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ABSTRACT- A
The Relationship of Adults' Self-Directedness in Learning

to the Cognitive Style of Field-Dependencé-Independence:
An Exploratdry Investigation

@ . Revital 'I‘{Mg

This {B\ijigation addressed the assumption that adults
are authentic self-directed learners. 1t was particularly
concerned with the identification of a cognitive'pérépective
regarding adults' self-directedness‘gin learning. Thi major
research quegtion examined the relationship betwsgb self-
di;ectedness in«¢« 1learning and the fielq-depéndencé-
independence cognitive style among adult stdéené%. The

[ J .
relationship between age, educational level, sex and type of

subject matter studied and both these variables Wasﬂ’ also
inveggjga}ed. 215 students in four educational levél;« and
in two distinct -categories of subject matter participated-
in the study. Self-directedness in learning was measured
through the Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale End
field-dependence-independence was determined by using the
Group Embedded Figures Test. A Pearson correla%ion revealed a
low 1but statistically significant positive'. correlation.
!ﬁfferences in field—dependence-indepenéence according to
sex, educational levelland disciplinary area were also found.

These suggest that assuming that all adults are highly self-

'directed and that self-directed learning is the best way to

learn may put the field—dependen{ .adult learner at a
disadvantage. It is advised that adult educators consider

program areas and individual differences in cognitive style

and introduce self-directed learning methods gradually.
' .
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

It haé long been argued that our kndwledge about
adults' learning is insufficient. Therefore, the need for
research in this area appears to be primary. The literature
has particularly indicated the negd for additional research
on the chéracteristics qf adult learners. (Birren & Woodruff,
1971; Cross,. 1981; “Dubin & Okun, 1973; \ Simpson, 1980;

Simpson & Brenneke 1977). Within this broad context,

one = area that is ., of central concern to adult
>

educators . is  generally referred to as Self-

Directed Learning - or SDL (cf. . Cross, 1981; Mocker

& Spear, 1982). According to Simpson (1980), research on self

-

-directed learning  should °~ be " helpful . in  better

understanding how adults .. learn. Another area in

which knowledge about adult - learning .in general
and self-directed learning in particular is

lacking is concerned with the relationship between léarning
"and ?ognitive styles-(CS). Therefore, it was suggeéted”that
adulL education research needs to investigate coghitive
styles (e.g., Brundage & hackereacher, 1980; Cawly, Miller &
Milligan,; 1976; Simpson, 1980). Most specifically, several
authors H;ve identified the need for investigating cognitive -
styles (CS) in relation to SDL (e.g., B;undagg & Mackereacher,

s

1980; Even,  1982; Hiemstra, 1980).- -'f
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“ Self-Directed Leaf#hing

'The Concept of Self-Directed Learning -

Self-~-directed learning was proposed to represent both a

Pl

means towards a goal and a goal in itself for all educational”

acpivities instiéutional and noﬁ~institutional alike, at all
levels oﬁ education- (e.g., Dréssel & Thémpson, 1973; Glaser,
1977; .. Gibbons, Bailey, Comeau, Schmuck, Seymour - and
)wgfI;;e,\19807 Moore, 1980). In this context, the study of
SDL ' may be justifiea by the need to prepare and assist
individuals in accomodating to accelerating guantities of
information in a rapidly chahging worid (e.g.,

Knowles, 1975; Rogers, 1969). Thus, the UNESCO

‘committee which studied the world of education today’

/
and tomorrow declared that: "Self-~learning, l;\7pecia/l1y

-~

assisted self-learning, has irreplaceable val in " any
/

educational system" (Faure, Herra, Kaddoura, ,Lopes,

Petrovski, ° Rahnema & Ward, 1972 p.209). Another

justification for the study of SDL was forwarded by Martin

(1984), who argued that because human learning in any .context
is mediatéd by cognitive operations and processes of
learneré, SDL may'be viewed as subsuming mény cognitive, meta
’cognitive and étrategic responses that ;re assumed to be
critical variables " intervening between ‘instruction and
learning. Hence, an increased understanding of SDL will

contribute to identifying these intervening variables and to

our understanding of how.learners design their learning and

learn on their own. This information may later be utilized

.

2 e
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by researchers and facilitators in developing instructional

theories and designing methods of instruction which take into

account how people tend to respond to their environment and
learn. - ' .

In adul£ education, the concept of SDL has assumed
a -particularly central ; stance  (Bropkfield,” 1985a,
19850).  Mezirow (1981) Mas stated tlat  "it is
almost universally recoéﬁing, aé least in theory,
that central to the adult edtbgtor's function is a goal and a .
method of self-directed leaqhing“ (p. 2!). In addition,
Knowles (1975) has stated thag/"self-directed learning 1is the
best way to learn" (p.10). He has argued further that SDL
"is more in tune with our natural process of psychological
dévelopment," for "as we‘ grow and mature we develop an
increasingly deep psychological need to be independent, first
of parental'control, and then, latgr, of ‘control by teachers
and oéher adults" (p. 14). However, - despite its apparent

centrality in adult education, and perhaps because

of the various meanings - assigned to it, SDL

"appears * to be surrounded with confusion as to its precise

nature, definition, connotations, boundaries and conceptual
foundations (e.g., Brookfield, 1984; Ché&ne, 1973;

Dressel & Thompson, 1973; Guglielmino, 1977; Kasworm, 1983a;

- 1983b, Pratt, 1984). Guglielmino (1977), for example,

noted the use  of the  term in °~ describing . many
behaviours. She alsd observed that "references to
self-directed . -learning can be found  under many

labels" (p.7). -, Such. labels may include "self-teaching”

) 3
3 <
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(Tough, 1967), "seif-planned learning projects"™ (Penland,

s

1977), "Independent study” (Brookfield, 1980, 1981, 1983;
Houle, 1972; Moore, 1976, 1980), "self-education” (BKenwald
& Merriam, 1982), "autonomous learning"” (Moore{ 1976) "self
instruction”" (Martin, 1984), and "self-directed 1learning"
(Knowles, 1975; Mocker & Spear, 1982). Méreover, at times
these terms appear to be used interchangeably in referring to
tAe same idea, (e.g., Brookfield, 1982), and in other
instances theosame term implies a slightly different meaning
{cf., Houle, 1972; Moore, 1976, 1980). The concept also
refers to many\setkinds, educational contexts and programgnw
(e.g., Harrison, 1978; Chéne, 1983; Gugljelmino, 1977, 1978; o,
Mocker ‘and Spear, 1982; Moore, 1976, 1980).
Nevertheless, on the basis of ~their review of the
literature, Mocker & Spear (1982) concluded that there is a
growing trend in‘the use of the term self-directed learning
(spL}, "and that this term "seems most like1§ to dominate 1in
the future" (p. lli.
Even though the literature suggests great ‘disparity in
the approaches to SDL, certain common features nonetheless
" emerge (cf. Candy, 1985b). SDL does not necessarily mean
learning in isolation, and it appears to refer to all fields
of activify rather‘than to any specific domain (Brookfield,
1984; Hiemstra, 1980). Thus, the construct covers the
entire educ§tional process, in all ;éttings. Essentially,

the concept of SDL ' appears to describe educational .

experiences and processes in which external initiative and



instruction are absent, incomplete or {ndirect to some
degree. (cf., knowles, 1975; Martin& 1984; Moore, 1976,
1980, Thesaurus of ERIC Descriptor;, 1982;=Titmu§, Butedahl,
Ironside and Legrand, 1979; Tough, 1978, 1979, 1980). Thus,
for the purpose of this study SDL could be defined as
"educational activities in which initié;ive; planning,
instruction or guidance.whichware external to the learner are
incomplete; absent or. indirect to some degree". ‘These
activities may range from situ;tions of classroom ~directed
instruction to self-planned’ and sel f~conducted lea;ning
projects in non—instit;tional settings, and to extrampural

programs. (cf., Brookfield, 1983; Guiglielminé, 1977;

Moore, 1976).

Adults' Self-Directedness In Learning

)

Implicit in the discussion of SDL is the concept of
self-directedness inilearning'as a “-personé}ity variable.
Self-directedness 'in learning refers to the ability 6f a
learner to design conditions for and facilitqte his/her own
learning (cf. Guglielmino, 1977; Martin, 1984). It has
been conceived as a diﬁeqsion of individual attitudes and
behaviours which determine whether ‘or not SDL woulé take
plaq:‘in any given educational context (cf. Brockett, 1985b;
Even, 1984; Fellenz, 1985; Guglielmino, 1977; Kaswornm,
1983a, 1983b). For the purpose of "this sﬁudy, self-
directedness in learning is therefore defined as "the extent

to which individuals are capable of acting in a self-directed

manner within any educational activity™. There are, however,

5
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some problems with and general concerns regarding adults'

self-directedness in learning.

Although SDL is considered to be "a mode of - learning _.-

characteristic to adulthood" (Me{irow, 1981, p.21),
not all..- adults are capaﬁle of conducting SDL
activities or waﬁt to be.autonomous'(e.g., Smith, 1982).
Knowle; (1978) himself noticed that "by and large, the adults
we work with have not vyet learnt to be self-directing
inqhirers" (p.52). Tough (1978) observed that "adults want
additional help and competence in planning and guiding their

learning” (p.260). Similarly, Moore (1980) noted that "adults

are often fearful of being self-directed in educational

transactions" (p.24). Knox (1977) observed that adults vary
greatly in the extent to which they want to be self-directed,

and Smith (1982) concluded that individuals differ in their
2

requirements for structure in educational situations. In

[¢]

addition, Morstain (1974) and Smith (1982) appear to imply-

that it is possible that the nature of the subject matter to
be learnt also relate to one's expectations and willingness

to become éngaged in SDL,. Thus, in recent years adult

educators have come to agree that not all adults are equally

~ capable and ready for self-directed learning (e.g.,

Even, 1934; Guglielmino, 1977; Griffin, 1980). However, it

"~

is not yet clear which individuals would be

more self-directed in learning, and why indiviidual adults-.

!
are different from each other in situations that call for

self-direction in learning. Research OnC3SDL has also not

clarified whether there are any individual differences with

A
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regard to the chtice of any particular QDL approach, or in

relation to any particular subject matter.

The Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale

Motivated by a desire to describe,  understand and

find  an ~answer to the question of differences | in the
cqpaci%y_ dfi:adults to be self-directed in educational
situations, Guglielmino (1977) observed tpéyf“although
certain learning situations are more conducive to self-
‘direction than others," there are some learner characterist-
ics, including abfﬁitiés, attitudes, and vaiLeg wh-ich
"ultimately determine whether self-directed learning will
take place in a given learning siéuaéion" (p.37). Through ‘the
Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale (SDLRS);
which measures personal charécteristics, skills

-

and preferences associated with SDL, she contributed
to  operationalizing the concept of self-directedness in
learning. Furthermore, these. identified characteristics

represent a recent concensus among experts on self-

directedness in learning. Hence, this construct may -be

viewed as representing one of the dominagt conceptions
- 4

available to date regarding - what constitutes self-

directedness (cf. Brockett 1985a). - It was found to

discriminate between adults Qho manifést various degrees of *
self-directe@ness in various settings (e.g., Hassan, 1981;
Savoie, 1979).

Aécording to Guglielmino (1982), readiness to self-

directed learning is somewhat normally distributed across the
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adult population. Thus, individusl characteristics and
/ " ‘

differences may be placed along a continuum, ranging from

»

high to low levels of readiness to SDL. The development of

the SDLRS promoted among adult educators a new

awareness to t#te existence 4 of individual differences in
self-directedness. However, further research on readiness to
SDL still appears to be needed,.

"":_“ﬁEhe problems regarding self-directedness in 1learning
oﬁtiined so far may be described as relating to two prinary
areas of" research on adult learning - 1) the  study of
personality traits and individual ‘differences in SDL 2) the

)

development of a cognitive perspective on SDL. For example,

"Hiemstra (1980) 'pointed towards the need o know how

individuals differ ' as self-direptea learners. Mockér and
Spear (1982) stated one of the current research questions
which must be addressed by researchers as asking: "what .are
the personality characteristiggs that faéiliaté self-directed
learning" (p.ﬂ?. Finally, Kaswdrm (1983a) suggested that'"in
both the theory and its application, self;diYected'leaéning

should be examinéd within a broader context, A a framework
*
|

 which provides depth @nd breath of cognitive, behavioral and

- \ o

- - /’ R . o ¥
affective factors" (p.37v " This recommendation has not et

been implemented, and further research in this direction must

therefore:- be undertaken.

v
¢
M [

Cognitive Styles

The Construct of Cognitive Style o

The Task'. Force on Needed Résearch in  the Commission of o

e . 8 T
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Profe%sors of }4;ﬂt Education recommended that research on

-

affect havioral change'(Simpson & Brenneke, 1977).

+

construét. of cognitive style (CS)& appears to be

relevant as an element that refers to internal,

"~ adult learping. focus on personal (intefhai) ‘factors which

The

‘most

personal

factors. The nature and relevance of this construct

are

best expressed in the description of style provided by

Anderson, Ball. Murphy & Associates (1975):

Cognitive styles

-appear to reflect

consistencies 1in the manner or form of cognition,

as distinct from the content of cognition or

level of cognitive skill displayed. Conceptualized

as information ~.. processing habits

the

that

develop in harmony with underlying personality
characterigtics, wognitive styles appear in the
form of stabhle preferences, attitude or habitual

¢ strategies which characterize a person's mode of
perceiving,  remembering; thinking and problem
solving. As such, their influence extends to almost
"all human activities that implicate cognition,
including social -and interpersonal functioning.

(p. 60) —

N\

Thus, the main strength of cognitivékstyles lies in

fact that  they

e

differences’ in learning and cognition, and hence

PSS

4

¥

the/

have

Fund iﬁplications for teaching, training and educational

.theéry (Messick, 1976, 1979, 1984). Because "adults differ

from one another in how they learn, how they bréfer to

learn, and in their ability and capacity to be
«

self-directing” (Griffin, 1980, p.501), research on CS

appears to. be relevant and may prove to add a s;gnificant

contribution to our knqsigdge about SDL.

&
\ o ——
v

The literature iﬂenﬁifies a wide variety of dimensiqpséﬁf

CS. These reflect m ny different conceptual orientations

A"

and

describe * and conceptualize, individual

»



_ methodological approacheé (Kogan, 1971; Goldstein &

Blackman, 1978). Kégan' (1971) observed that these

. " dimensions "vary considerably in theoretical heritage, extent
> - & : '

of methodological refinement and demonstrated linkages to
education" (p.245). However,rthe 1iteratere reveals several
:fharaetefistics ‘which are common to the various dimensions,
and must be,ﬁorne in mind. 1) Conceptualized to describe ,
consistencies in the manneg of cognition, cognitive styles do
not refer to the content of cognition; 2) They are
conceptualf%ed as bipolar, whereby each extreme hes different
cognitive,:chanqcteristics\jid each pole has qualities - that ,

. .are adapkive in é fferent cixcumstances; 3) The adaptiveness

d .
pole to different circumstances renders CS as value

utral; 4) They cover diverse cognitiv;'operations that cut

across - a broad domain of human behav/Qnrq_‘,.\}/AE\opposed to

learning strategies, they are conctéptualized as high-level
) _ i

heuristics that organize‘(and influence a wide array of

f \
situations (Messick, 1976)jT‘Witkin (1978) asserted that the -
/ .

/

bipolarity and value nedtral characteristics of CS are

yﬂ-"undoubtedly their'mosu/gistinctive features," because they
v . ' AL

-~ make them distinqgi#éable from abilities and "make it

e possible for 99§ﬂit1ve style to Serve adaptive ends (p.29).

.
i, ‘ In addition to the fact that they reflect dlfferences in
perceptual and intellectual functionlqg, cognitive styles are
. .also ‘seen \as‘intefwoven with tempermental and motivational

. G CONLD ) .
Jgﬂﬂ ‘factors, and they indicate differences in social, and inter |

-personal behavior as well (Messick, 1976, 1984). ﬁoreover,

"while styles have been looked at ﬁ%imarily in the context of -

1]
/

10
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cognition, that is, as co&%itive styles, they have alwafs‘
borne a heavy element of affect as well" (Wardel & Royce,
1978, pp.474-475). This coverage of a wide psychological
‘territory offers information' about many features of ___ .
persénal?ty and greqs,oﬁ,7 pérsonal functioning which are
beyond those represented by ;yp{cal tests ofrability and
intelligence (Witkin, 1976).._However, despite the fact that
"resea;ch on cognit£¥e styles has been going on for some
Ewenty five years. "z'" for some reafon it "has not beén

. :

’ wideiy applied to educ tional problems" (Cross, 1976, p.112).

. {

Field-Dependence-independence Dimension of Cognitive Style

Koga ‘ i . 1976; 1979), the field-dependence-
independence dimension of .CS "holds  a l
substantial 1 any other dimension in the

extent and guality of ra§eardh" (Cross, 1976, p.l1l16).
Furthermore, this dimension was ththost widely studied Cs
in relation to educational problems,“ and offers a wide range
of guidelines for educgtionél application (Witkin gt al.,
1977). For these reasons Pratt (1984) stressed that
"amidst the flood of literature on 'leérning style. . .& -
Qconvincing body of evidence has established cognitive stxiiL/,
particularlyf Eield D&pendgnce Indepgndenqe‘ . (ﬁ.llS)las g
paEEérn of individual differéhceg that may bear on quéstionsk

of readiness for SDL  and learning theory in adult

education.

11 ST T



Witkin  (1950,1952) and Witkin and his asspciates
(Witkin, Dyke, Fatherson, Goodenough & KRarp, 1974; Witkin,
Hertzman, . Machover, .Meissner & Wappner, 1972; witkin *
Goodenough, 1981) developed‘ the construct of\ Field-

dependence-independence (FDI) as a major dimension of
. e

-

A eigkindependent (FI) individuals tend to

TN

cognitive style.’

rely on internal - referents, whereas field-dependent (FD)
~ .

»

indidianals tend to be less ﬁutonomous and rely more on
external referents. "Perhaps the - most » important .
characteristics of * EP~~ and FI persons described
in 7 the . literature ¥ from the perspective of

the most recent conceptualization of FDI were those related

to the extent of autonomy manifested in both .-$he cognitivé'

and social domains" (Walker, 1981, p.42). Research evidence
that has been accumulated since 1962 related individual

‘differences in the extent of autonomy of external referents

to these two broad areas of individual functlaping. Witkin

i1978), Witkin -& Goodenough (égBl)‘and Witkin, " Goodenough - &
Oltman (1979) provided the most ‘recent_ summaries and
elaborationgxon this body of research.’ Thlepointed out that
FI individuals manifest a greater degree of competence “in

-

cognitive restructuring, whereas FD individuals are more

competent in 1nterpersonal relations.

According to Witkin (1978),."restructuring may entail
organizing a field which lacks inherent structure, imposing a
different organization on the field than the one it contains,

ar breaking” up an organized field so that its -  parts are

rendered discrete from the ground" (p.22). In all these

-

o, . oo

/\
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tasks, an individual is required to -make c¢hanges in the field-
"o go beyond the information. given.

tasks and problem-solving situations, "the internal referents

In these perceptual

available to field—independént people provide them with a

fund of mediating mechanisms" (p.22) that enable _them to

restruéture a fieldhrather than follow it as given.

Individual inclination to relgxérimarily on internal or

external referents was also found to be evident in the social

domain %ﬁ personal  functioning. Witkin & Goodenough (1977)

the

W ot

reyiewed
concluded that: 7
Experience of one's own self

distinct from that of
reliance on internal referents,

for autonomy in social relations.,.
and primary

less delineated self

others,

literature available on this aspect and:

as * separate and
and, with it,

dare likely to make

In contrast, a
reliance on

external referents limit personal autonomy. Whether

internal or external xeferents are given greater
emphasis affects, in " turn, ' the individual's
orientation toward the main source of -external
referents - other people. Specif&cale,‘ we may
expect reliance on external referents to be
.. associated with a turning toward people

orientation as a characteristic social stance.

lﬁ Such an orientation is likely. to foster attention .
to informatign provided by other people and their -
activities, “nterest in involvement with others,
and competence in' social relations. (p.662Q
Witkin (1978ﬂ; suggested FD and FI tendencies

that

develop as aﬁafadaptive response to the demands of life

-

situations on
i) o

situations that suit one's style on the other.
. .

the one hand, and lead people to gravitate to

Goodenough (d981), however, commented that "the.labels field~

dependent and field-indepenéent represent tendencies, varying

in degrees

extgrnai'feferents” (p.16) rather

7’

| S .
" 13 -

of strength, to rely primarily on internal or

than two  distinct

Witkin &

1
I

-~
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categories of people.

Field-Dependence-Independence and Self-Directedness in

Learning

Perhaps because of the use of terms such as autonomy and
independence in reference to SDL (cf. Boud, 1981;" Ché&ne,
1983, Houle, 1972; Knowles, 1975, 1978; Moore, .1976 1980;
Tough, 1967) and the distinction-bethen analytical versus
global or autonomous versus nonautonomous individuals in
reference to FDI (e.g., Witkin & Goodenough, 1981; wWitkin
Moore, Goodenoughl& Cox, 1977), sawerél a?ult educators have

3

come to view greater self-directedness in learning as

associated with greater field~independence. Thus,
according . to Moore (1976) "the ' personality
characterti®tics. . . attributed to the autdnomous

learner hold a vcentral position ,in'7 several psychological

. theories. . .of the various theories, Witkin's field-

dependent independent continuum seemed especially relevant to

. — R

the personality characteristics of autonomy" (p.70).
Similarly, Even (1982) suggested that théig individuals who
are capable of adapting to .educational situations that
require a high degree sf self-direction are perhaps highly FI
individuals, whereas those indivfﬁuélé‘ who encounter
difficulties in adapting’ to self directed educational
situatiqns ﬁay bekvieﬁed as highly FD individuals.

Realizing the centrality of SDL in adult education

'tﬁeory, Even (1982) further asked: "Is the adult

—

education philosophy. ‘directed _ toward the field-

14
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independent \_cognitiv N style? Have educators been

bia;}ng leérning appré}ches toward field-independent
students?” (p.16). A similar . question was asked
by Brundage & MacKereacher‘(IQBO), referring to learners
in non-formal settings. They called for;additional
research regarding personal characteristics with particular
attention to ' the need of FD individuals for interpersonal
interaction. Not unlike them, but with reference to learners
in formal settings, Pratt (1984), hypothesized that in
order to be active and effective in adult educational
situations that require individual and group self-
"directedness, adult learners must demonstréte skills in both.
cognitive restructuring and interpersona} interaction.
However, most recently Brookfield (1985b) has hypothesized
that at least in non-formal séttings, self-directed learners
may manifest a particular strength in FD competencies. All
these assumptions appear to|suggest that the nature of the
SDL process in various settings, and the characteristics that
facilitate self-directedness in learning ;rg not clear, .
AThe construct of FDI CS has been especially attractive

for researchers of SDL for the following reasons: a) it is a

process variable that describes how individuals process

information: b) it represents a bipolar continuum
af@ng which individual dif[erences may be observed; c) it
describes . individual differences in personality and

cognition; d) it has been well established through research;

and e) it calls attention to a broad array of educational

implications and applications (Cross, 1976; Even, 1982;

15



e .
£,

-ran

I Y

# TV e
e

Mpssick, 1976; Pratt, = 1984; Witkin, 1976; Witkin et al.,
1§77). T However,'the existence, nature and extent of the
reiationsﬁ}p\between FDI CS and current ‘conceptions of self-
diractnesg has never been  examined and verified by
empirical research. Therefore, research aiming at the
investigation of. the relationship betweén adults'. self-
directedness iﬁ learning and FDI -CS appears to be of

primary importance. ™

/ .
The next chapter would review the literature on the:

relationship between adults' self-directedness in learning

and FDI.

{\‘&
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Chapter IT

. REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH

What can we learn from research about 'jthe
characteristics of adult learners which are associated &1thu
greater self-directedness 1in learning? Has the fesearch
endeavour undertaken by adult educators so far identified
particu}ar personality traits which facilitate SDL or are
associated with greater self-directedness? In
particular,‘ are there any specific FD or FI tendencies which
may be relevant to the study and practice of SDEi poes the

research literature indicates the need and provides a basis

"for the justification of an investigation into the

relationéhip between ' self-directedness' in learning \\pﬁd

FDI among adults? Are there "~ any specific dimensions
of this relationéhip which must be closely examined?
In an effort to answér these questions, this
chapter reviews the reseggh " literature available
on two issues: adults'’ self-direqtndness in learning
on the one hand , and the | Field-Dependence-
Independence dimension of cognitive style on the other. .

The purpose of this review_  is to identify wﬁat is known
about each of these aspects within _the realm of
educational theory. Throughout, more specific problems that
require further investigation are . explored, and the most

«

relevant research questions are idéntified.
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Adults Self-Directedness in Learning

The research literature concerning adults!' self-
directedness in 1learning includes only -a small number& of
studies, but 1is very difficult to organize. It spreads’
across a wide " array. ,of  research methods, questions and
instruments and a large variety of ﬁopulahion sahples.
In order to achieve <clarity and focus the review of thé
litérature, this sectioﬁ has been divided into 3 main parfs.
1) The traits associated with self-directedness in learning;
2) Empiridal studies concerning self-directedness " in
learning and field-dependence-indeéendenqe; 3) Related social
and demographic variables. Throughout, the attempt is made to

examine two major issues: a) the characteristics and traits

which emerge as descriptive ‘of the highly

“
>

self~directed adult 1learner; b) the more specific
clarification of the field-dependent or fiéid-independent
tendencies of highly self-directed learners. Specific
préblem areas are  then highlighteé, re}atgd variables are

identified and the need for further research of the

cognitive style construct of FDI is emphasized.

The Traits Associated With Adults' Self-Directedness

, in Learning
/--J

Self-Directedness and Field-Independence

Ihe findings of one‘group of studies on adults' self-
di;;Stedness .in learning‘max be'interpréted as suggesting
that greater self-directedness is positively related to

-

greater field-independence (cf.' Brundage & Mackereacher,

18 .
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1980; Even, 1982, 1984).

Fox & ﬁest (1983) condudted an investigation with
medical students in which they wére allowed to choose their
own educationai format. They observed that students who
chose non-traditional approaches such as self-directed field-
based study over structured teachef—directed lecture land

reading format manifested greater personal autonomy, and were

less impulsive and less anxious than their peers. - This
1
findingss suggests an association between greater self-
e

dir%é?

~ .
perhaps some relationhip to greater FI. Similarly, Armstrong

ness in 1learning and autonomous - personality, and

’

"(1971) found thgt adults with low educational attainment who

spent an average of 1121 hours in a year on independent
, st
le;¥ning projects viewed themselves  as tenacious,

N

independent, open to new experience andxposséséing high
échievemen; motivation. Such descriptions may be viewed as
indicating a high degree of field-independence (cf. W?tkin &
wGoodenough, 1981). ‘In contrast, learners who had averaged

oniy 110 hours a year on projects Bescribed themselves as

\»i ' . warm, friendly,l conformists and resigéed to their 1life
\ situations. Some of these traits)may be viewed as indicating
x greater field-dependenée (cf. Witkin & Goodenough, 1981),
Finally,- Bigelow & Egbert (1968) measured the

correlation between scores of the California Psychological

Inventory and the levels of success and satisfaction

from independent study in college  courses.
7/ One relevant finding relates to the level of -satisfaction
from independent  study, which was associated with

L «@19
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. needs for social . interaction. While no differenggg
in  personality were found between individuals
who '~ were successful in either independent study or

traditional classrooms, individuals who enjoy and need social

interaction tended to be less satisfied from the SDL
-

ﬂexperience. Hence, the possibility) exists that some

FD individuals, perhaps those who are less academically
successful, may not succeed in achieving a higher degree
of self-directedness in .learning in SDL situations that
call for isolation because of their stronger needs gor
sociability andgsocial interaction. FI people ~require less
interpersonal contact (Witkin & Goodenough, 1981) and are

[
likely to be 1éss affected by the absence of interpersonal

contact, and might therefore be more self-directed in :;me
situations than FD people.

The findings and conclusion drawn from the research " of
Armstrong (1971), Bigelow & Egbert (1968) and Fog;&. West
(1983) are 1limited_in~Beveral respects. First, no one of
these studies 1included "any specific mea;&re of ’self~
directedness in learning which woulq{ allow a definite
conclusijion about the pgrsonality variable .. of self-
directedness in learning. Secondly, these studies did not
address directly the construct of FDI. Third, the samples

observed were very small. . . ’ \\

Self-Directedness and Field-Dependence
. ° ) . )
The findings of the second group of studies on adults'
self-directedness in learning may be interpreted as depicting

Y etd
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the highly self-directed learner as manifestiné a particular

' strenng in the competencies, orientation and approach to

learning wh&ch.are associated with greate? field-depenéence
"(cf. Brookfield, 1985b). . N
Theil (1984) investigated the 1learning styles - of
succéssful self-directed adults who achieved a
level of _ expertise outside an educational
institution in an area unrelated to their jobs.
Measured on Kolb'sk inventory of learning styde,
he found tgét a little more than one half of these people
(53.3%) were \\accommodators, who perform- better when
they‘ use concrete experience and active experimentation.
Their greatest strength TTE; in doing new things ~
and they tend to excell in those situations that require
adaptation to specific immediate’cirggmstances. They also
"tend to solve préblems in an intuitive, trial and error

manner, and they rely heavily on 'other .people for information.

Conversely, they don't rely very heavily oé their own

—

“/analytic ability. All these appear to suggest some FD

orientation (cf. Kirby, 1979). However theSe results are

applicable to only 1/2 of the sample and do not permit

N

genetalization to the broad universe of self-directed 58ﬂit

learners. In addition, the study did not include' anx\
objective instrument which measures the learner's ieve;‘of \\\
‘'self-directedness .in learning. r -

- Similar findings about 10 adults were reported - _

&

by Danis and Tremblay (1985), who after gmploying

Ege same methodology, . observed that self-directed
. \
d 21
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learners "proceed if a heuristic manner within a
learning approach "which .ghey organize aréund
intentions, redefine and specify without following any
predetermined pattern" (p. 139). Thesé adult learners
"take advantage og, any opportum&ty that réndom events may
offer them in order to learn". (p«139) and, thus, do. nogrhu
appear té be breaking a ?field into its element;' andl
pre-plan a learning sequénce in an analytic, more field-
independent fashion.. However, chis study observed a very
"small sample of adult learners, it did not address the
consgruct- of FDI directly and it . did not employ an
instrument which measures self-directedness in learning. in
addition, ' it must be noticed/t%?t'the stydies of both Theil
(1984) and Danis & Trémbléy (1985) investigated samples of

e

learners who did not complete more than 12 or 13 years of™”

- 72} .
schooling and are therefore limited to this pggulation alones

[

Self-Directedness, Field-Independence and Field-Independence
%

*

The third group of jyesearch studies on self-
directedne;; may be viewed as suggesting that adults who are
"highly self-dirébted are neither‘highly field-depen&ent nor &
highly field-independent. 1Instead, they suggest that being a
self-directed learner requires competence in both: cognitive
Egstructuring and interpersonal relations (cf. Pratt, 1984).

o Qibbons et al. (1980) analyzed the biographies of a
sa;ble of self-educated people who lacked formal training

beyond high school = and became experts in a

22
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socially éccepted field ;f/gumaﬁ activity. The findings
indicate that these people may be viewéﬁ as highly - FI, as

they were found to be able to create their own structure,

"actively test hyfotheses, internally motivated and capable of

2 . s ~t
identifying their own direction (cf. Kirby, 1979; Walker,

1981). However, they were_also found to folldw.experienﬁial

‘and situational paths to learningnin a concrete rather than

abstract fashion, which may be viewed as indicating greater

FD tendencies'(cf%‘Tootle, 1985). In addition to internalized

,control and self-awareness, which may be viewed as indicating

greater FI tendencies, however, the self-eddcated experts
were also found to be sensitive to others and notvnecessarily

pre-plan the events in their learning, which indicates a

~greater FD orientations. (cf. Kirby* 1979; wWalker, 1981;
’ L

Witkin et al., 1977). °

A

Joining this study is £hé research of Even (1985) which
also suggests that by and Iarge;.adults afe not highly‘ self~
directed, - but they are not necessarily -interes£36 in
depending on teachers to a very large degree. Specifically,
Even (1985) reported Fhat adult graduate students preferred

an educational environment in which both students  and .

instructors. participate in plann}ng and conducting learning

activities. If, indeed, adult learners are -caﬁable of .

. " -

participating and _ learning effectively in such | an
o \

L]

r

environment, this would necessitate some competence in

cognitive restructuring and some competence in interpersonal

relations. ' . ’

, ¢ . . -
The results of both . studies are limited.

/
¢

~
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The information of biographies'(Gibbons et al., 1981) may bé

subjective, where facts may be withheld, distorted or added

14

by authors or informants. A research method which iIncludes a

preference questionnaire alone without a measure of actual
. o

performanée and investigates graduate students alone (Even,

3

1985) 1is also limited. Finally, neither study addressed the
A '

investigation of FDI directly or wused a measure of self-

directedness in learning.

Personality Correlates of Readiness to Self-Directed

Learning

The last group of studies on self-directedness in

)

N \
learning - is concerned with the personality correlates of the

-

Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale.
. hAs may be seen from the research reviewed so far on

self~directedness in learning, very little information is

"
available about the personality traits that facilitate SDL.

In particular, - Jo clear picture can be -drawn
from these studies about the FD or FI c%aracteristics
-of | self-directed learners, and the infofmation
a&gilable pré;ents " mixed eQidence and does

not provide any useful guidelines. In an effort to
i ¥

resolve this unclarity, a number of studies attempted to

4

faentTTQ the range of personality traits and cognitive
v&fiables that are asso%;ated with ‘self-directedness in
learning as it has been defined by>Guglielmino {1977). The

) s
review. of this research appears to be particularly ‘meaningful

. because # GuglieMmino's (1977) SDLRS has gained a. concensus

! 24
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'among adult educators (Brockett, 1985a) and it - had been

found to significantly discriminate between learnérs who

Y

manifest “various degrees of self-directedness in formal and

A 2

non formal settings alike (e.g., Hassan, 1981; Savoie, 1979).

Several studies investigated the relationship ‘between

creativity, flexibility, originality and dogmatism and

“read;ﬁégs to SDL. In  studying 40 graduate students

of adulthgducation Torrance & Mourad (1978b) found- pdbitive
correlatiéﬁq among adult students beﬁween -readiness for SDL
and severai measures of‘origina}ity, ‘creagiya, experiences
and‘ achiev%ments, and ability to produce analogies.
However, this 'study 1is limited because it %?served . only
graduate students  in adult education. Two other
studfes involving gifted students of elemehtéry
and high school age observed a correlation between verbal
originality, " fluency, creativity " in learning ' and
confidence -of students in their abilities and skills for
learning (M?urad, 1979; Torrance & Mourad, 1978a). Still, one

N .
must question whether the findings from a sample of children

is relevant to adult egucation. Finally, one
?

must note the significantly negative relationship

between ‘readiness for SDL and scores of dbgmatism and

agreeme?t‘ response that F~Qere observed among college
students (Long & Agyekuﬁ, 1983, 1984). However, all these
findings taken together do not provide a clear answer

as to whether qreater FD or FI are related to readiness to

SDL. /
L 4

t

Three other studies looked at the extent to which highly

A
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self-directed learners are ggtisfied with their 1lives, view
. 7 . ’ .

themselves as controlling their 1lives and  conceive of

themselyes as valuable and _eff?ctive individuals. ' These

éfindings also do not present conéiusive evidence regarding

the relationship between self-directednes¥ and FDI and thus

suggest the need for additional research. Sabbéghian (1979)
found a modderate -positive relationship between readiness
for self-directed learning and its various dimensions

an. the levels of self esteem among 77 adult students. She

| also foﬁhdg\iéat ~adult students with a high degree

l
{

e

\

of self esteéﬁ\quear to be more interested in learning, “tend
té view ﬁhemsel§;§i§§’9ffective and independent learners, are
more creative people and they consider learning as a lifelong
and beneficial process. These people have a high degree
of self wunderstanding and greater tolerance, for risk,

\\ﬁgie‘more

ambiguity and c6ﬁplekity in learning, and are there

likely to plan .and direct the majority of their learning

projects themselves than adults with a lower degree of self

esteem. A higher degree of self esteem may also be

associated with greater field-independence (e.g., Morable,

1983).

SabSaghain (1979)  also Obégrved that | highly
self-directed . learners cénsidered themselves to be
generally more effect{ve inl life thaé low

self-directed individuals. This finding coincides with that
of Skaggs (1981). she found that highly self-directed
learners do not feel s@at their lives are controlled and

affected by chance, but that-the¥ themselves control their

| * ~
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lives. Finally, Brdckett (1983§Y investigated the degree of
life sétisfactipn of older adults and their readiﬁess for
SDL. ﬁe observed a low ‘pdsitive correlation between
the two variables. ~This led to the conclugion that
people who are high in life satisfaction are also likely to
be high " on self-directedness in 1learning. ,Conversely, it
appears that a lower degree of self-directedness |is
associated with a lower\ degree of sat}sfaction from life, as
well as a lower degreexiof self esteem and the ;ack of sense
of controlling one's life.  The extent to which these may be
related to FD or FI, however, is unclear.

The 1last finding on readiness to SDL also does not bear

directly on FDI CS, but nevertheless providgs some

information which appears to suggest that greater readiness

" to SDL may be positively related to greater field-

indepéndence. Wiley (1981, 1982) observed - students  in
a nursing program who were digided into-experimental and
control groups. -Only the experimentaf'group was taught how
to conduct a learning project following the'format,deséribed
by fough (1971, 1979). The vafiable of prefé%ence for
structure did not affect the readiness for SDL of
students. However, what seems significant is that

it appeared to influence the reaction of learners in the

experimental group to the SDL experience. Specifically,

those who a low preference for structure gained in’

their readiness to SDL scores. Although not in a conclusive

’ /
fashion, it-also appeared that students who preferred high

structure lost in readiness to SDL during the \experience.

[l
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This led Wiley to conclude that "since preference

L

for structure seems to . influence
learners' reactions to an SDL experience, it is recommended

that learners be measured on their preference fori,

structure” (p. 230). Furthermore, she recommended that
"learners who prefer high structure may Dbest be
served through assistance in self-restructuring, as
an added component to SDL instruction" (1982, pp.230-231).

The strength of Wiley's findings 1lies in the fact that
the study employed a more extensively ’validated measure
_of self-directedness _in learning - Guglielmino's (1977)
SDLRS - rather than a questionnéire designed for the
purpose of one study. Furthermore, the findings
of this stqdy appear 146) support the suggesti?ns
of Smith (1982) that some, but not all individuals, prefer
more structure in a leafning situation and may therefore be
less self-directed. Greater field-indepepdence indicates
a greater capability for restrdctur;ng. 1f indeed
there is a high relationship between. self-directedness and
FI, the theory of FDI may be useful in lending additional
support‘%o Wiley's (1981, 1982). study and | in providing
practical guidelines for SDL practice. ‘ |

The results of these s}udies must be interpreted with
caution. In addition to the population biases,
one must also note the unclear picturé abput field-
dependence or field-independence in relation to readiness

to SDL, and the absence of an investigation which has

directly addressed the examination of the relatibnship

t

F)
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between these variables.

Self-Directedness and Type of Subject Matter

Although SDL does not refer to any particular field of

- study, one investigation indicates that the type of sibject

matter ghdSen for study must be investigated 1in relation to
self-directedness. Morstain (1974) reported that more coilege
studehts in physical sciences, engineering and. other
scientific fields were interested in formal,
teacher-directed ~ and structured courses than students

in the social sciences, fine arts and humanities, who

preferred self-directed, independent programs. While the

former group is ususally more Ei (Witkin et. al, 1977) the
léﬁter is ’Zsually characterized as FD. This observation
appéars to &stand in contradiction to the assumption that
relatively more FI individuals would prefer SDL formats
(e.g., Brundage & Mackereacher, 1980; Pratt, 1984).

Mortain's (1974) researc;' findings are tentative and
represent only one institution. Furthérmore, they reflect
deciared preferencég, but’not actual choices. They also do
not' reflect one's capacity'to be engaged in SDL in actual
situations. They do, however, raise . the question of whether
the typé of subject matter pur%ued by a person .bears ény‘

relationship to his/her attitude&r_towards and capacity to

follow SDL. No‘other study on SDL has attempted to
' {

s v ' . . {
examine this relationship.

-
N
[

-
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[. Empirical Studies Addressing Self-Difectedness
in Learning and Field-Dependence-Independence

Only three studies were found which .dealt directly with
both SDL and FDI. 'Thefr results appear to recommend the need
for further research which addresses specificallyl//Aﬁgi
relationship between readiness for SDL on the one handﬁ ané
FDI on the other. Powell (1976) 'stud{ed children ihn

elementary school and Found that "cognitive style,

achievement and self éonbept do not predispose a student to

select particular self-dirécted stu?y option and are
not good predictors of the xaamount " of structure
students desire" (1976, p.33833). The findings of

this study appear to challenge those of Fox & wiii’il283)'
which imply an association between greater personal
autonomy (adcording to the hyers-Briggs Personality
Inventory) and greater self-directedness. They gé}so

stand 1in contrast to the assumptions made by Even (1984)

which suggest that greater | FI may predict greater

self—diréctedness.AJ?waever, _it must be’ noted that
Powell 't1976) employed a - preference guestionnaire
designed for the purpose of that study alone. The wvalidity

of this qhest{onnairé may be doubted, and it appears that
G

.a more widely recognized construct of self-directedness in

learning, such as the SDLRS, must be used before

conclusive generalizations are drawn. In addition, it is

unclear whether the study of children may bear directly on
adult education theory. ' '

Simpson & Walker (1983) compared the reactions of FD

30
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versus FI nursing students to their experience in an

individualized, self paced and self-directed curriculum. They'

found that FD students need more external structure
and direction. They \ also observed that FI
students benefited more than FD students in
increasing their competence in SDL from participation in the
program. These findings appear to indicate that high self-
directedness in learning'may be associated with high field-
indeﬁggg;:;e: However, ~ although it examingd adult learners,
the results of this investigation are _}imited in”  two
respects.' First, the study did not employ a measure which
assessed individual differences in self-direcf;gness.
Secondly, it included a very small sample of students (22).
However the qualitative data yielded by this exploratory
*investigation brovide a direction for future research, and
recommend the pursuit of a study addressing the examination

of the relationship between self-directedness and FDI among

adult stud;nts.

Moore (1976) attempted to élarify whether people who
enroll in independent-study programs of distance edpcafion
display particular personality chaf;cgeristics. He was
particulary : interested ip identifying differences 1in
personal{tylcharacteristics between students who enroll in
two diffepené kinds of independent study programs. He
divided learners into FD and FI groups and expected learners
in both programs to be more FI than the norm and manifest

favorable attitudes to -independent study. The results

of his investigation are very  confusing, /tbr
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he found different results regarding FDI CS of adult
learners in the two programs .of independent study, Fnd
contradictions between their attitudes and cognitive styles.

These results make it difficult to conclude whether FDI is-
,6

related to greater self-directedness, Thus, while FI
individuals were only partiallnyavorable towards
independent study, more FD individuals were
favourable toward independent study. In addition,
people enrolled in a more unstructured autonomous
program were more FD thaq" those enrolled in a

more structured correspondence program. Yet, in cq‘.rast to
the expectation of the researcher, they were not more FD
than the norm. These findings led Moore (1976) to conclude
that the . FDI construct dées not meaningfully discriminate
between  people who do and do not choose to enroll in an
autonomous gggxsus a'correspondence program specifically, and
he recommended that the construct is not useful to
reseachers of independent study. —These reshlts, howevér,
cannot be | acge?ted as definite and conclusive.
First, the samples. included .a self-selectéd pépulation of
graduate students ;; adult education and all subjects
were teachers. Secondly, the characteristics of the
programs involved and the features which distinguish them

from one another are  unclear. Third, the attitude

quéstionnaire ' used did not Vﬁain widely tested
and ac gy t éged validity as the SDLRS.
Moreover, - t contained only a smalls number
of | items reflecting atkitudes ' towards .SDL.

14
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These related primarily to the particular types\of programs

.studied and reflected a definition of self-directedness 1in

learning of a small group of graduate students{, which has not

“

relied on a concensus of experts. fﬁ“ the field.
Finally, the major research ‘question : of this
study was - not '  concerned with the iden;ffication
of °‘variab1es and characteristics that are associated
with the ~ concept self-directedness in gengral,
but with the isolation of specific characteristics
in relation to . two  specific = programs and
contexts. The }%terature on SDL in adult
education, : however,\ indicated that there is.-a general

dimens{on of self-directedness 1in learning which may be

observed regardless of specific program areas (e.g.,

1N

Even, 1982, 1984; Guglielmino, 1977). This suggests that

the relationship between any aspect of self-directedness and

any possibly related variable must be studied while treating

<

the data as continpous, rather than as dictomous or context
specific. Yet, in Moore's study, data - on botﬁ FDI
cognitive style and - self-directednéss were not
tréated as continuoﬁs, and the degree of the relati§nship
be£ween these two dimensions coyld not be dscertained.,
Nevertheless, the broader direction implied by the studies

of Moore (1976), -Powell (1976)and Simpson & Walker (1983),

nam:éx, the need for the identification of a relationship
J )

between self-directedness%in learning and the  cognitive
stylé of Field-Dependence-Independence may be worthwhile
of further investigation. ) - e
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Social-and Demographic Variables

In outlining directions for future resegarch, Guglielmino
(19777 sugéesteq the, need for investigating, among other
variables, the retationship between readiness for SDL and age,

A

sex, and educational level. The need for the consideration

of these variables has also emerged in studies of adult
behavior because these variables may intervene or moderate
the relationship between persona&ity and adult behavior

*

(Botwinick, 1978).

. Age

Torrance & Mourad (1978b) and Moura8 (1959) investigated
the relationship between the level of ‘individual readiness
for SDL° as defined by %pglielminQ‘(1977) and - age amohg~

A,

gifted children. These results are encouraging in their.

]
-~

. ~ X .
general indication of an increase in the level oﬁgfbility
3 [ Yo

to act in a self-directed manner with increased age. However,
because the study dealt .with gifted children onlyy the

results cannot be generalized to the general bopulation of

adult learners. Several other @authors examined this
issue among populations of adult students. Sabbaghian
_1}979) studied an - adult population fanging from
25 yearé to 60 . years. | Using the SDLRS, these
subjects were  divided into young adults (25-35)
'and “older ‘adults " (over 35). Sﬁe concluded that
age  appears to ., be a significant vari;ble : in

considering adult readiness ©+ to self-directed 1learning:

v
Ry
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".... older adults have higher self images, greater
. creativity and initiative in learning,. view learning as a
lifelong process and are more s€lf-directed than younger
adﬁlt students" (p. 126). Similar results were obtained
by Loﬁg & Agyekum (1984) who also'used the SDLRS. Caffarella
(1963) howeveiyk - did not find the agé of
subjects to cau£; a statistically significant difference in
the way they responded to Guglielmino's (1977) SDLRS.

One group of particular interest to adult educators 1is

older adults. Hassan (1981, reported in‘Brockett, 1983) did

-

not  find major differences in SDLRS  scores
between scores of .. groups under 55‘years
and over 55 years. . Similarly, Brockett (1982, 198;)
observed that the age of older adults 60 years a;h

“over . (mean age 78 ) was not related to readiness for SDL.

He concluded that "growing oider, in and of itself,

-——

neither 1limits nor enhances one's potential as a self-

s h

" directed learner" (1983, p.18), thus indicating that the

relationship between the two variables 1is not l%%?ﬁ?f

However, Omen (cited in Smith, 1982) identified a
contradictory trend. In , studying ) 2800 community college
students it was - found that those over _ the
age of twenty five preferred more direction
than d&d their younéer countefpérts. The results

of these studies taken together may be interpreted as
itndicating that increased age is associated with a decredse

in self-directedness. However, it ‘may also suggest that .at a

certain #ge people reach a plateau, and their 1qve1 of

PR
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self~-directedness does not increase. Nevertheless, it seems

that definite conclusions regarding = the relationship
between self-directedness and age can not yet be drawn and

that further research in this direction 1is needed.
J

Educatio

F

g,
The literature on the psychology of adult leéarning suggests

that the educational level attained by an {individual must
\, ;

always beé considered, and may possibly affect one's

performance (e.g., Botwinick, 1978; Petersen, 1979).
Contract learning may be viewed as a form of SDL. Lehman

(1976) stated that individualized,  contract learning

method seems barticularly well ‘ suited for the older,
wbrking,‘ married adult “  who have graduated from
college. Most of the studies .conducted with
SDLRS report a similar gfend. Sabbaghian (1979)
reported that "moée educated adults have a
greater capacity for self-direction in learning than

less educated adult students" (p. 125). In addition, more

educated adults were found to have a greater. love of

learning, creativity, initiative and self 'understanding,

s

¢ .

Similar findings wexe obhtained by Long & Agyekum. -

(1983, 1984). Finally, Hassan (1981) discovered that "adulps”

)
s . . . . o T
readiness for self-direction in learning does increase with"

advanced education to the point that prediction of

readineéghzhn be made" (p. 3839A7).

Several ' other studies may be wviewed as implying that
3
36
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although there seems to be a relationgﬁip betwedn education
and self-directedness, individuals with less §chooiing c;n
nevertheless be self-directed..They suggest, however that
individuals may pursue a differenfbl learnihg approach thatl
corfesponds to tﬁe educatioﬁgl level they have’attained.' In
additi:;#Qtﬁey put inFo question the applicabi%itn\of current
concept¥ions of SDL t9 alljgrPups ‘of addlté. ?cf. Brockett,

1983, 1984). ” - a \ >

Brockett (1983) studied older adults who éprleted .an

i —

avef;ge of 10.43 years of schooling. He‘fbund éﬁeé these Q‘

-+

adults were self-directed, but pursued theirfféarningyefforts
in ,a different manner, with more emphasis Qn expégiential

modes of learning and less emphasis on books and/, schooling

|~

oriented means. Brockett (1984b) laﬁgfﬁcoﬁcluded'that "SDLRS
" defines self-directed learning from a highly' school and book
oriented perspective" (p. 17),‘which could be inappropriate

among adults who have c¢ompleted reiatively few years o{

¢

’

échooling, “"Furthermore, oh\ the basis of a review of the

literature he concluded that "a great many adults of low
- educational attainment engage. in self-directed learning“‘
: kp.’IB), and suggested that these adults pursue self-directed
.legrningkin a diffe;ent fashion, whicﬁ is more .éoncréte and
experiential., Brockett's (1953, 1984b) conclusions are
further supported by the findings of Theil (1984). ﬁost of
t®e subjects in his study have had 13 years or less of
schooling.  They tended to use a method ‘of - coqcreté

¢

experience, active experimentation and intuitive and trial

and error” problem solying, while relying heavily -on othg;

-
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peoblg. Tﬁus; a piqfure may - be drawn in which 1less
. . educated jndividuaisi | f&iloy a ' -different, more FD
oriented "path when  they conduct self-directed. learning
projepté./,Ihérefore, it ig(gtill .unclear whéther FD or FI
‘traits: facilitate, contribﬁge, affeét”-gr*-\relate in any

'\ way to . degree of self-directedness of adult learners- with .

different educational background.

122

e

) ‘ Two quesziﬁwéééhus‘emerge. First, it°appears that the

relationship betw self-directedness 1in: learning and

/'\'education.must be further investigated. A broad. sample that -

~ ~ 'compares self-directedness in learning among adult learners

with a "different amount . of schboling and those éngaged in

study in different educational levels is necessary. Within
. ‘ . .o . |
oot this sample, an additional comparison. must ‘take place, which

examines whether“ these individuals manifesg a different

-

abproach to educational situations, or a different degree of
field-dependence or indepéndence.. . .

-~ ' ’ .o

S Sex % . . .

3

Very few researchers attempted to identify differences in

" self-airectedness between. the sexes. Mourad (1979), who'

o]

“s;udied gifted ~ children, found.that males and females may

5 w

differ in their responses to complexity, adyeﬁture and

independence in’ 1learning, responsiblity, self-confidence

and skills for learning which are some aspects.kéf
’ b

readiness to SDL.. He 4 also observed  that males
~ a | |

\

/ 'were inferior- to females. in complextity, adventure
. ,
) . >
‘and independence 1ip learning, but were supurior ‘in

a

e >
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responsibility for ' .own learning. Among adult learners,

WSabbaghian‘s (1979)-findings suggested that} females who

responded to the SDLRS\ generally "have . greater
abilities' to organize ang direct their learning activities,
are more‘creétive, more eager to learn, and have shigher self
concepts than male adult students" (p.126). She further

recommended that facilitators in learning experiences should,’

. pay attention to. ' ‘the ' variable of sex. This last '

generalization, however, did not ‘consider the" e:7éétional
level of 'these. women, 'and represents the findi gs of one
study : alone. Generally, sex Qifferenceé in- seif-

directedness among adults remain almost unexplored.
. % ‘ ’ M
Conclusions and Identification of Questions for Research

“~

On the~ba§is 9f the literature reviewed on adults' self-
directedness in learning several ﬁentative
conclusions may be \ﬁraﬁn. The first group of
concluslons ' is related to the social and demographic
variables . that are associated with self—directedhéss in
learning. The literature °~ does  not allow a
definite statement '. as to the. nature of’ the
relationship ‘between self-direcéédness in learning, age
and sex. The‘ literature has also indicated that the
educational level attained by an individual may inlervqu
to affect his/heri readiness for SDL (e.g., Brockett, 1983):

Moreover, it appears that . the process of  8DL

may entail different - characteristics and cognitive

4

-3
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7
approaches depending on the educational fevel attained

by the adults studied, -and the research instruments
'employéd (e.qg.., Brockett, 1984b; Théil, 1984). Evident is the
lack qf a design which compares the sexes, different age
groups and 1individuals who attained different educational
levels.

A second set’ of conclusions relates to réigarcﬁ
methodologies, The review of the literature disclosed a
particular bias regarding the characterisitics of the
populations ,studied. Many of the studies reviewéd wére
conducged with saﬁples of gifted children(e.g., Mourad, 1979;
Torrance & Mourad,\1978b),~ students in'lareas related to the
medical profession (e.g., Fox & West, 1983; Simpson & Walker,
1983; Skaggas, 1981; Wiley, 1981, 1982), or Qraduate
students, primarilxkin adult education (e.g., Even, 1985;

Moore, 1976; Torrancé & Mourad, 1978b). Only‘ a small number

of studies observed populations of university
‘students from progg?m ‘ areas that are not
related to medicine or adult . education, or

with adult populations that did not reach a university level
in eir formal education. FurtHermore, Morstain's (1974)
study presented confusing findings which suggest that

"attention may need to be given to the content or subject
)

matter chosen for . study and 1its relationship
Fo SDL. :¢Another observation regarding methodology
ks tpat the . investigations revieﬁed fépresent
a large variety . of meﬁhodologies, each aiming
. at answer{ng . a different research question. This
il )
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feature of the research literature limits the conclusions

which méy be drawn regarding the nature
and impliéation o Of evidence inherent 'in the
results of each study respectivély, and the results of thqm
all together, Thus, our knowledge ' about the personal
characteristics that are associated with self-directedﬁess
and the theoretical basis of‘SDL remain limited. Moreover,
very few . studies attempted to directly identify and
question what are the personality characterist&cs that are
related to or contribute to self-directedness in learning
specifically among adults. Third, very few empirical
invest@gagions gf self-directedness were conducted at-all,
and the sainples observed’were relativeiy small in size. The
las? conclusion concerning research methodology relateg}

.

to present conceptions of SDL. Within many of the studies

reviewed, and across various areas of * SDL
in institutional and. non-institutional ’settings, one of
the conceptions of self-directedness in learning that

prevails and is recognized is that of Guglielmino (1977).

Nevertheless, to date, most of our knowledge about

' self-directedness in learning is in the form of

assumptions and theoretical discussions,
The third cluster of conclurions®that the review of thé

literature supports is pertinent to findings: about the

)

b
personality traits of highly self-directed learners and
their FD.or FI tendencies. As the evidence from empirical
research indicates, highly self-directed learners

appear to be emotionally and socially independent

. a’
K]
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J
and _ self-confident, ‘Flexible and non dogmatic
(e.g., Long & Agyekum, 1983, 1954; Fox & West, 19é3;
Sabbaghian, 1979; Skaggs, 1981). ) 'Prelimfnafy but

inconclusive evidence suggest that these individuals may

have a low ,preference for structure (e.g., Fox &
west,  1983; wiley, 1981, 1982). Another group of
traits describes _ these individuals as creative in
unusual ways and capable of pursuing problem-solving

.

in trial and error and intuitive manners rather than a
systematic, analytic approach, while relying heavily on
other people (cf. Theil, .1984; Danis %: Tremblay, 1985
Torrance and Mourad, 1978a, 1978b). The findings
regarding trial and .error and intuitive manners,
however, are unclear. Tough (1971) discovered some more
educated self-directed learners who are systematic' and

analytic individuals. This raises the possibility of two

¢
processes of SDL or of a broader concept that combines both

FD and FI modes of information processing. Thus,

a conclusion about these characteristics is yet to be drawn.

8 D .
Correspondingly, the personal characteristics associated with

-,

sSciability and sociall " interaction are unclear.
Theil (1984) discovered that some successful
self-directed 1ea;ners »-outside an eduéational
institution ttend ‘to‘ rely on others and
probably possess. skill;_ “in interpersonal interaction
that are essential . for their —success. »~ Similarly

N

Bigelow & Egbert (¥968) showed that at least in "~ independent-
Y4 ‘ ) -
study programs in colleges, those who have strong need for

-~
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social interaction find independent study unsatistactory;

_ﬁ Yet, in contrast to both studies, Moore (1976) observed that

individuals enrolled in a structured correséondence education

program are more FI  than  students in an unstructuied

program and these people may thus be viewed as réquiring
relatively less interpersonal contact.

The dearth of research aboﬁt Lpersonality

traits associated with and potentially contrigubing to

x

individual readiness for SDL allows very few generalizations,

but generates many questions. Clearly evident 1is the

.almost total lack of knowledge about cognitive

‘ characteristics and individual differences in cognition.
n

.The degree to which highly self-directed learners are FD o
FI individuals remains unexplored. Therefore, it followji
that the stupy of the cognitive - characteristics l
that are r&%ited to . self-directedness in learning
must be undertaken.a ”

: ﬁ- Many studies have used Guglielmino's (1977) concept of
éelf-directedness in learning. Still, the numbef of

‘studieé expld}ing th ~relationship bthéen SDLRS and
'personality traits is very small. ' To date,'no“ study " has

reported the relationship between self-directedness 1in

‘ . N 0
learning as defined by Guglielmino (1977) and Field~
/ <
Dependence-Independence. Therefore, the need emerges
2
to undertake -~ such~ﬂ!an investigation. This direction

,

offers three research questions:

a) Is there a relationship between self-directedness 1in
-learning as it is currently being conceivgdf\and the field
dependence-independence dimension of . codgnitive stylg?

o

O B - ! d A
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The second research ' question that emerges
involves the various intervening variables
such as age, sex =~ and educational level of an
individual. Broadly stated, tQ%séquestion may be presented

as follows:

b) What are the social-demographié‘ variables that operate

. to moderate or affect the relationship between self-

directedness in learning and the field-dependence-
independence dimension of cognitive styles?

Finally,.the question may be asked regarding the effect
of a subject mattér on one's preference for SDL and the
capacity of an individual to pursue SDL. 1In its most general
form, it calls for asking the follewing quest;on
c) 1Is there any relationship between self-directedness

in \learning and the type of subject matter chosen for .
study? T

Field-Dependence - Independence
Dimension of Cognitive Style

The literature on Field-Dependence~-Independence
0

diﬁension -of cognitive styﬁg' provides ample evidence
regardinév the educ;tional iﬁplications of this dimension.
The relative position of a student on the FDI continuum and
the characteristics associated with this position were found
to influence how students learn, A6 the academic ghd vocational
choices of individuals with different cognitive styles,. the
way teacherg.teach and the way teachers and students interact
(Cross, 1976; Witkin, 1976; Witkin et al, 1977). Research

evidence available to date also provide information

about specific areas of learning theory such as concept
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attainment, structuring of learning situations, the ef
social reinforcement, learning\of social material
of subject matter. In this section, the results of r¢search
are reviewed with an attempt to identify and examine'\ their
implications regarding the theoretical basis of :éié:
directedness in learning. The review is dibidéd.in to two
main sections: 1) Educat%onal research on FDI; 2) Related
social and demographic variables. Most of the research
information availaBle has been derived from studies with
chilqﬁen ~and‘ high-school age students. Therefore, this
section will review available information, but will also

attempt to highlight particularly those studies which were

conducted with .adults.

Educational Research on Field-Dependznce-Independence .

.

Perception and Concept Attainment

‘

A high degree of readiness to SDL requires that
learners are able to fdentify what they need to 1learn,figure
out a way to learn something, not stick with the known way
but expgriment with other methods, be ablel to find the
informaﬁion they need, enjoy tracking down the answers to a
question and to a large degree learn what they needion'their .
own (Guglieimino, 1977,1982). Tﬁe literature on FbI Cs,
however, provides information related to these— areas - of
self-directedness which suggests that \\~59¥;tive}y Fd
individuals may manifest a low degreef of readiness to

SDL. This information appears to be particulafly relevant in
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the areas of perception and concept attainment. -
Concept attainment "is of particular concern

to educators because of their interest in having students
~

learn, concepts rather than isolated facts" (Witkiﬁdét al.,
1977, p. 26). In a typical task of céncept attainmént,

researchers introduce a series of stimuli to subjects, and

\

expect them to discriminate between examples and nonexamples

of the concept they wish them to learn. Research on FDI .

found a difference \wpetween FD and FI 1individuals. One

difference t%at as been observed is concerned with the
nature of the cues provided =~ and the way
FD and FI pgople notice these cues.

]
N

Whereas FI subjects tended to sample examples of a concept

from the full array of cues, FD subj%cts tended to sample

only those stimuli that were salient a%d easily noticeable.

(Dickstein, 1968; Kirschenbaum, 1969). Thus, this
responsiveness to the dominant arrangement in a field may
sometimes ihpair the attainment of a concept on the part of
FD students, and suggests that in order for them 'to learn
new concepts, educators must present learners with stimuli
which~are easily noticable. Moreover, it was also foﬁnd that
when the salient stimuliql,g irrelevant to the concepF, they
affect the pace of learning. Consequently, Ff people were
found to learn a concept more rapidly than FD individuals

when thersalient cue was irrelevant to the definition of the

concept. This suggests that . the relevance of the
B - i ;m‘ N
salient cues to the concept to be learned must also be

.

considered in presenting new material (Goodenough, 1976;
Vs
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Witkin et al., 1977), and raises questions regardihg the
effectiveness of self-directed learning methods in
facilitating the attalngznt of concepts which are sprrounded
by irrelevant information.

_ Research evidence also suggest that concept attainment
among FD individuals appears t® be related to the content of
the material to be learned. The raaults of several
investigations indicated that FD students learned better
social material even if it was periphefal to the concepts to
be l®tarned (Adcock & Webbereley, 1971; Fltzglbbona/‘\\\
Goldberger & Eagle, 1965; Ruble & Nakamura, 1972). According ﬂ/*fl_
to Goédenough (1976) this superlorlty may be attributed to <:
the seléEETvé\\attention that FD people give to social

material and social cues. What these findings suggest is that

if FD individuala initiate and control their. own learning,
they may lead themselves to study material which is
compatible "with their cogaitive style tendencies. ‘It alsa
offers the possibility that = these individuals may be more
self-directed only in areas which involve social content. The
extent to which these learners may c0pé with Qreaterqself—
direction in areas of knowledge which do not include social
‘material, however, is unknown. Consequently, this information
introduces the needv to consider thel particular type of
éubjap\>matter sgudied within a study of FDI and SDL._ ¢
{/Aﬂéther‘ aspect . related to concept attainment 1is the.
appggach taken by fD and FI iﬁdividuals towards the tes%ing
of hypothesis. The two approaches taken by 1earners in

(€]

hypotheses testing are that of a participant and that of an
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observer. Nebelkopf & Dryer (1973) found that in contrast to
FI individuals, FD people tended to use a spectator approach.
In this approach, rather thaﬁ aétﬁvely taking elements and
testingﬁg hypothesis, the individual observes the elements
passively and allows them to provide an impression.
However, when FD people are encouraged to use a participant

approach, they tend to form hypotheses on the bas{s of

salient  cues (Goodenough, 1976; Witkin et al., 1977).
Being a self-directed "learner - requires that

an individual be actively engaged in initiating,
controlling, or monitoring éne, Some or all aspects
of the educational activity (e.g., Guglielmino,' 1977).
This may imply an active approach to pesting hypotheses
that learners may require to take at times. If this is
the case, FD individuals may be at a disadvantage in
situations that require sglf-direction in 1learning. These
people may be less capable of: self-directedness in
educational ac&évities than FI individuals.

Rule transfer is another aspect of concept attainmept.
The difference in the manner of transferring rules by FD and
F1I individuals may be viewed as suggesting that greater self-
directedness in learning is associated with greatef ‘field-
independé%ce. Maloney (1981) féund that FI university
students in the electrical sciences were . superior to FD
students in what he‘ called lateral transfer, in which
a person was expected to apply a rule in a context which
was different from the one in which it

’

was first learned. These students were also
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found to be superior to FD students at solving novel

problems by combining two or more learned rules . and

L

_genefating their own énd combination. These findings ¥
raise questions regarding the capacity ‘ of FD
individuals who éngage in SDL td transfer rules from one /L,/
~context to another and generate new rules. Even if this may
ebenfually take‘place, the effectiveness and éfficiency of A

the SDL approach may‘be questioned, at least at ch beginnfng \\
of a learning experience. . -

In conclusion, the research regardfng perception, -
concept attagnment and rule trahéggr indicates thatJ FD
students may be at a disad&antage in educational situations
which call for self-direction in }earning. Consequently,
this information implies that Qreater field-indebendence may
be associatéd with a greater capacity to act in a self-
directed manner in educational situations, and perhaps with a
higher degree of readinéss; - to SDL. *Subjected to an
unorganized body of knowiédge and wishing to arrange it and
master it on one's own, these individuals may encounter many

-

“"difficulties. If cues in the learning material or information
>

provided by resource people are ~hdf“*p<operly arranéed, do °
not avoid negative or irrelevant examplés, do not call
attention to the most relevant stimuli or require the
'transfef of rules, the FD individual may ‘not be . .able

to leagzn . a chosen - topic " or it may take

him/her a longer period of time. Furthermore, the literature (

- , R R ) B
also suggests that FD individuals find it particularl§ T

difficult to consider cues that are not relevant to their
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experience and to transform cues which were useful in the

formation of one concept and .became irrelevant in another

p——

vl
-~

concept (Ohnmacht, 19665 Zawel, 1970; both cited in Witkin
et al., 1977). This suggests‘ that duggng SDL activities,
FD adults may have y difficulties’ in approaching
a body of knowiedge whichﬁj is new to them or
disc¢arding irrelﬁvant concepts ?men trying to iearn a newr
squecf matter. According to Guglielmino (1977), however, a
high degree of readiness to SDL implies a capacity to deéi
with unfamiliar problems and be able to track dow\ answers to
~new questions on one's own. Thus, the extent to wnLch hi

is indeed related to greater self-directedness QEB?Zh

investigated. y

Use of Mediators and Feedback

-
’

, According to‘buglielmino (1977, 1982), ipdividuals who
//manifest a high degree of readiness tg: SDL do ngt have
problems in understanding what they learn, they know when
they need to learr more better than mo#t people, and they do
not neéessarily Feqdire muéh\\ feedbaék during learning
experiences. Related to these is the use of mﬂdiators in
leapning. Generally, FDI theory suggests that if there is no
inherent structure 1in the mater%al to be learnt, g;eater
difficully in organizing the field is experienced by FD
people (Witkin et aé:, 1977). ‘The evidence of research in

this particular area also appear to suggest that greater

field-independence may be a necessary condition for coping

[N

with educational activities which require greater self-
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direction. Flefaming (1968, repofied in .Witkinnet al.,
g : ) ;

1977)  found that  FD individuals " had less

-~

difficulty 'in  recalling lists . of - words when
they were presented in "an orderly sequence or some °

kind of a hierarchy, but they. did nét'recall these words when

no order was imposed on the list. Similar&y,~ Telfer (1979)

observed high *schoel. students and fouqﬁtthat the use of

N N / N “ s
sadvanced organizers facilitated learning among FD students

but made no -differénce in learning amdng FI students. Hawks

(1983) found that although not at a level of statistical

significance,'g;;\use of graphicw%fgaﬁizers tendedito les7en

. the difference in achievement between  FD and / FI

~

undergraduate  students. ;. . o

Studies of programmed instruction also confirm these
observations. Schwen (1970) found that FI.studehés learned '”X

”a%d remembered better thaﬁ FD /students wheﬁ a learﬁing

sequén%e was presented through a largéx unbroken unit.

Nevertheless, when a program of small stebs was presented, no
. . I .

il

‘difference in learning was found between FD-and FI students,
Research findings also suggest that FDgindividual may require

more feedback during learning. Renzi (1974) observed that when
L .
tauz;&;-to draw an ellipse from a grbgrammed text, FD -

~
r, - .
uniVetsgity students learhed more effectively when they, were -

provided with feedback than when feedback waé" absent.

Confirming these observations is the qualitative study of

- — ‘

. t . .
Simpson & Walker (1983) which was conducted among adult
' x.
nursing students. They found tha& Fq/éyudents reported thagt
4 M v [

they experienced aifficultiﬂ with  large unipg

{

\
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of ‘sinstruction which\. were g T to be learned
NN
in a . limited time,  The  same students, also

-

expr¥ssed a" need for more feedback during educational
. ’ <

acéivities and a desire for flex1bTe) pac1ng., They also

‘%Hewed repetltion and reinforcement as essential for their

learning. Walker (1981, 1982) also found that FD individuals

L]

require more external féedback. These findings, again,-

. - ’
suggest that unless they d%oose appropriate methods and

resoufbes, human and non human alike, FD inq;viduals may
encounter difficulties in being self-directed 1learners.
They ° also support the hypothesis that greater - field-

independence is positively related to - ¢greater self-

~

direétég:ess in learning. However, as will be shown in
the preceding sgctioqs, evidence also exists to suggest

that - certain FD traits may%a*also be instrumental in

t R

facilitating greater self-directedness, in learning.
e . -
, I .
Reinforcement, Feedback and Sti$cture in Learning Situations

-

.
Y

Highly self -directed learners appear- to be capable of
making thquelves do what they think they QXQEad, they feel
respon51ble,foruthe1r own learning and they' are ngt deterred
by difficult gtudy (Guglieimino, 1977, 1982). These aspects
of readiness °~ to SDL 'appeaf to indicate little need for

external reinforcement, a hiéh degree of internal motivation

-

-and little need "fon external structure ’;ﬁd -guidance.
According to tﬁe theory of FD1, however, _FD-  and FI.
*individuals differ in these respects., /l' .
| According to «several studies, -  FI ’ people
o o~ .- ‘
—s2 -

o - -

»
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learn more than FD individuals under conditions of
intrinsic motivation. However, FD and FI students appear to
learn as much when tHeir ils are defined for them and»
rewards are ’offered ny ,_teacher (ﬁitz, 1971; . Paclisanu,
1970; Steinfeld, 1973); Two other investigatione found
'that wh11e both FD and FI learners learned well when external
relnforcement was prov1ded in the form-of materlal reward or

pra1seT'FD children apﬁeared to be more affekcted by criticism

'(negative reinforcement) than FI people(Konstadt & Forman,

.
1965; Fitz, 1971). S}mllarly, Hubner (1983) found
that teacher adaptation, to . a child's  CS . Wwas
" .

significantly related to student behavior, and concluded

- A x

that "by placing “field—dependent students in the more
personal and structured contexte,‘ ﬁeache;s increased thé’
- likelihood of their positive behévior" (3083A). Severa} adult
eduéators suggested' that /@reat self-directedness in

|
learning is associated with 1nter j motivation and emotional

1ndependence (cf. Even, 1984; Dressel & Thompson', 1973; .
Guglielmino, 197%; Moore, 1976, 19805‘ Skager, 1978). If
this is the case, it ‘ may be expected that relatively more
self-directed advlts are thosevwho are more FI.

Highly self—dipected learners do not expect a teacher
‘to., tell ‘them what to learn or how to learn ( Guglielmino,
1977, 1982). Similarly: the difference between FD and FI
individuals in response to and desire for social interactjon
is also related to their need for the external structure that
is provided in instructional™ activitiesf Martens (1976)

found that FD community college .subjects preferred courses
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"where thé'fga§$er followed the outline and which were

£

highly structured and where the teacher determined how the

. requirements would be met" (p. 13).<<Marchese (1977) studied

60 female community students in their first year of college.

She reported that FD students learned better in high

b . A .
structure, whereas FI individuals learned better in low

' »
structure. .The findings of Simpson & Walker (I983) appear to

confirm thése observations. These results shggest‘ that
| .

field-independence is\. positively related to self-

directedness. \\\ )

p

Concrete Examples and Humgn Modelling
v\ e

\ B ' i
In contrast to the sk};l in cognitivé‘tﬁgtructuring and

-

. AN
\——*1ﬁﬁ¥\glgff§onal J&ientation of\gs students, FD individuals are

S
characterized by speciaT. atég:fiVeness to 'spcial ‘cues,
, >
interpersonal orientation, alerth?s to social components in
the' learning environment and'/} ndency tor require more
7/

mediators, demonstré;ions iyﬁ modelling ’ in educational

situations (Witkin et al., 1977). Research .- evidence
- . - < \.:}\

show that FD people spent, . more time

looking at the faces of other people

(Konstadt’ & Forman, 1965; Ruble & Nakamura, 1972), and they

even remembered the faces of those they interacted with

Kol et

! ~
better than FI-‘'individuals (Messick & Damarin}. 1964; Nevill,

) . o
1971). This attentiveness to social cues was also seen in
the fact that FD people were better able to remember “verbal
messages that -inclyded a social content (Eagle, Fitzgibbons &

ﬁboldberger, 1976; Eagle, Goldberger & Breitman, 1969;

¥

~ : -
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Goldberger & Benedich, s 1972). Studies by Koran, Snow &

R}

Mcdonald (1976, cited ' by Witkin et al., 1977), Gandler
(1976, cited by Witkin et al., 1977) and Rittner iEBBI) also
indicate that FD individuals learn better when ‘they are
provided with éxplicit, concrete stimulus and examples, and

when different tasks gnd behavijours are modeled for them by

L
other people. .-

These finding suggest that concrete exampies
| ?’\\ | ’
and human modeling behavior are especially’

t

effective ﬁipﬁ\\gD learners.>\They raise the question of

whether FD individuals in SDL s

3

tuations will be ﬁapabie of
3

/

’ >
mastering knowlqdﬁé‘ﬁﬁfzﬁéip/6hn when the resources they use

///\/ '
jgpk-concrete examples and /or do not involwve human

(interacﬁion. On -thes otﬂer hand, Banis & lTremblay
v -
'(1985) and Theil  (1984), found that some highly

L3

self-directed learners mnqanifest a pérticular strength
in. deriving adviégA and informatién from other people and
solving problems  in a concrete . fashion. It
implies that if greater self-directedness is related to"
a greater capacity to collaborate with others, ‘highly FD
individuals may be olewed as highly self-directed in
‘iearning (cf. Brookfield, 1985b). It suggests ' that
thé“'extent to which the inéerpersonal orientation of

- highly self-directed learners is associated with their

degree of self-directedness must be investigated.

Y
q .

Social interaction

Individuals 'who manifest:a high degree of readiness t
o )
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SDL appear to be capable of learqing on their own, without
ﬁgéh interaction . with - others or constant guidapce_
(thlielmino, 1977). Differences / ‘between FD and FI
students  were also found in their preferehce
to learn alons, or with others and in their favoring

methods in which different amounts of social interaction are

-~

provided as a part QE the educational activity.
Walker (1981, 1982) investigated nursing students 1in a
community 'college and found that those who were more FD
preferred group learning over individual lea;hing. Loveall

(1979, cited in walker, 1981) investiga;éa ‘adults who

——

prepared  themselves to take the GED (General
Education Development - a high sqpogl completion program) .
test. As a gtoup, they tendei/;é@ard FD and the majority
of these students preferredi to study  with a
group ¢+ of other people. ¥ Only a smal§ part
expressed preference to” work albne, and they

were more FI then those/@ho éwpressed a tendency to study

. At
with a group. A similar observation was made by

~

s .
Martens (1976) with tfegard to adult students of a non

7

traditional gge//aho tended to be FD, She  reported
that thesé séudents 'preferred classroom sjtuations
which stressed indévidual attention, group work and
interaclion wigh other  students.

Evidence also exist to suggest that social interaction

{

is desirable by academically guccessful FD individuals as

‘'well. Simpson (1981) interu&szfgj graduate students ian adult

education and students in a GED program  and found that

L4
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reggrdless of level, they reflected a general
pfientation ‘ toward <« affgctive - aspects and

’interperspnal interaction. Most subjects fouﬁd‘ people
io be the most importaﬁE resources and facilitating
“agents. Finaliy, De Cosmo (1977) found that among adult
studeﬁts enrolled in‘ evening ‘classes, FI individuals
preferred self-help guidance sp;ategies, while FD subjects
preferred strategies that involved individual consultation.
Thus, if SDL involves learning in isolation,” 'FD
subjects are not likely to choose this.process.
However, if SDL also involves some"skill and competence 1in
interpersonal relations, relatively more self-directed
indiviépals will demonstrate'skills that are possessed by
botﬂ FD and FI individuals (cf. Brookfield, 1985b; Pratt,

1984). “ o

Type ég subject matter

Previous research on FDI reveals that a relationship

exists between CS tendencies of individuals and the type of

subject matter chosen for study. The studiés " on concept

attainment reviewed earlier have already demonstrated ‘that

—FD individuals pay selgs&izg attention to the social content

<

of the material learnt and prefer group learning- situati?nsﬂ

Research on academic and vocational choices among college and

university students adds support to these observations, and

' provide evidence that the curricular area in which learners

are involved must be taken into consideration when research
. X ! . .

and intervention are considered.
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Although _FD and‘FI students do not differ in overall
achievement in college, research evidence accumulated
throughout the years indicate that they differ in their
selection of courses.and vocational domains (Witkin, 1976).

(Witkin et al., 1977, p. 43). A longitudinal study of

1,548 students (Witkin & Goodenough, 1981; Witkin, Moore,

Oltman, Goodenough, F;}edman, Oowen & Réskin, 1977). féund
th@tj field-dependent people tended to favour and
choose  vocational domains ~that . are social in
content, emphasize _ interpersonal réla£ions and are

limited in need for restructuring skills, such as elementary
a&d early childhood education, nursing, the helping
professions and the general sociai sciences, Field-
independent individuals tended to favour \mathematics,
natural sciences ‘and engineering, which require
skills in cogﬂitivé restructuring, are not interpersonal
. in content, and their conduct does not depend particdlariy
- upon interpersonal Trelations.
Studies invglving adult students of a non traditional
\\ﬂfge also' found differences in the curricular choices of FD
;;;——;;’:Rdividuais. Martens (1976) found that FD students .
‘preferred areas’ of academic major that involve social
subjects, 'writing and discussion and did not like an
analytical curriculum. De Cosmo (1977) observed 200
community college adult students and‘ found that those
enrolled in occupational proérams were signif}cantly more FD

than those students who selected science or

~“ business -~ technical options. The implications for SDL
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theory of these differences between FD and FI individuals in
voéational aqd curricular choices have never beeﬁ addressed
by research.-In particular, self-directedneés in léarning
' appears to be perceived by adult educators asf; dimensiqp of
individual differences that 1is equally applidablébta all
(subject matters, skill areas and levels of competence (cf.
Brookfield, 1984; Guglielmino, {977). Apparentl}, thi;
perception coQtrgdicts the findings of FDI théory.
Therefore, it appears that at least in studies that
involve .the FDI dimension of CS, the extent to which a
particular subject matter is related to or ‘affects self-
directedness in Lear;ing muét ?e considered. 1In the light of
Morstain's (1974)\§?nfusing results about the relationship

between preference for SDL and one's choice of a subject

matter, such an approach appears to be desirable.

Social and Demographic Variables

' Within the research literature pertingnt to lifej§pan
q§velopmental psychology, vgry little attention was devoted
to the issue of cognitive styles. Furthermore, Qery little
research has been concerned with the age period beyond young
adulthood. Thus, within the context of a study on

adult education these variables must also be investigated.

Age

Apparently "there is some confusion as to the
correlation of- age with cognitive style" (Kirby, 1979

'p.l 40). This confusion suggests that the variable of
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age must be considered with ny study on adult legrnfﬁg.

~N
Cross (1976), who concluded that™*there is a movement towa
: ~
field-independence up to early adolescence, followed by a .

o]
The prevalent view abQut FDI CS was summarized ’;:;//
;o ],

plateau and some move toward field . dependence around
th% ‘age of fifté. These age patterns seem
to hold regardless of culture, but individuals show
remarkable stability through 1life with respect ., to their’
relative position on the continuum™ (p. 118). Adult
educators such as Peterson & Eden (1981) seem to support
these ideas, and especially the conclusion that g%eater FD
is associated with advanced age. Similarly,/ Goldstein &
Blackman -(1978), who reviewed stugieé of geriatric
populations <oncluded \5hat: "«...  these data indicate that
-'both advagced age and infirmity are assoclated with field-
dependence"” (pﬂggeg). De Cosmo (1977) studied . samples of
adult students in a community college and also
found that advanced { age was ‘associated with
greater field—dependencg. Eonversely, Bertinot (1978) found
thhat . age- dig get predict performance on tests of FDI CS.

k]

Kogan (1973); however, has critici2ed the research

A

methodologies gnd conclusions available on the relationship
between age and coghitive style. He argued that the }esearch
'fipdings thch suggegt a relationship between advanced age.
and greater field-dependence are limited, because other
variables, such as intelligence, education and occupational

involvgment must also be considered and may be related to FDI

among various age groups. Thus, it appeérs that much is
$
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still .unclear about the extent . to which. greater field-

dependence or field-independence are related to age.

Education

A similar Cﬁonfu§ion with'reggrd to the source of
variation jin cognitive style exists in relation to the
educational attainment 6f adqlt learners. Several
authors have suggested that the educational
level attained by an individual may contribute to the
development of his/her FI cogﬁitive style. Kogan (1973)
suggested that the greater FI of 30-39 years old individuals;
when - compared to 17 year old, may be attributed to the 4?
educational advantage of the olde; group. Kogan (1973) later
compared the results of two other studies and stressed the
possibility that education may be a yariable affecting
greater FI. * The only aduit educators who considered
education as an important vériable are Peterson & Eden (1981),
who concluded that "persons with more formal educaéion
'are likely to be field independent"™ (p. 60). These
findings .indicate the ©possible relationship between éreater
FI and educational attainment. They suggest that the variable
of education'must be considered in designing research on

3

adult learning.

Sex

According to Kirby (1979) "When we look at correlations

of cognitive style and sex,  we find somewhat
more . consistent findings. Although style varies
more within sex  'groups than between  sexes, -

61
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(1984) and Witkin et al. (1977), the educational implications

Jous pare s

P4

still, femdles at all ages tendeg to be field dependent...

more often than mqles" {p. 41). Cross (1976), however,
observed that the greater field-dependence of
women is not neéessarily univegsal. " According to

Messick et al. (1976) " . and Witkin (1975) sex differences

3

may be attributed to socialization and culture, and~
they appear to conclude that in Western culture,
women have - usually been socialized to. be more
FD.: Finally, Witkin & Goodenough (1981) concluded that

with regard to gender, differences in FDI scores are greater
within'groups than they are between groups. Whether female
adult learners are more FD than male adult learners is

therefore still upclear, and additional research is therefore

needed.

(9

Conclusion4nd Identifiction of Questions for Research
As ‘was suggested by'Cross (1976), Even (1982), Pratt
. ~ .
of the FDI theory are numerous, and their consideration
within the framework of adult learning theory apﬁgars to be a

worthwhile undertaking. = More specifically, it appears that

i

_this body of knowledge may be especially helpful in Yieldiné

additional information regarding adults' self-directedness in

learning.

Upon reviewing the research literature on FDI CS, the

central feature that emerges is that of two major groups of

charactpristic tendencies and personality traits. One group

Ay

is that of relatively FD individuals, whose strength lies in -

62
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the area of interpersonal relations. Another Jroup is of

relatively FI persons, - who are more competent
in cognitive restructuring. The research literature
has demonstrated that each of these types of

individuals 1learn in é different manner, and may require a
differeg&\facilitative approach. It has also indicated that
when structure is absent, and no individual attention is
provided to them, ~F§' learners may be at a disadvantage.

o

. Thereforé, FD individuals may be '\Pnsuccessful - in
many SDL situations.' Their strength, howeve?}\may lie in the
fact thHat they can benefit more from usfbg people as
resources.“. They may, however, be attrac;éélonly to the
learning of some content areas, particﬁ{;rly those Jhich
inél;de— social content or to contexEL that emphasize
interpersonal interaction. Thus, the review éf research
on FDI CS and learning prqvides three albernatyyes for the
conception of self-directedness in learning. on the
6ne hand, gfeater self-directedness‘::?n learning may be
conceptualized as greater field-independence'(cf. Brundage &
Mackeracher, 1980; Even, 1982, £984). This may then exclude
FD iﬁdividuals from being capable of exercising

}”;Sé{£3§irection. On the other hand, greater self-

directedness may be conéeptualized as requiring skill in both
cognitive restructuring and interpersonal relations. This
conception of self-directedness may require strength in both
FD and FI modes of processing information(cf.’ Praft; 1984).
The third direction offers that greater self-directédnesq

impliés a higher degre% of competence in using people as
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resources, employing trial and error strategy and generally
following a situation ‘as given in a field dependent manher

(cf. Brookfield, 1985b; Danis’ & Tremblay, 1985; Theil,

1984). _ ’
Perhaps because of the absence of a clear theoretical

frameyork that describes what is meant by self-directedness
in'leafning, no investigation to date has provided a clear
answer as to the nature of its relationship to FDI. These
studies which are reported in the literature reflect limited
methodologies and sample size characteristics. They 'appear
to bear no direct evidence which may specifically augment our
infokmatigz about thi degree of the relationship between
these two variables; and they did not study self-
directedness in , learning. as* it is currentlf being
conceived améng a population of adult‘ learners from a

broad spectrum of educational 'levels and within aAfample that

compares the sexes and age groups. Despite thJ fact that

\
a specific instrument was designgi}:o discrimina®%e between
deg

adults who manifest various es of readiness to SDL
(Gug}ielmino, 1977), no study to te has undertaken the
examination of the relationship betwéen adults' self-
directedness in learning and their ognitive style of
field-dependence-independence. Hence, the most important
research question t?at emerges is the following:

a) Aamong a population of adult 1learners, is there a
relationship between readiness to self-directed learning
and their cognitive style in the dimension of
field-dependence-independéﬁqe?
The need to answer this" question is consistent wi%p the
N AN

meaning of findings of research which were identified both in
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relation to SDL and FDI. Similarly, the research literatdre éﬁ%

on FDI also indicates the need to further study anq/‘provide

- -8
an answer to two adqétlonal questions. . Cg -

b} What is the relathonship between the subject-matter area “
that is being studied and the adult learners’ ‘degree of FDI.

c) What is the relationship between age, sex, and .
educational.attainment and the adult learners' degree of FDI.
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=, The purpose of .this chapter is to describe the research
4/ ' design and methodology which wer followed in an attempt to

_answer the genexal;‘%eseard&\ ?queétions identified’in the
! ‘ ' N *

previous chapter. Also included are the definitiom$ of terms

i N - » -

which guided this methodology and basic characteristics of

, <—x;> _ the sample recruited. -
‘ / ,

.*% ‘ Definition of Terms

o

i

e ' -, . . Because mény concepts in the field of adult education
. [

» - . (3 : L] r .
(,’ \imply more than  one definition, and' in' order to avoid
. - : #7— - . Y
’ lcqntusion and preserve ‘a coherent conceptual framework:y .
- o ¥ > -, ~

. this study ,employed the following'definiti%ns: s
ﬁ =51 o : v ' P h “ - . 3 ‘ ,'
. © -« Adult " I e LA L
. . w N , . - . , i %&T .
P . "Any person who is . no longer subject to compulsory. ~

B4

sehogl attendance in Quebec."

- L ! * — (Commission d'&tude sur' la formation
" : ’ : ' des adultes, English version, 1982, p.7) ~J

' 3 i
: " ¥

L]

-

Adult Education

N ) N ) -
- "The entire body of org?nized educational processes,

,i; - « whate\'re/r~ the content, level and method, whether formal or

. .otherwite, whether ‘they prolong or ‘replace initial

. " .. oeducation in‘ schools, colleges and universities&as well a '
‘ . N\

-~

in'appfehtipéship, “wﬁereby persons regarded as adults b§ the

, © - ‘'gocliety ”go' which * they belorg develop their abilities; &
F . \ . ‘ , » d * - ‘ ‘ [ .

C L , " o ) % “ -

* 1, s A ¢ .. 7 . . N 66 P . r‘ M d’* '
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- . ' .
énrich their knowledge, improve their technical or

professional qualifications or tutrn them in a new directiod o

and bring about chahges in their attitude or behaviort¥. ."

(Titmus, et al./, 1979, p.33) .

Adult Learning

"The process by which adults acquire new knowledge cnd
skills, develop ncw attitudes, and the factors,
intellectual, biological and social, which influence these
p;ocesses, with particular reference to those factors which
differ from factors ihfluencing the learning of children."

/

(Titmus et. al, 1979 p.34)

Age

The student's age in years to the nearest birthday at .
the, time of data collection in this study. ‘ c R

Educational Activity

"Any organized and systematic activity whose 'sole or.
priqcipal purpose 1is. the acquisition or development of

. P
knowledge, skills and aptitude, . and ‘which requires a
- .. . '
deliberate effort". :

. ‘ (Commission -d'&tude sur la formation-&es
adultés, English version, 1982 p.7)

L4
\

Cogngt1Ve Style

XL A hypothet1cal construft that 1nvolves the characteristic

wand conslstent modes of functionlng by which 1ndividuals
7 :

3
¢
"

organlze and process fhformatlon and experiencj

tMessick x1976 Pp.4- 5, 1984 pp.59-60)
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Field-Dependence-Independence ° |

kOne dimension of cognitivé styles identified by Witkin et
al. (1954), which is measured by the individual's score on
the Group Embedded Figures Test (GEFT). Individuals whose
scores fall toward the lower 'and higher ends of the continuum
are considemegu;:%ield—Dependent or Field-IndependeAt
respectively. & |

‘ (Walker, 1981 p.13)

Self-Directed Learning -

o

’

As it appears in the literature, self-directed learning
| ) T
refers to' "Educational activities in .which initiative,
planning, instruction or guidance which are external to the

learner are incomplete, absent or indirect to some degree",

"(e.g., Ch&ne, 1983;. Guglielmino, 1977; Knowles, 1975;

Mocker & Spear, 1982). o

g

self-Difectedness in Learning ‘

! N L
- The extent to which individuals are capable of acting

o

4

~

in a self-directed manner within an educapional activity. ~
' ‘ ~—

Self-Directed Learning Readiness

| The,, levgl of s directedness of an individqal;as;‘it
is desgpibed by Gugli no's (1977) Self-Directed Learning
Readinéss scale (SDLRS). ﬂ ‘
Se?f-Direétion_iﬁ Learning '

A The extent’ .to which selfTQirected learning Sehaviof is ﬂ

Fd

\“s



"allowed in an educational activity. o

Educational Level

[l

The level of a course in CEGEP or University

program.
e

.
s

Type of Subject Matter

The type of subject matter which is taught in the -
courses . from which the participants “in  this  study
were ‘recruited. There are two types of ‘subject matter in

. this stda :
\ Y

1) Education and helping disciplines. PN

N

. 2) Natural sciences and mathematics.

-
-

Education and Helping Disgiplines Y

¢

N e ST

One category of subject matter which is stuﬁied by
participants in _this investigation. In this type of
subject matter emphasis  is placed on interpersonal relations

and the need for skills in cognitive  restructuring is

' generally limited.

)

]

{ " .
. (Witkin, Moore et al.,” 1977)
r . ' A f

Mathematics and Natural Sciences Disciplines
]
- - In this category of subject matter, emphasis is placed on

cognitive restrdéturing skills, the content is not social in - ¢ -

4
b ]

nature 'and ' the conduct does not depend primarily - upon
¢ - \ .

interpersonal relations. )

v

(Witkin, Moore ;gt al., 1977)

¢
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' Specific Research Questions -
‘,..,
In order to answer the research questions identified
- in the previous chapter: the following specific research
questions were formulated.
. a. Is “there a relationship between self-directedness in
" learning and Field-Dependence-Independence (FDI) among adult
students? ' -
b. Is there a difference in self—diregtednéss in learning
between adult students from di;ferent educational levels?
C. Is there a difference in FDI between adult students
- “~ from différent educational levels?
‘” d. Is there a difference in self-directedness in learning

_ between adult students in gourses in education and the
helping disciplines and adult students in courses of
mathematics and natural sciences?

’; wd
e. Is there a difference 1ig FDI between adult students
in courses 1in education and the helping disciplines and
adult students . in courses of mathematics and natural

{ sciences? )
y
» f. Is there a difference in self-directedness in learning
between male and female adult students?
f N
, g. Is there a difference in FDI between male and female
. adult students? ’ - N
. - 3
h. Is there a difference in self-directedness in le?rning
between .adult students fram different age groups? X
< B . R
’ ‘ j. Is theMe a difference in FDI between adylt students

e from different age groups? ' . ,

, : . ;',

; ) Research Design

E a o

: In order ‘o examine the relationship between self-

%T directéPness* in learning and field-erendence-independence,

£ 5 o - ,

;‘ it was concluded thatdyg survey would be an appromriate

" procedure. The sample of adult learners to beisurveyed must

include . adults studying in several educational levels{"F It

. 4
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e was decided that a sample of students from four educational

«

' levels,. in institutions of post-secondary education and in

equal numbers would suffice for the purpose of \thig

: exploratory ' investigation. This sampié h;st‘also include

.&//h adult learners from different‘ age groups in ggual

proportions. It also needs to contain and equal number _of ‘gﬁ'
men and women to ensure a balanced respanse to measures of
\Bg;h variables and to help in examining differences between
the sexes. Finally, it.was conéiuded that the gample must
include an equal number of adult leannersmwho attend coursds
in two distinct di;cip&iqary areas: mathematics and  the
natural sciences (subject md%%erftype I) and education and
the helping professions (spbject matter type 14). It was

hoped to obtain a sample of 25 people in.each cell. Hence,

the attempt was made to recruit 200 adult learners. Figure

3.1 describes the design of the sfudy. . e
SN . oL
Figure 3.1 ' AN

P K
" . - Subject subject ¢W®
2\ ) ‘Matter . Matter. .
- : . Type I Type II . 7

Research Design

Educational LeVel I o . -

. E canohal,Level II

\ -
Educational Level III - ) -
- i

-

Educational Level IV |} L. . gy




. . leasurements

Self-Directedness in Learning@

é

» .
The degree of 'subjects' self-directedness in learning

was measured through the Self-Directed Learning Readiness
A 1
// Scale or SDLRS (Guglielmino, 1977, 1982). A sample of this

. scale is presented in Appendix A.

The SDLRS is ?fself—repoft questionnaire that consists
. .

of 58 likert-type items. l It was developed in order to
identitfy the degree to which individuais perceive
themselves as possessing the skills and attitudes that are
associated with SDL. The itém;gﬂﬁvthis scale were dete?mined
N 1 - on the basis of a Delphi survey of 14 leading ex%ertsAén SDL.

a In addition to a total, score of readiness to SDL, the
N - . Y .
questionnaire also yields scores of eight factors in readi-

ness for SDL. These are: Openness to Learning Opportunities;

Self Conhcept as an Effective Learner; Initiative and Indepen-

s N

dence i} Learning; Informed Acceptance of Responsibility for
One's Own Learning; Love of Leafning; Creativity; =~ Future

. ) .
’ " Orientation; Ability to use Basic Study kills and Problem *‘
. N

»

' / Solving Skillsr This study, intended to correlate

4 e
. N L N .
'// both the total  SDLRS score and the scores for each

i

facgor,torFDI. ,

.m

For th? purpqse of its administratiodn, SDLRS*redﬁires\'

that subjects f£ill the test formﬁwith a pencil, There is no

time limit designated for filling tPis questionnai;é.‘
During iis development, Guglielmiﬁo (1977) . administered

the SDLRS to 307 subjects in Canada, Georgia and .Virginia.

T B , "72/)




The scale was administered to adults from different
educational backgroundé: High school, collgge undergraduates
and individuals participating in non:credit enrichment
courses. Students in both day and evening classes were
represented, in a wige_area of éubject ;ziters. on the basis
of this informati%E, ;t appears that SDLRS® scores are
normally distributed among the adult student pobulatlon
(Guglielmino, 1977; Guglielmino & Guglielmino 1982).

Using Cronbach Alfa co-efficient, the reliability of
.SDLRS was estimated at ‘87ﬂ' Thus, the instrument could
account for 76% of the variance in the effecEiveneas of
individuals as self-directed 1learners (Guglielmino, 1977).

The construct va;idity of SDLRS was supported by
several studies that were conducted sinc$ its devélopment.'
Créativity is one aspect of behavior »thlt characterizes
individuals who are ready to engage in SDp. Torrance &
Mourad (1978a) found a positive correlation between SDLRS and
various measures of origin;I; y and creativit&. A creativity
measure that requires the de;ziiPtion of images suggested by
sounds yielded a correlation of .52 (p <.0601). A Similes
originality test was also correlated at .52 (p <.201), and a
measure of thinking creatively about the\fufﬁre yieldea a
.correlation of .38 (p ¢ .@1). In additioh, a study of the
relationship between SDLRS and creative achievements yielded
a correlation of .71 (p < .aﬂt}, and ability to use photo
analogies revealed a correlation of .48 (p < .@01). |

Because readinesé . for SDL may ;mply indepehdence in

-~

thought and action, Long & Agyekum (1983, 1984) studied the

73 - - .
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(r. =.24;.-p < .85). ) - —

s
- N ’ K\-
.

-

PETI.

: ' f
correlations between SDLRS and measures of. dogmatism( and

agreement responee; These were found to ‘correlate negatively
with readiness to éDL. However, the figures supporting this
conélusion were not repo:tgg. Similarly, Skaggs {1981) found
; negative correlation ‘between *SDLRS scores and the'
expectation of subjects that éhance controls one's life as

was measured by Levenson's scale of Locus of Control. Again,

no precise figures were reported.

‘ Being self-directed in learning situations also implies

a positive view about one’'s self, self confidence and a
belief ingfhe's abili£y to respond ‘to the chalienges ofh many'
situations in an independent manner (Guglielmino, 1977).

Sabbaghian (1979) fdupd a4 positive correlation between

"~

SDLRS and scores of tﬁi Tennes Self Corncept Scale (r

=0.558). Similarly = Skaggs (1981) found a positive
|

'

correlation between SDLRS scores and subjects perception of
. B Q

. v : ’
internal control over events as me€agured by Levenson's scale

of Locus, of Control. Finally, . Brockett (1982, 1983,

1985) found a correlation ‘between the Salamon Conte Life.

satisfaction in the Elderly scale and péores/o€“SDLRS
: / | / .

S

. A .
As it appears from the research literature - there

has .ndt been a sufficient number of validity studies of

the SDLRS. In qddition, the various cbrrelations do not

appear to be sufficiently high. Ho&eVer, the SDLRS is the

" only instrument available for discrimihating between adults -

who manifest various degrees’ of self-directedness in |

learning.  For thisf}eason, and because of its acceptable
. ‘ > N

#oo

— - - =y -
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level of reliability and validity, @ SDLRS was selected for

the purpose of the present study. ‘

Field-Dependence-Independence

I3
i

The level of field—dependenceQiﬁdependence of the adult
students who participated~ in this study was measured
through the Group Embedded Figures Test, or GEFT (Oltman,
Raskin & Witkin, 1971). The GEFT measures FDI “on a bipolar
continuum. Individuals at either extreme of the continuum
kend to manifest cognitive and social characteristics that
are consistently  different. -A sample of this test is
presented in Appendi£ B.

[

The GEFT test itsplf' asks subjects to 1lpcate and

, outline-*a simple figure which is embedded within a geometricA

figqre tﬁat is mote complex. It bbnsists ».of a booklet
divided into 3 sections. The first section includes 7
figures that afe provided for the purpose of practice. The
second “and third’éections include 9 items each which are more

difficult and congtitute the test ffrm itself. For purposes

of its administration, the GEFT requires a pencil and a test

booklet. The test is timed so that after an initial practice
session subjects are given 10 minutes for response.

One problem performance on embedded fidﬂéb5° tasks
is that praétic’ @:;'aining may imprové scores toward

greater field-independence. 'Tﬁgfefore, Goldstein & Blackman

4

. subjects. An attempt was made in this investigation ‘to

(1978) recommended ‘that feseqrchers should study naive:

4

verify whether subjects had already taKen the GEFT*by asking

v
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them to mark an x on the test booklet in case they filled it
in the past. E ‘ ) :

The norms éstablished for the GEFT are ‘based' on a
sample of men and women s?udents in a liberal arts college.
In this sample, men obtained slightly but significantly
higher scores than women. However, wiﬂkin, Oltman, Raskin &
Karp (i971) stated that "these norms are ftrictly
applicable only to individuals coming from populations
similar to the group from which the norms were established.
For other populations, they commonly serve as a general
guideline" (p. 28).

fhe GEFT is oﬁe instrument within a series of
measurements that were developed to assess FDI.l Its original
parent form was the Embedded, Figufes Test  (EFT) for
administration to individuals. Witkin et al. (1974)
summarized and concluded the research on the reliability of.
these various measure;, inclu@ing the EFT. Goldstein &
Blackman (1978), who reviewed the literature on various
measures éf FDI, concluaed that ° "the reliabilities were
satisfactory\high; clustering in éhe high ,.80s to low .90s
when tests were reédministered at onel week intervals"
(p. 181). : <

The GEFT was developed on the basis of the Embedded
Figures Test (EFT) in a se;ies of tests thit resulted in a
final version. Its reliabilityl was determined using

correlations of section II and section III of the

\ . Ll [
test. After the sections were correlated, they ' were

corrected by the - Spearman - Brown' Prophécy Formula,
76
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(n=80) and females (n=97) alike (Witkin et al., '1971).
The validity of the GEFT was established 1in several
studies. In one study, subjects in one group were

A

administered section II in a group form and section III

s -
»

individually. 1In a second study, section II\was administer;E
individually and secglon IIT was admlnlstered with a group
test. The correlations between these two groups, corrected
for reduced test rength, yield results’of -.63 (females)

to -.82 (males). The scores should be negative because the

and produced a reliability estimate of .82 for males '

IR
. *&

"two tests are scored 1in a reverse fashion. (W1tkin /L,a%/””J\\‘\

1971). Witkin et al., _(1971),«~c0ﬁ61ﬁded that these

R correlations , are reasonaly high.

\\\\h__ '"A second measure for evaluating GEFT validity is the

RFT which ". . . 1is itself a criterion measure of field-

dependence-independence” (Witkin et al., 1971 p. 28). The
correlations between thesé two tests were moderate: -.39 for
male wundergraduates and -.34 for female undergréduates.
The§e scores should also be negative because the two tests
are scored in a reverée fashion. Witkin et al.~§1971)
-conqluded that éhesé particular correlations ”fa}l toward
the lower epd of= the fénge of correlations t}picalf; found
. . between EFT and RFT" (p. 29). Finally, correlations of GEFT

with. a measure of Articulated . Body Concept yielded

substantial results: .71 " for males and .55 . for females

(1971) as substantlal, particularly for males.

t

The infqrmation regarding the reliability and validity

7 -

(Witkin et al. 1971). These were .viewed by Witkin et al. \\

T; . ' \ N _ &f"\\ ’ . ) ” . \3 j
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of the GEFT appeared to be satisfactory, and suggested Lhat
the: GEFT 15 a valid and reliable test. Moreover, among the
. various measures of FDI, this has been the most widely used
instrument for administration to groups, and was found to be

particularly useful for this investigation.

Age

The age of subjects 1in this study was identified

through the Personal Background Information Form
- (a sample of this form is presented . in appendix C).
" Subjects were asked to* state their date, month

and year of birth. For the purpose of scoring, the age of

subject was considered as their age in years to the

nearest thday at the time of data collection:—

e o Vo

Sex

The sex of subject was also identified through their
response to the Personal Background Information Form. (see

Appendix C.)

Educational Le&el

. * h
\\>\\\\’, | Thé.edgcatf@nal level "attended \by\partiéipakts was
‘ determined according to the level of q}gs \ 1n which he/she
L ‘studied. There were four categories ofhééh tional level:
I;g\;el I - CEGEP"
gt Level II - First year undergraduate
| Levél III - Advanced and t&*rd year undergyraduate

Level IV - Graduate

/

W
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Data were <classified and organized accorqjhg to ﬁhese

- v categories. :
. -3 .

Number of schooling years.
. . - . \ a

" The number of schooling years whigh subjects had
completed was identified through the Personal Bacigrbgpd;

Information Forn.

t

Langﬁage\
~~The first language of the subjects was identified
through the Personal Background Information Farm. (see

Appehdix C;)

Type of Subject Matter

2o e o \
N

,There  were two categories of subject matter 1in this

vstudy. These were determined .according to the content that

i was taught in the classes included in this study. Thus the.

- , R [N , ’
//—\\\jzta in the study were organized according to these ‘
. , s
; tEgofies: ' , : ‘ - .

w
A

\ Type I : Education and helping disciplines
’ . Type II : Mathematics and natural sciences : Y
' e e 0 e S
B " Recruitment of Sugigcts : wT
' . Sut . \

_ T \ e
1), A letter was sent to Univ?rsity and CEGEP

i

o

professors, requesting them to allow their séudents to fill
‘. = PN R -* q
: ' ' . , l K4 ‘ —~ . \ i
the. required guestionnaireS*qurkng class time.\ A sample of : (j
o . ” | ' |

- - TR ' . [

. "
'
- N - - y
~ 79 o ' '
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\ this—letter 1is presented in Appendix E. “fn an "attempt to

. recruit adulE/)students of eduqation' and the helping
\discﬂplines" (Subjéct .matter type 1) dpdﬂ students T of
s - 4 ) .

\maghematibs and the nathral'sciepces ﬂsubject matter type II)
° & . , .
across four educational levels, letters were mailed to

.

‘professofs in the following institutions and departments:

i ‘
; Concordia University

Certigicate.and B.A. :Adult Education; Applied Social
¢ . N N
. \ Sciences.
B.Sc.: Mathematics. -

(*\\- Diploma,“M.T.M and, M.Sc.: Mathematics.,
g o “

McGill University

- ¥

Faculty &f Education: M.Ed. in Counseliing

Champlain Regional Collegé

Pre University Credit Courses in Mathematics and

. Psychﬂlogy: Department of Continying Education. =~ 5

Vanier College

[

Pre-Univeristy credit course;?‘Depaftment of Mathematics

Diploma courges: Department of Special Care

-

‘:,ﬁhl .Counseiling. v,
2) In -addressihgu the Fprofessérs iq the' various
:,insgitutions,’ aé’«attgmpt was made t& specifically recruit
students from courses at the‘%ollpwing,adadem}c levels:
Level I: beginning.CEGEP students ). |
Lgyel‘II: .beginping undergraduate lgvél students
Level III: last yeaf or advanceq gndergraduate studengs
'Lev;l Iv: - graduate'students ’

| Thus( the letters were specifically addressed. to those



e
v

/ : -

«

L] - . A
professors who taught.courses at these /levels in each

institution and in each program area. ~ .
, -
*3) Those professors who were contacted ~5were° asked

to \iﬁhicate their willingness to parfiéipate and designate

4 \

a date for data collection.
/ .
4) Follow up calls were conducted ¢two weeks after
f * r\ ! -
the delivery of letters.

5) Among those professors .who égregd to

_participate, . the researcher“randomiy selected one to three:

classes in subject npatter type I and one to Eﬁree classes in
subject matter type II at each educ&ional level. An effort
was  made to recruit at , least’ 25 subjects 'in each
subject area. at each level. All together, 16 classes were
recruited t9 participate in the gi:udy, with a total of 215

students. « s

Collection of Data !

-
t

1) Upon arriving at the classes deéignated for data

collection, there were four types of forms that each student
o ‘ ,

was expected to 7111 out: . o '
- Consent Form (Appendix D.) '

.

~ Personal éaekgrqpnd Information (Appendix c.)

A Y

- Group. Embedded Figures Test (Appendix B.)
- Self-Directed Learqingu§eadﬁness Scale (Appendix‘A.)

2) It was explained to the students that
s %
-

a study about - adult learning is being conducted.
/ . v .o .

They were also informed . that they \do not have to provide



their name or any' details 'that may g lead tb personal
identification,.such as student name, student I4D. number or
social insurdnce number . This information will‘remain
anonymous, and participant§ méy have access to th; results
of the investigation if they wish at any given point in
time.

3) At the next step, subjects were given a card with a

——’

number from 1 to 100 .and were asked to write this number on
all the forms that théy would fill out.

£y~ 1In four out of the 16 classes visited, subjects
were first asked to fill in "the gonsent Form, Personal
Background Informagioh’ Form, and then, in é random orde;,_*
were administered the GEFT and the SDLRS in class.

However, in the other 12 classes, professors could only _
allow 20 minutes for this -investigation. In these classes,
students filled the Consent Form and the ~GEFT in class and
these were collected immediétely. They were then given the
SDLRS and the Personal Background Info?mation,%orm to fill -
out ét home. These were later collected 'throubh ‘fhe

*professor or sent by mail to the researcher.

5) Subjects were instructed about filling out the

) questionnaires as dictated by the manual for the GEFT

and the SDLRS.

6) After filling out the GEFT, and before its/////
collection, pa:ticipaggs were asked to mark an x on the back
of the test booklet in case they took this test bqfore.

7)° After ali the questionnaires were collected, the *

data were scored according ‘to the .instructions provided by

. . <
82
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the manual for the Embedded Figures Test (Witkin et al. 1971)
and by Guglielmino (1977). ¢ g v
. | | ‘\
Sample ’ . \

. . ' \
215 subjects were recruited and participated in this

study. All of these subjects filled the consent form and Ehe
Group-Embedded Figures Test. However,. only 160q supﬁects
filled out and returned the Self-Directed‘Le rning Readiness
Scale and the Pe;sonal'Background Inforﬂgtion form;és well.

P

+ . Table 3.1 presents descriptive statistigs for the total

study sample, ' e
' R {
Table 3.1 ) N P " .

4

; Descriptive Statistics .for Total Study Sample

- .

No. of = Self-Directed. Group

Years of Learning Embedded
- Schooling Readiness . Figures Test

_Age Completed Score Score
Range 18-62 "7-29 86-287 - " 0-18
Mean 27.70 15 221.89 10.58
Median 23.69 14.91 226 11.44
Mode 20.00 12.00 243 16
Standard »
Deviation 9.72 | 2.74 © 28.43 5.39
N , 161 161 160 - 215
Missing -
.pata 54 . 54 - 55 : 0

[t&\ ) v f/
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. >
The .description of the total number of- subjects who

filled the GEFT and the SDLRS in each subject matter

category is provided: in tab\e 3.2,

A hd
£ "

Table 3.2 s

- ———

-
.

v

The Number . of Subjects Who Filled GEFT and SDLRS in Each

Subject Matter Catggp:y and at Each {Educational Level ,
- -‘ ' 4

and Subject Matter Category

Category e SDLRS .~ GEFT"
———fl-— ,' 2R
Total: Students of

Education and Helping

Professions ' 78 ~ 100
r o - -

Total: Students of '

Mathematics - 82 115,

Total: Pre-University _

Students ’ 54 . : 79

) \
Total: First Year

lt?nidersity Students o y 39 - 37

p——

Total: Advanced and . ' .
Last Year University

. J
Students .34 ( 50

Total: Graduate

Students , 38 . 49

84



The detaiMs of the number of subjects who filled the

. . "
GEFT '‘and the SDLRS within each level and within each subject

matter tategory is presented in table no. 3.3.

w

Ta 3.3

————— dn  ——

The -Number of. Suglgcts’ Who Filled the GEFT and SDLRS in Each

Subject Matter Categ ry wlthin Each Educational Level,

-

Education & Helpi_g

“u . .
Category *Mathematics . bisciplines
SDLRS GEFT SDLRS =  GEFT
. Pre Universiéy 28 ——"7 46 26 33

)

o

First Year

University .20 © 21 | . 14 16
AN '
Advanced and :
Last Year - '
University 15 24 - , 19 26
] - , C
Graduate 24 _ 4 19 — 19 25

Among  the subjects who participated in this study
ﬁhere were 84 males and 1190 fem@les. Data about the sex ‘of'

21 participants were missing. Table 3.4 describes the number

- of males and bﬁémales who filled the SDLRS and the GEFT

@
"

respéctively.

—



Table 3.4 . S P TN

2

The Number of Males and Females®Who FilLéé the:dEFf andf T

SDLRS. .- : o g
CATEGORY SDLRS // GEFT )
¢ Males 68 84 U L
o Females 91 110 ' 1
4 ’1 & . H
Missing AN
Data { 21
Total ! 215 ‘

The age range of subjecys was 18-62, ‘ This range was

L .
divided into categories which/are described in table 3.5. \ <<
!
«Tabl: 3.5 .
: *—“. ‘ ~
Age Groups in Sample
A\
R
40 oo
. ¢
” 57
~i8 .
A . ) ) 14 .
20
Ao 1 L
Over 55 - 1 .
‘Missingidata » 54

Total -~ . 215
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-

The subjects who | participaéed in this study had

‘completed between 7 =29 schooling yearé.r Table 3.5 describés

this information according to categories.

v
o

< ~ 4
Table 3.6
The. Number of Schooling Years Completed by Adult studehts
Participating in the Study. : .
i No. of Schooling No. of Subjects

Years Completed

-7 1 _ .
11-12 - 32 |

13-14 4

15-16 37

17-18 L 38

19 and over 12 .
’,Missing data 54
"“Total » ©215 !

Null Hypotheses

*&

"l. There is no relationship between self-directedness in

learning among adult students as measured by the Self
Directed Learning Readiress Scale and their cognitive style
of fleld-dependence-independence as measured by the . Group
Embedded Figures- Test.

——

2.1 There is no relationship between ogenhess to learnin

. opportunities among adult learners as measured by ‘thé Self-

Directed Learning Readiness Scale and their cognitive style
of fleld-dependence-independence as measured by the Group
Embedded Figures Test. -

G
* -
o -
A -

— 87
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2.2 There is no relationship between the self-congept as an
effective learner of adult students as measured by the Self-
Directed Learning Readiness Scale and their cognitiwve sthe

+ -of field-dependence-independence as . measured by the Group
Embedded Figures Test. E

ap———

. 2.3 There is no relationship between the initiative and
independenge in learning of adult students as measured by the
Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale and their cognitive

0 style of field-dependence-independence  as measured by the
;o Group Embedded Figures Test.
) -gr: - R hins ~

T

1

2.4 There is no relationship between the informed accept%ﬁc

of respon51b111ty of adult studehts as measured by the Self-
Directed Learning Readiness Scale and their cognitive ter -
of field-dependence~independence as measured by the Group
Embedded Figures Test, < s S )

-

-2.5 There is no relationship between the love of learning of
adult students as measured by the Self-Directed Learnin

- Readiness Scale and their cognitive style of field~
dependence-independence as measured by the Group Embedded
Figures Test. ' '

L * ©
N
2.6 There is no relationship between the level of creativity

of adult *students as measured by the Self-Directed Learnin
P Readiness Scale and their cognitive style of field-

dependence- 1ndependence as measured by;the Group EmEeade
Figures Test. o

2,7 There 1is no relationship between the future orientatién

of adult  learners. measured by the Self-Directed Learning
. Readiness Scale and their cognitive style of field-

dependence—lndegendence \as measured by the Group Embedded

. Figures Test.

Y

2.8 There 1is no relationship between the abilit of adult

students to use basic skudy skills and problery solving g skills

as measured by the Self-Directed Learning Rea iness Scale and
o their cognitive style of field-dependence-independence as

measured by the Group Embedded Figures .Test.

> . |

3.1 There 1is no difference in self-directedness in learnin

as measured by the Self-Directed Learning Readlness Scale
between male and female. adult students.-

88



P

Y \ , : »
3.2  There {s*no diiferénce igwthe cognitive style of field-
dependence-independe E as - measutred by ""the Group.Embedded
Filgures Test between male and female adult students. M

. o 3 -~

SN
NP

4.1 There is no pifference in the level of self—directedﬁess
in learning as measured by the Self-Directed Learning
Readiness Scale between adults of different age groups.

4.2 There is no difference in the cognitive style of field-

. dependence-independence as measured by the Group Embedded

Figures Test between adults of different age groups.

5.1 There is no difference in the level of self-directedness
in learning as measured by the Self-Directéd Learning
Readiness Scale among adults from different educational

levels.

5.2 There 1is no difference in the cognitive style of field-

‘dependence-independence 1is measured by the Group Embedde

Figures Test among adults of different educational levels.

6.1 There is no difference in selfsdirectedness in learning

‘as measured by the Self-Directed Learning Readiness Scale

between adult students in courses of education and helping
disciplines and adult students in courses of mathematics and
matural sciences.

{ .

il R ]

6.2 There 1is no difference in field-dependence-indegpndence

as measured by the Group Embedded Figures Test betweéen adult
students in courses of education and adult students in
courses of mathematics and natural sciences. -~

1

i

=
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: Chapter 1V e
. .
& - . N IR . )
PRESENTATIDON AN ANALYSIS OF ' FINDINGS
« N L A - & ’I‘ )
$ ‘ . [N a » .
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the results
of the various statistical Enaly;es which were conducted in

an attempt to answer the research  questions which

indicated the neéd-for this investigation.

Analysis of Data

[y

Q

The analysis of. the data gathered in this investigation

was completed using the Statistical -Package for the Social

Sciences (SPSS) (Nie & Hull, 1981;: Nie, Hull, Jenkins,

Steinbrenner & Brent, 1975) and the compu;Zr facilities at
Concordia University. -
Pearson Product-Moment correlation co-efficients and an

analysis of variance were calculated to test Hypothesis No. 1

" which aimed at studying the relationsﬁip, between readiness

for self-directed learning and field-dependéqce-independence.
The eight factors of readiness to self-dixected learning in
hyPotheses 2.1 - 2.8 were treated by a factor analysi;, }w%}h
the intention of correlating the eight factors of the SDLRS
to field-dependenceeindependence scores by using a Pearson
Product-Moment correlation analysis. . ' .
Hypotheses . No. 3.1, 4.1, 5.1, 6.1, studying differences

in readines8 for ' self-directed learning according to

[N

_ educational level, type of subject matter, sex and age and

the interaction between these variables were studied by means.

.

| ~ 90
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- ' oof séparate one-way analysis of variance and a complex four-

{

way analysis of variance.

3

Hypotheses No. 3.2, 4.2, 5.2, 6.2, were also studied by

~using = one-way analysis of fgriancé and four-way

i '\ I . ™
differencés in field dependence=independence pgqcording to

educitional level, type-of subject matter, sex and age and

. the effect and intéraction Bqt@een these variables.
. -3 - .

¢

- ~ Descriptive Statistics About
! the study Sample

N | '
1) Adult Learners' Deqree of Self-Directedness in Learning.

4+

[ -

presents the various findings which describé the“)state of

’ . IS
| readiness for SDL among theése subjects. ‘ .

<o

-

Table 4.1

V_mw‘,, " Learning

vgnalysis‘”gf _.variance. These ‘“hypotheses ﬁnvestigated‘

160 ‘subjects completed and returned the SDLRS. Table 4.1

- Descriptive Statistics. for Readiness to Self-Directed

N Minimum Maximum Mean Median Mode Variance

: 160 86 2877 221.89 226.50 243.00 808.34

x 3 ~

- ‘The scores of these adult stﬁdedts.- ranged from

v . 86, which was described by Guglielmino (1982) as 1low, to
S 287, which was described as high. The average score in this

o ‘ sample was_221.89. This score is slightly higher than the one

» . v
. ! . ~

. 7
P ’

)
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(specifie@— by Guglielmiao (1982) as the average for® adults . ,
. ‘ ‘e R [y -
completing the questionnaire, which is 214. However, the

mean score of this sample still falls within thé range of
- scores 202-226,- which were defined by Guglielmino (1982) as

describ%ﬁé average readiness to SDL. Thus the subjécts who

. &

participated in the present investigation were found to scors

from low to high in readlness to self- dlrected learning and

w/?

were generafiy ‘found to be avetage in Eﬁalr degree of self-

os o

directedness in learning. These findings provide support to
: . )
Pratt's (1984) and Even's (1985) conclusion that in~ contrast
a

to some assumptions 1in the 1iteralure, not all adults are
highly self-directed 1learners, and adults are not always
/1 ’\\-interested in'.or capable of coping wi&ﬂ educational
activities that call for a high"degrée of self-direction.,

2) Adult Learners' Degree of Field-Dependence-Independence.
’

215 subjects completed the Group bmbeddeﬁ‘Figures Test. -
Table 4.24prbvidéé descriptive statiistics for the variable of

Field-Dependence-Independence among these subjecté.

Table 4.2

Descriptive Statistics for Field-Dependepce-Independence -
~ N Minimum Maximum Mean  Median‘ Mode - Variance
" 215 0 18 *10.58 11.44 © 16 f29.09

The scores ?na the GEFT. of .the subjects in tﬁif/,_\\N‘
investigagion ranged from 0 to 18.7 Thus, these scoﬁes
\-
A

il

92



(YN

-

N

$

A Lot

. - gescribe students' scores across the whole range  of

. . . -~ ~ ‘
cognitive style tendencies. The mean score. was 10458.

) .
There has‘ been no information in the literature

’

about meaqi scoré§ for .thé geheral pbpulétion of adul£
students across a spectrum of-eduéational leVelE" as broad
as the one observed in this §tudy. The norhs avaiiablé 'aré
for liberal arts &ollede students and are pfe§ented
separately ‘ for males and females (Witkin.et al., 1971).
It ap;;ars that the aveggge score for'thfs saﬂgle ténd to
cluster around the middlé"éf the FDI continuum, ' \with a
slight tendéncy‘ towards the FI end. I} must be remembered,
howé%er, that theré were 15 more studen€§ of mathematiés in
this investiéa&ion than there were students of échation and
the helping professions, which may have affected the results.

L

It- is concluded that adult learners appear to differ
! <

in their — -degree of  field-dependence-independence.

/Ehus,‘-the‘ findings og;this aﬂqusis appear to bd similar to

.those that were observed among populations of learners in

2

-elémentary,yhigh school and traditional college age groups.

. ’ A .
{ndividual differences - in cognitive style are also

&

descriptive of a mfxeq population‘of _traditional age -and”

older radult students, hcrossca broad. spectrum of edudatidnalv

levels. ‘

- .
H
- a

o ~

L ; Statistical Analyses,of Hypotheses

Y Hypothesis No. 1.

A}

s !Epected that there would be no

2 R

93 ~

The null hypothesi



off points. One-way .analysis of - variange was:*

h

Y

L

hd L3

-

V'

o

4

nstétistigally sign{ficgnt differences in field-dependehcé-

e
L]

C}nﬁependenée between adult. studénts with low, -average and

high  scores - on the SDLRS using Guglielmino's cyt
; , :

conducted in order to test this hypothesis.

s

The one-way analysis of variance revealed that there

are §tatisticall¥/ significant differences in FDI between
adults with 1low, average and high degrees of readiness to
SDL. Therefore, the null h?pothesis’ was rejected. " An

increaséw in the degree of FI is observed from low to " high

» N N 3 Pl .
self-directedness in learning. Tables 4.3 and ‘4.4 descr{EE

thg,fiﬁdipgs of this'analysis. \n' ‘ v

54

, .
N B
‘ M o
i - . . . _
o < ° ’

Table 4.3 . .

13 o N ‘ R G
Deéscriptive Statistics for Field~Dependehice-Independence by

’ .
Level of Readiness to Self-Directed Learning.
‘s / ® “ .

-

SDLRS N Mean Standard Standard Minimum Maximum
Score Dev. Error =~ . s
- - LT
86-210 34 8.74 "5.43 .93 0 B
(low) ' ' _ :

. _ » N -
2¢2~226 46 10.26 , 5.52 .81 o 18

(average) . : , ‘ >

227-290 80  12.37 4.98 S .56 . .0 18
(high) T - '
Total 160 I 0o - 18
, | |
(%

94

-?



Table 4.4 . : .
One-Way Analysis of Variancde for - Field-Dependence-

of

Independence by Level of Readiness to §e1f-Directed-Learning «

9 * | ’ \ l
. K ™8 sum Mean :
Source D.F Squares Squares F Ratio
Y N . N
0 ‘ r‘ p ' .
Between 2 350.76 175.38 : 6.40%*
groups f
Within 157 .~ 4304.24 27.41
groups :
Total , 159 4654.99 '
, g
¥ n ¢, .01

* p < .05 ’ .

H

- Y

-

3

Because an ahalisis‘of variagée is a cruder measure of
the relationship bgiween variables, a Pearson Correlation was
obtained in order to gain ‘information about ‘t;..hé *degree’ of the
.relationship between .readﬂness to SDLL and FDI. The null
hypothesis expected ,thé£ there would bekno relationship
betwgen readiness to sel f-directed learning and.field-
dependence-independence. A Pearson ;orrelatidq was obtained
between the total sample scores on SDLRS and GEFT. Table 4.5

‘describes  the results of this analysis and -various other

cdrrelatioﬁ coefficients within sub groups. .

- s s e



e

Table 4.5

Pearson Correlation. Coefficignts for Students of

Mathematics and Education, Males and Females: The

Relationship Between Readiness to self-Directed Learning

and Field-Dependence-Indepéndence. .

croup . R N
Total sample | | \ "n24 ** 160
Students of education and © .36 ** 78
* the helping professions .
Students of mathematics u2i~* A 82
.males ’ . :28 * ‘ 68
fe@ales - s ‘ (25 ** 91
- ! ‘e r
** p < ,B) ’ o -
* P < .@5 . 7 r , ;o )
| A. low positive correlation (r=.24) was found.. It was

significant at 1% ievei of cenfidence. Therefore, the null
hypotheeis was rejected.
' Further statistiéel analyses were conducted. in order to
obtain ¢orrelation coefficients within ‘specific sub-
. . .
categories of the total sample. These correlation
coefficients are elee described in . Tab%e -4.5.

Correlation coefficients obtained within the education group,

the math groups malge and females ranged from .21 to .36 aﬁd

_were elgnlflcant at 5% level of confidence.

Pearson product-moment correlatione wxéhin other sub-

groups yielded statietigally significant’ positive

. ) ‘ ' a6 - . -
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correlations within the pfe—uniigﬁgity group and the group of
first year students. These are described in table 4.6.

‘ Fihally, 'Sﬁ additional analysis was conducted with the
scores of those students whose mother tongue is English,

while eliminating the scores of those whose mother tongue was

. French or any other kanguage. A Rgarsén correlation revealed

a statistically significant positive correlation of a

A

hoderate;ldegree (N=95, - R=.48, P <.@1). This finding is

g&dévg:s

table 4.6 (for example: first vyear ‘education §{Ldents,

ibed in Table 4.6. ‘Other correlations described in

advanced and first year mathematics students) could also be

significant if the N was higher.
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Table 4.6

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Additional Sub Section:

The Reiationship Between Readiness to Self-Directed. Learning

and Field-Dependence-Independence. ’

Group R ‘N
English mother tongue . 40 ** 95
Pre-university students. 5 .28 * 54
\ A \ '

. First year university students .35 ¥ 34
Advanced & last year unlverSLty
students .11 ' i4

13 " f

Graduate -students .18 , 30
Education & helping profession <
students - pre university level ) .23 26
Education & helping profession
students .- first year university '
level , .34. 14
Education and helping profession ~

" students ~ advanced and last year
university: level .28 19
Education & helping profession ' ) .
students ~ graduate level ‘ .19 19
Mathematics students - pre
university level .26 28 ¢
-~ .
Mathematics students - first .
year university level .38 * 20
Mathematics students - advanced £
& last year level ‘ LWl 15
Mathematics students - graduate . -
level .21 19

@1 **
.05 *

v o
A A

W
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The important finding appears to be that a 1low but

statistically significant positive correlation was found
between readiness to self-directed 1learning and field=-~

dependence-independence in the total sample. The review of

{ '
{

the various correlation coefficients within the sub-sections
of the total population revealed no gpecific pattern of
increa;e or decrease in the degree of the correlation. It
appears that adult sgtudents who are relatively moré FI are
also 1likely to be more ready for self-directed learning,
while relatively more FD individualslaré likely. to ©be less
™ - >
self-directed. This conclusion is further reinforced
by the results - of the correlation obtained
for - the scores of those subjects . whose
first language was English. This correlation was of a largé%
degree and may be described as moderate. It hiﬂﬂiigﬂts,
however, a new dimension of readiness to self-directed
learning, that of the relationship bhetween lahéuage skills,
cultural background and preéent conceptions of adults' self-
directedness in leafning. The language of instruction in all
the educational institutions in which the . present
investigation was conducted is English. The SDLRS form
administered was also written in English. Nevertheless, the
correlation coefficient of the highest degree that was
obtained was among those whose mother tongue was English.
- This raises some questions. It is possible that the. English
language skills of the participants contributed to the

increase in the degree of the coefficient. It is also

possible, however, that the cultural attitudes and the
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meaning given to the concept of self-directed learning

¢

[~ . . . .
‘'within a certain cultural context have caused these

results. : ¢

Not withstandind this last observation, however, the

results of the statistical analyses conducted to test ‘ /r
hypothesis No. l'support the conclusion that there is %652\*’//
relatfonship between readiness to SDL and FDI. Thus the

results of the various analyses condu¢ted support

the suggeétions of Brundage & Mackereacher (1980) and

Even (1982, 1984) that being a self-dirécted learner
implies, at 1e$st in part, being a field-independent

person. These results ‘ challenge those of Powell
(1976), who concluded that the FﬁI ‘cognitive style does
not ‘predispose a student to select a particular option for
independent study 'and is not  a good predictor of
the amount of structure students desire. They also appear. to
challenge Moore (1976), who 9§ncluded that "field
independence cannot be used to predict learning autonomy" (p.

154).

N

'Hypotheses No. 2.1 - 2.8

AN

Hypathéses No.‘ 2.1 - 2.8 were introduced iﬁ order to
identify the relationship between each one of the 8 factors
- which Guglielmino (197?; 1§82) had identified as being a
- part of the 'SDLRS, and the subjects' deéree of field-
dependence~indebgndence, The desién of these‘hypotheses was

motivated by a desire to understand and describe in a more

-

160 | o o
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detailed fashion whether, among the vqriables which -
operationally define self-directedness in learningﬂ@&bere can
be found a particular set of variables’@hiqh
‘describe more specifically the. learner’'s preferences,
characteristics, attitudes and skills that are associated
with greater FD or FI. Thus, in addition to yielding a
"general déscription of the correlation between self-
directedness in learning and field-dependence-independence,
it was hoped that such an analysis would provide an answer
to the followiﬁg questions: ‘ ) v

1) Is there any sub-set of variables of the SDLRS, and
therefore a set of elements of self-directedness in learning
which is highly related to field—deéendence—independence?

2) What are the elements of such a factor?

By examining these hypotheses, it was hoped that
additional information would be provided that woula enable a
more detailed représentation of the principles, processes and
cognitive operati%ps which underlie self-directed 1eafning.
This information, it was expec;ed, wsuld lead to the
clarification of the theory of self-directed 1learning and
help practitioners and researchers in identifying'adults who

manifest different stylistic orientations. Such information

could later contribute to the identification of guidelines

o

for intervention.

‘Thé original “factors of the SDLRS were determined by
Guglielmino (1977) in a tryout version based on a study of
307 adult students, as descfibed in chapter 4 of this -

thesis.: These factors were based on a tryout version of the
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scale, and were labeled as follows:
1) Openess to Learninb Opportunities 2) Self Concépt
As An Effective Learnér, 3) Initiative and Independence in

*

~ Learning, 4) Informed- Acceptance of Responsibility for One's
Oown Learning, 5) Lo&e of learning, 6) Creativity, 7) Future
Orientaticn, 8) Ability to~ Use Basic Study skills and

Problem _Solving Skills. These factors were described in

detail in the original study which developed the SDLRS’

(Guglielmino, 1977) and in a later manual which describes
the scale (Guglielmino, 1982). However,.the final bzoduct
of the original study was a revised version of the‘SDLRS,
but not a revised version . of the factors underlying the
scale. )

’ In a personal communication with Gug}ielmino (1985), an
additional version of the scale's factors, one which is
different from the original factors and based on the gpvised
scale was provided, bﬁt without details as to the number gf
subjects who participated in this study . and their
characteristics. Only two studies ‘used this lést set of
factors in an empirical investigation. Sabbaghian (,1979)
studied adult college students and found . some
relaQ?onship to self esteemn. Brockett (1985b) studied

older adults and found correlations between some of the

factors and educational attainment and 1life satisfaction.

However, another study identified a different

-factor structure with gifted " children (Mourad,

1979). Thus, it appears that the final nature

and” cluster of élements which constitute the
-

102



¥

_Qfactors of the_ SDLRS has not = been determined yet.
‘Although'Guglielmino (1977) had intended after the original
study to proceed and develop a *scoring key for
each of the factors that she had identified, to date( no

L

information of this kind has been available,

)

The culmination of all the information regarding the
factor structpge of the SDLRS, and-Lhe fact that no research
literature has - been published which focused on thig
aépect of the structure to date, led to the conclusion thht
caution,_musé be exercised in any effort régarding the study
of the scale's factoré. According to Kerlinger (1973), the
purpose of factor analysis is to determine the number and’
nature of the variables underlying a large number of
measures. "It tells us, 1in effect, what tests or measures
belong together - which ones virtually measure the same
thing, in other words, and how mucﬁ they do so" (p.659).
Thus, factor analysis "helps the scientist to locate and.
identify unities or fundamental properties undeflying tests
or measﬁres; (p. 659). Kerlinger (19%?\\/533\added that .- -one
purpose of the factor structure which is yielded by factor
analytic studies 1is to serve as a tool for confirming the
construct validity of various measures. More spécifically,
factor analysis "enables the researcher to study the
constitutive meanings of constructs - and thus their
construct validity" . (p. 686). Researchers, however, are
warned that great cauticn’must be exerc(ﬁed in considering

0

the scientific value of factor analysis and the products that

o [ 3

it yields:
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In  considering the, scientific value of
factor analysis, the reader must be cautioned
against attributing ‘'reality' and unihueness to
factors. The danger of reification is great. It
is easy to name a factor and then to believe there
is a reality behind the name. But giving a factor-
a name does not give it reality. Factor names are
simply  attempts to epitomize the essence’ of
factors. They are always tentative, subject to
later confirmation or disconfirmation. Then, too,
factdrs. can be produced by many things. Anything
that . introduces <correlation between variables
‘creates' a factor. Differences in sex, educaﬁion

and social and cultural background, and

— intelligence can cause factors to appear. Factors

also differ - at 1least to some extent - with
different samples. Response sets or test forms may
cause factort to appear. Despite these cautions,
it must be said that factors do répeatedly emerge °
with different tests, different samples, and
different conditions. When this happens, we have
reassurance that there is an underlying variable
that we are successfully measuring. (Kerlinger,
1973, p. 688)

An observation of the nature of the various factors
whi%h have been identified in thé SDLRS throughout its short
his&ory, especially the fact that no two identical clustering
of ' factors were reported and the relatively small number of

sampleé that were reported in the literature thus led to the

-

re-evaluation of the factor structures which -are reported by
Guglielmino (1977, 1985). Coupled with the‘warnings ‘of
Kerlinger, (1973) these bbservations led to the.decision that
before the factor structures which Gugliélmino has described
were adopted 1in the present investigation; one must check,
whether the same underlying variables are observed fn this
sample. Consequently, a series of factor analytic studies was
initiated, so that similarities or differences could be

observed. In ther words, it was concluded that before a

correlational 1nvest1gi};on of each factor of the SDLRS with
R
F'4

1 oi\/'



subjects' scores on »the GEFT is unde:tagqn, the construct

® validity and the nature of the constitutive definition of

each factor must be reconfirmed. ST

e In orde? to re-confirm the constitutive definitions of

each of the' eight factors of the" Self-Directed Learning

Readiness Scale,- the first stép which was undertaken was the

development: of an inter-correlation matrix Following this,
a principal components factor analysis with orthogonal

v
rotation was undertaken, using Kaiser normalization

procedures. I{ the initial  analysis, sixteen
factors emerged. In a later phase, an attempt was
made to eliminate spurious factors and limit. the numbe; of
factors. Thus, only princiéal axes with eigenvalues (sums
of squared 1loadings) greater then one were rotated and
eight-factor and five factor solutions were . run.
Accdyding to Child (1970),\ the 1largest loading values
usually define the meghing of \ tHe factor. Therefore,
only | thos; items with a loadihg of .30
or higher were sélected. Reverse items were also identified
- A close inspection of each of the fgcggfé\which wifg
produced revealed that items with high 1oadiﬁgs, which gend
to define the constitutive meaning of constructs, did not .
appear consistently in the same ganne: and cémbination, and
‘under the same factor-clusters both in the factors identifie
by éqglielmino and those identifi?d in the present
investigation. Detailed desciiptions of Fhe factor solutiqﬁs

: are available upon request.

According to Kerlinger (1973), factor analysis serves
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two primary purposes: "to explore variable areas in order to
[».)

identify . the factors presumably ’ underlying. the wvariables;
and, as in all scientific work, to test hypotheses about the

relations. among variables" ( 685).

intention of t

study to try and answer in an

exploratory ' fashion the question of relationship of field-
dependence-independence to anyone of the factors of self-
d"ireétec‘ivness in learning, as defined by Guglielmino. It was

expected that the nature of the factors would: be inferred
. _,‘s, \

from the study of thein"‘r;lationship with FDI. However, for

911 tfe reasons that were described earlier, it was decided
- X

that the ,;fir‘st'necessary'step is that of reconfirming” the

constitutzive meaning o

f each of the factors, and thé SDLRS if\‘

ey

general. As the findings reveal, no consistent pattern of

ny of the factors which were described by Guglielmino has

- P

bééﬁ observed. These results,may be attributed to changes in

thej characteristics of the sample. They may also be

f

)
at \i',,’)ibuted to the fact that there has not been sufficient

numBer of factor analytic studies which rw\arrant a definite

—~

conclusion regarding the undgrlying construct of readiness to

£

self-directed learning. o «
Kerl inger (1973) sugge sted that factor analysis
helps us check our theoretical expecta'tions. He added that’

féctor a?alytic éxploraéions of variables may well preceed
many research areas. Hé cautioned, howevér, that this Ldo‘gs
not mean that "a number of tests.are thrown together and
given to anymsamples that happen to be avai;able” (p. 6:7).

¢
4 >

. N ¢
o

It was the original’

o

ﬁ
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Instead, he Fecomﬁ@nded that" factor analytic investigations,
both exploratory ard hypothesis;testing,‘ have | to be
painstakingly planné&. Variables that may be inf}uential
‘ﬂave‘l to be controlled -~ séx, education, social class,

ol intelligence‘and'so on. Variables are not put into a factor
analysis jusi to put them in“J(p: 687). The results of the
present iﬁyestigation, viewed from both theoretical and v

empirical perspécgives suggest, therefore, that before the

hypothesis testing study which was planned can be pdrsued, a

e

©

. definite -tonclusion regarding the underlying -~ factor

constructs of the SDLRS must be reached by the means of

gerfes‘oﬁ well designed exploratbry factor analytic

I a
This, it . appears, is a subject for . a
* A

additiopal
comprehensive study. Because this is 4 lengthy research, and

. \
it has not been a part of the ,k set 9;/ objectives of this

AN

inquiry, it was decided that it must -await future
- [e) ' N
o . . Y,
researcgh. Therefore, at+ h point the series of
kY

correlatjonal hypotheses Na{/ 2.1 - 2,8 -were left untested,
‘ /

¢ and the emerging releyant recommendations are discussed in’

“ _ the last chapter of/tﬁis thesis. 4 ' .
‘ HYEOthEE;_S_:NO. 3.1 . ) .

/ ’ S .
The null hypothesis expected tha® no statistically

significant differences would be observed in .self-
~ : - ' ’ )
o o I, .
‘ directedness in leagnlng among adult students attending
8 ! -
dﬂ’f courses in various e?bcational levels. One- way analysis of

'~vapiaéce revealed bo statistically dsignificant differences.

. - - ' "
N / :
\ [
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Therefore, the null hypothesis"was' accepted. Table; 4.7

-

and 4.8 describe the results of this analysis.

Table 4.7 N ‘ . »
—_—— p,¢

Descriptive Statistics for Readiness to Self-directed

Learning by Educational. Level

Level . N Mean Stand. Stand. Min. Max.
- Dev. Error :
: - - —e -
Pre University g 54 21?-87 24.10 3.28 . 176.00 283.00

First year . .
undergraduate 34 221.03 28.49 4.89 137.00 262.00

'Advénced & last . . .,f
year undergraduate 34 221.06 25.47 4.34 ° 171.00 261.00

Graduate | 38 '226.26 36.23  5.88  86.088 287.80
Total | 168 221.89
Table 4.8

lOne-W@X,Analysis-gg variance for Readiness to Self-Directed

Learhing by Educational Level

Sum | Mediah F

Source o .QE ~, Squares Squares Ratio
Between groups 3 995.67 331.89 .41
Withing groups 156 127536.31 . 817.50 ‘
e
Total. : 159, 128525.98
. % p ¢ .01 .
* P < .05 - [S

A four-way analysis of variance also revealed no main

effect ' to the educational level, b'nor were there any
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inperactibns among the variaples of age, sex, £?pe of
sﬁbject matter studied and educational levél. These are
described in Appendix F. _ - RN

. In institutions of pre uﬁiversity and higher 9duéation,
individuals may'eﬁroll in prograﬁs while‘al;eady posessing a
degree or aldiploma. People may do_so'fdr many reasons, but
the fact which, must be borne in miﬁd -is that( gq
)

‘adult and ‘higher education in many courses, at any given
educational nlevel, ‘differept‘ individuals may attend . who
have coﬁpleted a different number of séhooling years.
Therefore, an additional null hypothesis was posed which
expected that thefe would be no statiatically1;ignificant
difference; in ’ the Qegreg' of readinéss for SDL
between ;dult studenté who had completed axgifferent~number
oﬁLschooling yearg; ‘One way analysis of 'variancg revealed
that ho statistically signifi;éht differences éxist, “and
the null hypothesis” was accepted. Tables 4.9 and 4.10
describe the findings of this #nalysis. i ’
s i SN
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.. Table 4.9

Descriptive Statistics for Readiness to Self-Directed.Learning

' ‘ 7
by Number of Schooling Years Completed.

Schooling = N Mean Stand. - stand: Min. Max:
Years S : Dev. Error

11-12 © 38 213.77  21.18 zmglﬁ\'176;ae 268 . 00
13-14 - 36 218.83  37.78 6.29 ' 86.080  265.00

4

-15-16 /}, 34 223.68 24.19 4.13 185.00 283.00

17-18 36 226.80 31.93 5.17 142.99  287.00 .
At » N . . ‘

19 and 12~ is.21 5.26 ;

over .7231.91~ 202.00 264.00

Total . 221.72 ' 86.00 287.00

Table 4.10 "

One-Way BAnalysis of Variance for Readiness to Self-Directed

Learning by the Number of ' Schooling Years Completed.

t

Sum Mean F
Source " " D.F Squares Squares Ratio
;PBetween‘groups 4 4697.30 1174.2;// 1.41
' Within groups 143 |110458.33  835.37
Total T 147 124155.64
8 < .o 2
* p < .pg5

"‘An additional one way analysis of vag}ance was conducted
within ' the English-speaking group alone and it revealed no
. 8tatistically significant differences as well. Information

regérdiég this analysis is presented in Appendix K.

’
>

t
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Similarly, a fgur-way andiysis of variance revealed no
main effect to the number of schooling years completed by
participants in the study. There were also no interactions
between age,‘ sex, type of subject matter studied and amQunt
of schooling. The results of this analysis are presented in
appendix G.

Because an analysis of variance is a cruder measure of
the relationship between variables, a Pearson Correlation was
obtained in order to further understand the relationship
between £he level of self—airectedness and the number of

i d

schooling yeafs completed by an adult learners. The nuli

- hypothesis expected that there would be no statistically:

~

significant difference between these two variables. The
correlation \*coefficient obtained yas .17 and it 'was
,significanﬁﬂat 5% level of ionfidence.(N= 136). This led to
the rejection of this additional null hypothesis and to the
conclusion that a low but statistically significant
positive relationship exists between adults’ {eadiness to

~

oy
self-directed learning and the numbgg\of schooling years they

\\‘f

L

have completed.

The lack of statistically gignifigént differences in
self-directedness in leafqing between adults attending
courses @n ‘various educational 1evelé\i§ surprising. fhe
‘fact that this aﬁalysis was conducted with various measures
of educational attainment with no apparent differences or
any observable pattern, and the low.correlation coefficient

obtained are inconsistent with the literature. According

to Hassan (1981); the amount of education attained by an

N

) ( | 111 : J
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individual may predict his/her 1level of self-directedﬁess.
. .

Similarly, Sabbaghia (1979) concluded that adult students

attending courses at a higher level are more self-directed

"' in learning than those attending courses in lower

educational levels. Finally, Brockett (1983) found a

statistical%y positive correlation of .29 at 5% level of
confidence between self-directedness and amount of school{ng
and concliuded that increased self-directedness in learning
is likely to be associated with a larger number of schooling
years. While such a general conclusion may Be reached on the
basis of the findings of the presehg“jﬁvestféatiqn, this is a
very low correlation which requires caution in its

interpretation. It appears, then, that the nature of the

relationship between self-directedness in learning, the

AN
,amount of educational attainment and the nature of the

£

differences acrogs various educational levels must be further

clarified.

Hypothesis No. 3.2 e

AF
The |, null hypothesis expected that there would be no

statistically significant differences in the degree of FDI
between adult students who attend courses at different
educational 1levels. One-way analysis of variance revealed
a diéference which was significant at\l% level of confidence.

Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected. Tables 4.11 and 4,12

provide detailed descriptions of this analysis.
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%able 4.11 o !

Descriptiveﬁgtatiéfics For Field-DQpendence-Indqpendence by
' d ) .

Educational Level.

* Standard

Level N Mean Dev. Minimum Maximum
Pre-university 79 8.86 5.17 g 18 -
First year -
university "37 11.51 5.68 1 18
Advanced & last
year university 50 11.04 5.20 %) 18 - )
Graduate 49 12.16 5.10 ) g 18
Total . 215 ' 19.58 . 18

Fay ' .
Table 4.12 )

AN

One-Way Aﬁalysis of variance for Fieid-Dependence-Ihdgpendenpe

o _.q
by Educational Level. ‘ 4f¢/’/ﬂ\h
F e

. Sum Mean
-Source DF Squares Squares Ratio
Between groups 3 '399.16 133.05 - 4.81%*
~ Within groups 211 5825.33 27.61
Total 214 6224.48
** p ¢ .91
* P < .05

3

A pattern of increase in ' the degree of field-
independence froﬁgkf'pre-university level to graduate
level is obgserved. The slight decrease in | FDI
between the samplé of . students, in the first
year of university studies - and studeﬁts in ¥

the advanced and last year courses may ‘be

113



explained by two facts. First there were more students of

frathematics studying in the first year tﬁan there were

students of © education and the helping profeséions.‘

This might have caused a larger mean score on

. the GEFT at this level. The opposite was true at the advanced

and last year 1level group, which was larger among fhe
education group . .than in the mathematics group.
Another plausible explanation may be related to some

difficulties in recruitment. . The classes in the advanced

undergraduate level included some courses that are advanced,

“but not 1last year courses. If there is a relationship

betweeen education and FI, the lower mean scores at the
advanced level may be attributed to this fact. Nevertheless,

the pattern that emerges is that of sharp differences in FDI,

. with . a sharp increase in independence from pre-university to

undergraduate and graduate level.

A further analysis of - the data, . using a
four-way analysis of variance and incluaing the variables of
age, sex, subject ma£ter and educatioqal level revealed an F
of 3.60 at 1% le;el of significance. This indicates that ‘a
statistically significant main eféect of the educational-
level in which an individual studies on the degree_of F1
exists. Appendix H Qescribes this finding.-

As thé findingg reveal, adult students who attend'
courses in higher educational leve}s arp relatively more
field-independent than adult studen£s who attendlcourses in

lower educational levels. These findings are not surprising.

Peterson & Eden (1981) and Kirby (1979) concluded that

114 !
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the amount of schooling years completed may be related
to individual cognitive style, and that “persons with more

formal education are- likely to be field-independent" -

-

(Peterson & Eden, 1981 p. 69).

A further on;>W§§» analysis of variance sought to

identify whether or not differences in FDI exist
between adults who completed a ’different number of
- schooling years. No statistically significant difference

was found to exist. Tables 4. 13 and 4. 14 describe the

findings of this analysis. - -

4%

Tables 4.13

.

Descriptive Statistics for Fie1d—Dependence;&ndqgendence' by

Schooling Years. -

Schoéli;g N Mean Stand. Stand. Mggl Max.

. L Dev.  Error .
11-12 32 8.81  5.37 .95 0 18
13-14 41 11.56 5.76 .90 1 18
15-16 37 16.76 5.32 .87 0 18
17-18 38 11.63 5.21 .85 2 18
19 and over 12  11.67 5.45  1.57 3 18
Total 166 10.85 . | o 18

1
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Table 4.14

One-Way Analysis of variance for Field-Debehdence-

Independeﬂce by Schooling Years

. Sum of Mean F
Source * D.F * ‘Bquares Squares Ratio
Between groups 4 185.11 46.28 1.568
Within°groups (155 4573.29 29.50 >
Tot§;i:j> 159 . 4758.40

** p < g1

*x p < .95

_J A .
However, a. four-way ;ké}ysis of variance, which

”
-

considered the complex rElationship between the variables of

.age, sex, subject matter studied and the number of schooling

.years found a statistically significant main effect

“

to the amount of schooling on field-independence. Appendix J

describes the findings of this analysis.

3

The difference, which is significant at a. level of

M

‘confidence of 5% leads to the conglusion that learners who
domplete,a larger number of formal schooling years are more

field-independent. Thus, this secondary analysis provides
) ‘il 2
additional support to. the conclusion regarding a relationship

between education and greater field-independence.
)

Hypothesis No. 4.1

The null hypothesis expected that no statistically

significant differences would exist in readiness to self-
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directed learning between adult students in courses of
education and the helping professions versus adult studenis
in courses. of matheggtics and the naturai Sc%ences. Oné:;iy
analysis of yariance‘ revealed no statistically“siggificant
-differences, nor were there any obse;vable patterﬂ in the.
mean scores. ., Therefore the null hypothesis was accepted.

Tables 4.15 and 4.16 describe the findings of " this

analysis.

Table 4.15 -

%

[ i

Descriptive Statistics for Reaginess to S?lf-Directed

Learning by Subject Matter ©oW
\ ' o Stand. Stand.
Subject N- Mean Dev. Error - Min. Max.
Education & 78 224.58 25.13 2.85 160 287
the helping :
professions ,ﬁ”ﬁfkyﬂ .
Mathematics 82 219.33 31.19 3.44° 86 .283
Total 160 221.89 86 287
\ 4
‘ ) 1
: \
e 7 . ﬂ
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Table 4.18

-one-Way Analysis of Variance for Readiness to Self-pirected

Learning by Subject Matter

. Sum of - Mean F
Sources D.F Squares Squares Ratio
Between groups 1 1190.83 1100.83 1.40
within groups 158  127425.15 806 .49 ‘ e
Total ! 159 ,=28525.97 -

*% P < cgl {L"
* P < -gl -

-

\

An additional one way analysis of variance was conducted
within the English-speaking group alone agé it revealed no
statistically significant differences as well. Information
regarding this analysis is presented in Appendix K.

Similarly, ; four-way analysis of variance revealed ho
main effect of the type of subject matter studied when it is
considered together with age, education and *%sex. There
was also no interaction among the variabies in relation
to self-diréctedness in learning. The results of this
analysis ‘are presented in appendices F and G..

This finding is not surprising. The SDLRS was
developed by  Guglielmino (1977) in such a way so that the
mean scores of students etudying various fields would not be
different. The reason for this design oéﬂthe scale was the
desire that the effect of specialization in any particular

subject matter and its relationship to preference for

independent study which was observed by Morstain (1974)
‘ \

would not inkerfer with identifying the skills and values

~
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N Cs X .
4 3
that are associated with SDL. Thus, in contrast to the GEFT,
the SDLRS and the concept of self-directedness that it
represents -are not strongly associated with the the study

of any’partiéular field. %

L.
v “ N "
- )

“/

g

Hypothesis No. 4.2 -

Null  hypothesis 4,2 expected that‘ no statisticaxtry

significaﬁt‘ differences in field~-dependence-independence

would ~be observed between adult students studying .in

4

courses of education and the helping professions and .adult

)

& :
sciences. One-way  analysis of variance revealed ‘a

‘studénts' studying in courses of iﬁt?ematics and the nafural

difference which was significant at a level of confidence

of 1%. this led to the rejection of the %941 hypothgsis.

%

Tables 4.17 and 4.18 describe the findings of this analysis.

-

Table 4.17 <

Descriptive Ségtistics for . Field-Dependence-Independence

Subject Matter

Stand. Stand.

Subject N Mean ‘ Dev. Error Min. Max .
Eddcation & 100 9.37 5.18 .52 0 18
the helping

professions

Mathematics 115  11.63 5.38 .50 o - 18
Total 215 : ' o 18
- 2
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Table 4.18 -

One-Way Analysis’ of Variance for‘Eield-Dependenc;-Indgpendence

by Subject Matter - : .

L)

Sum : Mean . F

Source ( D.F  sguares Squares - Ratio
S .. ) ) a
Between groups 1 276.78 = 276.78 9.9 **
Within groups 213 5947.70 ° 27.92
Total 214 , 6224.48
** p < o.gl . ' “ -
* P <;§‘o@5 ’ ' f ’ -‘ ’ By

o>

- .
.

It is concluded "that there. js a statistically
significant difference in the degreé (.)f . FDI between
studénts of mathematics and qatural'scienceg and students
of education apd‘the helping profehsioﬁs. The students.in the

o

mathematics group are significantly more FI than the

'stuaents of education and the helping professions.

A further four-way . analysis of variance | which
consf&ere@ the complex relationship between
age, "education, sex- and type of subject matter studfed" in
fe;atioﬁ to FDI, found a main effect ofltHe type of subject
matter which was signifigant at 1% level of goﬁ?idence? This
suggests that there is a rrelationship between the type of
subject matter studied by -adul; students and tﬁ;i: degree
of field-dependence ér-independence. These findings are aleq;~

Q -
described in agpendix H and appendix J.

. These findings are also consistent with the FDI theory
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(esg., Witkin, 1976; Witkin & -Goodenough, 1981; Witkin,

et al., 1977; Witkin, Moore et al., 1977). According to, this.

f

\) body .of knowledge, "relatively field ':independent
*'ﬁbrsons favour ?mpersonal domains which requirg
competence in f cogéitive articulatioh and field-
dependent er;éons favour interpersonal . domains"

f . A . :

(Witkin. et al., 1977,' p. 43). A longitudinal  study
conducted by Witkin and his associates (1977) found that from
' entrance to college to graduate school,,indiViauais tended to .

choose professional and vocational domains that are

-
-

compatible -with their style. Studies involving adult
studenés of a non traditional age aléo found similar ‘
1differénces in the ’curricular choices of FD aéd FI.
. . individuals (e:g.,” Martens, 1976; De Césmo, 19Z]i. The fact
-(%. "thai in the total'interaction among variables, a main effect

that was statisticaliy signifdicant was found, also serves to
, )

. reinforce. this , conclusion. - It offers that such ¥
differ?ncgg\\are expectédi, partly becauge of the
»inclination that the individual. brings with him/her
and(partly "because of the content dealt with in the

educptional gsituation (Witkin et al., 1977).
! . y o o .
— »
. Hypothesis Nos 5.1 .

The null hypothesis expected that there would be no

]
. statistically significant df?ferenqe in self-directedness in,
learning between male 'and female adult students. One-way -
- - \ < :‘ - 4
analysis of vggiance _revealed that no statistically
: & X ) )
L7 significant difference exists. This led to the acceptance
‘ . 121 .
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of the null-hypothesis. Tables 4.19 ‘and 4.2¢0 describe the

results of this analysis. . s

Table 4.19

L}

Descriptive Statistics for Readiness to Self-Directed

Learning by Sex

h ' .
. Stand. Stand.

Sex . N Mean Dev. Error. Min. Max. .
Males 68  218.44  32.18 3.9  86.00- 265.00
Females 91  224.70 25.20 2.64 160.00 287.80
Total 159  222.82 ; * 86.00 287.720
. . w )

J . ‘ .
Table 4.20 | “

One~Waf Analysis of Variance for Readiness to Self-Directed.

-

. Learning by Sex .

‘sum of Mean | F‘ .
Source D.F Squares sguaregg Ratio
' . C T
_Between groups 1. 1526.15 © 1526.15 1.89
Within groups 157 126517.75 805 .85
, 1
Total . 158 . 128043.90
**k p P .01 ) . - .
* p < 385 ' : .

-~
3

t

An additional one-way analysis of variance was conducted

" within the -Bnglish-speaking group alone and it revealed ° no
statistically - significant differences as well. Details

) * g
regarding this analysis are presented in Appendix K.
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A ' further, four-way analysis of variance, including

4
, age, subject  matter, education and schooling also

. o -
revealed no main effect or interaction between variables in

rd

‘relation to self—directedneQS’in'igarningg; These findings

are presented in appendices F. and G.

"This finding appears to ‘be inconsistent with those of

Sapbaghian f§1979), who concluded that females have greater
abilities to organize and plan their le;}ning activities
thaé7 méle adult students. It suggests that additional
résearch needs Fg be conducted to clarify whether or not sex

differgnées in readiness to self-directed learning exist.

HypotHesis Né. 5.2

The null hypothesis expected that no statistically

14

‘ significant differences in field-depéndence-iﬁ pendence

jwould be observed between male and female adult stﬁ énts.
One-Way analysis of varian;e revealed a differencé which was
significant at a level of confidence of 5%. This*led to the
rejection of the null hypothesis.,Thué, it is concluded that
there is a statistically significant difference between @ale
and‘femalé adult stude%Fs, with ma}es 'being more field

independent than females. The null hypothesis was rejected.

Tables 4.21 and 4.22 describes the findings of this analysis.

{w
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Table 4.21

Descriptive Statistics for

Field-Debeﬁdéﬁce-Indqpendenée by Sex

P

Sex g Mean
Males 84  11.86
Females 100 19.09
Total 184  10.86

Table 4.22

s ~

H

Stand. Stand. \ -
Dev. Error. Min. Max.
5.55 © .60 e - 18
5.15 .49 ~TE 18

P N\

| \ I ?

» ‘/‘
7] 18

-,

One-Way Anaiysis of variance for Field~-Dependence-Independence

M

. by Sex

>
Sum . Mean
Source D.F Squares Squares F Ratio
i . ‘ .
Between 1 148.58 : 148.58 ~— 5.24% |
groups . :
Within 192 5443.38 ® 28.35
groups <
Total 193 5591.96
. . - _ L~}
** p < .@1 «
* P < .@5

A four-way analysis of

variance, however, revealed no

statistically significant main effect," nor was there any

interaction

between the variable of sex and other variables.

It is poséible that tﬁe four-way analysis of variance did not

of subjects

The findings

than

- the

- identify sex differences because it included a iTaller number

oné-way analysis of variance.

of this analysis are presented in appendix,ﬁ
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and appendix J.

The finding of statistically significant differences
between men and women in FDI, with women scoring
significantly lower than men are cons}stent with
the conclusion of Both*Cross (1976) énd Peterson & Eden
(1981). Cross (1976), however, concluded that "while women
in Western cultures are relatively more FD than men, these
differeneeé are not universal in non Western data" (p. 118).°"
Furthermore, Goldstein & Biéckman (1978) reviewed research
findingg and concluded that due to the variety of testing
instruments, the effect of . testing situations and
insignificant differences between samples, the results of
research are inconclusive. Still,the significant difference
in the present study suggestgsthat at least in this samplé,
men are relatively more FI than women.

- :'
Hypothesis No.\g?i\ ’

. A

The null hypothesis expected that there would be no
statistically significant,differences in the degree of self-
directedness in learning between adults of various age
groups. #lOne-way an ysis. of Qariance revealed no
statistiéally significant differences between adult learners
who are 16-~25 years old, adults who are 36-45 years\old,
adults who are 46-55 vyears old and those adults who - are
older than 55, ‘These findings léd to the acceptance
of the null hypothesis. The findings are described in

Tables 4.23 and 4.24.
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Table 4.23

Descriptive Statistics for Readiness to Self-Directed

Learning by Age )

Standard Standard

Age -N Mean Dev. Error Minimun Maximun
16-25 90 220.04  24.98 2.63 148 - 265
26-35 20 224.65  29.99  5.57 137 . 271

P 36-45 18 226.55  43.65 10.29 . 86 283
46-55 11 721.64 2249 6.78 188 257
To 146 7 221.86

.
* “\od/ -
A

Q‘Table 4' 24

' \ F
- One-Way Analygis of Variance for Readiness to Self-Directed
r - - e

»

Learning by Age e

Sum . Mean

Source D.F * Squares Squares F Ratio
Between . 3 920.66 " 306.88 .37 ’
groups . /
" Within 144 118173.36 ' 820.65
groups
Total 147 119094.92 - “
o** P < Lol . o
* p < .95 : TN R ‘ ; .-
. ; L

- A further . analysis sought to identify whether
there are any differences in readiness to self-directed

) learniqg between . adult students of the traditional age in
higher education, those who are 25 and younger, and adult

students who are older. Again, no statisticalﬁ% signiflcant
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differences were observed. These findings are described in

-

Tables 4.25 and 4.26.

-

Table 4.25 '
Descriptive Statistics. for Readiness gé' Self-Directled

Learning between Traditional Age and Older Adult' Students

Standard Standard

Age N Mea Dev. Error Min._ Max.
18-25 45 222.09 24.31 3.62 160 265
25 and | (_ .

over 42 227.33 27.22 \Qﬁ.ZG s 142 283
Total - 87 224.62 142 283
Table 4.26 ' ’ T —

One-Way Analysis of variance for Readiness to Self-Directed

Learning between Tradiéional Age and Older Adult Students

- sSum ' Mean
Source D.F Sguares ’ Sguares E Ratio
Between .. 1 _..597.50 597.50 © .90
groups ;?
Within 85 . 56364.98 ' 663.12
groups :
Total 86 56962.48
&)
** p < .01
* p < .05,
One-way analysis of variance was . conducted

—

within the English-speaking group alone and ‘it revealed no

differences. Information describing this analysis is

presented in Appendix K.
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A four-way analysis of variance was also conducted, and

found no main effect to age or interaction between

- the variables of age, sex, educational 1level attended

-

schooling years or type of subject matter. This analysis
is described in appendices F and G.

It was concluded that there is no difference in terms of
readiness’ﬁo self—directed.learning between adults of various

age ngE;;. These findings appear to be consistent with most

of the findings of research regarding the relatiSnship

between age and self-directed learning (e.g., Caffarella,.

t

1983; Hiemstra, 1975 reported in Sabbaghian, 1979; Tough,
1978). Hassan (1981) found no difference in terms of self-
directedness 1in learning between under 55 and _,over 55 age
groups. Brockett (1983) also found. that age was not
related to self-directedness in learning. Thus,; the
findings of this study provide support to Brockett's (1983)
conclusion that "growing older, 'in aéd of 1itself, neiéher
limits nor enhances one's poténtial as a self-directed

learner" (p. 18).

Hypothesis No. 6.2

The null v/ﬁépothesis expected that there would be no
statistically lsigniﬁicant differences in the degree of FDI
between adult students gf various age groups. One-way
analysis of variance revealed that no statistically
significant d{fferences exist. This led to the acceptance -of
the null hypothesis. Tables 4.27 and 4.28 describe the

results of this analysis. /
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Table 4.27

Descriptive Statistics for Field-DgEendence-Independence.

-

- by Age.
' Standard Standard
Age N Mean Dev. Error Min. Max.
16-25 97 -~ 11.21 5.36 .54 o .18
26-35 32 °  18.75  5.41 .96 0 18
36-45 20 11.60 5.84 1.31 1 18
'346-55 11 8.92 5.92 = 1.78 0 18
gie:nd ‘1 6. 00 ) g . ; 6‘ # 6
Total 161 . ‘ | | ‘ ' [ 18
Table 4.28 ’

A
One-Way Analysis of Vvariance for Field-Dependence-

Independence 4 Age

_ Sum Mean
Source D.F Squares Squares F Ratio
Between 4 , 169.62 27.41 - . <92
groups . '
‘ N
Within 156 4665 .98 29.91
groups
L)
Total 160 4775 .60 B
** b < g1
* p < .@5

As 1is the gase with readiness tg} SDL, an additional

analysis w3 aPried out in order to examine differences in

FDi between traditional age (16-25) and older adult students
: o

(26 and over). Again, no statistically significant
»

diffeiencea were.observed. The findings of fhis analysis are
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descr&bed in Tables 4.29 a&d 4.30.

<

Table 4.29

1

Descriptive Statistics for Field-quendence-Indepﬁndence
{

Between Traditional Age and Older Adult Students.

Standard - Standard

Age N Mean Dev. Error Min. ‘Max.

N

’

' 18-25 97 11.22 5.36 .54 ¢ . 0
26 and 64 19.55 5.63 <79 ] g
over . :
Total 161 .  10.95 e

- - , A Y
Table 4.38
One-~Way Analysis of Variance for Field-Dependence- "

Independence between Traditional Age and Older Adult Students

<

Sum Mean
Source D.F Squares Squares F Ratio
Between 1 17.29 '17.29 .58
groups . .
Within 159 4758.31 29.97
groups ) )
Total 160 " 4775.60

' S

¥ p ¢ Pl
* p < '65

A more cbmplex iqvg§tigation, using'the procedure of
‘foufé%ay analysis. of variance, revealed . no statisiically
‘significant effect to age on field-dependence-independence,

nor did it identify any interaction between g;e and either

sex, educational level, number of schooling years completed
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or type SE subject matter. Appendixes H and J. describe
the results .of this four-way analysié of variance.

This finding is cdhsiétent with some research on FDI,
CS, but not with. all of i;. Cross (1976)
concluéed that "there is a movement toward field independencé
up to early adolescence, followed by a plateau and some move
toward field dependehce around the age of fifty._ These age
patterns seem to hold regardless of culture, but indiviudals

show remarkable stability/through life with respect to their

relative position on the continuum" (p.118). Goldstein &

Blackman (1978) also seem to suggest tPat greater field-
independence is = associated 'wit% advanced age.
Bertinot (1978), however, found that age does not

predict performance on tests of FDI, .and Kogan

\

(1973) criticized FDI researchers for the absence  of an

appropriate design and lack of consideration for iné:&%ening
. |

variables such as education and intelligence, which may be

—

— , .
related to FDI. This set of variables was also suggested to

be associated with FDI by Peterson & Eden (i981). General
studies about the aging process (e.g., Botwinick, 1978)
seem to ’ imply that in the interplay éf variables,
educational attainment may intervene and affect iﬁbroved
performance in many .educational situations. While no
conclusive. generalizations may be reached, the results of
four-way analysis of variance also suggest that among
populations similar to those observed in the present

investigation, age does not appear to be related to FDI,

but education is related to greater field-indepehdence,

s -
- e
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Thus, '(the age of adult stﬁdents in itself may"

not péovide “ the adult  educator with sufficient

information as to the expected degree df FDI that a group or

an individd;I would manifest.
: AN
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Ch rV

- 2

CONCLUSIONS AND ENDATIONS

The| purpose of this .chapter is to present the
conclusions derived from the results of‘%his study and the
recﬁmmendationg that 'they appear to suggest. These
recommendafﬂons-relate to adult educatioén prac;ice, highlight
major theoretical aspects and provide suggestions for further
research. This'chapter is div;ded into two major seqﬁigns:

1) conclusions ' derived directly from the qfindings of

3
statistical analyses; 2) general conclusions suggested by the

findings. &

Conclusions Based on Statistical Analyses

1) A Range of Individual Differences

1.1 The range of scores on SDLRS obtained in  this

thy

study was quite large, indicating that not all adults are

highly self-directed learners. The adult education
literature, strongly /;ugges;s that < adults are
highly self-directed ' learners. (cf. Knowles, 19841;
This assumption has led to the x’formulation

of program planning and instruqtional principles which
recommend that leé;::Ys ;hould be allowéd and encouraged . to
plan and conduct their own educational\activities in most
situations. ﬁucﬁ of this theoretical work haé not received

sufficient empfrical support. (cf. Knowles; 1984; Pratt,

133 . ) &

‘s

P

™~



"

1

: B ,

1

1984). , " The ~ present study, . thereforg§ célls‘ for the

reassessment of the assumption that most adults are 'highly

”§élf-directed‘learners. Because some éubjects obtained quite

low SDLRS scores, it follows that these people would reauire
- ol ” .

a gre deal of direction in educational .activities. Hence,

the results of this ‘study aiéo recommend that joint.planniiﬁix

and shared responsibility in educational act{vitées may not

always be desirable or helpful to all adult learners. * This

bl

recommendation stands in contrast to the reported research of

—
-

Even (1985). 'Individual and group differences in self-
- &

directedness in learning . should be considered = when

approaching program planning and he facilitation of

learning. Adult education may also benefit . from further
conceptual and' empirical research that = aims at
idengifying methods of in;pguction which takKe into
account  such individual q}ffé}en;es in self-directednéss in

learning.

1.2 The range of scores on the GEFT- was also la:ge,’
indicatiﬁ% ai'wide range of individual differééce§ in
cognitiJe style ‘among adult sutdents. This is similar to
the findings of research on EDI among éleﬁedtary and 'high
schbdl students and with the little reéearch Ehat'has:been
doM® with adult students (e.d., Cross, 1976; Simpson &
Walker, 1983).° This observétion also - supporté ‘the
conclusion that édult léarners should be approached' from a
persﬁective which’ takes intp accéunE ’ individual
differences in the degree of fielg:independence.

. “a <
Y

v
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2)' Self-Directedness -~ 'in  Learning and Field—Dependeﬁce-
Independence . ) i

2.1 A qtatistically significant positive correlation was

found between adults' readiness to self-directed learning and

'8
the field-dependence-independence cognitive style. This

suggests that ~_<adult students who are relatively

- ’

more FI are also likely to be more self-directed in Iearning,

[

while relatively more FD individaa1§ - are likely to be less
self-dirécted. Thus, it appears that being a self-directed : _—
learner, according td the definition of Guglielmino (1977),

requires some competence in cognitive restructuring and

some autoriomy of external refergg}sw\lﬂencé, it seems that
L .
the dimension- of FDI -is relevant o *understanding and

describing ' individual - differences -in self-directedness

in learning. * This leads to the conclusion tha} the general

findings whfch were identified by research on FDI may be of

value, R . J IS‘ .
The above findings provide support to Even's (1982)
plea against a bias in adult edﬁcation theory, ‘which favours

the FI individual over the' FD learner. The suggestion of

" this théory' has been that adul%s are higﬁly self-directed ,

. Y . §
. learners and are therqfi;!’likely to be highly FI individuals,

>

The program planning principles which have been derived
, I :
fromethis assumption result in the lack of structure in many

educational settings (cf. Brundage.d Mackereacher, 1980;

—

Knowles, 1975, 1984). This ~ may put the FD‘iearner at a

disadvantage. Much of these .assumptions ) have been drawn
\ _ . .
without sufficient emgirical support (cf. Even, 1984; Pratt,

qlss - T ’ | \\‘\,\



1984). This study calls for the reassessment of this

o assumption. Research . aimed at identifying, methods. which
\ .

facilitate effective and .meaningful learﬁing and greater

self-directedness among FD individuals is necessary,

© i}
2.2 Greater field-independence appears to count only for a

part of what underlies readiness to self-dirgcted learning.
BI\ From the‘various theoretical descriptions of the highly-self-
directed learner and from tHe findings o{ several empirical
s studies it  appears that some competence in ,interpersonal ‘
qelationsf' or field-dependent orientations hay‘“also be
inst;umental in egbilitating SDL effoPts (e.g.,Brookfield,’’
1985b; Bigelow & %Egbert; ,1968; Dressel & Thompson, 1973; i'
TheiL, 1984)..Reséarch aiming at the examination of the
Felationship between interpersonal erientation, competence in

interpersonal relations and self-directedness in learning is

therefore recommended.

3) A Model of Self-Directedness in Learning

Although a correlation was observed “between readiness‘to
self-directed learning and field-dependence-independence,-
| o -this correlation was lo&, suggesting that field-independence

may be viewed as counting only for a bért of what Guglielmino

= ' . <
: (1977, 1982) defined as self-directedness in learning.
éonsequently, the findings' of ‘this investigation join‘ the
® . findings of several other empirical std@ies‘that identified

only low to moderate correlations between self-directedness

p

-in learning and other personality contructs. Such ‘constructs
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are -se1f7esteem (sabbaghian, 197?), 'creativity, originality
and"rigﬁt\ b}ain'sty;e of .thinking (Mourad, '1979; Torrance
& Mourad, I978a, 1978b), life -satisfact%on (Brockett,
1983, 1985b) and internal locus of control (Skaggs, 1981).

Pthaps what 1is needed in adult education is a new,
mére complex theoretical model that describes the personality
variables‘ associated with self-directedness 1in 1learning.
‘Various;'diECQ§sions in the adulE edusftion'ligeraturg‘ have
offered the possibility that such a complex realtionship
may exist (e.g., Bven,~ 1984; Kasworm 1983; Penland, 1981).
However, these discussions are not pgsed Jp empirical
research. It appears, then, that . one of the next taéks
that resea;cheré must undertake is an-empirical study
using multivariate analysis (e.g., Kerlinger, 1973) which
would identify the wmature of the relationship of SDL to éJ

’.
variety of personality traits.

4) Self-Directedness in %earning ig a Multi-Cultural/Multi-
Lingual. Context . ,

The difference in the correlation coefficients between

the total sample and the sample of those whose first language
"

ya———y
is English, ;hich“ is the original language of the SDLRS,

calls for a review of the concept of self-directedness within
broader, multi-cultural and multi—lingual context. The

language . of instruction in all the institutions that

N4

participated is English. 1f it is assumed . that
4
7 o
all the  studénts understood the language of
. 2
instruction in.their classes, they did not appear to relate

to the SDLRS in' the same mannét. This raises the"
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possibility that adult students frap different cultures may
assign a different 'meaning to various concepts~of SDL.
The results of the prééent:sgudy may be interepreted as
suggesting  that adult educato?é in | the pnglish(

speaking institutions  in Quebec, . and perhaps

those who are engaged in adult education in other

multi-cultural settings, should consider the complex
multi-cultural composition their student “population.
It is possible. that individual perceptions - of
SDL may vary according to one's culture. Therefore,

pfecision ,and gautioh in clarifying the meaning and
N ‘ .
expectations from the learner in various SDL activities must

be exercised. In addition, it appears that research aiming }
at the clarification of the nature and meaniég of self-
directedness in 1learning within a multi-lingual and
multi-cultural context 1is necessary.

¢

5) The Factor structure of the Self-Directed ' Learning
Readiness Scale

~

A factor analysis ‘of the SDLRS scoxes among the
sample of this study revealed differences in the
fgctor structures between those identsdified by Guglielmino x
(1977, 1979) and those 1identified »Lg the present
investigation. More specifically,” the items wiph high
loadings in Guglielmino's factors did, not. appear in.the same

manner and combination in the present investigation. Thus,

additional factor-analytic studie¥ (e.g., Kerlinger,. 1973)

.
kg

o
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which may' identify and clarify the nature of the construct
of readiness to self-directedness iearﬁing, appear ta be
necéssary, (cf. Kerlinger, 1973).
. [

6) Education

6.1 There are né statistically significant differences in
the level of readinesgs to self-directed learning between.
adult students who attend courses at various educational
levels. There are also no statist{;élly significant
differences in self-directedness between adult students who
had ‘completed a different number of schooling years. There
is a low but statiétically) significant posttive
relationship between the number of schpoling years completed

by adult students and their level of A readiness to self-

directéd learning. This low correlation is of 1little

practicaf use. It raises questions regarding the ability of °
the. SDLRS to ,discriminate between individuals with
different educational attainment. Further research must

. ,
continue to clarify whether the SDLRS discriminates between

individuals and grbups according to the level of education
2 . &

that they attend. , ;

-

6.2 There are statistically significant differences in the

level of field-dependence-independence between adult students

1

who attend courses .at, different educational levels. A

statistically significan; main effect of the educatiqnal

¥, o

a

)
le@ﬂﬁ,@ttended and the number of schooling years completed on

greater FI also. exists., It is concluded, therefore, that the
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higher the educational level attended, and the more schooling

, years completed, the'more field-independent adult students
\

*

may Dbe. adult educatops may expect to find more FD and
pershaps less self-directed individuals among students who

tend courses at lower educational levels and those who have
i:ppleted a smaller number of schooling years. The opposite
may be true among adult students who haé combleted a larger
‘number of séhoolgng years or who attend courses in"higher
educational levels, such as undergraduate and graduate
courses. Therefore, adult educators are advised that
“eaucational attainment and the amount of schooling should be
considered when approaching program planning and instruction.
Further training in cognitive restructuring to students in

various levels is recommended.
}

6.3 Research d}x\self-directed adult learning in non-
institutional settingé appears to focus on two distinct kinds
of pbpulations. One‘ stream of research, initiated by Allen
Tough, (1971, 1979), has focused obn adult learners who are
highly educated (Brookfiei&, 1984). The description of the
1éarning process that these individuals pursue’ appears to
imply a systematic, pre-planned, analytically oriented
learning approach, which may indicate thdt the learners are
more field—indegendent (e.g. Brundage & Mackereacher, 1980;
Tough, 1979). Another ‘@group of studies, initiated and
stimulated by Brookf}eld (1982), has focused on adult
learners who completed no more than 12 years of schooling,

T -

and appears to suggest the contrary. In this group of studies
A
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Tearners are described as proceeding in the learning
process in a heuristic manner, without following any pre-
determined pattern. They tak%; advantage of any
oppsftunity that random events mafloffer them in order to
learn, they use( concrete . e*periences and active
experimentation,-tﬁe; solve problems in a trial ana érror
fashion and ° they rely heaviiy on other people for
information instead of using one's own énalytic ability
(e.g., Danis & Tremblay, 1985; "Theil, 1984). This
learning approach seems to characterize the more field-
dependent individual (Brookfield, 1985b).

The present study has found that individual who i had

completed a larger number of schooling years are relatively

more FI, and that those who completed a smaller number of

schooling years are , more FD. Because the number
of schooling years completed is one dimension
along whiéh0 the subjects of the two streams of

SDL research appear to differ, ng may be that more educated
indiviabals, proceed in a relatively more field-independent
‘manner, while less educated individuals féllow a more field-
dependent style of learhing. 1In the light of the findings
of this study, it is therefore suggestgg// that _the FDI
cognitive style of self-directed adult learners in natural
societal setf{ings be studied, so that the emerging dimension

of learner characteristics and learning approach be better

understood.

141



N

7) Type of Subject Matter Studied

7.1 There are no statistically significant differences 1in
the degree of readiness to self~-directed 1learning between
adult students in courses of education and the helping
professions and students in courses of mathematics and “the
naturﬁl sciences. This finéing must be viewed as tentative
because the evidencq obtained in this study is not strong.
MorstaiP (1974) found some preliminary evidence that ‘indicate
a relationship betwyeen preference for independent study,
academic area of specialization and - personal goals.
(The SDLRS, however,, was designed with the intention of
by-passing such differences (Guglielmino, 1977). Thus,
this study raises the question as to whether or not‘SDL
should be conceived as taking place in the same ﬁannér in all
situatiops and progfam areas, and covering all content areas

in a similar fashion.  Further . conceptual and empirical

research is needed to clarify é?is issue.

7.2 . There is a statistically significant difference in the
degree of Field-Dependence-Independence between adults
studying in courses of education and the helping professions
and adults studying in courses of mathematics and the natural
scienees. The;e is also a statistically signifiéant main
effect of the type of subject édﬁter on the degree of FI.
Adult students in courses of mathematics and the natural
sciences are significantly more. FI than. adult students in

courses of education and the helping professions. This

clearly has implications for different curricular areas and
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program objectives.

From these fiﬂdings two categories appear to be of
special importaﬁce for future research. First, research
ehdeavo?s must clarify whether differences in the degree of
FD or FI exist between learners in 6thergprogram areas, such

" as business education or enginéering. This fesearch endeavor
must also clarify whether or not differences are observeg and
- bear significiyt impiications in educational settings other
thqn formal institutions, - such as community edpcation, staff
development enterp;ises and leisure courses., Second,
research. efforts must look at the phenomenon of SDL.

in n{}ural societal settings, identify the subject matter

areas which are chosen by learners, and Qérify whether or

~not they reflect individual differences in cognitive
‘ style. \ )
8) Sex \ '
- - T i
8.1 There is no statisticaily significant difference ! in

the level of readiness to self-directed learning between male

and female aduit students. This stands in contrast to the
" results reported by Sabbagh.’an (1979), who concluded that

females are more self-directed than males. Therefore, further

research on sex differences appears to be necessary. Coo

8.2 There is a statistically significant difference in the

"__..m...-. N
. g ;
level of field-dependence-independeﬁﬁgﬂmbetween male and

-

female adult students. Males are more field-independent
r , ‘ . ' e
than females.
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Alﬁhough the literasure on FDI did not suggest in a
conclusive manner that females are more FD (cf. Goldstein
and Blackman, 1978; Kirby, 1979), the results of tﬁis study
provide clear evidence that femgles are, indeed, more FD,
Further research is needed :g verify the source of sych

differences, and to explore ways which would minimize their

effect on educational performance.

9) Age

9.1 There are.no statistically significant differences in
the level of readiness to self-directed learning between
adult students of various age groups. This finding |is
encouraging to adult educatprs in suggesting thaé the age of
adult learners alone may not predict their level of self-
directedness 1in learq}ng. Those adult educators who are
interested‘ in encouragihg students toigf selé—directed need
not wofry that just because lthey work with adults who are
beyond the traditional schooling aﬁé, they should expect to
meet individuals and groups who are less prepared for $8DL.

However, data available to date are still preliminary and as

is the case in the study of human behaviour and - aging,

further research 1is still needed. One area which such

research may addfess is that of the relationsh between

4

self-directednegs in learning on the one hand, a d amount of

schooling and age on the other. The question th may be

asked is whether it is the educaticenal attainment ox the

socio-economic circumstances (e.g., employment) that leads

-

them to be more  prepared ~ , to SDL. Another
‘ ! /
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possibility which must be , addressed by further
reaseach ,.is that of a plateau in the level of readiness to
éelf-directeq_ learninéf which may be reached at a certain
age. Various cross sectional and long;tudinal‘research
designs (e.g., Botwinick, 1978) which are ‘proberly uand

carefully planned may address these issues.

”

9.2 There is no statistically éignificané difference in the
degree of field—dependence-independegce between adult
students of various age groups. The results'of the four-way
analysis of variance which considered the interaction between
all variables reinforces this conclusion. Thus, the results
of the present investigation suggest‘thatlthe age of adult
students by itself’  may not provide sufficient inférmation
about the expected . degree of FDI that a group or an
individual would manifest. However, there -appears to be
a relationship‘ H&tween the educational 1level attained by
learners and their degree of FI, suggesting that it is

education, rather than age which may influence greater

field-independence (cf. Kogan, 1973).
‘ﬁeneral Conclusions and Recommendations

In addition to the specific conclusions and
recommendations whiéh are derived directly from the testing
of each_ hypothesis alone, the results of the present
investigation also appear to offer some general conclusions

and recommendations. These are presented in the following

section. ‘ //

*
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1) Guidelines for Adult Education Practice

1.1 While supporting the findings of previous investigations
on self:directednesé in learning (e.g, Brockett, 1983, 1984a,
1984b, 1985b; Sabbaghian, 1979)," and in light of
the implications of the FDI theory, the results
of the present investigation suggest that adult educators in
formal educational settings ought io consider the unique
characteristics of the population with whiéh they are

K]

working, and &,the curricular area taught. Thus, for
example; it is likely that populations in lower educational
levels, women, and people 1in social science and helping

professions programs would be more FD, and perhaps less

self-directed.

1.2 It ;épears that encouraging SDL practice in the format
s;ggested by Knowles (1975, + 1980, 1984)‘ in formal
instructional settings may put the adult learner who is
relatiQely more LFD at a disadvantage (cf. Witkin et al.,
1977). In order to prevent the FD learner from beiﬁg at a
disadvantage in these settings, the FDI theory appears to

suggest that there are two elements which must be considered:

a) A clear cognitive~framework and organized structure in

instructional situations (for example, outlineg to " be
communicated and followed, —a clear cognitive framework
‘ rega}ding the body of knowledge, clear and systematic

presentations of concepts and cues, modelling and feedback).

b) ‘Experientiél léarning " approaches . which provide an

opportunity for individual experimentation, group discussion,
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interpersonal interaction and personal attention and
‘feedback. . ¢

The relative proportion or emphasis‘qhat eachuéf these

elements would assume may vary accorq%ng tb'thé following:
a) The extent to which the learners are perceived to be
FD or FI. b) The requirements oﬂ?the situation including its
goal and objecfives, the subject matter which is beihg tahght
and the'edpcational le§e1 of students.

Elias and Merriam (1980) have identified 5 approaches to
teaching adults. The findings of this ihvestigation.suggest
that no one method alone is useful. Instead. it appears
that a flexible combination of liberél, (traditional),
progreésive and humanistic appréaches (Elias & Merriam, 1980)
to the teaching_of adults in formal dinstructional settings

©

}s preferred. Further research must address these %gmébnents
H 2
and clarify their usefulness in-/various settings and with

.’

different learners.
. ’ - o
1.3 The ‘results of -the present study "~suggest a gradual

approach to the development of greater-sgif-direct%dneSS in
learning. This approach must take into account the level of
readinegs forAvSDL of adult learners and the degree of
field-dependence-inlependence thatnthese individuéls seem to
manifest. This informgtion may be useé to design educational

experiences which gradually allow learners to assert more

independence in educational activities.

1.4 The-results of this study suggest that specific training

in analysis and cognitive restruqturing may be helpful in the
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&\ development of greater self-directedness in learning. The -

literature on FDI has offered several specific areas on which
such training may focus, such as .the dévelopment of one's
capacity to distinguish bétyéen relevant and irrelevant cues
tn concept ‘learning or . active hypothesis-testing ke.g.

* *" . «
Goodenough, 1976; Witkin et al., 1977).- Research aimifpg at .

-

the development of such an approach‘andrthe testing of its
“~ ‘ M

effectiveness with various populations of adult learners

is recommended.(rﬂ\ .
" ' L ~
+ . 2)-Self-Directed Learning Theory and Reésearch

v

\

, The present study addrgssed'one of the "most " central

concepts in adult education theory. . The complexity of this

concept and its unclear meaning emerge as primary targets for N%’.

¥

future research.

I N

. 24 This investigation appears = to confirm that
there are individual differebcesﬁinqcapacity to engage in SbL

activities (cf. Kasworm, 1983a, 1983b). However, one quéstion
- which heeds to be asked is whether it is ‘realistic or

~ s A -

desirable to concegve all adult learners as manifesting

©

: : . \./ . . i "
the ,AMQame skills and cquetencxes under "all circumstances °

(cf. Candy, v1985b) .

* .
/\/’ - . . '
2.2 Also evident in the literature is the lack
~ of a cleax definition of SDL structures, which makes it
: N\\ N x.
7 impossible to delineate the requirements and limitations.of
o M ,_, {/

~

specific SDL situations and expectations frofi learners. A
clearer delination of SDL structures would! assist future

- Doy,
-
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Flimited, This suggests that self-directedness isngt

¢ 4 -

4

, < . &
) . ’ e 7
research.: * .
2.3 The lack: of a clear definition and relevant
information of SDL may stimulate thinking in

o~

anéthgr direction. Spear & Mocker (1984{ abpear to
"sugéest- that1 ;tudying SDL from a perspeétive which
considers only learner charécteristicg and behaviours
without regard to the effect'.of . situations 1is inherenly

-

: . (
necessarily an enduring personality trait that would mani

st
itself . regarcless of ~situational '~ variables. It
implies " that an adult ' may behave ih. a self-

directed, ‘manner *in one situation and not so in another.

+

, .
" Perhaps whdg is needed is an extended theoretical framework

. . L4 .

in .which the two axes of learner ch%;acteristics on the one
. . “ .

hand ~and . learning situations on the other are sconsidered

.

(cf. Moore, 1972, 1976, 1980). There may then Be, a ﬁeed

.

<" to closely examine the inferaction between learner

_"’gﬁaracteristics and . sitlational variables. Such an approach

Al

. . ‘ e
may also prove meaningful. in - the study Q£A§Fogn1t1ve
“style in_ general, and FDI in particular. ; oy

¢ LY

Py v \

2.4 Anothgr‘direction for further research which may prove

fruitful is concerned. with the‘motivafipn of learners to

engage .in-a learning activity and its relationship to their

¢

degree of sélf-directednese in learning or their cdénitive
gtyle.  it may mbé that the'learner's.goél tends to affect
his/;er appro;ch to a situation and %{e characteristics
of thg learning proc?:f that he: or ) she might
. i ///’\
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-

then pursue, Thus, for example, it may be
that the ’'solution to a specific practical problem
: yould entail "a  field-independent-analytic, pre-plgnned

+

- approath to learning  (cf./ Tough, 1967, 1979), whereas
»»  leisure . time learning may entail a more fieldid?pendent
learning approach (cf. Danis & Trehblayy 1985; Theil, 1984).

Further research is needed%&to clarify this issue. v

s A T

is still no consensus about what has been meant by adult
educators when they wuse the term Self-Directed" Learning.

(e.g.,' Fellenz, 1985). Nevertheless, the concept has

—

v

assumed a central stance in adult education theory
A}

-to the Extent that it |Thas become identified with .the

: field': (Brookfield, .1985a). A clear delineation of
what is  meant by' ecessary. on th;,
basis of this 1nvest1gat10n, 1nc1di§ g the review of the

i iiterature,' it appears that -SDL may best be understood as a
metaphor which is used at times ‘to‘gb lend ~ meaniné to
complex phenoﬁena (cf; Candy, 1985a). Adult educators,
however, are \having“ to face  the need to be

more specific about their referents in order to prgmote
sc%ent?fic riger and'clariéy in the discourse. In facing
vthis probiem, the question dhich is asked 1is whether adult
educators are required to u2é the term self-airected
~iearning or if alterngtive terms may be useful. 7Conceptua_l
research in this direction has already begun (e.g., Boshierf
. 1983; Ch&ne, 1983; Fellenz, 1985), but it must continue
4
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to address this ig%ue.

3) Adult Education Theory and Research(

3.1 This study  indicates that the same general
characteristics and intervening variables related to FDI that

Y . .
were observed among samples of younger students are observed

. N _
among a mixed population of students of traditional age and

older students, across a broad spectrum of formal
educational levels. However, it might be beneficial to
study this variable among populations who héd completed
less than 10 vyears of schooling. The study of learners

in other . educational settings, formal, informal and non

o

formal, may also prove worthwhile.
. . e ’

3.2 Future research endeav@Qrs must address the development

5

of effective educational methods which enhance the fearning

of FD and FI individuals respectively.

t

Y

3.3 The usefulness of the consfruct of field-dependence-
independence in describing individual ldifferengeﬁ in
readiness to self-directed learning among adult learners has
been dem;nstrated by the preseﬁt investigation. It may be
‘that other cognitive and 1learning style constructs also
provide useful information about. readiness to self—éirected
learning in  particular “and adult learning in general.
Further research usingg cognitive and learn}ng
style theory is recommended. . . ,
3.4 This study also indicates that instead of prescribing
an all-encompassing'set of principles foé practice, an effort
[N ’ ' ’ ~ -
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mgst be made to develonj more flexible set of guideliné% for

adulé educators. Thus,— 1t éppegrs that further research must

aim- at developing a theoretical framework which considers

learner differences and different )eﬁuca%ional contexts,

objectives and methods at the same time.ﬁ Further research
14

on cognitive stybgs may ‘provide one useful ‘theoretical

framework.

-

3.5 At last, the findings of the present study suggest that
it 1is:'to the advantage of adult educators and adult learners
alike to . undertake the close examinaﬁiqp of
radult learning theory. First, this study p;ovided
additiongi empirical evidence suggesting that not all adults
aré highly self—airécted or éan benefit from highl; self-
directed learning situatiops. Secondly, this sgudy inQécated -
that the same indiyiQyﬁl differences’in cognitive style which
were observed am&nép children, adolescents and traditjonal
~college age students are also observable among adult.
students. Third, age did not appear to be related to any of
.the variables investigagid in the present study. These
. findings appear to contraéict some of the common beliefs
regarding the uniqueness of adults as learnefs ( é.g.,
Knpr;s, 1984). Thereforg, future research should examine
what is the naturé of the relationship between adult
learning theofy and the wide realm of ;eaqning theories
which were descfibed Ly psychologists. The most pertinent
question which needs . to be asked maf be stated as

\

follows: 1Is there a difference ' between the 1learning

!
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W
process of adults 'and the 1learning process - of children?

(cf. Dubin & OKkun, 1973). . The debate in this area
has already begun (e.g.., Elias, 1979; Kasworm,
1983a; Knowles,“1979; xnpéson, 1979; Mckenzie, 1977, 1979).
However, in fhe fealm of learning psygpology, much more work
still needs to be conducted. Conceptual, philosophical and
empirical investigations may contribute to further

understanding.
.o L]

Limitations
¥
This study atgémpted to further knowledge and theory

building about the relationship between readiness to self-
d3rected learning and FDI. The information gained through
ghis investigation suggested that adult learners in various

. 3
settings must be approached from a perspective addressing

' individual differences in FDI and 1in self-directedness

in learning. Howkver, the results of this study
are limited in}se%eral respects and require some éaution in
their interpretation.

Setting out to be "an exploratory investigation with
a relatively small ., sample, the findings oé this
study alone ' éo not suffice to formulate generalizations
about readiness to SDL and FDI. Because the sample of the
population in this study‘was not drawn in a completely random
fashion, the results of this study do not permit the

generalization . of findings ' to the broad

- universe of all adults engaged in learning activities.

Adults observed in this study were drawn from among those
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engaged ' in studying two disginct categgries of subject matter
in institutions of pre-universiéz and o} higher education.
fhis fact /”_3;53‘ does not ° permit even the
generaiizaézon of F?ﬁgings into the universe of all students
in instit p}pﬂg/gf hfébsi' and - = post-secondary education.
The study of adult learners in other types of educational

g

environments and other personal’gpd educational backgrounds
requires additional inveséigations. The need for a sample
which includes more adults who are over 25 is alss evident.
Nevertheless, this is a first step towards an
understanding of this relationshipl and it
augmented our information regarding personality correlates of
readinesé to SDL. In particular, it added information about
cognitive aspects related to SDL.\

Within a multicultural society such as the one that

exists 1n Montreai} special attention must also be given to

the cultural and linguistic backgrohnd of the sample
population. The findings of this study are
fimited to those adult . students ~in the

Engl ish-speakind ®ducational 'ihstitutions in Montreal. Until
-
further investigations are conducted, the results of this

. research may not appI;\Ec<§aults from other geographical
. regions and other cultural or linguistic backgrounds.
Further resear;h of readiness: to self-directed learning in a.
multi-cultural/multi-lingual context also appears’ to be
necessary. |

In an observational study, researchers are limited in

their ability to manipulate the ~ conditions of  the

3
b
/
~
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investigation. An ultimate conclusion regarding the effect

of * any of the variables on readiness for SDL can not be

.reached. However, data gathered through this study may serve

to describe how the variables are related to self-
directedness, and they help in‘eliciting factors that deserve
further observation OT special attention. One such
obsergagﬁon which is required 1is concerned with‘additional
multivariate and factor analytic studies of the SDLRSI,

'The last factor that may limit - the conclusions drawn
from this research concerns the nature of the measuring
instrumenté. Due to the self-report nature ng the SDLRS,
subjects who attempted to deceive the researcher might have
succeeded En ~ doing SO. However, until a more objective
method is to be devised to ideptify readiness to SDL, the
only measurement that was available#for the purpose of this
investigation is the SDLRS.

' 'In conclusion, this study was stimulated by suggestions

from the literature that the consgruct of FDI’cbgnitive style

may be usefuI. for describing individual differences in
»

readiness to SDL and furthering a theory on adult 1learning.

As an -exploratory investigation, this .study

fulfilled its primary purpose. Although limited in its

implications, it offers some guidelines for adult education

practioners and several avenues for further research.
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Name (
Date of Testing ,

~

a.Sex

/

Location of Testing

w {

SDLRS-A

Birthdate

QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS: This 1s 8 questionpaire designed to gather data- ¢n learning preferences and
stutudes towards learning After reading each item, please indicate the gegree to which you feel that
s1atement is true of you Please read each choice carefully and circle the number of the response

which best expresses your feeling

There 15 no uime limit for the questionnaire Try not
however Your first reaction 10 the question will usually be the most accurate

®

ITEMS.

1. I'm looking forward to learning as long as
I'm hving ’

2 | know what | want 10 learn.

3 When | see something that | don't under-
stand. | stay away from 1

4 i there is something | want to learn, | can
figure out a way 1o learn nt

5. 1love 1o learn

6 It takes me a while to get started on new
projects

7. In»classtoom, | expect the teacher 1o tell
all class members exactly what to do a1 all
times.

8. [ belisve that thinking about who you are,
where you are, and where you are going
should be & major part of svery person’s
sducation. t .

{ don’t work very well on my own.

171

I3

ﬁ spend too much time on any one item,

RESPONSES

3 4 5
3 4 5
3 & 5 )
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5 ’



%

10.

11.

12

13

14.

15

16

17.

18

18

20.

21.

22.

23.

24

H | discover 8 need for information that
| don’t have, { know where 10 go to get 1t

| can learn things on my own better than
most people

Even tf | have a greatidea, | can't seem to
develop a plan for making 1t work

In'a learning experience, | prefer 1o take
part n deciding what will be learned and
how

&
Difficult study doesn’t bother me if I'm
interested 1A something
No one but me 1s truly responsible for what
Ilearn

1 can tell whether I'm learning something
11

-

well or not

There are so many things | want to Iparn
that | wish that there were morg hours in
a day

if there is something | have decided to
learn, | can find time for 1t, no matter how
busy | am

Understanding what | read 1S 8 progblem
for me

i | don't learn, 1t’'s not my fault .
| know witen | need to fearn more about

something. .

H 1 can understand something well enough
to get a good grade on & test, it doesn't
bother me if | still have questions about it.

| think libraries sre boring plsces.

The people | sdmige most sre always
learning new things ‘

v

172

o




25
26
27
26
29

30
N
32

33

1

36.

.
38

1w e ‘ - \d .
W My vy Sv el

»

1canthink of many ditferent ways to learn
about 8 new top:c

{iryio rélate whatlam learmngtomy long-
term goals

| am capable of learning for myself almost
anything | might need 1o know.

| redlly enjoy tracking down the snswer 10
8 question

{ don’t Like desling with questions where
there i1s not one right answer * .

. , &
| have a lot of cuniosity about things

I'll be glad. when I'm finished learning

)'m not 8s interested in learning as some
other people seem 10 be

I don't have any problem with basic study
skills
1 like 10 try new things, even it {'m not sure
how they will turn out .

|
1 don't ike it when people who reslly know
what they re doing point out mistakes that
| am making

L3

I'm good st thinking of unusual ways to
do things: '

| like 10 think about the zuture

'm banter than most people are a1 trying 10
tind out the things | need to know

! think of problems as chatlenges, not
stopsigns- ,

| can make mysalf do what I think [ should

.o

-
e

Y

w




41

42

43

45

46

47

48

49

-, 80

51.
‘62.

53

54.
13
56.

57.

I'm hsppy with the way | investigate
problems

| become a leadet in group learning
situatons hd

- | enjoy discussing 1deas

I don’t hke challenging learning sijuations
| have a strong desire to learn new things

The more | learn, the .more exciting the
world becomes

Learning 1s fun
It's better to stick with the learning
methods that we know will work instead of

always trying new ones.

| want to learn more so that | can keep
growing as a person -

lam re&ons:ble {for my learning — no one
else s ’

Learning how ta learn 1s imponant to me.
 will never be 100 o!d to learn new things

Constant learning is a bore |

-

Learning is a tool for life

I learn several new things on iny owneach "
year.

Learning doesn’t make any ditference in
my life.

1 am an effective learner in the classroom
and on my own. -

¢
Learners sre leaders .

q

NN N

N

N N NN

W W W

W

W W W W w

a 5
5
a 5
4/ 5
4 5
4 5
a 5
4 . 5
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4 5
4 .| 5
4 5
4 5
4 5 :
4 5
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By Philip K. @itman, Evelyn Raskin, & Hermah A, Witkin
Name - : : : . Sex
4 ‘ ’ T
Today's date Birth date
/‘/\.' ‘ s ‘
INSTRUCTIONS: This is a test of your ability to find a simple form when »
itis hldﬁan within a complex pattern. =
. Here is a:simple form which we fave labeled X"
X
This simple fo;m “riamed "X, is hidden within the more cn'nplex ﬂguu
below: e . -
s ° a
{ .3
<@
lead ,, '
I . : ’ i% 7

Try to find the simple form in tho complen llqure trace it in pencil
directly over tha lines of the complex figure. It is the SAME 8IZE, In the

SAME PROPORTIONS, and FACES IN THE SAME DIRECTJON wlthin ftho e .o
complex figure-as when it appeared alone. . ‘ ' o

When you finish, tum the pagc_ to vcheqk your solution.

" . ' )
[ 4, - "
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)

— e . . — E ' "
& - “ & —: Bl -~ '
~ This is the correcl solution. with lhe simple topn traced over me lines

- of the -complex figure: - ’

i B . 4

) [

¥ - : ’ . : ' , ‘
ote that the top right-hand triangle is the correct one; the top left-hand

. triangle is similar, but faces’ in the opposite dnrecnon and is thereloro not
‘ correct
' Now try another'prachce problem. Find and trace the simple form nlmeg
! "¥" in the complex figure below it: ‘

.

e

) 1 -

5

. _ Lp((k at the next page to check_your solution.

"

L]

& Copynight 1971 by Consulting Psychologisis Press, Inc Pm\hd 10 the Unied Gtates
of Amenica All nghis reserved Thes bookist of paris theteot may not be teproduced
in any furm wilhoul permissien of the pudlisher
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Solution:
~J

in . the following pages.. problems nke the ones above w:ll appear. On
each pagnm“w.li see a complex figure. and under it will be a letter

corresponding {o the simple form which is hidden in it. For each problem,

look at the BACK COVER of this bookliet to see which simple form to
find. Then try to trace it in pencii over the Iirps of the complex ligure,
~ Note these points:

1.

2

B

m—"

o A s

‘Look back at lhe simple forms as ofteh as necessary.

.

ERASE ALL MISTAKEQ

. Do the problems in order. Dont skip a problem unless you are abgo-

tutely “stuck” on it,

.-Trace ONLY ONE SIMPLE FORM IN EACH PROBLEM. You may see '

more than one. but just trace one of them, N

L

. The simple form is always present in the compléx figure in the SAME

SIZE, the SAME PROPORTIONS, and FACING IN THE SAME DIREC-
TION as it appears on the back cover of this booklet,

- N
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v

o
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PERSONAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION

. PERSONAL DATA

Assigned Number:

Date:

Course Ng./Title:

Date of Bir*h:«

Sex: N F
First Lanquage: Ernaglish French Other J
PREVIOUS EDUCATION ’ 7
Total Years of Schooling: -
Date of Graduation from High School:
Date of Gtaduatipn from CEGEP -(if app1icaglp):
ngér aréa of stu&y in CEGEP (i% applicable):
Date of Graduation from University (if applicable): ) (
Major area of study in Universit}'(if applicable):
Degrees )
PRESENT EQUCATION INVOLVEMENT
Year in CEG&P: 1 2 2+ T
Year in Un{versity Undergraduate: 1 2 3 44
~Gr$duéte Med/MA/MSC: ‘ 1 2 2¢
) Ph.D.: ) 2 2 3
Major Subject:
Student Status: Full-time Part-time __,
\
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7/ CONSENT FORM

P

~

-/ X . o )
A) l.agree to participate in the research about adult learning. .
v ‘/’ ' ‘ ' . ['
B) During this investigation I-will fil1 the following forms: (f’~\~d///
’ -~ :
; . 1. Personal background information.
. 2. Self directed learnina readiness scale ‘
’ i. Groun ertedded figuires test. '
—— a / '
» 7 : . f
) 1 understand that I am not required to provide my name or any - - "
qgﬁér detail such as 'student.1D number or social insurance
/‘I ’ .
: Jhumber on any of these forms.
~ . / N ' ” o
// ‘ *' il M
/ : . v ' , "
/D) 1 understand that ] may be allowed access to the results of this
7 . investigation at any given time.
// .
// e Zus ¢ A
/// / ' . - ~ )
y ’ M . . . N v‘ 3 '\ . ’
, - > © | '
Date:  «.-.", ' Signature: - )
\ T .\ . 4
/l \. M - 1Y ‘/' " o
- / \\ .. - I3
/ s . ' ~
/ ' 2 * 3 .
e a ’ * i ]
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CONCORDIA

1 ~
\ L]

Adult Education ' . - ’ e e e

k]

e Daté:

Professor:
Department: .o
Course: - -
Institution: - R

§ .

Dear Professor

A

Developing individuals who' are :,capable of increasing or
adapting their knowledge and skills in a self-directed manner has
been recognized Py many as a major educational goal. 1In a rapidly
changing world, self-direction in learning enables a person to
adapt to new life circumstances and value systems,: to update
knowledge and skills, 'to prevent occupational obsolescence, to
avoid dependence on the knowledge, vaXues, and goals of others,
and promote progress through inguiry. However, educational
researchers and adult education practicitoners are still asking
how they can help adult learners in becoming more self-directed.

As a masters student in the Educatipnal Studies program at
Concordia University, I have undertaken the study of self-
directedness in 1learning among adults as a major focus of my
thesis. Under the guidance of Dr. J. Bhatnagar, I wish to add  to
the body of knowledge about adult learning. In the future, this
information may be elaborated into guidelines which may be of help
to thase educators working with adult learners in various.
settings. S

This \Jletter represents my perscnal and professional regquest
for assistance in conducting this thesis investigation. All I ask
for is . the allocation of approximately 40 to 50 minutes of your
class time during the -winter term of this emic year. by
‘allowing your students to fill questipﬁhiQrgigbabout personal
perceptions, attitudes, values and abiljities, I e toybe able to

gather necessary information about aspects of adul avior that
have not been addressed by research,

. I am .not looking for any infqrmagion that discloses the
identity of your student or you. All I ish is that your students
fi11 the following questionnaires. ./ o

. ' LOYOLACAMPUS
, 7141 SHERBROOKE STRAEET wesT
199 MONTREAL acc prrry
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Background information o
Self-Directed Learning Readiness scale
Group Embedded Figures Test

L |

month of

1 intend to gather thxs information during the
February or early in March, 1985, However, I am flexible and
can adapt to your schedule. As a modest contribution to this
endeavour, I will be looking forward to sharing my knowledge or
providing the results of this investigation to you and/or your
students. ' -- /
o
Being a teacher. myself, I know how difficult it is to devot
important class time to goals that are not within the curriculum.
However, research endeavours are alwavs complex anth only if
teachers and students are w1lling to cooperate will we be able to

) make progress.,

1 look forward to hearing f:pm you. Please f£fill in,  the
attached form and forward it to the return address supplied. °1I
thank <you for your cooperation and I will be in contact with you
goon. . , .

Sincerely, ' ' ) \ .

Revital Tzuk,
Researcher.

- ——————
i e e

PERNRUSER

RT:nd

attach.
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Name :

Departﬁent:

University/Institution: - ) -
Cour'ss : et

' ey *
Date: L

LTS
o ~

I am interested in: ‘assisting” your research endeavours ab

Adult self-directedness and cognitive styles., -

Course T1tle-

Locatlon:

Date:

5

©

; )
1, I w1ll be .able go allocate 40/50 mlnutes class tlme.

Number of students: ‘ .

)

ot

2. Please contact me for verification details. Y/N
: ' ‘ Telephone: i
3. I wish to learn mor about_ your research before -I
agree. . P o y Y/N
. ! ' ~
4, 'Comments: ‘ .
- 9 *

Date:

.Signature: °

Ve e e ——

Telephone Number:

Return to:

-

Ms. Revital Tzuk. .
Department of Adult Education/HB 102

Concordia University, Loyola Chmpus _—

7141 Sherbrook Street West
Montreal., -Quebec H4B 1R6
Telephohe (messages): 482-0320 ext: 402

- 201

Y/N
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Data Related to Readiness to Self-Directed Lear

by Course Subject’, Educational Level,” Age  and S
y ’
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) : * Sum of. o Mean )
Source L .. Square DF Square F .
Main effects 2459.56 8 .387.44 * .41
Course subject T .0 1 .01 00 .
Educational level 188.03 3 62.68 .08
Age . 775.03 3 $258.34 .34
Sex ’ 1958.57 1 -1958.57 1.49
2-way -interactions 31854.57 21 1516 .88 2.00%
. -Couree—subject by 5616.49 3 1872.16 - —~--—~2+47 '
educational level RN ’
Course subject by age  3266.85 3 1088.95 1.44
Course subject by sey: »8.67 1 18.67 22
Educational level 2 . .
by age ' T 88@1.91 8 1109 .24 1.45
Educational level , ' : ' a
by sex - - 554.45 3 184.82 .24
Age by sex . . 4861.16 3 1333072 1.76
3-way interactions 2895.69 19 . - 289.57 .38
Course subject by -
educational level B 1 .
by age ) . 1235.99 3 412.00 54,
Cours8e~subject by : g - . :
educational level - . - ~
by -se /| 120.33 2 60.16 - .08
Coursegsubject by :
age jsex " 629.73 3 - 209.9I .28
Coursejlevel by “
age by sex o~ L 8.31 2 4.15 .00
. . .
Explained . 37209.81 -39 1 954.10 1.258
. Residual A " 81884.20 ' 108 758.19
Total '119094.02 - 147 810.16 ¢ .
** p < .Q1 - '
* p < .85 !
203 a

~7

Table F-1

Four-Way analysis of Variance: Readiness Eg.Self-Directedf

k. 4

- /

>

Learning by Course Subject, Educational Level, Age and Sex

o
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» / Appe;ndix G
. 'Data Related to R/adiness"nto Self-Directéd Learning ‘by
o * - Course SUbject( Age nd Schoolinq Yeérs.'
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Table G-1

Four-Way analysis of variance: Readiness to Self-Directed

Learning by Course Subject, Age,"Sex and Schodling Year

-

rd

* p < .95

205

_ Sum of “ Mean
Source Square DF Square F
Main effects  6737.69 9 748.63 1.02
Course subject 90.78 1 99.78 - 12
Age, v 13¢8.91 3 436.30 .59
Sex. 1 874.20 1 874.30 1.19
Schooling years | 4463.70 4 X115.92 1.52
2-way interactions 27983.11 26  10876.27 1.47
Course subject gy/gée © 2916,55 .3 - 972.18 1.32 .
Course subject By sex 201.28 1 201.08 27
" Course subject by
“~schooling years —1553.40 4 388.34 <53
A§é~by~a§x / 4329.98 3 1443.32 1.97
Age by sthooling .
, years |\ ; 623.12 11 704 .22 96
o } !
Sex by 4chooliqg// . ,
years | . : 1406.37 4 240.11 .33
(__/ N R
© 3-way interactions 16060.18 13, 1235.40 1:68
Course subject by ,
age by.-sex 520.509 2 , 2608.25 .35
Course subject by o . R
schooling years 5236.15 4 1399.03 . 1.78
Course subject by sex ' '
by schooling years 623.14 3 . .207.71 .28
Age by sex by - - P
schooling years 1406.36 4 351.60 .48
- ’ . . ‘ .‘
\Explained 50780.97 48  1857.94 1.44
Residual . 66041.80 90 733.80
- Total ¢ 116822.78 138 846.54
** p < .01
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Abpendix H
-
Data Related to Field- Dependence-Independence by

-

Course’ SubJect, Educat10nal Level, Age and Sex.
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Table H-1 . - } . f

, ‘ V
Four-Way analysis of variance: Field-Dependence-Independence

by Course Subject, Educational Level, Age and Sex

o .
®

Sl .
Sum of

]

‘ Mean »
Source Square = DF Square F
¢ (o
Main effects - 843.58 9 ,\\’h.n 3.59%W
Course subject 452.45 )] 452.45 17.33%* .
Educatiopnal level " 247.26 . 3 82.42 3.16%
Age ) 122.59 4 30.65 T 81
Sex - 21.287 1 21.28 .
- N ’ ¢ -
LL\ ) . .
2-way interactiong-> 695.51 21 33.12 1.27
Cdurse subject by 148.33° 3 49.44 1.98
educational level _
Course subject by age 452.55 3 58.85 1.95
Course subject by sex 30.26 1 30.26 1.16
Educational level ' ’ .
by age 138.36 ° 8 17.30 .66
Educational level \ ,
by sex 140.65 > 3 34.88 1.34
Age by sex 114.53 F 38.18 1.46
3-way interactions . . 130.31 .11 = 11.85 .45 .
Course subject by . ' '
educational level ' T
by age 37.59 3 ' 12.53 .48
%gprse subject by -
educational level ‘
by sex : " 6.40 2 3.20 .12
Course subject by age \, L ‘
by sex . ) 65.13 '3 21.71 .83 °
Course level by age. .
by e T E 53.81 3 17.94 <69
Explained 1669.40 41 40.72 1.56*
Residual 3106.20 119 26.10 :
Total 4775.60 160 29.85 .
* % p 4 .al
* p s .25
‘ . /
) 4
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-

and Schooling Years.

l?ield;Depenﬁénce-lqdépendence by Course Subject,



Table J-1
Lot

Four-Way analysis of variance:

Field-Dependence~Independence

by Course Subject, Age, Sex and Schooling Years

Sum of

' Mean
Source . ' Square DF fzuare F
Main effects ' 677.18 9 5.24 3.33%%
Course subject . 351.58 1 351.58 15.°65%* .
Age - 66.47 3 22.16 .98
Schooling years 237.72 4 59.43 2.62 .
Sex ‘ 21.41 1 .21.490 .95
Ll Y '
2-way interactions 834.84 26 32.11 1.42
Course subject by age 145.86 3 48.62 2.15 7
Course subject by sex 33.06 1 33.06 1.46 7
Course subject by ° ‘ >
schooling years ' 78.67 4 19. .87
Age by schooling ) ’ )
years 383.86 11 34.84, 1.54
Age by sex 122.690 3 40.87 1.81
School years by
sex 183.31 4 45.83 2.83
* - - ‘
3-way interactions 652.75 15 43.52 1.92%*
Course subject by —
. age by schooling
years ' . 254.18 5 50.84 2.25
Course subject by _ ,
age by sex i 69.80 1 69.80 3.09
Course sybject by ’
schooling years ,
by sex . 172.31 4 43.08 1.91
Age by school years .
by sex - 80.36 5 16.07 .71
Explained 2164.78 50 43.30 1.91**
Residual 2238.09 99 22.61
* Tokgl . ) , 44@2.78 149 29.55
** p < .91 - .
* p < .05
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Data Related to Readiness to Self-Directed Learning
Among Subjects Whose Mother Tongue is English
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Table K-1 ,
Descriptive Statistics for Readiness to Self-Directed
Learning by Educational Level: Subjects

ig English

Level

Pre ‘University

First year
undergraduate

Advanced & last

year undergraduate.

Graduate

Total

Table K-=2

Whose Mother Tongué

- o

Stand.

)

N Mean stand. Min. Max.

_ Dev. Error

36 ,-224.39 24.46" 4.08 185.dﬂ' 283.00
17 218.88 27.44 6.66 “1l60.00 255.06
17 220.65 26.36 6.40 1>§200' 261.00
25 . 232.32 27.95 5.60 142.00 287.00
95 224.82 142.00 287.00

One-Way Analysis of variance for Reéadiness to Self-Directed

Learning by

Educationl:

English

Sum Mean .
Source " D.F Squares Squares F Ratdo
Between 3 2398.31 769.44 ° 1.11
groups
Within 91 62849.64 690.65
groups
Total 194 .65157.96
** p < .01 p
* p < .@5

211
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Descriptive sStatistics for Readiness to Self-Directed Learning

by Number of Schooling Years Coméleted: Subjects whose Mothef N
e ~Tongue is English. .

‘ ,

Schooling N ‘Mean Stand. Stand. . Min. ‘Max.

Years _ _ ., Dev. Error - -

11-12 21 216.71 18.45' 4.65 188.00 260.00

| 13-14 19 230.42 24.59 5.64 160.00  265.00

15-16 | 17 \224.23 27.70 6.72 185.00 2é3.00 .

i?-lB * 24 226.62 ;5.66 7.16 142.00 287.00
’ , 19 and ‘ .-

over 8 229.5¢ 14.73 5.21 211.80° 257.09

Total 89 224.90- - 142.00__ 287.00

. —
Table K-4

One-Way Analysis of Variance for Readiness to Self-Directed

Learning by Number of Schooling Years Completed: Subjecté

Whoge Mother Tongue is English. -

Sum Mean
Source D.F Squares Squares F Ratio
Between 4 2234.49 558.62 .78
groups :
Within 84 59753.60 711.35
groups ' :
Totgl 88 61988.09
T
& p (hﬁl o '
* p < .05

212 ?
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Table K-5 M

Descriptive Statistics for Readigeaé g to Self-Directed
Learning by Subject Matter: Subjects Who;e Mother Tongue :ié
English. ’

: . « Stand. Stand.’

Subject N Mean Dev. Error Min. Max.
Education & 52 224.02 _ 26.56 3.68 leéod 287.00
tH¥ helping . ~ .-
professifns) ~ '

Mathematics 43 225.79  26.33 4.901 . 142 283.00
Total 95 224.82 142 287.00

Table K-6 ~ i::
One-Way Analysis of variance for Readiness to Self-Dirgected

Learning by Subject Matter: Subjects Whose Mother Tongue is

English.
~ Lo
Sum Mean

Source D.F Squares Squares F Ratio
.Between 1 73.86 73.86 s11%%
groups

Within 93;, 65084.1¢° - 699.83

groups . '

Total 94 65157.96

-

L - BRI § |

* p < .@5

4 r
)
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{,, Table K=7

j

Descriptive

Statistics for Readiness

- Learning by Sex: Subjects Whose Mother Tongue ié Englishr\\\_

Sex

Males ,

Females

Total

N

N

" Table K-8

One-Way Analyais of Variance for Reaginess to Self-Directed

38
57

95

Mean

225.47

224.39

224.82

Stand.
Dev.

126.62

26.36 .

%

Self-Directed‘
Stand..
Error. Min. Max .
4.32 142.00. 265.00
3.49 162,90 287.00
142.00 287.00 .

»

Lehrning by Sex: Subjects Whoses Mother Tongue is English.

Source
A ——r———

Between
groups

Within
groups

Takal

t

93

aed?

‘ v

A\

94

Sum

Sguares

26.97

65130.98

a -65157.95'( ’

Mean

Sguares

<

.26.97

708.33

F Ratio

.83

** p < :ﬂi‘

. KAﬁ)\\<i. * p«
1 .

25



Table K-9
Deacrip?ive
Age N
16~-25 45
26 and 42
over

Total 87

Table K-10

v . ’ ' d
Statistics for Readiness to Self-Directed

Age: Subjects Whose Mother Tongue is 1=:.rxglig§!.5

. . Standarad
Mean . Dev.

222.99 24.31
227.33 27.22

224.62

~

Standard
Error Min. Max.’
2.62 160.60 265.00

4.20 ’.142.ﬂb 283.00

°

142.00 283.00

S v o S o s 4 S

-
L4

4

One-Way Analysis of vVariance for Readiness to Self-Directed
——

Learning for Readiness to Self-Direct

ed Learning: éubjects

-

Whose Mother Tongue is English.

-
“Sum Mean :
Source D.F Squares Squares F Ratio
Between 1 597.50 597.50 . .90
groups : - ) ¢
. o
Within 85 . 56364.98 .- 663.12 .
groups - -
Total 86 - 56962.4
* % p < .zl . / ‘
* p < .@5
Q ~ I; j
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