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PREFACE 

The concept for this study developed from the author's 1982 re

search on programming for elders conducted with Susan Schneiderman of 

Washington State University. That work raised many related questions 

concerning elder-education activities that could only be answered by a 

more in-depth survey of both educational programmers and the senior 

participants themselves. This study is the result. 

The study undertook the review of the rather meager literature 

available on the motivations of seniors seeking education in their 

later years, developed a data collection device and synthesized a model 

to tabulate and analyze the data collected. It is hoped that the re

sults of the study will be considered by both the educational programmers 

and the senior participants toward a better match of each other's capa

bilities and desires. 

The author is indebted to many people for their efforts in 

making this study a reality. These include Marialyce Conter for con

stant encouragement and support only a spouse can provide; Susan 

Schneiderman for her encouragement and inspiration throughout the re

search; Dr. Bred Bova of the University of New Mexico for her pioneering 

work in the area; Dr. Gloria Malone of Arizona State University for 

launching the final stage of the research; Sherry Lynn Smith and Pamela 

Holzmiller for sharing the frustrations of and providing the support 

for completion of the dissertation; Phyllis Chatham of the Office of 
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Graduate Studies at The University of Arizona for on-going guidance and 

counsel throughout the process; Dr. John H. Chilcott of the Department 

of Educational Foundations and Administration at The University of 

Arizona for his pragmatic direction of the research, and Dr. Donal M. 

Sacken for his invaluable assistance in the reporting of the results. 

Special thanks are directed to Mona Horkstrom and Louise Lang both for 

their interest in the research and their efforts to decipher the 

author's handwriting and, at times, mysterious sentence structures. 

Finally, acknowledgment is offered to the four hundred educa

tional programmers and senior adults who provided the input for the 

research without which the study would not have been possible. Hope

fully, the final product will repay them in some measure for their 

contributions. 
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ABSTRACT 

The study examined the congruence of educational programmer 

expectations and motivations of older adults, over the age of 60 years, 

for this group to pursue educational (non-credit) experiences in later 

life. The major purpose of the study was to determine if a relationship 

existed between what the educational programmers perceived of as the 

motivations of the older adults and the self-reported choices of this 

same group. 

The two survey samples for the study consisted of 249 institu

tions of higher education in the United States and an equal number of 

former ELDERHOSTEL participants. Each of the fifty states was repre

sented by a minimum of four institutions and four older adults. In 

states with large numbers of institutions or a large senior population, 

a 5% sample was drawn. The educational institutions were selected on 

the basis of a replication of a 1982 survey in which the author partici

pated. Data was collected by first class mail survey. 

The sample consisted of 193 usable responses from institutions 

of higher education and 208 former ELDERHOSTEL participant surveys that 

were usable for 78% and 84% response rates, respectively. 

The instrument used in the survey was developed from a combina

tion of Bova's and Covey's studies on older adults' participation in 

higher education. It consisted of 20 randomly arranged course offerings 

from the ELDERHOSTEL catalogs. Educational programmers and former 

ix 



participants in the ELDBRHOSTEL program were requested to rank order 

the courses in order of preference of student or personal choices. 

Selections were assigned a weighted average value based upon Harris 

and Associates "Concerns of Senior Adults" poll and a composite de

veloped by the author of Stated Motivations and Subject Matter desired 

by Older Adults participating in Education over the past 18 years. 

x 

Findings revealed low congruence between programmer expectations 

and participant motivations when the data were compared as an aggregate. 

The study concluded that generally there is a lack of congruence 

between educational programmer expectations and senior adult motivations 

concerning the pursuit of educational experiences in later life. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Projections of current demographic data point to a "greying of 

America." Individuals over the age of 65 will soon be the fastest 

growin~ segment of the U.S. population (Rachman and Mescon, 1982). 

Currently, one of every nine Americans is 65 years of age or older. By 

the year 2025, this ratio is expected to rise to one in four (Wile, 

Fisher and Kaplan, 1979). This trend is expected to affect our' Nation's 

life styles, employment patterns and policies and the format and content 

of higher adult education. 

Institutions of higher education in the United States are cur

rently experiencing an era of declining enrollments, both in terms of 

percentages and actual numbers of traditional (i.e., 18-25 year old) 

students (Karol and Ginsberg, 1980). As these traditional enrollments 

continue to fall, educators and their agents are looking for new stu

dents to fill the classrooms (Conter and Schneiderman, 1982a). One 

such potential market is the older adult (i.e., over 65 years of age). 

The older adult, by virtue of longer life span, higher incomes and an 

increasing level of education is rapidly becoming a very attractive 

source of new students, and one that has been largely ignored by insti

tutions of higher education in the past (McClusky, 1980). Additionally, 

there appears to be an opportunity for the natural melding of higher 

education's need for new students and the older population's need for 
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and desire to acquire knowledge (Kidd, 1976; Schneiderman and Conter, 

1982). 

Often, in the quest for new students, college and university 

units of adult and continuing education are called upon to provide pro

grams to attract a particular group to the campus. Among the many 

problems associated with attracting any new, previously underserved 

group of students is the lack of congruence between service provider 

expectations and client/consumer responses (Usdin and Hofling, 197R). 

Too often, it appears that the former group is operating with a set of 

prescriptive assumptions based upon target audience "needs" and that 

the audience is responding by seeking services that satisfy nersonal or 

~oup "wants" (Peterson, 1981). The result is thAt there occurs a mis

matchin~ of program offerings and student enrollemnts in programs 

offered (Sork, 19R1). 

2 

This mismatch often results in the underutilization of available 

higher education resources (Bowen, 1980) and, perhaps of ~reater sig

nificance, the lack of meaningful participation in higher' education by 

older adults (The Chronicle of Higher Education, Z. Ingalls, 1980). 

Currently, less than 3% of the population 65 and older is involved in 

any form of formal higher education experience (Badger, 1978), and thus, 

some experts suggest, remain largely "educationally disadvantaged" 

(Price, 1979). 

Although older adult participation in higher education remains 

low as compared to the population at large, the potential for growth is 

exceptional. During the period of 1969-1978, the number of persons 55 

years of age and older participating in adult education programs almost 



doubled, from 1 million to 1.9 million, growing at an annual rate of 

almost ?% as compared to a rate of less than 3% for individuals from 17 

to 54 years of age (Statistical Notes from the National Clearing House 

on Aging, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, January 1981). 

In order to effectively reach this or any other group of new 

students, much needs to be learned and better understood about the 

motivations of the potential target market to participate in programs 

of higher education (Bova, Ig81). It is well documented thRt the 

3 

higher the level of formal education attained, the more likely that a 

person will return to fUrther education later in life (Harris and Asso

ciates, 1975; McClusky, 1980; Peterson, 1981). Beyond this relationship, 

however, there is controversy about the conflicting research concerning 

the motivation of older adults to seek educational experiences in their 

later years (DeCrow, 1974; Russell, 1978; Tough, 1971; Adkins, 1981; 

Bova, 1981; Covey, 1982). 

Carmichael and Veres (197g) point to the need for educational 

planners to become more aware of the older adult audience. Further, 

Tenenbaum (1979, p. 36) suggests that studies of adult participation in 

higher education "may be surprising to those who persist in believing 

that as we grow more experienced with life, we tend to lost interest 

in it." 

The potential for increased interaction between institutions of 

higher education and the older adult population exists currently as 

never before. What is necessary, however, is greater congruence between 

the expectations of educational programmers concerning older adults and 



the motivations of these older adults to participate in the higher edu

cation experience. 

4 

In January of 1982, Conter and Schneiderman attempted to measure 

programmer expectations in a survey of 249 institutions of higher edu

cation across the United states, identified as being actively involved 

in 8ervin~ the needs of senior adults (Conter and Schneiderman, 1982a). 

The survey consisted of questions pertaining to current practices, 

future plans and expectations in the area of senior programming. One 

hundred ninety (76%) of the surveys were returned. In tabulating these 

responses, it became apparent that there is a hiph degree of conformity 

among the educat(lrs surveyed regarding their opinions and practices in 

senior programming (Conter and Schneiderman, 1982b). 

What is lacking is a similar survey of the older adults them

selves concerning their practices, plans and expectations of educational 

involvement in later years. 

This study proposed first, to resurvey thp. 1982 programmer re

spondents ar,d, second, to survey an equal number of senior adults simi

larly geographically located, as to senior adult motives for educational 

involvement in later years. 

statement of Problem 

If hi~her education is to adequately meet the dual challenges 

of attracting new constituencies to the classroom and providing needed 

and wanted instruction to the older adult segment of the population 

(Bader, 1978) there must be greater congruence between institutional 

offerings and the participation of older adults in education~l 



experiences. Before any such congruence can be achieved, it will be 

necessary to better understand the relationship between programmer ex

pectations and the motivation of older adults toward education. 

5 

In focusin~ upon the above relationship, more needs to be known 

both about educational programmer expectations and about the factors 

that motivate the older adult audience. One assumption that educators 

have adopted is that specific, stated concerns of older adults motivate 

them to enroll in programs of instruction that address these concerns 

(Profiles of Adult Learners, Department of Education, New York College, 

Spring 1979). This may prove a false, although attractive assumption. 

The attraction of the assumption lies in its simplicity. Such concerns 

are, by and large, easily documented by survey research (Harris and 

Associates, 1975, 1981; McClusky, 1971). The falsity of the a5sumption, 

however, may lie in the fact that motivations are neither easily docu

mented nor widely understood (Carp, Peterson and Roelfs, 1976; Bader, 

1977~1978). 

The problem addressed by the study may be stated as follows: 

'~hat is the relationship between the expectations of educational pro

grammers and the motivation of older adults to participate in educa

tional experiences in later life?" 

Si~nificance of the Problem 

As noted by Marcus and Havighurst (1980, p. 39), "There has been 

as yet no comprehensive, systematic treatise on educational programminp: 

for the aging." Until educational programmers better understand the 

relationship between the stated concerns of older adults and their 

motivation to participate in educational programs, institutions will be 
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restricted in accomplishing their dual goals of attracting and providing 

meaningful educational experiences to this new group of students. This 

need for clarification is touched upon by Peterson (1981, p. 328). 

Educational planners have not always drawn the distinction 
between the educational wants and needs of older persons. They 
have often assumed that wants and needs were identical, and 
have programmed on that basis. In reality, this frequently 
means that the-needs are considered but the wants are not •• 
Conscious determination of the appropriate mix of courses 
directed toward wants and needs is important to successful 
programming. 

Additionally, a better understanding of the expectation/ 

motivation relationship is significant in the following areas: 

1. Clarification of the relationship will cause pro~ammers to 

examine some of the seemingly contradictory assumptions concerning older 

learners and their motivations. 

Many authorities have cautioned against the existent assumption 

that senior educational offerings should concentrate upon seniors' needs, 

lacks or deprivations (Hiemstra, lq76; Knox 1976; Marcus, 1978; 

McClusky, 1978; Peterson, 1981; Wile, 1978, 1980). Programs of broad 

general interest appeal to and attract a much larger group of elders 

(McClusky, 1978). In numerous studies concerninp' elders' course pref-

erences, 40 to 65% of the selected courses were based upon personal 

growth and exploration of some new subject matter area (Department of 

Education, New York College, Spring 1979; u.S. Department of Health 

and Human Services, January 1981). Some authors completely reject 

"need" in their philosophy of education for the aging as being pre sump-

tive and stereo typic (Moody, 1976). 



Havighurst (1976) differentiates between the "needs" as per

ceived by the programmers and the "personal needs" (i.e., motivations) 
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of the elders. By and large, however, the majority of senior program

ming centers around "needs" as perceived by the program planners (DeCrow, 

1974; Knox, 1976; Johnson, 1982; Schultz, 197R; Tenenbaum, 1979), the 

majority of whom are not members of the target audience (Newsweek 1982; 

Tou~h, 1978; O'Toole, 1974; Usdin and Hofling 1978). Rosow (1980) 

reports that problems which older people have are often very different 

from those which non-older people think the elderly have. DeCrow 

(1974), Peterson (1981), Wile (1979), Wile and Fleury (1980), and Carrig 

(1979) indicate that the same situation may exist in educational pro

gramming for elders and su~gest that the anparent lack of motivation on 

the part of elders to participate in educational programs may be the 

result of concentrating upon "needs" rather than "wants." In DeGrow's 

study (1974), the responses to '~hat interests many older adults in 

education" reflect the services offered by the type of agency report in/!e 

Marcus and Havighurst (1980) characterize educator's success in desi~

ing and offering useful learning experiences as "debatable." The 

prevalence of incorrect assumptions about the aged by the non-aged has 

prompted the national office of ELDERHOSTEL (1983, p. 6) to advise new 

campus coordinators to avoid courses on the problems of aging ("Never 

try to teach old people to be old"). Harris pollsters caution that 

" having a problem is not the S8me as being a problem" (Tenenbaum, 

1979, p. 6). 



2. Clarification of the relationship will cause educational pro

grammers to re-examine strategies for the future of older adult educa

tion. 

Neugarten (1975) predicts future generations of seniors will be 

even more concerned with programs of self-enhancement and community 

participation, and less with meeting needs. Other authors have pointed 

to the need for careful planning of programs for the older adult seg

ment (Brousseau, 1981; Johnson, 1982; Conter and Golden, 1979; Conter 

and Schneiderman, 1982c, 1983; Cross, 1978; Knox, 1976; Carrig, 1979; 

Yeo, 1982). Bolton (1983) and Watkins (1979) caution higher education 

against seekinr: older adults "only to shore up sagging traditional en

rollments." Fiske (1977) calls for both redefinition and reconcep

tualization of adult and continuing education programs for this a~ 

group. 

3. Clarification of the relationship will allow educational pro

grammers and their institutions to participate in the rapidly growing 

senior market segment. 

"By 1990 most colleges and universities which will survive will 

look very different from the ones which now exist. Instead of being 

youth-focused (indeed youth-circumscribed), they will have become con

cerned with educational service for people of all ages" (Houle, 1977, 

p. 12). 

Rewards for those institutions willing to reconsider and rede

fine older adult programming stereotypes will be great. As of 197~, 

less than opo-=- '.pa,t.f>r of all institutions of higher education offered 

programs specifically for older adults (Yeo, 1982). Rringham (1977) 

8 
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indicated that in only three years that figure had grown to 40%. That 

figure now is over 50%. The elder market has been described as the most 

dynamic growth area in all of education (McClusky, 1978). Although 

current demographic trends are uncertain, if zero population growth con

tinues, by the year 2010, over one-half of the population will be 50 

years of age and older (Peterson, 1981). Cross (1978, p. 1), only 

slightly tonf,Ue-in-cheek, claims "Lifelong learning outranks motherhood, 

apple pie and the flag as a universal good." 

The attraction of these senior adults will provide a viable 

alternative market for hifhereducation (O'Donnell, 1980), a market that 

is currently estimated at over S62 million yearly in tuition alone 

(Administration on Aging) and a market that will consume much of hi~her 

education's currently unused capacity (Bowen, 1980). If the current 

rate of expansion of government expenditures on programs for older 

adults continues, by the year 2000, 3~ of the federal budget will be 

devoted to individuals 60 years of age and over (Bolton, 1983). Some 

institutions of higher education may well receive important political 

support from their senior students (Lenz, 1980). Politically and 

socially, the elderly have the highest proportion~te voting record of 

any age group (Smith, 1974; O'Donnell, 1980; Johnson, 1982; Schneiderman 

and Conter, 1982), and they are vocal in their support of those insti

tutions that are responsive to them (Tenenbaum, 1979; Gorkin, 1983). 

4. Clarification of the relationship will allow programmers to 

fulfill responsibilities to both society and a previously underserved 

segment of the population. 
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This area is perhaps the one that has the most potential for 

both being socially significant and having the longest term effect 

(McClusky, 1971). Marcus and Havighurst (1980) suggest that education's 

major contribution can be to multiply and expand the choices of the 

elderly. 

Knox (1976) reports that lower participation rates of older 

adults in education may be a function of the lack of availability of 

useful and accessible programs. This lack has led to what Cross and 

Florio (1978) have termed a "cultural black hole" (Cross and Florio, 

1978, p. 8). As a result of this lack of viable programs, often the 

older adult is channeled into less socially efficient activities: 

••• despite material gains, the human dimension is often 
neglected. The adjustment to reduced responsibilities, loss 
of family and friends and increased leisure time can be pain
ful (Wile, Fisher and Kaplan, 1979, p. 4). 

We cannot expect an education concluded at age 18 or 21 
to be still adequate at 50 (Mondale, 1976, p. 42). 

Education as an attractive alternative for older adults offers 

potential benefits to the individual, to institutions of higher educa-

tion and to society at large. 

First, to the individual: 

Individuals with more education have better health, adapt to 
change more successfully and, are generally more pleased with 
their lives (Wile and Fleury, 1980, p. 4). 

To institutions of higher education, the benefits are also 
great: 

Government agencies should encourage lifelong learning by such 
funding approaches as 'tuition remission toward preretirement 
education', Internal Revenue Service 'check-offs' for con
tinuing education and a lifelong-learning voucher system 
(Chronicle of Hi~her Education, December 12, 1980). 



And it is reasonably safe to predict that in the years ahead, 
an increasin~ share of government funding will be devoted to 
the education of adults •••• (Lenz, 1980, p. 15). 

Finally, society at large can benefit: 

Education can be preventative rather than ameliorative (Wile 
and Fleury, 1980, p. 4). 

Adults who remain active and involved are less likely to need 
social services. They are more apt to take care of themselves 
or rely on educational institutions for answers rather than 
other agencies (Wile, Fisher and Kaplan, 1979, p. 23). 

The interaction of these benefits is predicted by Wile et al., 

(197~ p. 26) in the conclusion to Traveling Teachers: A Report of An 

Educational Outreach Program for Older Adults. 

As older people become examples of lifelong learning fulfill
ment they provide a model for everyone else. The fear of aging 
runs deep. As that fear is lessened, life is more promising 
for all. 

Hypothesis 

In order to study the assumption of educational programmers 
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that stated concerns of older adults lead to motivations to address these 

concerns through educational experiences, this study proposed to test 

the following non-directional null hypothesis: 

There is no significant difference between the expectations of 

educational programmers, as demonstrated by course offerinps, concernin~ 

older adult motivations and the enrollments of older adults in educa-

tional programs. 

Stated statistically, the null hypothesis becomes: 

Ho: MA = MB 

fAA - MB = 0 



The alternative hypothesis is 

MA -I MB 

MA - MB -I 0 

Where MA represents programmer expectations and ME represents 

older adult motivations concerning enrollments. 

Assumntions and Limitations 

The study made the following assumptions: 

1. There currently exists a lack of congruence between educator 

expectations and the motivations of senior adults to participate in 

educational programs in later life. 

2. The programmer sample selected for survey is representative of 

the population of programmers likely to participate in the design and 

development of progra!:115 for older adul ts. 

12 

3. The participant sample selected for survey is representative of 

the population of seniors likely to participate in educational programs 

in later life. 

4. The courses listed in the survey questionnaire are descrintive 

of the topics and subject matter they were to represent. 

5. The courses that were selected by the programmers and the par

ticipants are an indication of the former group's expectation and the 

latter group's motivations concerning courses for older adults. 

6. The conclusions drawn from the study can be generalizable to 

the populations of programmers and seniors the samples were chosen to 

represent. 
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7. The greater understanding of programmer expectations and senior 

motivations will lead to greater coneruence between the educational 

offerings of institutions of higher education and increase the propen

sity of older adults to participate in these offerings. 

The study was limited by the following factors: 

1. The programmer survey sample was limited to institutions of 

higher education. 

2. The participant sample was limited to ELDERHOSTEL participants. 

3. The survey dealt with non-credit programs only. 

4. The conclusions of the study were limited by the size of the 

survey response. 

With regard to programmer sample selection, the sample was 

chosen for the following reasons: 

1. Identifiability and representativeness of the total population 

of programmers involved in higher education programming for older 

adults. 

2. Accessibility of individuals by name, title, address and tele

phone numbers. 

3. Previous hi~h rate of survey responses. 

With regard to participant sample selection. ELDERHOSTEL par

ticipants were chosen for the survey sample for the following reasons: 

1. Identifiability as appropriately aged individuals having demon

strated an interest in education in later life. 

2. Accessibility of individuals by name, addresses and telephone 

numbers. 



3. Expectation of high survey response rate. 

With regard to program topic/subject matter, the study was 

limited to non-credit programs for the following reasons: 

1. The majority of educational participation by older adults is 

non-credit (Lenz, 1980; O'Donnell, 1980). 

2. The data being compared on the stated concerns and motives of 

older adults is largely non-credit. 

3. The survey questionnaire courses selected were non-credit. 
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vlith regard to the generalizability of the conclusions developed, 

all survey studies are limited by the sample response size. In this 

study, the return response rates of 78% and 84% should provide accept

able validity. 

Definition of Terms 

For purposes of this study, the following terms are defined 

below as they are used: 

Educational Experience - Involvement in a course or program of 

instruction or guided inquiry? formal or informal, provided by an insti

tution of higher education. 

ELDERHOSTEL - A national program of residential (i.e., on-campus) 

education for individuals 60 years of age and older. 

Educational Programmer - An individual employed by an institution 

of higher education with responsibility for the design, development and 

implementation of educational experienceso 

Hi~her Education - Formal education beyond the secondary level. 
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Motivation - The attempt to overcome the absence of something which 

the individual perceives as desirable, useful, enhancing and personally 

attainable. 

Motive - The factor that causes the individual to seek goals beyond 

physiological/emotional survival. 

Need - A lack of something necessary for the individual's survival 

or physiological or emotional well-being which mayor may not be per

ceived as personally attainable. 

Old-Old - Individuals over 75 years of age. 

Older Adult - Individuals over 60 years of age. 

WBnt - A desire or wish. 

Young-Old - Individuals between 50 and 74 years of age. 

Having introduced the nurpose and the concept of the study, the 

next chapter, Review of the Literature, will describe recent, signifi

cant studies related to the current research and provide an overview of 

need assessment and motivational research. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

"Historically, the aging were regarded neither as interested 
in education nor as feasible clients for it" (Marcus and Havig
hurst, 1980, p. 23). 

Until the 1940s, the average life expectancy in the United 

States was less than 65. At the present time, three fourths of the 

population lives to age 81 (Smith, 1974). In the 1940s, one half of 

all men over age 65 continued to work. Currently, only 20% of the men 

and 8% of the women are working after age 65 (Peterson, 1981). The 

demographic realities of the rp.cent past have made concern for the edu-

cational needs of older adults a relatively new phenomenon. 

Table 1 indicates that prior to the mid-1960s, very little in-

formation was available concerning the educational interests of senior 

adults. It was not until the 1971 White House Conference on Agin~ that 

a concentrated effort was made to determine the extent of those inter-

ests (O'Donnell, 1980). Since that time, a series of surveys have been 

conducted to attempt to measure and categorize the adult learner's 

"consumption patterns." As can be seen from Table 1, there is very 

little similarity in the reporting of the data gathered. 

Additionally, early in the design of the study, it became de-

sirable to expand the literature search into two related areas: 

16 
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Table 1. Stated motivations and subject matter desired by older adults 
participating in education. 

1964, Hendrickson and Barnes 

1. Religion 
2. Gardening 
3. Travel 
4. Physical Fitness 
5. Grooming 
6. Psychology 
7. Managing Financial Affairs 
8. History 
9. Public Affairs 

10. Foreign Relations 

1973. Meeth 

1. To Have a Good Time 
2. To Combat Loneliness 
3. To Feel Useful 
4. To See Results 
5. To Feel Free from Competition 

1974, DeCro~ 
1. Hobbies and Recreation 
2. Consumer Education 
3. Health, Home and Family Life, Personal Development 
4. Esthetic Appreciation, Community and World Affairs, Social 

Action Training, Religious and Spiritual Development 
5. Basic Education 
6. Other Academic Courses 
7. Job Related Subjects and Skills 

1975-1976 1 Carmichael and Veres 

1. Arts and Crafts 
2. Gardening 
3. Sewing 
4. Travel 
5. Home Decorating 
6. Sports and Games 
7. Cooking 
8. Home Repairs 
9. Physical Fitness 

1977! Bri n~ham 

1. Liberal Studies 
2. ELDERHOSTEL 
3. Pre-retirement 
4. Health 
5. Recreation 
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Table 1 -- continued 

1978, U.S. Department of Heal th and Human Services 
"Participation in Adult Education by Older Persons" 

1. Crafts 
2. Business 
3. Arts 
4. Health Care 
5. Home Economics 

1978, Cross and Florio 

1. History 
2. Psychology 
3. Health 
4. Foreign Language 
5. Literature 
6. Painting 
7. Creative Writing 
8. Religion 
9. Pre-retirement Planning 

10. Physical Fitness 

1978, Conter 

1. Interest in World Affairs 
2. To Remain Intellectually Active 
3. To Socialize with Others 

1982, Covey 

1. Sake of Learning 
2. Social Contact 
3. Always been Active 
4. Become a Better Person 
5. Other 
6G Desire to Accomplish Something Bducationally 
7. Foster my Work (Vocation) 
8. Achieve Skills to Survive in Society 
9. Prepare for a Vocation 

10. Encouragement from Others 
11. To Adapt to Society 
12. Need Education for a Better Job 
13. Society's Expectations 

Note: A weighted average composite of Table 1 is displayed in Table A4 
in Appendix A. 
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(1) the psychological factors of needs and wants; and (2) needs assess

ment and motivational research. A review of the relevant literature in 

each area follows. 

Needs Versus ~otivation 

Before developing the research design further, a basic distinc

tion must be made between the concepts of need and motivation. This 

distinction is not easily developed. 

Psycholo~ists describe motives as including needs, drives, and 

incentives. Needs are internal, physiological factors required to main

tain a condition termed homeostasis, or equilibrium, in a person's life. 

Needs are the result of the individual's interaction with the environ

ment. Drives are the state of arousal that directs the individual to 

satisfy a need or to achieve homeostasis. Incentives are the external 

(i.e., outside the individual) motivators (Davis and En~en, 1975). For 

purposes of simplici ty ar.c clm':i 1,/ t 'leeds and drives will be, hereafter, 

referred to simply as needs. Incentives and motivations will be re

ferred to as motivations. 

The majority of research concerning needs and motivation is 

drawn from the disciplines of education, psychology, sociology and 

industrial/environmental hybrids of these fields. Throughout the liter

ature, these concepts are often intertwined; distinctions are often 

blurred; and the terms used somewhat interchangeably. Freud (1953) 

related needs to the lower levels of human development which he iden

tified as the id and the ego. \Vhen he described the super ego as the 

residence of self concept, he essentially moved to the concept of 

motivation. 
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Horney (1937) and Adler addressed the needs of superiority and 

anxiety (Ansbacher and Ansbacher, 1965). Fromm (1941) and Sullivan 

(1947) addressed the pseudo-motives of human affiliation and relation

ships. Other Neo Freudians vacilated between needs and motives (Robert

son, 1970). 

Lewin's (1936) Field Theory described need as a form of tension 

which requires release; motivation is described as a form of valence 

or attractive behavioral goal. Both needs and motivations were seen as 

being subject to the individual's situational "life space." 

Perhaps the most famous need/motivation theorist, Abraham Maslow 

(1943) developed a "hierarchy of needs" ranging from physiological sur

vival to self-actualization. The lack of distinction between the needs 

and the motives in this hierarchy has led to a major misunderstanding 

of Maslow'S theory. This misunderstanding, if not corrected may affect 

the educational programmer's selection of educational offerings for the 

general public as well as for older adults. This problem revolves 

around the common interpretation of Maslow's theory: that an individual 

seeks complete satisfaction of all lower level needs before moving to 

hi~her levels of satisfaction (e.g., Robertson, 1970). In reality, the 

individual operates with a multitude of goal satisfaction strategies, 

combinations of which may be dominant at anyone time (Wasson, 1975; 

DuBrin, 1981). Any programmer who believes that older adults will not 

pursue intellectual experiences until physiological concerns are satis

fied may offer a very restricted choice of course offerings. 

Herzberg (1966) was perhaps the first theorist to differentiate 

between needs and motives. His Two Factor Theory, similar to Lewin's 
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Field Theory, suggests that the individual's interpretation of a situa

tion determines whether a particular phenomenon is hygenic (i.e., main

taining a status quo), or motivational in nature. A factor that 

motivates one individual may be merely maintenance of a basic need to a 

different individual (DuBrin, 1981). 

As recently as 1971, Howard McClusky presented to the White 

House Conference on Aging a list of educational needs of older adults 

(Wile et al., I 979). This list appears in Table 2. With the possible 

exception of the coping needs, the majority of the list is more motive 

than need based. 

A comparison of all of the above theories, differentiated be

tween need and motive appears in Table 2. 

In each of these theories, six conditions are implicit: (1) 

strenp,th of arousal; (2) knowled~e of anpropriate satisfying behavior; 

(3) presence of incentives; (4) probability of attaining the goal; (5) 

subordinance of conflicting motives; and (6) absence of subordination 

of inhibiting feelings (Davis and Engen, 1975). Number 4, the indi

vidual's perception of personal attainment, is a key factor in differen

tiating between need and motivation. 

To avoid some of the confusion prevalent in the above theories, 

for the purpose of this research, the following definitions were used: 

Need - A lack of something necessary for the individual's survival 

or physiological or emotional well-being which mayor may not be per

ceived as personally attainable. 



Table 2. Need/motivation theories. 

Freudian Neo-Freudian 

Super Ego 

w 
s::: 
0 

OM ..., 
ttl 
~ 

OM Affiliation ..., 
0 Relationship 
~ 

(Fromm) 
(Sullivan 

- -
Ego Anxiety 

w (Horney) 
t 
CIJ 
CIJ z 

Id Superiority 
(Adler) 

Field Theory 

Valence 

Tension 

Maslow Herzberg McClusky 

Self-Actual- Activity Influence 
ization Achievement 

Esteem Responsibility Expressive 
Reco~ition 

Love Advancement Contribu-
Status tive 
Interpersonal 

Relations 

Safety Security Coping 

Physiological Health 

f\) 
f\) 
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Motivation - The attempt to overcome the absence of something which 

the individual perceives as desirable, useful, enhancing and personally 

attainable. 

Needs Assessment Versus Motivational Research 

Perhaps the reason that educational programmers have concen

trated upon needs rather than motivation is the greater availability of 

data concerning individuals' needs. The data gatherers have had a good 

deal of experience in the design and conduct of need analysis studies. 

The Louis Harris and Associates organization regularly conducts such 

studies. The Administration on A~ing, the National Institute on A~ing, 

the National Opinion Research Center and numerous other governmental 

and non-profit organizations are actively involved in the on-going needs 

assessments of their constituencies and other special publics (McClusky, 

1971; Tenenbaum, 1979). Commercial organizations and psychologists have 

designed extensive and sophisticated procedures to assess the needs and 

requirements of large groups of individuals (Finkle, 1976; College 

Entrance Examination Board, 1979; Jaffee and Sefcik, 1980). 

Although psychologists tell us that motivation can, indeed, be 

measured (Murray, 1964; Young, 1973; Davis and Engen, 1975), regular 

on-going research has not been common in the area of motivation. After 

an initial burst of popularity in the late 1950s (e.g., Henry, 1958), 

most motivational research became applied rather than basic. Somewhat 

premature specialization brought on a good deal of criticism from 

numerous areas (Nolan and Warmke, 1965). 



Early motivational researchers were Freudian in their orienta

tion, a view not always enthusiastically embraced by some of the more 

pragmatic sponsors of the research. Small sample sizes (often less than 

100), the intensity required by in-depth interviews (the common research 

methodology), differing interpretations of findings and the difficulty 

of applying the findin~s directly to the problem at hand, led the list 

of criticisms directed at motivational research (Robertson, 1970). 

During the 1960s, pure motivational research declined and was 

often combined with Lewinian Field Theory to make the research results 

more immediately applicable to commercial sponsors' interests. The de

velopment of the entire area of study of consumer behavior, a hybrid of 

motivational research, developed from sponsors' need to determine the 

"hows" of individuals' behavior, as well as the "whys" (e.g., Sheth, 

1974) • 

In recent years, however, there have been a number of attempts 

to again determine motivations of adults and older learners in course 

selections (Hendrickson and Barnes, 1964; Johnstone and Rivera, 1965; 

Meeth, 1973; DeCrow, 1974; Bringham, 1977. Carp and Roelfs, 1976; 

Conter, 1978; Cross and Florio, 1978; Adkins, 1981; Bova, 1981; Covey, 

1982). In some cases, these efforts were merely a reporting of the 

variety of courses adults were enrolling in; in other instances, the 

findings were a form of "want list;" in several of the more recent 

studies (e.g., Adkins, 1981; Bova, 1981; Covey, 1982), the "whys" as 

well as the "whats" were addressed. 
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This study proposed to update the information on the motivations 

of the older adult as well as to determine the educational programmers' 

perceptions of these motivations. 

In designing this study, the research design was based upon a 

combinntion of Bova's 1981 study of older adults at the University of 

New Mexico and Covey's research at the University of Colorado (1982). 

Bova's study sought to determine the main reasons why older adults par

ticipated in adult education activities, with the hope that the findings 

would recommend educational programming strategies. Covey's study hoped 

to provide educational programmers with the motivations of older adults 

who returned to college. The results were expected to assist educa

tional programmers in planning current and future programs based upon 

seniors' needs. Bova utilized the EPS (Educational PHrticipant Scale) 

designed by Boshier (1978) to measure four categories of motivation: 

(1) escape/stimulation; (2) social welfare; (3) social relationship; 

and (4) cognitive interest. Covey used a combination of mailed ques

tionnaires and in-depth interviews, both of which were open-ended and 

unstructured, asking participants to respond to questions such as "Why 

do you attend college?" 

This study combined the Bova/Covey models to gain what was felt 

to be the best of each. Like Bova's EPS scale, the current study pro

vided participants with a structured questionnaire format that estab

lished direction to the study and allowed ease of tabulation and 

analysis of the data. Like Covey's study, the element of flexibility 

was built into the current research by the use of an open-ended course 

choice on the survey questionnaire and by the inclusion of input from 
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both programmer and participant respondent groups. Like both the Bova 

and Covey studies, the results were tabulated by rank order of respon

dent selections. Unlike either the Bova or Covey studies, the study at 

hand sou~ht input from the educational programmers as to perceptions of 

the seniors' motivations and allowed for comparison between the groups. 

In the next chapter, Research Design, the study will describe 

the concept of the study and the methodology used to address the central 

question of the existence of expectation/motivation variables and the 

congruence of such a relationship. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

In order to test the hypothesis of "no difference" the study 

developed a survey questionnaire to measure the expectations of 249 

educational programmers and the preferences of 249 older adults with 

regard to a group of 20 ELDERHOSTEL course titles. The survey format 

was selected as being the most efficient method of collecting data from 

the approximately 500 potential respondents (Allen, 1973). The avail

ability of reliable mailing address information and the wide geographic 

distribution of the potential respondents further contributed to the 

decision to use this method of data collection. 

An assumption of the study was that courses that address the 

reported concerns of seniors are "needs" (as perceived by the educa

tional programmers) and that courses in which the seniors indicate their 

preferences are "wants" and are the result of student motivation. 

Accordingly, ten courses in each category were selected from the 19R1 

Summer and the 1981/82 Winter/Spring ELDERHOSTEL catalogs. A list of 

the courses in this study is included in Appendix A under Survey Course 

Topics, Table A2. Courses listed under the "needs" heading corresponded 

to the 1981 Louis Harris and Associates "Stated Concerns of Older 

Adults." Courses listed under the "wants" heading were developed from 

a wei~hted average of the courses listed in Table 1 as the most popular 

programs enrolled in by older adults over the past 18 years. These 
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courses are listed in Table A2. An additional open-ended response 

selection was available to both samples labeled other. This response, 

if selected, was categorized as either "need" or "want" and assigned 

the appropriately weighted mid-range value. 

Courses were assigned values of from -10 to -1 for the most to 

the least popular "needs" courses and from +10 to +1 for the most to 

least popular "wants" courses. The open-ended response was assigned a 

mid-ran/!e value of a +/- 5.5 depending upon whether it was a "need" or 

a "want" course (see Table A5 in Appendix A). 

In designing the survey questionnaire and accompanying cover 

letters, special attention was given to the following requisites: 

1. That the cover letter explain the purpose of the survey, en

courar,e participant completion and contain easily understood return 

instructions. 
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2. That the survey questionnaire form be self-explanatory and sub

ject to only one interpretation on the part of the respondents. 

3. That the ouestionnaire be limited to one page in length and 

require less than ten minutes for respondents to complete. 

4. That participant anonymity be preserved (although respondents 

were encouraged to request a summary of results). 

5. That surveys could be coded in such a way as to allow for 

follow-up of non-respondents. 

6. That the questionnaire be designed for ease of data tabulation. 

A survey questionnaire with the 20 randomly arranged course 

titles was designed and pretested with 63 ELDERHOSTEL participants at 

The University of Arizona's January 23, 1983 ELDERHOSTEL program. 
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Additional pretests were conducted with ELDERHOSTEL State Directors in 

San Francisco, California, on January 27, 1983; National University 

Continuing Education Association (N.U.C.E.A.) members in San Diego, 

California on February 14, 1983 and with American Association of Com

munity and Junior College (A.A.C.J.C.) members and Great Decision State 

Coordinators in Los Angeles, California on February 23, 1983. Based 

upon the responses from the pretest, it was determined that the above 

requisites were met and no major questionnaire changes were made. 

The survey questionnaire with appropriate cover letters was sent 

to 249 educational programmers and 249 former ELDERHOSTEL participants 

(samples appear in Appendix A). The sample of programmers chosen corre

sponded to the 1982 programmer survey (Conter and Schneiderman, 1982a). 

The participant sample was randomly selected by state of rCGidcnce from 

former ELDERHOSTEL participants to correspond numerically/geographically 

to the programmer sample. 

All surveys were mailed first class postage using individually 

addressed window envelopes. All cover letters were individually 

addressed and personally signed. Each survey included a postage-paid 

~eturn envelope. 

Programmer and participant sample respondents were asked to 

rank order their preferences from the courses listed. Programmers were 

asked to indicate their expectations of what courses their older adult 

students would partiCipate in. Participants were asked to indicate 

their preferences. Both sample groups were given the option of the 

open-ended other response as one of their choices. The first ten 

choices were totaled. 
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The survey responses were totaled by state and respondent group. 

For each state and respondent group, profiles were developed as to num

ber and course value of "need" and "want" courses and overall profiles 

were developed for the combination of the negative value "need" courses 

and the positive value "want" courses. The resulting data were compared 

as displayed in the cross partition table (Fig. 1). 

The comparison of data was used to test the study hypothesis in 

terms of the existence or absence of a relationship between stated con

cerns and actual course preferences. It was hypothesized by the study 

that no significant rel~tionship existed. 

Studv Procedures 

The following flow chart (Fig. 2) depicts visually the sequence 

of procedures that were undertaken in conducting the research. 

The OBJECTIVE station included both the definition of the ~n

eral problem and the refinement of the general to the specific problem 

statement. In this operation, a review of the literature appropriate 

to the history of the problem and the methodology of survey research, 

questionnaire design and measurement were undertaken. 

The HYPOTHESIS station operation included the development and 

operationization of the appropriate null and alternative hypotheses from 

the problem statement. The hypothesis was stated in the null form to 

allow for numerical examination. 

The SELECT POPULATION station included the designation of the 

programmer popUlation as well as the participant population. The former 

consisted of educational programmers involved in the design, development 
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and implementation of courses and programs for older adults. The latter 

consisted of older adults who have participated in ELDER HOSTEL programs 

in the United States over the past three years. 

The SELECT SAMPLE station reduced the total populations to a 

sample of 249 participants from each group. The pro~ammer sample was 

identical to the 1982 survey previously described. This sample was 

chosen as being representative both demographically and geographically 

of public and private colleges and universities; two and four year and 

over institutions across the 50 states. The participant sample was 

randomly drawn by state from ELDERHOSTEL participants in the Arizona 

ELDERHOSTEL program over the past three years. Each state had an equal 

sample of prograrr~ers and participants drawn from the population. 

The DESIGN QUESTIONNAIRE station included the refinement of H.e 

previously described survey questionnaire. Questionnaires were pre

coded to permit recontacting non-respondents and possible follow-up. 

Programmers and participants received appropriately differentiated 

cover letters (samples in Appendix A). 

The MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE station included simultaneous mailing of 

questionnaires to both sample groups. Surveys were mailed by first

class postage. Each cover letter was individually addressed and per

sonally signed. A first-class postage-paid return envelope was included 

with each questionnaire. Respondents were given the opportunity to 

request a copy of the survey results as a further enducement to comple

tion and return of the survey questionnaire. 
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The RECEIVE RETURNS station included receipt and classification 

of returned surveys by state and sample group. This was anticipated to 

take place within eight weeks of the initial mailing. 

~he CHECK RESPONSE RATE was a decision station. At the end of 

four weeks from the initial mailing, non-respondents were recontacted 

with a second survey questionnaire and postage-paid envelope. A slight

ly different cover letter was used to encourage return. At the end of 

eight weeks, the total response rate for both groups was tabulated. In 

the event of less than a 76% return for either group, non-respondents 

were contacted a second time. In the case of non-response after the 

second follow-up letter, or in the event of non-forwardable surveys 

(e.g., death or moved/left no forwarding address), comparable sample 

respondents were selected from the populations and surveyed. 

The TABULATE DATA station included the collection, classifica

tion and arrangement of data into appropriate analysis formats. 

The ANALYZE DATA station included the assignment of numerical 

weights to the sample surveys and the numerical tests for comparison. 

The INTERPRETE DATA station involved the interpretation of the 

survey results and the testing of the study hypotheses. 

The REPORT RESULTS station was the preliminary report of the 

study finding. 

The REVISE AS NEEDED station included needed and suggested re

visions in the preliminary study report. 

The FINAL REPORT station involved submission of the revised 

preliminary report in final form. 



In the next chapter - "Data Collection and Analysis" - the 

actual study procedures are described and the data collected is ana

lyzed. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

Survey Distribution 

On February 25, 1983, the surveys were 'mailed to 249 educational 

programmers and an equal number of ELDERHOSTEL participants. Within 

five days, the first responses were received. Data tabulation was on

going as the surveys arrived. Initial response was quite heavy with 

returns of approximately 20 surveys per day during the second and third 

weeks following the mailing. Participant surveys were returned at a 

rate of two to three times as great as programmer returns during this 

period. 

By the end of the third week, 148 participant surveys and 63 

programmer surveys had been returned. By the end of the fourth week (a 

decision station in the study flow chart), 182 (73%) of the participant 

surveys had been returned •. One hundred thirty-eight (55%) of the pro

grammer surveys had been returned by the same date. A second mailing of 

24 surveys was made to programmers in six states (District of Columbia, 

Florida, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan and Rhode Island) from which no surveys 

had been returned. (A sample follow-up cover letter appears in Appendix 

A). 

Survey Response 

By the end of the sixth week following the initial mailing, 208 

(84%) of the participant surveys and 193 (78%) of the programmer surveys 
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had been returned. Subsequent surveys were not included in the study. 

Perhaps as important as the rate of return of the survey is the general 

representativeness of the sample response. All 50 states were repre

sented by at least two programmer responses and one participant response. 

Of the total 401 surveys returned, 17 programmer and 26 of the partici

pant surveys were not usable due to incomplete or missing data or 

inability to identify respondent location (e.g., missing or illegible 

postmark). Since the return in both categories for participant and pro

grammer was slightly in excess of the target 76% response goal, data 

analysis was initiated. Tables 3 and 4 list survey distribution and 

response rates by state. 

Comment 

With regard to data collection using a mail survey methodology, 

several comments are in order. The attempt of the study was to survey 

a representative sample (in this case, 5%) of the approximately 3500 

institutions of higher education throughout the United States~ (A 

larger sample percentage was actually used to assure a minimum of four 

institutions per state.) To maintain uniformity in comparison, both 

geographically and demographically, an equal number of older adults was 

selected. The sample amounted to approximately 0.0000068% of the total 

United States population over the age of 60. Given the relatively large 

number of respondents, and the wide geographic dispersion of the sample, 

the mail survey format was chosen as both appropriate and practical. 

The response rates of 78% and 84% respectively for institutions 

and participants are usually deemed quite acceptable (Allen, 1973). 

Four factors probably contributed to this rate of return: (1) the 
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Table 3. Survey sample distribution and response rate. 

State Programmer Response Participant Response 

Alabama 4 4 4 3 
Alaska 4 3 4 1 
Arizona 4 4 4 4 
Arkansas 4 4 4 4 
California 16 15 16 16 
Colorado 4 3 4 4 
Connecticut 4 3 4 4 
Delaware 4 4 4 2 
District of Columbia 3 2 3 3 
Florida 4 3 4 4 

Georgia 4 3 4 4 
Hawaii 4 3 4 3 
Idaho 4 3 4 4 
Illinois 8 6 8 8 
Indiana 4 2 4 3 
Iowa 4 3 4 4 
Kansas 4 2 4 4 
Kentucky 4 4 4 4 
Louisiana 4 3 4 1 
Maine 4 3 4 2 

Maryland 4 2 4 4 
Massachusetts 6 4 6 3 
Michigan 5 2 5 5 
Minnesota 4 2 4 4 
Mississippi 4 4 4 3 
Missouri 6 5 6 6 
Montana 4 4 4 3 
Nebraska 4 I. 4 3 
Nevada 4 3 4 4 
New Hampshire 4 4 4 2 

New Jersey 4 2 4 4 
New Mexico 4 2 4 4 
New York 15 9 15 15 
North Carolina 6 4 6 2 
North Dakota 4 3 4 

Ohio 7 4 7 7 
Oklahoma 4 3 4 3 
Oregon 4 4 4 4 
Pennsylvania 9 8 9 9 
Rhode Island 4 3 4 1 
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Table 3 -- continued 

state Programmer Response Participant Response 

South Carolina 4 4 4 1 
South Dakota 4 3 4 1 
Tennessee 4 4 4 1 
Texas 8 6 8 8 
Utah 4 3 4 4 

Vermont 4 4 4 4 
Virginia 4 4 4 1 
Washington 4 4 4 4 
West Virginia 4 2 4 4 
Wisconsin 4 3 4 4 
Wyoming 4 4 4 4 

TOTAL 249 193 249 208 
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Table 4 .. Programmer distribution by state (sample/response). 

state A.A.C.J.C. ELDERHOSTEL Great N.U.C.E.A. Total Decisions 

Alabama 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 
Alaska 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/0 4/3 
Arizona 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 
Arkansas 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 
California 6/6 2/2 2/1 6/6 16/15 

Colorado 1/1 1/1 1/0 1/1 4/3 
Connecticut 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/0 4/3 
Delaware 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 
District of C. 0 1/1 1/0 1/1 3/2 
Florida 1/0 1/1 1/0 1/1 4/2 

Georgia 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/0 4/3 
Hawaii 1/1 1/1 1/0 1/1 4/3 
Idaho 1/0 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/3 
Illinois 2/2 2/1 2/1 2/2 8/6 
Indiana 1/0 1/1 1/0 1/1 4/2 

Iowa 1/1 1/1 1/0 1/1 4/3 
Kansas 1/1 1/1 1/0 1/0 4/2 
Kentucky 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 
Louisiana 1/1 1/1 1/0 1/1 4/3 
Maine 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/0 4/3 

Maryland 1/0 1/1 1/0 1/1 4/2 
Massachusetts 2/2 1/1 1/1 2/0 6/4 
Michigan 2/0 1/1 1/0 1/1 5/2 
Minnesota 1/1 1/1 1/0 1/0 4/2 
Mississippi 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 

Missouri 2/2 1/1 1/1 2/1 6/5 
Montana 1/1 1/1 1/0 1/1 4/3 
Nebraska 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 
Nevada 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 
New Hampshire 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 

New Jersey 1/1 1/1 1/0 1/0 4/2 
New Mexico 1/0 1/1 1/0 1/1 4/2 
New York 4/3 4/3 2/2 5/1 15/9 
North Carolina 2/1 1/1 1/1 2/1 6/4 
North Dakota 1/1 1/0 1/1 1/1 4/3 

Ohio 2/2 2/1 1/0 2/1 7/4 
Oklahoma 1/1 1/1 1/0 1/1 4/3 
Oregon 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 
Pennsylvania 4/3 1/1 1/1 3/3 9/8 
Rhode Island 1/0 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/3 
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Table 4 -- continued 

State A.A.C.J.C. ELDERHOSTEL Great N.U.C.E.A. Total Decisions 

S. Carolina 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 
S. Dakota 1/1 1/1 1/0 1/1 4/3 
Tennessee 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 
Texas 3/1 1/1 1/1 3/2 8/6 
Utah 1/1 1/1 1/0 1/1 4/3 

Vermont 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 
Virginia 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 
Washington 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 
West Virginia 1/1 1/1 1/0 1/0 4/2 
Wisconsin 1/1 1/1 1/0 1/1 4/3 
Wyoming 1/1 1/1 1/1 1/1 4/4 

TOTALS 69/57 57/53 54/33 69/50 249/193 



survey questionnaire was designed and pretested to assure ease of com

pletion and maximum return response; (2) the programmer group surveyed 

was familiar both with the subject matter of the survey and the survey 

method of data collection; (3) the participant group was interested in 

the subject matter of the survey and was anxious to express their 

opinions regarding the topic; and (4) sample contact and recontact Was 

facilitated by the availability of accurate mailing lists. 

A further peculiarity of the survey response that both bears 
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upon the overall theme of the study and provides insight into programmer/ 

participant expectation/motivation is the respondent input, comments 

and requests for summary survey results. 

The offer of a summary of survey results was included in both 

programmer and participant cover letters as first, an inducement to in

crease survey response and second, an additional means of identifying 

survey respondents. Early in the data tabulation stage of the study, 

it became apparent that definite patterns were developing in progra~mer/ 

participant reoponses that might be taken as a measure of interest on 

the part of respondents. 

Three major categories of respondent input became significant: 

(1) responses to the open-ended course suggestions; (2) requests for 

summary survey results; and (3) unsolicited comments from respondents 

regarding courses, personal opinions and the survey itself. Each of 

these categories is discussed below. 

Responses to the open-ended question on course selection were 

the largest category of respondent input for the participants and the 

second largest category of input from the programmers (59% and 21%, 



43 

respectively). Such was not surprising in that participants, generally 

were much more vocal in terms of their specific interests (e.g., "rug 

hooking") while programmers generally concentrated upon a broad general 

area or "mass market" (e.g., "history of the area"). The other two 

categories of input were not as predictable. 

Perhaps the most surprising category of respondent input was 

the request for survey results. One would assume that the educational 

programmers, anxious to learn more about their craft, would be inter

ested in what other institutions across the nation were reporting. The 

programmers, however, requested survey sunnnary reports in only 34% of 

their responses. Participants, on the other hand, who would not be 

thought to have a strong interest in the results of the study, requested 

summaries in 28% of their responses. 

The most overwhelming difference between the programmer and 

participant groups was the area of unsolicited comments. Programmers 

added comments, ranging from single sentence editorials to four pages 

with attachments descriptions of programs, in 17% of the responses. 

Participants, on the other hand, added connnents, again from single sen

tences to several pages, in 38% of the responses. 

Frequency and percentages of responses are displayed in Table 5. 

Programmers displayed a good deal of variation in their level of input 

as can be seen in Table 6. 

Data Tabulation 

Upon receipt, surveys were identified by postmark and recorded 

by state of origin in either programmer or participant categories. 
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Table 5. Frequency and percentage of responses. 

Category Course Result Comment 
Respondent Number & Number % Number % 

Programmer 40 21 66 34 32 17 

Participant 123 59 59 28 79 38 

Table 6. Frequency and percentage of responses of programmers. 

Category 
Respondent Course % Result % Comment % 

A.A.C.J.C. 18 32 23 41 13 7 

ELDERHOSTEL 10 19 4 8 6 12 

Great Decisions 4 11 11 31 2 6 

N.U.CeE.A. 8 16 2R 58 11 23 



Surveys were then assigned need and ~ values based upon the first ten 

courses selected by the respondent. For each survey, the score assigned 

was based upon the number of courses selected in each category and the 

value +/- of the courses selected. Individual survey scores were then 

recorded on a state profile sheet by respondent category and according 

to nee~ want or composite which totaled the number and value of courses 

selected. (See Fig. 3 for sample reproduced state profile sheet.) 

As participant and programmer categories were completed for each 

state, a state profile Was developed for each of the three categories 

(Need, Want and Composite) based upon an average developed from totaling 

the number and ~lue responses in each category and dividing the totals 

by the number of responses. These figures were then recorded in a 

series of cross partition tables. (Sample cross partition table for 

the above example is reproduced in Fig. 4.) Non-usable responses were 

not included in totals nor as denominators to develop the state profiles. 

State profiles were compared by participant and programmer 

categories and by participant and individual programmer group categories. 

Additionally, programmer group categories were compared to each other. 

The results of these comparisons are displayed in Appendix A under Data 

Tabulation. 

Later, the top ten states numerically in each category were 

isolated for comparison between ~ and want choices, and between pro

grammer and participant groups. States were then ranked according to 

programmer expectations versus actual participant responses and cate

gorized as "liberal," "accurate" or "conservative." Finally, states 

were ranked by participant responses as "liberal," "neutral" of 



STATE Arkansas Sample Size 

Programmer Need Want 

(ELDER) 1. - 6 / -26 + 4 /+ 32.5 
(G. D.) 2. - 4 / -22 + 6 /+ 27 
(AACJC) 3. - 2 / -11 + 8 /+ 36 
(NUCEA) 4. - 4 / -16 + 6 /+ 43 

Total -16 / -55 +24 /+138.5 

Average - 4 / -13.75 + 6 /+ 34.625 

Participant 

1. - 4 / -23 + 6 /+ 30 
2. - 3 / -11 + 7 /+ 37 
3. - 1 / - 7 + 9 /+ 50 
4. - 4 / -30 + 6 /+ 36 

Total -12 / -71 +28 /+153 

Average - 3 / -17.75 + 7 /+38.25 

Figure 3. State profile sheet. 

4 

Composite 

- 2 / + 0.65 
-f·2 / + 0.50 
-I- 6 / + 2.50 
+ 2 / + 2.70 

+8 / + 6.35 

+ 2 / + 1. 5875 

+ 2 / + 0.70 
+ 4 / + 2.60 
+ 8 / + 4.30 
+ 2 / + 0.60 

+16 / + 8.20 

+ 4 / + 2.05 

-+=" 
0'\ 



NEED # / Value I WANT # / Value 
PROGRAMMER 13.750'+ 6.0000 

PARTICIPANT - 17.75 

Figure 4. Cross partition table. 

COMPOSITE 

~ 
--.J 
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"conservative" and plotted geographically and demographically on United 

States maps. Each of these comparisons are discussed below. 

Comment 

Data tabulation accuracy relied upon three major factors. The 

first of these factors was identification of questionnaires returned for 

proper respondent and state classification. The identification of re

spondents was facilitated by appropriately coded questionnaires. Iden

tification by state, however, at times proved difficult. Postmarks, the 

primary method of identifying cities and states of origin, were some

times missing, illegible or misleading (e.g., the postmark for Washing

ton State University in Pullman, Washington is Spokane, Washington). 

In other cases, where states were identifiable but cities were not, 

identification became a process of elimination as other state surveys 

were received. 

The second factor that affected the accuracy of the data tabu

lation was the completeness and accuracy of the respondents' course 

selections. The vast majority of the respondents rank ordered all 20 

courses. In some instances, however, less than 10 courses were ranked, 

making the survey unusable. In other instances, courses were not rank 

ordered but were given multiple assignments of "1", "10" or "20". Some 

of these surveys were usable if the multiple assignments were in groups 

of five or ten allowing identification of ten first choices. 

The open-ended response sometimes presented a problem when it 

was included as one of the first ten choices. In every instance, it 

became a matter of subjective judgment on the part of the tabulator to 
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assign the open-ended choice to a ~ or a want category to determine 

if the value was positive or negative. In most cases, the choice fell 

naturally into one category or the other. At times, however, no clear

cut distinction could be made and the survey was not usable. 

The final factor affecting the accuracy of the data tabulation 

was the actual arithmetic calculations involved in tabulating in excess 

of 400 surveys. Each questionnaire required six separate functions: (1) 

select top ten choices; (2) assign values +/-; (3) total numbers +/-; 

(4) total values +/-; (5) total composite numbers +/-; and (6) total 

composite values +/-. Each state profile required six separate func

tions: (1,2) total and average need numbers and values, (3,4) total 

and average want numbers and values, (5,6) total and average composite 

numbers and values. Each cross-partition table required a double check 

of state profile calculations. Mathematical errors in any of the above 

18 steps often were not reflected until comparisons were made in the 

data analysis stage of the study. 

Data Analysis 

Initial aggregate comparison of average programmer course ex

pectations and average participant course selections (MA versus MB) 

revealed the discrepancy predicted by the study hypothesis (MA t MB). 

(See Programmer/participant State Profiles -- Table Al in the study 

Appendix A). The average programmer expectations (MA for number and 

value were +1.83 and +0.4670, respectively. Participant averages (ME) 

in the same categories were +2.54 and +1.0398, respectively. This 

amounted to 28% and 55% differences between programmer and participant 



averages. When a number of other comparisons were made, greater dis

crepancies between the two groups emerged. These are discussed below. 
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Individual programmer groups (i.e., A.A.C.J.C., ELDERHOSTEL, 

Great Decisions, and NoU.C.E.A.) were next compared to the aggregate 

average participant selections (MB). (See Programmer Group/participant 

Responses -- Table A3 in study Appendix A.) A wide range of variation 

between programmer expectations became apparent. The ELDERHOSTEL pro

grammer category was the most accurate of the four groups in predicting 

participant preferences (MA = +1.1246; ME = 1.0398) for a 92.5% match 

between the two groups of responses. The N.U.C.E.A. programmer category 

was the next most accurate, though distant, prediction (MA = +0.382; 

MB = +1.0398) for a 36.8% match. The Great Decisions and A.A.C.J.C. 

programmer categories were the least accurate in their predictions of 

partiCipant preferences with respective composite scores of -0.3740 and 

-0.4626. 

The next analysis drawn from the data was a compilation of the 

ten highest ranking states in both programmer and participant categories 

by both number and value of courses selected (Tables 7, 8, 9, 10). Pro

grammers in Tennessee, Illinois, Ohio, Georgia, Pennsylvania, Montana, 

Virginia, South Carolina, Connecticut and Wisconsin were the most "need 

oriented" in their expectations with composite state profiles ranging 

from -2.5333 to -0.8000. Participants in Mississippi, Hawaii, Florida, 

Delaware, Iowa, Idaho, Nebraska, Colorado, Oklahoma and Alabama were 

the most "need oriented" with composite state profiles ranging from 

-2.2670 to -0-. 



51 

Table 7. Ten top states: "Need Courses" -- value. 

Programmer Participant 

1. Tennessee -205333 1. Mississippi -2.2670 
2. Illinois -2.4667 2. Hawaii -1.3300 
3. Ohio -1.9000 3. Florida -0.9875 
4. Georgia -1.5000 4. Delaware -0.7500 
5. Pennsylvania -1.4571 5. Iowa -0.2750 
6. Montana -1.3333 6. Idaho -0.2125 
7. Virginia -1.0000 7. Nebraska -0.1667 
8. South Carolina -0.8375 8. Colorado -0.0500 
9. Connecticut -0.8250 9. Oklahoma -0.0333 

10. Wisconsin -0.8000 10. Alabama -0-

-14.6529 -6.0720 

Average -1.4653 (58% difference) -0.6072 

Table 8. Ten top states: ''Want Courses" -- value. 

Programmer Participant 

1. Florida +3.7000 1. Rhode Island +5.5000 
2. Indiana +3.2000 2. Washington +4.2500 

°3. Maine +2.9500 *3. Maine +3.8000 
4. Utah +2.6000 4. Vermont +3.4000 
5. Maryland +2.3000 5. Massachusetts +2.9170 
6. West Virginia +2.0500 6. Tennessee +2.9000 
7. Louisiana +1.8000 7. Arizona +2.8000 
8. Minnesota +1.6750 8. North Carolina +2.4250 
9M Arkansas +1.5875 9. Wisconsin +2.1667 

10. Kentucky +1.5375 10. Georgia +2.2250 

23.3800 32.3600 

Average 2.3380 (28% difference) 3.2360 
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Table 9. Ten top states: "Need Courses" -- number. 

Programmer Participant 

1. Illinois -4.3333 1. Mississippi -4.0000 
2. ·Ohio, Tennessee -4.0000 2. Hawaii -3.0000 
3. Georgia -3.3333 3. Utah -1.5000 
4. Pennsylvania -3.1429 4. Idaho -0.5000 
5. Connecticut -3.0000 5. *Alabama, Colorado, 
6. ·South Carolina, Kentucky, 

Texas, Wisconsin -2.0000 Louisiana, 
7. ·Alabama, Virginia -1.0000 Nebraska, *South 
8. Missouri -0.8000 Carolina -0-
9. Montana, North 6. Dist. of Columbia 

Dakota -0.6667 Florida +0.5000 
10. California (N) -0.5000 7. Michigan +0.8000 

8. ·Ohio +0.8570 
9. Delaware, Iowa, -22.7600 

Nevada +1.0000 
10. New York +1.0667 

-4.7900 

Average - 2.2760 (7% difference) -0.479 
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Table 10. Ten top states: "Want Courses" -- number. 

Programmer Participant 

1. Florida 8.0000 1. Rhode Island 10.0000 
2. "Indiana, ·Maine, 2. Washington 8.6000 

~Iaryland 6.0000 3. Massachusetts 6.6700 
3. Minnesota, ·West 4. ·Maine, Vermont 6.0000 

Virginia 5.0000 5. Arizona, "'North 
4. utah 4.6667 Carolina 5.0000 
5. Michigan, New 6. Georgia 

Hampshire, New 7. Arkansas, New Mexico 
Mexico 4.0000 ·West Virginia, 

6. Kentucky 3.5000 Tennessee 4.0000 
7. Nevada, ·North 8. Wisconsin 3.3333 

Carolina 3.0000 9. • Indiana, ·Oregon, 
8. Alaska, Louisiana 2.6667 Massachusetts 3.0000 
9. California (South) 2.5714 10. California (N), 

10. Arkansas, Delaware, Pennsylvania 2.7500 
Washington D.C. 53.8500 Hawaii, Mississippi 
New Jersey, 
Oklahoma, ·Oregon 2.0000 

41.3900 

Averap;e 4.1390 (23% difference 5.3850 
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Two interesting factors emerged from the above comparison. 

First, not a single state among the ten highest ranking in programmer 

expectations was among the ten highest ranking states in terms of par

ticipant "need orientation." Second, although both programmers and 

participants in the states involved initially expressed approximately 

similar high levels of need orientation (-2.5333 and -2.2670, respec

tively), the programmer expectations of need orientation remained high 

throughout the ten states, while participant need orientation fell off 

rather rapidly as the analysis moved down the list (e.g., Iowa). Aver

ages for the top ten need oriented states were: -1.4653 for the pro

grammer group and -0.6072 for the participant group. This amounts to a 

difference of 58% between the groups and is quite similar to the total 

survey difference of 55% reported earlier. 

The value of the ten highest "want oriented" states was next 

compared by programmer and participant categories. Again, little 

similarity emerged (Table 8). Maine was the only state where both pro

grammers and participants expressed high want orientation (+2.95 and 

+3.8, respectively). The dispersion of individual values, however, was 

more consistent for both categories, although the final averages between 

the categories displayed a 28% difference (MA = 2.338; ME = 3.2360). 

In terms of absolute numbers of need versus want oriented 

courses selected by the two groups, somewhat more similarity existed 

between the programmers and the participants. Although programmers 

averaged -2.276 for need oriented courses and -4.139 for want oriented 

courses as compared to -0.479 and -5.385 for participant averages, the 

dispersion of the values from highest to lowest was more uniform among 
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both categories. Further, there was a good deal of similarity among the 

top ten states in both categories. Three states, Alabama, Ohio and 

South Carolina, were represented among the top ten ranking states in 

both programmer and participant categories for need oriented number of 

courses (Table 9). 

Five states, Indiana, Maine, West Virginia, North Carolina and 

Oregon were represented among the top ten ranking states in both the 

programmer and participant categories in terms of "want oriented" num

ber of courses (Table 10). 

All of the ten top programmer states which appear in the need/ 

value compilation also appear in the top ten programmer need/number 

course table. Eighty percent of the top ten participant need/value 

states also appear in the participant need/number table. Ninety percent 

of the programmer want/value states appear in the programmer want/number 

table and all ten states appear in both the participant want/value and 

want/number tables. 

In terms of congruence between programmer expectations and par

ticipant course selections, three possible categories were defined: 

(1) "Liberal" -- where programmer expectations exceeded participant 

selection of "want oriented" courses; (2) "Accurate" -- where programmer 

expectations were congruent with actual course selection by participants; 

and (3) "Conservative" -- where programmer expectations were less than 

participants' actual selection of "want oriented" courses. 

To classify the states according to the above categories, a 

numerical comparison was used. Those states where programmer expecta

tions (as measured by the composite value score) exceeded participant 
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course selection (as measured by the participant composite value score) 

by a value of +0.50 or greater were labeled "Liberal." Those states 

where programmer expectations were less than participant selections by a 

value of -0.50 or greater were labeled "Conservative." Those states 

where programmer expectations were within a value of +0.50 and -0.50 of 

the participants' actual course selections were labeled "Accurate." 

Twenty states <3%) fell into the "Liberal" category. Twenty-one states 

fell into the "Conservative" category (4a%) and eleven states (21%) were 

rated as accurate in their predictions (Table 11). 

Plotting of the above states by classification on a United 

States map produced three interesting patterns: (1) there existed a 

large contiguous "Y" shaped group of "Liberal" states in the Southwest 

composed of Nevada, Utah, Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, Nebraska and 

Oklahoma; (2) there; existed a group of three contiguous "Accurate" 

states in the Northwest composed of Oregon, Idaho and Wyoming; and (3) 

there existed a large block of four continuous "Accurate" states in the 

Northeast composed of New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania and the Dis-· 

trict of Columbia. The similarity displayed in these patterns led to 

further analysis of the above states in terms of the population of 

seniors (over age 60) in each state. Three categories were developed: 

(1) states with senior populations over 1,000,000: California (north 

and south), Florida, Illinois, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New 

Oork, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Texas; (2) states with less than 100,000 

seniors in the population: Alaska, Delaw~re, Vermong and Wyoming; and 

(3) states with senior populations between 100,000 and 1,000,000. This 



Table 11. Congruence of expectations versus motivations. 

+0.50 or More 
Liberal 

Arizona 
Colorado 
Delaware 
Florida 
Hawaii 
Indiana 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maryland 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
Rhode Island 
Utah 
Vest Virginia 

Total - 20 

+0.50- -0.50 
Accurate 

Alabama 
Arkansas 
California (South) 
District of Columbia 
Idaho 
Iowa 
New Jersey 
New York 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Wyoming 

Total - 11 

-0.50 of More 
Conservative 

Alaska 
California (North) 
Connecticut 
Georgia 
Illinois 
Kansas 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
Missouri 
Montana 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Sou th Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
Wisconsin 

Total - 21 
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analysis led to the development of the expectation/population comparison 

(Table 12). 

Table 12. State programmer expectations with various populations. 

State Group # of States 1,000,000+ % -100,000 % Other % 

"Liberal" 20 2 10 1 5 17 85 
"Accurate" 11 4 37 1 9 6 5 
"Conservative" 21 5 24 2 9 14 67 

Analysis of Table 12 indicates that states with large (over 1,000,000) 

senior populations seemed to be slightly more "Accurate" or "Conserva

tive" rather than "Liberal" in programmer expectations. Those states 

with small (less than 100,000) senior populations seemed to be primarily 

"Conservative" in their programmer expectations. States with senior 

populations between 100,000 and 1,000,000 were split between "Liberal" 

(46%), "Conservative" (38%) and "Accurate" (16%). 

A similar analysis was applied to the data to establish three 

categories of participant response by state. The following categories 

were established: (1) "Liberal" -- where participants displayed a 

strong preference for "want oriented" courses; (2) "Neutral" -- where 

participants did not display a strong preference for either "need" or 

"want oriented" courses; and (3) "Conservative" -- where participants 

displayed a strong preference for "need oriented" courses. 

To classify the states into the above categories, those states 

where participant preference (as measured by state profile values) was 

greater than +0.50 were classified as "Liberal." Those states where 
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participant preferences were between +0.50 and -0.50 were classified as 

"Neutral." Those states where participant preferences were greater than 

-0.50 were classified as "Conservative." Twenty-nine states (56%) fell 

into the "Liberal" category. Sixteen states (31%) fell into the 

"Neutral" category. Seven states (13%) fell into the "Conservative" 

category (Table 13). 

Geographically plotting the above states by classification on a 

United States map produced the following definitive patterns: (1) all 

of the "Conservative" states, with the exception of Hawaii, were located 

east of the Mississippi River (Delaware, Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, 

Mississippi, New Hampshire); (2) eleven (6%) of the "Neutral" states 

were located west of the ~ississippi River (Iowa, Louisiana, Colorado, 

Idaho, Nebraska, Nevada, Montana, Minnesota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, 

Wyoming); (3) Eighty-one per cent of the coastal states (east and west) 

were classified "Liberal." The remaining 19% (Delaware, Florida and 

New Hampshire) were "Conservative." 

Once again, an analysis of the above state categories by senior 

population was undertaken. This analysis led to the development of the 

motivation/population comparison (Table 14). 

Analysis of Table 14 indicated that two thirds of the states 

with senior populations over 1,000,000 tended to be "Liberal" in their 

participant course selections. Of the smaller senior population states, 

under 100,000, 50% were "Liberal" in their participant course selec

tions. Of the remaining states between 100,000 and 1,000,000 senior 

populations, 54% fell into the "Liberal" category, 38% were "Neutral" 

and 8% were "Conservative" in participant course choices. 



Table 13. Participation motivation. 

+0.50 or More 
Liberal 

Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California (North 
California (South) 
Connecticut 
Georgia 
Indiana 
Kansas 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Missouri 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 

Total 29 

+0.50 -0.50 
Neutral 

Alabama 
Colorado 
District of Columbia 
Idaho 
Iowa 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
South Dakota 
Virginia 
Wyoming 

Total - 17 

Table 14. State participant motivation with various 

State Group # of States 1,000,000+ % -100,000 

"Liberal" 29 7 21 2 

"Neutral" 17 2 12 1 

"Conservative" 6 2 17 1 

60 

-0.50 or More 
Conservative 

Delaware 
Florida 
Hawaii 
Illinois 
Mississippi 
New Hampshire 

Total - 6 

populations. 

% Other % 

7 20 6 

6 14 82 

17 3 50 
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A final analysis of the data was undertaken, that of comparing 

the three state population categories (1,000,000+, -100,000 and 100,000+ 

to 1,000,000) in terms of programmer expectations and participant mot i-

vations. The results are displayed in Table 15. 

Table 15. Programmer expectation/participant motivation with various 
populations. 

Expectation/ 1 200°2°00+ -1°°2 000 
Motivation Program. Partic. Program. Partic. Program. Partic. 

"Liberal" 2 7 1 2 17 20 

"Accurate" 4 2 1 1 6 14 "Neutral" 

"Conservative" 5 2 2 2 14 3 

Analysis of Table 15 more clearly portrays the previously 

alluded to inverse relationship between programmer expectations and par-

ticipant motivations in states with senior popUlations over 1,000,000. 

Some degree of similarity appears to exist between programmer expecta-

tions and participant motivations in states with senior popUlations 

below 100,000. The remainder of the states, between 100,000 and 

1,000,000, seem to display no relationship other than a slight prefer-

ence in both programmer and participant groups for "Liberal" expecta-

tions and motivations. 

Data Interpretation 

Analysis of the data developed from the study would seem to 

reject the null hypothesis (MA = MB) and to support the alternative 

hypothesis (MA ~ MB). A significant difference appears to exist between 
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the expectations of educational programmers and the motivations of older 

adults in educational programs. The aggregate state profile comparison 

of programmer expectations and participant selections of courses dis

played a 55% value difference and a 28% number difference. Based upon 

analysis of the study's data the null hypothesis is rejected and the 

alternative hypothesis is accepted. There is a significant difference 

between the expectations of educational programmers and older adult 

motivations to participate in educational experiences in later life. A 

number of other factors may be examined when the aggregate data are 

further broken down into discrete programmer categories. It seems that 

some educational programmers are more accurate than others in their 

expectations of the seniors' motivations. The ELDERHOSTEL programmer 

category displayed extremely high congruence between their expectations 

and actual course selections. This congruence might partially be ex

plained by two factors. The first factor accounting for the exceptional 

predictive abilities of ELDERHOSTEL state Directors relates to the 

specialization and amount of time these programmers devote to serving 

the older adult population seeking continuing education experiences. 

Annual training meetings, on-going networking between State Directors 

and nationally sponsored programming information all combine to develop 

a degree of programming sophistication among this programmer group. In 

order to keep in perspective the possible effects of this programmer 

group upon the survey results, it should be noted that this proportion 

of the total programmer sample accounted for 2~ of the study sample and 

19% of the usable responses. It might be hypothesized that the more 

knowledgeable State Directors were more willing to respond to the survey 
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than newer or less knowledgeable programmers. The N.U.C.E.A. programmer 

sample displayed far less congruence in their expectations and served as 

a midpoint between the highlY accurate predictions of the ELDERHOSTEL 

programmers and the highly inaccurate predictions of the Great Decisions 

and A.A.C.J.C. Pro~ammers. 

Geographically and demographically, analysis of the data re

vealed little that was verifiable in terms of explanations or insight 

into programmer expectations or participant selections of courses. Some 

possible explanations might be offered, however. There was little or no 

overlap of states in terms of course values and a weak, though existent, 

relationship in terms of the number of courses selected. 

States in which programmer choices were classified as "Liberal," 

"Accurate" or "Conservative" appeared randomly geographically distrib

uted throughout the United States. Although certain groupings existed, 

there did not appear to be specific causes for these patterns. When, 

however, population figures were introduced into the analysis, certain 

patterns emerged from the geographic analysis. States with large senior 

populations (over 1,000,000) were predominantly "Conservative" or need 

oriented in their programming and also displayed the greatest congruence 

with the preferences of their seniors. This accuracy may be partially 

explained by the sheer number of potential students residing in the geo

graphical area available to participate in educational experiences 

(i.e., 37% of the states in the "Accurate" category had senior popula

tions of over 1,000,000). A related factor that might affect the 

accuracy of a state is the "Neutrality" of the participants in the 

state. Five of the eleven "Accurate" states(Alabama, District of 



Columbia, Idaho, Iowa and Wyoming) had participant motivations in the 

"Neutral" category. This may also partially explain the northwestern 

group of states that appeared as "Accurate." 
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In applying a similar geographic/demographic analysis to the 

preferences of the senior participants, slightly more may be hypothe

sized. First, it appears that the majority of the need oriented, "Con

servative" senior participants (approximately two-thirds of the sample 

respondents) reside in the eastern and southern United States. 

"Neutral" participants (i.e., those without strong need or want orien

tations) reside in the western two-thirds of the country. "Liberal" 

participants, who comprised over one half of the states, were well dis

tributed throughout the country and especially dominant on the eastern 

and western seacoasts. 

Again, senior population within a state seemed to have some 

effect upon senior motivation. Nearly two thirds of the states with 

senior populations over 1,000,000 were "Liberal" in their course selec

tions. Fifty per cent of the states with under 100,000 seniors were 

"Liberal." The majority of the participants in the mid-range states 

were overwhelmingly "Liberal" or "Neutral" in their selections. 

Conclusion 

Analysis of the data developed by the study leads to the follow

in~ conclusions regarding educational programmer expectations and the 

motivations of senior adults to participate in higher education experi

ences in later life: 

1. There appears to be a lack of congruence in the study sample 

surveyed between the expectations of educational programmers and the 



motivations of senior adults regarding selection of education experi

ences in later life (pp. 49, 50). 
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2. Much of this lack of congruence involved differing expectations 

and motivations by the educational programmers and the senior adults, 

respectively with regard to preferences for "need" and "want" oriented 

course offerings (pp. 49, 50). 

3. There appears to be a wide range of variation between the expec

tations of educational programmers and the motivations of the senior 

adults to pursue educational experiences in later life (p. 50). 

4. Much of the variation in programmer expectations may be ex

plained in terms of the time, effort and training invested in program

ming by the various categories of programmers (pp. 62, 63). 

5. Although, in some instances, both educational programmers and 

older adults displayed relatively congruent high levels of interest in 

"need" oriented courses, the older adult interest was not as consistent 

as the programmers and declined much more rapidly (p. 54). 

6. Educational programmers and senior adult participants were more 

congruent in the number of courses selected in particular categories 

than in the content of courses selected (PP. 54, 55). 

7. Both educational programmers and senior adult participants dis

play hi~h congruence in terms of number and types of courses selected 

within their own programmer or participant categories (54, 55, 56). 

8. Educational programmers in states with large senior populations, 

over 1,000,000, had the greatest chance of accurately predicting senior 

course selections (pp. 59, 6o, 61). 



9. Educational programmers tend to be more "Conservative" (i.e., 

"need-oriented") in their course selections than the senior adult par

ticipants (pp. 54, 55, 56). 
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10. Geographic location of the study senior adult participant sample 

seems to have an effect upon selection of courses (pp. 56, 57, 58, 59). 

11. De~ographic location of the study senior adult participant 

sample seems to have an effect upon selection of courses (pp. 56, 57, 58, r;F)). 

12. In states with senior populations over 1,000,000, there appears 

to be an inverse relationship between programmer expectations and senior 

adult motivations (p. 58). 

13. In states with senior populations under 100,000, there appears 

to be the greatest congruence between programmer expectations and senior 

adult motivations (p. 58). 

14. In states with senior populations between 100,000 and 1,000,000 

there appears to be no relationship between programmer expectations and 

senior adult motivations (p. 58). 

15. "Neutrality" of participant preferences may serve to increase 

the accurace of educational programmer prediction of sourse selections 

(p. 61). 

The modified Bova/Covey model used in this study proved to be a 

useful methodology to gather input from both programmers and partici

pants alike. By collecting similar information from both respondent 

groups, the study was able to synthesize each group's expectations and 

motivations and to compare and contrast these between and, in the case 

of the programmers, within groups. 
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The next chapter, Summary and Suggestions for Further Research, 

will summarize the study, in terms of the central question, the method

ology, the study hypothesis, the implications for both programmers and 

participants and suggest further research topics and methodologies. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

This study collected data upon which conclusions were drawn and 

recommendations were made regarding the expectations of educational 

programmers and the motivations of senior adults for participation in 

educational programs in later life. This chapter will discuss the sum

mary of findings, conclusions drawn by the researcher and recommenda

tions based upon the study in four major areas: (1) Statement of the 

Problem; (2) Methodology of the Study; (3) Study Hypothesis; and (4) 

Implications of the Study. Each is discussed below. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study posed the question "What is the relationship between 

the expectations of educational pro~rammers and the motivation of older 

adults to participate in educational experiences in later life?" 

S~mary 

In approaching this question, the study administered, by mail, 

approximately 500 survey questionnaires to equal numbers of educational 

programmers and former ELDERHOSTEL participants nationwide. The purpose 

of the survey Was to attempt to clarify the above relationship. The 

results of the survey brought out four possible relationships. 

1. There is high level interest on the part of educational pro

grammer and participant groups as measured by survey responses (78% and 
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8~, respectively) and by the invited and unsolicited input from both 

groups (pp. 36, 37, 42, 43). 
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2. Programmers tended to be more "need-oriented" (or less "want

oriented") in their expectations of older adults' motivations to pursue 

educational experiences (pp. 49, 50). 

3. The older adults tended to be more "want-oriented" (or less 

"need-oriented") in their educational experience motivations than the 

programmers expected (pp. 49, 50). 

4. Geographic and demographic factors played an unexpected role in 

determining the attitudes of both programmers and participants (pp. 56-

64). 

Conclusion 

Based upon the four major findings above, the relationship be

tween programmers and participants would appear to be as follows: 

1. Both programmer a.nd participant groups have an interest in each 

other's activities. The nearly equal response rates, both in terms of 

actual numbers, percentages and geographic/demographic distributions 

point to the desire on the part of both groups to provide input for 

potential improvement of the match between expectations and motivations. 

2. Educational programmers tended to be more "Conservative" or need

oriented in their expectations of the older adults' motivations than was 

actually the case with the program participants. 

3. The older adults who participated in the survey tended to dis

play more "Liberal" or want-oriented motivations than were expected by 

the educational programmers responsible for designing the educational 

experiences. 



4. The expectation and motivation of both groups may have been 

affected by the geographic and demographic location and situations in 

which they were located. 

Recommendations 
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For the information derived from the study to be of further use, 

it should be made available to both the educational programmers serving 

the older audience and the senior adults who are motivated toward edu

cational activities. If both groups develop a better understanding of 

each others' expectations, wants and motivations, there is an oppor

tunity to develop greater congruence between the groups by a change in 

programming that more accurately reflects the motives of the consumer 

group. Further, an understanding on the part of programmers of geo

graphic and demographic influences on the older adults' educational 

motivations can add insight into the relationship between the two. 

Methodology of the Study 

This study approached the question using a research design that 

identified and selected specific target audiences, surveyed a sample of 

both programmer and participant groups as to expectations and motiva

tions, tabulated and analyzed data using a weighted average question

naire, and interpreted results by participant/programmer cate~ories and 

by geographic location and demographic situation. 

Summary 

The research design was based upon an adaptation of Bova's 

(1981) EPS model and a study design utilized by Covey (1982). The 

study questionnaire required respondents to rank order, by preference, 



a group of 20 randomly arranged non-credit courses. Respondents were 

invited to include a personal course preference in an open-ended cate

gory. Several conclusions can be drawn from the study methodology. 

Conclusions 
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Contrary to Bova's findings (1981, p. 3), older adults partici

pating in the current study were not reluctant to complete survey 

questionnaire forms. Contrary to Covey~s findings (1982, p. 27), older 

adults in the current study did give considerable thought to higher 

education opportunities and to the type of educational experiences in 

which they wished to participate. High rates of response (in this 

instance, in excess of 75%) can be achieved from both programmer and 

participant groups with proper sample selection, survey administration 

and follow-up. 

Recommendations 

Individuals interested in replicating this study or conducting 

similar research of older adults or educational programmers by mail 

survey are advised to pay attention to four particular factors. (1) 

Proper sample selection, both in terms of potential interest in the re

search and ease of identification and contact is of utmost importance. 

(2) The questionnaire form should be designed for ease of completion, 

tabulation and direct application to the proof or disproof of the study 

hypothesis. (3) Appropriate pretesting of the survey questionnaire is 

essential in terms of understandability of desired information, improve

ment of response rates and accuracy of data tabulation and analysis. 

(4) An offer of some personal return to the respondent (e.g., a summary 
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of survey findings) can help to increase respondent accuracy and re-

sponse. 

study of Hypothesis 

This study stated the hypothesis as "There is no significant 

difference between the expectations of educational programmers concern

ing older adult motivations and the enrollments of older adults in 

educational programs." 

In order to test this hypothesis, it was stated statistically 

as HO: MA=MB, MA-MB=O, and, as an al terna ti ve hypothesis, MA;4-1E and 

MA-MB=O. 

MA represented programmer expectations and MB represented older 

adult motivations as measured by composite "need" and "want" number 

value scores developed from the survey questionnaires. 

Summary 

The null hypothesis (HO:MA=MB; MA-MB=O) was not proven. Number 

and value averages for aggregate programmer and participant averages 

displayed a 28% and a 55% difference, respectively (po 49). The alter

native hypothesis (MAtMB and MA-MB~O) was accepted. There is a signifi

cant difference between the expectations of educational programmers 

concerning older adult motivations and the enrollments of older adults 

in educational programs based upon data developed by this study. 

Further analysis of data including comparison of discrete pro

grammer categories with the aggregate programmer response, however, 

displayed a high level of congruence between the expectations of the 

ELDERHOSTEL state Directors and the participants' stated preferences 

(p. 50). 



Conclusion 

Comparison of the aggregate programmer expectations with par

ticipant course selections indicated that a significant difference 

exists between the groups. Intragroup programmer/participant compari

sons, however, indicate that the difference may not be as significant 

73 

as it first appears for all groups of programmers and participants. 

Additionally, further comparisons between programmer and participant 

categories displayed less significant differences between expectations 

and motivations of the groups in states with specific demographic charac

teristics. 

Recommendations 

Educational programmers and older adults seekin~ educational 

experiences should be aware that differences may exist that hinder opti

mal interaction between the groups. There was a significant congruence 

between the ELDERHOSTEL participants and ELDERHOSTEL state Directors. 

A characteristic of these two groups is their on-going interaction and 

communication within and between the groups. Educational programmers 

and older adults wishing to improve the congruence of expectations and 

motivations would do well to communicate their respective points of 

view with each other. 

Implications of the Study 

The results of the study have several implications that relate 

directly to the Significance of the Problem described in Chapter 1 (pp. 

5-11). Each of these is discussed below. 
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Summary 

As recently as 1980, ~arcus and Havighurst pointed to the need 

for a "comprehensive, systematic treatise on educational programming for 

the aging" (Marcus and Havighurst 1980, p. 39). While the current study 

was not intended to be an all encompassing treatise on educational pro

gramming for the aging (due to the Assumptions and Limitations described 

in Chapter 1), it is an effort in the direction of developing a better 

understanding between educational programmers and their older learners. 

Covey, in his 1982 study, pointed to the discrepancy between the older 

students' motivations to attend college and the "authorities'" expecta

tions of why these students should participate in education. Bova, a 

year earlier, attempted to determine why senior citizens pursue educa

tional activities. Neither study was as large or diversely administered 

as the current study. Neither contrasted programmer expectations with 

actual senior motivations on an equivalent basis. 

Because of the recency of the current study, the relatively 

large sample size and its geographic distribution, it offers potential 

for the improvement of the educator/student relationship in a number of 

areas. 

Conclusions 

Four major conclusions are drawn from the study. Each is discussed 

below: 

1. Consideration of the results of the study will cause some educa

tional programmers to examine some of their assumptions regarding the 

motivations of the older learner. 
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While a significant population of the study participant respon

dents did express "need-oriented" motivations, the majority of the 

respondents were motivated by what Covey (1982, p. 27) referred to as 

"self-oriented" (i.e., "want-oriented") courses. DeCrow in his 1974 

study indicated that agency orientation was often reflected as biases in 

the type of course offerings provided by the agency. Recognition of the 

lack of congruence disclosed by the study in certain programmer cate

gories may assist specific educational institutions or groups in rede

fining their programming philosophies. 

2. Consideration of the results of the study will cause some edu

cational programmers to reexamine existing strategies and develop new 

strategies for the development of programs for older adults. 

Examination of the orientation displayed by older learners in 

specific geographic locations and demographic situations may cause pro

grammers to reconsider their own past experiences and current strategies 

in dealing with this group. The concept of participant neutrality as a 

factor in some programming successes may help to partially explain some 

previously contradictory program results. Even if no seemingly signi

ficant strategic changes result from an examination of current or future 

programming in light of the results of the study, the examination will 

serve to focus much needed attention upon the efforts of the programmers 

and their institutions. 

3. Consideration of the results of the study will cause some edu

cational programmers to give more attention to the senior market as a 

factor that may contribute to institutional survival. 
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Although no one seriously believes that capitalizing upon the 

senior market is the total answer to higher education's current declin-

ing enrollment situation, this group can assist institutions in develop-

ing more aggressive, market-oriented student recruitment strategies. 

Lessons learned in dealing with this one specific clientele may be 

transferable to other similar or related groups or situations. A second, 

as yet unmeasured, benefit may be increased political support from a 

population segment that more closely identifies higher education's 

efforts and activities with its own interests. 

4. Consideration of the results of the study will cause some edu-

cational programmers as well as some older learners to more actively 

seek interaction with their counterparts toward the mutual benefit of 

both groups. 

The study has shown that, given the opportunity to provide input 

regarding educational desires and motivations, the older learner is more 

than willing. Recognizing the rapid growth of the total population in 

this age group, their demonstrated support for and patronage of institu-

tions meeting their needs and the likelihood that increasing emphasis 

upon and support for the results of this interaction will continue, it 

seems beneficial for both educators and participants to seek greater 

understanding of and interaction with their opposite numbers to build a 

symbiotic relationship. 

As Kaplan (1981, p. 41) observed, 

The stereotypical myth that old people are useless, noncreative, 
sick, sexless, conservative, and senile has not only served the 
purposes of profit planning in our industries, it has penetrated 
the universities in the administration halls as well as the 
classrooms. The greater tragedy is that the mythology has too 



often been accepted by the elderly themselves. 
that education for them, and sometimes by them, 
JU1ces of confidence. The fight against ageism 
in the minds of the elderly. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

It is just here 
provides the 
must begin first 
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This study compared the expectations of educational programmers 

in four discrete categories (American Association of Community and 

Junior Colleges, ELDERHOSTEL, Great Decisions and National University 

Continuing Education Association) to the motivations of former ELDER-

HOSTEL participants to engage in later life educational experiences. 

In the study it appeared that there was a high degree of congruence be-

tween the predictions of the ELDERHOSTEL State Directors and the course 

selections of the former ELDERHOSTEL participants. Further research on 

the topic would be valuable in three major areas. 

First, a replication of the study using discrete categories of 

older adults matched to the programmer categories (i.e., A.A.C.J.C. 

member students, Great Decisions participants and N.U.C.E.A. member 

stUdents) would determine if the remaining three categories of program~ 

mers were any more accurate in predicting the motivations of their own 

students. Such a replication would rely upon the availability of a 

mailing list, or other means of identifying the participant population 

sample. Undoubtedly in the study sample discussed, there was some over-

lap of respondents among the programmer categories (i.e., some ELDER-

HOSTEL participants were probably also current or former college or uni-

versity students or Great Decisions participants); however, the study 

design did not develop this information. A study of the groups 
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individually could provide greater insight into these respective groups' 

motivations. 

A second replication of the study surveying similar programmer 

groups regarding credit granting courses would also be useful in pro

viding insight into the motivations of credit or degree seeking seniors. 

By its very nature, the ELDERHOSTEL program is a noncredit educational 

experience, so a new participant category would have to be substituted 

for the group of older adults. In some areas, however, Great Decisions 

is a for-credit offering and the college and university programmer cate

gories have credit components that would allow for sample selection 

lending itself to a credit course study replication. 

A third replication of the study would be useful using a differ

ent data gathering technique. The size and breadth of the current study 

necessitated a short mail questionnaire for~at of conducting the survey. 

A smaller, less geographically dispersed group of programmers and par

ticipants could be studied, however, using personal interviews or longi

tudinal types of research. Such specialization would allow for more 

in-depth gathering of data and information. 

Finally, like most research, the current study raised many 

related questions. The two areas of geographic and demographic in

fluences upon programmer and participant course offering and selection 

certainly deserve further attention as does the unaccounted for differ

ences in programmer and participant input, course suggestions, requests 

for results and comments. All of the above, however, are beyond the 

scope of this study and the topics of further research. 



APPENDIX A 

SURVEY DATA 
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Table AI. Programmer group/participant. 
State ParticiEant A.A.C.J.C. Elder G.D. N.U.C.E.A. 

Number C0!'!Earison N/A = Not Available N/U = Not Usable 

1. Alabama +0.6667 -4.0000 -4.0000 +6.0000 -2.0000 
7.. Alaska +2.0000 +2.0000 +6.0000 -O- N/A 
3. Arizona +5.0000 -4.0000 +2.0000 -2.0000 -2.0000 
4. Arkansas +4.0000 +6.0000 -2.0000 +2.0000 +2.0000 

5. Cal iforni a (N) +2.7500 -3.5000 +6.0000 +2.0000 +1. 0000 
6. Cal iforni a (S) +1.5000 +0.6667 6.0000 N/A +3.3333 
7. Colorado -0- -2.0000 +4.0000 N/A +2.0000 
8. Connecticut +2.0000 -4.0000 N/A -2.0000 N/A 

9. Delaware +1. 0000 -2.0000 -0- N/U +8.0000 
10. Dist.Co~ur:1bia +0.5000 N/A +2.0000 N/A -5.0000 
11. Florida +0.5000 N/A +8.00') N/A 0 
12. Georgia +4.5000 -4.0000 -2.0000 -4.0000 N/A 

13. Hal'/ai i -3.0000 +2.0000 +8.0000 N/A -4.0000 
14. Idaho -0.5000 N/A -0- +2.0000 -2.0000 
15. Illinois 1. 1420 -6.0000 +2.0000 -10.0000 -3.0000 
16. Indi ana +3.0000 N/A +6.0000 N/A N/U 

17. Iowa +1.0000 -O- N/A N/A N/U 
18. Kansas 1.5000 -6.0000 +6.0000 N/A N/A 
19. Kentucky -0- +2.0000 +8.0000 -0- +4.0000 
20. Louisiana -0- -2.0000 +4.0000 N/A +6.0000 

21. Maine +6.0000 +10.0000 N/U +2.0000 N/A 
22. Maryland +3.0000 N/A +4.0000 N/A +8.000 
23. Massachusetts +6.6700 +1. 0000 N/U N/U N/A 
24. Michigan +0.8000 N/A N/U N/A +4.0000 

25. Minnesota +1.5000 +2.0000 +8.0000 N/A N/A 
26. Mississippi -4.0000 N/A +2.0000 +4.0000 -0-
27. Mi ssouri +2.6667 -0- +6.0000 -2.0000 -0-
28. ~lontana +1. 3333 -4.0000 +2.0000 -0- -0-

29. Nebraska -0- +6.0000 +2.0000 -0- -6.0000 
30. Nevada +1.0000 N/U +4.0000 N/A +2.0000 
31. New Hampshire -2.0000 N/U N/U N/U +4.0000 
32. New Jersey +2.5000 +2.0000 +2.0000 N/A N/A 

33. New Mexico +4.0000 N/A +6.0000 N/A +2.0000 
34. New York +1.0667 -2.6667 +4.6669 +2.0000 +2.0000 
35. North Ca ro 1 i na +5.0000 -4.0000 +6.0000 +6.0000 +4.0000 
36. North Dakota +2.0000 -4.0000 N/A +2.0000 -0-

37. Ohio +0.8571 -6.0000 +2.0000 N/A -6.0000 
38. Oklahoma +1.3333 +6.0000 -4.0000 N/A +4.0000 
39. Oregon +3.0000 -2.0000 +6.0000 +6.0000 -2.0000 
40. Pennsylvania +2.7500 -3.0000 -4.0000 -6.0000 -2.0000 
41. Rhode Island +10.0000 N/A N/U +4.0000 N/A 
42. South Carolina -0- -4.0000 +4.0000 -4.0000 -4.0000 
43. South Dakota +4.0000 -6.0000 +6.0000 N/A +2.0000 
44. Tennessee +4.0000 -6.0000 +2.0000 -8.0000 N/A 

45. Texas +2.3333 -2.0000 -2.0000 -6.0000 -0-
46. Utah -1. 5000 -2.0000 +8.0000 N/A +8.0000 
47. Vennont +6.0000 N/U N/U -O- N/A 
48. Virginia +6.0000 -4.0000 +2.0000 N/U N/U 

49. Washington +8.6000 +2.0000 +4.0000 -2.0000 +4.0000 
50. West Virginia +4.0000 +6.0000 +4.0000 N/A N/A 
51. Wisconsin +3.3333 -0- N/l! N/A -4.0000 
52. Wyoming +2.0000 -0- +2.0000 N/A N/U 
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Table Al -- continued 

State Particieant A.A.C.J.C. Elder G.D. N.U.C.E.A. 

Value ComEari50n 

1. Alabama -0.0833 -2.8000 +1.5000 +2.9000 -2.3000 
2. Alaska +2.8500 +1.3000 +1.6300 -1. 9500 N/A 
3. Arizona +2.8000 -1.1000 -0.5000 -1. 2500 -0.8500 
4. Arkansas +2.0500 +2.5000 +0.6500 +0.5000 +2.7000 

5. California (N) +0.8813 -2.1000 +2.4000 +1.6000 +0.4000 
6. California (S) + 1. 0687 +0.8667 +2.5000 N/A +1.1000 
7. Colorado -0.0500 -0.3000 +1.4000 N/A +0.5000 
8. Connecticut +0.9375 -1. 6500 N/A 0.0000 N/A 

9. Delaware -0.7500 -0.7000 -0.1000 N/U +4.1500 
10. District of +0.3250 N/A 0.0000 N/A -1. 7000 

Columbia 
11. Florida -0.5375 N/A +3.7000 N/A -0.9000 
12. Georgia +2.2500 -1.7000 -0.8000 -2.0000 N/A 

13. Hawaii -1.3333 +0.2000 +4.4000 N/A -2.4000 
14. Idaho -0.2125 N/A -1.0000 +0.6500 -1.0000 
15. Illinois +0.7500 -3.0500 -0.2000 -5.5000 -1. 5000 
16. Indiana +1. 3000 N/A +3.2000 N/A N/ U 

17. IOI'ia -0.2750 -0.4000 N/A N/A N/U 
18. Kansas +0.5125 -2.9000 +2.3000 N/A N/A 
19. Kentucky +0.0250 +1.1500 +3.7000 -0.1000 +1.4000 
20. Louisiana +0.1000 -0.4000 +3.0000 N/A +2.8000 

21. Maine +3.8000 +5.0500 N/U +0.8500 N/A 
22. Maryland +1. 6750 N/A +1.1000 N/A +3.6000 
23. Massachusetts +2.9167 ,+0.0500 N/U N/U N/A 
24. Michigan +0.1000 N/A N/U N/A +1.3000 

25. Minnesota +0.4625 +0.2000 +3.1500 N/A N/A 
26. Mississippi -2.2667 N/A -0.3000 +2.1000 -0.9000 
27. Missouri +l. 3500 -0.6250 +3.4000 -0.5000 +0.2000 
28. Montana +0.1667 -2.3000 -0.3000 -0.7000 -0.8000 

29. Nebraska -0.1667 +3.3500 +l.1000 +0.6000 -2.4000 
30. Nevada +0.1625 N/U +1.7000 N/A - .2000 
31. New Hampshire -2.0000 N/U N/U N/U + l. 3500 
32. New Jersey +0.8125 +l. 6000 +0.1000 N/A N/A 

33. New Mexico +2.1500 N/A +2.6000 N/A -0.8000 
34. New York +0.6167 -0.9167 +2.5667 -0.1250 -l. 500 
35. North Ca ro 1 ina +2.425 -2.4000 +2.2000 +3.5500 +1. 3000 
36. North Dakota +1.4000 -1.4000 N/A +1.4000 -0.2000 

37. Ohio +0.0579 -2.2000 -O- N/A -1.6000 
38. Ok la homa -0.0333 +3.4000 -2.2000 N/A +1. 9000 
39. Oregon +1.2500 -0- +2.1000 +3.1000 -0.0500 
40. Pennsyl vani a +1.3944 -1.2000 -3.2000 -2.8000 -0.6000 
41. Rhode Island +5.5000 N/A N/U +0.3000 N/A 
42. South Carol ina +0.9000 -1.5000 +1. 4500 -1.6000 -1. 7000 
43. South Dakota +2.1000 -3.2000 +2.4000 N/A +1.4500 
44. Tennessee +2.9000 -3.7000 -0.6000 -3.3000 N/A 

45. Texas +1. 4000 -1. 0000 -1.2000 -3.2000 +0.9750 
46. Utah + 1. 8625 -0.9000 +4.4000 N/A +4.3000 
47. Vermont +3.4000 N/U N/U -0.3000 N/A 
48. Virginia +2.5500 -2.0000 -0- N/U N/U 

49. Washington +4.2500 +1.4000 +1.6000 -1.1500 +1.9000 
50. West Virginia +1.2875 +2.8000 +1.3000 N/A N/A 
51. Wisconsin +2.1667 -0.1000 N/U N/A -1.5000 
~~.>.:omin9 +0.8625 +1.0500 +0.9000 +0.3500 N/.~. 



Table A20 Survey course topics/titles. 

1. Social Security 
2. High Cost of Energy 
3. Fear of Crime 
4. Loneliness 
5. Poor Health 
6. Not Enough Medical Care 
7. Cost of Medical Care 
B. Not Enough Education 
9. Not Enough Money to Live on 

10. Not Enough Job Opportunities 

1. Health and Physical Fitness 
2. Financial Affairs 
3. Recrea ti on 
4. Public and Foreign Affairs 
5. Rel igion 
6. Art 
7. Crafts 
B. Psychology 
9. History 

10. Travel 

(1) Harris and Associates, 19B1 
(2) Table 1 

"NEEDS" (1) 

1. Social Security; Problems and Prospects 
2. Energy: Implications for the Way We Live 
3. Citizen Involvement in Crime Control 
4. Being Alone or Being Lonely? 
5. Golden Age Nutrition and Fitness 
6. The Health Care Crisis 
7. Prescription and Non-prescription Drugs 
B. The Breakthrough in Life Long Learning 
9. Living on a Fixed Income 

10. Resume Writing for Reentering the Job Market 

"WANTS" (2) 

1. Eat, Drink and Be Active 
2. Be Your Own Financial Counselor 
3. Fol k Dance 
4. Today's Social Problems 
5. The Bible As Literature 
6. The Joys of Jazz 
7. Spinning and Dyeing 
B. Psychology for Everyday Living 
9. The First Americans 

10. Wales: Land of Castles and Choristers, 
Dragons and Daffodils 
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Table A3. Stated concerns of older adults. 

l. Social Security 
2. High Cost of Energy 

3. Fear of Crime 
4. Lonel iness 

5. Poor Health 
6. Not Enough Medical Care 

7. Cost of Medical Care 
8. Not Enough Education 

9. Not Enough Money to Live On 

10. Not Enough Job Opportunities 

(Source: Harris and Associates. 1981) 

Table A4. Composite motivation and subject matter. 

l. Heaith and Physical Fitness 

2. Financial Affairs 

3. Recreation 

4. Public and Foreign Affairs 

5. Religion 

6. Art 

7. Crafts 

8. Psychology 

9. History 

10. Travel 
(Source: Weighted Averages of Table 1, Pages 17-18) 
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Table A5. Weights assigned to survey courses. 

~'NEEDS" 

1. Social Security: Problems and Prospects - 10 
2. Energy: Implications for the Way We Live 9 
3. Citizen Involvement in Crime Control B 
4. Bei ng Alone or Bei ng Lonely? 7 
5. Golden Age Nutrition and Fitness 6 
6. The Health Care Crisis 5 
7. Prescriptions and Non-Prescription Drugs 4 
B. The Breakthrough in Life Long Learning 3 
9. Living on A Fixed Income 2 

10. Resume Writing for Reentering the Job Market - 1 

!'I~ANTS" 

1. Wales: Land of Castles, Choristers, et al. + 1 
2. The First Americans + 2 
3. Psychology for Everyday Living + 3 
4. Spinning and Dyeing + 4 
5. The Joys of Jazz + 5 
6. The Bible as Literature + 6 
7. Today's Social Problems + 7 
B. Fol k Dance + B 
9. Be Your Own Financial Counselor + 9 

10. Eat, Drink and be Active + 10 

Open ended choice (Either Category) +/- 5.5 



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
DIVISION OF CONTINUING EDUCATION 

SUITE 1201, 1717 EAST SPEEDWAY BOULEVARD, TUCSON, ARIZONA 85719 

SAMPLE COVER lEl'TER 

(PROORAMMER ) 

February 24, 1983 

Dr. John R. Smith 
Coordinator of Special Programs 
Whitewater University 
Any town, U.S.A. 

Dear Dr. Smith: 

In an effort to provide more meanin~ful programs for older 
adults, I am conducting a nationwide survey of individuals who 
have been identified as pro~amming in the area of senior course 
offerings. 

As a former respondent to my 1982 Elder Edu';ation survey, your 
reaction to the course offerings on the encloPdd survey question
naire would be most helpful. 

Would you take a few minutes to complete the survey and 
return it to me in the postage-raid envelope provided? 

(Please be certain that the name and mailing address shows 
clearly through the envelope window.) 

If you would like a copy of the survey results, please write 
your name and address at the top of the questionnaire. 

Thank you in advance for your assistance. 

RVC/rnk 
Enclosure 

Cordially, 

Robert V. Conter 
Director of Special Projects 

Arizona Consortium for Education in the Social Senices 

Conferences and Short Courses Special Interest Courses Great Decisions Program 

Challenges of Maturity Specializeu Clientele Programs 



SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

(PROGRAMMER) 

Below are twenty courses that have been offered in ELDERHOSTEL programs in the 
United States over the past three years. 

Instructions: Please rank the following course titles in the order in which 
you believe they would most appeal to your senior students. A "1" indicates 
the most preferred. A "20" indicates the least preferred. Also included is 
a personal choice labeled "other". If you have a suggested course, please 
fill in this space and rank the course. 

Other 

Course Titl e 

Wales: Land of Castles and Choristers, 
Dragons and Daffodils 

The First Americans 

Eat, Drink and Be Active 

Today's Social Problems 

Prescription and Non Prescription Drugs 

The Breakthrough in Life Long Learning 

Psychology in Everyday Living 

Living on a Fixed Income 

The Health Care Crisis 

Spinning & Dyeing 

Be Your Own Financial Counselor 

The Bible as Literature 

!='olk Dance 

Being Alone or Being Lonely? 

Social Security: Problems and Prospects 

Resume Writing and Job Hunting for Reentry 
into the Job Market 

Citizen Involvement in Crime Control 

The Joys of Jazz 

Energy: Implications for the Way We Live 

Golden Age Nutrition and Fitness 

Please Specify 
THANK YOU! 

Please fold the questionnaire so the address is visible through the window of 
the return envelope provided. 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
DIVISION OF CONTINUING EDUCATION 

SelTE I~OI, 1717 EAST SPEEDWAY BOULEVARD, TUCSON, ARIZONA 85719 

February 24, 1983 

Mr. John R. Smith 
123 First Street 
Any town, USA 

Dear Hr. Smith: 

SAMPLE COVER LE'ITER 

(PARTICIPANT) 

In an effort to provide more meaningful programs for older 
adults, I am conducting a nationwide survey of individuals who 
have participated in ELDERROSTEL programs. 

As a former ELDERHOSTEL participant, your reaction to the 
course offerings on the enclosed survey would be most helpful. 

Would you please take a few minutes to complete the survey 
and return it to me in the postage paid envelope provided? 

(Please be certain that the name and mailing address shovs 
clearly through the window.) 

If you would like a copy of the survey results, please write 
your name and address at the top of the questionnaire. 

Thank you in advance for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Robert V. Conter 
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ELDERHOSTEL, State Director, Arizona 

RVC:mk 
enclosure 

Arizona Consortium for Education in Ihe Social Services 

Conferences and Short Courses Special Interest Courses Great Decisions Program 

Challenges of Maturity Specialized Clientele Programs 



.SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

(PARTICIPANT) 

Below are twenty courses that have been offered at ELDERHOSTEL programs in the 
United States over the past three years. 

Instructions: Please rank the following course titles in the order in which 
they would most appeal to you. A "1" indicates the most preferred. A "20" 
indicates the least preferred. Also included is a personal choice labeled 
"other". If you have a suggested course, please fill in this space and rank 
the course. 

Ot'1c:-

Course Title 

Wales: Land of Castles and Choristers, 
Dragons and Daffodils 

The First Americans 

Eat, Drink and Be Active 

Today's Social Problems 

Prescription and Non Prescription Drugs 

The Breakthrough in Life Long Learning 

Psychology in Everyday Living 

Living on a Fixed Income 

The Health Care Crisis 

Spinning & Dyeing 

Be Your Own Financial Counselor 

The Bible as Literature 

Folk Dance 

Being Alone or Being Lonely? 

Social Security: Problems and Prospects 

Resume Writing and Job Hunting for Reentry 
into the Job Market 

Citizen Involvement in Crime Control 

The Joys of Jazz 

Energy: Implications for the Way We live 

Golden Age Nutrition and Fitness 

Please Specify 

THANK YDU! 
Please fold the questionnaire so the address is visible through the windo~ of 
the return envelcoe provided. 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
DIVISION OF CONTINUING EDUCATION 

SL'ITE 1201, 1717 EAST SPEEDWAY BOL'LEVARD, TUCSON, ARIZONA 85719 

SAMPLE SECOND MAILING 

(PROORAMMER) 

March 18, 1983 

Dr. John R. Smith 
Coordinator of Special Programs 
Whitewater University 
Any town, U.S.A. 

Dear Dr. Smith: 

of a nationwide mailing to 
I sent the enclosed survey 

Several weeks ago as part 
N.U.C.E.A member institutions, 
questionnaire to your office. 
yet received a response. 

My records show that I have not 

In order for the survey to have the greatest representation 
from all areas of the country, I need 8S much input as possible. 
If you have not already done so, would you take a few minutes to 
complete the questionnaire and return it to me in the envelope 
provided? 

If you would like a copy of the survey results, please so 
indicate on the form. 

Thank you very much for your assistance. 

RVC: mk 
Encl. 

Cordially, 

R. V. Conter, 
Director Special Projects 

Arizona Consortium for Education in the Sucial Serl'ices 

Conferences and Short Courses Special Interest Courses Great Decisions Prugram 

Challenges of Maturity Specializeu Clientele Prugrams 
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PROGRAMMER-PARTICIPANT STATE PROFILES 

STATE NEED WANT COMPOSITE 

Programmer 
Participant (Number/Valve) (Number/Value) (Number/Value) 

Alabama -5.500 -32.750 4.500 23.5000 -1. 000 -0.125 
-5.000 -27. 000 5.000 27.000 -0- -0-

.0,1 aska -3.6667 -25.6667 6.3333 28.9167 +2.6667 +0.3267 
N/A 

Arizona 
-2.5000 -15.5000 7.5000 43.5000 +5.0000 +2.8000 

California (N) -5.2500 -30.0000 4.7500 25.5000 -0.5000 -0.4500 
-3.6250 -22.7500 6.3750 31.5625 +2.7500 +0.88125 

California (5) -3.8571 -22.2857 6.1429 34.2857 +2.5714 +1.2000 
-4.2500 -25.0000 5.7500 35,6875 + 1. 5000 +1.0688 

Colorado -4.3333 -26.0000 5.6667 31.3333 +1. 3333 +0.5333 
-5.0000 -25.2500 5.0000 24.7500 -0- -0.0500 

Connecticutt -6.5000 -32.2500 3.5000 24.0000 -3.0000 -0.8250 
-4.0000 -24.0000 6.0000 33.3750 +2.0000 +0.9375 

Delaware -4.0000 -21,5000 6.0000 32.5000 +2.0000 +1.1167 
-4.5000 -29.0000 5.5000 28.2500 +1. 0000 -0.7500 

Dist.of Columbia -4.0000 -24.0000 6.0000 24.0000 +2.0000 -0-
-4.7500 -24.0000 5.2500 27.2500 +0.5000 +0.3230 

Florida -1.0000 - 9.0000 9.0000 46.0000 +8.0000 +3.7000 
-4.7500 -28.5000 5.2500 28.7500 +0.5000 -0.9875 

Georgi a -6.6667 -38.0000 3.3333 23.0000 -3.3333 -1. 5000 
-2.7500 -16.8750 7.2500 39.3750 +4.5000 +2.2500 

Hawaii -4.0000 -24.6667 6.0000 32.0000 +2.0000 +0.7333 
-6.6667 -36.6667 3.3333 23.3333 -3.0000 -1.3333 

Idaho -5.0000 -30.1667 5.0000 32.3333 -0- -0.451)0 
-5.2500 -28.2500 4.7500 26.1250 -0.5000 -0.2125 

III i noi s -7.1667 -42.1667 2.8333 17.5000 -4.3333 -2.4667 
-4.4300 -24.1400 5.5700 31. 6400 +1.1420 +0.7500 

Indiana -2.0000 -12.0000 8.0000 44.0000 +6.0000 +3.2000 
-3.5000 -19.5000 6.5000 32.5000 +3.0000 +1. 3000 
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I 01'1 a -5.0000 -30.0000 5.0000 26.0000 -0- -0.4000 
-4.5000 -28.0000 5.5000 25.2500 +1.0000 -0.2750 

Kansas -5.0000 -29.0000 5.0000 26.0000 -0- -0.60000 
-4.2500 -26.5000 5.7500 31.6250 +1. 5000 +0.5125 

Kentucky -3.2500 -18.7500 6.7500 34.1250 +3.5000 +1. 5375 
-5.0000 -25.5000 5.0000 25.7500 -0- +0.0250 

Louisiana -3.6667 -18.3333 6.3333 36.3333 +2.6667 +1.8000 
-5.0000 -29.0000 5.0000 30.0000 -0- +0.1000 

Maine -2.0000 -11.5000 8.0000 42.0000 +6.0000 +2.9500 
-2.0000 - 9.0000 8.0000 47.0000 +6.0000 +3.8000 

Maryland -2.0000 -16.5000 8.0000 40.0000 +6.0000 +2.3000 
-3.5000 -19.0000 6.5000 35.7500 +3.0000 +1.6750 

Massachusetts -4.5000 -27.2S00 5.5000 27.7500 +1.0000 +O.OSOO 
-1.6700 -14.0000 8.3300 39.8300 +6.6700 +2.9170 

Michigan -3.0000 -17.0000 7.0000 30.0000 +4.0000 +1. 3000 
-4.6000 -28.0000 5.4000 29.0000 +0.8000 +0.1000 

Minnesota -2.S000 -19.0000 7.5000 35.7500 +5.0000 +1.6750 
-4.2500 -27.2500 5.7500 31.8750 +1. 5000 +0.4625 

Mississippi -5.3333 -33.6667 4.6667 22.6667 +2.0000 +0.3000 
-7.0000 -40.3300 3.0000 17.6700 -4.0000 -2.2670 

Mi ssouri -4.6000 -27.2000 5.4000 30.9000 +0.8000 +0.3700 
-3.6667 -23.3333 6.3333 35.1667 +2.6667 +1.3500 

Montana -5.3333 -33.6667 4.6667 22.3333 -0.6667 -1.1333 
-4.3333 -28.3333 5.6667 30.0000 +1.3333 +0.1667 

Nebraska -4.7500 -25.2500 S.2500 31.87S0 +O.SOOO +0.6625 
-S.OOOO -30.0000 5.0000 28.3300 -0- -0.1667 

Nevada -3.S000 -24.0000 6.5000 31. SO 00 +3.000e +0.7500 
-4.5000 -28.0000 5.S000 29.6250 +1.0000 +0.1625 

New Hampshire -3.0000 -24.0000 7.0000 37.5000 +4.0000 +1.3S00 

New Jersey -4.0000 -25.5000 6.0000 34.0000 +2.0000 +0.8500 
-3.7500 -25.0000 6.2S00 33.1250 +2.5000 +0.8125 

New Mexico -3.0000 -25.5000 6.0000 34.5000 +4.0000 +0.9000 
-3.0000 -19.5000 7.0000 38.5000 +4.0000 +2.1500 

New York -4.2857 -27.6429 5.7143 32.5000 +1.4286 +0.4857 
-4.4666 -26.5333 5.5333 32.6333 +1.0667 +0.6167 
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North Carolina -3.5000 -20.5000 6.5000 32.1250 +3.0000 +1.1625 
-2.5000 -14.5000 7.5000 38.7500 +5.0000 +2.4250 

North Dakota -5.3333 -28.6667 4.6667 28.0000 -0.6667 -0.6667 

Ohio -7.0000 -31.2000 3.0000 15.4000 -4.0000 -1.9000 
-4.5710 -25.0357 5.4285 30.8214 +0.8570 +0.0579 

Oklahoma -4.0000 -24.6667 6.0000 35.0000 +2.0000 +1.0333 
-4.3300 -27.0000 5.6670 27.3300 +1.3333 -0.0333 

Oregon -4.0000 -23.0000 6.0000 35.8750 +2.0000 +1.2875 
-4.6670 -25.5000 3.0000 38.0000 +3.0000 +1.2500 

Pennsylvania -6.5714 -40.0000 3.4286 25.4286 -3.1429 +1.4571 
-3.6250 -23.1250 6.3750 34.8125 +2.7500 +1.1958 

Rhode Island 
-0- -0- 10.0000 55.0000 +10.0000 +5.5000 

South Carolina -2.0000 -33.3750 4.0000 25.0000 -2.0000 -0.8375 
-5.0000 -19.0000 5.0000 28.0000 -0- +0.9000 

South Dakota -4.6667 -26.0000 5.3333 28.1667 +0.6667 +0.2167 

Tennessee -7.0000 -45.3333 3.0000 21.0000 -4.0000 -2.5333 
-3.0000 -13.0000 7.0000 42.0000 +4.0000 +2.9000 

Texas -6.0000 -35.0000 4.0000 28.1000 -2.0000 -0.7300 
-3.8333 -21.3330 6.1667 35.3333 +2.3333 +1.4000 

Utah -2.6667 -15.0000 7.3333 41.0000 +4.4667 +2.6000 
-5.7500 -27.6250 2.7500 22.5000 -1. 5000 +1.8625 

Vermont -5.0000 -34.0000 5.0000 31.0000 -0- -0.3000 
-2.0000 - 8.0000 8.0000 40.0000 +6.0000 +3.4000 

Virginia -5.5000 -33.0000 4.5000 23.0000 -1.0000 -1. 0000 

Washi ngton -4.0000 -24.5000 6.0000 89.0000 +2.0000 +0.9375 
-0.7500 - 5.0000 9.2500+165.6250 +8.6000 +4.2500 

West Virginia -2.5000 -14.0000 7.5000 34.5000 +5.0000 +2.0500 
-3.0000 -19.7500 7.0000 32.6250 +4.0000 +1.2875 

Wisconsin -6.0000 -33.0000 4.0000 25.0000 -2.0000 -0.8000 
-3.3300 -17.3330 6.6700 39.0000 +3.3300 +2.1667 

Wyomi ng -4.6667 -21.8333 5.3333 29.5000 +0.6670 +0.7667 
-4.0000 -24.7500 6.0000 33.3750 +2.0000 +0.8625 
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INSTITUTIONS SURVEYED BY STATE AND GROUP 

STATE INSTlTUTIOtlS GROUP 

Alabama l. Auburn Univers i ty ELDER 
2. Gadson State Junior College A.A.C.J.C. 
3. Tuskegee Institute N.U.C.E.A. 
4. University of Alabama G.D. 

Alaska 1. Sheldon Jackson College ELDER 
2. University of Alaska-Anchorage G.D. 
3. University of Alaska-Fairbanks fLU. C. E.A. 
4. University of Alaska-Juneau, 

Douglas C.C. A.A.C.J.C. 

Arizona 1. Arizona State University G.D. 
2. Northern Arizona University ELDER 
3. University of Arizona N.U.C.E.A. 
4. Yavapai Community College A.A.J.C. 

Arkansas l. Arkansas College ELDER 
2. University of ~~~gHg~llle N.U.C.E.A. 
3. University of Arkansas-

L ittl e Rock G.D. 
4. Westark Community College A.A.C.J.C. 

Cal ifornia l. California Baptist College G.D. 
2. California State University-

Fresno ELDER 
3. Chapman College N.U.C.E.A. 
4. California State College-

San Bernardino A.A.C.J.C. 
5. Cha pma n Co 11 ege N.U.C.E.A. 
6. Humbold State University N.U.C.E.A. 
7. Merced College A.A.C.J.C. 
8. San Diego State University N.U.C.E.A. 
9. Santa Ana College A.A.C.J.C. 

10. Santa Monica Colleqe A.A.C.J.C. 
11. Sonoma State University ELDER 
12. University of California -

San Diego N.U.C.E.A. 
13. University of Southern California N.U.C.E.A. 
14. Uni vers ity of Wi thout \Ja 11 s-

Berk1 ey G.D. 
15. West Valley College A.A.C.J.C. 
16. Yuba Co 11 ege A.A.C.J.C. 

Colorado l. Adult Education Council of Denver G.D. 
2. Colorado State University N.U.C.E.A. 
3. Loretto Heights College ELDER 
4. Mesa College A.A.C.J.C. 



Connecticut 1. Manchester Community College A.A.C.J.C. 
G.D. 2. New Britian Public Schools 

3. University of Bridgeport 
4. University of Connecticut 

ELDER 
N.U.C.E.A. 

Delaware 1. Goldey-Beacon College A.A.C.J.C. 
ELDER 
N.U.C.E.A. 
G.D. 

2. St. Andrews School 
3. University of Delaware 
4. Wesley College 

District of Columbia 1. Gallandet College A.A.C.J.C. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
G.D. 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

2. George I~ashington University 
3. The American University 

1. Eckerd College ELDER 
2. Florida Jr. College-Jacksonville A.A.C.J.C. 
3. Florida State University N.U.C.E.A. 
4. Jacksonville University G.D. 

1. Brenau College 
2. DeKalb Community College 
3. Georgia State University 
4. University of Georgia 

ELDER 
A.A.C.T.C. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
G.D. 

1. Hawaii Loa College ELDER 
2. Pacific & Asian Affairs Council G.D. 
3. University of Hawaii N.U.C.E.A. 
4. University of Hawaii Maui College A.A.J.C. 

1. Boise State University 
2. Lewis-Clark State College 
3. Ricks College 
4. University of Idaho 

1. Bradley University 
2. Kaskaskia College 
3. Rock Valley Community College 
4. Southern Illinois University 
5. State Community College 
6. The University of Chicago 
7. University of Illinois 
8. IJestern Illinois University 

1. Ball State University 
2. Indiana Vocational Technical 

College 
3. International Center of Indian

apolis 
4. Purdue Ohio 

1. Drake University 
2. Iowa Central Community College 
3. Iowa State University 
4. University of Iowa 

G.D. 
ELDER 
A.A.C.J.C. 
N.U.C.E.A. 

N.U.C.E.A. 
A.A.C.J.C. 
G.D. 
ELDER 
A.A.C.J.C. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
ELDER 
G.D. 

ELDER 

A.A.C.J.C. 

G.D. 
N.U.C.E.A. 

N.U.C.E.A. 
A.A.C.J.C. 
G.D. 
ELDER 
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Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

1. Benedictine College 
2. Dodge City Community College 
3. Kansas State University 
4. University of Kansas 

1. Eastern Kentucky University 
2. Midway College 
3. University of Kentucky 
4. University of Louisville 

ELDER 
A.A.C.J.C. 
G.D. 
N.U.C.E.A. 

ELDER 
A.A.C.J.C. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
G.D. 

1. Foreign Relations Association G.D. 
2. Southern College A.A.C.J.C. 
3. Southeastern Louisiana University ELDER 
4. Tulane University N.U.C.E.A. 

1. Auburn 
2. Bates College 
3. University of Maine-Augusta 
4. University of Maine-Orono 

1. Frederick Community College 
2. Johns Hopkins University 
3. Peabody Institute 
4. Salisbury State College 

G. D. 
A.A.C.J.C. 
ELDER 
N.U.C.E.A. 

A.A.C.J.C. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
ELDER 
G.D. 

1. Bristol Community College A.A.C.J.C. 
2. Cape Cpd Community College A.A.C.J.C. 
3. College Of Our Lady of The Elms G.D. 

4. Harvard University 
5. University of Massachusetts

Amherst 
6. Williams College 

1. Alpine Community College 
2. Grand Rapids Community College 
3. Michigan State University 
4. Oakland University 
5. Western Michigan University 

1. Normandale.Community College 
2. St. Cloud State University 
3. St. Mary's College 
4. University of Minnesota 
1. Meridian Jr. College 
2. Mississippi College 
3. Mississippi State University 
4. University of Southern Miss

issippi 

N.U.C.E.A. 

N.U.C.E.A. 
ELDER 

A.A.C.J.C. 
A.A.C.J.C. 
G.D. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
ELDER 

A.A.C.J.C. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
G.D. 
ELDER 
A.A.C.J.C. 
ELDER 
N.U.C.E.A. 

G.D. 
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~'i ssouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

1. Jefferson College 
2. Penn Valley Community College 
3. S. E. Missouri State University 
4. University of Missouri-Columbia 
5. University of Missouri-Rolla 
6. University of Missouri-St. Louis 

A.A.C.J.C. 
A.A.C.J.C. 
G.D. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
ELDER 

1. Flathead Valley Community College A.A.C.J.C. 
2. Montana State University N.U.C.E.A. 
3. Northern Montana ELDER 
4. University of Montana G.D. 

1. Central Community College 
2. Creighton University 
3. Kearney State College 
4. University of Nebraska-Lincoln 

A.A.C.J.C. 
G.D. 
ELDER 
N.U.C.E.A. 

1. Clark County Community College A.A.C.J.C. 
2. University of Nevada-Las Vegas ELDER 
3. University of Nevada=Reno N.U.C.E.A. 
4. Western Nevada Community College G.D. 

1. New Hampshire College 
2. New Hapshire Council on World 

Affairs 
3. New Hapshire Vocational College 
4. University of New Hapshire 

1. Montclair State College 
2. Ramapo College 
3. Rutgers State University 
4. Stockton State College 

1. College of Santa Fe 
2. New Mexico Junior College 
3. New Mexico State University 
4. University of New Mexico 

1. Alfred State College 
2. Clarkson College 
3. Colgate University 
4. Concordia College 
5. C.W. Post Center of Long 

Island University 

ELDER 

G.D. 
A.A.C.J.C. 
N.U.C.E.A. 

A.A.C.J.C. 
G.D. 
ELDER 
N.U.C.E.A. 

ELDER 
A.A.C.J.C. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
G.D. 

G.D. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
ELDER 

6. Hami Hon College ELDER 
7. Hartwick College ELDER 
8. Nazareth College N.U.C.E.A. 
g. Rochester Institute of Tech-

nology N.U.C.E.A. 
10. Rockland Community College G. D. 
11. St. Lawrence University ELDER 
12. State University of N.Y.-Albancy N.U.C.E.A. 
13. Syracuse University N.U.C.E.A. 
14. Ulster Community College A.A.C.J.C. 
15. Westchester Community College A.A.C.J.C. 
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North Ca ro 1 ina 1. Brevard College N.U.C.E.A. 
2. Central Piedmont Community 

College A.A.C.J.C. 
3. Chowan College A.A.C.J.C •. 
4. Duke University N.U.C.E.A. 
5. University of North Carolina-

Chapel Hi 11 ELDER 
6. University of North Carolina-

Charlotte G.D. 

North Dakota 1. Bismark Junior College A.A.C.J.C. 
2. Minot State College G.D. 
3. North Dakota State University N.U.C.E.A. 
4. University of North Dakota ELDER 

Ohio 1. Baldwin-Wallace College ELDER 
2. Davis Junior College A.A.C.J.C. 
3. Hocking Technical College A.A.C.J.C. 
4. Lakeland Community College ELDER 
5. Ohio University N.U.C.E.A. 
6. Sinclair Community College G.D. 
7. University of Cincin~tti N.U.C.E.A. 

Oklahoma 1. Muskogee Public Library G.D. 
2. Oklahoma State University ELDER 
3. Oscar Rose Junior College A.A.C.J.C. 
4. University of Tulsa N.U.C.E.A. 

Oregon 1. Oregon State University N.U.C.E.A. 
2. Oregon State University Ci.n. 
3. Portland Community College A.A.C.J.C. 
4. Western Oregon State College ELDER 

Pennsylvania 1. Bucks County Community College 
2. Clarion State College 
3. Franklin and Marshall College 
4. Lehigh County Community College 
5. Montgomery County Community College 
6. Shippensburg State College ELDER 
7. Temple University 
8. University of Pennsylvania N.U.C.E.A. 
9. World Affairs Council of 

Philadelphia G.D. 

Rhode Island 1. Brown University N.U.C.E.A. 
2. Rhode Island College G.D. 
3. Rhode Island Junior College A.A.C.J.C. 
4. University of Rhode Island ELDER 

South Carolina 1. Florence-Darlington College A.A.C.J.C. 
2. University of South Carolina-

Columbia G.D. 
3. University of South Carolina -

Vermillion N.U.C.E.A. 
4. Winthrope College ELDER 



South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

Hest Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

1. Mount Marty College 
2. Presentation 
3. South Dakota State University 
4. Yankton College 

ELDER 
G.D. 
N.U.C. LII .. 
A.A.C.J.C. 

1. Cleveland State Community College A.A.C.J.C. 
2. Memphis State University N.U.C.LA. 
3. Shelby Sta te Community Co 11 ege G. D. 
4. Universitv of Tennessee-Knoxville ELDER 

1. Amarillo College 
2. Austin COlTiliunity College 
3. College Of The Mainland 
4. El Paso Community College 
5. Richland College 
6. Southern Methodist University 
7. University of Houston 
8. West Texas 

1. Brigham Young University 
2. Stevens Henager College 
3. University of Utah 
4. Weber State College 

1. Community College of Vermont 
2. Goddard College 
3. Lyndon State College 
4. University of Vermont 

A.A.C.J.C. 
A.A.C.J.C. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
A.A.C.J.C. 
G.D. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
N.U.C.E.A. 
ELDER 

ELDER 
A.P .. C.J.C. 
G.D. 
N.U.C.E.A. 

A.A.C.J.C. 
ELDER 
G.D. 
N.U.C.E.A. 

1. Central Virginia Community College A.A.C.J.C. 
2. Old Dominion University N.U.C.LA. 
3. University of Virginia

Charlottesville G.D. 
4. Virginia Commonwealth University ELD::R 

1. Central Washington University 
2. Tacoma Community College 
3. University of Washington 
4. Washington State University 

1. Fairmont State College 
2. Marshall University 
3. Parkersburg Corr:nullity College 
4. West Virginia University 

1. Institute of World Affairs 
2. Lakeshore Technical Institute 
3. Marquette University 
4. University of Wisconsin

Madison 

1. Casper College 
2. Northwest Con~unity College 
3. University of \iyoming

Conferences 
4. University of \-!yoming-Special 

Projects 

IL U. C. E. A. 
A.A.C.J.C. 
G. D. 
ELDER 

ELDER 
G. D. 
A.A.C.J.C. 
N.U.C.E.A. 

G. D. 
A.A.C.J.C. 
N.U.C.E.A. 

ELDER 

A.A.C.J.C. 
G.D. 

ELDER 

N.U.C.E.A. 
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