or evaluation purposes. As Gagné and Briggs (1979)
put it,

We have seen that statements of course pur-
poses as they are frequently given are not
models of precision. They do not manage to
reduce ambiguity to the level usually needed
for instructional design. (p. 117).

The statement of the purpose "comprehending the concept
of arithmetic mean"” may mean “"stating a definition of arith-
metic mean" to one teacher; it may mean "calculating the
arithmetic mean" to another:; it may mean "interpreting the
concept of the arithmetic mean" to a third and it may mean
all of these to a fourth.

The instructional designer provided a procedure to avoid
this ambiguity. This procedure requires faculty members to
"operationally define the course's objectives" and that is
by stating them in behavioral terms. Davis, Alexander and
Yelon (1974) defined the objective that has this character-
istic as "a description of the behavior expected of a learn-
er after instruction." (p. 29). The objective statements
that fit with this definition are usually called "learning
objectives" while statements of objectives that are general
and ambiguous are commonly called instructional goals. The

learning objective is a clear and precise description of an
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instructional goal. Here are examples of an instructional
goal and a learning objective:

Instructional goal: "The students know how to calculate the
arithmetic average."

Learning objective: "The students will write the arithmetic
average in accord with the text's
formula from 60 raw scores. The aver-
age must be equal to the sum of the raw
scores divided by the number of scores.
Calculator or text is prohibited."

Davis, Alexander and Yelon (1974) discussed the uses of

learning objectives. Learning objectives are written to

serve as guides for:

1l - Choosing subject matter content. In the above
example the instructor should provide the students a
definition of arithmetic average, definition of the
formula that the text used is suggested and its
terms, raw scores of actual or hypothetical data.

2 - Sequencing topics of the lesson. In the present
example the instructor may first present the defin-
ition of the arithmetic average. Then explain the
formula and its terms. Then apply the formula using
the available data.

3 - Allocating teaching time. The instructor will be
able to estimate the time that is needed to teach
the topic more precisely than if the instructional
objective was not written in a behavioral manner.

In the present example, the teaching time may be

one-half of an hour.
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Selection of materials and procedures to be employed
in the actual teaching process. In the present
example the text books that will be used should be
available. Raw scores of data, actual or hypotheti-
cal.

Providing standards for measuring student achieve-
ment. In the present example to know that the
student did learn to calculate arithmetic average,
the instructor will give each student 60 raw scores
and ask him to write on paper the arithmetic average
showing the steps of their work without using the
text book or calculator.

Learning objectives provide standards for evaluating
the quality and efficiency of the instruction. This
means that if the student shows from the test they
were given that they are able to calculate the
arithmetic mean, then this shows that the instruc-
tions given were successful. If not, this means
that something went wrong in the process of instruc-
tion which should be discovered and corrected.

Task Description and Task Analysis

Davis, Alexander and Yelon (1974) defined task descrip-

tion and task analysis as follows:

Task description is a written or diagram-
med explanation of how a task in an instruc-
tional objective is to be properly performed.
Task analysis is an examination of the task to
analyze it to its different components which
usually include skills, decisions, rules,
principles, facts, concepts, and attitude.
Some tasks may include some of these compo-
nents and some may include all of them.
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Example: If the topic of the lesson is how to write an
essay, then the task description should have the
following contents:

1l - Detailed explanations of how to write an essay.

2 - Detailed explanation of the characteristics of the
introduction, contents and the conclusion of the
essay -- which of these parts comes first and which
comes last and which comes in the middle and why.

3 - Detailed explanation of the grammatic rules and
principles of language.

4 - Detailed explanation about the organization of
ideas.

Task analysis is to see the components of the descrip-
tion of how to write an essay. Therefore in the example
presented we may find concepts such as essay, introduction,
content and conclusion; rules such as not putting the intro-
duction after the contents and putting the conclusion at the
end; principles such as "if the introduction is put after
the content then the reader will be confused just as he
would be if you put the subject after the verb."

Also, the above scholars discussed eight purposes of
task descriptions and analysis:

1 - to increase the probability that all content essen-

tial for the achievement of an objective

2 - to eliminate content which is irrelevant to the

objective.
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3 - to pinpoint the prerequisite requirement to precede
and to successfully complete the course or lesson.

4 - to indicate the proper sequence for presenting the
lesson materials.

5 - to assist students in following the important steps
of a demonstration.

6 - to provide precise and accurate instructional
methods for each type of learning included in the
topic of the lesson.

7 - to make sure revisions in content and sequence can
easily be made when necessary.

8 - to provide remediation for the students who make
errors.

IDEA 3: Learning Hierarchies

Gagné (1977) defined and discussed the uses of learning
hierarchies. This discussion can be summarized as follows:

Many subjects taught in schools have an organization
that can be readily expressed as learning hierarchies. That
is, the learning objective may be shown to be composed of
prerequisite skills and ideas which have been previously
learned or they may have been just learned a while ago. For
example, if the learning objective is that "the student will
be able to compute in writing the arithmetic average from 60
raw scores,"” then by analysis this objective necessitates
that the student must have previously learned how to add,

subtract and divide numbers.
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Learning hierarchies imply that learning has a cumula-
tive character in which the acquisition of specified skills
or ideas establish the possibility of learning a number of
more complex ideas and skills. As a result, the students’
intellectual development has occurred and therefore he/she
will be able to solve a great variety of novel problems.

To maximize learning, the instructor should clearly
arrange ideas and topics of the course or lesson into pat-
terns which show the prerequisite relationships among them
so the first idea in the topic becomes prerequisite to the
next one and so on.

IDEA 4: Lesson Planning

Gagné and Briggs (1979) defined the planning of a lesson
as a whole as a set of procedures designed to support learn-
ing the topics of the 1lessons. They identified and dis-
cussed nine components of lesson planning.

l - Gaining attention of the students. This can be done
by introducing a novel situation in the introduction
of the lesson, appealing to students' motives for
understanding their environment. The instructor can
achieve this by raising questions that need not be
answered in the moment; also he can present objects,
draw diagrams, etc. For example, if the topic is
about the grammatical rule of "the subject"™ in the
sentence then the instructor may ask students these
questions: What does "subject" mean? Why do we
need this concept to be in the sentences? What

forms does it take?
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Informing the students of the objectives of the
lesson. In this phase the instructor should estab-
lish a specific expectancy of what the students will
be able to do when the lesson has been completed.
In the example that has been given, the objective
may be stated as "the student will be able to point
out all noun and pronoun subjects that exist in a
given paragraph of an essay and explain why they are
so without text or help of instructor."” The
instructor can communicate this objective to the
students in verbal or written form or both.
Stimulating recall. 1In this phase of the plan the
instructor should help the student recall the pre-
viously learned information that relates to the new
topic. In the example presented, the instructor may
use questions by asking students to define verbs,
sentence, etc.

Presenting the material to be learned and providing
guidance to make this learning possible. A series
of communications in the form of "hints" or ques-
tions or other may be said to have the function of
learning guidance. They are helping the student to
learn by discovering and they do not tell the stu-
dents the answers. In the present example the
instructor may ask the students to point out the
word in the sentence that they consider the subject
after giving a clear definition of "subject" instead

of pointing out the word himself.
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6 & 7 - Eliciting the performance and providing feedback.
In these two steps, the instructor should make an
initial test by asking the students to show that
they know how to do what has been taught. The
instructor wants them not only to convince him/her,
but to convince themselves as well. The instructor
should give feedback concerning the correctness or
degree of correciness of the lesson's performance.
In the example given, the instructor may ask the
student to point out the subjects in a written
sentence, orally, and answer why he called this part
of the sentence a subject. If any degree of cor-
rectness was not present, then the instructor should
provide this part of the correctness.

8 - Enhancing retention and transfer. The instructor in
the learning guidance stage should provide a mean-
ingful context by which to learn the material. This
has been found to offer the best assurance that the
information can be recalled and it provides a number
of different possibilities as cues for the retention
of information. The way might be "practicing" --
that is, to provide more examples following the
initial learning. In the present example, the
instructor may give more examples of sentences which
contain "subjects" in this phase of giving feedback

to the statements.
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As for assurance of transfer of learning, it appears
that this can be best done by setting some variety
of new tasks for learners -- tasks that differ
substantially from those wused for the 1learning
itself. In the present example the instructor may
ask the student to supply a sentence that includes a
subject that differs from what has been presented
while teaching.

Assessing performance. In this phase of the lesson
plan, the instructor should provide the means to
show convincing evidence that the performance exhib-
ited by the learner in eliciting the performance

phase is valid and reliable; that the student does

the performance accurately, reflecting on the objec-
tive and consistency across the situation. This can
be done by conducting a formally-planned assessment
which requires a construction of valid and reliable
tests. In the given example, the instructor may
construct a test that has the following elements:

a. a short essay followed by questions that ask the
students to point out the subjects, their type,
and why they are the subjects of the sentences.

b. questions which ask the student to supply sen-
tences that include subjects.

c. a list of sentences that include subjects which
are underlined and questions that ask why these

are considered subjects.
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IDEA 5: Personalized Self-Instruction

Personalized self instruction (PSI) is an instructional
strategy that allows students to learn material and be
tested at their own speed. The aim of this instructional
method is to maximize learning by considering the individual
differences among students in ability, speed of learning and
background in the subject matter. Keller (1968) discussed
five major characteristics of PSI which can be summarized as
follows:

1 - The course is divided into units. The topics of the
course are categorized into major groups according
to their similarities. These major groups or units
are organized according to their prerequisite rela-
tionships. The student must master one unit before
going on to the next. The instructor may stipulate
that 80 percent of the material should be 1learned
from the first unit in order to allow students to go
on to the second unit.

2 - The written word is the main mode of instruction.
The topics of the course are made available to the
students in clear and detailed notes and books.
Video tapes and films supplement the text.

3 - Lectures are used to increase student motivation --
to learn rather than as means of conveying critical
information. Class time can be used to answer

questions.
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4 - PSI permits students to pace themselves, proceeding
through the course as quickly or as slowly as they
wish.

5 - Tests, assignments, and feedback are done by each
student when he is ready. The test and assignments
for each unit can be repeated more than once.
Usually the instructor provides different forms for
repeating each unit test so that the student who
fails in a first attempt will be given a different
form the second time. Feedback is given to the
student by the instructor after taking any test or

doing an assignment.

D. Methodological Issues

In order to provide the readers a basis for comparing
different studies that examine the factors involved in the
adoption of instructional innovations, a discussion of two
methodological issues will be presented in this section.

The first issue is about the argument that the most
desired characteristic of any research design is comprehen-
siveness of design. By comprehensiveness, we mean the
extent to which the study considered the theoretically
defined variables related to the phenomena under study. The
studies reviewed here vary with regard to this comprehen-
siveness. Evans and Leppman's first study (1967) considered
only one factor, attitude of faculty members toward one type

of innovations, ITV. Evans and Leppman in their second
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study (1967) tried to include more variables such as the
complexity of innovations and the way the faculty institute
an innovation, failure or success of utilizing innovations,
the reaction of faculty members to the nature of attitudes
of the subject of the first study, and to the nature of the
decision-making process with respect of innovation. Kozma
(1978, 1979) considered four factors in his study (formal
network, informal network, extrinsic rewards, and intrinsic
rewards). Eble (1972) identified eight factors influencing
instruction improvement:; reward system, the importance of
recognizing and accepting the goal which faculty establish
for themselves, the preparation programs, the method of
communicating departmental expectations between faculty
members, the intervention during the middle and later years
in faculty career patterns to keep the older faculty pro-
ductive, encouragement of experimentation of innovation, and
the teaching evaluation system.

These studies, considered very important factors, but
did not include all factors that are considered theoretic-
ally important. As was mentioned in the first section of
this chapter, the present study will consider the Davis' six
major classes of factors which are strongly supported by
theoretical literature and moderately supported by empirical
studies. These six classifications of factors, as have been
demonstrated, are more comprehensive than classifications

used in other studies.
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The second methodological issue that needs to be dis-
cussed, relates to the type of research method. 1In the
studies cited, a range of types of research methods had been
used. This range varies from experimental to survey to
observational methods. Evans and Leppman's first study
(1967) and Kozma's study (1978) used a research design that
might be classified as quasi-experimental design. General-
ly, subjects were given pretests and then divided into
experimental and control groups. The experimental groups
were put in intervention situations such as attending facul-
ty developmental programs. Then the two groups, experi-
mental as well as control, were given posttests. By looking
at the research questions posed by Evans and Kozma, the
appropriateness of their designs can be assessed. Their
basic question was "How are faculty members who are strongly
favorable to teaching by ITV different from those who are
hostile to it with regard to the ITV adoption?" Therefore,
it was appropriate to make these two groups participate in
activities, behavior related to ITV, and then measure the
differences between these two groups in terms of manifesting
ITV innovative behavior. The same thing can be said about
Kozma's study whose research question was "Is there rela-
tionships between the instructional improvement agencies and
the use of instructional innovations?"” To answer this
question, measurement of using innovations was obtained from
all subjects. Then some subjects were selected to partici-

pate in a project where they received released time and
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financial support for development and implementaion of
instructional innovations in their courses. In addition,
each subject had access to technical assistance, equipment,
training workshops, a series of seminars and personalized
consultation with project staff. At the end of the project,
a postmeasure of using innovations was obtained and then a
test of significant differences was performed. This design
then is appropriate to answer the researcher's question.

One major problem that this type design has, and was
mentioned by Evans and Kozma, related to the generaliza-
bility. Cronbach (1975) expresses concern with the limited
generalizability of controlled experiments because they tend
to consider small numbers of variables as well as subjects.
He contends that correlational studies are more environmen-
tally valid.

As a result of the awareness of this problem, Evans and
Leppman in their second study (1967), Rogers and others
(1975), and Kozma (1979) did correlational studies to
identify factors involved in the adoption of innovation.

In these correlational studies, the survey method was
used including questionnaires and interviews. Using this
method allowed researchers to consider larger numbers of
variables than experimental studies. As a result, these
studies are more comprehensive.

Eble (1972) used a third research method to investigate
the factors involved in the institution improvements. This

type of research can be classified as a participant observa-
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tion and note-taking method. Eble visited 70 universities
and colleges across the country where he participated in
seminars and informal discussions and meetings with admin-
istrations, faculty members, and students. All of these
activities were related to instructional methods improve-
ment. The most serious problem facing Eble's methodology is

the lack of systematic procedure to collect the data.

Conclusion

Choosing the right research method really depends upon
the nature of the questions that are being asked. The
experimental method may fit to answer certain questions that
survey or observational methods cannot answer. There are
certain questions that can be better answered if observa-
tional methods were used instead of survey methods and vice
versa. The main Qquestions in the present study are about
the identification of factors involved in the adoption of
instructional design ideas and the order of the importance
of these factors as well as the identification of differ-
ences in considering these factors between those who are
receptive or not receptive to instructional design ideas.
The best type of research method for these questions is the
survey method by means of questionnaire. Because the

present study is concerned with the factors from the facul-

ty's perspective, it is reasonable to ask faculty for their

viewpoints. A questionnaire is a most efficient and system-

atic approach to assessing faculty perceptions.
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In addition, the survey method provides a logical and
comprehensive explanation to the event under study. As
Babbie (1973) put it:

The format of survey research often permits
the rigorous, step-by-step development and
testing of logical explanation through the
examination of hundreds and even thousands of
survey respondents, moreover, it is possible
to test complex propositions involving several
variables in simultaneous interaction. (p 46)

Furthermore, the survey method is parsimonious. As
Babbie (1973) pointed out:

Because the survey researcher has larger num-
bers of variables at his disposal, he is in an
excellent position to carefully examine the
relative relevance of each. Like all scien-
tists, he would like to obtain the greatest
amount of understanding from the fewest number
of variables... (p 47)

Finally, most of the studies investigate similar topics
used in the survey method (Evans and Leppman in their second
study (1967), Rogers and others (1975), Kozma (1978)).

Details in the nature of the instrument that will be
used by the present study to collect data can be found in

Chapter Three.

Summary

In this chapter, six topics have been addressed. First,
it is demonstrated that all the subfactors suggested by
theoretical literature and empirical research are included
in Davis' s8six categories of major factors. This includes a
brief statement of what has been said concerning how each

category influences the process of adoption.
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Second, the issue of the order of importance of the
factors has been reviewed and it is concluded that this
issue was of little concern in previous studies.

Third, the field of instructional design as one approach
to improve instruction has been defined and compared with
faculty development approach. The instructional design
system is defined as a field of study proposing specific
ways to plan the elements of instruction (i.e., people,
materials, procedures, etc.) in order to promote student
learning. In contrast to the faculty development
approach, it has been demonstrated that the instructional
design system does provide information related to instruc-
tion that might not be provided by the faculty development
approach. However, their cooperation is used to improve
instruction.

Fourth, the definitions, examples and purposes of five
instructional design ideas presented to faculty members to
accept or reject were presented. These ideas are learning
objectives, task description and task analysis, learning
hierarchies, lesson planning, and personalized self-instruc-
tion. As mentioned previously, these ideas are particularly
selected because they are the most frequent topics discussed
by experts in the instructional design field.

Finally, methodological issues related to the types of
research methods employed by previous studies to investigate
similar problems is presented. It has been concluded that

survey by means of questionnaire is the best research method
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for the questions asked by the present study because of four
reasons: (1) a questionnaire is the most efficient and
systematic approach to assessing faculty perceptions, (2)
the survey method provides a 1logical and comprehensive
explanation to the event under study, (3) the survey method
helps the researcher, as Babbie (1973) pointed out, "to
obtain the greatest amount of understanding from the fewest
number of variables," and (4) most of the studies investi-

gating similar issues used the survey method.
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURE

Introduction:

The purpose of this study was threefold: First, it was
to identify the reasons considered by faculty members in
Saudi Arabian universities for accepting and the reason for
rejecting specific instructional design ideas. Second, it
was to explore which of those reasons affect faculty mem-
bers' decisions more strongly than others. Third, it was to
identify any differences in considering the reasons given by
those who accept (receptive) and those who do not accept
(unreceptive) instructional design ideas. To accomplish
these purposes, a research design and procedure was fol-
lowed. The purpose of this chapter is to provide a descrip-

tion of such design and procedures aspects.

The organization of this chapter will be as follows:
A. Research Questions and Hypotheses.

B. Population of the Study.

C. Sample of the Study.

D. Instrumentation.

E. Data Collection.

F. Data Analysis.
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A. Research Questions and Hypotheses

Question 1: What are reasons given by faculty for
accepting and reasons for rejecting specific

ideas of instructional design?

Hypotheses 1-6. There will be no differences in the propor-

tions of faculty members who accept instructional

design ideas who given the reason:
1. Implementation skills - "I know how to apply the
idea"”
2. Motivation - "I see need for the idea"
3. Expectation - "I will succeed in applying the idea"
4. Resources - "I will get needed resources to apply
the idea”"
5. Rewards - "I will get rewards I desire when apply-
ing the idea"
6. Role expectation - "The idea will be acceptable in
my department"
and those accepting faculty who do not give the reasons.
Hypotheses 7-12. There is no difference in the proportions

of faculty members who do not accept instructional

design ideas who give the reason:

1. Implementation skills -~ "I do not know how to
apply the idea"

2. Motivation - "I do not see need for applying the

idea"
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3. Expectation - "I will not succeed in applying

the idea"

4, Resources - "I will not get the needed resources"
5. Rewards - "I will not get rewards I desire"
6. Role expectation - "The idea will not be accepted

in my department”
and those non-accepting faculty members who do not give the

reason.

Question 2: Which of the reasons do faculty members report
affect their decision more strongly than

others?

Hypothesis 13. There are no differences in the reported
strength of influence of the reasons on the deci-

sion given by those who do accept instructional

ideas.
Hypothesis 14. There are no differences in the reported
strength of influence of the reasons on the deci-

sion given by those who do not accept instructional

ideas.

Question 3: Are there any differences in considering the

reasons given between those who accept and
those who do not accept instructional design

ideas?
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Hypotheses 15-20. There are no differences in considering
the reasons given between those who accept and

those who do not accept instructional design ideas.

B. Population

The target population of this study consists of all
faculty members in Saudi Arabia's seven universities: King
Saud University (Riyadh University), King Abdulaziz Univer-
sity in Jaddah, Mohammad Bin Saud Islamic University in
Riyadh, King Feisal University in Dammam, Islamic University
in Medina, University of Petroleum and Minerals in Duhran,
Aum Alqura University in Makka, as well as the faculty
members in six girls' colleges. (These six girls' colleges
will be considered as forming a university since they are
under one administration.) The population has a total of
5,841 which includes Saudian faculty as well as foreign
faculty. The population includes the different levels of
faculty academic ranks -- professor, associate professor,
assistant professor, lecturer, demonstrator (teaching assis-
tant). Table 1-3 presents the academic qualifications of
faculty members by university and Table 2-3 tabluates facul-

ty members by university, designation and sex.

C. Sample of the Study

Four hundred and seventy faculty members (e.g., 8.0
percent of the population) were selected using stratified
sampling techniques. To achieve this the following steps

was followed:
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A. Three variables [university (from 1-8), area of
specialization (from 1-8), and faculty ranks (from
1-5)] were used to stratify the population to 320
subgroups. (See Figure 3-1 which illustrates the
schema of sampling procedures).

B. The names of population members were listed alpha-
betically in each cell.

C. From each cell two subjects were selected randomly
using the random numbers table. However, since not
all universities are offering all the eight cate-
gories of areas of specialization, therefore some
cells in Figure 3-1 will be empty and this will be
indicated by the capital letter "X."

The 470 selected subjects were given the two parts of
the questionnaire. The reasons for using this procedure of
sampling was to make comparisons between groups of subjects
with regard to the area of specialization and rank possible
since equal numbers are needed.

Four hundred questionnaires were returned, that is 85

percent from the distributed questionnaires.

D. Instrumentation

The instrument used to collect data was a questionnaire
that included two main parts. Each faculty member selected
in the sample was given the two parts along with a cover
letter to inform him about the purpose of the study as well

as the directions to answer the questionnaire.
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Area of
Special- University
ization Ranks 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Agricul- Professor N N N X X X X X
tural Assoc. Prof. N N N X X X X X
Sciences Assoc. Prof. N N N X X X X X
Lecturer N N N X X X X X
Ass't. Teacher N N N X X X X X
Behavioral Professor N N N N X N X N
Sciences Assoc. Prof. N N N N X N X N
Assoc. Prof. N N N N X N X N
Lecturer N N N N X N X N
Ass't. Teacher N N N N X N X N
Engineering Professor N N N N N X X X
& Math Assoc. Prof. N N N N N X X X
Sciences Assoc. Prof. N N N N N X X X
Lecturer N N N N N X X X
Ass't. Teacher N N N N N X X X
Natural Professor N N N N N X X N
Sciences Assoc. Prof. N N N N N X X N
Assoc. Prof. N N N N N X X N
Lecturer N N N N N X X N
Ass't. Teacher N N N N N X X N
Medical Professor N N N N X X X X
Sciences Assoc. Prof. N N N N X X X X
Assoc. Prof. N N N N X X X X
Lecturer N N N N X X X X
Ass't. Teacher N N N N X X X X
Social Professor N N N N X N N N
Sciences Assoc. Prof. N N N N X N N N
Assoc. Prof. N N N N X N N N
Lecturer N N N N X N N N
Ass't. Teacher N N N N X N N N
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Area of

Special- University

ization Ranks 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Languages Professor N N N N N N N N

Studies Assoc. Prof. N N N N N N N N
Assoc. Prof. N N N N N N N N
Lecturer N N N N N N N N
Ass't. Teacher N N N N N N N N

Islamic Professor N N N N N N N N

Studies Assoc. Prof. N N N N N N N N
Assoc. Prof. N N N N N N N N
Lecturer N N N N N N N N
Ass't. Teacher N N N N N N N N

Figure 3-1 Schema for Stratifing the Population for
Sampling Purposes

Part One

This part contains questions of general information
about respondents (area of specialization ranks, the highest
degree earned ... etc.). The purpose of this part was to
collect the data necessary to generate the categories of
each of the respondent characteristics. First, the area of
specialization as an independent variable has eight levels
(social science, behavioral science, natural science, math
and engineering science, medical science, agricultural
science, Islamic studies and language studies). The rank
variable has five levels (professor, associate professor,
assistant professor, lecturer, and teaching assistant). The
cultural hemisphere variable (the region from which the
faculty member is from [their nationality]) has four levels

(1 - saudian, 2 - Arabian, 3 - Western, and 4 - Eastern).
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The age variable has four levels (1 - [25-35], 2 - [36-45],
3 - [46-55], 4 - [56-65]). The sex variable has two levels
(1 - male, 2 - female). Teaching experiences in higher
education has five levels (1 - [0-5], 2 - [6-10], 3 -
[11-15], 4 - [16-20], and 5 - [21-25]). And finally, the
region the respondent earned his highest degree from has
four levels, (1 - Saudi Arabia, 2 - any other Arabic region,

3 - Western region, 4 - Eastern region).

Part Two

Part two of the questionnaire had five sections, each
including a description of one instructional design idea
with definition, examples and explanation of use. The

following five topics were used:

a. learning objectives

b. hierarchies of knowledge

c. personalized self-instruction

d. lesson planning

e. task description and task analysis.

The following question followed the description of the
instructional idea: Would you use this idea when planning
your teaching? Then subjects were given a choice of two
possible answers:

1 2
NO YES

The next subjects were asked to respond to two other

sets of questions depending on their previous decision:
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Set

If No

Please check (v) the num-
ber of the statements
below which represent
your reasons for your
decision.

I do not know how to
apply this idea.

a.

b. I do not see a need

for using this idea.

I think I will not be
successful in applying
this idea.

I think I will not be
able to get the re-
sources needed to apply
this idea.

If I applied this idea
I will not get the
rewards I desire.

I think this idea
would not be accept-
able in my department.

2:

Please circle the number
on the scale which repre-
sents your best answer to
the following questions.

a. To what extent did your
unfamiliarity about how
to apply this idea (rea-
son 1) influence your

decision?
1 2 3 4 5
mod-
very a erate very

little little amt much much

little little

If Yes

Please check (v) the num-
ber of the statements
below which represent
your reasons for your
decision.

I know how to apply
this idea.

a.

b. I see a need for using

this idea.

I think I will be
successful in applying
this idea.

I think I will be able
to get the resources
needed to apply this
idea.

If I applied this idea
I will get the rewards
I desire.

I think this idea would
be acceptable in my
department.

Please circle the number
on the scale which repre-
sents your best answer to
the following questions.

a. To what extent did your
familiarity about how
to apply this idea
(reason 1) influence
your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
mod-
very a erate very

amt much much
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To what extent did your
perception of unneed of
of this idea (reason 2)
influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
mod-
very a erate very
little little amt much much
c. To what extent did your
perception of not being
successful in applying
this idea (reason 3) in-
fluence your decision?
1 2 3 4 5
mod-
very a erate very
little little amt much much
d. To what extent did
unavailability of the
needed resources (rea-
son 4) influence your
decision?
1 2 3 4 5
mod-
very a erate very
little little amt much much
e. To what extent did the
unavailability of desir-
able rewards (reason 5)
influence your decision?
1 2 3 4 5
mod-
very a erate very
little little amt much much
f. To what extent did
unacceptability of the
idea by your depart-
ment (reason 6) influ-
ence your decision?
1 2 3 4 5
mod-
very a erate very

little little amt much much

b. To what extent did your
need for the idea (rea-
son 2) influence your

decision?
1 2 3 4 5
mod-
very a erate very

little little amt much much

c. To what extend did your
expectation of success
(reason 3) influence
your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
mod-
very a erate very

little little amt much much

d. To what extent did the
availability of the
needed resources (rea-
son 4) influence your

decision?
1 2 3 4 5
mod-
very a erate very

little little amt much much
To what extent did the
availability of desir-
able rewards (reason 5)
influence your deci-

e.

sion?
1 2 3 4 5
mod-
very a erate very

little little amt much much

f. To what extent did
acceptability of the
idea by your depart-
ment (reason 6) influ-

ence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
mod-
very a erate very

little little amt much much

(Ssee Appendix A for the Arabic and English version of the

Questionnaire)
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This questionnaire, with all its parts, was developed in
four stages. In the initial stage, the first draft was
prepared by the researcher after a careful review of the
literature. In the second stage, the first draft was sub-
mitted to a research consultant from the Office of Research
Consultation at the College of Education, Michigan State
University to check whether the questionnaire met the gen-
eral questionnaire constructing standards such as clarity,
design and length. Given the purposes of the study, he
agreed that these standards were met. Third, the research-
er's dissertation committee chairman and members examined
the questionnaire critically, and made their recommenda-
tions. Lastly, the questionnaire was submitted to a
measurement specialist in the educational psychology depart-
ment at Michigan State University who made his comments with
regard to the scale used in the questionnaire, and that can

be considered as an interval scale.

Translation of the Instrument

Since most of the respondents in this study are Arabs,
the two parts of the questionnaire and the cover letter were
translated from English to Arabic by the researcher.

In order to determine the accuracy of the translation,
both the English and the Arabic versions of the question-
naire were given for review to the instructor of Arabic in

the Department of Linguistics and Oriental and African
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Languages at Michigan State University. After minor revi-
sion, the researcher's Arabic translation of the question-
naire was certified to be accurate and reliable. (See
Appendix B, which includes a letter of certificate of the

translation.)

Validity of the Instrument

For part two of the questionnaire, construct validity
was conducted. Three scholars in educational psychology
were asked to rate the items calling for reasons for
acceptance or rejection with regard to what extent these
items are relevant to Davis' six variables. This has been
done through the following procedure:

1. Each scholar was given descriptions for Davis' six
variables. These descriptions were quoted from Davis'
article (1979).

2. After each description of each variable, the
scholar was asked this question, "To what extent do you
think the following statement is relevant to the above vari-
able?" The statement was followed by this question and in
the front of it a five-point scale (1-5) from non-relevant
to very relevant was presented. The scholar was asked to
circle the number that best represented his judgment.

3. Data were statistical described and analyzed to see
the extent of agreement among the judgments of the three

scholars in each item. Table 3-4 shows related data.
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Table 3-4. The raw data, means and standard deviation of
three scholars' judgments regarding the rele-
vance of the items used in the questionnaire to
Davis' six variables.

Rating Judge Judge Judge Standard
Reason 1 2 3 Mean Deviation

l. Implementation

Skills 4 5 4 4.33 .22
2. Motivation 4q 4 3 3.66 .22
3. Expectations

of Success 4 4 4 4 0]
4., Availability

of Needed

Resources 4 4 4 4 0
5. Rewards 3 4 3 3.33 .22

6. Acceptance of
the Idea in
the Department 4 4 4 4 (0

As this table shows, all the items' relevance means are
3.33 and above which are considered satisfactory to the
researcher as relevant levels to Davis' six variables.
Also, Table 3-4 shows the variances between the judgment
provided by three scholars in each item. As can be seen,
the variance in items 3, 4 and 6 is zero which indicate
complete agreement between judges. With regard to items 1,
2 and 5, the variance between judgments is .22 which indi-
cates little disagreement. 1In general, it can be concluded
that there is a high agreement between the three scholars
(judges) in their judgment regarding the extent of the

relevance of items to Davis' six variables.
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Reliability of the Instrument

It was not possible to conduct a test of reliability of
the instrument of this study. Such reliability tests as
test-retest and equivalent form was not used since access to
the respondents was limited to one administration of the
questionnaire. Such tests as split-half or inter-item
consistency are inappropriate since the instrument of this

study does not attempt to measure a single trait.

Piloting the Instrument

The aim of piloting the instrument was to identify dif-
ficulties with reading, omission, ambiguities and altera-
tions needed in the instrument. To achieve this aim, the
questionnaire in its two versions (the Arabic and English
versions) was given to 10 faculty members, five Arabic
speakers and the other five are English speakers. There
were some recommendations of rewording some words, especi-

ally in the Arabic version.

E. Data Collection

Data were collected by the researcher. He handed out
the questionnaire to the subjects along with a letter
informing each subject about the purpose and importance of
the study and the need for their participation.

Since the subjects are a mixture of Arabic and non-
Arabic speakers, both versions were used for data collec-

tion. In the pilot study, another letter also was handed



-102-

out in addition to the questionnaire and the letter stating
the purpose of the study. This additional letter informed
the subjects about the purpose of the pilot study. The
English and Arabic versions of this letter are included in
Appendix B.

For collecting the completed questionnaire and dealing
with a non-respondent in the study, the researcher did the

following:

For Male Faculty:

1. Each subject was asked to fill out the question-
naire at the same time the gquestionnaire was handed to him
by the researcher. If the subject could not, then another
visit was arranged to pick it up.

2. When the researcher made the second visit to pick
up the completed questionnaires that were not completed in
the first visit, he asked the subjects who did not complete

the questionnaire yet to do so.

For Female Faculty:

1. Since the researcher could not contact the female
subjects directly because of cultural reasons, they were
given the questionnaire through the official offices set up
for communication purposes. They were asked to return the
completed questionnaire to the same offices in their col-

leges where the researcher can pick them up later.
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2. When the researcher made the second visit to the
offices to pick up the completed questionnaire, he asked the
officials to remind the non-respondents to complete the

questionnaire and another visit was arranged to pick them

up.

F. Data Analysis

The data were manually coded on "computer laboratory
coding forms" by the researcher. These forms were trans-
formed into computer cards by the scoring center at Michigan
State University. The punched cards were then sent to the
computer at MSU for analysis. The Statistical Package for
Social Science was used to facilitate the analysis.

The analyses were divided into two main sections: First
the frequencies and percentages were used to analyze the
demographic data included in part one of the questionnaire.
Second, for each "Yes" and "No" response in each case of
part two of the questionnaire, the following analyses were
conducted:

1. For testing hypotheses 1-12. The percentages of
faculty who checked the reasons and the percentages of those
who did not check them were obtained. Test for the signifi-
cance of the differences in the proportions was conducted
using a 2-test with .05 level of significance (see hypoth-
eses section).

2. For testing hypotheses 13 and 14. The means and

standard deviations were computed after equaling Ns in each
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reason by randomly dropping out the differegces in Ns. This
was done because it is necessary for the next step. Next a
test for overall differences between the means of the six
variables was performed using Multivariate Analysis of
variance MANOVA for repeated measures. If there was overall
significant differences between the means, then a test for
significance of differences between means of pairs of
variables was performed using F-univariate test with .01l
level of significance (see hypotheses section, hypotheses 13
and 14).

3. For testing hypotheses 15-20. The percentage of
receptive faculty who checked the reason ( v ) and the per-
centages of unreceptive faculty who checked the reason (Vv )
were obtained. Test for the significant differences in
these proportions was performed using Z-test with .05 level
of signficance (see hypotheses section, hypotheses 15-20).

It is appropriate to conclude this section by defining
the statistical techniques that were used to analyze the
data, and stating the conditions under which these tech-
nigques can be used.

1. Z-test for proportion in one sample case.

Z-test is statistically defined by the following for-

mula:

z = B2 (1)
vP(1-P)/n

p is the proportion of sample that possesses the charac-

. s . . f
teristic in question. p = E-where f is the number that pos-

sesses the characteristic in question, and n is the sample
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size. P is the hypothized proportion of the units in the
population that possesses the characteristics in question. P
equals the number of the units possessing the characteris-
tics divided by the total number of uqits in the population.

n = is the sample size

This statistical test can be used only when:

A. There is a dichotomously measured variable (X) that
equals 1 when the unit observed possesses the characteris-
tics in question and O when it does not.

In the present study, the subjects responses to the
second question in the second part of the questionnaire who
were measured, the subjects who gave the reason (i.e.,
checked ( v ) in front of the item) were assigned 1 and who
did not give the reason (i.e., did not check (v ) in front
of the item) were assigned 0. Therefore, there is a dicho-
tomously measured variable.

B. There is a hypothesized value of P. 1In the present
study nul hypotheses from 1-12 in each part of the second
section in Chapter IV. P value was hypothesized to be equal
to .50 (i.e., the proportion of faculty members population
who may give the reason is 50%). Consequently, the propor-
tion value of those who do not give the reason is equal to
50%. These values were hypothesized according to probabil-
ity theory given that there is no empirical data about these

values available.
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These two reasons, having dichotomously measured vari-
ables and having hypothesized value of P, justified the use
of this test to test the hypotheses (1-12) related to the
first present study research question.

2. Z-test of proportion in two sample cases:

This test is statistically defined by the following for-

mula:

(2)

£, + £, 1-f1+f2 1 _ 1
n; +n, n) + nyJ\np Ny

All the terms in formula 2 have been defined previously
except that number (1) refers to sample one and number (2)
refers to sample two. The test as defined by formula 2 was
used to test the hypotheses 15-20 in each part in section
two of Chapter IV. It was used because of the same reasons
presented previously. The only difference is that here we
have two samples, 1 and 2 (i.e., sample 1 is the receptive
group, sample 2 is the unreceptive group). The proportion
of receptive faculty members who possess the characteristics

f1l

being observed (i.e., gave the reason) is Py = 4+ and the

proportion of unreceptive faculty members who possess the

same characteristics being observed (i.e., gave the reason)

; = f2
ls pz n2-
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Hotellings' Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Re-

peated Measures.

Hotellings' test helps to determine whether a systematic
difference exists between three or more means. The vari-
ables under study must be measured at interval levels and
higher. This test only tells us about the overall differ-
ences between the means, but not between pairs of means. To
do tests for the differences between each pair of means,
univarate F-test should be used.

Hotellings' test and F-test are used by the present
study to test the hypotheses 13-14 in each part. The nature
of the data related to these hypotheses meet the conditions

of the use of these tests.

Summarx

To accomplish the purpose of the present study and
answer its research questions, a questionngire of two parts
was disrebutted by the researcher to a sample of 470 faculty
members. The questionnaire was developed by the researcher
through stages and has been validated. The samples were
randomly selected from a population of 5,841 faculty members
in Saudi Arabian universities. Descriptive and inferential
statistical techniques; frequencies; means; standard devi-
ations; 2Z-test; multivariates and univariates analyses of
variance for repeated measures were used to describe and

analyze data from 400 returned questionnaires.
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CHAPTER IV

Data Analysis

Introduction:

This study was conducted to answer the following re-
search questions:

1. What gre reasons given by faculty members in Saudi
Arabian universities for accepting and reasons for
rejecting specific instructional design ideas?

2. Which of those reasons do faculty members report
affect their decisions more strongly than others?

3. Are there any differences in considering the rea-
sons given between those who accept and those who
do not accept instructional design ideas?

In this chapter, findings related to these research
questions are presented in two sections; the first section
includes summary data of the demographic characteristics of
the respondents. The second section has five parts, each
corresponding to an instructional design idea. 1In each
part, data is presented relative to each research question
and a test of its hypothesis (see research questions and
hypotheses section in Chapter III).

Demographic Data

The first part of the questionnaire used for this study
consisted of a set of questions designed to collect the data
necessary to generate the categories of each of the follow-

ing respondents' characteristics:

-108-
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A. Educational characteristics:
1. Areas of specialization

2. Highest degree

3. Region from which the degree was earned
B. Personal characteristics:

1. Cultural hemisphere

2. Age

3. Sex
C. Professional characteristics:

1. Rank

2. Teaching experiences in higher education

3. Contract status

4, Teaching undergraduate

5. Teaching graduate

6. Consulting students

7. Consulting others

8. Conducting research

9. Attending academic committee meetings

10. Writing for publication
Tables 4-1, 4-2 and 4-3 show the absolute and relative
frequencies in percent of the respondents for these charac-

teristics.

Educational characteristics:

The data for the respondents' area of specialization,
highest degree, and region from which the degree was earned
are presented in Table 4-1. These data show that the

respondents are almost equally distributed in terms of the
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Table 4-1. Educational characteristics of the respondents

Absolute Relative
N Characteristics Category Labels Frequency Frequency

l. Areas of specialization

-Social Sciences 60 15.00
-Behavioral Sciences 49 12.20
-Natural Sciences 60 15.00
-Math and Engineering 50 12.50
-Medical Sciences 43 10.80
-Agricultural Sciences 31 7.75
-Islamic Studies 51 12.75
-Language Studies 56 14.00
Total: 400 100%

2. Highest degree

-Bachelor's Degree 67 16.7
-High Diploma 11 2.8
-Master's Degree 77 19.3
-Ph.D. 244 61.0
-Other 1 .2
Total: 400 100%

3. Region from which the degree was earned

-Saudi Arabia 87 21.7
-Arabic Country 115 28.8
-Western Country 185 46.2
-Eastern Country 13 3.3

Total: 400 100%



-111-

Table 4-2. Personal characteristics of the respondents

Absolute Relative
N Characteristics Category Labels Frequency Frequency

1. Cultural Hemisphere

5
-Saudigr’ 124 31.2
-Arabian 225 54.0
-Western 33 8.3
-Eastern 27 6.5
Total: 398~ 100%
2. Age
-25-35 years 112 28.1
-36-45 years 177 44.4
-46-55 years 75 18.8
-56-65 and above years 35 8.8
Total: 399** 100%
3. Sex
-Male 304 76.0
-Female 96 24.0
Total: 400 100%

* Data is unavailable in the case of two respondents
** Data is unavailable in the case of one respondent
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Table 4-3. Professional characteristics of the respondents

Absolute Relative
N Characteristics Category Labels Frequency Frequency %
l. Academic Rank
-Professor 72 18.0
-Associate Professor 85 21.2
-Assistant Professor 93 23.3
-Lecturer 71 17.7
-Demonstrator 79 19.8
Total: 400 100%

2. Teaching experience in higher education

- 1- 5 years 124 31.2
- 6-10 years 107 27.0
-11-15 years 64 16.0
-16-20 years 37 9.4
-21-25 and above years 65 16.4
Total: 397* 100%

3. Contract status

-Full time 366 91.5
-Part time 34 8.5
Total: 400 100%

4. Teaching undergraduate

- 0% of weekly time 28 6.1
- 1-25% of weekly time 87 21.7
-26-50% of weekly time 205 51.3
-51-75% of weekly time 58 14.5
-76-100% of weekly time 22 5.5

Total: 400 100%
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Absolute Relative
N Characteristics Category Labels Frequency Frequency %
5. Teaching graduate
- 0% of weekly time 249 62.2
- 1-25% of weekly time 115 28.8
-26-50% of weekly time 36 9.0
-51-75% of weekly time 0 0.0
-76-100% of weekly time 0 0.0
Total: 400 100%
6. Consulting students
- 0% of weekly time 69 17.2
- 1-25% of weekly time 282 75.5
-26-50% of weekly time 42 10.5
-51-75% of weekly time 4 1.0
-76-100% of weekly time 3 .7
Total: 400 100%
7. Consulting others
- 0% of weekly time 188 47.0
- 1-25% of weekly time 198 49.5
-26-50% of weekly time 12 3.0
-51-75% of weekly time o 0.0
-76-100% of weekly time 2 0.4
Total: 400 100%
8. Conducting research
- 0% of weekly time 85 21.2
- 1-25% of weekly time 255 63.8
-26-50% of weekly time 42 10.5
-51-75% of weekly time 12 3.0
-76-100% of weekly time 6 1.5

Total: 400 100%
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Absolute Relative
N Characteristics Category Labels Frequency Frequency %

9. Attending academic committee meetings

- 0% of weekly time 114 28.5
- 1-25% of weekly time 265 66.2
-26-50% of weekly time 19 4.7
-51-75% of weekly time 2 .5
-76-100% of weekly time 0 0.0
Total: 400 100%
10. Writing for publication
- 0% of weekly time 140 35.0
- 1-25% of weekly time 243 60.7
-26-50% of weekly time 17 4.3
-51-75% of weekly time 0] 0.0
-76-100% of weekly time 0 0.0
Total: 400 100%

*Data is unavailable in the case of three respondents.
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eight different areas of specialization considered in the
study with the exception of two areas; medical and agri-
cultural science, where the proportions of respondents are
10.8% and 7.7%, respectively, which are much less than other
areas. This decrease is because the proportion of the
population in these two areas are less than other areas.

In terms of the respondents' highest degree, the data
shows that the majority of respondents (61%) have Ph.D
degrees. While only 19.3% have Master's degrees, 16.7% have
Bachelor's degrees and 2.8% have a higher diploma. This
distribution corresponds to the direction of the distribu-
tion in the population (See Table 1-1), except for the
proportions of Bachelor's degrees which are found to be 26%
in population, while in the sample only 16.7%. This
decrease may be due to the recent encouragement by univer-
sities of demonstrators with Bachelor's degrees to complete
their Master's and Ph.D degrees.

With regard to the region from which the highest degree
was earned, the data show that the western region (mainly
U.S.A. and British) has the 1lead. Almost half of the
respondents (46.2%) earned their highest degree from western
countries. The Arabic countries (not including Saudi
Arabia) took the second place. More than one-fourth (28.8%)
of the respondents earned their degree from the Arabic
countries, mainly from Eygpt. Saudi Arabia took the third
place with 21.7% of the respondents having their highest

degree. These degrees are mostly in the areas of 1Islamic
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and Arabic language studies and recently in social and
behavioral sciences. The eastern region is in fourth place.
Only 3.3% of the respondents earned their highest degree

from eastern countries, mainly Pakistan and India.

Personal characteristics:

The data for the respondents' personal characteristics,
cultural hemisphere, age and sex are presented in Table 4-2.
The data show that the majority of respondents (54.0%) are
Arabians, not including Saudians, 31.2% are Saudians, while
8.3% of the respondents are westerners and 6.5% are eastern-
ers. This distribution is the same in the faculty members'
population (See Table 1-1 for Saudian versus non-Saudian).

With regard to respondents' age, the data show that the
majority (72.5%) are aged from 25-45 years. 42% from those
are aged 25-35. This proportion of young faculty members
are represented mostly (20%) by demonstrators who are usu-
ally employed directly after finishing their B.A. or B.S.
degree and then sent abroad to complete their graduate
studies. Respondents aged from 46-65 years and up represent
27.5%. From those, 68% are aged from 46-55, and only 32%
from 56-65 and up. This distribution closely parallels to
the distribution of this characteristic in the population.

There are 24.0% female respéndents (about one-fourth)
and 76% males. This distribution parallels the population
distribution with regard to this characteristic (See Table

1-2).
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Professional characteristics:

The data related to eight professional characteristics
is presented in Table 4-3. These professional character-
istics are:

1. Academic rank:

As the data show, respondents with regard to this char-
acteristic are almost equally distributed, 18.0% are pro-
fessors, 21.2% are associate professors, 23.3% are assistant
professors, 17.7% are lecturers, and 19.8% are demonstra-
tors. Compared to the distribution of this characteristic
in the population (See Table 1-2), respondents' distribution
is a little different and this is because of the sampling
procedure that the researcher used (See Chapter III).

2. Teaching experiences in higher education:

The majority of respondents (58.2%) have from 1-10 years
of teaching experience in higher education; 54% from those
have only 1-5 years:; 16% have teaching experience in higher
education from 11-15 years; 16% have from 11-15 years; 9.4%
have from 16-20 years and 16.4% have from 21-15 years and
up.

3. Contract status:

Most of the respondents (91.5%) are full time and only
8.5% are part time. These proportions represent the popu-
lation proportions and it reflects university policies which

do not encourage part-time contracts (See Chapter 1I).
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4. Teaching undergraduate:

The majority of respondents (51.3%) spend from 26-50% of
their weekly time in teaching wundergraduate; 21.7% spend
from 1-25% weekly time; 14.5% spend from 51-75%; 6-10% do
not spend any time in this type of teaching and only 5.5%
spend from 76-100% from weekly time in teaching undergrad-
uate.

5. Teaching graduate:

The majority of respondents (62.2%) do not spend any
time in teaching graduates. This reflects the limited grad-
uate programs that are offered by universities (See Chapter
I). More than one-fourth of the respondents (28.8%) spend
only 1-25% of weekly time:; 9.0% spend 26-50% of their weekly
time and none spend 51% and up in this level of teaching.

6. Consulting students:

The majority of respondents (75.5%) spend only from
1-25% of their weekly time in this type of activity: 17.2%
do not spend any time, while only 12.3% spend from 26-100%
of their time in this activity.

7. Consulting others:

Almost half of the respondents (49.5%) spend time con-
sulting other than students from 1-25% of their weekly time,
while almost the second half (47.0%) do not spend any time
in this type of activity. Only 3.4% spend from 26% and up
from their weekly time. This low involvement on the part of
faculty members may be due to the government policy that
regulates the consulting activities of faculty members

outside the universities.
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8. Conducting research:

The majority of respondents (63.8%) spend only from
1-25% of their weekly time conducting research. 21.2% do
not spend any time in this activity and only 15% spend from
26% and up of their weekly time. The conduct of research in
the universities studied is just beginning. This is clear
from the recent establishment of the research centers in the
universities (See Chapter I). This may explain the low
involvement of faculty members in such type of activities.
9. Attending academic committee meetings:

The majority of respondents (66.2%) spent from 2-25% of
their weekly time in committee meetings:; 28.5% of respon-
dents do not spend any time and this may be due to the
policies of some universities that do not allow lecturers
and demonstrators to attend committee meetings. Only 5.3%
spend from 26-75% of their time in academic meetings and
none spend 76-100% of their time in this activity.

10. Writing for publication.

The majority of respondents (60.7%) spend from 1-25% of
their weekly time in writing for publication; 35% do not
spend any time in this activity. Oonly 4.3% spend from
26-50% of weekly time and no one spends from 51% and up of
the time in this type of activity.

In conclusion it can be said that the typical faculty
member in this study of Saudi universities has the following
characteristics: specialty in sciences:; Ph.D degree earned

from western region; Arabian, aged from 36-45 years; male:
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assistant professor; teaching experience in higher education
from 1-5 years; full-time faculty member; spending 26-50% of
weekly time teaching undergraduate; not teaching on a gradu-
ate level; spending from 1-25% of weekly time in each of the
following activities: consulting students, consulting
others, conducting research, attending academic meetings and

writing for publications.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

This section of the data analysis chapter has five
parts. In each part data related to each idea of the five
instructional design ideas are presented and analyzed. The
organization of each will be as follows: the research
questions are presented; each research question is followed
by its hypotheses:; then each hypothesis is tested and inter-
preted; and finally the findings related to each research
question are summarized.
Part A:
Learning objectives idea:
Research Question 1:

The first research question of this study related to
this idea of objectives was:

What were reasons given by faculty members in Saudi
Arabia universities for accepting and reasons for rejecting
the idea of learning objectives? Related to this question

there were 12 hypotheses which were tested and interpreted.
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Tables 4-4A and 4-5A show the data* related to these hypo-
theses. These tables include, a 1list of the six reasons
considered by the present study, the proportions of faculty
members who give (check) the reason (Pl), the proportions of
faculty members who did not give (did not check) the reason
(Pz), the number of receptive faculty members who accept the
use of the idea in Table 4-4A (N), and the number of unre-
ceptive faculty members who reject the use of the idea in
Table 4-5A, and Z-test values for testing the significance

of the difference in the proportions for each reason.

Hypothesis 1:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the ideas of learning

objectives who give the reason "I know how to apply

the idea"™ and those not giving the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-4A shows the Z-
test results for reason 1 (13.67) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason is higher than the proportion of those who did not.
Therefore, skill in how to apply learning objective ideas

was considered by receptive faculty members as a reason

influencing their acceptance of this idea.

Hypothesis 2:

There is no difference in the proportions of
receptive faculty members to the idea of learning
objectives who give the reason "I see need for
using this idea" and those not giving the reason.

*Data is unavailable in the case of 24 respondents.



-122-

Table 4-4A: Proportions of receptive faculty members to

the idea of learning objectives who do and do
not give each of the six reasons considered
and Z-test values for the difference in these
proportions.

Reason P, P, N 2

Knowledge skills

"I know how to apply
the idea." 90.60 9.40 339 13.67**

Motivation

"I see a need for
using the idea." 89.10 10.90 339 13.03*x*

Expectation of success

"I think I will be
successful in apply-
ing the idea." 84.10 15.90 339 11.33**

Resources

"I think I will be

able to get the

resources needed to

apply this idea." 77.90 22.10 339 9,.30*%*

Rewards

"If I applied this

idea, I will get the

rewards I desire." 62.50 37.50 339 4.16**

Role expectation

"I think this idea
would be acceptable
in my department." 73.20 26.80 339 7.67**

Significant at P<.0l1l level
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Proportions of unreceptive faculty members who

do and do not give each of the six reasons
considered and Z-test values for the differ-
ence in these proportions.

Reason

Knowledge skills

"I do not know how
to apply the idea."

Motivation

"I do not see a need
for using the idea."

Expectation of success

"I do not think I will
be successful in apply-
ing the idea."

Resources

"I do not think I will
be able to get the
resources needed to
apply this idea."

Rewards
"If I applied this
idea, I will not get

the rewards I desire."

Role expectation

"I think this idea
would not be accept-
able in my department.”

63.20

75.40

47.40

50.90

45.60

66.70

36.80

24.60

52.60

49.10

44.40

33.30

57

57

57

57

57

57

1.99*

3.83**

-039

.14

-.63

2.52%

*®* %

Significant at P<.0l1l level
* Significant at P<.05 level
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This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-4A shows the 2-
test result for reason 2 (13.03) which was significant at
P<.01. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-
portion of receptive faculty members who gave the reason was
higher than the proportion of those who did not. Therefore
"perceiving need to use this instructional design idea" was
considered by receptive faculty members as a reason influ-

encing their acceptance of this idea.

Hypothesis 3:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members who give the reason "I

will be successful in applying this idea" and those

not giving the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-4A shows a Z-test
result for reason 3 (11.33) which was significant at P<.0l
level. There was a difference in the proporations. The
proportion of receptive faculty members who gave the reason
was higher than the proportion of those who did not. There-
fore, the reason "expectation of success" was considered by

receptive faculty members as a reason influencing their

acceptance of this idea in their teaching.

Hypothesis 4:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of learning

objectives who give the reason "I will get the

needed resources" and those not giving the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-4A shows a Z-test
result 4 (9.30) at level P<.0l. There was a difference in

the proportions. The proportion of receptive faculty
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members who gave the reason was higher than the proportion
of those who did not. Therefore, the availability of needed
resources was considered by receptive faculty members in
their acceptance of this idea in their teaching.

Hypothesis 5:

There is no difference 1in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of "learning

objectives" who give the reason "I will get the
rewards I desire"™ and those not giving the reason.

Table 4-4A shows a Z-test result for reason 5 (4.16)
which was significant at P<.0l1 level. There was a differ-
ence in the proportions. The proportion of receptive
faculty members who gave the reason was higher than the
proportion of those who did not. Therefore, rewards were
considered by receptive faculty members as a reason influ-
encing their acceptance of this idea in their teaching.
Hypothesis 6:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of "learning

objectives" who give the reason "this idea will be
acceptable in my department” and those not giving

the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-4A shows the Z-
test result for reason 6 (7.16) which was significant at
P<.01 level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than the proportion of those who did not.
Therefore, the reason "acceptance of the idea in the
department" was considered by receptive faculty members as a

reason influencing their acceptance of this idea in their

teaching.
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Hypothesis 7:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of
unreceptive faculty members to the idea of
"learning objective" who give the reason "I do not

know how to apply" and those not giving the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-5A shows the Z-
test result for reason 1 (1.99) which was significant at
P<.05 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of unreceptive faculty members who gave the
reason was greater than those who did not. Therefore "un-
familiarity with how to apply this idea" was considered by
unreceptive faculty members as a reason influencing their
rejection of this idea in their teaching.

Hypothesis 8:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of learning

objectives who give the reason "I do not see need

for using this idea" and those not giving the

reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-5A shows the 2Z-
test results for reason 2 (3.83) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than the proportion of those who did not.
Therefore "“not perceiving need to use this idea" was con-
sidered by unreceptive faculty members as a reason influ-
encing their rejection of this idea in their teaching.
Hypothesis 9:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of learning

objective who give the reason "I will not be

successful in applying this idea" and those who do
not give the reason.



-127-

This hypothesis was not rejected. Z-test results for
reason 2 is (-.39) which was not significant at P<.05 level.
There was no difference in the proportions. Therefore it
cannot be said whether unreceptive faculty members did or
did not consider "the expectation of being unsuccessful" as
reason influencing their rejection of the idea in their

teaching.

Hypothesis 10:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of learning

objectives who give the reason "I will not get the
needed resources” and those who do not give the
reason.

This hypothesis was not rejected. The value of Z-test
for reason 3 is (.14) which was not significant at P<.05.
There was no difference in the proportions. Therefore, it
cannot be said whether unreceptive faculty members did or
did not consider "the unavailability of needed resources" as

reason influencing their rejection of this idea in their

teaching.

Hypothesis 11:
There is no difference in the proportions of
unreceptive faculty members to the idea of learning
objectives who give the reason "I will not get the
rewards I desire”" and those not giving the reason.
This hypothesis was not rejected. The value of Z-test
for reason 5 is (-.63) which was not significant at P<.05.
The proportion of unreceptive faculty members who give this

reason do not differ from the proportion of those who do not

give the reason. Therefore, it cannot be said whether "the
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unavailability of desired rewards" was or was not considered
by unreceptive faculty members as a reason influencing their

rejection of this idea in their teaching.

Hypothesis 12:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of learning

objectives who give the reason "the idea would not

be acceptable in my department"™ and those not

giving the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. There was a significant
difference. Table 4-5A shows the Z-test result for reason 6
(2.52) which was significant at P<.0l1 level. There was a
difference in the proportions. The proportion of unrecep-
tive faculty members who give the reason was higher than
those who did not give the reason. Therefore, this reason

was considered by unreceptive faculty members as a reason

influencing their rejection of this idea in their teaching.

Summary:

Findings related to the first research question "What
are the reasons given by faculty members in Saudi Arabian
universities for accepting or rejecting the idea of learning
objectives?” can be summarized as follows:

1. All six variables, knowledge and skills, motiva-
tion, expectation of success, availability of resources,
rewards and role expectations were considered by receptive
faculty members as reasons influencing their acceptance of

this idea in their teaching.
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2. Only three variables (knowledge and skills, motiva-
tion and role expectations) were considered by unreceptive
faculty members as a reason influencing their rejection of
this idea. As to the other three variables (expectation of
success, availability of resources and rewards), there was
no evidence whether they were considered or not by unrecep-
tive faculty members as a reason influencing their rejection

of this idea in their teaching.

Research Question 2:

Which of the reasons do faculty members report affect
their decision to accept or reject the idea of learning
objectives more strongly than others? Related to this
question there weretwo hypotheses which were tested and the
results interpreted. Tables 4-6A, 4-7A, 4-8A, 4-9A, 4-10A
and 4-11A show the related data which include the means and
standard deviations of the reported influencing strength of
the six reasons given by receptive and unreceptive faculty
members to the idea, the Hotellings' Multivariate analysis
of variance of the overall differences between these means
and finally Univariate F-test for comparing pairs of these

means.

Hypothesis 13:

There are no differences in the reported strength
of influence of the reasons on the decision given
by those who do accept using the idea of learning
objectives.
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Table 4-6A. Means and standard deviation of the s8ix rea-

sons' influence strength given by receptive
faculty members to learning objectives.

No. Reason X S.D. N
1. Knowledge and Skills 3.77 .99 199
2. Motivation 3.99 .99 199
3. Expectations of Success 3.75 .98 199
4. Resources Availability 3.29 1.17 199
5. Rewards 2.47 1.40 199
6. Role Expectations 3.07 1.27 199

Table 4-7A. Hotellings' Multivariate analysis of variance
of the overall differences between the six
means.

Signif-
Test Name Value Exact F Hypothesis DF Error DF icance

Hotellings 1.0510 40.7772** 5 194.00 .00001

Table 4-8A. Univariate F-test with (1,198) DF comparing the
difference between pairs of the six means.

Reasons 1 2 3 4 5 6
1l 6.5702** ,0699 31.0279** 135.6833** 45,8312**
2 8.3757** 48.8024** 174.7963** 69.0141**
3 34.2117** 124.8533** 50.4117**
4 47.6394** 4.,8197*
5 29,1209**
6

** gignificant at P<.0l level.
* significant at P<.05 level.
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Table 4-9A. Means and standard deviation of the six rea-
sons' influence strength given by unreceptive
faculty members to the idea of learning objec-

tives.
No. Reason ; S.D. N
1. Knowledge and Skills 2.35 1.15 23
2. Motivation 3.35 1.19 23
3. Expectations of Success 2.83 1.23 23
4. Resources Availability 2.65 1.19 23
5. Rewards 2.61 1.41 23
6. Role Expectations 3.22 1.31 23

Table 4-10A. Hotellings' Multivariate analysis of variance
of the overall differences between the means.

Signif-
Test Name Value Exact F Hypothesis DF Error DF icance

Hotellings .75681 2.7245 5.00 18.00 .05

Table 4-11A. Univariate F-test with (1,22) DF comparing the
difference between pairs of the six means.

Reasons 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 10.1200** 3,2384 1.3441 .5698 5.7441
2 2.6622 3.2706 4.5741 .1255
3 .2983 .7994 1.1482
4 .0151 2.2561
5 3.2617
6

** gignificant at P<.01 level
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This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-7 shows
Hotellings' Multivariate test results for overall six means
differences which were significant at P<.0l1 level. This
indicates that there were overall differences in the
strength of influence of the six reasons. From the data in
Table 4-6 and 4-8, the order of the strength of the six
reasons can be pointed out. The reason "motivation" had the
highest mean (3.99) which was significantly different from
all other means at P<.0l level. Therefore, it had the high-
est influence on the decision to accept this idea.

Knowledge and skills and expectations of success had
means of 3.77 and 3.75 which were not significantly diffe-
rent at P<.0l level from each other, but they were signifi-
cantly different at level P<.01 from other means. This
means that together they share the second and third rank
(2.5) in terms of the strength of the influence upon the
decision to accept this idea.

The reason "resources availability" had a mean of 3.29
and was significantly different from all other means at
P<.01 level, except the sixth mean (role expectation) which
was significant at P<.05 level. Therefore, they share the
fourth and fifth rank (4.5) in terms of the strength of the
influence upon the decision to accept this idea.

Finally, the reason "rewards" had the lowest mean (2.47)
which was significantly different from all other means at
P<.01 level. Therefore it takes the sixth rank in terms of

the strength of influence upon the decision to accept this

idea.
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Hypothesis 14:

There is no difference in the reported strength of

influence of the reason on the decision given by

the unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

learning objectives.

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-10A shows
Hotellings' Multivariate test results which were not sig-
nificant at P<.0l level. This indicates that there was no
overall difference in the means of the strength of influence
of the six reasons means. The reasons "motivation, role
expectations, expectations of success, availability of
resources, rewards and knowledge and skills" had means of
3.35, 3.22, 2.83, 2.65, 2.61 and 2.35 respectively. These
means were not significantly different from each other at
P<.01l. Therefore, all the six reasons had equal influence

upon the unreceptive faculty members' rejection of the

learning objectives idea.

Summary:

Findings related to the second research question "Which
of the reasons do facult§ members report affect their deci-
sion to accept or reject the idea of learning objectives
more strongly than others?" can be summarized as follows:

1. There were differences between the six reasons
which influence strength in the acceptance of this idea.

The rank order from highest to 1lowest of the influencing

strength of the six reasons is:
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Rank Order

Motivation

Knowledge and Skills 2.5

Expectation of Success 2.5

Availability of Resources 4.5

Role Expectation 4.5

Rewards 6

2. There were no differences between the six vari-
influence strength on unreceptive faculty members'

rejection of the idea of learning objectives.

Research Question 3:

Are there any differences in considering the reasons

six hypotheses which were tested and interpreted.

testing the difference between proportions in the

groups.

Hypothesis 15:

There is no difference in the proportions of
receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of learning objectives who give the reason
"knowledge and skills".

*Data is unavailable in the case of 24 respondents.

given between receptive and unreceptive to the idea of
Related to this question there were
Table
4-12A shows the related data* which includes the six vari-
ables considered in this study, the proportion of receptive
give the reason (Pl), the proportion of
members who give the reason (Pz): the
and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of learning objectives (Nl)(Nz), and the Z-values of

two
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Table 4-12A: The proportions of receptive and unreceptive

groups who give the reasons and Z-test for the

differences.

Reason Pl P2 Nl N2 z
l. Knowledge and Skills 90.60 63.20 339 57 5.59**
2. Energizer

(Motivation) 89.10 75.40 339 57 2.80*%*
3. Expectations of

Success 84.10 47.40 339 57 6.22*%%*
4. Availability of

Resources 77.90 50.90 339 57 4.29**
5. Rewards 62.50 45.60 339 57 2.38*
6. Role Expectation 73.20 66.70 339 57 1.00
* %

*

Significant at P<.0l1 level
Significant at P<.05 level
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This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-12A shows a 2-
test value for reason 1 (5.59) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. The proportion of receptive faculty members
who give this reason was larger than the proportion of unre-
ceptive faculty members. Therefore, there was a difference
between the two groups in considering the reason "knowledge
and skills" in their decision to accept or reject the idea

of learning objectives.

Hypothesis 16:

There is no difference between the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members who give

the reason "energizer (motivation)" to the idea of

learning objectives.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-12A shows a

Z-test value for reason 2 (2.80) which was significant at
P<.01 level. The proportion of receptive faculty members
who gave the reason was larger than the proportion of unre-
ceptive faculty members. Therefore, there was a difference
between the two groups in considering the reason "motiva-

tion" in their decision to accept or reject using the idea

of learning objectives in their teaching.

Hypothesis 17:
There is no difference between the proportions of
receptive and unreceptive to learning objective
idea who give the reason "expectation of success."
This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-12A shows a Z-
test value for reason 3 (6.22) which was significant at

P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.

The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave the
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reason was larger than the proportion of unreceptive faculty
members. Therefore, there was a difference between the two
groups in considering the "expectation of success" reason to
make their decision to accept or reject the idea of learning
objectives. This reason was considered by the receptive

group more than by the unreceptive one.

Hypothesis 18:

There is no difference between the proportions of

receptive faculty members and unreceptive to the

learning objective ideas who give the reason

"availability of needed resources."

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-12A shows a Z-
test value for reason 4 (4.29) which was significant at
P<.01 level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was larger than the proportion of unreceptive faculty
members. Therefore, there was a difference between the two
groups in considering this "availability of needed re-
sources” reason in their decision to accept or reject the

idea of learning objectives. This reason was considered by

the receptive group more than by the unreceptive one.

Hypothesis 19:
There is no difference between the proportions of
receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of learning objective who give the reason
"rewarded."
This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-12A shows a 2-
test value for reason 5 (2.38) which was significant at

P<.05 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
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The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was larger than the proportion of unreceptive faculty
members. Therefore, there was a difference between the two
groups in considering the reason "rewards" in their decision
to accept or reject the idea of learning objectives. This
reason was considered by the receptive group more than by

the unreceptive one.

Hypothesis 20:

There is no difference between the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of learning objective who give the reason "the

acceptance of the idea in the department."”

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-12A shows a
Z-test value for reason 6 (1.0) which was not significant at
P<.05 level. Therefore, there was no difference between the
two groups in considering the reason "role expectation" in

their decision to accept or reject the use of the idea of

learning objectives.

Summary:

Findings related to the third research question "Are
there differences in considering the reason given between
receptive and unreceptive groups to the idea of 1learning
objectives?" can be summarized as follows:

There was a difference between receptive and unreceptive
faculty members in considering five variables (knowledge and
skills, motivation, expectation of success, resources avail-

ability, and rewards) as reasons influencing their decision
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to accept or reject the use of the learning objective idea.

All of these five variables were considered more by recep-
tive faculty members than unreceptive faculty members.
There was no difference between the two groups in consider-
ing the sixth variable "role expectation" which means that
it was considered equally by the two groups as a reason

influencing their decisions.
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Part B:
Task descriptions and analysis:
Research Question 1:

What are reasons given by faculty members in Saudi
Arabia universities for accepting and reasons for rejecting
the idea of task descriptions and analysis? Related to this
question there were 12 hypotheses which were tested and
interpreted. Tables 4-13B and 4-14B show the related data*
to these hypotheses. These tables include, a 1list of the
six reasons considered by the present study, the proportions
of faculty members who give (checked) the reasons (Pl)' the
proportions of faculty members who did not give (did not
check) the reasons (Pz), the number of receptive faculty
members in Table 4-13B and the number of unreceptive faculty
members in Table 4-14B (N). 2Z-test values for testing the
significance of the difference in the proportions.
Hypothesis 1:

There is no difference 1in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of "task

descriptions and analysis" who give the reason "I

know how to apply the idea"™ and those not giving

the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-13B shows the Z-
test results for reason 1 (13.87) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.

The proportions of the receptive faculty members who gave

the reason was higher than those who did not give the

*Data is unavailable in the case of three respondents.
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Table 4-13B: Proportions of receptive faculty members to

the idea of task descriptions and analysis who
do and do not give each of the six reasons
considered and Z-test values for the differ-
ences in the proportions.

Reason P P

Knowledge skills

"I know how to apply
the idea." 91.60 8.40 357 13.87**

Motivation

"l see a need for
using the idea." 88.00 12.00 357 12.67**

Expectation of success

"I think I will be
successful in apply-
ing the idea." 81.80 18.20 357 10.00**

Resources

"I think I will be
able to get the
resources needed to

apply this idea." 76.80 23.20 357 8.93*%*
Rewards

"If I applied this

idea, I will get the

rewards 1 desire." 60.50 39.50 357 3.50*%*

Role expectation

"I think this idea
would be acceptable
in my department.” 72.80 27.20 357 7.60*%*

* %

Significant at P<.01 level
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Table 4-14B: Proportions of unreceptive faculty members to

the idea of task descriptions and analysis who
do and do not give each of the six reasons
considered and Z-test values for the differ-
ences in these proportions.

Reason P1 P2 N Z

Knowledge skills

"I do not know how
to apply the idea." 67.50 32.50 40 2.21*

Motivation

"I do not see a need
for using the idea." 90.00 10.00 40 5.00%**

Expectation of success

"I do not think I will
be successful in apply-
ing the idea." 52.50 47.50 40 .31

Resources

"I do not think I will
be able to get the

resources needed to
apply this idea." 47 .50 52.50 40 -.31

Rewards

"If I applied this

idea, I will not get

the rewards I desire." 52.50 47.50 40 .31

Role expectation

"I think this idea
would not be accept-
able in my department.” 60.00 40.00 40 1.25

* %
*

Significant at P<.0l level
Significant at P<.05 level
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reason. Therefore, the reason "implementation skill" was
considered by receptive faculty members as reason influ-
encing their acceptance to use the idea of task descriptions

and analysis in their teaching.

Hypothesis 2:

There is no difference 1in the proportions of
receptive faculty members to the idea of "task
descriptions and analysis" who give the reason "I

see need for using this idea" and those who do not

give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-13B shows a Z-
test value for reason 2 (12.67) which was significant at
P<.01 level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than the proportion of those who did not.
Therefore, "perceiving need to use this idea" was considered
by receptive faculty members as reason influencing their

acceptance to use the idea of task descriptions and analysis

in their teaching.

Hypothesis 3:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of task

descriptions and analysis who give the reason "I

will be successful in applying this idea" and those

who do not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-13B shows a 2-
test value for reason 3 (10.00) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave this

reason was higher than those who did not. Therefore, the
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reason "expectation of success" was considered by receptive
faculty members as reason influencing their acceptance to
use the idea of task descriptions and analysis in their

teaching.

Hypothesis 4:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of "task

description and analysis" who give the reason "I

will get the needed resources" and those who do not

give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-13B shows a Z-
test value for reason 4 (8.93) which was significant at
P<.0l1 level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportions of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than the proportion of those who did not.
Therefore, the reason "resources availability" was con-
sidered by receptive faculty members as reason influencing

their acceptance to use the idea of task descriptions and

analysis in their teaching.

Hypothesis 5:

There is no difference in the proportions of
receptive faculty members to the idea of "task
descriptions and analysis" who give the reason "I

will get the rewards I desire" and those who do not

give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-13B shows a 2-
test value for reason 5 (3.50) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportions of receptive faculty members who gave the

reason was higher than those who did not give the reason.
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Therefore, the reason "getting the desired rewards" was
considered by receptive faculty members as reason influ-
encing their acceptance to use the idea of task descriptions

and analysis in their teaching.

Hypothesis 6:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of "task

descriptions and analysis" who give the reason

"This idea will be acceptable in my department" and

those who did not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-13B shows a Z-
test value for reason 6 (7.60) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportions of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than that of those who did not give the
reason. Therefore, the reason "acceptance of the idea in
the department" was considered by receptive faculty members

as reason influencing their acceptance to use the idea of

task descriptions and analysis in their teaching.

Hypothesis 7:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of task

descriptions and analysis who give the reason "I do

not know how to apply this idea"™ and those who do

not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-14B shows Z-test
value for reason 1 (2.21) which was significant at P<.05
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-

portions of unreceptive faculty members who gave the reason

was higher than those who did not. Therefore, the reason
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"unfamiliarity" with how to apply this idea" was considered
by unreceptive faculty members as reason influencing their
rejection to use the idea of task descriptions and analysis

in their teaching.

Hypothesis 8:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of
unreceptive faculty members to the idea of "task
descriptions and analysis" who give the reason "I

do not see need for using this idea" and those who

do not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-14B shows Z-test
value for reason 2 (5.00) which was significant at P<.0l
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-
portions of unreceptive faculty members who gave the reason
was higher than those who did not give the reason. There-
fore, the reason "not perceiving need to use this idea" was
considered by unreceptive faculty members as reason influ-

encing their rejection to use the idea of task descriptions

and analysis in their teaching.

Hypothesis 9:
There 1is no difference in the proportions of
unreceptive faculty members to the idea of "task
descriptions and analysis"™ who give the reason "I
will not be successful in applying this idea" and
those who do not give the reason.
This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-14B shows a
Z-test value for reason 3 (.31) which was not significant at
P<.05 1level. There was no difference in the proportions.

Therefore, it cannot be said whether unreceptive faculty

members did or did not consider the reason "the expectation
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of being unsuccessful" as a reason influencing their rejec-
tion to use the idea of task descriptions and analysis in

their teaching.

Hypothesis 10:

There 1is no difference 1in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of "task

descriptions and analysis" who give the reason "I

will not get the needed resources" and those who do

not give the reason.

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-14B shows Z-
test value for reason 4 (-.31) which was not significant at
P<.05 1level. There was no difference in the proportions.
Therefore, it cannot be said whether the unreceptive group
did or did not consider the reason "the unavailability of
needed resources" as a reason influencing rejection to use

the idea of task descriptions and analysis in their

teaching.

Hypothesis 11:

There is no difference 1in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of "task

descriptions and analysis"™ who give the reason "I

will not get the rewards I desire"™ and those who do

not give the reason.

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-14B shows Z-
test value for reason 5 (-.31) which was not significant at
P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions.
Therefore, it cannot be said whether the unreceptive faculty
members did or did not consider the reason "not getting the
desired rewards" as a reason influencing their rejection to

use the idea of task descriptions and analysis in their

teaching.
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Hypothesis 12:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of "task

descriptions and analysis"™ who give the reason "the

idea will not be acceptable in my department"™ and

those who do not give the reason.

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-14B shows Z-
test value for reason 6 (1.25) which was not significant at
P<.05 1level. There was no difference in the proportions.
Therefore, it cannot be said whether the reason "the unac-
ceptance of the idea in the department" was or was not
considered by unreceptive faculty members as a reason influ-

encing their rejection to use the idea of task descriptions

and analysis in their teaching.

Summary:

Findings related to the first research gquestion "What
are the reasons given by faculty members in Saudi Arabia
universities for accepting or rejecting the idea of task
descriptions and analysis?" can be summarized as follows:

1. All six variables, knowledge and skills, motiva-
tion, expectation of success, availability of resources,
reward and role expectations, were considered by receptive
faculty members as reasons influencing their acceptance to
use the idea of task descriptions and analysis in their
teaching.

2. Only two variables, knowledge and skills and moti-
vation, were considered by unreceptive faculty members as

reasons influencing their rejection to use this idea in
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their teaching. With the other four variables, expectation
of success, availability of resources, rewards, and role
expectations, there was no evidence whether they were con-
sidered or not by unreceptive faculty members as reasons
influencing their rejection to use the idea of task descrip-

tions and analysis in their teaching.

Research Question 2:

Which of the reasons do faculty members report affect
their acceptance or rejection to use the idea of task des-
criptions and analysis more strongly than others? Related
to this question there were two hypotheses which were tested
and interpreted. Tables 4-15B, 4-16B, 4-17B, 4-18B, 4-19B
and 4-20B show the related data which include the means and
standard deviations of the reported influencing strength of
the six reasons on the acceptance or rejection to use the
idea, the Hotellings' Multivariate analysis of variance of
the overall difference between the means of the six reasons
and finally Univariate F-test for pair comparisons between

the s8ix reasons' means.

Hypothesis 13:
There are no differences in the reported strength
of influence of the reasons on the decision given
by receptive faculty members to the idea of task
descriptions and analysis.
This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-16B shows Hotel-
lings' Multivariate test results for overall differences

which were significant at P<.0l level. This indicates that

there were overall differences in the strength of influence
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Table 4-15B. Means and standard deviation of the six rea-
sons' influence strength given by receptive
faculty members to the idea of task descrip-
tions and analysis.

No. Reason X S.D. N
1. Knowledge and Skills 3.94 .91 207
2. Motivation 4.05 .92 207
3. Expectations of Success 3.85 .95 207
4. Resources Availability 3.39 1.14 207
5. Rewards 2.54 1.38 207
6. Role Expectations 3.24 1.24 207

Table 4-16B Hotellings' Multivariate analysis of variance

of the overall differences between the six
means.

Signif-
Test Name Value Exact F Hypothesis DF Error DF icance

Hotellings 1.22412 49.4543 5.00 202 .00001

Table 4-17B. Univariate F-test with (1,206) DF comparing the
difference between pairs of the six means.

Reasons 1 2 3 4 5 6
1l 2.0690 1.6583 51.3813** 181.2652** 63.7250**
2 8.1652** 57_,0488** 204.0855** 69.3388**
3 35.7254** 178.4500** 49,4804**
4 67.5349** 3,4112
5 52.6346**
6

** gignificant at P<.0l1 level.
* significant at P<.05 level.
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Table 4-18B. Means and standard deviation of the s8six rea-
sons' influence strength given by unreceptive
faculty members to the idea of task descrip-
tions and analysis.

No. Reason X S.D. N
1. Knowledge and Skills 2.50 1.38 18
2. Motivation 3.33 1.28 18
3. Expectations of Success 2.67 1.23 18
4. Resources Availability 2.83 1.34 18
5. Rewards 2.28 1.36 18
6. Role Expectations 2.89 1.32 18

Table 4-19B. Hotellings' Multivariate analysis of variance
of the overall differences between the six
means.

Signif-
Test Name Value Exact F Hypothesis DF Error DF icance

Hotellings .62842 1.6339 5 13.00 .2198

Table 4-20B. Univariate F-test values with (1,17) DF
comparing the difference between pairs of the
s8ix means.

Reasons 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 3.1955 .2208 1.2143 .28727 7190
2 2.7200 .9745 7.5859** 1,3600
3 .1619 1.5284 .4072
4 1.4214 .0172
5 4.7071
6

** gignificant at P<.0l level
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of the six reasons. From the data in Table 4-15B and 4-17B,
the order of the strength of the six reasons' influence can
be pointed out. The reason "motivation" had the highest
mean (4.05) and significantly different at P<.0l1 from all
the other means except the reason "knowledge and skills"
(3.94) which did not significantly differ. Therefore, the
reason "motivation"™ and the reason "knowledge and skills"
together shared the first and second highest rank of influ-
ence on the acceptance of the idea of task descriptions and
analysis.

The reason "expectation of success" had a mean of (3.85)
which was significant from all other reasons' means at P<.0l
level except from the reason "knowledge and skills"™ mean
which did not differ from it. Therefore, they together
share the second and third highest rank influencing the
acceptance to use this idea. As mentioned above, the reason
"knowledge and skills" also shared the reason "motivation"
the first and second highest rank of influence.

The reason "resource availability"™ had a mean of 3.39,
which was significant from all other reasons' means at P<.0l
level, except from the reason "role expectations" which had
a mean of 3.23. Therefore, they shared the fourth and fifth
ranks of influence on the acceptance to use the idea of task
descriptions and analysis.

The reason "rewards" had a mean of 2.54 which was sig-

nificantly different from all the other five means at P<.0l
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level. Therefore, it had the sixth rank of influence on the
acceptance to use the idea of task descriptions and analy-

sis.

Hypothesis 14:

There are no differences in the reported strength

of influence of the reasons on the decision given

by unreceptive faculty members to the idea of task

descriptions and analysis.

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-19B shows
Hotellings' Multivariate test results (1.63390) which was
not significant at level P<.0l. All six reasons' means did
not differ from each other. Therefore, all the six reasons
have equal influencing strength upon the decision of unre-

ceptive faculty members to reject using the idea of task

descriptions and analysis.

Summary:

Findings related to the second research question "Which
of the reasons do faculty members report affect their
acceptance or rejection to use the idea of task descriptions
and analysis more strongly than others?" can be summarized
as follows:

1. There was a difference in the reported influence's
strength of the six reasons on the acceptance of using the
idea of task descriptions and analysis. The rank order of

the influencing strength of the six reasons was:
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Rank Order

Motivation 1.5

Knowledge and Skills 1.5 (2.5)
Expectation of Success 2.5

Availability of Resources 4.5

Role Expectation 4.5

Rewards 6

2. There was no difference in the reported strength of

the influence of the six reasons on the rejection to use the
idea of task descriptions and analysis. All have egqgual

influence on that decision.

Research Question 3:

Are there any differences in the reasons given between
receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the idea of
task descriptions and analysis? Related to this question
there were six hypotheses which were tested and interpreted.
Table 4-21B shows the related data which includes, the six
variables considered in this study, the proportions of
receptive faculty members who gave the reasons (Pl), the
proportions of unreceptive faculty members who gave the
reasons (Pz), the number of receptive faculty members to the
idea of task descriptions and analysis (Nl), the number of
unreceptive faculty members to this idea (Nz), and the 2-
test values of testing the differences in proportions of the

two groups.
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Table 4-21B: The proportions of receptive and unreceptive
groups to the idea of task descriptions and
analysis who give the reasons and Z-test for
the differences.

Reason Pl P2 Nl N2 Z
l. Knowledge and Skills 91.60 67.50 357 40 4.64**
2. Energizer

(Motivation) 88.00 90.00 357 40 -.37
3. Expectations of

Success 81.80 52.50 357 40 4.31**
4. Availability of

Resources 76.80 47.50 357 40 4.01*~*
5. Rewards 60.50 52.50 357 40 .98
6. Role Expectation 72.80 60.00 357 40 1.71

** Significant at P<.0l1l level
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Hypothesis 15:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of task descriptions and analysis who give the

reason "knowledge and skills."

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-21B shows Z-test
value for reason 1 (4.64) which was significant at P<.0l
level. There was a difference in the proportions of the two
groups. The proportions of receptive faculty members was
higher than the proportions of unreceptive faculty members.
Therefore, the reason "knowledge and skills" was considered
by the receptive group more than by unreceptive in their

acceptance or rejection to use the idea of the task descrip-

tions and analysis in their teaching.

Hypothesis 16:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of task descriptions and analysis who give the

reason "motivation."

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-21B shows a
Z-test value for reason 2 (-.37) which was not significant
at P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions
of the two groups. Therefore, the reason "motivation" was
considered equally by the receptive and unreceptive groups

in their acceptance or rejection to use the idea of task

descriptions and analysis in their teaching.

Hypothesis 17:

There is no difference 1in the proportions of
receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of task descriptions and analysis who give the
reason "expectation of success."
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This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-21B shows Z-test
value for reason 3 (4.31) which was significant at P<.0l
level. There was a difference in the proportions of the two
groups. The proportion of the receptive group was higher
than the proportion of the unreceptive group. Therefore,
the reason "expectation of success" was considered by the
receptive group more than by unreceptive in accepting or
rejecting the use of the idea of task descriptions and

analysis in their teaching.

Hypothesis 18:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of task descriptions and analysis who give the

reason "availability of needed resources."

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-21B shows Z-test
value for reason 4 (4.01) which was significant at P«<.0Ol
level. There was a difference in the proportions of the two
groups. The proportion of the receptive group was higher
than the proportion of the unreceptive group. Therefore,
the reason "availability of needed resources" was considered
by receptive faculty members more than by unreceptive in

accepting or rejecting the use of the task descriptions and

analysis idea in their teaching.

Hypothesis 19:

There is no difference in the proportions of
receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of task descriptions and analysis who give the
reason "rewards."
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This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-21B shows Z-
test value for reason 5 (.98) which was not significant at
P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions of
the two groups. Therefore, the reason "rewards" was con-
sidered equally by the receptive and unreceptive faculty
members in accepting or rejecting the use of the task des-

criptions and analysis idea in their teaching.

Hypothesis 20:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of task descriptions and analysis who give the

reason "role expectations."

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-21B shows Z-
test value for reason 6 (1.71) which was not significant at
P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions of
the two groups. Therefore, the reason "role expectations"”
was considered equally by receptive and unreceptive faculty

members in accepting or rejecting the use of the task des-

criptions and analysis idea in their teaching.

Summary:

Findings related to the third research question "Are
there any differencs in considering the reasons given
between receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of task descriptions and analysis?" can be summarized
as follows:

1. There was a difference between the receptive and
unreceptive faculty members to the idea of task descriptions

and analysis in considering three reasons, knowledge and
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skills, expectation of success, and availability of needed
resources. The receptive groups considered these three
reasons more than the unreceptive.

2. There was no difference between the receptive and
unreceptive faculty members to the idea of task descriptions
and analysis in considering three given reasons, motivation,
rewards, and role expectations. Therefore, all three were
considered equally by the two groups in accepting or
rejecting to use the task descriptions and analysis idea in

their teaching.



-160-
Part C:
Learning hierarchies:
Research Question 1:

What are reasons given by faculty members in Saudi
Arabia universities for accepting and reasons for rejecting
the idea of learning hierarchies? Related to this Qquestion
there are 12 hypotheses which were tested and interpreted.
Tables 4-22C and 4-23C show the related data* to these hypo-
theses. These tables include, a 1list of the six reasons
considered by the present study, the proportions of faculty
members who give (checked) the reasons (Pl)' the proportions
of faculty members who did not give (did not check) the
reasons (Pz), the number of receptive faculty members in
Table 4-22C and the number of unreceptive faculty members in
Table 4-23C (N). 2Z-test values for testing the significance
of the difference in the proportions.

Hypothesis 1:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of "learning

hierarchies” who give the reason "I know how to
apply the idea" and those not giving the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-22C shows the Z-
test results for reason 1 (14.07) which was significant at
P<.0l1 level. There was a difference in the proportion. The
proportions of the receptive faculty members who gave the

reason was higher than those who did not give the reason.

Therefore, the reason "implementation skill" was considered

*Data is unavailable in the case of seven respondents.
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Table 4-22C: Proportions of receptive faculty members to

the idea of learning hierarchies who do and do
not give the six reasons considered and Z-test
values for testing the differences in the pro-
portions.

Reason ) 4 P N Z

Knowledge skills

"I know how to apply
the idea." 92.20 7.80 372 14.07**

Motivation

"I see a need for
using the idea." 88.40 11.60 372 12.80**

Expectation of success

"I think I will be

successful in apply-
ing the idea." 83.10 16.90 372 11.03**

Resources

"I think I will be
able to get the

resources needed to
apply this idea.” 75.30 24.70 372 8.43*%*

Rewards

"If I applied this

idea, I will get the

rewards I desire." 59.90 40.10 372 3.30*x

Role expectation

"I think this idea
would be acceptable
in my department." 72.60 27.40 372 7.53**

Significant at P<.0l level
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Table 4-23C: Proportions of unreceptive faculty members to
the idea of learning hierarchies who do and do
not give the six reasons considered and Z-test
values for testing the differences in propor-
tions.

Reason P P N VA

1. Knowledge skills

"I do not know how
to apply the idea." 76.20 23.80 21 2,.38%

2. Motivation

"I do not see a need
for using the idea." 85.70 14.30 21 3.25%%*

3. Expectation of success

*I do not think I will

be successful in apply-
ing the idea." 66.70 33.30 21 1.52

4. Resources

"I do not think I will
be able to get the

resources needed to
apply this idea." 71.40 28.60 21 1.96

5. Rewards
"If I applied this
idea, I will not get
the rewards I desire." 71.40 28.60 21 1.96

6. Role expectation

"I think this idea
would not be accept-
able in my department." 76.20 23.80 21 2.38*

** Significant at P<.0l level
* Significant at P<.05 level
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by receptive faculty members as reason influencing their
acceptance to use the idea of learning hierarchies in their

teaching.

Hypothesis 2:

There is no difference in the proportions of receptive

faculty members to the idea of "learning hierarchies"

who give the reason "I see need for using this idea" and
those who do not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-22C shows a 2Z-
test value for reason 2 (12.80) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than the proportion of those who did not.
Therefore, "perceiving need to use this idea" was considered
by receptive faculty members as reason influencing their

acceptance to use the idea of learning hierarchies in their

teaching.

Hypothesis 3:
There is no difference in the proportions of
receptive faculty members to the idea of learning
hierarchies who give the reason "I will be
successful in applying this idea" and those who do
not give the reason.
This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-22C shows a 2-
test value for reason 3 (11.03) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.

The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave this

reason was higher than those who did not. Therefore, the
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reason "expectation of success" was considered by receptive
faculty members as reason influencing their acceptance to
use the idea of learning hierarchies in their teaching.
Hypothesis 4:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of "learning

hierarchies" who give the reason "I will get the
needed resources" and those who do not give the
reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-22C shows a 2-
test value for reason 4 (8.43) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportions of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than the proportion of those who did not.
Therefore, the reason "resources availability" was con-
sidered by receptive faculty members as reason influencing

their acceptance to use the idea of learning hierarchies in

their teaching.

Hypothesis 5:

There is no difference in the proportions of
receptive faculty members to the idea of "learning
hierarchies” who give the reason "I will get the
rewards I desire" and those who do not give the
reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-22C shows a 2Z-
test value for reason 5 (3.30) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportions of receptive faculty members who gave the

reason was higher than those who did not give the reason.

Therefore, the reason "getting the desired rewards" was con-
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sidered by receptive faculty members as reason influencing
their acceptance to use the idea of learning hierarchies in

their teaching.

Hypothesis 6:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of "learning

hierarchies" who give the reason "This idea will be
acceptable in my department” and those who did not

give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-22C shows a Z-
test value for reason 6 (7.53) which was significant at
P<.0l1 level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportions of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than that of those who did not give the
reason. therefore, the reason "acceptance of the idea in
the department" was considered by receptive faculty members
as reason influencing their ahich is not significant at .05 level.
Therefore, faculty members' rank and the type of decision
are independent from each other. This means that the

receptive and unreceptive group to the idea of learning

hierarchies do not differ with regard to rank.

Hypothesis 7:

There is no difference 1in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of learning

hierarchies who give the reason "I do not know how

to apply this idea" and those who do not give the

reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-23C shows Z-test
value for reason 1 (2.38) which was significant at P<.05
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The
proportions of unreceptive faculty members who gave the

reason was higher than those who did not. Therefore, the

reason "unfamiliarity" with how to apply this idea" was
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considered by unreceptive faculty members as reason influ-
encing their rejection to use the idea of learning hier-

archies in their teaching.

Hypothesis 8:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

"learning hierarchies" who give the reason "I do

not see need for using this idea" and those who do

not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-23C shows Z-test
value for reason 2 (3.25) which was significant at P«<.01l
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-
portions of unreceptive faculty members who gave the reason
was higher than those who 4id not give the reason. There-
fore, the reason "not perceiving need to use this idea" was
considered by unreceptive faculty members as reason influ-

encing their rejection to use the idea of learning hierar-

chies in their teaching.

Hypothesis 9:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

“learning hierarchies" who give the reason "I will

not be successful in applying this idea" and those

who do not give the reason.

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-23C shows a
Z-test value for reason 3 (1.52) which was not significant
at P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions.
Therefore, it cannot be said whether unreceptive faculty
members did or did not consider the reason "the expectation
of being unsuccessful" as a reason influencing their rejec-

tion to use the idea of learning hierarchies in their teach-

ing.
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Hypothesis 10:

There 1is no difference 1in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

"learning hierarchies" who give the reason "I will

not get the needed resources" and those who do not

give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-23C shows 2Z-test
value for reason 4 (1.96) which was significant at P<.05
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-
portions of unreceptive faculty members who gave the reason
was higher than that of those who did not give the reason.
Therefore, the reason "the unavailability of needed re-
sources" was considered by unreceptive faculty as a reason

influencing their rejection to use the idea of learning

hierarchies in their teaching.

Hypothesis 11:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

"learning hierarchies" who give the reason "I will

not get the rewards I desire" and those who do not

give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-23C shows Z-test
value for reason 5 (1.96) which was significant at P<.05
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-
portions of unreceptive faculty members who gave the reason
was higher than that of those who did not. Therefore, the
reason "not getting the desired rewards" was considered by

unreceptive faculty as a reason influencing their rejection

to use the idea of learning hierarchies in their teaching.
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Hypothesis 12:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

"learning hierarchies" who give the reason "the

idea will not be acceptable in my department" and

those who do not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-23C shows Z-test
value for reason 6 (2.38) which was significant at P<.05
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-
portions of unreceptive faculty members who gave the reason
was higher than that of those who did not give the reason.
Therefore, the reason "the unacceptance of the idea in the
department" was considered by unreceptive faculty members as

a reason influencing their rejection to use the idea of

learning hierarchies in their teaching.

Summary:

Findings related to the first research question "What
are reasons given by faculty members in Saudi Arabia univer-
sities for accepting and reasons for rejecting the idea of
learning hierarchies?" can be summarized as follows:

1. All six variables, knowledge and skills, motiva-
tion, expectation of sSuccess, availability of resources,
reward and role expectations, were considered by receptive
faculty members as reasons influencing their acceptance to
use the idea of learning hierarchies in their teaching.

2. Five variables, knowledge and skills, motivation,
availability of resources, rewards, and role expectation
were considered by unreceptive faculty members as reasons

influencing their rejection to use the idea of learning
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hierarchies in their teaching. The variable "expectation of
success" showed no evidence whether it was considered or not
by unreceptive faculty members as reasons influencing their
rejection to use the idea of learning hierarchies in their

teaching.

Research Question 2:

Which of the reasons do faculty members report affect
their acceptance or rejection to use the idea of learning
hierarchies more strongly than others? Related to this
question two hypotheses were tested and interpreted. Tables
4-24C, 4-25C, 4-26C, 4-27C, 4-28C and 4-29C show the related
data which include the means and standard deviations of the
reported influencing strength of the six reasons on the
acceptance or rejection to use the idea, the Hotellings'
Multivariate analysis of variance of the overall difference
between the six means and finally Univariate F-test for all

pairs comparisons of the six means.

Hypothesis 13:

There are no differences in the reported strength

of influence of the reasons on the decision given

by receptive faculty members to the idea of

learning hierarchies.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-25C shows Hotel-
lings' Multivariate test results for overall differences
between means which were significant at P<.0l level. This
indicates that there were overall differences in the

strength of influence of the six reasons. From the data in

Table 4-24C and 4-25C, the order of the strength of the six
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Table 4-24C. Means and standard deviations of the six rea-
sons' influence strength given by receptive
faculty members to the idea of learning hier-

archies.
No. Reason ; S.D. N
1. Knowledge and Skills 4.02 .97 220
2, Motivation 4.29 .85 220
3. Expectations of Success 4.02 .92 220
4. Resources Availability 3.54 1.10 220
5. Rewards 2.65 1.39 220
6. Role Expectations 3.47 1.30 220

Table 4-25C Hotellings' Multivariate analysis of variance
of the overall differences between the six
means.

Signif-
Test Name Value Exact F Hypothesis DF Error DF cance

Hotellings 1.10510 47.5195 5.00 215.00 .00001

Table 4-26C. Univariate F-test values with (1,219) DF for
all pairs' difference of the six means.

Reasons 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 13.5431** 0.0000 35.5159** 171.2460** 31.,3800%**
2 16.7745** 68.7926** 233.3779** 69.0808**
3 40.6832** 173.8521** 33,5470**
4 82.0930** .7273
5 70.2405**
6

** gignificant at P<.01 level.
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Table 4-27C. Means and standard deviations of the six rea-
sons' influence strength given by unreceptive
faculty members to the idea of learning hier-

archies.
No. Reason X S.D. N
1. Knowledge and Skills 2.92 1.12 13
2. Motivation 2.69 1.11 13
3. Expectations of Success 2.85 1.41 13
4. Resources Availability 2.92 1.19 13
5. Rewards 2.15 1.21 13
6. Role Expectations 2.69 1.44 13

Table 4-28C. Hotellings' Multivariate analysis of variance
of the overall differences between the six
means.

Signif-
Test Name Value Exact F Hypothesis DF Error DF cance

Hotellings .70147 1.12235 5.00 8.00 .4202

Table 4-29C. Univariate F-test values with (1,12) DF for all
pairs differences of the six means.

Reasons 1 2 3 4 5 6

.4091 .1875 0.0000 4.1379 .5807
.1333 .5807 2.4697 0.0000

.1333 4.4587 .1702

5.04202 .67500

1.4483

O b WN -
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reasons' influence can be pointed out. The reason "motiva-
tion" had the highest mean (4.29) and significantly differ-
ent at P<.0l1 from all the other means. Therefore, the
reason "motivation" had the highest rank of influence on the
acceptance of the idea of learning hierarchies.

The reason "expectation of success" had a mean of (4.02)
which was significantly different from all other reasons'
means at P<.0l1 level except from the reason "knowledge and
skills" mean (4.02) which was equal to it. Therefore, they
together shared the second and third highest ranks influ-
encing the acceptance to use the idea.

The reason "resource availability"™ had a mean of 3.54,
which was significantly different from all other reasons'
means at P<.0l1 level, except from the reason "role expecta-
tions" which had a mean of 3.47. Therefore, they were shar-
ing the fourth and fifth ranks of influence on the accep-
tance to use the idea of task descriptions and analysis.

The reason "rewards" had a mean of 2.65 which was sig-
nificantly different from the other five means at P<.0l
level. Therefore, it had the sixth rank of influence on the

acceptance to use the idea of learning hierarchies.

Hypothesis 14:

There are no differences in the reported strength
of influence of the reasons on the decision given
by unreceptive faculty members to the idea of
learning hierarchies.
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This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-28C shows
Hotellings' Multivariate test results which were not signif-
icant at level P<.O0l. All six reasons' means presented in
Table 4-27C did not significantly differ. Therefore, all
the six reasons had equal influencing strength upon the
decision of receptive faculty members to reject using the

idea of learning hierarchies.

Summary:

Findings related to the second research gquestion "Which
of the reasons do faculty members report affect their
acceptance or rejection to use the idea of learning hierar-
chies more strongly than others?" can be summarized as
follows:

1. There was a difference in the reported influence's
strength of the six reasons on the acceptance of using the
idea of learning hierarchies. The rank order of the influ-
encing strength of the six reasons was:

Rank Order

Motivation 1

Knowledge and Skills 2.5
Expectation of Success 2.5
Availability of Resources 4.5
Role Expectation A 4.5
Rewards 6

2. There was no difference in the reported strength of
the influence of the six reasons on the rejection to use the
idea of 1learning hierarchies. All had equal influence on

that decision.
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Research Question 3:

Are there any differences in considering the reasons
given between receptive and unreceptive faculty members to
the idea of learning hierarchies? Related to this question
six hypotheses were tested and interpreted. Table 4-30C
shows the related data* which includes, the six variables
considered in this study, the proportions of receptive
faculty members who gave the reasons (Pl), the proportions
of unreceptive faculty members who gave the reasons (PZ),
the number of receptive faculty members to the idea of
learning hierarchies (Nl)' the number of unreceptive faculty
members to this idea (Nz), and the Z-test values of testing

the differences in proportions of the two groups.

Hypothesis 15:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of learning hierarchies who give the reason

"knowledge and skills."”

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-30C shows Z-test
value for reason 1 (2.46) which was significant at P<.05
level. There was a difference in the proportions of the two
groups. The proportions of receptive faculty members was
higher than the proportions of unreceptive faculty members.
Therefore, the reason "knowledge and skills" was considered
by the receptive group more than by unreceptive in their

acceptance or rejection to use the idea of the learning

hierarchies in their teaching.

*Data is unavailable in the case of seven respondents.
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Table 4-30C: The proportions of receptive and unreceptive

groups to the idea of learning hierarchies who
give the six reasons and Z-test values for the
differences in proportions.

Reason Pl P2 Nl N2 z
1. Knowledge and Skills 92.20 76.20 372 21 2.46*
2. Energizer

(Motivation) 88.40 85.70 372 21 0.37
3. Expectations of

Success 83.10 66.70 372 21 1.89
4. Availability of

Resources 75.30 71.40 372 21 0.40
5. Rewards 59.90 71.40 372 21 -1.04
6. Role Expectation 72.60 76.20 372 21 -0.36
* %

*

Significant at P<.01 level
Significant at P<.05 level.
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Hypothesis 16:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of learning hierarchies who give the reason

"motivation."

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-30C shows a
Z-test value for reason 2 (.37) which was not significant at
P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions of
the two groups. Therefore, the reason "motivation" was
considered equally by the receptive and unreceptive groups

in their acceptance or rejection to use the idea of learning

hierarchies in their teaching.

Hypothesis 17:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of 1learning hierarchies who give the reason

"expectation of success.”

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-30C shows Z-
test value for reason 3 (1.89) which was not significant at
P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions of
the two groups. Therefore, the reason "expectation of suc-
cess" was considered equally by the receptive and unrecep-

tive groups in accepting or rejecting the use of the idea of

learning hierarchies in their teaching.

Hypothesis 18:

There is no difference in the proportions of
receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of 1learning hierarchies who give the reason
"availability of needed resources."”
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This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-30C shows Z-
test value for research 4 (.40) which was not significant at
P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions of
the two groups. Therefore, the reason "availability of
needed resources" was considered equally by receptive and
unreceptive groups in accepting or rejecting the use of the

learning hierarchies idea in their teaching.

Hypothesis 19:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of learning hierarchies who give the reason

"rewards."

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-30C shows Z-
test value for reason 5 (-1.04) which was not significant at
P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions of
the two groups. Therefore, the reason "rewards" was con-
sidered equally by the receptive and unreceptive faculty

members in accepting or rejecting the use of the learning

hierarchies idea in their teaching.

Hypothesis 20:
There 1is no difference in the proportions of
receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of learning hierarchies who give the reason
"role expectations."
This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-30C shows Z-
test value for reason 6 (-0.36) which was not significant at
P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions of

the two groups. Therefore, the reason "role expectations"”

was considered equally by receptive and unreceptive faculty
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members in accepting or rejecting the use of the learning

hierarchies idea in their teaching.

Summary:

Findings related to the third research question "Are
there any differencs in considering the reasons given
between receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of T"learning hierarchies?"™ can be summarized as
follows:

1. There was a difference between the receptive and
unreceptive faculty members to the idea of learning hier-
archies in considering the reason knowledge and skills. The
receptive groups considered this reason more than the unre-
ceptive.

2. There was no difference between the receptive and
unreceptive faculty members to the idea of learning hier-
archies in <considering five given reasons, motivation,
rewards, role expectations, availability of resources, and
expectations of success. Therefore, all five were con-
sidered equally by the two groups in accepting or rejecting

to use the learning hierarchies idea in their teaching.
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Part D:
Lesson planning:
Research Question 1:

What are reasons given by faculty members in Saudi
Arabia universities for accepting and reasons for rejecting
the idea of lesson planning? Related to this question there
were 12 hypotheses which are tested and interpreted. Tables
4-31D and 4-32D show the related data* to these hypotheses.
These tables include, a list of the six reasons considered
by the present study, the proportions of faculty members who
give (checked) the reasons (Pl)' the proportions of faculty
members who did not give (did not check) the reasons (Pz),
the number of receptive faculty members in Table 4-31D and
the number of unreceptive faculty members in Table 4-32D
(N). Z-test values for testing the significance of the dif-
ference in the proportions.

Hypothesis 1:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of "lesson

planning” who give the reason "I know how to apply

the idea" and those not giving the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-31D shows the Z-
test results for reason 1 (13.20) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportions of the receptive faculty members who gave
the reason was higher than those who did not give the

reason. Therefore, the reason "implementation skill" was

*Data is unavailable in the case of nine respondents.
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Proportions of receptive faculty members to

the idea of lesson planning who do and do not
give each of the six reasons considered and 2-
test values for the differences in the propor-

tions.

Reason

Knowledge skills

"I know how to apply
the idea."

Motivation

"I see a need for
using the idea."

Expectation of success

"I think I will be
successful in apply-
ing the idea."

Resources

"I think I will be
able to get the
resources needed to
apply this idea."

Rewards
"If I applied this
idea, I will get the

rewards I desire."

Role expectation

"I think this idea
would be acceptable
in my department."

89.60

88.80

81.90

74.00

59.20

70.10

10.40

11.20

18.10

26.00

40.80

29.90

365

365

365

365

365

365

13.20**

12,93**

10.63**

8.00*«*

3.06**

6.70%*

* x

Significant at P<.0l1l level
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Table 4-32D: Proportions of unreceptive faculty members to

the idea of lesson planning who do and do not
give each of the six reasons considered and Z-
test values for the differences in these pro-
portions.

Reason Pl P N VA

Knowledge skills

"I do not know how
to apply the idea." 76.90 23.20 26 2.69*

Motivation

"I do not see a need
for using the idea." 92.30 7.70 26 4.,23**

Expectation of success

"I do not think I will
be successful in apply-
ing the idea." 73.10 26.90 26 2.31*

Resources

"I do not think I will

be able to get the

resources needed to

apply this idea."” 73.10 26.90 26 2.31*

Rewards

"If I applied this

idea, I will not get

the rewards I desire." 73.10 26.90 26 2.31%*

Role expectation

"I think this idea
would not be accept-
able in my department." 80.80 19.20 26 3.08%*

* %
*

Significant at P<.0l1l level
Significant at P<.05 level
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considered by receptive faculty members as reason influenc-
ing their acceptance to use the idea of lesson planning in

their teaching.

Hypothesis 2:

There is no difference in the proportions of receptive
faculty members to the idea of "lesson planning” who give
the reason "I see need for using this idea" and those who do
not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-31D shows a Z-
test value for reason 2 (12.93) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than the proportion of those who did not.
Therefore, "perceiving need to use this idea" was considered
by receptive faculty members as reason influencing their

acceptance to use the idea of lesson planning in their

teaching.

Hypothesis 3:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of lesson

planning who give the reason "I will be successful

in applying this idea" and those who do not give

the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-31D shows a Z-
test value for reason 3 (10.63) which was significant at
P<.0l1 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave this
reason was higher than those who did not. Therefore, the
reason "expectation of success" was considered by receptive

faculty members as reason influencing their acceptance to

use the idea of lesson planning in their teaching.
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Hypothesis 4:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of "“lesson

planning"” who give the reason "I will get the
needed resources" and those who do not give the
reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-31D shows a Z-
test value for reason 4 (8.00) which was significant at
P<.0l1 level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportions of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than the proportion of those who did not.
Therefore, the reason "resources availability" was consid-
ered by receptive faculty members as reason influencing

their acceptance to use the idea of lesson planning in their

teaching.

Hypothesis 5:

There is no difference 1in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of "lesson

planning"” who give the reason "I will get the
rewards I desire" and those who do not give the
reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-31D shows a Z-
test value for reason 5 (3.06) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportions of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than those who did not give the reason.
Therefore, the reason "getting the desired rewards" was
considered by receptive faculty members as reason influ-

encing their acceptance to use the idea of lesson planning

in their teaching.
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Hypothesis 6:

There 1is no difference 1in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of "lesson

planning” who give the reason "This idea will be
acceptable in my department” and those who did not

give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-31D shows a Z-
test value for reason 6 (6.70) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportions of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than that of those who did not give the
reason. Therefore, the reason "acceptance of the idea in
the department" was considered by receptive faculty members

as reason influencing their acceptance to use the idea of

lesson planning in their teaching.

Hypothesis 7:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of lesson

planning who give the reason "I do not know how to
apply this idea" and those who do not give the
reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-32D shows Z-test
value for reason 1 (2.69) which was significant at P<.05
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-
portions of unreceptive faculty members who gave the reason
was higher than those who did not. Therefore, the reason
"unfamiliarity with how to apply this idea" was considered
by unreceptive faculty members as reason influencing their

rejection to use the idea of lesson planning in their teach-

ing.
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Hypothesis 8:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of "lesson

planning” who give the reason "I do not see need

for using this idea" and those who do not give the

reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-32D shows Z-test
value for reason 2 (4.23) which was significant at P<.0l
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-
portions of unreceptive faculty members who gave the reason
was higher than those who did not give the reason. There-
fore, the reason "not perceiving need to use this idea" was
considered by unreceptive faculty members as reason influ-

encing their rejection to use the idea of lesson planning in

their teaching.

Hypothesis 9:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of "lesson

planning” who give the reason "I will not be
successful in applying this idea" and those who do

not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-32D shows a Z-
test value for reason 3 (2.31) which was significant at
P<.05 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportions of unreceptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than those who did not. Therefore, facul-
ty members did consider the reason "the expectation of being

unsuccessful” as a reason influencing their rejection to use

the idea of lesson planning in their teaching.
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Hypothesis 10:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of "lesson

planning" who give the reason "I will not get the
needed resources" and those who do not give the
reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-32D shows Z-test
value for reason 4 (2.31) which was significant at P«<.05
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The
proportion of unreceptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than those who did not. Therefore, it can
be said that the unreceptive group did consider the reason
"the unavailability of needed resources" as a reason influ-

encing rejection to use the idea of lesson planning in their

teaching.

Hypothesis 11:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of "lesson

planning” who give the reason "I will not get the
rewards I desire" and those who do not give the
reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-32D shows Z-test
value for reason 5 (2.31) which was significant at P<.05
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-
portion of unreceptive faculty members who gave the reason
was higher than those who d4did not. Therefore, it can be
said that the unreceptive faculty members did consider the
reason "not getting the desired rewards" as a reason

influencing their rejection to use the idea of lesson plan-

ning in their teaching.
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Hypothesis 12:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of "lesson

planning"” who give the reason "the idea will not be
acceptable in my department"” and those who do not

give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-32D shows Z-test
value for reason 6 (3.08) which was significant at P<.0l
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The
proportion of unreceptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than those who did not. Therefore, it can
be said that the reason "the unacceptance of the idea in the
department” was considered by unreceptive faculty members as

a reason influencing their rejection to use the idea of

lesson planning in their teaching.

Summary:

Findings related to the first research question "What
are reasons given by faculty members in Saudi Arabia univer-
sities for accepting and reasons for rejecting the idea of
task descriptions and analysis?" can be summarized as fol-
lows:

1. All six variables, knowledge and skills, motiva-
tion, expectation of success, availability of resources,
reward and role expectations, were considered by receptive
faculty members as reasons influencing their acceptance to
use the idea of lesson planning in their teaching.

2, All these variables (reasons) were considered by
unreceptive faculty members as reasons influencing their

rejection to use this idea in their teaching.
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Research Question 2:

Which of the reasons do faculty members report affect
their acceptance or rejection to use the idea of lesson
planning more strongly than others? Related to this gques-
tion there were two hypotheses which were tested and inter-
preted. Tables 4-33D, 4-34D, 4-35D, 4-36D, 4-37D and 4-38D
show the related data which include the means and standard
deviations of the reported influencing strength of the six
reasons on the acceptance or rejection to use the idea, the
Hotellings' Multivariate analysis of variance of the overall
difference between the means of the six reasons and finally
Univariate F-test for pair comparisons between the six

reasons' means.

Hypothesis 13:

There are no differences in the reported strength

of influence of the reasons on the decision given

by receptive faculty members to the idea of lesson

planning.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-34D shows Hotel-
lings' Multivariate test results for overall differences
which were significant at P<.0l level. This indicates that
there were overall differences in the strength of influence
of the six reasons. From the data in Tables 4-33D and
4-35D, the order of the strength of the six reasons' influ-
ence can be pointed out. The reason "motivation" had the
highest mean (4.26) and was significantly different from all

other reasons. Therefore, it had the first rank of influ-

ence on the acceptance of the idea of lesson planning.
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Table 4-33D. Means and standard deviation of the s8ix rea-
sons' influence strength given by receptive
faculty members to the idea of lesson planning.

No. Reason X S.D. N
1. Knowledge and Skills 4.00 .97 205
2. Motivation 4.26 .91 205
3. Expectations of Success 3.93 .96 205
4, Resources Availability 3.50 1.11 205
5. Rewards 2.64 1.42 205
6. Role Expectations 3.39 1.26 205

Table 4-34D Hotellings' Multivariate analysis of variance
of the overall differences between the six
means.

Signif-
Test Name Value Exact F Hypothesis DF Error DF icance

Hotellings 1.10028 44.0110 5.00 200.00 .0003

Table 4-35D. Univariate F-test with (1,204) DF comparing the
difference between pairs of the six means.

Reasons 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 13.3246** 1.1143 39.9356** 148.0281** 45,3257*%*
2 20.5933** 84,2963** 188.9269** 89,5731**
3 38.4879** 145.4554** 43,2216**
4 61.8360** 11,9550
5 54.8359**
6

** gignificant at P<.0l level.
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Table 4-36D. Means and standard deviation of the six rea-
sons' influence strength given by unreceptive
faculty members to the idea of lesson planning.

No. Reason X S.D. N
1. Knowledge and Skills 2.94 1.14 18
2. Motivation 3.56 1.04 18
3. Expectations of Success 3.28 1.02 18
4. Resources Availability 3.22 1.22 18
5. Rewards 2.83 1.47 18
6. Role Expectations 2.89 1.18 18

Table 4-37D. Hotellings' Multivariate analysis of variance
of the overall differences between the six
means.

Signif-
Test Name Value Exact F Hypothesis DF Error DF icance

Hotellings .26125 .6793 5.00 13.00 .6470

Table 4-38D. Univariate F-test values with (1,17) DF
comparing the difference between pairs of the
six means.

Reasons 1 2 3 4 5 6

2.7030 1.3077 .8551 .0730 .0379
1.3407 1.0000 3.2173 3.0909

.0412 1.5723 1.2757

.9204 1.5455

.0270

OUnb WwWN -
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The reason "knowledge and skills" had the second highest
mean (4.00); the reason "expectation of success" mean had
the third highest mean (3.85). These two means did not
significantly differ from each other, they differed from
others significantly at P<.0l. Therefore they together
shared the second and third rank of influence.

The reasons "resource availability"” and "role expecta-
tions" had the third and fourth highest means (3.50 and
3.39), respectively. These two means did not differ signi-
ficantly from each other, but each of them differed signifi-
cantly from other means; therefore, they together had the
fourth and fifth rank of influence.

Finally, the reason "rewards" had a mean of (2.64) which
is the lowest mean and differed significantly from all other

means; therefore, it had the sixth rank of influence.

Hypothesis 14:

There are no differences in the reported strength

of influence of the reasons on the decision given

by unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

lesson planning.

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-37D shows
Hotellings' Multivariate test results (.26125) which was not
significant at level P<.05. All six reasons' means did not
differ from each other. Therefore, all the six reasons had

equal influencing strength upon the decision of unreceptive

faculty members to reject using the idea of lesson planning.
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Summary:

Findings related to the second research question "Which
of the reasons do faculty members report affect their
acceptance or rejection to use the idea of lesson planning
more strongly than others?" can be summarized as follows:

1. There was a difference in the reported influence's
strength of the six reasons on the acceptance of using the
idea of lesson planning. The rank order of the influencing

strength of the six reasons was:

Rank Order
Motivation 1
Knowledge and Skills 2.5
Expectation of Success 2.5
Availability of Resources 4.5
Role Expectation 4.5
Rewards 6

2. There was no difference in the reported strength of
the influence of the six reasons on the rejection to use the
idea of lesson planning. All had equal influence on that

decision.

Research Question 3:

Are there any differences in the reasons given between
receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the idea of
lesson planning? Related to this question there were six
hypotheses which were tested and interpreted. Table 4-39D
shows the related data* which includes, the six variables

considered in this study, the proportions of receptive

*Date is unavailable in the case of nine respondents.
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Table 4-39D: The proportions of receptive and unreceptive

groups to the idea of lesson planning who give
the reasons and Z-test values for testing the

differences.

Reason P1 P2 Nl N2 Z
l. Knowledge and Skills 89.60 76.90 365 26 1.98%*«*
2. Energizer

(Motivation) 88.80 92.30 365 26 -.55
3. Expectations of

Success 81.90 73.10 365 26 1.09
4. Availability of

Resources 74.00 73.10 365 26 .10
5. Rewards 59.20 73.10 365 26 -1.39
6. Role Expectation 70.10 80.80 365 26 1.15
* *x

Significant at P<.0l1 level



-194-
faculty members who gave the reasons (Pl), the proportions
of unreceptive faculty members who gave the reasons (P2),
the number of receptive faculty members to the idea of
lesson planning (Nl)' the number of unreceptive faculty
members to this idea (Nz)' and the Z-test values of testing

the differences in proportions of the two groups.

Hypothesis 15:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of 1lesson planning who give the reason

"knowledge and skills."

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-39D shows Z-test
value for reason 1 (1.98) which was significant at P«<.05
level. There was a difference in the proportions of the two
groups. The proportions of receptive faculty members was
higher than the proportions of unreceptive faculty members.
Therefore, the reason "knowledge and skills" was considered
by the receptive group more than by unreceptive in their

acceptance or rejection to use the idea of the lesson plan-

ning in their teaching.

Hypothesis 16:
There is no difference in the proportions of
receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of 1lesson planning who give the reason
"motivation."
This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-39D shows a
Z-test value for reason 2 (-.55) which was not significant

at P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions

of the two groups. Therefore, the reason "motivation" was
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considered equally by the receptive and unreceptive groups
in their acceptance or rejection to use the idea of lesson

planning in their teaching.

Hypothesis 17:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of 1lesson planning who give the reason

"expectation of success."

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-39D shows Z-
test value for reason 3 (1.09) which was not significant at
P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions of
the two groups. Therefore, the reason "expectation of
success"” was considered equally by the receptive and unre-

ceptive in accepting or rejecting the use of the idea of

lesson planning in their teaching.

Hypothesis 18:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of 1lesson planning who give the reason

“availability of needed resources."

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-39D shows Z-
test value for research 4 (.10) which was not significant at
P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions of
the two groups. Therefore, the reason "availability of
needed resources" was considered equally by receptive and

unreceptive groups in accepting or rejecting the use of

lesson planning idea in their teaching.
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Hypothesis 19:

There is no difference 1in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of 1lesson planning who give the reason

"rewards."

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-39D shows Z-
test value for reason 5 (-1.39) which was not significant at
P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions of
the two groups. Therefore, the reason "rewards" was consid-
ered equally by the receptive and unreceptive faculty mem-

bers in accepting or rejecting the use of the lesson plan-

ning idea in their teaching.

Hypothesis 20:

There 1is no difference 1in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of lesson planning who give the reason "role

expectations."

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-39D shows Z-
test value for reason 6 (1.15) which was not significant at
P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions of
the two groups. Therefore, the reason "role expectations"”
was considered equally by receptive and unreceptive faculty

members in accepting or rejecting the use of the lesson

planning idea in their teaching.

Summary:

Findings related to the third research question "“Are
there any differences in considering the reasons given
between receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of lesson planning?" can be summarized as follows:
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1. There was a difference between the receptive and
unreceptive faculty members to the idea of lesson planning
in considering the reason of knowledge and skills. The
receptive groups considered this reason more than the unre-
ceptive.

2. There was no difference between the receptive and
unreceptive faculty members to the idea of lesson planning
in considering five given reasons, motivation, expectation
of success, availability of needed resources, rewards, and
role expectations. Therefore, all five were considered
equally by the two groups in accepting or rejecting to use

the lesson planning idea in their teaching.
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Part E:
Personalized-Self Instruction:
Research Question 1:

What are reasons given by faculty members in Saudi
Arabia universities for accepting and reasons for rejecting
the idea of personalized-self instruction? Related to this
question there were 12 hypotheses which are tested and
interpreted. Tables 4-40E and 4-41E show the related data*
to these hypotheses. These tables include, a list of the
six reasons considered by the present study, the proportions
of faculty members who gave (checked) the reasons (Pl)’ the
proportions of faculty members who did not give (did not
check) the reasons ‘Pz)' the number of receptive faculty
members in Table 4-40E and the number of unreceptive faculty
members in Table 4-41E (N). Z-test values for testing the
significance of the difference in the proportions.
Hypothesis 1:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of

“personalized-self instruction" who give the reason

"I know how to apply the idea" and those not giving

the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-40E shows the Z-
test results for reason 1 (12.43) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.

The proportions of the receptive faculty members who gave

the reason was higher than those who did not give the

*Data is unavailable in the case of ten respondents.
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Table 4-40E: Proportions of receptive faculty members to

the idea of personalized-self instruction who
do and do not give each of the six reasons
considered and Z-test values for the differ-
ences in the proportions.

Reason P P

Knowledge skills

"I know how to apply
the idea." 87.30 12.70 259 12.43**

Motivation

"I see a need for
using the idea." 90.00 10.00 259 13.33*~*

Expectation of success

"I think I will be
successful in apply-
ing the idea." 83.40 16.60 259 11.13**

Resources
"I think I will be
able to get the

resources needed to
apply this idea.” 78.80 21.20 259 9.60**

Rewards

“If I applied this

idea, I will get the

rewards I desire." 61.80 38.20 259 3.93*%*

Role expectation

"I think this idea
would be acceptable
in my department." 74.50 25.50 259 8.17**

* %

Significant at P<.0l1l level
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Table 4-41E: Proportions of unreceptive faculty members to

the idea of personalized-self instruction who
do and do not give each of the six reasons
considered and Z-test values for the differ-
ences in these proportions.

Reason P P

Knowledge skills

"I do not know how
to apply the idea." 60.30 39.70 131 2.35%*

Motivation

"I do not see a need
for using the idea." 79.40 20.60 131 6.68*%*

Expectation of success

"I do not think I will
be successful in apply-
ing the idea." 61.10 38.90 131 2.52*

Resources

"I do not think I will

be able to get the

resources needed to

apply this idea." 70.20 29.80 131 4.69**

Rewards

"If I applied this

idea, I will not get

the rewards I desire." 63.40 36.60 131 3.07**

Role expectation

"I think this idea
would not be accept-
able in my department."™ 72.50 27.50 131 5.11**

* %
*

Significant at P<.0l1 level
Significant at P<.05 level
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reason. Therefore, the reason "implementation skill" was
considered by receptive faéulty members as reason influenc-
ing their acceptance to use the idea of personalized-seif

instruction in their teaching.

Hypothesis 2:

There is no difference in the proportions of recep-

tive faculty members to the idea of "personalized-

self instruction" who give the reason "1 see need

for using this idea" and those who do not give the

reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-40E shows a 2Z-
test value for reason 2 (13.33) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than the proportion of those who did not.
Therefore, "perceiving need to use this idea" was considered
by receptive faculty members as reason influencing their

acceptance to use the idea of personalized-self instruction

in their teaching.

Hypothesis 3:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of

personalized-self instruction who give the reason

"I will be successful in applying this idea" and

those who do not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-40E shows a 2Z-
test value for reason 3 (11.13) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave this

reason was higher than those who did not. Therefore, the
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reason "expectation of success" was considered by receptive
faculty members as reason influencing their acceptance to
use the idea of personalized-self instruction in their

teaching.

Hypothesis 4:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of

"personalized-self instruction" who give the reason

"I will get the needed resources" and those who do

not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-40E shows a Z-
test value for reason 4 (9.60) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than the proportion of those who did not.
Therefore, the reason "resources availability" was consid-
ered by receptive faculty members as reason influencing

their acceptance to use the idea of personalized-self in-

struction in their teaching.

Hypothesis 5:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of

"personalized-self instruction” who give the reason

“I will get the rewards I desire” and those who do

not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-40E shows a 2Z-
test value for reason 5 (3.93) which was significant at
P<.01 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of receptive faculty members who gave the

reason was higher than the proportion of those who did not



-203-

give the reason. Therefore, the reason "getting the desired
rewards" was considered by receptive faculty members as
reason influencing their acceptance to use the idea of

personalized-self instruction in their teaching.

Hypothesis 6:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive faculty members to the idea of

"personalized-self instruction" who give the reason

"This idea will be acceptable in my department" and

those who did not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-40E shows a 2Z2-
test value for reason 6 (8.17) which was significant at
P<.0l1 level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportions of receptive faculty members who gave the
reason was higher than that of those who did not give the
reason. Therefore, the reason "acceptance of the idea in
the department" was considered by receptive faculty members

as reason influencing their acceptance to use the idea of

personalized-self instruction in their teaching.

Hypothesis 7:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

personalized-self instruction who give the reason

"I do not know how to apply this idea" and those

who do not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-41E shows Z-test
value for reason 1 (2.35) which was significant at P<.05
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-

portions of receptive faculty members who gave the reason

was higher than that of those who did not give the reason.
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Therefore, it can be said that the reason "unfamiliarity
with how to apply this idea" was considered by unreceptive
faculty members as reason influencing their rejection to use

the idea of personalized-self instruction in their teaching.

Hypothesis 8:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

"personalized-self instruction" who give the reason

"I do not see need for using this idea" and those

who do not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-41E shows Z-test
value for reason 2 (6.68) which was significant at P«<.0l
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-
portions of unreceptive faculty members who gave the reason
was higher than the proportions of those who did not give
the reason. Therefore, the reason "not perceiving need to
use this idea" was considered by unreceptive faculty members

as reason influencing their rejection to use the idea of

personalized-self instruction in their teaching.

Hypothesis 9:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

"personalized-self instruction" who give the reason

"I will not be successful in applying this idea"

and those who do not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-41E shows a Z-
test value for reason 3 (2.52) which was significant at
P<.05 1level. There was a difference in the proportions.
The proportion of unreceptive faculty members who gave the

reason "I will not be successful in applying this idea" was
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higher than the proportion of those who did not. Therefore
unreceptive faculty members did consider the reason "the
expectation of being unsuccessful" as a reason influencing
their rejection to use the idea of personalized-self in-

struction in their teaching.

Hypothesis 10:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

"personalized-self instruction" who give the reason

"I will not get the needed resources" and those who

do not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-41E shows Z-test
value for reason 4 (4.69) which was significant at P<.0l
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-
portion of unreceptive faculty members who gave the reason
was higher than the proportion of those who did not give the
reason. Therefore, the unreceptive group did consider the
reason "the unavailability of needed resources" as a reason

influencing rejection to use the idea of personalized-self

instruction in their teaching.

Hypothesis 11:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

"personalized-self instruction" who give the reason

"I will not get the rewards I desire" and those who

do not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-41E shows Z-test
value for reason 5 (3.07) which was significant at P<.05
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The pro-

portions of receptive faculty members who gave the reason
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was higher than that of those who did not give the reason.
Therefore, it can be said that the unreceptive faculty
members did consider the reason "not getting the desired
rewards" as a reason influencing their rejection to use the

idea of personalized-self instruction in their teaching.

Hypothesis 12:

There is no difference in the proportions of

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

"personalized-self instruction" who give the reason

"the idea will not be acceptable in my department"”

and those who do not give the reason.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-41E shows Z-test
value for reason 6 (5.11) which was significant at P<.05
level. There was a difference in the proportions. The
proportion of unreceptive faculty member who gave the reason
was higher than the proportion of those who did not give the
reason. Therefore, the reason "the unacceptance of the idea
in the department" was considered by unreceptive faculty

members as a reason influencing their rejection to use the

idea of personalized-self instruction in their teaching.

Summary:

Findings related to the first research question "“What
are reasons given by faculty members in Saudi Arabia univer-
sities for accepting and reasons for rejecting the idea of
personalized-self instruction?"” can be summarized as fol-

lows:
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1. All six variables, knowledge and skills, motiva-
tion, expectation of success, availability of resources,
reward and role expectations, were considered by receptive
faculty members as reasons influencing their acceptance to
use the idea of personalized-self instruction in their
teaching.

2. All the six variables, knowledge and skills,
rewards, expectation of success, availability of resources,
motivation, and role expectations, were considered by unre-
ceptive faculty members as reasons influencing their rejec-
tion to use the idea of personalized-self instruction in

their teaching.

Research Question 2:

Which of the reasons do faculty members report affect
their acceptance or rejection to use the idea of task
personalized-self instruction more strongly than others?
Related to this question there were two hypotheses which
were tested and interpreted. Tables 4-42E, 4-43E, 4-44E,
4-45E, 4-46E and 4-47E show the related data which include
the means and standard deviations of the reported influenc-
ing strength of the six reasons on the acceptance or rejec-
tion to use the idea, the Hotellings' Multivariate analysis
of variance of the overall difference between the means of
the six reasons and finally Univariate F-test for pair

comparisons between the six reasons' means.
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Table 4-42E. Means and standard deviation of the six rea-
sons' influence strength given by receptive
faculty members to the idea of personalized-
self instruction.

No. Reason X S.D. N
1. Knowledge and Skills 3.86 .95 156
2. Motivation 4.03 .88 156
3. Expectations of Success 3.69 1.00 156
4. Resources Availability 3.56 1.03 156
5. Rewards 2.54 1.34 156
6. Role Expectations 3.29 1.15 156

Table 4-43E. Hotellings' Multivariate analysis of variance
of the overall differences between the 8ix
means.

Signif-
Test Name Value Exact F Hypothesis DF Error DF icance

Hotellings .98378 29.7103** 5.00 151.00 .00001

Table 4-44E. Univariate F-test with (1,155) DF comparing the
difference between pairs of the six means.

Reasons 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 3.4438 5.0892 13.3150** 114.5840** 32.0120**
2 16.3406** 24.8560** 143.0820** 48.9897**
3 2.9345 102.8252** 14.2666**
4 84.0261** 6.9528**
5 60.4815**
6

** gignificant at P<.0l level.
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Table 4-45E. Means and standard deviation of the six rea-
sons' influence strength given by unreceptive
faculty members to the idea of personalized-
self instruction.

No. Reason X S.D. N
1. Knowledge and Skills 2.62 1.44 61
2. Motivation 3.61 1.28 61
3. Expectations of Success 3.23 1.23 61
4. Resources Availability 2.97 1.26 61
5. Rewards 2.54 1.47 61
6. Role Expectations 2.92 1.42 61

Table 4-46E. Hotellings' Multivariate analysis of variance
of the overall differences between the six
means.

Signif-
Test Name Value Exact F Hypothesis DF Error DF icance

Hotellings .62587 7.0098 5.00 56.00 .00004

Table 4-47E. Univariate F-test values with (1,60) DF
comparing the difference between pairs of the
six means.

Reasons 1 2 3 4 5 6
1l 22.8475** 12,.1797** 2.,8962 .1347 1.3465
2 2.8678 7.9550** 17.7795** 7_,3808**
3 2.8678 10.5104** 2.,0281
4 3.4113 .0611
5 3.6558
6

** gignificant at P<.0l1l level.
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Hypothesis 133
There are no differences in the reported strength
of influence of the reasons on the decision given
by receptive faculty members to the idea of
personalized-self instruction.
This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-43E shows Hotel-
lings' Multivariate test results for overall differences
which were significant at P<.0l1 level. This indicates that
there were overall differences in the strength of influence
of the six reasons. From the data in Tables 4-42E and
4-44E, the rank order of the strength of the six reasons'
influence on the acceptance of use of the idea of personal-
ized-self instruction is as follows: The reasons "motiva-
tion" and "knowledge and skills" had the first and second
highest means (4.03) and (3.86), respectively. These two
means did not differ significantly from each other at .0l
level, but each of them was significantly higher than other
means at .01 level, with some exceptions which will be
mentioned later; therefore they together shared the first
and second rank of influence on the acceptance to use this
idea.

The reason "expectations of success" had the third
highest mean (3.69) which differed significantly from all
other means at P<.0l1 level, except from the "“knowledge and
skills"™ mean (3.88). Therefore, they together shared the
second and third rank of influence. The reason "resources

availability” had the fourth highest mean (3.56) which sig-
nificantly differed from all other means with the exception

of the mean of "expectation of success" reason. Therefore,
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they together shared the third and fourth rank of influence

on the acceptance to use the idea of personalized-self

instruction.
The reason "role expectation" had the fifth highest mean

(3.29) which was significantly different from all other

means. Therefore, it had the fifth rank of influence on the

acceptance of use of the idea personalized-self instruction.
Finally, the reason "rewards" had a mean of (2.54), the
lowest mean which significantly differed from all other

means at P<.0l level. Therefore, it had the sixth rank of

influence on the acceptance to use the idea of personalized-

self instruction.

Hypothesis 14:

There are no differences in the reported strength
of influence of the reasons on the decision given
by unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

personalized-self instruction.

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-46E shows Hotel-

lings' Multivariate test results which was significant at
This indicates that there were overall differ-

level P«<.O0Ol.
From

ences in the strength of influence of the six reasons.

the data 1in Table 4-46E and 4-47E, the rank order of this

strength of influence upon the rejection to use the idea of
personalized-self instruction can be pointed out.

The reason "motivation" had the highest mean (3.61)
which significantly differed from all other means at P<.0l,
except from the mean of the reason "expectation of success"

(3.23). Therefore, these two means together shared the first

and second rank of the strength.
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The reasons "knowledge and skills," "“resources avail-

ability," "rewards," and "role expectations" had means of

(2.62), (2.97), (2.54), and (2.92), respectively. These
means were not significantly different from each other at

P<.0l level. Also the reasons "expectation of success, "re-

sources availability"” and "role expectation" were not signi-

ficantly different from each other at P<.0l. Therefore, it

might be said that these three later reasons were shared the
second, third and fourth ranks. While the former four

reasons were sharing the third, fourth, fifth and sixth

ranks of influence strength.

Summary:

Findings related to the second research question "“Which
of the reasons do faculty members report affect their accep-
tance or rejection to use the idea of personalized-self

instruction more strongly than others?" can be summarized as

follows:

1. There was a difference in the reported influence's
strength of the six reasons on the acceptance to use the
idea of personalized-self instruction. The rank order of

the influence's strength was:

Reason Rank Order
Motivation 1.5
Knowledge and Skills 1.5 (2.5)
Expectation of Success 2.5 (3.5)
Resource Availability 3.5
Role Expectations 5

6

Rewards
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2. There was no difference in the reported influence's

strength of the s8ix reasons on the rejection to use the idea

of personalized-self instruction. The rank order of the

influence's strength was:

Rank Order

Reason
Motivation 1.5
Expectation of Success 1.5 (2.5)
Resource Availability 2.5 (4.5)
Role Expectation 4.5
Knowledge and Skills 4.5

4.5

Rewards

Research Question 3:
Are there any differences in the reasons given between

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the idea of

personalized-self instruction? Related to this question

there were six hypotheses which were tested and interpreted.

Table 4-48E shows the related data* which includes, the six

variables considered in this study, the proportions of

receptive faculty members who gave the reasons (Pl), the
proportions of unreceptive faculty members who gave the
reasons (Pz), the number of receptive faculty members to the
idea of personalized-self instruction (Nl), the number of
unreceptive faculty members to this idea (NZ)’ and the 2z-

test values of testing the differences in proportions of the

two groups.

*Data is unavailable in the case of ten respondents.
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Table 4-48E: The proportions of receptive and unreceptive
groups to the idea of personalized-self
instruction who give the reasons and 2Z-test
values for testing the differences.

Reason P P N Nz 2

l. Knowledge and Skills 87.30 57.30 259 131 6.52**

2. Energizer
(Motivation) 90.00 79.40 259 131 2.79**

3. Expectations of
Success 83.40 61.10 259 131 4.75*~*

4. Availability of

Resources 78.80 70.20 259 131 1.83*
5. Rewards 61.80 53.40 259 131 1.56
6. Role Expectation 74.50 72.50 259 131 .42

** gignificant at P<.0l1 level
* gsignificant at P<.05 level.



-215-

Hypothesis 15:

There is no difference 1in the proportions of
receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of personalized-self instruction who give the

reason "knowledge and skills."

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-48E shows Z-test

value for reason 1 (6.52) which was significant at P<.0l

level. There was a difference in the proportions of the two

groups. The proportion of receptive faculty members was

higher than the proportion of unreceptive faculty members.

Therefore, the reason "knowledge and skills" was considered

by the receptive group more than by unreceptive in their

acceptance or rejection to use the idea of the personalized-

self instruction in their teaching.

Hypothesis 16:

There is no difference in the proportions of
receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of personalized-self instruction who give the

reason "motivation."

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-48E shows a Z-

test value for reason 2 (2.79) which was significant at

P<.0l1 level. There is a difference in the proportions of

the two groups. The proportion of receptive faculty members

was higher than the proportion of unreceptive faculty mem-

bers. Therefore, the reason "motivation" was considered by

the receptive more than by unreceptive groups in their

acceptance or rejection to use the idea of personalized-self

instruction in their teaching.
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Hypothesis 17:

There is no difference in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of personalized-self instruction who give the

reason "expectation of success."

This hypothesis was rejected. Table 4-48E shows Z-test

value for reason 3 (4.75) which was significant at P«<.0l

level. There was difference in the proportions of the two

groups. The proportion of the receptive group was higher

than the proportion of the unreceptive group.

was considered by the

Therefore,

the reason "expectation of success"
receptive group more than by unreceptive in accepting or

rejecting the use of the idea of personalized-self instruc-

tion in their teaching.

Hypothesis 18:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of
receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of personalized-self instruction who give the
reason "availability of needed resources."

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-48E shows Z-

test value for research 4 (1.83) which was not significant

at P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions

of the two groups. Therefore, the reason "availability of

needed resources" was considered equally by receptive facul-
ty members and by unreceptive in accepting or rejecting the

use of the personalized-self instruction idea in their

teaching.

Hypothesis 19:

There 1is no difference in the proportions of

receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the
idea of personalized-self instruction who give the

reason "rewards."
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This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-48E shows Z-

test value for reason 5 (1.56 ) which was not significant at

P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions of

Therefore, the reason "rewards" was con-

the two groups.
sidered equally by the receptive and unreceptive faculty

members in accepting or rejecting the use of the person-

alized-self instruction idea in their teaching.

Hypothesis 20:

the proportions of
the
the

There is no difference in
receptive and unreceptive faculty members to
idea of personalized-self instruction who give

reason "role expectations."

This hypothesis was not rejected. Table 4-48E shows Z-

test value for reason 6 (.42) which was not significant at

P<.05 level. There was no difference in the proportions of

the two groups. Therefore, the reason "role expectations"

was considered equally by receptive and unreceptive faculty
members in accepting or rejecting the use of the personal-

ized-self instruction idea in their teaching.

Summary:
Findings related to the third research question "Are

there any differencs in considering the reasons given

between receptive and unreceptive faculty members to the

idea of personalized-self instruction?"” can be summarized

as follows:

1. There was a difference between the receptive and

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of personalized-self

instruction in considering three reasons, knowledge and
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skills, expectation of success, and motivation. The recep-

tive groups considered these three reasons more than the

unreceptive.

2. There was no difference between the receptive and

unreceptive faculty members to the idea of personalized-self

instruction in considering three given reasons, availability

of needed resources, rewards, and role expectations. There-

fore, all three were considered equally by the two groups in

accepting or rejecting to use this idea in their teaching.
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CHAPTER V
Conclusions and Implications

Introduction:

The purpose of this study was threefold: First, it was
to identify the reasons considered by faculty members in
Saudi Arabian universities for accepting or rejecting speci-
fic instructional design ideas. Second, it was to identify
which of those reasons affect faculty members' decisions
more strongly than others. Third, it was to identify any

differences in considering the reasons given by those who
accept and those who do not accept instructional design
ideas.

Questionnaires were distributed to a sample of 470
faculty members in the seven Saudi Arabian universities and
girls' colleges. Data from 400 returned questionnaires were
analyzed and interpreted.

The organization of this chapter will be as follows:
1. Reminder about the limitations of this study will
be presented.
2. Conclusions related to each of the four purposes of
this study will be presented along with rationale explaining
each conclusion and discussion of these possible uses.

3. A 1list of recommendations to those who are respon-
sil»le for improving instruction in Saudi Arabian universi-
ties will Dbe pointed out.

4. Suggestions about further research will be dis-

cussed.
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5. Finally, a summary of conclusions will be pre-

sented.

Study Limitations

1. The results of the present study are limited only
to the faculty members of Saudi Arabian universities and
girls' colleges. Generalization of the results to other
higher institutions in Saudi Arabia or other countries' uni-

versities and higher institutions should be done with cau-

tion. Since other reasons or factors may affect or be
affected by cultural or organizational aspects, the faculty
members of institutions outside the scope of this study may
have different perceptions of the reasons for accepting or
rejecting instructional design ideas.

2. Generalization of the results of this study to the
population should be done with caution because of a lack of
proportional representation.

3. Also the results of this study should be limited to
the types of instructional design ideas used in the study.
4. The study's conclusions are limited by the extent
to which the personal procedure of distributing the gques-
tionnaire affected responses.

5. The study's conclusions are limited by the extent
to which the investigator is able to objectively describe,
analyze and interpret the data.

6. Also one of the major limitations of the study lies
in the fact that respondents may purposefully or unconsci-
ously distort the actual reasons for accepting or rejecting

the suggested instructional design idea.
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7. Finally, the study findings are limited by the fact
that some faculty members may have adopted some of the ideas

and that faculty members were asked to make this decision in
a hypothetical way.

Conclusions, Discussion and Implications

The following conclusions are related to the first

purpose of the study: identification of reasons considered

by faculty members in Saudi Arabian universities for accept-

ing and reasons for rejecting suggested instructional design

ideas.

Conclusion No. 1l:
Six reasons were considered by receptive faculty members

for accepting the use of five suggested instructional design

task description and analysis,

ideas (learning objectives,
learning hierarchies, 1lesson planning, and personalized
self-instruction in their teaching. These reasons were:

1. Learning implementation skills needed to apply

these instructional design ideas.

2. Motivation (perceiving needs to use these instruc-

tional design ideas).
Expectations of success in using these ideas.

3.

4. The availability of needed resources to apply these
ideas.

5. The availability of desirable rewards when applying

these ideas.

6. Acceptability of the ideas by department in which

faculty members are teaching.
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This conclusion is supported by findings of prior empir-
ical research discussed in Chapter 1II. Evans and Leppman
1967, Eble 1972, Rogers and others 1975, Kozma 1979 collec-
tively found that the above six reasons are related to the
process of the adoption of instructional ideas by faculty
members.

This conclusion also provides empirical data as evidence
for the accuracy of Davis' model (1979) as a model for
predicting and understanding the decisions of faculty mem-
bers to change their instructional practices. 1In his model,
Davis laid out six major factors that he considered affect-
ing the process of changing instructional practices. As
mentioned in Chapter II, these six major factors were used
in the present study to see whether faculty members in Saudi
Arabian universities considered them as reasons for accept-
ing or rejecting the use of suggested instructional design
ideas. As this conclusion states, these six reasons (or
factors) were considered by receptive faculty members as
reasons for their acceptance of the suggested instructional
design idea. Therefore, Davis' model is supported by the
present study findings with regard to the types of reasons
(factors) involved in the early stage of the adoption of

instructional design ideas (i.e., accepting to use).

Implications of Conclusion 1:

There are two implications of being able to identify
these six reasons for the acceptance to use suggested
instructional design ideas in teaching. First, these

reasons may be used to predict whether an individual faculty
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member is more 1likely to be receptive to an instructional
design idea. Second, this information may be used to devise
strategies and approaches to continue and maximize the level
of acceptance to use these ideas.

The first implication of this conclusion states that if
the individual faculty member who is knowledgeable about the
idea, has the needed skills to apply it, perceives a need to
use it, has high expectations to be successful in applying
it, has the needed resources available to him, has the high
expectation that he will be rewarded for this and has the
psychological support from his department to use the idea,
then he 1is more than 1likely to accept suggested instruc-
tional design ideas. This prediction will help the adminis-
trators and those who are responsible for improving instruc-
tion in higher education to design, conduct and evaluate
their activities. This implies that these reasons (predic-
tor variables) should be used as an essential objective for
any types of activity that aim to maximize and continue the
level of receptiveness to instructional design ideas in
those who are already receptive. Such activities should
find ways to (1) provide the individual receptive faculty
members with the resources such as providing information
about instructional design ideas through newsletters or
magazines circulated to faculty,'(Z) provide reward systems
that encourage the use of such ideas, and (3) provide work-
shop sessions that can be used from time to time to create
an environment that sharpens the faculty skills about in-

structional design.
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Conclusion 2A:

Six reasons were considered by unreceptive faculty
members for rejecting to use three out of five suggested
instructional design ideas (learning hierarchies, lesson
planning and personalized self-instruction in their teach-
ing. The reasons are:

1. The unfamiliarity and lack of skill about these
instructional design ideas.

2. The perception of these ideas being needless.

3. Expectation of failure in applying these ideas.

4. The unavailability of needed resources to apply
these ideas.

5. Expectation of not getting the desirable rewards
when applying these ideas.

6. The unacceptability of these ideas in the depart-

ment where the faculty member is teaching.

Conclusion 2B:

Three reasons were considered by unreceptive faculty
members for rejecting the idea of task description and
analysis.

1. The unfamiliarity with and lack of skill in using
this idea.

2. The perception of this idea being needless.

3. The unacceptability of this idea in the department

where the faculty member is teaching.
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With regard to the other three reasons, expectation of
failure in applying these ideas; the availability of needed
resources; and the expectation of not getting the desirable
rewards, the data does not provide significant evidence that
these reasons were considered or not by the unreceptive
group. That is, the proportion of unreceptive faculty
members who gave the reasons (i.e., checked them) and the

proportion of those who did not are statistically equal.

Conclusion 2C:

Two reasons were considered by unreceptive faculty
members for rejecting to use the idea of learning objectives
in their teaching. These reasons are:

1. The unfamiliarity with and lack of skill in using
this idea.

2. The perception of needlessness of this idea.

With regard to the other four reasons, expectation of
failure in applying this idea; the unavailability of needed
resources; expectation of not getting the desirable rewards;
and the unacceptability of this idea in the department, the
data does not provide significant evidence that these rea-
sons are considered or not by unreceptive faculty members to
this idea. That is, the proportion of unreceptive faculty
members who gave the reasons (i.e., checked them) and the
proportion of those who did not are statistically equal.

Conclusions 2A, 2B and 2C state the reasons considered
by unreceptive faculty members in Saudi Arabian universities

as barriers for not using the suggested instructional design
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ideas. These conclusions are supported by the findings of
prior empirical research. Evans and Leppman (1967); Eble
(1972); Rogers and others (1975); Kozma (1979); collectively
found that these six reasons are related to the decisions of
rejection to use instructional ideas by faculty members.

Also these conclusions support the rationales of the
theoretical literature related to the barriers to the adop-
tion of instructional ideas; Holbrook (1974); Hammons
(1977); and Cole (1978). Collectively these theoreticians
discussed the six reasons used by the present study in the
context of their relation to the rejection by faculty mem-
bers of new instructional ideas.

These conclusions provide empirical data that support
Davis' model with regard to the types of factors he pro-
posed involving the process of not using suggested instruc-
tional ideas. The discussion of the relation of the Davis'
model to Conclusion 1 is applicable here. Davis' model
includes six suggested factors that may be used to predict
whether the individual faculty is more likely to change his
instructional practices or not. Conclusions 2A, 2B and 2C
state that these six factors (reasons) were considered by
unreceptive faculty members to the instructional design
ideas as reasons for their objection.

Implications of Conclusion 2A, 2B and 2C:

Being able to identify these six reasons for rejection
of design ideas in teaching can be useful in predicting

whether an individual faculty member is more likely to be
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unreceptive to a suggested instructional design idea or not.
This implies that the faculty member who is not knowledge-
able or skillful with regard to an idea; does not expect to
succeed in applying it; does not have the needed resources
available to him; does not expect to get the desirable
rewards, and does not have the support of his department to
use these ideas, is more likely to be unreceptive to sug-
gested instructional design ideas. This information may be
useful to administrators and others who are responsible for
improving instruction in Saudi Arabian universities 1in
directing their efforts to design, conduct and evaluate
strategies to remove the barriers which create unreceptive
faculty members. These strategies may include some type of
evaluation system that help faculty members realize the need
to try new instructional design ideas to improve the effec-
tiveness of instruction. Then, change agents could estab-
lish some type of learning system that provides the faculty
members with sources to learn about what is new and useful
in instruction 1literature; seminars, workshops, lectures,
and newsletters. These activities should be accompanied by
a reward system that encourages attempts to use learned
instructional ideas. The reward system may also provide a
psychological support, a necessary elements in the process.
These activities are likely to be effective only if all of
them are considered. Considering only one will make the
final goals unachievable, and will make the subgoals for

each element in the process unachievable. For example,
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providing an evaluation system, that will be used by faculty
members voluntarily, will not be effective without making
sure that faculty members will be provided with resources,
as well as with material and psychological support as signs
of recognition of this effort of faculty members. So the
faculty members can expect to find help, support, and
rewards for seeking help.

The following conclusions are related to the second
purpose of the study; to identify which of those reasons

affect faculty members' decisions more strongly than others.

Conclusion 3:

The approximate order of the importance of the six
reasons to accept the five suggested instructional design
ideas is:

1. Motivation (perception of need to use these ideas).

2. Knowledge and skills about these ideas and expecta-
tion of success in applying them.

3. Availability of needed resources and the acceptance
of these ideas in the departments.

4. Getting desirable rewards.

This is an approximation of the order because it was
drawn as a composite from the order of the importance of
these factors in each instructional design idea. As has
been mentioned in the literature review chapter (Chapter
II), the relevant literature showed little concern about the

order of importance of factors involved in the adoption or



-229-

rejection of instructional ideas. Studies done by Hammons
(1976) and by Rogers and others (1975) reported some find-
ings that suggest the availability of needed resources which
might be the most important factor considered by faculty
members. As Conclusion 3 stated, the availability of needed
resources was in third place along with the expectation of
the acceptance of these ideas in the department. The dif-
ference in these findings may be attributed to the nature of
instructional ideas used in both studies. The implementa-
tion of instructional ideas suggested by Rogers and others
is more dependent on the availability of resources that must
be provided by the institutions such as computers, computer
programmers, etc., while the implementation of instructional
ideas suggested by the present study is less dependent on
the availability of such resources or similar ones. There-
fore, the faculty members may give this factor different
weight according to the types of instructional ideas used in
the context of the study.

Motivation as measured by the perception of need to use
the instructional design ideas was in first place in the
order of the importance of the six factors. This finding
supports psychological rationale, such as that discussed by
Hull 1943; Atkinson, 1958, 1964; and Vroom, 1964, regarding

the importance of the role of motivation in influencing



-230-

performance. In the present situation, the performance is
the change of the instructional practices or more specific-
ally the acceptance to use the suggested instructional ideas
in instruction.

The knowledge and skills factor, and expectation of
success factor were in second place. Being together in the
second place may reflect the importance of the role of each
factor as well as the close relationship between these
factors. As Davis (1979) pointed out, to be useful, indi-
vidual models of faculty performance in the change process
must recognize that learning plays a central role in suc-
cessful innovation. Learning affects faculty performance in
two ways (1) indirectly, by changing his expectations of
success; that is, the more information a faculty member has
about an innovation, the more accurate his estimate of the
probability of success, and (2) directly by providing spe-
cific implementation skills needed to successfully innovate.

Finally the reward factors was in fourth and last rank
in the order of the importance. Kozma (1979) found that
rewards took second place among four factors that he con-
sidered with relationship to the number of innovations used
by faculty members. One possible interpretation of the
findings of the present study is that the only recognized
rewarding element in Saudi Arabian universities is promotion
and the quality of faculty members instruction and his

effort to improve it is not considered as a criteria to
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evaluate his performance in order to be promoted. There-
fore, this may make the faculty member have low expectation
that his effort to improve instruction will be a source of

rewards.

Implication of Conclusion 3:

Conclusion 1 suggests that six factors (reasons) were
considered by receptive faculty members as factors influ-
enced their decision to accept the suggested instructional
design ideas. These factors, as has been mentioned in the
implication of this conclusion, should be used by those who
are responsible to design, conduct and evaluate instruction
improvement programs as guidelines to state the objectives
of such programs. However, additional information regarding
the order of the importance of each factor in the decision
to accept will help those who are responsible for improve-
ment programs to be more capable in designing, conducting
and evaluating these programs.

Conclusion 3 provides such information which suggests
that even though all of these factors (reasons) should be
considered in designing and conducting such programs, the
weight and level of emphasizing each or pairs of these
factors should be different from others. As Conclusion 3
suggests, the first thing needed to promote instructional
changes is a creation of an unbalanced state in the indi-
vidual faculty member's mind that he needs to improve his
present instructional practices. This internal feeling will

serve the motivating force for the faculty member to search



-232-

for a better approach to teaching. Second, programs to pro-
mote instructional change should provide a faculty member
channels and sources of information about alternative
instructional ideas. This knowledge about alternative ideas
will help a faculty member to have more positive expectation
of success. Third, programs to promote instructional change
should provide resources that are needed to implement ideas,
such as money, workshops for training, and consultations.
Programs should also provide a supportive environment for
innovative behavior in the departments. This may be done
through group seminars in the departments or colleges that
aim to create awareness in the faculty members about the
importance of innovations in the instructional improvement
process. Fourth, programs need to include creation of

reward systems that consider instructional quality.

Conclusion 4:

The six reasons have the same level of importance when
used in the rejection of the five suggested instructional
design ideas except that the motivational factor (perceiving
no need to use this idea) took first place in the rejection
of personalized and self-instruction idea.

As has been mentioned previously, little has been said
in the literature related to the order of the importance of
barriers to accept using suggested instructional ideas.
Rogers and others (1975) findings suggest that the unavail-
ability of needed resources might be the most important

factor. The findings of the present study suggest that the
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six factors considered have the same importance. However
for four of the instructional ideas, the motivation factor
has the highest mean value of the strength of influence upon
the decision. This may suggest that when the unreceptive
faculty members perceive no need to use the suggested idea,
the importance of the differences of other factors, imple-
mentation skills; expectation of Dbeing unsuccessful;
unavailability of needed resources; not getting the desir-
able rewards, and unacceptability of the ideas in the
department, will be a secondary concern to him. In other
words, the other factors are equally unimportant to him in

his decision to reject the instructional ideas.

Implication of Conclusion 4:

The implication of this conclusion is that the people
who are responsible for designing, conducting, and evaluat-
ing programs encouraging unreceptive faculty members to
improve their present instructional practices should give
all these factors the same level of emphasis and concern
to make these programs effective even though the emphasis
of some factors should be delayed to a later stage of pro-
gress implementation (see implication of conclusions for
further discussion on this point).

The following conclusion is related to the third purpose
of considering the present study, the identification of dif-
ferences in reasons given by receptive and unreceptive

groups.
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Conclusion 5:

The six reasons are considered equally by receptive and
unreceptive groups to the suggested instructional design
ideas. However, the following exceptions exist:

1. The factor relating to knowledge and skill is
considered more by receptive faculty when deciding on all of
the five suggested ideas.

2. The factors motivation and expectation of success
are considered more by receptive groups when deciding on
three of the suggested ideas; learning objectives, task
description and analysis, and personalized self-instruction.

3. The factor availability of needed resources is
considered more by receptive groups when deciding on only
two suggested ideas, learning objectives and task descrip-
tion and analysis.

4. The factor rewards is considered more by receptive
groups in only the learning objectives idea.

There is no discussion in previous studies of differ-
ences between receptive and unreceptive faculty members in
considering the factors involved in the adoption process.
However, knowledge about these differences, if any, is
important to design programs that fit each group. For this
reason, the present study tried to investigate this issue.
As Conclusion 5 shows, the findings are mixed across the
suggested instructional design ideas. That is, in some of
the instructional ideas, some factors are considered more

by receptive than unreceptive faculty members. One possible
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interpretation to this mixed findings may be due to an
interaction between differences in the suggested ideas and
the factors. However, a general statement that can be made
about this is that for most of the instructional ideas, the
receptive and unreceptive groups did consider most of the

factors used in the present study equally.

Implication of Conclusion 5:

As Conclusion 5 suggests in general, the persons who are
responsible for instruction improvement should emphasize
these factors equally when designing programs for receptive
and unreceptive faculty members. However, some exceptions
might exist such as learning of implementation skills and
the expectation of success might be emphasized when design-
ing programs for receptive more than when designing programs
for unreceptive faculty members taking into consideration
the nature of the ideas that these programs are offering.
This is because for receptive group the initial step to
adopt ideas, i.e., accepting the use of suggested ideas, is
already established. Then learning how to apply the ideas
should be emphasized at this stage for this group. This
learning will contribute to make the receptive faculty
member more confident that he will be successful in imple-
menting the ideas. For the unreceptive group, however, the
initial step is not yet established. Therefore, emphasizing
learning how to apply the ideas at this stage will be of
little useful effect. Then what is needed at this stage for

the unreceptive group is emphasizing other factors that will
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help establish acceptance, such as making unreceptive facul-
ty members realize the need for suggested ideas. This can
be achieved by providing them with information regarding the
level of their present instructional practices quality as
well as with information about the advantages of the sug-

gested ideas.

Recommendation for Instructional Improvement

From the findings of present study and previous studies,
the following recommendations are suggested to those

involved in instructional improvement in Saudi Arabian uni-

versities.
1. There is a need to establish learning -- teaching
and evaluation services centers in each university. The

general aim of these centers should be to provide help to
the individual faculty members to (a) diagnose his present
instructional practices in a comprehensive and continuing
manner, (b) to get the needed feedback by providing him with
information about alternative instructional ideas and stra-
tegies. These services should not be imposed on faculty
members, but should create an environment that makes an
individual faculty member voluntarily seek help.

2. To increase the probability of achieving the aims
of these centers, an effective reward system should exist.
This reward system should consider all the roles of the
faculty members as teacher, as researcher, as writer and as

consultant. Therefore, the quality of teéching should be
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taken into consideration whenever an evaluation is made of
the faculty members' activities. This will prevent faculty
members from overemphasizing other roles while making the
instructional role a secondary activity. Also, the reward
system should vary the types of rewards: leaves, time to
travel, money and promotions. In addition, the numbers of
each type of reward should be maximized. This will help to
achieve the aim of rewarding all types of faculty members'
roles, as well as rewarding any innovative behavior in each
of the different roles. Also, timing of these rewards might
be better if it is not on an annual or equal interval basis.
This variation might increase the probability that faculty
members will be continually active.

3. There is a need for strategies that help a faculty
member to be aware of his identity as a teacher and not just
as an academic scholar or researcher. Achieving this might
be through two types of activities under two types of con-
ditions. The first type for those who are already faculty
members; the second for those who will be selected in the
future. In the first condition, those who are responsible
for instruction achievement might organize seminars and
lectures on campus that discuss the nature of the role of
faculty members as teachers and its relationship to other
faculty members' roles. In the second, the selection
process should consider the preparation for teaching as

important criteria. This of course with the assumption that
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the graduate programs, from which the faculty members will
be selected, did consider this factor. However, the present
condition of graduate programs does not help to rely on this
assumption. The graduate programs are not considering the
preparation for teaching as an element in their design and
plans. Therefore, those who are responsible for instruction
improvement should use all possible channels to make these
programs aware of this matter.

All of these activities, conducting seminars and lec-
tures about teaching; selecting faculty members that have
background and experience in teaching; and making graduate
programs prepare their graduates for this role, will be
enough to create a level of awareness in the individual
which in turn will contribute to the success of the efforts
that are designed to give faculty members services in spe-
cific instructional ideas and practices.

4. The above-mentioned intellectual ideas need suffi-
cient and consistent financial support in order to be imple-
mented. Therefore, those who are responsible for the
improvement of instruction should parallel their work with
an effort to find sufficient sources for financing their
activities. This may suggest that other sources, other than
government sources, should be sought from the private sec-
tors such as industrial and business. This not only will

help to guarantee sufficient financial support, but also
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will help to create accurate and clear exchange relation-
ships between the universities and these social and economi-
cal institutions in the general context of development

process in the society as a whole.

Recommendations for Further Research

This study represents an initial step in trying to
better understand the factors involved in the adoption and
rejection of instructional design ideas, which is an impor-
tant step in the instructional improvement process. Two
areas of future research are needed. First, this study
should be replicated with better controls. Second, the
relationships between the factors should be investigated.

Replication with better controls: This study deals with

the factors involved in the acceptance and the rejection of
instructional design ideas. Acceptance and rejection are
measured on the basis of self reports with no attempt to
verify whether these reports were accurate. This is not the
same as studying the actual adoption or rejection. This
suggests that the actual adoption or rejection should be
documented by further research.

Replication is also needed to provide more precise
measures of the variables (factors). These more precise
measures could be used to increase the reliability of sub-

ject responses.
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The replication is also needed to provide answers to the
question of "What is the causal relationship between the
factors and the use or nonuse of the suggested instructional
design ideas?" The answer to this question is not apparent
from a correlational study. To be answered accurately, true
experimental design is needed. In such a design, the fac-
tors (independent variables) need to be manipulated in
addition to controlling possible confounding variables.

Interrelationships between the factors: The second area

of research that needs to be investigated is the interrela-
tionships between the six classes of variables (factors).
That is the question "How these six factors influence each
other in the context of the adoption or rejection of sug-
gested instructional design ideas?" Davis (1979) proposed a
theoretical model to such relationships which need to be
tested. Findings related to these questions have important
implications in how instructional improvement programs
should be organized in order to maximize their effective-

ness.

Summary of Conclusions

The conclusions of the present study can be summarized
as follows:

1. The factors or reasons given regarding the accep-
tance of suggested instructional design ideas in Saudi

Arabian universities are:
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a. Knowledge and learning of the implementation skills

of the ideas.

b. Perceiving the need to use the ideas (motivation).
c. The expectation of success to apply these ideas.
d. The availability of needed resources.

e. Getting desirable rewards.

f. Acceptance of the ideas by the departments.

2. The factors or reasons given for rejection by the
suggested instructional design ideas in Saudi Arabian uni-
versities are:

a. The absence of the implementation s8kills of

the ideas.

b. Perceiving no need to use these ideas.

c. Expectation of failure in applying these
ideas.

d. The unavailability of needed resources.

e. The expectation of not getting the desirable
rewards.

f. The unacceptability of the ideas in faculty
members' departments.

3. The approximate order of the importance of the six
factors or reasons to accept ideas is (a) motivation, (b)
skills to implement the ideas and expectation of success of
implementation, (c) availability of needed resources and the
acceptance of these ideas in the departments, and (d) get-

ting desirable rewards.
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4. There are no differences between the six factors or
reasons on terms of level of importance in the rejection of
the five suggested instructional design ideas.

5. Receptive and unreceptive faculty members generally
considered the six factors or reasons equally in their

decisions.
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APPENDIX A

ENGLISH AND ARABIC VERSIONS OF THE
COVERLETTER AND THE QUESIONNAIRE



Purpose and the Importance of the Present Study

Dear Faculty Member:

As you know, the role of higher education in our society
development is important since it is the main source for
providing the manpower that determines development in the
different aspects of life. Saudi Arabian universities these
days are facing enormous responsibilities in providing the
educational environment which makes the students able to
meet their needs as well as their interests and therefore
have a better accommodation in society.

The professor in the university is considered one of the
most important elements in higher education and therefore
his quality and effectiveness has an effect on the improve-
ment of the quality of this level of education. For this
reason, in the universities around the world, effort is
being made to provide possible ways to develop the quality
of faculty members. Universities in Saudi Arabia are con-
cerned about the importance and the necessity of providing
the means to achieve such goals. A clear insight as to the
type of these means is needed. Faculty members are the
first ones who should be considered for identifying these
means because they are the persons most directly involved in
the process of education. Therefore, the purpose of the
present study is to ask your opinions about the factors that
you see having an important effect in the adoption of in-
structional innovations. The importance of this study is to
provide some information which might help the faculty mem-
bers, as well as the administration, to develop an effective
as well as a more economic way.

Dear faculty member, the questionnaire which is between
your hands consists of three main parts:

Part 1 - General information which will be used only for
the purpose of this study.
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Part 2 - Description of instructional design ideas are
presented: 1) Learning objectives, 2) task description and
task analysis, 3) learning hierarchies, 4) lesson planning,
and 5) personalized self-instruction method. After each
idea description, a question is asked whether you would use
this idea or not. Your answer to this question will be to
check (X) either the Yes box or the No box. Then check the
number of the statements given which represent your reason
for your decision. Under each reason state the degree of
influence that the reason had on your decision by circling
one number on the five-point scale (1, 2, 3, 4, 5). Number
one indicates very 1little influence and number five indi-
cates very much influence.

Directions for answering this questionnaire:

1. This questionnaire was designed to measure your

opinions: your opinions will be confidential and no one will

be able to recognize that these are your opinions. There-

fore, do not write anything that might identify you such as
your name or the university in which you teach.

2. Please do not discuss this questionnaire with
others -- even to clarify something. If you have questions
about the questionnaire, feel free to ask the researcher.

3. Please read each idea description and then aswer
all the questions following the descriptions.

I am grateful for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Sebily T-AL-Lilyiechy

Researcher
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Questionnaire

Part One: Personal data

Directions: Please put in the correct response or write

your own answer in the blank space.
1. Area of specialization:

2. Academic rank:
Professor Associate Professor
Assistant Professor Lecturer
Teaching Assistant
3. Your highest degree:
Ph.D. Master's Higher Diploma
Bachelor's Other
4. The region frow which you earned your highest degree:
Saudi Arabia Arabic Country
Western Region Eastern Region
5. Contract status:
Full-time Part-time
Nationality:

Age:

Sex: Male Female

O 3 o
L]

Teaching experience in higher education: years.
10. Estimate the percentage of time you spend per week on
each of the following activities (the total should equal
100 percent):

Activities Percentage

a) Teaching -- undergraduates
-- graduates
b) Administrative work
c) Services -- consulting students
-- consulting others
d) Conducting research
e) Writing for publication

f) Attending academic committee meetings
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Part Two
Instructions:

Each of the following cases represents a new idea for
teaching. Under each case you will find a number of reasons
that might or might not influence you in deciding to employ
this idea or not. Each reason has a scale of five points
representing five degrees of influence for this reason.
Your task for every case is, first, to point out whether you
would use this idea or not in the present time in planning
your teaching by a checkmark (X) in the Yes or No boxes.
Second, to check the number of the statements below which
represent your reasons for your decision. Third, circle the
number on the scale under each questions which ask to state
the degree of influence that the reasons had on your de-

cision.
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IDEA 1:
Learning Objective:
Descriptions of the idea:

Most faculty members have some goals in mind when they
plan their course and lessons. These goals are often so
vague and ambiguous that they become quite worthless for
planning or evaluation purposes. A learning objective, on
the other hand, is a clear and precise description of an
instructional goal -- "It is a description of the behavior
expected of students after teaching.”

Example of an instructional goal and a learning objective:

Instructional goal: "The students know how to calculate the
arithmetic average."

Learning objective: "The students will write the arithmetic
average in accord with the text's for-
mula from 60 raw scores. The average
must be equal to the sum of the raw
scores divided by the number of scores.
Calculator or text is prohibited."

Uses of learning objectives:
Learning objectives are written to serve as guides for:

1l - Choosing subject matter content. In the above
example the instructor should provide the students a
definition of arithmetic average, definition of the
formula that the text used is suggested and its
terms, raw scores of actual or hypothetical data.

2 - Sequencing topics of the lesson. In the present
example the instructor may first present the defi-
nition of the arithmetic average. Then explain the
formula and its terms. Then apply the formula using
the available data.

3 - Allocating teaching time. The instructor will be
able to estimate the time that is needed to teach
the topic more precisely than if the instructional
objective was not written in a behavioral manner.
In the present example, the teaching time may be
one-half of an hour.

4 - Selection of materials and procedures to be employed
in the actual teaching process. In the present
example the text books that will be used should be
available. Raw scores of data, actual or hypo-
thetical.

5 - Providing standards for measuring student achieve-
ment. In the present example to know that the
student did learn to calculate arithmetic average,
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the instructor will give each student 60 raw scores
and ask him to write on paper the arithmetic average
showing the steps of their work without using the
text book or calculator.

Learning objectives provide standards for evaluating
the quality and efficiency of the instruction. This
means that if the student shows from the test they
were given that they are able to calculate the
arithmetic mean, then this shows that the instruc-
tions given were successful. If not, this means
that something went wrong in the process of instruc-
tion which should be discovered and corrected.
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Please answer the three sets of questions below:

1 - Would you use this idea when planning your teaching?

NO
If No

2. Please check ( ) the
number of the statements

below which represent
your reasons for your
decision.

l. I do not know how to
apply this idea.

2. I do not see a need
for using this idea.

3. I think I will not be
successful in apply-
ing this idea.

4. I think I will not be
able to get the re-
sources needed to
apply this idea.

5. If I applied this
idea I will not get
the rewards 1 desire.

6. I think this idea
would not be accept-
able in my depart-
ment.

3. Please circle the number
on the scale which repre-
sents your best answer to
the following questions.

a. To what extent did
your unfamiliarities about
how to apply this idea (rea-
son 1) influence your deci-
sion?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

YES
If Yes

2. Please check ( /) the
number of the statements

below which represent
your reasons for your
decision.

1. I know how to apply
this idea.

2. I see a need for us-
ing this idea.

3. I ¢think I will be
successful in apply-
ing this idea.

4., I ¢think I will be
able to get the re-
sources needed to
apply this idea.

5. If 1 applied this
idea I will get the
rewards I desire.

6. I think this idea
would be acceptable
in my department.

3. Please circle the number
on the scale which repre-
sents your best answer to
the following questions.

. a. To what extent did
your familiarities about
how to apply this idea (re-
ason 1) influence your deci-
sion?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much
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b. To what extent did
your perception of your need
of this idea (reason 2) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

c. To what extent did
your perception of not being
successful in applying this
idea (reason 3) influence
your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

d. To what extent did
unavailability of the needed
resources (reason 4) influ-
ence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

e. To what extent did
the unavailability of desir-
able rewards (reason 5) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

f. To what extent did
unacceptability of the idea
by your department (reason
6) influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

b. To what extent did
your need for the idea
(reason 2) influence your
decision.

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

c. To what extent did
your expectations of success
(reason 3) influence your
decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

d. To what extent did
the availability of the
needed resources (reason 4)
influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

e. To what extent did
the availability of desir-
able rewards (reason 5) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

f. To what extent did
acceptability of the idea by
your department (reason 6)
influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much
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IDEA 2:
Task Description and Task Analysis:

Task description is a written or diagrammed explanation
of how a task in an instructional objective is to be proper-
ly performed. Task analysis is an examination of the task
to analyze it to its different components which usually
include skills, decisions, rules, principles, facts, con-
cepts, and attitude. Some tasks may include some of these
components and some may include all of them.

Example: If the topic of the lesson is how to write an
essay, then the task description should have the
following contents:

1 - Detailed explanations of how to write an essay.

2 - Detailed explanation of the characteristics of the
introduction, contents and the conclusion of the
essay =-- which of these parts comes first and which
comes last and which comes in the middle and why.

3 - Detailed explanation of the grammatic rules and
principles of language.

4 - Detailed explanation about the organization of
ideas.

Task analysis is to see the components of the descrip-
tion of how to write an essay. Therefore in the example
presented we may find concepts such as essay, introduction,
content and conclusion; rules such as not putting the intro-
duction after the contents and putting the conclusion at the
end; principles such as "if the introduction is put after
the content then the reader will be confused just as he
would be if you put the subject after the verb."

Purposes of use are:

l - to increase the probability that all content essen-
tial for the achievement of an objective

2 - to eliminate content which is irrelevant to the
objective.

3 - to pinpoint the prerequisite requirement to precede
and to successfully complete the course or lesson.

4 - to indicate the proper sequence for presenting the
lesson materials.

5 - to assist students in following the important steps
of a demonstration.
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6 - to provide precise and accurate instructional meth-
ods for each type of learning included in the topic
of the lesson.

7 - to make sure revisions in content and sequence can
easily be made when necessary.

8 - to provide remediation for the students who make
errors.
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Please answer the three sets of questions below:

1 - Would you use this idea when planning your teaching?

NO
If No
2. Please check ( ) the
number of the statements
below which represent
your reasons for your
decision.

1. I do not know how to
apply this idea.

2. I do not see a need
for using this idea.

3. I think I will not be
successful in apply-
ing this idea.

4. I think I will not be
able to get the re-
sources needed to
apply this idea.

5. If 1 applied this
idea I will not get
the rewards I desire.

6. I think this idea
would not be accept-
able in my depart-
ment.

3. Please circle the number
on the scale which repre-
sents your best answer to
the following questions.

a. To what extent did
your unfamiliarities about
how to apply this idea (rea-
son 1) influence your deci-
sion?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

YES
If Yes
2. Please check ( \/) the
number of the statements
below which represent
your reasons for your
decision.

1. I know how to apply
this idea.

2. 1 see a need for us-
ing this idea.

3. I think I will Dbe
successful in apply-
ing this idea.

4. I think I will Dbe
able to get the re-
sources needed to
apply this idea.

5. If 1 applied this
idea I will get the
rewards I desire.

6. I think this idea
would be acceptable
in my department.

3. Please circle the number
on the scale which repre-
sents your best answer to
the following questions.

a. To what extent did
your familiarities about
how to apply this idea (re-
ason 1) influence your deci-
sion?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much
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b. To what extent did
your perception of your need
of this idea (reason 2) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

c. To what extent did
your perception of not being
successful in applying this

idea (reason 3) influence
your decision?
1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

d. To what extent did
unavailability of the needed
resources (reason 4) influ-
ence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

e. To what extent did
the unavailability of desir-
able rewards (reason 5) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

f. To what extent did
unacceptability of the idea
by your department (reason
6) influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

b. To what extent did
your need for the idea
(reason 2) influence your

decision.
1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

c. To what extent did
your expectations of success
(reason 3) influence your

decision?
1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

d. To what extent did
the availability of the
needed resources (reason 4)
influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

e. To what extent did
the availability of desir-
able rewards (reason 5) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

f. To what extent did
acceptability of the idea by
your department (reason 6)
influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much
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IDEA 3:
Learning Hierarchies:

Many subjects taught in schools have an organization
that can be readily expressed as learning hierarchies. That
is, the learning objective may be shown to be composed of
prerequisite s8kills and ideas which have been previously
learned or they may have been just learned a while ago. For
example, if the learning objective is that "the student will
be able to compute in writing the arithmetic average from 60
raw scores, then by analysis this objective necessitates
that the student must have previously learned how to add,
subtract and divide numbers.

Learning hierarchies imply that learning has a cumula-
tive character in which the acquisition of specified skills
or ideas establish the possibility of learning a number of
more complex ideas and skills. As a result the students'
intellectual development has occurred and therefore he/she
will be able to solve a great variety of novel problems.

To maximize learning, the instructor should clearly
arrange ideas and topics of the course or lesson into pat-
terns which show the prerequisite relationships among them
so the first idea in the topic becomes prerequisite to the

next one and so on.
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Please answer the three sets of questions below:

1 - Would you use this idea when planning your teaching?

NO
If No
2. Please check ( ) the
number of the statements
below which represent
your reasons for your
decision.

l. I do not know how to
apply this idea.

2. I do not see a need
for using this idea.

3. I think I will not be
successful in apply-
ing this idea.

4. 1 think I will not be
able to get the re-
sources needed to
apply this idea.

5. If I applied this
idea I will not get
the rewards 1 desire.

6. I think this idea
would not be accept-
able in my depart-
ment.

3. Please circle the number
on the scale which repre-
sents your best answer to
the following questions.

a. To what extent did
your unfamiliarities about
how to apply this idea (rea-
son 1) influence your deci-
sion?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

YES
If Yes
2. Please check ( /) the
number of the statements
below which represent
your reasons for your
decision.

1. I know how to apply
this idea.

2. I see a need for us-
ing this idea.

3. I think I will Dbe
successful in apply-
ing this idea.

4. I think I will Dbe
able to get the re-
sources needed to
apply this idea.

5. If 1 applied this
idea I will get the
rewards I desire.

6. I think this idea
would be acceptable
in my department.

3. Please circle the number
on the scale which repre-
sents your best answer to
the following questions.

a. To what extent did
your familiarities about
how to apply this idea (re-
ason 1) influence your deci-
sion?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much
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b. To what extent did
your perception of your need
of this idea (reason 2) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

c. To what extent did
your perception of not being
successful in applying this

idea (reason 3) influence
your decision?
1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

d. To what extent did
unavailability of the needed
resources (reason 4) influ-
ence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

e. To what extent did
the unavailability of desir-
able rewards (reason 5) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

f. To what extent did
unacceptability of the idea
by your department (reason
6) influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

b. To what extent did
your need for the idea
(reason 2) influence your

decision.
1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

c. To what extent did

your expectations of success
(reason 3) influence your

decision?
1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

d. To what extent did
the availability of the
needed resources (reason 4)
influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

e. To what extent did
the availability of desir-
able rewards (reason 5) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

f. To what extent did
acceptability of the idea by
your department (reason 6)
influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much
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Lesson Planning

The planning of a lesson as a whole is a set of proce-
dures designed to support learning the topics of the les-

sons.

Instructional design experts defined nine components

of lesson planning.

1l - Gaining attention of the students. This can be done

4 & 5 -

6 & 7 -

by introducing a novel situation in the introduction
of the lesson, appealing to students' motives for
understanding their environment. The instructor can
achieve this by raising questions that need not be
answered in the moment; also he can present objects,
draw diagrams, etc. For example, if the topic is
about the grammatical rule of "the subject"” in the
sentence then the instructor may ask students these
questions: What does "subject" mean? Why do we
need this concept to be in the sentences? What
forms does it take?

Informing the students of the objectives of the
lesson. In this phase the instructor should
establish a specific expectancy of what the students
will be able to do when the lesson has been com-
pleted. In the example that has been given, the
objective may be stated as "the student will be able
to point out all noun and pronoun subjects that
exist in a given paragraph of an essay and explain
why they are so without text or help of instructor."
The instructor can communicate this objective to the
students in verbal or written form or both.

Stimulating recall. 1In this phase of the plan the
instructor should help the student recall the pre-
viously learned information that relates to the new
topic. 1In the example presented, the instructor may
use questions by asking students to define verbs,
sentence, etc.

Presenting the material to be learned and providing
guidance to make this learning possible. A series
of communications in the form of "hints" or ques-
tions or other may be said to have the function of
learning guidance. They are helping the student to
learn by discovering and they do not tell the stu-
dents the answers. In the present example the
instructor may ask the students to point out the
word in the sentence that they consider the subject
after giving a clear definition of "subject" instead
of pointing out the word himself.

Eliciting the performance and providing feedback.
In these two steps, the instructor should make an
initial test by asking the students to show that
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they know how to do what has been taught. The
instructor wants them not only to convince him/her,
but to convince themselves as well. The instructor
should give feedback concerning the correctness or
degree of correctness of the lesson's performance.
In the example given, the instructor may ask the
student to point out the subjects in a written
sentence, orally, and answer why he called this part
of the sentence a subject. If any degree of cor-
rectness was not present, then the instructor should
provide this part of the correctness.

Enhancing retention and transfer. The instructor in the
learning guidance stage should provide a meaningful
context by which to learn the material. This has been
found to offer the best assurance that the information
can be recalled and it provides a number of different
possibilities as cues for the retention of information.
The way might be "practicing"” -- that is, to provide more
examples following the initial learning. 1In the present
example, the instructor may give more examples of sen-
tences which contain "subjects" in this phase of giving
feedback to the statements.

As for assurance of transfer of learning, it appears that
this can be best done by setting some variety of new
tasks for learners -- tasks that differ substantially
from those used for the learning itself. 1In the present
example the instructor may ask the student to supply a
sentence that includes a subject that differs from what
has been presented while teaching.

Assessing performance. In this phase of the lesson plan,
the instructor should provide the means to show convin-
cing evidence that the performance exhibited by the
learner in eliciting the performance phase is valid and
reliable; that the student does the performance accurate-
ly, reflecting on the objective and consistency across
the situation. This can be done by conducting a for-
mally-planned assessment which requires a construction of
valid and reliable tests. In the given example, the
instructor may construct a test that has the following
elements:

a. a short essay followed by questions that ask the
students to point out the subjects, their type,
and why they are the subjects of the sentences.

b. questions which ask the student to supply sen-
tences that include subjects.

c. a list of sentences that include subjects which
are underlined and questions that ask why these
are considered subjects.
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Please answer the three sets of questions below:

1 - Would you use this idea when planning your teaching?

NO
If No
2. Please check ( ) the
number of the statements
below which represent
your reasons for your
decision.

l. I do not know how to
apply this idea.

2. I do not see a need
for using this idea.

3. I think I will not be
successful in apply-
ing this idea.

4. I think I will not be
able to get the re-
sources needed to
apply this idea.

5. If I applied this
idea I will not get
the rewards I desire.

__ 6. I think this idea
would not be accept-
able in my depart-
ment.

3. Please circle the number
on the scale which repre-
sents your best answer to
the following questions.

a. To what extent did
your unfamiliarities about
how to apply this idea (rea-
son 1) influence your deci-
sion?

1l 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

YES
If Yes
2. Please check ( ) the
number of the statements
below which represent
your reasons for your
decision.

l. I know how to apply
this idea.

2. 1 see a need for us-
ing this idea.

3. I think I will be
successful in apply-
ing this idea.

4. 1 think I will be
able to get the re-
sources needed to
apply this idea.

5. If I applied this
idea I will get the
rewards I desire.

6. I think this 1idea
would be acceptable
in my department.

3. Please circle the number
on the scale which repre-
sents your best answer to
the following questions.

a. To what extent did
your familiarities about
how to apply this idea (re-
ason 1) influence your deci-
sion?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much
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b. To what extent did
your perception of your need
of this idea (reason 2) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

c. To what extent did
your perception of not being
successful in applying this

idea (reason 3) influence
your decision?
1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

d. To what extent did
unavailability of the needed
resources (reason 4) influ-
ence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

e. To what extent did
the unavailability of desir-
able rewards (reason 5) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

f. To what extent did
unacceptability of the idea
by your department (reason
6) influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

b. To what extent did
your need for the idea
(reason 2) influence your

decision.
1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

c. To what extent did
your expectations of success
(reason 3) influence your

decision?
1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

d. To what extent did
the availability of the
needed resources (reason 4)
influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

e. To what extent did
the availability of desir-
able rewards (reason 5) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

f. To what extent did
acceptability of the idea by
your department (reason 6)
influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much
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IDEA 5:
Personalized Self-Instruction

Personalized self instruction (PSI) is an instructional
strategy that allows students to learn material and be
tested on it at their own speed. The aim of this instruc-
tional method is to maximize 1learning by considering the
individual differences between students in ability, speed of
learning and background in the subject matter. PSA has five
major characteristics:

1 - The course is divided into units. The topics of the
course are categorized into major groups according
to their similarities. These major groups or units
are organized according to their prerequisite rela-
tionships. The student must master one unit before
going on to the next. The instructor may stipulate
that 80 percent of the material should be learned
from the first unit in order to allow students to go
on to the second unit.

2 - The written word is the main mode of instruction.
The topics of the course are made available to the
students in clear and detailed notes and books.
Video tapes and films supplement the text.

3 - Lectures are used to increase student motivation --
to learn rather than as means of conveying critical
information. Class time can be used to answer
guestions.

4 - PSI permits students to pace themselves, proceeding
through the course as quickly or as slowly as they
wish.

5 - Tests, assignments, and feedback are done by each
student when he is ready. The test and assignments
for each unit can be repeated more than once.
Usually the instructor provides different forms for
repeating each unit test so that the student who
fails in a first attempt will be given a different
form the second time. Feedback is given to the
student by the instructor after taking any test or
doing an assignment.



-267-

Please answer the three sets

of questions below:

1 - Would you use this idea when planning your teaching?

NO
If No

2. Please check ( ) the
number of the statements

below which represent
your reasons for your
decision.

1. I do not know how to
apply this idea.

2. I do not see a need
for using this idea.

3. I think I will not be
successful in apply-
ing this idea.

4. I think I will not be
able to get the re-
sources needed to
apply this idea.

5. If I applied this
idea I will not get
the rewards I desire.

__ 6. I think this idea
would not be accept-
able in my depart-
ment.

3. Please circle the number
on the scale which repre-
sents your best answer to
the following questions.

a. To what extent did
your unfamiliarities about
how to apply this idea (rea-
son 1) influence your deci-
sion?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

YES
If Yes

2. Please check ( ) the
number of the statements
below which represent
your reasons for your
decision.

1. I know how to apply
this idea.

2. I see a need for us-
ing this idea.

3. I think I will be
successful in apply-
ing this idea.

4. I think I will be
able to get the re-
sources needed to
apply this idea.

5. If I applied this
idea I will get the
rewards 1 desire.

6. I think this idea
would be acceptable
in my department.

3. Please circle the number
on the scale which repre-
sents your best answer to
the following questions.

a. To what extent did
your familiarities about
how to apply this idea (re-
ason 1) influence your deci-
sion?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much
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b. To what extent did
your perception of your need
of this idea (reason 2) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

c. To what extent did
your perception of not being
successful in applying this
idea (reason 3) influence
your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

d. To what extent did
unavailability of the needed
resources (reason 4) influ-
ence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

e. To what extent did
the unavailability of desir-
able rewards (reason 5) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

f. To what extent did
unacceptability of the idea
by your department (reason
6) influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

b. To what extent did
your need for the idea
(reason 2) influence your
decision.

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

c. To what extent did
your expectations of success
(reason 3) influence your
decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

d. To what extent did
the availability of the
needed resources (reason 4)
influence your decision?

1l 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

e. To what extent did
the availability of desir-
able rewards (reason 5) in-
fluence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much

f. To what extent did
acceptability of the idea by
your department (reason 6)
influence your decision?

1 2 3 4 5
moder-
very a ate very

little little amt much much
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APPENDIX B

ENGLISH AND ARABIC VERSIONS OF LETTER
INFORMING SUBJECTS ABOUT THE AIM OF
THE PILOT STUDY, AND OFFICIAL LETTERS



English Version of the Letter
Informing Subjects about the
Aim of the Pilot Study
Dear Faculty Member:

The success of the present study is dependent upon your
help and cooperation. In the present stage of this study
the researcher is aiming to do a pilot test for an instru-
ment that will be used to collect the date for this study.
The purpose of this pilot test is to identify reading dif-
ficulties, omissions and ambiguities that require alteration
needed in the instrument itself. Your comments on any of
these elements are needed and appreciated. On the attached
paper, please write your comments concerning any statements

of any part of this questionnaire. Please use the number of

the statement or the part as a reference.

Sincerely,

Researcher

-290-
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

COILEGE OF EDUCATION - DEPARTMUENT OF COUNSELING, EAS 1 LANSING ° MICHIGAN - eub24

EDUCA TIONAL PSYCHOLOGY AND SPECIAL EDUCATION

October 28, 1983

Imam Mohamed Bin Saud University
Riyadh, Saudi Arabia

Dear Sir:

1 am writing to you on behalf of Mr. Saleh I. Al-Lihiedan, who is at
present a graduate student in the Department of Educational Psychology
working on his Ph.D. under my direction.

Mr. Al-Lihiedan has proposed a study titled: “Factors Involved In
the Adoption of Instructional Innovations In Saudi Arabian Universities".
He plans to return to Saudi Arabia to do his research from approximately
the first of December to the first of March. This agenda meets with my

approval.
Becduse this topic requires Mr. Al-Lihiedan to travel to different

parts of Saudi Arabia to guther information, 1 respectfully request that
you provide him with the necessary transportation within the country.

Since

s

Educational Psychology

SY.'my

M/ s an Affsrmatine Acisn/tgual Upporinsity lastsiuin
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF ARTS AND LETTERS EAST LANSING * MICHIGAN * 48824
DEPARTMENT OF LINGUISTICS AND

GERMANIC. SLAVIC, ASIAN AND

AFRICAN LANGUAGES

WELLS HALL

s
C

o}

[1J]

(2]
w
-
w
o0
[N

To whom 1t may concern?

i hereby certity that Mr. Saleh I. Al-Lihiegan has tranglategd NTQ Mrsoic tre
Engivsh version of the questicnnaire ancd cover-letter used as a tocl sn rie resesrch

for ks Ph.D. dissertation entitled Factors Invclved in the Adoptien of Instructional

Inncvation in Saudi Aratian Universities,

I heretv verify that the Arabic version accurateiy corresponds to the Enshen
versien of the questicnnaire and ccover-letter. The Arabic verzion foiicwe 1ne
stancard writing stVie for the Arabic language.

I do wigh him the best of lucl: in ks research.

TY..LlSs Aand
.. T.+m5iE0 and
EERRET

W@(%« o itate Umiversit:
o

.

L..iLansing, Ml 432z 1027

Abdul Ghaffar Eldamatty EEEIRN

Instructer of Aratic

MSU is an Affirmative Action, Equel Opportunity institution









