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'ABSTRACT

The methodology employed in fourteen motivationai_orientation studies

‘was reviewed. All studies used either the Education Participation

Scale, the'Continuing Learning Orientation Index ot the Reasons for |

Idu<ntlnna1 qutic[pntinn Scnle. Iqsucs discussoo concernod factor
svorlng, fxctor |halysis, rotation,-scaling, roljabilityjand LhL gxtent
to which the three-factor Houle typology is an accurate representation
"0f reality. fhere has been'some.weil executed research in‘the.orienta--'
‘tion erea. Howeyer, many.deficiencies were.ioentified and it wes
recommended tnat future orientation researchers emnlate’the strengths

\

‘but- avoid’ the weaknesses,. B ) I




‘A-fundamentallprinciple of adult.education concerns.the need to match 7
learner's nceds and.motives with educationa1.envinonments. This principie |
is central to.andragogy (32) - which stresses need;diagnOSis'— and the notion

.of congruence (5) which suggests that'for every adult education participant:
there is an optimal environment and for every environment an optimaldparticié
pant. Although’educational envirOnments(should stimulate and acquaint learners
with new needs, there_should be.a "goodness of.fit" between participants and

"environments.

Despite widespread discussion concerning congruence and need diagnosis - Vi
few adult educators attempt to create 1earning environments or techniques S
compatible with clientele.groups. This can be seen, for example, in New

Zealand (9) where adult education is- largely run in accord with the British

tutorial-class model. o ' N

.One reason whylpractitioners cannot create congruent learning environ-
ments is beCause'thev are not vauaintedfuith instruments designed to measure .
mhtives for participation in adult education. The"practitioner’needs.knowledge'
concerning pa*ticipant motivation solthat appropriate instructional techniques
and learning environments can be designed. From a: researcher s viewp01nt an
understanding of why people participate would facilitate the construction of
theories and modeis.with parsimony, predictive utility and implications for
practice: | !

The task of this paper is to review fifteen'vears of "learningi/Or
"motivational® orientation research relevant to this’problem.,~Durfhg

| this time thece have been attempts to study participant motivation in the

©

United ‘States (11 62), New Zealand (6), Canada (8, 16) and Sweden . (2)




bAlthough many'administratorS‘have "measured" mot ivation with simple check-

lists this review is confined to research stemming from Houle's three-factor-

'typology which suggests participants can be characterized as'goal,.learning'-
or activity oriented. The review focusses'on the measurement{of partici-.

pants' motives.’

Measuring Motives

Do
Researchers measuring motive for participation are often frustrated
-by an inability of adult learners to specify clearly their motive in a2 k
written or oral statement. Furthermore, sample size and research logistics
usually require that data be gathered with an instrument wherein motives |
can be quantified Most large scale surveys measuring motive for parti-
cipation did not employ measures based on the Houle/typology or other
ltheoretical.formulations. Studies such as’ the Johnstone and- Rivnra (31).
survey used short checklists embedded in longer interview schedules. .But
over the last decade there have been attempts to measure motives using
instruments with known psychometric properties based on coherent theoreti-

: cal formulai_ionsc The three instruments which provide the focus for this

review are’ the first form of the Education Participatlon Scale (6), the-

Reasons fordeu(atxonal Participation Scale 12) and - the ContinuingALearnlng
{ . . .
Oriontation Index {42).

. o . e

The task of this paper is to examine fdprteen studies which have us ed

one of'the three instrumencs. rr‘his rcview is needed because close examl-

nation of the motivational orientation literature shows it has passed through

‘stages of development each characterized by positive features which should




)

be emulated and problems to be avoided
The review deals primarily with problems traditionally associated
with factor analysis but also shows how pract1tioners can be misled~by

"theories", models and typologies which are not adequately tested or are

uncritically accepted .as an "explanation ' of behavior. The review'is

'lso made - timely by Dickinson and Clark's (18) observations concerning an -
‘ apparent inconsistency in results derived with similar motivational
‘orientationmeasures. These writers were embarked on’ another task'and
did not explain the'inconsistency. But if this‘inconsistency‘passes Ny

without explanation, and if a host of problemsfassociated withporientation'

research are not understood strengths will be obscured and errors accepted

o

““’fact. Although this rev1ew highlights deficiencies which ‘are best
remedied there has been substantial and well- -executed research in the area.
The critical comments which follow - particularly about the earlier
orientation studies - should not bg interpreted as general criticism or ab
failure to recognize that most studies closely approximate 'ideal' orientation
research. ‘
The Literature

PN

L= : S The studies reviewed are listed in.TableAl. Nine seem to have originated
‘as doctoral’ research, three as Masters rheses, and two as general research
reports.. The reviewer obtained an original or mlcrofilm copy of each study
bccause early in the revlew it was found that/secondary reports - articles.

in Adult Education or confcrence papers - .did not contain relevant detail.

' © The rvvivw(r (orrnnpund(d with poop]o who had
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~kroqucstcd a copy of the E.P.S. or the R.E.P. to determine whéthcr studies had

been completed using the5x scnles. Studies which émployed the entire E.P.S.,

R.E.P. or C.L.O.I., or substantial parts of one instrument, qualified for

‘
'

fne by o dn the review

1 [

o The rosearch llterature reviewed followad publlcation of The Inquirigg

| Mind -(28) in 1961. "In the. typical orientation study it is usual for re-

searchers to dgvelop an instrumentfto measure motive which consists of

”Likert typc items. The items are derived by examining"ﬂoule’s.book tran;

C*lpts of interviews with adult learners and reasons traditionally used

to ”expléin'{participation. Most researchérs reduce their items to cfustefs’
whiph tepreséntvorientatioqs purported to be similar to thosé described‘by
Hoglou Factor anélysis is used to achieve thg cldstefing'process;‘factor
scoriﬁg'ié'uéed‘to aécércain cthe exrent to which each participéhtvig en-
rolled for';he,reésons which constitute each orientation. In most studies -
parcicipant”s factor écores are tﬂen rela;éd through cofrelétion or anaiysis
of variance té'other sécio—dehggraphic variables.

Factor analysis is a hpmplex mathematical process. But in the last
;\ . . e - .

fifteen years computer technoiégy has improved to a:poinf'ﬁhere even an un-

sopnisticared rescarcher can generate factor scores. Hewever, in considering

—_— e

- the critical comments which foliow, it should be remembered that the early
. : N . . :

oy -

factor anaiysts such .as Sheffield (42) were pioneers, dealimg with a tech--

nolog y and sct of psychomerric processes less sophisticated than those
. AY

RN

avdilable today. For them a doctoral dissertation was as much”a.learning

cxperience as it is today. N /

/

Tn an 'ideal' orientation study paséing'through the steps described abové,

phesé_qharacteristics should be present:

T




1. The problem investigated should be anchored in a.
sound and parsimonious theory or model

. 2. “The criterin for factoring and factor scoring should
be fully described and justified to a point whére re- .
plication by 'naive' ‘researcher is possible : o

’

3. There should be no carelessness or unwarranted addition
or deletion of items from instruments -

: 4.. Instruments should be subject -to test — retest reliability‘
and validity procedures. (the latter will be more difficult
’ than the former) . .. .

- Studies reviewed are listed in Table 1

INSERT TABLE,1

v

- . . 1 . ' ...1.\.\'.t .
Problems in the orientation literature stem from a failure to observe

the above points - fromncarelessness, e failure to provide SUfficient in-
formation for replication, the provis1on of inadequate Oor no reliability
information, a failure to understand criterid lor rotation, a failure to
recognize that outodt is a function of input and the assignment of.almost~

magical unwarranted qualities to factor analysis. Some of the divergént'

results obtained with similar instruments stem from.the+use-of different

criteria for generating factor matrices and factor scores.

Because many graduate students in adult education come from
-disciplines_without an empirical research background,‘the§ are understand-
ably baffled by the complexities of statistical analysis, In the .orienta~

_tion literature, some writers enhance their work by openly admitting they Xf
A < - ! . -

_ et : ‘ o o S

do not-understand the complexities of: factor analysis; they usually -

acknowledge a debt to statistical experts. Others créate confusion and '

unnecessary detective work by not including important details concerning

Y

factor structure, rotation and factor scores.

Salient issues relevant to the execution of ‘a typical motiyational




orlontation study conccrn factor scoring, content of items in the ménsurT

. -

ing instrumcnt, scaling, rcliability of instrumcnts, item contcnt and
critéria for factor analysis. A more general question concerns the extent
to which the Houle (26)'typology accurately describes the motivation of

. : | M : / '
. - adult education participants:

‘Factor scores

After the inter—item‘Eoffelation;mafrfi"ﬁas been factor anmalyzed and

"a suitable resolution into clus.ers achieved the researcher will probably

- - . want to generate factor scores indicating the extent to which participants
o . , .
are enrolled for each of the orientations.

A . . . : [

In .the old' factor analysis literatnre factor scores were der ved by -
summing 1 responses to each ditem in a factor. This is a simple and d1rect
way of factor scoring but does not have absolute regard to the contributlon,
(104d1ng) made to a tactor by each item. Factor scoring which has regard to
item co t“ibutions was a compiex and time—consuming nrocess beyond:the capa- -~

pilities ofvmost researchers. h1gh speed computing has changed that situation,

factor SCOTCS can now be produced in accord with many criteria’ (22 27, 35).

r

,Many factor scoring p&ocedures have merit.. Table 1 shows that orienta-

tion csearchers prod ced factor scores calculated from regression co
'

e A \ , . v
eftlcients.or by summing over items. There are good arguments for both’ .

-

scrategies. The scores calecul ated’rrom.regression’co—efficients reflect
the magnitude of’the item contribution to the factor. .Factor scores pro-
duced by summing over items are direct and keep the ca1cu1ation processes

. close to the\raw data. Because the number-of items in each factor varies,

it may*be necessary to divide the 'factor score by the number of items =

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e e




o v .
.. the proccdurc used by Morstain ‘& Smart (36) Factor analysis and

rotation 1nvolvc abscracc and complex analyses somewhat rcmoved from

the psychological characteristics of ‘the people . who completed the measur-

iing instrument so any procedure which keeps  the researcher close to S

‘raw data is worthwhile. 1If a researcher has good psychological or

psychometric”reasons for generating factor scores by summing oVer»items,

.but wants each item to accurately reflect its contribution to the factor,"

- wciphts may be assigncd by squaring: the correlation of the ditem with the
I A

- factor. The sum of the squareS‘should equal the communality.

i
- ' , o : !

.«
&

f—~r’”*”/ Researchers should carefully examine print—out ‘to see if- 'true' factor

”w'ff"loaﬁiEgg”fa} correlations of items wi h factors are printed. If 'true"factor

loadings are printed the squaring pr cess is unnecessary.

B
©

There are good argumencs for adoptlng most of the factor scor1ng

critecia and authors of the studies reviewed generally included sufflcient

drgumencs and trformation to enable ceplication to-occur. However, some

s:udics would Be difficult to replicate or review because the -author inad-

1

vertently masked cruciai information concerning factor scoring. Crabowski

for example, says that "after the oblique rotation was completed, the (computer)
- - ‘y - L " ) ” . N
program generated factor scores for each of the 170 subjects. {(24,p.41).

Although tha<66m§nter program 1is identified,\readers arédhnable to easilf ‘ ‘\
. 7 ) . .
ideatify thc criteria u4ed ror geuerating facrtor scores. Elsewhere in thc
dissertation {p.51) there are facror score means whlch stggest Grﬂbowski
wns handling'normalized factor scoreg. For example, Grabowski's means for

male respondents on the seven factors were - :16, .00, -.08, ~-.02, -.04,

-.12 and .04. Sheffield's factor scores also require dqtective.work. In

ERIC o 10

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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3

, , the Solomon monograph (45) Sheffield presents an analysis relating orienta-
_tion factor ‘scores to eytent" of continuing learning scores but fails to.
.s ify how the factor scores were generated Examination of the Sheffield

\ _ (é2) dissertation is al a unhelpful On page 47 there is. discussion suggost-
ing factor scores/fepreient the co-ordinates of individual respondents in
seven dimensional space but no detail concerning calculation. In view of
Burgess statement concerning Sheffield s factor scores (in particular, the

w

oxtent" of learning scores) being normally'distributedvthis omission poses

\

a pfouaem,, On the basis of present 1nformation it would be difficult to

.replicate oé accept Sheffield s results. Stauffer merely noted that "follow—

a _ ing factor analysis, a compute; program was_ written to.estahlish,an item e
mean score per factor for each person (48, p 32)
. . .
\' ' /' 4 \

Factor scores calculated from regression weights reflect the_magnitude'
: _ j S ’
S . of the. contribu710n made by each (high and low loading) tem to the factor.

Most computer centres maintain factor analysis prbgrams hich generate factor

;;. '.lscoxes from regression weights. But users snould note - the potential for .
\confusion created by factor 5co¥eslwhich through'the caﬁculation process, are
‘normal‘zed. OF the writers LiSLEd in Table 2, Boshier q8), Haag (25), Sovie

{46) .nd Burgess (12) and probably Grabowski (23) generated factor scores |

_ " adjusted so they fell on a normal curve. - But, as showr/ below, Burgcss may

) : J

have chought his factor scores were norma‘ly distributeﬁ because of charac-
'teristics‘inhcrent_in his data, Arguments concerning tne Yaxtent and degreev

of his orientations were dubious'because\they stemmed from a misundei-

standing concerning the normalization pro eSs,

Factor scores and factor structure

Factor scoring is important because it shows the extent to which par-

ticipants are cnrollcd for reasons described in the items. Some writers,
Q . S , .
IERJ!: - such as Ryan (él) have undcrstandably confuse factor structure with' factor

P




- that people cnrol for the reasons contained.in an. orientation./,ThiS"is”4f‘ =

, considered enrolling for religious reasons to be relevant to the purposes :

TNew, sopardte and distinct cluster or. group of reasons which moves gome -

'simila ontent oT meaning are placed in a correlation matrix they will likel

not, incluaed in the instruments But factor analysis simply reveals

»factors rdentified Moreover, a factor can\emerge simply because everyone

unheard of factor would be. egroneous, So, ox,Ryan (41) to say "... the
significant outcome of ... \mocivaciOnal or1e4tation3 . vresearch for
.- adult religious education was the emergence oé the 'Desire -to reach a \

' }
v . il

scoring. fhe presence of items in a factor has been regarded as 'evidencef

{

dcmonstrated in discussions concerning a religious goal ﬁactor . Burgess

et

of his study and SO0 included religious items. After examining his ‘factors
. 5

he founu the religibus items clustered together. He concluded that a'...

ocuplc to participate in educational activities" had been identified .

. I
Furthermgre, Mo the religious goal factor was ‘not identified by any of

N

s - N
che previous studies cited in the‘review~or\literature gection". (ll,p 22 23)

- i

-

ractor analysis output is a function of input. If objects or -items with
\

emcrge together. Burgess was aware of this and noted that previous studies -

: ' /
had not revealed a, religious factor, "... because items of this nature were

structure 1n a cocrelation matrix‘ ‘Without IdCLOt storihg (or examination

j : . P
of item means) it is impossiole to state that peOplP enrol for any of the

ir the sample indicated they were not - enrolled for the.reasons describcd
Trems which elicit zeT0 OF very low responses w1ll be inter—correlated and

shus ciuster together. To descrioe such ite s \s a- new“for previously L

NS

\
relL?ious goal as o significant factor in the .reasons why adults parti—

a

cipate in group educational activities could reinfoxce confusion con—“

’

'cerning “the meaninp of factor structure and factor scoring An additional

burden=is that Ryan says he is quoting Sheffield when he is quoting

Burgess. - (11, "PP'-V'22'23) " 12 ' /




’ v '

o . Grabowski 'discovered' another factor nut found by other researchers.

Using a short form of the R.E.P. he obtained a 'Desire to Study Alone'

"All rhe previous studies reported_did not find" this as

'factor. He says:
(25. p.159) e

‘ part of the ... orientation of the subjects they studied'

He noted that Burgess included this type of item in the R E.P. (and did not

bserved thaﬁ other writers did

./%btai the factor) but mfght ‘just as easily o
z; " not W obtain the factor because they didn t include the relevant items!

s |

o \
P

!

S The situation regardihg new' factors is simple. If a researcher

/ » L
/ thought belly—aching was a significant orientation which caused people to

'participate in adult education he could include items such as "To obtain

a stomach ache" "To foul my digestive svstem and "To upset physical-

hvulth", Obviounly few or no pvoplc would say they onro]]vd for aueh’

;

o absurd reasons.. But even if no one or A few people checked these items o

< ; they would cluster together because of similarity in item content{ A

"cluster can occur because no one checked the reasons. Only factor scoring
. . \ - -

can indicate the extent to which .an orientation is associated with par{

N /
IS

. ticipation.. ‘No doubt many participants are enrolled for religious feasons. : B
N -

) 4But the cxtent to ‘which people are enrolled for each oﬁ the orientations

1

can only be_ established tnrough racror scoring A\Burgess carerully generatcd

- facror scores in his dxssertation,but these were not‘encompas3ed in the .

evi
;

articie "discussed by Ryan.

o : T N

N B
. in considering the vaiue of fa ctors, ubers should be cautioned against
. s / ‘. ’

‘, L ' 'attributing reality to a ractor. Sheftield de tined ‘a 1earning or1entation

aning or direction to the
-

continuing learning act or_ process undertaken b ‘th

[ ' EN)

~ Stauffer used the qhoffield de[inition but sub ti}uted the wor

-

_ r factor "as the major principle which giVes m

-

dult learner" . (43, p.2)

lues'

for the wofdbfprinclple' In recent work Boshier” has'avoidodgthe term

l;BJ!;@;. : S 5\ L 5 ']_33Av L . \ :




-t

a specified domain of observation",

N

"learning oricentation' (preferring 'motivational orientation') because. there

is‘no’evidenct to.suggest the orientations studfed are in any way related to

\ S _ } .
learning either inside\o?“ﬁut§ide an instructional environment. The construct

Junder investigation has motivational origins.. It is easy to name a factor and

then believe there is some reaiity behind the name. But’giﬁing a factor a name,

!

whether it be a 'Religious goal'orientation' or 'Inner-directed professional
' advancemcntf doés not gfve_it teality@" Factor names merely try to capture what

.seemq to be the central theme of the factor. The,teality of factors'suéh as -

P :
those measured by the E.P.S. or R. E P. will only be known thrqggh research 3uch
Mo
as that conducted by Haag/(ZS) who inves tigated the psychological under- pinnings
1 / {
of life chance and/}ife space moglvatdon.«
/

Factors are /tentative and subject to ponfirmation or refutation. As in-
dicated, anything producing a correlation between variables '"creates" a factor.
Factors hawve been variously defined as dimens‘ous, functional\unitiés, parametersz

taxonomic caQegopies, classificatory systems and asvartifacts'(38). ‘Royce'(39)

<

defined 'a factor as a ''determinant-of covariation, which means that we have made °
~ . o ( B ’ : L.
.- . . ‘, . . . .

the assumption that factor analysis is capable of uncovering invariant fdctors ...

which ate demonstrably,repeatable despite variations in initial factering, popu-

!

jations sampled, measurements’ and:people.. "In sﬁoft,,by a factor, we-shall

mean a.true variable, a process or determinant which accouiits.for covariation.in

oy ' .

Motivational orientations are currently little more than descriptive concepts.

)

Houle's (28) typofogy’and'Boshier's (8) d‘scription of the psychological concomi-"

© tants and antecedents of 1ife—space and /life-chance motivation 4re two attempts to

~

go bcyond//aca in search of comprehensive explanatory concepts. These are valuable
{

“providing each attompt at explanat*on is tested in accord with the classical

zkatxonal/aefcntific model: Sheffield's definition of an orientation as'a'Vbasic

principle' does nothing which‘enhances'UnderstanQing, prediction and controi.

-
-

It is redundant.
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- ' Normalized Factor Scores

1

Another intriguing finding concerning factor scores is the recurring
near-normal distributions produced by researchers using University_of

, Chicago factor analysis;programs; For exampie,‘BurgeSS'says.”Sheffield,”
Ingham'and Litchfield have shown in separate studies that the extent of

‘participation scores from 4 given pophlation range from 'low' to 'highi

~

in an apparently normal distribution, just as do many other measored‘

human'traits " '(12, p. 17). Discussing R.E.P. factor scores,Burgess

says the fact that the sets of {actor scores were each near a normal T

distribution is a noteworthy finding" (12, P. 126) Later, he says
. : | / o o ]
' "the,normal distribution (factor) pattern indicates that among the
1,046 respondents each of the seven\factors .+. is found to exist to

‘a“similar extent and degree;"

an

s -

factor scores. But casual observation and familiarity with adult

3

education students‘suggests.that.participants are not as motivated by

kg

religious concerns as by joB—related or othet reasons. The partition

of variance among the Burgess factors also shows that peopie were not

»

a - motivated to. the'"same.extent ard degree" by each orientation. Computerg'

e

fprograms such as those used by Boshier (8), Haa§ (25), Sovie (46), and

: ZdGK (@0‘ calculate'ractor scores from regression co-efficients.' The -
resulcant scoreS'arevnormalized(so the mean and‘S‘D; remains the same '
for each factor. Boshier; Haag,'and-Zack'broducedvhormalized factor
scores with a mean of zero; Fiaherty“s (ZO)faCtor scores were ‘standar--
diaed Qith'a mean ofiS0.00'and;an S:b. of IO.QO. FClose‘reading‘éz:the
. o ., :

R 19 , ) . a . - . - , gz ‘ ‘
Burgess dissertation reveals that the Missouri factor scores'" ... by. .

" nature of the method of calculation, are 4dn & standardized distribution.




P . . . ' '

A standardized distribution of scores shows the relativeklocation'Of each'score

e

in the diStribution by expressing the deviation from thexqean in standard

\ i

dcviation units. (12 p. 121) The Burgess normally distributed factor scores

did not mean the factors existed to a "similar extent and degree in the p0pu—

. .v,‘ v

Iat fon qtnd(ed On p. 121 of the Burpgess dissertation there is5 a table show1ng

the ldvtols hud a mean ol zero nnd i) utundnld duvln!!nn upp:nn‘h(np one, lhu

—

fact Burgess' orientations were normally distributed is not‘ notewothy .  Nor

.~

was it a function of data'characteristics. It is merely a reflection of the

method used to generate factor scores. If statements are required concerning

the "extent" and "degree" of the ofientations it would be better, in this cir—-

T . cumstance, to sum over items. >

’

Content of items \$

oonfus10n is created by differences in C. L 6.1., E.P.S. and R.E.P. items.
For inStance Bergsten, et. al, sote that tne "Burge s results are generally-in_
) ] » {; - . . ) . . . . . e . T~
agreemefit with those found by Houle, Sheffield and Boshier. Factors 6 and 7

4

are‘not,.however, reveaiéd in Houle's ot Sheffield’s:studies. Interestingly-
s o enough, they are to be ‘found in Boshier s (New Zealand) results" (4, pP. 36)

¥ -~ The similarities ard differences ldentified by the Swedlsh writers occur _

FS
)

. . because bherrield Burgess and Boshier adop ed similar procedures for gene—w

.rating icems° A carefully compiled item pool was. created by Sheffield and

Burgess through ekamination of Houl'e-",c typclogyg'and an exca sive lis of

-

reascns 0T p rclclpation Sccured From tne iite raturé, adult cducato s and adult

‘ ' students, Boshier secured 1rems through an examination. of The Inq jring

Mlnd the R.E.P. high loading items of the bheftleld stale and t?rough

content analysis of data elicited in response to a question in an

¢ '%arlier New Zealand study concerning motives for attendance»(7). A major

- '

strength of both the Shefficld and Burgess studies'were'the painstaking

o

o oo e B . ’ . : . :

-~

a1 : .
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' pnoeodures used to secure items. Because the three.measures stem from

/ Houlr s typology and 1tems have been exchanged there is similarity in

+
B

results»obtained.

Scaling '.iv". o ’ ‘ S s
A . ' _Item’conteht can be moulded to suit the purposes of the study

and the interests of the investigator. More significantkthan simil-

g

arities in item content are differences in the psychometric charac-
teristics of the scales provided with each item and the extent to

{ ’ which acquiescence'response set.and.other confounding'variables operate.
- items in the first formyofvthe'E.P.S. were keyed so that the-'highl'

/

‘side of the scale (" very much influence ) was sometimes on the left side

of the page and sometimes on- the right. The Richmond study \8) showed .

P © . that all the orthogonal factors, except. one, contained an almost equal

Cowr . B . £
b .

vmix of °left and right' side items. There ‘has been no systemat1c

investigation of the extent to which the C.L.0.I., E. P.S. or R.E.P. is

confounded by variables such as acquiesence but because ‘both the C. L.0. I.;

'3 . L

-~ and the R.E.P. list ‘many items on each page9 all scored in the same

_ direction, there is a oossibility scores are contaminated in much the

-, -

same way ds F-scale responses (37).

’%; ' Thcyfirst_formyof the E.P.S°;eliCitedtresponses'on'a nine—point‘
scale, the‘R.E.P; elicits responses on.a sevep—point scale'andithe
c. L.0. l; on a five—poift'scale. Despitehefforts to generate'items

which encomoassed all /or nearly all) possib'e reasons for enrolling in

s an’ adult education: activity, examination of item means from several

motivational orientation studies. reveals thal most items yield means

lower than the middle point of the response scale 4.5 in the E.P. S ).

[ ’ ) ’ . ; A
. . . %
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_ The highest mean scores are usually-foond on the Cognitive Interest factor.

A burden in this regard is chat many researchers have not incloded item

. means and standard deviations in theit reports. There is .also the problem

that numerical response scales (which require respondents to circle or\other-
wise indicate a number) introduce an unnecessary and possibly confounding

variable. Unfortunately, the first forngof the E.P.S., the R.E.P.,-and the

o

C.L.0.I. are similar in this regard.

2

Duti\g the 1950°s and 1960's psychometrlcians such as Couch & Kenni;ton
\,

v

" (15), Block (4) and Peabody (37) alerted test users to tne gross contam1nat1ng,

effects é@ response_bias. Among the’ artifactslcapable of destroying construct’

N s o0 1. : B , _
valtdity ake ‘yeasayersﬁ and naysayers“, items keyed and scored in the same
s : &
direction, and che tendency of‘ some :espondents to adjust 'bottom—of the—page
-D - . % N /

:csponses in the iignt of ‘top—ut—tbe page ansWers.. Thefe is also the problem

- .

of social desirability induced by item wording or ‘the scaling format. In 1971

»the.possit icw of niescence, respornse “and posiﬁional oias in theﬂC.L.O.I.-

4Wa5'notedg(6). iere is che C. u-O i. scaiing format (with one sample 1tem) .

)

Very - . . 4 e

53 ' Frequently  Frequently = Sometimes Seldom - Never
‘Important Important Important ‘Important Amportant "
For Me - For Me For Me , ~ For Me - For Me
To i1 & deep;' -5 4 3 o 2 .
‘rich curiosity B . - - o
a ’ & -

abour 1if
and idecas




The word "important" would be inclined to elicit more socially.desirable
.. : responses. than'the E P.S. or R.E.P. scaling formats. It is interesting

)

/’to speculate on why ?urgess changed the Sheffield scaling format when
designing the R E. P. Both Burgess and the present writer employed the
' word "influence" to focus the respondent on internal and individual

motives rather than external, perhaps socially desirable oF . "important

“determinants of pa ticipation. However, the Burgess measure contains '

e . ) ' '

a seven-point scal which may not be ordinal. Here are the R\E,P..scale

N

categories (with'one sample item)

. ¥
‘ ~ Once - ~ . h
, . Very in a Occasion- Fairly Very R
Never seldom while ally often often _ Always .
influ- influ- influ-_ influ- influ- " influ- influ-
ences .ences ences  ences . ences ences , ences
o o : : me’ me me - me - _me  me me
" To be better “j ‘ .'.;' . '5 o - g K
able to serve 1 ¢ L2 . ‘

W
fo
)
[«
-~

a  church ) /

: _ The two extreme cziegories can be accepted ( Never influences , 'Always

. influences ) but’ the three\central categories probably have very con-
- S /
e o . fused psychometric qualities. For example, plaCe your hand oVer the

above sample and consider whether ‘oCCasionally influences me'.denote§

v - a greater or lesser'influence than ‘once in a while influences me’.

e

. o ..‘epces me'', "Occasionally influences_me\ 0

kN

a scale in this order.-
“ *‘\l\' 4 ’ : . .

"0ccasionallyfin£luences me", "Once in a while influences-me",,"Fairly
often influences me"? - S o c ’

Grabowski was not satisfied with the Burgess\measure. As well

£y

as deleting twenty items which failed to_ load on any factor: he changed

T Q - o the.scaling to this: e c : f‘}

ERIC W
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. : , o Very
\ Did not Slightly Moderately Greatly - greatly
' influence influenced influenced influenced influenced
me me . me me me
' ‘To meet v . .
new friends 1 , 2 o 3 -4 5
The first'form of the E.P.S. required participants to check these
categories (with:one sample item) :
Very much Much - ' Moderate Little . Very little
influence - influence influence influence influence
To seek . / : : .
knowledge 9 * 7 * 5 * 3 0k 1
for its : ’ ' ' ' R
" own sake

-

The 1ntention was for "Moderate ..." to be a central anchor balanced

_by "Much eet “Little_...” on either side and "Very much ..." and
. . N )
"Very little..." on the extreme poles. One difficulty with this

‘ba 1anced scale is' the absence of a-*ho influence" category which frus-
e ) T :
trates some respondentsw_

-

Researchers admlnlstering 1nstruments to large samples will know

%

~ there ace -often participants enrolled in moré than one class. Thelr

\ mn(lvuﬁ in./pnrtlclpnting {rn onc class will not a]ways be the same as |

1 e ll Mot Tves tor auother e lmm. 'lllln hlphl lphlu mmlhc Foditbteabty oo
Aassocratod thb both the Sheffield and Burgess measures. thrcas thc
E.P.S. 1nstruct10ns ask participants to thlnk back "to when you enro]lcd

v

for your course this ycar" the R.E.P. cequ1res parLicipants to 1nd1cate

. "how- often each of the 70 reasons ... influence you to participate in

s

n -

i’cducational'activities while the.C.L.O.I‘-directs participants not‘to

focus on prescnt participationibut to respond after "thinking back over

your cducationn] nctlvlties of the past year.,

»~

57
o ’ ' AN lnvltaL]on to consxdcr all "educational activities" will crodc

_construct valldlty and rcllability. Investigators do not know much

, . GRS . o L . .
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about the extent to which motives vary as a function of the learning .

ey byotient . Howevar, mial reacal h vferlae are bret e oet ved lry the
| : N o . . .
measurement of preclse and immediate motives pertaining to the most
3 . . B - ; . .

recent (or present) acti&ity. Respondents'will give more»reliahie and
.valid responses if'they only have'to-eonsider their present activity.
,Close.examination of the studies listed in Table 1‘shows thatv
writers adapt instructions to su;t the ourposes,of theirvstudy (e;g.
Grahowski ehanged the instruetdons‘of,the R.E.Pf so.resoondents would .

only consider‘the‘motives which influenced themrto-enrol in a self-
’ p v LA S
study Baehelors program). /hesearchers'should changeLinStructions to
suit the{;spurposes but be aware that chanées could effect‘factor
structure. | , t .
L

Note also- that most users have had no regard to possible conta-

mlnating effects rnduced through emplomlng different numbers of items

4 .

per page. Burgess apparently used 12 to 14 R.E. P items per page;. T ;
Sheffield had 17«to 18 items per.page; Bennett using Sheffieldfs instru-

‘ment, had 3 to 6 “items per page; Flaherty used an adaptation of the C. L 0.1.

v -

with 8 to l,‘itemsrPer page. Boshier (8) and Zack employed the E P.S.. w1th
three items/per page. Haag (25) used the rev1sed E.P.S. which has 11 items
er page ;nd scale poles whlch are systematically varred Where'the poles-y'
of veoponsa categories are systematically varied there can be many 1tems

»

per_page. But when items are all cast and scored_in the same directlon,-

A

and respondents c1rc1e numbers, as in the R. E P. “and the C.L.O.I., users -

<

/should benalert to possible ‘error ariSLng through large numbers of 1tems

-

per page ("I seem to have made a 1ot of answers down the fight‘f perhaps

%

I'd better put a few over on the left.")




S Reliability :
‘ Scant regard is giv

¥

Marple (34) used 16 items which followed Sheffield's classifi-

Marple s scale is e1egant but
/

cation with a, four point scale which required respondents to indlcate
whether each reason was "Very.important , "Moderately important
g 1)

or "Unimportant

"Relatively'important

perpetuates the problem associated with using the word "important
“"Also, ‘it is not a fixed interval scale because of a lack of difference

between moderately".and ?relatively
en the need to produce’ data showing the stability

;.

In each measure items loading high on each
: Split-

of instruments over time.
half rollnbll[ty and coofflcient alpha (as uqu hy Morqtuln & Smurt) Ju

of the factors are scattered randomly through the instrument.

therefore useful but less crucial than test re—test data.

significant at the .OOl level ranging from 44 to .98 with an average-
The

The E.P. 5. has test re-test item rellabllities which were all
of .81 {6); the R.E. P has item test re-test. reliabilities ‘which ranged

L

t

/

from a low of .51 to a high of .84 with an average of 66 (12).
relidbilifles for the R:E.P. are probably 1ower than E P.S/

“item reliabilities because of difrerences in the scaling format\discussed

/

/

EY
average 1ttm
Howtver, the R. E.P. has acceptable reliabillty levels which /

/_

mitigatec the fact Grabowski, who used an_ adaptation of the Burgess ﬂ“'

'above.
strumcnt anparently did not produce test/re-test *eliabillty datay/
test re—test reliability data. /

Shexfieid diu not produce C L.0.X.

Haag (25) produced
E.P.S. - .
, ¢ _ :

Researthers could consider the extent to which they can afford
L .

Number of items
have respondcnts complcting passenger items which do not load sign1

P

o ;22

13

test re- test reliability coefficients for the kev1sed

to

fi-




@

- . . . . r . '

cantly on ;n% factor, lower face validity and lengfhen the.time taken
to complete the instrﬁﬁent.l | | |
4Resear¢hef5'and adult eaucatiod édministtato;s will usUaliy eméioy
' dne bf these measures ;ith duestionnéifeé gatﬁériﬁg soéial and‘demo-
.gfabhic data. "In classfoom séttings and 6uring a ﬁailéd survey it is
‘desiféblé to use. as liffle tiﬁe aé possible. The E.f.S._isithélshbrtest
"of fﬁe;thyee instrumenté availablg‘and, acco;ding te a recently complgged
niqe—factor solutiqn.cogtaihs only one item whiéh‘loads on two facto:s
and no,bassenger items. The déta fnoﬁ'thisvanalysisjwhiéhvinVoived 691
adu1t>éducéc10n participants'enroiled'with the Surrey‘Schdol Bdard, o

rapﬁgar in Table 2.

INSERT TABLE 2

Sheffield didtot include in his factocrs items which met the
. ﬁ criteria for inclusion (1oading .Ql or é%eatén).‘ For example, item, -

L4 o

40 loaded { .41 on Factor III but.was not includgd in that or any other

factor; items 6, 18, 42, 44, and 49 all had logdihgs‘equal to.or grégfer

- than .41 on two factors but were onlyaincludéd.;n'one factor. For example, |
item418,:"To gain recognition among peers" loaded - .45 on the Personal-Goal

0 - .
o

orientation and r42\on:tﬁe Need—Eulfillmen; orientation yet Sheffield 6nly

’“‘IEBEIﬁdéd"it~inIFactgr_11I¢‘V?herelis also the curious factAthat Sheffield

-

seems o have disregarde&Jﬁhé sign-of the factéf4155&ihg§;“which~castsm“;«

T -
=

doubt on the direction of the correlatiorns between the orientations and

=

the "extent of continuing learning” scores. In Sheffield's matrix.
. . [ T ) ) -;\
Factors 11 and V havg positive signs in front of the factor loadings but -

when‘listea"on pP. 16-17 of the Solomon (45) monograph all factors have

128

- negative signs; it is thus difficult to interpret CQS correlations “on

p.. 19 which qfe all posifive. The directior of the relationships iden- ’

v. “ " tified is cjuciall to the Bﬁudy. . 23

/




‘ - - .
' : ‘Clark (16) used the C. L.0.I. in the study. described j& part by

Dickinson & Clark (18). "There were six 'passenger' items that failed /

to 1oad more thaq}.ﬁO on any factor - items 6, 13 24, 27 33 and 67.//

-'Clark also encountered items which 1oaded significantly on more than one.
factor but included them in accord with the. previously established cniteria._
These factorially 'impure items were C.L.0.I. items 7, 31,,4;, ‘and 49

which loaded significantly'on two factors and item 42 ('To feel’a social

nced to be part of an accepted group') which loaded significantly on three

1

‘factors; Flaherty (ZO)IShortened theaC.L;O;I. to 25’items} Sovie,(46)
also prodoced impure‘items. C 1.0.1. item & loaded significantly on three~
| factors (I, IV and VII), while items 8 9 13 19, 22 23, 35, 38’ 42 48
and 52 all londcd'significantly on two factors. Factors I and I1 secmed

v o be the"mout unatable; of thetwelve tmpure ftemn, flve involved Factor T -

and foor,involyed;Factor II. However Sovie included every item which met

the criteria for inclusion in her factors,

. . oo . -~
. . ~

Stauffer (48) added eight'items to~the C.L.O.I} »Essential information ;

~

v

A ‘ ‘was not includcd in this dissertation but it appears that ten items proved

to be inadcquate.in terms of.ciustcrrng into orientations.' Items with high

5

loadings which for some reasoa were. not included in the orientations were,

on Factor I - Item 18 (.43), Item 33 (.52Y; Factor II - Item 14 (- 46),

¥

~ Factor VI - item»33 g—.41).' itcem BI loa ed —.57 on Factor iI and -.71 on

‘Factor'IV but was only included ir Fact *'IV _Ttem 3§ 1oaded ~.44 on

T 7WW;5;LOL Vr and .66 orf uactor " bUt ng/gnly included in the 1atter. )

Io,Boshier'é {6) NCw'anlana‘study the EtP.Su, after oblique rotation,.

% 4
b /

contained three passeoger items umbers 17, 21 andé30) which did not

. load significantly on any factor. Had the criteria for inclusion in a T

’Z
4




52 P .o : . : , :
_ factor béen dropped to .34 all three passenger itoms WOuld have been

Wt ' ,incorporated into the factor structurc. Only item 46 had slpnificant'

loadings on two factors. In the Richmond study (8), which involved

<

rotation to a different criterion, there, were eight passenger ittms
which would -have been included had the criterion been lowered to .36

(with the exception of item 30 '"To obtain some immediate practical

benefit which has been dropped from the revised E.P.S.) or ‘a six or
g ' !

seven factor solution adopted /Morstain & §mart (36) used the E. P S.

with four passenger items (numbers 75 41, &6 and 48) Three of these

four items have been deleted from‘the revised E.P.S. Ihe E.P.S.
vcontaihs mostly‘pure'items because impure items were largely. eliminated

during,SUCcessive‘factor analysis conducted when the ‘scale ‘was in
developmcnt. L

-

-

Burgess (1z)- vas dissatisfied with the number of passenger items';
e v . .
; ' in the R.E.Pv and, in concluding‘his dissertatlon; recommended that o
c some modiflcation;occur. ‘BurgeSS carried fifteen passenéer items
. duriné his4study; on a preliminaryrfactorkanalysisvGrabowski EZ&) found
twcntyvpassenger:i;ems it the R;E.P; mhich he eliminated,ﬁthus shortening
) _ - thenmcasure to 50 items. " b ‘ o . .

‘Rotation

o

v : —_ -

R : ctor analysls usually begins with a matrlx ot item 1nter—cor—

. ~

R T relationsu‘ Rotation cesolves the matrix into clusters of items. The

=

4+ S - crlterion for rotation will usually be related to the purposes of the

v study. . For example, if a researcher wants correlated facLors, obllque
. -

.
-

rogation might be used whereas orthogonal rotation will usually maximize

H

a lack of correlation between factors. Thus in Boshier's (6) investigation

~

of the thfee—fadtor Houle}typology, oblique rotation was used because.

~ —




= . . . ' e { . . . y'.\\
. . ) L . \\_ . / '23 - _ \"\
A | - o \
‘. ’ 'higher—order factors should have'factored into bhree clusters resem-
RS \ " bling the goal, learuning and activity orientations. Inter-correlations
. - ‘ ’ : T

between first-order ractors produced.with,oblique‘rotation provided'the
'basié for the higher—ordér énalyses. But when a hypothesis, mpdel or
problem demands rea$odab1y uncorrelated‘and ihdependent?factors, orthe-- |

gonal rotation is usually appropriate. Sometimes it is ~ppropriate to
produce both orthogonal é;8ioblique factors if the usefulness of a |
measure is enhanced by tﬂé aVailébility of scoring procedures keyed to

’,\ . ——

‘the Tesults of both Eypes(of'rotationrsuch as for the Conservatism

.'le . vscale.ké9).

| ;ﬁpatevgf the.rotétipﬁﬁcriEéfip épployéd, tpepépisign'obligé;ion
on reseapchéps to ihfprm réad;rélof‘phé reasoning pehind~their cﬂoice.
‘Some:ﬁriters admit they pbtéined advice.ffb@'othefs-qoncern}ng appro-~

priatejfactorlahalytié-models and do not _themselves full§*uhderétand ‘
 the complex processes.involvéd. Other writers included such sparse ._.
- e - . ) . . R .
' - ‘ o . oL o .
information that replication is virtually impossible. The secondary

e

17

1 report.of‘Sbéffiéld'é_(43)'study coﬁ;ains inadequate détailzconCerning

_the criteria fof‘ﬁaptoring apdhféctoF,sgoking. On p. 46 of his disser-
, o ' tatipn_Shéffiéid'explains that standard scores were calculated from

an C.L.0.1. datg and pqvp. 47'discu§sés rptatioﬁ and fthor ' oging; This
‘di$pus$iog\dqes not>c1éarly'iﬁdicate whyvstandara scores, rather than B
raw'datafwere chtoréd.s The criterio; fofﬁgéfation‘appegrs-tp be orthe-

- . ) ’ . . v:— ’ ’,.
’ gdhal but "the discussiqnvconéerhipg fagtom scores con%grns;éeoﬁétfic- :

" characteristics "in the sevéﬁ'dimensionaL;space" and is so: vague that

.repiication would be "difficult. .-i e
Harman (26) éayspthe heated and spirited controveréiéé about .the
« . "best" method cf factor'ahalygis are over. Recent exchanges such as

E3

‘ the Banf€ symposium (40) -show there is now a fuller understanding Qf ;

. L . . : . ' = EN
: - e, .o
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S " f , : _ I
the advantages -and disadvantages absociated with each method. than when
...( R R . ) . /, ‘ ‘ R
Spearman, Thurstone, Burt and llolzinger labored over hand talculation
and manual -rotation. Nevertheless, it was reésonéble to wonder why

‘Burgess Speciﬁically rejected the "joreskog computer program"_because

"it was programmed to rotate the solutio;"orthogbﬁally" (12, p. 89).‘AThe
oblique eolutioh adepted By'qugessnwas sujted to the problem investi-

gy

/ . w o .
___——pated but, in view of questions raised concerning the utility of the

Jocn N

SN

three-factor typology; ‘it would be useful to know the inter-correlation

" .

beﬁween the ’ factors so any resemblance to the Houle formulation

would be public. For the same reasonait.would be useful to know the

inter-correlation betweepﬂG:abowski's factors.

Curiosity concerning this and other questions led to an enquiry

which.%evealed that Burgeijldid calculate, but did not publish, the

)

Ay

inter-correlations between his factors. These are presented in Table 3.

U PABLE

In view of thg.large'sample employed in the Bhrgess study 1t is obvious

~ +

that all the inter-correlations except one (between the "Social-Goal"
and."Religious' factors) are statistically significant.  There are

some very nigh and statistically significant correlations in this
. : . N . .

" matrix. TFTor example, with 1,046 .respondents the correlations (such as

_analysis of this matrixy. which is beyond the scope of this paper,

r -.91 between Desire to Escape and Desire to comply with formal re-

=4

quiromcnts) show the seven facﬁors’were_strongly related. Factor
could possibly.result in a structure.similar to the Houlé typology.
It would appear that the Personal Goal, Escape and Formal Require-

- Coa

ments factors have so much variance. -in common with other factors that




meaning could be enhanced by a coarser structure than the one presented:

by the first-order factors.

B

Burgess' study did not concern the correctness or incorrectness of
the Houle typology, his primary task was to relate factor scores to other.
.variables. In answer to our enquiry Burgess (13) also revealed that he
rejecteo the Joreskog-orthogonal rotation program "since it seemed
: reasonablez.g..that there could %ell be correlation among the various

hypothesized factors ... I wanted to allow for the correlation to exist
) . .

-among the .various factors." The cdrrelation matrix presented above shows

-

this reasoning was correct!

Number of factors

The number of factors extracted’from-a correlation matrix is-deterQ\
" mined by_the numbcr of items in each factor, the. meaningfulness of the

,,7\
'clusters,‘the variance accounted for,rand, above all, the nature of the

sproblem. I some circumstances very finite and specific factors are
appropriate; in other studies coarse factors will serve ;the purpose.
. : / ’
Although relationships in the world are rarely orﬁhogonal, and

subjectively it would appear that motivational orientations are cor-

relateo, it is likely that researchers will continue generating un-~

‘ot

\
corrclated factors because of 'the nced to relate 'independent' scores

.to other varinblcs; But the different purposes servcd.by orthogonality
_and obliquoness cxplain Dickinson & Clark' s observation concerning the
fact Morstain & Smar s six factors "were morercomparable with Sheffield s
and Sovie's ... than with Boshier s {(New Zealand) third order factors

(18, p.8 ). The explanation is simple; Boshier's New Zoalnnd study
employed an oblique rotuttonhﬁhllc the other studies contninediorgho—
gonnl factors. Boshier's (8) subsequent study gcneratcd orlcntationq

-

remarkably similar to the Movstain & Smart factors. Both Morstain &

28
[
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(3 s/ 3 . - o Al

Smaze (36) and,Boshier (8) used the E.P.S. and rotated orthogonally.

mAny attompt to compare the factor strncture_of the E,P.S:, R.E.P; or -
similar instruments shouid_have regard to the factor analytic_modck
employed, -jf | t |

P ‘ Is the Houlertypology correct?

l o T ) : w N - '
‘ : It is now fifteen years since Houle's three factor typology became
© < - [ 4

\ availahlc. The typology was based on interviews w1th 22 continuing t

. S learners. - Sheffield had access to the transcripts of these interviews.

P Dow (19) attempted a replication of the Houle study with 24, adult education E

participants in San Francisco. She was unable to obtain Houle's inter- {

view schedule,and'recorded data using a portable typewriter. Dow did

-’

\ ' not,attempt an empirical analysis.but subjectively aSsessed motives
described by respondents; she concluded the situation was more

complex than Houle envisaged, particularly with regard to the activity

‘orientation.
¥ ' ¢ : . ‘ s
Despite the small size of Houle's sample and the absence. of

empirical analysis, it has become a useful and ‘duzable point from which
to bcgin'rcsearch into motivational orientations. But although many

matrices have been generated, no writer has clearly accepted or refute:

the typology.
Most'rcsearc¥crs produce sevenAor eight factors and then: argue

their findings "confirm"; "sharpen" or "support".the Houle typoIogy.r 4

For‘examplc, Sovie says her 91earning orientations were of three major

types ~ learning, goai and activity'oriented (46; P 145)* but else~-

!

where shys'"eight'patterns of learning orientations were identified"

! o : . -

(p. 154). Flaherty extracted 12 factors which were subject to a higher-

¢ : . ' ’ ) :
order analysis to produce second-order factors. ¥laherty says '"the six

H




‘ractor typology" but at a third order level there was

w27

'

first-order learning orientation factors were 'subsumed under three
‘second-order factors which were somewhat similar to those proposed

by Houle (20, p. 58) However, Flaherty used onlyv25 items from.the

c

c.L.0.I. and admitted that "the role of some of the orientation

factors, which had negative correlations»with the criteria,-is not

. - . , ’ .
understood " (20, p. 116)% _ . : o s

v

* Burgess examined various matrices and eventually accepted seven -

interpretable orientations from a fifteen factor solution‘ However;
he reported that "the slight difference between the hypothesized and

the'emerged.factors does not alter the basic framework originated and

" reported by Houle ... and furthervclarified byVSheffield "o(11, p. 27).

Recently, Burgess said that "... Houle's original work is not wrong.

N

lt'just did not go far enough to include all the basic orientations

which ex1st" (13, p. S), Boshier (6) concluded that at, a second-order

.level, oblique E. P S. factors "do .ot closely resembleythe Houle three-

[

" .. a structure

7

not unlike the ... Houle typology -However, Boshier s ‘New Zealand

'analyS1s ‘resulted in four, not three, essentially uncorrelated oblique

facrors. : ' . T k\
v n 3
Although orthogonal factors are not well- suited to testing the.

7 ) 1

Houle typology it is relevant to note that the number of mean1ngfu1

faccors obtained is aiways greater thanrthree. Dickinson & Clark

)xtcacted eight \seven meaningful) factors; Sheffield produced five-

& |

factors, Sovie produced eleven’ (eight meaningful) factors; Boshier
(8) rotated five factors after perusing solutions consisting of up to -

thirteen factors; Zack'rotated the same five factors, Haag (25) adopted
\ A ] : .
a six factor solution; Morstain & Smart (36) retained_six orientations

: : ¢
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f ’ . ’ ftom an eleven fnctor so]ution;vGEubowukl'(thvllntud ncvvn,lulcr;
prctablﬁ orlentations from‘a twelve factor sdlutlon. |
" Many authors’ matutain thelr factor matrices sharpcn", "cxtcnd"
r "clarify" Houle s typology but only Boshier (6), Burgess (12),
Flaherty (20) and Grabowski (24) employed an oblique rotation allowing
factors to inter—correlate. However, the extent to which Houlesformu—

lation accurately represents participant types still cannot be estab-'

.-lisned Grabowski (24, p. 197) had five factor inter-correlations

- ' : -which were significant; Flaherty ] second-order learning orientation

;; g - -factors were created from a matrin which included vocabulary and
-reading test scores along with critical thinking and Otis 1. Q. scoreS"
Boshi ec s (6) third-order factors were somewhat ambiguous.-
A determined research effort using oblique rotation or cluster

e " analysis will eventually resolve houle s formulation. In the meantime*
- . . -k :

Sovie's (46) attempt to assemble the different factor solutions ‘under -

. Houle's three categories, a strategy repeated by-Dickinson & Clark (18) P

f

and others, should be regarded as subjective and’ tentative. Such

<

attempts ‘to classiry seven or eight finite uncorrelated factors;as goal,
| ' ' learning orY activity orientations violates their orthogbnality It o
is chis subgectlve sorting process which leads writers to conclude that

their results confirm , "sharpen or "extend" the Houle typology.

Subject*vely, these classifications make sense but they are without !

empirical. foundation. Foc example, on p. 115 of her dissertntion Sovie -
: ' , shows: her orientations are close to orthogonality \uncocrelated)

Yet later in her dissertation (p. 124) she has a table "ciustering

'the factors, as if they were correlated, under the three labels suggested

-

- by Houle. There is a need to deal with this problem because while °
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‘researchers manifest confusion there are“practitioners like Garrett (21)

1

who divide. participants“into the three types as 1if th§y~were'real.

v

There is certainly a reluctance to simply‘say the three-factor typology is

wrong. - Houle (29) acknowledges that the situation is more complex than was +

}

envisaged in 1961 and could be persuaded to up—date the typology having A -

regard to the studies generating more than three factors. He indicates a

willingness to return to the orientation area to test a framework more

comprehensive than the" three factor typology. Houle's return to the area.

r

will be welcomed by pSychometricians who are now equipped with«tools more
s0phisticated than those available in the 1960 s.

Famous typologies: such as Sheldon s (44) physical types, endured
past the point when empirical validation failed. Houle' s typﬁlOgy is

<

elegant and “makes subjective sense but until motivational orientation

researchers develop a suitable psychometric procedure to test its validity

it'cannot be accepted-or reJected as an accurate description\of adult

iearners. It remains as an interesring problem for research which has .-

N

relevance to the design of instruction "and the creation of learning environ-
‘ments congruent with the learner's motivational state(s). The Houle typology

appéafs-to bes outmoded ' but pessimism i¢ not fully justified until,

‘it has been subj ected .to invcstigation using methods superior-to those

employed so far. One‘current tanSL *s the attempt to depict participants

-

as lifﬂ~space ard life—chance oriented,\S)° Life-space'participants are -
assumed to be ot“ticipating ln adult education td satisfy needs similar
tc those in the zaper levels of Masiow's hiefarchy ‘while~ life—chance e —

participants are‘more "coping-oriented’ and enrolled to satisfy needs such N

:
s

as ‘those in"the lower levels of the need hierarchy.i
L.
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Data has recently become available which shows this model has considerahle'
explanatory power and predictive utility’. There are sipnificant correla—
tions between measures of neuroticism, self actualisation and 1ife-(hance

Ve llrdugwauq.NUOIVnctnn.

" CONCLUSTONS g

o

An ideal orientation study employs a valid'and reliable instrument

r

L3

s

with known psychometric‘properties. The problem investigated should
tlow'from'some ciearly articulated theory or model.‘ The resultant
" research report should contain all relevant descriptions of criteria~
for factor scoring, factor analysis, rotation and scaling. “The report
should demonstrate that the methodoiogy and analysis/was-apprOpriace-
for the problem investigated If the researcher does not fully under-
stand the complexities of multi—variate analysis readers. should be |
intormedf~ .
The articles reviewed here represent deveiopmentalrstages in‘, ‘
/ orientation *esearch lAlthough-adult education researchers are not;
exempt from tne 1eed to observe genetal social research procedures
there were some substantiai pieces of work produced at a time when
‘ the technology of raccoc analysils was léss sophisticated than it is
today. Severa 1 writers who provideo important rindings tor subsequent
orientation researéhers' describe ‘how they adapted data and analysis
co sait the analytical tools available ac the t1me. ~

_The atritude adopted for this review stems Erom the fact science

is a cumulative“processg each new study should improve on what went

) . P
_before. Because the earlier studies were conducted at a time when

researchers were less aware than at present“oﬁ artifacts and variah]e
. Ll
which confound measurement, this does not in any Way diminish their

fimportgnce. They were an essential part of the cumulative research

o
R S
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i8]

process and, particvlarly in the case of the Burgess and Sheffield

studies, contain many sound procedures which should be emulated by

v

other orientation researchecs. " -

o b T

¢

This reV‘éG'has focusssdéon issues concerning factor analysis

and orientation research wher \ambiguity and complexity have

tionally nurtured vigorous methodological ‘debates (22 27,
~ { &

tradi—

35, 40)

But dwelling on pitfalls”does not undermine the basic methodological

precision of the major orientation. studies. Despite arguments con-

cerning factor scoring, rotation ard the other issues canvassed herein,

~

the major studies closely resemble the,'ideali described above. For s.

5- &

example,"Sheffield's attempt to operationaIize the.Houle typology was

well—founded and launched a strategy followed by other researcherS'“

T

- e

and socio demograpnic variables.which go considerably beyond

.traversed in the secondary report of dissertation data (ll),

e

L

study was well<executed and closely approximates ‘the *ideal’

study as do other studies reviewed. <

v

This review has focussed on measurement of participants

The orientations are reasonably stable across. time and space

couid be the time to shiftc emphasis toward an exploration of

psychological‘concomitants and antecedents'of*motivationo

r

‘the

. the Burgess dissertation contaips correlations between factor scores

the area

. >
Sovies

‘orientation

motives..

SO0 now
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
v

N
- ' TABLE 1 )
i “MOTIVATIONAL ORTENTATTON-STUDTES USING
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF MOTIVATION -INSTRUMENT-
~ Authors (in " Test Fagtor - Type Higher Rationale Type of
alphabetical , Re-test analysis “of order factor scoring  factor -
order) reliability model - _rotation analysis  -speciffed - scoring
BENNETT (1968) YES None Orthogonal  NO. YES Summed
: : (on factors) ﬁ.(used (Sheffield's) ’ over
. » . Sheffield’s) . items
BOSHIER (1971) YES Principal - Oblique YES 3 * * ’
. . components P . : '/
BOSHIER (1976) . NO Principal Orthogonal NO YES Normalized
: components _ . regression
: s ‘ . < ) _ welights
'BURGESS (1971) YES Maximum Biquartimin NO° YES _ Normalizea
- likelihood oblique regression
| 5 | o o * welights
DICKINSON & - NO Principal Orthogonal - NO -YES _ Summed ovgi i
CLARK (1975) components : o ’ ’ items
FLAHERTY (1968) ﬁrintipnl Orthogonalt YES YES Normalized
components# . AS regression .
o ) ‘ weights *
GRABOWSKI (1972)  NO Simple Oblique NO NO No . .
L - structure’ oL information#% |
HAAG - (1976) YES Principal Orthogonal NO | YES .~ . .Normalized
: : components : - regression
) ' ‘ ) ) weights
MARPLE (1969) =, NO None (used - None . - NO ° YE® Summed over
' 16 Sheffleld . C items ] A
items) : _ ’ ‘
% .
MORSTAIN & NO Principal Orthogonal NO YES Summed over
SMART (1974) - components - _ : items .
SHEFFIELD (1964} .= NO Direct. Orthogonal  NO' NO " Insufficient |
’ - factor -information
analysis i given
STAUFFER (1966) NGO Principal Orthogonal . NO NO- Insufficient !
components® : . : information
i given
SOVIE (1972) “NO Prinripal Orthoponal  NO YES Normalized
‘ : component s : regression
: _ welights
ZACK (1976) NO Principal Orthoponal -NO YES ~ Normalize
© components . ) regression
- B . weights

it Input was orientation 1tem3, plnq other social nnd psychological data

* Factor s

#*  Probably normalized regression coctficients
t To -obtain second- order factor an’ oblique rotation” ‘was pcrformcd

&

scoring not relevant to purposes of the study
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TABLE 2 S
- . EDUCATION l’/\l( l'l(‘]l’l\'l ION nCM T H\(‘TOR STRUCTURE
’ v (s ' AFTER ORTHOGONAL ROTATION OF NINE FACTORS
No. E.P. q_Lcem .
11) o give me higher status in my job . ) v 75
L h To prepare for service to the community L 59
3 To sccure profcssional -advancement ) 59
22 To help me earn a degrye, diploma or certtficate 58
20 To,tncrensc my competence in my job . v 57
16 . To keep up with competition ‘ " 56
4 ; To become more effcctive as a citizen of this city 54 -
. 6 To carry out the recommendat fon of some authority 52 o 46
14 ~To acquire knowledge ... other cducational courses - 48 T
12 To supplcment a natrdy previous education . 46
33  To comply with my employers policy .40
2  To share a common intereést with my spouse or friend . - (-37)
15  To fulfil a néed foriperspnal associations ... - =45
35 To improve my social\tela fonships ) ) -49
45 To improve my ability to participate in communlty wotk - -58 .
©'19  To participate in group act vity - : . -66
44  To make new friends - B -68
28 To become acquainted with congcnial people _ ' -68.
23 . To escape tely&qg;on o - ’ ' v 40
13  To stop myself becoming a cnbbage o _ -52 .
26 To have a few hours away from, responsibilities L =63
31 To get 2 break in the. routine’of home or work o ' -63
"9 To overcome the frustration’ oé day to day living : =63
5  To carry out the recommendation of some authority . -75
37 . To take part in an activity which is cuscamaty oo ’ 70
y 39 * To maintain or improve my soclal position . ' . 66 -
38 -~ To meet some formal requiréments T @ 61
34 To keep up with others ’ ' : S : 60
47 To comply with 1nstructtons from someone clse o ’ T . - 72
42 To comply with the surgo.t{nnw of someone clse o ; 65
36° To carry out the expectations of ,nmnzy(’... nuthority . o .- 52
46 - To comply with the fact prople with sLatus ... . , . 44
25. To gain - insight into hiuman rclnt]ons
21 . 'To pain insight into mysclf nnd'my personal problems:
32 To improve my ability to serve mank ind
8 To satisfy an cnquiring mind
1 'To scek knguwledpe for its own sake , . _ . ,
43 - To learn just for the sake of learning . : -
7 Tovrespond to the fact_that 1 am qurroundcd e learn B
48  To assist me when T 10 nvorqan ’ ‘
10 7To be accepted by others . T,
H To 'meet members of the opposite sex ' i i
& 40 To.cscnpé an unhappy relationchip
29 To provide a contrast to the rest of my life
30 - To obtain-some immcdiate practleal beneftt
41 To provide a contrast to my previous education
18 To escape the intellectual narrowness ... .occupat fon
27 To clarify what 1 want to be Yolng 5 yerars from now . oo
. N i
Q ¥ b - 40

. 70

68
41

~42
=43
=46
~-60

&
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.To reach

To reach a
Personal
Goal

" To Know

To Escape

To reach a
Social Goal

To comply with
rormal ,
Requircments

" To reach a
., Religious

Goal

“To To To reach To comply" ‘To reach .
‘a Personal Know . Escape a Social with a Religious
- Goal - Goal ‘Formal’ Goal ©-
' C Require-
meqts
.66 -.34 .78 .28° -.83 .57
) . ~ .
©1.00 -.26 ~-.30 .33 -.13
" .1.00 .22 -.91 .62
— 1.00 .23 .01
"1.00 *  -.62
N : +1.00

" . Tc take parc
~din an Activity

N - TABLE 3 -

INTER-CORRELATION BLETWEEN FIRST-ORDER
MOTIVATIONAL ORIENTATION FACTORS*

-~ .

s

To take
part in
an Activity

-.77
.28

~.93

.22

.91

—-59

1.00

permission, from a Personal Commumicacion by Burgess (13)
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FOOTNOTES

The author wouldilikeito than
the R.E.P.

review.
. .Table 3.

k Paul Burgéaa for sharing items from
and for his helpful and open attitude concerning this
In particular, we are grateful for permiidsion to reproduce




