‘Eeiemple did not reveal a clearly dominant style.

Lo
o

TheiéebSEEpl dArfered from the eemple Pr;marllf 1n future
pfefereneee fer future 1net1tut;eﬂ and. funet;en. More etuéeete 1n
E:the eubeemple (h? E%) are Erlented to eereeee in EPEElEl llbrerieeA" v
~.en 1nfermetlon induetry then in. the tetel group o Conve lf, eehoel )
1;brerlene are better represented 1n the eemple (21 2%Y then in ‘the
eubeemple (16.4%7). Beferegee ;e Etlll preferreﬂ meet (26 5%), but |

the pereentege exgeetlng te ‘gO 1nte technical eervleee and eubjeet

epee1al;zet;eg iner eased from 11{7% to 22.4% for technical services,

L

and 7. 3% to 1k, 3%\?GT eubjeet ep eliee%ien;' S

- E

= A

eerel etudlee in eognltive etyle have empheelzed varistions 1nF9’

eegn;ti ve etyle across profeeelene, but labeling a profession w;tﬁ
S

T

- 7 o, B
pertieuler eognltlve ety is ieleeding,Aee TebLefE iﬁdieetes; Within

the sample, th re is con lderable variation 1n eOgnltive etyle
.Anyone whe scored 60 or above or AD or belev in a dimersion is .
eoneideree to have a eegﬁitive etyle!merked by demineeee of the appropriate
pole in tHetiaimeheiong Seventy -two percent of the eubjeete demenetrate a
démiﬁent eogﬁitive style in at least one dimension.. More etudente showed

domlnenee%'

the ieﬁbr?etienaeve;uation aimeneien, and they were more
1ikely to Eeiinteitive rather than systematic. On the infermetlen-geth
dimension, abdut 28 pefeent~were preeeptive and ;anereent receptive,
About a third of the etudenterheve eoéeitive styles marked by a
demineeee in:Eoeh dimensions, and they are fairly evenly distributed.
Actual numbers in these quadrente are small, hewever, and subsequent

3§&%g§182W1l1 empheeleef,eﬂeyieuel dimensions. Only 28 percent of the

';ZS;;'A o o ~ o V%!i
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i brary!InfaEmatian Science

B ~;Ccllectiani,;l

1Fiela Degenaence Independeace

S . This stuay was canductea ta ideﬁtify the cngnitiveAﬁgA
style ef stuaents enrolled in a - graﬂuate pfag;am in library and :

+ gniti: Y : I
e stuaentsi'ﬁigher Eiuﬁat, ns . L
Haaelsi Gccnpatlanal Aspiratian; e

‘infarmatien science and to exanine the relationship between the Lfﬂiﬂ;;,:>;

, ,fie&‘*tyle and other persanal variables, such as agée, .
underqraﬂuate majcr, preference for future institutional“affillatinn,
anﬂ Preference f’:'future functional area. The McKenney-Keen model
~was used to characterize ﬂegn*tivé style in’ information gathering and
infa:matien ‘evaluation, while the Group: ‘Embedded Figures Test (GEFT)
. vas ufed to measure the’ subjects‘ field ﬂegenaence/field P
independence. Of the 179 Oniversity of Maryland students. who

‘completed the GEFT, 61 completed a-battery of eight. additional tests’f*

- designed to discriminaté along the two dimensions of the .
~McKennev-Keen meael.APe:sgnal information was gathereﬂ thrsugh a.
self-administered gquestionnaire, The ‘report details the hypetheses,,x
methcaalagy. and results of the study, incluaing (1) demagraphics ef
“the sample. 2y finaings ‘of the battery of ‘tests in. relaﬁian ta the
McKenney- Keen pa*aﬁiam. ang (3) relatianships between fi 1& :

' dependence/field independence and personal/professional. L
chdracteristics. Tables and figufes il;ustrate the flnﬂings. Eleven

:references are cited. (FM) S I
1 E;
L Ly E
. Ly ) .
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* Repraauct*ens supplied by EDRS are the, best that can be made ~ - * .
* : from the original document.. -

e

*it***#******ﬂ*****#**#*************************#********************* .

-;..! . .
. PR
1

Q




ST ﬁEFAETMEHTnF HEAL
EDUCATION & WELFARE - ¢
HATIQNALIHSTITUTEBF T

EUMENT JHAS EEEN REPRD",
DUCED. EXACTLY A%’ RECEIWVED FROM {7 .
L THE P PERSEN OR DRGANIZATION ORIGIN: LT e e
?BIH?SDF W OR 1= o I = -
&T NECESSARILY(HEPRE: L ) PR

L/NA ONALINSTIT UTEDF
=l oR. PELIE\‘

SENTB FlﬁlA

Edut:at i@n '

"FERMISS!QN TD REPHDDLIEE THIS
MATERIAL HAS EEEN EHANTED BY .-

_Kerry A. Johnson -

ans g of the American Edicat:
os Angéles, California, Apfil 1981 T

=

‘m

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Qﬁ’speaific tasks
-.'verse hackgr@und uf

”{L;f'independent dimension nf cugnitive ,tyle wafe selected fo exagi: :ian. 'Stﬁh E ) f'»i;
. dents were suecessfully Qahrazteriged thé twa—dimensianal model was verified IR
’--_‘task variables’ were anaiysed ‘ and a set ‘of pﬂtential résearc:h q};&stimns was ,

"o gemerated. . oot o 0 T o RN




3 iﬁﬁéﬁﬁéﬁoﬁ L

&

‘atiéﬁfséience. A second objegtive is to

;be;n relat;ﬂ to cggn1t1Ve style 1n prev;ous re search.f The stuﬂy a;so )

&

fre ates rﬂSﬂlflVé style to Preferen future ;nstltutlopal e 5-

f;l%gtion, such as Epéélal or academic l;brary, Eﬂd future funct1gnal

.

L7

& ea, sueh as reference archives, technlgal serv1ces.=.' -fA-7:i if'- o

, Tﬁa appraaghes are used ta chafactérlzé cngn;tlve style n'this
/’1. . . . Tt

ifstyle LKeen lQTS) The séccnd wh;ch.;s reiated to ‘the f 8 invoiﬁes

charagterlg;ng suhjects ﬂn the f;e;d dependént/field ;ndegendent cégnltlve
style d;men sion. | ﬂ1= -"_.!“;  T - e e R o -

The McKénney-Keen mgdel was selected fog thiE study because - 1t 15
, .

 ;th d;menslcnal and thus pravlaes greater explanatory power than the . : - fr

Lftyp;cal unldimEﬂlenEl cagn;t;ve style appraaghés.a And more 1mpa;tantly,

tE

o

the twa dlm2n51QﬂE arercan51stént thegreticaily w1th the tasks, reies, ';: 1 ‘fﬁt
-'f{iand Eettlﬂgﬁrtyﬁlcal of ;nformatian science. The two d;menslons are- e v
: finfarmatlan—gathering and inférmatlcn evaluatlgn (Sée Figu:e 1).
Tnformat;On—gatheri ng i% a per 7 p ual proaess through which S ’ *% K
V'ZZinélv;duals organizé iata frcm the1f anv;ronment 1nta infarmatlongl.fékisfz g
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by haw they use ;nformatian 1n Préblgmﬁsalv1ng, It ranges fr@m‘gystematlc
E

e

to ;ntuitive., The sysﬁemat;c Persan’is methgglcal and ganszlous of 8-

marked by lag; al pféc;510 >‘Ihé iqtu;t;ve gersén varks on a more

} = e

global level rely;ng mare hEEVIIY on. unverbal;ged cues

: 0verall sense oi the Prablem. LT

F;eld dependenee[f;eli 1ndepend ! E a w;dely studled cognit;VEa L

1istyle dlmensleng I dis tzngu;shes 1nd1v1duals by the "extent tg whlch .J

b:fjh}V:“ the person Percgives part of A field as dlscraﬁe fram the surroundlng

=" .

- f ld as & whele rather than embeﬂded 1n the f‘lelda Er tne éxtént t@
4 ]‘:’
wh;ch the Qrganlzat;an af the prevalllng fleld determ;QES PETCEPthn of

R 1ts EDmPOQEntS." (Wltk1n, et al., 1977, pp 6-7) Ii‘has also béen

' The fleld ;ndependént

. ;nterpretedAas a glabal/articulated :ontlnuum

P

materlal whlch lacks 1t"‘*H 1 ess, aituned to saclal cues’ than the

"',‘

f1eid aepandent persan.a The f;e;d“iépenient Qn rélles on the overail

. »,._7» e

E; eturing h;s p pt n and daés n@t téﬂd to

. B -
q . L]

'::_“ élsembed the part fram the whole, but Per221ves globally Rese&reh has. . .

“og h;_ A o .J‘ .

-




attraet g diver: ty af stuientsiwhc meld th i 4gfééﬁé£éiwr

Wlﬁh th31r subject degrees ta?mave ;ntg a w1ée raﬁge af P:ofessiOﬁal /

. .”

ngn; fve styie wculd nct differ significantly acrass agé _1

' graups. Ihe 7 'P 8 nat representative of the age categcrles

; 7
= i

i

in which marked dlfferénees necur, such as in chlldren and
in perscns past—retirément. : fA:l‘;f

VIQ:Subjects prefarring referénce and admin;straticn are more 1lkely

o ta be more field dépéﬂdent than those in technlcal 5érvices o

I I

;..;A

= and gﬁbje:t specializatian. The fﬂrmer are more péapla—arientea -

:f{:LL 7areas cf the fiéld and thus 1iEely ﬁo be preferfed by field

\

:2  dependent parscﬂs. (Greene l973, Kgnstadt and FOﬁman, 1965,

i




'McFali -an Scheﬂk21n, 19?@7 Trégﬂ 1972) ?The cher areas '

are mpre canténtsgrlented and mgre attractlve, thgrefgre _to

SUEjEctS EE;EGtinE Echﬁals blic and then Epee1a1 o]léégde@ié S AN

*1@1'31’“5 e latter are riore l:.kely to attz;aet su’bjec:t

; L ;;5 # ASﬁﬁﬂects w;th'5031ai gcieHEerdegrEEs are’ 11ke;y ta be m@re o :
, flEld dependent thgse Wlth science or art degrees more- fleld ir:é;:;ég -

%ff;‘ ';"-i‘ffv lndePendent iumanltlég maacrs Shauidzgall in thé mlddle‘IEﬂEE{A:-i i
Data—Ga‘therg_ng ST e T e T
_,1!?;;,.;_': Data were gathefeiafrgm students:enr;lled in. 55;eral segtionglgf»i;! A:;
. - o = 4.

’f.réqp;red EDufse at the CGllESE éf Library and Tnfarmatlgn SEerCéS, SRR

i 3 o
, Universlty of Marylanﬂ Personal 1nfarma$10n was gathere& by & self_ %'
l ?admlnlsterea que§t1opna;rg ‘ All Stﬁdéﬂts‘(ﬂ = ’9) ccmpletei'thé; |

. Group Embedded Figures Iést (GEFT) wh;ﬂh vas used to meagure fiéla E St e

2 . Ty

”-1_ ';': idapenaence/fl d ', epenience (Wltkln, et 51 lQTl) A subaample

. (N él) ComPlEtEd g bat‘téjﬁy C)f Elght aaditléﬁ&l tEEtS (iEEignei t@ 5 f/! .

. dlscriminate Elang the twg dlmgnglgns of the McKénney—Kegn model vy ',l',':"uz

L

- The battery of testg Uséd ln the Study 1S'Slmllar~toiﬁéen s,-‘?'
.{'battery (Keen, l973)*x ngé ﬂhgggé% Fefé requlred because of deletigggf
! Df.the origina; tééts iﬁ’fhe‘réVisiDﬁtéf the Kit of Faetar-Refereneeﬂ L

' Tests. - Tn Eddltl@n to. the GEFT the tests are Ghé051ng a Eath

: &

\




L teehnlque With ‘Ehe»

’”Vcoefflciénts rangef

-

Words) wh;ch fall>lﬂ the good tc éxcellent r .
ﬁ"’;-,forfthe Graup Embedded Fig s-Test - gA,:r:?i f o

ln related nesearch the test scareg wére analysed by factor
-anal 315 Results suppgrt the ba ie structure of,mhe McKenneyEKeen C
¥ el

ﬁﬁade; (Jahnsan ana‘wh;teg_1981) The two ﬁ&sts lcad;ng mcst heav;ly )  _i? 

1)0n each factar are shcwn 1n @Eble l The GEFT seems ta re;ate mast

;strangly to the recept;ve faetar 1n the McKenney-Keeﬁ paradlgm.. ”f:.-“Alf:f  ;; ;

-t L . R

‘ "DEr;vat1on of Dimension Scares for the Meﬁenney-Keen Maie;

e The dlméh51en scorea ;s a numerlcal score representlng - tendency
[4]

. téward-ane cr angther Df the paiea on each gf the twa cggn1t1v5 style

B o ¥ : B .
P . o ¥

<d;men51cns, ;ﬂfarmatlonsgatﬁerlng and ;nformatlcn evaluation “The - - .

ol ‘!

“&;m ' Sn scgre 15 the percentage gfvthe total 53&:&'03 the;dimenéioﬁ_ '

'accounté& fgr by ane of the palar scére*-

e v : R o R
Ee%eral stéps are nééessary tg translate lndlvldual test scere7/{;ﬁc
*the ﬂlmé si on scores.. | ,;fi ;ly ‘the raw?sﬂc:e.distributi@n for each . '

f’ : o . . : '
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:f is prlmar;ly desér;ytive. GEFT daﬁa are

iégféfifEfé}éﬁéé;fér the

© evaluation dimensions respectively.. =
Sbban) POTONS TESpECRAVETe

1

(.

flrst gummarlzes the demographlc descriptlan af the sample : The

'f;vsecand Presents flndlﬁgs from the *ull baxtery of téats ;n ﬁe:ms gf vl¢

&
the McKenney;Keen paradigm, and the thlrd déscrlh25 rélatlénshlps

L1

hetveen fleld iepeniénce/field 1ndepenﬂence and gersanal and

pfgfess;anal charaeﬁerlstlc ' D cuss;an of the McKenneyaKeen material

LS

Y o
tary data aly5's ls;tovgncéver,trends vhlle,A§  thé-same'time,;goﬁ;[ﬁ

The resulté of this study'a%é féﬁorﬁealiﬁ thféé.seetiéﬁé.?izhe.7;;3

_ discgvery éf relatlonshlps deserv;ng further stuéy iThg-éim’of'gxglarag fﬂ

P
f
oI
L




y om e

Ihé mean Egé gf stuients 1n the large samEle is- 30 8, w1th {mf .

,\meilan of 28 A aﬂd a maae of 27 All Ereas of Euﬁject &Egregs are" &

23, ;:,i;'Bépresegt:

5 -

Abui humanities (hé 4%) -and- EOElal”SQiEnQES (QD 2%)

.t y : . = : L '-
._3pE§Fomiﬁaté. Abaut 33 perQEﬂt of tﬁe Sgclal sciencg graup arévﬂ‘ =
LT ledqut;an magorsz Amang the Stuﬂents Whg 1ndlcatg an 1n3t1tutlanal g

. > ° E e H - ) e - 3 = - 'V :-‘ g
P o \ s ; 3 e V‘,’ o

:PréféfEEGE‘{N’E 154), abaut 43 Percent ;ndlcate they aré attracted

= ;FQ_»Q,fto spgclal 11brar;ea or commerclal f;rmsg such ag data—bage publish ffibgﬁgf.

7VXIhe next 1ar535t.graup (24 7%) Prefer schaol l;brarlgs,, Abouﬁ317 "<f ;?';;

C Percent cf the tgtal sample are undet;dea abaut fungﬁlonal PTEfEIeScess _
S ;_ : e : . P 7S
v%but the Largest grauy grefers réfergnce {25 7%)g thch 1ﬂVDlves

& AN

v

;.ja;rect persaﬁal contaét vgth 11brary users. The ﬂeit 1argegt graup (ED l%)

%

i'.-;i‘ ;7.;;nilcates a. preference for BOnsPrlnt med;a=relatea tasksg this graup M
;“ﬂccns;sts pr1mar11y af future schoal llbrarlang. ':';ff'flff‘ }_iJHJ;._:.i ,E,;fh_VW
Studentg 1n the subsamPle afeﬁgllshtly olier than the samﬁle graup, .,.  ;;.

Wi h & mean age cf 31 9 years,;g medlan of EQ 4; ani a. modg af ETi;f

i'

. ) ‘ N
yHumEDltiES and sacl l iences are still dgminaﬂ a g ee Ereas v1th 39 3

:"x‘?‘. : ] s Ty

e PéréEnEfaha 4519_Pereégt“respegtiveiygj' RS . ;
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TheiéubSEEpl d fered from the eemple Pr;marllf 1n future

pfefereneee fer future 1net1tut;eﬂ and. funet;en. More etuéente 1n
rithe eubeemple (h? E%) are Erlented to eereeee in EPEElEl llbrerieeA'
~.en 1nfermetlon induetry then in. the tetel group o Conve lf, eehoel
1;brerlene are better represented 1n the eemple (21 2%) then in ‘the
eubeemple (16.4%7). Eeferegee is Etlll preferreﬂ meet (26 5%), but |
the pereentege exgeetlng te 80 into technical eervleee and eubjeet
epee1al;zet;eg iner eased from 11{7% to 22.4% for technical services,

L

and 7 3? to 14. 3%\?GT eubjeet ep elieefien;

ive etyle across profeeelene, but labeling a profession w;tﬁ
S

T

. g 7 . 5
pertieuler eognltlve ety is ieleeding,Aee TebLefE iﬁdieetes; Within

the sample, th re is con lderable variation 1n eOgnltive etyle

.Anyone whe scored 60 or above or L0 or belev in a dimersion is .

eoneideree to have a eegﬁitive style marked by deminenee of the appropriate

pole in tHet'aimeheiong Seventy -two percent of the eubjeete demenetrate a

dominant cognitive style in at least one dimension.. More etudente showed

_ L L . . .. 3, Lt
dominancesin. the information-evaluation dimension, and they were more
. R = 2

1ikel§ﬂ£e‘%eiinteitive rather than systematic. On the infermetlen-geth

dimension, abdut 28 pefeent~were preeeptive and ;anereent receptive,
About a third of the etudenterheve eoéeitive styles marked by a

demineeee in:Eoeh dimensions, and they are fairly evenly distributed.

Actual numbers in these quadrente are small, hewever, and subsequent

enely51e:w1ll emphasize” ﬂ;yiduel dimensions. Only 28 percent of the

%\ifmple did net reveel e eleerly iom;ﬁent etyir.

.;Zé;th o o ~ o V%!i



| ‘Dable 2 -
Distrlbutlan of Tnfarmat;gnsEvaluaticn Scores of ;_‘?
" lnfarmatlgn Students by Infarmat;an=Gather;ng Sccres L
o _ , _ _ v
[ - INFORMATTON-EVALUATION SGDREE L
,II\TFDBl\iA'l'IDNm a o INTUTTIVE NEUTRAL  SBYSTEMATIC.
-GATHERING SCORE™ " (40% and below) (1;17’ -59%) . (60% and mbove) . TOTAL _
il A - . PO 7S
. A' : B ' L . . ) ,': -
PRECEPTIVE. - . | .8 .5 b . 17
(40% and below) S (13%). - (8%) (6.5%) (27.5%)
NEUTHAL 8 AT .6 31
(41%-59% (13%) (28%) (10%) ( 51%5 )
RECEPTIVE 3 '6 b 13
(60% and above) (5%) (10%) (6.5%) (21.5%)

T TR T | 61
| A (31%) (46%) ° ey T —(100%)

1 .- . )
Percentage Receptive of Total Dimension, Score.

2 . . .. )
Percentége Systematic of Total Dimension Beore.

' - ’ ‘ ?
i B ' \ @




1=z
£
_ Bécause_of the sm&;l cell sizes, at this poinﬁ little else can be -
said about the re l t;gnshl of t MEKEHEEY/KEéﬁ model to the way in -

S f “which 1nfarmatiaﬂ Prafe551énals Qperate in thelr roles.  Additional data
neea tg be gathere& .However, there are a substdantial number of cases
]

available for furthér aﬂalysls with regard to the field dependent/field

1ndependence dlmenslon of 1niormatian professionals' edgnitive style.

Field De@eniénee/Fie%d:Tndepéﬂéeﬁce

‘The iisﬁriﬁution of secores §n the GEFT is summarized in Figure 2

-using a stem. and leaf iiaéram.(luhey, 1977). Scores range from 0-18, the
complete possible range, and are clearly negat1ve;y skewed The mean

score is 11.3, the standard déviat;én is kL.76. Thesesfigures compare

clasely to the GEFT norms which are™11.3 and L4.15 respectively. Cﬂitkig

—— s . L. s -
+ E . e e e e

T e e s e s

et al., 1971);‘ The GEFT was normed on & sample of undergraduate llberal
arts éfu&énts who; accar&ing to their findings in cognitive stylé research,

should be 5imi1ar t® the present sample.: In the present study both the

o

vas relatively easy forrthis p@puiatiani

- EDA emphasizes the importance of the med;an as a measure of ;entrsl
. li

tendancy beeause it is much less susceptible.to the influence of Dutl;érs

‘ ' , X
than the mean . The median and the interquartile range can be ysed to . .

B

generate a graphic dlsplay of the dlstrlbutlcﬂ known as the box and wh;SKErs

(Tukey, 1977). Casual comparisons between two or more digtribut%cgs gaﬁl'
ﬁe #éie then by arranging their rgapec;iwe!diaérams on the same axes. Thi§$
;:teﬁhniqne isiused'bélow te_&iscuagjihrée 6f the,salient variables of the |
prgsent studys vundérgraduate_aegréé, future:inétitutigng ané fﬁture
fuﬁétian;  Age, as hypothesized, aia not discriminate systematic%ily;bétwgen .

&

<
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 individuals-along the cognitive style dimensions i%e;gded in ‘this study.
The age range covered by thie‘pepuietien hee'ﬁgtfeuffieient enough to

introdice significant veiieﬁieﬂi ; _ x,' : o I

Box and whisker d;egreme ef;GEET eeeree breken down by undergreiuete

o

'iegree are pre nte; in F;gure 3. It ehoulﬂ be noted thet hletory, tradi-

tionaily eeneldered one of the‘humenltlee,Fend edueetlen a eoeiel science, -

ere leeted eeperetely rether then within the;r breeder dlee1plinee Hleﬁory.
-i and eiueet;en are the two major underereduete degrees represented in the
-~ sample. History majors tena'ﬁo:feeueFenethe areag of archives, rare boeke;
, of-eubgeet e?eeielieetign Whiie education majors are -interested in eehool
. -;ibreriee. | |

. If can be observed from the box and Phiekere thet the &ietributieg eﬂ‘
s

_ - hi §%ory scores on the. GEFT is mbst . 51m1z£r to that of uﬂdergreduete human-
T . /
\ ities ‘majors. Likewise, eﬂueetion majors tended to score in a gettern

£ . ’ . . N 7 /

‘similar to other Social sciences. In each-case, the similarities w with

their-heme:fieid are much greater than their eiﬁileritiee wiﬁh other die;
eiplinee‘eoneidEred in this study. o »

. Education eubieete presént an additional characteristic. They heve=
the most eonetreined dieffibution’of scoras--i.e., they'exhibit a strong
tendency to cluster around the median. ' The inte;quertile renge for
,edueetien mejefe is the smallest of all of the geeupe ig thefeeepieg‘
Aleo, the median for both education and eeelel science falls below the
poPuletion mean ind;eeplﬂg.e relatively greater field dependence, a
fingingleeneietent:eith other reee;reh (e.g: qhung§;1965 ).

B ef%the etrengthe ofiEDA: Siﬁeerthere are only-nine eubjeete in the eeienee
_group comparisons with other. groape are diff;eult to make due te a lack of
.etetletleel pqwer. At the same time the eeienee group appears to be
j o ’ - V" ; .
o - L et : ! 1. " , : .
ERIC - © s L A




 DISTRIBUTION OF GROUP EMBEDDED FIGURES TEST SCORESBY UNDERGRADUATEMAJOR'

&

Voo
Figure 3

- Scofe L *

' Meanfor
- AT T tomt
1t 11T LVt T 17 1| | sample

|
|
I‘
|
I
I
|
N
|
I
1
i

-3
ur
"

A
>
F




e : r'ais%fibutéa'over a wide raﬁge of scores i&kiné specific observations
abgut the group tentatlve at best

;: f_w o ;' Library sc1ence, the other group with a median below the: p@pulatlon :

- 1ﬁ' mean, cgmgares clcsely to the sccial sciences. One majcr dlfference is .,

that a %elatlvely sma;ler propartlon of llbrary scierice subjects arei o
v ) e

broadly dlst buted in the first quartlle, subjects'fa;ling bél@ﬁvthé

lower hinge of the di s,’ibutibg tend to be clustered close to thehinge

. itself. ) e

: Analysisxéf variance ﬁas conducted using the SPSS program breakdown.
N & - -

The differences are not statlst;cally Eignlfieant . Under-narmal canditiaﬁs

support of EDA, suff;c;ent clrﬁumstantlal ev1dence can” be fgund ta Euggest

that the GEFT appears to raughly, yet systemaﬁically, ilscrlmlnate on the —

i

variable "dégréég* On the basis of previous research in cognitive Stylé
otk L g

"‘itwﬁéé h&ﬁéfﬂé%iﬁéd‘fﬁéi social “science majors, 1ncluding education majors,

) : tend to be more field depandent than their peers in the sciences and the "’

arts. Cgmparis@nslaf the ﬁéﬂiéns and thé distributions of those groups

appear to support that -hypothesis. "It is at ;eastféuppcrte& to the degree

v

" that” further .study ‘'is advisable., . . _ : ©

—Aﬂother variablé of nterest in this study .is the subject's choice,

of future 1nst1tutlon; I was hy?othes;zed that subjects choosing different

i

types of 1 ,brary and 1nfarmatian sett;ngs wcui% sgore in Eystematlcally

different ways on the field dependernt/field inaependent aimengian. Agglysis

level. However, EDA prov1dés encugh sqppart for the arguinent to suggestifr
:cbétiqgé& study @f the question. The hprthESiS was that therqﬂﬁ?uld ‘be

significant differences and that,ﬁ?e ordér from most field-depeéndent to.




'medians-folicws_tﬁe hypothesized order with the'éxcaptidﬂ that special

. operate under conditions of-more uncertainty. - T .

= 5 - _
. - E 17
) :!z?ﬂ'éu v a .
!

most field independent would be school, public, special, and 'academic. A

™

cdmggz?%@n of means for the groups Euggests-ﬁpatﬁthé order is school,

sﬁeciglg gublic%gand écgdemic; but a éoyﬁa?isqﬁ_u%ing EDA aﬂé:ﬁhe box, and’

wﬁiské;'technigué_hintg ét another érdef. - ’
vFigurerhrprcvidég é-graﬁh;cai deééription_of the GEFT distributions

according to the variable "futufe institution.“ A comparison %f’the

and academic librarians have the same median Score. But the iiéﬁ?ibution

for academic librarians is:clearly more skewed toyard field independence

.than-the‘épécial librarians' distribution. ' The special librarians are also.

o - s

more widely distributed within the intérquaftile range thaﬂ the academic

'librarians. It Ehauld be noted that the lower “hinge of the interquartile

range far spe al 1 brarlans is thé 1cwest of the flve groups dlsplayed

- &

ﬁin céntrast f@, ’ample,\tha EQhGDl group tends to ‘be fairly tlghtly

grouped arcund the medlan vlthln the 1nterguartllé range and to have long

whiskers 1ndlcat1ng a w1dely dlsperséd dlstr;but;on in quartiles 1 and k4.
. ; : .

The undeciied"fgréup presents an interesting prablgm_ They exkibit ' .

:gféupg One P0551ble explanatlen is” that they are less i need of :a prei ]

specified context than que @g théir more field dependent geers and Ean

IS

Future function within the profession is the £ina% varigble to be

discussed in this study. It is“ﬁerhgps’g;so the most educationally =’
significant in that professional school curriculum focuses on the tasks
. A a - ] . . R L. - ) &

and roles inherent in,Eagh aefined function within the profession. In * .

-fact, curloSJty about the ;nteractlon Df task variabdes and cagnit;ve

; ; : ¢ _
5tyle motlvated thé present study ;Tt was hyngEfsiged thatvrgles Eerceivéi-"

\ ) e

T
i

20
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;S~Pquleéariént%d,ésuéh_&s reference librarian and library administrator,

would both drew more field gependent -individuals and require more field
aependeni Skiiis. At the same Yime, hQWEVé?E iéméni§5maie b? technology
on people PEFfOfmiﬂg those roles create a gertain'aegréé pf eognitive

v

=

strain, glven their relatively more field dependent orieﬁtat1on
Future function dlStrlbutloﬂS are graghlcally exhlblted in Flgure 5

&

using box and whiskers. The hYPchesis is generally supported but the re

are several. surprises. The techﬂicsL services group, which includes *
. [

individuals interested in acq915;tions and cataloging, among other ghiﬂgs,‘

has the lowest median and the widegt intérépartile range. - In addition,
the tails of the distribution for the technical services group tend to be

relati;aly 3h3?€; indicating a wide éisﬁérsiéh gf cases but over g'sh@r%éf -
range of scofés._ :“3 _ . B ;' f e ".m%j _
Reference liﬁrarians and admihiéifat@;s have a median belq% tﬁE'po?pé=
lation mean -and are moré’fiéld dépenaént relgtive ﬁo thé %otal population.
!Sufﬁrisingly,thVEVér; archi%ists also have a median-score lower than the
papulat;on mean. The archi%isps' scorés tend to cluster close to the ).
upper hinge within the box and to have & long upper éhiékerf§ Archiyists‘(

scores constitute most of the historians' scores toward the field
' J » o
dependent pole.

Results of analysis of veriance are stat;lst:.ca;l_ly Slgnlf;ca.nt (p{ 05).
This flndlng confirms the hy?cthESis that individusls choosing particular
-future functions within the field tend to be differentiated on the field

dependent/field independent dimension of cognitivé style_igvsomé syste;'

matic way. It also suggests that diffe:éqtiai edu@ational treatments mighk

be appropriate if ther§ is g mismatch between the regui}ements of the

' chosen function and cognitive style, The more realistic coneern, however,
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7&5 that different tasﬁs w;ﬁhln each rcle Tequlre dlfferent cagnitlve

‘. v .

- 'ag?roaches- iﬁeference ilbrarlans, fDr example, have been’ shéwn in this

study to havega relatlve;y more field dEPEﬁdEHt orientation than thé;r

i R
. , peers.: Fleld aependencé is an approprlate style far that Part Df the -
s . : f

f srence llbrarlan = r ole requiring ;nteraétlon with other people, such -

© .
= : =

as in gﬁéstiéﬁ negctiatian; When c@nfr@ntéi with analytical iask%, field

. E 5
£

- librariags must be prepared to handle.analytic tasks when they des;gn aﬁd

conduct computer searches, for- example. ' .
.',"t‘ T _ . ‘. . : s N ) :

CONCLUS ONS .

. /o

fax

. \ | ,fiﬁe results of thiS'stuﬂy,suggégt that a) professionals in an épﬁhréntly

hcmégénééus graduate sghaolqugulation‘can‘EefEuecessfully di§criminateé

_Aa;QﬁE Dﬁé-or more c@gnitiveigtyie diméngicns; b)rthase discfiminations have
at least face validity; c) approximately threa-fc:urths of the - Ea.mple
demonstrate a distinctive cognitive style along at least one dimenSi;n of
tﬁe ﬁgﬁgnngyyﬁéén model; and d) some systematic and statistigally differ-

k}#f ences exist between subgraggs within *the population. éllimitation of the

study from the point of view of the McKenney/Keen paradigm arises from the

@

mall sample size and the c@nseguent'inabilitf to explore individual

differences within esch ecell. of the model. Further study in that
. . . +

"direction is recommended. , ' -

Coghitive style is a construct which can be used effectively to

gtudy the behavior of students in pfgfessicnal school vis a vis partlcu;ar

7 &. "
5 s =

tasks, courses, and educat;anal approaches. Within library and informa- -

&

tion science educa%ion, régeaféhinééﬁs to be done on the relative effective-

‘ness. in task performance of stu@enté with particular cognitive styles; on®

e
. ) ;o o
" X‘ ’ 24 T q. .




ot

E

the feasibility of teaching students to maﬁitéf_%heir cognitive approaches

and perhaps alter strateg;es EE suit the task, ‘on curricular modifications

necessary ta ;ntegrate field dependent students 1nta a praf2551an which

i . 7
is becoming more téchﬂ@lcgy—ieréﬁaent!..
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v, FOOTNOTES - . -~ - -

‘Nr::te: The affa.;igezﬁ;ent of 'authm;s" names is Eilphébeticaj_r

gnd does ngt denate P:imagy of autharshlp Bath share équally in j

( =

the eanagptualizat;an, analysls, anﬂ interpratat;gn refléﬁtéd in

this Paper.'x!

Thls reggarch is funded in part by a rEEEEfEh grant fIQm thé

Assac;atian af Amerléan Library Sghgols- Ehe authars also w;sh fa S

‘ g;iﬂ@ 1 dgé the ccgperatlan ef the;r cﬁllesgues ang students at-

the ﬂﬂive:s‘ity of Maryland in data-gathering.

Irhis method wes éevelgpad‘ by Keen and is based on congidering :
cognitive style as more a rélétive'than a%sb;ﬁte!méasure; A more

2

adeta1led explanation of thé methcd af scoring and the basis for

T f

' this approach is presented in Keen 1973, and Johnson Bnd Whlte, 1981

; .
' EKEEE used the maéel to clagsify gradﬁate business stnﬁeﬁté’ Hig

dlstrlbutian is s;mllar wlth a lower pereentage cgn51dé;eﬂ intu;t1ve
(ET%) and & higher percentage systematic (36%). Ailower E%IEéﬁtEge

is Qlassif{éd neutral on both dimensions (hB% on inférﬁatignsgathéring;
37% on information-evaluation). BuElnESE students with dominant E'E-Ylég
in two dimensions tend to cluster in the intu;t;ve~preceptive and

Systematieare;gptive quadrants, unlike the infarmatian students.wha

are more evenly distributed among the quadrants.
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2






Jahnsan, K A., ani White,fMi B.. The eagnitive style af infcrmation

' professianals. Farthcaming_

Keen P W. G The implicatians af cagnitive style far indivi&ual

tdecisianemakiﬁg (Dactaral dissertaticn, Harvard University, 1973)

mi.Dissertatian Abstracts Internatfanal IQTL 3h 5§§8A (Uhiversity -,—j";

‘Microfilms No. 7L-9036) T [

Konstadt N. » and Férmgn,iE. Fleld depen&ence and external directedness. )

. ;churnalvafrPér ﬁg;it_:i7§_S§§i31l?s;§ﬁgl§;y, lQEE, hQD-QB

'MeFall R. M., and Schenkein ﬁé Experimenter expectancy effects, neei

Jaurnal gfi

L’erimental f.

f@r achievgnent, and field degendence.

a3 1979 il;_, 122-128

Resegrch in Persanalit,
Y -

Trega, E E. An investigatian cf the rad and frame tFEt in relatian  ;

‘B - .

‘ tg ematianal dependenee and sacial cue attentiveness (Baetaral

dissertatian, Texas Ghristian Univérsity, 1971) DissertaticniAhstractE

Intérﬁaiianal 1972, 32 hQDlB. (Uhiversity Micrafilms NQ-A E=7617)
N Y2 | ,



.*A., Oltman, P.’K., Raskin, E., and Kerp,'S










