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Introduction and Acknowledgements

When it became known, in the Spring of 1979, that the City University
of New York was going to forge ahead with a policy of open admissions five
years eerlier than had been plaened, the Office of Institutional Research
. concluded that only a few months remained to collect data about certain

Pre-open admissions characteristics of the College, which could serve as a

" basis for evaluating related post-open admissions characteristics.‘ .bollege
"climate" or "environment" seemed to be one of the aspects of the College
operation which could reasonably be expected to cﬁange under the impact of
the new admissions policy, and for which instrumentation_and related research
existed. The College and Universit§ Environment Scale was selected for the
study because, it seemed to come closest to measuring the dimensions of
college "climate" believed to be potentially vulnerable to the new admissions
policy, i.e., Scholarship, Campus Morale, and also because of the excellent
psychometric work which went into its development, Since this)study was
initiated in the Spring of 1970, one or two othefﬂinstruments have appeared.
which also could be used appropriately in a study of college climate. The
C.U.E.S. itself, standardized on four-year college populations, is currently
undergoing & junior college revision. -

We should like to acknowledge the contributions of Dr. Morton
Rosenstock and Professor Michael Steuerman tn the realization of the study.
In addition to encouragement, they helped provide materials, scoring services,

and sample classes.
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Thg Impact of Open Admissicns on College Environment

Problem:

Cailege environment is the general style of éampus life and institutional

context which, hypothetically, colors on-czupus experiences. Although unique

Laaas
-

factors of collegg environment have not been isolated, there is growing evidence
that aspects of college enviromment are related to changes in such st;dent
characterisiics 18 ;ttitudes, intellectual aspirations, career plans, perception
of progress toward goals, etc. (Thist{ewaite, 1962; Davis and others, 1961;
Pace, 1969). 1If this is true, it is important for all members of a particular
college community to knoﬁ, at any moment, how their institution rates on various
environmental factors. VA*Btudent should know whether the college of his choice
offers the kind of environmeut favorable for the attainment of his objectives*
(Pace, 1964). Collegé staff and faculty should know whether or not the

environment is facilitative of the attaimment of institutional objectives.

If it is true that the college environment does have a significant
influence on the achievement of both student and institutional goals, it is
important for institutions of higher education to be able to "measure" changes
in this environmeﬂf, to determine trenés, and to be able to anticipate how
major changes in program or policy could .affect changes in college environment.
§ The City University of New York has recently implemented an Open Admissions
policy which it has called "momentous'. Under this policy, all high school
graduates are afforded an opportunity for gigher education, regardless of high
school performance, track, deficiencies, .What effect will this have on the

environment of the two-year College?.........of the Senior College?




Do students perceive the college environment similarly or differently, compared

to faculty? How do students and faculty change in their perception of the

4
1

college environment, following the implementation of an open admissions policy%

. i
The purpose of this study, therefore, was to measure the changes in the

"environment" of a two-year college which may have resulted from the impiementation

of the City University of New York's open admissions policy, as perceived by

both students and raculty.

Procedure

In the Spring of 1970, prior to the implementation of the City University cf
New York's open a@yiss;ons policy, a sample of three hundred students was taken
at Bronx Community College. The sample was structured so that the great majority
of students would be sophomores kthe last year of the college) and wéuld reflect
the entire student bedy on such characteristics as ethnic group, curriculum, sex,
With regard to the faculty, a random sample of one hundred wag taken from a
population of approximately six hundred full-time faculty members.1 In contrast
to the controlled, one hundred percent return from students, only 58 faculty
cooperated in the study ( a fifty percent cooperation rate),

The College and University Environment Scales (C.U.E.S.), 1969 edition
(Pace, 1969), were administered to both student and faculty samples.

Near the end of the first year of open admissions, May 1971, the C.U.E.S.
was again administered to similar samples of students (450) and faculty. Sixty
faculty members cooperated, a return rate of approximately fifty-five percent,

In addition to the 100 C,U.E.S. items, thirty additional items, some from
the C,U.E.S. experimental pool and some locally constructed, were added to the
battery and administered to both faculty and students, pre and post open~

admissions. "These items may be found in Appendix A.

1 Faculty members were excluded from the sample if they had less than one full
year of experience at the College,




Instrumentation

The College and University Enpironment Scales, 1969 edition, is a revision
,of an earlier, 1963 edition. It is a factor analyzed scale'standarized on one
hundred four-year colleges representing the following kinds of college 3roupinge°
highly selective liberal arts colleges (10), highly aelective universities, public
and private (lO), general liberal arts colleges (20), general universities, public
and private (20), state colleges (10), teachers colleges (10), ‘strongly denominational
liberal arts colleges (10), colleges and universities emphnsizing engineering
and the gciences (10). . i : . .

The one hundred item C,U.E.S. questionnaire yields scores on five scales
of twenty items each. These scales are Practicality,.Community, Awareness,
Propriety ano.Scholarship,‘ ln addition two other scales, Campus Morale, and
Quality of Teaching and Faculty-Student Relationships, are generated from the '
original one hundred items. Descriptions of these scales, as given in’the
C.U,E.S. manual, are reported in Appendix B. ’

Reliability of the five ma;or scales are as follows: Prccticality. 893
Commnnity. +92; Awareness, .94; Propriety, .89; Scholarehip; .90.1 ﬁeliabilitieey
for the ecales named Cempus ﬁbrale, and Quality of Teeching\cnd Faculty -

Student Relationsnips..are unreported. The C.U.E.S. technical manual also
givee data concerning C,U.E,S. sub-scale intercorrelationl'and correlations

-

between C.U.E.é. scales and otner,college'environment and gtudent attitude scales,

Results
Although C.U.E.S. makes possible the reporting of percentile standings of

a-college environment against the norm group of four=-year colleges, this was not
deemed appropriate in the present case since the institution studied is a two-year,
comnunity college, Therefore. results will be reported only in terms of differences
betwéen faculty and students on individual items as well ‘a9 scules, and changes

between pre and post open-admissions student and faculty responses. . ' .

1 § As reported in the 196% C,U,E.S5, Technical Manual.

C»
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‘Student-Faculty Differences in Perception of Environment

Although no differences between students and faculty were observed on the
over-all scale scores for Scholarship, Community, and Propriety, several interesting

significant differences on individual items within these scales were noted, For

example, students and faculty differed significantly in ‘the following ways, in
both 1970 and 1971, that is, both pre and post open-adm@ssions;.'hhile faculty
tend to view profesoors regulorly checking to'see that work.id done; stodents

do not, Students tend mora strongly to view faculty)os dedicated scholars and
themselves as having high standards of achievement, i: comparisen with faculiy
perceptions. Somewhat surprisingly, a significantly higher proportion of facﬁlty.
than students indicate that "perSonality, pull,and bluff get students by in
many courses.," More understandably, the faculty iiffers with students on whether
they "go out of their way to help" students. The faculty also sees more pressure
among students toward expected codes of conduct, and sees themselves as relating
more informally to students, than students admit to,

The Awareness Scale -also produced consistent differepggp'betﬁbén\faculty
and students {pre a;o post open admissions) ‘for several items, For example,
students perceive significantly less opportunity for expressing complaints,
less encouragement to criticize policies and progtams, and fewer appearances of
famous pzople for- lectures and concerts, in comparison to faculty’perception.

It should be noted that faculty and students differed markedly on the Awareness
Scale as a whole in 1970, biut not in 1971,

Several pre end post open-admissions differences between faculty and
students are also seen on the Campus Morale scale, but most of ths items contributing
to this scale have already_been mentioned, namely, those ‘concerning chaunels .

for expressing complainto.....;:. students (setting) high standards. of
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achievement for themlelves: and pressure among students toward codes of conduct,
Only on the pre cpen-admissions testing did the faculty and students differ
narkcdly on the over-all Scale score, the faculty attributing higher morale
to the eempus thnn that ‘awarded by the studenta.

The clearest and most consistent difference between faculty end students
cpéec:aon the Scale called "Quality of Teeching ané Faeuléj-étudent Relationships,"
?or both 1970 end 1971, the faculty achieved & percentile placement on this
Scale of 66 compared to the percentile of 30 achieved by the students. The
individual iteuc contributing to this consistent difference between faculty
and students have also, as in the case of the Campqs Morale Scale, been
identified previously, namely, thoee concerning the impdrtance of 'personality,
pull, and bluff", professcrs calling students by their first names, and the
view of mest profecsors as dedicated scholars in their fields.

An over-all Scale difference between gtudents and faculty also exists ,
«0r Propriety, for 1971,.but not for 1970, The faculty score.on this scale is
narkggly lower than the scale acore for studenta. However, analyyis of the
indivicucl items reveals that many of the items.of this .;gI; :;; inappropriata
to the campus under study. ' ' ,f‘ .

Of the thirty experimental or loca11§ devised items appended to the battery,
seven produced consistent qifferences (pre and post open-admissions) between
faculty and studants. A higher proportion of students than faculty feul that
students would be dissatisfied if they make less that & B grade. Students tend
mora strongly to-believe that grading standards at the college. are at least
as high as they Aare at any average four year college. Faculty perceive cure
riculum developments as more 'ralevant to current needs, compared to student

perceptions. A highcr proportion of students than faculty 1001 that students
experience conuidcrdble difficulty in attempting to transfer: from. the .College
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to other colleges. Almost ail of the faculty (92%) affirm that some faculty
members are actively experimenting with new methods of teaching, whereas only
54% of the. students do so attest. While a majority of the faculty agrees thgt
the administration is receptive in responding to student proposals for change,
only about one third of the students state that this is true. Finally, whereas
about 807 of the faculty perceive that due process is afforded to students

accused of violating college rules, only about half of the students see the

situation inlthis way,

Pre to Post Open-Admissions Changes

Quality of Teaching and Student~Faculty Relationships
: 1

Table 1 shows the changes in five items on this Scale. Only one item,
#1, changed noticeably in the game direction for both students and faculty. Since
the item is Keyed F (false), the indication is that both students and faculty
Perceive more 'calling out" in class in 1971 than in 1970. Three of the items,
25, 61, and 75 show signific-nt changes for the faculty only. These items suggest

& perceived change by faculty in the direction of a decrease in the willingness

of the faculty to help studznts, in faculty interest in student problems, and in

the thoroughness and depth of teaching.

Campus Morale

Table 2 1lists the items on the Campus Morale Scale which changed noticeably
Pre to post open-admissions. Student changes account for only two of the twenty
items. A significant change (.05 level) is seen on the part of the 1971 group of

students, a greater proportion of whom find their B,C.C. courses intellectually

1 Tables have been omitted from this Research Report but may be procured from the
Office of Institutional Research. 1In the tables, only changes of 7 percentage
points. or more are reported,




challenging, compared with the 1970 gcoup of students, In general, however,

students do not perceive any change in Campus Morals over the period under etudy,

By contrast, the faculty perceives changes in eighteen out of the
twenfi.y~-two ite;s of this scale, and in every case but one (item #31), the direction
, of change is in perceiving a decline in Campus Morale. The items reflecting this
view concern such issues &s student gtandards of achievemsnt, gtudent and faculty
sunnitivity to others and assistance given to stucents,.student and, faculcy energy
aad commitment, Thc faculty percentile rank for thin Scale fell f£rom, 22 in 1970

1
f:o_ 5 in 1971.

Propriety . -

. Students again show no chaxge on this Scale, in.contrast to the faculty
who shaw changcs on -seven of the twenty items (Table 3), and on the Scale score
. a8 a whole (from percentile rank of 55 in 1970 to.25 in 1971)., 1In terms of.
student ''decor:m", resr- t for others and for property,: the faculty perceives the
1971, post open-admissions, student group more negatively than in 1970. This

contraété with the students who rate themselves on all twenty items of this

Scals, about the same an 1971 as in 1970,

-

Awatenes S

Table & revecls that students and faculty perceive changes in the same

A

_direction for two ig@ms of the Awareness scale. {me oflthese, suggesting a .
_dec:en;e in student intefcat about national and 1nternnticnai affairs (item 33),
m@y reflect the fact that the 1970 gr;up completed the quéstionnaire just a few
weeks after Cambodia an Keat State. It is ssain'aeen that the faculty produces

-

& great many more item changes than the students, practicaily.all in the,direction




of lower “awareness" (items 31 and 32 are the only exceptions). lost of the
items seen as changing seem to involve frequency or intensity of interest in
extra-curricular cultural events. A‘poticeable exception concerns an increase
in the proportion of faculty who feel that students are encouraged to take an
active part in social ;efoéms or political programs.

While stpdents show no change in perientilé rank on the scale as a whole,

from 1970 to 1971, the faculty shows a decrease in perééntile_rank from 45 to 18.

Community

On this scale one sees again the tendency for the faculty to perceive a
change in the environment, compared o no pexception of significant change for
students, Table 5 shows that more than half (11).of t@e items on the Scale
reflect noticeable changes in faculty pg;ceptién = in a negative direction.
Considerad together, these item changes suggest that the faculty in 1972
perceived the enviromment && the college as less friendly, and sh;wing less
group- spirit and cohasiveness, compared to 1971, Twelve berceht.lggg of the
faculty rejected the statement.t;;t "Most of the faculty-5§; not in@e&ested
in students' personal problems”. On the Scale as a whole, the'faculty percentile

rank dropped from 20 to 8, while the student percentile rghk dropped only from

11 to 8.

Scholarship

The 8cale score of the Scholarship Scale shows no significant changes_

from 1970 to 1971, for both’ students and faculty. However, this lack of

- nocticeable change may be related to the rather low peréentile rank attributed

to the Collége by bogh students and faculty (bearing in mind the fact that

c.U.E.S} 1s standavdized on four vear colleges). This depressed percentile
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rank position leaves little room for chahge in the downward direction. Despite
the lack of change-on the over-all scale score, faculty responses yield noticeable
changes on eight of the twenty Scale items, seven in the Aegbtive direction

(Table 6 )., No such change in the negaﬁivefdifection for students is seen and,

in fact, the two student items which are observed to change from 1970 to 1971,
change positively. However, these two items ére inggff%ciéné to define a student
"trend". Similarly, the sevean negatively changing facglty iteps, in the face of

an insignificant change in the Scale score, may suggest onlika marginal trend in

the change in faculty perception along the scholarship dimension from 1970 to

1971,

Practicality

The over-all student and faculty scores for this Scale show no significant
changes from 1970 to 1971, Ho%ever Table 7 revealshthat several individual items
have changed. Of the fivg student items changing noticeably, three changed in
the "positive" direction while two changed in the "negativeﬁ direction., Six out’
of.seven of the faculty items changéd in the "megative" diré;tgon, but taking
the lack of change in the over-all Scaie score for faculty into consideration,

these individual item changes do not auggest a marked tendency for either

student or faculty perception to have changed over the period under study.

Experimental and Locally Devised Items

Of the thirty C.U.E.S. experimental and locally devised jitems not linked

_to any Scale (2eble 8), four reflect changes for students alone, twelve for

".faculty alone, and five for both students and chulty.
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Studgnts, but not faculty, perceive differences (in the negative direction)
between 1970 and 1971.for the following: facilities for quiet study, relevancy
of the curriculum, tolerance and flexibility by the administration tuward'drugs;
More students ip 1971 felé that studenés have real authority to d;tcrmine campus
_policies, than in 1970. ‘

. _ Facultx,'but not students, perceive diffeéeﬁceé (in Ehe-negative direction)
between 1970 and 1971 for the following: the:pgrsonal-hélpfhl quality of coupse;ing
services, invitations to faculty by.students to lé;ﬁ diécu;;ioni, politnéss of
relations between faculty and students, adequ;cy-of remedial programs, expected .

- college atmosphere, mutual respect of different ethnic groups, existepce of
"experimenéal" programs. Changéé ;ﬁ faculty perception in'a positive direction
are seen for the following: innovatién in feaching, effective use of audio-visual
‘teaching methods. In addition, 8 higher proportion.of .the.faculty in.1971 ‘than.in
1970, believed -that college officials would respond firmly, forcefully, and
unsympatheCically toward student git-ins or other confrontacions.

A lggg; percentago of students and faculty in 1971, than in-1970, believed
that grading standards at the College were at least as hiéﬂ\hs aé any average
4 year college, and that there is much student interest in social-political issues.
A higher percentage of studente and faculty in 1971, than in 1970, believed
that there were students on many academic and adminisérative committees.

Stude;ts and faculty disagreed on two issues. These concefned the en~
couragement and discussion of new ideas and the'rgceptivity of the administration
to student proposals for change. In both cases students. chqnsed‘_'fppﬂitiﬂllf"z

the faculty "negatively"




Sumnziry and Conclusions

It will be recalled that, because of the standardization of C.U.E.S. on.

a population of four-year colleges exclusively, a decision was made to base an
analysis of the results not on the absolute ;alues of the Scale scores or their
percentile ranks, but only on differences bétween students and faculty, and on
changes from 1970 to 1971 (pre an& post open-_admissions).1

, 'With regard to changes in the perception of college environment characteristics,
it ;ppears that whereas student perception shows change for a few of the sampled
characteristics, faculty perception shows a great many more changeé, over the
one year pre to post open-admissions period. While none of the seven C.U.E.S.
Scales registered significant student changes, students did reveal changed

perception on a few of the individual C.U.E.S. items, particularly on the ex-

perimental and locally constructed items. However, no consistent direction

(positive or negative) could be. observed in student changes.

By contrast, faculty changes were both more wide-ranging and consistently in
the negative direction. Marked Scale score changes from 1970 to 1971 are evident
for faculty on Campus Morale, Propriety, Awareness, and Community. In addition,
practically all of the significant changes on the experimental and locally devised

items were in the negative direction. Assuming compg;ableifaculty samples in 1970

and 1971, there is evidence that the post open-admissions sample of faculty perceived

the College environment as being less benign and supportive of students, less

cohesive, and as-having experienced a diminution of academic and socigl standards.

I+ would zeem, therefore, that the college environment, as measured by
C.U.E.S., is viewed as not having changed significantly by students, but as having

changed in a negative direction along several dimensions, as viewed by the faculty.

1 Pace (3, p.10) states that while most C.U.E.S. items are relevant for describing
junior college environm:nts, junior colleges do not yield the same spread of
scores as four year colleges.
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Since faculty morale may be a crucial factor in the health of any educational

.inetitutiong it would seem that further studies on collegn climate and environment

rehould be plenned for the future. Theee studies would be necessary alsc to
provlde 4 more eubetentiel basis for derermlninz changes . in perceived college
environment. since one etudy over a one year period can only be suggestive,

‘With regard-to differences between etudents and feculty, lt ‘may be. concluded
‘that in several areas concerning valuec. attitudea,and perfbrmence, students
see faculty in ways other then the faculty see themselves, end the faculty
perceive gtudents in ways othér than students percsive theneelvee. The largest
studenr-feculty difference, and one wnich is congistent between l970 end 1971

(pre and post open«edmieeione), occurs on the gcale celled Quality of Teeching

_ and Feculty =Student Reletionahips. Several of the locally constructed items,

denigned speclticelly to evoke arritudee on chnracteristics of particular relevancy
to the College (i.e., receptivity of edminietration to chenge). revealed significant
differences between gtudents and feculty. ' _ _

| _ The existenceé of ltgntticent dif.‘.ereneu in the perception of the college
environment by students and faculty may be ‘an 1mportant obstacle to effective
!problem eolving and the resolution of collége issues, If students and. faculty do
not meka common, or reeeonebly comion, assumptions about themselves, or about
each other, it may be dlftlcult for eftective dielogue between them to cxist.

This is not to imply that erudente and- faculty must agree in thelr perception

of the college environment, in order to foster effective pursult of institutional

and student gosls, It vould bs neive to expect thar erudenclend faculty could

. egree on'every facet of the college environmenr. or even on most., However, it

may be crucial tor campuc etlbilicy and college eftcctiwenela for .both erudente

-and teeulry to.be eosnlzent of the fact tbec eeeh hee 8 dlt&erenr view of what tl
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happening at the college. 1If, in addition, each can be apprised of the other's
view, both groups may be able to enter into & dialogue from a more common base

of assumptions and understandings. -

It.is desirable to conclude by reiterating certain cautions. In the first
L ~ place, degpite Pace's assurance concerning the approﬂ;iatenes; of ‘most of the .
items for twvtyear collegesg it is clear that sevei;l of the C.U.E.S. items were
irrelevant to the specific oliege under study, waich {s\;d urban institution
with a "campus" consisting of several diSperééﬁ and rehabilitated facilities in

‘a highly commercial area.. The effeq; of these iéems on responses to other items,
and on Scale scores, is unknown Secondiy, the approximately 50% faculty
cooperatiion rate leaves somethifg to be desired.

One cannot know, for example,

to what extent the sample actually represents the faculty as a whole. Moreover,

and of equal importance, one cannot know to what extent the two samples of

Zaculty may have differed from each other, contributing to the differences

and changes in scores reported above. Future related studies will need to

give greater consideration to the pruWlem of achieving a more adequate fagulty

sample.
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Appendix A. C,U,E.S. Experimental and Locally Constructed

Items which Supplemented Regular C,U.E.S., Items,
Most students are pretty dissatisfied if they make les; than a B gngde..
New ideas and theories are encouraged and vigbroualy-débated.
Excellence in schclarship is the dominané feature -of tﬂis institution,
There is a lot of variety aﬂd innovation in the way many courses are taught.
There are lots of quiet and comfortable place; for sgud;nfs to study.
There are courses or voluntary geminars that deal ﬁitg problems of soc}al adjustment.
Counseling &nd guidance services are really persoAal. ﬁati;nt. and helpful.
‘Many student groups invite faculty members 'to lead special discussions,
Faculty members are always polite a;d p;oper in their relations with’ students.
Groups of students sometimes spend all evening listening to classical records.

]

Remedial programs for certain entering freshman who need them appear generally
adequate for preparing these, students for the regular program at this college.

Lecture classes are generally too large for effective learning.
Audio-visual teaching, including T.V.,is used effectively at this college.

Grading standards éilthis-college are at least as high as they are at any
average 4’ year callege. :
. -‘v.

LI,

Curricula developments at this college are relevant to current needs.

-

The "atmosphere' at this coliege is what I expected college would be like.

Most students at this college believe that this college, as well as all colleges,
should take an active role in bringing about significant social change.

In general, the different student "ethnic' groups at this college display mutual
respect toward each other, .

Many students from this college exparience considerable difficulty in attempting
to transfer to other colleges.

The faculty at this college is at least as competent as faculties at any average
4 year college.

There are students on many academic and administrative committees.

Y




Aupendix A. {Continued) '
C.U.E.S. Experimental and Locally Constructed
. Items which Supplemented Regular C,U.E.S. Items.

" Students have real authority to deternine -some campus policiea and procedures,

123, Some faculty members are active in axperimenting vith new methoda of teaching,
new courses, and other innovations.

124, There is much student interest and activity about cocial issues -- euch as
. civil rights, justice, peace. ) L

125, . The administration is receptive and active in reepondins to student propoeale )
for change.,

126, There is an "experimental" program where a variety of new coureec are
offered (whether for credit or not).

127.. Massive disruption. force, or violence by students would be unthinkable on this
campus. .

128, The attitude of most college officals about drugs is generally patient. flexible,
and tolerant., .

129, The response of most college officials ‘toward student eit-ins or other
"confrontations" is (or would be) firm, forceful, and uneympathetic.
. 130s . Due process coneideratione are accorded to etudentl vho ars accueed of violating
© 7 laws or college tules. B A P i




Appendix B, Definition of Seven C.U,E.S. Scales.

Practicality

The 20 items that contribuie to the score for this scale describe ar environment
characterized by enterprise, organization, material benefits, and social activities,
There are both vocational and collegiate emphases. A kind of orderly supervision is
evident in the administration and the classwork. As in many organized societies there
1s also some personal benefit and prestige to be obtained by operating in the system «
knowing the right people, being in the right clubs, becoming a leader, respecting one's
superiors, and so forth. The environment, though structured,is’ not repressive because
it responds to. entrepreneurial activities and is generally. rharactetized by good £un
and school spirit. . W

Community

The items in this scale describe a friendly, cohesive, group-oriented campus,
There is a feeling of group welfare and group loyality that encompasses the college as
a whole. The atmosphere is congenial; the campus is a community. Faculty members
know tne students, are interested in their problems, and go out of their way to.be
helpful, Student life is characterized by togethermess and sharzng rather than by
privacy and cool detachment,

Awareness

The items in this scale seem to reflect a concern about and emphasis upon three
sorts of meaning-personal,. poetic, and political. An emphasis upon self-understunding,
reflectiveness, and identity suggests the search for personal meaning. A wide range
of oppo*tunlties for creative and appreciative relationships té painting, music, drama,
poetry, sculpture, architecture, and the like suggests the search for poetic meaning.
A concern about events around the world, the welfare of mankind, and the present and
future condition of man suggests the search for political meaning and idealistic
commitment., What seems to be evident in this sort of enviromment is a stress on
awareness, an awareness of self, of society, and of aesthetic stimuli, Along with this
push toward expaﬁs1on, and perhaps as a necessary condition for it, there is an
encouragement of questioning and dissent and a tolerance of nonconformity and personel
expressiveness.,

Propriety

These items describe an environment that is polite and considerate, Caution and
thoughtfulness are evident. Group standards of decorum are important. There is an
absence of demonstrative, assertive, argumentative, risk-taking activities., ;n,generar,
" the campus atmosphera is mannerly, considerate; proper, and conventional. : :




Appendix B. (Continued)
Definition of Seven C,U.E.S. Scalasg,

Scholarship

The items in this scale describe an environment characterized by intellectuality
and scholastic disciplire., The emphasis is on competitively high academic achievement
and a serious interest in scholarship, The pursuit of knowledge and theories; scientific
or philosophical, is carried on rigorously and vigorously, Intellectual speculation,
an interest in ideas, knowledge for its own sake, and. intellectual discipline~ all
these are characteristic of the environment. . 1o

1)
H
Campus Morale

The items in this scale describe an environmeant characterized by acceptance of
social norms, group cohesivenss, friendly assimilation into campus life, and, at the
same time, & commitment to intellectual pursuits and freedom of expression. In~
tellectual goals are exemplified and widely shared in an atmosphere of personal and
social relationghips that are both supportive and spirited,

Quality of Teaching and Fahulty-studeng Relationships

This scale defines an atmosphere in which professors are perceived to be
scholarly, to set high standards, to be clear, adaptive, and flexible. At the same
time, this academic quality of teaching ig infused withr warmth, interest, and help-
fulness toward students, ' r
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