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M NI M ZI NG DETERRENTS TO RE- TRAI NI NG OR RE- EDUCATI NG
LAl D- OFF AND UNEMPLOYED ADULTS: AN | NTERVENTI ON STUDY.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

An adult’s decision to return to an organized
educational activity is a conplex, nultifaceted process.
Theory and research in this area has focused on the
devel opnent of parsinmonious conceptions of factors that
i npel adults to participate in educational opportunities
(e.g., Boshier & Collins, 1985; Cross, 1981). This
research is inportant to the devel opnment of our
under st andi ng of participation but it is limted by its
inattention to factors that are negatively related to
notivation to participate. Recently researchers have
focused nuch nore directly on enhancing our understandi ng
of deterrents to participation and the role they play in
intruding on participation decisions (e.g., Darkenwald &
Val entine, 1985; Martindale & Drake, 1989; Scanlan &
Dar kenwal d, 1984). Research on deterrents, though
relatively inmature as a field of inquiry, prom ses to
add significantly to theories relating to adult
participation in organi zed educational activities.

Much of the research in this area has focused on the
identification of specific deterrents which affect adult

re-entry decisions and the extent to which these



generalize over various populations (Blais, Duquette &
Pai nchaud, 1989; Darkenwald & Val entine, 1985; Martindale
& Drake, 1989; Scanl an & Darkenwal d, 1984). \While
implications for practice of these studies are discussed,
very little attention has been directed toward the
enpirical evaluation of interventions designed to
overcone these deterrents. This is particularly the case
for unenpl oyed and | aid-off adults.

The present study seeks to add to our know edge
about forces that negatively affect adult participation
in systematic educational opportunities by evaluating an
intervention designed to aneliorate such deterrents. By
eval uating practical intervention nmethods grounded in
know edge from avail abl e deterrent research, we stand to
| earn much about how adults confront and deal with re-
entry decisions which may have previously seened to have
been beyond their control. Such data will be
instrunental in devel oping practical applications for
hel pi ng adults overcone unresol ved perceptions of
deterrents that potentially prevent themfromre-entering

educational activities.



THEORY AND RESEARCH

Theories of Adult Participation in Education

Since the early 1960's, researchers have been
anal yzing participation rates in adult education. Many
researchers (e.g., Boshier & Collins, 1985; Darkenwal d &
Val enti ne, 1985; G abowski, 1976; Houle, 1961; Scanlan &
Dar kenwal d, 1984) have conducted studies designed to
illum nate basic perceptions and causes of participation
in adult education. These perceptions stinulated
researchers such as Blais et al. (1989) and Drake and
Martindale (1989) to systematically assess the forces the
af fect participation.

Houl e (1961) suggested that adult education
participants were either goal (learn to acconplish
specific objectives), activity (learn to devel op soci al
contacts and relationships with others) or |earning (seek
knowm edge for its own sake) oriented. This tripartite
t ypol ogy represented the basis for which future
researchers (e.g., Boshier, 1971) identified notives that
i npel people to participate in adult education. 1In the
years to follow, various instruments were designed to
investigate the validity and conprehensiveness of Houle’'s

typol ogy. Mbst notable was the Education Participation



Scal e (EPS) which Boshier (1977) used in an eval uati on of
Houl e’ s typol ogy.

Twenty-two years after Houle first introduced his
tripartite typol ogy, Boshier and Collins (1985) conducted
a large-scale enpirical test to determine if it
accurately characterized adult education participants.
Using cluster analysis froma 40 item version of the EPS,
a three-cluster solution was observed. Cluster |
consi sted of Cognitive Interest itens and was congruent
with [earning orientation. Cluster Il included “comon
interest” and “education centers” itenms | oosely
resenbling the activity orientation and Cluster 11
included “to seek professional advancenent” and to
“acquire know edge to help with other courses” which nost
resenbl ed the goal orientation. The authors concl uded
t hat al though the typol ogy had descri bed adult education
participants, Houle failed to anticipate the conmplexity
of learner’s reasons for participation which becanme nost
evident in the activity orientation cluster (Boshier &
Col l'ins, 1985).

Descri ptive survey methodol ogy has frequently been
used to identify factors underlying | ow participation
rates anong adult populations. This enpirical research

has contributed sonewhat to the devel opnent of conceptua



nodel s and theories which address adult participation
behavior. Notably, three theoretical perspectives have
attempted to conmbi ne di spositional, situational and
institutional factors into conposite nodels of
participation. Dispositional factors are attitudes about
| earning and perceptions of oneself as a |earner, such as
feeling too old to learn, |ack of confidence, and
boredom Situational factors refers to deterrents
arising fromone's situation in life at a given tine,
such as |lack of tine due to hone or job responsibilities
and lack of child care. Finally, institutional factors

i nclude those erected by institutions that exclude or

di scourage certain groups of |earners because of such

t hi ngs as inconvenient schedul es and | ack of sufficient
support services.

Scanl an (1986) conducted a conprehensive review of
the literature on deterrents to participation and
identified and discussed three significant devel opnents
for theoretical nmodels for participation. First,
Rubenson’s (1977) Recruitnment Paradi gm enphasizes the
per ceptual conponents of a potential |earner, whereas,
actual experiences, needs and environnental factors are
vi ewed as being less inportant in determning

participation behavior than how the adult perceives and



interprets his/her barriers to participation. The node
| ooks at participation behaviour as nmultiple interactions
on both personal and environmental variables which affect
an adult’s life. However, these variabl es al one cannot
expl ain participation behaviour but can only be
interpreted by the adults thensel ves who then deci de how
to respond to their neanings. As a result, internmediate
vari abl es energe: active preparedness; the perception and
interpretation of the environnent; and the experience of
i ndi vi dual need(s) (Scanlan, 1986). These vari ables
interact to deternm ne both an individuals perception of
an educational activity (valence) and the probability of
participating and benefiting froma |learning activity
(expectancy) The conbination of these variables play an
inportant role in determ ning the perceived inportance an
adul t has regardi ng educational activities and the
probability of them participating (Scanlan, 1986).
Taking a cognitivist perspective, this nodel suggests
that deterrents to participation should be conceptuali zed
as perceived frequencies or magnitude of influence rather
t han the assunption of actual experiences, actual
environmental structures and actual individual needs.
Second, Cross’ (1981) Chain-of-Response Mdel deals

with a conplex chain of responses (i.e., self-concept and



attitude toward education) that are intrinsic to the
adult and play a critical role in a potential |earner’s
deci si on maki ng process. An adults decision to
participate in an educational activity does not involve
only one factor, but many factors as a result of a
conpl ex chain of responses that determ ne the

i ndividual’s position in their environnment and their
ability to return to an educational activity (Scanl an,
1986). Adding prior elements of theory within this
nodel , Cross has mmintained the cognitivist approach in
that participation behaviour is best interpreted by the
i ndi vi dual s maki ng the deci sions.

Finally, the Psychosocial Interaction Model
(Darkenwal d & Merriam 1982) depicts participant
responses to internal and external stinmuli as the
probability of an adult participating in systematic
educati onal opportunities being affected by such
vari abl es as soci oeconom ¢ status, perceived val ue of
participation, readiness to participate and barriers to
participation. This nmodel has conbi ned prior
formul ati ons to enable rigorous testing and the
devel opment of participation behaviour. As in Cross’
nodel of participation, participation is determ ned by a

set of responses to internal and external stimuli, but



has extended this theoretical base by enphasizing

soci oeconom ¢ status as a determ nate for participation
behavi our. Environments which encourage conti nuing
education will elicit positive perceptions rather than
negative ones which ultimtely increases an adult’s
chances to participate in adult education. As well,

Dar kenwal d and Merriam (1982) added informational factors
to the overall deterrent framework which refer to not
only the institute's negligence (institutional factors)
in comruni cating program information, but an adult’s
failure to acquire information regardi ng avail abl e
progr ans.

VWil e these conposite nodel s of participation and
supportive research studi es have hel ped to extend our
under st andi ng of notivation to participate and have added
to theory in that respect, others have | ooked to identify
commonal ties in deterrents that dim nish notivation anong
different adult popul ations (e.g., Darkenwald &

Val entine, 1985; Martindale & Drake, 1989). These
studi es serve as significant contributions to deterrent
research as they have identified specific typol ogi es of
potential |earners and devel oped conceptual frameworks as
to what notivates an adult to participate in systematic

educational activities. As well, these nodels inply that



a nunber of variables are associated with the decision to
participate in educational activities and help to
determ ne the influence of such denographic variabl es as
age, sex, incone, race, educational attainnment,

enpl oynent status and geographic | ocation and

nondenogr aphi ¢ vari abl es such as di spositional,
situational and institutional factors.

Descri bing and Measuring Deterrents to Participation

Scanl an and Dar kenwal d (1984) were anong the first
to systematically investigate deterrents to
participation. They used exploratory factor analysis to
devel op the Deterrents to Participation Scale (DPS) an
instrunent they validated for health professionals. A
nunber of deterrents to participation in discipline-
speci fic educational courses were found to be
significant. These were: di sengagenent, stemm ng
primarily fromindividual inertia, apathy and negative
attitudes; dissatisfaction with the quality of avail able
educati onal opportunities; costs to individuals; famly
constraints such as young children, working spouse and so
forth; perceived |lack of benefit and doubts about the
need for continuing education; and constraints at work
such as overload, stress, variable schedul es and the

l'ike.



Further studies were carried out and a generic
version of the DPS, one that was said to be generalizable
to a wider popul ation, was constructed. Darkenwal d and
Val enti ne (1985) enhanced the generalizability of the
original DPS by validating it in the general adult
popul ation in the U S. An exploratory factor analysis
revealed a simlar set of factors to the 1984 study.
These were | abeled as follows: |ack of confidence; |ack
of course relevance; tinme constraints; |ow personal
priority; cost; and personal problens. O her studies
usi ng the DPS have replicated these findings in U S. Air
Force enlisted personnel (Martindale & Drake, 1989) and
femal e nurses (Blais et al., 1989). These studies
identified simlar deterrent forces.

VWile this collection of studies has helped to
clarify the nature of psychosoical deterrents to
participation, they reveal nothing about the extent to
which different types of woul d-be | earners experience
these forces. This gap in our know edge was addressed by
Dar kenwal d and Val entine (1990) who conducted a study
desi gned to generate profiles of potential types of
learners in ternms of both deterrent and soci odenographic
vari ables. They found a variety of types of potenti al

| earners are influenced by different deterrents. Through



cluster analysis a typology of adults based on self-
reported deterrents to participation was established.
Type One refers to people deterred by personal problens
and consists primarily of traditional honmemakers with
demanding life situations that make participation in
organi zed adult education difficult. Type Two people are
said to be deterred by | ack of confidence and consists

| argely of mature adults who other than having probl ens
with confidence are in a position to attend. Type Three
refers to people deterred by educational costs and is
made up nostly of young women of noderate education and
noder ate means who have the confidence to participate in
adult education but cannot afford the direct and indirect
costs involved. Type Four describes people who are not
interested in organi zed educati on and consists mainly of
wel | - educated, affluent, working individuals (nore Iikely
to be male than fenmal e) who place relatively | ow val ue on
participation in organized adult education. Finally,
peopl e categorized as Type Five, are not interested in
avai l abl e courses and consists primarily of highly
educat ed, m ddl e-i ncome, working individuals (nore likely
to be male than femal e) who place consi derabl e val ue on
continued education but find existing programi ng

irrelevant to their needs.



These data are inportant because they reveal that
deterrents to participation are likely to be
differentially experienced by groups varyingly influenced
by di spositional and situational factors. Adult
popul ati ons differ substantially in, for exanple, age,
race, gender, social econom c status, enploynent status
and prior education and such differences have
i nplications for gauging the potency of specific
deterrents. In the case of unenployed and | aid-off
adults, job |l oss may have resulted due to poor econom c
conditions, technol ogi cal change, or other factors that
are not connected with the laid-off persons notivation or
ability to work (Anundson & Borgen, 1987). The multiple
factors deterring adult participation and their varying
i npact nean that a nunmber of different approaches are
needed to encourage adult involvenent in educational
activities. Taking into account past research,
under st andi ng denogr aphi ¢ and nondenogr aphi ¢ vari abl es
for the unenpl oyed and laid-off adult will help to
identify and aneliorate the perceived deterrents to
participation in an attenpt to re-enter the workforce.

Al t hough deterrents, to sone extent, are popul ation
specific, Darkenwald and Val entine (1990) have identified

“time constraints” as a universal deterrent to



participation and suggest that education can becone nore
accessible for adult |earners through scheduling flexible
educational activities, distance |earning, and provisions
for self-pacing (1990). But the identification of
situational deterrents such as time constraints, suggest
little about alleviating the powerful deterring

i nfluences of dispositional and institutional factors.

G ven that the factors identified by Darkenwal d and
associ ates have received substantial theoretical and
enpirical support they will serve as a guide to the
present investigation. The present study will extend our
prior know edge by noving beyond the focus on identifying
deterrents and assessing their generalizability. It
i ntroduces an intervention conponent which will enhance
our understandi ng of the tractability of deterrent
factors and the prom se of strategies designed to assi st
adults in overcom ng obstacles interfering with their
i kel'i hood of participation in systematic educati onal
opportunities.

| nterventi on Studies

| ntervention studies designed to aneliorate the
negative influences of deterrents to participation have
been few in nunber, of limted quality and specific to

di stinct segnents of the population. An early exanple



was a nodel re-entry program for di sadvantaged wonen
(Prichard, 1982). The purpose of the programwas to aid
di sadvant aged wonmen who were interested in gaining

enpl oynment in nontraditional career fields. Two

wor kshops were offered focusing on nontraditional work
for wonen. The wor kshops included guest speakers and
role nmodels, field trips and the conpilation of career
resource material (Prichard, 1982). A severe limtation
of this project was the |ack of nmental preparation by the
participants concerning their exposure to career related
information. Also, as with nost other intervention
projects in this domain, the effectiveness of the

wor kshop was not evaluated in a systenmatic way.

In a second exanple a U S. project called “Career
Assessnment, Renedi ation, Education, Enploynent, and Re-
entry (CAREER)” was mounted and reported (Pierre, 1989).
The project served Hi spanic persons who were econom cally
di sadvant aged, di spl aced, unenpl oyed, or underenpl oyed,
as well as Hispanic femal es who were seeki ng
nontradi tional occupations. O the 144 people
participating, 64% successfully conpleted the training.
The objective of the project was to deliver a series of
i ntensive, short-termjob training programs using

conpet ency-based instruction. Again, no outcone measures



were available to determ ne the effectiveness of the
wor kshops. These studies | eave nmany unanswer ed questions
not the |east of which is what are the short- and | ong-
terminpacts of the workshops on participants’ decisions
to re-enter into other training or educational prograns?
Did the workshops nmentally prepare individuals for future
prograns? Were specific deterrents identified and
strategi es designed to overcone then? Did the
interventions ultimately lead to inproved participation
in educational opportunities? Are the interventions
generalizable to other popul ations?

An eval uation of an Anerican college re-entry
wor kshop (Hatala, 1993) concluded that structured,
deterrent-oriented interventions have great potential as
a practical approach for devel oping strategies to
overcone deterrents to participation in adult education
The workshop enabl ed adults contenplating returning to
school the opportunity to identify and deal with the
deterrent forces that keep themfrom participating in
educati on, and provided themw th support for their re-
entry decision process. The deterrents identified in the
wor kshop were in keeping with those identified in the
research literature. Re-entry workshops designed to

address the deterrents can provide participants with



val uabl e information (e.g., financial aid, support
services, and exposure to adults with simlar
circumstances) that could be useful in confronting and
overcom ng obstacles to re-entry into the educationa
setting. Participants surveyed, revealed that the re-
entry workshop aided themin confronting their
inhibitions regarding their return to school by providing
themw th the opportunity to share their concerns with a
group of adults in simliar circunmstances and school
officials who were in a position to answer specific
educati onal questions (Hatala, 1993). Seventy percent of
t he respondents returned to school after they attended
the re-entry workshop. Although the eval uation design
was relatively weak, it was concluded that the re-entry
wor kshop can be used as a neans for reducing and even
elimnating deterrent forces, thereby increasing the
potential rate of adult participation in organized
educati onal opportunities.

An inportant feature of re-entry workshops of this
sort is that they provide a nonthreatning forumfor
adults to deal with perceptions related to re-entry,
whi ch then enabl es adm nistrators and program planners to
identify deterrents adults face. This know edge can then

be used to inprove the curriculum and support services



which facilitate the planning process and ultimtely,
contribute to increased enrol |l ment, nore regular
att endance patterns and deeper |evels of engagenent and
participation. At the sanme tinme, such interventions
could serve as a neans for aiding the transition of
adults returning to a training or educational program
VWhile the Hatala (1993) data are promi sing nore tightly
controlled research is needed to substantiate these
cl ai nms.
Sunmary

Al t hough enpirical research on deterrents to
participation has increased in recent years, it is
deficient in at least five respects. First, nost studies
are limted to surveys of |arge sanples of adult
popul ati ons. \While such studi es have hel ped to identify
deterrent factors and to validate in different
popul ati ons nmet hods for neasuring and detecting them
(e.g., the DPS scale) they do not further our
under st andi ng of how to aneliorate these deterrents.
Second, nost of the research has been quantitative self-
report using instrunments such as the DPS-G and fi ndi ngs
have not been cross-validated with qualitative research
data. Third, while different groups of |earners have

different deterrent profiles and deterrents experienced



by learners may be differentiated in terns of their

di spositional and situational profiles (Darkenwald &

Val entine, 1990), deterrent scal es have not been used to
determ ne adult changes in perceptions regarding
deterrents to participation in adult education. Fourth,
al rost no enpirical work has targeted interventions
designed to aneliorate deterrents to participation as
obstacles to further education. Finally, alnost no
studi es have exam ned the inpact of deterrents to
participation in education as an obstacle specifically
confronting unenpl oyed and | aid-off workers to
successfully re-enter the work force. Any related work
t hat has been reported has been highly descriptive and

|l ess than enpirically rigorous in generating concl usions
about intervention efficacy.

The present study is an attenpt to overcone the
deficiencies of prior research through the inplenmentation
of an intervention “re-entry workshop” designed to pave
the way for unenployed and | aid-off adults to enter re-
training or re-education opportunities. The popul ation
for this study has a high need for such an intervention
and i s denographically highly varied. Rapid changes in
t echnol ogy and in business econom cs nean that these

woul d- be wor kers must upgrade their existing skills and



acqui re new ones throughout their working lives. As

i ndi vidual s seek career related information they nust be
ready to receive it or they will be incapable of
retaining relevant informtion (Robbins & Tucker, 1986).
The present study enploys a sufficiently sophisticated
design as to rule out conpeting, non-intervention effects
on perceived deterrents to participation. The specific
research questions are:

1. Can perceived psychosocial deterrents to
participation in adult education for unenpl oyed
and |l aid-off adults be aneliorated through a re-
entry workshop intervention?

2. I f so, what specific deterrents are nost |ikely

to be di m ni shed?

3. Are observed changes in perception stable over

ti me?



METHOD

Sanpl e

For the purpose of this study, a |ocal enploynent
agency in a noderately large urban centre in eastern
Ontario, Canada, was recruited and 30 volunteers were
randomy selected fromthe client groups. The agency
provided lists of adults who were unenpl oyed or |aid-off
at the time of the study. Candi dates who were randonly
selected fromthe lists were invited to participate on a
voluntary basis. Once the adult had agreed to
participate in the study, he or she was random y assi gned
to early and del ayed treat nent groups. On average
respondents were 40-49 years of age. They were 40%
femal e and generally married with children |iving at
honme. Mbst respondents had conpl eted hi gh school w thout
havi ng achi eved a hi gher educational credential. The
groups were highly representative of those who normally
solicit the help of the enploynent agency. According to
data provided by the agency the average age of people
soliciting help was 49, nales 66% femle 34% and the
average hi ghest educational credential was conpletion of

hi gh school



Il nst rument

The principal neasurenent device was a version of
t he DPS-G (Darkenwald & Val entine, 1985) (see appendi x
1). The instrunment was used due to its docunented
psychonetric properties and generic formwhich could be
easily adapted to the unenpl oyed and | aid-off adult
popul ation. Deterrent itens were rated on a 5-point
Li kert-type scale ranging from “not inportant” to “very
I nportant”.

In addition to the DPS-G itens, soci odenographic
information (e.g., gender, age category, marital status)
was collected in order to enable conparisons with
findings fromprior research

Desi gn and Anal ysi s

A del ayed-treatnent conparative group design was
used in this study. This enabled the del ayed treatnent
group to serve as a control group while at the same tine
not denying any participants treatnent.

Early and del ayed treatnents were identical. The
DPS was adni nistered to each group at three intervals
(baseline, interimand posttest). The posttest data
collection interval was foll owed by tel ephone interviews
with a random sanple of participants in each group. The

pur pose of the followup interviews was to further



investigate attitudes toward deterrents and determne if
i ndi vidual s had re-entered or planned re-entry into a
training or educational program A short interview guide
was devel oped (see appendi x 2) and used to solicit
further information from participants regarding the
ef fectiveness of the re-entry workshop. The interview
gui de consi sted of questions relating to the useful ness
of the workshop and whether or not it helped to identify
and di m nish perceived deterrents to education.

The design was a 2 X 3 group by occasion
mul ti variate anal ysis of variance with repeated nmeasures.
SPSSpc was enpl oyed to anal yze the data. The between
group factor was treatnment group (early, late) and the
within group factor was observation interval (baseline,
interim posttest). Six dependent variables for the
anal ysis corresponded to the subscal es of the DPS-G
| ack of confidence, |ow course relevance, tine
constraints, |ow personal priority, cost and personal
probl ens. Subscal e scores were cal cul ated by conputi ng
| i near conbi nati ons (averages) of the items shown to | oad
on respective factors in prior studies (Darkenwald &

Val entine, 1985).



Tr eat ment

The re-entry intervention was a one and a half day
wor kshop (see appendix 3) admnistered to the early
treatment group first. All workshops were given by the
i nvestigator at no cost to the participants or the
supporting agency. As the workshop began, participants
were required to fill out the DPS-G prior to
i ntroductions of participants, facilitators, and current
and fornmer adult students. The del ayed treatnent group
filled out the DPS-G but did not receive the re-entry
wor kshop until one nonth |ater.

A paper/pencil assessnent was distributed, including
a ‘Goal Achievenment Form and ‘ Student Needs Assessnent’.
Thi s assessnment was used by both the participant and the
wor kshop director to gain a better understandi ng of
i ndi vi dual needs. Each workshop group was divided into
smal | er groups which discussed their feelings in an
attempt to reduce the stress associated with nmeeting new
people. Participants were then asked to brainstorm about
personal obstacles and barriers associated with returning
to a training or educational program Deterrents to
participation in education were reviewed and a di scussi on

of “dealing with these identified deterrents” took place.



Panel presentations by forner and present adult
students were made. These individuals shared their
experiences of returning to school, followed by a
guestion and answer period. Finally, information
regarding returning to a program was presented to the
participants (financial aid, different types of
retraining, benefits, etc.). A discussion of the
m sconceptions “of what it takes to return to a progrant
and personal action plans were devel oped and renmai ni ng
concerns of the participants were addressed (e.g., “Wat
are the chances of finding enploynment once the programis
conpl eted?” *“What perquisites are required before I take
the course?” “What is the difference between a private
institute and a public one?”).

RESULTS

I ntervention Effects

Means and standard deviations for the six factors by

each group and occasi on appear in Table 1.

“SEE Table 1 Page 54~




The mean scores for all subscales are seen to
decrease for each interval. This suggests, in general,

t hat perceptions about the inportance of deterrents to
participation in education dimnished as a consequence of
the intervention nmethod. This pattern was noted for each
of the six subscales.

Tabl e 2 shows intercorrelations anong the deterrent
subscal e scores and reliability coefficients for each
subscal e by occasion. As expected, intercorrelations
wi t hin subscal es across occasions were high. In general,
the majority of the remaining coefficients are greater
than 0.3 in absolute value and statistically significant
which is substantial for a sanple of this size. These
noderately high correlation’s support the conjecture that
t he subscales related to an underlying deterrent
construct and justify the use of nultivariate anal ysis of
vari ance. One exception, however, was the cost subscal e
whi ch was found to be negatively related to perceived
course relevance, time constraints and | ow persona
priorities. This my be due to the fact that once the
partici pants becane aware of prograns whi ch provided
fundi ng and financial assistance, the perception of cost
bei ng a deterrent becane |ess relevant. Although this is

mere specul ation, the author is unaware of any prior



studies that conpare the relationship between deterrent

factors.

“SEE TABLE 2 PAGE 55"

Overall scale reliability (Cronbach’s al pha) for
the six factors in the Darkenwal d and Val enti ne study
(1985) were .87 (lack of confidence), .83 (lack of course
rel evance), .72 (time constraints), .64 (low persona
problenms), .75 (cost), and .40 (personal problens)
respectively. Table 2 reveals that the reliability
(al pha) for the six subscales in the present study are

quite consistent with the 1985 fi ndi ngs.



“SEE TABLE 3 PAGE 567

As shown in Table 3 an unexpected nmultivariate main
effect for group was obtained. The early treatnment group
scored higher for both of the course relevance F(1,
25)=4.11, p<.05 and cost F(1, 25)=4.32, p<.05 subscales,
but no differences were observed for the | ack of
confidence, tinme constraints, |ow personal priority and
personal problem factor sets. The nmeans for early versus
del ayed treatnent groups for course rel evance and cost
were M=2.73 vs. 2.44 and M=3.21 vs. 2.81, respectively.

G ven the random al |l ocati on of participants to groups and
identical treatnment there was no reason to expect any
group differences

Table 3 also reveals a statistically significant
multivariate main effect for occasion. Univariate tests
reveal ed that differences for occasion were observed for
each of the six subscales: [|ack of confidence, F(2,

50) =44. 94, p<.001, course relevance, F(2, 50)=21.41,
p<.001, tine constraints, F(2, 50)=50.32, p<.001, |ow
personal priority, F(2, 50)=24.06, p<.001, cost F(2,

50) =22. 13, p<.001, and personal problenms, F(2, 50)=22.13,



p<.001. Inspection of neans in Table 1 reveals a general
tendency for the perceived i nportance of deterrents to
decrease from baseline to posttest intervals which
provi des support for the hypothesis that the intervention
af fected perceived deterrents as predicted.

Table 3 al so shows a statistically significant
mul tivariate interaction effect for group by occasion.
The univariate tests of this interaction divul ged
significant orthonormalized contrast effects conparing
baseline to interimscores for each of |ack of
confidence, F(1, 25)= 12.18, p<.01l, course relevance,
F(1, 25)=5.84, p<.05, tinme constraints, F(1, 25)=15.50,
p<.001, |ow personal priority, F(1, 25)=4.40, p<.05 and
cost F(1, 25)=4.03, p<.05 subscales. Close inspection of
the nmeans in Table 1 reveals that in every case initial
basel i ne perceptions of the early group were found to
dimnish at the interimlevel whereas no change was
observed for the delayed group. Although not
statistically significant, this pattern was al so observed
for the personal problem subscale. This findings provide
overwhel m ng support for the hypothesis that the re-entry
treatnment was effective in dimnishing perceived
deterrents to participation. A statistically significant

contrast between combi ned baseline and interimand



posttest intervals was al so observed for the tinme
constraint subscale, F(1, 25)=6.94, p<.0l1. |Inspection of
the neans in Table 1 also reveals that in every case the
i nportance of deterrents dimnished frominterimto
posttest interval, although for sone reason this drop was
greater for the early group on the time constraints
di mensi on.
Stability

Taken as a whol e these findings suggest, first,
that the treatnent was successful for the delayed group,
and second, that the previously dimnished perceived
deterrents fromthe early group not only did not
di sappear but they dimnished further. This observation
provi des strong support for the hypothesis that treatnent

effects are stable over tine, at least in the short run.

| nformal Observati on Dat a

A maj or observation of the present study was
additional deterrents identified during the intervention
treatnment that were not accounted for on the DPS-G  The
DPS- G devel oped in the Darkenwal d and Val enti ne (1985)
study was established to identify forces that deterred
adults fromparticipating in adult educati on courses and

consi sted of a heterogeneous popul ation. The popul ation



consi sted of both enployed and unenpl oyed i ndi vi dual s
(61% were enployed full-time, 16% part-tinme, and 23% were
unenpl oyed) with diverse soci oeconom ¢ backgrounds.

Al t hough many of the deterrents identified in the 1985
study were consistent with participants in the present
study, sociodenographic characteristics differ in that

t he present study involved a honogeneous sanpl e
popul ati on (unenpl oyed and laid-off adults only). Taking
this into consideration, there are inportant and
identifiable variables in the present study that go
beyond the prior deterrent construct. When dealing with
t he unenpl oyed/ | ai d- of f popul ati on, many vari abl es nust
be consi dered. These considerations were observed by
Borgen and Amundson, (1984) as they described the stages
of unenpl oyment. The first stage is transitional in that
an individual must accept their job loss or remain

i mobilized. Once an individual accepts job | oss and
realizes they need to acquire a new one, re-enploynent
begins. |If an individual is unsuccessful at this stage,
a downward spiral becomes evident as the individual tries
to cope with rejection and the stress associated with job
search. \When the individual has exhausted their ability
to find enploynent, they start to feel worthless,

isolated and drifting, at this tinme they my seek out



gui dance. Support, training or educational opportunities
are introduced and the individual starts to feel hopeful,
under st ood and encouraged and works towards re-
enpl oyment. If retraining or reeducation beconmes the
mai n focus for job re-entry, it is at this point in tinme
that the individual nust deal with any deterrents
associated with returning to an educational program

The deterrent construct identified in the 1985
study enconpassed deterrents that affected participation,
and due to the heterogeneous sanpl e popul ation did not
specifically account for additional variables associ ated
with being unenpl oyed or laid-off. Two distinct
differences for the present study became apparent for
both the early and del ayed groups. First, those
i ndividual s identified as being out of work for a shorter
period of tinme, it was found that these adults were at
t he stage of evaluating their present situation and
basing their future actions on previous experiences
(enpl oyer contacts, prior job search practices, updated
resunme, etc.). The norale of these individuals appeared
to be positive and upbeat. Their imediate need was to
develop a plan of action for their job search. Re-
training or reeducation had represented an option but was

not as inportant as finding i medi ate enpl oynment.



| ndi vi dual s who had been unenpl oyed for a | onger period
of tinme appeared to be | ess positive and were searching
out different neans for re-entering the workforce. Re-
training and reeducation beconme an even nore inportant
option due to their deterioration of working skills as a
result of being unenployed for a | ong period of tine.

Second, Armundson and Borgen (1987) associ ated
stress with being unenpl oyed and suggested it goes far
beyond the job search process. An unenpl oyed i ndi vi dual
starts to experience financial pressures, additional
problens with fam |y nmenbers, and the | oss of self-
confidence and esteem (Anundson & Borgen, 1987).
Al t hough these variables are sinmliar to the 1985
deterrent construct, they further add to an unenpl oyed
and |l aid-off adult deterrent profile. Due to the strong
enptions associated with losing a job, decisions relating
to educational re-entry may not be considered. Once the
enotion associated with losing a job has been dealt wth,
updating skills become inportant and the individual is
better prepared to overcone their reluctance to
participate in an educational activity and start to match
training prograns to viable careers.

Prior negative educational experiences were a mgjor

reason for not returning to a program whi ch becane



evi dent during group discussion. Both the early and

del ayed groups di scussed deterrents that were related to
personal obstacles and barriers associated with prior
educati onal experiences. These deterrent forces were
experienced while the adult was enrolled in a program
sonet hing that could be associated with ‘because | was
not confident of ny learning ability , ‘because | felt
unprepared for the course’, ‘because | didn't think
could attend regularly’ and ‘because | don’'t enjoy
studying’ itens of the DPS-G (1985). Specific prior
negati ve educati onal experiences identified during the
re-entry workshop were as follows: |oss of notivation;
no prerequisite (did not take any upgradi ng courses and
was unprepared); poor tinme managenent skills; becanme
bored easily during class due to lack of interest; course
did not neet specific expectations; daycare problens

i ncurred during course; course was too advanced and coul d
not keep up; to much honmework; to many tests/essays;
conpetition anong students for marks; to nuch group work;
and transportation problens. These observational data
suggest that it may be inportant to expand the deterrent
profile, at least for this population. Intervention
research may want to be neasured as further additions to

the deterrent construct.



| ntervi ew Fol | ow up

A random sanmple of ten participants (five from each
group) were selected for follow up tel ephone calls two
nmont hs after the final re-entry workshop. All
partici pants contacted had returned to a training or
educational activity ranging from conputer courses to
career related workshops. A reoccurring thenme throughout
the interviews was how the re-entry workshop provi ded
information regardi ng avail abl e training and educati onal
opportunities. The participants realized that the | onger
they were out of work the nore inportant it was to
mai ntain and update their skills in order to find
enpl oynent. Mbst participants saw the re-entry workshop
as “an opportunity to nmeet other adults with simliar
circunstances” and “an opportunity to get things out in
the open”. One participant expressed training or
educati onal opportunities as the sane as purchasing a
conputer, “Before you spend nobney on a conputer, you
better make sure that it will do everything you want it
to do. When |l ooking for enploynent it is inportant to
mat ch education to a viable career otherw se your just
wasting your tinme”.

Wth regards to dimnishing perceived deterrents to

educational re-entry, one participant stated “the



wor kshop hel ped ne to build ny confidence regarding
returning to school and now | don’t have to be ashaned
about goi ng back”. Another individual stated “I now
realize the inportance of updating ny skills so | can
remai n conpetitive with the younger people coni ng out of
school”. Although sonme of the interviewed individuals
had made the decision to re-enter a training or education
program prior to attending the workshop, the re-entry
wor kshop hel ped themto prepare thenmselves nentally for
re-entry and to choose a program that woul d best suit
their needs (private institutions versus university or
col | ege courses).

The cost of entering a program remnmined the
greatest deterrent to participating. Although the re-
entry workshop provided alternative neans for financing
an education, individuals were still concerned with
finding the noney to pay for tuition. One individual
returned to a program because it was sponsored by
unenpl oyment insurance, otherwi se he was not in a
financial position to pay for a course. Also, the
i nportance of family support was not considered prior to
the re-entry workshop. Individuals were better inforned
to discuss their reasons for entering a programwth

their famlies. Open comunication with famly nenbers



al l owed both sides to understand the commtnment that is
need to return to school and their participation in a
program represented a greater chance of re-entering the
wor kf or ce.

DI SCUSSI ON

I ntervention Effects

The primary focus of the present research was to
det erm ne whether an intervention treatnment on a sanple
popul ati on of unenpl oyed and | aid-off adults would be
successful in dimnishing perceived deterrents to
participation in adult education. Prior to this study,
deterrent research centered mainly on identifying what
deters adults from participating in educational prograns
and devel oping a theoretical basis for nonparticipation.
Al t hough this research (Darkenwald & Val entine, 1985;
Martindal e & Drake, 1989; Scanlan & Darkenwal d, 1984) has
added significantly to our know edge base, very little
systematic inquiry has been carried out to determ ne the
tractability of perceived deterrents to planned
i nterventions.

Uilization of the DPS-G in the present study
enabl es conpari sons with Darkenwal d and Val enti ne (1985).
Such conpari son reveals that the six-factor deterrent

framework is appropriate to the unenpl oyed/| ai d- of f



popul ation. Overall scale reliabilities (al phas) for the
six factors conpared well with those previously reported.
In the present study, the DPS-G was used for the
first time to neasure change in an adult's perception of
what deters them from participation. The results confirm
t hat perceptions about deterrents to participation can be
altered by planned interventions. The re-entry workshop
proved to be an effective way to dimnish virtually each
of the six deterrents measured. Table one presents nean
scores of factor sets over the three intervals. The
| argest deterrent factors to decrease over tine were cost
(nean difference 1.19) and tinme constraints (nmean
difference 1.11). As observed in other studies (Blais et
al ., 1989; Darkenwald & Scanl an, 1984; Darkenwal d &
Val entine, 1985), cost and tinme constraints rated higher
than any other. The information provided during the re-
entry workshop covered financial assistance and
i ntroduced training programs which provide funding. Mny
of the participants were unaware of educati onal
assi stance and the cost of financing an educati on.
Partici pants were unable to access information regarding
prograns due to their lack of resources and their

inability to approach programofficials with well -



informed career related questions regarding re-entry
deci si ons.

A nunber of limtations of this study can serve as
exanpl es for future research possibilities. A larger
sanpl e popul ation could be used to deternmi ne the effects
of a re-entry workshop intervention across a broader
range of participants. As well, a nore conprehensive
foll ow-up needs to be conducted to determ ne the
stability of the aneliorated deterrents and observations
of group differences at pretest may be considered to
det ermi ne soci odenographi ¢ di stinctions anong
partici pants.

The DPS-G was adm ni stered at three intervals to
det erm ne whet her or not perceived deterrents were stable
over tinme. Initial application of the DPS-G prior to the
treatment intervention, was quite consistent to factors
found in prior research (Darkenwald & Val entine, 1985).
Of the six factors identified in this study, all
corresponded statistically with the 1985 fi ndi ngs.
Not i ceabl e decreases in nean scores for each deterrent
factor set becane evident during the baseline and
posttest intervals. The present study has substanti al
t heoretical value, in that it reinforces the deterrent

factor construct identified in prior research. A careful



exam nation of the intervention yields practical insight
into the nature and interplay of deterrent forces and how
institutions and adults can overcone them Although the
durability and generalizability of the intervention have
been tested on a small sanple, it goes a |long way towards
the identification and anmelioration of deterrents to
participation in education for specific adult
popul ati ons.

VWhen dealing with deterrents to participation,
institutions nust take into consideration that
di spositional deterrents are not generalizable and nust
be exam ned individually in order to inplenent
appropriate changes that facilitate increased enroll nent.
However, institutional and situational deterrents, such
as cost and tinme constraints can be viewed as universal
(Dar kenwal d & Val entine, 1990) and for obvious reasons
are inportant considerations for organizing educati onal
activity schedules. The need to devel op nethods for
predicting the tractability of deterrent types and to
test resulting hypotheses is inportant to understanding
the differential inpact of interventions on specific
deterrents

Initial evidence of the six factors regarding

stability of deterrent reduction over the three intervals



was quite substantial. Al six factors were reduced in
mean score from baseline to posttest. However it is
necessary to performlongitudinal studies that track
participants and their perceptions over |onger periods of
time. This will add to the understanding of identifying
deterrents and devel oping interventions for anmeliorating
them Lifelong | earning has become increasingly
important in a tine of steady technol ogical change. 1In
order to conpete in a fast changing | abour market,

i ndi vi dual s nust constantly add and upgrade their skills.
The inmportance of devel opi ng and researching
interventions which aneliorate deterrents to

partici pati on has becone necessary to nmamintain a high

| evel of working skills in what has becone a conpetitive
j ob market .

The present study is limted by its relatively
short tinme frame. It is necessary to perform/|longer term
follow-up with participants of the re-entry workshops
whi ch would help to determ ne the stability of
anel i orated deterrents, especially for those with
deterring forces of higher degree. This would help to
det erm ne whether or not the participant has re-entered a
training or educational programas a result of the

intervention. W need to focus on long terminpact much



nore systematically and directly which is a problemwth
nost intervention/training studies. The criteria for
success are nore or less internmedi ate while the real

i ssue is one not of reducing deterrents but of enhancing
participation. How can we better understand the inpact
of intervention on participation rates? This is a
relatively expensive problemto answer but froma

t heoretical point of view, we need to have better
evidence that in fact deterrent reduction does lead to

i ncreased participation.

The information provided at the re-entry workshops
consisted of training or educational progranms geared to
re-entering the work force. The information nust nmatch
the participant’ s present situation or the intervention
is futile. |If the participants were enployed at the tine
of the intervention, information regarding training and
educati onal opportunities would have been delivered
differently. Once this distinction is nmade , the
i ndi vidual can take relevant information and use it to
make wel | -i nfornmed decisions regarding re-entry. The
need to know whet her interventions for nore generic
popul ati ons can be effective may represent an inportant

direction for intervention research.



Al so, participants viewed tinme constraints as being
heavily associated with | ooking for a job, taking care of
children, or courses schedul ed at an inconvenient tine
which did not permt themto enroll in a program A
di scussi on about tinme managenent principles was
i ntroduced, as well as information on progranms in the
area which provided daycare, conveni ent schedul es and job
search strategies. As a result, participants’
perceptions of those factors deterring them from
returning to a training or educational program had
altered once the appropriate information was provided.

The sanple used in this study nmay not even have
i ncluded people with extremely high deterrent forces and
serves as a further limtation. For instance,

i ndi viduals who were invited to attend the re-entry

wor kshop but did not nmay experience deterrent forces that
keep them from seeking informati on. These individuals
may be so immbilized that even if they attend re-entry
wor kshops they would not be able to benefit w thout prior
counselling. Further research is necessary to determ ne
ways for reaching adults who are experiencing

di spositional and situational deterrents at a much higher

| evel .



Afinal limtation was the use of a self-directed
format in a group setting. In this situation, the format
may not have had the sane effect as it would have had
with individuals who would find individualized
instruction nore useful. Use of group format with
i ndi vidualized instruction and m ni mal group interaction
is sonmewhat artificial. This my be reflected in the
findings and is difficult to gauge as this was not part
of the study. Individual re-entry counselling m ght be
nore suitable for adult’s who have been out of a group
setting for a longer period of time (being in groups may
represent deterring forces). Conparisons of group and
i ndi vidualized re-entry workshops could be performed to
anal yze the inpact of both nethods.

| npl i cati ons For Research

Since this is the first study using a DPS-G and an
intervention treatnment, nmuch nmore work is needed to
establish the stability of the intervention over a | onger
period of time. The only way this can be done is by
replication of the present research with different
popul ati ons.

| npli cati ons For Practice

The ability for an organization to aid adults in

overcom ng their deterrents is a powerful tool. |If



adm ni strators and program planners are to deal with
adult deterrents to education and programm ng issues, it
is not enough to identify deterrents but to devel op
practical applications to overconme them Re-entry
wor kshops provide participants with valuable information
(e.g., financial aid, support services, exposure to
adults with simlar circunstances) necessary to confront
and overcone their deterrents and to re-enter an
educational setting. Re-entry workshops are |ocation and
popul ati on specific and information provi ded nust be
suited to the needs of the participants. Wen
implementing a re-entry workshop it is inportant that
t hese considerations are at the forefront, otherw se the
information will not match the needs of the participants
and may cause nore harm than good. Information regarding
| ocal training and educational opportunities nust be up-
to-date and in line with viable career possibilities.
Deterrents identified in the re-entry workshop shoul d be
val i dated and di scussed anong participants for
appropriate ways of overcom ng them  Appropriate
resources nmust be provided, as well as a l|ist of
referrals to training and educati onal prograns.

As was suggested by Darkenwal d and Val entine (1985),

deterrent scal es should be devel oped with distinctive



sup- popul ations in mnd. The same principle holds true
for the devel opnent and inplenmentation of a re-entry

wor kshop. The identification and inplenmentation of the
present intervention can be adapted for various
popul ati ons. The format for the unenpl oyed and | ai d-of f
intervention dealt with combing potential training
prograns with viable careers whereas the format for

enpl oyed individuals could include prograns that help

mai ntain ones career. Utilizing prior deterrent
framework represents a solid basis for program

devel opnent and participant interaction for re-entry

wor kshops. A majority of deterrents identified in the
re-entry workshop were based on an individual's
perception of education, thus it would be beneficial to
devel op the re-entry workshops on the principles of adult
education that woul d nmaxi m ze opportunities for

partici pant interaction and discussion. As well any
opportunity for making the sessions inherently neani ngful

to participants should be exploited.
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Appendi x 1

Tel ephone I nterview Schedul e

Nane: Phone :

1.

Your decision to attend the Re-entry Workshop was

based on?

to

in

After attending the Re-entry Workshop, did you return
a training or educational progranf

If yes, was your decision to return or not,
fluenced by your participation in the re-entry

wor kshop?

B

pr

pe
to
to

.yo

Are you currently in a training or educational
ogr anf?

Do you plan to continue your education?

Was the Re-entry Workshop hel pful in resol ving

rsonal issues relating to your decision to return
a training or educational progran? Did it help
i ncrease:

Confi dence

Course rel evance

Time constraints

Low personal priority

Cost

Per sonal probl ens

Did the Re-entry Workshop clarify any preconceptions

u may have had regarding the procedures and

responsibilities necessary to return to a training or

educati onal progranf?

What portion of the Re-entry Workshop was npost
effective?



9. In your own words, briefly indicate one or two mj or
personal benefits you have gained as a result of
participation in the Re-entry Workshop?



APPENDI X 2

Agenda for re-entry workshop

Day One
9:00-9: 30 | ntroductions and filling out DPS-G
9: 30-10: 30 Di scussi on on deterrents to educati on.

10: 30-10: 40 Br eak

10: 40-11: 30 Di scussion of fornmer educational and
training experiences.
Filling out “Students Needs Assessnent” and

“Goal Achi evenent Fornt

11: 30-12: 30 Di scussion of the m sconceptions of
returning to a training or educational

program
Day Two
9: 00-10: 00 Revi ew of previous day

10: 00-11: 00 What Prograns are available in your area?
What specific progranms are avail abl e and
where are they?

VWhat are your funding options?

11: 00-11:10 Br eak

11:10-12:00 Di scussion on ways to overcone deterrents
to educati on.

12: 00-12: 45 Lunch

12: 45-2: 00 Di scussi on and preparation for personal
action pl ans.

2:00-3:00 Conpl eti on of personal action plans and
wor kshop cl osure.



Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Deterrents by
Group and Cccasion

Occasi on
Basel i ne Interim Post t est

Deterrent Factors G oup Mean SD Mean SD Mean
SD
Lack of Confidence Early 2.60 .71 2.00 .62 1.60
. 60

Del ayed 2. 06 .63 2.00 .70 1.54
.35
Course Relevance Early 3.14 .87 2.64 .49 2.02
. 65

Del ayed 2. 31 .96 2.24 1.03 1.66
. 63
Time Constraints Early 3.63 .68 3.03 .45 2.04
. 46

Del ayed 2. 80 .85 2.82 .97 2.17
.71
Low Priority Early 2.74 .94 2.19 .83 1.89
.62

Del ayed 2. 51 .79 2.50 .89 1.68
. 63
Cost Early 3.10 1.30 2.33 .85 1.60
. 65

Del ayed 3. 31 1.07 3.28 1.17 2.44

1.01
Personal Problens Early 2.04 .86 1.48 .61 1.41
.55

Del ayed 1.56 .55 1.40 .52 1. 34

. 28







Intercorrel ati

Table 2

ons anong Deterrent Factors

(Cronbachs al pha on di agonal)

(1) = Baseline, (2) =Interim (3) = Posttest

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
L Lack of Confidence(8)B(.77)
> Lack of Confidence(8)1.78"" (.76)
3 Lack of Confidence(8)P.66""" .73 (.65)
} Course Relevance(6) B .22" .21" .23" (.88)
> Course Relevance(6) | .26 .22" .26" .84"" (.80)
5 Course Relevance(6) P .53"" .29 .48 .41 .49"" (.68)
’ Time Constraints(5) B .40 .38 .16" .27 .26 .22° (.72)
3 Time Constraints(5) | .31 .47 .28 .39 .33 .20° .74 (.74)
) Time Constraints(5) P .23" .32 .30 .22° .28 .23 .36"" .57 (.44)
LOLow Priority(5) B .65 .47 .62"" .26 .37 .47 .6177" .43 -.46"77(.73)
L1Low Priority(5) | .49 64" .62 .31 377" 47T .39 42" .60 .67 (.73)
L2Low Priority(5) P .70 . 717" .60"" -.30"".37""" .56"" .48 .38 .36"" .60 .73 (.54)
L3Cost (3) B .27 .31"" .07" -.13" -.27"7-.08 -09° .06" -.14" -.03" -.02" .23 (.71)
L4Cost (3) | .14 .27 .25 -.39""-.26"-.05" -.33"""-.11" .11° -.03" .06" -.03" .61 (.70)
L5Cost (3) P -.28" -0.2" .04" -.21" -.23" -.15" -.38"""-.11" .11" -.32"7"-.07" -.29" .44 .70 (.60)
L6Per sonal Prob. (4) B .47 23" .33"" 42" 32" .48 .20° .23° .02" .35 .32 .40 .20° -.13" -.22'(.54)
L7Per sonal Prob. (4) | .46"" .62""" .43 26" .33 .07 .51""" .44™" 26”7 .54"" 50" .42"" .09" .06" .02".42"" (.51)
LBPer sonal Prob. (4) P .49 .45 34" .28 .36"7" .13" .34 23" 17" .48 .27 .28 .15 .13" .05°.30"7" .02(.64)
p <.05 “p<.01l. p<.001.
3 = baselinel = interim P = posttest

Nunber of ltens in Parentheses



Table 3
Sources of Variation for 2 X 3 Multivariate Analysis of Variance
with Repeated Measures (N = 30)

Source Univariate Hotelling' s Multivariate Probability
df @ Appr ox. F df

G oup 1 3.61 6, 20 <.01
Error 25

Occasi on 2 15. 55 12, 14 <. 001
Occs X Gp 2 4. 80 12, 14 <. 01
Error 25

Tot al 55

57



