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[ ”ABSTRAG’,P‘ [

a3

8 f'tive evaluation or the Spring Session5
for Seniors progrAm at the University of Alben%a. The
“Kuprogran had been operating fer seven years under the SR
] sponsorehip of the Faculty of Extension and the Office |
L*J of Special Sessions. The evaluation was requested by the

g Advisory Cemmittee for the program., R

: An interactive evaluation model drawing from

Stake’s concept of respOnsive evaluation was f1sed to guide

the evaluation process. OngOing negotiations between the

‘ator and the evaluation audiences served to identify

, the concerns an : - ch orovided the focus of the

i

-

evaluation. These were- translated into the following

ot

. major research qhestions.-é

4 ‘ l. What is the natufe of the. Spring Session for

o Seniors program?

\\

2 What have been the impacts of Spring Sessione
for Seniors? .

et 3 Whatais the nature of part1c1pation in'
MR Spring Session for Seniors?

Py

Tﬁ )study used a conJergent approach to data

e

cotlectt un*xn"Tnat 1nxormation was derived from a number -
' of sources, at different pOints in time u31ng several
techniques. The maJor data collection techniques used
A'in the study were a survey of past program participants,
focused interv1ews w1th current participants,'interv1ews
~with key informants and document analy51s. ,AnalySis of‘f

~

»



~ and the impacta and to reapond to. the research qu

. recommendationB were. preeented centering arg

| ‘ddﬂa sousht to: deacribe tha prosram in terms of tZe process

5pions.

Prégram strengtha and weaknesses ‘werte identified and 14

continua-‘
.

';1ngpwative modes of learning. On the whoip, the program’.
was judged by . the evaluator, the participants and the key

informants to. have been exceedingly successful and worth-

while,” . -+ = :




'-ACKNQWLEDGEMENT

To my advisor Dr. Dianne Kieren I wowld like
to extend my sincere appreciation for her contijiéi\assist—‘\\\\
ance encouragement and support th oughout the preparation A
of this thesis. I would also lik to thank Dr. Norah vb
’Keating and Hayden Roberts for n,t only serv1ng on my
committee but also offeni!g constructive advice and many o \*t
opportunities for fruitful disc ssion. |

Thanks are also sincerely offered to those whoi
prov1ded speCial assistance along the way)’ Dr. Al MacKay, {"
Maryanne Doherty, Linda Fraser, Gloria Strohschein and\
.most of all my fellow students. I-am indebted to Susan
Downlng for the time and energy spent in typing this thesis

and to Olya B001urk1w for preparation of the diagrams.,

Spec1al thanks are extended to the
in the study, for their tim‘ peration and patienée in ;//
:‘he questionnaire and interv1ews.r I would

like ‘to express my appreciation also to the members of

IY

the Advisory Commlttee for their helpful advice and
ass1stance._ »

Finally, I would like to express my deep
‘appre01ation to Jason whose constant encouragement
support and 'constructive llstening: I could not have done

without.

e

L




- , RS
TABLE OF CONTENTS
CHAPTER e . PAGE
" I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM «v o o o o o o0 o 1

| - -
""wIn trOdu C}i ONl o o o o o ¢ 6 o o o o o o-9 »
) _ ;o . . ) .

Background , . . .

,Sta&ement‘of Purpgse
Focus of the Stu
Delimitations. . . . .. . .'. C e e o o
»Definiiibhs, R o

‘II REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE. + « o & o 4 o

EValuation LA I I R N I OM/SI
- Historical ment of Evaluation . . 8
The Current'situatiOn.‘. c e e s e o e 12 .

Education for Older Peqpie . o .‘; .. .« . 2%
Educational Needs of Older Peoples « + o 24
University Education for Older People. . 27

| | Evéluation of Noh;Traditiénal Programs . . 31

 ITT-CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK . . . . . v v v . ."v . 3y

EValuation -— An Overfiew . 'o . . -® L) ’o . . | 34

Evaluatlon Theory - The State of the‘Art . 37

Historical Context e e e e e

. - Evalua@idn Theory. . .
Evaluation

ection of abMQdel_; o s e e e e e a e 50

Evaluation in the Context of Program
Planning [ ] [ ] e - @ L ] [ 2 L ] - L ‘. [ ] L] [ ) L ] . * 51 )

An Interaptive MOdel e o o o o s s s o e 54

Cvii 4




Table of Contents. (cont'd)

-CH

APTER

IV RESEARCH DESIGN.

i

.
A "
\o_c e

]

Implementation of mhe Model.

Design * o o o ¢ o X . .

Data;Coil§Eiion.

Sui‘vey ¢ o "o

Focused Interviews . .

Documentfggg;xsiarfﬂ”’”/'

Interviews with Key Infoimants ...

Data Analysis.

V. RESULTS. ¢ o o o

L)

A{

¢ o o

PAGE

s o s s ¢ oi}_’d?,]:.——’—"/w

‘\o.oo
X

)

Description Of Sampleo‘o.o. ¢ ¢ o o o o

Descriptien of Spring Session for

Seniors. o« .

O’..I‘igin of the PI‘OgI‘am. e o .o ‘:w,,.‘—"'/o//o

" Goals and Objectives— .

[ ] L ] . ] L

Majgp/Fééiures of the Program. . . .

Participants’.

L] [ ] L L)

Administration/Staff .

* e o L] .

Advertising and Promotion. « . . « »

Results Relating to‘Résearch

Question 1,
Question 2.

o, Question 3,

VI .DISCUSSION . . .

Overview . o .

Questions

I 4

.

80 -
80
81
82
85
86
88
88
89
93

102

108

109 -



. "ﬂmbldwor CGntontb (oonﬁ'd) S A\ o

*

| 'fcmrm T T e
R'coﬂﬂ'ﬂaﬂ%iOﬂhﬁigo-o ¢ ¢ s 0 e s e 0 vro~o; 111
¥ Limitations of the SWUAYe ¢ 0 00000 .. 118

Implications for the Education of Older . ‘
AdUItI. L L I I S S R A T 119

N

R —
e
v

;_,,___;,,*.MAWT";“TT. e ‘. o132
, : N e :
APPENDIX Be o o s o e @ Y . o" .0 e ¢ o o e o e 152

iy

T et i ey A et e o . i i oo




5.1

5,2

1 5.3

Sely

!v»olosy of alluotcd !wulustiom H&étl'

"Dwuuription of Sunplo by Age

chpriptxou or'snnple by Oceupqtion

;SQurcoa or Prosram Inforlntian ‘
Attitudeu Toward COntinuins Eduattion

¥

103

105 -







‘Introduction'

| CHAPTER 1
G sTATEMENT"b]F'THE PROBLEM

0

Program evaluatlon 1s an important but often

neglected component of the program plannlng process. There

has been a tendency among program planners to empha81ze the

ifmore V1s1ble aspects of the process - plannlng and 1mple-"

4

rmentatlon - to. the detrlment of such crucial act1v1t1es as

needs assessment and evaluatlon. FOr a varlety of reasons

such as flscal constralnts and lack Of tralned personnel
\.

many program evaluatlons have been poorly de51gned and

. have neglected to consider the purposes of evaluation ”

research. Furthermore, eValuatlon has frequently been

‘“Aundertaken as an external act1v1ty with little relevance :

- to ong01ng program plannlng.

Dur{ng the past two decades however, efforts to

develop systematlc approaches to program evaluatlon have

increased as the beneflts of constructlve evaluatlon have

. been recognlzed (Attklsson, 1978 Guba and Llncoln, 1981).

This trend can be attrlbuted in part to funding constralnts
on social and educatlonal programs and the resultlng |

demand for 1ncreased accountablllty w1th regard to program

_dellvery. In order to make 1nformed de01s1ons regardlng

-the future of any program, admlnlstrators and managers

need to have some 1ndlcatlon of the program s worth Such"

was the case w1th the -Spring Sess1on for Senlors program.;

»



Background

In 1975, the Unlver51ty of Alberta initlated
dspr;ng Sess1on for Senlors to provide a unlgne learnlng
opportunlty for senlor citizens. The progﬁzm was modelled -
after a slmllar‘program»at the Unlver51ty,of-Br1tlsh |
Columbia instituted the previous year. - -

Sprlng Sess1on for Senlors was sponsored 301nt1y
by the Department of Exten31on and the Offlce of Spe01al
“i Se851ons. ‘An Adv1sory Commlttee comprlslng representat1Ves'
from the communlty and. the unlver51ty was formed to’ a531st
in plannlng and 1mp1ement1ng the se531ons and to prov1de
1nput to pollcy dlrectlons.: Fundlng has been prov1ded
each year by the Department of Advanced Educatlon and
Nanpower of ‘the Alberta government. \

'The target‘populatlon for this program included

~all’Alberta residents'over 60 years‘of'age and their
;- spouses. . Transportatlon and accomodatlon were prov1ded
for those partlclpants res1d1ng out81de Edmonton.

‘While the major focus of-Spring Se831on-for-
Seniors Was on general interest courses, participants
were encouraged to’ attend credlt courses elther as audltors
or as credlt students. The program also featured varlous
| opportunltles for social 1nteract10n.

Slnce the program began in 1975, a number of
changes have been 1@corporated however, for the most

- part, these changes have been.mlnor and have hadpllttle

impact on the essential nature of the program._



The Spring Session for Seniors program has now. -
been in operation for seven years.‘ Brief evaluations of

/

the program have been carried out on an annual basis for

[}

the purpose of - ong01ng planning. While theseaevaluations
“yield very useful 1nformation in terms of demographlc data
and potential-areas for'improvement they do not provide
‘an in-depth view of the program and its impacts. In order
to determine the effectiveness of Spring Session for |
.Seniors and to make 1nformed dec151ons regarding its
continuation, termination or future development\\the
‘Adv1sory,gommittee~for the program requested that almore -
extehsive evaluation‘betundertaken;"The'purpose'of this
‘researoh was to'c0ndu¢t a comprehensqu, summative;
]evaluation'of-this'program; providihg the inforhation
krequired by the Committee to guide its future dec151on-'

-Vmaking.v

t'Focus of:the étudx’

There are numerous approaches to conducting.

. evaluation research, Selection of the most appropriate
approach depends upon a variety of factors such as the
Ttype of .program, the purpose of the evaluation, the ' o
'.1ntended audience of the study and the resources. available,

vThe primary audience of this evaluation was the Advisory

Committee for the Spring Sess1on for Seniors. To reflect

o



T T T A A
'}-*the particular concerns of ‘this committee and other
‘.audlences while providing the most valuable information
‘ for dec1s1on making, the study utllized a broad-based |
fapproach addressing ‘the follow1ng questions @‘_o h#.‘ ~u“}
| i What is the nature of the Sprlng Session for
'Seniors program? S
a) What are the maaorvfeatures? 'L .‘\‘ ; .
b) What changes have taken plaqe 1n the program
81nce it was 1n1t1ated? L f |

, .

o)'What were the orlglnal goals and obJectlves

- and how have these changed? _ R ”/
gd) What resources have ‘gone 1nto the program?
-(fundlng, stafflng, part1c1pants, romotion)
. e) What have the costs of the progﬁégybeen? f
’f)fHas the program been satlsfactory in terms of
o = fees? | |
e e admissionlpolicies?
‘ v—ZSOCial‘activvitie‘s‘j?_" R ot
g) What should the'nature of the future:offerings -
’o'bé?; L _%"-- o SRR |
2. What have been‘theiimpacts of Spring'SesSionffor
»fi Seniors? o | o :
a) Has the program’been successful in meeting'its
| goals and ob3ect1ves° _ ,h oo ,. .-‘ !
b) Has the program been successful in meeting the, 

needs of part1c1pants?

c) What peréonal andteducational"imbacts has the |



o program«had on participants?

rd) Is<there any relationship between personal S

| 1mpacts and specific courses?

| 3 What is the nature of participation in Spging
' 1

ey

Session for Seniore? (‘ .““ o o

i

&

jpation and non-participation? o
. BeX

b)‘How adequately has th1s program reached the
‘target population? o v
c)_Are there barriers to participatlon ‘in this

~

'program and 1f so, what are they?

N

Delimitationg o }‘hi\\i

| In- evaluating a program Of\fhls magnitude, there
is a danger in attempting to deal with too many aspects,
 thus 3eopard1Z1ng the’ quality of the study. Whlle\it is
.the pOSlthﬂ of this researcher that evaluation should
deal’ with a total- program, the 1mportance of dellmiting fl
.the research must also be acknowledged. The follow1ng
'dellmitations reflect the v1ews of the researcher regard-
llng the appropriate foci for evaluatlon as welI‘as the
constraints on- -the study in terms of time and resources

- 1. The study dld not evaluage ind1v1dual courses or

'1nstructors in the program.

.2. The study dld not evaluate 1nd1v1dual learnlng.

3. The study;dld-not duplicate guestions includedvin B

previous annual evaluations.

';oa) What are the factors which 1nf1uence partici— ;—*



=‘145‘The study did not deal With instructors as an
:?evaluation audience nor were instructors surveyed
" as part of the. data gatherihg for the study.: E
5, iThe study dealt with individuals' pere: '

‘the program and their involvement in it rathegg i

than with thelr actual or observed behavior.,

u'Definitlons ‘hW

: The foll ing&deflnlt ns as developed by this

jresearcher w1ll be used in the study

Audlence - refers to the eventual rec1pients of the'

evaluatlon nesults - those groups or 1nd1viduals“h

kwho have a vested 1nterest in the evaluatlon
(these may 1nclude administrators, fundlng

'sources, staff students, the general publlc,

i etc )

“«

fIntended audlence - w1ll be used 1nterchangeably with the

°term‘"audlence"

‘Prlmary audlence - refers to the cllent of the evaluatlon

the group or 1nd1v1dual who requested that the

evaluatlon be undertaken. ‘ . B

r



"-‘vtREVIEW. or 'RELEVANT LITERKTUR

‘ ) This research ie concerned with the evaluation
of a continuing education program for older pe/ple in. a
“university settin ,HoweVer, this topic is too specific ‘,
to have generated 1ts own body of 1iterature.‘ i reviewing
.ithe’ literature related to this study, thoee areds pertain-_ 
lving dlrectly to the research topic will be addressed. ,
’ Speciflcally, ‘the follow1ng areas ‘will be reviewed |
- .1. Evaluation - in thls section, evaluatlon‘
‘w1ll .be con81dered 1n terms of its hlstorlcal
deVelopment and current status. Several of
the 1ssues pertalnlng to evaluation research
- w111 be discussed. | ",
‘ 2;’Education for Older People -Vthe educatlonal
'needs of: older people and the avallablllty
‘of unlver51ty programs for older people will
be rev1ewed in thls sectlon.
.-Evaluation of Non-Tradltlonal Programs -
'thls flnal sectlon w1ll dlscuss evaluatlon.
Lo ‘as it pertalns to non-tradltional educatlon_'
in. general and spe01fically to unlver51ty

: programs for older adults. | :‘ g

syifan
b
iy



Egglgatlgg

Historical Develoﬁment of ﬁyalua tion

- _ The concept of formal evaluation has a lengthy
'history. As early as 2200 % C., the emperor of Chlna is
ysaid to have instituted evaluation procedures to determlne

the prof1c1ency of his’ officials (Merwin, 1969) However,
little is known about the development and use of evaluatlon
untll the late 1800's and early 1900's when standardlzed ‘

' testlng of school students became widespread. Joseph Rlce
and .Rebert. Thorndike are wldely credited: with hav1ng
initiated the development and use of standardlzed achleve-
ment tests (Worthen and Sanders, 1975, Merw1n, 1969) | |

. For seVeral decades follow1ng their contrlbutlons ‘to this
area, new technlques of testlng prollferated and evaluation

- became’ v1rtually synonymous with the standardlzed measure-.
.ment of 1nd1v1dual abllltles and achlevement. Thus was
formed an endurlng bond between evaluatlon and measurement
whlch has had a- profound impact on evaluation theory and,
pract:Lce until the present tlme. As noted by Worthen and 3
Sanders, "Hlstorlcally, formal evaluatlon has been very
'closely associated with the measurement tradltlon in
psychology and education. In fact,-even today one'flnds
'that many,writers see little discriminatioh’between'the
prOCesses of measurement and evaluatlon" (1973, p.2).

 The work of Ralph W. Tyler in the 1930's and"-

1940'5 prov1ded the flrst real 1mpetus for change in



.evaluation thought. Through evaluatioh of the Eight-Year

Study (Smith and Tyler, 1941) the focus of evaIuatipn_was"

changed fromfthe measurement of indivi&ual’performance to

‘the appraisal of eurricula based on behavioral objeetivee.

’

The influence of Tyler's contributions on subsequent

evaluation cannot be overestimated (for further elaboration

~ of Tyler's approach, see Chapter 3). ‘ } '

The 1960's were characterized by dissent regarding

evaluation practice and by demands for new and'more'

veffective evaluationtapproaches (Guba and Lincoln 1981;

Worthen and Sanders, 1973) Cronbach, in 1963, made -

" several important‘prenouncements regarding the state of

L b,

e

.evaluation research. He argued that evaluation should

provide information which-would be~e£ maximum utility to

' decision—makers. Cronbach further asserted that "evalua—

tion needed to focus on ways 1n which refinements and

,improvements could occur while the course was in process

of.development"\bGuba and Lincoln, 1981). Finally, "he

questioned the use of comparative evaluation studies which

a
had been SO popular until that time.

Similarly, Taba and Sawin (1962) pointed out
several deficiencies which characterized ex1st1ng evalua-
tion practice. They particularly obgected to the focus of
evaluation which'had traditionally been on the end product

of learning rather than on the process.  "Together with

Crohbach's work, Taba and Sawin's ideas were a major shift

in the fopus of evaluation from the outcomes of 1ea}ning-to



10

‘the process of learning" (MacKay and Maguire; 1971, p. 8).
In 1967, one of the most 1nf1uential treatlses ‘

ever to be written on the subject of evaluation was
publlshed by Michael Scriven. ‘Fhe ma jor contribution of
Scriven was the clarification of a number of controversial
issues inherent in evaluation research (Guba and Lincoln,"
-1981 MacKay and Magulre, 1971) A crucial dlstlnctlon"
was made by Scr1Ven between the roles and the goals of
evaluatlon, goals being attempts to answer certain
questions about the worth of a prOgram and roles referring
to the veriogs purposes of evaluation (Scriven, 1967).
Withio the congept of -roles, Scriven further distihguished
'between "formative" and "summative" efeluation, a dis-
tinction which had far-reachlng effects on evaluatlo;
research (see Chapter 3 for a dlscus51on of thls dis-
tinction). Moreover, Scriven argued that effective:
'evaluation required that.value judgements be made regardiné
the worthvof the‘program or odrriculum being examined
.(Scriven; 196?). These ideas}aod‘others proposed by
Scriven cons-titutecli a distincy advance in the field of
eveluatio: research'and, aceording»to'MacKay and Maguire,
. haq\"the greatest single influence on thleieidvof P
curriculum'evelﬁation” (1971,’p. 10). ,

| | Faced with the challehges‘reised'by'these and
other critics, evaluators were forced to conslder the

state of their art., The response of the evaluatlon

community to these challenges was an abundance. of new
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‘approaches‘tO'evaluation researchQ Among the models which
‘appeared in ‘the literature in the late 1960'5 and early
1970's were those proposed by Stake (1967), Stufflebeam
(1967), Provus (1969), Hammond (1969), Alkin (1969),
Scriven (1972) and Eisner (1975) The discussion of-
models in Chapter 3 will elaborate on several .0f these.
Despite the availabllity of a wide variety of

new~evaluat10n models, evaluation research in the 1970's
continued to be marked by amblgulty and dissent.~ Worthen
and Sanders indicate that, %the early l970's 58w evaluatlon
Aproblems and needs still far outstripplng the solutions |
which had been developed and dlssemlnated" (1973, p. 8).
-The Phi Delta Kappa Commlss1oh on Evaluation (1971)
‘concluded that evaluation was "seized: wath a great illnes"
(in Worthen and Sanders, 1973, P. 8). Among the defl-
01en01es of evaluatlon whlch they listed were:

a) lack ‘of adequate evaluatlon theory

-b) lack of specification of the types of

~evaluative 1nformatlon which are most .
needed,
- ¢) lack of approprlate instruments and deslgns
~d) lack of good systems for organizing,
'process1ng; and reporting evaluative
information, and
e) lack of sufficient numbers of well-
trained evaluation personnel.
(1n Worthen and Sanders, 1973, p. 8).

Despite these somewhat negatlve pronouncements regardlng_r

the state of- evaluatlon, 1t should be remembered'

there were also many posltlve ele to be considered.
Several 1mportant : epts had been clarlfled and 1n'

, considerable progress had. been made toward



developing -useful evaluation approaches and methods,

S
The Current Situation\
From 1ts tentative beginnings in the late l9th

century, formal evaluation has grown into a major field

W

of enquiry. The area is supported by a large-and very

diverse body of literature. Moreover, several professional
g - : "-\ - | . N ! \
-Journals are published regularly in the area and research

centres for the study of evaluation have been established.
I

In keeping with the measurement tradition in evaluation,

a large Proportion of the available publications on

evaluation deal spec1f1¢ally with the purposes, design
and use of achievement tests. For the most part, these ’
| are'aimed directly toward teachers and school administratogs.’
. The literature dealing more generally with
evaluation research revolves primarily around the maJor : "

issues fac1ng evaluation research and the presenta""‘“

various ‘evaluation approaches. ~Clearly reflected 1n'the

|
'«literature is the uncertainty and lack of consensus which

_Vcontinue to confc the area. Parlett and Hamilton

to. this. situation in 1922 when they commented
fthat,l"confus1on is engendered as rival proposals, models
and terminologies are voiced and then rapidly countered"
(pe 2)e A decade later, the 31tuation seems to have
changed little as evidenced by Rles' statement that

?

"there are no s1ngle salient truths about evaluation,'.v“'

Vthere is confusion about what it is and how to
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there ia raar for itu 1nov1tnbility, and for many,- there
18 false hope in 1ta promiae" (1981, Pe 4). The remninder
of this section will deal with the following evaluation -

1sauea. ‘ , | o . .

n; what is evaluation? . :

. ) b) why evaluate? - e
| ¢) how should evaluation be done? ‘and . [

d) how should evaluation results be used?

What is Evaluation? A review of the literature reve

that there are numerous Ways,of responding t is question

which, in turn, lead to a wide var: of definitions,

Some writers answer the ion initially .in terms of

o what evaluatio Worthen and Sanders (1973) for-

“not.
exégple/empha31Ze that evaluation ‘and research differ in

_,///”Zé}ms of purpose, the purpose of research being to add
something‘new to existing knowledge and the'purp03e of -
efaluation being to deter@ige the éffectiveness of some-~

thing’wﬁich already exists. Guba and Lincoln (1981) point

out that evaluation differs substantially from measurement o
in that it is much broader in scope. , ;/////?///
Another way of viewing evalgatlon is erms of —

Wor then

its place within the,realqufwdlscipl' inqulry.

suggest that edw#atlonal

re spec1f1cally, evaluation may be deflned as it relateg
to a partlcular paradlgm of enquiry such as the classical

';f research paradlgm or the anthropologlcal paradﬁgm (Parlett\
.and Hamilton, 1972; Guba and Llncoln, 1981; Patton, 198Q).

o
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While ovnlgg;icn definitloan connidnrcd a8 A
whole encompgau a rcmarkably wide range of activitien.
limited in scope. Such dafinitions restrict the purpOSa,
the approach and the methods of evaluation and often
reflect avparticular disciplinary bias. Thus, evaluatién
may be defined as the detarminatioh of cause and effect,

a8 a cost-benefit analysis, as the measurement of learning

. or as the assessment of goal-achievement depending upon

the school of thought from which the definition is derived.

An example is provided by Rutman's definition of evaluation

which states that "ivaluation research is a process of
applying scientific procedures to accumulate reliable and

Valid/gvidénce on the manner and extent to which specif}qd

/'ééiivities produce particular effects or outcomes" (1977,

p. 16). Tyler's definition similarly limits the scope by
suggesting that, "The process of evaluatlon is- essentaally’
the process of determlnlng to what extent the educational
objectives are actually being realized" (in Guba and
Lincoln, 1981, p.‘4). . ’

| However, there are a few writers who offér'
broader definitions of evaluationallowing for a more

comprehensive approach to evaluation research., Hampton's

definition of "evaluation, for example, is "to determine

the effectiveness of an éducational program' (1973, p. 105).q

Parlett and Hamilton (1972) implicitly define evaluation

#

as the illumination of a program as a whole in terms of its

14,



(1976, p. 98). | o N

rationale, evolntion,'achievements, operations and .

'~,difficulties. Staﬁ"(l975) also implies a holistic

deflnltlon of evaluatlon when he suggests that an evalua-
I
tion should focus on the concerns and isdues of the

audlences. SR \

Why Evaluate? Much of the 1mpetus for evaluatlon research

1n the last two. decades has come from demands for greater
accountablllty.' The ratdonale.ls that the effectlveness

and eff1c1ency of a program or currlculum can be demoh—

strated by evaluatlon. Faced with declining . funds and the

fallure of numerous programs, admlnlstrators and program

‘ planners have come under 1ncrea51ng pressure to evaluate

their programs (Gurel, 19‘ § P0551 et al., 1979 Attklsson

et ale, 1978; Worthen and nders, 1975) This is

partlcularly true of soc1a1'p ogramo in which eff1c¢ency

and .fiscal- accountablllty appear to be key obJectlves

(Ross1 et al.; 1979, AttkloSOn et al., 1978 BOen,‘l975)
- Kivens and Bolln,nln a descrlptlon.of the evaluation

process in-a community’mental health\centre, point out ‘
that "Generally, research and evaluatfon...are secen as

\ -
tools for obtalnlng greater efflclency 1n\centre programs'

N\ _
Within the schools and social ageno}es however,
attempts at program evaluation have not been met\w1th

total acquiescence. Weiss (1972) refers’ to the "reparkable

resistance' of organizations to evaluation informatio «and

°

15
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AttkissonMet al. observe. that, “evaluation is generally
perceived AE a critical, subJect1Ve and externally 1mposed
requlrement" (1978 Pe 3) From a somewhat dlfferent '
perspectlve, however Rutman p01nts out that "evaluatlon
research is becomlng 1ncrea81ngly accepted as a useful
input for planning and policy-making" (1977, P-‘15)-
Depending on the particular definition which‘it

is‘given, evaluation may have various purposes. Among

‘¢

the major purposes which are mentioned in the llterafu{e\
are: ; |
a - to depermine pro _amvetrengphs ahd'weaknessésv
- to identify reason for success or failure
éﬁr - tohprovide information for decision-making
| - to’deﬁermine the extent to which proéram
fobjecﬁives are beihg meﬁ

= t0 justify program funding.

“How Should,EValuapion Be Done? Thé'majority of literature
in the evaluation field dealsaWith‘the question of how to
‘conduct evaluation research{ The questioh isha complex,
‘one and can be viewed as*incorporaping two levels:

a) the overall strategy or. approach of the
evaluation

Ab) the specific*design or methodology chosen..
While theso gyo levels are generally dealt with as
separate entities, there are some writers who have
combined the pwo_lnto a‘technlcal or "cookbook" approach

to evaluation in which the process is described in terms

' : . ‘ S
! . :
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of a series of sﬁecifidhsteps; bApproaches tohevaluation
research will be diSCussed in the sectiohron evaluation
modelsrin Chapter 3. ’The remainder of this section will
deal with\evaluation methodology:

o Perhaps the most contentlous issue in evaluation
research is the selectlon of approprlate methodologlcal
approaches. Evaluatlon research has tradltlonally . '
.vemployed the quantltatlve methods domlnant in sOClal

1801ence and educatlonal research (Cook and Reichardt, 41979;
Morris and Fitz- -Gibbon, 1978; Parlett and Hamllton, 1972)
The cla551cal experlmental design, the quas1-exper1menta1
de81gn, obgectlve tests and sample surveys have prov1ded
the predomlnant methodologlcal approaches for evaluatlon
F(Cook and Pelchardt, 1979). During the last decade,
‘however, COntrOVersy has arisen over the exclusive use.of
these methods in evaluatlon research. The debate over
the relatlve merits. of quantltatlve and qualltatlve methods
is’ not of course, conflned to the field of evaluatlon.ze
The-controversy, in fact orlglnated w1th the dlssatls—'
‘factlon with quant1tat1ve~exper1menta1 methods w1th1n the
social sciences as a whole and subsequently "gpilled over
into evaluation research" (Camphell 1979, P. 493,

. - This debate centerlng on the methodology of
eevaluatlon has generated a number of polarltles which are'
used to deflne the 1ssue.' Some wrlters place the
dlscuss1on W1th1n the broader perspectlve of paradlgms of

-

| 1nqu;ry. Accordlng:to Reichardt and Cook, these writers

10



,"View the debate.not merely as a disagreement oVer the
nelatite'advantages and disadvantages\of qualitative and
quantitative,methods but as. a fundamentai~olash Between
‘methodologieal,paradingﬂ (1979; pt 9). Thus, Parlett
and Hamilton-contraststhe "elassicaiy'or "Agricultural-‘
botany" para%dgn withvthe "social-anthropology"bparadigm.
Guba and Llncoln (1981) refer to the "naturallstlc” ‘as
dopposed to the "sc1ent1f1c" paradlgm and Relchardt and
Cook cdntrast ”qualltatlve" and "quantltatlve" paradlgms.
Thls view of oppos1ng methodologlcal approaches has led
' Parlett and Hamllton (1972) to refer -to the ﬂdomlnant"
(quantltatlve) and "alternatlve" (Qualltat1Ve) paradlgms.
Regardless of‘the termlnology usedu the debate
‘éssentially cOmes down”to'one’of”a qualitativevversus'a
'-quantltative methodologlcal stance and this ‘indeed is howv'
: most wrlters refer to it (Cook Cook and Mark, 1977 _
hlsner, 1978; Guba and Lincoln, 1981; Patton, 1980; Willis,
1978) The essence of the distinction between these two
approaches is extremely complex and, can be traced to "the
class1c argument in phllosophy between the schools of
reallsm and 1dea11sm, and thelr subsequent reformulatlons"sy
(Fllstead 1979, p. 34). While it is far beyond the scope
of thls research to deal w1th the phllosophlcal bases of
the.methodologlcal.stances, sbme of the maaor‘p01nts
relating to qUantitative versus Qualitative>metbodOIOgies
dwill be discussed.r |

' Many evaluators continue to adhere to the view
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-that a quantltative methodological approach particularly
-as represented by the controlled experlment is the only

S approprlate approach to evaluatlon research (Cook et a;,,//f’*_

1979; Morris and»Fltz—Glbbon, 1978; Rossi et al., 1979;:

Rutman, 1977). Evaluation; according'to,these“writers,

-

should aim for objectivity, reliability and validity, -

"should yleld quantltatlve, repllcable data and should be
ﬁ'generallzable beyond the partlcular 81tuat10n. The-proa'g
ponents of thls approach seldom attempt to Justlfy its use.,

Cor to glve credence to an\eifernatlve approach. Indeed

the quantltatlve "sc1ent1f1 " approagh to research is so :
flrnly entrenched that Justlflcatlon for 1ts use has never
seemed necessary. lany advocates however, do empha51ze .

its superiority.' Morrls and bltz-Glbbon for example,

,suggest that, ”the true control group deslgn produces -

such credible and 1nterpretable results that 1t should at
1east be cons1dered an 1deal to be approx1mated when

evaluatlon studies are‘planned"’(l978, p.'18). ,Ross1 and .

‘Wrightv’in 1977, claimed that "there' is almost universal

agreement among evaluatlon researchers that the randomlzed

*controlled experiment 1s the 1deal model for evaluatlng

the effectlveness of publlC pOlle" (1n Relchardt and Cook,

1979’ p‘ 8)0

"The blanket acceptance:of the quantitative

”paradlgm as the model for evaluatlon research is belng

~ser10usly questloned by the evaluation research communlty”

(Fllstead, 1979, p. 59). Among the proponents of a



:~qua11tative methodological stance in evaluation research
are Cook and Reichardt (19?9), Eisner (1981),‘Filstead V
‘4(1979), Guba and Lincoln (1981), Parlett and Hamilton
(1972), Patton (1980), Stake (1975) and Willls (1978).
These wrlters and many others haVe become disenchanted
w1th the conventional quantltative approaches to evalua-v

tlon and haVe come to recogn1Ze the beneflts of qualltatlve

-'approaches. ThOSe who embrace a qualltatlve methodologlcal co

stance 1n evaluatlon research point out the llmltations

of conventlonal methods. ~Such methods are viewed as belng '

’narrow, restrlctlve and "1nadequate for elucidatlng the.

Al

complex problem areas they confront" (Parlett and Hamllton,

~1972, p. 1). They fall to take into account the concerns’
and issues of 1ntended audlences and, because of their
emphasis on "ObJeCthe truth" - they do not recognlze the
;ex1stence of value plurallty (Guba and Llncoln, 1981;
Parlett and Hamllton, 1972 Stake, 1975). ‘

1 'f A qualltatlve approach to evaluatlon aims forv
depth andg’ detall. A w1de varlety of partlcular me thods
flt w1th1n thls approach.v Some. examples are: case‘"
\studles, 1n depth 1hterv1ews, observatlon, partlclpant-
Observation, : open-ended questlonnalre items and analy81s
of documents. ‘The approach.ls~holdst1c 1n‘that,
"Researchers uSing Qualitative‘methodsvstrive to7under4"

 stand phenomena and s1tuat10ns as a whole" (Patton, 1980
P L;o) o L

There has been a tendency to view qualitative

20
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and quantitative methodological approaches as mutually -
exclusive and entirely incompatible with one another..
However, some attempts: have been made in, recent years “to .

'_reconclle the two approaches and 'highlight some of the

j.potentlal beneflts of" uslng qualltatl'e and quantlt;tlve
'methods together" (Relchardt and Cook, 1979, p. ll) i The
important point is that the metﬂods chosen should be’ those
,whlch are best sulted to the content and context of ‘the
programfbelng evaluated. Qualltatlve and quantitative‘
methods canvbe'used effectively together in one study and
in many cases such a’ comblnatlon of methods will enhance
the quallty of results.? Thus, Pattor reports that, UThe
'debate‘and competition between‘paradigms'is'heing replaced
by a new paradigm - a paradigm of-choices;.,[—hiCh7 ’
recognlzes that dlfferent methods are appropriate for

-differert s1tuatlons” (1980, p. 20)

‘The Utlllty of Evaluatlon Results An issue fac1ng both

-

evaluators and evaluatlon audlences is the utlllty of
‘evaluatlon results. T06" often, large-scale evaluations

are undertaken only to be subsequently flled and forgotten,
'haV1ng had no 1mpact on- the program whlch was eValuated
_(Guba and Lincoln,. 1981, Perloff 1979, Schulberg and
Jerrell 119793 Weiss, 19725 Guba and Lincoln clalm that,
‘#The failure to use evaluatlon flndlngs khas almost assumed
“the proportlons of a natlonal scandal (1981, p. ix). Boen
(1975) suggests that evaluation is stlll in a ugame" stage [

and that managers-and‘admlnlstratOrs prefer to keep
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evaluation results ineonclusiye to be interpreted as they

,wish.‘ There are‘probablyAmany factors which contribute

to the lack of utility of evaluation findings. One factor

implied By'Boeh relates to the politics of evaluation.
Schulberg and Jerrell offer'seVefal others including:

- lack of validity in findings
- = resistance to negative findings
-~ administrative deficiencies, and
- lack of recognition of the dec151on-mak1ng

- process., (1979)

Stake (1979) attributes the pro?lem in -part to the fact

'that few evaluatlon studies present Judgements of a pro-

gram. Guba and Llncoln feel that the failure to use

evaluation flndlngs "illustrates the poverty of tradltional

evaluations, which are likely to fail precisely because

they do not begin with the concerﬁs_and issues of their

actual audiences and because thiey produce information that,

while perhaps statistically significant, does not generate
tfuly worthwhile knowledge" (1981, p.‘ix) Weiss (1972)
relates the problem to the unrealistic nature of the

expectations held by those requestlng the evaluation. She °

. points out that "An e#aluetion study does not generally

“‘come up w1th flnal and unequlvocal flndlngs about the

'worth of a program (p.'3). It bec0mes clear that the -

failure to use evaluatlon results can be attrlbuted to

'many factors. There is little that can- be done to change

some of these factors. Theé polltlcal nature-of the

de0151on—mak1ng process within organizatiOns'iS'a given,

— for example. However, it is incumbent upon.both eveluatorsu

4

N
[
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and those requesting evaluations to, as far as possible,
ensure that the results are ugable and are § . The
issues for evaluators the, are:

= producing clear, meaningful results
- ensuring a clear understanding of the concerns
and information needs of the various decision-
makers “
= Providing judgements, recommendations and
bPerhaps alternative actions based on the
"results,
- understandlng thé decision-maklng process’
- Within the particular organization for whlch
& " the evaluation is belng done. {

E

And managers and admlnlstrators for their part might makei
a greater effort to understand the purposes and- process
of evaluation and ensure a_greater commltment to the use

of evaluatlon results.

Education for Olden People

There are two 51gn1flcant developments whlch
in the last decade, have had an 1mpact on the prov151on of
'educatlonal programs for older people. One of these is

an 1ncreas1ng concern among academic 1nst1tut10ns, govern=-.

" ments and social agenc1es regardlng the needs, 1nterests

and problems of older_people. Paralleling this development

. is an increased commitment to the concept of lifelong

education; Whlle 1t is not within the scope of thls the51s
to rev1ew comprehens1vely the llterature 1n these areas,

_they will be dlscussed briefly 1n terms of thelr implica-

tlons for the eaucatlon of older adults.
Both the proportlon and the actual numbers of

:older people in “the populatlon are 1ncrea31ng and thls

2%
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trend is expected to continué.' Projections indigéte that
by the year 2001, between 11% and 13% of Cénadafs‘&gypla-
.tion will be 65 years of age or older (Stétistics Canada,
1976). ThisAchanging-population,structure is’havihg far—_,
reaching effécts on society as a whole;rpggticuléfi&/in‘
such areas as housing, hgalth,'fiﬁéhéiél management,
education and léiéﬁ}éié;tivities.‘ Increasingly, resources
'~érélgéi£g directed. toward underétanding and meeting the
needs of older people. |

‘ At the same time, educational institutions are
demonstréting a greatervcbmmitmentjto’lifelohg eéucatidn
as an end in itself,- Cross and Florio point out ﬁhat,
”thekt£aditional notion that education is é'preparatidn ‘ o
Tor life is giving way to the realization that learning
is an integral part of life itself" (1978, ﬁ. vii).
Traditionally, lifelongyéducatiOn has refered‘to basic
“education (é.g. literacy education) and retraining efforts
for adults..qure'redently, hbwefer, a broader view of
'lifeiong education with an emphasis on intrinsic values

has emerged.
¢

@

Educational Needs of Older People

The two de?elopments discussed above have .had
a subgtantial impact on education for oldgr"people. In
addition, the relationship of leérning.to age has received
considerable attention inﬁthé literaturefin_recent years

and has succeeded in dispelling a numbef of myths regardihg



the'learniﬁg capacities of ‘older people (Cross and Florio,
‘1978;”Gieﬂdenning,\1976y Knowles, 1970;'March“et al., 1977;
McClusky, 1973). ‘Research has demonstrated that, "the
//’\\gléerly are as capable of learning as thelr younger counter-
| parts" (March et al., 1977). ~ In addition, Cross and Florio-:
p01nt out that, "Older adults have demonstrated that they
are respon81ve, well-motivated, steady in,ﬁheir etjendance
habits, and often outstandihg examples for ondergraduateS"

j (Cross and.Florio, 1978, p. 17). In summary, research_has
strongly_supported the notion that the cepacity:to learn
does not decfease with age and that, in fact, there are
many reséects 1n whlch older people beCOme better equipped
to 1earn. .

Having cstablished the abilities of older
people to 1earn,'the remainder of this section will'deei

with the nature of thelr learnlng needs. To a’ great

extent, these learnlng needs reflecf’fﬁé‘??ﬁﬁf@ﬁs, 1nterests
~nheeds and life situations of older people in a general
sense, Older people'foday are faced with two major
sources of change, the first being fapid societal changes
and the second being the changes related to growing older.
This latter‘type of change is often aCCOmpenied by diminish-
ing-resources, an increase in health problems and extra
1edsure time due to loss.of"the work role (Cfoss and Florio,
1978; LcClusky, 1975 Rich, 1973; olelskl, 1973)., As
cClusky p01nts out "changes in the society surroundlng

the 1nd1v1dual compounds ZSlC7 the re-adaustments induced
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by the aée related changes 0ccuring within the’individual"
(1973; Pe 61)? The foliowing passage from Rieh effectively
sums up the life situation of'many‘older*people today:

The special needs of the older person for
substitute roles, for coping skills, for
~adjustment techniques, for means of using
- .at least part of his new leisure for enjoy-
ment and fulfillment, all grow out of his
status as an individual who has ‘been - A :
removed from his productive role as a o
worker, and is freed to exercise a number
of options,. but who finds himself
restricted by a greatly reduced income
and the necessity of husbanding his energy
and his resources. (1973, Pe ix)

- If educatlonal experlences are to be relevant for older 4

people, educators must become aware of the special needs

TS TR

and life Sltuations of the apad and. desgi u-n 1b_o141 PLOSPIS
. f
.accordingly. BTN

Educatlonal needs of older people may be v1ewed

1n terms of two major categorles

a) a need for practlcally-orlented educatlon to (;/’//f//’
~—h__\“_*hﬁﬁg—‘“_“‘?eE‘pr;rnot-Jee\-txhe_need_\i_‘gr survival (e.g. hea;th/

financial management IEEEI“Eatt“re\ hUUSlng,
family relatlonsh1p83 o ‘ )
b) a need for education to contrlbute to self-
fulfillment and self-actualization. '
(Cross and Florlo 1978 McClusky, 19?5)

Viewing the questlon somewhat dlfferently, the 1971 White
House Conference on Aging identi¥ied four pr1n01pal \

\ categorles of educatlonal needs of the aged Th se are:
R 1
1. Adjustment needs: trying to cope with a new
and unfamiliar life 81tuat10n.

2. Identity needs: finding new omtlets,for skills
e and interests. ' ’ :
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D Participatio% needs: developing appropriate
means of pursuing one's role as a significant
elament in a participatory democracy.

4o Fulfillment needs: aeeking to be of service
to feel that one is part -of a community and

a productive member of society.
- (A.E.D., 1974; Edelson, 1978).

<i:,University Educ&tion‘for Older People

N '

The extent to which the educational needs of

older people‘are'actuallj béing met, is-not entirely cleaf;
Certainly therefare numerbus;programé being offéred by
sehior citizen's agencies, senior citizen's residences,

- community -groups and others. Whe ther or not these progfams
are meeting all or~any éf the speqial needs of older people
is not well-documented. The main concen f”fﬁfgfzg;;;;E(

e

is with university education fo/olderuﬁgépie. The pro-
vision of university programs for older adults is a recent
- trend which has not as yet generated very much literature.
It is interesting to consider why this trend is now occuring.
It can be explained in part by the increasing numbers of
older people,. the greater interest in the concerns o; older|
people and the new commitment to lifeloﬁg education
descrlbed ‘in ‘the flrst ,part of this chapter. Given 1Qnger'
life spans and substantlal increases 1g/lelsure time,

older people are, looklng for ways to make their lives more
1nterest1ng, enJoyable, useful and challenging (Cross and
iFlorid, }978; Glendenning, 1976; McClu§ky, 1973),_'One
optioﬁ which has become afailable to them in recent years

is attendance at university either in regular or special
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programs. The.s eatest majority of older peorfle never had

»

(1978, Pse 5)e

rthc opportunity in their youth to attend or to mplete

university. For any of these people, the chance to attend

university at this stage of thelr livew’is viewed as a °

special and unique opportunity., A large number of hniver-.

sities are now prokiding programs developed especially for
clder people and m@ny older people are taking advantage of
the opportunities provided.

At the s;me time, universities, due to deéreasing
enrolments and cutbacks in funding, are seriously looking
to new populations of students. Many colleges and univer-
sities "are beginning to realize that the expandlng pool

of older people represent a significant source of new

students, particularly at a time when regular enrollments

are dwindlihg, costs are rising, and the extra classroome
built during the affluent years of the 1960's are no longer
being used to their fu l capacity (Cross and Florlo, 1978
P. vii). While such motives. on the part of universities
appear to be rather se f-serving, Florio points out that
"it is also apparent that a growing number of educators
believe that the-proceps of education has a vital and

fundamental role to play 1n the llVeS of older adults”

!

Durlng the’ 970's, a large number of unlversltles

and colleges in the United States and Canada 1nst1tuted

special -educational p ograms and - pOllCleS for older adults.

:The efforts that have been made to encourage older people

\
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to participate in university education are esseﬁtially of
two:types:'

1. Tuition wad rer or tultlon reductlon policies

programs exclu51ve1y for
ly o ‘fered by extenslon

What,little'isformation isvavaiiableifegarding'
these programs is-primerily restricted to the situation
in the United States. Cross and Florio report that, "as
of mid~l977 twenty elght states had ‘passed legislation

or aaopted educatlonal policies permlttlng their older

citizens to take courses at public colleges“and universities,

elther w1thout the payment of tuition or for payment of
“greatly reduced tultlon charges" (19/8 . 86) \They also
reported that more than one-third of American colleges
abd universities.were making‘some sort of specialfeffort
-to prov1de edueatlon for older students. In 1979, Chelsv1g
‘_and Tlmmerman noted that 28 states had legislation in
place or pendlng to allow for tultlbn wailvers for older
- people. On the other hand, Long and Ross1ng reported in
the same year that tultlon walver provision had’ beem made
in at least 4) states. "Wiis substant1al~dlfference in
numbers may reflect a difference between those ‘states

which legislate such peolicy and those in whichftuition.

wailver policies'arelinstitUted independently by universities..

There are no figures available on universities
‘Which offer specially designed'programs'for older*adalts.

¢
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However, there are several descriptions of such programs

(A.E.D., 1974: Cross & Florlo, 1978; Edelson, 1978;

Horacek and Fhancke; 1978) and the special features (e.g.
accomodation, guided tours; speakers, social eyents)' !
which aocompany them. .Specially designed programs for
older peOple'vary,snbstantially in terms of'fOrnat, fangingvﬁ}
from workshops, seminarS-and‘mini-ooufses to spring and

summer sessions to year—roundAprograms operated_by‘older
people themSel&es (A.E;D., 197h; Cross and Flofio, 1978;
DeCrow,»1978- Florio, 1978). |

4

Universities in Canada Wthh offer spe01al
programs for~older adults 1nc1ude the Unlver51ty of Alberta,,
the Unlver81ty of Brltlsh Columbla,vthe Unlver51ty of
Calgary, the Un1vers1ty of New Brunswick, the'University
of Reglna and -the University of Toronto. |

While the number of university programs for oldéer
people may appear impressive;‘ihe figures may in fact be
misleaéing. Chelsvig and Tlmmerman pOlnt out that the.
actual percentage of older people part1c1pat1ng in such
programs -is minimal and they complaln that, "the vast
majority of these programs are not reaching the older
personsvin greatest need...generally those who participate
.,in one or more programs...have a higher.educational ‘
attainment‘and'are at higher economic levels" (1979,-p; 156).
NoreoVer, a sfudy conducted by the Academy for FEducational

Development in 1974 ”clearly showed that Very few collegesi

and, unlversltles serve older people with the partlcular

v

e



education and related services they need" (p. y). It
wouid,seem thet‘while universities and colleges have made
some important strides in terms of providing educational

experiences for older adults, they still have a long way

to go in effectively meetiﬁg the educational needs of the

' older segment of our population,

Evaluation of Non-Traditional Programs

The vast majority of research and writing in

‘the field of educational evaluation has applied to formal

programs or currlcula offered in tradfﬁlonal school set-
tings. = Generally speaking, the emphasls has been on formal

teaching methods in a controlled environment conventional

’students representlng a captlve populatlon, and 1notrumental

~as opPOSed to 1ntr1n31c values of educatlon. However, not-

all educatlonal experlenCes flt this mould. Non-traditional
educatlon and in partlcular, adult or continuing educatlon

programs, dlffer along a number of 1mportant dlmenslons.

As Gooler (1979) points out, theSelnon—traditional prOgramse

‘employ different forms of education or modes of delivery

st

and involve unconventional students who have different”
motivations for participetion. Olson and Fruin’(lg?9)
desc;ibe extension programs~as-"quaei—eduCational" in that
they are more personallzed more intenee agg?often involve
several teachers or change agents. Forest (1975)

emphasizes the multiple values which are inherent in

adult education experiences.'vGiVen these fundemental

-
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dlfferences between tradltlonal and non—tradltlonal
educatlon, what are the 1mpllcat10ns for the evaluation
of contlnulng education programs? . |

To begin w1th there is little eVldence that-

evaluatlon has been viewed as a priority -in contlnulng

| ~education, Certainly, the literature in this area is

very'meagre. The literature rev1ewed for thls study"
suggests that whlle most wrlters contlnue to adhere to
tradltlonal approaches to evaluatlon (Bennett, 1975;
,Campbell,_1977; lHarriman and,McKenha, 1978), thetre are
some Who have come to recoghize the need fOr‘alternate
approaches Wthh respond to" the dlfferent nature of
contlnulng oducatlon. In discus s1ng the evaluatlon of
distance educatlon programs, Gooler (1979) calls for the,
- use of different evaluatlon .criteria, des1gns‘and methods.
bForest admonlshes evaluators ofnadult educatlon programs
for "too much rellance on and direct 1mltatlon of evalu' "
.ation models developed for other educatlonal,systems”
(1976, p. 168) She advocates 1nstead a redefinition of
adult educatlon program evaluatlon based on the 1dea of
1nf0rmal evaluation "controlled by non—educator dec1s10n'-'v
‘makers” (p. 1/5) o
Given the paucity of literaturevdealing with

evaluation of non—tradltlonal programs, it 1s not very

surprising to flnd even fewer references to the evaluatlon

of educational pgograms for older people.

A report on educational opportunities for .older
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lAmericans ai'posfsecondary institutionsfconcluded that,
"'"none of these programs has been evalaafed in any greatd
depth" (A.E.D., 1974). A review of the literature since
that time suggests that{this situation has not‘improred.
QIn;describing a tuitioh;freesprogram.at~the University of
Toronfo,‘Laurence refers to eraloation of the program;
however, the?description provided of the evaluation . S
reveals it d; belng rather superf101al. Similarly; |
evaluatlons of programs for older people at the Un1vers1tyh
' of Brltlsh Columbla, the Unlverslty of Regina and ‘the .-
vUnlverslty of Nebraska (Horacek and Francke, 1978) prov1dev
' llttle oi no in-depth_information, concentrating instead
‘oﬁ describing the major featores of programs andfsommariz-'
ing the preferences of part1c1pants./ In short‘ evaluatlon
- of contlnulng educatlon programs .and in partlcular,-of
aunlverslty progra;s for_olderkpeople, has been sorely
oeglected bothiin quantity and comprehensiveness. Con-
ventional evaluatlon approaehes are seen as 1nadequate to
effectively assess the value of these programs and yet
few alternatlve approaches have as yet been developed., »

The development of such approaches would seem to be a

ma jor prlorlty for future research in thls area.



CHAPTER 3
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The'purpoSe‘of this chapter is to préSeni the S
conceptual framework used in thls research to gulde the
'evaluatlon process: The flrst sectlon w1ll set the stage
':for'the'study by‘deflnlng evaluation and dlscuss;ng the
-state of the art of evaluetion research, -The ﬁex% secfion
will prov1de an overv1ew of evaluation frameworks or models
and will descrlbe ‘several of these in detall.' The flnal
sectlon will present the researcher's Views of evaluation
withln the context of program planning.and w1ll descrlbe

the evaluatlon model used in. thls study.‘

Evaluation - An Overview

The term "evaluate' refers tovtﬁe'prooess of
épplying oertain oriteria to a:phenomehon in order to make
aa”judgement abouf its valﬁe.Or'worth. VieWedvin thisVWay,
ev51Uation appears as a‘broéd concept encompassing a Widel
range of act1v1t1es ‘common to everyday life. »”Itris a
means by which 1nd1v1duals and groups constantly 1nterpret
thelr own experlence for the purpose. of shaplng_future.
experiencet (Skager and Dave, 1977). o | | .
Because evaluatlon deals with judgements and

values, there is bound to be an elemenp,of subjectivity

associated with it, It may be useful to view evaluation

34
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in terms of a continuum ranging from "objectite" to

"subjective". The position of a given evaluation on the

continuum will depend upon such factors as the criteria
applied, the methods used to gather information and the
particular values of the ‘individual or group conducting

the evaluation.

' ,o : Suchman distinguishes between "evaluatlon" and

"evaluatlve research", suggestlng that the latter 1s '
"restrlcted to the utlllzatlon of s01ent1f1c research
methods and technlques for the purpose of making an
etaluation" (1967, p. 7) The implication is that the more
rlgorous the research the less subjective it will be.

While Suchman s dlstlnction is'useful ‘1t may be overstated.v

The idea of evaluatlon as rlgorous sc1ent1f1c research

could be mlsleadlng in that it suggests the pursuit of
conclusive evidenceiregarding the value’or worth of a given
program. As House S0 aptly p01nﬁs out, ”evaluation
persuades rather than conv1nces, argues rather than demon-
strates, is credible rather than certain, is variably
accepted. rather than compelling" (1980, p.?}).‘ For the
purpose_of this research, ﬁevaluation" and "evaluation
research"_will be.used interChangeably.

In recent decades, the benefits of evaluation_

research in contrlbutlng to 1mproved services or products

have been recognlzed by many d1s01p11nes (for example, the

arts, publlcbhealth, the soclal services and educatlon).

. However, it is primarily in the areas of education and
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~ social programs that- evaluation has become an intrinsic
and hlghly-deVeloped activ1ty. While evaluation research
1n these two areas has been developlng 81multaneously,
therejappears to have been }1ttle 1nterchange of,ideas

between them.1 Nevertheless, there are many'issues,

" problems and methods which are common to both.

Given the nature of the SprihgvSession for
Seniorsvpfogram, it'can be viewed as fitting into both
of these areas, While the program is eséentially an
educational endeavor, it differs in many respects f}om.
formal educational offerings in traditional settings; The
role,of.spring SeSSion‘fop Seniors as anainforma}, community
education pfograﬁ with a diversity of elements;'p1aces it

to some e§tent within the, realm of sbcial programs.

po—

Acoordingly, both educational'evaluation-and social programn
evaiuation wereaexamined as part of,this'researcﬁ and both
provided vaiuableAinsigpts into the pheories aﬁd processes
of evaluation. However, in terms of specific approaChes,‘
eduoationai evaluation proved to'be more applicable tolthe
research problem. Hence, the following discussion, while
drawing from the field of social program evaanfion‘wiliv  .

focus primarily on the educational evaluation area.

] This comment is based on conversation w1th Dr. D. A.
MacKay, Dept. of Education Admlnlstratlon, University of
Alberta; (Sept. 3, 1981) as well as on the researcher'
own observatlons. ;
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the school system (Guba and Lincoln, 1981). Until the
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Evaluation Theory - The State of the Art

Historical Context .
"Educational evaluationvaswit is practised tqday
has its roots in the formal school system of the late

1800's and the achievement tests develbped at this time. .

Traditionally, the purpose of evaluation has been to'assess

‘the development and learning of Students."To’thié'end,

thousands of tests'havé béen'devised over the years to

v

measure the abilities and the progress of students within

1940's, evaluation focused on individual differences and,

"had little relationship to»schbol prdgrams and curr%dula"
(Guba and Lincoln, 1981, p.2). Tyler's contributions fb;\\)v//‘/r—w\

the field of educational eyaluation (1949) represent a

- major shift in evaluation theory and can be viéwed as &

starting point for‘curreﬁt evaluation practice (MacKay and

Maguire, 1971). According to Guba and Lincoln, "Tyler's
' v )
rationale represented a major step}forward in that it o :
. . i -

- focused on- the refinement of curr;bula and programs as

“the central thrust for evaluation' (1981, p.53;4 During

the decades following the‘publicatiOn of'Tyler's model, a

broader view of-educational evaluation emerged and numerous

approaches appeared in the literatufe (éee the discussion
of Tyler's model on page43 ).

A crucial event in the development of educational
evéluation was the Russian launching of Sputnik in 1957

with its resulting impact on American education (MacKay‘
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and Maguire, 1971; Guba and Lincoln, l98;). The appgrent.
" success of_the‘Russians in‘thevbattle for space supremacy
was perceived as a blow to American pride and the blame
'fof this Ycrisis' fell at dnce upon‘the educational system.
Massive amounts of federal funding were poured into the
development of new prograng ana curricula to upgrade the

quality of educatibn. ~Exieting approaches to evaluation

were deemed inadequate to determine the merit of these

prdgrams and courses and new approaches were thus demanded.

Evaluation Theory

Despite‘the'lengthy history of evaluation

research and the numerous contributions of various individ-

/

‘uals to this field, there is a conspicuous latk of any
unifying'theory of evaluation. Wnat’does exist as far as
edﬁbational evaluetion is concerned, is "a loose-knit sef
ef models, recipes and'practices whieh are grouped into a
technology known as curriculum e#aluation" (MacKay and_
Maguire, 1971, p. 4),], Thisvsituetibn~may be attributable
to the urgent demends which'have been placed on evaluators
to produce eyaluation designs on snort notice as a response

to educational crises. A review of the literature suggests

that few attempts have been made to redress this deficiency

,

] . This view was reiterated by Dr. D. A. MacKay in a
conversation with the researcher (September 3, 1981).

38
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in evalﬁation theory. Alkin and»FiEZgibbon (1975), .
préﬁose to deal with theories about the nature of evalua--
tion but proceed tb.ignore_theory and discuss only methods.
They condlude that, "In program evaluation, there are a
Aﬁariety of approachés if not theories" (1975, p.3).

| ) Many of.the specific approaches fo evaluétion
draw from theory in other areas such'as psychology,
education, eéonomids, dééiéion-making and organization and
management. Thus, while most approaches are based on ) -
particular assumptions about the pqrposes and practice of
qvaluétion research, there is no tﬁeoretical underpinning
whiéh serves to unify the area. As Parlett and Hamiljon
point out, ﬁAs a devéloping field of study, evaluation
proceeds in the absence of therent or agreed frames of
reference"'(l972,'p;25; |

There are, hoWever, some impliqit éssumptions

regarding ﬁhe nature of change which éppeér to\undgrly
the pfactice of evaluation. The basic assumptions are
that human beings can change and that education (ustd very
broadly here) can bring about such change. These idéas
are basi; to eduéatiogal theory as expressed by Bloom et,
al. who suggest that, "Education...is a process which
changes thevlearners...we expect each program,'course,
and unit -of education to bring about somé sigﬁifiqant
change or changes in the students'. (1971, p. 8). Lvalu-
,ation practice furthér aséumes that chanée can somehow be

measured. ’If, according to the particular evaluation
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criteria, chahge is no£ suffiCieht, the program or
curriculum is judged inadequate and will be discontinuéd
or modified. |

Thése assumptions are supported by‘the.definiﬁion
of evéluation proposed by Bloom et. al. as "the systematic
coliectibn of evidence to determine whether in fact certain
changés-aré takingAplaCe in the learners as well as to
determine the amount or degree of ‘change in indiﬁidual
studehts" (1971, p. 8). Those changes which are ;onsidered .
desiréble are translated into educationél goals which‘refer
to changes in knowledge, attitudes and behavior. Tradi;ibn—
ally, educational goals have been instfumental‘as education

_has been viewed as preparatory to life.

Evaluation Models

As indicated'in the previous sectiop, educational
evéluation is essentially a technology consis£ing of a
variety of‘approaches or models. A,model may béAdescribed‘
as a particu}ar way of viewing a phenomenon. In 6ther
words, it provides a conceptuaiization or,theoréticalibasis
for approaChing a particular subject or fask. 'Models" -
consist of basic‘concepts and»underlying aésumptions Which
establish boundaries (although these may not be explicitly
stated). -An evaluation model, in addition to defining
eyaluation and putlihingxthe bésic assumptions, may.define-‘
the role éf the evaluator and provide a vocabulary with

which to make sense of the process and the résults. Some

N



models, by their nature, prescribe thetmethods to be used
in data collection while others place no restrictions on
methodologye. l

Selection of a particular evaluation model will
depend upon a number of factors such as:

. - the nature of the program

- the purpose of the evaluation

- the views of the evaluator

- éhe_resources available

- Fhe audiences for_which the evsluation is

. ih%ehdeg.
As Stake points outfwuthere are different ways to eyaluaté.
programs and no one way is the right way'" (1975, p. 13).

Given the large number of evaluation models in
existence, it makes sense to 1mpose some siructure on them
in.order to facilitate dlscus51on. There are several
criteria which could be used to classify evaluation models
but perhaps the most useful one for this discussion is the
basic conbept or school of thought upon which each model
is based. Guba and Lincoln (1981) refer to silch concepﬁs
as."organizers" and list as examples: effects,‘object1Ves,
de0151ons, crltlcal guldeposts and concerns and issues,

Table 3.0 presents a variety of aVallable models,
categorlzed according to the1r basic concepts or organlzers.
The follow1ng discussion will expand upon several of these

‘models. These models were chosen for discussion because

they provide a useful overview of evaluation approaches

L1
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by illustratihg a number 'of Opposihé_ideas about eyaluation
and reercting‘some‘Cf the'changes which have occured in H
evaluation thought. " \,

| As mentloned previously, Tyler's model (1949)
'was 1nstrumental in changing ghe dlrection of evaluatlon
research. "Tyler's formulation of the evaluation process
~1s straight forwardly baeed on the concept of objectiveeﬂ
;(Guba and Lincoln, 1981, pe. 5). The basic assumption of |
this model is that a curriculum is successful to the extent
that 1t is able to meet its stated obJectlves. The model h
also assumes that achievement of objectives will be
indicated,by "certain desirable changes' in behavior.
The actual process of evaluation proposed by Tyler is
:qulte complex, involving a series of steps from deerlng
and testing the obJectlves to modifying the currlculum and
'uflnally recycliné the entlre process. There are a number
of advantages 1nherent_1n this model, not the least of
4which-is its fecus on cerriculum development and‘improve-
g ment rather than on individual differences. However, there
are also problems,assoc;atediw1fh the Tyler model., A major
concern is with‘the value of the objectives themselves.
DeSpite thefscreening’bhocess‘mehtioned by Tyler, there is
no way of evaiuatinglwhethervthe objectives chosen are in |
themselves werfhWhile. Anotheh concern is with the
rigidity of the-model'in stipelating an eiperimental

'deslgn toxdetermlne the 1mpact of the curriculum in

o
meeting. obJectlves (Guba and Lincoln, 1981). Despite 1ts§§

A
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" (Provus, 1971; Popham, 1975).

" model depends upon a number of important concepts and- - ‘

Ll

limitations, Tyler's model represented a great improvement

o

‘jover previous approaches and thus, was widely used in

suosequent years. - Furthermore, the notion of objectives

';as the*underlying concept. of evaluation has been enduring,

giving rise to a number of other objectives-based models
;one of the more freduently-used evaluation models

is the countenance model devised by Stake'(l967); ‘This

thus, does not fit readlly into any predetermlned category.'
That this approach is dlfflcult to classify is 1ndlcated

by the dlscrepanc1es in this regard in the llterature.

While House allocates it as a de0181on based model, Gubad
and Lincoln use it as a prototype of objectives-based
evaluation. The model does rely heavily upon the concept

of objectives which, according to Guba and Lincoln (1981)
has been expanded to 1nclude contextual factors.

' An 1mportant assumptlon of the countenance model
and ‘one whlch represents an advance over Tyler's model is
that evaluation must focus on\understandlng the "Whys" of
educatlonal outcomes (MacKay and Magulre, 1971). The model

cons1sts of two’ data matrlcesa— a description matrix and

a Judgement hatrlx. Each matrlx has a common d1mens1on

spec1fy1ng antecedents, transactlons and outcomes. In

addition, the description matrix is divided into intents

and observations and the judgement matrix is divided into

standards and judgements. The evaluation process involves

<@ . o "
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filling in the'cells created by the data matriées; The
descriptive data are theﬁ'analjzed by‘identifyiné the
contingencies between antecedents, transactioﬁs'anq.outf
comes and the congruencies between intents and obseruations.
The countenance model has manj<merits such as
its focus on the couteXt of learning and its recognition
oftheimportance of judgemenﬁs. However, the model also
has a number of'shortcomiﬁgs;b It fails to specify clearly

the types of data approprlate for each cell The model

is also quite complex and 1nvolves~a lengthy and time-

ccnsumihg process to implement all of the stepsvinvolved.

‘MacKay and Maguire suggest that "Both the strengths and

‘the weaknesses of this model lie in its lack of disciplin-

ary blinders" (1971, p. 12). In other words, -the techniques

. appropriate to other’disciplines can be readily adapted to -

this model - Clearly.an.a@vantage in terms of flexibility.~d

On the other hand; such flexibility could result in
decreased quality’of evaluation ard could also be»cbnfus;a
ing for‘consumers of the'resulting evaluation reports. B
| In direct oppos1t10n to the obJectlves-based
models is the goal- free approach recommended by Scriven
(1974). It is Scriven's contentlon that to concentrate on

obJectlveo results in "tunnel v151on" whlch in turn,

) causes the evaluator to %ﬁé%look unantlc1pated but never-

the less lmpomtant eff@ciﬁ of the program (Worthen and.
San?ers, 1973) Accprdlng to Scrlven, stated goals may.

not, in fact, be worth achieving., He p01nts out that

&
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many goals’are irrelevant, poorly conoeived of or in
conflict ﬁith one another.,

The model proposed by Scriven .is based‘on the
fconoept of effects. The process 1nvolves the evaluatlon}
of actual effects agalnst a profile of demonstrated needs.
Those effects whlch relate to a partlcular need are
‘evaluated as pos1t1ve. Scrlven s underlying assumptlon
‘that all effects, whether 1ntended o not should be

Mﬁw‘ﬂi{ ‘d
evaluated, has had a profound J.‘;n' i o)

AL evaluatlon thought.
3 ,}vq;& E '%J“
However, the model itself proved t be dlfflcult to

operatlonallze because Scrlven 1;ed to expand on such
questlons as how to 1dent1fy needs and how to go about

looklng for effects. The fact; that this approach requires

e

an assessment of needs may also prove problematlc if time

or

:One‘of the'first concepts whioh arose. 6
V~;ffat of decisions. The use of the decision as ano
.important organlizer foryevaluetion was strongly advocated
by Cronbagh in 1963.. He pointed out the need for evalu-‘

j ation‘to,provide ipformation which would facilitate the

| task:ofAdecision-making by‘progrem,developers. Among the‘
proponents_of this view was Stufflebeam whoselCIPP hodel
(1967) defines evaluation as "the process of acquiring and.
~ using information for making decisions’associated with
plannlng, ‘programming, 1mplement1ng and - recycllng progrem

‘activities'" (MacKay and Maguire, 1971, p. 13). The four

ge the place of obgectlves in educatlonal evaluatlon
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types or stages of evaluation- proposed by Stufflebeam for
deallng with the four decision types are: context evalua-
tlon, input evaluation, process evaluation and product
eraluation: The basic concept of this model is that
decisionémakers require different kinds of information at.
:differeht timesninHOrder to make‘crucial decisions regarding
.prograim developmént. .Guba and Lincolnbsuggest that while
Stufflebeam's model is useful for evaluating large projects,
it is complex and expensive- and makes "what are probably
unwarranted assumptions about the ratlonallty of de0151on-
makers, about ‘the openness of the de0151on-mak1ng process,
_and about the‘ease With’ﬁhich operatiopal decision-makers
can be identified" (1981, p. 16). .

In éﬁ attempt to render eraluation more'usefﬁl'
to its intended audiencee;,Stake,‘ind1975, proposed a new
approach toderaluation whiich he teroEd“”respoﬁsive"f

Respon81ve evaluation is organized around the concerns

and issues of stakeholding audlences. Thls is not t@;

suggest that other evaluation approaches disregard the -
" interests of their audlences but- rather that respons1ve
" evaluation is the only approach Wthh takes audlence

concerns as its maJor ‘focus.: According tO‘Stake, "An'

evaluation is responsive evaluation if it orients more

~

directiy to program activities than to program intents;

¢

responds to audlence requlrements for 1nformat10n and

-

flf the dlfferent value perspectlves present are referred

to in reporting‘the;Success and failure of the program"



(1975, p. 14).

-In expounding his respons1ve evaluation approach,
lStake contrasts it with convent10na1 modelks which he o
terms preordinate. Preordinate evaluatlon plans empha51ze
‘"(l) statement of goals, (2) use of objective tests,

(3) standards held by program personnel) and (4) research-
type reports" (1975, p. 14). Resp0n51ve eValuatlon he sees
as less formal and more natural, allowing the evaluator

‘to respond to:emenging issues throughout the process.

Stalte points out that evaluation has many
different punposes'and lists”as exanple5° to document
events,. to.record student change, to aid de0181on-maklng,‘
"to seek out understanding and to facilitate remediation.
Ilach purpose generates a number of‘evaluation questions
whlch reflect the valtes of the program and the 1nformat10n
_needs of dlfferent audiences. (Stake, 1975, p. 15).°
‘ Whlle conventlonal evaluatlon models requlre
uthat the evaluatlon de51gn be developed as an dnitial

step in the.processj/t;;s 1s not the case with responsive

evaluation., It is not until the evaluator has observed

the program, conversedeith many people involved with the _

program and identified'and verified the reievant concerns
and issues that the de81gn is- developed. As far as data
'gatherlqgstechnlques are concerned, Stake strongly
advocates the more natural or‘qualltatlve approaches.

However, he does not renounce the use of quantitative

techniques, suggesting that, "The choice of these
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instruments in responsive evaiuation should be made as a
result of observing the program in éotiOn" (stake, 1975,
P. 16). - | _ ‘ . |
. \ An 'j_mportant"aspeft of] staké'sr model ,is‘the
constent interaction belbween the evaluator and the intended
aodiences,_ As Stake points out "a substantial amount of
.time may well be spent in learhing about the information .
'needs of the persons for whom the evaluatlon is being done'"
(Stake, 1975, 'Ps 13). This, of course, has an 1mpact on
;the role of the evaluator and on the objectivity of results.,
Stake concedes that the responsive approaCh is more sub-
Jective than most and 'trades off some measuremen£ precision
‘ih'ordervto ihcrease the usefulness of‘thebfindings to
persons:in:and‘arOuhd the programi (1975, p. . 13).

Ih proposing his hew responsive model, Stake
was not, in fact, rejecting his pfevious‘countenance model.
“He suggests4that the data matrix featured in the countenance
modelucontihyes to be useful in planning the oohtent of
the evaluation but that the responsive'apppoach best directs
-the process. Neither does Stake consider fesponsive evalu-
-atlon as the only v1ab1e approach to educatlonal evaluation."
The model was orlglnally devised to be of service to arts- -
‘1n-educatlon programs and as Stake p01nps out?‘”There will
continueltO'he many.circﬁmsianoes needing preordinate
eValuation"‘(Stake, 1975,'p. 27). Nevertheless, Stake has
. provided an‘appeaiihg new approach to the evalua-ion of |

e
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educational programs, one which is flexible and easily



adapted to a variety of programs. ’

" Guba and Lincoln strongly supportvthe reSponsive
evaluation approach noting that it "can be interpreted
‘to inolude ali'other models" (}981, P. 38). The§ elaborate
on certain concepts such as "issues" "concerns" "merit"
and "worth" and argue for the advantages of using natural-
istic methods in conjunctlon with this approach.

Parlett and Hamilton's illuminative evaluation

takes a similar appfoach in that "attempted measurement

of 'educational products' is abandoned for intensive
study ‘of the program as a whole: its rationale and
‘evolution, its operationg achievements and ditficulties”

(1972’ p. l)o

Selection of A Model

3

”The preceding discussion will, among other
things, have indicated the diversity’of models available
for evaluating educational prograns: A notion‘oleayly |
" supported by the literature is that different approaches
' are'app;opriate for different circumstances. With the
-unique features . and limitations of the SpringdSessiOn for
Seniors.progran in'mind the available models were exam-
ined and the advantages and disadvantages of each con-"
Sidered. With the e;ception of Stake's responsive
evaiuation_approaﬁh, none of the models were felt to
be. appropriate for this Study. Some approaches were .£§r

ruled out because of their focus on objectives and others
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bec;use they appeé}ed better sulted to formative than to
summative evaluation. vMost models were simply deemed |
inadequate for evaluating a program of this nature. As
Gooler points out, "Evaluation theory and procedures have
\generelly been based on traditional instruCtional‘settings.
Less éttention has been given to problems of evaluating
programs involving~alternate modes of delivery and engaging
unconventional learners" (1979, p. 45). Beécause Spring
Session for‘Seniofs is a non-traditional %earning exper-
ience, broader in scope than formal sohool programs and
dlrected toward "unconventlonal" learners, a different
approach is requlred. The mode%_whlch appears to have
greatest merit in terms of'both the program being evaluated
.and'the views of this researcher is Stake's responsive
evaluation. The underlying,concepts and assumptions of
responsive evaluation we}e most ihfluential‘in the task:
of conceptuallzlng an evaluatlon approach for this study.
The . dlscuss1on to thls polnt has dealt with
evdluation as an isolated activity. . However, evaluation
is, in fact‘ an . integral part of progfam planning -and
thus, must be viewed 1n/the context of the program plannlng
process. Before proceedlng to a description of the evalu-
ation model used 1n this study, the views of the,researcher

'regarding program planning will be presented.

0-

Bvaluation in the Context of Program Planning

While the approaches to program'planning are
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many and varied, most of them recognize four basic
-components: needs assessment, program design, program
implementation and evaluation. *These elements can be

viewed as fitting together in the following manner:

Needs Program A - Program

Assessmenf "‘%i Design -ﬁilmplement— ——eyEzaluatiqn

ation

ol

This illustration however, is far too simplistic.
The'process is generally recognized as being considerably
more c¢omplex and ié rarely conceived of as being linear
in nature, Moét-program planning mo&;Ig\reflegt the
interrelationships‘among componentg:and the continuous
nature of the process. Thevparticular model employed by .
an éducator for the purpose of progrém development willr
depend upon the intended use of the mo?el and the
philosophy from which it was generated. | |

The model which best illustrates the approach
to program planning reflected ih th}s research is shown
in figure 3.1. It should be noted that the model |
represents an "ideal" ahdmthat, in reality, the program
planﬂingiprocess‘mabie'unable to conform to the modei

in its entirety.
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ASSESSMENT
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NEEDS
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SUMMATIVE \

EVALUATION / FORMATIVE
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OF
OBJECTIVES
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PROGRAM
IMPLEMENTATION

PROGRAM DESIGN

-Genaration of alternatives
-Evaluation of almmatlves
-Selection of best
alternatives

. Adapted from:

Home Economics and 4-H
Branch, Alberta Agnculture

' o - _ 1981
Figure 3.1 Program Planning Model
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This model represents program planning as a
cdntinuous process in"which evaluation plays_a dual role;
The cohcepts of formative and summative evaluation as
developed by Scriven (1967) are important here for an
understanding-of how evaluation fits into the model.
Formative evaluation is undertaken during program develop-
ment and initial‘operation in order to identify problems
and discrepancies; It allowé for chstant adjustment of

a progrém before it becomes fully established. Based on

-
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formative evaluation findings, program planners may return
to any step of the pfékess to make fevisions as indicated.
Summative evaluation provides a more comprehensive view of
the value of a program'once it has been established. The
summative evaluator assesses the totalvprogram and is in

a position to make recommendations about its continuation,

expansion and use in other settings.

It is important to note that the terms "formative"

and "summative" refer more to the purpose or role of the
evaluation than to the process. Even sd; the distinction
‘between the two is not entirely clear as the process of
;program planning is ongoing and summative evaluation is
frequentiy,Used to feed back into plénningfand improvement
of a program. A summative evaluaﬁlon may thds become
formative if it resﬁlts in continua£i0n and improvement

of a particular program. The purposé of this study was
to cbnduct a summative evaluation Qf the Spring Session

for Seniors program.

An Interactive Model

" Concepts and Assumptions As mentioned préviously, the

evaluation model used in this research was derived from
Stake's responsive evaluation appféach.' The evaluation is
organized around the issues and concerns of the intehded
audiences.‘ A major concept inherent in this model is J

that of role. The evaluator takes the role of a full

/
/

partner in the evaluation, identifying issues, interacting
8 o ‘



with the audiences and making subjective judgements.
Another important concept is gommunication. In contgast
to other evaluation approaches, lines of communication
between evaluator and audiences remain open throughout
the process. Such opén communication is essential to W
identifying and verifying issﬁes effectively. Communication
is also important in providing results to the audiehces in
meaningful ways. 'Rathef than rendering the res&ifs
entirely in the form of a.written final feport, the model
relies on more natural forms of communication such as .
verbal presenﬁations‘and visual portrayals. Thevconcept

‘of values is also essential to this modél. Whereas other
models are based on the idea of value consensus (Guba
and Lincoln, 1981), this approach recognizes the import-
ance of value plurality. As Forest points out, "A
program will have multiple values and'the concept of
evaluation must be broad endughvto encompass them" (1976,
p. 168).

ﬁather than focusing on program objectives or ;:ff_él‘;j
intents to determine the worth ofa program, this model is ”72%5,*
concerned with,program activities and outcomes és they |
relate té the intrinsic Vélués of fhe educational
experience.

The underlying assumptions of the model are
as followé:

- Evaluation is esséhtialiy interactive. It

- depends upon continuous interactions between




K

| \.
the evaluator and#the intended audiences to
identify and veriky purposes and 1ssuess
- Evaluation is an cpen process allowing new
issues and concerrs to emerge. throughout.
Consequently, thcievaluétion design is continu-
glly evolving in %n attenpt to r@qund to new
issues. i ‘ ” : o/

4

- Evéluation looks &t a total‘progfgmwith a view
to discoveringbo%h its strengths eﬁd weaknesses.
It is concerned with program;éctivities and

- intrinsic values of the program rather than
with objectives. i |

- Evaluation;respon%svto the value plurality
reflected by different audiences. Unlike
meny other[modelsiwhich assume concensus on i
walues, this mode# allows for value conflict
in pfesenting the:results;

- Evaluation is a cpntlnuous proces% %n that'”
there is no naturgl end point.- An evaluatlon

ay .

\ ‘
o ‘{n“ﬂ may ralse new 1ssues which could result in a

recycllng of the entlre process.

\

e Tha‘Process The concepts and‘assumptions presented in

the prev1ous section reflect the partlcular views of the | -
researcher regarding evaluation. In order to be useful -in
conducting evaluation research, the‘conceptS‘énd assdmptions
must, be translated into a process cr plan. Such a process

is illustrated in figure 3.2,

~,
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REQUEST FOR EVALUATION

N~

'OVERVIEW OF PROGRAM

CONCEP

TUALIZATION

NEGOTIATION -
WITH AUDIENCE - -

-Identify audiences
-ldentify purposes

-_—:>  EVALUATION DESIGN |
N

-Identify issues/ concerns
-Formulate evaluation questions

Who ? v
" What ?

How ?

When ?

-

&)

=3

VERIFY

~ IMPLEMENTATION

w

REPORT TO AUDIENCES

:Description
~Judgements

-Recommendations

-New Issues

Figure 3.2. An Interactive Evaluation Model

27



v

[
!

The process beglns w1th the request for evalu-

ation (usually orlglnatlng with the de01s1on—makers for

‘,the program) The immediate respohse of the evaluator

is to famlllarlze herself with the magor features‘

program. Such an overview can usually be achlewﬁgptyy'
conversatlons with key people and’ perusal of relevant
documents. Stake also recommends early observatlon of the
program in action but this may not always be poss1ble.

Having gained a sense of what-the program is
about. the»evaluator conceptualizes the evaluation in
terms of the ‘basic concepts and assumptlons whlch will
gulde the. process.

Next begins the ong01ng process of negotlatlon

IWith the 1ntended audlences. "Thls involves first, 1dent1—
fying all p0551ble audlences,of the evaluatlon (such

audiences may include fundlng sources, program admln—

1strators, students, pollcymakers, program staff and 'the
general publlc).: The evaluator initiates conversatlons
with approprlate representatlves of each 1ntended audlence
to determine the purposes bf the evaluation. From the

|

purposes will emerge the concerns and issues which form

the ba51s for the evaluation questions. The continuous

vnature of this step is a key elemeng of the process.
‘Ongoing interaction between evaluator and audlences,

‘ 1de“tlfy1ng and verlfylng the important issues, tnsures

that the evaluation will be '"responsive' to the inform-

ation needs of those people involved with theﬁpro%ram.

4
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When most o; the issues have been 1dentif1ed
the evaluator may begin to develop the evaluatfon -design.

The particular design will depend upon the bas1c asﬁumptions
of the cvaluation and the 1nformation required to fespond to-
each of the‘issues, In keeping w1th the broad view of
evaluation refleoted in_this model; a converant evaluation
design is suggested. A convergent design involves the' .
collection- of data from‘different sources, at‘giffenenE‘
noints in time using various techniques. ~Such a design
w1ll be desecribed in Chapter Lo |

Implementation refers to the actual activ1ties
involved in collecting and analy21ng data. This stage d
~feeds back 1nto the negotiation process as new issues-
emerge from data collected.

As Stake points out, the end of the evaluation
prooess is not reached beCause there are no more issues
but rather because of limitations of time Or resources.
Ultimately, a report must be»rendered to thfse who |

(O

reqUesﬁed the evaluation and’torthe other audience

involved in the program; These‘neports'should ﬁfb#ide

a description of the program, judgements regarding-the

'worth and the future of the program, spec1fic recOmmend— Qo

ations ;nd_new 1ssuesbgenerated bylthe evaluation process.
- “In viewhng.the evaluation‘process represented

by this model, it is important to remember that the

components are n ot entirely sequential. It is essential



~in fact that certain of the "steps" be -

simulfaneously.

e
carried out
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CHAPTER 4 o

3

/ RESEARCH DESIGN

The methodology used in the evaluatlon of the

Spring . Sesalon for Seniors program wfll be presented in
Y
this chapter. The first sectlon will describe’ the

-

' 1mplementat10n of the model which was presented 1n
A
Chapter 3 Technlques of data collectlon including

-sampllng, 1nstrumentat10n and collectlon procedures will
be descrlbed in the second part of this chapter. The:'
flnal sectlon w111 deal with the analysis of data derived

from the study. ﬂ%{
B )‘(v)

Implementatlon of the MOdel

>y

The request for an evaluation of Spring Session
for’Seniofs was made:by the Advisory Committee for the
program. An overview of the program -was achieved:through
" initial talks with Committee memhers,vpfogram administra—
‘tors and- the program coordinator’aslwell as through a
. perusal of relevant documents. It beca@e»clear;that, as

with most programs, there were certain limitatiohs which
had to be taken into account in developlng an evaluatlon
approach. To begin wlth,,the evaluation would have to
fbevretrospective in that it was not built into the program
during the plannidé,and.implementation stages. Fdrthermore,

no clearly documeﬁted'goals and objectives existed to

4guide the Qperationvof the,program. These characteristics
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as well as the nature of the program as an informal,
contlnulng educatlon endeavor were 1mportant in 1nfluen01ng
the ch01ce of an evaluatlon model.

The' intended audiences for this evaluation

included the Advisory Committee; the Faculty of Extension,

o .
the Office of Special Sessions, the President's Committee

on Gerontology, the Department of Advanced Education ahd.
Manbower (as the funding source), the students and the
instrucﬁors} With the exception of the instructors,
repreéentatives of eech ef thése'groups provided input to

-

the identification of concerns_and,issues. The ongoing

\negotlatlon process regardlng these lssﬁes was fa0111tated

by thenfact ‘that the Advisory COmmlttee was comprlsed of

-rrepresentatlves of many of the-lntended audiences.,

Numerogs discussions took place with the Committee as a
whole and with individual Committee members with a view
tO'diecove?ing“and verifyiﬁg'the relevant/iséues.

The® study design, which is discussed in this
chapter, is based on the 1ssues whlch were identified.
Following collect;on of the data the evaluation'resulté
and recommendations were presented to the AdVisory Commiftee
in the form of a ;}itten.repo}t and a verbal. presentation

eupported by visual portrayals of some of the findiﬁgs.

Design

An evaluatlon design is a. plan of actlon outllnlng

the process of data collection. The de31gn specifies what
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data to collect, how to collect 1t when to collect it
and from whom to collect 1t -The spec1f1c.methods chosen

> for data collection will depend to a great extent upon

., the questlons posed in the evaluation. Tradltlonally,

;ﬁ'j%the methods used in evaiﬁé&lon studies have been derived

) from the cla581cal research paradlgm whlch has found
-consi erable s;pport w1th1n SOClal science and educational
research Evaluatlon research has sought to produce
objective, quantifiable results whlch-reflect“the "truth"
about a program or currdculnm. To this end, '"conventional
approaches have followed the experimental and psychometric
traditioné dominant in educationalvresearch"‘(Parlett and
Hanilton, 1972; P. lj. While many evaluators continue to
advocate,a classical experimental approach to evaluafion,
their views haVe‘not.gone unchallenged. lGuttentagvsuggests
that, "One major source of dissatisfaction with~e§aluation;,.
stems from the conceptualization and modeling of'evaluation
-research after the class1cal research paradlgm" (1973, p. 60)
and Parlett and Hamllton contend that such approaches have
"led ta studles that are artlflclal and restricted il

‘l'scope" (1972, p. 1). As 1ndlcated in Chapter 2, the
problem of selécting appropriate methodological approaches

'% to evaluation has led to a qualitative versus quantltatlve

debate whlch has recently become a central issue in ‘

&

evaluatlon llterature. -
Critics of the claSsical-é%&Bniific“approaCh
(e.g. Stake, 1975; Guba and Lincoln;{l981;'ParIett_and

Ly



Hamilton, 1972; Patton, 1980), favor an alﬂ%rnatlve approach

based on the paradlgmsi f anthropology, ’rnallsm and
phenOmenology. This is not to suggest that they rule out
entlrely the use of conventlonal quantltatlve methods but
: rather that.they empha81ze theAlmportance of using quali-
tatipe techniques~in cOnducting evaluation. Indeed, "There
are times when the issues and concerns voicedt@'audiences
require'informationhﬁhich_is'hest éenerated by more con-
ventiohal methods; especially quantitative methods",(Guba’
vand lihcoln, 1981, p. 36). .Such was the case with the
research design for thls'study. Based on the nature of
the research questions, the study used a combination of

qUantitative and Qualitative techniQues for data collection.

Data Collection
This research utilizedha convergent approach to

data collection in that information was derived from‘a
 number of sources, at different points in time, using

' several'techhiques; ‘While'this approach may be more costly
and;time—consuming than some, it offers a number of i@port-
ant benefits for a study such as this one. " A major advant;
age is that 1t allOWS new 1ssues “to emerge throughout the
process. It also requires that the evaluator take ‘into
acepunt the varlous Value perspect1Ves of the people
1nvolved in the program. By using a convergent approach,

the evaluator obtains a '‘more complete picture of the program

and decreases the likelihood of presenting a biased view.
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Finally, the data ecquired through the use of this approach

‘

will be richer for having been derived from a number of
different sources.H Parlett and Hamilton advocate a -
‘similar appfoach suggesting that, '"the problem defines the
methods used...no method (with its own built-in limitations)
is'used exclusively or in isolation: different thchniques
are comblned to throw llght on a common problem" (1972,
P.p. 15-16).

The four magor data collectlon technlques used
in this'study were: a survey, focused 1nterv1ews, document
enalysis and intefviews with key peOple. Secondary sources
of informefion such as the researcher's attendance at
.4‘Advisory Committee'ﬁeetings and at parts of the 1981
Spriné Session for Seniops program'also provideo valu%ﬁ&e

-insights to the progranm.

Survey | . , . ’

Mail—out questionnaires were administered to
two groups - a participant group consisting of people who
had attended the program in orevious years snd a comparison
group consisgting of people ﬁho had neVer-taken the program,
However, due to arlehgthy pOstal strike, the number of
comparison gfohp ouestionnaires returned was not sufficient
to justify including thembin the study. Instead, the
comparison questlonnalres were analyzed separately and a

summary of the responses was prov1ded to the Adv1sory

<

Committee.
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Sample The population for the participaﬁt*grqup

consistedvof alllindividuals.who had participated in Spring

Session’ fom, Seniors during the two years prior to initia-
W : ‘

tion of this study (i.e. 1979 and 1980). Names of partici-

. pants were obtained from Department of Ixtension mailing
lists. No other criteria were applied for inelusion in
the samplé; however, certain criteria were assumed based
on the following admission requirements for the program:
a) participants should be retired
 b)Vpérticipants_shou1d be 60 years of agéfor
over or should be the spouse of someone who

is in this age category and retired.

Fr§m the'4l7'indiViduals th had participated

in the program during 1979 and 1980, a random sample of
250 was drawn. The sample thus obtained consisted of
7 %.urbanjand 25% rﬁralrbéfticipants. _

| Of the 250 individuals to whom the questionnaire
was sent, 151 resppnded yielding a return rate of 60%.
Six quqstionnaires‘were returned unopened due to partici-
pants having moved to an unknown éddress or having died.
If these individuals are dpleted.from the ?ample, the
retﬁrn réte is‘inéreased to'62%. For a maii—out question-
- naire, this is a particularly good reﬁurn'rate as compared
to the average return rate of 10% to 50% reported by Hill
and Hansen (1954), :

| Of the questionnaires returned, five were

"deemed unusable, two as a result of being inadequately
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completed and three because respondehts had registered for
Bﬁt had not in fact attendéd thé'program. The resulting
sample of 146 respondents comprises approximately 82%
femaleé and 18% males. The sample is described in further

detail in Chapter 5.

Procedure The questionnaire initially developed
for this stﬁdy was’pre-teéted with two groups; one urban
and one rural, Based on the responses to questionnaire
items and the comments provided by these two groups,
subétantial changes were made in the questionnaire before
it was-finalized and adminis&éred to the sample group.
The-quesiionnaire was also ekamined by a Humah Reseérch'
Ethical Review Committee and was judged to have met the
'requirements for ethical research.

) Each person in the sample was sent a question-
" naire with an explanatory letter and a sthmped, self=-
addressed feturn envelope. Also_enélosed was a stémped”
'self—addressed card which could be uééd to rquest results
. of tﬁevstudy. Approximately three weeks after the
questionnaires had Been—méiled, remindérs were sent to

those individual§ who had not yet responded.

Instrumentation The research instrument

(questionnaire) developed for the survey was seventeen
bages in length and consisted of both open-ended and
fixed+response questions (see Appendik A for a copy of .

the questionnaire). In preparing the questionnaire, care

8
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was taken to use large type and ample spacing in response
to anticipated visual impéirment among some respoﬁdents.'
The research instrument comprised the following sections: .

i. demographic &nformation

2. educational attitudes and.participation

WB. involvement in and impacts of the program
iq. an educational motivation scale
5. administrative concerns (e.g. fees; admission ~

policies). _

While most of the sections ;re self-exblanatdry, the

educational motivation scale requires some explanation,

¥ .

Eduicational Motiygtion Scale' In an at£empt to
discover the factors which motivated participants to énroll
in this program, a revised form of Boshier's Education
Participation Scale was ﬁsed. The original E.P.S. was
developed to.measure the motivations of adults for engaéing
in traditional continuing education experiences (Bdshier
and Riddell, 1978). 1In order to .render the scale valid
for use with older adults, Boshier and Riddell deleted
those items which, in factor analysis,‘loaded on the
Professional Advancement facltor. The revised scale was
then tested with’a group of older adults inVoived in
continuing education courses. Scores for the 35 items
were Spbjected to factoi analysis and four factors emerged:

Escape/Stimulation, Social Contact, Social Welfare and
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CognitiVe Interest. ‘Reliabiiity of the revised scale as‘:
determined by a mean item test-retest procedure was .60,
Validity was examined by correlating the factor scores
~derived from the study with scores obtained on three
established measures: the Life Satisfaction Index, the
Adjustment‘to'Later Life Scale and a Social PartiCipétidn
scale, The mean item X whole-scale correlation céefficients
which emerged ranged from .40 to .6L. BaSed on these
correlations, Boshier and Riddell concluded thaf the scale
was "gsufficiently comprehensive for use with éldér
participants" (1978, p. 174).

On the questionnaire used in this study,
participants were asked to ragé each item on the 35-item
E.P.S. according to whether it had "no influence", '"little
influence", “moderate influence" or "much influence'" on
their decision to participate in the"program. Boshier and
Riddéll used the same’responée categoriesvbut Systematiéalix//”f"/‘
varied the scale poles so that "no influence" agg/ﬂmﬁﬁﬁ//
‘influence" sometimes appeéred at thg/;eft/Bfméhé‘page and
sometimes at the right. In/zhigxg;aluation study, the

‘ o “ "
response categories were given at the top of each page
containing thé scale and were not varied. It is pOSsiBle
that such consistency engendered a régpénse set in |
. participants;'however; this risk had to be balanced

against the possibility of confusing respondents.

~N
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% 1;& An example of a scale item is:
k2 (1 ”*'”{I <t !

“wait To learn just No ‘Littles, Moderate ,Much .
* for the sake. - Influence' Influen%v Influence 9Influonce
af 1 ing R -

uﬂ“" "

Following the sca&e gps a questiOn intended to
discover the success ofi;the prOgram in meeting partici-

pants' expectations., SPec1f1cally, the question asked

v

respondents to 1nd1cate whether the program '"fell below
expectations', 'hmet expectations" "exceeded expectatiOns"
or whether they had "no expectations" of the™ prOgram in

the following areas:

le To leagn for the ‘sake~ of learnlng.

2. To learrr about a- SpeC}flC subgect or skill,

3+« To make new friends., &

ke To improve ny image of, myself

5. _To have the opportunlty tovassociate with others.

67 To get to know more about sthe university.

"7+ To enjoy fnyself . ‘ ‘

v\j
Y

‘The@useiof tﬁis queotion in conjunction with the

E.P.S. 1nstrument represented an attempt to lihk the

\

concepts of need“;‘motlves and expectatlons as they relate

to education for older pebple. Boshier and Rlddell (1978)

F]

maintain that motlves are manlfestatlons of needs. It

this is 1ndeed the tase, then the scale is useful in

bl N ’,

1dent1fy1ng ‘the needs of partlcular groups to whom it is

’ admlnlstered. It could be further argued’ that needs are

expressed by expectatlons.. Thus, by determlnlng people s
motlves for engaglng 1n coﬂtlnulng educatlon and subsequently
flndlng out whether thelr expectations for a partlcular

: .program were met, one could discover whether or not,the



programvwas.successful"in fulfilling some»bf the educational

',;heeds‘of the participants.A For example, if respondents

| rated as moSt 1nf1uent1al those motlves relatlng to learn-g
>-1ng (e, g. "to seek knowledge for its own sake") 1t could
:;be assumed that ‘they were manifestlng cognltlve needs.

g‘By determlnlng how well “the program met thelr expectdtlons
in this sense, the extent to which it fulfilled t{slr

cognitive needsiﬁan be assessed. ; s

»

@

' 'Focused.Ihterviews

)
'

Questlonnalres are useful in obtalnlng large

lamounts of 1nformatlon from large numbers of people w1th
a minimum of tlme and effort 1nvolved. However, the*'.
questlonnalre is a. structured and dlrect%ve tec@nlque

.whlch tends to inhibit the expref81on of~unsb11cited

responses. iLven open-onded questlons may be 1ncffect1ve

1‘_¢n assessnng peOple 5 1mpre881ons, perceptlons and 1deas.

Beoause the. views ofvpart1c1pants were very~1mpo€€ant in
‘this study, interviews were used to supplement the = .

fquestlonnalresh ;

q

The 1nterv1ew technlque used was an adaptatlon
of the focused 1nterv1ew devised by Nerton, Dlske and
iKendall (1956)." The focused interv1ew is unstructured
fahd non4directive. It is used w1th groups of people wno
are. known to have been 1nvolwed in a partlcular situatlon.

' An important crlterlon for use of thls technlque is that

~..the researcher has analyzed the 51tuation prlor to con-

\"_ductlng;the 1nterv1ew. Accordlng to Merton et. al.,
. , : oo “l ‘ e

[



"the iﬁfég%iew iscfooused on the subjective experiences
of persons exposed to the..;situation in an_effoft_to
ascestain‘their definitions of the situation"’(l956, p. 3)
In the focused inferview, the interviewer plays an active
bfole,.confinually’assessing'the interview as yt proceeds.

| In thls study, focuscd 1nterv1ews were conducted
with four groups of people durlng Sprlng ue551on for
'oen;ors, 1981. All interviewees were part1c1pants in the
"program. ‘Three 1nterv1ews were conducted at the senlors'
-dfop-in centre durlng the dally‘lunch break. fhe fourth
interview £00keplace\in a 1ounge area of the residehce-for
- ogt -of-town part1c1pants. ‘Onefof the.groups consisted
eitlrely of deonton resldents, another cons1sted of rural

Y

3res1dents only and the otheér two groups comprised both |
ﬁ}ural .and urban~part1c1pants. The smallest group con81sted |
of three people while the lArgest had ceight members.. .

On approachlnEZés;h gro%g, the researcher ”

explalned her role and 1nd1cated her‘reasons for w1sh1ng
to conduct the 1nterv1ew. Invarlably, the»request met
w1th a p051t1Ve response from part1c1pants who appeared-
eager to dlscuss their 1mpress1ons of the program.‘ The

1nterv1ow gulde cons1sted of two ve?y general queotlons

I What have you llked or dlsllked about .
. Spring Session for Seniors?

2. What wouldxyou'llke to see hapieﬁ
‘w1th the program in the future?”

No further direction was givén to the interviéwees

other than to follow up on points which they raiged. Each

/

. USRI
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| » -
1nterview topk approx1mately one hour to complete.

‘D‘cumenf‘Analysis _' B ,;‘ﬂ‘ ' B 'f
‘An important“parf"of ﬁhiSﬂparticular summative
'evaluath& was the analys:Ls of relevant documents. Ih
this research, all of . the avallable documents relating to o
fthe planning and operakion of Sprlng Session for Seniors
were analyzed. These included the original proposal for
funding,“progress reports, correspondence, brochures,
dheWSpaper artlcles, AdV1sory Commlttee and Spec1al oessybns
wCommlttee mlnutes and ‘budget 1nformatlon. Analysls of/
these documents ylelded a very complete plcture of the
prOgram as. it hes-evolved ever the years. It also prov1ded
:Nyaluable insights regarding the strengths‘and weakHesses

of'the'program.as viewed by:partic;pants"and'administra§ors.

Interviews with Ke& Informants

The perceptlons of key people who had been
closely 1nv§§Ved w1th the program were seen as an essentlal

part of thls evaluatlon. - The follow1ng six people were
/
selected to be 1nterv1ewed regardlng their views of Sprlng
S E

. Session for Seniors: —msg\ ‘

"

- the Rrogram admlnlstrator
- the program coordinator
[. "~ = a previous program coordinator (currently a
member of the Advisory Committee) -
»= the Advisory Committee Chairman
"= an Advisory Committee member (a previous
participant in the program)
~ the initiator of the program (currently a
member of+ the Advisory Commlttee).



An 1nterv1ew format con51sting of six maaon
’questlons was deVeloped to guide the 1nterv1ew process.,K~;
The questions were as follows : | BN

'l. Describe the Sprlng Session for Seniors in your own
words. -

2. (a) What do you think are the goals and obJectlves of
- the program?
(b) How successful do you think thé program has been
P - 1n meeting the goals and objectives?
3. What are your perceptions regardlng partlclpants' ’
-satlsfactlon with the prograsm .

L. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the program.
as you see them? : . .

.5+ Has this program had any effects other than those
Wthh were 1ntended “or antlclpated? -

6. What would you llke ﬁo see fomelhe future of this
program? : =

_‘@) continue or discontinue?
“b) if continue, as is?

While this format was useful in ensurlng.consdstency, thes.
interviews tended to be relatlvely unstructured and .
1nformal The respanfients frequently raised other 1ssues
which were then used as,the basis of questlons for sub- !
sequent interviews._ In addltlon to prOV1d1ng invaluable
1nformat10n, these &nterv1ews were 1mportant ‘in .that they\
refleoﬁed the broad range of velue,perspectlves held by

"respondents.

Data.Analysis s

Analybis of the d®fa derived from this study

v

/ o
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was relatively simple and straightforward in that it\
~involved no testlng of hypotheses and used no 1nferent al’
statistlcs. Instead, the research sought to gescrlbe th
program in terms of the process and the 1mpacts and to
answer the questlons posed in the research. The 1nforma-
tlon obtalned through using varlous technlques and sources
of data, converged to prov1de a complete plcture of the
program. Because - the study was descr1pt1Ve in nature,'

richness of data was pursued to combine with more quanti-

tatlve ev1dence regardlng the strengths and weakmeases of

’

the program.”g

: é '
Quers -gnnalre data was coded, keypunched ‘and
: N ay‘w‘ . . - . o
computer analyzed. A descrlptlve an?ly51s con31st1ng of A

frequenc1es, means and standard devﬁathons was pro 1ded

for all relevant varlables. Respdnses to open-endeqv‘

questlons on the research 1nstrument ‘to the focused h.. _$§§y &
1nterv1ews and to the 1nterv1ews w1th key 1nformants" ; f
were analyzed in terms of content. " The ma jor flndlngs, ’
which emerged from . the convergent analysis of'dataﬂare
Jdiscussed in Chapter 5. . | |
/ 0 ) ‘
(.
’ 2
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~.and the changes whlch have occurred;

CHAPTLR 5 .

) Aty -
RESULTS

This chapter reports the results of the data

\\,r

collection and analysis. Although the research utilized

~a variety of data gatherlng sources and technlques, the

maJority of data was derlved from tﬂ% responses to a

questionnaire admlnlstered to a random .sample of partlc

bpants. A descrlptlon of this sample in terms of de

graphlc characteristics w1ll comprise the flrst sec .

2

of this chapter. Thecsecond sectlon w1ll prov1de a

R D=
descrlpthn of the program, its or1*

tion of the program. Section three W4 prov1de the ‘
_'c oﬂ' ! Y.

researchﬁlts as they pertaln to the orlglnal research

questiohs. |

Description of Sémple | - " Q‘iﬁ )

One hundred and forty—31x respondenﬁs“@onstituted

:the samplé for this ‘study. Because the ybogram was

: de51gned espec1ally for senior c1tlzens, it was expected

that most of th@aréhﬁ%mdente would be 60" years of age or
older.‘ ThlS in fact was the case, the youngest respondent
belng 59 and the oldest 94. DBoth the mean age and the
medlan age were 70. Table 5.1 provides an age preakdown

0f the sample by 5-year cqurts. N
, -

v
~ -

%
[
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Table 5.1
Descrlptlon of Sample by A%e (ncluu)
Age Number Percentage (%)
55" 59 1 1. '
60=-64 12 7
,65-69 5l © 39
70=74 - 51 35
75=79 19 - 15
. 80-84 D - -3
85-89 1 : 1-
90-94 s ek i 1
B 4 -« $100

Respondents were asked to indicate where they

‘ livad by the name ef:the place (or'nearest place) In . oo

categorlalng the responses, a questlon arose as : \the

\

appropriate egfegorles for St. Albert and Sherwq@d Park

“ N

~ residents. The primary purpose of thls partlcular variable

was to determine the accessibility of the.unlversity to,
respondents. Based on this reasoning, a deCleon was made
i

,N«’;‘; -

- to group the two respondents from Sherwood Patk and St.

Albert w1th the Edmonton sample because regular publlc

»vtransportatlon 1s avallable from - these centres to Ldmonton.

The resulting sample consisted of 69% “dmonton res1dents ' gﬁ‘

W

and 319 non Ldmonton or "rural re51dents.
The Sex distribution of the sarple was-81 5%

female and 18.5/5> male. 1In part, this dlsparlty in terms‘

of sex dlctrlbutlon can be attributed to the imbalance in -

‘the’ sex ratlo of the populatlon as a whole. In 1976 in: -'?v

4Canada; there were only 777 males to every 1000 females

in the 65 and over -age groups (gtatlstlcs Canada, 1976).
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proportlon of older women are. 81ngle (1.e.'w1dowed

separated dlvorced Oor never marrled) they may have a

greater interest in participating in a program of this

nature. This, Qf course, is

"fample, 37% of respondentu were marrled L7% widoweg,

single (neVer'marrled) and 6%

breakdown of marltal sLatus by sex wqﬁ done.

simply congecture. In thlo
10

separated or divorced

No
- Q i

PR Respondents were asked to indicate which of

'sLx categorles bes$ descrlbed their work or retirement

s B e T

%
. o

the"largest number of responses at 46% Qmen as well~as"“*

Jstatus.” Thewcategory ”homemaker and retired" received
CBTE Y

8

o

women could check this category) Thirty-one percen%'of

i

'respondents were fully retlred and anoﬂﬁn‘qu cons1dered

themselVesghomemakers~only.

full—time, working part-time

part- tlme. Of those réfired,

retlrement was elght years.

The remaining 9% were worklng
or homemakers and working

the average length of

Although the largést majority of art1c1pants

Y

retlred occupational background was °ons1dered to

be 1mportan9 data. Respondents were asked to 1nd1cate

Tesponses were grouped into eight categories which are - .-

shown in Table.ﬁ‘;eB,.‘,E.

« their occupat;on at presenk or prior to retirement. The

78



’ Table 5.2
Descrlptlon of Sample by Occupation (n=130)

Occupational Category Number Percentage
Professional : 59 4L5.4
Semi-professional ' 3.8
Sales and. Management . 14 10.8
Office/Clerlcal -~ 18 13,8
Skilled Labor 2 1.5
Unskilled Labor . 2 1.5
Homemaking 24 18.5

6‘ L|'06

Farming/Ripchihg,,% ..

It is interesting to natapthat nearly one- half of the

sample were.in the pro§e§81onal and seml profes51onal
rvézi s
occupathnal categvrles‘ A GurSOry review of responses
dj ’

*suggested that nearly 59% of the sample were or had been

$58 wi}
: .f o T

.
Not surprlslngly, ‘the: sample con51sted on the '

\

school. teachers.

average of‘hlghly educated 1nd1v1duals. A total of 44%
.had attended and/or completed unlver81ty 1nclud1ng several
who had obtalned graduate degrees. Another 24% had
completed or partially’comp%eted some other.type of bost- -
secondary%tralnlng (e 8. technical school community college)
" Twenty-two percent had completed high school and lO had
recelved elght years of schoqllng or less. statlstlcs
GCanada flgures for 1976 1nd1cated that of the populatlon .
65 years and over , OMly. seven percent had attended
university and of these, 2 6m had obtalned degrees.
Total famlly 1ncome on an annual basis was
dmwlded 1nto seven categorles but - several of these have

been comblned forye of discussion. Ten percent reported

7/ : ‘ ‘ -
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incomes of #5,000.-or less, 42% reported %5,000, to

'ﬁlj 000., 23% reported $13,000..to $21, OOOZ and 21% reported
incomes of $21,000. or over. While the use of’ open-ended
income categories precludes the computatlon of a mean
income, some comparisons can be made with Statistics

Canada figureg, Their 1976 statistics show an average
annual income Of $7,489., for all families (including
unatféched individuals) in which the head was:CB years

Or older. This suggests that-the annual income of this
.sample was somewhat aboﬁe average for their age group
although caution should be taken in makinnguéh comparisons.
In this study the income categories were too broad to . .
yiéld comparableidata. Further gbrealkdown of the- highest
income category éﬁZl,OOO. and ub) appears in retrospect

to haﬁe been advisable. Moreover, the time gap between

this study and'the Statistics Caﬁada census renders

comparisotis difficult.

DeScfiption‘of Spring Session for Seniors

‘Origin of the.Prdgram.

)

The Sprlngﬁ88831on for oenlors program at the
University of ALberta was 1mplemented‘1n_l975. The
program yas inégired by aﬁd to séme extenf modelled
after 'z élmllar program 1nst1tuted the prev1OUS year at’
the Unlver51ty of British Golumbla. <Follow1ngvapprova1 of

thg program in principle by‘thevSpecial esslons COmmlttee,

*a joint fundlng proposal from the Faculty of Exten81on and f

3



a

- Extension did engage in "a number of discussions and

»ﬁCranL 1974).

the Office of Special Sessions was submitted to the Alberta
Department of Advanced Educatlon. A grant in the amount

df $20,000. was received to support the program feor Ehe‘
first year as an innovative project. The.Department of
Advanced‘Education (now Advanced Education and Manbower)
has continued to provide funding for the program on an
annual Easis. |

While no formal needs assessment was undertaken

‘prior to initiation of this program, the Department of

wk

, D
conferences ‘with older people, as individuals and as

members of the Albverta Coun01l on Aglng and the soc1ety
for the Retlred'and Seml—Retlred, with a view to discover-~

ing their needs and desires for learnlng" (Appllcatlon
‘»“

"jé’f

b‘,

b
Goals and Objectives -

The orlglnal goals and ObJeCtlveS of . bprlng
Session for Senlors are dlfflcult to ascertaln as they
have neVer been made'expllclt. Indeed Lhe only goal -

mentloned durlng_the plannlng stages of the program

concerned encouraglng senlor c1t1zens to avall themsélves

" of the tultlon-free credlt courses offered by ths’UﬁEgg;s;;;/

i
to 1ndLV1duals 65 and over. ' '

iy

ThlS’IS not to suggest that theprobram has been

operatlng in the absence of any gog@s or obgectlves.

.Rathen, 1t 1nd1¢ates the‘ex;stence of implicit gOals

{3
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éome of which.were present at the outset of the program
and others which have developed with the program. .

A review of program documents, observation of
the progrém and interviews with key people suggest the
following‘impliéit goalsOr objectives:

1. To broaden and énhance the educational
opportunities available to older people.

2, To provide older people’with the opportunity
to experience university life. '

5. To increase the accessibility of the
university to this age group by breaking
down their apprehensions.

L. To respond to the particular educational
needs of older people.

O+ To -encourage the promotion and deyélopment
of ongoing adult education programs for
dlder people in small rural centres.

6. To increase the participation of seniors

in other adult education experiences. -

. ' : ///7
~ '/« To involve participants in plannipg-and -
implementing the program. _.— »

——

It .should be remem that these are not the

agreed—upon goa

the program. They are simply implicit

as perceived.by this researcher.

Major Features of the Program

"Spfing‘Session for Seniors at.the UniVersity 6f
,Alberta'is a special three-Week*p;ogram;whicﬁ providéﬁ*a
variety ofAhQﬁ—credit,’special-inﬁerest'couféés to older
people:: Tﬁé:progrém'is‘df£e§ed oqéthe Uniyersity campus
“in May.df each'§ear and coiﬁ¢ides w&th the begulaf Spring

. ; : 7 . . |
. Session courses on campus. Tt is sponsored jointly by the

82



Faculty of Extension and the Office of Special Sessions.

.The major features of the program are described below.

»

Advisory Committee A most important feature of the

program 1is the Advisory‘Committee which was formed during
the inifidl planning stages. It comprises representatipée'.
of community organizations, individuals who have been
inyolved in the program as partiéipants and representatives
of the University. The Advisory Committee has taken an

active role in planning and implementing the sessions

/_/_/

‘and has provided 1mpe££§n$~1nput to policy decisions

concernlng curr1Culum, fees, admission pollcles and social

programs.

5

- - . ‘%
— - a E - .
‘Curriculum Cour§8s hawve been offered in a wide variety
4 N

v

of topig areas ranging:from music appreciation to mole-

\

cules, fromﬁcreatiVe writing to Canadian history. .The | -
cho;ce of toplcs offered in a given year is dependent

upon a number of factors such as:

popularlty of ex1sting courses -
demand for new courses

- availability of instructors, and

- availability of spacee. :

Generally speaking, partlclpants have considerable 1nflu-

ence on course topics for subsequen years. The number of »
'courses offered has been increased fr m 10 in 1975 to 16

in 1980 lsee Appendlx B for a llstlng of courses). " The

.,,length of courses. varles from one to three weegg ‘and some

nge#more than one sectlon. ‘}artic1pants may

ffr Por as many -courses. as will flt into their

a \ . P
A \ -

. T 2 » . .. » . )
. ‘ Ly - . \ : : .
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. interest courses, participants are also encouraged to

‘students or as auditors.’

84

"Yschedule, assuming -that the claéaes are nit already filled.

W A\

A consideration in locntion of clesses is the e

’dlfficulty which some older people have in wa;'ﬂng long

distances. As much as p0351ble, tnerefore, claéses have

)

' been offered in locatlons ‘close to each other and to the E

students' Drop-in Centre. ?ourses are scheduled bothyfor

mornings and afternoons but there are'no evening classes.,
There are no. formal requirements for these

courses, no examinatlons and very little homework. Whllea

the maJorFfocus of Sprlng oess1on for Seniors is on.general .

-~

register for Spring Session credit courses either as credit
i IR ‘ \

Ty

s

AccommOdation and Transportation / From the” deglnnlng,

‘clearly a requirement for these participantsﬁ Agrangements -

~ Accommodation contlnued to be provmded at no chargeazi:;i L

' relmbursed but this pollcy has also been changed an - \ |

\ r .

”efforts were made to ensure that ‘the program'was acce881ble

to out-of—town,resldents.t Accommodatlon.and meals_were v

~were made to provide:free room and board in the student\y” E—

L]

residence for outeof-town,students. After the first ye;r,

partlclpants were requlred to pay for=their own meals./v'v A

1981 when a small charge was 1nst1tuted. Transport

. 74

costs for out—of-town part1c1pants were orlglnally /,‘

/

transportatlon costs are now the respon51b111ty of each ] !

E . ‘. ?
part1c1pant.,'f
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Other Featurgg &«A drbpuin centre, 1ocated in the Studentsf;“‘

‘.FTUnion Buildlng i3 open dally during the seSSLOn. It is

| eflntended as a place where part1c1pants can relax and

fgather soclally._ Tea and coffee are available and the
: centre is staffed by a resource person.' - ‘}
| | Other featuree of the prOgram 1ncluded llbrary
cpasses, free parklng, lshch—tlme speakers, free passes to.
Ithe POWer Plant (graduate students' club) and walklng tours .

of,campus.' In 1981 an drientation Day was 1nstif“t*d.

. N o ey
Part1c1pants IR | | \

~v<f Those whd are ellglble to attend Sprlng Sess1one"
: ‘forvSenlors are all re81dents of Alberta who res1de north ‘
of Red meer, who aré retlred and over 60 years of agee « |
The’Spouses of these people may also attend regardless of
'age.. ‘The program was orrglnally avallable to all re51dents°v
fiof Alberta meetlng the age and retlrement requlrements but
131nce a. parallel program became avallable 1n the Calgary
'dreglon, Edmonton's program has been restrlcted to those 4

711v1ng north of Red Deer,-. The attendance for each year

~’of the program has been as follows

S ;5 - 220 o T ST
. 1976 - 150, N :
g 1977 - 199 .
- 771978 = 210 , T
o 1979 - 271 . | o SR
1980 . - 251. . - '
.1981 - 270

. A number of applications have been rejected:
; ) A S ' :



'..(Edmonton) rural (non—Edmonton) sp11t Was about even.:lb

’- L " i “'\.» 7.“ ; , .
~each year, usually for one of three reaeone. R

a) the abpllcatlon was receiVed too lkte' :
b) the applicant could not- be accommodated 1n,
the courses requested -
_ c) there was insufficient room in the student
ey A residence. kug BN ;

>~ .

1

: The ratlo of female to male participants has
;
generally been abeut three to oneml Orlglnally, the urban
0 A.

However,'51nce the restrlctlon "to. the area north of Red

Deer, the ratle\\as changed and " leveiied off" at about

-70% urban and 30% rural part1c1pants.”w; P ,,§,
‘ B T ' . . \ M ‘
o . ‘ ) ) - + F
{Administratiqn/Staff~ :

The program 1s admlnlstered by - the Faculty of

;then81on w1th 1nput regardlng pollcy belng prov1ded by ,;;-kh

i

o the Adv1sory COmmlttee and the Offlce of Speola}~Se681ons.

Funding for the operatnon of the program has .f; 

'been recelved from the Alberta Department of Advanced
Educatlon and Manpower. Untll the last year,:funds were

A

channeled from the government through the Soc1ety for. the
‘Petlred and Seml-Retlred rather than belhg fo;warded
dlrectly to the Uaner51ty. The Unlverslty,now recelvesr
v‘the funds dlrectly. Yo S

) The program 1s coordlnated by a Faculty of

then51on staff member “who 1s respons1ble for program s

‘Planning, - 1mplementat10n of the se851ons, promotlon ef

‘ _the program, llalson with the Adv1sory Commlttee and

fcontractlng 1nstructors.§ Coordlnatlon of the programlis

i - e

=

K

g

s

S
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not expected to be a full-time responsibility although it
certainly becomes so in the weeks prior to, durlng and
. after the sesslon.‘ A secretary also works partvtlme of

) the pregram and a resourte person is hlred for the drop—lni

/-

'f,e wcentre each year. Salarles for these staff are. partially

covered by‘overhead costs in the budget. '

k"Fées | Orlglnally, the program was offered free of charge.

-l‘-‘

Fffective 1n 1978 howeVer a reglstratlon fee of ten

dollars per person was 1nstituted to help to offset costs;
P .

Also 1n 19?8 a‘new pollcy was adopted to charge a- $50

EY e

reglstratlon fee to those 1nd1v1duals part1c1pat1ng in
c e Y

o«

the course for the fourth year or mOre. RN ?Mdl

g i N , ‘ X N
‘ R Revenue for the program has been derlved prlmarlly

L4

from the grant provlded by the Department of Advanced :d'

Educatlon and Nanpower.¢ In recent years, revenue obtalned
from fees and accommodatlon charges has supplemented the o
grant money o The flgures below show the amount of the .

o

grant reCelved each year and)the annual expend1tures.7 The

(\j PO

deflclt 1ndlcated in the 1ast four'years as 1n fact COVered
‘ L} . .

by the fee and accommodation revenues.. ,;ﬁy'

1

. Annual Grant g@) . - Annual FXpendltures ($)

| \\1975‘ 20,000 16,85 . - '
1976 17,750 . - - not avallabie : S
1978 - 22 000 . - . S 22 559‘, : |
1979 = -~ 23,500 , | LT 26,750
1980 - 2%, 500 - - o 29,1’54

1981 25,0000 . . 31,453 g

#



T magazines, radlo stathns and telev1si3n staﬁ;ons.

. The maj%r promotional technique has been the s;

»

: ‘distribution of a large numher of- program brochures.i Theee

J i

 ‘hav¢ been sent to senior citizens' agencies and organlza-

"

tlons across the clty and the northern part of the prov1nce

,and also to 1nd1viduals who have previously participated

“,f;;in theaprogram. A number of press releases have been‘ R

% €

npreo?req and«dlssemlnated amona newspapers and news g";,

‘

‘fﬁ Numemnus artlcles gescrlblng xhe program have been carrled

& "
3

in local newspapers” both urban and rural. : '=w\‘ S

k,u:,-'. - ,_.n‘/,»‘" :f s
/

Lo In summary, the Sp ing Session'for Senlors_ i

“b-.i

'7

vprogram has been operatlng fo sevem years and through-‘,

A ,
out that time‘has met. with overwhelming response from‘,

&

part1c1pants.' Each year ,éany ;etters and cards are

recelved by the Faculty of Exten51on thanklng them forﬁ

' prov1 i o ewardlng experlence to tHe senlor RS
> et !
01t1Zens wHo have part1c1pated..v”~ W ! ' )
‘Results Relgtiﬁg TOQResearch QuQstiOns'” =

K
'9‘

Thls section w1ll present the results whlch

relate dlrectly to tH% research euestlons posed 1n thls , "

Y

_study. The results brlng togeth r the data derlved from

g

. C e -
. various sources 1ncluding questlonnalre responses, 1nter-.

‘v1ews w1th key 1nformants,,focused intervieWS, document

a5 .

ifi
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.. program.

~ . . K e e T
§ ) . .

d&‘analysie and observation.i Some of the questions have been

anSWered entirely or in part by the previous two sections

of this: chapter - the descriptlon of the sample and the’“

',descriptlon of. the program.i‘\‘

I U

o Q_estion 1 What is the naturg of Spring <
T e Session or seniors : '

b

~ The first flve sub-questions (a to e) of thls

h’sectlon haVe been answered 1n the descrlptlon of the

[y

v

_Q;estion 1(f) The payment of a reglstratlon fee appears

to be satlsfactory to part1c1pants. Questlonnalre responses
1nd1cate that Bq%ﬁare in: favor of belng charged the current

ten dollar reglstratlon fee and 40% would be w1111ng to

'pay more. The follow1ng comments seem to reflect the

_prevalllng feelrng of part1c1pants regardlng the fee

- Paying a small fee glves one the feellng of
S belonglng - hav1ng the right to be there.
_ ~
- We don't want somethlng for nothlng.

A

- To, some, what*costs nothlng is yort nothlng.

On the other hand, ‘the fee of %50 for the

- fourth year or. more of the program appears to be an 1ssue

of contentlon among Commlttee members as well as part1c1-'

‘pants. _Several of the people 1nterv1ewed suggested very

‘strongly that- such a fee was too hlgh and would be a hard-”,

shlp on many people. Others however, supported the 350.

'fee saylng that 1t Was needed iy order to help offset the

costs of the program and thus allow more people to attend.

N
. [
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~_Queqtionnaire responses shOWed an almost even split on thie _7

- jqueatgon, 51% befng bpﬁosedwto the fee and 49% being 1n

5fav0r.f 0} 4 those im. favor the comments suggest that they
;f~see the 350 fee as a deterrent. For example' '

.- If they continue to come, they would be Just
putting in time. \

L |

Those respondents who . were opposed to ¢he $50 fee’

L vexpressed some very strong feelings e i

- $50 is outrageous.' Get a.grant or bursary
-to cover '‘the defic1t. Don't take it frOm
‘the elderly. 3 o

" - It gives ‘the impression - that. having‘you

' around for three years is eﬁough._

. It would elimihate a segment of society
which, although- 1nterested slmply‘could
not atford it. - C <

- =1 think to Jump from $10° to 350 is beyond
-~ all reason, The people who take a course
. for four times are genuinely 1nterested and
. get somethlng out: of it o
. L - The $50 cost, 1s ridlculous. - M-v\ , si '
4 ' ¢
. Some of the responsesﬁbould seem to suggest thax the

;.reasonlng behlnd the 350 fee is unclear.
B The adm1ss1on pollcles\for the program do not

 seem to %s’an 1ssue of great consequence to those 1nvolved;;

4gy1n the prdéram., Many respondents did not complete these

A

questlons on the questlonnalre (about 18%)/and .many others
- 1nd1cated that they had no oplnlon. The only flndlng
Wthh could be construed asjreflectlng dissatlsfactlon,

-w1th adm1s51on p011c1es was the 46% of respondents who'

dlsagreed_wlth the_pollcy requlrlng_that part1c1pantsrbe’

L]



retired‘ae opposed to‘the,Bu%'who agreed. On the whole,
admission policies appear to be satisfactory. | /
: The provision of social programs as a - component

of Spring Sessidh for Seniors ie not a matter,.u*‘ ¢

) concensus exists. The Department of Ad,g_,» -

—and, Manpower hqs expressed concern abo 5 i

/‘Which includes social events. Some of the key in ormants’
interviewed‘also»indicated~a‘reluctance to SQfer too
Vmany»sociel events,. }Others verydstrongly‘supported tne
socfal events as an essentialfeeture of the progrem.

Those participants who were surveyed indicated a high

level of satisfaction'with the social programs. Oflthose‘

who'réSponded-to‘the’question; 77% were either satisfied.
{or'very satisfied,_whereas 5% were not satisfied.
"Eighteen percent had'no~opinion,,nOSt of these indiceting
pthat tﬁey:had not attendedvthe'events due 'either to lack
of interest or to health.problems. ~The results clearly

/

suggested that social- events are of. greater 1mportance to
[ W

out-of-town participants than to Edmonton re51dents.‘

Some of the c0mment§ offered were:

- The 8001al events -are an excellent opportunlty

to get to know each other and to develop new
frlendshlps. » _

o o1 foundithem varied, educational and'interestingv

- * - Social act1v1t1es such as opera, theatre and
symphony can all be considered educatlonal

~ There was somethlng fOr_all tastes.f

N
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Focused intervieWB w1th out—of-tggn partﬂcipants revealed
‘that many of them felt that too few eociai activities
were available for them. Such actlvities are viewed

‘as particularly 1mportant for rural people because they
provide the "opportunity to meet others;w&th different
backgroundﬁ" (1nterviewee). Out-of—town. artlcmpants
also complained that Edmonton participant 'frequentiy

did not attend the social evdnts and thusf}, they had little

oppOrtunity to meet and socialize.. | ¥

|
[
!

A concern expressed by a very large proportion

of those 1nterv1ewed as well as many .of the questlonnaire
J

respondents related to the dlscontlnuatlon of tours which
have been a feature of prev1ous years. There appeared to

be strong support for. relnstatlng these tours.
l

i

g_estloh 1(g) The-question of futurefofferings in the

program elicited a very wide range Qf responses. Many of
thesefdealtfspecifically with particular course offerings
(e.g. an astrohomy-course; evening courses, more courses .

¢

kithout homework, more practical courses such as first—aid,

public speaking and gardening). Other comments concerned

expanding social programs, with partioular emphasis on
‘tours. ‘Many respondents 1nd1cated that. they like the
program as it 48 and see no need for changes.

Among part;cmpahts, there was not a great deal

) ofvsupport‘for offering courses at‘different levels thereby

allowing people to progress. Exceptions were Art ‘courses
3 4 . « . .

~and French in which progregs was seen as imertant.y
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Generally speaking, a few respondents aupported'the idca

of different levels and the other; exbressed no opinion

on this subject. Amonégche key informants who were
interviewed, there was some stroqﬁ buppprt for different
levels but-one proglem that was pointed out was the'length
of time between séssions and the difficulty that: this would
represent in terms of progression.

In the focused interviews and interviews.with

.key people, respondents were asked to ‘share their views

_ | N ;
regarding year-round university courses for older people.
The question met with mixed reaction, !Qut-of-towﬁ
pﬁrticipants%conceded‘that it would be a good idea for

Edmonton residents but would have little"impact on them-

- .selves. One respondent pointed out that to institute '

such a plan '"would be very expensive.ahd it would not
be used'" because of the harsh climate- in Edmonton. Other
interviewees expressed enthusiasm*for the idea. Key

ihformants were also divided on this issue although those

~in favor appeareéd to feel ﬁbre strongly than those who

weren't. In general, key }nformants supported expansion -

of the'program in order to respond to futurevneeds and

prevent the program from stagnating.

. Question 2 What have the impacts 6f‘§pring o
Session for Seniors been?

Question 2(a) The only program goal made explicit Was:

- to encourage older peoplé to take advantége
of the University policy of rebating tuition
fees for senior citizens in degree courses.



. i A
‘There has been no evidance to indiclte that this goal hae

. been attained. In tho firat year of the program, two
students registeredetor‘cre@it*coursoa and this number
increased to four the followlpg year. *Statistics auégest
that the number of students enrolling in credit courses
has not increased substantially over the years., The
failure ‘of the program to meet this goal has been widely
recognized emong’key infofman?s.‘l~ S ‘
‘ * Implicit goals of the pfogram as identified by
this researcher, have been listed ewﬁlier in this chapter.
Determining the success of the program\in meetlng these
goals is difficult, partly because they\@ave never been
made explicit but also.because they are Gery broadly.
stated and therefore difficult to measure. ’in the
subjective views of this researcher, the program has been
successfql to a great extent in peaching goals number one
and two‘which state: | |

¢

- to broaden.and'ehhance the educatiohal
opportunities available to older people, and

- to prov1de older people w1th the opportunlty
to experlence\unlver81ty life.

. ' ]
The program has met with some success in respondlng to

goals number three; four, six and seven which state
- to increase the access1b111ty of the un1vers1ty

to this age group by breaklng down. their
apprehen510ns

- to respond to the partlcular educational needs
of older people . :

- to increase the participation of seniors in
other adult education experiences, and-
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- to involve-participants ird plnnnins ond
implementing the prosrqn..‘ .

These %pnln will be dgalt with in a aubsequant part of
~thia cmptor. Goal number five which states: 7

Ll
N -t

- to encourage the promotion and development
., 0f, ongoing adult education programs for older
; "people -in small rural centres, o

is very difficult to meaaure and ‘no comment will be made

regarding its attainment.

+

Q_estion 2(b) As indicatqp in Chapter q,vBoshier's
Educational quticip&tiOn Scale was used to determine the

motivating factors influencing respondents decisions £b

pa icipate in the ﬁrogrom. IE was assumed that the .. L4/
motives which were most influehtial would reflect educa-
needs of the. sample group.
for each item on the scale,-the percentages
.'responding in the "moderate influenceﬂ and "much influence
categories were oooo;ned to yield a "high influence'" per-
‘céhtage.t.The 35 items were then.grouped into the four’
factors identified by BOShler .and Riddell (1975) Social
Contact, Social Welfare, Cognltlve Interest and Escape/
- Stimulation. Withln eachvfactor tho "high 1nfluence" |
_percentages were»totalied.andjthe total was then divided by
the number of items to obtain ao>QVeragelpercentage for the i
.factor. | | | |

The_higheét average pérceotagé was obtained on the

Cognitive Interest facﬁor; The items and'percentage scores
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which comprised thid factor uorm: ¢
ﬁb sesk haﬂuinéqn Ior its own make 92%
6. dﬁt&ltr an enquiring mind 96%

l6. To held me Ml 8
or certificate

2l, To learn 3uat 4

32, To learn just f

- With tha excoption of number

consistent, Although item 16 1s on the same continuum as

are the 6thor 1teﬁa, it dppﬁars to be at the opposite end,

'Arpflectihg'inatfumontal rath
regarding education, Deleti

average percentage for-. the f

noted that the low score on item 16 is consistent with the
participants' apparent lack of 1nterest in credit courses.
With or without item 16 however, the factor is clearly the

strongest motivating factor

The second highest

on the Social Contact Scale which cansisted of the follow-

| -

ing items:

12, To fulfill a ne
associations an
14, To participate

22, To becope acqua
_ people

27. To improlve my s

33. To make hew fri
)

Oncerpgaln there is one item (number 27) Whlch redqces the

average percentage for the f

the others in that 1t suggests a more negative connotatlon

(i.e. that one's soc1al rela

therefore need 1mprOV1ng).

duru/; diploma
or the joy of 1earniﬁk
or the sake of lonrning

‘16, the items appenr to bo

‘

er than intrinsic values
on of this item increases the

actor to‘93%. It should be

for this group.

%

average percentage (60%) was

.

ed for personal

d friendships ' 57%
in group activity Y'Y S
1nted with congenial

80%
ocial relationships 35%
ends 60%

actor. The item differs from

tlonships are lacking and

Remov1ng the item only raises

96,



:but tain pcr«.utu;o quwtomn nqoar~ ,
‘fot th& tn&&or aﬁ “'ﬂ‘i’.ﬁ"ﬁ = ,

!blrano and 29% roraﬂgwupo stinnlatiam) and thcrotorc will
‘not be dincuanod; = | ;
The qu..tion dealing with the success of the
prosram in meeting the expoutttions ot participants was
. meant to tie in with the EQEQSi 3cala.i It was hypothenized ,
~that barticipanﬁs' axpddtationo would reflect thoir loaxn-
ing neer.‘,Bounvhr.-niaco~the needs dt gnrtiqiyinta‘
were not known prior to administering the questionnaire,
the gelection of apprbpriatq expectations wag difficult.
The needs priﬁarily dg;lt with in this queatibn
+ are Cognitive Interest and Social Contact. Thér}ollowing‘
thiee items can be érouped into Cognitive Integeat peéds:
. ;. go %eifn for the sake of 1eagn1n% 8;111
3: Tg ggt 203E§g$ :oigegigii ?gejggivg;sity.
The percentage of reapondents who felt that -their expecté
ations had been met or exceeded in these three areas
averaged out to 87%.
Social Contact needs are Qeflected by the’ follow-
ing three expectations: |
3} To make new friends
5« To have the oppormunlty to associate with
others
7. To enjoy myself.

- The scores for these items yielded an average of 86% whose

expectations were met or exceeded. Based on the findings
- \ »
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- of. thls questlon and the E,P, S. scale, one cannot state
unequlvocally that tqe program has been successful in.
- meetlng the needs of partlc;pants.' However, the results
do seem to 1nd1cate that the part1c1pants have experlenced

a hlgh degree of satlsfactlon w1th the program and that .

. ‘for the most part thelr expectatlons have been met.

afg‘estlon 2(c) An expeotatlon of a program of thls nature

‘1s that it w111 have some 1mpact however mlnor, on the,\
llves of. part1c1pants. SeVeral 1tems on the- questlonnalre

fwere dlrected toward determlnlng the educatlonal and

'Vhpersonal 1mpacts which the program may. have had on

partlc1pants.

One interided 1mpact of ‘the program Wals that
‘participants would subsequently (and ‘consequently) deoide
to register in'%redit courses at the university; However,
the survey flndings showed that only seven percent of
respondents (10 persons) had taken credlt courses 81nce
first attendlng éprlng Session for oenlors., Only One-
.half of these 1nd1cated that their attendance at_oprlng
Session had had any 1nf1uence on thelr dec151on to take
fcredlt courses. |
3 Of the 56 respondents who had become 1nvolved
11n other contlnulng edlication courses 51nte attendlng the
'program, L9% responded that Spring SeSolOD for Senlors.

had 1nf1uenced thelr further partlclpatlon. These flndlngs«'

suggest that the program does have some impact on part1c1—-’

.

pants in terms of ‘their 1nterest in contlnulng educatlon P :
P



o but that thls 1nterest does not extend to formal credlt

i . . . - . . . -
I . — - .
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courses. The reason ‘for thls may be summed up by the i

comments of one respéndent who stated S . P

- I have wrltten enough exams. The enJQyment
of learning is enough. I do ‘not care about
""credit". : : :
\ In response to the‘question' - - |
"Have there been any changes in your 11fe-style or anythlng
spe01al you have done that you attribute to your partici-
patlon 1n Spring Sess1on for Senlors°"

one half of the sample said YES and one-half said NO. All

of thedresPOndents_who‘ansWered YES indicated'that the

impacts had been poSitive. Sample c0mments 1nclude

- It 1ncreased my desire to wrlte well and make
use of all the precious tlme left to me

- A new confldence that g01ng to Sprlng ‘Session
“has inspired me with a renewed de51re ta be
‘a llVlng, active person. :

- It has- encouraged me to contlnue to try to
improve my educatlon.

- I have had a number of short storles publlshed
and also wrote a novel which is now at the
publishers. :

~ Spring Session motivated me. As a result I
became involved in volunteer work and also

1. took a French course. I'm on the look out
for other opportunities.

- The art courses have stimulated my. interest
in becoming an artist and I have continued
with instruction at the Art Gallery. I have

. Shown my pictures and sold many and continte
to learn and improve! Look out Group of

- Seven! -~ here I come 1n about 10 years!

~»1 loved the sessions. They gave me a new
lease on life. TNew challenglng avenues were
opened up.



| .. . 100
ry/l . } : N . - ‘ \

B / ) S . o ) _ , . o
Questlgﬁ Zfdz Respondents were'also~asked whether any

partlcular courses or 1nstructors had had any influence on
their llves. Flfty-elght percent answered YES. and 42% fV

answered NO. Comments 1nd1cated that the Creatlve ertlng,

i

jKeep-Flt and Contemporary Canadlan Issues courseF had .had

the- greatest impacts on respondents. xTyplcalucomments
.1ncluded '~"« o \" 3;{«.'- S 5,“ s
- Contemporary Issues broadened my vlews and
created a greater interest in world affalrs.

+ = -The 1nstructor made me feel I could wrlte.‘ I
had always wanted. to but had been dlffldent
about trylng.

- slnce taklng Keep-Flt I have been much more
/ ~ aware of the: 1mportance of fitness and health.
e - 1 have 301ned a class to keep it up.

- They ‘made me feel good about myself and my coe o F

\

-~ —
/

Genera1 Impacts ' In addltlon to these spec1f1c effects,'

‘comments offered by part1c1pants and key 1nformants suggest

bl

ythat the program has had a wide range of. general 1mpacts.';
:A.smaII,proportlon,of comments.were negatlve and these'
tended_to focus' on specifics;\for,enample:‘ -
< Some courses have'been-a waste of”time.3
- It is frustratlng to be llmlted in ch01ces.
‘HOWever, the overwhelmlng maJOrlty of COmments have

_reflected satlsfactlon w1th the program.v Somevof these;7

; . = . . o
comments 1nclude - o = o

i 7

-= It's a stlmulatlon to our- mlnds. -
~ It widens our interests.

- It takes us away from everyday, boring
< activities,

- It's a spe01al opportunlty

w2 o
retlrement. o : o o =
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-JIt's a prlvilege.
.. = It gives ‘us the opportunlty to voice our -

: opinions. . o
- The lecturers go to 80O much trouble.

- Nobody talks down' ¥0 us.
-~ It's the greatest thing done for: .seniors.

.= It gives us a chance to meet others. = IS
.- It provides somethlng for everyone. ; )

'To. this pOlnt dlscu581on ‘has focused on‘thelﬁ‘
g lmpacts of the program on part1c1pants.‘ While it‘wae not
i'withrn the scope of this research to determlne the 1mpacts
on any other groups or 1hd1V1duals, several key 1nformants
Aoffered 1n31ghts 1nto the broader 1mpact° of the prograﬁ

3"?umf'uggested for example, that many 1nstructors had

_ benefitted from their contact with participahte in that
r‘they 1ncreased thelr level of . understandlng Wlth regard'

to toachlng older people. Informants also p01nted out

that the program had~resulted 1n good,publlc;ty for both
the university and the provincial‘goverhme;tl On the other

_ hand, it was felt’that the program was not‘particularly"~
_,v191ble Wlthln Lhe unlvers1ty communlty and that 1t had

"had. llttle 1mpact on unlver51ty pollcy.

V.Strengths and'ﬂeaknesses ' AS’With any. program,‘Spring_o’ -

. 'Se851on for oenlors ‘has 1ts partlcular strengths anc

woakneoseb. -uome of these have been dlscussed as they /'

g

‘relate to thc research questlons Wthh were posed. P

obtaln a. more complete picture of the program s strengths

-

and weaknesoes, the erceptlons of key 1nformants were

sollc1ted. Thelrvreeponses are summarized-as follows,

N



Strength

, B e o
~ the" lnput from the Adv1sory Committee -
- the representatlve naturq of’ the Advrso y

102

Committee - = - ) | ‘@:

S -~ the competence and enthusiasm of the pr gram R
« |+  staff-and administration - = i
" " = ‘the. flnanc1al support of the prov1nc1al
" ment . |
- the opportunlty for seniors to meet and mlngle
. with people.of like mind :

- the fulfillment of peoples' need for contlnulng-r Sy

, . education at a broader level than in the past
R - the willingness of people to serve on the
-Advisory Committee : S S
~ the Opportunlty for people to experlence . v .
- university life ' -
- the ability of the program. to respondglo the
' ¢‘feedba05 of partlclpants.

- Neaknesses

- the lack of 1nvolvement of the un1Vef51ty as
- a 'whole '
" = the lack of- opportunlty for prOgresslon. :
- =~'the’ tendency of some part1c1pants to exp101t
- - the’ oppOrtunlty “hy. treating it as a holiday
- the lack of 1nvoﬂVement of some - Edmonton _
.- participants ' _
- = the short-term nature of\the program (1 e; it
.~ 'does not continue. year-rouhd) - '
' = the financial. restrlctlons 1n\ erms of expanding
~ ' the program = .- .
‘= the lack of aggre581ve pub11c1ty efforts
- the program's lack of success. in appeaIzng to
'“retlred un1Ver51ty staff.'u TN

T

'Qgestion;j What is the nature of part1c1patlontn.
“in Sprlng_Sesslon for SenlorS? '

“The target populatlon for Sprlng Se851on for_ 3
¥ genloro con81sto of all 1nd1v1duals who are 60 years of .
i:age or older and retlreé and who are 11v1ng north of Red
Deer.” "As- w1th any program, there are roasons why somef‘
members of the target populatlon part1c1pate.and others

\’dOn't ’ The purpoue of queotlon three was to determlne how'

-

govern-' ™

Hhone
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f adequately the program had reached the target pdpulation

rand what factors served as 1ncentrves or barrlers to

f;partic1pation. As mentloned previously, a lengthy ‘mail-

strlke precluded the use of comparison group questlonnalres

iadmlnlstered to non-part1c1pants. Much of the data required‘

' vto respond to thls research questlon was to h%ve been’ {

-derlved from the comparlson group. Consequenﬁly; the

questlon cannot be answered as adequatelynass,t might
have been, There 1s data, however, from the lart101pant
questlonnalre Whlch prov1des some 1n51ghts 1nto this

questlon.

. e '("!
Part1c1pants were asked to 1nd1cate where they

L]

"had flrst heard about Sprlng Sess1on for Senlors. Six

i response categorles were prov1ded and respondents checked

'as'many of these as were. appllcable. The flrst four
responses Were coded and ‘the number of responses for each

-category were summeds | Table 5 3 preSents the results.'t

»

- Table.5. 3

,}h sources of Program Informatlon

IjSOurce' SR R S - Number ) Perce‘n't«~ R
Newspaper - - . . . ' L2201y
Radio . - 6 4

. Television- .. . =~ .. .27 -1

~ Friend/Relative . ' .65 - LO
Senior Citizenst Organlzatlon S S 26

. Brochure v - 8 . 11 .
Other ' 3 D 6. L
C e . 12 100

e

These results indicate\fhaf mosi respondentsdhed’heard

4about the orogram~frdm,a friend or'relative. “The second

Sy
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- maaor source was senihr citiZen s rganizatlons or drOp-in :

tcentres\ Few respondents had heard about the prognam |
| through televislon, radlo or brochur Be The implicatlon
seems to be that the program is most acce351b1e to those
1nd1v1duals who are-involved in senio c1t1Zen organlzatlons
eor who know' somebody who is aware of t e program (once agaln L
'suggestlng that the'best advertlslng 1s£word—qfemouth). SRS

jThe concluslon mlght also be’ dr'awn - that&promotlonal efforts.
.‘for the prOgram have not been very effectlve 1n appr151ng :
people of 1ts ex1stence. h

Another concern ‘is whether“Spring Session=for

Senlors appeals prlmar;ly to one partlcular stratum of the
populatlon.‘ The descrlptlon of the sample presented »
prev1ously in thls chapter would suggest ‘that thls is the
'case. Pducatlonal lep el occupatlonal level and income
-'level all appear to be hlgher than those of the populatlon
Aa“ a_whole ;n'thls partlcular age\group.' This raises tne 7 “
questionlof whether; in general those of‘lower socio-
economlc status are 1nt1m1dated by the prospect of attend-
‘11ng unlversity.- Furthermorc, if this 1s the case, what
: should the unlver51ty be doing toprectlfy the 51tuatlon,
jlf anythlng? 'h o -'"f" Y “t,* B
Another factor Wthh may 1hfluence partlclpatloﬁ
in this program is people s attltudes toward contlnulng
: educatlon. A 51x-1tem questlon was 1ncludedwon the
5research 1nstrument in an attempt to ascertgan respondents"

\'”attltudes toward contlnulng educatlon.- The responses.to
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this quesfibn are sumharizad in Table 5.4. “The "strongly

/
agree" and "agree" responses from the questionnaire have

L been combined “to yleld the "agree" column and thel"disagree”

and "strongly dlsagree" responses have been combined to

: produce the "dlsagree" column.‘

1 Table Sels
‘ Attltudes Toward Contlnulnp Lducatlon

[+

 Item ‘ : ' Agree Opinion Disagree
' o 0, - - VE&7AY
S : ) E,us ) ’ Z%;

1, Education is appropriate

only when JOb or career n .
9 oriented . . 2.8 , L3 92.9.
2. Vducatlon is appropriate ‘ o I __' ‘
only for younger people. - = . 3,6 BN - 99.7
5. BEducation is and should o ' o
be a lifelong process 95,1 7T o2

- 4. There are not enough
educational opportunities .
© for older people . 48.6 13.5 379,

5 Whether or not adults
- participate in continuing
education should be
entirely a matter, of

personal choice o 95.8 o7 3.5
6. There is foo,much " ' | I
emphasis on education . 10,2 11.7 /8.1

The'percentages underlined‘appear to indicafe highly
’bositive attitudes among respondente toward continuiﬁg
'education; Items four and six appear'leS(.concluSLVO
.tidn do the other items posulbly because they rofer to
respondents"perceptlons ‘of reallty rather than to thelr '
attltuoes per se. A comparlson of these results with

those derlved from a oample of non—part1c1pants would be

: enllghtenlng w1th respect to the 1mpacts of attltudeo on



}articipationspatternsg' Howé%er, in the absence of such "
comparison data, the responsé are neVertheless valuablo
1n that they reflect the positlve attltudes toward educa—
tion of those who do participate, ' ' v E
: There have long been, barrlers to part1CLpatlon

in educatlon for older people.' Whether these barriers

are real'or perceived is irrelevant - they stlll‘prevent

people_from participating in continuing education experi-

ences. Among the barriers mentioned in the literature

are age, poor health lack of tlme, locatlon and cost

V(Cross and Florio, '1978; Del Vento” Bielby, 1980) thile

Cross and Florlo (1978) p01nt out that these barrlers are

for the most part dlmlnlshlng, it appears that they continue

to act as deterrents for some lnd1v1duals. o
While age does not seem to be a barrier'to

part1Clpatlon in this program, several respondents c1ted

~ age as. a reason. for not reglsterlng in credit courses.

It may'well,be that many older people continue to feel'
that they are '"too old to go back to school"t-_A large
number of respondents pointed out, in reference to the
$50.) fee,  that cost is an important factor with regard
to part1c1patlon 1n the program. It seems reasonable to:

assume that,cost 1s percelved by some as a deterrent to

part1c1patlon in- Spring oess1on for Senlors. Other fact@rs
such. as lack of tlme, location and feollngs of apprehen51on

f toward the.un1vers1tylmay_be actlng_as barriers to

partioipation in‘this\programland'consequentlyvneed to

106
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bé considered in future planning.



CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this research was to conduct a
- comprehensive, summative epaluation of the Spring'SessiOn
for Seniors program at the University of Alberta. The
evaluation was requested by the Advisory Committee for
the program to assist them in making decisions regarding

continuation, 1mprOVement or termination of Spring Session

for Seniors. T4
_ « , :
The model used to gulde the evaluation process

was an interactive model adapted from Stake's (1975)
. ,..) .

concept of responsive evaluation. ‘Ongo}ng/nEgotiation
between'the evaluator and the‘evaluation,audiences serv%d ~
-to identify the major concerns andfissueslwhich, translateo
into researcn Questions, became the focus for the Staﬁy;

To respond. to the research questlons, the study used a

- convergent des1gn whlch combined a varlety of techniques

and sources of information. Thevdata thuS'derived provided: =

an'in—depth picture of the program’yith its attendant
strengths'and weaknesses anq, to the greatest-extent
possible,,responoed to"tne research'questions posed in
the study. ‘The. results have been presented and discussed
;in sufficient detailtin Chapter ‘5.

In this chapter, a brlef overview of the program
1n terms of 1ts successes and fallures will be prov1ded.
The major purpose of the chapter is to present recommend-l«-

ations regardlng the future of Sprlng Ses31on for Senlors.

o 108<s"/‘ L
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s
New issues arising from the study will be discussed briefly.
The final sections will deal with the limitations of the
study, suggestions for future research and the implications

of the study for the education of older adults.

Overview

In the view of many evaluation experts, it is
incumbent upon the evaluator to make a flndl Judgement
about a program 1h terms of its worth or value (Eisner, ‘
'1975); Guba and Lincoln, 1981; Scriven, 1974; Stake, 1969,
~ 1975). Scriven feels particularly strongly aboht this as
reflected by his commenf that, "evaluation research must
produce as a conclusion exactly the kind of statement that
social scientists have for Years beenhtaught.isviilegitihate:
a judgement of value, worth or merit. This is the great

scientific and philosophical 31gnif1cahce of evaluatlon
qresearch" (1974, Pe 5)e " ' _

- Such a judgemenf of cburse, while based primarily

on the flndlngs of the évaluatlon research cannot help but
lreflect the subjectlve v1ews of the researcher.‘ An

evaluation of this nature also takes into account the
’ subJectlve judgements of a wide variety of 1nterested
\partles 1nclud1ng Bart1c1pants admlnlstrators and program:
planners. »It is 1mportant to recognlze that different
"people place‘differeht.velues on a»programvaccording to
their own experiehces withfit.' ThevinteractiVe model used,‘

'in this evaiuation“aliowed this value plurality to emerge.



Based upop interviews with participants and key
informants, obaervatiop of the program, perusal of various
' documents and the numerous comments offered by survey
respondents, in the Judg%Fent of this researcher, tlie
Spring Session for Seniors program_has been an unequivocal
success. Participants have expressed exceedingly positive
feelings about the program, descfibing it as "a marvellous
opporfunity", "a privilege' and "an exgiting challenge'. |
The positive impacts of the program ha*e‘been well-
documented, providing persuasive»evideJce of the program's
success, 'The following comments ei%quently reflect the
feelings of many of the participants:

- It was one of thé'most rewarding eiperiences
of my life,

- It is like a breath of new life - new thoughts"

a stimulation to our minds.
This is Dot to suggest tﬁat the partiéipahts

iperceive of tﬁe program as having no faults., Criticisms
- regarding specific courses and instructors, decre;ses in
the number of social events, timetabling‘constraiﬁts, fees
and other aspects of the program were freely offered.
These have been recorded and presumably yill be considered
in future planning., On the whole hoWeve}, participants
have clear}y indicated that they regard the program as a
great supqess.

,-Key»info;mants also expressed considerable

enthusiasm about the program, indicatiﬁg that on the whole;

‘ ‘ l
they viewed it as a successful and worthwhile endeavor,

110
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They tended however, to be more aware of the weakneasses
and potentials for improvement, poqaibl; bocauao s program
Planners they have a greater vested 1nt0rant in thc future
of the program, Nevertheless, tho,key informants ggndod

to emphasize the strengths of the program and to recognize
its value in terms of the positive impacts,

There 18 a danger in allowing such obvious
success as indicated by the results of this evaluation to
obfuecate'the ghortcomings of the program., It is difficult
indeed to point out the faults of a program which appears
on the surface to have been an unmitigeted success. How-
ever; shortcomings do exipt and the program can only be
" improved if these are clearly recognized. Some of the
weaknesses of this program have been indicated by the
results presented in Chapter 5 and others will emerge &s

.

the recommendations are discussed in the following section.

Recommendations - ‘ 7

In the terms of reference for this evaluation
study, the evaluator was charged with the task of making
recommendations for the future operation of the program.
The following recommendations are based on the evaluation
results and on the researcﬁer's perceptions of the program
as it is and as it might be.

l. It is recommended that the Sprlng Session for
. Seniors Program be continued.

_This recommendation may appear obvious given the tone

of the previous discussion. However, a requirement of
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the evaluation was t Lt a recommendation be made w1th regard
to continuation, improvement or termination and contlnua:'
tlon,‘and improvement appear to be -the only ratlonal
voptions, |
J‘ . 2. It ig recommended that the: Adv1sory Committee,
e : with the assistance of the Department of .
T - Extension and the Office of Special Sessions,
’ - : work toward developing a philosophy, a set of
- broad goals and specific objectlves for Spring
| Session for Seniors. :
One of the greatest weaknesses of the program appears to
. be the lack of any phllosophlcal underplnnlngs to gulde
1ts,operat10n. There 1s a need to develop a phllosophy
~for the program, taking 1nto account the philosophy and
Objectives of»thevDepartment of.Extens;on‘and the role of
- the University wlth regard tolserving older peOple. The
Pre81dent's Committee on Gerontology may prove to be a ’
'L valuable resource in approachlng thls ‘task. From the
‘ phllosophy, should follow broad goals of the program and
spec1flc objectives as 1llustrated below -
Philosophy _
Broa; Goalse',h
Specific Objectives
The development of a phllosophy, goals and ObJectheS
’would fa0111tate the tasks of program plannlng and
. decision-making. Decisions with regard to such issues as
~ - the %50 fee and the role of social events wouldvbeumore
readily made in the centext of a philosopﬁlcal basis for

~the program.,

=



o s
2. It is rec0mmended that the program be ‘expanded
to incorporate a broader range of offerings
throughout the year,: _
The evaluatlon indicated con51derable support for the
expansion of the. program. In 1ts present form, the program
"addresses ‘the educatlonal needs of “the target group for a
'perlod of only three weeks each year.' It would,seem that,
for‘the remalnlng 49 weeks the educatlonal heeds of older“
people are neglected by the University}' The experlences .

Oof many Amerlcan unlver31t1es (and the Un1vers1ty of Reglna

‘

;1n4Canada) suggest that older adults enthu81astlcally
support a wide varlety of educatlonal formats at dlfferent
times durlng the year. A year—round program con51st1ngﬂof
semiﬁﬂgs, mini—courses,:workshops, 1ecturés»and other
offerings mould g0 arlong.way toward meeting the educational
‘needs of older people. | |

qu It is recommended that a full-time staff

person be hired to deal w1th programmlng
for older adults.‘ , -

B . . K3 .
Lven if the program was, to continue unchanged “the time

and energy demands on part tlme staff to plan 1mplement
'and coordlnate the program appear to be unreallstlc. With -
expansion of the program, 1t‘w111_also be-necessary to
“assess the needs ofvthe_target‘population.j The time
involved in this task and in plannlngrnew proérams clearly
necessitates the "time and energies of a full4time
coordinator, | | .

) 5. It is recommended that the promotlonal efforts
for the’ program be increased and that part-
icular efforts be made to appeal to a broader »
range of partlclpants. :



11y
fvaluatlon results'clearly indlcated that promotlonal
efforts are not havlng a far-reachlng 1mpact in terms of f
_appr1s1ng the target populatlon of the program s ex1stence.;

Comments received from part1c1pants revealed that inform=.

’atlon regardlng the program reaches a relatlvely small
. \ - o
proportion of the populatlon oflsenlor citizens., The

‘implicatiOE'is-that alternative'orvmore‘intensive'promo-
tlonal efforts would be more effectlve.' Atqthe~same time,

. the program does not appear to have effectlvely reached

,all strata of the target populatlon. ‘Efforts should be
made to 1dent1fy and /1f poss1bled remove the barrlers S
'whlch prevent large segments of the populatlon, partlcu—
"larly those of lower soclo-economlc status or partlcularx

ethnic’ groups, from attendlng the program.y.

3‘63 It is recommended that additional sources
- of. fundlng be pursued L s

'”he future of the program need not be determlned by~ fundlng :

constralnts. It seems llkely that fundlng is avallable
' i

for this program~from a varlety of sources. GlVen'the~ ’_”‘L |
’unequlvocal success of Sprlng Sess1on for Senlors,.the_‘

prov1ncial government may’ be persuaded to 1ncrease thelr

fundlng 51gn1flcantly.

7. It is recommended that attempts be made to
establish support services for older adults
“Wishing to attend un1vers1ty either as
participants in this program or in credlt
courses. :

-~ . i
/

‘The literature suggests that a lack of support services
such as counselllng and registration as51stance;1s one

of the major weaknesses of similar programs’inlthe United -



‘States;-and often acts as a.barrier to participation . |
(Chelsvig and Tlmmerman, 1979, Long and R0551ng, 1979) :'f»,vy‘7h
Student Counselllng Serv1ces at the Unlver81ty has expressed
an 1nterest in prdv1d1ng these serv1ees to older students. o

S ,8; It ls recommended that attempts be made to
o make the Spring Session for Seniors program:
Coa more v1s1ble w1th1n the Universlty communlty. -0

‘In order to ensure - greater commltment to and support for

luthe program on the part of the Unlvers1ty, 1t 1s important

l'that the v151b111ty of ‘the program be 1ncreased. Thls ‘

| ObJeCtlve may be accompllshed through llalson w1th the
”Rre51dent's Commlttee on Gerontology. f | _

9. Tt is recommended that contact be‘establlshed.
~.with other educational institutions in order

to: coordlnate program dfferlngs for older'
‘people. = - :

The Un1vers1ty 1s not the only educatlonal 1nst1tutlon

-‘,Wlth a responslblllty for prov1d1ng programs for older r'
:'adults.v Meetlng the educatlonal needs of older people ‘j

‘ ,requlres the cooperatlve efforts of many educatlonal

f 1nst1tut10ns.' Each has a spec1al role to play based On

: its own partlcular educatlonal mandate.J Communlty colleges

fare espec1ally well-sulted to offerlng programs for older‘

adults.. As Scanlon p01nts out "communlty colleges are’ byhs‘

mandate most sens1t1ve and respon51ve to the needs of the y ‘
peOple in their localltles" (1978 Pe. 3). It is- 1mportant o

:that the Unlvers1ty, communlty colleges and other 1nst1tu-

,tlons clarlfy their unlque functlons and coordlnate thelr

'_efforts w1th regard to meetlng ‘the educatlonal needs of

plder adults'- each offerlng programs whlch are w1th1n the

!
N B t
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scope of its own educational mandate and expertise.

\

e lO. It is recommended that the Committee assess

v ‘the role of the University in offering out-«
/, f

reach programs . to older adults. e

-

Because of its location, the UniverSity is viewed as

A

‘ inaccessible by many older people, particularly those With

A\

decreased mobility. This is espeCially true during the'-

l / '

Winter months when SnOW,’ ice and cold weather become'

deterrents to travel. Outreach programs in Various

’

locations have been instituted for older students in many f

LS

univerSities (e g. the Univers1ty of Regina) and should
be considered as an option here. | |

“"ll It is reCommended that the eligibility
. .requirement that partiCipants be retired ]

5

This requirement appears to befconquing to those whose‘

status may be - ambiguous (e.g. women who have always been

: homemakers - are’ they retired? and those who are semi—«
retired) 'It-also seems to penalize those who wish to ;;

o continue working beyond 60 or 65‘years of age.

. ,12 It is recommended that the %50 fee for the
, .- fourth:year or more of attendance be
discontinued. - :

The debate over this fee is not eaSily resolved as there"'

}

are persuaSive arguments to support both s1des of the

L

issue.h However, the institution of this fee- has clearly

<

generated ‘some negative feelings among partiCipants and -
program planners alike. The fee also appears to. be a H,

deterrent to people who Wish to continue partiCipating T

but feel that they are unable to afford it. It seems that

116 .
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fit would befmore ipropriate to'request addltional funding -

to cover any def t which was to have been dealt*w1th by

]
! \

"l, thls fee. L - .y».‘ L o "'_ }1_,

<o

~

7

13 It -is recommended that ‘the . Committee study

.1'1'7:

the possibility of 1nst1tuting different modes;_.f-

of, learnlng.
Throughout 1ts years of operatlon, the Sprlng Ses51on for
Sen;ors program has focused on conventlonal modes of learn-

°

1ng 1n tradltlonal classroom settlngs.» Thls 1s hardly

‘ surprlslng conslderlng that thls has been the predomlnant

K

-

.'colleges., In: thls program, tours-have been v;ewed~as.-

approach within the Un1vers1ty as a whole, Whlle part1c1-“‘

pants do not appear dissatlsfled W1th th1s approach 1ts
A

exclusive use would seem to unnecessarlly llmlt the scope

of the program.; leferent modeS\of learnlng such as

B 1nd1v1duallzed learnlng, dlstance learnlng,'mass—medla

learn1ng,°modular1zed learning and computerlzed learnlng ‘y“ :

'are belng used with success at other un1vers1t1es and

soc1al events when, 1n fact theylmay'be juSt as educationalc_‘

_as classroom learnlng._ In many unlver51ty programs for

:'older adults, educatlonal tours are viewed as an 1mportant o

~
N

component by both planners and partlclpants. The Commlttee

Ay - TN

may w1sh to con51der 1nst1tut1ng more 1nnovat1ve modes of

. learnlng to broaden the scope of . thls program.

14, It is recommended that the Adv1sory Commlttee
IR encourage increased involvement of participants
- - .in planning, organizing and’ 1mp1ement1ng
‘ ,5001al events. . . -

Respondents clearly lndlcated a-desire for an 1ncreased

number of soc1al events, partlcularly for. out-of town W
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,participants. Social eVents appear to be an 1mportant

'arranglng some of these events.

and appropriate feature of the program but they are also

"'EVery demandlng of staff time gpd energy., It is suggested"

therefore, that part1c1pants:1ncrease thelr 1nvolvement in
o ]

These recommendatlons were presented to the_

/

Adv1sory Commlttee for §pr1ng Sess1on for Senlors to

asslst them in maklng de01sions regardlng the future of '
\ : . . R -
the prOgram. R

v

| Limitations‘of ‘the Study

-
1

’

Cm—— “‘»"

Lacklng an assessment ~of needs, spec1flcally—stated goals

There are certaln llmltatlons assoc1ated w1th

v1rtually any plece of research.f One llmltatlon of. thls

study 1s ‘the retrospectlve nature of the evaluatlon process.u

'and a program plannlng process 1n whlch evaluatlon was

_bullt 1n, the Sprlng Sess1on for Senlors program presented

'several llmltatlons in terms~Q£ the evaluatlon process.u;

\

Another llmltatlon was the fallure of the

evaluatlon deslgn to 1nclude 1nstruct0rs as a source of

P

ilnformatlon.“ Thls can be prlmarlly attrlbuted to con-

straints -on’ tlme and other resources.

/

Perhaps the greatest 1lmltat10h of the study

1 resulted frOm ‘the. loss of comparlson 1nformat10n from -

-non-part1c1pants due to a lengthy mall Strlke.‘\Thé S

*1nab111ty to use: thls 1nformat10n for comparlson purposes,,

precluded the prov1s1on “of complete responses to some
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questions, particularly those relating to the nature of

participation in ‘the program.

“Implications for the Educati,on of Older Adults | =«

| : o
o, As mentioned'preriously, educational.institutions
in our society-a;e‘demonstrating an increasedleommitment'

to the notion of learning as a‘continuous lifelongfprocess.'
Unlver51t1es howeVer, as the bastlons of "hlgher educatlon" :

have found 1t most dlfflcult to respond to this new focus

"on 11felong learnlng. Univer51t1es have tradltlonally

. been charged w1th the respon51b111ty of" preparlng young

o

people for thelr roles 1n.11fe andn partlcularlJ for : thelr
places in the JOb market. So 51ngle—m1ndedly have
unlver31t1es pursued these goals that the needs of other _ ,', S

N \

groups, partlcularly those in the later years haVe, for

‘fthe most part been Iénored (A h D.,’l974, Glendennlng, ,‘ ‘

kS

Older people 1n our soc1ety have been excluded

\

not only’from educatlonal 1nst1tut10ns but from the maln-

stream of llfe An general. In recent years however, some .

. attempts are belng made by - educatlonal 1nst1tut10ns to
s rectlfy thls s1tuat10n as tultlon walver plans and spe01al-
1nterest courses are belng offered for older learners.» It/

‘has been demonstrated that the capac1ty to learn does not.

decrease with age and nelther does the de81re to contlnue

learnlng. What ‘then are the needs of older adults w1th -

-

¢

’respect to educat10n° o : 7 . P
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Cross and Florlo p01nt out that, "the educational

\ .
L'

| needs of older adults are. sufficiently varied and dlfferent
from, those tradltionally assoc1ated with younger students"
to Justify prov1d1ng dlfferent programs and services for
them‘(l97§, P«39). With' the. emphasls on degrees, dlplomas_
"and eredits.as'assoclated with educational pursults,‘lt
Has heen widely assumed that thesejare'also»the goals of \
:‘older»adults.h However, w1th some exoeptlons, this does‘
not appear to be the case. The results of thls‘research.
‘ clearly 1ndlcate that the needs of older students do not
revolve around earnlng a degree or rece1v1ng credlt.
‘The needs of older adults’for learnlng opportun-
: ities.may be V1ewed 1n terms of two broad areas

_l.'The need for. survival in the céntext of the
_aglng process and sweeping 5001etal changes.

2. The need for self-fulfillment.
Progranslfor_olden adults. should be addressed to both of- IR
these eoncerns?.pHowever,-too.orten, programs\are based on

‘planners"perceptions of iearning needs rather’than on -the -
demonstrated needs of the target populatlon. “It is.
'essentlal that educatlonal 1nst1tut10ns make- every effort‘
;to determlne what older adults really need and want 1n

"»terms‘of_educatlonal experlences.” Clearly, an assessment

- of'needshis ahcrueial'step'in planning educational

. programs for older people. | |

o Meetlng the learnlng needs of older adults

requires the prov1s1on of a broad range ofveducatlonal

. services. This raises the question of the role of



universities’in providing these services. Why shduld
institutions which have traditionally proﬁ}ded opportun-
ities for higher 1earning for youth be concerned with the
needs of older learners who, for the most.part, are not
interested in earning degrees or credits?

From a strictly practical point of view, the
facilities, residences, instructors’and support steff,are
all readily available at universities. Moreover, the
universit§ has a mandate to educate and throogh continuiné
education and extension divisions thisemandate'is expanded
to include older learners -and non-credit courses. 7For
better or worse, universities appeer~to'be giving up
their elitist,»"ivory;tower".image, in favor of serving
the larger community. Finally, if universities are truly
committed to the concept of lifeloné,education, the learn-
‘ing needs of older'people must be viewed as a priority.

As pointed out by the Academy for Educational Development
”Lducatlon is, above all part of the search for meaning
. in life, and life should be meaningful as long as there
is breath in one's body" (1974, p. 9). '
’[O R _ The‘responsibility for providtgg educational
_ programsifor ofder adults lies not only with universities
but also.with other educational institutions in the
’Community. -Cooraination among institutiohs is important
;to ensure effectlve and approprlate use of educatlonal
‘ resources for older learners.v Lach educatlonal institution

-

‘should focus on. offerlng those programs for whlch 1t is

i

- . ) t
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best suited by virtue of its mandate and expertise.

Clearly, th( university has a crucial part to
play in the provision of ehucational opportunities for
older people. There is no doubt that many older adults
view the opportunity to attend university as something
especially meaningful. 'The majority of respondents in
this study indicated that they viewed the program as a
unique opportunity. Responses to a question asking what
was unique about the prbgram included:

- the‘university atmOSphere

- the calibre of the instructors and course

_content are definitely superior
- expert delivery of the program
- the opportunity to attend university -
something I never had the chance to do before

- quality and expertise
Just the fact that a program is a university offering
seems to add significantly to its ‘appeal. i

There is clearly a demand foiAuniversity
programs for older adults and universities are beginning
to move toward meeting this demand. However, the move
by universities to offering courses specifically designed
for'older'people raises a number of important issues.

I'or example:

l. Do older students prefer to be segregated
from their younger colleagues in learning .

. siltuations or do they prefer the opportunity . -

to mix with them°

2. uhOUld attempts be made by the unlver81ty to
broaden the base of participation by attracting
students from a wide variety of socio-
economic and educational backgrounds?
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3. What types or modes of learning are best
sulted to meet the needs of older adults?

4. At what level should universities become
‘ involved in this area? (e.g. as leaders, as
| facilitators, as direct service providers)
These issues will not be dealt with here but they are
suggested és important areas for future research. . /
In summary, the myth that advancing age 1is
accompanied by a loss.of interest in life and a decrease
in 1éarning ability is being effectively shattered, To
a greater extent than ever, older people are becoming
involved in continuing education experiences, acquiriné
new interests, learning néw skills and even bulilting new
careers, - Universities.;réybeginniﬁg to recognize the
importance of their role in providing these opportunities
for older people, in helping them to_.adjust to the changes .
they face and to méet,new éhallenges.\ As yet however,
they have fakénya minor roie.' Tﬁerefappears to be

tremendous scope for universitiés and other instibuﬁions

-~
~

to increase their services to oldef adults and to_devélopb

more innovative and effective means'of>méeting\their’needs}_\

.
.

The challenge faced by educational institutioﬁé is implied
by Jones who states that, "Since iéarnihg is so héafly ‘
synonymous with life itself, it'might'b -that_greafer
opportunities to'learn;“and'abOVe aii, 'reafef exﬁégtationSg
about the éépacify'to do it,‘could'trah fofm th; ;iyes of

many older people" (1976, p. 10).

\!{ ,
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SPRING

AN EVALUATIQN -

SESSION FOR, SENIORS.

; Lo~
f

© WE_HAVE DEVELOPED THIS QUESTIONNAIRE TO HELP US FIND OUT WHAT YOU THINK

133

ABOUT THE SPRING ‘SESSION FOR semoas PROGRAM, - WE URGE YOU TO BE FRANK AND ~

PLEASE DO NQI_ PLACE YOlR NPME ANYM-ERE ON THE QUESTIONMIRE AS WE WISH TO ,f”»

‘ ‘OPEN IN EXPRESSII‘G YOUR wsws.

[

\GIVEN IN THE. @uesnous, PLEASE CHECK (V) THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE OR FILL
"IN THE BLANKS PROVIDED,

N

. 4

IF YOU WISH TO INCLUDE ANY FURTHER CQ’MENTS;

PLEASEUSE'IHEBACKSOFTHEPAGES.‘,

3

| ENSLRE THE ANONYMITY OF THOSE PARTICIPATING, UNLESS OTHER INSTRUCTIONS ARé’f“

S

l',

9

: ~

N e——

LOCAL NEWSPAPER

B

"

__RADIO - . S
TELEVISION |
" FROM A FRIEND | |
_____ AT A SENIOR CITIZEN'S CENTRE ° = I
RECELVEDABROO-!LRE\ SR Lo e

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFIY)

FROV) THE LIST _BELOW, PLEASE CHECK ALL OF THE YEARS IN WHICH YGJ HAVE

PARTICIPATED IN SPRING SESSION F(R SENIORS

— 179

——————
¢

:/.

___ 195
19
___lo77
__,;1978

1980

WHERE DID YOU .‘FIR‘STHE"AR ABOUT THE.SPRING SESSION FOR®SENIORS PROGRAM?
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Nexx we. wou&d Lche to aAk some quuaom ta 64.nd oux a Mt?_e_ bot about you.
Rememben, JCIu.A mso/mmtwn will be completely cOné&dema.C e :

N el ~

3, IN.THE SPACE BELCM, PLEASE FILL IN THE NAMEOF THE PLACE. WHERE YOU uv&
h (THE CITY, mm OR CLOSEST COMMUNITY), . _ _ -

4, s _MAE - __FEMAE
5. WHAT WAS YOUR AGE AT YOUR LAST BIRTHDAY? -

Ry
N -4 AU

6. PL.EASE INDIC.ATE WHICH QIE OF THE FOLLONING CATEG(RIES BESJ'_D_ESQBIBES.
B - YOUR PRESENT STATUS. } e '

—___WORKING AT FULL-TIME PAID EM’LOYNENT
' ____ WORKING AT PART-TIME PAID ENPLOYI“ENT
Lo —___ FULLY RETIRED o
FULL-TIME HOMEMAKER (BOTH MALES AND FEMALES MAY CHECK
o | B W 1 € CATEGORY)
RETIREDAND.AHONB‘GAKER IR
o —_ WORKING PART-TIMZ AND. A HONEMAKER |

«f.  IF YOU ARE RETIRED, FOR How LONG HAVE You, NOW BEEN RETIRED"

‘ YEAR_S
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7

A

8. IN THE SPACE BELOW, PLEASE INDICATE YOUR OCCUPATION (AT PRESENT IF YOU
" ARE WORKING OR BEFORE YOU RETIRED), - DO NOT GIVE THE Cd’PANY NAME BUT
RATHER, THE NAME OF THE JOB,

i

9,  WHAT IS THE HIGHEST LEVEL OF FORMAL EDUCATION THAT YOU HAVE ATTAINED?
' (NOT INCLUDING SPRING SESSION FOR SENIORS) |

____Up TO 8 YEARS
——— 9 70 12 YEARS
_____ SOME UNIVERSITY.
. COMPLETED UNIVERSITY (BACHELORS DEGREE)
r \ ___ GRADUATE DEGREE (MASTERS OR PHD) ~
. SOE OTHER POST-SECONDARY TRAINING (E.G.- COURSES AT A
TECHNICAL SCHOOL, COMMUNITY COLLEGE OR BUSINESS SCHOOL)
- ’COP'PLJ:'TED OTHER POST-SECONDARY TRAINING (DIPLOMA RECEIVED) |

10, pLEASE INDICATE YOR PRESENT MARITAL STATUS BY CHECKING ONE OF THE
CATEGORIES BELOW, S S
o meR s '
—__ WIDOWED | | |
__ SINGLE (NEVER MARRIED)
—___ SEPARATED OR DIVORCED
uvme TOGETHER (UNW\RRIED)

~

: ll A) M-IAT Is THE LANGUAGE THAT ’YOU SPEAK MOST OFTEN"

B) DO YOU SPEAK ANY OTHER LANGUAGES F;LUEN]'LY?; |
T N0 s o \

IF YES | C)  PLEASE SPECIFY
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12.4) BESIDES BEING CANADIAN, DO YOU SEE YOURSELF AS BELONGING TO ANY
PARTICULAR ETHNIC OR CULTIRAL GRQP? (Fm EXN’PLE, SNEDISH; IRISH.-

UKRAINIAN) ‘
______YES
—— NO
B s B) PLEASE SPECIFY
13, PLEASE INDICATE YOLR CURRENT IQIAL EAMILY INCOME (BEFORE TAXES) ON A

!

YEARLY BASIS BY CHECKING ONE OF \THE CATEGQQIES BELOW,

om0,
L B,00. oS00,
_$5,000. o $8,9%9, o
$9,000. TO $12,999;_
" $13,000, To $16,999.
___$17,000, o $20,999,
2, 000, Aanp OVER
—DON'T KW




People have differing views about the Ampontance and benefits of continuing -

 education. We are uutmutad in §inding out abowt your views and about your
" own pa/ouupaaon in various Learning ac,twmu. ' -

1 r

14, FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING smn-mws, PLEASE CIRCLE THE STAR (») BELOW - .

| THE RESPONSE WHICH BEST EXPRESSES YOUR VIEWS.: PLEASE RESPOND TO ALL
| OF THE STATEMENTS, e

i ’v . B n ’ .
'STRONGLY | “NO
AGREE ~ AGREE ' OPINION  DISAGREE

A.. ' EDUCATION IS APPROPRIATE | |
LY WHEN JOB OR CAREER S . .
ORIENTED T AT ‘

' B.  EDUCATION IS APPROPRIATE Y . . .
© ONLY FOR YOUNGER PEOPLE SRR |

'C.  EDUCATION IS AND SHOULD . . \
" BE A LIFELONG PROCESS .~ . 3

D. THERE ARE.NOT ENOUGH o - -
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES . . .
FOR ObDER PEOPLE § , | .

E. WHETHER OR NOT ADULTS. - - °

. PARTICIPATE IN CONTINUING ‘ L SN
EDUCATION SHOULD BE S : S
ENTIRELY-A MATTER OF = = . - . ‘ |
PERSONAL CHOICE =~~~ . *. . A

F.  THERE IS TOO MUCH - ~ o
 EMPHASIS ON EDUCATION ' R
CIN OWR SOCIETY . - | .

{

X

STRONGLY
DISAGREE
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15.A) _HAVE YU TAKEN ANY CREDIT COURSES AT THE mxvensm OF ALBERTA WITHIN
THE LAST 5 YEARS? |

“‘Yes”-'?‘ o R B
- o

IF YES B) PLEASE LIST BELOW THE COURSES THAT You HAVE
TAKEN WITH THE YEARS THAT YOU TooK THEM

) HoW INFLUENTIAL WAS YOUR ATTENDANCE AT SPRING o
_ SESSION FOR SENIORS ON YOUR DECISION TO. TAKE A
CREDIT comse(s)”

—_— _NO INFLUENCE
LITTLE INFLUENCE
S NDERATE INFLUENCE

MUCH - INFLUENCE
. DON'T KNOW




IF NO
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D) IF YOU HAVE NOT TAKEN A CREDIT COURSE.IN
THE LAST 5 YEARS, WE WOULD BE INTERESTED IN
KNOWING WHAT FACTORS HAVE PREVENTED YOU FROM
DOING SO. PLEASE CHECK THE RESPONSES WHICH
APPLY FROM THE LIST BELOW,

____A) I LIVE OUTSIDE EDMONTON AND AM UNABLE
TO GO IN FOR COURSES

__"B) 1 LIVE IN EDMONTON BUT I1'M TOO FAR FROM
» THE UNIVERSITY.

____C)- THERE IS TOO MUCH RED TAPE INVOLVED.
D) 1 AM CONCERNED ABOUT THE COST,

E) 1T IS TOO DIFFICULT FOR ME TO GET AROUND
 CAVPUS, :

_F) LDRN'T HAVE m)e NPROPRIATE QUALIFICATIONS

QU M€ FROM TAKING COURSES.
___H) T DON'T KNOW HOW TO GO ABOUT REGISTERING,
1 1AM T0O OLD. -
) 1 WASN'T AWARE THAT I COULD TAKE COURSES.
___K) THE CAMPUS IS TOO CONFUSING

____.]) 1 WOULD FEEL UNCOVFORTABLE IN CLASSES WITH
: SO MANY YOUNG PEOPLE, .

M 1 HAVE TRIED BUT WAS UNABLE TO GET INTO THE
| COURSES THAT | WANTED,

. ____N) 1 AM NOT INTERESTED
.2 0) 1 AM T0O BUSY
- P) OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)
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16, ws WOULD LIKE YOU TO RECALL YOWR mvou.vewem IN OTHER Enucmaw.
" 'PROGRAMS AND COURSES DURING THE LAST -3 YEARS., FROM THE LIST BELOW,
'PLEASE CHECK OFF ANY ORGANIZATIONS, INSTITUTIONS OR msncxss FROM
hHICH You HAVE TAKEN couzsas. |

A (NIVERSITY (OTHER THAN THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA)
A COMINITY COLLEGE (FOR EXAMPLE, GRANT MACEWAN)
—— UNIVERSITY EXTENSIG\I (OTHER THAN SPRING sessxou FOR semoas)
A HIGH SCHOOL
A TECHNICAL SCHOOL
A BUSINESS SCHOOL. -
A CORRESPONDENCE SCHOOL
__UA commw GROUP
A LIBRARY, MUSELM OR ART GALLERY :
A PUBLIC SERVICE ORGANIZATION (k. G, Y M.C. A., ST, JOHN AMBULANCE)
o ACHWRCH -
A LOCAL SCHOOL BOARD
AN APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAM :
A PRIVATE ORGANIZATION (E, G. A PRIVATE DANCE scHooL)
___ PRIVATE TUTORING (E.G. MUSIC LESSIONS)
A SENIOR CITIZEN'S ORGANIZATION OR DROP-IN CENTRE
— ___ OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

‘17.' IF 'YOU HAVE TAKEN CCNTINUING EDUCATION COURSES SINCE FIRST ATTENDING C
~ SPRING SESSION FOR. SENICRS, HOW MUCH INFLUENCE DID SPRING SESSION HAVE :
“ON YOUR DECISION T0 PARTICIPATE IN THESE COt;RSES?

_ NO INFLUENCE

__.LITTLE INFLUENCE e o

_____ MODERATE INFLUENCE | oy
o DQ‘I’T' KNOW - o :



18, HOW INVOLVED ARE YOU IN ORGANIZATIONS AND ACTIVITIES IN THE COMUNITY?

—— VERY ACTIVELY INVOLVED .
—_ MODERATELY INVOLVED
—— SOMEWHAT INVOLVED
____ NOT AT ALL INVOLVED

we would ake Zo know about any Ampaoté thwt tha Spung Suuon 50/1\ Semou
p)wgnam may have had on youn uﬁe. : '

l9.A)

0.8

HAVE THERE ‘BEEN ANY CHANGES IN YOUR LIFE-STYLE OR ANYTHIMS SPECIAL YOU
- HAVE DONE THAT YOU ATTRI&!E TO YOUR PARTICIPATION IN SPRING SESSION ‘

S 141

FOR SENIORS? C
—__YES - e
N T
IF YES B) WE WOULD APPRECIATE IT IF YOU WOULD SHARE THESE CHANGES
o CWITHUS, |
:‘sc"!' ’ -

& {ﬁ'..'? %y

WERE TFERE ANY C(lRSES OR INSTRUCTORS IN SPRING SESSI(N F(R SENI(RS THAT
- HAD ANY PARTICULAR "INFLIUENCE ON YOlR LIFE7

s
/ ‘_1 m



IFYES | B) PLEASE SPECIFY

T

21 HAVE YGJ -EVER BEEN INVOLVED IN PLANNING; CRGANIZINB (R OTHERWISE WORKING \
7 ON ANY PART OF THE SPRING SESSI(W FCR SENIG?S PR%RAM') |

R.A) .18 IT IMPORTANT FOR YOU TO HAVE THE (PPORTUNITY FOR INVOLVBENT IN
e PLANNING; ORGANIZING OR OTHERWISE WORKING ON THE PRCBRAM?

. YES -

IF YES | B)" DO YOU FEEL THAT SUFFICIENT OPPORTUNITY HAS

S 'BEEN PROVIDED FOR YOU TO BECQME INVOLVED N -
' ' - THESE ASPECTS OF THE PROGRAM” :

B m{}; . '-.— . ® - -V \4.

[

i

23.A) 1S IT IMPORTANT FOR' YOU TO HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY. TO EVALUATE THE counsss o
~ AND/INSTRUCTORS: IN SPRING SESSION FOR SENIORS" N

e 7 @ﬁ? R D

. l.,/ | . | _—’——W : "”‘&# -.‘: - - v ) {
o) IFXES_ a) 1 You FEEL THAT SUFFICIENT oppomnmrms\ o
P y - BEEN PROVIDED FCOR YOU TO EVALUATE COURSES A

o R AND INSTRUCTORS" C I I

SRR e e B

ﬁ ' ' ) « \ \-_""_NOI o g N \'! ’

| ( o



24, CAN You SUSGEST ANY WAYS IN \'HICH PARTICIPANTS IN SPRIm SESSIG‘I FCR
SENICRS MIGHT BEC(NE MORE INVOLVED IN 'ﬂ'iE PRCI:"RAM? o ST )
L - s . — ’ . N
- \ Y .

L YES
NO

——————
f

-

"leF'xﬁg

| i;The_,)Le a{Le'ﬁﬁn_i/ ,,5ae-toi5 which ingluence }oeopﬁéé pa/utéoipatéon in ciovu:ériwéng/'
educa,téon prognams . We are interested in knOMng aboux yowL neds ons 504
pa/utcupaang in Spung Session for Senions. d ’

.26. FOR EACH ITEM LISTED BELOW, PLEASE CIRCLETHE STAR (#) BELOW THE RESPONSE - .
I VHICH BES_’['DESCRIBES I"KJW MUCH INFL.UENCE THE FACTCR ‘HAD .ON YOUR DECISION -

- TO ENROLL IN S’PRING _SESSICN FOR SENIORS., IT IS VERY IP’PG?TANT THAT Yw

' | GIVE AN ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM.. .~ -
NO . LITTLE MODERATE. - MUCH -,

"1, TO SEEK KNOWLEDGE . ' . S
FOR ITS QWN SAKE ~ °

INFLUENCE  ~ INFLUENCE INFLUENCE INFLUENCE

1 B | H i ' ‘ \ T T R ‘m - N ‘ "3 145- |

i



~

N 9! E

0.

-

T0 SHARE A CCM’ON
INTEREST WITH MY
SP(lJSE OR FRIEND

TO BECQWE MORE
EFFECTIVE AS A~/
CITIZEN S

Q GET RELIEF FR(M
B(REDOVI -
l

T0 CARRY OUT THE
RECOMMENDATION OF
SME AUTHG'\’ITY )

TO SATISFY AN INQUIRING

"~ MIND-

. TO OVERCOME THE_

FRUSTRATION OF

DAY-'TO-DAY LIVING. . )

TO BE ACCEPTED BY

" OTHERS

TO suPPumEm' A. NARROW

'* PREVIOUS EJUCATICN

TO STOP - MYSELF FROM
BECQ“\ING A VEGETABLE

* INFLUENCE

,('

.

10 ACQUIRE KNQ‘JLEDGE T -

HELP WITH OTHER .

~ EII!C.ATIGQAL COURSES, |

T0. FULFILL. A 'NEED FOR

- PERSONAL ASSOCIA'IIG\IS

AND FRIENDSHIPS

TO KEEP UP WITH
| COPETITION

* TO PARTICIPATE IN'

- GROUP,ACTIVITY

“TO GAIN INSIGHT INTO -
MY PERSONAL PROBLEMS

*

"LITTLE

INFLUENCE

‘ [
. N
A N
’ . tx" ' o N - N /
- MODERATE. MUCH
INFLUENCE =~ INFLUENCE
» )
i /
1
\ L
* %
. .
/
2 *
\, B
! ,
- 3 *
* o *
- \“ o
* \ AT S
. i ’ A
o . “A’ N 7
e
* B
»
. .
i )
» *
_ LT S . -
: AN
- * R
\( . \.
* *
t



7O HELP ME' EARN
A DEGREE, DIPLOMA

70 ESCAPE TELEVISION

- TO BECOME ACQUAINTED

 TO'THE REST OF MY LIFE-
10 GET A BREAK IN'THE

. TO SERVE MANKIND -~ © T 2 7

26\'TOKEEPUPWITH" Tt ey .
\v ‘ OTHERS . ‘. * f . . . - ) ) ' T

OR CERTIFICATE | e .

‘.
*

TO PREPARE ‘FOR' o e

COMMUNITY-SERVICE -+ %~ . % %

TO GAIN INSIGHT INTO - .
HUMAN. RELATIONS o S

TO'HAVE A FEW HOURS -~ - . .

AWAY FROM RESPONSI-. - o
| BILITIES' - T

7O LEARN JUST FOR THE -

JOY OF LEARNING . * % .

x
«
*

WITH CONGENIAL PEPLE  *, -~ - * %
T0 PROVIDE A CONTRAST C

*
.~ *
*

'ROUTINE OF HOME OR WORK * =~ ‘*_ T
70’ IMPROVE MY-ABILITY . SR

v

/70 IMPROVE" MY SOCIAL " .

“ RELATIONSHIPS ,

28. T0 MAINTAIN 0R IM’ROVE . . .

MY secIAL POSITION-

: TOESCAPEPNLNHAPPY e . .
 RELATIONSHIP, I

30, TO PROVIDE A CONTRAST = - ) )
- -TO MY PREVIUS . ' e e o
v EijATIm - i ~ . N s \» -

.. N0 LMTLE = MODERATE  MUCH
 INFLUENCE . INFLUENCE  INFLUENCE

INFLUENCE



’

1,

- 33' ’

O IMPROVE MY ABILITY .

. w6

\

‘N0 - LITTILE MIDERATE  MUCH -

-

e INFLUENCE ~ INFLUENCE. - INFLUENCE ~ INFLUENCE

TOCOMPLY WITHTHE - e
* SUGSESTIONS OF SOMEONE | e .
‘ELSE o » . * o R L _f.. .

' TO LEARN JUST F(R THE

SAKE OF LEARNING . -*_';' Cor e
TO MAKE NEW FRIENDS . = = - w . a

70 PARTICIPATE IN | R

"‘CO"MJNITYNORK oM o R

f

TO COMPLY WITH

.‘INSTRUCTIONFR(M’ e .
'SOMEONE ELSE .. . LT SN S |

-

27 WE WOULD LIKE TO KNOW SG‘IETHING ABCUT HON SUCCESSFUL:’ OR UNSUCCESSFUL THE o

. - SPRING. SESSION FOR SENI(RS PROGRAM WAS IN MEETING- YQJR EXPECTATICNS. FOR .
EACH OF THE GENERAL EXPECTATIWS LISTED BELOW, PLEASE CIRCLE THE STAR (o)
BEL(JN THE RESPONSE WHICH BEST REFLECTS YOUR' VIEWS. a C :

70 LEARN FOR THE -, T oo

CSAKEOF LEARMING . o Tt o
TOLEARN MBOUTA o
' SPECIFIC SUBJECT R - , . - SRR
sk

3. T&MAKENEWFRIENDS e e e e

/ . N

e \FELL-BELON_" T B . N |
» | DPECTATIONS  'DXPECTATIONS ~EXPECTATIONS EXPECTATION:

TOIMPROVEMYIMAGE N .
OF MYSELF - .-~ Y

" 10 HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY B

» . T * . * : B

TO ASSOCIATE WITH OTHERS

TO GET TOKNOWMORE  , ' -
ABOUf:!'HELNIVERSITY . .

*
¥
*

, TO ENJOY MYSELF © x| e e



. R [

i

Fma,uy we - wouzd Ldze you to Aha/te you)L views on bome 06 the admmmw
cuspec/té 06 zhe pfwglw.m :

!
2,

28 A) ™ LNIVERSITY Now CHARGES A $10 .00 REGISTRATION FEE FOR THIS PROGRAM,
OOYOU THINK THATAFEESHOULOBE CHARGED? = =~ -

B) PLEASE GIVE YQJR REASONS FOR AGREEII\E OR DISAGREEU‘G WITH A REGISTRATION
' S : R

o

B

-¢) IF YU BELIEVE THAT A FEE Stm_u BE CHARGED, WHAT 1S THE MAXIM.M
AMOUNT THAT PEOPLE REGISTERING FOR THIS PROGRAM 'SHOULD BE ExPEcTED T0
a2 N

D) PLEASE GIVE YOUR 'REASONS E,OR YOUR ANSWER, - <

- 1

' . \ €

e

29 A) THE UNIVERSITY NOW HAS A POLICY OF CHARGING $50., GJ T THOSE PEOPLE wHO
- ARE TAKIpr THE PROGRAM FOR “THE -FOURTH TINE (or MORE). Do You AGREE

“WITH THIS poLICY? . .
- ~ ) !. ~ —-——-—-—-—YES o 'r ~ ’ o ,/ . ‘ '\/ v ‘ : /
| ‘ — L

- : ) _ \\ ,' »‘ @’ ’
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\

R

30 A) HOW SATISFIED ARE. YOU wxm THE }ocIAL, ACTIVITIES INCLUDED IN THE .SPRING
‘ sessxon Fm‘ ssmoas PROGRAM" . , ,

____VERY SATISFIED - I
,____-_SATISFIED o - e :
| ____ DISSATISFIED ~ ~ E
" . VERY DISSATISFIED - . | o
- NOG‘—'INION SICETE S

'B) PLEASE GIVE 'YOU_R REASONS FOR YOUR SATISFACTION OR DISSATISFACTION,




o

,A_)

" B)
c)
;5? '

B

WE WG]LD‘L'I‘KE TO KNOW YOUR VIEWS ABOUT ADMISSION POLICIES FOR SPRING
SESSION FOR SENIORS, FOR EACH OF THE STATEMENTS BELOW, PLEASE CIRCLE
THE STAR (#) BELOW THE RESPONSE WHICH BEST FITS YOUR VIENWS,
S STRONGLY NO- " STRONGLY
-  AGREE AGREE OPINION ~ DISAGREE DISAGREE
ADMISSION SHOULD BE S . -
LIMITED TO PEOPLE WHO ARE : o D
 BELIRED, NO MATTER WHAT- . T . .
THEIR AGE, | o o
ADMISSION SHOULD BE LIMITED - : |
TO PEOPLE WHO ARE o IR ~
REwaRg@FR WORKING \OR‘ e S e
 ADMISSION SHOULD BE LIMITED ‘
TO PEQPLE WHO ARE BOTH = - . . . .
OVER 60 AND RETIRED . |
ADMISSION SHOULD NOT BE
LIMITED BY EITHER AGE . P . .
OR RETIREMENT STATUS = B ; ot
THE SPOUSE OF A PERSON - o
- WHO 1S ELIGIBLE FOR THE
. PROGRAM SHOULD ALSO BE =~ ~
ELIGIBLE' REGARDLESS OF L R . .
\AGE OR RETIREMENT STATUS _ SN

- THANK YCXJ SO MUCH FOR CO‘PL.ETING THIS QUESTI(!‘NAIRE. / THE INFG?MATIGV THAT YOU
HAVE PROVIDED WILL BE OF GREAT ASSISTANCE TO US IN EVALUATING AND INPROVING ’

THIS PROGRAM

.
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Dear Partlcnpant,‘ , | _ v \ /

i The Spring Session for Senlors program has now been in operatlon at .

the University for six years. The program has been evaluated each year to

{ " find out what the participants like or dlS]lke about it and to obtaln their
suggestnons for improvemert. . : i

We are currently undertaking a much more extensive evak:atlon of Sprldg

' As a participant you can be of great assistance to us by sharing your views -
‘both. posltnve and negative - about the Session. Your comments and suggestions
are very important to us in identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the
program and in pointing "toward more effective approaches. We hope that you
wi‘ll assist us in this evaluation by completlng the. enclosed questlonnalre
and returning |t in the self -addressed, stamped envelope provnded o

If another member of your household has ‘also received thls questlonnalre,
please .do not discuss the answers until after you have both completed it. We
‘ would appreciate having all questionnaires returned to.:us. by May 1, 1981,
, uncludnng those whlch have not been completed . )

l !

Please be assured ‘that your answers will be treated in the strictest

v » " confidence. Once the study has been.completed, & short summary of the findings:
will be prepared. If you wish to have a copy of this summary sent'to you,
o please fill in the enclosed card and.mail it to us. For further information

. about this study, please contact the Faculty oF Extension at L32- 3033 N

\ ¢
Thank you for your‘assustance in thIS matter.

z - [

Yours truly,

- .
- . . /
- <
' : [ ’
- . ~
. . .

(Ms ) Barbara Sykes‘ R
Program: Evaluatoy ’ ‘

RN . N [ R B
o )

Session for Seniors to help us in deciding on future directions for the program. .

~

FACULTY OF EXTENSION « THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA, CORBETT HALL, EDMONTON, CANADA, T6G 2G4 - 432-3116

v o ~ d
X N N - - - A
N 3 - )

S . . , . \ B ] (’ . :
— NERY . . ’ N N % - t . ] o . R
. . : :
)




