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EXAMINING THE DEVELOPMENT OF SELF-AUTHORSHIP

AMONG STUDENT VETERANS

ABSTRACT
The literature has shown that student veterans arrive in college with unique
characteristics and also face unique challenges (Black et al., 2007; Bonar & Domenici,
2011; Church, 2009; DiRamio & Jarvis, 2011). There is also some evidence that student
veterans develop complex ways of making meaning at younger ages than students in the
general population (Stone, 2013). Despite the increasing numbers of student veterans
enrolling in college, and the current emphasis on student development as it relates to
teaching and learning, college educators know very little about how military training and
experience affects the individual learning and development of veterans transitioning to
higher education. Using a conceptual framework constructed from elements of self-
evolution (Kegan, 1994), epistemological reflection (Baxter Magolda, 1992, 1999), and
constructivist adult learning theories (Knowles, 1975, 1980; Mezirow, 1991), this
interpretivist study examined how eight student veterans progressed toward the
developmental stage of self-authorship and what role, if any, their military training or
experience played in that development. Secondly, the study examined how those eight
student veterans, who were nearing or entering the stage of self-authorship, experienced
learning in the community college environment. The findings of the study showed that
both the compulsory nature of military culture and its operational focus supported
development toward self-authorship for individuals possessing the personal

characteristics of drive and initiative as well as supportive, interdependent relationships.
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These findings led to a substantive theory describing the nexus of development military

experience can provide to service members.

SHARON L. M. STONE

EDUCATIONAL POLICY, PLANNING, AND LEADERSHIP



Examining the Development of Self-Authorship among Student Veterans



Chapter 1: The Intriguing Question

The numbers of active duty service members and veterans enrolling in
postsecondary education has been increasing as the result of U.S. involvement in
Operations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom and their subsequent drawdowns
(Church, 2009). Historically, the population of student veterans has grown following
wars and other armed conflicts since World War I (Madaus, Miller, & Vance, 2009) with
an especially pronounced increase after World War II and the signing of the
Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944 (Kim & Rury, 2007; Olson, 1973). This piece
of legislation, also known as the GI Bill, offered a multifaceted package of benefits to
returning veterans, partly in an effort to prevent economic recession, high levels of
unemployment, and civil unrest (Olson, 1973). However, it was the educational benefit
that was most accessed by veterans (Olson, 1973), no doubt providing a model for future
iterations of the GI Bill. So, in addition to the conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq, the
streamlined administrative process and generous funding of the Post 9/11 GI Bill, which
is currently in effect, can also partly explain the present influx of veterans at institutions
of higher education (Shackelford, 2009). The elevated levels of veteran enrollment are
likely to continue for at least a few more years and should soon account for 5% of the
total college enrollment in the United States (DiRamio & Jarvis, 2011).

Student veterans today, although much like their predecessors with regard to

combat experience, are also different from veterans of World War II through Vietnam.



The U.S. military is now an all-volunteer force and relies on the promise of health,
educational, and retirement benefits to recruit new members. Whereas veterans of past
conflicts may have attended college because of the serendipitous intersection of personal
interest and government funding (Mettler, 2005), veterans today often enlisted with the
goal of attending college either during or after their periods of service (DiRamio,
Ackerman, & Mitchell, 2008).

Additionally, the college environment has changed since World War II, especially
in the area of student affairs and theories of student development (Biddix & Schwartz,
2012; Evans, Forney, Guido, Patton, & Renn, 2010). A particularly important change has
been the linking of learning to student development (Brown, 1972; Evans et al., 2010).
The turmoil on campuses during the 1960s and 1970s, long after World War II veterans
had graduated from college, prompted student affairs professionals and faculty alike to
examine more closely the interactions between academic achievement, epistemic
development, and student characteristics (Evans et al., 2010). This interest both
supported and benefitted from the work of social psychologists who focused their
theories on college students, a group that had come to be recognized as a unique segment
of the population; however, most of those theories were based on participant samples that
were, for the most part, male, Caucasian, and had enrolled in college directly after high
school (Evans et al., 2010).

Eventually, theorists began to include women, students from racial and ethnic
minorities, and those identifying as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender students in
developmental theories (Evans et al., 2010). Some research has also focused on students

at high risk of attrition due to challenges they face from lack of academic preparation,



low socioeconomic status, or racial disérimination (Pizzolato, 2003, 2004). However,
despite this most recent influx of student veterans and the current emphasis on student
development as it relates to teaching and learning, college educators know very little
about how military training and experience affects the individual learning and
development of veterans transitioning to higher education. Most of the student veteran
literature focuses on service delivery (e.g., Branker, 2009; DiRamio & Spires, 2009;
McGrevey & Kehrer, 2009; Shackelford, 2009), physical and psychological disabilities
(e.g., Barry, Whiteman, & MacDermid Wadsworth, 2012; Church, 2009; Kraus &
Rattray, 2013; Madaus et al., 2009), or issues of transition and integration (e.g., Black,
Westwood, & Sorsdal, 2007; Bonar & Domenici, 2011; DiRamio et al., 2008). Thereis a
gap in the current understanding of how military service and the pre-entry characteristics
of veterans affect their psychological development and learning experiences in college.
In this study, I seek to address that gap.
Definitions

This study examined and described the ways self-authorship develops in veterans
by the time they reach college or soon after enrollment. Because of the uniqueness of
both the participant population and the psychological construct of self-authorship, I offer
definitions of these terms from the outset of this paper. Then I will proceed to describe
the purpose and significance of the study, my own biases and subjectivities, and the
conceptual framework I will use as a lens for my investigation and analysis. Finally, I
will present my research questions with a brief description of my intended method and
approach. Ordering the material in this way should provide the clearest explanation of

my purpose and participant population.



4 o 5
Student veterans. Although the Code of Federal Regulations defines a veteran

as someone who has “served in the active military, naval, or air service and who was
discharged or released under conditions other than dishonorable” (Pensions, Bonuses, and
Veterans’ Relief, 2012, p. 148), the practical definition of veterans can be more complex
because certain veteran benefits include additional eligibility requirements that
sometimes are quite different from one another (Powers, 2013). Additionally, institutions
may not, in some cases, be able to account for all their students with military experience
because the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) does not contain a
category for deactivated reservists or National Guard members (C. A. Cate, Director of
Research for Student Veterans of America, personal communication, May 20, 2013). In
this investigation, I use the term, “veteran,” to refer to any person who has served on
active duty in any branch of the military (i.e., Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, or
Coast Guard) or in an activated reserve or National Guard unit. The term “activated”
refers to reserve or Guard units that have been ordered to full-time duty in military
service (“Activation,” 2013; Department of Defense Dictionary, 2010). Student veterans
then are those students who meet the above definition of a veteran and are currently
attending an institution of higher education (Bonar & Domenici, 2011).

Adult learners. Much of this study involved comparing and contrasting student
veterans with other groups of students. Those students may be traditionally-aged college
students (18 to 23 years old) or other non-traditional students such as students over the
age of 23 and those who are married, work full- or part-time while attending classes, or
who have children or are responsible for adult family members such as aging parents.

Part of the comparison focused on leaming preferences of these various groups.



Regérdless of classification as traditional, non-traditional, civilian, or veteran, some
students respond better to pedagogical approaches which tend to be teacher-centered and
prescriptive and therefore more appropriate for children (Knowles, 1984). Conversely,
some respond better to andragogical approaches which tend to place more responsibility
for learning on the student and are more appropriate for adults (Knowles, 1984).
Therefore, understanding what characteristics separate children from adults is necessary
to the discussion of learning preferences and teaching approaches.

Adult learners in this study are defined as those individuals who meet all four
criteria offered by Malcolm Knowles (1984): biological maturity, legal majority, social
responsibility (e.g., as parent, spouse, voting citizen, self-supporting worker, etc.), and
psychological maturity marked by a sense of self-direction. The progression from
childhood to adulthood occurs on a continuum and varies for each individual depending
at least in part on life experiences and opportunities. Some traditionally-aged college
students fit the definition of adult learners as do many or most non-traditional students
and student veterans. Other traditionally-aged college students do not fit the definition of
adult learners because they may not yet be self-supporting or psychologically ready to
take responsibility for the direction of their own lives (Knowles, 1984).

Self-authorship. Kegan’s (1994) theory of self-evolution describes five orders of
consciousness that individuals may use to organize their thinking and respond to the
demands of life. These are developmental orders, progressing from simple to more
complex ways of perceiving and interacting with the environment. The fourth order, or
self-authorship, is characterized by reliance on internal foundations or values, rather than

on an external code of conduct, in cognitive, interpersonal, and intrapersonal domains



(Baxter Magolda, 2001, 2009; Kegan, 1994). This means that individuals who have
reached or are near to a self-authored frame of mind are able to see knowledge as
something fluid and changing; they also are able to differentiate more easily between
their own values and societal or relational demands. Only one-half to one-third of all
adults in the United States have reached this level of development (Kegan, 1994), and
those who have usually do not reach it while still in college (Baxter Magolda, 2001,
2009). Those who have not reached self-authorship tend to rely on following the
formulas of traditional community values to inform their personal relationships, behavior,
and beliefs (Baxter Magolda, 2001, 2009; Kegan, 1994).

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine how student veterans have progressed
toward the developmental stage of self-authorship. In designing this study, I also hoped
to discover what role, if any, their military training or experience may have played in that
development. Finally, I also examined how these student veterans experienced learning
in community college with the purpose of providing teaching faculty and college
administrators with information to understand the needs, preferences, and strengths of
self-authoring students, whether they are veterans or civilians.

Student veterans share certain characteristics with one another that set them apart
from traditional college students. Most veterans or service members enrolled at colleges
or universities are or were enlisted personnel because a four-year college degree is
required to receive an officer’s commission (U.S. Department of Defense [DoD], 2013).
Therefore, unless they are attending college while on active duty — and very early in their

careers, which is highly unusual — most student veterans are older than the traditional age



of 18 to 23 years (Branker, 2009). In fact, many veterans are entering college at about
the same age that traditional college students are graduating. Student veterans may also
have spouses and children, be employed full- or part-time, and be accustomed to living
on their own (Branker, 2009; Olson, 1973).

However, even more than age or family status, life experiences set veterans apart
from other students, even those who are older, commute to campus, or attend class part-
time because of employment obligations (Shackelford, 2009; Summerlot, Green, &
Parker, 2009). Boot camp training, which seeks to break down the individual for the
purpose of creating a cohesive unit is both physically demanding and psychologically
violent (Herbert, 1998); this training also imprints the new recruit with the beliefs, values,
and norms of military culture (Volkin, 2007). If service members are sent to a combat
zone, they live daily in a culture of “order, structure, camaraderie, and violence” (Stone,
2013, p. 25). These young men and women leave home for their first military
assignments at a young age — sometimes as young as 18 years — and, although sustained
by an extensive system of peers, supervisors, and support services, must quickly learn to
function in stressful and unfamiliar environments. For those deploying to combat zones,
the challenges and stress are magnified. Returning from such intense conditions to begin
postsecondary studies is an additional challenge for veterans (Branker, 2009; Ruh, Spicer,
& Vaughan, 2009). Military culture is “necessarily dualistic, grounded in external
authority” (DiRamio & Jarvis, 2011, pp. 82-83). Those who are successfully persisting
in college admit that part of their transition required putting away the military mindset in

favor of a more relaxed and tolerant outlook (DiRamio & Spires, 2009).
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Some student veterans who are persisting in college have also shown traits of self-

reliance, self-discipline and self-motivation (Stone, 2013), which align with some
categories used to assess levels of self-authorship such as perceptions of volitional
competence, self-regulation in challenging situations, and capacity for autonomous action
(Pizzolato, 2007). Although self-authorship does not universally accompany the
worldliness or maturity that are often hallmarks of military service members (DiRamio &
Jarvis, 2011), the development of self-authorship in student veterans in their early 20s
seems to challenge assumptions about the characteristics of veterans and their ability or
inability to adapt to non-military environments. The presence of self-authorship or —
perhaps more accurately — significant progress toward self-authorship adds a rich
dimension to the portrait of returning veterans that should be examined more closely.
Significance of the Study

The manifestation of self-authorship traits among student veterans warrants
further investigation for three reasons. First, knowing more about how self-authorship
develops in student veterans may be beneficial to the student veterans themselves. Few
college students have reached the point of self-authorship by the time they graduate and
even fewer do so during their college years (Baxter Magolda, 2001, 2009; Kegan, 1994).
As a developmental stage, the self-authored order of consciousness affects how an
individual relates to others, what expectations he or she may have of those in authority,
and how he or she makes meaning of events, new knowledge, and experiences of every
kind. If some student veterans are operating from a self-authoring frame of mind, this
means they are making meaning in a qualitatively different way than students who have

not yet reached self-authorship (Baxter Magolda, 2001, 2009; Kegan, 1994). Knowing
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this about themselves could help student veterans understand that the differences they

perceive between themselves and other students may in fact be due to developmental
progress rather than to combat experience or military cultural values, both of which will
necessarily become less pronounced in their lives over time (DiRamio & Jarvis, 2011;
DiRamio & Spires, 2009).

Second, structures and processes of the college or university, teaching approaches
among the professors, and social opportunities may not meet the needs of more self-
authored students (Branker, 2009). Even in the community college setting, where most
or all students commute to campus and many have jobs, student veterans may
nevertheless feel much more mature and adept at setting and meeting goals than the
average non-veteran student (Stone, 2013). If some student veterans are arriving on
campus with more highly developed ways of making meaning than most other college
students, this may impact their grades and campus involvement, either favorably or
adversely. If a significant minority of college students, such as self-authored veterans, is
able to rely on their internal foundations to evaluate new information and make meaning
of it according to Kegan’s (1994) fourth order of consciousness, then teaching methods
and faculty understanding of student development may need to change to accommodate
such students. One way this may be accomplished could be through greater incorporation
of adult learning theories. Services offered by administrative and student affairs
personnel, such as living arrangements, career counseling, and enrollment processes, may
also need to be modified to better fit the needs and expectations, not only of student

veterans, but of all students who are approaching or have achieved self-authorship.
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Finally, an examination of self-authorship among student veterans may uncover

clues about the ways military training and experience support or hinder progress toward
self-authorship. The transition from military culture to the college environment can be
difficult (Black et al., 2007; Danish & Antonides, 2009) and some student veterans
encounter problems when they use the military framework they have lived within to
respond to situations on campus or in their personal lives (Bonar & Domenici, 2011;
DiRamio & Jarvis, 2011). However, other student veterans have demonstrated the ability
to balance lingering military cultural values with the demands of new ways of living and
relating to classmates, neighbors, and college leaming experiences (DiRamio & Jarvis,
2011). One of the supporting characteristics of self-authorship development is
confidence in one’s own ability to act or make decisions based on internal foundations
(Pizzolato, 2005). Many college students progress through cognitive stages of
development but cannot truly become self-authored because they have not also developed
to the same level in their interpersonal and intrapersonal dimensions (Baxter Magolda,
2001, 2009; Kegan, 1994; Pizzolato, 2005). Student veterans, on the other hand, may not
be as well-developed in the cognitive domain as traditional college students but may be
more developed in the interpersonal and intrapersonal dimensions (Stone, 2013). If
military training, which seeks to develop leadership traits such as self-confidence, and
military experience, which provides the arena for the exercise of leadership behaviors,
has helped service members develop in their intrapersonal and interpersonal domains,
then student veterans may be well-positioned for developing self-authorship with the

addition of the cognitive development most students experience in the college classroom.
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We cannot know this, however, until student veterans describe what role, if any,

their military service may have played in their journey toward self-authorship. We also
need to discover how college-level learning may be assisting in that development. This
study provided an opportunity for student veterans to reflect on their experiences and
how they have developed internal foundations throughout adolescence, military basic
training, active duty service, and college life. Their stories and insights contribute to our
understanding of the development of self-authorship in a unique, sometimes
marginalized, minority group on college campuses.

Sensitizing Concepts and Subjectivities

My own interest in the successful transition of student veterans comes from my
roles as a military spouse, a family member of veterans who returned to school, and an
- adult educator. Even before I began to associate directly with the military community, I
encountered stories of military service through my family. All four of my mother’s
brothers and one of my father’s brothers were officers in either the Army or the Air
Force. My mother’s oldest brother served a full-length career, retiring as a lieutenant
colonel before returning to school to obtain a law degree. Her youngest brother,
discharged from the Army with a disability acquired during service in Vietnam, returned
to school for a master’s degree in business administration.

I'have been part of the military community for 28 years. In the beginning, I was a
member of a service sorority in college that sought to build bridges of understanding
between the Air Force, particularly the Air Force Reserve Officer Training Program
(AFROTC), and the campus community. It was during this period that I began to realize

there is a significant lack of understanding about military life and service members
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among the general public in the United States. I have also been a military spouse for 23

years, raising two daughters through multiple moves, including tours in three foreign
countries and six U.S. states. My husband retired after serving 25 years as a family
physician in the Air Force.

One of my core values is respect for members of the military community. I
admire the commitment to duty that I see them express every day and their pursuit of
excellence in even the smallest tasks they are assigned. As a teacher of adult learners, I
also believe everyone should have access to quality education and that those with spgcial
challenges such as those encountered by military members should receive support to
assist them in their educational pursuits. And as an educator from a liberal arts
background, I am always pleased to see so many enlisted military members pursuing a
college education, even though they have acquired skills and experience in high-demand
trades.

I also realized, as I designed this study, that any or all of the participants might
not have held the same high regard for military life as I do. They could have had
different perspectives based on different, sometimes quite negative, experiences. It was
possible that those stories were not as encouraging or helpful to other veterans as I had
hoped they would be. In any case, I planned to record the stories for the sake of the
experiences they related. Each one would have added depth and dimension to our
understanding of the development of self-authorship in individuals engaged in extremely
challenging, often dangerous occupations, regardless of the degree to which they did or

did not agree with my own experiences.
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I believed the veterans would speak frankly and comfortably with me because of

our shared military ties. However, a few characteristics of mine could have delayed or
even interfered with the establishment of rapport between me and the participants. First,
my husband was an officer and my participants served as enlisted personnel. This put me
in a position of power related to them which I was careful not to exploit. Although there
is a rule in all branches of the military against fraternization between officers and
enlisted, this rule really applies only to the military members themselves, not to family
members. Nevertheless, I have found that many enlisted members behave more formally
around me than they would if I were married to an enlisted person. Thus, I was sensitive
to the potential power dynamic and took care to help the participants relax and begin to
trust me. In a previous study I conducted with student veterans (Stone, 2013), I found it
helpful to give only the most basic information to my participants about my status as a
military spouse. If the participants questioned me about my husband’s job, it was usually
limited to curiosity about his branch of service and general occupational field. They
accepted my non-specific answers without much further questioning. Iused the same
approach for the current study. The fact that this study involved service members who
had not known or worked alongside my husband reduced the possibility that my
participants and I could have had common acquaintances or shared duty assignments
(i.e., lived at the same military base).

Another characteristic that made me more of an outsider was the fact that Iam a
spouse, not a veteran myself. There is no way I can imagine or identify with some of the
most significant experiences of my participants. Also, my husband’s combat experience

was extremely limited. We went through deployments and separations, but I did not
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worry daily that my husband could be wounded or killed. I sought to listen to the

narratives my participants offered with empathy and respect but was careful not to
suggest that I knew what they had been through or how they felt about those experiences.

Given the set of values and beliefs I have described here, I realized that I needed
to be cautious in certain areas. First, since I believe that the military community is
largely misunderstood by the general public, I was careful not to exploit this research to
fulfill my own need to be understood. I was vigilant about my feelings and took care not
to project them onto the testimony of my participants. I could not assume that my
participants also feel misunderstood; they may, in fact, feel strong support and
understanding from their extended families and communities. This deserves
documentation even if it contradicts my own experience.

Also, I was careful not to presume that I knew what my participants’ experiences
have been just because I am also part of the military community and have many friends
who have experienced combat. My participants deserved my attention and active
listening, not my presuppositions. In fact, if I had not guarded against this, I would have
been guilty of perpetrating the same sort of misunderstanding I myself feel from the
larger society.

Conceptual Framework

This study examined a developmental journey among a special population of
students and the effect, if any, that that development had on the ways those students
learn. Therefore, a single theoretical foundation was insufficient to support the
investigation and my analysis of the findings. Instead, I utilized three different, yet

related, theoretical frames as a new multi-faceted conceptual framework. Those frames
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included the theory of self-evolution, the theory of epistemological reflection, and

theories of adult learning.

Theory of self-evolution. The foundational developmental theory for self-
authorship is Kegan’s (1994) theory of self-evolution. This theory employs a holistic
structure, comprised of cognitive, interpersonal, and intrapersonal domains. People make
meaning of their lives with the tools they possess, which Kegan (1994) designates as
orders of consciousness. Stress enters life, relationships, and decision-making when the
tools available to a person do not match the task at hand. In other words, the task
requires tools from an order of consciousness higher than the person has yet developed.

Kegan (1994) posited that there are five orders of consciousness in human
psychological development, each more complex than the last. It is the area leading from
the third order into the fourth that is the focus of this study. In the third order, older
adolescents and adults can subordinate personal desires in favor of group needs, feel
loyalty or devotion to ideals and community, and think abstractly. It is in the fourth order
of consciousness that self-authorship emerges. At this stage of development, the
individual possesses a mental structure that operates as “a complex or integrated system”
(Kegan, 1994, p. 92). This level of making meaning is required in the modern world
because we live in close contact with competing value systems and need to be able not
only to understand our own values, but also our relationship to those values. In the
modern world, a single traditional system, such as that employed by individuals in the
third order of consciousness, cannot provide all the support the individual needs to
interact with diverse world views. Instead, the individual must author meaning as well as

construct the mental structure required to house that meaning.
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The organizing principles for these orders share five important features. First, the

principles describe how the individual constructs meaning in multiple domains:
cognitive, intrapersonal, and interpersonal. Second, they are principles defining how
meaning is constructed, not what type of meaning is constructed. Third, “[t]he root or
‘deep structure’ of any principle of mental organization is the subject-object relationship”
(Kegan, 1994, p. 32). Individuals progress to the next higher order by recognizing the
self as separate from those objects which once were considered integral to the self. In
other words, “We have object; we are subject” (Kegan, 1994, p. 32, emphasis in the
original). Fourth, the different principles are related to each other in ways that are
“transformative, qualitative, and incorporative. Each successive principle subsumes or
encompasses the prior principle. That which was subject becomes object to the next
principle” (Kegan, 1994, p. 33). The fifth and final feature of these orders of
consciousness is that our perspective of what is subject and what is object can change
over time.

Theory of epistemological reflection. In epistemological reflection, Baxter
Magolda (1992, 1999) sets forth a four-stage constructive-developmental pedagogy based
on Perry’s (1968) scheme of intellectual development. However, as this theory
developed over time she also observed how college students’ epistemological
understanding contributes to their development of self-authorship (Baxter Magolda,
1999). Baxter Magolda (1999) described her theory as constructive-developmental
because it has roots in the constructivist tradition but also relies heavily on student
development theory to inform teaching practice. Epistemological reflection also allows

for gender-related patterns in learners’ reasoning, something that Perry’s original scheme
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lacks (Baxter Magolda, 1992). However, Baxter Magolda (1992) noted that these

patterns, although gender-related, are not gender-limited and therefore apply to both men
and women even though each pattern tends to be favored either by men or women.

The three principles Baxter Magolda (1999) offers to help students progress
through these levels of epistemological reflection are: validating the student as a knower,
situating learning in the student’s own experience, and learning as mutually constructing
meaning. The goal of a constructive-developmental pedagogy such as epistemological
reflection is to help the learner achieve self-authorship (Baxter Magolda, 1999).
Therefore, the underlying assumptions both educators and learners must have about the
learning process are learner-centered and socially framed. In epistemological reflection,
knowledge is regarded as complex and socially constructed; the self is central to that
construction of knowledge; and expertise is shared among all involved in knowledge
construction (Baxter Magolda, 2001).

Theories of adult learning. There is no single theory of adult learning which
explains the experiences and learning strategies of adults (Merriam, 1993). There are,
however, three that are relevant to this study: andragogy (Knowles, 1980, 1984; Knowles
& Associates, 1984), self-directed learning (Knowles, 1975; Tough, 1978, 1979), and
perspective transformation (Mezirow, 1991). I drew on these to inform my investigation
and analysis of the ways my participants experience learning both in and out of the
classroom.

Andragogy has sometimes been presented as a theory in opposition to pedagogy
(Knowles, 1970) where the first is the “art and science of helping adults leam, in contrast

to pedagogy as the art and science of teaching children” (Knowles, 1980, p. 43). The
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differences between andragogy and pedagogy lie in the assumptions teachers and learners

make about the educational process, the responsibilities of the involved parties, and the
level of self-directedness expected of the learner (Knowles, 1980, 1984; Knowles &
Associates, 1984). Self-directed learning occurs when an individual takes the initiative to
embark on some program or project in order to improve a skill or gain new knowledge
(Knowles, 1975; Tough, 1979). Finally, perspective transformation in adult learning
involves meeting a “disorienting dilemma” (Mezirow, 1991, p. 168), which moves the
learner through exploration of new perspectives, resulting in plans for action, the action
itself, and reintegration of the various parts of his or her life based on the framework of
the new perspective (Mezirow, 1991). The common assumptions underlying all three of
theories are the social construction of knowledge and meaning, with the learner, rather
than either the teacher or the content, as the focus of the learning experience.
Joining the Frames into a Framework

Development and learning are related, but not identical, concepts. In this study, I
investigated both the psychological development of student veterans and the impact, if
any, that development had on the ways student veterans experience learning in the
college setting. Self-evolution theory is solidly developmental but nevertheless has
implications for learning because of the cognitive dimension involved in the way
individuals progress through the orders of consciousness. Theories of adult learning are
less concerned with psychological development and tend to focus more on practical
issues of communicating with adult learners (Elias & Merriam, 2005; Knowles, 1975,
1980, 1984; Knowles & Associates, 1984; Mezirow, 1991; Tough, 1979).

Epistemological reflection focuses on the cognitive dimension of development, but is also
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solidly within the realm of developmental theory and allows for gendered differences in

ways of knowing. All three are needed for this study because student veterans are adults
according to the definition given above: their ways of experiencing learning may be best
understood with and described by the language and concepts of andragogy or perspective
transformation. However, as young adults, they are also still developing according to the
theory of self-evolution. That theory may help explain the ways student veterans are
beginning to construct their own beliefs and values, relying on those internal foundations
to guide their decisions and relationships. Finally, because I am interested in examining
how adults who have achieved self-authorship — or are close to achieving it — experience
learning in the college environment, the theory of epistemological reflection helped focus
both my data collection and analysis during this study. Figure A shows a model of this

conceptual framework.

Figure A. Conceptual framework linking developmental and leaming theories.
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Although these three theoretical frames focus on different aspects of learning or

development, they nevertheless share an underlying epistemology of constructivism. In
Figure A, the hexagon representing adult learning theories does not lie completely within
the constructivism circle because not all theories of adult learning are founded on
constructivism; some are based on philosophical foundations such as behaviorism (Elias
& Merriam, 2005). However, the theories of andragogy, self-directed learning, and
perspective transformation, which are relevant to this study, do embrace constructivist
assumptions. Self-evolution and epistemological reflection also are both grounded in
constructivism. Therefore all three theoretical strands needed for this framework (i.e.,
self-evolution, epistemological reflection, and adult learning theories) accept the
assumption that both knowledge and meaning are constructed by learners (Baxter
Magolda, 1992, 1999, .Kegan, 1994; Knowles, 1975, 1980; Mezirow, 1991).

In Figure A, the double lines joining the three hexagons represent the similarities
between those two theoretical frames. These connections serve as metaphorical bridges
that instructors may use to travel between the three frames as needed, depending on
learner stage of development, classroom context, and teaching and learning preferences.
At the same time, the figure is a way of describing the complexity of each learner in the
college classroom as it illustrates the interrelation of the three frames and the freedom for
learners also to move between them. Some of the corﬁmon connections are described
below, but many more may be discovered as this framework is implemented and
practiced in contexts beyond this current study.

The theory of self-evolution and adult learning theories have in common the

recognition of growth and development in the learner across the lifespan (Kegan, 1994;
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Knowles, 1984; Mezirow, 1991). In particular, self-evolution and perspective

transformation describe the ways individuals reorganize the frameworks they use to make
decisions and take action. Adult learning theories share ground with epistemological
reflection because both value the learner as a knower and therefore build on the past
experiences of learners in the construction of new knowledge; these theories also have in
common the principles of shared authority for learning, reflection as integral to learning,
and a focus on learning rather than teaching (Baxter Magolda, 1999; Knowles, 1980,
1984; Mezirow, 1991). Finally, epistemological reflection shares fundamental principles
with the theory of self-evolution (Kegan, 1994) because it describes ways of knowing
among learners progressing toward self-authorship (Baxter Magolda, 1999).

The bridges between theories, as described above and shown in Figure A, are
supported by certain principles all three have in common. For example, all three require
the condition of dissatisfaction (Kegan, 1994), dissonance (Baxter Magolda, 1999, 2001,
2009), or disorientation (Mezirow, 1991) to begin growth or learning. In each theoretical
arena, transitions occur when individuals are appropriately challenged and supported
(Kegan, 1994; Baxter Magolda, 1999; Knowles, 1980, 1984; Mezirow, 1991 ; Sanford,
1966). All three also assume that growth occurs within a social context, including
interior changes such as development of beliefs and values, perspective transformation,
and emergence of reasoning patterns (Baxter Magolda, 1999; Kegan, 1994; Mezirow,
1991). These three theoretical frames, taken together, provided my investigation with a
solid structure based on tested theory; they also accommodated the breadth of experience

and special characteristics of the student veterans who participated in this study. In this
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way, my conceptual framework permitted flexibility in my data generation and analysis

and gave me three different vocabularies to help synthesize my findings.
Research Questions

It was my investigation of persistence among student veterans with disabilities
(Stone, 2013) that led to this current study. That earlier study showed high levels of self-
authorship behavior and reasoning (Pizzolato, 2007) among my participants, including a
highly-developed sense of personal responsibility, self-motivation, self-reliance, and self-
discipline. Four of the six participants in that study were between the ages of 25 and 27,
three of those had started college around the age of 23. Idid not conducf a formal
assessment of self-authorship at that time because the focus of that study was college
persistence. However, the appearance of self-authorship was unexpected and spurred my
desire for further investigation. If student veterans under the age of 25 are entering
college with levels of self-authorship that are higher than most college graduates, that
could be meaningful — and helpful — to both instructors and student affairs professionals.
This information could also help the student veterans themselves understand better why
they may feel different from other college students (Branker, 2009). Thus, I examined
the phenomenon of self-authorship among student veterans to determine more precisely
how these students developed their self-authored voices and in what context.

The development of self-authorship among student veterans is a double paradox:
not only is there some evidence that veterans may achieve self-authorship at an early age,
but they may achieve it while living and working in a highly-structured, externally-
supported environment.

This situation raises two primary and two secondary research questions:
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1. First, how have service members learned to rely on internal foundations (i.e.,

progressing toward self-authorship) while operating within a rigid military
structure?
a. What experiences may have fostered development of their internal
foundations?
b. How, if at all, has military education and training helped or hindered
them on this journey?

2. Second, what impact, if any, does self-authorship have on the way student

veterans experience learning in the community college environment?

In order to examine the phenomenon of self-authorship, I employed a grounded
theory research approach (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) within an interpretivist paradigm
(Glesne, 2011; Rossman & Rallis, 2003). This required me to interpret the descriptions
student veterans offered about their experiences and the meaning they seemed to be
making about those experiences.

Conclusion

More veterans are enrolling in college due to both the drawdown in operations in
Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as the availability of funds for education through the Post
9/11 GI Bill (DiRamio & Jarvis, 2011; Shackelford, 2009). The transition from military
culture to civilian life — especially life within the college environment — can be difficult
for veterans (Black et al., 2007; Bonar & Domenici, 2011; Danish & Antonides, 2009)
and postsecondary institutions are attempting to actively address the needs of this unique
population (Branker, 2009; DiRamio & Jarvis, 2011; DiRamio & Spires, 2009;

Shackelford, 2009). One area of growing interest is veteran-specific curricula (DiRamio
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& Jarvis, 2011). Some discussion has even occurred around the subject of assisting

student veterans in their journey toward self-authorship through use of the principles of
epistemological reflection (DiRamio & Jarvis, 2011). However, no study of how self-
authorship develops in military service members has yet been conducted.

With this study, I begin to fill that gap by gathering the stories of studeﬁt veterans
who have been identified as closely approaching or within the stage of self-authorship. I
asked them to describe experiences théy feel have contributed to the development of their
internal foundations, and whether those experiences occurred before they entered the
military, sometime during their military service, or even during their transition to college.
Finally, I examined with them how they experience learning in the college classroom and

what impact, if any, their sense of self-authorship has had on that experience.



Chapter 2: Relevant Literature

Student veterans share certain experiences with one another that are particular to
military culture. They are often older than traditional college students, with the
perspectives and responsibilities common to adult learners. Also, they may be
developmentally more mature, specifically in the area of self-authorship. Therefore, I
reviewed three separate strands of literature, each relating to one of these three areas,
indicating whenever possible where the strands intersect or share common principles.
Psychological Development

I address three strands of developmental theory in this section. The stage of self-
authorship, which is the focus of this study, is part of Kegan’s (1994) theory of self-
evolution. Although Kegan’s theory of self-evolution includes some application to
cognition and knowledge acquisition, he focused more on overall development of the
individual rather than how individuals learn. However, Baxter Magolda (2001, 2009)
and others (e.g., Baxter Magolda & King, 2007, 2012; Pizzolato, 2003, 2004) have
developed the theory to apply particularly to college students and how they experience
learning. Baxter Magolda (1992) also posited a developmental theory of learning known
as epistemological reflection prior to her research in self-authorship; in later writings,
Baxter Magolda (1999) delineated connections between epistemological reflection and

the stage of self-authorship. In this section, I describe both the theory of self-evolution
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and the theory of epistemological reflection as foundations for a detailed exposition of

the model of self-authorship.

Self-evolution. Kegan’s (1994) theory of self-evolution describes the psychological
development of an individual in terms of how the individual organizes his or her thinking.
These organizational patterns, or orders of consciousness, are developmental stages that
emerge in succession; the first three also emerge at fairly predictable ages (Kegan, 1994). An
important element of the theory is its holistic nature, encompassing intrapersonal,
interpersonal, and cognitive domains. People make meaning of their lives with the tools they
possess, which, according to Kegan (1994), are these orders of consciousness. Stress enters
life, relationships, and decision-making when the tools available to a person do not match the
task at hand. In other words, the task requires tools from an order of consciousness higher than
the person has yet developed. Kegan (1994) stated that his work “examines the relationship
between the principles we may possess and the complexity of mind that contemporary culture
unrecognizedly asks us to possess through its many claims and expectations — the mental
demands of modemn life” (p. 34).

Kegan (1994) posited that there are five orders of consciousness in human
psychological development, each more complex than the last and each organized
according to a distinct principle. The first order appears in young children and is
organized by the principle of independent elements. Children at this age, with the tools
available to them within this order of consciousness, cannot mentally organize the sights,
sounds, feelings, and personal encounters into any pattern with permanence or logic. The

result is behavior characterized by impulsiveness and egocentricity.
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In the second order of consciousness, usually formed between ages seven and 10,

the organizing principle is that of durable categories. Children begin to see the difference
between momentary wishes and enduring needs and desires. They realize that others are
separate from them and have a unique and distinct point of view. Thinking becomes
more concrete and logical.

The third order of consciousness, organized by the principle of cross-categorical
knowing, is generally expected of adults. Adolescents begin to take on this order of
consciousness, but often not as quickly or smoothly as society — including parents —
would like. Therein lies the difficulty of growing up. Society demands behavior and
ways of thinking that are often beyond the capacity of the adolescent. The hallmarks of
cross-categorical knowing include concentrating, not on the durable categories
themselves, but on the interaction between the durable categories, remembering that
people as well as things are considered to be categories. So, a person with the tools
available in the third order of consciousness can subordinate personal desires in favor of
group needs, feel loyalty or devotion to ideals and community, and think abstractly.

Kegan (1994) suggested that the third order is all that is necessary for living in
what he calls the Traditional Community. This community is homogenous and secluded.
It does not require members to create internal supports for making meaning because little
happens in this community which has not already been encountered; rules for harmonious
living have already been created, tested, and accepted by community members.
Individuals in the Traditional Community make meaning based on these established

rules.
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The fourth order of consciousness is organized by the principle of self-authorship.

At this stage of development, the individual possesses a mental structure “which gathers
cross-categorical constructions into a complex or integrated system” (Kegan, 1994, p.
92). This level of making meaning is required in the modern world because we live in
close contact with competing value systems and need to be able not only to understand
our own values, but also to understand our relationship to those values. Kegan (1994)
writes:

the mental burden of modern life may be nothing less than the extraordinary

cultural demand that each person, in adulthood, create internally an order of

consciousness comparable to that which ordinarily would only be found at the

level of a community’s collective intelligence. (p. 134)

In the modern world, a single traditional system cannot provide all the support the
individual needs to interact with diverse world views. Instead, the individual must author
meaning as well as construct the mental structure required to house that meaning.

The fifth order of consciousness “moves form or system from subject to object,
and brings into being a new ‘trans-system’ or ‘cross-form’ way of organizing reality”
(Kegan, 1994, p. 312). The organizing principle of this level of development is trans-
systemic or cross-theoretical knowing. In the fifth order, the individual recognizes self
and others, not as complete authors of systems of meaning, but as parts in relationship to
one another, whose individual wholeness depends on recognizing and embracing
opposing value systems. This order of consciousness rejects the idea that any one part

can or should take priority over any other part. Kegan (1994) posited this order of
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consciousness is instrumental to meeting the demands of post-modern life; however, he

admits that few are able to achieve it.

When considering ways to help an individual advance to the next developmental
order, Kegan (1994) suggested that the two necessary ingredients are challenge and
support (Sanford, 1966). He writes, “[Pleople grow best where they continuously
experience an ingenious blend of support and challenge; the rest is commentary” (Kegan,
1994, p. 42). When individuals face challenge without support, they experience
discouragement and those who receive support without sufficient challenge become
bored; the result of either imbalance is withdrawal from the developmental process
(Sanford, 1966). Challenge balanced by support creates a bridge from one developmental
level to the next.

Epistemological reflection. With epistemological reflection, Baxter Magolda (1992,
1999) sets forth a constructive-developmental pedagogy based on Perry’s (1968) scheme of
intellectual development. Baxter Magolda (1999) described her theory as constructive-
developmental because it has roots in the constructiyist tradition, but also relies heavily on
student development theory to inform teaching practice. She offered:

Kenneth Stunkel (1998) wrote that ‘the best of all worlds for interactive pedagogy

is to eliminate the professor altogether, to let students “take control of their own

learning.”” . . . This is not what I mean by constructive-developmental pedagogy. .

. . [Clonstructive-developmental pedagogy as I describe it in this book is not a

know-nothing process. It requires that teachers model the process of constructing

knowledge in their disciplines, teach that process to students, and give students
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opportunities to practice and become proficient at it.” (Baxter Magolda, 1999, pp.

8-9)

Epistemological reflection consists of four stages, or ways of knowing, and offers
three principles for creating a transitional culture, or bridge of challenge and support
(Kegan, 1994; Sanford, 1966), to assist learners in their development and growth toward
the next level of consciousness (Baxter Magolda, 1999). Absolute knowing is the first
level in this developmental model. Learners who are absolute knowers see knowledge in
terms of right and wrong, roughly corresponding to Perry’s (1968) dualism; absolute
knowers prefer to receive knowledge from an authority figure, such as a college professor
or other expert. However, unlike Perry, Baxter Magolda (1992, 1999) separates each
developmental level into two patterns of reasoning. In absolute knowing, the learner may
reason with either a receiving pattern or a mastery pattern. The patterns tend to show
gendered differentiation, with more women using the receiving pattern and more men
using the mastery pattern. However, the patterns may be used by either men or women.
The common characteristic of the patterns is that both rely heavily on external authority
for making meaning of new knowledge.

The next level in epistemological reflection is transitional knowing (Baxter
Magolda, 1992, 1999). At this level, learners realize that knowledge in at least some
arenas is fluid, without absolute certainty. They begin to move past receiving knowledge
toward understanding it. However, they continue to see their evaluation of what they are
learning as necessary only for that understanding and not for the creation of knowledge.
The two patterns of reasoning are interpersonal and impersonal, with more women

tending to use the interpersonal pattern and more men tending to use the impersonal
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pattern (Baxter Magolda, 1992, 1999).

Independent knowing is the third level of epistemological reflection and is
characterized by “a core assumption of uncertainty” (Baxter Magolda, 1999, p. 47). The
uncertainty becomes apparent to students when they realize that differences of opinion
among experts may represent the existence of multiple, equally valid approaches to
reality. This also presents the possibility that the student’s opinion is valuable and may
be as valid as that of any expert. The two patterns of reasoning in independent knowing
are interindividual and individual. As with the earlier levels, the more connected and
relational pattern, the interindividual, is used by more women and the individual pattern
by more men (Baxter Magolda, 1992, 1999), although both of these patterns may be
employed by either men or women. Independent knowers are approaching the threshold
of self-authorship.

The fourth and final level of epistemological reflection is contextual knowing
(Baxter Magolda, 1992, 1999). At this level, “[c]ontextual knowers looked at all aspects
of a situation or issue, sought out expert advice in that particular context, and integrated
their own and others’ views in deciding what to think” (Baxter Magolda, 1999, p. 50).
The patterns of reasoning merge together at this level, with learners making use of both
relational and impersonal approaches to evaluating and constructing knowledge. Very
few college students reach this level before graduation, just as very few reach self-
authorship until confronted by the demands of work, committed relationships, children,
and other challenges of modern life (Baxter Magolda, 1999, 2001, 2009).

Self-authorship. Self-authorship, or the fourth order of consciousness in Kegan’s

(1994) theory of self-evolution, has been described as the state of mind where an
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individual relies on internal rather than on external foundations to guide choices, beliefs,

and relationships (Baxter Magolda, 2001, 2009; Kegan, 1994). Because self-authorship
is a developmental theory, however, Baxter Magolda (2001, 2009) uses the metaphor of a
journey to explain how an individual changes from one who relies on external
foundations to one who relies fully on internal foundations. She offers three phases of
the journey, with several substations within each (Baxter Magolda, 2001, 2009). The
first is Following Formulas, followed by the Crossroads where some type of
dissatisfaction or dissonance occurs (Baxter Magolda, 2001, 2009). Within the
Crossroads, individuals begin listening to the internal voice, then cultivating the internal
voice, and finally move into the phase of Self-Authorship (Baxter Magolda, 2009). Early
in the phase of self-authorship, the individual begins trusting the internal voice, then
builds an internal foundation, and finally secures internal commitments (Baxter Magolda,
2009).

Two longitudinal studies serve as foundations for the literature in self-authorship.
The first was conducted by Baxter Magolda beginning with 101 participants in their
freshman year of college and following them through college, their 20s and 30s, and
ending with 30 participants after 20 years of annual interviews (Baxter Magolda, 2001,
2009). The second was a qualitative, longitudinal investigation of self-authorship within
the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education (WNS), conducted between 2006
and 2010, which examined the ways students at institutions of higher education
developed in seven liberal arts outcome areas (Baxter Magolda & King, 2007, 2012;
Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education, n.d.). The researchers in the Wabash

study noted that college contributes to students’ journeys toward self-authorship by
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challenging their understandings about the nature of knowledge and academic authority

(Baxter Magolda & King, 2007). Instructors who are helping students develop in the
cognitive sphere encourage “learners to develop their own purposes and meaning”
(Baxter Magolda & King, 2007, p. 493). This creates tension between the ways students
understand knowledge and the ways they are being asked to grow in that understanding,
thus creating a crossroads experience for them (Baxter Magolda & King, 2007). This
tension or “adversity, if accompanied by support, can promote the journey toward self-
authorship” (Baxter Magolda & King, p. 493).

The participants in Baxter Magolda’s (2001, 2009) study also demonstrated
through both behaviors and reflections that their

need to choose their own vision emerged from two sources. One was

dissatisfaction with the results of following the external formulas. . . . Second,

employment, educational, and personal contexts in which knowledge was
conveyed as complex and socially constructed . . . called relying on external

formulas into question. (Baxter Magolda, 2001, pp. 37-38).

As participants became the authors of their lives, self-reflection and gaining
perspective on self were important in the intrapersonal dimension. Standing up for
oneself and renegotiating relationships were important aspects of development in the
interpersonal dimension. Finally, deciding what to believe, living out those beliefs, and
recognizing the inherent uncertainty in establishing beliefs were important aspects of
development in the cognitive dimension (Baxter Magolda, 2009).

A significant limitation of the two studies cited above was the lack of diversity

among participants in the areas of race, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status (SES).



35
Pizzolato and others (Pizzolato, 2003, 2004; Pizzolato, Hicklen, Brown, & Chaudhari,

2009) have examined the development of self-authorship among high-risk groups of
college students. The term “high-risk” is preferred to the term “at risk” because it
indicates that risk of attrition (i.e., institutional departure) exists as a continuum and
college students enter postsecondary education at various locations along that line; in
other words, no student is without some risk of attrition (Pizzolato 2003, 2004; Pizzolato
et al., 2009). Risk factors may include first-generation status, minority status, low SES,
high school of low academic quality, high school GPA below 2.0, and SAT score more
than two standard deviations below the mean for the university the student is attending
(Pizzolato et al., 2009).

Pizzolato (2003) uses the term “provocative situations” (p. 798) to describe the
catalyst or motivation that spurs and individual toward self-authorship. Her definition of
self-authorship is:

a relatively enduring way of understanding and orienting oneself to provocative

situations in a way that (a) recognizes the contextual nature of knowledge and (b)

balances this understanding with the development of one’s own internally defined

goals and sense of self. (Pizzolato, 2003, p. 798)

Her first study (Pizzolato, 2003) involved college students at high risk of leaving or
failing academically. She found that they had encountered provocative situations before
reaching college; in some cases, it was the process of applying to and entering college
that served as the provocative experience (Pizzolato, 2003). Those who had received
substantial assistance in enrolling and registering for classes — most notably the student

athletes — had more difficulty adjusting to the demands of college whereas those who had
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applied, enrolled, and registered with less outside assistance tended to fare better and

adjust more quickly (Pizzolato, 2003). The students also were mostly from racial and
ethnic minority groups and therefore felt marginalized from the dominant student culture
(Pizzolato, 2003).

Another study examined the coping strategies of high-risk students who also
demonstrated high levels of self-authorship (Pizzolato, 2004). When these self-authoring
students faced discrimination and marginalization on campus — sometimes even from
faculty members and academic advisors — they moved away from self-authorship (i.e.,
they regressed on the developmental continuum) as they employed various coping
strategies (Pizzolato, 2004). The three main strategies employed by study participants
included avoidance, self-regulatory coping, and supported coping (Pizzolato, 2004).
Those who practiced avoidance initially experienced positive feelings about themselves
and were therefore able to overcome the immediate occurrence of discrimination;
however, they were unable to adapt to the larger environment over time (Pizzolato,
2004). Self-regulatory coping, where students were able to reassure themselves of their
own value in the face of “negative self-to-standard comparisons” (Pizzolato, 2004, p.
435), helped students in the particular class or social arena; however, it also isolated
them. Supported coping proved to have the most lasting positive effects in that students
not only returned to their self-authoring mind after the initial challenge, but also
progressed in their self-authorship journey over time (Pizzolato, 2004). Students who
practiced supported coping “sought clarity through conversation, and . . . constructed and

enacted plans for coping with challenge” (Pizzolato, 2004, p. 436). These students made
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use of partnerships with peers and advisors to navigate through the challenge of

discrimination or marginalization.

In a study that examined the relationship between developﬁmt and learning in
college students (Pizzolato et al., 2009), the authors posited that students’
epistemological orientations have a direct impact on their expectations about what should
happen in the college classroom. If they see knowledge as absolute and received (Baxter
Magolda, 1992; Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986), they will tend to expect
the instructor to be an expert not to be questioned; however, if they see knowledge as
fluid and mutually constructed, they will expect to be included in the construction of that
knowledge rather than simply lectured to (Pizzolato et al., 2009). Students at high risk of
attrition typically arrive at college with more complex epistemic development than their
low-risk peers (Pizzolato et al., 2009). Nevertheless they underperform in academics
when compared to the low-risk students (Pizzolato et al., 2009). In addition to coping
strategies, one variable that may explain this is the pattern of attribution for success and
failure that the student employs in relation to his or her academic work (Pizzolato et al.,
2009). Students may attribute academic success or failure to either internal factors, such
as ability or effort, or external factors, such as luck or contributions of others. Students
who attribute success to factors under their control, such as effort in studying, rather than
to factors beyond their control, such as personal ability or luck, tend to experience greater
academic success (Pizzolato et al., 2009). Findings from this study showed that the
correlation between epistemic development and belief that factors under the student’s
control contribute to academic success was positive and significant, but small (Pizzolato

et al., 2009). This suggests that epistemic development may not be “the sole route
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toward such learning beliefs. Rather, epistemic development seems more strongly

connected to a decrease in believing that others and/or luck have significant control over
their academic performance” (Pizzolato et al., 2009, p. 485). Further, “the findings of
this study suggest that, despite having complex ways of making meaning, achievement
does not necessarily follow” (Pizzolato et al., 2009, p. 487). Students with deficits in
prior knowledge or academic preparation will still need additional academic support even
though they may organize their thinking in more complex ways than students at lower
risk for attrition (Pizzolato et al., 2009).
Profiles of Veterans in Society, Training, and Higher Education

Veterans on campus cannot be understood apart from their military service
experiences (Black et al., 2007), which, in turn, cannot be divorced from the larger U.S.
society and the expectations of citizens regarding service members and what
remuneration their government owes them (McGrevey & Kehrer, 2009). For this reason,
the following discussion of relevant literature includes descriptions and definitions of
military benefits focusing specifically on the GI Bill from its inception to the present day.
I also describe the experiences common to military basic training, or boot camp, and the
ways it affects individuals’ identity development. Additionally, I explain the major
characteristics of military culture in order to highlight the stark differences between it and
the typical campus environment and culture. Finally, I discuss the challenges student
veterans often encounter once they arrive at college and the various ways institutions of
higher education are responding to those challenges.

Veteran educational benefits. Beginning during the British colonial period in

North America, American soldiers received compensation upon conclusion of their
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service in the form of pensions and disability benefits (McGrevey & Kehrer, 2009).

After World War I, the enactment of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1918 provided
vocational training and education to veterans with disabilities. This legislation was the
beginning of educational assistance for veterans (Madaus et al., 2009) and it set forth the
societal expectation of educating service members, an expectation which facilitated the
passage of the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944, also known as the GI Bill (Kim
& Rury, 2007; Olson, 1973).

Historically, the impact of the GI Bill on higher education has been manifested by
markedly increased enrollments following periods of armed conflict (Madaus et al.,
2009). For example, “. .. in 1947 more than one million veterans attended institutions of
higher learning, some 48 percent of a total collegiate enrollment of nearly 2.4 million”
(Kim & Rury, 2007, pp. 305-306). In the 1940s, most people from lower income
backgrounds did not think college was a possibility for them until the passage of the GI
Bill (Mettler, 2005). Public officials also doubted that many veterans would take
advantage of the educational benefits: “Ultimately, more than twice as many veterans
used the higher education provisions than the most daring predictions officials had
forecast, and more than twenty times as many attended vocational training schools than
anticipated” (Mettler, 2005, p. 42).

Olson (1973) also noted the surprise government officials expressed at the
response of veterans. The bureaucrats expected veterans to appreciate, and therefore
access, employment benefits in higher numbers (Olson, 1973). Originally, the return of
veterans from World War II combat zones was expected to cause high unemployment, an

economic downturn, and, quite possibly, civil unrest (Olson, 1973). The GI Bill had been
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justified by lawmakers as a way for society to absorb returning veterans in a controlled

manner (Olson, 1973). However, far from creating economic havoc and civil unrest,
veterans contributed both to society at large and to higher education in particular (Kim &
Rury, 2007; McGrevey & Kehrer, 2009; Mettler, 2005; Olson, 1973; Rose, 1994).

In fact, a majority of veterans who used the educational benefits offered by the GI
Bill credit passage of that legislation as a turning point in their lives with regard to
elevating their social status and career opportunities (Mettler, 2005). Mettler (2005)
related the stories of two such veterans:

Luke LaPorta was certain that he would not have attended college had the G.I.

Bill not existed, “for a lot of reasons: I didn’t think I had the brainpower, I didn’t

have the money.” He explained that military service itself had made him acquire a

sense of “self-worth,” which made him more open to the possibility of advanced

education once it arose. James Murray, similarly, had served in the Air Force with
college-educated men and had begun for the first time to imagine pursuing more
education himself. . . . “The G.I. Bill opened the door. It was there, ‘take

advantage of it,” as my wife said.” (pp. 46-47)

Other surprising characteristics of the World War II student veterans included the
quality of their academic work, their maturity level, and the fact that they preferred to
enroll in Ivy League institutions rather than in community colleges or vocational training
(Olson, 1973). Because most colleges and universities were unprepared for the huge
influx of student veterans, life on campus in the years immediately following World War

IT was marked by crowded classrooms, makeshift offices and dormitories, and long lines
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for registration and other campus services (Olson, 1973). Student veterans were

undeterred, however, seeming to realize that

colleges were doing all they could and that there just was no alternative. No one

had expected the overwhelming veteran response to the G.I. Bill, and even if he

had there was neither time, nor labor, nor building materials available to construct
new buildings. Nor were there enough professors. Too, military experience had
helped condition the veterans to tolerate bigness, standing in lines, and

improvisation. (Olson, 1973, p. 609)

Institutions of higher education adjusted as quickly as possible, and with whatever
resources were available, to help with veteran needs, such as refresher courses; however,
once the veterans graduated, these programs disappeared and the universities returned to
their pre-war structures and administrative habits (Olson, 1973). But some aspects of
World War II veteran enroliment did impact higher education for many years, even after
the veterans themselves had graduated. For example, veterans who graduated from
college were more likely to send their children to college (Kim & Rury, 2007). Getting a
college education became a common expectation among those in the middle class, where
it had previously been considered a luxury to be accessed by only the elite (Mettler,
2005). This was significant at this particular point in history because the children of
World War II veterans were part of the baby boomer generation — those born between
1946 and 1964 — and they comprised the next large surge of college students (Kim &
Rury, 2007; Olson, 1973). In just four decades, there was “an unprecedented expansion
of postsecondary education in the United States. In absolute terms, enrollments grew

from less than 1.5 million in 1940 to more than 11 million in 1980, a rate of increase that
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approached 800 percent” (Kim & Rury, 2007, p. 304). Also, the veteran presence on

campus had helped make common the characteristics we now call “nontraditional,” such
as being married, working full- or part-time, and living off-campus (Olson, 1973).

In spite of the phenomenon of veteran enrollment after World War II, it wasn’t
until after the Vietnam conflict that combat veterans were seen as a unique population by
college faculty and administrators (DiRamio et al., 2008). Unfortunately, the years many
Vietnam veterans were coming to college campuses were the same years of anti-war
protests and civil rights demonstrations. These events distracted college officials from
the needs of combat veterans, and little support was provided to Vietnam veterans
through campus services (DiRamio et al., 2008). Now, with large numbers of veterans
returning from Iraq and Afghanistan and enrolling in higher education, student affairs
professionals, faculty members, and administrators are realizing these student veterans
need help reintegrating into civilian life and especially transitioning to the college
environment (DiRamio et al., 2008).

Government educational programs continue to play an important role in the
choices student veterans make with regard to higher education (Radford, 2009). There
are two versions of the GI Bill in force concurrently: the Veterans’ Educational
Assistance Act of 1984 (Montgomery GI Bill) and the Post-9/11 Veterans Educational
Assistance Act of 2008 (the New GI Bill) (Radford, 2009). Both the Montgomery GI
Bill and Post 9/11 GI Bill provide 36 months of postsecondary educational assistance
(McGrevey & Kehrer, 2009). However, the Post 9/11 GI Bill greatly increases the value
of educational benefits compared to the Montgomery GI Bill, streamlines the process of

tuition disbursement, and provides a stipend for books and housing to the student
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(Radford, 2009). Additionally, the Yellow Ribbon Program supplements any shortfall

between the GI Bill and tuition costs (Radford, 2009). In the 2007-08 academic year,
approximately 43% of military undergraduates chose to attend public two-year colleges
and just over 20% chose public four-year colleges or universities; only 12% chose to
attend private for-profit institutions (Radford, 2008). Military students were most likely
to pursue either an associate’s degree (47%) or a bachelor’s degree (42%) (Radford,
2008).

As in the past, maturity and wider perspectives separate student veterans from
both traditional and non-traditional civilian students (DiRamio et al., 2008; McGrevey &
Kehrer, 2009). However, unlike their World War II predecessors, today’s student
veterans are more likely to come from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds (Radford,
2009). There is also a higher percentage of females in the student veteran population
than in the overall veteran population (Radford, 2009). Even so, the percentage of female
veterans enrolled in college is still smaller than the percentage of nonmilitary female
students: 24% of military undergraduates are female compared to more than half of the
traditional student population and almost two-thirds of nontraditional nonmilitary
students (Radford, 2009).

Experiences of active military service. The unique experiences of student
veterans extend beyond the possibility of exposure to combat or war trauma. These are
certainly important, and exposure to combat has been shown to have significant and
lasting effects on military service members both in their readjustment to civilian life and
in their academic pursuits (Barry et al., 2012). However, basic training and the day-to-

day military lifestyle “can be thought of as a one-way door to a different way of being in
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the world. Once you go in, you can never go back to the way you were before” (Black et

al,, 2007, p. 5). Military training and culture effect such deep-seated psychological
change in military service members that these individuals cease to think of themselves as
individuals and instead see themselves as part of a unit, without which they have a
diminished sense of identity (Black et al., 2007; Herbert, 1998; Volkin, 2007).

Military basic training. The original purpose of basic training was to teach basic
combat survival skills (Volkin, 2007). The modern basic training experience tests the
physical and mental capacities of recruits in order to form them into warriors (Black et
al., 2007; Volkin, 2007). Regulation of behavior in basic training is done for the purpose
of preparing recruits to face life-threatening circumstances (Volkin, 2007). As one who
has lived through the experience of basic training, Volkin (2007) offers following advice
to new recruits:

For the first time in your life you will need to ask permission to go to the
bathroom, to talk, to eat, etc. Your personality, as you know it, will be lost and
you will be expected to think and act like everyone else. The logical question
everyone asks is why does the military do this? This is not done to scare you.
Rather, it is intended to prepare you. I cannot stress enough the importance of
mental toughness. So swallow your pride and ego and pay close attention to the
orders you receive. (p. 2)

But besides preparation for combat, basic training “is also intended to vest each
participant with a clear notion of what it means to be a soldier” (Herbert, 1998, emphasis
in the original). In other words, basic training is an induction — and indoctrination — to

military culture.
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Military culture. Although the various branches of the military differ from one

another in mission, history, and traditions, there nevertheless exist some underlying
cultural values common to all ﬁv\erranches (i.e., Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps,
and Coast Guard). The following values and their manifesting characteristics provide a
framework for understanding what is meant in this study by the term, “military culture.”

Primacy of the mission. In the military services, the reason for being is to carry
out the mission (Black et al., 2007; DiRamio & Jarvis, 2011). In the largest sense, this
mission is to “support and defend the Constitution of the United States from all enemies,
foreign and domestic” (U.S. DoD, 2013). In the more immediate sense, the mission may
be combat operations, maintenance of boundaries or treaties, or simply sustaining the
daily operations of a base, post, or ship. Evidence of the importance of the mission
appears in the core values of the Army, Navy, and Air Force such as “Service before
Self” (U.S. Air Force, 2013), “Honor, Courage, and Commitment” (U.S. Navy, 2013) and
“Selfless Service” (U.S. Army, 2013). A result of this focus on the mission is unit
cohesion (Black et al., 2007, Summerlot, et al., 2009).

Uniformity. Aside from the obvious expression through the wearing of the
military uniform, this cultural value is expressed by blending in with other service
members (Black et al,, 2007). Especially in basic training, but also throughout one’s
military career, service members leam to avoid negative attention at all costs (Volkin,
2007).

Regulation. Beginning in basic training, service members become accustomed
“to being told what to do” (DiRamio et al., 2008, p. 93). Everything from dress to

writing to speaking to schedule is regulated (Black et al., 2007; Volkin, 2007). Some
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behaviors are regulated by the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMI) (Volkin, 2007)

and others by military tradition.

Discipline. Discipline is closely related to regulation; however, discipline is the
internal character trait needed to meet the demands of external regulations (Volkin,
2007). Discipline includes traits of punctuality, perseverance, and motivation (Stone,
2013) and can be relied on in unfamiliar situations when no familiar regulation applies to
govern behavior or decision-making.

Masculinity. Historically, becoming a soldier was considered in many cultures to
be a path to true manhood (Herbert, 1998). Even with the integration of women into the
U.S. military, the values and images of the military services “are characteristically male”
(Herbert, 1998, p. 9). Strength, aggressiveness, and intimidation are valued attributes,
and necessary for carrying out the mission (Danish & Antonides, 2009; Herbert, 1998).
In some cases, so are the actions of killing, destruction, and violence (Stone, 2013;
Volkin, 2007). These are all traits our society tends to associate with masculinity.

Hierarchy. In military culture, rank is exceedingly important (Black et al., 2007).
This focus on rank is manifested in ﬂle chain of command (Volkin, 2007) and creates a
climate focused on achievement and recognition in the form of promotions, awards, and
medals (Black et al., 2007). Obedience to authority is paramount (Black et al., 2007;
DiRamio & Jarvis, 2011), and failure to obey is punished according to the UCMJ
(Volkin, 2007).

Nobility. From ancient times, through the Middle Ages, and even into the middle
of the 20th century, officers were drawn from the nobility or upper classes and were

expected to embody noble ideals. However, in a democratic society with an all-volunteer
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military force, the expectation for altruistic motives and behavior now extends throughout

the ranks of the U.S. military services. Every service member is expected to value and, to
the greatest degree possible, emulate the virtues of honor, loyalty, integrity, courtesy,
leadership, duty, respect, and personal courage (Black et al., 2007; Herbert, 1998; U.S.
Air Force, 2013; U.S. Army, 2013;. U.S. Navy, 2013; Volkin, 2007). Volkin (2007)
based this on the democratic ideal: “By joining the U.S. military, you have answered the
highest call of citizenship” (p. 124).

Transition from military service to higher education. When advising new
recruits about basic training and military life, Volkin (2007) offered, “You have joined
the best military in the world. Your transition from civilian to soldier will be taught in a
disciplined and rigorous manner” (p. 3). If the transition into the military is disciplined
and rigorous, it stands to reason that the transition from the military to civilian life ought
to be at least as intentional. Unfortunately, this is not the case: “Transition from the
military into civilian life is inevitable for the majority of military members; successful
transition is not” (Black et al., 2007, p. 4). Transition to college is one of the most
difficult things veterans are trying to do as they return to civilian life (DiRamio et al.,
2008). This transition amounts to a cross-cultural migration and college counselors,
faculty members, and student affairs professionals should be sensitive to these cultural
differences just as they are to differences among other minority groups (Black et al.,
2007).

Student veteran characteristics. Student veterans have developed certain
behaviors and attitudes that have helped them both survive and excel in the military

environment (Black et al., 2007). However, when veterans reach college campuses, those
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same traits may actually undermine their successful transition (Bonar & Domenici,

2011). For example, a Marine who became a residence hall assistant found that his
attempts to instill discipline and responsibility into the younger students in his hall not
only failed, but caused the students to feel unsafe around him (Bonar & Domenici, 2011).
Compared to military culture, campus culture is loosely structured, relaxed, and
individualistic (Black et al., 2007; DiRamio et al., 2008; Summerlot et al., 2009). Danish
and Antonides (2009) observed that
upon return, surprisingly, some service members express a preference for
returning to the combat environment. This sentiment may seem counterintuitive
to many, and it illustrates how difficult it might be for those outside the military
culture to appreciate their perspective. Perhaps this preference stems from the
desire to be with those who they have become so close with and who understand
them the best. (p. 1080)
When trying to connect with peers, student veterans find that maturity level, more than
biological age, proves challenging (DiRamio et al., 2008). The veterans feel they have
more perspective and have exercised a high degree of responsibility and leadership in the
military; these qualities set them apart from other college students (DiRamio et al., 2008).
Given these distinctive traits, it is no wonder that student veterans often prefer to
socialize with other veterans, at least when they first arrive on campus (Branker, 2009;
Bumett & Segoria, 2009; Shackelford, 2009; Summerlot et al., 2009).
Women veterans. Women experience military life in unique ways because of the
societal debate regarding their status (or lack of status) as combatants (Baker, 2006).

They also face pressure from within the military services to conform to masculine roles
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(Baechtold & De Sawal, 2009; Herbert, 1998). Women currently comprise 14% of the

total active duty force of 1.4 million service members and, because Secretary of Defense
Leon Panetta recently lifted the ban on combat roles for women, that number will surely
only increase (Baldor, 2013). In fact, the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) projects
that the number of women veterans will increase from 1.8 million in 2011 to 2 million in
2020 (“VA, American Heart,” 2012). It is therefore important for student affairs
professionals, counselors, and faculty members to understand the experiences female
student veterans bring with them to campus (Baechtold & De Sawal, 2009).

Women in the military encounter negative attitudes about their characters and
sexuality, often described by their male peers and superiors as either lesbians or sexually
promiscuous heterosexual women in the most pejorative of terms (Herbert, 1998). The
ways a woman in the military expresses gender — of kind and degree — affect her
acceptance by her peers as both a service member and as a competent leader:

When military women enact femininity, they are subject to accusations that they

are not capable of performing tasks that have been labeled as “masculine.” When

military women enact masculinity, they are subject to accusations that range from

lesbianism to incompetence. That is, even if they are doing “men’s work” (e.g.,

flying combat aircraft), they cannot do it as well as men. (Herbert, 1998, pp. 123-

124)

Military women manage gender by carefully balancing masculine and feminine behaviors
and physical appearance (Herbert, 1998). The conundrum facing women in the military
is how to be accepted as warrior — a traditionally male (and masculine) pursuit — and yet

develop in their identities as women: “The way in which we create and recreate what it
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means to be feminine or masculine, or something in between, leads to gender’s being not

simply a descriptor but a structure in and of itself” (Herbert, 1998, p. 14).

Few civilian women can relate to what life is like for women in the military,
which makes the cultural transition to campus life especially difficult for women veterans
(Baechtold & De Sawal, 2009). Their ways of forming identity as military women must
change to accommodate new roles and new societal expectations:

... basic training'forces servicemembers into a pre-assigned identity that, in most

cases, is highly valued only within the military community. As a result, when the

structured military community is removed, the individual is forced to again
redefine who she is as a civilian, a veteran, a female, and a student. (Baechtold &

De Sawal, 2009, p. 40)

Women may be uncertain of how to express their gender identity in the civilian
world after having formed it to fit within a highly masculine culture. This uncertainty
may partly explain why women tend not to openly identify themselves as veterans, a
behavior that college counselors and student affairs professionals should be aware of
when reaching out to student veterans (Baechtold & De Sawal, 2009).

Student veterans with disabilities. Student veterans often do not disclose their
disability status to campus disability support services (DSS) personnel (Bumett &
Segoria, 2009; DiRamio & Spires, 2009; Shackelford, 2009). This reluctance may be in
part due to the implication that disability is a sign of weakness (Bonar & Domenici, 2011;
Burnett & Segoria, 2009; Danish & Antonides, 2009; Shackelford, 2009) or to a desire to
blend in with other students on campus (Black et al., 2007; Shackelford, 2009). Student

veterans also regard injuries sustained from combat as worthy of greater respect than
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even serious injuries sustained in the United States or during training (Kraus & Rattray,

2013). It is important for campus DSS providers and student affairs professionals to
understand that many veterans leave the military with a disability rating from the VA
equaling 100% or even more than 100%, but this is simply a classification to determine
eligibility for cash benefits and may have little to do with the veterans’ capabilities and
even less to do with their self-concept or their attitudes toward their disabilities (Kraus &
Rattray, 2013).

Amputation is a common disability among student veterans (Kraus & Rattray,
2013), as is post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), depression, and traumatic brain injury
(Barry et al., 2012; Burnett & Segoria, 2009; Church, 2009; DiRamio & Spires, 2009;
Shackelford, 2009). The actual numbers of veterans leaving the military with PTSD or
major depression are difficult to estimate due to inconsistencies in instrumentation and
self-reporting (Ramchand, Karney, Osilla, Burns, & Calderone, 2008). Some estimate
that 30% of student veterans experience symptoms of PTSD or major depression (Bonar
& Domenici, 2011) and it is believed that many more veterans suffer from mental health
concerns than the numbers reported (Danish & Antonides, 2009). This underreporting of
mental health issues is certainly true for women, who are less likely than men to be
diagnosed with PTSD (Baechtold & De Sawal, 2009).

Yet, in spite of the significant minority of student veterans with serious
disabilities, the vast majority does not have severe physical or psychological injuries
(Bonar & Domenici, 2011; Danish & Antonides, 2009). Most also do not seek
counseling services on campus, but would benefit from counseling to help deal with

stress resulting from certain aspects of military experience, such as the deployment cycle,
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and to ease their integration with the college environment (Bonar & Domenici, 2011;

Danish & Antonides, 2009). Counselors and DSS personnel should be proactive in
reaching out to student veterans, but also demonstrate a high level of cultural competence
and understanding of the challenges students coming from a military culture may be
facing (Bonar & Domenici, 2011; Burnett & Segoria, 2009; Danish & Antonides, 2009;
Shackelford, 2009; Vance & Miller, 2009).

Institutional responses. After the influx of veterans following World War II,
college administrators on campuses across the United States created many programs to
meet veteran-specific needs (Rose, 1994; Summerlot et al., 2009). Some were in the
jurisdiction of what we now recognize as student affairs and others related to teaching
and learning:

Recognizing that these new students were adults with profound life experiences,

colleges and universities introduced new counseling and career centers, instituted

acceleration possibilities, and began accepting credit for learning veterans had
gained while in the service. In addition, college faculty were exhorted to change

their teaching and testing practices. (Rose, 1994, p. 47)

Today, colleges and universities are again creating new programs or tailoring existing
ones to meet the needs of student veterans (Bumnett & Segoria, 2009; DiRamio & Spires,
2009; Ruh et al., 2009; Shackelford, 2009; Vance & Miller, 2009).

With regard to classroom challenges faced by veterans, one study found that
participants had forgotten much of the academic content needed for college-level classes,
especially in math: “Poor study habits and lack of focus, symptoms of posttraumatic

stress disorder (PTSD), were cited numerous times in the transcripts” (DiRamio et al.,
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2008, p. 87). The same study found that some student veterans felt reluctant to let

nonmilitary students know about their combat experience because that sometimes led to
awkward questions about combat or killing other people (DiRamio et al., 2008).
Additionally, student veterans often chose not to voice their own views when they
contradicted the professor or majority of students (DiRamio et al., 2008). One veteran
even chose not to take a final exam because he felt the professor was pushing an anti-
military agenda with the exam questions (DiRamio et al., 2008). Sometimes student
veterans reported that professors pushed students to share their experiences in order to
hear their opinions fairly; the students who were uncomfortable with speaking about
those things, however, had difficulty remaining motivated to learn (DiRamio et al.,
2008).

Encouraging faculty to be sensitive to the experiences of student veterans as well
as possible memory and cognitive difficulties may be one way to help prevent such
awkward or embarrassing situations (Sinski, 2012). Another might be creating a veteran-
specific curriculum, especially in disciplines such as English or political science where
students are encouraged to write about their experiences (DiRamio & Jarvis, 2011).
Finally, using adult learning theories such as andragogy or transformative learning to
guide practice may engage student veterans by addressing their experiences as well as
their learning orientation as adults (Minnis, Bondi, & Rumann, 2013).

Theories of Adult Learning

The literature of adult education is diverse, ranging from theoretical works to

practical models and instructional advice (Elias & Merriam, 2005). This variety occurs

because the field itself, its clients, delivery systems, and contexts are also diverse, with
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no single theory capable of adequately addressing all facets of adult learning or education

(Merriam, 1993). However, Merriam (1993) identified the three most well-known
theories as andragogy (Knowles, 1980), self-directed learning (Knowles, 1975; Tough,
1978, 1979), and perspective transformation (Mezirow, 1991). These theoretical strands
are “most influenced by psychology, with its focus on individual learners, their growth
and development, and their learning in and out of formal settings” (Merriam, Caffarella,
& Baumgartner, 2007, p. 241). Other important trends in the field include individualized
instruction (Hiemstra & Sisco, 1990; Rogers, 1969), attention to learning environments
(Hiemstra, 1991), and more recent theoretical perspectives such as critical theory (Freire,
1970; Mezirow, 1991), feminist pedagogy (Belenky et al., 1986), and learning in social
context (Jarvis, 1987).

Andragogy. Andragogy has sometimes been presented as a theory in opposition
to pedagogy (Knowles, 1970) where the first is focused on helping adults learn compared
to the common understanding of pedagogy as the methods or theories of teaching
children (Knowles, 1980). However, Knowles (1980) wrote that he came to understand
the difference between the two as differences in assumptions, not true differences in
theory. In successive writings, Knowles (Knowles, 1980, 1984; Knowles & Associates,
1984) softens his view of andragogy as a theory and begins to describe it as a model
which may appropriately be applied to children as well as adults. The differences
between andragogy and pedagogy lie in the assumptions teachers and learners make
about the educational process, the responsibilities of the involved parties, and the level of
self-directedness expected of the learner (Knowles, 1980, 1984; Knowles & Associates,

1984). The four distinguishing assumptions of andragogy are
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. . . that as individuals mature: 1) their self-concept moves from one of being a

dependent personality toward being a self-directed human being; 2) they

accumulate a growing reservoir of experience that becomes an increasingly rich

resource for learning; 3) their readiness to learn becomes oriented increasingly to
the developmental tasks of their social roles; and 4) their time perspective changes
from one of postponed application of knowledge to immediacy of application, and
accordingly, their orientation toward learning shifts from one of subject-

centeredness to one of performance-centeredness. (Knowles, 1980, pp. 44-45)

In an andragogical approach, the educator recognizes that adults tend to feel responsible
for their own decisions and prefer a relatively high degree of self-direction in their
learning. They also need to know what they are going to learn and why. Finally, adults
learn best when the teacher anchors new knowledge within students’ experience and
shows how the class content is relevant to their needs (Knowles, 1984).

Pratt (1988) argued that, as different as adults may be from children in their
learning needs, they are also different from one another due to life experiences, personal
interests, and characteristics such as readiness to learn. In fact, some adults choose to
relinquish direction in their learning, preferring to leave that role to an expert instructor
(Pratt, 1988). For this reason, “andragogical practice should acknowledge and accept of
its learners both self-directedness and its obverse, dependency; both can be viewed as
phenomenological expressions of a specific, context-bound, and limited situation” (Pratt,
1988, p. 161). Rather than employ andragogical methods without discrimination, an
instructor should consider a number of learner variables including desire for direction and

lack of prior knowledge (Pratt, 1988). In the absence of such knowledge, the teacher
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must provide more direction. Support is also important and varies according to the needs

of the learner. A learner with prior knowledge but low confidence or commitment may
need higher levels of support from the instructor. The higher the dependency of the
learner because of the need for either direction or support, the more characteristics of
pedagogy the instructor should use; conversely, the lower the dependency of the leamner,
the more characteristics of andragogy the instructor should use (Pratt, 1988).
Self-directed learning. Self-directed learning is not learning done in isolation or
without assistance from teachers, experts, or peers (Knowles, 1975; Tough, 1979).
Instead, self-directed learning begins when an individual takes the initiative to embark on
some program or project in order to improve a skill or gain new knowledge (Knowles,
1975; Tough, 1979). In short, the learner learns how to learn (Knowles, 1975). Knowles
(1975) offers four reasons that people in modern society need to learn in self-directed
ways. First, self-directed learners “enter into learning more purposefully and with greater
motivation. They also tend to retain and make use of what they learn better and longer
than do the reactive learners” (Knowles, 1975, p. 14). Second, self-direction in learning
parallels psychological development as individuals move from a state of dependency to a
state of self-reliance. Third, new developments in the delivery of education, such as
larger classes, will cause stress and anxiety for students who rely more on a teacher for
knowledge acquisition than they rely on their own resources. Finally, modern society is
becoming “a strange new world in which rapid change will be the only stable
characteristic” (Knowles, 1975, p. 15). Those who cannot rely on themselves to initiate
and direct their own learning will be severely disadvantaged in the acquisition of new

knowledge or skills.
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Knowles (1975) defines a proactive, or self-directed, learner as one who takes the

initiative in learning; conversely, a reactive learner is one who waits passively to be
taught. Most adults know only how to be taught, not how to learn (Knowles, 1975).
However, proactive learning is more compatible with the natural course of human
psychological development because it requires a high level of maturity and responsibility
for one’s own life and decisions (Knowles, 1975). Just as leamers need to understand
how to acquire the new knowledge they lack, instructors also need to learn how to
exchange their authoritarian roles and assumptions for more democratic and facilitative
approaches (Knowles, 1975). Both learners and teachers may feel reluctant to engage in
this type of learning, believing that the teacher is shirking his or her responsibility for
instruction (Knowles, 1975). However, a teacher who is committed to the process of
self-directed learning will reassure students that structure exists, but that the learners and
teacher together will negotiate and define that structure together; if| at any point, the
teacher must take a more directive approach, that should be carefully weighed and the
reasons for the action explained to the students (Knowles, 1975).

Perspective transformation. Perspective transformation is an adult learning
theory based on transformation theory, which, although developmental in the sense that
individuals grow and mature, is not a stage theory such as Perry’s (1968) scheme of
intellectual development or Kegan’s (1994) theory of self-evolution (Mezirow, 1991).
Instead, it is

. . . the process of becoming critically aware of how and why our assumptions

have come to constrain the way we perceive . . . our world; changing these

structures of habitual expectation to make possible a more inclusive,
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discriminating, and integrative perspective; and, finally, making choices or

otherwise acting upon these new understandings. (Mezirow, 1991, p. 167)

Perspective transformation begins when an individual encounters a “disorienting
dilemma” (Mezirow, 1991, p. 168), moves through exploration of new perspectives
and/or roles and relationships, plans action, takes action, and reintegrates the various
parts of his or her life based on the framework of the new perspective (Mezirow, 1991).
This transformation relates to adult learning because learning, as defined within this
theory, is the process of building new interpretations of the meaning of experiences as a
way of guiding future actions (Mezirow, 1991). Transformative learning requires a
strong sense of self, reflection leading to understanding of how one’s beliefs and
assumptions have been formed, and the creation of strategies for action of some kind
(Mezirow, 1991).

Individualized instruction. Hiemstra and Sisco (1990) advocate an
individualized approach to adult education based on the limited amount of research done
in the field of adult learning theory as well as their personal exi)eriences as adult
educators. They write: “The potential of humans as learners is greatest when instructors
systematically provide opportunities for them to make decisions regarding the learning
process” (Hiemstra & Sisco, 1990, p. 5). Individualizing instruction allows for the
differences, even among mature adults, in competence, confidence, and self-discipline
(Hiemstra & Sisco, 1990; Pratt, 1988). With encouragement, adults who have been
accustomed to receiving instruction passively will be able to develop critical thinking
skills and greater responsibility for their own learning (Brookfield, 1987; Hiemstra &

Sisco, 1990).
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Learning environments. A significant body of literature focuses on the

environment in which adult learning takes place (Hiemstra, 1991). The learning
environment should be understood in broader terms that just the physical space where
classes are held — although the physical space is important and does affect the learning of
adults (Hiemstra, 1991). This is primarily because no model exists that is specifically
focused on how the environment affects learning as opposed to behavior (Fulton, 1991).
Fulton (1991) challenges the traditional view that the physical space is important only as
it affects socia'l interaction. He contends that the environment is made up of both
physical features as well as the learners’ perceptions of those features. In other words,
room temperature may be 75 degrees Fahrenheit, but one student may perceive that as hot
and another as cold. Differences in the perception of crowding may also occur. The
SPATIAL model has been proposed to address the learning environment on three levels.
The first defines learning as satisfaction, participation, and achievement; the second
relates to reality, including the perceptions of learners in the educational space
(transcendent and immanent attributes); and the third address the nature of control in the
classroom by giving attention to authority and layout (Fulton, 1991).

Even if not using the SPATIAL model in formal fashion, adult educators should
give thought to how a learning space is to be used and perceived by adult learners
(Vosko, 1991). This may include physical features of the entire building ~ not just the
classroom — with regard to signage, adequate lighting, furniture size and arrangement,
and aesthetics of the inside and outside spaces (Vosko, 1991). Hospitality, including
food and drinks together with welcoming conversation and interest in the student’s

personal circumstances, plays an important role in focusing on the student (Vosko, 1991).
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Each adult student arrives to class with a history of social, family, and

employment responsibilities that they cannot leave at the entrance to the classroom
(Mahoney, 1991). In a student-centered adult class, the teacher should remember that
some students have encountered barriers trying to get to class, some are thinking about
the reasons they are in class, and others struggle to recall material from the last time they
were in school — which was possibly many years ago (Mahoney, 1991). Any of these
states of mind may interfere with adult learning, motivation, and persistence (Mahoney,
199 1). Instructors of adults, regardless of the venue, should be intentional in remaining
student-focused, analyzing and controlling the physical space, helping learners feel at
ease, being proactive in bringing about change, and making a personal commitment to
change (Hiemstra, 1991).

Alternative perspectives. A major criticism of all of these adult learning
theories is that they may not necessarily apply only to adults or differentiate the ways
adults learn from the ways that children learn (Merriam, 1993). Additional approaches
have emerged in an attempt to reframe the discussion of characteristics of adult learning
(Merriam, 1993). Merriam (1993) notes especially the lenses of critical theory (Freire,
1970; Mezirow, 1991), feminist pedagogy (Belenky et al., 1986), and the sociocultural
perspective (Jarvis, 1987), as contributing influences among adult education theorists.
With critical and feminist theories, there is less focus on learning than there is on the
power structures and larger society within which the learning mcuﬁ; these theories also
challenge the nature of knowledge and authority in the classroom (Merriam et al., 2007).

Sociocultural theory, however, both presents true theory based on the observations of
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adult educators and also offers practical application to adult learning and teaching (Jarvis,

1987).

Critical theory and adult learning. Jiirgen Habermas of the Frankfurt School in
1940s Germany is a foundational thinker in critical theory (Merriam et al., 2007).
Habermas divides knowledge into three types: technical, practical, and emancipatory
(Merriam et al., 2007). He also identified reflective discourse as a central component of
critical thought and learning (Merriam et al., 2007). Mezirow (1991) hearkens back to
Habermas when he describes reflection as “the central dynamic” (p. 99) in perspective
transformation theory. Mezirow (Mezirow & Associates, 2000) also expands
Habermas’s four conditions necessary for authentic reflective discourse
(comprehensibility, sincerity, truth, and legitimacy) (Merriam et al., 2007) to include
accurate and complete information, freedom from coercion, openness to alternative points
of view, ability to weigh evidence, greater awareness of context, equal opportunity, and
willingness to seek understanding and to accept the judgment validated by the discourse.
Mezirow (Mezirow & Associates, 2000) saw this final judgment always as a tentative
understanding which, through additional reflective discourse, may be amended or
supplanted by future discourse and new understanding. Critical theory thus applied to
adult education encourages participation among all learners and calls authority into
question as temporal and fluid (Mezirow & Associates, 2000).

Brookfield (1987) also applies critical theory to adult education as a way of
effecting positive change through evaluation of current ideas, power structures, and
values. Critical scrutiny may lead learners to recognize the imperfections of the world

and question the underlying assumptions of knowledge they are being taught (Brookfield,



62
1987). The power of critical theory in adult education is to challenge ideology, contest

hegemony, unmask power, and develop a liberated and democratic adult directed by
reason (Brookfield, 2005).

Feminist pedagogy and adult learning. Both critical theory and feminist
pedagogy recommend shared authority for learning, collaboration, and learner-centered
teaching approaches. In feminist pedagogy, however, “individually focused feminist
theories are concerned with women as individuals, how they have come to internalize
patriarchy as the norm, and what needs to be done to obtain equal access, rights, and
opportunities” (Merriam et al., 2007, p. 248). Further, feminist pedagogy is concerned
with women in teaching and learning activities, including structural issues of power and
authority as well as gender issues such as recovering “women’s voices, experiences, and
viewpoints” (Merriam et al., 2007, p. 263). Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule
(1986) described five ways of knowing that women use when interpreting truth,
knowledge, and authority. These five ways of knowing are silence, received knowledge,
subjective knowledge, procedural knowledge, and constructed knowledge (Belenky et al.,
1986). The element of connection is important in feminist pedagogy in both teaching and
learning, with students coming to understand their role in the construction of knowledge
and the fallibility of the teachers they had once seen as experts (Belenky et al., 1986).
Likewise, teachers, whether male or female, should eschew any pretense of perfection
and embrace a role more reminiscent of a midwife than a lecturer: “Midwife-teachers
focus not on their own knowledge (as the lecturer does) but on the students’ knowledge.
They contribute when needed, but it is always clear that the baby is not theirs but the

student’s” (Belenky et al., 1986, p. 218).
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Adult learning in the social context. Jarvis (1987) suggested a model of adult

learning which “connects the process of human learning to the person, who may grow
and develop as a result of a learning experience, may remain virtually unaltered, or may
actually be harmed as a result of the experience of learning” (p. 24). This model of
learning in social context is based on Kolb’s (1984) theory of learning and development,
but allows for both non-learning responses and non-reflective learning responses to
experiences, a dimension that Kolb’s theory lacks. Jarvis’s (1987) model also recognized
the “significance of the idea that the self may be harmed in some way as a result of a
learning experience . . ., although it has not been examined sufficiently in adult education
literature” (p. 24).

The non-learing responses include presumption, non-consideration, and rejection
(Jarvis, 1987). Both presumption and non-consideration are driven by socialization or
simply preoccupation, which help the individual navigate the complexities of life. Non-
reflective learning responses are those where the individual does gain new knowledge,
but because of either the method, such as practice or memorization, or the shallow nature
of the acquired knowledge, reflection is circumvented even though learing does occur
(Jarvis, 1987). Finally, the reflective learning responses are contemplation, reflective
practice, and experimental learning (Jarvis, 1987). These may or may not involve action
or changes in behavior, but reflection on ideas or actions is the hallmark of this type of
learning response (Jarvis, 1987).

Prior learning as a basis for further learning is important in the social context just
as it is in andragogy (Jarvis, 1987). However, such prior learing experiences offer only

potential reservoirs for adult learing depending on the social situation in which the adult



64
is attempting to gain new knowledge (Jarvis, 1987). The social aspect of learning not

only affects students, but also determines how the teacher may best approach content
delivery and learning activities (Jarvis, 1987).
The Community College Environment

The context of this study was the community college, which differs significantly
in mission and public perception from four-year institutions (Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker,
2014). Historically, the movement in the early 20™ century toward the creation of junior
colleges sought to shift the burden of teaching lower-level courses from the university to
an intermediate postsecondary institution (Cohen et al., 2014). Another driver of the
movement was the democratization of education, of which open access and affordability
were important elements (Cohen et al.,, 2014). Federal legislation, such as the Higher
Education Act of 1965, along with larger numbers of students seeking to enroll in college
in the 1960s and 1970s resulted in an explosion of community college campuses
throughout the United States (Adelman, 1992). Today, “two years of postsecondary
education are within the reach — financially, geographically, practically — of virtually
every American” (Cohen et al., 2014, p. 37).

Although early proponents of junior colleges saw the educational mission of those
institutions to be either an introduction to the university or a capstone experience
finishing off what students began in high school, those who attended — the students
themselves — used junior colleges in very different ways (Cohen et al., 2014). Vocational
training, preparation for professional careers in business, and courses for personal
enrichment appealed to large segments of the student body, a trend which continues today

(Adelman, 1992; Cohen et al., 2014). Administrators responded and junior colleges,
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which became known in their locales as community colleges, began to operate only

nominally as transfer platforms for those en route to universities; the concepts of open
access, affordability, and practical application of knowledge became hallmarks of the
community college identity (Cohen et al., 2014). Transfer to larger institutions was still
an option, but the prominence that goal held in the mission of the community college
depended on the demands, needs, and gdals of the students (Cohen et al., 2014).

The perceptions and attitudes of students toward a community college education
impact their enrollment and attendance patterns. Adelman (1992) found that students
approached college enroliment from a utilitarian perspective, taking courses that appealed
to them or helped them advance in their jobs but not necessarily in order to ultimately
attain a bachelor’s degree. When this buffet approach involves taking classes at two or
more institutions, it is called “swirling,” a term coined by de los Santos and Wright
(1990, p. 32) regarding how students in Maricopa County, Arizona, pieced together
credits from various community colleges along with credits from Arizona State
University (ASU). A full one-third of students graduating from ASU engaged in swirling
or even reverse transfer (i.e., beginning at the university and later transferring to a
community college), an indicator that the traditional linear path from a two-year college
to a four-year university is not the only path to academic success (de los Santos &
Wright, 1990). Rather than discouraging swirling patterns of enrollment, many
educational leaders have called for college systems and universities to collaborate,
especially in the area of student tracking, in order to support the academic success of their
students regardless of the institution from which they ultimately receive their degree or

certification (Borden, 2004; de los Santos & Wright, 1990).
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Although student veterans manifest unique characteristics in many ways, as noted

above, those who enroll in community colleges display the same swirling approach to
enrollment (Leporte, 2013). Their motives — convenience in scheduling or location — are
similar to those of other students, but they also have the added pressure of time limits on
their GI Bill benefits; this limited time line for benefits could explain why many student
veterans enroll in two institutions concurrently or take classes at different campuses
during summer or winter breaks (Leporte, 2013). They see swirling as a strategy for
maximizing benefits within the shortest period of time.
Conclusion

These theories of adult learning, although varied in approach, have at their
foundation a common assumption of respect for learners and mutual construction of
knowledge. Brookfield (1988) describes the ideal adult leaming environment as one in
which each learner takes alternating responsibility for leadership of the group and where
the instructor shares authority with the learners. This calls to mind the three principles
used in epistemological reflection to create a transitional culture for learners to progress
in their psychological development (i.e., validating the student as a knower, situating
learning in the students’ own experience, and defining learning as mutually constructing
meaning) (Baxter Magolda, 1999). Maintaining a focus on the leamner, to include
experiences beyond the classroom, is also a common thread in the literature on student
veterans (Minnis et al., 2013), adult learning (Brookfield, 1988; Knowles, 1975, 1980,
1984; Mahoney, 1991), and psychological development (Baxter Magolda, 1999, 2001,
2009; Pizzolato, 2004; Pizzolato et al., 2009). However, in spite of the fact that much has

been written about the suitability of adult learning theories for student veterans (Minnis et
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al., 2013) as well as the impact of military service on academic achievement and

persistence (Barry et al., 2012; DiRamio et al., 2008; DiRamio & Jarvis, 2011; Olson,
1973; Rose, 1994, Sinski, 2012), there have been no investigations of the development of
self-authorship in veterans or of how student veterans experience learning in the college
classroom. This study contributes to our understanding of how student veterans develop
self-authorship and how that may impact their experiences of learning in the community

college environment.



Chapter 3: Methodology

Student veterans may have encountered one or more provocative situations
(Pizzolato, 2003) during their military service which facilitated their progress toward
self-authorship. Baxter Magolda suggested in an interview with DiRamio and Jarvis
(2011) that military members may even have experienced such situations, which she calls
dissonance, prior to commencing their service. The literature reviewed above shows that
there is a gap in our understanding of how veterans progress toward self-authorship,
whether military service itself propels them forward on that journey, and whether those
who join the military may have encountered provocative experiences in their
adolescence, thus suggesting their choice to enlist was perhaps a manifestation of self-
authorship.

In this study, I examined the development of self-authorship among student
veterans using the theory of self-evolution as a conceptual framework (Kegan, 1994).
The theory of epistemological reflection (Baxter Magolda, 1999) aided in linking
students’ psychological development to learning, whether in the secondary, military, or
postsecondary environments. Finally, facets of adult learning theory, such as andragogy
(Knowles, 1980), self-directed learning (Knowles, 1975; Tough, 1978, 1979), and
perspective transformation (Mezirow, 1991) were used to augment interview questions

and enrich data analysis.

68
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Research Questions

The development of self-authorship among student veterans is a double paradox:
not only is there some evidence that veterans may achieve self-authorship at an early age,
but they may achieve it while living and working in a highly-structured, externally-
supported environment.

This situation raises two primary and two secondary research questions:

1. First, how have service members learned to rely on internal foundations (i.e.,
progressed toward self-authorship) while operating within a rigid military
structure?

a. What experiences may have fostered development of their internal
foundations?

b. How, if at all, has military education and training helped or hindered them
on this journey?

2. Second, what impact, if any, does self-authorship have on the way student
veterans experience learning in the community college environment?

Research Paradigm and Approach

Because I wanted to discover how self-authorship may have developed in student
veterans in a structured environment that seems hostile to individuality and at ages earlier
than is typical for most college students, I used an interpretivist research paradigm, in
which the researcher interprets the meaning participants make of their experiences
(Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Glesne, 2011; Rossman & Rallis, 2003). It was possible that
the student veterans themselves did not realize how they made this meaning until they

verbalized their stories and experiences (Barber, 2012; Baxter Magolda & King, 2007).
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Therefore, the primary means of data generation consisted of semi-structured, individual

in-depth interviews. Additionally, I wrote memos summarizing my own impressions of
each interview, as well as memos describing emerging themes and notable experiences
that I wanted to explore further with the participants. Iplanned to complete the data
collection process by holding men’s and women’s group interviews in order to allow the
participants to discuss some of the common themes and experiences in self-authorship
development that emerged during the interviews. However, due to scheduling conflicts
among the students I was able to convene only the women’s group interview. The
individual and group interview transcripts were coded according to a grounded theory
approach (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). I then compared the codes across the various data
sources throughout the study period in order to identify themes and patterns that emerged.
Method

The context for this study was Tidewater Community College (TCC) in
southeastern Virginia because of its high enrollment of military students. I chose to work
through a community college because Virginia has a robust program of articulation
agreements between its community colleges and four-year public institutions. Many
student veterans who complete four-year degrees in this state began their studies in the
community college system (Stone, 2013). Also, many veterans are using only half of
their 36-month educational benefit (DiRamio & Jarvis, 2011). This may indicate that
veterans are completing a two-year program and then returning to the workforce or
transferring their remaining benefits to one or more of their dependents. In either case,
those initial 18 months of higher education likely took place in a community college

rather than at a four-year institution.
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Participants. Irecruited participants from a population of student veterans at

TCC. The community college is located in an area with a high concentration of military
bases, active duty service members, and retired military personnel. Approximately 16%,
or 7,000 students, of the 2012-2013 student population of 45,000 at this college is either
still in active service or has separated or retired from the military. For this reason, a
military education center called the Center for Military and Veteran Education (CMVE)
has been established on campus to meet the unique transition needs of veterans and to
support their academic and professional success.

In order to examine the development of self-authorship, it was necessary that my
participants were nearing or entering the stage of self-authorship at the time of our
interviews. With assistance from CMVE staff members, I administered a screening
questionnaire during the Fall 2013 registration period to all Navy student veterans who
met the eligibility requirements detailed below. Only veterans of the Navy were invited
to participate in this study in order to minimize the possible impact of any differences in
training or job assignments which may exist between the various branches of the services.
The Navy was selected over the other branches because Navy veterans comprise the
largest percentage of student veterans at this particular college. Those students whose
scores on the questionnaire indicated they were nearing or entering self-authorship, and
with consideration also for their race/ethnicity and age (e.g., more diverse and younger
given preference), were invited to a first interview designed to locate the participant on
the continuum of developmental stages. I originally also considered service in combat
zones as an element for selection; however, none of the students whose scores qualified

them for an interview had served in combat. Based on my analysis of the first interview
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transcripts, I invited four men and four women to a second individual interview to discuss

in more depth their military experiences and learning preferences. These eight Navy
student veterans comprised the final participant sample.

In order to be eligible to complete the screening questionnaire, participants had to
be single-term veterans of the Navy who enlisted directly (i.e., within one year) from
high school, were enrolling in college for the first time, and were in their first semester at
the college. At the beginning of the recruitment period, I accepted surveys from only
those students with no prior college credits (i.e., had not previously completed any course
work for college credit in a classroom, online, or distance learning format). However, it
became clear that maintaining that requirement would have reduced the participant pool
to a level that was unable to support the study. For that reason, I accepted students who
had completed 12 or fewer credit hours of college work. Participants were also required
to be enrolled in one or more college classes during the data collection period of the
study. The age range for eligible participants was 18 to 25 years old at the time of the
first interview. Since self-authorship is a developmental stage in self-evolution, it is
more likely to appear in older populations. I expected that the stories of younger
participants who were nearing self-authorship could show more significantly how life
experiences impacted the development of self-authorship. I made every effort to include
participants from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds; however, as will be described in
more detail in the Career Decision-Making Survey — Military Edition (CDMS-ME)
Results section of Chapter 4, few students from non-White racial or ethnic groups

completed the survey.
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Instrumentation. The primary method for data collection in this study was in-

depth individual interviews. I employed a quantitative survey as a screening tool to
identify participants who were already in the developmental phase of self-authorship or
very close to it. At the time participants completed the screening tool, I also collected
demographic information including racial/ethnic identification, age, sex, years in active
service, and disability status. After participants had been screened, they were
interviewed individually twice, first to establish their location on the meaning making
continuum (Baxter Magolda & King, 2012) and second to delve more deeply into
personal experiences they believed had supported or hindered their development toward
self-authorship. Finally, a women’s group interview gave participants the opportunity to
discuss the similarities or differences among their experiences.

Screening instrument. Participants were asked to take a written assessment of
self-authorship before being included in the final participant pool. The instrument, the
Career Decision Making Survey — Military Edition (CDMS-ME), is an adaptation of a
survey used among non-veteran college students and contains an 18-item questionnaire
that measures the first three phases in the development of self-authorship in the cognitive,
interpersonal, and intrapersonal domains (Creamer, Baxter Magolda, & Yue, 2010; see
Appendix A). The phases measured are External Formulas (EF), Crossroads (CR), and
Early Self-Authoring (ESA) (Creamer et al., 2010). Correlations between the
developmental phases support the validity of the instrument as a measure of self-
authorship: EF with CR, r=.369; CR with ESA, r = .888; EF with ESA, r=.298. The
correlation coefficients are all significant (p < .001). The weakest correlation is between

the External Formulas (EF) phase and the Early Self-Authoring (ESA) phase, which is
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logical given the developmental nature of the construct. Cronbach’s alpha indicates the

reliability of the CDMS (original version) to measure the three psychological dimensions
(i.e., cognitive, intrapersonal, and interpersonal) as well as the three phases of self-
authorship (i.e., External Formulas, Crossroads, and Early Self-Authoring). Values of
reliability for the three psychological dimensions are a = .595 for cognitive, a = .614 for
interpersonal, and a = .713 for intrapersonal. Values of reliability for the three phases of
self-authorship are o = .58 for External Formulas, a = .62 for Crossroads, and a = .70 for
Early Self-Authoring.

Respondents marked a 4-point Likert scale indicating the degree to which they
agreed with each item (1 = disagree, 4 = agree). Scores for each self-authorship phase
subscale were totaled and averaged; lower averages showed less agreement with
statements in that particular phase while higher averages showed more agreement with
statements in that phase. For example, a score for EF-CR-ESA of 1-2-2 would show that
the respondent relied less on External Formulas and agreed more with statements
supporting the Crossroads and Early Self-Authoring. Participants who showed stronger
traits of self-authorship were invited to continue with the study through in-depth
interviews.

I modified the demographic portions of the CDMS (original version) in order to
collect data relevant to military undergraduates. Those questions included reasons for
enlisting, reasons for enrolling in college, disability status, and years in service. 1also
added open-ended questions that required written responses about how the participant
handled feedback from friends and family when considering the option of returning to

school; this change was suggested by Dr. Elizabeth Creamer (personal communication,
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March 4, 2013), one of the developers of the original questionnaire. Idid not, however,

alter any questions that were part of the self-authorship decision-making matrix;
therefore, the reliability and validity of the CDMS-ME should not have been affected by
these modifications.

Initial interview protocol. The first interview followed the Wabash National
Study of Liberal Arts Education (WNS) first-year interview protocol (Baxter Magolda &
King, 2007; see Appendix B). The interview had three parts: an introduction, which alsd
included questions about the participant’s expectations of college; a segment focusing on
making sense of educational experiences; and a final section that asked how the
participant was integrating the various parts of his or her life with college experiences.
The format was semi-structured with suggested questions and follow-up probes. The
interviewer is also instructed at various points to draw out meaning from the interviewee
as necessary. The interview lasted between 60 and 90 minutes. Each participant was
interviewed privately in a study room at the college library. The purpose of the first
interview was to establish the student’s level of development toward self-authorship.

Second interview protocol. The second interview was also semi-structured and
followed an interview guide I developed based on concepts and themes that emerged
from the initial interviews as well as from relevant literature (see Appendix C). In
addition, I asked questions about military training and experiences and how, if at all, they
helped or hindered the participants on their journey toward self-authorship. The
participants all seemed more at ease and most talked longer during their second
interviews, which lasted between 60 and 120 minutes The purpose of the second

interview was to gather information specific to the impact of military training on the
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development of internal foundations (i.e., self-authorship), as well as explore emerging

themes from the first round of interviews.

Group interview protocol. My original plan, based both on the literature about
female veterans as well as the preferences of my female participants, was to hold two
group interviews separated by sex. I wanted both men and women to feel comfortable
discussing any topic that arose during the conversation, including topics related to sexual
harassment or discrimination. Although there is some disagreement about optimum size
for focus groups or group interviews, having at least four participants is generally
regarded as sufficient (Bloor, Frankland, Thomas, & Robson, 2001). Unfortunately, only
one of the three men I expected to come to the group interview actually arrived. Ialso
expected three women to come for the women’s meeting; instead, two arrived. I canceled
the men’s group and was not able to reschedule it due to holidays and personal schedules.
I did, however, interview the two women because other practitioners had documented the
value of the dyad in group interviewing (Frey & Fontana, 1993). The women’s group
interview was an informal meeting with discussion of themes that were either very
similar across the interviews or those on which there was some significant disagreement
among participants. I prepared broad questions in four categories to guide the discussion
(see Appendix D). We met for two hours in a college conference room on a Saturday
momning; I provided a light breakfast to make the atmosphere as welcoming and
comfortable as possible (Krueger & Casey, 2000). The conversation was audio recorded
and transcribed for later analysis. The purpose of the group interview was to allow
participants to comment on similarities and differences related to participant experiences

of military training, decision-making development, and reintegration in civilian — and,
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specifically — college life. These sessions also gave the participants the opportunity to

reflect on the process of the interviews and comment on any new development they feel
may have occurred as a result of their participation.

Data collection. Before the registration period for the fall semester began, I
conducted a trial distribution of the CDMS-ME in order to test its readability and clarity
among new community college student veterans. The eligibility requirements were the
same for the trial distribution as they were for the study distribution. With the assistance
of CMVE staff, I collected three surveys. After reviewing student responses to the
writing prompts (see Section 2-10 of the CDMS-ME, Appendix A), I reworded the
questions in hopes of eliciting more detailed information.

I gained access to eligible participants with the assistance of the CMVE staff.
During the registration period for the Fall 2013 semester, I distributed surveys to every
eligible student who visited the CMVE, asking them to complete and return the
questionnaire before leaving. Based on the previous two years’ enrollment numbers,
CMVE staff estimated the total number of students who would meet this study’s
eligibility requirements to be between 100 and 200. However, the actual number of
eligible Navy veterans was far smaller: I collected a total of 23 completed surveys during
the registration period. Every eligible student I asked to complete a survey agreed to do
50, and all who began a survey finished it and turned it in.

When I asked one of the members of the executive staff why he thought the
enrollment numbers were lower this year, he offered three suggestions: 1) community
college enrollment is always closely tied to the job market and the dynamics of the local

economy may be such that more jobs are available outside the local area; 2) more



78
potential students are working, which is a good thing, but it means that those individuals

are not coming to school at all or are enrolling in fewer classes; and 3) there is a general
national downward trend in community college enrollment (R. Rice, Director of Military
Academic Programs, personal communication, August 20, 2013). His assessment is
supported by the most recent report on community college enrollment numbers
(Juszkiewicz, 2014).

Self-authorship is rarely achieved by the time an individual is in his or her mid-
20s (Baxter Magolda, 2001, 2009; Kegan, 1994) and it is possible that the development
of self-authorship in the students I interviewed prior to this study (Stone, 2013) was
coincidental and not representative of most student veterans. By administering the
screening instrument, I hoped to increase my chances of finding participants who met all
the eligibility requirements and also were nearing or entering the stage of self-authorship.
The data collected by means of the screening instrument also allows for future
quantitative analyses as my research progresses with other branches of the military
services. Figure B shows the process for vetting participants and collecting both survey

and interview data.



Administer CDMS
questionnaire

Select participants
for interviews

v

Conduct interview

79

v
Write memo of [Assess WNS; Review transcript;
L . replace participant }—>]  write member-
initial impressions ,
if necessary] check document

v

Member check with
participant; revise
as needed

Repeat process for
second interview
and focus group

sessions

Figure B. Process for vettiﬁg participants and collecting interview data.

Seventeen of the 23 student veterans who completed a survey had scores that
indicated they were relying more on internal than external foundations. I extended
invitations to interview to each of those 17 students and 10 accepted. I conducted the
WNS interview (Baxter Magolda & King, 2007) to more accurately assess the
participant’s level of self-authorship. One student’s location on the self-authorship
continuum (Baxter Magolda & King, 2012) showed he relied more on external
foundations and he was therefore not invited to a second interview. Another participant
revealed during the course of the interview that he already had attained an associate of
applied science degree, which disqualified him from the study. The remaining eight
participants all showed evidence of relying more on internal than external foundations
and were therefore invited to the second personal interview as well as the group
interview.

The interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. Immediately

following each interview and focus group, I wrote field notes in the form of a memo
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summarizing my impressions of the exchange, including observations about the

participant’s manner, apparent levels of emotion (if any), and feelings I was experiencing
during the interview. These field notes of first impressions became part of the data set
and guided my analysis of transcripts of the interviews. Also, throughout the study
design process, data generation, and data analysis, I maintained a reflexive journal to
record my thoughts, questions, plans, and ideas related to the study.

Every student who completed the CDMS-ME was entered in a drawing for a $25
debit card. Ialso paid each participant a $25 cash honorarium for each interview,
including the group interview. Although the men’s group interview was canceled due to
lack of attendance, I compensated the participant who did come.

Data analysis. My data analysis occurred in three parts with multiple steps in
each part. In all cases, I used a grounded theory approach, in which concepts emerging
from the data as well as examples relating to self-authorship were identified and assigned
codes (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). I compared these codes across transcripts and developed
categories, identifying those data that fit within a particular category as well as negative
cases that did not; this increased the rigor and credibility of the findings (Corbin &
Strauss, 2008). Ialso wrote memos throughout data generation and analysis to provide
the detailed description of meaning and direct lived experience (Glesne, 2011; Janesick,
2000) known as thick description (Denzin, 2001; Geertz, 1973). The data analysis and
data collection or generation occurred more fluidly in practice than is described below
(Corbin & Strauss, 2008); however, the following structure helped guide my analysis

with the understanding that the data took precedence over the method I planned to use for
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their analysis (Richardson, 2000). In other words, I adjusted my method in order to

understand and respectfully explore any surprising findings.

I enlisted the help of two peer debriefers who were doctoral students familiar with
the construct of self-authorship and who had experience in qualitative analysis in order to
minimize my biases and subjectivities as a member of the military community. These
peer debriefers reviewed a total of four transcripts (23.5% of the total number of
transcripts) coded according to a constant comparison analysis. I selected the transcripts
randomly, supplied the reviewers with a code book I had created, and asked them to
comment on the accuracy and completeness of the codes I had assigned. Both peer
debriefers had suggestions for minor changes to the coding but overall agreed with how I
had defined and assigned the codes. The suggested changes did not impact the
interpretation of the transcripts for the current study.

T also asked two additional doctoral students to assist me by reviewing my
analysis of one participant’s transcripts for placement on the self-authorship continuum.
That participant’s first interview offered only minimal evidence of his location of the
continuum so I analyzed his second transcript as well. Because he was very shy, he did
not elaborate when he responded to my questions and I wanted to make sure that my
understanding of his developmental levels were grounded in his narrative rather than in
my own desire to include him in the study. The two peer reviewers had extensive
research experience in the area of self-authorship and they agreed that he was indeed
showing more reliance on internal rather than external foundations.

Part 1: Establishing participant location on meaning making continuum. My

research questions assumed that the participants in this study were nearing the threshold
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of self-authorship or had already entered that order of consciousness. Therefore, the first

step in my analysis was confirming this through use of the Career Decision Making
Survey — Military Edition (CDMS-ME) (Appendix A) and the Wabash National Study of
Liberal Arts Education (WNS) first-year interview protocol (Baxter Magolda & King,
2007; Appendix B).

After I summed and averaged thg domain scores (i.e., cognitive, interpersonal,
and intrapersonal) for each developmental phase (i.e., External Formulas, the Crossroads,
and Early Self-Authoring) on the CDMS-ME, I had a three-part score for each participant
composed of means representing overall identification with each of the developmental
phases. When the CDMS (original version) was tested for validity and reliability, it was
administered to the same group of students as a pre- and post-test (Creamer et al., 2010).
In that scenario, the means between one and two indicated less identification with a
phase; means between three and four indicated more identification with a phase (Creamer
et al,, 2010). Therefore lower scores for the External Formulas phase along with higher
scores (two or above) for the Crossroads and Early Self-Authoring phases should identify
a participant as nearing or entering the phase of self-authorship.

However, before this current study the quantitative measure had not been used
extensively; neither had it been employed as a screening tool for self-authorship
development (Creamer et al., 2010). Therefore, I decided to invite participants to
participate in an in-depth interview using the WNS interview protocol (Baxter Magolda
& King, 2007; see Appendix B) if their CR or ESA scores were greater than their EF
scores. Ialso coded the written responses for evidence of External Foundations (EF),

Crossroads (CR), and Early Self-Authoring (ESA) in order to expand the pool of
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potential participants. Students with numeric scores not indicating a clear trend toward

self-authorship, but whose written responses received at least three CR or ESA codes
were also invited to the first personal interview.

The interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. Before conducting
the interviews, I received training from a researcher who has years of experience working
with both the collection of data and analysis of the original WNS data. I reviewed the
transcripts and coded them according to the WNS Phase 2 Summary Template for
Assessing Developmental Meaning Making (Baxter Magolda & King, 2012). Figure C

shows the meaning making continuum with codes.
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Meaning Making Meaning
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the internal voice commitments
Ec - Recognizing
shortcomings of
trusting external I(E) - Cultivating
authority the Internal voice

Figure C. Developmental continuum of meaning making structures. Adapted from

Baxter Magolda and King (2012, p. 19).
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After completing a summary according to the WNS Phase 2 Summary Template

(Baxter Magolda & King, 2012), I was able to locate the participant on the external-
internal voice continuum,; this indicated how much the participant tends to rely on
internal foundations for making meaning of events and new knowledge. Only
participants who showed more reliance on internal foundations than on external
foundations (e.g., a score of IE, I(E), Ia, Ib, or Ic) were included in the study. As noted
above, eight of the nine eligible participants who were interviewed showed more reliance
on internal foundations. This process is described in detail in Chapter 4.

Part 2: Identifying experiential themes. Once an interview had been transcribed,
I drafted a listing of the major points as I understood them to be expressed by the
participant and sent this list to the participant for member checking (Corbin & Strauss,
2008). If the participant had wished to make any changes or clarifications, I would have
noted those; however, all of the participants replied that no changes were needed and the
summaries were accurate and complete. The transcripts of each interview were coded
with NVivo (NVivo, 2013), a software application for qualitative analysis, according to
the same process. This analysis included the transcripts of the WNS interviews which
were also used to locate participants along the meaning making continuum. The
experiences participants discussed in those interviews not only contributed to their
development of self-authorship but also were military experiences pertinent to this study.

The three analytic tools I relied on most heavily were asking questions, making
comparisons, and drawing on personal experience (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). I employed
those tools throughout the course of the study in various ways. Figure D shows the

interaction that occurred during this part of the analysis.
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Figure D. Interaction of analytic tools.

The following subsections detail the ways I asked questions, made comparisons,
and drew on my own experience.

Coding. Tused both open coding and axial coding on the transcripts. Open
coding is typically performed first by labeling segments and discrete ideas in the
participants’ responses. Axial coding relates concepts to one another, effectively
gathering discrete ideas together into a larger category (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).
However, I performed both types of coding simultaneously and then again either
separately or together throughout the study period. Corbin and Strauss (2008) advise that
“[t]he analytic process, like any thinking process, should be relaxed, flexible, and driven

by insight gained through interaction with data rather than being overly structured and
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based only on procedures” (p. 12). I asked questions of myself throughout the coding

process, made comparisons of concepts within each document as well as between
different documents, and used the insights I gained to help guide my choice of codes and
their organization.

Dialoguing. 1approached the transcripts as fluid documents that could change as
I continued to interact with the participants. In effect, I dialogued with the data (Corbin
& Strauss, 2008) just as I did with the participants and with myself as I considered how to
organize the concepts emerging from the data. I employed reflective listening during the
interviews, where I checked my understanding with the participants as our conversations
progressed. Additionally, I dialogued with the participants through member checking by
means of a summative memo and also by asking for clarifications whenever necessary
during my analysis and writing process. Many of the questions I included in the second
interview and group interview sessions resulted from the feedback I received from the
participants.

Another way I dialogued with the data was through memo writing, which helped
increase my sensitivity in interpretation (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) and served as the
earliest foundations of the theory I derived from the emergent themes. Additionally, my
memos and reflexive journal documented the process I followed in gathering, analyzing,
and interpreting the data, adding to the rigor of my study (Rossman & Rallis, 2003).

The method of constant comparisons, where I compared each incident in the data
with other incidents to discover similarities and differences (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) was
another way of interacting with both the data and my own interpretations. By

considering the meanings of the participants’ words, how sentences were formed, what
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concepts were repeated and so forth, I was able to ground my interpretation solidly in the

data (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). As I wrote my memos and final analysis, this
intrapersonal dialoguing became important for reaching a point of crystallization, a
postmodernist analytic alternative to triangulation (Richardson, 2000). Crystallization
allows texts to validate themselves and provides “a deepened, complex, thoroughly
partial, understanding of the topic” (Richardson, 2000, p. 934). Just as triangulation in
early qualitative research replaced the concept of validity in positivistic methods, the idea
of crystallization relies even more heavily on texts themselves and a thorough
interpretation of them rather than insisting on additional data sources to support textual
data (Richardson, 2000). The concept of crystallization places a heavier burden for
trustworthy analysis on the researcher, but it also respects the multi-faceted, multi-
dimensional nature of narratives, experiences, and phenomena. Crystallization is also
consistent with the process of grounded theory analysis, which requires “an intuitive
sense of what is going on in the data; trust in the self and the research process; and the
ability to remain creative, flexible, and true to the data all at the same time” (Corbin &
Strauss, 2008, p. 16).

Part 3: Building a theory. Although developing a theory was not necessary in
the grounded theory approach I used (Corbin & Strauss, 2008), I proceeded with my
analysis with a view to building a theory of how self-authorship develops among student
veterans. This is a substantive theory because it applies, not to the general public or even
all student veterans, but specifically to student veterans enrolled in community college.
In order to develop the theory, I continued the process of making comparisons but raised

those comparisons to the level of theory. Theoretical comparisons helped make sense of
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items or events in the data that did not fit neatly into the categories I constructed. In

those cases, I looked at them from different perspectives, including comparing them to
the literature or events from my own experience (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). The
following subsections detail the process of theory building.

Analyzing data for context. Context is comprised of “sets of conditions that give
rise to problems or circumstances to which individuals respond by means of
action/interaction/emotions” (Corbin & Strauss, 2008, p. 229). Rather than stopping my
analysis with an examination and description of the stories my participants tell about their
experiences and perceptions, I widened my perspective to consider also the environment,
relationships, duties, and values within which these participants developed. This
approach was especially useful in helping me understand the interaction of military
culture with individual beliefs, behaviors, and values. I wrote memos and reflexive
journal entries about my interpretive analysis and checked those interpretations with my
participants as much as possible. In some cases, this required communication through
electronic mail after the final interviews had been completed.

Analyzing data for process. In the context of this study, process was the events or
influential factors that have or have not supported the development of self-authorship
among my participants. This related to one of my original research questions and was
therefore an appropriate — even necessary — avenue for analysis. In order to identify
process, I read large sections of the transcripts again looking for overarching patterns
‘consistent with most, if not all, of the participants’ experiences.

Integrating categories. The final step in building a theory was integration of

categories. In this step, I looked for ways the largest categories identified during the
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earlier analysis fit together under a single, overarching category. It was at this point that

negative cases became important, not only as potential challenges to the soundness of the
theory, but also for their value in deepening the dimensions included in the theory
(Corbin & Strauss, 2008). Integration of categories occurred after my analysis reached
the point of theoretical saturation. At that point, not only had the data reached the point
of saturation, which occurs when no new concepts are being added and no questions
seem to elicit unique responses, but the larger themes were also “well developed in terms
of properties, dimensions, and variations. Further data gathering and analysis add little
new to the conceptualization, though variations can always be discovered” (Corbin &
Strauss, 2008, p. 263). As I attempted to link categories to form a larger, single theory, I
constructed an “explanatory framework” (Corbin & Strauss, 2008, p. 264) for the
development of self-authorship among Navy student veterans.
Ethical Considerations

I made every effort to protect the privacy and confidentiality of study participants.
The interviews took place in a private setting and the participants were asked to select a
pseudonym by which he or she will be identified in any reports or publications.
However, those who participated in the group interview met each other and therefore
some breach of confidentiality occurred. The participants were advised about this at the
beginning of the study period and could have chosen not to participate in the group
interview if they were concerned about revealing their identities to other students. In
fact, that may have been the reason one female participant never responded to my

invitation to the group interview. Those students who did participate in the group
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interview were asked to maintain confidentiality about what was discussed during the

session.

The screening questionnaire was assigned a unique participant number so that I
would be able to identify and contact participants for personal interviews. However, the
final page of the questionnaire that showed both the name and participant number was
removed from the body of the questionnaire and kept separately in a locked drawer. At
the close of the study period, these pages will be destroyed. The actual questionnaires,
however, will be retained for potential future quantitative analysis. No identifying
information appears on the body of the questionnaires.

Each student was advised about their rights as a study participant on an informed
consent form (See Appendix E). They had the right to refuse to answer any question
during the interview process; they also were allowed to withdraw from the study without
incurring any penalty from their higher education institution. I provided each participant
with information about how I plan to use the data I collected, the contact information for
myself and dissertation chair, and contact information for the chairs of the School of
Education Internal Review Committee (EDIRC) and the university Protection of Human
Subjects Committee (PHSC).

Because the in-depth interviews asked for participants to recall challenging or
stressful leaming experiences, there was the possibility that some might experience
emotional or psychological distress as the result of the interview process. I made every
effort to explain in detail the nature of the interviews during the recruitment period and
when securing informed consent from the participants. Additionally, I reminded

participants at the beginning of the interview that they could refrain from answering any
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question they found distressing and could terminate the interview at any time without

penalty. If any participant had experienced distress, I was prepared to provide
information about college resources, such as counseling services, and to assist the student
with accessing those resources.

Assumptions, Delimitations, and Limitations

The underlying assumption of the grounded theory approach I used was that “how
persons experience events, and the meanings that they give to those experiences” (Corbin
& Strauss, 2008, p. 16) is both interesting and important. However, the world is complex
and human experience is fluid. Although I did hope to develop a theory to cover all
facets of my participants’ experiences, I realized that “capturing it all is virtually
impossible” (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). Therefore, I proceeded with the understanding
that I would emerge from this investigation with a “thoroughly partial” (Richardson,
2000, p. 934) understanding of what I had studied.

This study was delimited by my selection of participants from only one branch of
the military services and one community college. Although I could have included
participants from other branches if I recruited a larger participant sample, the practical
issues involved in my qualitative approach demanded a smaller sample size and,
therefore, required a more narrow focus. However, this boundary I have imposed on the
study also helped accentuate the impact on the development of self-authorship caused by
experiences the participants did have in common. I also limited participation to students
no older than 25 years at the time of the first interview. Since self-authorship is a

developmental stage, interviewing students at younger ages who are nearing self-
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authorship or who have achieved it showed more significantly how life experiences

impacted the development of self-authorship.

One limitation of the study was reliance on in-depth personal interviews for data
generation. However, I sought to delve deeply into the narratives in order to enrich my
analysis and provide a multi-faceted interpretation of the meanings my participants made
from their experiences. The methods of constant comparisons and memo writing, along
with member checking, added to the credibility and rigor of my analysis (Corbin &
Strauss, 2008; Rossman & Rallis, 2003). Consulting with peer reviewers also increased
the rigor and credibility of the analysis.

A second limitation was the CMVE and the services it offers to military students.
This office is a unique entity which is not present on most community college campuses.
It is possible that the support student veterans receive from the CMVE could affect their
psychological development and integration into the college environment. Although I was
not able to directly mitigate the possible influences of the CMVE’s involvement in
students’ development, I was careful during my analysis and reporting to take such
possible influences into account.

Conclusion

The construct of self-authorship is complex, involving cognitive, interpersonal,
and intrapersonal psychological domains (Kegan, 1994, Baxter Magolda, 2001, 2009). In
order to examine the development of self-authorship in Navy student veterans, I
employed a sophisticated research design. The design I have just described included a
quantitative measure as a screening tool and multiple meetings with participants for in-

depth interviews and group discussion. The analysis also had to be thorough, with
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constant comparison of concepts; asking questions of myself, the data, and the

participants; and consideration of my own personal experience, the context of the
participants’ experiences, and the literature in the field. The findings from my data
collection and analysis are described in detail in Chapters 4 and 5 below. In Chapter 6, I
posit an explanatory framework to serve as a theory of how military experience supports

the development of self-authorship.



Chapter 4: Survey Results and Participant Profiles

The data collected during the study period generated one quantitative and two
qualitative datasets. The quantitative dataset is derived from the Career Decision-Making
Survey — Military Edition (CDMS-ME) results. It provides demographic information as
well as some insights about why the participants joined the military and whom they
consult when faced with making decisions or evaluating new information. Although it is
not useful for the purposes of this investigation to report the results of all parts of the
CDMS-ME, those data that do relate to the themes appearing in the interviews or which
provide a deeper understanding of participant backgrounds and characteristics are
described in this chapter and discussed further in Chapter Six. Additionally, and most
relevant to this study, the CDMS-ME results include participant scores for the self-
authorship screening questionnaire. These are reported for all participants and discussed
in detail for those who advanced to the interview phase of the study.

The first qualitative dataset arises from my analysis of each of the transcripts for
the first round of individual interviews according to the Wabash National Study (WNS)
Phase 2 Summary Template (Baxter Magolda & King, 2012). These first-round
interviews focused on significant decisions and experiences in the participants’ lives.

The purpose of this analysis was to determine the developmental levels of participants on
the self-authorship continuum (Baxter Magolda & King, 2012). The overall

developmental level, as well as the levels in each of the three domains (cognitive,
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intrapersonal, and interpersonal), are reported for each of the nine participants. Ialso

provide illustrations from the interviews of how the participants demonstrate the
hallmarks of their particular levels.

Finally, the second qualitative dataset consists of themes that emerged during
coding across all the interviews and field notes as well as from memos I wrote during
constant comparison analysis (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). In addition to emergent themes,
I found rich descriptions from the participants about their backgrounds, reasons for
joining and leaving the military, and reflections on how participating in this study had
affected them. Ihave incorporated those excerpts with the WNS developmental analysis
in this chapter to provide a deep, textured portrayal of each student. The emergent
themes merited separate treatment and are therefore listed and described in detail in
Chapter Five. I discuss connections among themes and possible overarching theories in
Chapter Six.

Career Decision-Making Survey — Military Edition (CDMS-ME) Results

I distributed my survey widely during the registration period at all four campuses
of Tidewater Community College (TCC) as well as at nearby Navy base education
offices. Iwas able to collect 23 surveys from Navy student veterans who were 25 years
old or younger, had 12 or fewer credit hours in college-level classes, and had enlisted
within one year of their graduation from high school.

Of the 23 Navy student veterans who completed the CDMS-ME, 14 (60%) were
men and nine were women with ages ranging from 22 to 25 years. Three (13%)
identified as African American, 14 (60%) as Caucasian, two (8.6%) as Hispanic, two as

Multiracial, and two as Other (i.e., American and Human written in response space).
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I recorded the responses for the self-authorship portion of the survey, which is

found in Section 2-9 of the CDMS-ME (See Appendix A) and found each participant’s
mean score for questions relating to each of the three developmental levels: External
Foundations (EF), Crossroads (CR), and Early Self-Authoring (ESA). At the External
Foundations level, individuals are relying more heavily on external authorities to tell
them how to respond to dilemmas; they also tend to accept the opinions of those
authorities without any critical evaluation. At the Crossroads level, individuals are
beginning to experience some dissatisfaction with the answers provided by external
authorities or feel a sense of dissonance between what they have been told about the
world and the ways they are encountering it for themselves. At the Early Self-Authoring
level, individuals are beginning to listen to their internal voices and constructing a
framework for decision-making and relating to the world that relies more on that voice
than on external authorities.

Additionally, I coded the written responses in Section 2-10 of the CDMS-ME in
order to provide additional support for my decision to include or exclude participants
from the interview phase of the study. The six codes I created are:

¢ NAR - narrative; does not explain but does state an answer; cannot assign self-
authorship code to this response

¢ IR - insufficient response; does not provide enough information for code
assignment (this response does not even meet the requirements for the NAR code)

e - —answer left blank

o EF - external foundations; respondent shows more reliance on external sources of

information & influence for decision-making
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o CR - crossroads; external influences are cited alongside internal foundations

e ESA - early self-authoring; internal foundations take precedence
The last three codes are based on those used in the validation study for the CDMS
(original version) (Creamer et al., 2010). Iadded the others to adequately describe the
actual responses I received from students.

I wanted to interview students who showed signs of being in the Crossroads or at
the Early Self-Authoring level. The CDMS (original version) had been used to show
development in individuals over time (Creamer et al., 2010), but it had never been used
as a screening instrument for levels of self-authorship. There is no standard score that
would indicate an individual has reached any of the three developmental levels. Rather,
examining the relationship among scores, and especially the size of the difference
between the External Foundations mean score and either of the other two means is more
valuable.

It was necessary to differentiate between only the External Foundations score and
either of the other two for three reasons. First, I needed to identify students who were at
least in the Crossroads level of development and not necessarily in the Early Self-
Authoring level, so a greater gap between External Foundations and the Crossroads
would suffice. Second, as individuals leave the Crossroads and enter the level of Early
Self-Authoring, the Crossroads score may actually dip below that of External
Foundations; however, the difference between External Foundations and Early Self-
Authoring will remain pronounced. And third, the correlation between the Crossroads
and Early Self-Authoring parts of the instrument (»=.888) shows that there is a large

amount of overlap in what is being measured and the two categories could justifiably be
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collapsed into one (See the Instrumentation section of Chapter 3 for detailed validation

and reliability information).

The mean scores across all surveys and all levels ranged from 2.7 to 4.0 (See
Table 1). Given that this represented a difference of 1.3 points, I decided that an increase
of at least 0.3 points, a 23% difference, between the External Foundations mean score
and either the Crossroads or Early Self-Authoring mean scores represented a meaningful
change in the way that that individual understands and interacts with the world. I made
this decision based on intuition because I was using the survey in such an innovative way.
I believed this 0.3 point criterion would help me select participants who were more likely
to be at or near the threshold of self-authorship. I also knew that this selection was
preliminary. The WNS Phase 2 analysis would confirm or contradict each selection and
it was the overall developmental label resulting from that analysis that would determine

my final participant pool.



Table 1

Career Decision-Making Survey Scores
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Participant EF CR ESA WR1 WR 2 WR 3 WR 4
1001 33 3.6 3.1 NAR - CR EF
1002 4.0 34 4.0 NAR EF EF CR
1003 35 34 3.0 NAR EF EF CR
1004 3.7 3.6 33 ESA CR EF CR
1005 3.0 3.6 3.6 ESA CR CR CR
1006 3.2 32 34 ESA ESA ESA ESA
1007 3.2 34 3.1 CR CR EF CR
1008 3.2 3.0 3.0 CR CR EF NAR
1009 3.0 30 34 CR CR IR IR
1010 33 2.8 3.6 NAR EF CR CR
1011 3.7 3.6 3.1 CR EF EF IR
1012 33 34 33 NAR EF EF EF
1013 33 3.2 29 CR ESA CR CR
1014 33 3.6 33 ESA ESA CR ESA
1015 3.7 3.8 3.7 CR CR IR IR
1016 3.0 32 3.0 ESA CR CR CR
1017 3.0 34 33 CR ESA ESA -
1018 3.7 34 3.6 CR CR EF CR
1019 2.8 3.6 34 ESA ESA ESA ESA
1020 2.8 3.0 3.0 NAR ESA ESA ESA
1021 2.7 2.8 3.0 - - - -
1022 3.2 3.6 3.6 NAR CR EF CR
1023 3.0 3.6 33 CR CR EF EF

Note. Headings have been abbreviated as follows: EF=External Foundations;
CR=Crossroads; ESA=Early Self-Authoring; WR=Written Response. Additional codes
for the Written Responses are as follows: NAR=Narrative; IR=Insufficient Response.

I had originally intended to summarily remove from the pool of candidates those

whose Crossroads (CR) or Early Self-Authoring (ESA) mean scores were not at least 0.3

points higher than their External Foundations (EF) scores. However, this would have left

me only 10 potential interviewees. In order to expand the pool of potential participants as

widely as possible, I used both the developmental category mean scores and the written

response codes to identify these students. In order for a student with CR or ESA scores
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less than 0.3 points higher than the EF score to receive an invitation to interview, he or

she would have to show either Crossroads or Early Self-Authoring traits in at least three
of the four written responses.

Table 2 shows the scores of six students who did not have at least a 0.3 point
increase between their External Foundations score and that of either of the other two
developmental levels nor at least three of the four written responses coded at Crossroads
or Early Self-Authoring. These students ultimately were not contacted for a personal

interview.

Table 2

Participants Not Contacted for Interviews

Participant EF CR ESA WR1 WR2 WR3 WR4

1002 4.0 34 40 NAR FF EF CR
1003 35 34 30 NAR EF EF CR
1008 32 3.0 30 CR CR EF NAR
1011 3.7 3.6 31 CR EF EF IR
1012 33 34 33 NAR FF EF EF
1015 37 3.8 37 CR CR IR IR

Note. Headings have been abbreviated as follows: EF=External Foundations;
CR=Crossroads; ESA=Early Self-Authoring; WR=Written Response. Additional codes

for the Written Responses are as follows: NAR=Narrative; IR=Insufficient Response.

Table 3 shows the students who were invited to the first interview, which was

conducted according to the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education (WNS)
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