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8t 35057 Fhigher education institution) ©]th. tete] A= AT A3
A 7l or AT e BV FaAe] e By EAEE Histe] o & 7 7]
224 Y (fundamental function) AAE FAst= 3, F ‘wF ot FHET
Lewis 8H7H2006)0] 19 A A 'FE §lv Y8 (excellence without soul) oA stHE
7 AUAA Aol A¢AEA G 21§ SIAYATL AHZF A% 2 W=t
o|th. Astin®} Antonio(2012)7} ‘FE4d-& $3 3t H7H(assessment for excellence) 2}
= FollA ‘tigto] drfy A E Wl E =2 g, A o7, Bde BEG
RIA &4 (talent development) oA s thgteo] drty =88 P31 oH JHE

AFAEA BrbsloF A FHss A% olHd S LI

A 109 ¢ UM E Bt WS Ao thd AS A, AA A BAlo] FE
3 FHEAT. A, ARARALAGY AFH7 ARE B S A, -5t
5 82l &9 A #AY AA 75 S AASERE Aol Bkt ol wEe] w&
of A ALE HAsiA oEd =¥S AL F& AFHE AFJASA AHEAGE FA
JAE REF3 Zlojth. HZ sElT T4, =2d AA A3t 5 43 Wsste 84
< W]l & 712A7] AAd HolEEs e Ut Y 2 HF ugHAE N
by, ks vy Z2a8E F5te A ol e ASlolA ksl o gl
SHFa S ABZAKK-NSSE), tishd 7129 @ AHK-CESA) 22 IA9ETE 834
dgte] AFEE w&e] Ay ARE ARHORE B HE Y5 st 29
© U3 2 g% A AP (multi-case analysis)E T3 StEu & $-Fiste] 543
4 8Rls BAste A= FIHATAHIE, o4, wMiEE, 2017).

oAy tigto] Rt VTR ‘Ao FxIFE, SHEA HAL didte] Ao
Sy ol A wste] dvhg roste=AE AvEE ‘OISt A H (college effect) TS

= ojojXtt. stapso mEW, sty Wil QAo FEFE A ade A A
of HFEH EHE FASkE ‘Aeldd B (psychological perspective) o A Afo] o
A Vet AFEA 3A9L Stegoll ok tiske] AAIF A 2HE Fe A
4 (sociological perspective) &2 g Th(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). & 42 3o
Me 2, 53] tieke] AAAR] =¥3 Ado] | g distdE 4d, 193
A A F(student outcomes)ll FIX = FFo] AL Fr} oy FAHEH Azte
- BEH H=e Wsts AWstdA vmAA, EA42 (atomistic) FFET AAZ, AA
A (holistic) BFE Zx3te= AL E(gestalt) 3319 #Ho] EUE Fi Utk o]&
A3l Zst Eofoll ARsiM A BAe] FEAEe A2 Al Lewind ‘& o]E



02
=
I>
Jor
S
o

A TSHE=(University Learning Environment Evaluation Scale) JHet & EIEE A2S 211

(field theory) ©]th. Yo7} Moos(1986)& “374 & & A3}
o FFE mAI HMA Nt & F e MR AER
o2t o] VML oM o] FoAA= sty Wt 4
5, etAelAl vetd= A4, A2, 444 wdsket o

g Adoltty. ol Wigtad B HEHERH, A2~ 9 (campus learning
environments) & o BA 2As 1kl whel Ao SsAPY At 2Etd 5 ot
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St el stadEd ARl A JEAEdd dEFE VAT A2 st @] FAUAA
A ookt #Ho] k. 53] Strange9t Banning(2015) it e AAa} Wt
YIS MAE AH2 B FHHeE ZAHA AAF b Ao 252 AH=E

o
sute] AEAZ vz, o3 e HEHAE FAsE 842 583 (physical) 3
7, A M (human aggregate) 37, FZ 3 (organizational) 7, Ar3] T4
(socially constructed) 7402 UFo] AASAT. &, AR AE9 ‘?’]7_‘]‘”}
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Ap ol AT, St S0l St APS B 8-S
| ou e ofyEt ARRA AEAE, Aed =4,
2, ez BN veks 2a7t Ao
ewin(1935)2 & (#5) ©|Z(field theory)S A|AISHAA A7t P52 7
Fgoll A U2 qbEolgta 1_'(' d3ot. & Ao ded H=e] FA42 A
b7 Atololl M dojuks A5 AF(b=f(p-e)Vete= Aotk Ie JHUS
< AgFYer Uétg’a}l, ol FAAR HHFo=A iU YPFS AA
7R T Az AT 7], 2003). ol@E A o] &S thdl Wete] A &R
Ao s A7) AF Ao EER] A2 87 Afolo A o] FolA =
s2-ge] At s g vk oAl Zal S CAl YEhd 1A1F, BA
], P& Wstet BIS disty] M e Y BEAL 28 18 Ul e
H27b M= EAe A adsfor gk
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Al Bk FFH AL SAA AP dFS BT Egse AR
& Kaiser, 1974). Kaiserv= &tbo] A ZA A 2~ &A
A= =94, 394, /\Bﬂﬂ Z}:L E3ete

A Eel mRRE ARozA dEsh AAE 2SS Aok o
Yoke S TojSolm, WERL £, AL AL U4z 4 9
= Zo]th(Moos, 1986). PR 2 A
Ho #4e detnge] A HAHolA e Ud, 94 A5 Wb

B AT BHE e Wi BHL A yste] AWs & BHol ofwE 3
FAAE AT F 9l E7E LS, AVETZAY BFHE AFHE 2ot
AVETY AL A HHF YU o8 ERE R gow, gER A¥x
S #7293 olE Avss BRoz PASNY B ATt ANsE S 4
ol doluh shbel MEAR A4k, dhste] YtEdE Fuist T + U WP
o= AR2 % A% TAHRA G o, A B A 4E AR o2 ol

1} A2 S 83 B o)g 2 23%

A 57HA tsto] AlFshe #4749
el EA 2LHH0 6;'
Al MlemA e 71
© Ao giFEoIAT (T 2016; Astin & Antonio, 2012; Kaiser, 1975; Kuh, 2001,
Moos, 1986; Strange & Banmng, 2015; Tinto, 1993). 53, —rﬂ yate] A9 gist 7=
U AR et 22 71 A AARE, FAHY, 2017, WA, 2016), SEEEA, wS
Sty o] gt AlTHE Fo A= T2 Efﬂr(‘i‘}% A3, 2017; ¥
, 2019; &3], 1A%, 2012; oA, W&, 2015), thete] w&FEA H=7} A
*Uroﬂ HAes 93 E4ste AT7HTY, AT, 2014; WidE, 439, 2012) 5°
gtstA FFHAGT. ol dFEel A&ses A7 HAe & %Oﬂfﬂ Astinil}
Antonio(2012)¢] I-E-O =3 3 T
F(student outcome)oll Wt 7Ql 2 A (input) A= 7 &?_(environment)_
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c

3} =
AAHA = Skt o2 7k WA & dF= A

4 £33 A AAstA sdt= AHellA evzt

A ARE FEEg #HA AHE Tinto(1993)9 ‘FTEEE ¥ (student
institutional departure modely A= e AHL Fa3 FAHF HMASE gRojxa
Atk I o] A, ASAH A Aol drpy EYEta RIS ‘TY
(integration) ©]2t= @S2 AASHATE HEA T3 (academic integration) nL <}
S Abolofl A st BEstdA dojukeE ASFR wR{e 1 ARE UEve I
A AHAE Yugtt. jEH AS A F3(social integration) WetelA TE N EI &
WS A FSHL ¥ S (extracurricular) S A FAIEA DA HE AE A}
4o it 2= Tinto R¥E sk w53, At &3 FALCEA Y Abo
oA o] FojA= TAF w T3 Mgz AAHIL Yt Ty Tinto] EH2
F2 tgto] FRste ws3, AEE SA40 2He TG F, 19 2dS 9
Hakel PFEol dEFe vAe =94, 234 &4 ol dside BT A due
A7 Ao

Kuh 9](2006)= Astin(1993)% Tinto(1993)9] ©l&3# RES oS HHAAA ‘A
o] gF o] o] E(student engagement theory) & A|AIBIATE 19| F53e] o]22
dHio=w A9 /M 54 ¥ =¥(individual characteristics and efforts)? 1E°] A
et Uiste] #4d EAF A Y(institutional conditions and supports)S A I
st oke AHelA ourh ok FAHeE 7 AR e st Jide
sto] Al Ex 2A4S Hdl A dUAE FUste A foll= o] w71 Hl
el akdol A o] FojA = A, =4 AYY ZE&H AWAE =FHIH F, IA
& ofm o] 53t TE o] R A7) YA A A1 =¥ e Ao Aol o
SHo® ofgexok sk, I W24 5§32 Shielel A A F(student success)
<

ol 4 At AHolth 974 Yolrt McCormick(2009) A ghs3te] A& =

A

2 9 tigte] drphh afHo g FAYS StgFtoE Adst UeAE a7
At ©]& NSSEolA & "A|dA thdt3H7 (supportive environments) ©]2t= Q0=
B3t itk McCormicke tol7} NSSE AHRE BEAgto M tgto] w2 H7A
< o8t JeAE B9 F v st add gee g3 JIdETE
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FgaA thete] AL &G FE& FAD 5 dv= Aotk AT Kuh £1(2006)2t
McCormic(2009)¢] o] &3 =2 tistu5o] AFA A g9 A4 EdE
et S4de Jdstar BT 5 dves A= =8k, AH2 s &4 ud
# (multi-dimensional) 42 < 2t3st @edlste] Jdiites ZHo] ot =3k wok
712 Aoyt v 3t YAl 2 AEARD Zokell taide sty el 4Rt
o2 g &4 FEE e 44 due = U & d7e F2 olgH
APATE 7Ivre s dist AHx S5 9 5¢F Fxo s A¥EI, oE
AAsete] wg Ee Ades ez e JADGETE Edos WA 2EA4go)

e,

2. AT~ B BAY TA 22

el Rxe oY 254 APe ATstd e AFATE AolH, ES
ol# & 847 H(learning experiences)= 3 W3lstal WIS ITHAstin & Antonio,

2012; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). &4 52 thetolgte= SEFY A e 543
< 8t A7, FoyH, AslHow HAsta el
A OigtES Ao 4R HEs F3lske 1
7F Arh(argreh, vhem], fds, 2014; AEA, ®
et al., 2006; Strange & Banning, 2015; Tinto, 1993).

a8y 229 gAAA AHAA BHE, thEo] FAHHOE oW S-S DA
slof Aol tisfiAs ABAQ FRIF B3 o] AHdelrt. 53] Wi A H
A, B4 AdE AFHoF wjidsta FAs ok st Aol wiEel EAAA A
Ae JHsts A5 ARV UL dasitt ol& dilAe FARY tig 74
o] FAHzoA oW APE st YeA, thdto] AFste oH A e thst

AYA NI YEAE HelF: A, AFHA AR FuH BUSE o

BN

L ot Y e ox

rJ\B

el dalAe B £l AT, AR g GRRE
Je Woltt. mekA 2 AFolAE, A v ik s &
SHACA WA Gl et AFTHIH

Banning(2015)¢] AT& HEsATH =3 <

o FE3& Bott(2000)2} Cresswell(2004), Giuliani®} Feldman(1993)<]
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Strange®} Banning(2015)2 Pl=r thehEo] ¥ BA4S of¥A At 7o) g

o] Watel Ao o' FEFE PHeAE 4T

FRANA AAHoz HYsAt. 1L

A< g it ES A datr] fa TS | ¢4
H2 ARl Ed(campus design model) & AAIPTE o] P2 fjgto] ‘HH AFgH
Z|@olgte s Axt. & g2 ‘wss 9% VWOoEA FAEo] PH oA

A A& Z(safety & security)S =711, o]F EUHE TFo] $EHOE Fosial

E Y3t A (engagement), tEoleh= 8H5F 5 (learning community)e] TAHYSE &
Foto ey A ARICE HHD e e ATddordte Aot 1s0] Al
AE 2dS Maslow(1968)9] ‘& A 0| &S nlgt oz 3 AolH, AR A4S T4

2
she T2 Eokst BopEE FAA AH WA7A AAATE HllA ofwrh U
Strange®t Banning(2015) 732~ @43 #HEdE ALY TEES THAHCE &
HaM vl Jhel 84 Y9 AAst ok Wl 7HA B 8l =ud 4, Azt

‘E2]% %7 (physical environment) - ‘XY I A (place)EA1 S SHF9] A
Adoltt. ol X2 E4 =4, tASl, A= Z49 )
(Bott, 2000; Cresswell, 2004; Giuliani & Feldman; 1993). 743 2~
t;j';',—) i/ﬂ _J_/\lﬂ g'L./: :r_7]. H]_J_z\l;d gz 5'_7]. 9,]01]_‘_ 7‘3_\—4_49,] z
A T2, AA 8F, AFE(artifacts) T2 FAHT APAFo] 2w, o]H3 Eg
2 s fAQde Y gF A FFE WA= AoE ‘é%&]ﬁ‘:]'((?hapman,
2006; Chism & Bickford, 2002; Matthews, Andrews, & Adams, 2011). 53], =2|%

rr
= &



U
[
I>

gl_l
S
o
Y
ra
0x

F= 3 (University Learning Environment Evaluation Scale) JH& 2 EIEtA A= 217

= AHEEA o 7 AERE dFe vdoH (non-verbal) HIAAE AEs=H,
e ?ioix—i HAZ BT} o] & EW A ¥ S (Eckman, 1985), T4€9 Atas dF

Rt olgd A7ARE Ntgste E AdETE ‘=Y @4 A
<= TASE st d9oE 2dETh

274 (human aggregate environment) 2 e FAAEC] zke Auj A
A EAS Y. =3 7Y Ao SAo Ui AR A2 @A AujE<d
SA4e dFsHA ok st A2 At JFH FAHol F8F olf =

g o] &(person-environment fit theory) .2 AT ‘d_L 4 S th(Edwards, Caplan,

& 2 o o
>

Harrison, 1998; Kristof-Brown, 1996). & ©°]&¢l 11} MAF 3LHo] HZ F3H3| A
Z 25T 5E Qe A g =& wEgy ¢l 1‘3 iy, dg 28 W&
1 AYe A&sA s &77F A (Smart, Feldman & Ethington, 2000). &, 3t
A2 thste] A ‘?_5?-@;3 =4 24l ] —)—‘T—‘?_ Skl o] ‘ﬂ?:m— 74]—‘—511/‘1 S o

R I f%kol 20 A4 @3 Oéx]o}_l,:_% =93

AqMe A te FAELE] A EAS etk

75 ot v FEuEe BeE B2 dstso] dggal

HollA “FA 71t 713 A7 (institutional research) & 43 5}HA

=Estal Aot oY, B sl sHES S Wi, St d4,

<= At BAsA thete] wsAE B Z2a9 s Sl &85

e wgste & A7 Adstee A¥ s S @4 ARl =

2 Sy A s 23U

2% 37 (organizational environment) o] WEEHE FAHES 3 F5F O
2 AAE Yugt) ol A AL xHo| Pt e BE

3l z2o] ou F2E Hstal, oW 22 +F AHES AdYst=Aot

Strange®} Banning(2015)> =29 Fx9} #HH 8
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SeEWS, dTeAUgS SAHeR MEstE P AFuFe] HEe g AL
Bt o3 &7 295S Kuh(2001)7F AAIHE wiste] 7| EA4F o1& B
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(culture)2t= M-S &AM tigte olsistd= tAE9] A9 HEs
(Horowitz, 1984; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2005; Magolda, 2000). ¥®H= o
g g FAdES AEMNATFE 3FE A, 7K, Ad 2 o AAE @
(Schein, 1992). tigte] FAHLESL &
Al A4 F Aok E=F FAACE QIAshe FAolopERE T FAH] &
o AAl gAHolgt & F Jth(Kuh, 2003; Moos, 1979; Pace & Kuh, 1998). ©]A %
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BHA Sk &HF Rk (University Learning Environment Evaluation Scale) g & EIEtAE 2= 219

To A%E AFHos WIHuA Ak T XA T vhsh o, T AT
o A% e /1% B4 T2 U R, A4, Y 73 5 FIA o A7
S WS FAHOE AEHNUG. TR As e BHY A ans 9FS
OEE AFE WS ARt AT AAY WA= U A% 54 5P 3
2 BABIINT F2 BAMIUICE 2ol A7t Btk

AT W71 9(015)9 W& 9(2017)e ATE ‘OF Al 9T (multi-case
SFUEEdA vetde 71 B4 43 a9l

(B 4
N
ofo
1o
S
(en)
—_
3
AN
N

= al
AAT 8JE2 & A77F FHoE st= G AU g el 715

A hl
tAvs 874 axd xEE & oY) WRolth volrl 180l AR HELG S5
3}

T

e o3 FAYS Ut BHR2Y FEAE, Fo BHR e 4E AANE
AAZ 53, ol B AT o2 wAel H et A¥x YHA BIAE Uy
AEIT WG Qe S5 SRS =de] PHALE ‘U FHAY T4
ey

b
e
i,
oXx
ofd
fo
-0,
lo
o
»
-

sy, WAL 7

™
ACh
An)
fo
Ho

=/, dd sHAY, s

HAwa, A&7 oA AaFd A o SAW Aot ts A2 s 84
et & o, o] vl 7| 8dolM FFHLE UBhUdes 542 7FAdEC] tEe
HAZRD AT o A dHolgtes JHAE AT TAUE s A
O Aotk =3 o3 344 shddE FALSAA A dEeE FEH
Aot AHE FEFTGE Holt

o]# g F 2 Strange®t Banning(2015)°] AAIZH AH 2~ YAQl B A AS|H o ®
TAE 4 213 #HHY, ‘8798 o]&/(Pace & Stern, 1958)2. &2 AW 4 gl
o 3 SaoA AL EC] THAek Ade Rt ol Adsde s ¥

v}

o} Bl 9o W HSE005)e] AT Ao AxF}

flr A
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B
LA A oI, o] FHolA =EH Al 7HR

4EaQe WYY ng Aot 2w, 82
A Az AAH SFETE AW A, FA S AR S A% AR Holy +3
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This study aimed to develop a statistically validated measurement scale to
evaluate university campus learning environments which help students succeed
in their learning and development in Korean higher education context. In order
to establish a theoretical model, college student development models and results
of the related studies were examined including the campus ecology model,
student engagement theory, empirical and case studies related to college effects
conducted in Korea and the US. To statistically validate the theoretical model,
an exploratory factor analysis and an confirmatory factor analysis were
conducted respectively. Samples include 6,216 faculties and staffs from 64
universities in Korea. The findings suggest thirty survey items with eight
environment factors: a) access and safety, b) learning space design, «c)
educational goals, d) education quality management, e) tailored student supports,
f) campus life supports, g) university community culture, and h) expanded
community. Finally, the study provided theoretical and practical implications of

the study and suggested directions for future research.

[Key words] University campus, Learning environments, Student success,

Evaluation scale



