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Abstract
The study deals with the perceived reasons for nonparticipation in adult learning and
education (ALE), drawing on existing research concerning the motivation for lifelong
learning, adult attitudes towards education, and the study of dispositional barriers. The
aim of the study is to determine the subjective reasons/motivation of adults not to
participate in ALE and what factors influence their nonparticipation. For this purpose,
we drew on self-determination theory (SDT). Based on that we have created the research
tool “Motivation to Nonparticipation Scale” (MNP-S), which measures three factors:
extrinsic motivation, intrinsic motivation, and amotivation. The empirical research was
conducted with a representative sample of adults (N = 943, age: 19 to 81 years) who had
not participated in ALE. Contrary to theoretical assumptions of SDT, amotivated adults
do not predominate among nonparticipants, with the main subjective reasons for
nonparticipation based on intrinsic or extrinsic motivations.
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Introduction
One of the traditional questions in research on participation in adult learning and
education (ALE) is that of why do adults participate? Since the 1960s many researchers
have addressed this question (see, e.g., Boeren, 2016; Boeren et al., 2010, 2012a, 2012b;
Blunt & Yang, 2002; Boeren & Holford, 2016; Boshier, 1971, 1977; Houle, 1961; Isaac
et al., 2001; Mulenga & Liang, 2008). Within this extensive research, several tools have
been validated, with various typologies of participants which can aid in understanding the
subjective reasons behind participation in ALE.
Despite this extensive research and the documented benefits of lifelong learning
(e.g., Antikainen, 2006; Psacharopoulos, 2006; Regmi, 2015), in most countries nonparticipants still outnumber participants (Desjardins, 2017). In some cases, they make up
the vast majority of adults, a population referred to by Margaret Becker Patterson (2018)
as the “forgotten 90%.” In accordance with Sharan Merriam and Lisa Baumgartner (2020,
p. 92), we therefore pose the question: Why do adults not participate? This remains one
of the “biggest mysteries of adult education” (Merriam & Baumgartner, 2020, p. 96).
This question is typically approached in three different ways. The first one includes
socio-psychologically oriented studies (e.g., Baert et al., 2006; Blunt & Yang, 2002;
Kyndt et al., 2013a) based on the tradition of valence-instrumentality-expectancy theory
(Vroom, 1964), and focusing on the attitudes of adults towards lifelong learning.
Attitudes in the form of expectations and the significance of ALE are part of a complex
process of decision-making regarding participation (Boeren, 2016, 2017). The scholarly
literature comes to a conclusion that if adults do not consider education important or are
not interested in it, they tend not to participate (Baert et al., 2006; Kyndt et al., 2013a).
The second approach explains the nonparticipation using the concept of barriers. In
this respect, the research tradition initiated by Patricia Cross and her chain-of-response
model (1981; see also Courtney, 1992, Darkenwald & Valentine, 1985; Rubenson, 1977;
Valentine & Darkenwald, 1990) distinguishes the so-called institutional, situational and
dispositional barriers that prevent individuals from participating in ALE. The occurrence
of barriers is then linked to various structural factors which affect the unequal rate of these
barriers within different social groups or countries (see, e.g., Rubenson, 2011, 2018;
Rubenson & Desjardins, 2009; Roosmaa & Saar, 2017 Saar et al., 2013, Saar & Räis,
2017).
Regarding subjective reasons for nonparticipation, the so-called dispositional
barriers are particularly important, including attitudes and self-perception (Cross, 1981,
p. 98). In the case of these adults, nonparticipation is often related to the lack of
motivation, indifference, fear associated with organized learning or insufficient level of
skills for further education. According to Maurer et al. (2003, see also Patterson, 2018),
individuals with lower levels of self-efficacy may find participation in ALE more
difficult.
The third research line includes studies (e.g., Cincinnato et al., 2016; Dämmrich et
al., 2014, 2015; Gorard & Selwyn, 2005; Robert, 2012) that address various microsocial
factors - especially age, the level of education, gender and economic status. At the same
time, microsocial factors are thought to influence both the individual motivation and
opportunities for education and training.
In this study, we attempt to build on all three traditions to develop a theoretical and
empirical dialogue among them. In this regard, our intention is to analyze three
interrelated subjective factors affecting nonparticipation in ALE: (1) specific attitudes of
adults (vis-à-vis the first approach above), which correspond to (2) dispositional barriers
to education (the second approach), and how these factors are influenced by (3)
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microsocial factors (the third approach). We believe that the unifying framework for such
a dialogue may be self-determination theory, which provides the theoretical basis for our
following empirical investigation.
By focusing on the reasons for nonparticipation, we do not deny the influence of
structural factors (Desjardins et al., 2006; Rubenson, 2018). Therefore, we also take into
account the effect of microsocial variables on the attitudes of adults. However, we also
argue that inquiring into the subjective reasons for nonparticipation cannot be avoided, as
this approach facilitates an understanding of why some social groups have certain
attitudes towards ALE while others have completely different ones (Paldanius, 2007). In
this context, the dispositional factors of nonparticipation have often been neglected in
main international surveys regarding ALE such as PIAAC and AES. While these
instruments are valuable in other ways, they do not contain enough items to provide
convincing and detailed results regarding dispositional factors (Hovdhaugen & Opheim,
2018).
The aims and purpose of the study
The main goal of this study is to determine the motivation (reasons) of adults not to
participate in ALE. What are their attitudes, which can also act as dispositional barriers
to participation in ALE?
1. The first secondary objective is to determine the structure of this motivation on
the basis of self-determination theory.
2. The second secondary objective is to determine the structure of nonparticipants
on the basis of the prevailing reasons for nonparticipation in ALE.
3. The third secondary objective is to identify the main microsocial factors (age,
gender, and highest level of education) that influence the prevailing reasons for
nonparticipation in ALE.

Theoretical background and hypotheses
The theoretical basis of the study is self-determination theory (SDT), a concept formed
by Edward Deci and Michael Ryan (2013, 2017) (Ryan & Deci, 2019), which today ranks
among one of the most widespread theories of motivation. SDT provides conceptual
apparatus that allows us to understand the reasons behind nonparticipation in ALE.
Several important arguments can be put forth in favor of the application of SDT in
the field of ALE. First, it represents an integrative concept of human motivation which
has been successfully used to investigate the involvement of adults in a range of activities
which may be considered similar to ALE, such as sports activities, work behavior and
health prevention (Deci & Ryan, 2017). Second, SDT has been used successfully for more
than three decades to study the learning environment of children and adolescents (Nolen,
2020; Ryan & Deci, 2020). Third, SDT provides a rich set of research tools (e.g.,
Vallerand et al. 1993, 1994) that can be used to study motivation in ALE, thus
complementing and expanding the currently limited number of such tools (Boeren, 2018,
2019). Fourth, a number of researchers (Boeren, 2016, 2017; Merriam & Baumgartner,
2020) in have argued for a more extensive use of SDT not only to understand individual
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participation in lifelong learning, but also the relationship between ALE and the
fulfillment of basic human needs.
SDT is based on the premise of three basic human needs individuals must fulfil to
experience well-being: (1) competence, (2) relatedness, and (3) autonomy. Human
behavior is connected with efforts to meet these three needs, or to eliminate the frustration
caused by not meeting them for an extended period.The satisfaction of needs is put
causally into action through the motivation of individuals (Ryan & Deci, 2000), including
what “moves people to action, what energizes and gives direction to behavior” (Deci &
Ryan, 2017, p. 13). Motivation is then internally differentiated according to the degree of
control and autonomy of individuals. In this regard, a continuum can be plotted between
autonomous and highly self-determined motivation, referred to as intrinsic motivation,
and weakly self-determined behavior, which is characterized by amotivation and
subsequent types of extrinsic motivation with varying degrees of internalization of
external control (Howard et al., 2017; Ryan & Deci, 2020).
According to SDT, intrinsic motivation refers to activities that are performed merely
for the sheer satisfaction of them. Typically, internally motivated activities are most often
games, exploration, and other activities that people engage in to experience a feeling of
self-fulfillment and satisfaction (Deci & Ryan, 2013, 2017). Competence and a high
degree of internalization regarding the value of a certain activity are the central elements
of intrinsic motivation, based on which individuals differ from each other in the degree
to which they consider a certain activity to be interesting and internally satisfactory (Deci
& Ryan, 2017, p. 117). Due to the high degree of internalization, this type of motivation
is highly independent of external conditions..
As has been described by a number of researchers (e.g., Cross, 1981, Darkenwald &
Valentine, 1985; Valentine & Darkenwald, 1990), ALE is not seen by many individuals
as an activity which could lead to inner satisfaction and fulfillment, or provide a sense of
self-competence. According to SDT (Gnambs & Hanfstingl 2016), this phenomenon can
be expected especially in adults because a decrease in the intrinsic motivation to learn
already begins in adolescence.
Extrinsic motivation is a highly heterogeneous category, one primarily associated
with the instrumental orientation of people (Deci & Ryan, 2013, 2017). Therefore, it is
usually saturated with external reward, social recognition, or avoidance of punishment.
Compared to intrinsic motivation, it is much more dependent on situational conditions
and external control. As a result, the various types of extrinsic motivation depend on the
degree of internalization by the subject. For this reason, SDT distinguishes four subtypes
of extrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2020): (1) extrinsic motivation with external
regulation and the key role of external rewards and punishments; (2) extrinsic motivation
with introjected regulation in which the individual places emphasis on being recognized
by others; (3) extrinsic motivation with identification, which includes a conscious
assessment of an activity, and (4) extrinsic motivation with integration. The last subtype
comes closest to intrinsic motivation, since it is characterized by an internalized value of
the activity which corresponds to the subject’s own self-concept.
In the case of extrinsic motivation, ALE is not seen as an activity that leads to the
fulfillment of the personal goals of adults, i.e., to gain some form of reward, for example
in the form of pay increases, improved position in the labor market, or social recognition
by friends or co-workers. Furthermore, it does not seem to help them to solve problems
in their daily lives. In the context of ALE, these will most often be goals related to the job
and are. most often associated with the extrinsic motivation to (not)participate in lifelong
learning (Desjardins et al., 2006; Ure & Asslid, 2013). Based on the above-mentioned
definitions, we formulate the following hypothesis (H1):
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H1: Nonparticipants in ALE will show a greater degree of extrinsic motivation for
nonparticipation than intrinsic motivation for nonparticipation.
It is typical for amotivation that adults refrain from a certain behavior and show no
interest in it. Therefore, amotivation is most often manifested by feeling a lack of
competence or a sense that the individual is being controlled by a certain activity (Deci
& Ryan, 2013, 2017).
Van Petegen et al. (2015) in this context add that what may be considered by some
to be the amotivation for a particular behavior may in fact be an expression or behavior
in resistance to an activity that undermines individual autonomy, belonging, or a sense of
competence. For this reason, Ellen Boeren (2016, p. 71) argues that amotivation is in fact
the reason adults do not participate in lifelong learning. According to her, amotivated
individuals may feel alienated from ALE due to negative experiences from the past, a
conclusion many other authors have also put forth (e.g., Paldanius, 2007).
H2: Amotivation is the strongest factor of nonparticipation in ALE compared to the
factors of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.
The influence of microsocial variables on the motivation not to participate in ALE
A wide consensus has been reached in previous research regarding the influence of a
number of microsocial variables on the motivation to not to participate in ALE. In this
study, we will focus on the three most relevant variables: age, gender, and level of
education.
According to various studies from primary and secondary education (Gillet et al.,
2012; Scherer & Preckel, 2019), the intrinsic motivation to learn decreases with age,
suggesting that the intrinsic motivation not to participate should increase with the age.
This trend has also been depicted in several studies in the field of ALE (Brady & Fowler,
1988; Bynum & Seaman, 1993; Desjardins et al., 2006; Ure & Asslid, 2013). They have
documented that in older age cohorts the number of adults who declare extrinsic
motivation not to participate considerably decreases. This shift is likely caused by
declining expected utility of education in professional life. Based on these findings, we
formulate the next hypothesis (H3):
H3: In the dimension of intrinsic motivation not to participate in ALE will decrease
in the category of 65+.
Gender-oriented research (Albert Verdú et al., 2010; Blais et al., 1989; Vaculíková
et al., 2020) has shown a more frequent tendency of women to engage in learning
activities for other than job-related reasons. Women reported more frequently intrinsic
motivation for participation, while men indicated the predominance of extrinsic and jobrelated reasons. Nevertheless, this type of research has so far been primarily focused on
the motivation to participation, and has not always provided unambiguous conclusions
about the influence of gender (Dämmrich et al. 2014, 2015). On this basis, we formulate
the following hypothesis (H4):
H4: In the dimension of intrinsic motivation not to participate in ALE, women will
score higher than men, while in the dimension of extrinsic motivation, men will score
higher than women.
Adults with higher level of education declare that they participate in ALE due to
intrinsic motivation more often than subjects with lower level of education (Dæhlen &
Ure, 2009; Illeris, 2006; Ure & Asslid, 2013). According to some researchers (Boeren,
2016; Paldanius, 2007; Rubenson, 2011, 2018), less educated adults consider any form
of postformal education to be a “necessary evil,” or are not interested in it at all. On the
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other hand, highly educated adults see it more often as an “opportunity” for their selffulfillment. Regarding these findings, we formulate the following hypothesis (H5)
concerning the influence of education:
H5: In the dimension of intrinsic motivation not to participate in ALE, adults with
lower education (up to ISCED3c) will achieve a higher score, while in the dimension of
extrinsic motivation we assume a higher score in adults with higher education
(ISCED3ab, ISCED5,6).

Methodology
Samples and procedures
To test the above-stated hypotheses (H1 to H5), we conducted empirical research that
included data collection with a representative sample of adults from the Czech Republic.
The data collection for the purposes of the survey occurred during August to October of
2018, and was carried out with the Computer Assisted Interview technique through a
specialized agency. The final data set includes 943 persons who declared nonparticipation
in ALE (in formal and nonformal education) in the last 12 months before the survey. The
age of the respondents ranged from 18 to 81 years (average 51, SD=19). The structure of
the respondents was as follows: 466 men (49%) and 477 women (51%). Out of these
individuals, 177 (19%) had achieved basic education (ISCED2); 346 (37%) vocational
education (ISCED3c); 275 (29%) secondary school education (ISCED3ab), and 145
(15%) higher education (ISCED5, 6).
Research tool
We used our newly developed research tool “Motivation to Nonparticipation Scale”
(MNP-S), which was developed on the basis of a modified version of the Academic
Motivation Scale - College version (AMS-C-28) questionnaire, introduced by Vallerand
et al. (1993) to research the motivation for nonparticipation in ALE. This tool was
originally used to examine motivation to participate in formal education. We were
inspired by AMS because it works with all subtypes of motivation described by SDT, and
because it is closest to the area of ALE in terms of the focus of its items. As part of the
modification of AMS-C-28 for the purposes of our research, we maintained the structure
of individual factors in accordance with SDT. However, we changed the wording of the
items to fit better to ALE. At the same time, we reformulated all the items to focus on the
reasons for not participation. The applied questionnaire contains a total of 29 items (see
Annex 1), which in connection with SDT focus on the key dimensions of motivation.
Motivation not to participate in ALE was measured by answers on a 7-point scale,
where 1 = statement does not describe the respondent’s reason at all, and 7 = statement
fully corresponds to the respondent’s reason for nonparticipation. The controlled
independent variables for testing our hypotheses related to microsocial factors (H4 to H6)
were gender (0 = male; 1 = female), 3 age categories (0 = 18 - 30 years; 1 = 31 - 64 years;
2 = 65 - 90 years) and 3 categories of education, where 0 = elementary or secondary not
allowing entry to tertiary education (ISCED 2 - ISCED 3c); 1 = upper secondary allowing
entry to tertiary education (ISCED 3ab), 3 = tertiary (ISCED 5, 6).

“Why don’t they participate?” [199]

Data analysis
Regarding our initial secondary aim, we examined the item structure of the tool using
exploratory factor analysis (EFA). As we assumed an interconnection of factors, we
applied oblimin rotation. As a statistically and substantively satisfactory procedure, we
adopted a three-factor solution, the structure and parameters of which, including
reliability, are contained in Appendix 2. We also focused on a descriptive analysis of the
resulting factors and their mutual correlations. Based on the findings, we performed a
cluster analysis using the K-Means Cluster procedure, by means of which we managed to
define three specific clusters of ALE nonparticipants. Finally, we focused on modeling
the relationships among the variables using regression analysis in which the dependent
variables were the factors of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation for nonparticipation in
ALE while the predictors included microsocial variables listed above. EFA was
performed in JASP version 14.1, other analyses using IBM SPSS software version 25.
Results
Based on the EFA results, we created a three-factor model of reasons for nonparticipation
in ALE which encompasses intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and amotivation.
We reduced the number of items originally included in the questionnaire from 29 to 13,
which led to the purification of the final solution and the achievement of reliable factors
explaining the high percentage of variability (see Appendix 2). The strongest factor (F1 intrinsic motivation) is saturated with 5 items and explains 41% of the variance. The next
factor (F2 - extrinsic motivation) is also saturated with 5 items and explains 27% of the
variance, while the third factor (F3 - amotivation) is saturated with 3 items and explains
19% of the variance. The overall rate of the explained variance is 87%. The resulting
scales have good internal consistency for all factors, with Cronbach’s α ranging between
0.839 and 0.993.
The correlation between the factors and the basic descriptive statistics is shown in
Table 1. We identified a strong negative relationship between amotivation and the
extrinsic motivation not to participate (rp = -0.629), as well as a negative correlation
between intrinsic and extrinsic motivations (rp = -0.197). Conversely, the correlation
between amotivation and intrinsic motivation is essentially zero (rp = -0.042). From the
descriptive results, it is clear that in the case of nonparticipants in ALE the extrinsic
motivation is the strongest, the intrinsic motivation is slightly weaker, and amotivation is
the weakest.
Table 1: Correlation and the basic statistics of the factors
F1
F2
F1 – Intrinsic motivation not 1
-.197**
to participate
F2 – Extrinsic motivation not
-.197**
1
to participate
F3 - Amotivation
-.042
-.629**
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

F3
-.042

Mean
4.803

SD
2.391

-.629**

5.106

2.007

1

3.886

1.939

Based on the results presented so far, we were able to verify the hypotheses H1 and H2.
Hypothesis H1 is accepted on the basis of a paired t-test (t = -2.728; df = 942; sig = 0.006),
with the difference between the extrinsic and intrinsic motivations showing as statistically
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significant. Nevertheless, the applied measure of substantive significance (Cohen’s d, 0.089), which indicates a substantively weak difference. On the other hand, H2 must be
rejected, as respondents manifested amotivation with the weakest intensity compared to
the intrinsic and extrinsic motivations. We reject the hypothesis without applying
inferential statistics, as the descriptive results are completely in contrary to the hypothesis.
Based on the cluster analysis, we identified three groups of nonparticipants according
to the predominant type of motivation not to participate in ALE. Summarized in Table 2,
the results show the proportions of the clusters and the average values achieved in the
three monitored factors.
Table 2: Clusters of nonparticipants in ALE according to the prevailing type of motivation
Factors of motivation
Intrinsic motivation for
nonparticipation
Extrinsic motivation for
nonparticipation
Amotivation

Cluster
C1 – Rejectors
(n = 413, 44%)
6.49

C2 - Opportunists
(n = 322, 34%)
1.54

6.37

5.77

1.56

2.35

4.15

6.53

C3 – Doubters
(n = 208, 22%)
6.50

The first cluster (C1 - Rejectors) includes the largest group of nonparticipants who
showed a strong level of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation for nonparticipation in ALE,
and a very weak level of motivation. The next cluster (C2 - Opportunists) is composed of
adults with weak intrinsic motivation, strong extrinsic motivation, and a medium level of
amotivation. The last and smallest cluster (C3 - Doubters) includes respondents who
possess a strong level of amotivation and intrinsic motivation as well as, conversely, a
very weak extrinsic motivation not to participate in ALE.
Table 3: A model for intrinsic motivation not to participate
Predictors
4.729
-0.028
0.418

Std.
Error
0.160
0.114
0.131

0.045
1.375
-2.261

B
(Constant)
Gender
Education

Age

female vs male
ISCED3ab vs
ISCED3c or
lower
ISCED5,6 vs
ISCED3c or
lower
31-64 vs 18-30
65-90 vs 18-30

Beta

Sig.
0.000
0.807
0.001

VIF

-0.006
0.079

t
29.641
-0.245
3.199

0.165

0.007

0.275

0.784

1.087

0.163
0.173

0.288
-0.444

8.451
-13.074

0.000
0.000

2.030
2.022

1.000
1.081

To achieve the last partial goal while also verifying hypotheses H4 to H6, we performed
a regression analysis focused on the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation not to participate.
In both cases, a check of multicollinearity was included (VIF <5, i.e., in accordance with
the general recommendations for all predictors). The results of the analysis are included
in Tables 3 and 4.
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Table 4: A model for extrinsic motivation
Predictors
(Constant)
Gender
Education

Age

B
female vs male
ISCED3ab vs
ISCED3c or lower
ISCED5,6 vs
ISCED3c or lower
31-64 vs 18-30
65-90 vs 18-30

Beta

t

Sig.

VIF

5.026
0.053
0.409

Std.
Error
0.180
0.128
0.147

0.013
0.093

28.000
0.416
2.781

0.000
0.677
0.006

1.000
1.081

0.411

0.186

0.074

2.212

0.027

1.087

-0.458
0.315

0.183
0.195

-0.114
0.074

-2.500
1.62
0

0.013
0.106

2.030
2.022

The model for intrinsic motivation (F = 163.376; df = 5; p <0.005; R2 = 47%) shows that
the respondent’s age has the most fundamental influence. The respondents aged 18 to 30
years are the reference category. Compared to this category, middle-aged adults (31 to 64
years) show a higher level of intrinsic motivation by about 1.4 points on a seven-point
scale. On the contrary, older people (65 to 90 years) indicate a significantly lower level
of intrinsic motivation, by about 2.3 points, compared to the reference group. Another
difference was found in the comparison of educational groups, in which respondents with
secondary level of education (ISCED3ab) manifest 0.4 points more than the reference
group of participants with lower level of education (ISCED3c or lower). At the
significance level of 0.01, the other results appear statistically insignificant.
The model of extrinsic motivation (F = 7.744; df = 5; p <0.005; R2 = 4%) explains
the weak proportion of variability, which may be due to the nature of this type of
motivation, for which other external variables probably may play a role. The results show
that the level of education is statistically significant. Individuals with education at the
ISCED3ab level show a 0.4 point higher level of extrinsic motivation not to participate
than adults with a lower level (ISCED3c or lower). In the case of the other predictors, the
results are statistically and substantively insignificant.
Based on this analysis, we accept H4, as the score regarding the intrinsic motivation
not to participate in ALE decreases significantly in the category 65+. H5 was rejected
because gender difference are not statistically and substantively significant. Finally, we
reject H6, as no statistically significant differences are shown between groups of people
with low (ISCED3c or lower) or high (ISCED5,6) education in intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation.
Discussion
Motives for nonparticipation in ALE
This study aimed to examine reasons for not participating in ALE. Consistently with
premises of SDT, we found that adults do not participate due to three basic motives: (1)
intrinsic, (2) extrinsic motivation, and (3) amotivation. All types function as strong
dispositional factors for nonparticipation.
As for the autonomy of these factors, the starting points of SDT (Deci & Ryan, 2017;
Ryan & Deci, 2019, 2020) were partially confirmed, as we found a negative correlation
between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and amotivation and extrinsic motivation. In
contrast, the correlation between amotivation and intrinsic motivation was zero. The
likeable cause of this empirical proximity is that these factors are empirically measured
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by items that dominantly focus on the meaningfulness of ALE (see Appendix 2). In the
case of amotivation, adults question the meaningfulness of ALE as such (e.g., “I don’t
know what it could bring me.”). In the case of intrinsic motivation, the reasons for
nonparticipation are lack of self-fulfillment and self-satisfaction (“The offered further
education does not allow me to learn things that really interest me.”). Although the degree
of internalization of control is different in each of the factors, the respondents do not
perceive them as important, as they both refer to the meaningfulness of organized
learning.
Furthermore, we did not find significant differences in extrinsic motivation based on
the degree of internalization of control. The factor analysis did not show that the different
subtypes of extrinsic motivation were separate factors. Respondents understand them as
a set of external reasons for not participating in ALE. To sum up, these reasons are seen
as a totality indicating the absence of external pressure, whether it be pressure from the
labor market, the employer, or the family, or whether it is their own self-concept and
internalization of the value of ALE. In the light of the current literature on SDT, these
findings are not surprising, as the assumptions regarding the autonomy of individual
motivation has already been pointed out by some studies (Gagné et al., 2014; Kyndt et
al., 2013b; Van den Broeck et al., 2013).
Contrary to what could be expected according to some authors (Boeren, 2016), it
turned out that the strongest reason for nonparticipation is not amotivation, but extrinsic
motivation. In this regard, we confirm the evidence provided by the numerous researchers
(Boeren & Holford, 2016, Desjardins, 2017; Rubenson, 2018; Ure & Asslid, 2013) who
stressed that adults do not participate in ALE mainly because it does not brings benefits
to them in terms of goals fulfillment or the affirmation of their own self-conception.
Typology of nonparticipants
We also dealt with the typology of nonparticipants, which allows us to address the
question of why adults are not motivated to participate in ALE based on their subjective
attitudes. Through a cluster analysis, we identified three main groups:
1. ALE rejectors. These adults have both very strong intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation. The group has the most negative attitudes towards ALE and is also
the most numerous (44% of the respondents). Respondents in this group are
convinced that ALE is an activity in which they do not find self-realization, and
it does not help them to realize their goals and meet the expectations of others.
2. Opportunists. This is the second largest group (34% of the respondents). These
are actors who do not participate predominantly due to extrinsic motivation. ALE
is not perceived as a means to improve or secure their job position. At the same
time, they consider organized lifelong learning to be an activity that either
threatens their self-conception, as it may reveal deficiencies in their knowledge
and skills, or it is not required of them by their family or employers.
3. Doubters. This group includes adults who have not only a strong intrinsic
motivation not to participate, but also the strongest amotivation. This is the
smallest portion of the respondents (22%). It is characteristic for them that they
doubt the meaningfulness of further education, both for their self-development
and in terms of the importance of ALE itself, which explains their indifference to
it.
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In terms of microsocial characteristics of individual groups, it is interesting that the
“rejectors” include mainly people with higher education (ISCED 4-6) aged 30 to 64.
According to the assumptions of the existing literature (Boeren, 2016; Desjardins et al.,
2006; Rubenson, 2018), most of these adults should want to be involved in ALE, i.e., due
to a higher level of education and a more positive experience with it, more educated
people have a better predisposition for ALE. However, in the case of highly educated
nonparticipants, we can see a sharp refusal to participate In the social context of our
respondents, this is probably due to the mismatch between their qualification
requirements and current requirements in the Czech labor market. This is also evidenced
by the fact that more than 30% of university graduates feel overqualified for the work
they perform (Koucký et al., 2014). In addition, according to the results of the AES2016,
the share of people who previously participated in ALE but do not plan to continue their
education fell sharply (Kalenda & Kočvarová, 2019).
The “opportunists” mostly include adults over the age of 60, with lower secondary
education (ISCED 3). The opportunistic therefore correspond to the older age groups of
the Czech population, in which people with a secondary level of education predominate.
The high incidence of extrinsic motivation not to participate is logical for them, as ALE
cannot effectively help them to improve and/secure their job position. In addition, adults
in the older age groups show a higher level of apprehension to education and a lower level
of expectation by others that they should continue to be educated (Merriam &
Baumgartner, 2020).
Finally, the cluster of “doubters” is dominated by middle-aged adults with a lower
level of education (ISCED 2-3). The high incidence of actors with these attitudes towards
ALE is in line with previous findings (Boeren, 2016; Desjardins, 2017; Illeris, 2006;
Rubenson, 2011, 2018) showing that low-educated adults very often describe feelings
that ALE is meaningless in their lives as well as sense of alienation associated with it.
To conclude, our analysis offers a different typology of nonparticipants as compared
to that previously presented by Valentine and Darkenwald (1990, see also Darkenwald &
Valentine 1985), who formulated a typology of five groups of nonparticipants based on:
(1) personal problems; (2) lack of self-confidence; (3) price of education offered; (4) lack
of interest in organized education, and (5) lack of interest in available courses. Our threefactor typology focusing on the dispositional factors of nonparticipation partially overlaps
with the Valentine and Darkenwald´s typology in terms of the lack of self-confidence
and the use of a cluster of subjects who are not involve due to lack of interest in organized
education and available courses. While the factor of lack of self-confidence partly
coincides with the extrinsic motivation not to participate, the factor of lack of interest in
organized education is related to our concept of intrinsic motivation and amotivation.
Despite these similarities, our typology not only shows that individuals have more varied
motives influencing their reasons for not participating, but also points out the social
determinants of their decision-making.
The role of structural factors
The last secondary objective was to identify key microsocial factors influencing the
prevailing reasons for not participating in ALE. In the case of the influence of age, we
confirm certain findings from previous studies (Brady & Fowler, 1988; Bynum &
Seaman, 1993; Ure & Asslid, 2013). In this regard, we found that intrinsic motivation
decreases significantly among people aged 65+. The decisions of adults in older age
cohorts about participation in further education are determined by extrinsic reasons.
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According to the data, women do not manifest differences in intrinsic or extrinsic
motivation in comparison to men. Thus, the differences in reasons for participation in
ALE that other studies have revealed (Albert Verdú et al., 2010; Blais et al., 1989;
Vaculíková et al., 2020) do not express the same logic regarding the motivation not to
participate. One reason for this result may be that nonparticipants see in ALE
opportunities for self-realization and satisfaction to a much lesser extent as compared to
participants. We should add that other studies using gender as a variable also show
inconsistent results (Dämmrich et al., 2014). In this case, the impacts of this variable is
mediated by both the structure of the welfare state and the gender culture in a particular
country (Dämmrich et al., 2015).
Contrary to theoretical assumptions (Dæhlen & Ure, 2009; Illeris, 2006; Ure &
Asslid, 2013), we did not find the significance of education on reasons for not
participating in ALE. This is probably because in highly educated adults external reasons
for nonparticipation are very often associated with internal reasons for nonparticipation.
In the Czech Republic, the reasons go hand in hand with skill mismatches, as mentioned
above. In low-educated respondents, the reasons are accompanied by a significant effect
of amotivation, which plays a vital role in this social group and reduces the influence of
the purely intrinsic motivation.
Implications for practice
In addition to the theoretical conclusions, our findings also have interesting implications
for policy in this area. Beyond the recommendations formulated by other authors and
international policy papers (Desjardins, 2017; UNESCO, 2019, 2020), we believe that the
motivation of nonparticipants should not be understood uniformly, as motivation is much
more differentiated both in its sources and in terms of social occurrence. We should
therefore individualize measures to support motivation for ALE regarding the
motivational profiles of nonparticipants.
In the case of “doubters” about the meaningfulness of ALE, it is necessary to promote
further education more as a valuable activity that can significantly enrich adults and bring
them benefit not only in the job-related but also non-job-related areas.
In increasing the interest of “opportunists” in ALE, policy measures should be
designed towards creating rewarding possibilities to motive adults to engage in further
education. These may not only be opportunities for vocational training, but also for freetime, civic activities and community education, which may be particularly relevant and
useful for older adults.
Limitations and directions of future research
One of the main limitations of the presented study is its exclusive focus on subjective
attitudes towards ALE. Factors involved in the final decision to participate are much more
complex and operate on several levels (Baert et al., 2006; Boeren, 2016, 2017), including
situational and institutional factors (Cross, 1981; Darkenwald & Valentine, 1985;
Rubenson, 2018; Rubenson & Desjardins, 2009). It is necessary to take into account other
types of obstacles in the form of situational, institutional barriers, or various models of
the welfare state and skill-production regime, all of which directly and indirectly affect
the formation of the cluster of nonparticipants in the case of ALE “rejectors.”
While our results may seem to challenge some claims of the proponents of SDT
(Deci & Ryan, 2017, 2019, 2020) regarding the cultural universality of sources of
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motivation, the findings were undoubtedly influenced significantly by the unique sociocultural environment of the Czech Republic, where the empirical research was conducted.
We know from comparative surveys that the Czech Republic, together with other postCommunist countries and the countries of southern Europe, form one of the regions with
the highest occurrence of dispositional barriers (Roosmaa & Saar, 2017). As a result,
these barriers may be felt much more strongly.
Two directions for future studies might follow from these limits: a more detailed
examination of the interaction of reasons for nonparticipation in ALE and their situational
and institutional determinants, and an international comparison of the motivation for
nonparticipation. Either or both research tracks would shed light on socio-cultural factors
of reasons both for and against participation.
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