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Differences between freshnan?expectations at the
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Univérsity of Maryland.in '1968° and” 1969 wvere assessed using data fron
'College gnd University anironnent ‘Scales (CUES)'. Two. editions of

have been published. CUES I consists of ,150 statements about '
-runlv sity life. that help to define the atlosphere'of the institutior
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avareness, propriety, and scholarship. CUES IT includes- four rajor .
(2) the iteams

changes: (1) the norms are based on a larger salple.

that had best discriminated between instltnt ons were

others were eliminated; {3) newv items were- troduced:-

- (campus morale) and (qnality of - teachzng/faculty-stndent
ministered to

‘relationships) . During -the summer of 1969 CUES I was
488 stwmdents and CUBS II vas administered to 593 s
“entering the dniversity. Large changes were record

ept while

_ n an- attempt
to kee pace vith“changing trends; and (4) two ney. scales were added

nts vho were
rom 1968 to

,.scholarshlp. A stress on self, seciety, and intellectual discipline
' is expected to. be less important by the 1969 incoming freshmen, while
caution and thoughtfulness are expected to be more evident. Only on

.the proprzety scale id the CUES-II results differ from the C

BS I.
results. It is concluded that ®"propriety" a3~ measured by CUBSEif is
something different froa "propriety" as measured by CUES 17#4SH ¢
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* as-seen by the student. The five scales are practicality, community, . '

¢

~--%$969-on--three of the-five scales-in CUES: I*~awareness;'propr:etym"and=~
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Incoming freshmen responded.to the Cbllebé and University Enviréhmen& FO

. .-., %

Scales (CUES) during the l969 summer orientation in terms:of their expecta- .
. tions of'ﬁhe Unuverslty of Maryland A profule of expectatlons was formed ;‘ | -
: usung both CUES | (NﬂhSh) and. CUES 11 (N=593) The data were analyzed-to
“determine the r!ﬂatlonsh*bs between the CUES'l results and\the CUES 11
results “and between the l968 results and the 1969 results
Large chenges were . recorded from 1968 to l969 on three of the flve scales
. fnn CUES | - Awareness; Proprlety, and Scholarshnp. A stress on self,:SOC|ety,

and untellectual dusc:pl;ne is expected_to be less important by the 1969 in-

coming freshmen, while caution and thought fulness Jare expected to be more _
. . , L. ) <% .

evident. :

) 3 . \ . . < . .

Only on the Proprréty scale did the CUES N resu]ts dnffer from the CUES l

#esults It is concluded fégt' "Proprnety" as measued by CUES ll 'f someth:ng\

-
[y

' dlfferent from' "Proprnety"_ as measured by CUES l, ¢ . . A
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\ Researchers'have.used various methods to describe the differences emong;

college environments. These’ include demographnc ‘studies, studues of student'

body comoosnt10n, behavlo? studles,.and studues of perceived en%aronment; . -

‘ Into this last cateQOrY fal,ls the College & University EnV"’d:‘me"t Ef?'?s ' N
_ (cuEs). | - L R
:'; N . ;: Two editlo:s of CYUES have been published ) Cdﬁs;l consists of lSQ'state-
;'. " ments about university ife that help to define the atmosphere of the institus

. ..

tion as seen b‘ the student. The student is directed to decide if each state-
~ -A [4 ' :

.o .ment is generally true Or false about his school It is divided into.five.
scales that reflect the areas :n‘whlch college and unnverslty environments

. - were found to, duffer Practncalnty, Community, Awarenesdc Proprnety, and r
. a .

: > Scholarshlp. Appendnx A defunes each of these scales. ‘

.2 CUES I is sumnlar to CUES l but |nclodes four major'changes: (lxgthe~
nqrms in CUES‘;l are based on’ a larger sample (2) the |tems that had best - .
. " dﬂscramunated between |nst|tut|ons were kept while others were elumnnated- |
mmmr;”ﬂ: ¢ ‘3) new—rtems.were |ntroduced-rnkanlattempt to keep pace Utth changing. treads;

(k) two-new scales were addfd - (Campus Morale) and (Quality-of Teachung/Faculty-

5tudent reJatnOnshlpsy o co.
et 3 _;‘ . B I .-
;';' - '}' ThIS survey“of collectfve perceptnons assumes that the envuronment is
) s - Co 4 - .
v what the people who lnve in ut percplve it to be - “Even if one. grants the
o s PR Y i s, - v .

P poss;bulnty of self—deceptuon\on a%large scale, the perceived reality, what-

1k v :
. ever |t |s, |nfluences oé& s behaylor and respJnSe .Thus, reallsuthally,

. o
*- what neople thunk is true is true for them.” (Pace, l967, p7)

\) . 1 .

" R During. the freshman orrentataon pragram .of l968 CUES l was administered

R PR 4 .

.. at the Unuvers:ty.of Maryland and Lthh and Sedlacek (1969a) reported ‘the .7




:iigr .results.'By giving the CYUES to incomlng;?reshmen who had'n?t yet attended the

-Unlversity, these (esearchers wer® able to obtain a measure of expectatiqgns of’

the University. This study found that '"Maryland looks, to these students,,much

' Aﬁ!k' the same as other campuses look to their incoming freshmen ...”.(Lynch and

. . 'cek, 19692 Summary). During their secgpd semester, these same freshmen

—_— .
." responded to CUES | agaun, giving a measur&Qof theur perdeptuons of th;’

Unuversaty (Chapman & Sedlacek 1969) Theso perceptuons were found ta be

. eloser to natlonal noins than the expectatuons previously reported The per- . e
.- ceptaons of the Unuversnty of members of ‘the studeni'affalrs staff were also
measured, using CUES |, by Lynch and Sedlacek (1969 b). Research at other ,
o institutions‘using CUES has indicated. that uppertlassmen differ froa freshmeh |

and that faculty" members duffer from both of these in thelr’gerceptions of the

college or unuversuty envuronment (Pace, 1966) : ) ’ o '

i

g The purpose of this study was .to €xamine dufferences bétween i ncoming

-

. ' . ‘ \\\ho .‘ - ’ * < )
S . g - . Method . . .. Z‘. A D

i' . student percept:ons of the Unnversnty in 1968 and 1969

. Durlng the summer of 1969 CUES | and CUES 1} were admunlstered to samples
 of h84 and 593, respectlvely, of the enterung freshmen attendung-the Unuversuty
o

of Maryland oruentatnon program. The studEnts were/ﬁnrected to respond to the

‘The results of the admunlstratuon of CUES were scored in three ways (a)_

’ mean scores, (b) "66+" method (c) "66+/33-" method. Percentile eqU|valents

are also presented to enable comparusons to be made between CUES | and CUES Il
) 4

and ‘to the data obtained in 1968 by Lynch and Sedlacek.,

»

4 . L A

l ’ CUES ltems in terms ofﬂwhat they exggcted the Unlvers:ty of Maryland to be llke
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The 66+ method ofgacoring is a technique of scoring often used in

N

VU

. _ s
opinion polling. A ratio of 2:1 is arbitrarily chosen as a minimum level of

consensus necessary to call an item "characteristic? of the institution. This

calls for a 66%/33% split or greater. The number of items in & scale answered

’

in the keyed direction of 66% or more of the students is the score obtained on
that scale by the University.

The 66+/33- method takes into account the possibility of a negative con-

N

census of 2:1 or greater Starting WIth the 66+ score, the number of items -

r

.answered in the'keyed direction by 33% or fewer of the students is subtracted.

(A more detailed_description of these scoring procedures may be found .in Pace,

e M ‘. . . . ¥

1969). . ;:”uzﬂ»d : b o ]

Graphnc comparisons were made by t tests for differences between years

and by percentile data based-on the 66+ and 66+/33- methods in comparing
V..

CUES | and CUES I1. =32

- .,
2 LRy
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-
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2

1968 data compared to lgég‘data:_‘TaBle | shows that the expectations of the

University of Maryland freshmen.did not change from 1968 on the Practicality
and Community scales: However, the differences on Awareness, Propriety and

. Scholarship were all significant at the .0l level. The expectatiars reported

L

-

in 1969 also: differed from the expectations of the. national norm group report-

ed by Pace (1966). Here mean scores are used for- comparison,

. )
& 4

CUES | compared to CUES I1: A comparison of the 'CUES | and CUES\ﬂl-data ob-

. \
tained from entering freshmen iq'the'summer'of 1969 is presented in Figure |

Percentile data’is used here to enable a comparison between the two instruments.

* : i

-




_discipline are .al|

There were no significant differences (.05 level) on any scale except
Proprfety: Propriety as measured by CUES 11 wes s;?nificantly higher than

Propriety as measued by CUES 1. e \

. - ’ \
Discussion
The stuyy had two objectives: (1) to eee if student expectations of the
University of Maryland had changed from 1968 to 1969; and (2) to see if CUES |
and CUES 11 yield the same results for the University of Hary[and. d
Student expectations had changed from 1968 to 1969 on three of the five
scales that compose CUES 1. Using the descriptions of the five scales given

by Pace, (1963, PP. 2&-25) these changes can be seen if reflecting a change

~ away from a concern with seYf-understanding, reflectivéﬁess;‘and identity in

-

the student expectations. A stress onelf, society, and esthetics is still -
. Id

greatly expected,-but less so than the previous year. Propriety is the only

. dimension that ‘was seen to increase. The athosphere is expected to be more

mannerly, cOnsiderate; and proper th31 it was the year before. The freshmen

/

expect an academuc, scholarly environment at the Unuvers:ty of Maryland however,

e

expectataons have decreased between 1968 and 1969. Intellectual speCUlatuon,

an interest in idea ideas, knowledge for its own sake, and intellectual

expected to be less characteristic of the University in

’

1969.

3

Some expectations did not ‘change. In 1969 as reported of 1968 by Lynch

and Sedlacek (1969,

1)

Freshmen expect that at the University of Maryland, procedures, personal
status, and practical benefits are slightly important; that order and super-
g15|on are somewhat characteristic and that some status is gained by doing -
vhat is expected. They anticipate a slightly friendly, cohesive, and group-
centered campus, with a moderately congenial atmosphere. _
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The duffersnces between the two years are so- large as to force one to’

wonder how the URlversuty could have chapged that muqh in 8 single year, It

.

seems :mprobgble that it has. The most parsimonious explanation is that tbe

, -~
;ksamples w%%e‘not comparable to one another, although the groups were Qrpwn
similarly, and each represented a reasonable cross-sqction.of entering freshmen.
Additional‘y. the CUES is designed tp-yield similar results regardless of the
other characteristics of students. . - .
Another possible explanatuon |s that the standards agalnst which the

students are comparing the University of Haryland are changing’ more - rapndly

than is the University itself. In particular,sthe responses given to CUES

items are never absoL’tes.‘ The responses call for personal opinions. In.answer=
ing,‘the'student'must repond relative to some standard he has established. Since
most students have not attended any other calleges or univ;rsities, the only
standards they have avaulable to them are what they have ‘'heard' about other
campuses. The news media are keepung the populace well informed as to wh* is
Rappening of a revolutionary or violent nature on campuses all ov;r thg country;
o it is probatly these news ﬁedia presentations that the i;coming freshmen are
comparing to the University of Maryland. < “~

" In particular, the years 1963 and 1969 have seen increasing amounts of
unresé on university campuses.‘ Thi's increased Gnrest itthere'' while none was

-

observed ""here'' may well be responsibke for the huge changes measured by

L4

CUES 1 Support is given to this hypothesis by the fact that the scagps that are

- changed are those most directl7/related to campus unrest - Awareness, frugriety,

[ . and Scholarship. T . )

. Just what CUES measures is therefore in question. It does not, in any'
. . ' -
f absolute sense%‘g;asure the campus. Rather it m&asures an interaction of

S
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what the student thinks the campus is )ike and what the student knows about

other campuses. CUES scores would be expected to change even if the Univer-

¢ e

2 . : Ay .
, Sity remains constant if what the student knows about other institutions

changes. But in a period of apparent rapid change ih‘Univqrsity and coliege
environment, the CUES may be useful only as an historical measure and of little

. use in predicting the future environment.

¢

Whatever it is that CUES.!' is measuring, CUES || is measuring the same

thing. »0On six of the seven scales, the percenti le scores yielded by CUES 11

were the same as those given‘by5CUES I "This is to be expected since the items
on CUES 1! that are used in calculating the scale scores are all taken from?
CUES | None of the new items added'to CUES || are used in forming the scores.

However, gt does appear likely that the Propriety scale of CUES || measures

something different than the ‘Propriety scale on CUES 1.

Co’ lusions
There is some doubt as to what the CUES is megsuring. In all fairness to
S P;cg, he did not devise the s¢ale to measure qxpéé;atipns but rather actual .
F“ o berception. Expectations may simply be less stable than perception of the
‘environmént:
| Anothe;'difficulty'ﬁs that confusion occurs as to what CUES is suppoged
to ﬁeasure. Often people believe that CUES is aftemp;iné to measure character-
istics of the universi;y.rather than characteristics of the university environ-
ment. The distingtion i; ﬁost clear on fhe Scholarship scale. A low CUES score
on scﬁblarship does ot mean that the ihstffutiOn has low scholarshig; it means

P

instead that the general feeling on campus is that scholarship is relatively

unimportant on that campus.




There se ttle doubt that CUES | and CUES 11 are mca}drlng thg sane
thing. Since.CUES 11 does it more efficiently than AOes.CUES I (it uses 100
items to measure what CUES f takes 150 items to measure), there would iesm.to
be little value in the continued use of CUES | - especially in the light of
the greater date avg}lable on the reliability of CUES 11 .

Many uses for CUES remain unexplored. The measuk;;ent of. faculty p;r-

: ception is @ logical next step. Student affairs administrators have given

their perceptions of the Univergpty of Haryland and an "ideal'' institution
(Lynch and Sedlacek, 1969 b). This same format could be followed with othcr

grodps. Add:t-onally, with the unrest that took place during the spr'ng of

' 1970, it may be that students now perceive the environment of the University
B ‘

I \\di?ferently. Measuring the extent and direction of the éhanges may prove
\
fruitful.
b - . . - — A . -
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Table |. |

. Mean Difforences Between the University of Maryland 196£ and 1969

and National Norms on CUES Expectations as

Measured by CUES 1| | . ,J;
_ . ‘
Nationgl U. of Md. . V. of Md.
Scale Norm 1968 1968 1969 1969 . ¢
Expectations Expectations $.0.  Expectations 5.0« (1968 vs.1969)
2Practicatity 152 1.1 3.07 7.9 - .17 18
Communi ty .5 1987 wn a4 Lg%
Awareness 205 24,11 b.45 19.60 k.16 3.2k
Propriety =~ 134 13.59 4.55 24,15 4,68 8 8w
Scholarship 2.4 2253 cCebaz 118 380 g.02mk
¥t Significant at .01 level
- ¢ ¢’
‘ .
o 11
ERIC ' N ,




\\\\\\\\\\\\ w

L

ntile Comparison of CUES | and CUES 11 Score

te o ee CUES 11

Perce

. Percentiles shown are from Pace, (1969).

Figure 1

:ﬂm'l? m cuEs 1
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INTER}RETATION OF CyES SCALES

—w3§§“ . Practicality: To what extent does the’ campus atmosphere. emphas:ze‘the con-

’fl_~_;*ﬁ - ... crete and realistic rather than_the abstract and- speculatlve7 ;
';,_ - L -A"high score indicates that organuzatuon, system and:procedure
T R | are important, as well as status and practncal benefnt Also,

. A . _ order and sunerv:sion are charatter1st|c of the admanustratlon
E@.;.: 1 L. ."tj_ andxof the classwork , . o :

L. ‘2. Community:  Is ‘the" gnvuronment cohesuve andrsupportlve7 Does—a—concern~

l T ' ~ . for group welfare and a feeling of group loyalty pervade thqp
T T .7 campus? High scores indicate a supportive and sympatheti¢t en-

' R * - vironment; low scores sugge$t one where privacy. is- 1mportant
T , and detachment prevaJent’ — R

-~ .
- -

! o 3.'5395325555" "How much concern.is there for se1f-understandung and |dent|ty‘7 N
t;: -~ . How mpch active interest is there in a wide range of esthetic
' forms?- How pronounced s personab involvement kwth the world's
prob}ems and the condst;on of man7 i P

”
. ﬂ

L. Propriety: Decorum pollteness- bhs:deratuon, thoughfulness and. cauruon
7 ‘ ' are elements of this scalel! A low score wdlld indicate an .
T ' . . atmosphere that is relatively, demonstrative and assertive, more
Coe . o 'free-wheeTing-than polite and mannerly. '

. 5. Scholarship: This scale reflects interest in scholarshnp, sip academic,

S MR . . achievement and competition’for ’it. High scores |nducate em- .

L ' ' phasns upon intellectual speculation, interest in ideas as R
Y : ideas and in the pursunt‘of dge for its own sake.. .

of reporters’ Educational Testing Servnce, 1967. . . %

L .‘ - - ) - ‘
lﬂ-} T Source- Pace, Bobert C. Comparusons of CUES results from dnfferent groups
-

w
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