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and External) at 0.01 level between male and female. The results showed
that male used Conservative and Global styles, while female used Local,

Liberal, and Oligarchic styles.

The third question: Are there differences in Thinking Styles at
(.01 level according to vanous specialization?

ANDVA showed that there are no differences of thinking styles
between students who belong to various specializations.”

Overview:

The Thinking Styles profiles used by both groups (British and
Syrian) indicate an almost absolute contradiction between them. Such a
contradiction calls for astonishment and bewilderment Since it is logically
acceplable, for example, that there should be some convergence in some of
these styles. At least, those styles which are the least affected by the
civilization factor, For example, some communities promole values which
are telated lo (executive or legislative - local or global - mternal or
external) Thinking Styles. However, it is unsatisfactory to find the same
community promoting two contradicting styles at the same time.

So, it 1s unbehevable that the same group consistently gets high
marks in all styles, while the second group always receives low marks,
Furthermore, the global and local results are typically negatively-correlated
at a fairly high level. So, the acceptance of these results requires some
possible interpretations: one is that there was a response bias by one of the
two samples. 1t seems that the Syrian students tended to give higher ratings
in general regardless of what they were asked. Another interpretation is
that subjects did not read the questions so carefully. Another interpretation
15 situational—people are not consistent across all situations, and it may be
that Bntish studenis are more cross-situntionally consistent than the
Syrian.3

* The researcher did not put the data tables because there are no any significant differences
reluted 10 specinlizniions,
" The resenrcher thanks Prof Stemberg for providing proper opinion in this context
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e Level: The Syrians simullancously use the two global and local
levels more than the British.
The second guestion: Are there differences in Thinking Styles between

male and female at 0 01 level?
Table 2 Gro

y Statistics For male and femnle

Sig. (2-tailed)
243588 | 575135 400
193 23 RIRT7 5 59792 4012
131 |222519] 5.23060 361
f 193 [228083| 546957 357
m 131 |227939| 5.12568 356
f 193 |222021] 598223 342
m 131 [21.1374] 4.85602 006
f 193 | 196943 | 448084 007
m 131 |215648| 522296 005
f 193 |228321| 4.76502 007
Liberal m 131 [221762] 591306 000
{ 193 | 236031 | 566330 001
[Conservat m 131 [209896| 6.24614 004
Ive f 193 [193511] 7.14434 000
Hierarchic m 131 |24.8702| 7.64641 444
f 193 |2ss5130| 7.23426 449
Monarchi m 131 |225725| s5.3923s 390
Ic f 193 |230674] 4835419 400
Oligarchic m 131 [204249] 6.16691 010
[ 193 [220000]| 5.82611 002
Anarchic m 131 [220153| 4.81022 929
f 193 2] 96EY 4 46971 930
linternal m 131 |222672| 5.86361 252
F f 193 [214922]| 6.04335 250
External m 131 22 B244 630047 127
f 193 |238549| 5.63746 137

T-Test showed that there are differences of 5 Thinking Styles
(Conservative, Liberal, Local, Global and Oligarchic) at 0.01 level between
male and female. While there arc no differences of 8 Thinking Styles
(Executive, Legislative, Monarchic Judicial, Hierarchic, Anarchic, Internal
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Based an the monarehic Thinkny Siyles defingd by Stesnbine, the
mwners af thig thinkne arvl: are cherserenzed by the fuol thnn they are
always motivasd lowands ofwe posl shey bBelieve that the end. justifies the
menns, Further, tiey have relatively liytle awnrenegs of prorities and
alermtves. iy are conelisive, tolerant and exibie at the same tme.

Huere we lind thal G resull wos lorgely consistent wilh the
differences that eoerged berween members of the mwo samples in the
cutisetvatrve ond Niberal Thinking Siyles.

The scarss e of the Syrion sample on the olignmthic thinking
stvie was TING wiike for the Britsh ssmple i was IRT3. Thus, the size of
the differenee baween the two mciny & 418 CThis dilfiramee s
sttisteally sieniGoant wt 0,01 ) favoy of the Syrimnes

According o Stemberg, The owners of this style are chancterized
b the (o that thoir sonlsare inconsistent, and that they nediize these gonls
wioequal i wvportsoee. They wre nlways stromed and they search o
complexity a8 o msull-of frustration. However, they aré fiexible, wlamm
aned conclusive,

II seems that thes result completss the formn of mambers of the
studicd samples, wherg we nete 3 grear deal of cansistency betwedn the
eluneciensiivs of tese Thimloang Stvles.

The differences besween the means of the twe groups (Syian knd
Bt} dd pot resich the srmusy Jimet of the adopted  stansacally
signiffcaat fevel (0,04

If the five main factory i the thedry ol menlsl self-governnient
(forms, Tunctions. scopes, laming, and levels) sre compared benween the
Barnish and Syviansamples we find the following

o Form The dynaas wse the two Hinking forms (monarchic: and
hmrehic) mure thun the Herlish Ol the ot B, the other two
thinking enres nechic and hrerarehic) do ooy diiler betwesn (e
1wo samples (the Syman nnd: the Brinshi

« Funstion The Syridns use J&pivlative funetion mare than the
Hritish. Both mnp!-;-a show ne dliiference with regard 1o the other
nwn functrans (execitive and judicial),

w  Seopes The Synans use the osternnl scape mone than the Pritish
Both samples. howeser, show oo differonce with resard to the
il S opue

o Lenmngy The Syrians Use the Hberal thinking leamlig mane than
ke Dhritish, wml: the Brinsh uses the mncwmw ey more
(st e Sy7iins
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Since 108 mol possible 1hut the thinking of the suo ndividusls 1
charscterized 15 heing glodal and local of the swne e, becmese the glob]

. local Thinking Styles reprosent two poles an thie ane comnected l.m: S,
e choscy:thas indevidun! uy the elobal end., the Quther hie gew tothe ol
e and vige verss

Seores mean of the Syiim respondents on liberal thinking style was
24 %7, while the meun of scores Tor members of the British sample was
20,14 Thes, the shee of the differense betwinen the two means 54.75, This
differonec is statistrcally sienificant a1 0.07 level i thvor af e Syrmis In
contmst, the scones mean of Syriun respondents on (w eonservaLye
thinlang siviE wad 1897, while Ihl.' megn of seones for members of e
Brinsh smple was 2200, Thos, shesezee of (e dilfeeene betwees the i
mentts 18 303 [0 favor of the Brtish, This difference s stafistically
sitihicant af the level a0 1)

Acgarding w the theory of snemnl self-govemment. we lind that the
specific chartueristics of the el thinking style are thar mdividuals do
M, wbwdy o the existing nwes und procedures. They like smbiguous
sitintions, and prefer ienovation i both lie ind wark They ubwiys segk 1o
increase the aéa of chunge, On the other BGand. peuple wilh the
vanservalive style are cherocterized by nbi!hng W the cxisting laws and
pracedwes which avond thein smbiguons sitoations. Tney also profer the
fumiling o Hife und work, and stidimal Shange possitile

here ®» no doubt Ihat o superficiul view of this resuit seems
SHWIMTHETE.  COnsidering people’s EXPRLINIOS Thal Mhie Syfiuns Bre mone
conservative than the British, und vice vesn. However, our Surpnse may
disippear 10w e sl e diference bawlen ihe beluvioml menmy and
pofines] petivily aw the pne hond, und the mended meawing of the
Tlinking Styles on tiie nther

By peturn W the clussdteriaies 0f cach ol the twe Fhisking Stvjes
{comservativer fiheml) os Stermberg desoribed, we find thay this resull 1
vansistent with the stius quin fim sach ol the memlsers af e ivo sampiis
There 1500 dovbl tiny the politedl and ceonomic fotrs play i iy
tole in stiaping the Thinking Sivies afore mentioned

The score's mean of the Syriwn sample oy the munarchic fnking
stylle was 2423, while the mom of swores lor the members of the British
ample was 2119 Thus, ithe stze of (e differencs beiween the two meuns
s 34 This dilferonee 15 stanstcally sygoificam av 0,01 ia Bvor of the
Svnans
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Enmmatoa Manginal Means of MEASURE 1

= Pl 1B P11

I
i i

LR

T 3T 17 & = F 7 ¢ = & & =

oo i
I+ Legislative, 2- Executive, 3- Judicial, 4- Global, 3- Liberal, 6- Liberal, 7-
Conservarive, 8- Hierarchic, 9- Monnrchic, 10- Oligarchic, 11- Anarchic. 12-

Intemal, 13- External.

The mean of scores of the Syrian sample of legislative thinking
style was 2547, while the one for members of the British sample was
22.27. Thus, the size of the difference between the two means is 32 and
this difference 15 a statistically sigmficant at the level of 0.01.

According to the above-mentioned theoretical frameworks and
previous studies, this result ean be interpreted in the light of the expenence
which each of the two samples received from the local environment
through all its mstitunions (home, school, university, and the community in
gerieral). Therefore, it seems that the institutions of the community in Syna
affirms the values of planning and innovation which characterize the
legislative thinking style, while the local British culture gives more priority
to others values.

The scores mean of the Syrian sample of the global thinking style
was 21.72 while for the British sample it was 18.5. Thus, the size of the
difference between the two means is 3.22. This difference is statistically
significant at the level of 0.01. At the same time, the Synans use the local
thinking sivle with a higher degree and with & more statistically
significance compared with the British. The Synan score mean is 22 87,
while the British is 21.09; the size of the difference between the two means
is 1.78. This difference is statistically at the level of 0.01. This means that
the Syrians simultaneously use the two contradictory styles (local / global)
in a higher degree than the British.

This result seems contradictory and inconsistent with the sound
mental logic and with the psvchologmcal theories reluted o thns subject.

13
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Table 1: Group Statistics for the Syrian and the British samples
Styles Nationality | N M Std. D | Sig. (2-tailed)
Legislative |  Syrian 179 | 254693 | 592490 000
British 145 | 22,2690 | 4.76570 000
Executive Syrian 179 | 22.4972 | 5.52967 749
British 145 | 22.6897 | 5.19016 747
Judicial Syrian 179 | 23.1173 | 5.99276 017
British 145 | 21.6069 | 509534 015
Global Syrian__| 179 | 21.7207 | 4.91160 000
British 145 | 18.4966 | 3 68579 000
Local S_}:ﬂ'iﬂﬂ 179 | 22.8715 | 5.55769 001
British 145 | 21 .0966 | 3 Y7968 01
Liberal Syrian 179 | 24 8715 | 5.39396 000
British 145 | 20.1379 | 492812 000
Conservative Syrian 179 | 18.9665 | 7.86394 000
British 145 | 22.0069 | 481101 000
Hierarchic | Syrian 179 | 25.6201 | 7.22284 322
British 145 | 24.8000 | 7.61085 325
Monarchic Syrian 179 | 24.2291 | 5.51281 000
British 145 | 21.1862 | 3 88370 00
Oligarchic Syrian 179 | 22.9330 | 596488 000
British 145 | 18.7517 | 521820 000
Anarchic Syrian 179 | 22.2011 | 4.68847 354
British 145 | 21.724]1 | 449766 332
Intemal Syrian 179 | 22 0838 | 6.26105 352
British 145 | 21 4621 | 5.60260 347
External Syrian 179 | 24.0291 | 6.26150 044
British 145 | 22,6966 | 5.50924 041

This result clearly indicates the importance of the cultural factor in
thinking style's formalization: 7 Thinking Styles differ accordng to
culture's contrast. In the meantime, 6 Thinking Styles cannot be mfuenced
by culture This result seems clearer if we look at the profile related to each

sample as appeared in the following diagram:

12
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Ewinal - local ¥ glabul). He gives 0 st of principles for the dhistinet
Thinking Styles, the most significant of these styles ure preferénces in
capabilities using These styles mre ool of Uhie same cupubelities, and styles
whiseh) are viriniles derogs the ks and positions

Paople do novhave only single style by prlile af Thinking Styles
Fur extmgle. @ person who sends w0 be Imovative {Legisintive thinking
styiz) may be oitderly THwesuchic thivking sivle) of may be not orderdy
(Anarchic thinking <tvle), and may be teﬂpnm e work with others
(extumal thinkibg styfe) or 1o work by himacliherself (intemal thinking
stylel. Cendrally, (here is no meirare of one dimension of dio styles, Tha
s Ty, people vary moall sivles

Thus, stvlés can vary dunng the e, Thmkang Styles which an
indrviddug| prefers at the br:-tmnm_. of s owcopatiomal Tife can be dilleren)
when he smmownts to-a hgher posiion, For instance. 2 person Whe is ot the
low prictical level usually pays o small demils Tkcal thinking style)
Howewes, when he umounts 10 the ighest functional level, he would be
respansibile or a 2iwed pumber of workars wha shiould pav stiention to
detatls, while be docs pot have encugh tinw 1 pay atention o it und he
ustally peys more atiention fo matters of convem (o the urgantzalion
(Cilobal thinking stvlel Thus, we can conchude that the benter styvles in o
pluce may not besuimble clsewhiere.

Ohendrally, Styles m general, cannol be inlly pond or lusd A gy
siylie may be bul inon diflizens posinon Thig means tha the siyles are
better or warse only withm specilic circumsfances. For linstence, the
profiles of the styles that 4 low yer reguires in the oot ave differin: o
the profile styles o n hiwser working in an organczation.

Findings:
Main question: Ave there diflerences m Thinking Syoles hétween the iwo
cultures (Syrinn and British) a1 0,01 level?

Toh o5t ahovees] g thore pee sienincant difierences of T Thinkinge
Stvles [Lepstanve, Monarohie, Conservauve, Liberal, Logal Clshal nod
Oligurehic) st 001 level bitween British and Syrun sumples. While there
are po stemiicam differepees of & Thaokng Styles| Eveentive, Judicial,
Merarchic. Anarchic. Intemal and Extermall at 0.01 level between British
ond Syann, I ghdition, the Syrian participamt’s mwans were higher than the
Britsh's ones T ull of the sivles whieh have significant diffesences excepl
in the conservative style which shemed a precedence of the Brinsh ssmple:
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fme. On e other band, an individugl with a hierarchic stvle prefers 1o
digrthute atentan (o severs! Lk thar gre given prierhy according w their
importange i the pesson 0 achieving his or herains: A person with an
ohgarchic style Similarly bhRes ® work off hwmerous aciivilies 1 the
service of muilnple uh;m.hm However, e or she may nol enjiy priofity
settings, Lastly, u person whose siyle Is anarshic enjovs working on @sks
thut permut exibiliny as ro whal where, when. il how one wirke vet e
or she eschews svstoms of almost eny type

Funetions:

These vee three funcyons i buman betogs' mentel sel 2oy ermmen,
nimely fegistative, excettive, and judictal. A person who hisa legislative
sivle likes boing coppged i tsks thut peed Inventive sicttegies. These
pemsens like w chioose their own aorvimes, o m s wodi e activies
chosen for them in thelr own way On the othier hand, a prrson with an
exerutive style & more interesed with pnplementatiin ol tasks with set
gudelines: Such a person prefers more poidinee i souctunng: sks. And o
persin Wath A judichal style conceniniles on evalugting (he products of
nihers" activiies.

Lennings:

There are ron losnihgs conzervanve and liberal. A peron with o
comserviive swie prefess ndbenng to the exasung rules und procedurcs in
performing tisks. wheeeas 3 person with @ fiberal stle likes engaging in
mske thar invelve ambdiguity and povelty,

Scape:

Mentl self-government theory can deal with both intermal und
external subrects For example & peison with an extemal sivle Jikex being
enguged mtmsks thar pemmt for ealliborative vénfires with other people
On the other band; v person with on mitermal siyvie likes beine engnged in
tieshes vt peomit thar pevson W work independently.

Levels;

Hompn hefags’' menil seltgovernment fanctions at two lesels:
glodal and local. A person wl with o global style likes 1o piy mone
mitention 10 the goneral picture of o subicct and - abstracy ideas In
covmtast, @ perman with & local style likes Being engaeed in fasks thal need
warking with conerere Jetils,

Stemberg (1990 showed that some of the Phinking Stvles comeliie
posiinely each  other  (Mbem! with  Jegshdive, Consencative  With
ixevutive), Wwhile some of the styles wasociatied with euch other vlosgly
negutive (Lepislative V' Exeeutive - libetul ¥V ogonsarvalive - Intermal

I
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Gngorenko, 1997). Nevertheless, this change should be slow and‘or not
easy to happen. so that the thinking stvle construct 13 a styvle and not a
strategy. Further, an individual’s thinking style simply implies the
domination of this style in a certain dimension and not the absence of the
others.

Additnonally, Thinking Styles are not abilities and, therefore, the
extent to which these can help an individual to deal with a state of affairs is
very dependent of the state of affairs itself” (Stemberg, 1997). That 15 10
say, individuals with diverse Thinking Styles might find different levels of
difficulty when dealing with a task and they may follow a qualitatively
different way for coping with this task. The Thinking Styles theory
suggests that the performance of students with similar abilities will be
influenced by their Thinking Styles (Sterberg, 1997). [t can be interesting
to identify the role of Thinking Styles in choice of strategies, skills, math
students’ cognitive development, etc. However, first a valid and consistent
implementation, which will help in identifying clusters within the
examined population, need (o be established.

Sternberg’s (1988, 1997) theory of mental self-government tackles
people’s Thinking Styles, which may be used in various settings, including
university, home, and society. the notion that people need somehow 1o
govern or manage their everyday activities i5 at the heart of this theory.
This can be performed in different wavs, whenever possible, people select
styles of managing themselves with which they are feel comfortable. Yet,
people are at least somewhal flexible in their style use; they and try with
different degrees of success 1o become accustomed to the stylistic demands
of a certain situation. That is, a person with one preference in one situation
may have a different preference in another situation. Fusther, styles can
change with time and life demands. Thinking Styles are at least partially
socialized (Stermberg, 1997), a4 notion that suggests that, to some extent,
they can be modified by the environment in which people live., the theory
of mental self-government, as applied to individuals, posits thirieen
Thinking Styles that fall along 5 dimensions of mental self-governmenr
these are (a) forms, (b) functions (¢) leanings, (d) scope, and (e) levels,

Forms:

A human being's mental self-government has 4 forms: monarchic,
hierarchic, oligarchic, and anarchic. A person with a monarchic style
enjoys being engaged in tasks that permit complete focus on one thing at «
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justifies a question whether theories speak about unrelated concepts, or
they are theories of the same construct, but have different names. What s a
style exactly? How does a style differ from an ability?

Kagan (1976) diwvided people mto two styles: impulsive and

reflective persons, while Witkin (1978) used different bilateral
classification m order to make them field-independent and feld-dependent
mdividuals. Another classiheation was provided by Gregore (1985) who
proposed two dimensions: (a) concrete vs. abstract and (b) sequential vs.
random. The combinations between them can produce four major types of
styles.
According to Myers & Mc Caulley (1988), there are 16 types, ensuing
from all achievable interaction of (a) two wavs of perceiving (sensing vs,
intuiting), (b) two ways of judging (thimking vs. feeling), () two wavs of
dealing with self and others (being introvert vs. being extravert), and (d)
two ways of dealing with the outer world (judging vs. perceiving) (Maria
Kozhevmikov, 2007).

Actually, Stemberg's Thinking Styles theory is considered one of
the most important theories which is interested mn Thinking Styles. They
are widely circulated and bave been accepted in a lot of educationsl and
psychological domains. Additionally, many researchers had demonstrated
that Sternberg's questionnaire is a valid and reliable one, (for example,
Zhang & Sachs, 1997; Zhang & Stemberg, |998; Zhang, 1999; Bemardo&
et al, 2002; Zhang, 2006; Adwtomo, 2005; and Albaili, 2007). Thus,
according to Stermberg's Thinking Styles theory, a stvle is a preferred way
of thinking or of doing things. A style is not an ability, rather a preference
in the use of the abilives people have. It 1s an interface between ability and
personality (Stermberg, 1994, 1997),

Mental self-government Theory:

The Mental self-government theory is focused on one manifestation
of cognitive styles, specifically Thinking Styles, which can be defined as
the “preferred ways of using the ability one has” (Sternberg and
Grigorenko, 1997). Stemberg (1997) draws parallels between the means
that the individuel organises his‘her thinking and the way that society is
govemed. 13 Thinking Styles are proposed and grouped i five
dimensions: these are function, forms, levels, leanings and scope of mental
self-government.

A person’s Thinking Styles, according o this approach, are
considered w be mostly shaped by the individual's interaction with the
environment and, thus, they are subject to change (Stemberg and
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sitbsealies of Thinking Stvles colld be significant pradictoes of scienulic
giﬂntlnu:
4 Exploring (he Correlations between Thinking Styles and many
Different Eghuentional variahiles, -
 In (1997) Grigorenko & Stembergs sudy showed that Thinking
Styles are capable of significantly foreshadiwing academic performmee
e Shan abiliny tests soiees ot do Mareover, this study clarified that
stufents who have particafar Thinking Styles were betier on some forms of
svaluation than on others Albath's (20071 research sim wis i exinune ie
differences in Thinking Stvles smond low, svetage. and high-achieving
Umited Arsh Emires college stulents. Resolls indicated that low-
uchieving stadents seored signi feantly fovwer on Faccutive. Hierarchic,
Anmrehie, |ocal. Conservanve, and lmemal stvles. Low-achieving studenits
soored significom|v gher on Legistmive, Oligarclic, and Erberal stydes: A
discrimimate amlysis revealed that Exceutive and Conservative styles were
the most discrinimuting Aotors Thay separted Jow=aehieying students from
their high-achieving pecrs. The pumpose of Pvans et al (2(08) was 1o
identify the aching styles of public schoo! teachors and o explore thy
reliationship between teaching styles amd cognilive omes. Participnnis i thes
study wored 22 sehool wcachers enrbled in 3 vanety of graduate education
courses m & onhversity n Hastern Canadi. They completed the Teachng
Sivies Questionmaine (TS0), the Cogmtve Siyle Index (CS1y and &
demogmphic survey, Teachers did not differ in \heir eaching styles und the
results supaed 4 relationship Béteeen teaching styles and cognive ones.
Imphcutions of these findings {or the leachng profession are denrzed
their stizdy. One of (he goals of Zhane & Sterubergs (2002) sudy w0
invedigate the relatonshup between Thinlong  Styles wud  tenchers
chmmctentstics. Resulls from stepwise  multipleregression procedures
indicuted that gy charactensties of weachers were sigmibjeantly comrelated
with the Thisking Stvles specified by the theory of mentul selfs
govemmenit. These tencher chamcteristios re wemder, professionul work
expenence oufside sehool settings, the degree of enjpymg ioping new
icaching meerinks, 3 (endenoy for isimg moup projects o assessing student
wehievemient. parcerved suonomy i devermining ther waching contents,
o thew s of the quality @1 their students.
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3. Exploring the Correlations between Thinking Stvles and a Variety

of Personality's Characteristies.

Zhang {2000) examined the relationship between Stemberg's
Thinking Styles and Holland's personality tvpes theory. Results showed
that Thinking Styles and personality types corresponded to & certain degree
as predicated by the theory. A negative relationship 18 found between the
artistic type and the executive, local and conservative thinking style, The
social and enterprising scales are posttively related to the external style,
whereas they are negatively comrelated with the internal thinkimg style.
Moreover, the social and enterprising scales are also positively related to
the judicial thinking style. In a more recent study. Zhang (2006) explored
the wtility of measunng inlellectual styles (a general term encompassing
such style constructs as cognitive, learning, and Thinking Styles) besides
measuring personality, The findings suggested that it is meaningful to
mvestigate intellectual styles m addition (o examining personality. In a
subsequent study, Zhang (2008) plso aimed 1o explore the relationship
between Thinking Styles and emotions among university students in Hong
Kong Results indicated that Thinking Styles not only were associated with
emotions but they also had predictive power for emotions to the highest
level.

Kim & Michael (1995) identified a sagnilicant relationship between
creauvity measures and thinking style preferences. They found that
students who were classified as using a thinking style preference are
believed 10 be associated with right-brain dominance; those studenls were
likely to achieve sigmificantly higher scores on creativity measures than
those who were classified as showing a thinking stvle preference
hypothesized 10 be connected with either a lefi-bram dominance or an
integrated-brain dominance. While Zhang (1999) studied the relationships
between Thinking Styles assessed by the TSI and a number of student
charactenstics. She pomnted owt that legislauve and hberal styles are
creativity-relevant styles. Park & Choe (2005) examined whether the
Thinking Styles based on the theory of memal self-government are able to
forecast students' scientific giftedness. Findings showed that non-gifted
students had got lower scores than gifted ones in gll gifiedness's [actors.
Additionally, the pgified students preferred the judicial, legislative,
anarchic, global, external, and liberal styles, while non-gifted ones
preferred the executive, oligarchic, and conservative styles. Results from
the stepwise multiple regression analysis procedures indicated that the
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government. Zhang (2006) investugated the efficiency of the theory of
mental self-government 10 & non-academic setiing. Results supported
Stemnberg’s claim that the theory of mental self-government is a general
theory of styles that applies to both academic and non-academic settings.
Zhang & Sternberg's study (2002) had two goals. The first was to validate
further Sternberg's theory of mental self-govemment in a cross-cultural
setting, The results of the study showed that the TSQT 15 a reliable and
valid inventory for assessing the Thinking Styles of primary and secondary
school mn-service teachers in Hong Kong. Cronbach's alphas ranged from
58 10 .75, with a mean of 68 and a median of .66. A principal-axis factor
analysis followed by an oblique rotation resulted in two factors that
accounted for 73.8% of the vanmance in the data, Consequently, using
Stemnberg's questionnaire, in the present research, seems more suitable.

2. Investigation of the Differences in Thinking Styles According to the

Demographic Data.

Demographic data include students' socioeconomic status, birth order,
participant’s age, gender, and so on; most studies, which have been done to
investigate Thinking Styles, ook into considerution one or more of these
demographic data. Sternberg & Gngorenko's research work (1995) studied
the difference between Thinking Styles among students who belong to
varous socioeconomic status in addition to birth order, Results showed
that participants of higher socioeconomic status tended to score higher on
the legislative style. Likewise, participants who were later-born in their
family scored higher on the legislative style than did the participants who
were earlier-born. While Zhang (2000) found diverse gender differences in
Thinking Styles in the local style level. Male principals are higher then
female ones when it comes to local style. However, Ratnasingam (2005)
found gender differences where his study showed that male students use
liberal stvie of thinking more than female students do. Other researchers
such as Cilliers & Sternberg (2001) investigated Thinking Styles of
umversity students, faculty, gender, and language group where their
combinations served as categorical variables. The ringe of the mean rating
scores for the Thinking Styles located this group within the scales
"somewhat well” and "well". The group's favored Thinking Styles are
executive, legislative, conservalive, mternal and hierarchic. Significant
differences were found for 16% of the comparisons. Language and faculty
were distinguished factors in the Thinking Styles priorities whereas gender
was not. Conversely, gender was a distinet factor within faculties and the
Alnkaans-speaking group,
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requirements, Additionally. same theories wnd empirieal studies lave
suggested that gulliee W o very Bakie Gter (ming cogntion
Thinkimg Sl}'lts. For example, Ranasingsm (2005) ysed Emmhcrg‘s
Thipking Stvlis quuestivnneire we ook oi the difTfeences of Thinkine Steles
betwesn Brish gnd Malovsine university students Findings contirmed
that Britsh students wse imtermal lepishative and liberal styles, while
Malavsian  swodents  usé exedunve  mierarohie,  locsl  extermal  dndd
conservative styles. In the meunume, Zhang's sudy (1999 glse clarified
the imporianee of cwliorean indwidoai’s Fanking Siyles
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Literature Review:

Beviews of the previous Heratvres related 1o the curment sty
mdicate that these sudies were often injeresied in
o To make sure that Sternberg's questionnuire is applicsbilc (o
samiples from ifferent cultures and backgrounds.
Four stalics conceming the theory ol mensal self govermmaont have been
carmied ot it Hong Kong (Zhamge. 1999, Zhang & Saths, 1997 Zhang &
Sternberg, 1998, and Zhang, 2006), These siadics indicate thal the
Thinking Styles delined by Sterabere’s theory can alao besdentified among
wiiversily students Mg Kong. The infemill consmteney, relinbifiny sl
validity arc gencrafly sutisfhctary. These studics soggested that the
cucstimnre & suifihle ool samples Usad In addingm, Aditomae’s (2005)
uriicle which smed w explore the weults of ¢ Lwwiore peview amd
expericntinl sty to éstimate the crossseuliugl imerior validiny ol the
Thoking Styles Imvemtory amd the mental sel-govemment showed that
wterior validity ® sigmficnt, bui s also disnpproved of os baced on a
Matelle construgt. While the study of Bumardy & his collengues (2002)
mmed w derermine wiether the gpprouch ol men@l self-governmen Illtpl
o d nen-Western cultiie The results are explained with mespeet 10 the
coneepts and prachicss of Philippine culture amld schools, and discussed in
relition oo the developmontal assaumptions ol the theory of meninl seif-
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Introduction:

Thinking attracts most contemporary psychologists' interest, as it 1s
the main subject of the various human activities. Where we always think in
an on-going way even when we do the simplest matters. In addition.
thinking 1s the primary process of both teaching and learning practices.

What increases the mportance of thinking investigation is the
expanding information at the age of speed and the progress in media and
communication which made the self-learning more necessarv than ever.
Learners should know how to deal with constantly growing amount of
mformation. They also, should use proper Thinking Stvles in order to
understand with high adequacy what they receive from both school and
their general life. So, the recent educational attitudes focus not on the
quantity that students leam, tather on the development of a self-leaming
mecharism. An important part of the leaming mechanism is Thinking
Stvles which learners use due 1o the lact that these styles have a big central
role in information reception. Here, we find the reason of the relationship
between the thinking and learming styles in many of research works
(Ibrabim, 2007). Furthermore, Thinking Styles and learning stvles are used
as equivalent terms in no little number of studies (See for example
Vengopal & Mriduly, 2007), Individuals use ditferent approaches 1o solve
simple cognitive iasks] i addition, their preferences for these approaches
are guite stable all the time and they are related to both intelligence and
personolity (Muarin Kozhevmikov, 2007). On the other hand, Thinking
Styles mauy chunge with time and life demands. If not 50, they originate as
2 result of soeial factors. That is 1o say they can be modified in accordance
with the environment which people reside in. (Stemberg, 1997)

The present reseorch has o great significance through the
integration hetween two vital areas of psychological concerns. These are
the cognitive and the cross- cultural psychology. In the present study. the
researcher hus compured Thinking Styles of a Syrian Arab sample
“umversity students” and a Bntish one "umversity students”. Another
importance of thas study comes from the fact that the cross-culural studies
experience n wide imterest of current psvchological consideration,

Anyway, according to Stermberg (1997) thinking 1s an intermediary
domain between personality and intelligence. Cognitive styles are not
simply inbom  structures, dependent only on an individual’s internal
characteristics. Rather, they are interactive constructs that develop in
response lo social, educational, professional, and other environmental





