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ABSTRACT

The methodology employed in fourteen motivation4orientationstudies

was reviewed. All studies used either the Education Participation

Scale, the Continuing Learning Orientation Index or the Reasons for

EduCational PatticUlation Scale. Issues discussed concerned factor

scoring, factor analysis, rotation, scaling, reliability2and -the extent

to which the three-factor Houle typology is an accurate representation

of reality. There has been some well executed research in the orienEa-

tion area. However,- many deficiencies were identified and it was

recommended that future orientation researchers emulate the strengths

but avoid'the weaknesses..
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A fundamental principle of adult education concerns the need to match

learner's needs and motives with educational environments. This principle

is central to andragpgy (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 optimal partici

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

few adult educators attempt to create learning environments or techniques\

compatible with clientele.gropps. This can be seen, for example, in New

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

tutorial-class model.

One reason why practitioners cannot create congruent learning environ-

ments is betause they are not acquainted with instruments designed to measure

m'otives for participation in adult education. The practitioner' needs knowledge

concerning participant motivation so that appropriate instructional techniques

and learning environments can be designed. From a'researcher's viewpoint an

understanding of Why people participate would facilitate the construction of

theories and models with parsimony, predictive utility and implications for

/ practice;

The task of this paper is to review fifteen years of "learning " -or

"motivational" orientation research relevant to this'problem.,-During

this time there have been attempts to study participant motivation in the

United States (11, 42), New Zealand (6), Canada (8, 16) and Sweden.(2).
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Although many administrators have "measured" motivation 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

.
Researchers measuring motive for participation are often frustrated

by an inability of adult learners to specify clearly their motive im a'

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 fbr parti-

cipation did not employ measures based on the Houlp,-;tYPaogy or other

theoretical formulations. Studies such as the Johnstone and Rivera (31).

survey used short Checklists embedded in longerinteridew schedules. But

over the last decade there have been attempts to measure motives using

instruments with knowt psyChomettic properties based on coherent theoreti

cal formulations. The three instruments which:provide the focus for this

review are the first form of the Education Participation Scale (6), the

Reasons for Educational; Participation Scale 12) and'te-Continuing Learning

Orientation Index (42).

The task of this paper is to examine fo\urteen studies which have Lsed

one of the three instruments. This review is needed because close exami-

nation of the motivational orientation literature shows it has passed through

stages of deVelopment,each: characterized by positive features which should
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be emulated and
problems to be avoided..

The review deals primarily with problems traditionally associated

with factor analysis but also shows how practitioners can be misled-1417

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

uncritically
accepted as an "exPlanation". of behavior. The review is

also made, timely by Dickinson and Clark's (18) observations
concerning an

apparent inconsistency in results derived with similar motivational

orientation measures.
These writers were

embarked on another task and

did not explain the inconsistency.
But if this'inconsistency passes

without explanation,
and if a host of problems- associated with

orientation

research are nest understood,
strengths will be obscured and errors accepted

a7u-f-a-C-t.
Although this review highlights

deficiencies which are best

remedied there has been substantial and well-execute'd
research in the,area.

The critical comments which follow - particularly about the earlier

orientation studies - should not b interpreted as general criticism or a

failure to recognize. that. most studies closely approXimate 'ideal' orientation

research.

The Literature

The studies reviewed are listed in Table 1. Nine seem to have originated

as doctoralresearch,
three as Master's

theSes, and two as general research

reports.. The -reviewer obtained an original or microfilm copy of each study

because early in the review it was found
that/secondary reports -

in Adult Education or conference papers -Aid not contain relevant detail.

The reviewer corresponded with pc60e. who had

6



requested a copy of the E.P.S. or the R.E.P. to determine whether studies had

been completed using these. scales. Studies which employed the entire E.P.S.,

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

hn.jn In the toview.

_ .

The research literature reviewed followed publication of TheInquiring'

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

searchers to develop an instrument-to measure motive which consists of

,Likert-type items. The items are derived by examining Houle's book, tran-

scripts of interviews with adult learners and reasons traditionally used

to "explain'. participation. Most, researchers reduce their items to clusters

which represent orientations purported to be similar to those described by

HpuTio. Factor analysis is used to achieve the clustering'process; factor

scorijg'is used to ascertain the extent to which each participant. is en-

rolled for the reasons which.constitute each orientation. In most studies

participant's factor scores are then related through correlation or analysis

of variance to other socio-demographic variables.

Factor, analysis is a hpmplex mathematical process. But in the last

fifteen years computer technology has improved to a point
_
where even an un-

sophisticated researcher can generate factor scores. -However, in considering

the critical -comments which follow, it should he remembered that the early

factor analysts such as Sheffield (42) were pioneers, dealing with a tech--.

nology and set of psychometric processes less sophisticated than those

available today. For them a'doctoral dissertation was as much a learning

experience as it is today.

-Tn an 'ideal' orientation study passing through the steps described above,

these characteristics should be present:

7
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1. The problem investigated should be anchored in a.
sound and parsimonious theory or model

2. The crtterin for factoring and factor scoring should
be fully described and justified to a point where re-
plication by a 'naive' researcher is possible

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)
if

Studies reviewed are listed in Table 1

INSERT TABLE,1

Problems in the orientation literature stem from a failure to observe

the above points - from carelessness, a failure. to provide sufficient in-
,

formation for replication, the provision of inadequate or no reliability

information, a failure to understand criteria-for rotation, a failure to

recognize that output is a function of input and the assignment of almost

magical unwarranted qualities to factor analysis. Some of the direr

results obtained with similar instruments stem from.the4use.af different

criteria for generating factor matrices and factor scores.

Because many graduate students in'adult education come from

disciplines without an empirical research background, they

ably baffled by the complexities of statistical analysis.

.tion literatUre; some Writers enhance their work by openly

are understand-

In the .orienta-

admitting they

do not.unders.cand the _complexities of factor analysis; they usually

acknowledge a debt to statistical experts. Others create confusion and

unnecessary detective work by not including important details concerning

factor structure, rotation and factor scores.

Salient issues relevant to the execution ofTa typical moti ational

8



6

.0

orientation study concern factor scoring, content of items in the measur7

ing instrument, scaling,, reliability of instruments, item content and

crit6ria for factor analysis. A more general question concerns the extent

to which the Houle (26)typOlogy accurately describes the motivation of-''

adult education participants.

Factor-Scores

After the inter -item correlation matrix has been. factor-analyzed and-.

a suitable resolution into clus,ers achieved, the researcher will probably

want to generate factor scores indicating the extent to which participants

are enrolled for each of the orientations.

In .the 'old' factor analysis literature factor scores were derived by

//

summing responses to each item in a factor. This is a simple and. -direct

why of factor scoring but does not haVe absolute regard to the contribution

(loading). made to a factor by each item. Factor scoring which has regard to

item contributions was a complex and time-consuming process beyond the capaT,

bilities of most researchers. High speed computing has changed that situation;

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

Many factor scoring plrocedures have merit. Table .1 shows that orienta-

tionjresearchers produced factor scores calculated from regression co

officiepts or by Summing over items. There are good arguments for b t

strategies. The scores calculated from 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 calculation processes

close to thelraw data. Because the number of items in each factor varies,

it may-be necessary to divide the 'factor' score by the number of items 7



the procedure used by Morstain'& Smart (36). Factor analysis and

rotation involve abstract and complex analyses-somewhat,removed from

the, sychological characteristics of he people.who completed the measur-

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

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

psYchemetriC reasons for generating factor scores by summing over items,

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

weight's may be assigned by squaring the correlation of the item with the

-7- .

factor. The sum of the squares should equal the comMunplity.

Researchers should carefully examine print -out to see if 'true' factor

loadings or correlations of item's with factors are printed. If 'true' factor

loadings are printed the squaring process is unnecessary.

There are good arguments for adopting most of the factor scoring

criteria and Authors of the studies reviewed generally included sufficient,

arguments dild-ltrititirmtion to enable repliCationto-occur. However, some

studies would he difficult to replicate or review because the .author inad-

vertently masked crucial information concerning factor scoring. Grabowski

for example, says that "after the oblique rotation was completed, the :(computer)

program generated factor scores for each of the 170 subjects.(24,p.41).

Although the--ComPuter program is identified,\readers are unable to easily

identify the criteria.usied for generating_ factor scores. Elsewhere in the
/ .

dissertation (p.51) there are factor, score means which suggest Grabowski

was handling normalized factor score. 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 detective.work.

\

10



the Solomon monograph (45) Sheffield presents an analysis relating Orienta-

.tion factor scores to "etent" of continuing learning scores but fails.to.

specify how the factor scores were generated. Examination of the Sheffield

(42) dissertation is al 6 unhelpful.' On page 47 there is,discussion suggest-

!

ing factor scores epreSent 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

"extent" of learning scores), being normally' distributed this omission poses

a probgem. On the basis of present information it would be difficult to

replicate or accept Sheffield's results. Stauffer merely noted that "folloW-

ing factor analysis; a compute

mean score per factor for each

prograni was written teestabliehan item

person" (48, p.32).

Factor scores calculated f om regreSSion weights reflect the, magnitude.

of the contribuion made by each (high and lo'w loading) tein to the factor.

.

Most computer centres maintain factor analysis pr6grams hich generate factor

\
--sceres_freM_regression weights. But users should note -the potential for

confusion created'by factor scoes\which, through the caliculation process, are .

\

normalized. Of the 'writers, listed in Table 2, Boshier (8), Haag (25), Sovie

(46) and Burgess (12) and probably Grabowski. (23) 'generated factor scores

adjusted so they fell on a normal curve,-But,. as shown below, Burgess may

have 'thought his factor scores were normally distributed becauc'e of charac-

i.

..teristics Inherent in his data Arguments concerning the "extent and degree"'

of hisbrientations were dubleus.because\they stemmed from a misunder-

standing concerning the normalization profess.

Facter scores and factor structure

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

ticipants are enrolled for reasons described in the items. Some writers,

such as Ryan (41) have understandably confuse factor structure with factor
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scoring. The presence of items in a factor has been regarded as 'evidence'

that people enrol for the reasons
contained- 10, an orientation This

demonstrated 'in discussions concerning a 'religious goal factor'. Burgess

considered enrolling_for religious
reasons to be relevant to the purposes

of 'his study and so included 'religious' items. After examining his factors

he found- the religibus,items clustered together. He concluded that a B...

new, separate and distinct cluster or group of reasons which moves Some,/

people to participate in educational activities" had been'identified .

Furthermore,
or
... the religious goal factor was n t identified by any of

the previlous
studies cited in the review-of\literature

section" (11,p;22-23)

7-

Factor analysis o\t,ktput is a
function of input.. If objects or items with

similar content or meaning are placed in a correlation matrix they will likel

emerge together. Burgess was aware of.this ,,pilnoted that previous studies

had nor revealed a religious factor, "... because items or this nature were
. -

not included in the instruments". But factor analysis simply reveals

structure in a correlation matrix. 'Without factor scoring (or examination

of item means) it is impossible to state that people enrol for any of the

factors identified. Moreover, a factor can\emerge simply because everyone

in the sañie indicated they were not-enrolled for the.reasons described.

\\, ,

Items which elititzero or very low responses will be inr-correlated, and

thus cluster together. To describe such ites a-'new"or previously ...

unheard of factor would be.Toneous, So, for,Ryon (41) to say "... the
I

significant outcome of (motivational brieritation) reSearch for

adult religious education was the emergence J, the 'Desire-to reach a

t .

0

religious goal' as a significant factor in the reasons why adults parti-

cipate in group-educational
activities" could reinforce confusion con-

:

cerning the meaning of factor structure and factor scoring. An additional

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

.
Burgess- (l, Av22-23)



Grabowski 'discovered'
another factor not found by other researchers.

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

factor. He says: "All the previous studies reported. did not find'this as

partof the ... orientation of thg subjects they studied" (24. p.159)

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

//obtail the factor) but might just as easily observed that' other writers did

not
obtain the factor because they didn't include the relevant items!

The situation regard-0g- 'new. factors is simple. If a researcher

.

/ 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 syStem" and "To upset physical.

health". Obviously few or no peOple would, say they enrolled for such

absurd reasons.. But even if no one or a few peOple checked these items

- ,

they would cluster together because of simila:aty 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-

As

ticipation. No doubt many participants are enrolled for religious reasons.

But the.extent to.Which people are-enrolled for each of the orientations

can only be .established through factor scoring. ,Burgess carefully` generated.

factor scores in his dissertation.but these were not encompassed in the

aricie'diacussed by Ryan,

In considering the Value of factors, users should be cautioned against

attributing 'reality' to a
factor.NSheffield dqined:a learning orientation

or factor "as the major principle which giVes m aping or directiOn to the

continuing, learning act or.process undertaken b th dult. learner". (43, p.2)
,

.

Stauffer used the ,Sheffield definition but sub ti,uted the wor lues'

for the wore principle'. In recent work BoShier has avoided: the term

N 13'.
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'learning orientation" (preferring 'motivational orientation') becauso_there
. \

,
.

e \ \
.

. .

.

is\no'evidence tt)sug'gest the orientations studied are in any way related to

.

learning either .insideoi.-utside an instructional environment. The construct

under investigatiOn has motivational origins. It is easy to name a factor and

then believe there is some reality behind the name. But giving a factor a name,

whether it be a 'Religious goal orientation' or 'Inner-directed professional

advancement! does not give it reality. Factdr names merely try to capture what

seems to be the central theme of the factor. The reality of factors sur!h as

those Measured by, the E.P.S.or R.E.P. will only be known through research such

as that conducted by Haag/(25) who investigated the psychological under-pinnings
i zi

of life-chance and life-space mocivation.

Factors are/tentative and subject to Fonfirmation or refutation. As in-

dicated, anythinQ,producinga correlation between variables "creates" a factor.

Factors have been variously defined as dimens'uns, functional_ unities, parameters,

taxonomic categories, classificatory systems and as artifacts (38). Royce (39)

defined a factor as a "deterMinant:of covariation, which means that we have made
^

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

.

which ate demonstrably.repeatable despite variations in initial factoring, popu-

latiods sampled, measurements' and - people. "In shOrt,.by a factor, we.shall

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

a specified domain of observation"

Motivational orientations are currently little more than descriptive concepts.

libulevs. (28) typo fogy and Boshier's (8) d scription of the psychological concomi--

tants and antecedents of life-space and life-chance motivation are two attempts to

go beyond_Aata in search of comprehensi explanatory concepts. These are valuable

providing each attempt gat explanation is tested in'accord with the classical

IationacTentific model; Sheffield's definition of an orientation as 'a !basic

principle' does nothing which.enhancesUnderstanding, prediction and control.

It is redundant.

i4
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Normalized Factor Scorns

Another intriguing finding concerning factor scores is the recurring

near-normal distributions produced by researchers using University of

,Chicago factor analysts, programs: For example, Burgess says 'Sheffield,-

Ingham and Litchfield have shown in separate studies that the extent of
I

/'

participation scores from a given population range from 'low' to 'high'

in an apparently normal distribution, just as do many other measured

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

says "the fact rhat the sets of actor scores were each near a normal

distribution is a noteworthy finding" (12, p. 126). Later, he says

"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."

Important arguments have been built' around Omani, distributed
_ .

factor scores. But casual observation and familiarity with adUlt

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

religious concerns as by job-related br other -reasons, The partition

of variance among ttie'BurgesS factors also shows.that people were not-

motivated toAhe.usome.exeent andodegree" by each orientation. Computer,

programs.sUch as those used'by Boshier 18), Haak (25)-, Sovie (46), and

Zaok (0).calculate factor scores from regressiOn co-efficients. The

resultant scores -are normalized so the mean and S.D. remains the same

for each factor. Boshier, Haag,andZack produced normalized factor

scores with a mean of zero; Flaherty's (20)factor scores were standar--

diz,cd with a mean of 50.00 and-an S.D. of 10.00. Close reading 4-the

Burgess disSertation reVeals that the Missouri factor scores" . . by

nature of the method of calculation, are in a standardized distribution.
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A standardized distribution of scores shows the relative location of each score

- . .

in the diStribution by expressing the deViation from the clean in standard

deviation units." -(12, p.
The,Burgeinormally-distributed factor scores

did. not mean the factors existed to a "similar extent and degree" in the popu-

lathi) studied. On p. 123 of the Burgess dissertation there is a table showing

tho !Actors' lied A MOM% Oi zero an4 a taAindard deyinlIon approachfum oho: 1 h0

__-
/

fact Burgess' orientations were normally distributed is not "noteworthy ". Nor

was it a function of datacharacteristics. It is merely a reflection of the

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

_-the "extent" and "degree" of the orientations it would be better, in this cir-

cuMstance, to sum over items. D

Content of items

Confusion'is created by differences in C.L.O.I., E.P.S. and R.E.P. items.

`

For intirance.Bergsten, et. al. tote that the "Burgess results are generally-in

agreemgt0,_ with those found by Houle,' Sheffield and Boshier. Fact9rs.6 and 7

are not, however, ,revealed in Houle's or Sheffield's:studies. Interestingly.

enough, they are to be 'found 'in Boshier's (New Zealand): results" (2, p. 36) ".

ThesimilaririesanddifferenceS
identified by the Swedish writers occur

because Sheffield, Burgess and Boshier adopted similar procedures for gene-

rating items. A carefully compiled item pool was created by Sheffiel4 and

Burgess through examination of Houle-'s typalogy,'and an extensive lis of

.reasons -for participation secured fram the literature, adult educato, s and adult
,

students. Boshier secured items through an examination. of The In- .'.rin

. .

,-

Mind, the R.E.P.``', high. loading items,of.the Sheffield scale and tliroUgh

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

',earlier-New Zeal-and:Study concerning Motives for attendance. -(7). A major

strength of both the Sheffield and Burgess studies were the painstaking

16
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pKocedures used to secure items. BeCause the three measures stem from

HOILag!g typology and items have been exchanged there is similarity in

results obtained.

Scaling

Item content can be moulded to suit the purposes of the study

and the interests of the investigator. More significant than simil-

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 form of the E.P.S. were keyed so that the 'high'

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 .

that all,the orthOgonal factors, except one, contained an almost equal

mix.of 'left' and 'right' side items. There has been no systematic

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

confounded by variables such as acquiesence but because both the C.L.O.I.,,

and the R.E.P. list many items on each page, all scored in the same

direction, there is a possibility scores are contaminated in much the

Same way as F- -scale responses (37).

The first form of the E.P.S. eldited,responses'on a nine - point`

scale, the R.E.P. elicits responses on a seven -point scale and the

C.L.O.I. on a five-poidt scale. Despite efforts to generate items

which encompassed all (or nearly all) possible reasons for enrolling in

an adult education activity, examination of item means from several

motivational orientation studies reveals tha most items yield means

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

17
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The highest mean scores are usually found on the Cognitive Interest factor.

A burden in this regard is that many researchers Piave not included item

means and standard deviations in their 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 fore of the E.P.S., the R.E.P.,`and the

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

Dur ng the 1950's and 1960'S psychometricians such as Couch & Kenniston

(15), Block (4) and Peabody (37) alerted test users to the gross contaminating,

effects
6\

validity'

response bias. Among the'artifacts capable of destroying construct'

yeasayers' and naysayers', items keyed and scored in the same
ti

direction, and the tendency o&some.respondents to adjust 'bottom-of-the-page'
/

responses'in the light of 'top-ofthe-page° answers. Therejs also the problem

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

the possiiDility of "acquiescence, response 'and positional bias" in'theC.L.O.

was -noted (6). Here is the C.L.O.I. scaling format (with one sample item)

To fill a deep,.
rich cArrioslily

nbout life
and ideas'

Very
Frequently* Frequently* Sometimes Seldoth Never

°Important, Important Important ,Important Important

For Me For Me For Me For'Me For Me

4 1
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The word "important" would be inclined to elicit more socially desirable

responses that the E.P.S. or R.E.P. scaling formats. It is interesting

//to speculate on why 1urgess 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 th n external, perhaps socially desirableor,"imPOrtani"

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

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

categories (with one sample item)

,Very
Never seldom
influ- influ-
ences ..ences

me me

To be better
able to serve I

a. church

Once
in a Occasion- Fairly Very

while ally . often often

influ-. influ- influ- influ-

ences ences ., ences ences

me me me me

3 4

Al ays
inf\u-

,ences .

me

6 7

The two extreme c tegories can be accepted ('Never influences', 'Always

influences') but the three central.categories probably have very con -

_fused psychometric qualities. For example, plate your hand.oVer the

above sample and consider whether occasionally infruences me' .denotes

a greater OT lesser influence than 'once in a while influences: me°.

Subjectively, which order makes greateSt sense? Would it be a scale

c
ranging through "Once in awhile influenc s me", "Fairly often influ-

ences-me", "Occasionally influences me'" a scale in this order. -

,

"Occasionally influences Me", 'Once in a while influences -me", "Fairly

often influences me"?

Grabowski was not satisfied with the Burgess asure. As well

as deleting twenty items which failed to load on any factorjle 'changed

the. scaling to this:

19
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Very

Did not Slightly Moderately Greatly greatly

influence influenced influenced influenced influenced

me me me me me

To meet
new friends 1 2 3 4

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 #e

for its
own sake

1

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

by "Much ..." ..." on either side and "Very much ..." and
s.

"Very little..." on the extreme poles. One difficulty with this

balanced scale is the absence of -,;"no influence" category which frus-

trates some ,;respondents.

Researchers administering instruments to large samples will know

there are often participants enrolled in more than one class. Their

motivos for/participating In one claSs will not always be the same as

;

t ho I i t I vo,, 0 1 ho ; Th H h I gh I ghi ht!' rIltl Iculi V.-

associated with both the Sheffield and BurgesS measures. Whereas the

E..S. instructions 'ask participants to think back "to when you enrolled

'Tor your course this year" the R.E.P. requires participants to indicate

"how often each of the 70 reasons ... influence you'to 'artici ate in

,

9
educational activities whilethe:C.L.O.I. directs par icipants not -to

focus on present participation but to respond after "thinking back over

your educational activities of the. past.year."

An invitation to-consider. all "educational activities" will erode

construct valldi,ty and reliability. Investigators do not know much 20
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about the extent to which motives vary as a function of the learning

tl11V I 1 6)111W:11i , 111,1,1c.:1411 11101r/I 1 imo/n-11 0 II 10110 IL, o t11 rt I I,.'
.2

measurement of precise'and immediate motives pertaining to the most

receni. (or present) activity. Respondents will give more reliable and

valid responses if they only have te-consider their present activity.

Close. examination of the studies listed in Table 1 shows that

writers adapt instructions to suit the purposes of their study (e.g.

Grabowski changed the instruct/ions of,the R.E.P. so respondents would ,

only consider the motives which influenced them to. enrol in a.self-

study Bachelors program). :Researchers should change instructions to

suit their purposes but be aware that changes could effect factor

structure.

Note also-that mast7;tisers have had no regard to possible conta-
,

ninating effects indUced through employing different numbers of items

per page. Burgess apparently used 12 to 14 R.E.P. items per page;.,

Sheffield had 17/to 18 items-per ; page; Bennett using Sheffield's instru-

ment bad 3 tO:6"items per page; Flaherty used an adaptation of the C.L.O.I.

withwith 8 to 10 items per page. Boshier ,(8),and Zack employed the E.P.S- with

three items per page. Haag (25) used the revised E.P.S. which has 11 items

per page and scale poles which are systematically varied. Where the poles

or reispOnse categories are systematically varied there can be many items

per page. But when items are all cast and scored. in the same direction,.

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

should-be, alert to possible error arising through large numbers'of.items

per page ("I seem to haVe made a lot of answers down the right perhaps

I'd better put a few over on the left.")
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Marple (34) used 16'items which followed Sheffield's classifi-

cation with ajour point scale which required" respondents to indicate

whether each'reason was "Very. important ", "Moderately important",

"Relatively'imOortant" or "Unimportant". Marple's scale is elegant hilt

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".

Reliability

Scant regard is given the need to produce data showing the stability

of instruments over time. In each measure items loading.hith on each

of the factors are scattered randomly through the instrument. Split-
r.

half reltabillty and coefficient alpha (as used by Morstain & Suirt) Is

therefore useful but less crucial than test re -test data.
f

The E.P.S. has test re-test item reliabilities which were.all

significant at the .001'level ranging from .44 to .98 with an average

of .81 (6); the R.E.P. has item test re-test, reliabilities which ranged

from a low of .51 to a high of .84'with an average of .66 (12). The

average item reliabilities forthe RE.-P. are, probably lower than E.P.S
7

:item reliabilities because of differences in the scaling format discusSed

above. However, -,the R.E.P. has acceptable reliability levels which

mitigates'the -fact Grabowski, who used an adaptation of the Burgess "In-

strument, apparentlyX did not produce test/re-test. reliability data.

Sheffield did not produce test re-test reliability data. /

Ban (25) produced test-retest.reliability coefficients for the /revised

Number of items

Researchers could consider the extent to which they can afford to

. have respondents completing passenger items which do not load signifi-
.

2 2
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cantly on any factor, lower face validity and lengthen the time taken

to complete the instrument.

Researchers and adult education administrators will usually employ

one of these measures with questionnaires gathering social and demo-

graphic data. -In classroom settings and during a mailed survey it is

desirable to use as little time as possible. The E.P.S. is the shortest

of the three instruments available and, according to a recently completed

nine-factor solution contains only one item which loads on two factors

and no ,passenger items. The data from this analysis which involved 691

adult education participants enrolled with the Surrey School Board,

appear in Table 2.

INSERT TABLE 2

Sheffield did riot include in his factors items which met the

criteria far inclusion (loading -.4.1 or greater). For example, item

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

/

factory items 6, -18, 42, 44, and 49 all had loadings equal to_or greater.

than .41 on two factors but were only,included in one factor; For example,

item 18, "To gain recognition among peers" loaded - .45 on'the Personal-teal

orientation and .42 .on. the. Need-Fulfillment orientation yet Sheffield Only

--ihalUded It in-Factor. III There is also the curious fact. that Sheffield

seems tojiave disregarded,the sign-of the factor loadings, which casts

doubt on the directionof the correlations between the orientations and

the ':extent of continuing learning" scores. In Sheffield's matrix

Factors II and V have positive signs in front of the factor loadings but

when listed-on p. 16-17 of the Solomon (45) monograph all factors have

1:
4.)

negative s-igns. It is thus difficult to interpret the Correlations on

p.. 19 which are all positive. The direction of the relationsh4siden-

tified is crucial to the study. 23
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Clark (16) used the C.L.O.I. in the study described i part by

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

to load more than1,.40 on any factor - items 6, 13, 24, 2703 and 47. /

Clark also encountered items which loaded significantly on more than one.

factor but included them in accord with the.previously established criteria.

These factoriaily 'impure' items were C.L.O.f. items 7, 31,.44, and 49

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

need to be part of an accepted group') which ldaded significantly on three

factors; Flaherty (20) shortened the to 25 items. Sovie,(46)

alsb produced impure'items, item 6 loaded significantly on three

factors (I,' IV and VII), while items 8, 9, 13, 19, 22, 23, 35, 38: 42, 4.8

and 52 all loaded' significantly on two factors. Factors I 'and II seemed

to by themoat amicably; of thy-twelve Impury item, five involvyd Factor T.

and four, involved Factor II. However Sovie included every item which met

the criteria for inclusionin her factors,
:.-.

.. .

Stauffer (48) added eight'items to the C.L.O.I. Essential informatiOn

was not included in this dissertation but it appears that ten items proVed

to be inadequate.in terms of.clustering into Orientations. Items with high

loadings whichwhich for some reason were not included_in the orientations were,

on Factor I - item' 18 (.43), Item 33.5 ; Factor II - IteM 14 (-.46),
.

Factor VI - Item 33 (-.41). Item 31 1 a ed -.52 on Factor II and -.71 on

Facror.IV but was only included in Fact IV;sItem 39 loaded .44 on

Fnceor VI and .66 oti Factor I but was only included in the latter.

In Boshier's (6) New'Zealandistudy the E.P.S.., after, oblique rotation,.

contained three passenger items umbers 17, 21 ande-'30)which did not

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

24
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factor been dropped to .34 all three passenger items would have been

incorporated into the factor structure. Only item 46 had slgnificant

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

rotation to a different criterion, there were eight passenger items

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

seven factor solution adopted. iHorstain & Smart.(36) used the E.P.S.

with four passenger items (numbers 41, 46 and 48). Three of these

four items have been deleted from the revised E.P.S. The E.P.S.,

contains mostly pure items because impure items were largely .eliminated

during successive factor analysis conducted when the'scale was in

development.

BUrgess (12)'was dissatisfied with the number of passenger items

1

in the R.E.P. and, in concluding his dissertation; recommended that

Some modification occur. Burgess carried fifteen passenger items

during his study; on a preliMinary factor"-analySis Grabowski (24) fpund

twenty passenger items in the R.E.P. which he eliminated, thus shottening

the measure to 50 items.

Rotation

Factor analysis usually-begins with a matrix of item inter-cer-
.

relations. Rotation resolves the matrix into clusters of items. The

-
criterion for.rotation will usually be related to the purposes of the

study.. For example, if a researcher wants correlated factors, obliqUe

roXation might be used whereas orthogonal rotation will usually maximize

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

of the theee-faCtor Houle''typology, oblique rotation was used because.

25
tv
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higher-order factors should have factored into threeree clusters resem-

bling the goal, learning and activity orientations. Inter - correlations

between first-order ractors produced with oblique rotation provided the

basis for the higher-order analyses. But when a hypothesis, model or

problem demands reasonably uncorrelated and independent factors, orfho-.

gonal rotation is usually Appropriate. Sometimes it Is npprOpriate to

produce both orthogonal and'oblique factors if the usefulness of .a

measure is *enhanced by the availability Of scoring procedures keyed to

the results of both types of rotation such as for the Conservatism

scale (49).

Whatever the rotation. employed, there...is an:obligation

on researchers to inform readers of the reasoning behind-their choice.

Some writers admit they obtained advice from'others.concerning appro-

priate factot.analyfic models and do not themselves fully-understand

the complex processes involved. Other writers included such sparse

information that replication is virtually impossible. The secondary

report of Sheffield s (43) study contains inadequate detail concerning

the criteria for factoring and factor scoring. On p. 46 of his disser-

tation.Sheffield explains that standard scores yere calcul ted from

data And on p. 47'discusses rotation and fhctor s oring. This
,

discussion does not clearty'indicate why standard scores, rather than
,

raw 'data were factored.. The criterion for rotation appears to be ortho

gonal but the discussion concerning factox scores concerns geotetric

characteristics "in ;the seven dimensional space" and is so. vague that

replication would be:difficult.

Harman (26) says the heated and spirited controversies about.the

"best" method a fhctor analYgis are over. Recent exchanges such as

the. Banff symposium (40) .show there.is now a fuller understanding of



the advantages and disadvantages associated with each methOd_than when

Spearman, Thurstone, Burt.and Holzinger labored over hand Calculation
i

andmanual-rotation. Nevertheless, it was reasonable to wonder why

'Burgess specifically rejected the "Joreskog computer program" because

"it was programmed to rotate the solution orthogonally" (12, p. 89). The

oblique solution adopted by Burgess-was suited to the problem investi-

--gated but, in view of questions raised concerning the utility of the

three-factor typology, It would be useful to 'know the inter-correlation

between the factors so any resemblance to the Houle formulation

would'be public. For the same reason-,it would be useful to know the

inter - correlation between,Grabowski's factors.

Curiosity concerning this and other questions led to an enquiry

which revealed that Burges' did calculate, but did not publish, the

inter- correlations between his factors. Theseare presented in Table 3.

1A111.V, 1

in view of the large sample employed in the Burgess study it is obvious

that all the inter- correlations except one (between the "Social-Coal"

and,"Religious" factors) are statistically significant. There are

some very high and statistically significant correlation's in this

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

7.91 between 'Desire to Escape and Desire to comply with formal re-

quirements) show the seven factors were strongly related. Factor

analysis of thiS matrix;, which is beyond the scope of thin paper,
`Qt

could possibly-result in a structure:similar to the Houle typOlogy,

Tt would appear that the Personal Coal, Escape- and Formal Require-.

ments factors have so much variancen common with other factors that



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

by the first-order factors.

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

rejected the Joreskog orthogonal rotation program "since it seemed

reasonable'.. that there could well be correlation among the various

hypothesizedjactors 4.. I wanted to allow for the correlation t 'exiat

--Among the,various factors." The c8rrelation matrix presented above shows

this reasoning was correct!

Number of factors

The number of factors extracted from a correlation matrix sdeter-

mined by the number of items in each factor, the meaningfulness of the

clusters, the variance accounted for,, and, above all, the nature of the
,

problem. In some circumstances very finite and specific factors are

appropriate; in other studies coarse factors will servejthe purpose.

Although rel.ationships in the world are rarely orthogonal, and

subjectiVely it would appear that motivational orientations arecor-

related, it is likely that researchers will continue generating mi-

1

correlated factors because of the need to relate 'indepe dent' scores

to other variables: But the different purposes served.by orthogonality

and obliqueness explain Dickinson & Clark's observation concerning the

fact Morstain & Smart's six factors "were more comparable 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 Zealand study

employed an oblique rotation while the other studies contained ortho-

gonnl factors. Boshier's (8) subsequent study generated orientations

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

28
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Smart' (36)andsBoshier (8) used the E.P.S. and rotated orthogonally.

Any attempt to compare the factor structure of the E,P.S., R.E.P. or

similar instruments should have regard to the factor analytic mode X,

employed.

Is the Houle typology correct?

It is now fifteen years since Houle's three factor typology became

available. The typology was based on interviews with 22 continuing

learners. 'Sheffield had access to the transcripts of these interviews.

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

participants in San Francisco." She was unable to obtain Houle's inter7

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

not attempt an empirical analysis,but subjectively asessed motives

described by respondents; she concluded the situation was more

complex than Houle envisaged, particularly with regard to the activity

orientation.

Despite the small size of Houle's sample and the absence-of

empirical analysis, it has become a useful and durable point from which

to begin research into motivational orientations. But although many

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

the typology,

Most researc ers produce seven or eight factors and then.argue

their findings "confirm", "sharpen" or "support" the Houle typology.

For example, Sovie says her "learning orientations were of three major

types - learning, goal and activity"oriented (46, p. 145)Ybut else-

where says "eight patterns of learning orientations were identified"

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

order analysis to produce second-order factors. Plaherty says "the six

29
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first-order learning orientation factors were subsumed under three

second-order factors which were somewhat similar to those proposed

hy Houlep(20, p..58). 'However, Flaherty used only 25 items from the

C.L.O.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)%

'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 further clarified by Sheffield " (11, p. 27).

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

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

which exist" (13, p. 5), Boshier,(6) concluded that at a second-order'

level, oblique E.P.S. factors "do not closely resembled the Houle three-

' factor typology". hut at a third-order level there was "
/.

a structure

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

analysis resulted in four, not three, essentially uncorrelated oblique

factors.
)

Although orthogonal factors are not well-suited to testing the.

Houle typology it ±5, relevant to note that the number of meaningful

factors obtained is always greater than three. Dickinson.& Clark

extracted eight (seyen 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 six factor solution.; Morstain & Smart (36) retained six orientations

30
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from no eleven factor poluilon;. Grabowski (24) iisted seven Aster-
.a.

pretable orientations from a twelve factor solution.

Manyouthor4-malotain'their. factor matrices. "sharpen", "extene

or "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-

lished; GraboWski (24, p. 197) had five factor inter-correlations

.which were significant; Flaherty's second-order learning orientation

factors were created from a matrix which included vocabulary and

-reading test scores along with critical thinking and Otis I.Q. scores;

Boshier's-(6) third-order factors were somewhat ambiguous.

A dettrmined research' effort using oblique rotation. or elUster

analysis will eventually resolVe Houle's forMulation. In the meantime

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

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

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

attempts to classify seven or eight finite uncorrelated.factorstas goal,

-
learning or activity orientations violates their orthogbnality. It

is this subjective sorting process which leads writers to-conclude that

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

Subjectively, these classifications make sense but they are without

empiricalfoundation. For example, onrp. 115 of her .dissertation Sovie

shows her orientations are close to orthogonality (uncorrelated).

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

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

31
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researchers manifest confusion there are practitioners like Garrett (21)

who divide,participants into the three types aa if they were

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

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,

will be welcomed by psychometricians who are now equipped with tools more

sophisticated 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 typOlOgy is

elegant ane'makes subjective sense but until motivationaiorientation,

researchers develop a suitable psychometric procedute,to test its validity

it cannot be accepced,or rejected as an accurate description of adult

learners; It remains as an interesting problem for research which has

relevance to the design of instruction and the creation of learnirig environ-

meats congruent with the learner's motivational state(s). The Houle typolbgy

appears to be"outmoded' but pessimism is not fully justified until

it has been subjected.to investigation using methods superior.to those

employed so far. One current thrust is the attempt to depict participants

as life-space ard life-chance oriented .(8). Life-space 'participants are

asstmed to be p:tticipating in adult education to satisfy needs similar

to those in.the upper levels of Maslow's hierarchy while life-chance

'participants are more 'coping-oriented' and enrolled to satisfy needs such

as those in.the lower levels of the need hierarchy.

32 .
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Data has recently bec-me available which shows this model has considerable

explanatory power and predictive utility% There are significant correla-

tions between measures of neuroticism, self actualisation and life-chance

"' 1117°-0P0Wø. 0011-vrition.

CONCLUSIONS

.

An ideal orientation study employs a valid and reliable instrument

with known psychometric properties. The problem investigated should

flow from some clearly 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 methodology and analysis was appropriate

for the problem investigated. If the researcher does not fully under-

stand the complexities of multi-variate analysis readers should be

informed.

The articles reviewed here represent developmental stages in ,

/ orientation-research. Although adult education researchers are not

exempt from the need to .observe general social research procedures

there were some substantial pieces of work produced at a time when

the technology of factoranalysis was less sophisticated than it is

today. Several writers who provided important findings for subsequent

. orientation researhers describe how they adapted data and analysis

to suit the analytical tools available at the time.

The attitude adopted for this review stems from the fact science

Is a cumulatiVe-prOcess each new study should improve on what went

before. Because the earlier studies were conducted at a time when

researchers were less aware than at presentOfThrtifacts and variables

which confound measurement, this does not in any Way diminish their

importance. They were an essential part of the cumulative research 33
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process and, particclarly'in. the case of the Burgess and Sheffield

,studies, contain many sound procedures which should be emulated by

other orientation researchexs.-
---

This review -has focu on issues, concerning factor analysis

and orientation research ,\ambiguity and complexity have tradi-

tionally nurtured vigorous methodological debates (22, 27, 5, 40).

But dwelling on pitfalls'does not undermine the basic methodological

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

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

the major studies closely resemble the 'ideal' described above. For

exaMple,-. Sheffield's attempt to operationalize the }Joule typology was

well-founded and launched a strategy followed by other researchers;'

the Burgess dissertation contains.cprrelations between factor scores

and sodio demographic variables which go considerably beyond the area

.traversed in the secondary report of dissertation data (11); Sovies

study was well executed and closely approximates the 'ideal' orientation

study as do other studies reviewed.

This review has focussed on measurement of participants motives.

The orientations are.eaSonably stable across time and space ,s0 now

could be the time to shift emphasis toward an exploration of:the

psychological concomitants and antecedents of motivation.

34



32

_REFERENCES

1. Bennett,' L.R. "Air force nurses participation in programs of
continuing education as related to selected' criteria ",

Unpub. Ed.DBOston University, 1968 .

2. Bergsten, U., Bromsjo, B. &.Rubenson, K. "Study needs and study

obstacles in adult education." Stockholm: Department of

Education Research, 1973.

3. Bevis, Role conception and the continuing learning. activities
of neo-phyte collegiate nurses, Unpub. Ph.D. dissertation,

University of Chicago, 1971

4. Block, J. The challenge of response sets. New York: Appleton-
.Century-Crofts, 1965 .

'5.' Boshier, R.W. "Educational participation and dropout: a theoretical

model," Adult Education, XXIII, 4 (1973), pp. 255=282.

6. Boshier, R.W. "Motivational orientations of. Adult EduCation
Participants: a factor analytic exploration of Houle's
typology," Adult Education, XXI (1971), 2, pp. 3-26'.

7. Boshier, R.W. "Participation and Drop-out-in adult University
Extension Classes," New Zealand Journal of Education Studies,
IV, No. 2 (1969), pp. 117-132.

8. Boshier, R.W. "Motivational orientations re= visited: life-space
motivation and the Education Participation Scale," Adult

ti

'Education (Under consideration), 1976.

Boshier, R.W. ,"Is there an alternative to lectures?: an

-exploration in 'discovery learning," Continuing Education
in New Zealand, VI, NO. 2 (1974), pp. 19 -28..

Brown, A.M. "College experience and continuing education activity"
In Solomon, D. (Ed.) The continuing learner. Chicago: Center

for the Study of Liberal Education.for Adults , 1964, pp... 41-55.

11. Burgess, P. "Reasons for adult participation in group_ educational
activities," Adult Education, XXII, 1 (1971), pp. 3-29.

. ,

12. Burgess, P. "Educational orientations of adult participants-in
group educatiodal activities ".,-Unpub. Ph.D. dissertation ;.
University of Chicago, 1971 .

13. Burgess, P. Personal Communication, September 24, 1975.
(7,

14. Copeland, H. "organizational accommodation types and the
continuing learning'activity of adult educators". Unpub.

Ph.D. dissertation, Unyversity of Chicago, 1969.

35



I

0,1

33

15. Couch, A. & Kenniston, K. ,"Yeasayers and naysayers: agreeing

responses set as a personality variable,"' Journal: of

Abnormal & Social Psychology, 60 (1960), pp. 151-174.-

,

-16. Clark, K.M. "Participation by nurses in independent and dependent

continuing learning activities". Unpub. M.A. thesis,

University .of British Columbia, 1974 .

17. Cronbach, L.J. "Further evidence on response sets and test design,"

Educational and Psychological Measurement, X (1950), pp. 3-31.

18. Dickinson, G. & Clark, K.M. "Learning orientgtions and participation

in self-education and continuing education*" Adult Education,

XXVI, 1 (1975), pp. 3-15. .

19. Dow, J. "Characteristics of noncredit.univer ity extension students";

Unpub. Ed.D. dissertation, University o1if California, 1965 .

20. Fl4herty, AI:J. "The prediction of college vel academic achieve-

. ment in_ adult extension students". Unp b. Ph.D. dissettatiOn,.

University of Toronto, 1968 .

21. Garrett, D. "The emerging.needs'of adult 1earners." In Renwick, W.U.

& Ingham, J.L. (Eds.) Educational Planning in New.Zealand.Wellington:

GoVernMent Printer, 1974

-22. Glass, G.V. & McGuire, T.O. "Abuses of /factor scores," American,

Educational Research Journal, (1966),'pp. 297-304.

23. Grabowski, S.M. "Motivational factors of adult leathers in a

directed self -study bacheloes deigree program", Paper

presented to A,.E.R.C.,Montreal,,1973 .

Crabowski, S.M. "Motivational factqrs,of:adult
learners in a

directed self-study Bachelor's degree program": Unpub. Ph.D.

Syracuse University, 1972

25. Haag, U. "Psychological foundations of motive for participation

`In adult education". Unpuk.' M.A. thesis, University of

British Columbia, 1976

26. Harman, H.H. Modern factor,analysis. Chicago: University of

Chicago Press0967

97,, 'Harris, C.Mi. "On factors and factorscores," Psychometrika,

XXXII, 4 .(1967), pp..3o3-379.

28. Houle, C.O. The inquiring mind. Madison: University of Wisconsin

Press, l961

29. Houle, C.O. Personal communication, 1975.

30. Ingham, R. "The relationship of educative behaviour to leisure

satisfaction of college alumnae," In Solomon, D. (Ed.)

The continuing learner Chicago: Center for the study of

liberal education for adults , 1964, pp. 23-40.

36



J4

31; Johnstone, J.W.C. t Rivera, R.J.g. Volunteers for learning

Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co., 1965

32. Knowles,,M.S. The modern practice of adult education. New York:

Association Press, 1970..

33. Litchfield, A. "The ;nature and pattern of participation in adult

education acpivities" Unpub. Ph.D. dissertation, University .

of Chicago, (19,65 .

34. Marple, D.J. "Motivational tendencies of women participants in

continuing education" Jnpub. Ed.D. dissertation,. Columbia

University,'1969 .

35. McDonald, R.P. & Burr, E.J., "A comparison of four methods of

constructing factor scores," Psychometrika, XXXII, 4 (1967),

pp.. 381-401.

36. Morstain, P.R. & Smart, J.C. "Reasons for participation in adult

education courses: a multivariate analysis of group differences,"

Adult Education, XXXIV, 2(1974), pp. 8398.

37. Peabody, D. "Authoritarianism scales and response bias,"

Psychological Bulletin, I (1966), pp. 11-23.

38. Roberts, A.W.H. Artifactor-analysis: some theoretical background

and practical demonstrations," Journal of the National

Institute for Personnel:Research, VII (1959),,pp. 168-188.

39. Royce, J.R. "Factors as theoretical constructs." Paper presented

at the Third Annual Meeting of the Society of Multivariate

Experimental Psychology. Chicago, November, 1962.

40. Royce, J.R. (Ed.) Multivariate analysis and psychological theory

New,(York: Academic Press, 1973 .

41. Ryan, L.V. "Lifelong learning in churches -and.synagogues,"

Journal of Research and Development in Education, VII, 4

(1974), pp. -87;94.

42. Sheffield, S.B. "The orientations of adult continuing learners".

Unpub. Ph.D. dissertation, University of Chicago, 1962

43. Sheffield, S.B. "The orientations of adult continuing learners".

In Solomon, D. (Ed.) The continuing learner Chicago:

Center for the Study of Liberal Education for Adults , 1964,

pp. 1 -22.

44. Sheldon, W.H., Stevens, S.S. & Tucker, W.B. The Varieties of

Human Physique,. New York: Harper &.Row, 1940.

45.-Solomon, -D. (Ed.) The continuing learner. Chicago: Center for

the Study of Liberal Education for Adults, 1964

37



:*

/

Pt

35

46. ' Sovie, M.D. "The relationShip of learning orientations., nut-

activity and continuing education". Unpub.. Ph.D. disrioridtion,

Syracuse University, 1972 .

47. Sovie, M.D. "The relationships of learning orientation, nur;inr,

activity and continuing education". Paper presented to A.E.R.C.;

Montreal, 1973 .

48. Stauffer, H.R. "Learning orientation priorities of co-operative
extension clientelein selected, Pennsylvania counties".

Unpub. Ed.D. dissertation, Pennsylvania State University, 1966

49. Wilson, C.D. (Ed.) The psychology of Conservatism. London:

Academic Press, 1973:

5G. Zack, I. "A clientele analysis of an adult night schooIin the

east end of Vancouver." Unpub. M.A. thesis, University of British

Columbia, 1976.



TABLE 1.

NOTIVATJONAL ORIENTAIONSTUDIES USING
FACTOR ANALYSIS. OF MOTIVATION INSTRUMENT-

- Authors (in Test Factor 'Type Higher Rationale Type of

alphabetical Re-test analysis of order factor scoring' factor

order) reliability model rotation analysis specified scoring,

BENNETT (1968) YES None Orthogonal NO.

(on factors) (used (Sheffield's)
Sheffield's)

BOSHIER (197i) YES Principal Oblique YES
components

BOSHIER (1976) NO Principal Orthogonal NO
components

BURGESS (1971) YES Maximum Biquartimin NO
likelihood oblique

DICKINSON & NO Principal Orthogonal NO
CLARK (1975) components

YES

YES

YES,

YES

Summed
over
items

Normalized
regression
weights
Normaliiea
regression
weights

Summed over
items

FLAHERTY (1968) Printipal Orthogonal} YES YES N;?rmalized

components# regression
Weights

GRABOWSKI (1972) NO Simple Oblique NO NO No
structure inforMation**

HAAG (1976) 1 YES Principal Orthogonal NO YES - Normalized
components regresSion

weights

MARPLE (1969) 0NO None (used None : NO YES" Summed over
16 Sheffield items
items)

MORSTAIN & NO Principal Orthogonal NO YES Summed over
SMART (1974) components , items

SHEFFIELD (1964) NO Direct. Orthogonal NO' NO Insufficient '

factor -information
analysis given

.

1

STAUFFER (1966) NO Principal Orthogonal NO NO- Insufficient
components- information

. given

SOVIE (1972) NO Principal Orthogonal NO YES Normalized
components regresion

. weights

ZACK (1976) NO Principal Orthogonal NO YES-- Normalize
components regress

weights

II Input was orientation. items, plus other social and psychological data
* Factor scoring not, relevant to purposes of the- study
i1,* Probably normalized regression coefficients

.

t .To obtain second-order factor- in oblique rotation"was performed.
, -.
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No.. E.P.S.\jtern
.......

II To give me higher status in my job .
75

24 To prepare for Service to the community 59

3 To secure 'professional'advancement 59

22 To help me' earn a degree, diploma or certificate 58

20 To increase my competence in my job 57

16. To keep up with competition (
56

4 To become more effective as a citizen of this city
.

54

6 To carry out the r. commendation of some authority 52

14 .To acquire knowled0 ... other educational courses 48

12 To supplement a narrow previous education 46

33 To"comply with my emp oyers policy .40

TAME 2

EDUCATION PARTICIPATION SCALE: FACTOR STRUCTURE

AFTER ORTHOGONAL ROTATION OF NINE FACTORS

2 To shote a common inter t with my spouse or friend .(-37)

15 To fulfil' a need fon.per onal associations ... . -45

35 To improve my socialrela lonships -49

45 To improve my ability to p,rticipate in community work.-- -58

19 To partioipate in group act vlty -66

44 To make new friends -68

28 TO betOme acquainted with congenial people -68.

23 . To escape tel ision.
.e

-40

13 To stop myself becomiag a cabbage -52.

26 To have a few hours away from, responsibilities '-63

31 To get a .break in the .routine\of home or work -63

9 To overcome the frustration ofday to day living -63

5 To carry-out the recommendation of some authority -75

37 To take part in an activity which is customary 70

39 To maintain or improve my social positicit 66

38 ,To meet some formal requirements /
61

34 To keep up with others 60

46

.,

4.7 To comply with instructions from someone else .72

42 To comply with the suggestions of someone else 65

36' To carry out the expectations of sow() ! ... authority 52

46 - To comply with the fact people with s atms ... 44

25 To gain insight into human relations

21. To gain insight into myself and my personal problems

32 To improve my ability to serve mankind

8 _To,satisfy an enquiring mind
1 To seek kn9Wledge for its own sake

43 To learn just for the-sake of learning
7 To respond to the fact -that I amsurrotinded:,... learn

48 To assist me. when I go overseas '-
10 To he accepted by other.
17 Tomeet members of the opposite sex
40 To escape an unhappy relatiorehip

29 To provide -a contrast to the rest of my life

30 To obtain some immediate practical benefit
41 To provide a contrast to my previous education
18 To escape the intellectual narrowness occupation

27 To clarify what.I want to be doing 5 years from now

40

-42
-43
- 46

- 60

53

50
48
46

45
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TABLE 3 s

INTER-CORRELATION BETWEEN FIRST-ORDER
MOTIVATIONAL ORIENTATION FACTORS*

To reach To To To reach To comply To reach To take

a Personal Know .Escape a Social with a Religious part in

Goal Goal Formal Goal T). an Activity

Require-
ments

To reach a
Personal
Goal

To Know

To Escape

To reach a
Social Goal

To comply with
Formal
Requirements

To reach a
Religious
Goal

To :cake part

in an Activity

I.00 -.34

1.00

.78

-.26

1.00

.28

-.30

.22

1.00

-.83

.33

-.91

-.23

1.00

.57

-.13

.62

.01

-.62

1.00

-.77

.28

-.93

-.22

.91

-.59

1.00

Reproduced, with permissiO , from a Personal Communication by Burgess (13)
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FOOTNOTES

1 The author would like to thank Paul Burgess for sharing items from

the R.E.P. and for his helpful and open attitude concerning this

review. In particular, we are grateful for permiiision to reproduce

,Table 3.


