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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

f 'j The study to be reported in thi.i;paper is gro· lded in the work on 

i ' 
.lfield articulation which has been carried out for 'L e past twenty years 

\JbY H. A. Witkin and his associates. The basic idea. :;opoundedby 

!Wit~iri is that. field articulation is an en~urfug dimension of human 1 ., 
.'ibehavior which is meaningfully related to personality functioning. 
I \ 

;il'ield articulation is, broadly speaking, the degree to which a persoJ ;1 . 
:tl?erceives in a field-resistant manner. The term "field ar.ticulation" 
,1 

:1 is def'ined by Witkin as including both perceptual and, intellectual, 
"".1' , " 

:1 functioning, but, so far as this study goes, it will be taken as 

r synonymous with the older term "field ,independence." 

:1 Witki~'s work ,has had ~euristic value, with both of his major •• ' 

q books generating a number of. studies. This body of work has continued 

I to elicit considerable interest. 

it The measures of field dependence, primarily the Rod and F~ame Test 
II!I 
fJ(~'~ which was originally devised by Witkin and Asch, and the Embedded 

IiI Figures Test (EFT) which was adapted, by Witkin, from the Gottschaldt 

1
':1 figureS~' have, been de~crib~d, as ingenious even by some of those who 

,:1 criticize other aspects of work in this area. The RFT and ,the EFT are 

;U objective, qu1-ck. rela,tively non-verbal and r,elatively,c!J1ture-free, 

:;'1 so that if they do ~redict personali!:y functioning, they would, be 

!,fl'. valuable in research and clinical w:rlt • 

I' :: Pi c, 

11':1 



~~.. .' -' " 

2 

:W~tkiri'B theory i~, of course, broader than his measures. He is 

proposing a major, -noye1 variable ~f human psycno10gica1 functioning _ 

(with, indeed, suggestions now arising in the literature that this new 

variable extends to other species) which wou1d require amending a good 

deal of what -has been so far established in psychology. 

The specific prediction from Witkin's theory 'Il~ch !sto be 

tested in this study is that persons in the midrange of field dependence 

will tend to function more ad~quate1y than either extremely field-

dependent or extremely field-i-ndependent persons. The .samp1e on which 

this prediction is to be te~ted is drawn from the incate population of 

the California Institution for Women. 

The setting of this study, the California Institution for Women, 

is the largest women's prison in the world and the only state prison 

for women in California. At the time the data .ere collected, between 

August 20, 1966 and August 28, 1966 inclusive, the population con'sisted 

of about 800 inmates. About one-fourth of these were incarcerated 

because of forgery and bad-check writing, about oUe~fifth because of 

offenses related to narcotics and dangerous drags, about one-sixth 

because of homicide and other 'injuries to persons, and the remainder 

for various felonies. The women who are admitted to the Institution 

are a 'selected group, because probation is by far the most likely out-

come for a woman who is convicted of a felony in this state. The 

emphasis of the institution is on rehabilitation. TJ:Ie imnates ar,e 

becomingly dressed (there are no uniforms) and the physical p,lant looks 

like a small !~-ollege. Academic education, vocational training, Uledi cal 

treatment. counsel!~g. arts and crafts. music and sports are prominent 
< • t;;/ "::,,< 
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parts of the daily routine. Under a flexible sentencins law, the 

parole of the women is determi~ed in large part by their evidenced 

rebab,ilitation. 

In tbis study adequate functioning is defined as success on parole. 

The general plan of the study is to investigate whether measures of 

field dependence are related to measures of parole success. A validated 

measure of expected parole success" the "base expectancy" score which 

bas been developed by the Department of Correction~, is used as one 

estimate of tbe likelihood of parole succellS. Two other measures are 

used to estimate the likel~hood of parole success: the amount of 

contact an inmate maintained with the coomunity as shown by correspond-

ence and viSits, and the number of disciplinary reports during a three-

month period. The assumption underlying the use of these three depen-

dent variables is that they will discriminate between women who 

succeed, at a later time, on parole, and women who fail at a later 

time. Because of the fact that an additional variable is to be intro-

ducedbelow, it may be well to present the study s~hematically at this 

point. 

Medium field dependence 

, II 

" "FelJer disciplindary reports 

.=re. ~ "0<' ''',ere and vi'~" 
Higher base expectancy scores 



High £!. low field 
scores ~ 

More disciplinary reports 

dependence . Fei7e'r l.etters and visits 

Laver base expectancy scores 

Xwenty~nine months after the field dependence scores vere 

obtained, data for another dependent variable vas obtained, parole 

success versus parole failure of SOQe of the subjects who had been 

paroled. The schema for this variable is: 

c 

Medium field dependence~----------~) Parole success 
scores 

D 

High£!. low field dependence--------~~ Parole failure 
scores 

It is important to note ·that parole success is the variable for 

which "disciplinary reports," "letters and.Visits." and "baseexpectancy 

score" are ,estimates. The right .hand terms in A arid B are .approxi~ 

mat ions of ~he right hand terms in. £ and~. 

In summary. this study tests an hypothesis derived from Witkin's 

field4~pendeDce ~heo'ry, using prison iImate subje,cts and estimated and 

actual parole', success as dependent variables. 

(; 
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

.' .' 

This' review wiil begin with Witkin's statements of his data and 

theory and go on to consid?r field dependence measurements, followed 

by a review of work relati~g field dependence to three classes of 

dependent variables. 
I 

witkin's Major Presentations of Field Dependence 

Much of Witkin's expei:~mEmtal work and his theoretical formula­

tions ate presented in twb bookS' and in, an ~irticle which, c()ntains ~h!,! 

'mosttecent, extensive ,statement pf hiS findings and theoreti~al 

position (Witkin, Lewis, Hertzman, Machover, Meissner~ & Wapner" 1954;, 

Witkin, Dyk,'Faterspni 'Goodenough, & Karp, 1962; Witkin, 1965). These 

three sources Will be Sunimarized and discussed. 

Personality through Perception (Witkin et al., 1954) reports a 

number of correlational stu,dies j mainly the relationships obtained by 
Ci 

various" coo.binations of tes't· scores. A summary of the tests given is 

as follOWs.: 

(I)' 52 men and 51 women college' students were given: 

(a)perceptua1 tests -- the Tilting-Room-Tilting'::Chair Test, 
Body Steadiness Test', Two-Hand Coordination Test, B'odY 
'Balance 'Test, 'Rotating Room Test,EriibdddedFigures Test, 
Brightness Constancy Test, Audio-Visual Confi;ict Test, 
and Rod and Fiaine Tesi:; and 

(b) p~rs(mality tests -- AJe'obiography,Personality Question­
naIre (78 Mm'I Items). Sentence COIDpletion,lllter~iew, 

Jl' 

5 
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(2) 

(3) 

FigUre Drawings. RorscM,cb, TAT. and Word Ass.oeiation 
Test. " 

38 men ~d 39 ~~ mental hospital patients were given: 

(a) 
, ,I.' ~ 

perceptual tests. - the Tilting-Room-Tilting-chair Test, 
the Rod and Frame 'l:est. and the Embedded Figures Test; 
and . 

(b) persona1ity: tests 
college students. 

the s~ tests as were given to the 

4~ boys and 46 girls (three groups, ages 8, 10 and 13) were. 
ghen: 

(a) perceptual tests - the Tilting-Room-Tilting-thair Test, 
the .Rod and Frame Test, and the Embedded ~igures Test; 
and /t L:i, t({ 

(b) personality tests ~;- Rorschach, TAT, Figure Drawings, 
and Hiniatur.e Toys •. ;'l' 

1'1 The presentation. of the .filidings in Personality through Perception 

Fj isdiffuse, an1 it is in many ways a diff~cu1tb.ook to read. (One 

~~t irrelevant; but ;'ih~er~tingpoint about. the publ~cations by Witkin ~t a1. 
tl \- .Y: " + '. :.t is .the extent tb'.,l-jhich·they differ stylistically. The published 'style 

-:.[ 
oe·f of ~hisres~rc~ group varies . s;;' mark~:!ly"f;rom just bad writing to 
:.,:,f 
H writing of unusual clarity, th<it. it seems likely tl:!a~ the members of 
:':{ ",' 

."'It,;.· ,I,j ·.t~~gr~up take t~ms '~itfug.:- It'is'1ntex:eS'ting t~ speculate as to' how 

!'.J.much the. incongnlence ofs,tyles has co~trjlbuted to the mixed rec~pt;ion . 

' .. 1.,1.'. '::~::I::et:::r c::::~:::,s:: t:ef::::::

g t:~~::: ::d t:8:0:: ::e r,l-if ~ content. highly condensed. The .obj~cti"es of the large study are to 

" ;'j etltablish wheth~rspace orientation to the upright .is a'stablecharac-

tertbti~.1Jhether it genera1izes over Situa~iOD13 and whether it;. is 

relat,:!d.to ~eneralF~rsonality organ;!.zation • ""itkindescrib~s the ' 

.... f\ 'per"'P'n.l,'!s, ., .. r'M ~, proudnrd. _"oWoos·,,,.il. fuR' 

, . 
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~.~ 7 i-I 
i:,fare a number ofpas!;ag.es in which Witkin' gives the intu:ltivebasls of 
:{ 
H 

:.;.l.ihiS ::r;:::u::b;:::;'i:s't::s t::n::::::~:~th . essentially the same 
j type of situation that people frequ~nt1y encounter in everyday 
~'1',life, where it is riecessary to cheese between standards based 

.

:.' ... "1·.·.. on one's .own impulses and feelings and standards derived frem 
:.::: environmental prE:ssure~e To the extent that there f9' continuity 

in the individual's psyche1egica1 eperatiens, it is very likely 
~.:j that thepersen's characteristic way .of handling this impertant. 
t" kind of situation may be reve~led in .our tests (Personality 
ilthreugh Perceptien,p. 14). 
tJ . 
;'i He 'makes the distincti.on between part-()f-a-:fiilldt3sks, such as the Red 
::i 

;1 and Frame' ~est. which he says encourage the subject to behave in a mere 

nana1ytica1'fas~:i.on, and fie1d-as-a-whele-tasks such as the rotating 

{:Jroom wh,ich me're easily permit globalreactieris. 
o . :f. . Witkin's use \of the statistical material in Persenality threugh 

:,.:! Perception has been the subject pf much criticism. His .own defense .of 

H his metheds is. "In brief, despite seme cencerns abeut 'viplatien .of . 
F~t ' 
~"fstatiStiCal protecel, we have gene ahead in what we censidered te be 
1.1 . 
\1 the simplestmethed .of inductive analysis" (Witkin et ·a1., 1954;. 

11 p. xxiv)..One frequent criticism of Witkin's statistical method is 

.. 

;.'.1.· ........ ~h.at he .presents selected cerrelatien ceefficients; the implic,at1en 

j ; being that the se1ectien is biased. A review .of t'he. beek leads to a 

~ .. centrary .criticism, hewever; since in the first 100 pages, ever 300 
r~';- . 
;" t cerr~lat1on ceef~icients are present'ed', and, en ,page 102 there, is 

~ I an9ther greup .of 10~ cerre1atien coefficients., The large number .of 

i,t,statistics presented seems to have the perhaps paradexica1 effect .of 

" leaving the reader in a state of tmcertainty as to thecenceIltua1 
if 
'~. content. The general impressien left is that the presentatienof the 

.ht data is somewhat,over""Cletailtid. {--~ 
:,j'if ' 
,.~ .. -'" 

if 

lJ i 
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~ hlpoftant part of the book is the material on devefopmenta~ if 
q; Hebangesin perception. Children tend to increase h field indepe~dence 

:1 Ullin ages' IS-17. after which the tendency ,is to be slightly more field 

" f1,! -dependent t_~ at !:he adolescent 1~>,::~;~1~) in part-of-a~fi~lcl tests. 

"f There are large inter-individucldifXerences :ill field' dependence even 

fl Lfa.mgChUdren~ 
n and ate significantly l!lOre field dependent'~ adults. In, the fieid-:-as-

Females tend to be more' field de~ndent.at all ages' 

\-f 
! J 
"f a-vhole testu' reported in l'ersonaliey through Perception, ,children, 

~ 

r t perform ~wcll as adults, but it'is noteworthy that the test adminis-

" " i.,~ tratioD. diffe''red between children and adults, ,v!th the children being 

tj giv~ eiper-lence rlth
1 
the test apparatus be~oI:e they were tested. The 

',!,~ book emphasizes that "sex differences were obser ... ed only in tasks that , 1-1 + * i' required dealing analytically with a ~iven field; they generally did 

'tJ not occur when separation of an item from :its context was, not at· issue" 
I",t.' 
t-,~ (p. 161). In establishing body pqsitian with the eyes closed, women 
;-' t' : J ~\ 

i f did as well as men, 'thuSwOlll~ m-:t'e' as gooi~dY sensitivity" as men. 

11 DifferenceS in <be ,,~,",e ofk.,ks "'=.;;, "",e ';.na"",i. w";", 

l"( ,scores than '-!I\ men,'s, that is, \i,~en:s perf()n:taIlces are more variable 

t~ froaorie type ,of test to anothet 
~j H 
b:!In ~pter 9, the autborl specify the subdivision of the core 

~ ~ rl :::::: :; ::r:~ 0:
1 

P::t:

o 

t:::: m:::i : o:o:u:::::::P:a::ed 
r~~ ~, 

~{f from U to 23; men's and women,'s scores vere analyzed separately •. 

"'f 
"f' q 
i,! 
I>! 
l',·l¥ t: 
t; 
.~ 

The foregoing groups of subjects were assigned' personality scores 

on the basis 'of an inteiview and their perfor:cance personality ,tests. 

~D describing' the, jnteiview procedure, the authors .state t,hat the' 

.' 
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" , 

r:! 
Let 
t 1 
11 

subjectowere .allowed freedom to speak on matters .relating ,Ito their cJ 
t 'f Ii personal adjuspnent but that 

.. .\~ 

they were also questioned about. school, 

9 

"1 c'l military experience,famiiy, childhood, career, marriage, sex, religIon, 
,:'1 
;>! politics, body image, and self image. The focus of the interview was 

,.".:til on reporting easily observable behavior and surface affect. The pairs. 

},J of interview variables which were rated were: awareness.,~f ,seif (se1f-

I,:f awareness vs. denial); method of handling hostility (open vs. repression); 

:.:,:;.:1 activity--passivity; and method of, handling; inferiodty feelings 

t (compensatory vS •. low self esteem). In addition, the subject's self 
::~ i ~ tl assura,nce during th~. interview was rated. Not all subjects were rated 
J -4 
~'. t on all variables. 
£ ~ ~ 

The interview variables were.not related, as evidenced 

tl bY.,chi square tests. 
i"'{ 

The authors state that "oUr personality vari,"1>bles 

FI n •. ' .. ~c!!tJl,cross levels Qf adjustment, and might appear in a context of 
'. ~-.C::-,.;'C; 

Ii relativ~ health or il~ness'" (Ibid., p. 202). This and similar state-
L~t . . 'j 

f} ments ~eem ~o answer Postman's (1955) extreme criticism of the book as 

,Ff b i h h 1 iIi i i fIe ng toopsyc opat 0 og ca n. or entat on • 

. 
1;1~.' The authors note that the relation. between perceptual test scores 

~ ~'.' 

'" 
and personality ratings was highest in the caoes offield dependent men 

fi and field independent wolllen. 

i:~ The remainder of the book details,scoring procedures for .the 

!:J 
q 

Ii 
:J 
'1: 

variables derived from. the Rorschach Test,the Figure Drawing Test, the 

The'¥tic Apperception Test and the miniature toy play situation. Case 

histories, as weli as results for. a group of hospital patients' an.d for 

a group of children, are, presented. 

. Thtfforegoing summary touches upon at least most. Qf the content 

of Personality through Perception. It should be noted that the fl ...• i: f 

U 'u 
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Ft 
" I 
~';l 

kf q 10 tJ " ' ' 
ff'slllll!Dllries provided at the ends of 'the chapters are inadequatedn that 

A they are so conden,se'd and cursory as tcf in some instances ,misrepresent 
::t 
.. ! the material. 
~ :j! 

Thisalone.may·account for some of the,misunde:cstandings 

" i (I of this book. 
>l 
11 Objections to' Persona11,~y through Perception include objection to 
!'l ' 

tAthe personality testini" objection, regarding cross-validation; the 
~ " l/{ contention that the field depelldence measures are essentially intelli-
"'/< 

:jgencetests, and objt:ction to, the large number of correlations 

Llpresented (Postman,1955j, Smith, 1955). 
!) , ' 
;'~ The objection to the p'ersonality testing, that is, ,the contention 
;<';j, 
;.f that the personality tests llsed ar!'l not validated, seems to have been 
Ol 
;~f met by Witkin in reply to a later criticism. The point made inre'"­
'} :t buttal is essentially that the use made, of, th~ projective techniques ;,I p iii so limIted as to make these techniques, self-validating in this 

r.~ situation; Put in other terms, the general use made of the projective I" techniques was simply'to observe what the subject d!dO'r did 'no't do in 
1: :1 
d the test ·situation so that the "projective test" 'was irireality merely 

tl 
[it :r n:e:o:'f u::~::e:h:::a::::s ~n :sR:S::::l::s:::s:u:::c:i:i::::g:id 

[,t' .Clr~failing-to-use eventually resulted ina W score. The fact that the 
~" . t,. subject used 100% of the. blot area, or less than 100%, would seem to be 

IJobservable fact and not susceptible to validation ,in any usual sense. 
jf, ". 

Uf ThiS point is not original with Witkin, 'but it is cogent. Thereb.uttal 
iJ t'l leaves uncovered, o,f ,course, toe criticism .that' the inferences, drawn 

H aren't observable fact, and here one comes to 'a question of judgment. 

~':l It appears thllt Witkin makes restricted generalizations, far more 

~ 

. ,", 

I 
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f:f re~tric;ed than "the casual and intuitive language of the clinic and 

;'1 the couch" of which Smith accuses hiD {SDith. 1955. p. 351}. I{e aQOptB. 

~: 1 in fact. a mechanistic rule for each val::iable 'on the ~rschach. 'tbe 
:1 ',.' 
f.:'i ~igure Drawing. the Thema.tic Apperception Test and the miniature toy 

:l pI~Y situation. These rule,S are laboriously spelled out and. Wile the 
i' 

rJle~gthY specifications make for dull r~iDg. they are neitber casual 

!;1nor intu~tive. The use of the, test responses overall is conse:=vative 

!1 and pedestrian to such a degree that it is hard to see hov tbetests 

:.\ 
... \ could have been used at all if they had been \}sed any more l:!echanically 

FLand restrictedly. For example. the ';~tic ~ppercePtion ;est sco;r:es 

f,l rest upon two and only two points: .did the hero carry out a self-!1 " . 
)1 initiated project. and did the story hav;e. an outcome favorable to the 
:1 ' 
l~ hero. 
I·! 

This 1,s a far cry from saying. for 'instance. that ~ne sees 

'i ,'. 
~'l the acrobat climbing up the rope and so is euphoric~ .Thedifficu1ty 

!"t ar~~es in asking whether one can legitiIllately label such behavior in 

d L1 response to.' a Thematic Apperception'Test card as "assertive." It 
q , . 
i { would seem legitimate for Witkin to use any term he vishes. if he 
1',;, 

::! defines it operationally. as he has dC7.le. 
I l 

14 Objection to the lack of cross-validation is j~re ~o the POint. 

I.t,. ~~'t Witkin would say that he used the hos~ita1 group as a standardi­

: :,2:ation group. His critics object to the use of such a "dif£eren~" 

t"·; group. but ,this objection wo~d see::a'to ~loy a somewhat questionable 

tJ4ichotomy of:'mentally well", and .:~eall~ '~lck." AsWit~expla~ns.' 
'.~,',:.:,",I,,' he ha~ to select only the more rational patietl,ts. so, the-difference 

: } between groups ~c;iuld, appear" not~o'co:tpletely overthrov his ffndiDg. 

it '. ' 
r~ The contention that the field dependence test:s are essentially 

U' :r: 
!I t 
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r~ :a tests. of intelligence was later brought. to a Cl~ (Zigler, 1963) in 

(Ill review of Psychological Differentiation fn,which it was pointed out 
t;·~ .' ,):J that not only do the field dependence tests relate to intelligence, 

i,Ibut also so' do the personality tests. Witkin cites factor analyses 
:;,:'f ,J. , 
.1(Cohen, 1957, 1959) to refute this. contention, stat:i,ng thai: the 

rJ~arian6e cOlDlllon to the Wechsler scales and field dependence tests is 

~.lcarried by only three subtests, Block Design, Objec.t Assembly, and 

, r,iPicture Completi~n (Witkin, 1963) ~ The weight of evid~nce acCU~~lating . 
tlse~ to'bear against dismissing Witkin's work as being artifactual. 
"J ." " 

dAnother factor 'analysis (Goldstein & Chotlos; 1966) has been published 
, t 1 
tnin which Revised Army Alpha Examination scores were related to RFr 

~1' .' 
:'tscor~s. Regardless of tile foregoing study, it would seem that the 
'·f. ;. 
;':Iquestion of whether tpe field dependence tests, all of which involve 

r~!:visual-,perCelltiOn, can 'be considered a'measure of general intelligence; 

(I,will bed!sputed for some time to come. Probably the basic dispute is 

l~~one'ofdef~nition, and it is likely tliat the earliest (infant) me~sure-
~" t.:?" . . 

:I'1meDtsof developmental adequacy involve an.d depend upon visual 

i;Jp;~cePtion "(Geseli & Ama~ruda, 1941). 
c, ,:~ '.:' •..• 

1ft ' Objections.raised as to the large numbers of correlation caeffi-

''rlci+tspresented h~ve b~en {lnswered by Witkin with the statement!> tM~ 
r'4he considers only the pattern of correlations and t.hat no conclusion 
\.l i . • 
L,lis bas~d on 'only one or two correla~fon coefficients (Witkin et a1., 
;'<l 
;l1~ . : .. f1954, p •. xxiii). Eu;rthermore, this st8:tis~:j; treatment has the 
If 
:~advantageS' of easy communicability and flexibility. 
;.j, .,., 

":d In Psychological Di:fferentiation (Witkin etal., 1962) the major 

H f1ndi~g6' reported are correlations bet.ween perceptual tests -- the RF1', 

t.[ '<: 

.. ~ 

. , 
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n - . 
j I tests - Rorschach. TAT. Figure Drawings. and interv:iew with mother and 

:iA '. 
'6\ ". ' '... .. ;,1 with child - given to .. 68 ten-year-old boys who were divided into three 

':"1 '. '. ,'1 
; >i~t{ogroups t . ~ . first two subgroups being used to develop the measures 
.t 
~ t . 
Ltof field independence. 
1;;1 , 
f.:1 One, of the reviews 'cited earlier (Zigler, 1963) contains several J"I .. . 

rlstatements that raise the question of how completely the reviewer under­
".'* rt st~(id this book. In writing about what he believes to be a source of 
J.. '.' 
.~ contamination. Zigler says that an interviewer talking to a subject's 

f1mother "~~uld hardly h~lp but know through the interv:iew alone whether 
, >~··1 , . 
f .!the boy was fielil-dependent or independent." .This would seem unlikely .rt 
j'Jin at least some cases. Another c:iticism that he states is that . 

;.j . . ,.' . 
iJWitk~n failed to integrate his findings in a :!i'~y tha!= would be meaning-

t~lful to a devel0p:Umtalist such as He~z Wemer. Several correspondents 

j.:Jcall~d _ attention to the fact that Wemer: had ~itten a complimentary 

(ffOreWard ~o .t1;1e ~k.and stated positive reactio~s to, both the book and 
:.4 . .... -. . . 
tfthe 10~g-term r~~~ch.project (Korchin,.1963; Proshansky. 1963; 

n Witk'iIi et al.. 1963).' ~ 'c ~ ~ •• 

ii '.' .\,. 0" ". Fl In generu. 'the s.econd Witkin book (Psychologica1'Differentiation. 

l'i\ 1962) shows IlIOre attention than did the firs t one to cross~alidatioc. 

L1rePlication.re~rting of n~gativ~ evidence. concern with suitable use 
V}. '" . 
i"l" ofstat1.stic:a1 cethods. and establishing· =eliability of ratings by 

t.;'; judges. ,In'tlw second book. also. there is a more explicit statement 
I , 1) of ',the hypotheS. is. that both field dep~ndent and field jndepe~de .. nt 

d people can·shovpatho1ogy. The authors begin by defining and discussing 
~,:i 
li'he <once.' of d~ffer .. tiatio •• They stata their met~d of 'study, which 
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IJ i8 (a) correlation of several measures of field dependence in order to 

'l1 de~o:strateintra~SUbjeci: do~sistenCy across measures. <£,) study of 

('~lmoiher-'chi1d inte'ractions' to define the kinds of interaction~' tfutt 

t]fo~ter ~te1d :l,ndependence or field dependenCeinChildren~~ and; (9 eva1-

vf~ation Oi{ the stability of field dependence during development.. ' 

~ '1'· "'. . 
rlStud.ie~~y ether investigators are repo.rt~d.also. and a large body of 

1"1 evidence is presented to suppoxt the construct or stable indiVidual 

;) differences. both perceptual and intellectual. in field dependence. 

:.tChi1dren who are field independent structure this experience better 
q,.{ 
J"}than dO,:those:who are field dependent. according to interv.1eY ratings 
'!'1 " 
i'land perfonaance' on the Rorschach and on memory ,tests. Field in:-
11. 'Iil ,", 
:,\dependent I;hildren have a more :high1y developed personal identity. as 
1"1 .. 'i 

. ~ . l (I" (\ , 
:Jshown by Perfonnanceon figure dr"lwing 'tests and the Thematic Apper-

-:4 . 

,.}::t ception 'Test: The nature, of defenses. the degree of activity. and the 

,LJ1eve1 of ~erba1 skills in: field independent and fie1ddependenr 

r:'~children are discussedi;! the light of.experimental eV,idence. ~~. It stud:ies\ll'Ustrati~gdifferent'leV7}!I of field dependence are presented. 

:1 Interview' ratings ,~nd. EFT scores of the oothers are evaluated in 
'/el, "t' . 
',I: '/'ii'11i'I, ' rf re1,ation to the' f re1d ,:del~llfp.dence;.scotes ofthe.ir children and some . 
\1 .., 
( t relationship is shown between. :childrearing,methods., level of Jl]aternal 

! l' field dep~ndence,:\rid, Children .... 's le.ve:l.s of Jield d,epehdence. 
1 '.. ',' 
:tI .: In an important position:paper. Witkin (l9~5) reviews some more 

. ,frcecent work rel~~ed to his t,~eo_iy of field articulation. Field articu-: 
: .~ . .,. " ' 
\) 1al:ion 'is defined as a cognitive style, a bipolar dimension, that 

I.{ includes both perce~~ual, ~~d ~ntellectual func~ioning.' (It is ,a 

-r] broader term tltan,,"fie1d·.independencetlj since, however. so much of the 

td 
'.~~'. ~. ' __ ~"~._,_o __________ ~~ _______ ,.)A~ __________ ~ __ __ 

, .. ' 
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! .. ,f .. ' lit.erature u~~: the olde. r tepn '"fi~ld-independence''' the termS "field-

h independence:t' and "field articulation" will be used interchangeably in 

t\ .this paper.) . Witkin discussesvad.ous indicators 6f field articulation 
, 'l'~ , "I" and presents his theory relating field 'articulation to the development 

: 'of defenses, to pathology, and to the "potential for change" in 

l 'PSYChotherapy. Be suggest that an intermediate range ,of field articu;" 

, it lationmay b~ evidenc.e of both petter personality functioning and 

, ;J better p~tential for change in a positive direction. '. 
~; ~ 

i! 
LJ f·<l 

The:evidence now. clearly indicates that pathology occilrs at 
both extremes of the differentiation dimension. In fact, 
there is some sugges'tion of greater frequency of pathology !.f 

1'1 . It is £~therpo"ible <ha< pa<iMt, who are in<e~diate in 
U the range of measures of differentia~ion are in general m~re 

at the extremes than in the middle of the range (Witkin, 1965, 
p. 324). 

Ll amenable to change than highly differentiated patients (Ibid., ! ~i p. 334). 

\:~l, ,Witkin's publications have receiv,p,d much attention in the litera­

j, l rei ture. lni,addition to the reviews mentioned e~rlier, other reviews 

~J stat~ that field dependence-i~dependence "is without question the most 
, , , i'!' carefully and thoroughly e~plored dimension of cognitive style ,that we 

t have" (Adelson, 1969, p. 243), and ''Witkin's work haR for years stood 

1.1.'; out as t~e mo .. st systematic application of the. cognitive-control approach 

I: and certainly one of the most influential on researcl,1" qa.ein, Barr, & 
t " _£ 
I·" , \1 .. Wolitzky, 1967• P. 508). 

, l-
\. ' 

r~1 . Field Dependence Measurements 

;J Next to be discussed are a group of studies describing various 

lJ measurements of field dependence. Th:l.s review will include studies 

;;1.' which relate field dependence measurements to other measurements in 
11.1; 
.}/I"': 
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cases in which the relationship of measures seems to be the. 

finding,of relevance for this paper. 
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, Adeva:i;' S:!.lverman, & McGough (1968b) performed a factor. ana1ysis 
, ' \' 

scores of 92c611ege "men 'On lOpe'rceptUal testg~ The bighest 

!,"rcorrlalllti.oi,i of the .ItF'! was 'with mirror tracing speed and accuracy. The 

cu; ..... e~.' ...... u" between the EFT andItF'!, was .49. As the authors, point out, 

the finditigby Witkin eta1.(19S4), that 'the EFi' corre13.tes more 

.highly wtthRorschach C scores than does the itT, 'suggests tha~ emotional 

enters'inj:o performance on the EFT. This factor an;l,Jysis is the 

be:ghlnj~ng of a farge scale study which is designed to investigate 

'relationships between field dependence and physiological responSes. 

On the basis of.factor analyses, Goodenough'& Ka7p (1961) con­

cluded that the relationship between field dependence and 1. Q. is a 

common cognitive style, i.e., the capacity to overCOll1e 

In,another analysis, 18 test scores (iIiciudingsix Wechsler Adult 

Intel.ligence Scale subtests. '=~"1? ElIT, ~tch Problems and Insight 

to measure adaptive flexibility, and distraction tests) 

i;rom 150 men were intercorrelated and factor analyzed' (Karp, 

The first .factor co~sisted of' three' field independence tests, 

,Wechsler Object Assembly and Block Design, the tw~ adaptive fleXibility 

tests, and a ~easure .. of perceptual closure.. Distraction tests, 

Symbol and the cancellation test Imided ontbe second 

These two factors had a correlai:ion of .23,50 that !,Carp's . 

that field dependence is diffe'rent from distractfbUity, 

was upheld. 
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~·:;T 
l.'.~ . An attempt to show, in opposition to Karp's results, that field 

· }~ . . it . · f1 depend?-nt subJe<:ts are more susceptible to distraction was not 

tlsuccessf~l (Bloomberg.'"1968) " 
il kl One study found a . relationship between RFl' scores and efficiency 

.Uin a tr~ckin~ task (Be~iari Eo Vitale, 1965). This study used a 

fldi~eet:ional s~ore instedd ~f tl'il' ... ~bsolute deviation measttte used by 

J'lwitkin. an innovation critiCized by Barrett & Thornton (1967a) who 

.i:lpr~sen~ data to sh~w that the directional score ontheRFT'fs not 

;h:;;;:la~ed to field dependence in their subjects. Flaw$. in RFl'technique 
1\ C . . 

: .• ~are criticized:"by Lester (1968) who states that control of head 
>t . .' 
.~·jpositi()n, starting position effects, control readings and the effect 
"t . 
I.Aof instructions need to be more carefully managed in some RFT studies • 
~~1 . 
i;!A response set was found in 79% of a group of male college students in 

.\Atb~t th:Y placed the rod to the left of the true.vertical in the RFl' 

fisituation (Hellkamp,' 1968) • This response set" is not significan t unless 
· r~ .' .. '. 

iAdirection of error is used as a variable. Among the explanations given 
~1 '. 
\:J.by the author are the set (eirlstellung, not' response set) given by the 
~" ~ . 
Ffinitial tilt of the frame to the left, Mach's:l'-effect, and laterality. 
':j; r\It is, how~ver, of note' that Kato (1965a) with Japanese subjects found 

hla different pattern; the ;i~itial set did not last throughout the series 

r'{but instead the rod was adjusted to the direct:i.on of frame tilt • .. \$ . 
. l'~ In another sample, about half of the 46 male subjects showed 
, J .' 
I 1response. sets, with field dependent and field independent subjects 
f J ' . 

; IShowi~g r~sponse sets with equal freque~cy (Cabe, 1968). . 

.' it. Anot.her inveflt:igator (Rudin, 1968) made some extl:eme changes in 

~~~~ ____ ~~.ii.j .... p •. ' •• r •. t.tt.~.'.' •.• U.S.i.n.g .. a .. sma __ .11~r.O.d .. an .. d .. far~am .. e .. a.p.p.a.r.a.t.U.S .. wi .. th~_~' •..• f.r.am .. e ...... ,.,~,; .. , __ ~~~ __ __ 
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d . 
t~,tappl:oximately 7 1/2 inches sciuare. in. an ,<\J;tempt to demonstrate that 
!!J.' 
hlhiS, construct. of ab:ility to change set is more exp1amitory·offi~ld. 

,~~dependerice data than 'a~e Witkin 's., Unlilcel41to. he did ~t present 
, ;1 
'i,data on the equival:~nce of his apparatus and, the RFT,so that lIis 

VJ 
'<'Conclusions seem 'to ,be weak~ ,,-, { 

,1 " lJ '~' Kato (1965b) miniaturized the'Rl'T to a 15 em. square £rame and 

;",found a correlation of .767 between ,his apparatus ,and the standard. RFT. 
~f ' , . 
i,The EFT has De~,shortened and put, into group form (Jackson. 1956. 

,,1 ' 

l,hack~on, ¥.essfclc, & Hyers, 1964). 
;.;.~ 

A MOnkey Embedded Figores Test, not 

~ . ' 

l,et ~tandardized (Rosenblum, Witkin, Kaufman, & Brosgo1e, 1965) and the 

,[·Jdemonstration that: p':lgeons show distorted perception of the visual 
, '} 
~ ;'·t 
i1ertica1 when they can't ,see the SUT.roundings (Lyons & Thomas ,1968) 

: Jindicate thai: field dependence ~asureI!lentmay be extended to other 
q j " 

t'~' ~ 
;'.'species. 

tt Some of the studies related to tlle ~surement of field dependence 
i~';"l 
(present bits il£ inforcation, s~ p,tesent inconsistencies and some 
r'j 
>'i>resent stirprises. AI!iong the bi~s pf in£o~tion <ire the :facts that. 
i'J 
[~the EFT and tbeRFr are correlated more highly in retarded boys when . 

( :their common variance with the 'Wechsler, Intelligence Scale :for Children 11. ',' -
k-~s included, and that a sample of engineers and technf,cians is'lDOre 
t"i ,: , " ' 
rJic~d independent Fhan one of Witkin's, samples (Th0l:!lton: & Barrett, 

~ : , . .' l . 

11967; ,Barrett & Thornton, 1967b)., 

t~l':' A, puzzling result is reported in which field dependent subjects 

{:performed more <tc;r.:urate1y in pattern recognition' :when exposure times 
, ;:;;~ ',,' .' ' ~, . .-

.:were .010- .020 sec:::nd. Rl'T and pattern recognition scares were' not Ll ' ',~ . 
f;-:re1atedwhen exposure times were longer. This is one s~y in which, 
I~ 

U :B_ 
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1'/tfie1d dependent subjects excel the field independent in a visual 

19 

',f 
\Jperceptua1 task (Kaswan, Haralson, & Cline, 1965). Field independent 
I"" 
':(SUbj,icts 1:eca11ed parts of a design better than did field· dependent 

. c.isubjects in' another study '(Wachtel, 1968). On the otber hand, tests 
~ 
:bf field dependency are not reiated to recognition of fragmented 

:t . 
l.:pictures (Campbell, Dyer, & Boersma., 1967). This resUlt lis especially 

;.:tuZZlinS' since inability to recognize fragmented pictures is. common 
d . 

;among h:!:~in da!ll8ged indiViduals who tend to be field dependent. A 

J~le1ationshiP ~as found between field independence and four tests of :1· . , 
:'::,fre!ltivity. The four tests were "Ask and Guess" and "Tin· :Cans", which 
~ -. f· 

>';~eem·to require verbal fluency and unconventional thinking, and 
;"1 
JIcirc1es" and "Decorations'> whi.ch require invent'ing different'designs 

.~Spotts& Mackler, 1967). There seems to' be room, for experimentation 

1. " , . 
on the relationships betwee::. 'field Gependence scores.a;J.d the rec?gnition, 

j:l . 
,recall or .invention of visual patterns. 

'.J Hein,. Cohen, & Srunavonian (1965) have published data which give 

;jtro~g support to. the status of field articulation and which could be 
,:,~ .': y 

'~ectl.'\d to precede similar studies, none of which are in p'rint yet. 
" J 
!',J; 

j 'c~heiri:wenty-two subjects were male undergraduates or medical stud~nts, 
d 
,:ranging in age from 18 to 24 years,. 11 of whom were. defined as field ,iJ " ., 
r·~ependi:mt on the. basis of a greater than 7 degree de:viat.ion on ::he RFT 
il " 
l:jd 11 of whom were defined as field independent on the basis of a l~ss 
L, ' ' 
l~hal'\ 2 degree deviation on the RFT. The field ,dependent subjects did 
It . .'-~; 
;ifot condition, with electric shock to the finger as the unconditioned 
~J r . , 
rftimulUs', gr.een lish,t ,as t;he conditioned stimUl1J.R", and the galvanic 

.. ,skin response as the criterion measuremc\1.t. A somew~,at related study 
1',1 
1:1 
l'~ 

)11 
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1968> sbowed tbatf+el~,iIl~ependeIit liubjects lea~<!d a printed 

better than did field dependent subjects~ ,The significance of the 

Yesult seeDS to be nore far-reaching than tb.at of the Gorman st~dy 

J ~ \ . 
:,}M!cause the classical c::ondit:f,oning t\~chnique, app~~rs to minimize 

~J " . . 0 
::l'f;!lOssiblesources of experir.ental errol': .such as v,atlatio!lin subjects' 

f 
~· . .,tivation. If the Hein data are repll',cable. this study would estab-
r·t . , 
[:Jlisb list field dependence as a ~jor learning theory vari.able and 

:'i.Vtnu.d require ,the re-:evaluaCion of mUch of the theory and evidence 
:'"1 
'Im the area of learning. 
~i ' 
i I 

k 
In summary, attempts to further define field independence--

i~; } _ 
';,Held dependence by factor analysis and by smaller stu#(!S correlating 
1 '. ' , 

;':.field dependence with other variables, and concern '.;dth ~pects of :f, ., , . ," .. , '., 
',"reasurement ,such as response .sets ,and. refinements of measurement 
:f. " ' 

,:{devices ;indicate a considerable degree of on-going interest in Witkin '5 

n 
'r;theory and, also, Ole fluidity of a still incompletely-explored area • 

. j 
j' ,~ Field Dependence and PhYS:iOI~giCal Correlates 

iT !lex~ .to be revie,wed is:a group of !>tudies relat:i,ng field depend-
-: .if... - , , ~ , 

Flenu to pJly!>iolcigicd correlates, ,the latt¥r term 1'e'f~rr1ng ~o any -\' , 

t,!mribU" ~f <he P~oi"" ,=d1<1o. of ' .. sobje"s. The ,",lusiO. 

r,tof spme of the stud~es. particu~arly thosere].ating .,to alcoholism, 

tJnder, thiS subheading is o~en to quest~on,Since many of the studies 

J lcould be classified m different ways, ' 

let A group of studies CIl1 alcoholiSlll etmtione,d here is 'representative 

rotof a lmu:h larger group in the, literature pertaining ,to the relationship 

I;ibe~ al~'Ohol1~ and 
'.f 
;if 

It 
rj!~ 

W 

fierei deper..;t(!~~:.c))'Ihe r,easonfor alcoholism 

• ._ l'~::::1/ 
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<:'featuring SO largely' in field dependerice rtatlearch is"not immediately 
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i.'iobviaus •. In part,' this concentration upon alcoholic subjects may 

Ylresult from increasing concern over alcoholism asa social problem and 
1:1i . 'r . .', 

increased research funds available to' study alcoholism. Probably part 
·k. . 

,:tf the cuncentration of effort on alcohCilicsubjects resul.ts from an i . . 
\ implicit "hypothesis that alcoholics are dependent in personality n . 
;,hrientation so that demonstrating their field dependence extends the 
>.:,1\ 

f,Lefinition of field dependenc,e. 
I, I 

f I Witkin has summarized the trend of' alcoholism -- field dependence 
i,} 
:.research as follows. 

L1' Alcoholics have been found to present a consistent pictur", of 
:>1 marked field dependence •• , • This picture has been found 
,'j . among alcoholic mElD and alcoholic women; among current drinkers 

}l :~e~~:~ ~~~i~!~!:g o~o~~~h~~i~~~r:!o:o~ic~~~~~~!i~~o w~~eare ;..1 
,,~ sober; among long-term drinkers and among relatively new ;:1 drinkers (Witkin, 1965). 

IT 
j,tn 'another publication appears the statement, 

f.:f .. This relation between al,coholism and field dependence may have 
l'I two possible bases •. On the one hand, field-d,ependent percept;on 
f;t maybe a cOllsequenc~ of alcoholism. Prolonged d~inking, it can 
)}~ be argued, produces brain damage and other k;l.nds of central 
1'.i nervous system dysfunction which in turn affect perception 
iJ (Karp, Witkin, & Goodenough, 1965). 
i. t .. '. 

"Vi . In one study,. non-alcoholic brain damaged subjects were more 

;'field dependent than were hospitalized alcoholics (Bailey,Hustmyer, & tJ . . . 
rrill~offerson, 1961). ~onalcoho1ic tuberculous patients excelled 

Ii ' 
r,:rleoholic tuberculous patients in field independence and in differ-

l\'· . 
(~utiating among people (Rhodes, Carr, & Jurji, 1968). Alcoholic 'women, 
fJ 
.:;in comparison to non-alcoholic women', were more' field dependent in 
; .. f . 
,'scores on ~ Figure-drawing Test, the BqdyAdjustment Test, RFT and EFT • . ; .. ~l 
1,:.'.1 tp~ 

.. J-i ~ 
.~ 
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l~sub~ects vere IJl8tched on age, ethno,-religious affiliation and education 

11 (Karp., l'o~ter. & Goodman. 1963). ' 

.Li~er~ hilve been numerous studies which attempted to demonstra!:e 
, .t . 
I f that the alcoholic' s. field dependencecha,nges _,over time .or treatment •. 

l..lA represeIlJ:ative study is olle in which 62 male alcoholic patients; 

'1.,j':giVenthe RFT .at the ,beginning and end of 8 to 10 weeks. of inpatient 

~ "I.,treatment, vere more field,independ~nt on the second testi,ng. The fact 
h 
) {that the ~ubjects had opportunity to discuss the ~~hi1e hospitalized 

i!DalY have influenced scores, and the motivation of the subjects may have 

1"Ib~ien ,different at the beginning and end of their hospitalizations. 
i:l, 
i'iKristofferson (1968) found that giving a1co~olic drinks to male college 
1:"1 ' 
l'!students made their RFT scores worse. Her purpose was to begin to 
t:.l ' 
tdgather evidence on whether field dependence .is a predisposition to or 

'lla',consequence of alcoholism. It seems possible that the effect of 

f" i ... ···l.!alcohol on ,eye mov~entsmay have confounded her experimental variable 
I'll 
h;'" 
(,(Wendt, 1951, p. 1203). 

f.:.·j,'. 'V.isuat efficiency in relation to field dependence has been ,the 

t . subject of several studies. ,In onesamvle, the frequen~y of eye move­
r~ [1 
l'·!mentsvas not related, to EFT scor~s; in oppositiontp earlier results 
"i 

.. LI(Burdi,fk" 1965) • Search patterns do differ, howev~r, in that field 

,!~I~d~pendent subjects, more often than field dependent" look at the most 

J1infOrma~iVe part~ of ~ictures (Conklin, Muir ,& Boersma, 19~8)., One 

" \.tbservationtha~ ,may l~\e pertinent isth~t two pf the ~hreepi~,tures 

, refUSed to db~ain,the dep\~nde~t variable' ~ere from the Plcture Comple'tion; 

JIt;ubtel!t which h!3jibeen. ~hownto measure fi~ld dependence (Witkin. 1965, 

,~:jP. 328). Vis!JSJ. functioning, that ~,!l, the resolving power of the eye, 
I(:~. ~ '. 
LiJ 
l'J" 
j" : 

\ ____ --'--':"-,,'"_,i ____ ----::..----'----.:...----'-----'-~.:........:.~--.:.... 
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., lf~~ not, search pattern, was not· related to £Fr scores in one group 
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it . .. ' L,t· (Barrett~ 'CabeJ ' &, Thornton, 1968) •. p~rsons with incompletely estab-
)"\" 

',i<{ lished eye domIni!Ilce are more field dependent than those with estab-

{'llished eye dominance; hande'dness,eyedness an'd crossed dominance were 
[,t;;} J,)I not relat~d to field dependence (Oltman & Cap~bianco. 196?). 

'i;;f Sighted children are more field independent than blind children 
'.·,t 
. ;>'1' in ~heir performance on a tactile field dependence test developed by ['! . 

,t Witkin, Birnbaum, Lomonaco, Lehr, & Herman (1968). Deaf ~irls show a t:i . ' ~ . -, . - . -
;~relationship between field independence and reading skill, 'but deaf 
'~~ , . 

t,~ boys do not (Fiebert, 1967). 
k;t 
':'1 In an electroencephalographic study. 27 EEG sigils from the records 
L'~ 
t'f' i,f of each of ;4. subjects were correlated with their RFT score; 8 sigtl8 
t;l . 
i '\ were significantly related (Pillsbury ~ Meyerowitz, Salzman, & Satran. 

,;:£ll967) • 

111 Two studies· give some evidence that sensory deprivation and field 
~t . 
; !dependence may be reciprocally related. Jacobson (1966) reported that 
If' , 
!.'tsubjec!:s tr~~ted to one hour of sensory deprivation'showed improved 
,t 

,,);) RFT performance ·cr.lI;upared to' a control group; the author r s tentative 
it. ,J" 

. L explanat!,on is that brief sensory deprivation is followli!d by an 

r increased awareness of bodily sensations. Zuckerman (1968) isolated 
f~ 
1 '.his subjects for 8 hours and measu~ed their field dependence by the 
h ' , 1"1 EFT; his study was designed todeterminew~ether field dependency 

L~ to.! predicted responses after . isolation to hi.sstress measures" lolhich 
P1 
iA inclu4ed two. verbalsel,f reports, heart rate, ,skin conductance and the 

iffractiO!1,of 17 ketosteroids,a urinary metabolite dedved from adrenal 

rt cortical and gqnadal hormones. If the subject was familiar with the \;1 ,. , 

li 
f.:1!, . 
i 5 
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f J 
tlaboratory, the stress measures were not related .to;fj,eld dep,ende~!=-e, 
J ,', , 
:',JI1!t tberelationship held for subjects who were isolated ,on their first 

J '" . , 
: ,Clay at the laboratory. "The author suggests that the ElFT predicts a 
i " ,,', " . 

: "stress t:esponse to novel stimuli. 
"Id 

Perhaps;rela~ed is the,relationship 

fbbserved by Barrett & Thornton (1968b) between field dependence and, 
, f 
t'iootion sickness, which could be considered a response to a novel st'ress. 
r,' P 
~:f Schwartz & Karp (1967) ,measured the Body Adjustment Test, RFT and 
:,I 
"EFT performances of groups of men alid womeil of, ages 17, 30-39, and 58-
. ',1 Lso. ,:hey conclude that field dependence iucreases wito age. The 

;'I,E 
I:kthors caution that their sa,mples may not represent the general 
1.1 
, Population. 
f- .,~ i" 

~:j One investigator has predicted that mar.ijuana wil'l induce field 

i'~~ependence (Dinnerstein, 1968). He notes that drugcontr~l regulations 
~ :i. 
tbave made the study of the relationship difficult. 'Ihis, study 
L:~ 
{-'prOPOSal il'lustrates the range of physiological variables touched upon 
It: .' . ' . ' 
L',1n field dependence research. Y.ost of the easily accessible- "physio-
~,. . 

L:}ogica1variablestouched upon have been tested for S' possible relation-

il 
",'ship to field independence, but, with the exception of the ,work in the 

it ' 
l"s'l:ea of alcoholism, most of the touched-upon relationships have yet tg 
d ' 
rbe fully explored. <{ , 

t,t Field Dependehceand Personality Correlates 

-VI u,;the theory of field dependence has from the beginning related 
\~ . \,' , 

l~rrceptua1 mode to personality functioning, the study of personality 

r'lorreIates of field dependenc::e is natural'ly of intereE;t to a number 
r~ 

,,' ~";of investigators. 

tI 
;~ 

In ,a long article (which was summarized on pages 
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1"1' ;f·· f 14-15), Witkin (1965) reviews evidence and states tI!eory concerning the 
f:,,, ,t r.t relation. b'etween field. dependen'ce and ide~tity, defeilses and pathology. 

-\ 
! ,'t ,1 He ~es the, point that field dependence does not relate t~ conventional 

t-l nosological categories ,but does to symptoms and flYIDptom pictures. 
\",~. .' . ~ . 

';.ll'rojection is associated with field independence and eating and.drink-
i.", 1J ing with field dependence. 

d ' ( ff In a longitudinal study by Schimek 1968) individual d1ffere!lces 

(f in intellectualization, measured by Rot;schach rati,ngs, tended 1;0 remain 
~, ' '_l stable for ten years from subj ect age 14 to age 24, and were correlated :f . . hi with field dependence. The field indepeildent intellect~a1ized mot:e. 

;:JIntellec!=ua1ization ratings were related, also, "to measured :!,nte11i-' 
; .'·1 , , 
~j gence. 

;-1 Two fact,:,~ analytic studies done ,in the framework of psycho-
l'~' 
!:.tana1ytic theory (Gardner, Holzman, Klein, Linton, & Sp~nce, 1959; 
I] :,C .• : 
hi Gard~er. Jackson,& Messick, 1960) preseilted field articulation as. a 

,:'<lfu11-:f1edged personality variable, ,described by t.he authoz:s as "an 
t, 
,'~iimPortant aspect of adaptive behavior with implications for several 

" .qother aspects of personality organization" (?ardner et al., 1960, p. 
~. 'f ',IA23). The 1960 Gardner s,tudy disagrees with the idea that, eg() strength, 

Jhs correlated with field articulation and concedes that field ardcu-
;d . , 
r.flation' may not be specifically covered by psychoanalytic I:;~.eory, to Ij . " " . 

lltbe extent ,tbat "psychoanalytic theo~ may not include specific 

I ~t ' ' 
i\;jmecbanisl!'.-::.construc~s, tbat would account fOr field articulating 
.. J 
','Jbehaviors." The authors, I;herefore, review two other theoretical 
"'1 " .' '. 
;ipositions that cay account for field articulation data. Piaget states 

:'"'' nthat, perception.:is governed increasingly by attentiona1 schemata and 

~,i : . ' 
"f", t,r. 

\",··.oIf: 

,I 
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tli8 incr~a8ingly realistic and differentia:teciwit~' developlLental progress. 
I-
I. 
1 • A Gestalt-Psychological view holds that perceptual articulati.on results 
j',J -
r~tfro&l increased.attentionwhich, in turn, results from extra energy 

:\,irecruited \0 the visual cortex fro~ other parts of the br~iin. Gardner' 

!.,:ffavors Piaget's explanation. _ The conclusion drawn by Gardner is that 
;f 1'.,-1 . 1:::'-, 
'L:iUeld articulation is related to four;factorial abilities: ,. flexibility J . 

" •. « . . ::of closure, spatial relatio.ns· and orientatiGE" .asBo.ciative memory a)ld 
L 1: ~ : 
, finductive reasoning. The four abilities just mentioned did not appear 
i 

rlas separate.facta~s, but Gardner calls on past experience. to. verify 

; ~heir factorial existence and says that maybe the fact that the subjects 
i ~ . 
\.]iere women is the explanation of this. difficulty, becau:le .these specific 

I~'~bili~ies would be less well developed in women and less discriminable 
!tIl -l1. n a group of women. ,j 

.t .In.contrast, an ~xpla:nation of .field dependence as the resultant 
\~ 
(,,:ff .all interact;!.on between ego strengt;h and role identification is given 

F,~n the report. of a st¥Jdy by Vaught (19_65),. - Usingthe'RFT; the Gough 
.. _ l.,~ 

Jifentinity scale,'-'and the Barron ego-strength scale,. Vaught found. that in 

'''1: .. 8 group of 138 male and 119 female students more field i\~dependenc~ was 

LJ . ' 
l',(SSOCi1\tedwith~asculine rple identity and high ego strength, regard-

;.}.ess of biological sex, although ,as a group the males were. more field M' . . . . 
l,·independent •. Vaught interpre~ed his finding as suggesting 'that ,d '. 
Idiifferences :try,. role preferences account for sex differences· in RFT h'J J,'" 

. ,01 . 
\'.;:>erformance. 
~"i . , 
iJ Field, independent women are bet.ter than field dependeilt:in 
~.:.t"· .. 
,-¥ . • 
f:I0rming a:concept by Bruner'.s scheme, in which the subject chooses a 

j'i:ard from an array and is told either .that the card does illustrate 
{,·l 

11 
.i t;~ ;, 

'J 

'r 
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d ' 
: ~the concept or,;t!tat' the card does not. The subject continues choosing 
U 
t jcards until he verbalizes the concept. OtiS means and ranges were. 
, .) 

. Ffevidence t~t the two grmlPS ;did not differ in intelligence (Dickstein, 
;"!j 
'.)1968) • 

It 
·t J·t 
p 

Field independent and field dependent aale college' freshmen' did 

i ;fDO~ differ on Miuuesota Hultiphasic PerSonality ~nventory and Barron 

ti . 
J'.iEgO Strength Scale scores (Adevai, Silven:zau, & McGough, 191'i8a). A 

! 'lgroup of male CatholiC: stUdents showed no r~ t,ionshfp between 
t'l 
)';tDo~tism T.est scores andRFr scores (H~llkamp & Marr ,1965) • On the 

Kl 
C:,other hand, subjects ~o had high scores on. a test of aUthoritarian 
)i . 
: 'attitudes had field dependent EFl' scores (Clark, 1968). According to ,[,·1 . . 
;\results with the Maudsley Personality Inventory; field dependent 
:, I 
:~subjects are mo'J:e eXtroverted than are field independent (Evans, 1~67). 
it , ,.,' . 
1"~ sample of 40 male .Ta~i1nese students showed a relationship between 

\"j~igh (fie1d~ependent) RFl' ~cores and inferiority feelings, lack of 

i'tbjectivity and lack ~f cooperativeness on the Yatabe-Guilford 
11 ' 
\';~ersonality Inventory (&:ato, 1965a). It appear~ that scores of If . 

,,';~(objective tests 'of personality only in Sgee instances vary with 
iA 

';':lfarlation' infield independence-field dependence. As Adevai points 

t}ut"~he mix:ed ;results cay be. a ma.tter of the personality inventories 

: t.;t~ing inSenSi~ive to' .~rcePtua1as~c~~.Of p~r~rlalitY._funct~~ning •.. 

'tJn addition, the facts that. the Minnesota Hult.fphasiC P~'rsonality, ' 

YrventorYhas been shovn to be fakeab1e' and that'H: w~~ derived from 

',~osological categories which do not relate to field dependence perhaps 
,'I, • 

J 
~ar on the results of these studies. 

; t Another ~rQUP of s~udies relate dependence as a personality 

'.' I·,· 

,W 
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variable to field dependence.' Results fram one, study were that the 

subjects' 'self reports of the degree to which they relied on other~ 
, , 

28 

for assessment of their own efforts was correlated with field depend-

enc? (Wi1lougbby. 1967). In an experiment in which subjects were 

complete as many anagrm:is as possible, the f:l.e1d dependent' 

got as many correct solut:l.ons but! also;' more incorrect 

solutions than the field independent (Bloomberg, 1965). The author 

gives two possible explanations oithe outcome, that the field depen-

dent subjects are impulsive or susceptible, to irrelevant combinations 

of ~etters, and t,hat ;the field dependent subjects try topleas'ethe 

therefore work under greater pressurf~. Bell & McManis 

(1968) found that female subjects who were: classified as punishment 

avoiding 'were more field dependent than female subjects who were 

classified as'rtowa;:d sE!eking. ,No signific'a.nt difference appeared for 

The results were the same when intelligence was 

Using as subjects children who were either extremely 

or extremely field independent, under,~onditions ~f 

disapproval by adult experimenters, it was found that 

" field depend~ll(!,.'chfldren d;ld Wot3e on a letter-cancelation task under 

d~sapproval than did field-independent children. The authors 
'.,) , .: . 

" :~ t 

(KOnstadt & Fo~n. 1965) conclude that field d~pendent subjects are 

more dependent on social approval. Field dependent men bad a greater 

percent~ge c~~" verbalization which wail t;ated as dependent whiiethey 
.~ 11 

wQrked with a confederate ,on tasks, which re'!uired decisions (Alexander 
(;:;' r,~ .1 \.< 

& "Gudem<1n, .. 1965) • Fie~d dependent students scored better in inciden!:!1l 

faces (Messick&'Damarin, 1964), and field dependent 
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retainedincidenta1ly learned social words. but not neutral 

than did' fie1dJDdependent .(Fitzgibbons. Goldberger, & 

29 

Thus it appear~ that tbere is a'good deal of evidence that depend­

as a personality variable is more likely to be shown by individ­

uals who, are field dependent than by those who are field independent. 

The last ,study t,p be l:!Ifmtioned in connection withpfirsonal'ity 

corre'iate~ of the,field dependence dimension is o~e in which super~ 

,visors who were intermediate ,in field dependencesh=ed the most 

esteem for their least preferred coworke:cs (Weissenberg & Gruenfeld, 

This study supports llitkin'scurvilinear hYP9}hesis of 

adequacy, and it is the only one of the studies reviewed 

this paper'which tested tbe'hypothesis. 

Field Dependence and' Social Variables 
. . 

The studies in this group are some of those in Vhich field 

Jdep,encieDlce was compared )=0 social variables, 'the latter term' referring 

'real..:wo~ld conditions or 'Variations ,in continuing socially-

i':!ob:selrv~lb]_e'behavior • 

'. A study of the effects on boys of father absence used two groups 
.. (., 

adolescent boys, inatched,for age, grade point average, :I. Q., socio-

f,i,lecc)Ocl!Ilic. status and race. l'<easure,6 used were the Gough feminity scale, 

.~ys ~hose fathers were absent 

more field dependent ,than those whose fathe:o:s. were present, The 

1;~prllsE!nce o:t absence of the father was not reflected 1ft: the boys' sexual 

·:'~'."Dll::L'!;:LE!S (Barc],ay& Ctismno. 1967). 
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l·."/.f Another study had subjects drive an automobile simulator, and' 

if; 
LJduring the. drive ~ dummy. pedestrian Gt'epped ip.to the path of the. car~ 

1,1 The dependent variables were measurements taken on the car: .. s~ed" 

3ei 

;\:{ .. " ,'.. ..' J .... ~ ... brake.'. Position,. steerin. g wheel position and position of the car. The 

IJ conclusion was that field independent· subjects are more effective in 

Vt' 
t,tresponding to an emergency (Barrett & Thornton, 1968a); 

fit R~ading .achievement is related positively to field independence, 

?j tA according to a sttidyby St:;art (1967) • And in a study which the 
rt~ 
},!authors state is only exploratory,field independent adults improved 
,'"j 

ElmOre. in a reading improvement program (Higgins & Gage, 1'968). 

;~ . . f' J Karp found that in asalliple of men· between the ages of 60 and 75 

t 'Jyears, those who had' ietired were more field dependent than those . who 
/1 . . .... ,. ' 

Ulwere still working (Karp, 1967). Comparing long term homeless-men 

\j:vers~s those just entering the category of the homeless, Levinson 

.

t.",.,:;.',.\.,:,(1967

Th

)·:'f

e

ound that the chronic homeless were more field dependent. 

",:1. relevance of this group of. studies is that' thed:j.mension of 

~Ifield'dependence is beg:j.nningttl be related to real-world functioning. 

'1 .' ' . , rn surviving the test of translation from the laboratory to schools, 

~ ';i=.. • k:\workand everyday skills, the field dependence di~nsionhas come 
{. ~:I:' 

:5throughat least as favorably af! most other personality constructs. 
t'!f'K 

l;:f r, . ' SUliunary ,t," The' diversity and liveliness of research on field dependence is 

r~~vident fr~~ the studies reviewed. Researc~ on field dependence is 

i,·';' L,chara~teriZed, furthermore, ~Y the. excellence of both independent. and 

: /!1ependent variable measurement. 'l'he precision and accuracy of 

'1'1· ." , 
t~~ . 
t!; ~ 

. !, 
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.j::~~e;1Surements does ~ot, '&f course, validate.constructs, but the "brass 

l'Ttnstruments"- levei of measurement should avoid problems ~f replicating 
I:~ 

,1,'iresults. Another point which distinguishes research in this area is 

~ 1the integration of concepts 'from different areas of psychology. 

·~I . ~' A review of the literature indicates that the research in. field 
-, L 

j-~dependence has developed primarily in the areas of measurement offield 

It ' . 
p.'dependence and correlation of field dependence measurements with per-
i~ 
!;:Json~Jity . variables, matiy ()J which are measured by physiological . fl-
i-'response. Only recently has field depend,ence research moved into 

L~ ! ,.social variables. And only rarely has the curvilinear hypothesis, that iJ ' 
t'persons who are intermediate in field dependence will show more ,social 
It, -'. " 
i':Fd personality adequacy, been tested. The s~;1,Idy to be report ea. in 
, I' 

'l11is' paper 'is an attempt to test the curvilinear hypothesis using a P . , , 
(<:I.ocial or real-world dependent variable. The studies reviewed seem to 
1Qf '. ." - . 
l/flace field independence, in most cases, at the "success" end of a 
l,,~ '. • 

l;~uccess-failurecontinuuin: field independent' persons form concepts 
il . 
L:~etter, feel more acceptable, are less clinging in interpersonal. 
if 
'·situations, condition-better, withstand stress better, and even drive 

if r- ~ars better. In opposition to all these results is Witkin.' s con-'I] . I" \\ 
· ,,:;tention that. intermediate field indepen!ience is m() ';'\l 'likely to be 
[] 
frelat'.id to adequate functioning; in support o.f this idea is his 
! •.. 'I: _.1 
~tpression that the states of pathological functioning occur at either 

f~nd of the field dependence dimension. 

'14, ' It seems ,that a variable such as field dependence that .is mean­
:L;{ 
:rgfully related to 'adjustment to parents, to feelings toward co-

'1 r~ 
· ~rrkers'" and to response to novel stresses might also be.a significant 

'.11;, 1· 
b~ , 
· , 

" 

.1 
I'! 
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arid that ~s the general. viewpoint adol;'ted in 
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CHAPTER III 
r:6' "J.: , lit ' It, .. : "udy te." Witkin'. ~:::,~ that P",o~. who ooore in 

·t:
rhe 

intermed~nte range in measures of field dependence are more likely 

rtodemoll~tratepers6na:l adequacy~' The assumption is made that success 
"~':;;-.-
h:onparo1e is a demonstration of personal adequacy, and'.therefore those 

r,t ~,.~mo' score in the intermediate 'range, in measures of £ie14 dependence are 

iJ 
J.'~re like~y to succeed. on parole than are persons who score ,high or low 

~i . 
r;~n field, dependence. 
£" ! 

f?elf control and. good re1atiol',ships'. with persons 
. " 

\.,:1n the .communitY are pres:umedto be predicto):'s of g,1od pa'I~ole potential. 
i,·j 
(These two int'uitively~erived variables are measured in th:ls study by 

il? fi 
{'lumber of disciplinary 

l·'· .. f 
report,s and by number ot letters 80(1 visits. 

II, 
~i Li. 

J/ ,: 
/,:, Hypotheses 

t:} 
(:(1) Subjects who are 
! '!~ 
It 
J~ 

1;/ ~. 
int~rmediate in field dependence act out less 

1'- t, 
I'" 

\\t tl 
:':,·'lE I: 
L 

'rT: 
Pl It 
'-'.1 .-·t t t',¥' 

1 ~ i' ' 

than do subjects high ~rlow.,in field dependence. 

(a), Subjects ,who mak~ i~termediat.e SCDres on the Block Desigr" 

Picture Completion and Object Assembly subtests of the WAIS 

.receive £~we~ .. disciplinary reports than do high scorers and 
• :r .. ' ... 

low s,::orers. 

(b) Subjects who make intermediate scores on the .EFT r.eceive 

fewer disciplinary reports than do high scorers and low 

8cCirers. 
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(c) Subj!!cts who make iiltermediate scores on theRIT receive 

fJwet,discipliilary reports than do high scorers and low 

score~s., 

Subjects,'who are intermediate in field dependence maiiltain 

relationships better than do subjects high ~r lOW iil field-

de,;pendence. 
<',; 

(a) Subjects who make iiltermediate scores on the Block.Design. 

34 

Picture Completion and Object Assembly subtests of the wAis 

send more letters and receive ~re letters and visits than 

do high, ~~orers and low scorers. 

(b) Subjects ~o make iiltermediate scor~s on.the EFT send ~re' 

letters and receive'I!IOre letters and visits than do high 

scorers and low scorers. 

(c) Subjects who ~ke iiltermediate scores on theRFT send more 

letters and receive more letters and visits than do 'high 

scorers and low Sco~ers. 

Subjects who are intermediate in field dependence are hetter 

parole ,-risks. 
If 

(a) Subjects who make iiltermediate scores on the Block 'Design. 

·Picture Completion, and, Object Assembly subtests of theWAIS 

h~~~'hi~er parole success expectancy than do high scorers 

and low scorers. 

(b) Subjects who make ;futermediate scores on the En .have higher 

, paroll!:succese expectancy than do high scorers and low 

scorers. 

(c) Subjects who make intermedi~te scores on the RET have higher 
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t<~I 
t';~i: 

parole success expectancy than do higQ scorers and low ' 

scorers. 

\ I;! The operational definitions of the variables will be given under 

'. t 
fJthe ~escriPtion of me;hod. . 

I'. ":~l... "Another hypothesis, which was added. and tested after the first 

'~,ithree hypotheses were tested, is as follows. 

t::l(4) Subjects who are intermediate in field dependence remain on parole 

1~'1 longer. 

I'J (a) Subjects who make intermediate scores .on the l!loc~ Design, 

1J 

l\:.:f.t 
"'1 

hi 
i:r·~ 

II 1< 

\'l 
lt 
{';f~-

d \;i 
\'] 
I I 
II 
h.:t.· jt 
Ii 
\;r 
C~'-If, 
L 
!~~:' .. '~ . t 
I:.'; 

1:\ t. 
f.~,1 
r,t 
,I: 

picture .Completion, and Object AssE!Jllbly s.ubtests of'the WAIS 

;.remain on parole longer than 90 high scorers and low scorers. 

(b) Subjects who make inte.rmediate scores on the EFT remain on 

parole longer than do high scorers and low scorers. 

(c) . Subjects who make intermediate scores on the RFT remain on 

parole longer than do high scorers and low scorers. 
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Subjects 

'lbesubjects were' nine1:i "M'Omen iImates of the Ca1:lforn:I.a Institu-

Uon far .-omen. the state prlson,for~''lIcmen. SubJects 'vere chosen by 

(!y scl.ect:ing Da!IleS 'at r~dCll!ll. @ excluding those whose files contained 

PSyclrl,-at:rk diagnoses or wbose ·I. Q. 's were. less than 90, and <.=) 

obtaining volunteers frO!lO this pre-s=eened group. 

'Ihe VCI1wt.eers were obt<i!ned at group meetings to vhich vamen ., . 
whose files l!Iet the criteria wreinvited. there were a .series of 

meetin~ of about 20 vomen per -meeting until enough, ,subjects volun­

teered~ 'The'WO>:lell were told at: 1:bk neetings t1lata ':2searcb project 

vas being carried· out in order to find out vho would d? well on parole 
/1 i 

ill the COlru:.m!1ty. The' tests ver,e described briefly and the vomen were 

,told that rIley ti,ouldb~ tested lry: persons pot on the staf,f of the 
. . ~' '- ,,' 

inl!ti.tnt::ion and' that t:he scores -would not be made a p'art of any 
, ~. ' \" '( 

subject's institution file nor re1~sed to institution personnel. Any 

further questions about the theory or hypoth~ses underlying thep;oce-

, . dure we. re not ans/~er'ed; instead. an PTnlanati~n was given to the effect , .. ' . If -r . 

that It vas DDt ~ssible to tell more and have the re,.w.t:s valid. 

Specific questions were ansvered to the extent Ilossible without 'going 

into the ratiOnale. A frequent question'was whether the experiment 

had theparposeof te~g vaat kind of crime a person was likely to 
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Another question often <lsked was whether the experiment'woul-d 
, 

viil~,~a~epsychoan.alysis. Thequ~stions generally seemed to reflect 
~\ , 

eith\i\ranxiety about 
\1 

possible information going into the inst;~tutiop 
H 

fileil or an .. interest i~ the experiment. I: 
j ~ 

by a v.~riety of tl'~8ts, was 
I, 
iTbe mean I. Q. of, the sample, measured k .' C ' 

106, \~nd the mean' ~g~was 33:5 years. The racial composition!. of the 

sampl\; was 59 Cauca,sian!J, 26 Negroes and 5 Mexican-Americans. !tThe 
p j~ 

large :J>roportion .. ~f Negt:o subjeqts was intended to approximate, the 

populi~tion. proportion in the prison, which has nearly 50 per clrnt 
.i II ' 
:inmates. 
r 

l :i, 

if 'II, 

Tile Picture Completion, Block Design and Object Assembly subte!'!ts 

the standard Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale subtests (Wec,hsler, 

These three subtests have been identified'"in factor analyses 

as: measures of field d!!pendence (Cohen, 1957, 1959; Karp, 1963) and 
I' 

al~e mentioned by wil:ki~ (1965) as being tests of field depe:'hdence. 

The materials for the Picture Completion subtest consist of 21 

plates, 2-3/4" x 3-3/4", each of which shows an object with some part 

missing:' . The subject's task is to paint to or to name the missing 

part. The time,limit is twenty seconds for each plate, with ~o time 

bonuse's. All' 21 plates are. shown to each subject. The maximum score 

. is 21 points: 
, . -".'~, . 

The test is administered with standardized i,!1struct'ion~,ii>< 
, , 

'The Block Design subtest mater,ial,s' consi~t of. 9 wooden ~ubes, 

approximately l"on each aide, colored white and red, with two sides 

: entirely White, two sides-entirely 1:'ed and two sides white.,.and-red, , 

" 

.' 
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the ~o-colored sides being divided into a ~ite and red right ,tri-
'l ' 

angle;by a diagonal.. toge~her With la, colored plates beari{lgS!lUill 

(6 of them i~ square ,and '4 of them 1-1/2" square)pictur'es of designs 

to be~[~ vi~h the. blocks. The time l.ilrlt for t~.Ie first six designs 

" 
:is skiY seb~nds and for the last four designsil~'120 'se~ond~. The 

scoX1-ng includes bonuses for speed. The test is disc'ontinued after 
';:-r • 

failure on'any three consecutive designs. The maximum s~ore is 48 

points. 'The-test is administer~d with standardized instructions. 
-r 

I" ;: ~~ . ,. 

The,Object"Assembly subtest material.s cons~st of, 4 jigsaw puzzles, 

2 of which have 6 pieces and 2 of which have 7 pieces. The pu~zles 

are assembled by tl).e subject With time l:ill1its of 120 s~,ccinds for the 

first two and 180 seconds for the thi~d and fourth puzzles. The test 

.is administered With standardized instructions. The maximUm score is 

44 points. 

The EFT was the short form validated by Jackson (1956), consi~ting 

of 12 colored plat~s of complex geometric figures in which the ,subject 

fin~s one of six s:iI!lpler figures. The tme limit is three, minutes for 

each plate. The score is the mean tir:e required for sollition, so the 

maximum score is 180 seconds. 

The RFI apparatus vas the Marietta Apparatus Company 1118-10 Rod 

and Frame Device" The following is the description of the device by 

,the manufacturer. 

The rod.and frame ate mounted on independent concentric 
shafts. The frame is 'square, made of metal tubing. The 
experime,nter can set the' frame at any angle (clock-wise or 
counter-clockwise) With respect to the gravitational ,'er'tical. 
T:f,lt of ,the rod. which is also of netal. ttibing;is continu­
ouslyvariable in either.direction' and is adjusted via a 
IIOl:or drive~ The subject,,' controls orient'ation of ,the Fod by, 
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manipulating a switch mounted in a hand-held control box. A 
master parallel control llystem .is provided for the experi-· 
menter; Read-out .of the angular' setting of, both rod and frame 
is provided by protractor-type indicators to the nearest degree. 
The" read-out. indicators and master controls are mounted on the 
rear .panel of the housing which encloses the motor drive, 
controls, etc. The assembly is mounted on a metal tripod stand. 
Between the rod-frame assembly and tha controls is a flat. black 
disk. The surface of the tu'oing is coated with a phosphorescent 

··paint. l 

SPECIFICATIO~S 

Frame: 
Rod: 

Disk: 

42-in~hes square, 3/4 inch diameter metal tubing 
40-1/2 incges long, 3/4 inch diameter metal. tubing 
Centered' 42 inches from the floor 

48:-inches diameter, tempered Hasonite, flat black 
finish . 
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The apparatus was set up according to .witkiIl~,~ "pro~edure for Red­

and-Frame Test (short-form) 1962." Distance' from front of frame to 

front of chair seat was 80 inches. Distance from floor to chair seat 

was 22 inches'. A headrest was attached to the chair. The test' was not 

, . timed. The score is m~an degrees of absolute deviation from. the 

.vertical.The maxilI!um score ;'!'I 9G degrees. 

Satisfactory. darkening of the 13' 6" square r.oon was obtaineo:1 by 

painting ,1;lat ,black or draping with black cloth or black paper all of 

the surfac'es within .the room. The examiner wore dark clothing. The 

ultra-violet light source which. was supplied W;i.t;h;.che apparatus was 

masked to reduce the il~umination. 

Test AdniinistratioI). 

The three tests were given consecutively; order of administration 

was not controlled. All RFT's were given by one examiner. The WAIS 

aubte~ts and. the EFT were given by two other exaniiners. Occasionally 

a third examiner substtt.uted to give either the WAIS subtests or the 

" 
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EET; no examiner effect in these two tests was discernible' from inspec­

tion. qf ~he scores, TheRFT, wasgi ven by a Caucas'ian male; th~ WAIS 

Bubtests UBually by'a. Caucasian female,. and t,f'~ EFl' usually by a 

Caucasian male. The three tests were given in ,three sdjoiningro!'ms,. 

Before testing, threesubjec·ts were met outside the testing area, given 

brief, general instructions. and taken to the testing area. Testing 

was completed in nine consecutive, days. The dependent variable data 

were collected after testing was completed, so that at the time of 

testing the examiners did not know any of the dependent variable 

scores. 

Independent Variables 

,Three independent variables were measured, in the sense that 

measurements were made of' field dependence using three different tests, 

liArS Subtests 

Scoresconsistillg of t,he sum· of the scaled scores for three sub-

tests of the Wechsler Adult Intellig~nce Scale were obtained by giving 

each subject the three subtests 'under the standard conditions. The 

three subtests, Pir.ture Completion, Block Design, and Object Assembly, 

have been found to be related to field independence (Cohen, 1957, 1959)~ 

These subtests contribute, of course, to the intelligence test score 

obtained from the WAIS. Witkin asserts, however, (1965) that they tap 

a factor of ability to overcome an embedding context, and that scores 

on these three tests bear little relationsh:!.p to scores on the other 

YAIS subtests, which load on a verbal comprehension factor and a 

numerical factor. 

I
i, 

., 
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I ,f In a sample of college men·, the correlation between RFT aJ?d 

'i Picture Completion was .67, and between RFr'and Block Design .65; for 

ref a gl'oup of l2-year-olds, WISC Object Assembly had a loading of ~57 on 

(10 r:;i an analytical field approach factor (Witkin et al., 1962, lIP. 65, 74). 

rJ All of ~he performance subtest5 of theWAIS are, unlilce the verbal 

!l"~l subtests, at least crude tests of visual perception, in the sense that 

[1 ,Ii. ".b" •• b .. , .. OM b. giv~ '0 a blind •• bj.o,. bu, the perfo_oe 

tJ ::::::: :::: :::, 
fl 
"1 obtai:::

r

:; ::::::t:::h O:u:::t t::: ::~es f:: :: ::::: ,:i:es were 

j 
This test has been considered an optiawn test of I (Jackson, 1956). 

j field dependence because it is brief, it is objectively scored, it 

requires no equipment except for the test cards, and it is relatively 

culture-free and non-verbal. On rational grounds, the test seecs to 

have some weaknesses; it .makes heavy motivational demands, and the 

scoring is qrude in that -there is little difference between the score 

I;

·.: .. : ..... ,i:f..... obtained by a subject who gets every it~ correct after working almost 

the whole time limit and the score ob~ained by a pubjec~·who get no 

items correct after gazing around the room for the whole til:e 1iJ.rl.t. 

Low scores indicate field independence, high scores field dependence,. 

Rod-and_FrameTest 

Scores consisting of mean degrees deviation from the vertical 
" , 

were obtained by giving each subject the RFr. The body-erect condition, . 
Witkin's Short Form, was used. The purpose of the test ! .. to provide 
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subjects with an. opportunity to use either cues from their own body or 

cues from ehevisualfield to make ajud~ent of verticality. ~en 

t~ese .tWO frames of reference are placed in opposition, the s':!bj!!ct 

react in either a "field independent" way, orienting to the body 

produced by gravity, or a "field depandent" way, orienting. to cues 

produced by the vismil field. Low scores indicate· field independence" 

high scores field dependence. 

Dependent Variables 

Four dependent variables wei:e measured: number of discipl:!,nary 

reports given to each subject during a three monthpe:ciod; number of 

letters sent and received by, plus visits received by, each subject 

during a three month peripd; the base expectancy score for each 

subject; and, after an interval of 29 months, the parole success and 

:parole failure of ,llubgrnup,s of the original sample. 

The data for the four dependent variables were obtained from 

institution files. It was assumed that'records would be accurate on 

the first three points, because disciplinary'reports and base expectancy 

tend to influence length of prison term, because current disciplinary 

ac~ion depends,. in part, ~n past disciplinary' action, because the base 

expectan~y is used in many research studies, and because the visiting 

'and mail. privileges are limited by institution rule, necessitating an 

accurate record. Since the ,information for these three del?endent 

variables is used in the conduct ofChe department's business, it 

seemed likely that .the file data might be more accurate than is th~ 

case at time's in other settings ~ 
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The data for the fourth dependent variable vere alSQ obtained 

from theinfit'itution files, whicJJ x:ecord date ofretum to prison. 
,t, ',,-; .~) 

Number of Disciplinary Actions 

The number of discip1maty actions vas too n=ber of rules 

!ofr,actions reported for a subject during June. July and August, 1966 • 

This period of time vas the longest that pemitted collection of ,data 

for all subject. ,since some of the oubjects bad not yet been adnitted 

to the institution in May, 1966 and some of the subjects ~~re paroled t';t tl ,in Septemb~r, 1966. 

Icl 
(One subject was paroled ~.Dgust29. 1966.) A 

'I 

'I i degree of rules infraction had to be discarde~ because it became 

plan to use, the 1en~th of locked-time imposed as a finer measure of 

n apparent that ,the penalty for rules infractions depended on factors 

j.. other than the severity of the itlfraction. factors such as tra 
.. :flldged 

1 psychological stability of the inmate. It was expected that those 

:! •... subjec:ts whow,ere mos~ likely to succeed on parole vould, be those who 

~ received fewest dis~ip1inary reports. 

J ':1 Numb: of Letters and Visits 

I recei:: ::c:: ::::n::n~::r:::::C:a:l::et::t::7:: ::::ters 

C1 received by each subject ~n the p''ariod of June, July and August, 1966. 

I 
The number of visits is l;tmited by rule to to.o pee month; the nu:mber 

of o~tgOi~g letters is 1ai~ed by rule to ten per week t!Jtal divided in 

any way among ten allowed correspondents; the number of incoming letters 

is unlimited. This variable vas intended to measure the relationship­

'}maintaining behavior of the subjects. Since the inmates do not use the 
;\: 

Ii 
f:-:, 
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telephone, contact with family and friends in the community is 

reflected in number of letters and visits. It was expected that 

those subjects who were most likely to succeed on parole would be 

those who maintained relationships with family and friends as 

indicated~by total number of letters and visits. 

Base Expectancy Scores 
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The third dependent variable was the base expectancy score which 

is computed by the institution staff for each inmate. The base 

expectancy score is derive~ from a mUltiple linear regressi?n equation 

which predicts the subject's chance of B£t returning to' prison within 
_. .v 

two years following release (Gottfredson, Ballard, & Bond, 1962; 

Mueller, 1966). The terms of the equation consist of a constant, the 

number of'the flt,lbject's arrest-free years, !lse of heroin, use of 

alcohol,'number of aliases, number of probation or parole violations, 

and number of prior arrests. The equation was based on a sample of 

695 women and validated on a sample. of 577women. The re~iability 

of the equation terms, defined as percentages of perfect agreement 

b~_~hree persons coding various items, ranges from 74% for prior 
1.,_,\' . 

arrests to 100% for heroin. The concordance between the actual 

percentage of nonreturnees and the expected percentage of non­

returnees for ~he validation sample is shown in T~ble 1. 
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TABLE 1 

~tual and Expected Percentages of Nonreturnees 
',\ 

Percentage of Nonreturnees 

Base Expectaricy Sco~e Actual Expected 

98-100 100.0 "95 

79-97 82.0 85 

68-78 81.9 78 

50-67 66.7 69 

37-49 54.0 60 

17-36 53.9 52 

, 0-16 33.3 38 

Since this base expectancy score for women is related to research 

studies on approXimately 3.000 male subjects, there is conSiderable 

reason to believe that the base expectancy score does ,in fact correlate 

with success on,parole. 

Parole Success and Parole Failure 

the last dependent variable to be measured was actual parole out-

come for su'Qgroups of the whole"sample of 90 subjects. 

the release outcome, as of January 30,1969, for the 90 subjects 

who were tested in 1966 is ~s follows: 

One died on December 14.. 1967; r=his subj ect was not included 

in anillyses.of tbereturnee-:-nonreturnee groups, even though 

fthe vas re~eased on December 20, 1966. 
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Eight"were not released, this number including one subject who 

was released to another legal agency. 

Thirteen were released and returned i:o the institution before 

January 30, 1969; this number includes as "returned" one sub-

,ject who left parole jurisdiction and who will be returned if 

she is apprehended. Of the 13 returnees, seven have been 

released for a second time since 1966 and one of these seven 

has returned for a second time since 1966. 

S~ty-eight of the subjects who were released between 

August 29, .1966 and January 30, .1969 did not return during 

that period. 

,~a,tes o,f release are shown in Appendi~ A. 
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The test to be made on this dependent variable r~guire~ the 

comparison of scores of .thereturnee group,~th the. scores of non­

returnees. For this purpose comparisons were made wit~\ three different 
• ~ I 

nonreturnee control, groups. The nonre,turnee control gr,OUpE'. were (!0 the 

,68 nonreturnees, (lY the 13 nonreturnees first released,. and (9 13 non­

, returnees matched to the returnees by date of; release. (An important· 

point.is that the control groups are:not independent; the. group of 68 

.contains each of thegrouvs of 13 and the two cont1:ol gro~ps of 13 

subjects have five subjects in common.) MOnths of released time for 

the groups are.shown in .Append~B. 

The first~releasedcontrolgroup consists of women ~iO have been 

out longest. Some characteristics of this ,gr«;lup and the returnee group 

are shown in Appendix C. Neither age nor race seems to be an .important 

difference between these groups. (Five of the women on parole have 
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been discharged ,from. parole; however, they are refeJ:red to here as "on 

parole" tOEethe~ Wi:th othe.r' ~.\lbjects who are" still technically on 
.. - A. '... : 

p~~ole.) ,~e bas~' exPEfct~'nCY score dOIa~' differentiate the two groups. 

In other words, the feturn vers~ non-return of these 26 subjects could 

have been predicted on the basis o( their base expectancy score. This 

fact indicates that perhaps the base expectancy scores are sounder 

measures for extreme groups than for a more representative group, but 

this fact does ~ot bear upon the question of whe.ther medium field 

dependence is associated with parole success. The first-released control 

seems slightly more defensible as a control group than does the matchen­

released-date control group. Two of the returnees returned after more 

than 20 months on parole, and 'four of the matched-released-date control 

group have been Clut less than 20 months. The first-releasea control 

group has de~onstrated more parole success than the other control group. 

Tbe.release 4ates for the matched-released-date control group are 

,shown in Appendix .D. The release dates were matched ·fairly closely, 

t,l:e largest difference bet'Ween ~embers of a pair being 17 days. It is 

~-po~tant to note that the groups were matched only on dates of release. 

The matching'of release dates was not intended to give two perfectly­

matched groups, but rather to provide some degree of control for social 

viiriables. For example, it is cO;1ceivable that parole conditions, 

such as quality of parole supervision and availability of employment, 

vere more favorable at one tipe than at another • 

. ' 
: 
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CHAPTER V 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The results obtained on the first three dependent variables vill 

be mentioned first. The distributions of the independent vari.aDles are 

sho~m in Appendixes E, F, and G. The distributions of the dependent 

variables are shown in Appendixes H, I, and J. 

The directions of the various distributions are not the same. The 

directional meanings of the scores are as follows: 

Low RFT scores mean field independence; 

Low EFT scores mean field independence; 

High WAIS scores mean field independence. 

The three independent variables are correlated as slwan in Table 2, 

so that there is evidence that, in this s~le, the WArS subtests, the 

·~FT and th~ RFT' all measure the same performance· to a significant extent. 

;~e ~;g4est correlation is between the WArS subtests and the EFT. 

WAIS 
EFT 
RFT 

TABLE 2 

Iutercorrelations of Three'Measures 
-- of Field .Dependence 

. WArS EFT 

-.687* 
-~463* .494* 

*p less than .001 

48 

.an: . 



I; ; ""=. 

.'(t') 

"~ 
J 

;! 
.; t 
; ; 

-:'., 

',~ 

c;f ... 

49 

The subjects in. this sample were less field dependent on the RFT 

and mr,rZ".e field dependent on the EFT than were the sainp1es of women 

measured by Witkin, but they fall within the range of scores reported 

by other investigators. Themellns reported by Witkin, et a1. (1954), 

RhodeS, Carr; .. & Jurji (1968), Dickstein (1968), Kato (1965a), and 

Barclay & Cusmano (1967) are' .shown in Appendix K. 

The distribution of RFT scores is extremely skewed in the 

positive direction, with a mean of 7.30 and a median of 4 .• 50. The 

EFT scores are less extremely skewed in the 'negative direction. One 

of the differences between the two distributions is that nine of the 

subjects or 10% of the sample made maximum field-dependent EFT scores 

but none of the subjects'even came close to making the maximum fie1d-

dependent 'RFT score of' 90 degr.ees. The distribution of the WAIS 

subtest score" approximates a normal curve. 

Disciplinary Reports 

The prediction for the dependent variable of disciplinary r,eports 

was that subjects who were medium in field dependence would receive 

fewer disciplinary reports than would subjects who were high or low 

in field dependence. The number of disciplinary reports was stated , 

to be a predictor of parole success. Th~ distribution of the number 

of disciplinary. repo:ts is shown in Appendix n. Since 70 of the 

subjects received no discipl1naryreports" for 70 subjects or 78% of 

t~ Sample, the, prediction would be the same. 

The .prea!ctlontnacsubjects with medium field dependence would 

receive fewer. ~i8cip1inary reports WIlS' tested by chi square. The 
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subjects were divided into lo~, medium and high groups on ,the basis of 

their scores on the WArS subtests, the EFT and theRPT. The'division 

into low, 'medium and high WArS groups was made by arraying the scores 

for the WArS subtest and designating the 30 lOIJ scores lou,field in­

dependence, the 30 middle scores medium field indep!=ience and the 

30 high scores high field independence. Ties were broken by chance. 

The ,division into low, mediUD;! and high EFT and Rl?'I' groups was done in 

the ,same way, except that low EF:J: and JUT scores vere designated high 

field independence groups. 

The results are shown in Tables 3, 4 and 5. 

TABLE 3 

Subjects with Disciplinary Reports Versus 
Subjects without Disciplinary Reports 

by WArS Sub test Score Group 



, . 

TABLE 4 

Subjects with Disciplinary Reports Versus 
Subjects without Disciplinary Reports 

by EFT Score Group' 

Low Medium High 

With Reports 6 7 7 

Without Reports 24 II II 

Total 30 30 30 

X~ .. 0.13, P greater than .05 

TABLE 5 

Subjects with Disciplinary Re.ports Ve-r.sus 
Subjects without Disciplinary Reports 

by RFT. Score Group 

Low Medium Hi~h 

With Reports 4 10 6 

Without Reports 26 ~ 24 

Total 30 30 30 

X2 - 3.6Q, p greater than .05 
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Total 

20 

1.Q. 

90 

Total 

20 

1.Q. 

90 
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, The three groups did not differ 'with respe,,~ to the Iltmher wo 

received reports. The hypotheses stating a relationship ~etween field 

dependence .and paro~e success as predicted by number of disciplinary 

reports were not confirmed. Hovever, further consideratior~ of the 

logic of assuming that disciplinary reports would predict parole 

success made this assumption appear fallacious for the fo11o~~g 

reasons: some of the disciplinary infractions vere not observed, and 

not all of those which were observed vere officially reported. 

Furthermore, the measure as used. in this study is too crude because it 

lumps minor rule infractions together with serious offenses. Thus, 

the possible lack of validity of the disciplinary-reports dependent 

vari~lble se'!IlIS sufficient to explain the lack of conf:tnnat:ton of these 

hypot~eses. 

Witkin, et al., (1962. p. 209) cite an unpublisbed study by 

Korc~in in which patients "vhose primary symptom vas direCt .affective 

discharge" made fieJ,d dependent EFT s\';ores. Bloomberg (1965) suggested 

that the anagram errors of field dependent subjects eight result from 

impulsive behavior. 'The f;i.nding of no sign:tficant: differences in 

numbers of disciplinary reports ,gives ~odest negative ev:ldence abou~ 

the impUlsiveness shovnby field dependent,subjects. 1£ t~~ subjects 

in this sample wo, were fiel,d dependent had .been. consistently mqre 

impulsive in .breaking rules, it vould seeo likely t.hat the nucber of 

disciplinary reports vould have reflected that tendency: 

7 I 
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Letters and Visits 

The prediction for the aependent var:!.able ,'of ,letters and visits 

was that subjects who were medium in field depe!ldence ::would Qave more C .. I 

correspondence ,and, visits J:nan would subjects who were high or low in 

field dependence: The indepen.~ent·'va.dable scores were divided into' 

three groups for each 

described on page 50. 

~ • .f"" 

of the < three independent variab1~';s 
. jJ 

The letters-and-visits scores for 

in the way 

the high, 

me&ibm and low field dependence groups were anaiyzed by a one-way 

analysis of variance for the WArS subtest scores, for the EFT scores 

and for the RFT scores. Results are shown in Tables 6, 7, and 8. The 

results showed no significantdHferences between groups for any of 

tbetbree analyses. The hypothese~that su~jecta who s~owed medium 

field dependen~e.would hive more letters and visitsw~re not' supported. 

The most. likely·gxplanation is. that the dependentvarf~ble is con­

founded by factors other tban subjects' tendency to ~iptain relation-
(;:.::> ":->\'\ . 

ships. Some of the subjects had relatives and close friends a long 

di~tance away, but none ciose enough to visit them. Some subjects who 

seemed on acquaintance to have warm relationships with others rarely 

wrotelette:r:s for various reasons, including poor,writing skills and 

dislike of the institution censorship • The lack of significant results 

. seems to reflect the inadequacy of the ltetters-and":vis;i.ts measure as 

a predictor of parole success. 

Base Expectancy' 

The prediction for the depelldent variable of base expectancy was 

;'! tibat subj ects. who were medium in field dependence would have higher 

".' 



i ,,' ' .. ' 
L..;" ' .......... 

", 

'I"' ~I 

J': 

t'. 

TABLE,6 

Analysis of 'Variance of Letters-and-Visits 
. ~co~es by WAIS Sub test Scores 

Saurce,bf Variation Sum of Squares 

:Betw:een Groups 5,430.29 

Within GrouPs 158,578.70 

,Total 164.00~.99 

TABLE '7 

df 

2 

87 

89 

Mean Square 

, 2,715.14 

1,822.74 

Analysis of Variance of Letters-and·~i~its 
Scores by EFT Sco~es 

Source of Variation Sum of S'luares df Hean~quare 
» 

~tween Groups' ',223.29 '2 111.6,4 
\\ 

WithinGro~ps : '163.785 . .-70 
~ ., 

t· ... ~; 87 1,882.59 

fetal, 1li4',Oq8.99 ' 89 

'," ',', 
TABLE 8 

: Analysis of Variance of Letters-and-Visits 
Scotes' ,by RFT Scores 

,) 
Source of Variatio~ Sum of SqUares df Mean SqUare ' 

"IJetween Grouf's 224,3!j 2, 112.18 

,Within !#roups 163.784.63 87, 1,882.58 

Total .. 164,008.99 89 

F P 

1.49 n.s. 

F p 

0.06 n.s. 

.. . ; 
,~, 

F P 

1).06 n.s. ,', 

. !' 
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balle expectancy scores than would subjects wbo vere lov or ldgb in 

fieid dependence •. The base expectancy scores forth"e bigb, medium and 

low field dependence groups' were analyzed by tbree one-way analyses of 

variance. Tbe.results are sbown in Tables 9, 10, and 11. The results 

were not significant, and tbe hypotheses that subjects wqo had medium 

field dependence scores would have higher base expectancy scoreS wer~ 

not supported. Assuming' that the field dependence dimension is rellted 

to adequate personality functioning, this result is surprising, since 

the base expectancy scores, unlike the other two depe~ent variables, 

is a proved predictor of parole success. Furthermore, the independent 

variable measurements correlate with each other, so that some stable 

aspect of pedonal functioning is being measured.. If one assumes that 

field dependence is related ·to personal functioning and that the Dase 
. . 

expectancy.score predicts personal functioning on parole and that the 

data ar,:! adequate, then the most logical explanation for the l~ck of 

significant·results is that the predicted.relationship is obscured by 

the error variance of tbe WAIS, EFT~ RFT and base expectancy scores •. 

If the 'error ~ere eliminated from the base expect;lDcy scores, the 

hypothesis might be substantiated. In this st~y an attempt was~de 

to accomplish this ~~ror reduction by taking follooJUI?,measurements and 

obtaining the parole success measurements of Which the first three 

dependent'v~riableswe:~ approxWti~~. 

P!lrole OUtcome 

In:' evaluating this attempt to test the originai predictions 

~gainst parole outcome, it must b.e noted 'that !the returnee group is 

,.! 

i 



,'\. " 1 

" 1.:' 

',~<: 

I' , 

':.::.'. 

. :;., 

> '~ 

l } 
j( 

I 
l. 

i II 

'TABLE 9 

fJna1ysis of Variance of Base Expectancy 
Scores by WAIS Subtel3t Scores 

Source of Variation Sum of Squares df. Mean Squar/! 

56 

F P 

...,----.--,.----.,----------------~------." ,,,. ,.,.... ----­
Between Groups 1,402.40 

70,967.60 

72,370.00 

2 

.E 

89 

>';~'-'\ 

701.20 t.i86 

Within Groups 

'total. 

I' 

815.72 

.TABLE 10 

Analysis of Variance of Bas~ Expectancy 
Seores by EFT Scores 

Source of Variation fum of Squares Mean Square 

Between Group$ 

Within Groups 

,Tota1 

Analysis 

138.20 2 69.10 

72 1 231.80 .E 830.25 
.j 

72,370.00 89 t 
i., (I 

.• ~ \1 

TABLE 11 ~ 
of Variance of Base Expect~,ncy 

Scores by RFT Scores 

Source of Variation Sum of Sql:'jres df Mean Square 

Between l:roups 1,884.60 2 942.30 

Within· Groups 70 1
/,85.40 87 810;18 

Tot&i 72,370.00 89 

F 

0.08 

F 

1.16 

(r, 

n.s. 

p 

n.s • 

p 

n.s. 

' " 
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smali. the group~' are not =atched (with the ~eption of 'release date), 

the criterion is stUlin flux. and a port~~)Q of the outcome of parole 

success would'be expectedt~ depend ,~'n, ~o:cia1 rather than personality 

variables., These pofn~s;are ,to :be enlarged upon because it, seems 

that, if· any fiela dependence effect is d~trat~under .these 
-, 

conditions. one could expect that the effect tltlSt be fairly large in 

order for it to appear in thisdisadwntageous test. The. fact that the 

returnee group and 'two of the control groups are. small'includestwo 

disadvantages. First, the small Ws mean that any effect must be 

large'to overcome error variance. Second. the Sl!tall 1.'5 mean that the 

origin31 sample is probably Don-representative of the cm popvlation 

and non-representative ina direction that would tend toward non-

significant results. That is. the fact that only 13 ofSl subjects 

released have been returned is not .~epresentative 'of the crw population. 

"A truly representati,ve sa::ple woUld contain'more returnees. Probably 

this high'successrate includes two factors: SO!ire of the ,subjects ... 
still on parole (including soine in, the control groups) !lill return, iI;1 

the future; and probably the volunteers in the study's sample were 

much more likely to be subjects with a law-abiding bent than, the 

average CIW inmate.' The groups not being matched allows for the 

possibility of errpr due to social ;factors operating unchecked • For 

. example, a woman int4e retu.rneegroup mi,ght have a medium ,degree of 

field'dependence but might also belong to 'a criminally oriented family 

which would Virtually guarantee berparole faUure. To give the., 

hypotheses in"question a full trial withsucb.Small groups, it would 

be necessary to' match experimental and control subjects on variables 

.. 
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suchl1S vocational adequacy, physical health, B"ocial class and type 
- . 

_of cr:tme(e.g., a pers~n convicted of murder almost never repeats his 

crime and a'person '~onvicted of narcotics possession a!niost always 

-repeats). The fact that the criterion is in flux weighs,. also, 

"again~t the possibility of obtaining significant differences, as an­

unknown n~ber of'the control subjects may shift into the returnee 

.gr,o~p;ai: any time. The foregoing consiaerations point to the- con­

clusion that any demonstration of a field dependence effect operating 

differentially between returnees and nonreturnees would suggest that 

the effect is a large one. 

'the WAIS, EFI and RFT scores for the returnee and nonreturnee 

groups were analyzed by the Siegel-Tuk,:y test, which is des;lgned ~or 

the situation predicted py the hypotheses"namely a g~eater scatter of 

scores in one group (Siegel & Tukey, 1960). The Siegel~Tukey·test is 

designed fo~ the sit1lation in which experilJlental subjects are expected 

to have both higher and lower, scores than control subjects, or in 

other words, more scatter. 'T;:'1f! te"t does not re,!uire the assumption 

of .normality, and it is applicable to or.~1illal data. 

The computational steps .in the Siegel-T~key test are as follows • 

. All of' 'tha scores are arrayed with each score identified as an 

experimental group sco're or a control group score.' The scores are then 
·0· 

ranked: with the low ranks being assigned at either end of the distri­

bution. That is, the lowest score is ranked. "1", the .two highest 

scores are ranked "2" and "3", the second and third lowest scores are 

. ranked "4" IU1d "5" and 80 OU, as in the followin& fictitious example. 

"I: 
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Score: 0 2 4 7. 8 9 

CFoup: E E C E C C 
~~-:-,:-. 

Rank: 1 4 S 6 3 2 

Ties between groups are given an average rank. With this ranking, 

the smaller ranks are assigned to the more variable'of the two groups, 

th?t is, the smaller ranks appear at both end~ of the combined distri­

i~' bution. The ,next, step is to sum the ranks of the smaller group. The 
""-:;;:-:"\ 

sum, R, is convert~d to a unit normal de..-iate by ~eans of the formula:, 

z .. 2R± 1 - nl Cnl + n2 + 1) 

I\j n.. (n + n + 1) (n /3) 
J. l' 2 2 

In this study, one-tailed tests were used. 

The result? are 'shown in Table 12. The results were significant 

and in the: predicted d~rection for the ~IS scores for all control 

groups. For the tests 'with the !;ontrol group consisting of all non-

returnees and first-released control group, the EFT scores yielded 

p'S of .05 and .10, which suggest that some effect is operative. The 

EFT scores for ~hematcbed-release-date control group and the RFT 

score$ did not, show signifif.:ant differences between returnee!> and non-

returnees. 

,Cons~dering the factors in favor 9.£ non-significant results, 

discussed above, these results seem to'support the prediction that 

subjects ~th medium field dependence score~ do succeed better on 

parole~ The fact that the effect is demonstz:ated on the WAIS, 

marginallydemot!Strated on the EFT, and not demonstrated on the RFT 
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TABLE 12 

SumnarY' ofSiege1-Tukey: Tests'for Returnee 
versus Nonretu'rnee Groups 

,< 

WAIS En RFI' 

Group R P R p R 

.>;) 

All ',Nonreturnees 340 .Q1 40~ .05 606 

Fi1:st-Re1eased 
(.'rNbnreturnees 129 .01 145 .10 171 

-Matched':'Re1ease':' 
Date Non-
'f'eturnees 136 .05 152 n.s. 157 

" 

60 \\ 

P 

n.s. 

n.s·'~ 

u.s. 
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. ~--~--~--------------..... ;'.-.:""""""",.-.,~.-,-.~., .. ,--.,,-.-~~~,----~-----.-~-'" 



,r 

\, 

:~ 1 >f, 

~~, 

scores~robab1yref1ed:s differences al)lOIlg the three tests. Witkin's 

Temarks ,,(1'65) on-dii:fe;,rentiatiotl and integration Seem .to have .some 

beari.ns on this set. of resU1~s. He' points om. that pusonal adequacy 
.c .~ ., Ii 
.consists not only of the ability to dlffE:r=t::La::e (field inde~eIidence) 

to a moderate degreo£~~~t also of the ability to, integrate. it is 

, noticeable that theWAIS subtests lnvoive not o:lly a differentiation. 

a disembedding of structure:;.r but ,also an integratiOn of parts of the' 

differentiated figure •. Perceptual intezration,' tbe. formation of 

gesta1tetf~ is necessary for success on the ltUS subtests. and the same 

process seems to be necessary to retain in memory .and then disi!mbed 

fTom the complex background the, embedded figures. ill the EFT. If 

perceptual integration.of this sort is necessaxy on the &Fr, it is 

not obvious' upon inspection. as the task seems only to require the 

differentiation of the. rod from the su=ound:iDg frame and the 

utilization of cues to. the vertical. " The e:r.cellent: pe.rformance on 

th~ &Frby .the subject~ .in this saJDp1e vo~ Seem to indicate that 

',their ability to diff~ent:Late is satisfactory. The less adequate' 
,r;; , . , . " 

. peif~riwu:e on the EFt and the average' perfiJY:;nance on the wAts sub-

tests 'are bothpo~rer than~ the' Rri pe':tfori:tanc,e; .A possible 

.. ,,', 

explauationof' ~he' failure of, the RFT to predict: parole, success )]light 

be that the' integrati,v.efunction. :ismor~ importa:nt.tt'l.paro1e S11ccess . 

tJum ·is differentiation. ~ that the RFt' dCJeS ~t measure integrative 

ab~ty.as well as do the other tests. 

Although this possibility might Suggest farther research. this 

,stud,. in itself gives no explanation as to wfi7 the RFI did not relate 

to. parole sucCess. One obvious possibility lIOUld .be that the test 

o 
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might have been unreliable in this admiilist::ation. This possibility 

was checked by computing an internal-consistency reliabil~ty. The 
_~~- .i' 

obtained r was .90, so that it would appear that the test reliability 

was adequate. 

The- results give someJ5upport t~ Witkin' s hypoth~sis that a 
\\; 

medium degree of field dependence makes fo~personal adequacy to a 

greater extent thando.theextremes of tifild dependence, with personal 

adequacy definediil this study as· success on parole. The scores made 

by the returnees tended to be either higher or lower than the scores 

made by the ponreturnees, Another way of stating this result is that, 

in this .sample, a woman who is going to fail on parole is likely to 

have either a very "good" or a very "bad" EFr or WAIS scor.e, and 11' 

w~n who is going .to succeed on parole is likely to have a medium 

EFT or WAIS sC9re. 

It i1l p().s!iible to interpret. this set of results apart from 

Witk:in's' theoi-y. .One such interpretation would be that tbe EFT and 

the WAIS subtest scores reflect general intelligence. The greater 

variability in the experimental group mi~ht mean that the less 

inte~l:1gentwom~n lack general competence and can't keep th~mselves 

.. out .0f,trolJble and that most; .of the more lntell:ig·ent· women are too 

bright to hav~ blundered· into ,criminal. activity, hence the 'bright. end 

of the returnee dis.tribiltion perhaps could cons:i:stof profes!i;',(~\'I,;t1 

c,riminals. If we assume that. neithet' the.intellectually feeble nor 

the bright professi~nals ar~ likely 'to reform, the. relationship between 

reCidivism aad th~ extremt:~ of the score distr:l.butions is obvious. 

Contrary: to this interpretation, however, woUld be'the fact of the 
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restricted range of intelligence cm.ong the subjects in thesamvle, none 

of whom could be classified, a~ intellectually be~ov average, ,and also, 

thefactorana1Y!les(Cohen',19?7.. 19,59) whicb shovthat; the ,three WAIS 

subtests can be considered good ~s'.Jres of Ue1d dependence. 

'x/ Tile .meaning{,and ;interp}:"etation of this set of results. will depend 

to a considerable ,~xtent on ~ther' they.can be replicated. 

Base ExpectanCY;;md Parole Outcome 

A ',finill ar~' of inter'E!st in consid~ring these data was to examine 

the base expect'ancy: scores ,of subjects with different parole outcomes. 

thus. in effect provid~g a furtbercross-validation of the base 

e.a:pectancymeasure~ 

,As shewn by the data for returnees acd nonreturnees in Appendix L, 

the base expectancy.score discrininal:ed between returnees and all three 
," " 

groups of nonreturnees. The mean 'bas~ expectancy of the ret~rnees , 

differed sfgiiificatttly from the neans of the first-released na'nre.turnees. 

" 
of the matched-release-date nonreturneeS, and of all nonreturnees, using' . . 

a t-test.of the difference of independent means (t's s 4.29, 4~53,'and 

3.88 respect.ive1y; all p's. less than .Ol). ,"'"', ' 

Observations about the relation~hips found in this study among 
, ' 

field dependence, base expec~ancy, and parole, success C3n be Summarized 

as.follows: c;(!!) fie~ddependence did not predict base expectancy; 

(.!y fi~ld dependence did predict parole success; (9 base expectancy 

did predict parole succ'ess. The .statistical meaning 6f these 

obserVations seems to :be that base expectancy and field dependence 

both ~re predi~tors of parole success but that base expectancy and 
" ,I 
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field dependence do no,t have a significant amount of common variance. 

'One might eXpect, therefor~, the base eXpectancy score to be more 

accurate if a 'field dependence score were added to it. The sum of ~he 
. ...: . ........ 

differences between the expected and the ,actual percentage of non-

returnees in t~e valIdation sample is,27% (Table 1), and it is in this 

area of error that the field dependence score' might possibly be able to 

improve the prediction of parole success~ 

The conceptual :'leaning of the independence of base ~pectancy 

and field dependimc~ may be that base expectancy is partly a social 

m~SiJre and fi~ld depende~;e is an organismic measure. Some'of the 

measures that contr:lbutetto the base expectancy score,e.g., use of 

b~roin and use of aliases, are social measures in the sense that they 

would be: expected to occur more frequently in a criminal subcul£ure 

tbanin a iniddleclass.subculture, whereas there is no reason to 

think that the same would be true of the field dependence measure, • 

" 
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.CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY 

,This study tested Witkin's hn'othesis that an .~termediate level 

of field dependence, rather than either high or low '~~,~ld dependence, 

is associated with personal adequacy. 

Witkin. and other investigators have iden::ified field dependence 

:1\ as a st.abl~cognitive dimension. Different levels of field dependence 

~! »);:,,'1.. '. .', 
. ,/...,,1 are ,associated with .different styles of perceptual, int1}.lectual, and! 

p'ers()nality functioning. Witkin .believes that a part:icularlevel of 

field depen!IeIlce :rn an adult results frdm an interaction between 

const:f,tuti()~!11 factors and social experience in infancy and early 

childhood. 

Field dependence was measured in this study by performance on the 

Rod . and. Frame Te~t (RFr), the Embedd~d FigurFil Test (EFT), and the' 

Bloc~ 'Design" Picture c;ompletion, and Object Assem1:Jl y subtest~ of the 

'w¢q~st:~r ,,Adult Intelligent:e Scale (WAIS sub tests) • The RFT consists 
, ;>0~'-"'- , ~ 

of a hollow square frame.,which eIl~loses a rod; both rod and frame can 

berotatod. The ~umino1fs aPllarll.tus'is presented in a: darkened room. 

The subject's task .is t;, adjust the tilted rod to. true yertical while 

the,.frameis tilted aslla distractor. The EFT .cgnsists of 12. 

Gotts~haldt figures'ov:erprintedin color. The subject's task is to 

locate a simple geometiric figure within the complex colored figUre. 

TheWAIS sub tests 'are' the standard Wechsler subtests in which the 

I: 
il 
II 
·1 
Ii 
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subject~s tasks are to reproduce printed designs with small cubes, to 
,I • 

identify which important part is miss1ng from an incomplete picture, 

und to assemble a jigsaw-~ype lluzzle. 

The 90 voiunteer subjects were female adult inmates of a women's 

prison. Th~y had a mean 1. Q. ofl06and a mean age of 33'.5 yeaJ;'!'l,; 
" , 

S9 were Caucasian, 26 Negro, and'.iJ,i' Mexican-American. 
~ ~.' ),' 

Personal adequacy, ,was defitr;ed as ~ixccess on parole. Three 
:.'": ~.,~ ~i: 

measures were used to predict p~fole s~ccess: :he number of discipli-
"'<-

nary reports received by each ;subjEoCt:, the number of letters and visits 

for ~achsubject, and th~,base expectancy score, which is an empiri-
;"" . " ~ 

cally derived predictor';':~f parplesuccess. None of the foregoing 

predictors of parole success showed a relationship to field dependence. 

However, actual success 'on parole, measured by return or nonreturn to 

"prison, was related to an intermediate level, of field depel?,a~nce as 

measured bi the EFT;~nd, the WAIS subtests,but was not related to RET 
-"'I ~ 

scores. Women Wh()':~l:!h\tnea 'to prison tended to have ,either high, or 

low scor'eson the: EFT~nd' ,on the WAIS sub,tests. Women who did not 
""'" \ " .. ',. ",\ .. ~ :\»~,;j}i' ' 

return topr:i'.~on"tendedi:o;,have,:,"intermediate scot?s on the EFT and on, 
:;.,¥' 

the WAIS subtests. 
..,;. 

The resu1ts'provided croBs-validation evidence in favor of "the 

base e~'tpectancy as 'a predictor of parole success. 

The'resu1ts were interpreted as partial confirmation of Witkin's 

hypothesis that an int~enediate level of field depertdence is assoc'iated 

with personal adequacy. 

'. '~ 
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, AUgust 1966 
September 1966 
October'1966 
November 1966 
December 1966 
January 1967 
February 1967 
March ,1967//"' 
AprU 1967 
Hay 1967 
June 1967 

: July 1,967 
August 1967 
September 1967 
October 1967 
November '1967 
December 1967 
January' 1968 
ll'~,bruary 1968 
Harch 1968 
Apr:f.1 1:968 
Hay,1968 
J\U1e 1968" 
JI::1y 1968 

, August 1968 
September 1~68 
October 1968 
November 1968 
December 1968 " 

~ 

Appendix A 
;/ 

Number of Subjects by 
Month and Year of Re1E;ae,e 

'Total Group Total 
Released Nonreturnees Nonreturnees Returnee~ 

N - 81 N • 68 N .. 13 N .o' 13 

1 1 1 
2 2 2 

2 2 2 

7 5 5 2 

8 4 3 4 

2 1 1 

2 2' 
-4 3 1 ~.'"' ' 

4 4 
6 5 1 

5 3 2 

4 4 
~, ~, 

2 2 
4 4 

:, ,'~ : 

2 2 
6 5' 1 

1. 1 
2 1 1 

2 2 
3- 2 
4 5 

2 2 . ' 

2 2 

1 1 
2 2 
1 1 

67 
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lIonths 

29 

2S 28 

20 24 

15 19 

10 - 14 

5 9 

1- 4 

Hean 

He41an 
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Appendix B 

Hontbs of Released Time 

Group 

All First-Released 
50nreturnees Nonreturnees 

1 n 1 

13 12 

15 

15 

11 

9 

4 

r I.' 
17 26 

18 26 

' , ,i} 

68 ' 

Returnees 

2 

1 

2 

S 

3 

10 
1,\ 

8 

" 

I 
.~: 



mrv 
1\';'-< 

:. ~ 

:~;,,"::L 

~.," 

,'-," 

Appendix C 

Char:acteristics of Returnees and 
First Released Nonreturnee~ 

Returnees 

Mean Age, Years 32.2 

Race 8 Caucasian 
5 Neg;o::o 

Total N\tmber of 
Disciplinary Reports 
for Group 6 

Mean Base Expect<lncy 34 

Mean. Months '~n Parole 10 
0 

69 

Nonreturnees 

35.2 

9 Caucasian 
4 Negro 

3 

74 

26 

.. 



. Appendix D 

Dates of Release'of Returnees and Nonreturnees 
Hatched' for Release Date 

Returnees 

November 3, 1966 

Bovember 3, 1966 

Dece::ilier 19, 1966 

Dece:nher 20, 1966 

Dece=ber 21, 1966 
/;;';:~? 
( _!;H~r 22, 1966 

") ;. ~ ,J • 

January 31, 1967 

Harch 3. 1967 

!fay 22, 1967. 

.Tune' 5. ).967 

.Tune 19, 1967 . 

Bovember 15. 1967 

JanlJary la, 1968 

70 

. Hatched ~easEl Date 
Nonreturnees 

November 3, 1966 

November 7, 1966 

December 2. 1966 

December'13. 1966 

December 20, 1966 

December 27, 1966 

January 24. 1967 

February 27. 1967 

Hay 24 .• 1967 

.Tune 9. 1967 

.Tune 15. 1967 

November 17, 1967 

January 3, 1968 

" 

. __ ,. _ ,1 

M' ... : p ~jI"':::;;:r,..:;n; .. '~'_! 
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Appendix E 

Rod and Frame Test .Scores 
(Kean Degrees of Absolute' Deviation) 

.~ 

0- 1.99 

2 - 3.99 

4 5.99 

6 - 7.99 

8- 9.9.9 

10 11.99 

12 - 13~99 

14 15.99 

16 - 17.99 

18 - 19.99 

20 - 21.99 

2i - 23.99 (.; 

24 25.99 

26 27.99 

28 - 29.99 

Mean -7.30 

Median .. 4.50 

Range ~ 0.88 - 28.75 

71 

FreguencY 

11 

32 

11 

"1 

9 

3 

2 

2 

1 

o 

3 

1 

.2 

2 

90 
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Appendix F 

Embedded Figures Test Scores 
~ean Seconds Per Design) 

0..., 29.9 

30- 59.9 

60 - S9.9 

90 - 119.9 

120 - 149.9 

150 - 179.9 

Iso 

Hean.= 124 

Median '" 126 

Range ~ 29.5 - ISO 

it' 

Freguency 

1 

3 

15 

21 

IS 

23 

'9 

90 



" -.. 

WAIS Sul;test Scores 
(Sums of Scaled Scores for Picture Comp1e'tioTi. 

Block Design and Object Assembly Subtests) 

~ 
Fregueng 

16 17 1 

18 19 3 

20 21 3 

22 Z3 5 

24 25 6 

26 27 16 

28 29 15 

30 31 
8 

32 33 
10 

~4 35 
4 

36 37 
8 

'38 39 3 

40 41 
5 

42 43 
2 

44 45 
1 

"'.)-, 

90 

Mefln ... 30 

Median .. 29 
:\ 

Range .. 16 - 45 

73 

0 .; 
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Ap,p,endix B 

Humbir of Disciplinary 
Reports ,Fer Subject 

Number of Reports 

o 

1',; 

2 

_.,Hean 0.3 
// 
Hedian 0 

,,-
Range 0 - 3 

~.r . 
'-; 

,~;';! 

.. 

, r,-;·~ 

'74 

',' 

.·D 
/1 
I( 

Freguency' 

70 

16 

3 

90 

i) 

") 
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Number of 

, Appendix X 

NUmhr of Letters .and 
>Visits Per Subject 

LettersJand Visits 
. ~-- - -, 

"',,--::: 

0 19 

20 39 

40 59 

60 79 

80 99 

100 119 

120 139 \: 
\, 

140 159 ~j 

I 
I 
I 

200 219 

I 
I 
I 

240 - 259 

Mean 54 

Hedian 46 

Range .. 4 ~ 245 

75 

}~ 

,,' 

Frequency 
-::~, 

16 

24 

22 

8 

1 

7 

3 

)l 1 
\t 
\~, 

'~)\ 
,l.~ 

1 

___ 1_ 

90 

, ':i 
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Apllendix J 

Base Expectancy .Scores 

Base ~ectancy Frequency 

Less than iO 7 

10 19, . 3 

20 29" -:" ~ 
5 

30 39 9 

40 49 8 
'.:;;;, 

50 59 5,. 

60 69 11 

70 79 20 

80 89 15 

90 99 6 

"lQO 1 

" ~'.' 90 

!I!!8D .. 58 
...... 

Median 67 

Range o -'100 

·1' 
" 

76 
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Appendix K 

-:' Selected Means: EFT and RFT, 
!J 

EFT RFT 
. Mean Seconds Series 3,J;legrees 

Rl!ference Subjects §!l1s.,. R per _De_d.stn Abso1ute.;I>eviation 

Dickstein Field Dependent 
Students F 20 72.9 

C/ Field Independent 
Students F 20 2L7 

Rhodes, Carr, & Jurji Alcoholic TB Patients M 15 133.2 

Non-alcoholicTB 
Patients M 15 104.5 

Kato Students M 40 7.151 
-5.45, (retest) 

Barclay & Cusmano Adoles,cents, white 
(father present·in home) 

M 10 4.36 

c"," 
Adolescents, Negro M 10 5.63 
(father pr~sent in horne) 

Adolescents; white M 10 
c' 6.99 

(father absent) 

Adolescents,Negro M 10 
.tt. 9.53 

(father absent) 

Witkin, et,al., 1954 - Students F 51 58.2 .. .. 
Women F 25iJ 11'.0 .... .... 

CIW SIlII1p1e Inmates F. 90 124 7.30 

~ y 

".";() -
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Appendix L 

Base Expectancy Scores for 
Returnees and Non.:eturnees 

(\ 
First- Matched-
Released Release 
Non- Date Non- All Non-

~ Returnees retu:cIiees 'returnees returnees 

0 .. 9 

)) 
3 4 

10 - 19 2 1 ':\ 

!' 
20 29 

;/ 3 

:t 30 39 3 4 
'-" 

40 49 1 2 1 6 

50 59 1 3 

60 69. 1 3 3 10 

70 79 2 1 4 0 17 
1\ 

80 8_9 5 3 
i~ , 

13 

90 99 1 2 6 

100 I_ I 

. -, 
, 

Hean 34 74 74 64 

lledian 33 82 74 71 

Range 0,..77 41 - 100 41 96 0-100 
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