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Abstract of Dissertation

Factors that Deter Enlisted Personnel in Army Military Intelligence to Obtain a College
Degree

The purpose of this convergent, mixed-methods study was to identify the factors
that deter United States Army mid to senior level enlisted service members within the
Military Intelligence (MI) to obtain a college degree. The literature shows that service
members transitioning out of the military face greater challenges than their civilian
counterparts in securing employment.

In this study, the researcher collected data through quantitative survey (DPS-QG),
and a focus group interview. Using the data from the quantitative survey, logistic regression
analysis was conducted to test the study’s hypothesis and answer its research questions on
factors that deterred mid-senior NCO’s in Military Intelligence from obtaining a college
degree. The results of the simple logistic regression indicate that lack of self-confidence,
lack of course relevance, time constraints, cost, personal priority, and personal problems
were not statistically significant predictors of participating in formal education. From the
multiple logistic regression, personal problems when measured alongside with time was a
statistically significant predictor of participating in formal education. The qualitative data
was analyzed using a thematic method and the four themes that emerged were time
constraints, lack of self-confidence, personal priority, and lack of interest. The integration
of the data from the quantitative and qualitative phases of the study revealed that the lack
of participation in formal education may be as a result of lack of interest and not deterrents
as previously reported. An explanation of this findings could be that the lack of interest
and prioritization on the parts of the service members was because they did not see the

value that formal education brings in the short term. Many of the participants were at the

vil



mid-point of their career and felt secure in the knowledge that they had a guaranteed source
of income so therefore were not interested in participating in formal education. The study
concludes with implications for practice related to communicating the value of formal
education and the need to prioritize, and recommendations for future research related to
studying a different sub-group of the population as well as those that have completed

formal education.
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Chapter One: Introduction

In today’s competitive business environment, employers in the United States (U.S.)
have recognized that people are their best resource and that the continuous development of
human capital is one of the keys to maintaining a competitive advantage. Tuition
assistance, certification bonuses as well as training programs have become standard in most
organizations benefit packages as organizations look for ways to train and retain their best
people (Eriksson & Kristensen 2014; Manchester, 2012; Pyle, 2011; Aguinis & Kraiger,
2009; Ballot, Fakhfakh & Taymaz, 2006; Blundell, Dearden, Meghir & Sianesi, 1999).

Although in the civilian world recognition of human capital has increased over the
last two decades, in the United States military this recognition has been present since World
War I. Rohfeld (1989) asserts that “World War I challenged the United States to provide
soldiers educated for war-time tasks, and similarly the post-war world demanded citizens
able to fill new occupational and political roles” (p.187). In 1919, with over two million
enlisted service members in Europe awaiting transportation back to the U.S., the Army
established the American Expeditionary Forces University in France to educate U.S.
soldiers in Europe. A combination of traditional and distance learning opportunities was
offered to the service members, and enrollment was at over nine thousand (Rohfeld, 1989).

The military has always put a premium on education and its leaders, commissioned
officers are required to have a four-year college degree at the beginning of the service
period (Harris, 2009). Their enlisted counterparts however are promoted to the ranks of
non-commissioned officers, and although they are not required to have a four-year degree,
but if they have a college degree are looked upon favorably and awarded additional points

(Covert, 2002). The Department of Defense (DOD) also encourages enlisted service



members to obtain college degrees (Obeng-Dompreh, 2008), and the literature shows that
formal education is not only beneficial to military members while in the Armed Forces, but
that it also helps with finding employment after their service commitment (Bureau of Labor
and Statistics, 2014; Kleykamp, 2013; Carnevale & Cheah, 2013; Carnevale, Cheah &
Strohl, 2012).

The Department of Veterans Affairs recognizes these benefits and offers different
formal educational programs listed in the following section to assist service members that
choose to participate in Voluntary Education (VOED). Despite the viability of these
programs, and evidence of the increased rate of employment for enlisted service members
that have a college degree after transitioning to civilian life, the completion rates amongst
enlisted service members in the army is not high (Bureau of Labor and Statistics, 2018).
For example, the DOD VOED Fact Sheet for Fiscal Year 2017 reported that out of the
371,874 enlisted service members that were enrolled in the Army only 2.2 percent
completed a college degree. 2,446 soldiers completed an Associate degree, 3,969

completed a Baccalaureate degree and 1,732 completed a Graduate degree.

Formal Education Programs in the Military
The following formal education programs emerged as a result of the military’s
recognition of human capital since World War L.

e Post 9/11 Veterans Education Assistance Program (Post 9/11 GI Bill) — Most
comprehensive educational benefit package since the original GI Bill was signed
into law in 1944. This bill became effective August 1, 2009 and provides tuition
and fees, as well as a monthly housing allowance, books and supplies stipend.

e All-Volunteer Force Education Assistance Program (Montgomery GI Bill — Active



Duty) — Contributory program where enlisted service member pays in $100 per
month for the first 12 months of active duty and the bill provides 36 months of
tuition benefits.

e Educational Assistance for Members of the Selected Reserve (Montgomery GI Bill
— Selected Reserve) — First GI Bill to provide educational assistance to members of
the Selected Reserve and National Guard members. Members must agree to six
year service obligation and provides 36 months of benefits.

e Veterans Retraining Assistance Program (VRAP) — Provides 12 months of training
assistance for veterans who are between 35 and 60 years old, unemployed on the
date of application and are not eligible for any other VA education program.

e Survivor and Dependent Educational Assistance (DEA) — Provides education and
training opportunities to eligible dependents of certain veterans.

e Post-Vietnam Era Veterans Educational Assistance Program (VEAP) — First GI Bill
program that required contribution by service members. Benefits entitlements are
for 36 months.

e Reserve Education Assistance Program (REAP) — Provides assistance to members
of the National Guard and Reserves that served on Active Duty after September 10,
2001 in support of contingency operations for a minimum of 90 consecutive days.

e National Call to Service (NCS) — Provides incentive benefits to individuals who
incur an eight-year military service obligation after October 1, 2003. Benefits
include cash bonus, student loan repayment, and education allowance.

The programs listed above are available for all the military to help enlisted service

members with financial support in attaining an education, but accessibility to college



campuses, due to deployments and assignments to locations without a nearby college,
remained an issue for some. In recognition of this issue, the Army established the Army
University Online, and every service member entered into an agreement with a consortium
of universities for the Services members Opportunity College (SOC). With SOC, service
members can attend colleges that are part of the consortium and transfer credits among the
colleges without any loss of credits.

In recent years, the Federal Government has revisited the educational needs of
enlisted service members and veterans and addressed issues such as (i) Students are not
provided with an education plan; (ii) The need for a personalized statement of costs,
financial aid and outcome measures; (iii) Inadequate information about availability and
eligibility of Federal financial aid before arranging for private student loans; (iv)
Fraudulent and unduly recruitment on military installations; (v) The need for readmission
into program after a temporary stop due to service requirements, associated with colleges,
enlisted service members and veterans. In April 2012, President Obama signed Executive
Order 13607 that established some basic standards for educational institutions serving
enlisted service members, veterans, spouses and other family members. This Executive
order mandated the following:

- Institutions must provide information, support, and protections to Federal education
beneficiaries.

- Oversight, enforcement and accountability activities within educational benefit
programs should be strengthened.

- Principles of Excellence as guidelines for educational institutions receiving Federal

funding should be established.



- Student data collection efforts to better understand educational outcomes should be
enforced.
- A Centralized Complaint System for students should be implemented (Executive

Order No. 13607, 2012).

This Executive Order was put in place to support education amongst enlisted service
members.

Today’s environment demands that those transitioning out of the military are
prepared to enter the civilian work force, but the statistics prove that they face greater
challenges than their civilian counterparts in securing employment. Although they have
had rigorous military training and are highly disciplined, civilian employers report that
veterans’ inability to translate their military training and experience to civilian job
requirements is a major challenge in employing veterans (Davis & Minnis, 2016; Minnis,
2017; SHRM, 2010). Additionally, the Bureau of Labor Statistics also reports higher
rates of unemployment amongst veterans especially those aged 25-35 than their civilian
counterparts. In 2017, approximately 3.7% of all post 9/11 veterans and 7.9% of those
aged 25-34 were reported unemployed while the non-veterans’ unemployment rates were
reported at 4.2% overall with the 25-34 age group rate at 4.5%. With veterans over the
age of 25, the unemployment rate for those with a college degree was reported at 2.6%
while those with some college credits or an Associate degree recorded rates of 4.1%.
Their civilian counterpart rates were 2.3% for those with a college degree and 3.7% for
those with some college credits or an Associate degree (Bureau of Labor Statistics,

2017).

From the data above veterans and civilians with a college degree are hired at a



rate that is almost twice that of those without a degree. Despite this data, there is a lack
of understanding of why enlisted service members are not participating in formal
education. The field of participation has been researched extensively over the years
among different populations, but the enlisted military population in the Army has largely
been ignored. Studies have been done on Air Force, Marines Corp and Navy personnel,
(Harrison, 2012; Boereen & Leuven, 2008; Hodkinson, Ford, Hawthorn & Hodkinson,
2006; Tucker, 2007; Jackson, 2002; Whitemountain, 2002; Henry & Basile, 1994,
Martindale & Drake, 1989), but very few studies exist on the Army.

The Army, which is the largest branch of the service, is made up of officers and
enlisted personnel. The Bureau of Labor and Statistics reports a total of 462,100 service
members currently on active duty; 90,226 of which are officers and 371,874 are enlisted
members. Officers in the Army are required to have a college degree prior to their
commission as an officer while the enlisted members must have a high school diploma or
an equivalent. Career progression for the enlisted member goes from the ranks E-1 or
private to E-9 or Sergeant Major. The ranks E-5 to E-9 are considered Non
Commissioned officers (NCO) because they are not commissioned and do not have the
requirement for the college degree. There are currently 118,425 middle to senior level
NCOs in the Army and 41,620 of these service members are in the Military Intelligence
(M) career field.

The MI career field requires a unique set of skills and to qualify for the field; the
enlisted service member upon service entry must have a score in the Phase I range of the
Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT). The AFQT is the computed score that a

recruit gets upon taking the Armed Services Vocation Aptitude Battery (ASVAB), which



is a required test for every personnel trying to enter the military. The score is reported in
percentiles and is derived from the computation of the recruit’s score on four of the
ASVAB subtests; Arithmetic Reasoning (AR), Mathematics Knowledge (MK), Reading
Comprehension (RC), and Word Knowledge (WK). The minimum score to qualify for
entry into the Army is 31 and the range to qualify for the MI career field is a score of
over 90 out of a maximum of 99.

The ability to organize information, think and write clearly, an interest in
gathering information and studying its meaning and an interest in computers are all
attributes that the MI service member possess (BLS, 2014). The majority of service
members in the MI career field are required to complete an extensive advanced MOS
training which consists of classroom instruction for over a year. Although these service
members are accustomed to the structure and rigor of a formal education system, there is
no evidence in the literature that indicates that they have a higher completion rate of
formal education than enlisted members in other career fields.

Theoretical Framework

There has been extensive research on participation and the motivations for
participating in adult education (Boshier, 1971; Houle, 1961; Knox & Videbeck, 1963;
Miller, 1967), there are few studies of comparable rigor that examine what deters
participation in adult education. Based on the result of a national sample of almost 13,000
households and collection data on approximately 24,000 adults, Johnston and Rivera
(1965) classified barriers into those based on influences external to the individual or
beyond the individual’s control and those based on personal attributes or dispositions

towards participation. These categories known as Environment or Situational deterrents



and Internal or Dispositional deterrents were based on the participants’ response to 10
different statements and their indication on whether or not each statement applied to them.

Carp, Peterson, and Roelfs (1975) building on the work of Johnston and Rivera
(1965) surveyed a sample of 3900 adults who were asked to identify from a list of 24
reasons those that they perceived as important in keeping them from participating in adult
education. They identified financial costs and time restraints as the most reported deterrents
while situational factors such as don’t want to go to school full time, home responsibilities,
job responsibilities and amount of time required to complete program were reported by 20
percent of the participants as deterrents to participation. The remaining 18 situational and
dispositional factors were cited by fewer than one out of every five participant (Scalen,
1986).

Cross (1981) drawing heavily upon the existing survey databases of Johnston &
Rivera, (1965), and Carp, Peterson, & Roelfs, (1975) formulated a hypothetical barriers
structure that consisted of three major categories situational, institutional and dispositional.
Situational barriers are those that arise as a result of one’s situation at the given time, the
Institutional barriers are those practices or procedures that exclude or discourage
participation, and the dispositional barriers are those related to the attitudes and self-
perceptions about oneself as a learner. Cross also developed the Chain of Response Model
that shows that “an adult’s participation in a learning activity is not an isolated act but is
the result of a complex chain of responses based on the evaluation of the position of the
individual in their environment” (Silva, Cahalan, & Lacierno-Paquet, 1998).

Valentine and Darkenwald (1985) built on the earlier work of Scalen and Valentine

(1984) to test the Deterrents to Participation Scale General (DPS-G) on the general public



and identified six factors that deterred adults from participating in organized education.
The factors tested in the DPS-G are lack of confidence, lack of course relevance, time

constraints, personal priority, cost, and personal preference.

Purpose Statement, Research Questions and Hypotheses

The purpose of this convergent mixed methods study is to identify the factors that
deter United States Army mid to senior level enlisted service members within the
Military Intelligence (MI) population to obtain a college degree.

A convergent mixed methods design was used to combine the results of the
quantitative and qualitative data to obtain a more complete understanding of the
phenomenon. In the first phase, quantitative data was used to measure the relationship
between the deterrent factors and participation in formal education. At the same time in
the study, the deterrent factors were explored during a focus group interview.

In the first, quantitative phase of the study, the Deterrent to Participation Scale-
General (DPS-G) was used to test whether lack of confidence, lack of course relevance,
time constraints, low personal priority, cost and personal problems deters participation in
formal education. The DPS-G was developed by Darkenwald & Valentine (1985) to
measure deterrents among the general adult population, identify the source variables or
factors that deter the general adult public from participating in organized adult education
activities and to determine the relationships, if any, between socio-demographic
variables, such as age and sex; and the factors identified as deterring participation. For
the quantitative phase of this study the research questions and hypotheses are the
following:

1. How well does lack of confidence, as measured by the DPS-G predict participation of



enlisted service members in Military Intelligence in the United States Army in formal
education?
Hio: Lack of confidence does not deter participation of mid to senior level NCO in
the United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal
education.
Hi1: Lack of confidence deters participation of mid to senior level NCO in the
United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal
education.
2. How well does lack of course relevance, as measured by the DPS-G predict
participation of enlisted service members in Military Intelligence in the United States
Army in formal education?
Hao: Lack of course relevance does not deter participation of mid to senior level
NCO in the United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in
formal education.
Hazi: Lack of course relevance deters participation of mid to senior level NCO in
the United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal
education.
3. How well do time constraints, as measured by the DPS-G predict participation of
enlisted service members in Military Intelligence in the United States Army in formal
education?
H3o: Time Constraints do not deter participation of mid to senior level NCO in the
United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal

education.
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Hs1: Time Constraints deter participation of mid to senior level NCO in the
United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal
education.
4. How well does personal priority, as measured by the DPS-G predict participation of
enlisted service members in Military Intelligence in the United States Army in formal
education?
Hao: Low personal priority does not deter participation of mid to senior level NCO
in the United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in
formal education.
Ha1: Low personal priority deters participation of mid to senior level NCO in the
United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal
education.
5. How well does cost, as measured by the DPS-G predict participation of enlisted service
members in Military Intelligence in the United States Army in formal education?
Hso: Cost does not deter participation of mid to senior level NCO in the United
States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal education.
Hsi: Cost deters participation of mid to senior level NCO in the United States
Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal education.
6. How well does personal preference, as measured by the DPS-G predict participation of
enlisted service members in Military Intelligence in the United States Army in formal
education?
Heo: Personal Preference does not deter participation of mid to senior level NCO

in the United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in
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formal education.

He1: Personal Preference deters participation of mid to senior level NCO in the
United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal
education.

The qualitative phase was conducted as a follow up to the quantitative one to help
explain the quantitative results. In this exploratory follow-up, the deterrents factors were
explored with a subset of the survey participants (Creswell, 2018). For the qualitative
phase the research question was:

7. How MI enlisted service members describe the factors that were identified in the

survey and any other factors that impact their participation in formal education.

Summary of the Methodology

In this study, a convergent mixed methods design was used. The convergent
design is a type of mixed methods that involves obtaining “different but complementary
data on the same topic in order to better understand the research problem” (Creswell &
Clark, 2018, p.68). The design is used when the researched has limited access to the data
and must gather both types of data in one visit and the researcher wants a complete
understanding of the research problem by comparing the quantitative statistical results
with the qualitative findings (Creswell & Clark, 2018). In the first phase, quantitative
data was collected, using a researcher administered survey instrument to test the
relationship between the deterrents and participation. In the second phase, qualitative
data was collected using a focus group interview to understand why the deterrent factors
tested in the first phase are significant in deterring mid to senior level enlisted members

in MI from obtaining a college degree.
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The population of interest for the survey phase was all middle to senior level NCO
who do not have a college degree and are currently on active duty in the United States
Army in the Military Intelligence (MI) Military Occupational Specialty (MOS) career field.
Enlisted members are classified into junior enlisted and NCOs. The junior enlisted
members are in the ranks of E1-E4 (Private to Specialist), while the NCO’s rank progresses
from an E-5 to E-9, (Sergeant to Sergeant Major). Enlisted service members with the rank
of E-5 are junior NCO'’s, while those with the ranks of E-6 to E-7’s are middle NCO’s and
the E-8 to E-9 enlisted service members are senior NCO’s.

This population of middle to senior NCOs was chosen because at the middle to
senior level stage (E6 — E9) of their career, the NCO has completed at least one or more
enlistment tour and is considered “settled” in the military. In addition to this, the NCO has
already completed the Warrior Leader Course (WLC), where the enlisted service members
have had a measure of course work, and have been taught study techniques that prepares
them for equivalent college courses.

The sample for the survey portion of the study was obtained by using a non-
probabilistic convenience sample. The participants for this study consisted of MI NCOs
who do not have a college degree and were scheduled for enrollment in the Senior and
Advanced Leader Course at the United States Military Intelligence School’s NCO
Academy, Fort Huachuca Arizona in April 2019. This sample consisted of all the students
enrolled in the different courses of the eleven MOS that make up the MI career field and
the sample size was n=163 for the first phase. For the second phase of the study, a total of
eight participants were selected from the population of middle to senior level NCO’s that

completed the survey.
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The Deterrents to Participation Scale (DPS-G) (See Appendix G), with a modified
instructions and demographics section was administered to the middle to senior NCO’s in
MI enrolled in the Senior and Advanced Leader School. The goal was to identify whether
lack of confidence, lack of course relevance, time constraints, low personal priority, cost,
and personal problems deter participation in formal education. The survey was completed
anonymously and completed questionnaires were returned to a box that was placed in the
room. A logistic regression analysis was conducted on the data from the survey to test the
hypothesis and answer the research questions on factors that deterred mid-senior NCO’s
in Military Intelligence from obtaining a college degree.

For the qualitative phase of the study, middle to senior level NCO’s were asked to
volunteer to participate in a focus group interview. The focus group had eight participants
so that the number of participants is small enough for each voice to be heard but large
enough to generate common themes (Creswell & Clark, 2018; Kitzinger, 1995). The focus
group participants were asked to share their stories regarding the decision not to participate
in formal education and the factors that contributed to that decision. Using a convergent
mixed methods approach, the results and findings from the quantitative and qualitative
phases of the study were integrated through a process of narrative weaving to present a
multi-facet view of the factors that influenced the decision to participate in formal
education (Fetters, Curry, & Creswell, 2013).

Significance of the Study

The transition to civilian life remains an issue today and, in an effort, to address

this issue the government has taken action to put several educational programs in place.

The government recognizes that civilian life can be enriched by the military experience
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and the development of human capital remains a key to maintaining competitive advantage.
Employers are offered incentives to hire veterans, job training and education assistance are
provided and the benefits to go to school and get a degree remain available long after
enlisted service members have transitioned out of the service. With this issue being such
an important one and the data showing that educated veterans have a lower unemployment
rate than those without a college degree; this study will contribute to the work of
researchers who are studying military members and their education. Identifying and
understanding these factors will also be beneficial to the military education leaders and the
educational institutions that cater to them as they can tailor their programs and policies to

better meet the needs of the population that they are serving.

Limitations and Delimitations
The limitation of the study is that the surveys are self-reporting, so it’s relying on
memory and sincerity of the participants. The study is delimited to the U.S. Army

enlisted members in M.I and is not generalizable to other career fields.

Definition of Key Terms
The key terms used in the study are explained below.

Formal education as defined by Coombs (1985) and Combs, Prosser and Ahmed
(1973) and Merriam, Caffarella and Baumgartner (2007) is a “highly, institutionalized,
bureaucratic, curriculum driven, and formally recognized with grades, diplomas, or
certificates” (p.29). Schugurensky (2000) defines it as an “institutional ladder that goes
from preschool to graduate studies” (p.3). In the context of this study, formal education
is measured by having a diploma from an accredited higher education institution after

completion of the requirements for a bachelor’s degree.
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The service member is defined as an individual who is currently serving on active
duty (American Association of College Registrar and Admissions Officers, 1998).

A veteran is defined by Title 38, United States Code, Section 101(2) as a person
who served in the active military, naval, or air service, and who was discharged or
released there from under conditions other than dishonorable.

The Military Intelligence service members are engineering, science and technical
personnel that perform a variety of tasks to include solving problems and collecting and
interpreting information as well as operating technical equipment (Bureau of Labor and

Statistics, 2014).
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
The purpose of this convergent mixed methods study is to identify the factors that
deter United States Army mid to senior level enlisted service members in Military
Intelligence (MI) to obtain a college degree.
This chapter presents the literature that informed this study and is organized in the
following sections: literature review methodology; adult learning and formal education;
adult education in the military; education programs in the military; theories and models

of adult learning and participation; motivation and deterrents of participation.

Literature Review Methodology

The research portal used to conduct this literature review was ALADIN research
portal, and the databases included: Academic Search Premier, ArticlesPlus, Dissertations
& Theses Online, ERIC, JSTOR, Proquest, SAGE Journals, Military Science, and Google
Scholar. Keywords used in the search included adult education, formal learning,
motivation theories, participation theories, barriers and deterrent theories, military adult
learner, voluntary education.

An initial search of peer-reviewed/referenced journals yielded a large amount of
literature around the construct of motivation and participation in formal learning but there
was a significantly less amount of literature around deterrents to participation and the
military learner. As a result of this, all articles in English were looked at and no date
restriction was imposed.

Adult Learner, Formal Learning and Education
The dictionary definition for learning is acquiring new knowledge, behavior, or

understanding. It also involves the synthesizing of different forms of information to
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acquire new knowledge. Learning can be further divided into formal learning and informal
learning. Formal learning can then be divided into formal and non-formal education, and
is the learning that occurs based on specified structure or a pre specified desire to acquire
a named skill. Informal learning is the learning that occurs outside the structure and
curriculum of the education system (Schugurensky, 2000; Marsick & Watkins, 2001).
Merriam, Caffarella and Baumgartner (2007) cite Coombs (1985) and Combs,
Prosser and Ahmed (1973), to define formal education as a “highly institutionalized,
bureaucratic, curriculum driven, and formally recognized with grades, diplomas, or
certificates” (p.29). Schugurensky, (2000) defines it as an “institutional ladder that goes
from preschool to graduate studies” (p.3). The literature shows that there is a growing
trend for formal education amongst adults, and over half of the current population of most
colleges are students over the age of twenty-four (Kasworm, Sandmann & Sissel, 2000).
With this growing trend, there has been extensive research conducted on the motivation as
well as challenges that the adult learner faces when making the decision to return to a
formal education system (Henry & Basile, 1994; Hodkinson, Ford, Hawthorn &
Hodkinson, 2006, 2007; Boereen & Leuven, 2008).
“The nature of the individual learner and his reasons for participation is an
important starting point for any research on adult education. An
understanding of why adult education students participate would facilitate
the growth of theory and models to explain participation, throw light on the
conceptual desert that underpins adult education dropout research, and
enhance efforts to increase the quantity and quality of learning experiences
for adults” (Boshier, 1991).
The construct of adult education, also known as andragogy, was first introduced

in the United States in 1927 by Martha Anderson and Eduard Linderman. They posited

that andragogy was a separate concept from pedagogy (or the education of children) and
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the construct began to gain widespread popularity. Anderson and Linderman (1927)
determined that while pedagogical approaches are characterized by its specificity of time,
content, and assessment, andragogical approaches are more likely to be experiential, self-
directed, and problem solving in nature (Holmes & Abington-Cooper, 2000). Thorndike,
Bregman, Tilton, and Woodyard approached the concept from a behavioral psychological
angle, and found that, unlike most widely held beliefs, adults still had the capacity to
learn. (Merriam, 2001)

In 1980, Malcolm Knowles, with his research on the topic became one of the
foremost scholars on the construct of adult learning. Deemed the “Archbishop of
Andragogy” (Boshier, 1998), he developed four assumptions that guided his work, and
later added a fifth in 1984 (Pappas, 2013). These assumptions are:

1. Self-concept. As a person matures his/her self concept moves from one of being
a dependent personality toward one of being a self-directed human being

2. Adult Learner Experience. As a person matures he/she accumulates a growing
reservoir of experience that becomes an increasing resource for learning.

3. Readiness to Learn. As a person matures his/her readiness to learn becomes
oriented increasingly to the developmental tasks of his/her social roles.

4. Orientation to Learning. As a person matures his/her time perspective changes
from one of postponed application of knowledge to immediacy of application,
and accordingly his/her orientation toward learning shifts from one of subject-
centeredness to one of problem centeredness.

5. Motivation to Learn. As a person matures the motivation to learn is internal.

The adult learner is also referred to as the non-traditional student in the literature.
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An OECD study (1987) which has also been used by Kasworm (1993) and Davis (1995)
identify four categories of the adult learner. In this study, the adult student is defined as
one (1) who enters or re-enters higher education with a prior major break in their formal
involvement in learning, (2) enrolled in academic studies and represents specific
chronological age categories (for example, those over 25 years), (3) who entered higher
education on the basis of mature life experience (gained through work, family and/or
community involvement). Formal education is measured by having a diploma from an
accredited high education institution, after completion of the requirements for a bachelor’s
degree (Boereen & Leuven, 2008).

In the Inquiring Mind (1961), based on qualitative in-depth interviews of 22 adults,
Houle asserts that the adult learner can be classified as Goal, Activity or Learning Oriented.
The goal oriented adult use education to accomplish clear-cut objectives. The activity-
oriented adult “take part because they find in the circumstances of the learning a meaning
which has no necessary connection, and often no connection at all, with the content or the
announced purposes of the activity” (p. 15). The learning-oriented adult seeks knowledge
for its own sake.

Bosheir (1971) developed the Education Participation Scale (EPS) to test Houle’s
typology of motivational orientation and to develop a factor analytically based measure of
motive for attendance. He concludes that adults can be categorized as deficiency motivated,
or growth motivated. The deficiency-motivated participants enroll in educational programs
in order to meet the needs in areas where they feel that they have a shortcoming. The
growth-oriented participants are eager to learn and are more focused on self-actualization

needs (Boshier, 1971)
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The cost versus the benefit analysis is different for each individual, and directly
leads to an increase or decrease in the levels of participation. Doets, Hake and Westerhuis
(2001) state that the older the adult, the less that they participate. As adults retire and reach
the age of 55, the cost does not outweigh the benefit, and the rates start to decline with a
marked decrease at age 65 (Edwards, Sieminski, and Zelden, 1996; Belingar, 1997).
Younger adults are reported to participate more as they have more time to reap the benefits
of the education (Boeren & Leuven, 2008).

The educational status of the adult contributes to the decision to participate in
lifelong learning. Adults with previous education attainment understand how to learn, and
the data shows that adults with a high attainment level participate more, conversely those
with low attainment levels have a lower level of confidence in their ability to succeed and
therefore may decide not to participate (OECD, 2000).

Life-changing events, solving personal problems, personal interest and enjoyment,
learning for the benefit of others, and the social class of the adult are also factors cited in
the literature has been considered by adults making the decision to participate in lifelong
learning (Henry & Basile, 1994; Hodkinson, Ford, Hawthorn & Hodkinson, 2006).

The definition, assumptions, and classification of the adult learner highlighted
above from the literature are attributable to the population for this study and informed the
researcher’s approach in the design phase as it provides a context for defining the military
adult learner, how formal education will be measured and the category that the military

service member may belong to based on their learning orientation style.

Educational Programs in the Military

Educational programming has a long-standing history in the United States military.
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In the early years, education was only provided to boost morale of the enlisted service
members and was not systematic or regulated. The Army valued educating its enlisted
service members and there were even literacy programs available to help soldiers learn to
read (Polson, 2010). The first documented educators in the military were chaplains who
had been charged with educating soldiers who were stationed at Valley Forge. As a greater
need emerged for more formalized education, the military effort expanded (Sticht, 2002).

The military remained an advocate for literacy education, and as a result, helped to
improve educational resources that were available to underserved populations. The union
Army assigned specific soldiers to work with African American soldiers to increase
literacy rates. These efforts continued on throughout Reconstruction, and as a result, the
Freedmen’s Bureau was developed (Sticht, 2002). Educational efforts in the military have
since grown and matured, and have remained relevant to current cultural dynamics and
needs.

The Department of Defense (DoD) makes up one of the largest providers of adult
education programs (Polson, 2010). In order to “maintain a highly educated and trained
fighting force of 2.2 million service members and to ensure they possess the 21 critical
skills needed to meet tomorrow’s defense requirements” (p. 263), the DoD has invested
nearly $500 million in technical and professional programming to assist all members of the
military with the financial obligations of a formal education system.

The GI Bill and the Post-9/11 GI Bill. First named the serviceman’s Readjustment
Act of 1944, the GI Bill of Rights has also been called “the most significant development
in the modern history of American education (Patterson, 1996). As a result of its passage,

college became more accessible to veterans, especially those who had previously found
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education inaccessible or difficult to achieve, and the GI Bill continued to play an important
role in the U.S., (McMurray, 2007).

The current version of the GI Bill, the Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance
Act, was signed into law in August of 2009. It is specifically geared toward service
members who began active duty as of September 10, 2001. While most enlisted service
members utilize the benefits of this program after they have left the military, more have
begun using it during active duty. This is especially beneficial from the military’s
perspective because soldiers are able to use some of the skills they develop while still in
service, as opposed to waiting until their service has ended and using their skills outside of
the military (Asch, Kilburn, & Klerman, 1999). Table 2.1 summarizes the benefits that the
Post-9/11 GI Bill offers to active duty service members, veterans, and family members of
soldiers:

Table 2.1 Benefits of Post 9/11 GI Bill

Tuition and Monthly Book Yellow Relocation
Fees Housing Stipend Ribbon

If You Are

On

Active X X

Duty

Veteran X X X X X

Spouse Using

Transferred X X

Benefits

Child Using

Transferred X X X X X

Benefits

Veterans Retraining Assistance Program (VRAP). This program ended in

March 2014, but it provided 12 months of training assistance for veterans who are between
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35 and 60 years old, unemployed on the date of application and are not eligible for any
other VA education program.

Survivor and Dependent Educational Assistance (DEA). This program provides
education, training opportunities, and financial assistance for the education of eligible
dependents of certain veterans. In order to be eligible, one must be the dependent of a
service member who is permanently disabled as a result of a service-related injury, or
veterans who died while on active duty. Table 2.2 summarizes the benefit included in this
program.

Table 2.2 Benefits of DEA

Type Description

Benefit Payments Monthly amount paid directly to the
student. The current monthly payment
for full-time training is $1,018.

Duration of Benefits Surviving Spouses of those who died
in the line of duty may use benefits for
up to 20 years from the Service
member’s date of death.

Maximum Months of Benefits 45 months

Concurrent Receipt of DIC and Education Yes

Benefit for Spouse

Programs Covered College, Business, Technical, or

Vocational Programs, Work Study
Certification Tests
Apprenticeship/On-the-Job Training
Tutorial Assistance

Post-Vietnam Era Veterans Educational Assistance Program (VEAP). This is
the first GI Bill that required service member to make a contribution in order to be
eligible. Contributions are matched by the government on a 2-for-1 basis. Once received,

benefits can be used for any number of educational options including, but not limited to:
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technical or vocational courses, college degree programs on varying levels, and licensure
or certification programs.

Reserve Education Assistance Program (REAP). This program is geared toward
military personnel who are members of the Reserves or National Guard. In order to be
eligible for benefits, they must be called to active duty as a result of war or national
emergency. Table 2.3 summarizes the benefit that the service member will receive once
eligible.

Table 2.3 Benefits of REAP

Full-Time Rate

Time Reserve Member Serves on Active Duty gl(i“;if‘i)Oct. 1
90 days but less than one year $686.80
One year but less than two years $1,030.20
Two years or more $1,373.60

National Call to Service (NCS). The NCS Program was established in 2003 and
is one of the most underused programs offered by the military. This program provides
incentive benefits to individuals who incur an eight-year military service obligation after
October 1, 2003. One of the perks of this program is its enlistment incentives. Service
members are able to choose one of the following (i) $5,000 cash bonus payable after the
active duty tour, (ii) Up to $18,000 in student loan repayment, also payable after the active
duty commitment, (iii) Monthly education allowance equal to the full Montgomery GI
Bill (MGIB) monthly entitlement payment (currently at $1,421 per month) for up to 12
months of schooling at a GI Bill school (worth $17,052), (iv) Monthly education allowance
equal to one-half of the MGIB monthly entitlement payment ($710.50 per month), but up

to 36 months of college (worth $22,578).
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Although the programs listed above are available to active duty personnel, veterans,
and families of service members to offset the cost of learning, make education more
accessible, and fit the needs of various types of service members, there is still an issue with
participation as service members are not taking full advantages of the benefits offered
(Thirtle, 2001). The military will benefit from having the enlisted service members use
these benefits while on active duty because the enlisted service member will be able to

apply the skills and knowledge that they acquire in their present MOS.

Theories and Models of Adult Learning, Participation and Motivation

Since becoming a widely accepted concept, numerous studies have emerged that
present data that categorizes characteristics of the adult learner, why they engage in
learning moments, and the developmental stages through which they progress. Empirical
research suggests that learner types, motives, and motivational orientations be identified
(Boshier & Collins, 1985; Burgess, 1971; Sheffield, 1964). Langsner (1994) suggests that
identifying specific learning styles, motives, and motivational orientations is crucial in
understanding what propels and deters adult learners from engaging in continued
education programs. Moreover, the successful identification of these dynamics can aid in
improving the production and implementation of the programs that are provided.

Knox and Videbeck (1963) provide similar findings in their research. Their theory
on participation in adult learning, the theory of patterned participation, asserts that
engaging in continued education is a choice adult’s make based on a combination of two
things: one’s personal orientation towards education and their perception of their
“lifespace”.

Patterned Participation theory states that the environment offers numerous but
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finite number of alternatives, and because all alternatives are not equally available to all
individuals. The decision to participate is influenced by the domain within which the
individual is and the physical limitations such as distance, financial resources, available
time and accessibility of required equipment and space (Knox and Videbeck, 1963).

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 1998) explains this
perception includes “(1) a person’s role and status configuration; (2) the availability of
opportunities to participate, and (3) personal and environmental restraints affecting one’s
participatory alternative.” Additionally, Knox and Videbeck (1963) posited that
participation was directly linked to changes in one’s life conditions.

Merriam and Caffarella (1999) identified five main orientations to adult learning:
behaviorist, social learning, humanist, constructivist, and cognitivist. While these
orientations cover a wide range of perspectives, Knowles (1980) grounds his work on the
adult learner on the humanist orientation while the cognitivist orientation is a common
element among motivational and deterrent theories as they are grounded on the idea that
adult learners have some autonomy over their environment (Cross, 1981).

Other researchers approach adult learning from a model-based perspective. The
Chain-of-Response (COR) model by Cross (1981) was constructed to shed light on
multiple issues related to adult participation in learning activities. The model is based on
self-concept or self-evaluation and attitude toward learning, and it shows that “an adult’s
participation in a learning activity is not an isolated act but is the result of a complex chain
of responses based on the evaluation of the position of the individual in their environment”
(Silva, Cahalan, & Lacierno-Paquet, 1998). One assumption of this model is that if an

individual is motivated to participate in some form of learning activity, barriers can be
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overcome if sufficient information exists about the types of opportunities that are available.

Miller (1967) developed a model of participation based on individuals’
participation for testing against empirical data. In his model, Miller’s Force Field Analysis,
he assumes that because adult participation in education activity is often voluntary it
represents a commitment of time and energy that is in competition with the desire to
participate in other things (Miller, 1967). The decision to participate in adult education
therefore demonstrates a personal need, and because personal needs do not operate
independently of the social structures and forces of the society to which the individual is
born, the decision to participate can be predicted based on the patterns of interaction
between the personal needs and the social forces (Miller, 1967).

Boshier (1971) presents the congruency model of adult education participation and
dropout. Based on the findings of Rogers’ Self Psychology (Rogers 1959; 1963), Maslow’s
(1954) Hierarchy of Needs and the cognitive and balance theories of Lott (1965) and Heider
(1958), he developed two classifications for adults: growth motivated and deficiency
motivated. Those who are motivated by growth often experience satisfaction with the
educational programs presented to them as a result of congruence between self/other, while
dissatisfaction occurs when the environment/others is incongruent with self (Boshier,
1973).

Rogers (1959) as cited in Boshier (1973) defines incongruence as developing
“within the person (intra-self) and between the person and other-than-self (self/other)
experiences. Either type of incongruence leads to anxiety, which is a subjective state of
uneasiness, discomfort, or unrest. Anxiety causes the individual to adopt defensive

strategies which induce a closing of cognitive functioning to elements of experience” (p.
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260). Congruence on the other hand “produces a sense of satisfaction or fulfillment”
(Boshier, 1973, p. 260).

Behaviorists define motivation as the stimulus that causes a particular behavior
based on the expectation of a reward. They believe that people can learn something new
as long as there is a desired outcome from their engaging in that behavior (Ahl, 2006).
Ivan Pavlov, B.F. Skinner and Edward Thorndike were some of the leading behaviorists in
the field. Their work promoted the idea that the desired behavioral outcome could be
obtained when given sufficient rewards. Ivan Pavlov’s work with his dogs and their
association of food to the bell sound, B.F. Skinner and his work that showed that even
periodic rewards to the animals still guaranteed the desired behavior, and that the animals
increased their efforts to obtain this reward, and Edward Thorndike who showed that cats
could find their way out of a maze when offered fish as reward all contributed to this theory
on using stimuli as a motivator to promote desired behavior (Phillips and Soltis, 1998).

The work of Maslow (1970) is cited widely in the literature on motivation. In his
work on the hierarchy of needs, he claims that human needs are in a hierarchical format,
and that as the lower needs are met, the individual moves on to the next level until the
highest self actualization needs are met (Ahl, 2006; Entwistle, 1987). Mitchell (1982)
defines motivation as the “degree to which an individual wants and chooses to engage in
certain specified behaviors. Different theories propose different reasons, but almost all of
them emphasize an individual, intentional choice of behavior (p. 82).

Covert (2002) asserts that motivation is comprised of two different components,
intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic motivation stems from internal stimulus and drives one to

action, while extrinsic motivation stems from external factors that influence behavior. As
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it concerns this research project, extrinsic motivators such as a desire to gain new skills,
cost effectiveness of courses provided, and accessibility of resources are all motivators
for participation and can be classified as extrinsic motivators.

The field of participation and the adult learner has been examined extensively in
the literature and researchers have developed theories and models that have examined and
defined why adults participate. The common theme in across the theories and models is
that the decision to participate is influenced by environment the individual is in and
limitations such as distance, financial resources, available time and accessibility of
required equipment and space.

Deterrents to Participation in Adult Formal Learning Education

Scholars agree that although there has been a surge in participation of educational
programs, adults still leave a large number of courses and resources untapped. In spite of
its many benefits for both personal and professional growth, and the implications adult
education can have on cultural stability, fewer than half of all adults participate in
postsecondary education (U. S. Department of Education, 2007). Even still, there is a
disparately smaller amount of literature focusing on why adults don’t participate in
learning, as opposed to what motivates them to engage.

Among the research that has emerged that provides context for these deterrents is
that of Rubenson (1977), Cross (1981), and Darkenwald and Merriam (1982) who
provide data that indicates barriers can be grouped into one of three categories:
situational, institutional, or dispositional (Scalen, 1986). Situational barriers are
deterrents that take place based on one’s life occurrences. Institutional barriers are

practices and procedures that affect adults negatively, therefore discouraging them from
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participating in learning moments. Dispositional barriers are rooted in one’s opinions
and beliefs about their own abilities as a learner.

Based on the result of a national sample of almost 13,000 households and collection
data on approximately 24,000 adults, Johnston and Rivera (1965) classified barriers into
those based on influences external to the individual or beyond the individual’s control and
those based on personal attributes or dispositions towards participation. These categories
known as Environment or Situational deterrents and Internal or Dispositional deterrents
was based on the participants response to 10 different statements and their indication on
whether or not each statement applied to them.

Carp, Peterson and Roelfs (1975) building on the work of Johnston and Rivera
(1965) surveyed a sample of 3900 adults who were asked to identify from a list of 24
reasons those that they perceived as important in keeping them from participating in adult
education. They identified financial costs and time restraints as the most reported
deterrents while situational factors such as “don’t want to go to school full time, home
responsibilities, job responsibilities and amount of time required to complete program”
(Scalen, 1986 p.28) were reported by 20 percent of the participants as deterrents to
participation. The remaining 18 situational and dispositional factors were cited by less
than one out of every five participants.

Cross (1981) drawing heavily upon the existing survey databases (Johnston &
Rivera, 1965; Carp, Peterson & Roelfs, 1975) formulated a hypothetical barriers structure
that consisted of three major categories situational, institutional and dispositional.
Situational barriers are those that arise as a result of one’s situation at the given time, the

institutional barriers are those practices or procedures that exclude or discourage
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participation, and the dispositional barriers are those related to the attitudes and self-
perceptions about oneself as a learner.

Merriam and Brockett (2007) wrote, “we cannot assume that those who are not
participating are happily employed and satisfied with their family, community, and leisure
activities” (p. 65). These critical aspects of adult’s live must be effectively engaged for the
adult to feel some sense of satisfaction. Stowe (1998) so aptly comments, “Participation is
more likely to occur when the benefits of participation outweigh the costs. The cost
variables include: tuition, materials, and transportation, as well as the less tangible value
of time invested in learning. Benefits include cultural and nonmonetary gains, as well as
possible future monetary gains from increased earnings or higher salaries. This framework
is basically about utility maximizing behavior. Individuals will take actions or behave in
ways that maximize their total utility” (p.14).

Scalen (1986) indicates that deterrents, or barriers, to participation are “reasons
contributing to an adult's decision not to engage in learning activities” (p. 2). These
deterrents may be the result of any number of internal and/or external factors. Scalen
(1986) lists eight major deterrents of participation in adult learning: (i) Individual, family,
or home-related problems, (ii) Cost concerns, (iii) Questionable worth, relevance, or
quality of educational opportunities, (iv) Negative educational perceptions, including prior
unfavorable experiences, (v) Apathy or lack of motivation, (vi) Lack of self-confidence,
(vii) A general tendency toward non-affiliation, (viii) Incompatibilities of time and/or
place.

Scanlan and Darkenwald (1984) are especially notable in the research about

deterrents to participation. Their 1984 study conducted with a random sampling of health
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professionals yielded valuable outcomes. They used multiple regression analysis to
demonstrate that the issue was in the predictors of participation. Based on their findings,
it was noted that deterrents are multi-dimensional, and equally as poignant in
understanding the participation habits of adult learners. Not only were there meaningful
conceptual results from their research, but a pivotal research instrument was developed.
The Deterrent to Participation Scale (DPS) studied deterrents to participation in
continuing education and found that there was indeed a deterrent link between
participants and non-participants, whereas previous research only focused on the
motivators.

Lucal (2012) conducted a study to examine the impact of supervisor support on
non-participation in an educational assistance program. The researcher interviewed 15
university employees who had not taking advantage of the university’s educational
assistance program and found that participants chose not to participate due to the
following reasons: time constraints, early career financial concerns, past educational
experiences, and lack of interest, with time constraints as the predominant reason.

Markle, (2015) studied the factors that influence persistence among
nontraditional students. The objective of the study was to understand the barriers that
nontraditional encounter prior to competing their degrees and identify what enables them
to overcome those barriers in order to persist. The study also examines how gender might
influence their persistence and found that persistence rates did not differ between men
and women although the factors influencing persistence did. Grade point average and
confidence in graduating positively influenced persistence for both men and women.

Women enrolled part-time were more likely to persist than those enrolled full-time, and
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although some women consider withdrawing as a result of inter role conflict, most do
not and exhibit a will to persist and overcome the barriers to graduate.

In a study of adults aged 20 years and older in the United States, Patterson (2018)
examined the characteristics, learning backgrounds and skill levels of those that do not
participated in formal or non-formal education. The results of the study indicated that
Situational deterrents of increasing age, parental education, low income, and work and
family responsibilities contribute to nonparticipation. Dispositional deterrents include
health and disability challenges, low social trust, and difficulties relating new ideas to
real life, as well as, Institutional deterrents include cost of education and lack of a flexible
work schedule contributed to the lack of participation in formal or non-formal education.

The Deterrents to Participation Scale was used to gather statistical and empirical
data for the current research study. First developed by Scanlan and Darkenwald (1984), the
Deterrents to Participation Scale (DPS) provided experiential evidence for understanding
deterrents as a viable component of participation. The factors that were noted as a result of
this study were: disengagement, lack of quality, family constraints, cost, lack of benefit
and work constraints.

In 1985, Darkenwald & Valentine revised the scale and developed the Deterrents
to Participation Scale- General (DPS-G) to accommodate a wider and more diverse
audience of participants. In their research, they sought to pinpoint deterrents that were
applicable to the general adult population, find the actual deterrents to participation for the
general adult population as it concerned adult education, and then measure these deterrents
and determine relationship between variables such as age, sex, life station. (Darkenwald &

Valentine, 1985). The DPS-G is a 32 item that uses a 5-point Likert Scale that ranges from
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a rating of 1 which is Not Important to a rating of 5 which is Very Important.

Martindale and Drake (1989) replicated the study amongst Air Force personnel to
understand the deterrents of participation of Air Force personnel in off duty adult education
programs. The population for the study was 2734 enlisted members stationed at Gunter
and Maxwell Air force Base Alabama. The computer randomly selected one third of the
population and the survey was administered to 966 participants. A 71.5% response rate
was reported with 715 usable surveys returned. The findings of this study wxas consistent
with that of Darkenwald and Valentine (1985) and Darkenwald and Scalen (1984) and lack
of confidence, course relevance, time constraints, low personal priority and costs were
found to be deterrents of Air Force personnel from participating in off duty education
programs.

Smith (1997) using a modified version of the DPS-G was able to replicate the study
to identify barriers to college enrollment by Navy personnel. The result of this study also
confirmed that the factors identified by Darkenwald and Valentine were deterrents to Navy
personnel’s participation in college education.

Korab (2003) conducted a study to identify and analyze the factors that deter a
group of
government employees from participation in college courses when they have a prepaid
tuition assistance policy, and for some employees release time from work to attend classes.
The study addressed the following (i) what deterrents are associated with non-participation
in college courses? (ii) Using the Darkenwald and Valentine, (1985) DPS-G, can source
variables or factors be identified that deter this study’s specific group from participating in

college courses? (ii1) What socio-demographic characteristics are associated with deterrent
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factors and with non-participation? The DPS-G instrument was distributed to 325
employees and 176 employees who do not participate in college courses returned
completed surveys for a 54 percent rate. The researcher found the six factors to be
significant, and gender, age, education level, income and race/ethic having varying degrees
of relationship with the deterrent factors.

To understand the deterrents to participation in formal adult education from the
perspective of mid to upper-level professional, technical, executive, administrative, and
managerial employees who participated in a quasi-governmental organization’s leadership
development program, Eggleston (2007) explored the following questions: (i) despite
efforts of the employer to address major deterrents (time, costs, family responsibilities,
access, and employer support), (ii) to what extent do employees perceive any of these
deterrents still exist, and (ii1) what other deterrents do employees face as they approach or
become active in the formal adult education segment (Phase III) of the leadership
development program. A modified version of the DPS-G with three open-ended questions
was administered to eight hundred and thirty-three participants. Results revealed that
typical deterrents to participation in formal adult education were not significant for the
participants in this study; however, organizational support was found to be significant
(Eggleston, 2007).

Stanard (2013) examined the factors that influence adult participation in the
Intelligent Community (IC) workplace training. 111 participants completed an adapted
version of the Education Participation Scale-Alternate (EPS-A) and the Deterrents to
Participation Scale-General (DPS-G) with seven open-ended questions. The findings

showed that lack of course relevance and time constraints were perceived deterrents to
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adult participation in workplace training.
Although the construct of deterrents has gained some popularity and has been
studied amongst a wider population and a limited subset of the military, there is very little

research on Army personnel and the researcher did not find any on MI service members.

Summary of Literature Review

The chapter provided an overview of the selected literature that is relevant to this
study. The studies were in the areas of Adult learner, formal learning and education;
Education programs in the military; Theories and models of adult participation in formal
learning and Deterrents to participation in adult formal learning. The present study draws
on the theoretical and empirical literature to inform its study of deterrents and
participation in formal education by middle to senior NCO’s in the Army’s MI career

field.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
The purpose of this convergent mixed methods study was to identify the factors
that deter United States Army mid to senior level enlisted service members in Military
Intelligence (MI) to obtain a college degree. This chapter describes the research design,
the population of interest and sample, data collection procedures, measures and data

analytic techniques.

Research Design

This study used a mixed methods design, which is an approach that involves
collecting both quantitative and qualitative data; analyzing and integrating the two data
types to have a more complete understanding of the research problem and bring a greater
insight than that which would be conveyed separately (Creswell, 2014; Green, Caracelli,
& Graham, 1989; Moorse, 1991; Tashakkori & Teddle, 2010).

In this study, the mixed methods design allowed the researcher to identify and
understand the factors that deter mid to senior level enlisted members in the U.S. Army
MI career field from obtaining a college degree. The pragmatic worldview informs the
design of this study as it allows for a combination of both the postpositive and
constructivist worldviews. A pragmatic worldview does not limit the approach that a
researcher can use to collect or interpret data, rather it supports a freedom of choice and
the researcher can choose the method, techniques and procedures of research that allows
the research question to be understood the best.

The rationale behind choosing a mixed method design for this study is that it takes
advantage of the strengths of both the quantitative and qualitative research and minimizes

the limitations of both. Priority, implementation and integration are three issues that need
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to be addressed when designing a mixed methods design. Priority refers to whether the
quantitative or qualitative method is emphasized more, and in the present study the
quantitative method is emphasized more as the survey was collected first.
Implementation refers to the sequence for collecting and analyzing the data, and in this
study the quantitative data was collected and then the focus group interview data was
collected. The quantitative data was then analyzed, followed by the qualitative analysis.
Integration refers to the stage in the research where the quantitative and qualitative data is
combined. In this study, the quantitative survey data was combined with the focus group
data at the end of data collection and data analysis (Creswell & Clark, 2018; Fetters,
Curry, & Creswell, 2013; Ivankova & Clark, 2002; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010).

In this study a convergent mixed methods design was used. The convergent
design is a type of mixed methods that involves obtaining “different but complementary
data on the same topic in order to better understand the research problem” (Creswell &
Clark, 2018 p.68). The design is used when the researcher wants an in-depth
understanding of the research problem by comparing the quantitative statistical results
with the qualitative findings (Creswell & Clark, 2018, Fetters, Curry, & Creswell, 2013;
Ivankova & Clark, 2002; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). The data was collected in
parallel and the data analysis occurred at different times without the results of one
influencing the other. Following the data analysis, the results and findings from the
quantitative and qualitative phases were integrated through a process of narrative
weaving to present a multi-facet view of the factors that influenced the decision to
participate in formal education (Fetters, Curry, & Creswell, 2013).

Figure 3.1 depicts a visual model for the Convergent Mixed-Methods.
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Figure 3.1 Convergent Mixed Methods Design

Quantitative
Data Data
Collection Analysis Results
n=163
Compare
and
Contrast
Data Data
Collection Analysis Results
n=_8
Qualitative Interpretation

Quantitative Phase

In the first phase, quantitative data was collected using a researcher administered
survey instrument to test the relationship between the deterrent factors and participation
in formal education. In quantitative research, the researcher seeks to examine the
relationship between variables by testing objective theories. Knowledge is developed
through a postpositive lens that believes that causes determine outcome; and data,
evidence and rational considerations shape knowledge (Creswell, 2014). In this study,
the DPS-G instruments was used to collect data to test the research questions and

hypotheses and the goal was to identify whether lack of confidence, lack of course
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relevance, time constraints, low personal priority, cost and personal problems deters
participation in formal education. This instrument was selected because the factors that
were in the instrument were supported by the literature as the primary deterrents factors
for participating in formal education (Eggleston, 2007; Korab, 2003; Lucal, 2012;
Markle, 2015; Martindale & Drake, 1989; Scalen & Darkenwald, 1984; Scalen, 1986;
Smith, 1997; Stanard, 2013). As part of the survey instrument, the researcher included
one open-ended question asking the participants if there was any other factor that

deterred them from participating in formal education.

Population and Sample
The population of interest for the survey phase was all middle to senior level Non-

Commissioned Officers (NCO) who were currently on active duty in the United States
Army in the Military Intelligence (MI) Military Occupational Specialty (MOS) career field.
Military members serving in the United States Army are classified as enlisted members or
officers. Officers are required to have a minimum of a four-year college degree upon entry
while enlisted members are required to have a high school diploma or the General
Education Diploma (GED) upon entry into the service.

Based on this requirement, the population for this study was limited to enlisted
members because officers already have a degree. Enlisted members are further classified
into junior enlisted and NCOs. The junior enlisted members are in the ranks of E1-E4
(Private to Specialist), while the NCO’s rank progresses from an E-5 to E-9, (Sergeant to
Sergeant Major). Enlisted service members with the rank of E-5 are junior NCO’s, while
those with the ranks of E-6 to E-7’s are middle NCO’s and the E-8 to E-9 enlisted service
members are senior NCO’s. Promotions in the junior enlisted ranks are automatic after time

in service and time in grade requirements have been met while promotions to the NCO
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ranks require a combination of factors to include successful completion of the required

leadership course for the rank that the enlisted service member is aspiring for.

The sample for the survey portion of the study was obtained by using a non-

probabilistic convenience sample. Non-probability samples are created when respondents

are chosen because they accessible, can be studied or the researchers have some

justification for believing that they are representative of the population (Creswell & Clark,

2018; Kichenham & Pfleeger, 2002).

The following criteria was used to select the sample.

1)

2)

3)

Participants must be of the rank Sergeant (E-5) promotable or Staff Sergeant
Promotable (E-6). This criterion is important because the NCO has already
completed the Advanced Individual Training (AIT) and the Warrior Leader Course
(WLC), where the enlisted service member has had classroom, instructional based
course work, and has been taught studying techniques that prepares them for college
level courses.

Participants must be on at least their second enlistment. This criterion is important
because after by their second enlistment the NCO understands the benefits available
as a service member and is a leader with some flexibility to set their schedules.
Participants must not have completed a bachelor’s degree. This criterion is
important because those that already have a degree were not deterred from
participation.

To determine the appropriate sample size, the researcher followed Lipsey & Wilson

(2001) established guidelines for power analysis and the G*Power 3.1.7 (Faul,

Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2013). Using an alpha of 0.05, a power of 0.80, a medium
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effect size (odd ratio = 1.72) and two-tailed test, the desired sample size is 177. The
researcher also looked at the literature and found that some researchers suggest a
minimum of 15 cases per independent variable (Demidenko, 2013). Lomax and Hahs-
Vaughn (2012), suggests that to adequately run logistic regression, sample sizes of 100
and greater are needed.

In this study, the survey was administered to all the training classes in session,
(n=202), and this sample size meets the power analysis requirement, the 15 cases per
independent variable (90) requirement and also Lomax and Hahs-Vaugh (2012) suggestion
of 100 cases. This sample is also representative of the population of MI mid — senior level
NCOs because regardless of the specific MOS, all middle to senior level NCOs in the MI
field attend the NCO Academy at Fort Huachuca as part of the required training for
promotion.

Instrument

The data in the quantitative phase of the study was collected using the Deterrents
to Participation Scale — General (DPS-G) developed by Darkenwald & Valentine (1985).
The scale is comprised by 32 statements and uses a 5-point Likert scale that ranges from a
rating of 1 which is “Not Important” to a rating of 5 which is “Very Important”. The six
subscales that measured the six factors with their corresponding statements are presented
in the following tables.

Lack of Confidence was measured by the eight statements presented in Table 3.1

Table 3.1 Lack of Confidence Measures

DPS-G Question  Description

1 Because I felt I couldn’t compete with younger students
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17

10

26

3

32

6

14

Because I was not confident of my learning ability.
Because I felt [ was too old to take the course.

Because I felt unprepared for the course.

Because I didn’t think I would be able to finish the course.
Because my friends did not encourage my participation.
Because I didn’t meet the requirements for the course.

Because my family did not encourage participation.

Lack of Course Relevance was measured by the 6 statements presented in Table 3.2

Table 3.2

Lack of Course Relevance Measures

DPS-G Question

Description

22

30

7

16

5

28

Because the available courses did not seem useful or practical.
Because I didn’t think the course would meet my needs.

Because the courses available did not seem interesting.

Because the courses available were of poor quality.

Because I wanted to learn something specific, but the course was

too general.
Because the course was not on the right level for me.

Time Constraints was measured by the 5 statements presented in Table 3.3

Table 3.3
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Time Constraints Measures

DPS-G Question  Description

12 Because of the amount of time required to finish the course.
29 Because I didn’t think I could attend regularly.

4 Because I didn’t have the time for the studying required.

13 Because the course was scheduled at an inconvenient time.

8 Because the course was offered at an inconvenient location

Low Personal Priority was measured by the 5 statements presented in Table 3.4

Table 3.4

Low Personal Priority Measures

DPS-G Question  Description

19 Because I’m not that interested in taking courses.

23 Because I wasn’t willing to give up my leisure time.

2 Because I don’t enjoy studying.

20 Because participation would take away from time with my family.
25 Because education would not help me in my job.

Cost was measured by the 2 statements presented in Table 3.5
Table 3.5

Cost Measures

DPS-G Question  Description

27 Because I couldn’t afford miscellaneous expenses like travel,
books, etc.
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9 Because I couldn’t afford the registration or course fees

Personal Problems was measured by the statements presented in Table 3.6
Table 3.6

Personal Problems Measures

DPS-G Question  Description

21 Because I had trouble arranging for child care.

18 Because of family problems.

15 Because of transportation problem

24 Because the course was offered in an unsafe area.

In quantitative research, the psychometric properties that include the reliability and
validity of the instrument are important in reducing the errors of measurement and to assist
future researchers replicate the study. Darkenwald & Valentine (1985) established the
validity of the instrument and in their study, they reported a Cronbach Alpha estimate of
.86. Other studies have utilized the DPS-G and the findings have been consistent with those
of Darkenwald and Valentine (1985). Further studies have established the reliability and
validity of the instrument through the use of Cronbach’s alpha formula. Martindale and
Drake (1989) replicated the study amongst Air Force personnel to understand the deterrents
of participation of Air Force personnel in off duty adult education programs. The survey
administered to 715 enlisted members stationed at Gunter and Maxwell Air force Base
Alabama had a Cronbach’s Alpha estimates of .86. Grandone (2002) in a study of 284 adult

learners at Kansas State University reported a Cronbach’s Alpha estimate of .91, while
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Wallace (2000) in a study of factors that influence 382 black professional women to
participate in continuous professional education reported a Cronbach’s Alpha estimate of
.80.

The instrument had a demographic section at the beginning and an open-ended
question at the end. The demographics section included four questions that provided
information regarding the respondents’ age, gender, years of service, and rank. An
additional four questions provided information on the education background of the
participants and included, ever enrolled in college, current enrollment status, number of
credits completed, and whether the service member has completed a bachelor’s degree.
The dependent variable for this study was measured by the question: Have you ever
enrolled in college level courses as part of a degree program while on active duty? The
open-ended question was added to the end of the survey and it asked: “Please share any
other reason for not participating in college level courses”.

Data Collection Method and Process

Prior to administering surveys to active duty military personnel, an application for
a survey control number must be submitted to the U.S Army Research Institute for the
Behavioral and Social Sciences. The researcher submitted the required documentation as
well as a copy of the survey instrument for review and approval. The approval was granted
from the U.S Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences, the
Commandant of the NCO Academy, and the researcher also received executive level
sponsorship from a Brigadier General in the Army. These approvals indicated that senior
leaders recognized the importance of this survey.

The researcher administered the survey at the Senior and Advanced Leader Course
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at the United States Military Intelligence School’s NCO Academy, Fort Huachuca Arizona
in April 2019. This data collection mode was chosen over the self-administered mode to
help facilitate the routing of the survey, address any questions or issues that may arise, and
to increase the response rate. A cover letter (see Appendix F) was included with the survey
that described the overarching questions, purpose and significance of the study as well as
the amount of time it should take to complete. The survey was administered to the soldiers
in the ALC course during a break, and SLC at the end of the day. The Deputy Commandant
of the NCO Academy introduced the researcher and the defined protocol, (see Appendix
F), was followed.

Instructions provided to the respondents were in line with those listed on the survey,
and the respondents had the opportunity to ask clarifying questions and once all questions
were answered the researcher left the room so that the participants had the privacy to
answer the questions.

Data Analysis

All statistical analysis of the quantitative results was conducted with the IBM
Statistical Package for Social Sciences software (SPSS), version 25. Prior to entry into
the SPSS, the surveys were screened for accuracy to ensure that all the questions are
filled out, legible and areas with incomplete data were identified. After the data review
was complete, a code book, (see Appendix I) was created for each of the possible
responses on the survey and then each participant’s survey response was entered into
Microsoft Excel per the code book. The survey responses were uploaded into SPSS and a
follow up screening was conducted using SPSS to verify that the researcher did not enter

invalid data or leave a field blank. To address missing data, a pairwise deletion approach
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was utilized meaning that for the logistic analysis conducted on each factor, each analysis
had all the complete data required for the analysis. Pairwise deletion reduces the impact
of deletion by conducting the analysis on all the cases that have all the data required for
the analysis (Peugh & Enders, 2004). Individual questions from the survey were
transformed into the six subscales identified by Darkenwald and Valentine (1985), and
the factor scores were calculated by taking the average of items pertaining to each factor.

The descriptive statistics of the participants of this study were used to present the
data related to participants age, gender, years of service, rank, enrollment status, number
of college credits completed and the six factors (subscale) in the study.

Logistic regression was used to examine the relationship between lack of
confidence, course relevance, time constraints, personal priority, cost, and personal
problems (independent variables) and participation in formal education (dependent
variable). The logistic regression creates a linear combination of all the independent
variables to predict the outcome of the dependent variable (Menard, 2010; Osborne, 2015;
Westfall & Hennings, 2013). In this analysis, the overall significance of the regression
model was tested by computing the Chi-Square statistic, which is used with the df to
compute the p-value (i.e., significance level). The significant level was measured at a p-
value equal to or less than .05. A significant overall model means that the set of factors
significantly predict participation in formal education. If the overall model is significant,
the significance of each independent variable is assessed. A Wald statistics is computed for
each factor and shows the extent that it affects the probability that a service member will
participate in formal education. In order to conduct a logistic regression, the dependent

variable must be dichotomous (i.e., there are only two possible outcomes), the observations

49



must be independent of each other, and the relationship between the independent variables
and the dependent variable must be linear (Menard, 2010; Osborne, 2015; Westfall &
Hennings, 2013).

Qualitative Phase

In the second phase, qualitative data was collected using a focus group approach
for an in-depth understanding of the factors tested in the first phase that deter mid to
senior level enlisted members in MI from obtaining a college degree. A qualitative
researcher seeks to understand the meaning that the research subject ascribes to the
research problem. The design is informed by a constructivist lens that guides the
researcher to look for a complexity of views because meanings can vary based on the
subject’s experiences (Creswell, 2014). In this study the qualitative phase helped the
researcher to understand why the factors as perceived by the focus group participants
deterred them from participating in formal education.

For the second qualitative phase of the study, middle to senior level NCO’s were
invited (See Appendix E) to participate in a focus group interview. Focus groups can be
used to explain results found through other data collection methods. It reaches parts that
other methods cannot reach; revealing dimensions of understanding that often remain
untapped by more conventional data collection techniques (Kitzinger, 1995). Focus groups
are ideal for exploring people’s experiences, opinions, wishes and concerns. Focus groups
discussion of questionnaires is also useful in explaining or exploring survey results
(Creswell & Clark, 2018; Kitzinger, 1995).

Population and Sample

The focus group had eight participants from the survey population so that the
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number of participants was kept small enough for each voice to be heard but large enough
to generate common themes (Creswell & Clark, 2018; Kitzinger, 1995). The researcher
requested four volunteers from the ALC and four from the SLC, and the request was made
to the participants that completed the survey during the time of the survey administration.
Volunteers were told to meet the researcher at the specified location after their classes were
over for the day. The following sample selection criteria was used in this phase of the study
1) Participants must be of the rank Sergeant (E-5) promotable or Staff Sergeant
Promotable (E-6). This criterion is important because the NCO has already
completed the Advanced Individual Training (AIT) and the Warrior Leader Course
(WLC), where the enlisted service member has had classroom, instructional based
course work, and has been taught studying techniques that prepares them for college
level courses.
2) Participants must be on at least their second enlistment. This criterion is important
because after by their second enlistment the NCO understands the benefits available
as a service member and is a leader with some flexibility to set their schedules.
3) Participants must not have completed a bachelor’s degree. This criterion is
important because those that already have a degree were not deterred from
participation.
Data Collection Method and Process

In this phase of the study, a focus group interview guide asking the participants to
reflect on reasons why they did not enroll in college courses, was developed and used to
collect the data (see Appendix G). The focus group study enhanced the data from the

quantitative survey to better understand the factors that deterred middle to senior NCO’s
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in MI from obtaining a college degree. At the scheduled time for the focus group, the
researcher confirmed that the volunteers met the selection criteria. The purpose of the focus
group was explained, and the participants were informed that although notes would be
taken, the session will also be tape recorded to ensure accuracy of the data. The researcher
also informed the participants that the data from the focus group will be presented in an

aggregate form and no names will be mentioned in the presentation of the findings.

Data Analysis

To answer the research question: how MI enlisted service members describe the
factors that were identified in the survey and any other factors that impact their
participation in formal education, data from the focus groups was audio recorded,
transcribed and organized for coding. The data was analyzed following Braun and Clarke’s
(2013) approach to thematic analysis.

Braun and Clarke’s thematic analysis involves six steps. In the first step, the
interview transcripts are read and reread in order to become familiar with the data and to
gain a general understanding of participants’ experiences. In the second step, initial codes
are created to organize the data into basic units of meaning. Step 3 involves organizing
these initial codes into potential themes. In Step 4, the initial themes generated in Step 3
are reviewed and refined so that the resultant themes are coherent and accurately represent
the data. Step 5 involves defining and further refining the essence of each theme. The last
step is to write the report of the results. The report includes narrative descriptions of each
theme in relation to the research question. Additionally, relevant quotations and excerpts

from the interviews that underscore each theme are included in the report.

Trustworthiness
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Trustworthiness in qualitative research helps to establish the worth and rigor of
the study. It involves documenting the researcher’s steps to establish the credibility and
reliability of the analysis (Creswell, 2014). In this study, the researcher performed the
following steps to establish the trustworthiness of the study: (i) justified the findings
based on the words that participants used; (ii) created an audit trail to show what was
done; and (iii) created memos to keep subjectivity and bias in check.

Researchers Subjectivity

Although the researcher has experienced some of the deterrents that face senior to
middle NCO’s in MI in obtaining a college degree. The researcher was a former NCO in
the MI career field and completed her bachelor’s degree while on active duty between
1996 and 2003. She experienced firsthand some of the deterrents and was not always
able to take the required college course because of issues with cost, time constraints or
course relevance. The researcher bracketed and used the words of the participants in the

analysis to minimize the researcher’s bias.

Human Participants and Ethical Considerations
The study was submitted to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) to ensure that
ethical issues concerning informed consent, confidentiality, and consequences associated
with participation were met. An information sheet was shared with the participants and it
included the purpose of the research, the procedures in the research, the rights of the
participants, as well as the risks and benefits of the research. The sheet also advised the
participants the voluntary nature of the research, how their confidentiality will be

protected and the researcher’s qualification to conduct research with human participants.
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Chapter Four: Results
The purpose of this convergent mixed methods study is to identify the factors that
deter United States Army mid to senior level enlisted service members within the
Military Intelligence (MI) population to obtain a college degree. This chapter presents the
results of the quantitative and qualitative phases of this and concludes with a summary of

the findings.

Quantitative Phase

The data for this phase was collected using the DPS-G instrument from service
members enrolled at the U.S Army Military Intelligence School in Fort Huachuca, Arizona.
A total of 202 surveys were received, of which 24 did not meet the criteria for participation
in the study. An additional 15 surveys were rejected during the data cleansing process as
shown in Table 4.1. The total number of usable surveys was 163, with an overall response
rate of 80.7% which satisfies the 55% to 75% standard response rate range for paper
surveys (Nulty, 2008).

Table 4.1

Survey Completion Rates

Completion Rates Frequency
Total no. of surveys received 202
No. rejected because participants did not meet 24

the criteria for the study

No. rejected for incomplete surveys 12
No. rejected for missing data 3
Total number of useable surveys 163

Test of Reliability of the Survey Instrument

A test of reliability of the whole DPS-G instrument in this study was conducted

using the Cronbach Alpha which was found to be .78. The Cronbach’s Alpha was also
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calculated for the sub-scales, and five of the six sub-scales on the DPS-G had estimates in
the range of .70 to .80. These scores met the .70 cut off for acceptable Cronbach’s Alpha
estimates (Cortina, 1996). The sixth factor had an alpha estimate of .30 which was of
concern to the researcher and would be discussed in chapter five. Table 4.2 lists each of
the factors of the DPS-G, the questions that measure each factor, and the Cronbach’s

Alpha estimates.

Table 4.2
DPS-G Factors Reliability Estimates

) Cronbach’s

Factor Sub-scale Questions Alpha
Lack of Confidence (CONF) ;’23’ 6,10, 14,17, 26, 74

Lack of Course Relevance

(RELEV) 5,7, 16, 22,28, 30 .80

Time Constraints (TIME) 4,8,12,13,29 75
Personal Priority (PERPRI) 2,19, 20, 23, 25 73

Cost (COST) 27,9 .30
Personal Problem (PERPROB)  15,18,21,24 .70

Participant Demographics

Most of the participants were males (n=135, 78%), and participants between 20-29
years of age were the largest group (n=85, 51.8%), followed by age group 30-39 years,
(n=71, 43.3%). Participants in the age group 40-49 years were few (n=7, 4.3%), and the
last age group 50+ only had one participant, (n=1, 0.6%). Participants that had been in the
service for 7-15 years were the largest group, (n=96, 58.5%), followed by participants that
had been in the service for 0-6 years, (n=63, 38.4%), and the last group of participants had
been in the service for 16+ years, (n=5, 3%). The largest group of participants in terms of
rank were Sergeants promotable (n = 119, 72.6%). Frequencies and percentages are

presented in Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3

Participants Demographics

Demographic Frequency Percentage
Age
20-29 85 51.8
30-39 71 43.3
40-49 7 4.3
50+ 1 .6
Gender
Female 37 22.6
Male 127 77.4
Years of Service
0-6 63 38.4
7-15 96 58.5
16+ 5 3.0
Rank
SGT 119 72.6
SSG 45 27.4

Note. Due to rounding errors, percentages may not equal 100%.

Table 4.4 shows the distribution of participants who participated in formal
education and those that did not. Most of the participants had previously enrolled in college
courses (n = 124, 72%), less than half had enrolled in the last 6 months (n = 57, 33%).
Among those who took college credits, the majority (n = 48, 28%) had completed between

31 and 60 college credits.
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Table 4.4

Formal Education Participation

Demographic Frequency Percentage
EVER_ENROLL
No 45 27.4
Yes 118 72.4
LAST REG
N/A 23 14.0
0-6 Mons 55 335
6-12 Mons 20 12.2
1-2 Yrs 23 14.0
3+ Yrs 43 26.2
COL CRED
0 22 13.4
1-15 22 13.4
16-30 29 17.7
31-60 48 293
61-90 22 13.4
91-120 12 7.3
121+ 8 4.9

Note. Due to rounding errors, percentages may not equal 100%.
Before conducting the logistic regression, the descriptive statistics for the DPS-G factors
was analyzed and the results are presented in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5

Summary statistics for DPS-G Factors

Factor M SD N SEy Min Max
CONF 140 051 163 0.04 1.00 3.88
RELEV 148 0.66 163 0.05 1.00 4.00
TIME 253 1.03 163 0.08 1.00 5.00
PERPRI 1.80 0.82 163 0.06 1.00 4.60
COST 1.39 0.67 163 0.05 1.00 4.00
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PERPROB 126 054 163 0.04 1.00 5.00

Simple Logistic Regression
In order to test the hypothesis of this study using logistic regression, there are
several assumptions that have to be met. An explanation of how the assumptions were
met is presented below:
1) The dependent variable must be dichotomous.
The dependent variable in this study was “ever enrolled” and the only two
outcomes are yes or no, thereby the assumption of a dichotomous dependent
variable was met.
2) The observations are independent
In this study, each subject provided only one data point for the dependent
variable; therefore, the data met the assumption of independent observations.
3) There is no multicollinearity
The assumption of absence of multicollinearity was tested with the Variance
Inflation Factors (VIFs). The VIFs were calculated to detect the presence of
multicollinearity between predictors. High VIFs indicate increased effects of
multicollinearity in the model. VIFs greater than 5 are cause for concern, whereas
VIFs of 10 should be considered the maximum upper limit (Menard, 2009). All
predictors in the regression model have VIFs less than 10. Thus, the assumption
of absence of multicollinearity was met. Table 4.6 presents the VIF for each

predictor in the model.
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Table 4.6
Variance Inflation Factors for the DPS-G Factors

FACTOR VIF
CONF 1.85
RELEV 1.74
TIME 1.45
PERPRI 1.54
COST 1.66
PERPROB 1.82

All independent variables were investigated using cross tabulations with the
dependent variable ‘Participation in Formal Education’. Cross tabulation helps identify
categories with small frequencies as this can cause problems with the logistic regression
procedure. The results are presented in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7

Crosstab Analysis of DPS-G Factors

Participation in Formal Education (EVER _ENROLL)

NO (n = 45) YES (n=118)
CONF 28 (62.2%) 74 (62.7%)
RELEV 27 (60.0%) 66 (55.9%)
TIME 41 (91.1%) 98 (83.1%)
PERPRI 35 (77.8%) 81 (68.6%)
COST 13 (28.9%) 40 (33.9%)
PERPROB 11 (24.4%) 40 (33.9%)

The first research question with its hypothesis investigated in this study was the
following: How well does lack of confidence, as measured by the DPS-G predict

participation of enlisted service members in Military Intelligence in the United States
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Army?
Hio: Lack of confidence does not deter participation of mid to senior level NCO in
the United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal
education.
Hii: Lack of confidence deters participation of mid to senior level NCO in the
United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal
education.
The Chi-square test indicated non-statistically significant result (p > .05), as seen is Table
4.8, and we fail to reject the null hypothesis (Hio). The results of the Chi-square test suggest
that there is no evidence of a relationship between Lack of Confidence (CONF) and
Participation in Formal Education (EVER_ENROLL). The Hosmer & Lemeshow test of
model fit (Table 4.9) yielded a large p-value suggesting there is enough evidence to say the
model is a good fit.
The Wald statistics (Table 4.10) also indicates that CONF is not a significant predictor of
EVER _ENROLL, thus the null hypothesis is not rejected. Effect size indices did not apply
since the model was not statistically significant.
Table 4.8

Chi-square Model Test for CONF

Chi-square Df Sig.

Step 1 Model 621 1 0.431

Table 4.9

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test of Model fit for CONF
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Step Chi-square Df Sig.

1 1.706 6 .945

Table 4.10

Logistics Regression Model with CONF predicting EVER ENROLL

B S.E. Wald Df Sig. Exp(B)

CONF 282 .366 591 1 442 1.325

The second research question with its hypothesis investigated in this study was the
following: How well does lack of course relevance, as measured by the DPS-G predict
participation of enlisted service members in Military Intelligence in the United States
Army?

Hzo: Lack of course relevance does not deter participation of mid to senior level

NCO in the United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in

formal education.

Ha1: Lack of course relevance deters participation of mid to senior level NCO in

the United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal

education.

Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal education.

The Chi-square test indicated non-statistically significant result (p > .05), as seen is Table
4.11, and we fail to reject the null hypothesis (Hz0). The results of the Chi-square test
suggest that there is no evidence of a relationship between Lack of Course Relevance
(RELEV) and Participation in Formal Education (EVER _ENROLL). The Hosmer &

Lemeshow test of model fit (Table 4.12) yielded a large p-value suggesting there is enough
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evidence to say the model is a good fit.

The Wald statistics (Table 4.13) also indicate that RELEV is not a significant predictor of
EVER _ENROLL, thus the null hypothesis is not rejected. Effect size indices did not apply
since the model was not statistically significant.

Table 4.11

Chi-square Model Test for RELEV

Chi-square Df Sig.

Step 1 Model .805 1 0.370

Table 4.12

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test of Model fit for RELEV

Step Chi-square df Sig.
1 5.045 4 283
Table 4.13

Logistics Regression Model with RELEV predicting EVER ENROLL

B S.E. Wald  df Sig. Exp(B)

RELEV 250 287 764 1 382 1.285

The third research question with its hypothesis investigated in this study was the
following: How well does lack of time constraints, as measured by the DPS-G predict
participation of enlisted service members in Military Intelligence in the United States
Army?

H3o: Time Constraints do not deter participation of mid to senior level NCO in the
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United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal
education.
Hs1: Time Constraints deter participation of mid to senior level NCO in the United
States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal education.
The Chi-square test indicated non-statistically significant result (p > .05), as seen is Table
4.14, and we fail to reject the null hypothesis (Hzo). The results of the Chi-square test
suggest that there is no evidence of a relationship between Time Constraints (TIME) and
Participation in Formal Education (EVER_ENROLL). The Hosmer & Lemeshow test of
model fit (Table 4.15) yielded a large p-value suggesting there is enough evidence to say
the model is a good fit.
The Wald statistics (Table 4.16) also indicate that TIME is not a significant predictor of
EVER ENROLL, thus the null hypothesis is not rejected. Effect size indices did not apply
since the model was not statistically significant.
Table 4.14

Chi-square Model Test for TIME

Chi-square Df Sig.
Step 875 1 0.350
Step 1 Block 875 1 0.350
Model 875 1 0.350

Table 4.15

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test of Model fit for TIME

Step Chi-square df Sig.

1 7.759 7 354
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Table 4.16

Logistics Regression Model with TIME predicting EVER _ENROLL

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

TIME -.161 173 .869 1 351 851

The fourth research question with its hypothesis investigated in this study was the
following: How well does personal priority, as measured by the DPS-G predict
participation of enlisted service members in Military Intelligence in the United States
Army?

Hao: Low personal priority does not deter participation of mid to senior level NCO

in the United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal

education.

Ha1: Low personal priority deters participation of mid to senior level NCO in the

United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal

education.

The Chi-square test indicated non-statistically significant result (p > .05), as seen is Table
4.17, and we fail to reject the null hypothesis (Hao). The results of the Chi-square test
suggest that there is no evidence of a relationship between Personal Priority (PERPRI) and
Participation in Formal Education (EVER _ENROLL). The Hosmer & Lemeshow test of
model fit (Table 4.18) yielded a large p-value suggesting there is enough evidence to say
the model is a good fit.

The Wald statistics (Table 4.19) also indicate that PERPRI is not a significant predictor of

EVER _ENROLL, thus the null hypothesis is not rejected. Effect size indices did not apply
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since the model was not statistically significant.
Table 4.17

Chi-square Model Test for Personal Priority

Chi-square Df Sig.

Step 1 Model 467 1 0.494

Table 4.18

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test of Model fit for Personal Priority

Step Chi-square df Sig.
1 9.058 6 170
Table 4.19

Logistics Regression Model with PERPRI predicting EVER ENROLL

B S.E. Wald Df Sig. Exp(B)

PERPRI -.144 210 473 1 492 .866

The fifth research question with its hypothesis investigated in this study was the
following: How well does cost, as measured by the DPS-G predict participation of enlisted
service members in Military Intelligence in the United States Army?

Hso: Cost does not deter participation of mid to senior level NCO in the United

States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal education.

Hsi: Cost deters participation of mid to senior level NCO in the United States

Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal education.

The Chi-square test indicated non-statistically significant result (p > .05), as seen is Table
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4.20, and we fail to reject the null hypothesis (Hso). The results of the Chi-square test
suggest that there is no evidence of a relationship between Cost (COST) and Participation
in Formal Education (EVER _ENROLL). The Hosmer & Lemeshow test of model fit
(Table 4.21) yielded a large p-value suggesting there is enough evidence to say the model
is a good fit.

The Wald statistics (Table 4.22) also indicate that COST is not a significant predictor of
EVER _ENROLL, thus the null hypothesis is not rejected. Effect size indices did not apply
since the model was not statistically significant.

Table 4.20

Chi-square Model Test for COST

Chi-square Df Sig.

Step 1 Model 729 1 0.393

Table 4.21

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test of Model fit for COST

Step Chi-square df Sig.
1 1.303 6 728
Table 4.22

Logistics Regression Model with COST predicting EVER ENROLL

B S.E. Wald Df Sig. Exp(B)

COST 236 283 .693 1 405 1.266

The last research question with its hypothesis investigated in this study was the
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following: How well does personal problems, as measured by the DPS-G predict
participation of enlisted service members in Military Intelligence in the United States
Army?
Heo: Personal Problems does not deter participation of mid to senior level NCO in
the United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal
education.
He1: Personal Problems deters participation of mid to senior level NCO in the
United States Army’s Military Intelligence Occupational Specialty in formal
education.
The Chi-square test indicated non-statistically significant result (p > .05), as seen is Table
4.23, and we fail to reject the null hypothesis (Heo). The results of the Chi-square test
suggest that there is no evidence of a relationship between Personal Problems (PERPROB)
and Participation in Formal Education (EVER_ENROLL). The Hosmer & Lemeshow test
of model fit (Table 4.24) yielded a large p-value suggesting there is enough evidence to
say the model is a good fit.
The Wald statistics (Table 4.25) also indicate that PERPROB is not a significant predictor
of EVER_ENROLL, thus the null hypothesis is not rejected. Effect size indices did not

apply since the model was not statistically significant.

Table 4.23

Chi-square Model Test for PERPROB

Chi-square Df Sig.

Step 1 Model 3.076 1 0.79

Table 4.24
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Hosmer and Lemeshow Test of Model fit for PERPROB

Step Chi-square df Sig.
1 261 2 .878
Table 4.25

Logistics Regression Model with PERPROB predicting EVER_ENROLL

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

PERPROB 694 450 2.381 1 123 2.002

The researcher was surprised by the lack of significance that the independent
variables, (i.e. the factors of lack of confidence, lack of course relevance, time
constraints, personal priority, cost, and personal problems) had in predicting the
dependent variable, (i.e participation in formal education). To investigate further, the
researcher conducted a backward stepwise logistic regression test to determine if the
combination of the factors predict participation in formal education. Additionally, the
same test was conducted to determine if age, gender, years of service, and rank predict
participation in formal education. The following section will present the findings of these

tests.

Multiple Logistic Regression
Stepwise regression methods are used in regression to evaluate the contribution of
predictors to the regression model, with the goal of avoiding inclusion of irrelevant

predictors. The statistic analytics tool can decide the variables to include or exclude based

68



on selection criteria specified by the researcher (Osborne, 2015). There are two main
methods of entering the data into the logistic model, user controlled, and software
controlled. The hierarchical entry method is the most widely used and accepted form of
user-controlled entry. In hierarchical entry, the researcher specifies the order that the
predictors are entered into the regression model. This method is preferred when theory or
research suggests which predictors to add to the model first (Osborne, 2015).

Forward selection, backward selection, are the basic approaches to the software-
controlled method. stepwise regression methods. In forward selection, the researcher
starts with a constant then all the predictors are assessed against the constant for their
predictive power. The predictor with the most significant value, against thresholds
established by the researcher is added into the model and all the other variables are
assessed to see if they add significant predictive power to the equation. The predictor
with the highest significant value is added into the model and the process is repeated until
there are no more predictors that add significant predictive power to the model, and the
model is finalized (Hilbe, 2009; Menard, 2010, Osborne, 2015).

In backwards selection, all the predictors are entered in step one of the regression
model and the least statistically significant predictor, as measured against thresholds
determined by the researcher one step at a time. The process is repeated until all the
predictors that do not meet the thresholds are removed, and the model is left with the
predictor(s) that are statistically significant (Hilbe, 2009; Menard, 2010, Osborne, 2015).

The backward selection method was chosen for this study because there was no
theoretical evidence suggesting the order of the variables, and this method is preferred

over the forward approach when conducting exploratory analysis. It is preferred because
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it begins with all predictors in the model and removes the non-significant ones based on
whether they meet the threshold set by the researcher (Osborne, 2015). In this study, the
significant threshold was measured by the Wald Statistic with p<.05.

The six independent variables were entered in step 1 of the regression model to
examine the deterrent factors against participation in formal education. The model was
evaluated based on an alpha of 0.05 and the final model on was statistically significant
(x?(2, N=163)=6.211, p < .05) see (table 4.26), suggesting that at least one of the
predictors had a significant effect on the odds of service members participating in formal
education. The Hosmer & Lemeshow test of model fit supported good model fit as
indicated by a low Chi-Square value and non-significant, p value (p>.05) see table 4.27.
Table 4.26

Chi-square Model Test for DPS-G Factors

Chi-square Df Sig.
Step 5 Model 6.211 2 0.045*
*p<.05
Table 4.27

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test of Model fit for DPS-G Factors

Step Chi-square df Sig.

5 1.706 6 945

Since the overall model was significant, the individual factors were examined to
test for significance. In step 1 when all the independent variables were tested together,

COST had the least significant value, (p=.605), and was removed from the model. In step
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2, CONF had the least significant value, (p=.615), followed by RELEV, (p=.280) that was
removed in step 3. PERPRI was removed on step 4, (p=.335), and the final model on step
5 measured TIME and PERPROB as the two remaining predictors on step 5. TIME was
not found to be statistically significant, (Wald statistic = 3.073, p >.05). Personal problem
however, was found to be statistically significant, (Wald statistic = 3.912, p < .05), see
table 4.28. Furthermore, the statistical significance of this predictor indicated that personal
problems was able to predict whether enlisted members in U.S. Army MI career field

would participate in formal education.

Table 4.28

Logistics Regression Model with TIME and PERPROB predicting EVER _ENROLL

B S.E. Wald Df Sig. Exp(B)
TIME -334 190 3.073 1 .80 716
PERPROB 990 . 500 3.912 1 048 2.690

*p<.05

The researcher also conducted an analysis to examine whether Age, Gender, Years
of Service, and Rank had a significant effect on the odds of service members participating
in formal education. The assumption of absence of multicollinearity was not violated and
all the predictors in the regression model have VIFs less than 10. Table 4.29 presents the

VIF for each predictor in the model.

Table 4.29

Variance Inflation Factors for Age, Gender, YearsofService, and Rank
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Variable VIF

Age 1.57
Gender 1.02
YearsofService 1.47
Rank 1.57

The model was evaluated based on an alpha of 0.05 and the overall model was not
statistically significant (y2(7, N = 163) = 11.624, p > .05) see (table 4.30), suggesting
that age, gender, years of service, and rank did not have a significant effect on the odds of
service members participating in formal education. The Hosmer & Lemeshow test of
model fit supported the non-statistical significance of the model, see table 4.31 and since
the overall model was not statistically significant, the individual predictors were not

examined.

Table 4.30
Chi-square Model Test for Age, Gender, YearsofService, and Rank Predicting EVER _ENR

Chi-square Df Sig.

Step 1 Model 11.624 7 114

Table 4.31

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test of Model fit for Age, Gender, YearsofService, and Rank
Predicting EVER_ENR

Step Chi-square df Sig.

1 7.758 6 256

The backward stepwise logistic regression analysis for the study found personal
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problems to be statistically significant when measured alongside with time but failed to
find statistical significance for lack of confidence, lack of course relevance, time
constraints, personal priority, and cost. Age, gender, years of service, and rank were
found to not be a statistically significant predictor of participating in formal education for

U.S Army service members in Military Intelligence.

Open-Ended Question

The survey had one open-ended question that asked participants to share other
reasons for not participating in college level courses that they did not share before in the
survey. Although eighty-one participants provided a response, only seventy-six gave a
reason for not participating. The other sixteen participants wrote that they were taking
classes. The analysis of the responses revealed three main themes listed in order of
frequency. The first theme was time constraints, and forty-five participants mentioned
issues related to time constraints. The second theme was related to lack of interest, with
eighteen participants mentioning that they were not interested in participating in formal
education. The last theme was related to course delivery and relevance, and thirteen
participants mentioned issues related to how the delivery mode of the courses and the not
having the specific degrees they were interested in.

When mentioning time constraints, participants noted that that the demands of
their job prevented them for participating in formal education, “Army takes too much
time!”, the “Army did not give me time”, and “keeping time available to deal with soldier
issues and emergency” are examples of reasons shared by the participant. Working long
hours was another reason cited by the participants as reasons for not participating in

formal education, “Not enough time on active duty. They should designate hours, like
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release at 1500 twice a week so we can study”, “Not enough time free for college due to
24/7 shift job’, and “burnt out after duty at 0430 to ending at almost 6pm”.

When mentioning lack of interest in formal education, one participant shared “I
think it’s a waste of time”, another shared that they “joined the military because I didn't
wanna go to college’, and a third shared that “College has become a check the block.
Personal growth is a priority”. Participants also shared that education was not required by
their job and that since the military did not make it a requirement for their job or promotion,
participation had a low personal priority. “Because my job does not directly require it (a
degree), I did not/have not made it a priority”, “Did not help me with my MOS or pay in
the Army”.

When mentioning course delivery and relevance, participants noted that they
didn’t believe that attending classes in person was an option and they did not want to take
courses online. “The main reason is because I don't want to take online classes. It is hard
to take in person classes while enlisted. Also, I don't want to get a degree from an online
college that might not be fully accredited”. Another shared that “Learning in person is

better sometimes, all courses don't pertain to what I want, degree plans aren't specifically

what [ want”.

Qualitative Phase Findings
The research question that guided this phase of the study was: how MI enlisted
service members describe the factors that were identified in the survey and any other factors
that impact their participation in formal education, a total of eight middle to senior level
NCO’s volunteered to participate in the focus group interview. The number was kept at

eight so that the number of participants is small enough for each voice to be heard but large
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enough to generate common themes (Creswell & Clark, 2018; Kitzinger, 1995). five of the
eight participants were male, four were mid-level NCOs, and four were senior-level NCOs.
The following themes that mirrored three of the factors from the quantitative phase
emerged from the analysis of the focus group interview. Time Constraints, Lack of
Confidence and Personal Priority and their subthemes are presented in Table 4.32.
Additionally, Lack of Interest that was not one of the factors included in the instrument,
emerged as a fourth theme and its subthemes are also presented in Table 4.32.
Table 4.32

Thematic Structure of Focus Group Interview Findings

Themes Sub-themes

Time Constraints Op Tempo
Deployment/Field
Exercises

Lack of Self Confidence  Fear of Failure

Learning Style
Personal Priority Prioritizing Family
Lack of Interest Hobbies/Leisure Time

Lack of degree relevance

Time Constraints
Time constraints was the most mentioned reason in the focus group, and all of the

participants shared that they did not participate in formal education because they believed
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that they will not have the required time to study and attend classes. Operational tempo,
and the rate of deployments and field exercises are the sub-themes that emerged under
time constraints.

Operational Tempo (Op tempo)- the participants shared work-related challenges that they
described impacted their free time and served as deterrents to their participation in formal
education. The challenge of maintaining a demanding a full-time job while obtaining a
college degree was shared as a major deterrent to many participants obtaining a college
degree. Forced into situations where participants had to choose between their military
unit’s requirements and a college degree, most participants prioritized their jobs. For one
participant, the demands of keeping up with the knowledge and technology inherent in their
career were more important than a college degree. He shared that the technical skills that
he needed for his career was sometimes even more difficult to learn than what was been
taught in the college classroom. This participant felt that “going from specialist to sergeant
and then getting more rank, there’s more responsibilities, and every time you go
somewhere new in my job, you have to learn something new.” As a result, the participant
felt that their career was a constant game of learning and “catch-up,” even outside of the
workday, which left little time for college learning. Another participant shared that he spent
the majority of his day on military tasks and did not want to spend his limited free time
working on a college degree: If you ask “it's because I have way too many responsibilities
now, [ work 12 to14 hours a day including PT, so with the two hours I have left in my day
I don't want to spend it working more”.

Deployments and Field Exercises - All of the participants cited the challenge of

deployments and the uncertainty about their schedules as a deterrent to any effort towards
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completing a college degree. Factors like deployment location and length, as well as
frequent field exercises played a role in participants’ decisions not to enroll in college
classes, as did the uncertainty that even if a deployment was not scheduled, participants
may get called to a field exercise in the middle of class and not be able to finish that class.
The participants shared that the time required to focus on their military responsibilities
while deployed or on a field exercise does not leave them with any time for college courses.
One of the participants shared:
Especially being in a FORSCOM unit it's not uncommon to be in the field on
an exercise three weeks out of the month have that one week to recover from that
field exercise and then go back into another field exercise. That makes it
particularly difficult to study, particularly difficult to make sure that you're
keeping up with your tests, your essays, everything that's required for that class as
well as in those particular units. Depending on what the unit leadership is like, it's
entirely possible that you may be going to a field exercise you were not expected
to go to and then even though you had the time to complete those classes now you
don’t, and because of that your classes can be hindered from it.
One participant said, “before I even qualified for tuition assistance, I was on my first
deployment, came back nine months later, second deployment, so it’s that continuous
training, field, deployment, training, field, deployment.” As another participant stated:
So some people can deploy and take classes no problem, but depending on where
you’re located, you may not always have the best internet access or the time.
Because of the job that I did in Afghanistan, I was constantly on watch or doing

something in the Special Operations Command (SOC). They required my
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undivided attention and I barely even left the SOC to, like, eat in a DFAC. I
always got food to-go, so I barely had time to do anything other than work, let
alone college classes.
Another participant shared:
It’s just the unpredictability of your job, especially in FORSCOM units, it’s like,
you’re always worried, am I even gonna be able to finish this? Because you don’t
want to, like, start off and then all of a sudden, you’re doing something
completely different, and then what? You have to try to remember all of it all over
again, like the last three months, or four months of it, so it’s just kind of like, just
unpredictability. I feel like it’s the hardest part, unpredictability of the job and
high op tempo.
Lack of confidence
Lack of confidence was the second theme that emerged from the participants’
statements and seven participants shared about their lack of confidence in their ability to
be successful in college, in their careers, and both at the same time. The fear of failure
and learning style are the sub themes that emerged from this theme.
Fear of failure - Participants shared that they lacked confidence in the knowledge that they
could be successful at both work and school simultaneously and that this deterred them
from enrolling in college classes. One participant described them self as a perfectionist,
stating, “The desire to be a perfectionist, I guess. Like, I want that 4.0 and I don’t want to
take a class unless I'm, like, 100% sure I'm going to get my 4.0, or maintain my 4.0,”
which was challenging to do with a demanding job in military intelligence. Another

participant felt the same way, stating, “The lack of time causes me to be a little self-
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conscious about being able to complete a course to the best of my ability.” Still another
participant said:

I think the biggest issue is just the time constraints that we face in everyday army,

and not being able to do both and be good at both. Because I get it, like, Cs make

degrees sure, but [ don’t want Cs, [ want a 4.0. And I had a 4.0 taking one class at

a time, with nothing else really going on for a few months, but as soon as things

start picking up, what am I gonna prioritize? The part of my life that pays me and

feeds me or the part that I don't

necessarily need this moment.

Another participant discussed looking at the course workload before registering
for a course “to see what’s gonna be too heavy.” If the requirements of the class seemed
daunting in conjunction with their workload, this participant “would have to wait for
another semester to take that class,” meaning this participant fell behind.

Learning Style - Other focus group participants had concerns over particular college
subjects and were not confident in their ability to do well in those classes if taking them
through an online modality. “I think I’'m more nervous about taking math classes online,
just because I’'m more confident learning math in person,” one participant described. One
other participant also felt that math was challenging to complete online. Another participant
said, “And science, science is hard to do.”
A third participant shared:
It’s also harder for people with different learning styles. Like for me I'm an
auditory learner so I'm better at learning when I see someone in front of me and

let's say
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like there's some slides behind them, but if I'm interested I'll retain most of

what they say. But for me when I'm just reading through slides or whatever it is,

it's just like my attention span is very short, and I start to get really bored with the

material, especially if it's a dry part of whatever you're learning. Obviously, it
depends on the subject, but specifically math, where no one really enjoys math in
my opinion. I'll put that out there, but I mean obviously some of the math is
interesting, but I feel like most people probably don't think it's that interesting, in
the army.

One other participant shared that online courses was a deterrent for them:

The different kind of environments that we learn and what we’re good at in those

particular environments, changes per person. Like I said, it’s easier to learn a

particular subject, for me anyways, if I’'m surrounded by people in a similar

situation. They understand what I’'m doing, what I’m trying to do, and they’re
trying to do that at the same time as well. If you’re in an online environment,
that’s a lot harder to match, like, you’re basically by yourself learning something
and you don’t have many people to ask in that situation, which may make that
situation harder.

Three participants noted the challenges of college classes that required physical
attendance, which participants could not always guarantee given their work and field
schedules. This requirement meant that participants had to think carefully about enrolling
in a class. Other participants who attended universities with longer term schedules found
this less convenient for them than an online option, for example. “For classes with labs,

it’s sometimes you have to physically be in the lab to get the work done,” said one
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participant. Another focus group participant lacked confidence that, after years of being
out of school, they would remember some of the fundamental knowledge required for
basic college subjects. This participant stated:
When it comes to basic algebra, I don’t know, I don’t remember that. When it comes
to basic biology stuff, instead of doing college biology, it’s gonna blow my mind,
cause I’'m like, I don’t remember any of this stuff. I need to go back to high school.

So, I think that is a little bit of a restraint as well.

Personal Priority
Personal priority was the third theme that emerged from the focus group
discussion and the participants shared that they prioritized their family over participating
in formal education.
Prioritizing Family - Some of the participants mentioned the challenge of juggling the
military and their families and making the decision to spend their free time with their
spouses or children at the expense of completing college courses. One participant shared:
My story is almost similar to her, I started classes and I had a baby so it's a little
hard after work to do schoolwork when you have a kid depending on you and then
you want to spend time with your family, so this is why [ haven't taken a class lately
and it is in my future but I don't know when, so that's about it.
Another shared the challenge of raising her younger brother, keeping up with her military
responsibilities and having a military spouse as too much for her to juggle along with
college:
So I’'m not a mom, but after, actually towards the end of my second college class

that I enrolled in for my degree at Southern New Hampshire University I took my
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little brother in who was 15 at the time and he was a troublesome 15 year old, so it
wasn't like happy hunky-dory “yayy I have, you know, my little brother!” It was
like undivided attention to an obnoxious boy that did not want to go to school, so
now I'm trying to focus on him and the army and my husband and we're both in the
army and it's like, just all over the place. So that alone was difficult on trying to do
college as well.
A third participant shared that they felt guilty taking the time to participate because they
felt like they were “focusing more on myself than my kid”.
Lack of Interest
Lack of interest was the fourth theme that emerged from the focus group analysis.
Participants shared their perception of the value of formal education and discussed
alternatives ways they would rather spend their time. Hobbies/leisure time as well as lack
of degree relevance are the subthemes that emerged from this factor.
Hobbies/Leisure Time — Six of the participants shared that there were other things that
they preferred doing over participating in formal education and they prioritized those
things. They shared that since college was not a requirement, they would rather spend
their time on activities that they enjoyed and that they could make money from on the
side. One participant shared:

Hobbies I guess, like maybe you have hobbies that you either make money with,
extra money on the side or things that you just prioritize over it, over college
because like you said it's not a requirement and especially if you're in a job that's
needed and the points are low and promotion rates are high then the prioritization

of college, usually it's pretty low. I like to mountain bike, I like the fish, I like to
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surf, like to shoot so I have a lot of other things that I can convince myself are more
important or more engaging than having to sit through a class online, at my
computer in my room, you know and scrolling through slides or whatever to try to
check a block to say that okay I passed this course.

Another participant shared that “a lot of people will choose a second job over

getting that degree in their free time if they have nothing else to worry about. A second job

because they could make that extra money now instead of working a degree to make the

extra money later”. A third participant shared the need to “de-stress” after the work day

and stated that he was not willing to extend his day with additional work:

It’s additional stressors even if I'm in a situation where I do not have a lot of

extra things going on at work, I'm not currently in a field exercise or some

sort of mission. After work I need to de-stress, that is a must for me so knowing the
fact that [ have another two hours work on top of whatever I'm doing after the end
of the day even if nothing else is going on, that it deters me from continuing my

education because of that, even if it is in my head.

Lack of degree relevance - Six participants shared that because college was not mandatory

by the military and because it was not a requirement for promotion, other things got

prioritized over participating in formal education. They discussed the relevance of the

degree and shared their perspective on whether a degree was worth it. One participant

I’d say a lot of it was because it wasn't required for me to make points or to get
promoted or to succeed in my job. I mean it could help in some cases but for me

personally I didn't find that taking a biology class would help me become a better
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signals intelligence analyst, and to me wanting to stay in for 20 years.
A second participant shared his perspective on the need for a college degree and the factor
that deterred him:
I just didn't prioritize it. I prioritized learning my job, learning how to become a
leader, Secondly, it's not a requirement for you to get promoted because you
know points fluctuate depending on manning so usually people start to scramble to
get their college degree if they're an MOS that has primarily high points. Also
depending on your MOS you may get enough technical skills and with on-the-job
training that degree is not necessary.
Another participant shared that the job stability associated with the military also supported
their decision to de-prioritize participating in formal education:
Yea I agree with that a hundred percent. So, coming straight out of high school,
especially for me, I think the big difference between people in the military not going
to college and not making it a priority compared to eighteen or nineteen-year olds
coming straight out of high school is that they don't have a job, they're going to
college to get that said job. The eighteen or nineteen-year olds in the military, they
have a steady paycheck, you're gonna get paid on the 1% and the 15™ of every month.
Like I think that's one of the biggest reasons of why we don't prioritize early in our
careers.
In conclusion the participants shared that between their military duties,
deployment schedule and the op tempo of their units, participating in formal education
was not a priority for them due to the reduced time that they had available to themselves.

Six participants mentioned that since participation was not required for their job, they
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would rather spend the time with their family, on hobbies or working for extra income.
Two participants shared that they felt guilty if they took the time to focus on their
education because it was often at the expense of time with their family, and others shared

a concern about their ability to keep up with the course load.

Summary

The purpose of this convergent mixed methods study was to identify the factors
that deter United States Army mid to senior level enlisted service members within the
Military Intelligence (MI) population at the United States Army Military Intelligence
Training Center in Fort Huachuca, Arizona from obtaining a college degree.

This chapter presented the findings of this study in two sections. The first section
presented the results of the quantitative phase of the study and had sub-sections that
reported the descriptive statistics for the sample, the reliability of the survey instrument,
findings of the logistic regression analysis, and the analysis of the response to the open-
ended question on the survey. The second section presented the findings of the qualitative
phase and had sub-sections that reported the analysis of the themes and sub-themes from
the focus group interview.

In the quantitative phase the results of the simple logistic regression analysis
revealed that there was no statistical significance, and the factors could not be used to
predict participation in formal education. The multiple regression analysis result revealed
that personal problems was the only statistically significant deterrent with a Wald statistic
of 3.912, p < .05 when measured alongside with time. The researcher also tested age,
gender, years of service, and rank and found none of these variables to be a statistically

significant predictor of participating in formal education. Time constraints, lack of interest,
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as well as course delivery and relevance emerged as themes from the analysis of the
responses to the open-ended question on the survey. From the qualitative phase, time
constraints, lack of self-confidence, personal priority, and lack of interest were the themes
from the focus group interview. The findings from both phases of this mixed methods study

will be discussed in chapter five.
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Chapter Five: Discussions, Conclusions and Recommendations

The purpose of this convergent, mixed-methods study was to identify the factors
that deter United States Army mid to senior level enlisted service members within the
Military Intelligence (MI) to obtain a college degree.

In this study, the researcher collected data using a quantitative survey and a focus
group interview. Using the data from the quantitative survey, a logistic regression analysis
was conducted to answer research questions on factors that deterred mid-senior NCO’s in
Military Intelligence from obtaining a college degree. The responses to the open-ended
question of the survey were analyzed and three themes emerged. Lastly, the findings from
a focus group interview conducted with a sub-set of the survey participants was analyzed.
The focus group participants were asked to share their stories regarding the decision not to
participate in formal education and the factors that contributed to that decision.

Logistic regression analysis was conducted to answer the six research questions
and the analysis did not yield statistically significant regression models. These results
indicate that these factors, (lack of confidence, lack of course relevance, time constraints,
personal priority, and personal problems), when tested as individual predictors are not
good predictors of participation in formal education by enlisted mid-senior level NCOs in
Military Intelligence. The result for the factor, cost, is suspect due to the unreliability of
the scale measuring cost. Internal reliability, as measured by the Cronbach’s Alpha, has
an acceptable range of estimates between .60 and .70 (Cortina, 1996), and the internal
reliability for five of the six scales on the DPS-G had values that ranged from .70 to .80
showing evidence of reliability. However, the subscale for cost had a value of .30 which

did not meet the acceptable range for reliability for Cronbach’s Alpha. Cost as measured
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by the DPS-G had the least number of items (2) on the scale which could explain the low
Cronbach’s Alpha estimate for this study.

The researcher was surprised by the non-statistical results of the simple logistic
regression analysis of the six predictors and conducted multiple regression analysis to
determine if the combination of the six independent variables would yield a significant
model to predict participation in formal education. The result of that analysis yielded a
statistically significant model and identified personal problems as the only statistically
significant deterrent with a Wald statistic of 3.912, p < .05 when tested alongside with
time. The researcher also tested age, gender, years of service, and rank, and found none
of these variables to be statistically significant. Lastly, the researcher analyzed the
responses to the open-ended question and time constraints, lack of interest, as well as
course delivery and relevance were the themes that emerged from the participants
responses.

Focus groups are used to explain results found through other data collection
methods. They provide depth and richness to a study by revealing dimensions of
understanding that often remain untapped by more conventional data collection
techniques (Kitzinger, 1995). Eight participants from the quantitative study were invited
to participate in a focus group interview. The participants shared described their
experience with participating in formal education and the deterrent factors they
encountered. Time constraints, lack of self-confidence, personal priority, and lack of
interest were the themes that emerged from the focus group interview.

Using a convergent mixed methods approach, the results and findings from the

quantitative and qualitative phases of the study were integrated through a process of
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narrative weaving to present a multi-facet view of the factors that influenced the decision
to participate in formal education (Fetters, Curry, & Creswell, 2013). The discussion of the
findings is presented in this chapter and is organized into four sections: 1) discussion of
the study, 2) conclusions 3) implications for practice, and 4) recommendations for future

research.

Discussion

The literature shows that service members transitioning out of the military face
greater challenges than their civilian counterparts in securing employment. The veteran’s
inability to translate their military training and experience to civilian job requirements is a
major challenge in employing veterans (Davis & Minnis, 2016; Minnis, 2017; SHRM,
2010). Additionally, the Bureau of Labor Statistics also reports higher rates of
unemployment amongst veterans without a college degree (Bureau of Labor Statistics,
2018). Lack of confidence, course relevance, time constraints, personal priority, cost, and
personal problems are all noted factors which deter participation in formal education
(Darkenwald & Valentine, 1985; Eggleston, 2007; Johnson, Harrison, Burnett, & Emerson,
2003; Korab, 2003; Lucal, 2012; Martindale & Drake, 1989; Ratcliff & Killingbeck, 1989).

In this study, the analysis of the quantitative survey yielded non-statistically
significant results suggesting that lack of confidence, lack of course relevance, time
constraints, personal priority, cost, and personal problem does not predict participation in
formal education. However, from the qualitative study, themes such as lack of self-
confidence, time constraints, personal priority, and lack of interest emerged suggesting
that these factors were deterrents to participating. Additionally, the responses from the

open-ended question suggested that time constraints, course delivery and relevance, as
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well as lack of interest contributed to the decision not to participate in formal education.

Lack of interest was not a factor measured by the survey instrument, but it emerged
as a theme from both the focus group interview and open-ended question becoming the
integration point for the quantitative and qualitative phase of the study. These themes
helped the researcher to make sense of the non-statistically significance result from the
analysis of the survey results. The participants shared that they felt that “college was a
waste of time”, was not required for their job, and that they “joined the military so they did
not have to go to college”. Others shared that formal education was not prioritized because
they were not incentivized to prioritize it: “for me personally I didn't find that taking a
biology class would help me become a better signals intelligence analyst and to me wanting
to stay in for twenty years”. Another participant’s response was telling on how formal
education was perceived “I like to mountain bike, I like the fish, I like to surf, like to shoot
so I have a lot of other things that I can convince myself are more important or more
engaging than having to sit through a class online, at my computer in my room, you know
and scrolling through slides or whatever to try to check a block to say that okay I passed
this course.

The strength of this study’s convergent design is that using the findings of the
focus group, the research was able to make meaning of the quantitative survey results.
The results of open-ended question also helped to further the researcher’s understanding
and the integration of the non-significant result from the survey, the lack of interest
theme from the open-ended question, and the focus group interview suggested to the
researcher that the underlying assumptions that formed the background of the study’s

hypothesis should be revisited. This study was designed with the assumption that service
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members desire to participate in formal education, but there were deterrents that
prevented them from doing so. This assumption was based not only on personal
experience and anecdotal evidence while in the service, but also perceived significance
that military leadership attributes to formal education, evidenced by tuition support, and
the unemployment challenges veterans are facing when transitioning to civilian life. The
current study finding however challenges this assumption and leads the researcher to
consider that the lack of participation by service members in formal education may be as
a result of a lack of interest on the part of the study’s population.

The findings of the study revealed that several factors contributed to the lack of
interest that participants had in participating in formal education. While some shared that
they felt that it was a waste of time, the research interpretation of the data shows that lack
of participation is driven by a lack of prioritization on the parts of the Army Military
Intelligence service members because they did not see the value that formal education
brings in the short term. They felt that they did not need it to be experts in their jobs, and
although a college degree could help, it was not required for promotion, and was not
mandated by the military.

All of the participants from the focus group study shared something that was more
important to them than college. Six of the eight participants shared that they prioritized
spending time with either their spouse or their children over taking the time to participate
in formal education. Another shared that he would rather spend his free time on his hobbies.
This participant and another focus group participant discussed leveraging their free time to
earn extra income doing something that they enjoyed. For those who were less focused on

family or hobbies, they just wanted some time to relax when they were off work without
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having to worry about any additional requirements on their time.

Military requirements put a demand on the participants and they have made the
choice to prioritize how to be better soldiers, and leaders over participating in formal
education. The required trainings, exercises and deployments often takes them away from
their family and hobbies. When they do get down time, they would rather spend the time
with their family or on activities that they enjoy rather than participate in formal
education.

The participants discussed the high optempo in their units, and several
participants mentioned that working twelve to fourteen-hour days, including the time that
they had to go to mandatory Physical Training (PT), contributed to their decision to not
participate in formal education. Seven out of the eight participants were stationed at the
United States Forces Command (FORSCOM) units, these units are on rotational
deployments to combat zones, so even when they are within the Continental United
States (CONUS), they must maintain the posture to deploy with very little notice. This
means that even those service members who go home at night must still spend much of
their days engaged in military service activities leaving very little room for class,
coursework, or lectures.

Field exercises is another activity that consumes the time available to service
members. A field exercise is a simulation of a combat or adversary action where the
service members train as they fight. The combat conditions are mimicked and often the
service member is away from their home for weeks participating in the simulation, also
contributing to the decision not to participate. As previously stated, all eight service

members had deployed at least once to a combat zone. The average deployment is a 12-
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month rotation and depending on the location of the deployment and the unit’s mission,
the service member may spend the entire deployment in a repeating cycle of twelve-hour
watch shifts, with an additional hour for PT and little time for anything else such as
attaining a college degree.

In discussing their perceptions about the relevance of courses, the participants
shared that based on their schedules, taking courses on-line may be the only option
available to them. However, they would rather not participate in taking classes online, as
their preferred learning style was in-person. Lack of self-confidence was discussed as
another reason participants elected not to participate in formal education. Some shared a
fear of failure based on the length of time that they have been out of high school and not
sure they could keep up with the college level courses. Others shared that they want to
have a 4.0 grade point average and if they could not guarantee that outcome, they would
rather not participate.

Conclusion

The literature shows that service members transitioning out of the military face
greater challenges than their civilian counterparts in securing employment. The veteran’s
inability to translate their military training and experience to civilian job requirements is
a major challenge in employing veterans. Multiple factors influence the decision to
participate in formal education. Previous research suggested that service members were
not participating in formal education due to deterrent factors identified in the literature. In
this study, the integration of the data from the multiple sources revealed that the lack of
participation may be as a result of lack of interest and not deterrents as previously

reported.
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The study revealed that the lack of participation is driven by a lack of interest and
prioritization on the parts of the service members because they did not see the value that
formal education brings in the short term. To them, there was no benefit in terms of their
military duties, their compensation, and their career trajectory. Many of the participants
were at the mid-point of their career and felt secure in the knowledge that they had a
guaranteed source of income so therefore were not interested in participating in formal
education. Although the population of this study consisted of middle to senior enlisted
personnel in Army’s military intelligence, and the findings of this study relates to this
population, they may also be applicable to similar population in the other branches of the
military.

Implications for Practice

As the military looks to better prepare service members for transition to civilian
life, leaders should evaluate how they perceive the value that college provides to their
service members and how that is communicated to the enlisted community. Feedback
received from the study’s participants indicated that college was a low priority and since
it was not required in their military career, or for promotion, there was no need for them
to prioritize it. This lack of prioritization adversely impacts enlisted members as they
transition from the military and seek civilian employment. The findings of this survey
demonstrate to the researcher that a fundamental question that military leaders need to
address is whether service members are interested in participating in formal education.

To help communicate the value of formal education and to demonstrate to enlisted
members that the military values it, unit commanders can explore instituting schedules

that support early dismissal a couple of days a week, paid sabbatical to pursue a degree of
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choice in exchange for a commitment to pay back the time through retirement, and also
ways to incentivize service members that prioritize formal education. These changes will
help address the deterrent factor of time constraint and lack of self confidence as it
provides service members the time to focus on their classes and mitigates the concerns
associated with not been able to complete a class if they enroll.

Educational institutions that cater to service members should not assume that
service members understand the value of formal education and set up programs that can
help communicate the value of formal education. The messaging should focus on the
value of formal education and the importance of timing. Articulating these key points can
help service members understand that the benefits that formal education affords them
outlasts their time in the military, so their focus should not just be on whether its required
for the job or for promotions.

The perspective of service members who currently do not see the value of formal
education and understand why its important need to be educated on the value of
continuous learning and also the need for preparation. As a service member that deploys,
there is no guarantee that you have a 20-year term of service. Soldiers get injured
routinely and have to take medical retirement years before they are projected to leave the
service. To help service members understand that formal education needs to be a personal
priority, the military, educational institutions, and veteran programs should develop a
campaign that highlights success stories. Veterans and service members who have
successfully navigated the process and earned their degree could share their stories and
the value that having a formal degree has brought to their lives. These stories should be

part of the initial training that service members attend, and unit commanders should
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commit to sharing at their units. Active duty service members with college degrees and
veterans could serve as mentors to advocate the benefits of formal education as well
guide those interested.

Education institutions can also look at reviewing their credentialing system and
provide service members with certifications in addition to the college credits that they
currently receive. The certification should be relevant to the service member of area of
expertise and also transferable to the civilian sector and should support the service
member’s transition to civilian employment.

Recommendations for Future Research

Additional studies are needed to explore what contributes to the lack of interest in
participating in formal education, and survey instruments measuring deterrents in
participation should consider including lack of interest as a deterrent factor. While this
study focused on mid to senior career professionals, it would be interesting to study how
these deterrent factors influence senior level servicemembers that have been in the service
for 16+ years with a desire to retire at 20 years to determine their interest in formal
education given the findings of the current study. Focusing on this group as they near their
retirement from the Army might show that they are more motivated to pursue formal
education than those who still have some more years of service. A second sub-group that
should be studied is junior enlisted service members that have recently joined the military.
It would be interesting to see if the new generation has different ideas on the value of
formal education and the impact it has on transitioning to the civilian work-force.

Another sub-group that should be studied are service members serving in military

occupational specialties other than Military Intelligence. Service members in military
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intelligence have technical skills and security clearances that are easier to transfer to the
civilian world. Service members that are not in military intelligence may have a different
perspective on formal education if their military job does not provide them with technical
skills or security clearances easily transferable to the civilian world.

A final sub-group that should be studied are middle to senior level NCOs in military
intelligence that completed formal education while serving on active duty to understand
what motivated them to continue their education and how they overcame the challenges of
participation while on active duty in order to inform approaches and methods that can be

used to motivate their counterparts who did not complete their formal education.
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Appendix A

Request for Approval to collect data during the Senior and Advanced Leadership School
in Fiscal Year 2019

Good Morning MSgt Campbell,

Thank you for taking my call this morning. As discussed, I spoke to CSM Roman
earlier in the week and he gave me his permission to administer a survey to the
NCOs currently enrolled in SLC and ALC. He had also suggested reaching out to
Ms. Rebecca Oliver to recruit her assistance with administering the survey, but
unfortunately I've not been successful in reaching her. This is not an issue though
as [ would prefer to handle the administration myself in order to not have
questions arise over data quality/integrity.

The survey should take an average of 10 minutes to complete and can be done on
a break or anytime that you determine will not interfere with the NCOs course
work. If at all possible I would like to fly in this weekend and be available to
administer the survey on Monday morning if that works for your team.

To give you a quick background on my study, I'm currently a doctoral student at
the George Washington University and working on my dissertation titled factors
that deter enlisted members in the U.S Army Military Intelligence from obtaining
a college degree. As a prior MI NCO, I have experienced some of the challenges
associated with going to school while on active duty. While a lot of the cost
burden has been addressed with programs such as TA or post 9/11 GI Bill, the
data shows that the completion rates for service members is low. I'm hoping that
my study will contribute to the body of literature on the topic and hopefully shed
some insights that can help military leaders and education institutions tailor
current programs to better support service members that desire to go to school
while on active duty.

Please let me know if you have any questions and thank you again for your
assistance in helping me complete this research and my doctoral program.
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Appendix B

Approval from Commandant, NCO Academy to collect data

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY UNITED STATES ARMY INTELLIGENCE

CENTER OF EXCELLENCE NONCOMMISSIONED OFFICER ACADEMY
2007 HATFIELD ST FORT HUACHUCA, ARIZONA 85613-7003

ATZS-NCOI11 March 2019
MEMORANDUM FOR Army Human Research Protection Office (AHRPO)
7700 Arlington Boulevard Falls Church, VA 22042

SUBJECT: Research Access Permission
1. References:

e Title 32 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 219, Protection of Human
Subjects
e Department of Defense (DOD) Instruction 3216.02, Protection of Human
Subjects and Adherence to Ethical Standards in DOD-Supported Research
e Army Regulation 70-25, Protection of Human Subjects in Research
2. Approval. I hereby approve the request for support described below.

3. Scope. I give permission for the NCO Academy on Fort Huachuca, Arizona to
provide support to the above referenced research via provision of/access to the
Non-Commissioned Officers attending Senior and Advanced Leader Course at the
NCO Academy. The survey will take place during duty hours and not interfere
with classroom activities.

4. Conditions of approval for research involving human subjects: If this activity is
research involving human subjects, this approval is provided on the condition of,
and with the understanding that, the researcher’s institution will:
e Provide to my command any human research protection program-related
support necessary to implement and oversee the above referenced activity.
e Obtain and comply with the terms of its Federal Assurance for the
Protection of Human Research Subjects for this DOD supported research
involving human subjects (if applicable).
e Inform me via my point of contact below regarding any relevant
unanticipated problem involving risk to subjects or others, or serious or
continuing noncompliance.
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e d. Obtain publication clearance review from my command before
publishing or otherwise releasing findings from this research to members
of the public (e.g., via abstracts).

6. Affirmation. By endorsing this request, I affirm I have determined the
above-referenced activity is mission critical and will be worth the
time/cost of Army support. I acknowledge that my office assumes
responsibility for ensuring the portion of the activity supported by my
area of responsibility meets all applicable regulatory requirements.

6. POC. The action officer is MSG Gregg Campbell, Deputy Commandant, MI
NCOA. Fort Huachuce, NN

GREGORY L. ROMAN
CSM, USA
Commandant
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Appendix C

Study Sponsorship Memorandum from Major General Lee

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY HEADQUARTERS, 3D MEDICAL COMMAND
(DEPLOYMENT SUPPORT) 5015 N. 34TH STREET, BLDG 900 GILLEM
ENCLAVE. GEORGIA 30297-5122

AFRC-MGA-CG 27 February 2019

MEMORANDUM FOR ATTN: Dr. Robert Simmons, U.S. Army Research Institute for
the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI), 6000 6th Street. Fort Belvoir, VA 22060-5610

SUBJECT: Sponsorship of Doctoral Student Folashade Oyofo for Survey Administration
to U.S. Army Participants

1.

I have reviewed Ms. Folashade Oyofo’s request to conduct a survey to
U.S. Army Soldiers. I will sponsor Ms. Oyofo’s research on the factors
that deter enlisted personnel in Army Military Intelligence to obtain a
college degree. I have reviewed the draft instrument, how it will be
administered and analyzed.

It is my opinion that the findings of this research is mission critical as it
will support Army leaders on addressing the issues that prevent our
service members from taking advantage of the voluntary education
programs.

Ms. Oyofo already has the support of the Commander at the NCO
Academy at Fort Huachuca, AZ and she will work with the team to
determine the date and time that the survey will be administered.

I will share the survey findings with other Army leaders to review the
results and determine the next steps. We will work to make certain that
Ms. Oyofo meet the requirements of the survey request application and
will ensure that there will be no negative publicity for the United States
Army.

[ understand that there will be proper oversight of the survey, the
findings, and that appropriate markings and distribution statements will
be used to monitor the release of the survey data.

The point of contact is the undersigned and can be reached at 803-885-
7965, william.s.lee.mil@mail.mil.

WILLIAM S. LEE

116



Major General, USAR
Commanding
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Appendix D
U.S. Army Research Institute for Behavioral and Social Sciences — Survey Approval

Simmons, Robert O CIV USARMY HQDA ARI (US) <[ N

to Domenic, me

Ms. Oyofo,

I am assigning your study the Survey Control Number (SCN) below. Please place the
SCN in the top margin of the first page of the instrument.

SURVEY APPROVAL AUTHORITY:

U.S. ARMY RESEARCH INSTITUTE FOR BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL
SCIENCES

SURVEY CONTROL NUMBER:DAPE-ARI-AO-19-38
RCS: MILPC-3

EXPIRES: 04/14/2020

Best wishes!
Robert O. Simmons, Ph. D
Senior Research Psychologist

U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI)
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Appendix E
Recruitment for the Survey and Focus Group participants

At the beginning of each session, the researcher will make the following
announcements to the participants in the Senior and Advanced Leader courses.

My name is Folashade Oyofo and I am a former Electronic Intelligence (ELINT)
analyst and NCO in the Army. I am currently a doctoral student at George Washington
University and will be conducting this research study under the supervision of Dr. Maria
Cseh. I am conducting this study to identify the factors that deter United States Army
middle to senior level enlisted service members within the Military Intelligence (MI)
population who are at the United States Army Military Intelligence Training Center, Fort
Huachuca, Arizona to obtain a college degree.

I would like to invite those that do not have a college degree to participate in the
survey during a break in your class session. The survey is anonymous and your
participation is voluntary. The findings of the survey will be beneficial to the military
education leaders and the educational institutions that cater to them as they can tailor
their programs and policies to better meet your needs. I will be present if you have any
questions.

This study has a focus group component where we will discuss your views and
descriptions of the findings that deterred you from participating in formal education. The
focus group will be formed by eight NCO’s, and I will appreciate it if [ can get four
volunteers. You can let me know after the break if you are interested. The discussions in
the focus group will be audio recorded with your permission, and data will be reported in
an aggregate form with no names mentioned in the findings.

I truly thank you for participating and contributing to this important issue of
continuing education. If you have any questions please contact me at
ovyinlade@gwu.edu; Dr Cseh at cseh@gwu.edu or the GWU IRB office at
ohrirb@gwu.edu.

119



Appendix F

Survey Cover Letter

My name is Folashade Oyofo and I am a former Electronic Intelligence (ELINT)
analyst and NCO in the Army. I am currently a doctoral student at George Washington
University. I will be conducting this research study under the supervision of Dr. Maria
Cseh. I am conducting this study to identify the factors that deter United States Army
middle to senior level enlisted service members within the Military Intelligence (MI)
population who are at the United States Army Military Intelligence Training Center, Fort
Huachuca, Arizona to obtain a college degree.

As a participant in this study, you are asked to participate by taking an
anonymous survey during a break in your class sessions. This survey contains questions
pertaining to your background, and reasons that you may have for not completing a
college degree. The survey will take about 20 minutes. This survey is anonymous and
your participation is voluntary.

Enlisted service members face some challenges when making the decision to
enroll or not to enroll in voluntary education. I believe that the result of this survey will
capture those factors and prove beneficial to senior military officials who have recently
indicated a need for a more educated work force. Identifying and understanding these
factors will also be beneficial to the military education leaders and the educational
institutions that cater to them as they can tailor their programs and policies to better meet
your needs.

Service Members will not be paid to participate in this study and there are no
costs with this research. You can ask me any question about the study and I will do my
best to answer them for you. If you have any questions about the study at a later time,
please contact me at oyinlade@gwu.edu, Dr Cseh at cseh@gwu.edu or the GWU IRB
office at ohrirb@gwu.edu.

Thank you for your truthful responses to the questions and your participation in
my research.
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Appendix G

Deterrents to Participation Scale — General (DPS-G)
Section A - Demographics

Personal Data
(1) Age (please check the appropriate box)
0020-29 [0O30-39 [0O40-49 OS50+

(2) Gender

(3) Years of Service: [ 0-6 [0O7-15 [O16+

(4) Rank

Educational Background

(5) Have you ever enrolled in college level courses as part of a degree program while on
active duty? [0 Yes [ No

(6) When did you last enroll in college level courses?
O o0-6 O 6-12 O 1-2Years 0[O 3+Years O NA
Months Months

(7) How many college level credits have you completed while on active duty?

Oo 0O 1- O 16- O 31- O 61- O 91- O 121 or
15 30 60 90 120 more

(8) Have you received a Bachelor’s degree or higher since you joined the military? [
Yes [ No

If Yes, thank you for your participation. Please return the survey to the designated
envelope.

If No, please proceed to Section B.

Section B - Deterrents

Please think of any college level course that you wanted to take in the past three years,
but never did. Then look at the reasons below and decide how important each one was

in your decision not to not take the college level course.

Please circle only ONE response number for each reason. If a reason is not applicable
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for you, circle number “1”.

Reasons for not
taking college level

courses

in the last three

(1)

years
Because I felt I
couldn’t
compete with
younger
students

Reasons for not
taking college level

2)

courses

in the last three
years
Because I
don’t  enjoy
studying
Because I

3)

(4)

)

(6)

(7

didn’t think I
would be able
to finish the
course
Because I
didn’t  have
time for the
studying
required
Because I
wanted to
learn
something
specific  but
the course was
too general
Because I
didn’t meet
the
requirements
for the course
Because the
course
available did
not seem

Not

Important Important

Not
Important

Slightly  Somewhat Quite

Slightly =~ Somewhat Quite
Important  Important  Important

2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
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Important Important Important

Very
Important



interesting

(8) Because the
course was
offered at an

inconvenient
location

(9) Because I
couldn’t
afford the

registration or
course fees

(10) Because I felt I
was too old to
take the
course

(11) Because I
didn’t know
about the
courses
available for
adults

(12) Because of the
amount of
time required
to finish the
course

(13) Because the
course was
scheduled at
an
inconvenient
time

(14) Because my
family did not
encourage
participation

(15) Because of
transportatio
n problems

(16) Because the
courses
available were
of poor quality

(17) Because I was
not confident
of my learning
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ability

(18) Because of

family
problems

(19) Because I’'m
not that

interested in
taking courses
(20) Because
participation
would take
away from
time with my

family

(21) Because I had
trouble
arranging for
childcare

(22) Because the
available
courses did
not seem
useful or
practical

(23) Because I
wasn’t willing
to give up my
leisure time

(24) Because  the
course was
offered in an
unsafe area

Reasons for not
taking college level
courses
in the last three
years

(25) Because
education
would not help
me in my job

(26) Because 1 felt
unprepared
for the course

(27) Because I
couldn’t

Not
Important

Slightly
Important

Somewhat
Important

Quite
Important

Very
Important



afford
miscellaneous
expenses like
travel, books,
etc

(28) Because the
course was not
on the right
level for me

(29) Because I
didn’t think I
could attend
regularly

(30) Because I
didn’t  think
the course 1 2 3 4
would meet
my needs

(31) Because I
prefer to learn 1 2 3 4
on my own

(32) Because my
friends did not
encourage my
participation

(33) Please share any other reason for not participating in college level courses.

Thank you for your assistance with this research.
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Appendix H

Focus Group Interview Guide

Before conducting focus group interviews, the researcher will confirm that the
service members selected for the focus group do not have a college degree. The researcher
will also cover confidentiality and specify that the focus group should take about one hour.

Thank you for taking the time today to help me address this important topic of deterrents
of service members to enroll in college level courses. The purpose of our conversation
today is to hear your stories regarding your decision to not enroll in college level courses
and understand the reasons why you made this decision.

Please take a few minutes to think about college level courses that you wanted to take, but
after further consideration you decided not take them. Can you tell me what happened?

Note: The researcher will allow the participants to tell their stories in their own words.
After each participant tells a story, the researcher will ask some follow-up questions. For
example, I have heard that each of you (or the majority of you) referred to personal
priorities such as spending time with family, allowing for leisure time, not interested in
studying. I would like to ask you if you can recall any other issues that made you decide
not to take that course. Depending on what they will say, you can think of what is missing.
For example if they will talk about constant time constraints then the researcher will ask
for other issue such as course relevance and family/friend’s support, perceptions of other
students in the course and of their abilities, etc.

After the first round of stories, if there is time the researcher will ask for another round of
stories and go through the same questioning as above.

At the end, the researcher will ask if there is anything else that they would like to share
with her about their decisions not to enroll in a college level course that they considered
enrolling.

Thank you for your time.
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variable
AGE

AGE

AGE

AGE

AGE
GENDER
GENDER
GENDER
GENDER
GENDER
SERV_YRS
SERV_YRS
SERV_YRS
SERV_YRS
SERV_YRS
RANK
RANK
RANK
COL_CRED
COL CRED
COL_CRED
COL CRED
COL_CRED
COL CRED

value

Appendix I
Code Book

Label
20-29
30-39
40-49
50+
Missing
<none>
Missing
N/A
Female
Male
Years of Service
Missing
0

1

2
Missing
SGT
SSG

How many college credits have you completed since joining the military?

Missing
N/A

0

1-15
16-30
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COL_CRED 3 31-60

COL_CRED 4 61-90

COL _CRED 5 91-120

COL_CRED 6 121+

CUR_ENROL

L Are you enrolled in college courses for the current semester?
CUR_ENROL

L -77 Missing

CUR_ENROL

L -66 N/A

CUR_ENROL

L 0 No

CUR_ENROL

L I Yes

EVER_ENROL

L Have you ever enrolled in college courses as part of a degree program?
EVER_ENROL

L -77 Missing

EVER_ENROL

L -66 N/A

EVER_ENROL

L 0 No

EVER_ENROL

L I Yes

LAST REG When did you last register for classes?
LAST REG -77 Missing

LAST REG -66 N/A

LAST REG 0 0-6 Mons

LAST REG 1 6-12 Mons

LAST REG 2 1-2 Yrs

LAST REG 3 3+ Yrs

REC DEG Have you received your degree since you joined the military?
REC DEG -77 Missing

REC DEG -66 N/A

REC DEG 0 No
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REC_DEG I Yes

Ql Because I felt I couldn’t compete with younger students
Ql -77 Missing

Q1 -66 N/A

Q1 1 Not Important

Ql 2 Slightly Important

Ql 3 Somewhat Important

Ql 4 Quite Important

Q1 5 Very Important

Q2 Because I don’t enjoy Studying
Q2 -77 Missing

Q2 -66 N/A

Q2 1 Not Important

Q2 2 Slightly Important

Q2 3 Somewhat Important

Q2 4 Quite Important

Q2 5 Very Important

Q3 Because I didn’t think I would be able to finish the course
Q3 -77 Missing

Q3 -66 N/A

Q3 1 Not Important

Q3 2 Slightly Important

Q3 3 Somewhat Important

Q3 4 Quite Important

Q3 5 Very Important

Q4 Because I didn’t have time for the studying required
Q4 -77 Missing

Q4 -66 N/A

Q4 1 Not Important

Q4 2 Slightly Important

Q4 3 Somewhat Important

Q4 4 Quite Important
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Q4
Q5
Q5
Q5
Q5
Q5
Q5
Q5
Q5
Q6
Q6
Q6
Q6
Q6
Q6
Q6
Q6
Q7
Q7
Q7
Q7
Q7
Q7
Q7
Q7
Q8
Q8
Q8
Q8
Q8
Q8
Q8

Very Important

Because I wanted to learn something specific but the course was too general

Missing

N/A

Not Important
Slightly Important
Somewhat Important
Quite Important
Very Important
Because I didn’t meet the requirements for the course
Missing

N/A

Not Important
Slightly Important
Somewhat Important
Quite Important
Very Important
Because the course available did not seem interesting
Missing

N/A

Not Important
Slightly Important
Somewhat Important
Quite Important
Very Important

Because the course was offered at an inconvenient location

Missing

N/A

Not Important
Slightly Important
Somewhat Important

Quite Important
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Q8 5 Very Important

Q9 Because I couldn’t afford the registration or course fees
Q9 -77 Missing

Q9 -66 N/A

Q9 1 Not Important

Q9 2 Slightly Important

Q9 3 Somewhat Important

Q9 4 Quite Important

Q9 5 Very Important

Q10 Because I felt I was too old to take the course
Q10 -77 Missing

Q10 -66 N/A

Q10 1 Not Important

QI10 2 Slightly Important

Q10 3 Somewhat Important

Q10 4 Quite Important

Q10 5 Very Important

Q11 Because I didn’t know about the courses available for adults
QIl1 -77 Missing

Q11 -66 N/A

Q11 1 Not Important

Ql1 2 Slightly Important

QIl1 3 Somewhat Important

Ql1 4 Quite Important

Q11 5 Very Important

Q12 Because of the amount of time required to finish the course
Q12 -77 Missing

Q12 -66 N/A

Q12 1 Not Important

QIl2 2 Slightly Important

Q12 3 Somewhat Important

Q12 4 Quite Important
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Q12 5 Very Important

Q13 Because the course was scheduled at an inconvenient time
Q13 -77 Missing

Q13 -66 N/A

Q13 1 Not Important

QI3 2 Slightly Important

Q13 3 Somewhat Important

Q13 4 Quite Important

Q13 5 Very Important

Ql4 Because my family did not encourage participation
Q14 -77 Missing

Ql4 -66 N/A

Q14 1 Not Important

Ql4 2 Slightly Important

Q14 3 Somewhat Important

Q14 4 Quite Important

Q14 5 Very Important

Q15 Because of transportation problems
QI5 -77 Missing

Q15 -66 N/A

Q15 1 Not Important

Q15 2 Slightly Important

Q15 3 Somewhat Important

QIS5 4 Quite Important

Q15 5 Very Important

Ql6 Because the courses available were of poor quality
Ql6 -77 Missing

Ql6 -66 N/A

Ql6 1 Not Important

Qlé6 2 Slightly Important

Ql6 3 Somewhat Important

Ql6 4 Quite Important
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Ql6 5 Very Important

Q17 Because I was not confident of my learning ability
Q17 -77 Missing

Q17 -66 N/A

Q17 1 Not Important

Q17 2 Slightly Important

Q17 3 Somewhat Important

Q17 4 Quite Important

Q17 5 Very Important

QI8 Because of family problems
Q18 -77 Missing

Q18 -66 N/A

QI8 1 Not Important

QI8 2 Slightly Important

Q18 3 Somewhat Important

QI8 4 Quite Important

QI8 5 Very Important

Q19 Because I’'m not that interested in taking courses
Q19 -77 Missing

Q19 -66 N/A

Q19 1 Not Important

Q19 2 Slightly Important

Q19 3 Somewhat Important

Q19 4 Quite Important

Q19 5 Very Important

Q20 Because participation would take away from time with my family
Q20 -77 Missing

Q20 -66 N/A

Q20 1 Not Important

Q20 2 Slightly Important

Q20 3 Somewhat Important

Q20 4 Quite Important
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Q20 5 Very Important

Q21 Because I had trouble arranging for childcare
Q21 -77 Missing

Q21 -66 N/A

Q21 1 Not Important

Q21 2 Slightly Important

Q21 3 Somewhat Important

Q21 4 Quite Important

Q21 5 Very Important

Q22 Because the available courses did not seem useful or practical
Q22 -77 Missing

Q22 -66 N/A

Q22 1 Not Important

Q22 2 Slightly Important

Q22 3 Somewhat Important

Q22 4 Quite Important

Q22 5 Very Important

Q23 Because I wasn’t willing to give up my leisure time
Q23 -77 Missing

Q23 -66 N/A

Q23 1 Not Important

Q23 2 Slightly Important

Q23 3 Somewhat Important

Q23 4 Quite Important

Q23 5 Very Important

Q24 Because the course was offered in an unsafe area
Q24 -77 Missing

Q24 -66 N/A

Q24 1 Not Important

Q24 2 Slightly Important

Q24 3 Somewhat Important

Q24 4 Quite Important
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Q24 5 Very Important

Q25 Because education would not help me in my job
Q25 -77 Missing

Q25 -66 N/A

Q25 1 Not Important

Q25 2 Slightly Important

Q25 3 Somewhat Important

Q25 4 Quite Important

Q25 5 Very Important

Q26 Because I felt unprepared for the course
Q26 -77 Missing

Q26 -66 N/A

Q26 1 Not Important

Q26 2 Slightly Important

Q26 3 Somewhat Important

Q26 4 Quite Important

Q26 5 Very Important

Q27 Because I couldn’t afford miscellaneous expenses like travel, books, etc
Q27 -77 Missing

Q27 -66 N/A

Q27 1 Not Important

Q27 2 Slightly Important

Q27 3 Somewhat Important

Q27 4 Quite Important

Q27 5 Very Important

Q28 Because the course was not on the right level for me
Q28 -77 Missing

Q28 -66 N/A

Q28 1 Not Important

Q28 2 Slightly Important

Q28 3 Somewhat Important

Q28 4 Quite Important
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Q28
Q29
Q29
Q29
Q29
Q29
Q29
Q29
Q29
Q30
Q30
Q30
Q30
Q30
Q30
Q30
Q30
Q31
Q31
Q31
Q31
Q31
Q31
Q31
Q31
Q32
Q32
Q32
Q32
Q32
Q32
Q32

Very Important

Because I didn’t think I could attend regularly
Missing
N/A

Not Important

Slightly Important

Somewhat Important

Quite Important

Very Important

Because I didn’t think the course would meet my needs
Missing
N/A

Not Important

Slightly Important

Somewhat Important

Quite Important

Very Important

Because I prefer to learn on my own
Missing

N/A

Not Important

Slightly Important

Somewhat Important

Quite Important

Very Important

Because my friends did not Encourage my participation
Missing

N/A

Not Important

Slightly Important

Somewhat Important

Quite Important
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Q32 5 Very Important

Please share any other reason that you did not participate in college
Q33 education

Appendix J
DPS-G Sub Scale

DPS-G Factors and Subscale Items

Lack of Confidence

1. Because I felt I couldn’t compete with younger students.
17. Because I was not confident of my learning ability.

10. Because 1 felt I was too old to take the course.

26. Because I felt unprepared for the course.

3. Because I didn’t think I would be able to finish the course.
32. Because my friends did not encourage my participation.
6. Because I didn’t meet the requirements for the course.

14. Because my family did not encourage participation.

Lack of Course Relevance

22. Because the available courses did not seem useful or practical.

30. Because I didn’t think the course would meet my needs.

7. Because the courses available did not seem interesting.

16. Because the courses available were of poor quality.

5. Because I wanted to learn something specific, but the course was too general.
28. Because the course was not on the right level for me.

Time Constraint

12. Because of the amount of time required to finish the course.
29. Because I didn’t think I could attend regularly.

4. Because I didn’t have the time for the studying required.

13. Because the course was scheduled at an inconvenient time.
8. Because the course was offered at an inconvenient location.

Low Personal Priority

19. Because I’m not that interested in taking courses.

23. Because I wasn’t willing to give up my leisure time.

2. Because I don’t enjoy studying.

20. Because participation would take away from time with my family.
25. Because education would not help me in my job.
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Cost
27. Because I couldn’t afford miscellaneous expenses like travel, books, etc.
9. Because I couldn’t afford the registration or course fees.

Personal Problems

21. Because I had trouble arranging for child care.
18. Because of family problems.

15. Because of transportation problem

24. Because the course was offered in an unsafe area.
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