7 . LY

S 4

. DOCURENT RESUAE o,

ED 122 023 . s CE 006 8654
AUTHOR ) Greenfest, uichael- Bragg. Stephen :
TITLE . : A nethodology and Design’ for nsaluating Short- Tarl "

L - Training. -
PUB DATE 9 Apr 76 ‘
NOTE 45p.3 Paper presented at "“the 2dult Zducation Research
- —=- -, - - -—-. Conference (Toeronto, Ontario, April 7-9, 1976):
BDRS Pﬁi;? - MP-$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage |, "o
DESCRIPTORS = *Zvaluation Methods; Geriatrics; #*Ger tqlogy.,nulan

Relations Programs; *Human Services; Inservice
Education; *Inservice Pr ams; *0lder ldu1t3°
. : *Program Evaluation:_‘grvi Workers; Horkshops
IDENTIPIERS Pennsylvania \ :s\ . . >

ABSTRACT - ¥ ) . : ' .

' The methodology and design implemented for the
Continuing Zducation/Coamunity Service Projects of the Gercontology
Center at Pennsylvania State University was the first atteampt to
train a diverse body of gervice providers ‘in aging, Identification of
the population for training was a matter of exclusion rather than
inclusion, with the direct service provider within the comsunity
‘setting as the prime target group. The implied exclusion of service
providers from the institutionalized setting allowved for focused
discussions ofi community and familial responses to aging persons
" rather than on institutionalized ones. Based on the assusmptions ~
gleaned from project objectives and froam the lisitations of
short-term training with the described audience, the development of
. an evaluation scheme vas oriented towvard providing useful inforsation
for-program planning and determination of increased transferibility

of the information provided at the sessions to-field expeériefice. The
evaluation of the Social Gerontology Project workshops included
gathering information from participants at three points: just prior -
to every session; immediately following the session they atteﬂdedt
and approximately six weeks after sessions had been completed. )
majority of participants reported being able to use workshop
information in their daily work, Appendixes include: county
participation rates, session toplics, and registration and evaluation
foras. (luthor/LH) o\

L4

‘iiii;tiﬁfttitttttittititittittiiiittiiiﬁiiittititittittttt****ttttttiii

* bDocuments acgquired by EZRIC include many informsal unpublished *
* paterials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtaipn the best copy available., Nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the guality =
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* yia the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not x
* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
* *
* *

supplied by EDRES are the best that can be made from the original.

' iiitt#ttttittiitiittittiiiiittiitiittititt*tttttiititiittitittiiittit
— . b




f
1

ED122023

Z<CEO0B 565

i

APR. & W6 -

APF 1619768

™.
5 DEPARTMENT OF ME AL
v EDUCATION 6 WELEARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EQUCATION

THIY DOCUMENT
DUCEQ EXACTLY
TE PERSOM Qh
v ATING 1T PO
STATED DO MQTY
LEMT OF FAC AL NA

EDUCATY

-

A Methodology and Oesign for Evaluating
Short-Term Training

by
Michael Greenfest
. Stephen Bragg

THE PENNSYLVANLIA STATE UNIVERSITY
GERONTOLOGY CENTER
University Park, PA 16802

¥

l

’ ’ 'Is

Presented at the Adult Education Research Conference
Torohto, Canada, April 7-9, 1%6

e

Hat BEEw REPRO.
At RECEIVED FROM
QRGAMIZATION QRIGIN.
\MT5 OF VIEW OR QP IMIDNS
MECESSARILY REPRE-
TUOMAL INSTITUTE OF
10N POSITHON gR POLICY

.
3




.perceived common factor that could be counted on, and that was their work with

*
-

Short-term training and organized in-service educational experiences
have become viable methods of up-grading and instituting new or different work
. )
skills within a group of workers, regardless of either paét individual edu-

cational experiences om present job level. Familiar short-term and fn-service

pat#erns include such tﬁ?hgs as teacher education and on:the-job training in

buginess.énd industry. Jhese two setti?gs, although different’in coézent and
ouﬁ;oméixdo share a number of commonalities: a) the audience 'is usually homo-
gen;ous; bj objectives of the t}aining session relate diréctly to actual work
‘ ~ .

experiences that are known and documented, and c) the ]ear ng experience is
generally coptent specific.” The training of ger;ntologica service sroviders,
however, faced a numser of problems that, although not UdAique, mad; Lﬁe above
just generalizitions. Participants at sessions would not be homOQEnbus. \

Persons attending would come from a wide variety of socio~cul tural-ethnic-

religious-geographic and educational backgrouvﬂs. These differences, although -

S

UED

a contributory factor to lively sessions, meant that participants had only one

- -

older adults, 1t could not and was not assumed that commonalities existed
either in their individual work or functions of agencies within and between
DPW regions in the state. The lack of perceived commonaﬁi;ies between .parti-

cipants was heightened by the fact that segsion objectives, unllke inservice
.. ’ /
teacher or industrial shgrt-term training, did not usually relate to the ’

A

improvement of specific work skills or the alleviation of delineated work or

| . /'
communication problems. 1t was known that gerontologicai servi provider§/

needed a broad range of knowiedge‘%nd skills and that #ffferences fn ap f;atlon

——— —— ]

existed between persons within and between agencies and between QEb';Unctions. »
Because of'this, content specific tralning wedded to specific po/function was

most difficult. In a very real sense, training sessions were jélended to help
. s

1
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ding of the service delivery 5ystem. ) A

In 1973, ‘the tontlnu?ng Educathn/ComMUnitY 50??16& pfﬁj&ﬂ&% #¢,§ﬁ§:

designed, The Practutuoner Tralnlng and Educat;un brbgram, ?5&c1&t9 ﬁﬂﬁ tha
/’ Aging," objectlves were to prdvlde‘ 24~days of ghort-term traiﬂiﬂg; In 1974,

the objectivas ware to: \

(1) contlnue the "2k4~days of short-term training" concept

for the expanding number of service providers to the

*

{ elderly in the state. ) .
S (2) “...(to hold) a series of ®¥ix topical \:o;ksh‘ops in’ :
edch of four different locatioqjhfroviding geographical
dispersion. ' .
Within the objectives, two directions were provided:
i(a) additional fle;lblllty in séheduling specific topi;s
- specfflc target popul;tT;;s i; provided; ) . . .
(b) relat‘l'pg training to the needs and goals of the
participant group is more easily evaluated when
specific topics are focused on,
The ov;?all rationale for this objective is to continue
lo meet the short-term needs of service providers
while simul taneousty Jéveloping long-range programs and
mechanisms ..
This program was the first attempt to train a diversé body of service
provlders In aging. Moreover, the ailng services network in Pennsylvania was,

at that time, just developing. Most area agencies had small staffs who had

little or no prior experience in aging, though many individuals had experience
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in other areas of human servjce and casework. A minimum staff for €ach area
Y

agency of four, augmented b

staff from contractors and sub-oontractors would,
in 1974-75, provide 21) services within tha Jurisdiction of the agency. Ilt
should be remembered that the prime functions of the area dgencies are to !
provide coordinatip development, and supervlslon of servlces ‘to older adults.
0f the four pZime"a a agency positions?«the Deputy Director for Program
Developmeht (or gls‘ﬁilar title} has direct responsibility for planning, grant
and contract prepgfation. Senior Center Coordination, and training. {(55M 52-7h4}
Thus, it is reasonable to assume that sipce the State Office for the Aglng

had contraFtea with Penq State to_provide basic education and training in
geront;lggy an& with other Institutions and consultants to provide nutrition,
Senior Center personnei training and education and management development, the
more immediate and potentially moFe fmportant duties of the Deputy Director
wouid take prece&en;e over the training function. In fact, this‘was the case;
f:ince, in 19714-75,‘ every dollar an a‘rgJa agency earmarked for trainl;'lg. in
reality went for support of training s;ch as travel, lodging, food, etc., and
some other agency]}unctions. Moreover, many agencies sent only a small number.
of persons, while others did not support it at all. _(See Appendix A.)

The bulk of state training monies came‘from Title {V-A, while Penn State's
came from Title l1l. Our objectives were in line with the federal gquidel ines
which célled fo} the state agency to:

Make provision for the training of personnel necessar;
for implementation of the area plan, and the attendance
of such individuals at designated training centers ~
established by AoA, in consultation with state agencies,

for individuals having speciflc responslbiilties under

the state plan. (Title 111 903.81})"




Therefore, when the project received funds from the Pennsylvania State Office

for the Aging to provide basic educ;tion and skill training in agihg, using '

persocns of local and national repulation , it would provide the malor geronto-~

L .

leq*uﬁf décisions were made that set the scope of the training sessions and which

. had bearing on the evaluation scheme later developed. . Three of these decisions

Ld

are most important: 1) identificétion of the learner population and their

learning needs; 2} what contents and educational mechanisms would constltute
good basic eyucdtion and skill training in gerontology; and, 3} what m;thods
could be used to identify persons cqpable 5f providing the rFqured educational
experiences? ’

Identificatigé of the popﬁlation was a matter of exclusion rather than
inclusion. Br. Tom.HiCkey. Project Director, and pro}ect staff, working in
close collaboration with State Office for the Aging, Regional Departments of
Pub[lc Welfare Aging Specialists, and ldcalﬂ@%ﬂ Directors, pinpointed the

‘dire;t service provider within.the community $etting as the prime target
groﬁp. Persons working in state hospitals, nursing homes, and other such
institutions would not Be primary pa;tlclpants. Although many of these persons

[ ]

did attend, sessions were always geared to the community worker. To keep the

-

nursing home attendees to a minimum, no attempt was made’ to apply for nursing
home administrator credit. HMore importantly, Pend-Staéq, at that time, did -
not offer CEUﬂszand no attempt was mage to secure them for the pro;ram. A
Certificat? of Atténdance was presen)ed during the.first year, but in the secgnd
year thls too was dropped. This is paramount, as participants recé}yed no
addltlonalljob ratings or extra remuneration as a direct result of their

attendance. In a real sense, the majority of participants attended

0




because: ft was required by immediate supervisors or regional agling

specialists, or as Indivlduals they saw value in the sessions. A more realistic
position ie one that coqﬁ}neé reasons and sees the particlpation of persons Bogh
as Individuals hndres representatives of their agenciei. Suffice it to say_that
the fmplied exclusion of service eroviders from the institutionélized setFing

- allowed for fo&use&jaiscussIOns on community and familial responsds to aglng
persons rather than 6n institutional ones. in point of facf an'underlyieg
Lgre-seppositIOn of 31 ;eSSIOns was that insfitutIOnalizatIOn, éﬁlle not
inherently bad, was the last resort and the least viable ef all possible service

-

alternatives. Moreover, the exclusion of a bddy of workers helped the sessions

achieve SOme degree of homogeneity. - '

+

withln the population, three assumptions were made about educatlonal needs.

These assumptions can best be understood in. relatfén to the newhess of communi ty .

- i
aging programs, the diversity of aging service personnel, the veri ty qf.servlce

problems, -the multiplicity of issues and areas each provider would need to work

4 £

within, and the Interface between exlst}ng soclal service delivery systems'sdch
as the oldlweifare County Board of Assistance program.and the Mental Health/
Mental Rehabilitation system; both of which h;ve ‘some jurlsdhctloe over the
disposition of older adults in statutorlally defined instances. Conflicts
between these established systems and the new and untested Area Agency on Aging
were Inevltable; Though overlap was considered In planning, the day-to-day work -
that would place number; of direct service providers in competition and(Or con-
flict with these agencies needed an open forum in which problem areas

could be resolved not territorially, but in terms of what's best for the older

L3

adult,

L a3

in addition, Project Staff were faced with the unusual situation Tn which
all previous educational gerontology currlcula, other than training modules,

(see Mildred Seltzer, Scripps Foundation, for example) had been developed

7
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around specific contents: biology, psychology, social work, etc. These

curricula developments were, by and Iarge course offerings at colleges and

"universities leading to degrées not in gerontologv but in ot/ga fields wlth

speciallzatlons in aging. Persons to be tralned under the Penn State program

. ground assumption. Furthermore, such educational gerontology programs were

qg{e field workers who might or might not hold a college degree. And in feFt

1f ohe was held It might be in such disclpllnes as nursing or soclial work.

Demographic data collected during both years bore out the educational back- -

relatively new and -located at e few select universities: Syracuse, Michigan,
uUst. For these reasons, the posslb{1ity of partidipants having no formal ‘
eJ“bdtional experiences in aging was high. This, toupled with the fact that
between 20- hO% of participants would not be gellege tralned, could mean that
formal didactic presentations might be the least viable educational method. *
Based on the problems inherent in providing training and educa:ipn to
this pppu!ation and working within'the objectTves of the project and Title 111, '
five assumptions were made aboqf/the audience: - .
N 1) Most of the participants would be new to aglng slnee: a) few
unlyersﬁtieé had program;, b) few Jobs existed prior to Area
| Agencies, g 4 o )

2) Most would have had experience, in other areas of human service
- ?.

because: a) job transferring betwéer aﬁl]d and adult services, b)

-

.

genera) community work and soclal ﬂork baekgrouan.
3) From discussions with Area Agency Directors about their staffs,
it was felt that most of the participants wogld be fema)e.‘
4} Most participents would be caseworkers, casealdes,-outreach workers,
etc., the people who interface with older adults on a-daily basis, 4

5) The audience would be heterogenous and would change In cul tural

and ethnic backgrounds as training sessions moved around the state,

8
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- . /
Using the above assumption profile of participants, another set of

assumptions was delineated concerning this audience’s learning needs. Again,

‘ -
working with state and local aging- speclalists, four broad content categories

were outlined: . .

_——— e — . = N —_—

' -

, 1) 1t was felt that since community aging programs were new in the staté,
_baslc information about the aging process needed to be dissemjnated.
Fdr ease of speéific program davelopmenj.'the traditional breakdown
of the compénents of the aging process was used: bfology, psychology,
sociology of aging. ,
2) Based upon the assumptions, info}matlon about older adults as persons
’

{(1ife=styles, cultural, religious, ethnic differences) had to be

integrated with broad conténts under 1.

!

3) Based upon the assumptions, detailed information was needed about

the aging social service delivery system.

4) Since a major aim of the.project was to inculcate good work skllls, ,

i.e., interveﬁfion with older adufls; technlques of interviewing, .

[

listening, reporting, record keeping, group work, and the 11ke;
these would be included as part of othgr'lnformatlongl contents rather
than separated from major contents.

By broadly outlining population and learning needs, we were able to place

4

these four content assumptions withln specific workshop toplcs. it should be

noted that the assumptions outlined held for the skcond year.

-
L5

_At the:end of the first year, pa;ticlpants were asked té indicate thelr
topic prefefenCes. From‘these'ProjecF Staff, and again w@rking CIos;ly with
state and regional agling specialists, dlscu;sad topics within the framework
of the state aging plan and,prlo?ities. Final content decislons alwayg rested

with Project Staff. - (See Appendix B)

»
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identificatidn of ledrner neéds, choasing contents and topics to meet
these needs are one thing; but in short-term tralning and education, the choosing”
of the 'right" teacher or facilitatorsls quite anothgr. And, in point of fact,

_a wrong gholce can ruin_a well pla.hed and otherwise beneficlal program.

Based on the assumptlons gleaned from project objectives and.from the
Ilmitatlons%of short-term training wlith the described dudieqce, the development
of an ebaluétion scheme was oriented toway& Brovlding uﬁeful InformatiorR for
program-planning and determination of increased trsnsfefﬁbilit; of the Inforj
Mation provided at thé sesslons to field expgrlance. 1t Is with these toplcs

. &
that the remalnder of this present paper concerns itself,

GOALS OF "SHORT-TERM EVALUATION . '
The major goal of the training evaluation was to ald in ongolng program

development. Thus, knowledge acqulsition, attitudind® change, and measures of

*

satisfaction, while certalnly related to program development, would not reveal
]

and probably not be any Indication of improvlng.lnterveq;ion skilt, Of more

immediate impértance was the extent to which Information and skllls presented
4
at the sessions were transferable to the Jjob situation and were effective

in solving problems or meeting situatlions arlsing on the job. 1In part, this
assumed that the objectives of the sessions were consistent with those of the
learndr and those of the state. It also assume& that the téplcs of the sessions
themse)ves were.relevant to the Job situation.

Thus, the evaluation scheme ultimately designed was an effort to assess

the trapsferabillty and effectiveness of the Informatlon, the conslstency of

learner-program objectives, and the relevancy of materlal presented. Or, in

the vernacular, what dld we do right and how can we do It better? ﬁnd,what did

. -

we do wrong or poorly and how can we correct 1t7

-

i0:
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RESTRICTIONS ON EVALUATION . . )

As isé;robabiy the case with the majority of short-terﬁ training, the
1974 “Society and the Aging"-program aid not operdte in a climate that was
always ;onducive to proper and cdmprehensibe evaluation. The Project-Staff.
faced several pbstacles--some externally imposed, qthers Ihternally imposed--

which made the evaluafive process Hifficult. Perhaps the most-séger; obstacle

was the rationale and legislation under whicp "Society and the Aging' was
- . L]

funded. Title 11) monfes and state guidelines direct that the bulk of project
‘ . * .
expenditures must go directly to training and not for activities that might
r

- be construed as researth. Thus, any qxfluation had to be designed as part of

E thg)training program itself and cowld npt appear as a line item receiving its

. -
due respurces, The implica;ion of this is obvious. In order to truly assess
the impact of the training sessions on job performance it would be necessary
- - 'n ‘ - -

to observe participants on the job prior‘to and after the training sessions.
Because this couid/bg viewed as research, maiing>funds upavailable, this could
not occure |t is also questionable whether Indjvidgfl agencj;s wou|d~ﬁﬁ amenaQ|,
to such long-term participant 5bservatigg. .Moreover, the design ?f "Socipty . .-
and the Aging'' was the sou;ce of another kind of restriction oé oﬁ?;acle to_
;valuation. As p;eviousiy mentioned, topics. and co;tent for the various sessions
changed dep::3§Qg.on the reglon ‘In which It occurred. So that ‘by the end
of the projeci all foLr regions had }eceived training centered on similar toplcs, v
the evaluation had‘to reflect the variety of gontents, regionallzation and the ‘
dlfferent facilitators who presented similar information and skills. '
The Socfal Gerontology Project, of which "Society and the Aging' was a _
part, handled evaluation in this manner: N QH*‘) \}k . ‘ ;j

S— The vatue of land-grant university projects is often

measured by the quality of relationships which evolve

between the university apd the communi ty constituency.

| i




. “ - K[Q? 1. 0
) ; ? 10
. R - Y, - : - e,

. X T ”» .o ’
Hlthin this thlnklng an ob“lve concentrating. on T *

the evaluatlon of all p)'nases agd objectlues of thjs

i Jq-- - { s ! "
projeqt f\s proposed.‘ . " ‘ P - to

‘ * - “J: - .
;’ Qﬁ LI “ % - - e K
The evaluativﬂ ass also suﬂq]&ﬂ fr a~ lack of prevtcwslyleited useful

, f
mo&eTs. A Mwei‘ of. the Ilteraturg and avallable 1nstruments ylelded a lal‘g/
by

major‘ttyfoft}:lesig‘s that relled on so- called "happiness( facotrs." thle suc

J'neaSures would Ind"‘!cate that .participants Ufalt good'! 'a%ut the sesstons and .‘
thereby provic!e staff with a sense of weil-beling.{or malalse™as the case may .

have been), the instruments-would have little developmental Impact and lead ™~
. " _ -
to-programmatio redundancy. . -~ . . , "

t-t. Ts. ckar, both from the overt restrictions and inherent pltfalls of
“ B
short tertn trﬂnlng ev Iuat‘on and from unclear conceptlion of the uses or - #

.

procedures involved in worthwhlle evaluation. that It was necessary to %utl ine
rd

- v f'
a form of evaluation that went béyond head count, happiness factor, and project
" - : . ) o
reporting, . ) w * L. ~ . )
. ’ L] . ‘ . = —
Y ) . - ) ‘ .

0ES1GR AND USE OF THE IMMEDIWTE SESS10N EVALUATIONS

{ \ )
Because of the lack of a usable sc_l'q.pme__h one had to be devised. Baged -
]

and Information gathering instrument, project staff d;r\ggIOped a thrpe-pronged
evaluat‘lon approach, . . - o |
‘ PrioF to a session, particlpants ware asked to Ipdlcate on regl'grat!orr

forms toplc preferences a\t the session_. Penn State Cogt.lnulng Educat‘lon Dlrectors
were asked to tabulate the p['eference marks. This proved ] Imlky and Inefficient

system. The Continulng Education Dlrectors kept . 4 ilst.. but I:y the time check

marks were ,signiflcant, the session was one or two days away.O Thqmaln use )
. * -~ .
of them was to see If partlicipants changed their minds about why they sttended

rd

«

g A .
upon the restrictions the project faced and the need for both a planning toed «
- - . ] .
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from just before the session(:o Just after, : . )

‘- immediateiy after a session, data was needed about participants in ordei

a .

- -
to make declsions concerning changes fn program facilitation mtrhods, speakers, R

as well as: tQ begin to profile thp applicability of the sessions to the work

situation. . ‘ - N . A .
- ) ' Q. - -

. ' : The foilow-up evaluatigns were designed to provide data onuthe transfer-

- " “

~ " ability, effectiveness and contsnuity of the sessions within and between regions .

4

L .
\ [

/. and topics.. A major .thrust of the foliow-up evaluations was to provide the

-

_ _planning base ﬁor next year reIatqve to general contents and methods.
A . ¥ 4
. - The prearegtstratiqn forms, as indicated, neverrrealized theim potential. .

However, immediate evaluations devised around demographic characteristics,

- -”- LI ) ,
objectives, speakers and prior‘session attendante proved to be a valuable
planning tool. ' . ) ’ . .

. L3
¥

. . . . -

The first page of this form (TRANS) asked for basic demographic'information,

e

.as well as the type of agency and the individual-function within the agency.

-

‘It was important to know,becguse of "additional questions relative to session
- /- N s ’

applicability, whether the participant'inferaciéd with older adults and with

\. what'freﬁuencvf 0f course this information enabled project staff to check. g
whether -or not thé proj::: ;as reaching its primary audience. S .'
The second, page of the immediate session eva]uation asked participants
to check their objectives (knowiedge*or skfiiL'for attendance and then to rate ’

~the quiltity of the session in-terms of their stated objectives for attending. _
- . ? . K
This type of qoestion is a departure from and expansion of the concept that '

=N

. participants have a general affect toward any training session that endent

: upon and/or related.to whether or not their specific learning objectives-are met .

-~ <
.

o » ' .
The second level questionz that of relating the session to the individual

wonrk sitqatipn, asks for_a value judgment.basedanotaeo?much on the meeting

of individual objectives but on the applicSBTQitv_of the session to the job




-
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sltuation, as they understand |t. fn this manner, participants were asked to

g *

\ﬂ:Egke gsclsions about levels and uses of knowiedge and skill in specific £

w
contents withln t?o ]mpqrtant gontexts...their work situation and theirlgievlous
knowledge and/or skill’basea‘fTbe‘fQUrth‘question on the second page is an

. -over'al‘l kr‘idwl'edge Bas'ed'qt.iestioh' designed so that pﬁlciﬁangs could respondh
to the tota{ Iearnlng evnirenment of the session, e.g., the informal and formal
learnlng and exchanges of - |deas, problems, solutions, and some venting that

ook place. The third page of the 'i'rmedl-af:e session evaluation previded
pa?ticipa:ts with an'opportunity to rate the facllitators/teachets:k F;om the

_ outset two things ought to ‘be said aboet this ‘rating sheet, {t reverted to

semantic differential scale using a High, Moderate, Low breakdown for ease of
nigh, e S

use and because the contlnuum allowed for a range of responses. It should be .

noted that the fonn asks variations of two baslc questions. Yet, no spetifi¢
"knowledge clalm question or response® was solicited. This was because the

technical and developmental nature of the presentations would make it diffi-

cult for participants who had np previous exposure to the formalized presen- f\\_

tation of specific information to respond either to the correctness or tr

“ v .
fulness of the information imparted by facilitators, However, participants
{ . ¥
could and did provide another V ew of the information"above and beyond the
]
quality of presentatlon and that was %the af*j;gnt applicability to their work

_sltuatlon. This Individual ranking of facilitators/teachers.linked spec@flc '

session objectives to individual learning objectives and to job situation. .
. \. -

» ' - ,
Not only.dié this provide an overview of each topic, but provided Project Staff
with data from wﬁich to evaluate facllitators based on considerations other. .
than affect, To be sure, the category "Applicable to My Work Situation" is
P _ . _

a value judgment, but it is ‘one based, In part it least, on an understanding

of one's job and the reaiity of the presentation. Reality teﬁting at short-

-
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‘ideal®is most difficult. But when placed within a conceptual framework of
' ! A~

b
counts and bulk reproduction, the actual figure at the sessions ran just under

.Project transferability and effectiveness was developed after each session,

. OATA FROM {MMEDJATE EVALUAT{ ONS *

. - ' A~

term training sessions and the subsequent evaluation of the real versus the

individual participant understanding about what they do and how they do it, |

F

it forms a clearer picture of learner needs. Moreover, if a participant's

learning objectibes were not met, the facilitator question allowed Project Staff

to focus in on possible reasons. It was important that the evaluation be

consistent with the assumptions made about the audience and their learning
needs. To attehpt to find out if the sessions were 'pleasing' or that they 1

might have some field potentj&).-did not enhance the developmental and program
,\'f"

planning aspects. . i .

out if previous sessions in the region had -any
] N -

As an attempt to find
effect on work styles, page four asked two questions. ' (TRANS) ‘The
idea behind this was, of course, to provide a first indication of the

transferability and effectiveness of the sessions. The pcpject was empowered

to spend up to five dollars per session per ﬂ‘gzicipant on materials, books,

handouts, pamphlets, etc., a package of education magerials. Because of dis- {//)

five dollars., However, during the year, the froject received adgitional re-
quests:for mateMals. So, all in all, it came close to its materials spending
budget. Same attempt had to be. made egrlgjz; to find out whether or not these ,
materials were being utilized by participants. The second part of this last
question asks for a simple tallylo$°use, and whe: reaé})n light_of.the otLer

question®’ and the change or developmental work styles, an overall profile of

-

entioned earlier, the evaluation of the Social Gerontology project oo

ingluded gathering. information from participants at three points: just prior

=~ r

-

- s 1:; . 1
* ¥ "
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to every session, immediately following the session they{attended, and .

approximately six weeks after sessions had beed.compl,ted. The d3ta
col[ected ju;t prlor to every session was to provide ;he r;asons people were
attending, not only to combarei:ith the goals of the workghop but ailso to pass
on to the speakers to aid them in. their presentations. B;cause of admlnistrative
and developmental factors , this was done in less fhéﬁ’half of the sessions.
The data collected immediately after each session was te’?lfld basie demographic
‘information and reactions to speakers so as to check the assumptions behind the
program planning and td make decisions regarding speakers for futuré sessions.
To reiterate the assumptions behind program planning: it was assumed the
audience would be heterogeneous with‘re%?rd to Job function, educational baéif/
ground, and experience in aging. it was assumed, befause'of‘the newness of
the commhnity aging programs, that content mo®t desired anaﬁgbst helpf?l should
be basic and interdisciplinary. Data. collected after_gd::;-éession subported
these assumptions. The med i an level‘of education was two years of college,

M

with the raan‘GXFeHQIng'from high school to an academic doctorate. Forty-five
percent of the participants had been o: the job less than a;year, aéd 72% reported
dealing with e!dé‘ly clients daily. Participaﬁt; were°empleea in at least 16
different kinds of agencies Eangiﬁg from educaiiohal institﬁgioné to nureing
homes to tegal service agencies. And while dE;ect service personnel made up
the majority of the audfe’fe, professionals, including directors and adminis-
trato;s,inumbered one in four. ‘

When asked why they had attended ;HE sesstans, the vast majority of
participants gave.reasons that were closely tied té the objectives of the
tndividual sessians. For example, in the sessions dealing with minprity and

. L
low income, the most prevalent responie was to learn more*abqut socio-cul tural

patterns and their impact on service delivery. For the civil and legal series{"

&
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it 'was to lparn what protective and supfortive services were. In attempting .

to generaliize from these seemingly iglosyncratic responses, it-was observed

L

that most of these responses could e classified under the category of ‘gaining-

knowledge“--especially basic knowledge. The second most frequently volunteered

reasons ‘were those which cmld e‘q'categorized as learning either new skills .
[

or techniques such as interv tlon c; therapy. When this information was . ]

combined with the fact that/ over 90% of the respondents reported that the sessions

had been very or quite usgkful, that the topics were good to excellent, and that

information was.'useful,/program planners were confident that the;r crigina|.
assumptions were accupate and that dri{ffc changes would not have to be made
in the program.

Informatipn rgcieved regardipg individual faciiitators and speakers showed
some variation. ith the.exception of one person who dealt with agency com=
\_’/' pliance to fedefal and state anti~discrimination pollcles, the overwhelming f

maJority of partlctpants rated the facllltators between high and moderate on — o

all categories. The main interest here, however, is the participants' response

to '"Applicable to Hylwork Situ%tion.” As previously.stated, the rationale
% behind_this question was an early and continuous reality testing of presen-
tations without regard to interactive technigues based on participant under:f
standing of'their work situation and the information presented. Twenty-seven
, ' . »
facilitators were evaluated ana out of 904 responses, 50 percent rated presen-
tatlons as having "'high applicability.' Twenty-eight percent‘rated presenta-
tions in the high to moderate range, 14 percent in the mid to low range, and

just under 8 percent rated presentations in the low range. And the facilltator

mentloned above accounted for ‘28 percent of the responses In the low categjgft -
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THE USE AND MEANING GF DATA COLLECTED 'IMMEDIATELY AFTER EACH SESSION

Presenting. data in toto from evaluations that were designed to provide

.
-

project staff with an oyerview'of'individual sessions or a grzpp of like

- » “‘ L
sesslons with specific regard to content, facilitators, and apdience fiom' the four

DPW regions does injustice both to the planning proéﬁss and to the evaluation
= SRR
scheme. 1t was not the intent of the immediate or, for that matter, the follow-

b -~

‘up evaluation to produce a body of numbers, chaFts, graphs, or other sophisti~
cated statistical niceties. The intent was to produce a tool that.would help
.“ '
Project Staff answer three basic questions about future sessions based on
the evaluated session.

What needs to be changed?

-/ #hat should be kept the same?
e $
Where should that change lie?

Before presenting.a short example detailing how the immediate evaluations

~ wete used, Project Staff looked for two additional levels of.informatidn from

"?V -
- - L
the e?aluations that had significant bearing on decisions made concerning

ulls

future sgssions. For any evaluation scheme to be effective, it should meet
- iy '

its own goals. That 1s, it should do what it was deisghéd to do.
: v

way, short-term training is dg;igned to provide a group of learners w
’ o+

;mﬂf_ al and developmentaf leaggﬂrg experieﬁteé in a content area. Proj

were degply concerned that integrity and continuity existed within and
. . N

sessions across DPW regions. By integrity, project staff meant that irrespective

-of.faé?lltators, fnformation and skills provided reflected accepted principles

-of gerontologicaf'knowledge and secial service technlque.

More to the point, however, that contradictions in basic information about
iihe aging service system would,” in the field, be reflected in more confuslon/f
a L . . lﬁ * . .

of roles and responsibilities, just the obposite from the implied outcome of

projéct goals. On a second level, integrity refers.to the credibility of ¢
. ) .
i8

L]

-~ a -3
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facilitators and.their dissemination of information and inculcation of skills.
This second point must relate back to the worth and/or participant acceptance

of the program.as it relates to "applicability on the job." ‘ -

*

The second point stresses continuity both within and between séssions{ It was
- : ‘i )
important that neither the level of the information changed {relevance to
£ ' ' . ‘

service delivery, langudge, etc.) while inconsistencies in information and

*

skill delivery réflected interpretation rather than misrepresentation of

-

knowledge. 5o that in moving from theorf/;o practice to experience back tol,

theory from topic to topic and from session to sesslon basic Information about

“

the aging system, aging persons and individual and group roles and responsi-
biliti&% of ser%ice providers were presented in a similar and continuous
manner .

Much of the latter evaluation came directly from project staff through

their roles as developers of!and participant observers at all sessions. How-

*

ever, at individual sessions the perceived relatedness of informatipqlpresented

to actual Job ;itﬁafion by particlpants play;d the cent;al rote In chaﬁging
-4

*

the sessjon.
in all -four regions of Pennsylvania, the project presentéd sessions that

dealt In part or entlrely with providing legal services to older aduits. As

you can see from The agendas, there was a distinct change from session‘one to

two, and a moderate change from two to three, with four a setting of basic
¥

principlés. These changes reflect participant evaluation and comment about

*

the sessions, as Well as project staff's growing awareness of the nature of
legal services to older adults, S
The move away from the contents such as ''Design,’” "Entitlements,' and

the "Advogacy Role' to direct soclal servite concerns within theory and !

*

practice outiined b& persons working in the field, reflected the needs of

participants who at the flrst sesslon were not responsL:g to the intricacies ’

- E

iy 19‘(
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of the. legal professian or th; flnancial and legal antecedents to tWe services °
they were providing. Though a méjority of the partic}paﬁts indicated that the -
information was ‘'new," most indicated that it had Jltile job relation. Con-
versel;} Eﬁé*fdilowing se;sions received high positive ;;Sponses to applica~- |
bility to the work situation. ‘A similar history can be traced by looking at
the '""Current lssues in Gerodtélogy“ and the “Effective Utilization of Para~
professionals' sessions. With regard to YEffective Utiljzation of Para-
professionals, Ehaﬁées reflected a move from teaching and evaluation theofies.
to educational needs assessment and program design irrespective of content,
"for in-service education. ' The ‘Working with the Elderly in Rural and Small
Communities,'" the firest ;ession proved to be what participants had needed and
reflective of‘their concerns and knowledge and siill needs. From the evalu-
ations, then, project staff planned twoladditﬁonal sessions around similar
;Specific‘contents using facilitators knowledgeable in the partlculaés of each
reglon's rural older popuiation. The correctness of this approach,ﬁ§gided

-

initiaily by session evaluations, was borne out by future session participation
. . T

and by individual session evaluation.

THE NEED FOR AND THE DESIGN OF FOLLOW-UP EVALUATION

Following twenfy-one of the twenty-four days of training scheduled for
project year 1974-1975, project staff were involved in activities that would
shape future program years. In deciding to mail out a follbﬁ-up evaluation, a
number of payoffs were hoped for in terms of bet ter deers;andihg the events
of the current project year in reiétion to élanning then underway for next and -
subsequent years. Although important and a major consideration when it came ’
to the expend}ture of groject mﬁnles was any information about ,the long-term

‘ _
effect the project might be ‘having on participants and their daily interface

with other service providers and older adults. Project staff were additlonally

-

W
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interested to find out if participants had changed their minds about the
I

content, facilitators. and methodology aof the sessions and to what extent

and Y n what manner participants were sharing either the knowledge and skills

1

or the handouts with others at thelr reSpeEtlve agencies.

2

DEVELOPMENT OF THE POST-EVALUATION FORM

i

4

From data collected through the immediate session evaluatiens, Project
’ *
Staff developed a Sense of the validity of the program as well as programmatic

homeostasis. Immediafé'evaluations aisg brbvided a degreetof insight into

the transferability of the content. In developing the post-evaluation scheme,

a straightforward easy-t@-fi!l-out form was sought that allowed respondents
. to provide informatioh in a number of areas and, to the extent possible, in

their own words. In a significant way, an attempt was made to produce a form
P h

that was‘"value free' from the point of view that it wouldinot present ‘forced

¥

. + .
chdlice responses but a directed question calling for individual response.

As with the immediate evaluation basic demographic data were solicited

r *

(TRANS). Question five was an attempt to find.out if responses provided
" - h .

from later questions were dependent upon length of h&rk at the present Job

and then to tength of work in aging.
H //'
When .it came to objectives for attendance, it was felt that by providing

session objectives as was done on the immediate evaluations would solicit

force choice responses Qlthoup providing insights into why an Individual

attended. 1t was felt that by requirlng participants to summon the session

back to conscious thought might cause the entlire exeerience to be recalled

rather than a single aspect. In point of fact, the question requires a
cognitive and affective answer. s
b -

. - S
In question three, the concept of '"usefui'' is Important as it attempts
. .

to dﬁtermine whether or not, participants were able to use the Iinformation in

. 2 1 . . -
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daily work without regard to whether or not individual objectives were met.
This was followed by questions concé%ning format, facilitators %nd
presentation. Maving from génerhl questions about the design of the session

to three questions about transferability. One dealing with the sharing of

information and handouts, th; second with the "reality" of the information vis

" a vis actual work, which was different from information that was ''useful.'

For example, the theory of aging that argues for cell mutation might be '"useful!'
to know but not véry helpful in terms of daily wor;‘expeiiences and i; solving
work related problems. F{nally, a question asking about personal use of ihe
handouts./ Project Staff believed that this form, when analyzea in conjugctioé
with the imﬁediate evaluations, would provide gisolid planning base for

future ,project years. Before discussing tﬁeayfi of Phe forms as piaﬁning

toofs, some interesting data were callecteahfrom the post-evaluatioes that

impacted upon understénding of the project, the audience, and their educational

needs.

DATA FROM FOLLOW-UP EVALUATIONS ‘ » \

In order to truly assess the impact of Society and the Aging on partici-
pants, it would be necessary to follow them back to their iobs to see i f what
they were exposed to at the sessions resulted in any changes in their job per-
forman;e. The reasons why this was impossible have already been discussed.

It was possible. however, to approximate this impact through the use of a
follow~up questionnaire distributed rapproximately six weeks after the flrst

21 days. Since there was no need, from a methodological perspective, to

eV
inelude all participants In this survey, four sessions representing

1
four topics, held in each of the four regions, were chosen as a sample base.

a total of 215 individuals were mailed surveys. )
WM# * ' o
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Th: ;urvey solicited information in four areas: ‘demographic, to assure
our sample was representative; objectiﬁés, to check to see if the respondents
still reported their reasons for attendfag to be the same as immediately

N following the sessions; jmpact and‘transferahility, to ascertain how much and

) I
in which ways participants were carrying back to-their jobs Information pro-

. vided at the sessions; and planning, to gather recommendations on how to im=" ' EX |
prove the program. . e
The major discrepancy between this follow-up evaluation and thos® collected 1

immediately after the sessions was an over-representation of high-level

administrators and directors responding to the follow-up evaluations. We con- -

) - w
‘ cluded this was due to the fact that many of tpese persons often attended only

Rac&s of these sessfons and did not femaTn to complete evaluation ferms.
After correcting for fkf; over-representation, there appeared no significant

-

_ﬁ differences on demographic data between the follow-up and the immediate eval-

uations. There were also no significant differences betwe®n sessions and,

the&eforet between regions. Thus, any differences noted later could be /

. assumed to be arising from the peculiarity of a pargicular workshop and not

-

5écause of a difference in individuals.

'

- As was the case in the immediate-evaluations, par{icipant deslre to gain
general and specific knoﬁfedge about aging and aglng‘programs was the chief
reason most people reported for attendiﬁg the sessions. Again, no differences
appeared across regions, sessions, or individuals.

The most impq:tant parts of this follow-up survey_frdm the perspectlye
of a planner are the sections dealing with transferability 9f content and ;ith

Eal . .
recommendations for continued program development. Approximately three

-

qua;leré of those who responded reported that the Informatlon presented in

the workshops was useful In their daily work and reflected actual work ex-

-+

peéienﬁes. This was true across al! workshops In all four regions. Of more

Q o | 23 . T
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importance to ﬁs was. the agglicabili‘ﬁ of the material presented for ﬁroblem'

4

?'solving on the Jjob. Fifty-three percent of the respondents reported that the
information presented enabled them toysolve job related problems or handle

more effectively job related situations. Again, there were no differences

]
between workshops or regions. ’

As we reported earlier, approximately five dollars was spent per individ-
» B
ual per session on materials and handouts designed to be taken back to the job
e

slte to be used as aids and shared with fellow workers. We were interested to
-

what extent this material reached colleagues or how many simply filed it away.

We were quite surprised and pleased to learn that almost 90% of the particl-
paats used the paterials on the Job or shared them with their fellow workers,
Over half reported the materﬂ?ls and sessions were discussed in formal staff
meetings, while another third reported it was discussed informally over c;ffee
or on breaks. |t was obvious to us, then, that the information and materlals
presented were' reaching far more thah the 1487 people who attended.

Finally, and-most importaét to the planning process, Project Staff wanted

some ‘reaction by the participants on how the sessions, could be improved. To

get at this three questions were asked. First, If they were to reorganlze
e } .

the sess]ons, what would they chaqgeq Second, if they ware to change the

-

" methods of presentation, what would they change. And third, to what extent

- [
was the information presented by‘the facilitators understandable. What w?

were after was some idea of the effectléehess of the organization of the ses-

sion, the effectiveness of thehspeakers to get the ideas across, and whether

L]

or not the level of content was approp}iate for the audience. To answer the .
‘ \ ‘

last question first, 91% of the respondents reported that the information pre-

sented by the fgci!ftators was_highly understandable or understandtble most

of the time. And here théré were no significant .dl fferences across workshops‘

or across regions, .

. e “

"
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With rkgard to the recommendations for change, however, some interesting

r . ) \"“\sr— - * * Fl
differences did appear. First of all, between 25 and 30 percent of the res-

pondents wrote in that they would change nothing. Most included comments y
L] - -

supporting the present organization. For those who did suggest changes, the
recommendations varied from session to session. One session céntering_oﬁ

”Hinority and Low income Problems of the Elderly'' received recommendations to
- s - v )

ghange personnel. The sessi®n was held in,an urban setting where partigipants

*

were sensitized to the plight of minority groups and the fact some of the speakers
» - * - ‘
.
were not of that culture was viewed as a deficiency in the program. One-third
. ? .

\ ‘of those resﬁondlng to this question recommen;éd changing the personnel as

compared to 0, 0, and 4.3% for thé other sessions. &Pn the other hana, thé .
impatt of fhe content itself‘can be seen- in another %essioﬁ devoted to '‘Civil '
and Legal Proifems of the Elder?y." .The participants came to‘the spssi;n with

very specific questions pn a wide range of topics even though the session -

advertised a general introductlon to the topic. When asked what they would

change, 22% of the respondents.from this session reportéd they would cﬁange X
the cohtent-;s‘tompared to 5, 16, and 14 for the other 535f10“s.

’ Intere;tlngly, when askeqﬂrhat <hanges they would maée in the methods jof
Jresentations, those respondents from the "Hinoritr and Low Income'! seéslon “

. who hé& recommended changing personnei now suggested at a higher-rate than
. [}

a[l-btheftworkshops that more audiovisual aides should be employed. Hor;\}b ~

P
the point, however, this session was one of three that Used extensive audiovisual

¢ materials. The "tlvil and Legal'' sessjon, whose content was crithcized by
a.mino‘ity,‘wa§ éncouragéd to.provife more small grarp.discussion--obviouslyl. N~

to promoie more-fuestion and answer opportunities. Tﬁus, #hese last fey

questjons gaVe “we* ood idea as to what changes should be incorporated into

the next year's program.

., .
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usH OF\ATA ,COLLECTED EROH THE TW0 EVALUATIONS -

As. previously dlscussed. the maln use of the intnec.liate evidluations was - -
. . « » c ol

. to provide project staff with a mechanusm for c0ntinued development of i

- /-v,

speclflc sg%FIOns and as indicators of project effectiveness, ,The.poq}-
evaluatkit;n; ;clu:I‘ve‘ry muchY the same, but’from diffcrent perspectives. 3%’,9- . N o0
_ .;:!‘hgndred :}ﬁiy-slx different people attended the "Sotiety and ; Agl&g“ ! ’ 3 -
) ;rai;ing‘sesaions durihg ¥ 974-75, Three-hUndred tw;;ty-one attended. more than

] o/ne_s?ssion. mény .ai:tendlrig all ;i# days held in their rcgion. Project Staff *

" - n ) + v L |
éould only assume that the next Year would be as well, M Yot better, attended. -

Tr

Yet the'audieqce would be subtly different. It woqu ooniain many of the . '

s } ) - RS
ey persons who had participated in the past year, as well as persons -who attended

*

By ™ s _
. a number of summer institutes In aging around the country, fif}rding the one’
. ¥ - .

. -
sponsored by the Gerontology {enter at Penn State.

¥ Based on prospects of contlnued funding under Title 111, changes in % . |

" N -

' learner pgpulatlon. a number of ncw]w mandatcd services, and ‘the: data colcléted,
tralning objéctlves were prdﬁ&geg for 1975-76 projcct yﬁgr that outlined a .
project that :Buld provide a variety of learning expcrfences deslgncd to Meet

the needs of persons who prcviouﬁly .attended sessions, as well as the nocds of . p
L}

rhosc who did not agtend or -who were.recently hired. Sessigns were dlvided lnto

' basic and 1ntcrmediatesg:slq aging and an Introduction to the sqﬁyice del lvery
N -,

*

L] .
system and older adults as persons ‘for the latter gvoup and work skill deveiw

.

opment and Improvemenigpesslqns centered around groups of s?mtlar €ervices for

the former §roup and for per&oﬁsiwho attended the %irst.scr es: Of colrse, °

] - o -
¢ since thg.sessions would bc-opcn«\o any Individuat working in aq}gg within the )

B . Py L .
_state. these' categories were soméwhat arbitrary but.useful in plannfhg\:: ,
they scr\fcd as Indicatogs of knowledge dlssemlnation and sk 11 acquls|thon d
s’
) levcls of p‘artlcuiar\scssIOns. It was anticipated that thls additional infors

mation about sesslons would encourage particfpant selfﬂgelthIOn and leat_:l to

.o L N . )
E
b

even greater kesslon'homogcneIQy. “In addltlon~ to the two dlrccf tralnlng .

I:C wyd ‘\ “ . 2 > . 4 ) 4
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" objectivies outlinéd above, three othe}s were proposed. The first dealt with

the fonma%i@ation of regional training counciis and. the iogylcation of skills

— ' - v

that would lead to-long-rande planning of educational needs within the region

2 ~ .
~gnd the identification of local and regional colleges to provide a portion of

the education. Tha last part of this objective was tied to the "Fac%]ty De-

velopment Serles |n Gerontology" that .was focusing on developing Jocal and ' .

A

reglonai institutional capabilities in aging, either on an individual insti-

-t e
futidnal level or in consortia with other institutions. . . .

The second dealt with the development of in-service training capabilities -

within the Area Agencies, through the identiflication and training of in-service
- ' - )

educators and the providing of in-service educational materials.

The iast,objective of the proposal was a technical assistance'model that

Ld

wouid_provide'in-service'educators, agency directors, and others with current -

information on programs,'app1ied research, changes in requlations and the like.
- . f
Project Staff bellevcd that this flve- pronged ‘tomprehensive training approach

‘vould facilitate the development of ongoing basic and developmentai training

" whthin agencies-andxcol ges, - From‘pVOJGCt evaiuation scheme it was learned
. P ’ £ . - N
that evaluation helps. to understand what ought to be done but enables a

focusing on what can be done. . {

1 -
Ll

GENERAL1ZABILITY OF TﬁE EVALU&TIDN SCHEME |

-t

L For se training\programs faced with adequate funds, not restrif&ed bm-:7 ’

legnslatton, and blessed with ample personnal a much more comprehensive and
)

conceptualiy Wtighter! evaluation scheme may be designed. However, for thQse
i . '
conducting short-term tralning facing s:milar constraints to those of “Societ

and the Aging,'' we believe our evaluation deslgn, wl th, of course, appropriate

modiﬁjcation for the |nd|vidual topic, represents a model that is generaily
- o . 3 ‘
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applicable. This applicability'exfsts. we belijeve, because the.design serves
o . . ' ’
both as a planning aid and a research tool. Eﬁ collecting data at-three points,
nameily prior .to, iﬁmediately’after, and after an extended timé, some quasi-
. . \

is achieved in deferminiﬂg_the impact of the sessions.

experimental control
- ¢ . )

’\). By referc.ﬁe.ing the evaluation to specific session objectives, the objectives

-

+ hd .‘. L]
of the l@arner, and the transferability and fffectiveness of the content to

the work situation, valuable information for future planning is gained.
fo relterate ¢he &esign, data collected prior to sessions helps to’'deter-
- L ¢
mine participants'.expectations, as well as competencies angd deficiencles, so

-
!

%Effigfssipns may be planned for maximum benefit. For.shori-term training

involving multiple sessions, evaluation immediately after each Session is

necessary‘foﬁ'hinq; adjustﬁents in the program, especiailﬂ!when oufside

speakers and ‘facilitators are utilized., Finally, a follow-up evaluation
occurring some time after ail tralning is completed allows the planner to assesst
- . * - - * .

‘albeit somewhat indirecfly, the extent to which the sessions have been carried
to the work situation., Or even mdre importantly, which specific aspects of

indivifgél;i:ii}ons have had the greatest trangfer to the work situation=-
- .

- A

*tr'ansfrerabilitylto the work situation being the uitimate goal of short-term

training. Finally, the evaluation descrlbed above sets no value on the training:
. ' . . i L

' .
or its components but relies on the individual*participantahgg describe what

happened and what was useful. R . \\‘
- L4 . | .

1

b

» . - -
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Caunty

Adams

Allegheny

Armstrong
Beaver
Bedford
Berks

Blair

Bradford

Bycks
Butler
Cambria
Caﬁéion
Carbon-
Centre
Chéster
Clarfon
Cléarfield
Clinton
Columbia
Cr;wford
Cumberland
Dauphin:

Delaware

*Due to imcomplete or missing addresses or participants from out of state,

Number of
Participants

37
32

12 .

15
22

39
47
21

5
25
III
36

39
17

Appendlix A’

Participation Rate by County*

County

Elk

" Erie,
‘Fayitte
Forest
Franklin
Fulton
Greeﬁe

"Huntingdon
Indiana

Jefferson

Jﬂhiata

2

Lackawanna

Lgncas ter -

Lawrence
Lebanon
Eehigh'
Luzerne
Lfgoming
McKean
Mercer

Mifflin-

Number of
Participants

4o
56

ng -
36.

N P

13

30
137

L]

20
20
18

27 -
+
: >
»

County Number of

) Participants
Montgomery ko
Montour 3
Northampton 43

"Northumberland 12

Perry 10
Philadelphia 171

Pike 8
Potter ‘13
‘Schuylkill 28
' Snyder 16 .
Somerset 9 /4
Sullivan 2
Sugquehanna | 3
Tioga 13
Union | T
"Venango 3
Warren —6,
Washington b
Hsyne 20
Hesémoreland . 22
‘Hyoming‘ ) SR |

York 11

county

“total is slightly lower than actual participation rate.

29

*
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Appendix A (Continued)

List of Organizations Represented at Society and the #ging

Administratlon(bn Aging

. .Adult Homes , J
o Area Agency on Aging: . : ?
State Office for the Aging : ' L |

Meals on Wheels"
Homemaker-Home Aides .
Mental Health-Mental Rehabilisation

f ' Senior Centers and Clubs .. "

County Board of Assistance
Base Service Unit
Foster Grandparent P:bgram
Housjhg Authority
Nurslnngomes/Rest Homes
State Hospital
Visiting Nurs& Associa;lon Y
- Health Services
Community Act}on Agencies
Educational Institutioﬁs
' Ameritan Reg Cross
Communi ty Service Organizations
Nutrition Programs ' : ‘ ‘

Religious Unspecific

Legal Services

30
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Appendix B N

Survey of 1973~1974 Society and the Aging Participants

L

Future Session Topic Preference

. ' Rank Topic

“Central Region 1\ - .

1

Mental Heatth: Diagnosis and Rehabilitation ews-

1
. 2.5 Gerontology (Biology, Sociology, Psychology of Aging) .
2.5 Services to Rural Areas
4,5 Social Policy and Leg¥slative Issues N
4.5 Day Services for the Elderly
6.5 The Civil and Legal Rights of the Elderly
6.5 Retirement Planning
Southeast Refjion ! .
] Mental Health: Diagnosis and Rehabilitation . ’
2 . Gerontology {(Blology, Sociology, Psychology of Aging)
3 . Minority and Low~Income Elderly -
4 ’ The Elderly in Family Context, e.g., Famlly Counseling Roles
5.5 Social Policy and Legislative Issues
5.5 Retirement Planning :
Northeast Region . : . . . '
© 1 Mental Health: Diagnosis and Rehabilitation
2.5 Housing for the Elderly
- 2.5 Services to Rural Areas

5.5 Gerontology (Biology, Soclology, Psychology of Aging)
5.5 Social Policy and Legislative Issues
5.5 Paraprofessionals' Services
5.5 Day Services for the Elderly

. .
v -Western Region

L Mental Health: Diagnosis and Rehabilitation

B Gerontology (Biology, Sociology, Psychology of Aglng)
3 Day Services for the Elderly
4 - ~ Soclal Policy and Legislative |ssues
5 Eiderly in FAmily Context .
6

Paraprofessionals' Services




Date: -
Topic:
Fontent:

Date:
Topic:
Content:

¥

Date:
Topic:
Content:

‘Sexuality of Dider Adults/

. Appendix B (Continued)

Society and the Aging 1974-1975 Series .

.
-

Final Session Dates, Topics and Contents

January 21-22, 1975
'"Mental Health and Counseling with the Elderiy“
Psychiatric Profile of Dider Adults . ‘
Clinical Practice with Elderly Clients =~ .
Current Developments in Geropsychiatry

Workling Effectively with Dider Adults

Psychological Crises and Intervention Strategies

The Counseling Relationship
Interview Skills’
Counseling Techniques

Family Gounseling

January 28-29, 1975

'"Mental Health and Counseling with the Elderly"
Psychiatric Profile of Dider Adults

Community Mental Health Programs for Dlder Adults
Psychiatric Day Care for Dlder Adults

Workshops on Counseling

Psychological Crises of the Adult Years '
Working with the Aged

Sessiod on Audiology

Communication and Counselling _J

Mental Health Services

Ethics of Intervention
: {

February 11-12, 1975

"ental Health and Counseling with the Elderly"

How -Should Social Service Providers Assesss and Heet
the Needs of the EI&CrI¥ in the Community

Process Groups {both days

Analysis of Delivery Systems

CharacteriStics of Mental 1llness in the Elderly

Techniques of Intervention and Elements Necessary for
Service Delivery

,Discussion

‘.




Date:
Topic:

Content:

Date: s .
Topic:
Content:

Date:
Topic:
Content:

*

) 3}

~  Appendix 8 {Continued)

Ld

February 28-29, 1975

"Mental Health and Counseling with the Elderly"

Psychiatric Profile of Older Adults '

The+Sick Role the Eiderly and its Counseling
Conseqyencesq?or the Hental Health and Socialiﬁervice )
Worker : .

Current lIssuas in Hental Health

Working with the 111 Eiderly

Sexuality and the Older Person {both days)

The Growth Element in Aging

*Methods of Treatment in a Non-Institutionalized Settling

Working with the Mentally Impaired Older Adult -,

Discussion of Ethical Implications of Intervention,
Patient Rights and Family Welfare . .

*

¢ March-11, 1978

YEffective Utitization of Paraprofesslonals"

Task Analysis
New Careers
Programj
Practic
Evaluation

Implement)ng the Technnque
Evaluation Techniques
Paraprofessional/Rrofessional Relationships
In-Service Training Designs N ‘

March>13; 1975

""orking with the Elderly in Rural and Small Communities'

Overview of Rural Elderly in Northeastarn Pennsylvania

Methods of Using Existing Services in Rural Areas and
Organizing Older Persons in Rural Areas

Surveying the Needs of the Elderly in Small Communities-- ~
Methods and Procedures '

Isolated Older Adults, Family Relationships, Older Aduit
as a Person, and Breaking Stereotypes about Rural
Elderly

Working wlth the Elderly in Rural andnSmall Communitles

33




Date:
Topic:

Content:

Date:

Topic: -

Date:
Tapic:

Content:

Date:
Topic:

Content:

Date:
Topic:

" Content:

-

v’ . '
Appendix B {(Continued)

March 18, 1975

“Effective Utillzation of Paraprofessionals"

Task Analysis - Introducti®n to the Technique for.

& Develgpment of Effective Staffing

Buildin§ Relatignships through Effective Staff
CommurNcation -

Evaluation Models
Staff
Supervision
. Value Clarification

3

ﬁpfil 10, 1975

Task Analyslis - Technique for Development of Effective
Staffing

Stratagems for EffectjVe Team Development

.Implementing the Technique to Resolve Local Problems

Evafuation =
. Paraprofessional/Professional Relationships
In-Service Tralning Designs

April 15, 1975,

“"Civii and Legal Problems of the Elderly"

Designing Legal Service Systems

Protective/Supportive Services and the Rights of
Older Clients

Entitlements of Older Persons

The Advocacy Role

Panei Discussion

April 29, 1975

"Working with the Elderly in Rura) and Small Communities'’
People~to-People Relations in Rural Communities

Who are Rural Older Americans and What are Their Needs? .
Methods of Surveying the Needs of Rural Elderly K
Gettlng Services to Rural Elderly

Effective Communication -with Older Adults

May 6, 1975

"Effective Utilization of Paraprofessionals'

Methods for Assessing Learning Needs/Objectives
Techniques of In-Service Education ’
Special Information Needs of Service Providers
Evaluation Techniques

Staff Communication

34
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Da te:
Topic:

. Content:

Date:
Topic:
Content:

Date?
Topic:
Contant:

. May 13-14, 1975

., .
, Appendix 8 (Continued)

May 8, 1975 : *

"HOrking with the Elderly in Rural and Small Communities"

Problems of Rural Qlder Persons

Community Action in Rural Areas

Breaking Stereotypes about Qlder PersOns

Isolated Older Adults, Family Relationships

Putting Theory to Work in Practice: A Simulation on
Meeting the Needs of Rural. Qlder Adults -

Implicdtions for Service Delivery

'Minority and Low Income Elderly"

Older Adults as a Minority Group .

Poverty in SOutheastern'Penﬂsylvania. How it Affects
the Lives of Older P30ple !

Income Maintenafce .

. Health Care

‘Neighborhood Service Support Systems

Older Black Americans

Older Wofen

Fjilms - Dr. Chang and Mrs Trinidad = Chinese and Spanish
Speaking Elderty .

Delivering Services to Older Per;ons in Suburban Areas

Older Jewish Americans

N N

May 22, 1975 :

'"Civil and Legal Problems of the Elderly'' .

Proteétive/Supportive Services - Hhat are They: 'A
Planning Approach

Practical Considerations: A_Service Provider's View

Series of Work Groups:

‘2 8) Should. Protective Services be mandated?

b} Should Involuntary Intervention be Allowed?
Issue: |If so, Under What Circumstances? . '
c) Is There Conflict Between the Needs of the Individual
and the Needs of the Community?
Issue: Who (And Why). Should the Agency Serve?
d) What Supportive Services are Necessary to a Functioning
Protpctive Service?
Issub: How Much or How [lttle Can We or Showld We Do?

e) What are the Worker Characteristics and Personnel T
Policias Needed?
lssue: Training 3
. Monitoring .
Accountability
Bonding

Malpractice 2
f) Hhat Other Agencies Should We Relate ito in Order to
* Implement Protective Services?
Issue: Building Relationships Between Aging Agencies
Overlap
What Non-Aging Service Systems Should We Relate To?
. Group Beports and Putting the Reports Together

. 35 .
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. Appendix 8 (Continued) ' et

Date: June 10, 1975 ) .

Topic: Y'Community-Based Day Services' : - :
Contént: Geriatric Day Care - What, Why, How? - J .
- The Geriatrig Institution as @ Member of the Service '

. Delivery System P . .

Community-Based Services _ ' ’ .
Homemaker-Home Health Services )
Multi-Purpose Centers - g

- % : , . " Outreach/Information &nd Referral S

- . Institutional Perspectives - . -

\ Date: June 12, 1975 .
Topic: ""Current Issues in Gerontology"
Content: Future Trengls in Gerontology: The Politics of Aging
Current and Pending Legislation -
Alcohol and Drug Abuse/Misuse -
Crime and the Elderly: A Communlty Perspective N

/

. - 3

Date: September 18, 1975 ;
Topic: ''Current Issues in Gerontology'
Content: Current and Pending Legislatipn

Consumer Problems/1ssues Facing Older Adults

A Lawyer Talks About Protective Services = A Follow-Up

Session
f Cul tura) and Ethnic Minorities of the Northeast Region

-

. B

Date: September 23, 1975 ] .
Topic:. Civil and Legal Problems of the Elderly"

, Content: Protective/Supportive Services: A Planning Approach oy

Practical Considerations: A Servi Provider's View '
a) Should Protectlve Service Agenties Intervene Involuntarily?
)ssue: If So, Under What Cicrumstances
If Not, Why
b) When There is a Conflict Between the Needs of the
. Individual and the Needs of the Community, Who
' Should the Protective Services Agency Serve? Why?
c) What Concrete Supportive Services Should Protective . :
Services Agencies be Capable of Providing? \

o Issue: Provide Directly )
e Arrange for Services Through Other Means
d) What Other Agencies Should Protective Services Agencies
Relate to In Order to Implement Services? .
Issue: .Relatlonships Between Agencies - .
Overlap
> What Non-Aging Service Systems Need to

be Related to?
Reports, Discussion, Obseryations, Clarifications

36
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Date:

~Topick )
" Content:

’ . Y

v ) ‘ - / |

Appendix B {(Continued) (/_ T
September 25, 1975
“Current Issues in Geronto1ogy

Protective/Supportive Services:
Protective/Supportive Sdrvices:

A Pl
AS

ning Apprqégh
e Provision Approach

Workgroups on Community-Based Day Se es Al
Procedures, - .
Methods - * *-u |
Techniques®

Evaluation
Educational Experlences in Geronto1ogy

.
- - .
. .
f . -
. " .
- . - - -
B -
4 . s
. -
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REGISTRATION FORM S ' :
SOCIETY AND THE AGING WORKING WITH THE ELDERLY -

May 8, 1975 IN RURAL AND SMALL FOMMUNIT_IES -0
DuBois; Pennsylvani ' ‘
Bois; Pennsylvania May 8, 1975
PLEASE DUPLICATE THIS FORM FOR MORE DuBois Campus, College Place -
THAN ONE REGISTRATION. REGISTRATIONS ~DuBois, Pennsylvania
SHOULD 8E RETURNED NO LATER THAN v
MAY 6, 1975.
Reservations are limited and accepted in order _ ‘
. received. PUR.H)SE 4
i _ i : 1 This workshop is designed to prowde information
Name ™ {first) {middle) {lgst) . -about socio-cultural attitudes, service delivery.sys-
- ‘- - tems, and social service needs of_older persons liv-
Address _ {street) - ing in both rural farm and nonfarm 'communities,
- - L and in.sehall, towns and cities. Specific discussions
loity) ‘ {county} . and workshops focus upon:
o e o - _ ev— = ® Socio-cultural Patterns
(stats) ™ _ L - Tzip} */"Hooking-into” Existing Systems
, _ ) ‘e Family Relationships '
Tite : - .® Advocacy

,® Designipgg Services for Rural EId’erl
g ’ r ug y

Name of Ageqéy - R
] - : - . “"u . .'a.
Telephone ' =’ PARTICIPANTS
My workshop and discussion group pfeferences are: ' This program has-been designed for older adults
{Check two (2) choices):-. . - and for those who work with older adufts in lny
{ ) Isolated Older Adult&Famlly Relatio nshlps, of the following Jctivities:
.+ and the Older Adult#a Person . g:\f_'?fﬂszv . . :i;unwlit?o o
,vsrk te About Older ' . ¢ Sofia ices - ¢ Information a
uv"" oy mg S‘ reoty,m ut Rural Older ¢ Volunteer Work Refqeral Services
@ Advisory Committees @ Housing Pragrams
() gz:: tl'r;gi with Oldrer Adults in Smaller Com- 1o Health Services o\ Senior Cen tgrs
+{ } “Hooking-into’*’ and |l:|ent|fylng Emtmg Ser- . Educatugnal.Programs Outreach Prog;rams
vices
{ )} working with Older Adults in Rural Com-
munities COSTS

A registration fee of $1 includes coffee breaks for
‘the day. Lunch is on your own. The major oosts
for the conference and materials have been pro- |

Registration fee of $1 includes coffee breaks.
Please enclose check for $1 payable to The Penn-

syhvanizState University and mail to: . vided by the Pennsylvania Offica for the Aging. *
Mr. Dennis Lott, Assistant Director, Continuing . Please mail the attached registration form before
Educatjon, The Pennsylvania State University, - May 6, 1975. Registrants will receive an acknowl-
DuBois Campus, College Place, DuBois, Pennsyl- edgment letter which witt include travel details snd

vania 15801. ° _reserve workshop materials.




SAMPLE -
EVALUATION GUIDE ~
. "
' - - ¥ . -
" o : Personal Data ’
s Sex | ,___:__F .
I - A
Age 2029 30-39 40-49  ____50-59  __ over &0 jl
) .o ; * . : “ “
. Wighest Education Completed: . High School or less ., _ ' Some College -
. - Bachclor’s Master's Poctorate or beyond . i
—_—— —_— — » ;
| o §
1 work directly with older persons: (Check one.) )
: I M .r t
* Daily Often . Little
I work in sn #gency whose PH&E Y Functfon 1s: (Check one.) . 3
4 . ] ‘ , - . £
‘ N _Mealth Care: . . Counseling
' _ _‘____;Nutrit fon Servic;s - ‘ . rInformation & Referral ’
. \ ' L
- . o _Legal Segvices . 3 _J‘Planning
Housing _ - J R I"Educatiun o ' . 1 .,
Fransportation e l‘ﬁslci-qrerviu Centers
. Ls-‘(,,_ﬁ\u ¥ . * oy & - .
. ‘l‘}“ . - " ‘\ : M ‘- . " i L ] 3
My Job classif cstion is:, ¢ R ' .
- ' ' ‘.
. % . . , . "_.‘5' . c, ‘\\ )
I have worked at wy present job: . ‘“““—"-/ .
0-1 yr.  _____1-3 yrs. i 35 yra.< over 5 yrs.
A " ' V
, ' . \
“ ]
4 S : |
39 * . - - i
P . \ A
) - " ' ) %
N




4 o » -

antc;ta

g

\ . . .
I c:imé to this session to gain knowledge about: (Check the one(s) that fit best, )
. . . . - -, T

A : . -
- . Socio~cultnral Patterns: and Their Impact Upon Service Delivery \
: . - ' ¢ 8
.____Mcetiag the Reeds of Oltlcid(pm' en, Widows, Widowers.
." k . L. - . ' - '. * ) ‘
Older Adults‘as a {ty CGroup™ v
Etﬁhﬁ Minorities * . - . T -
r;nancisl'cwéide\(atio-(a _ )
p‘ ' : : \'/1 ) 3
. ‘ Otl}er (spocify) ) Y
. T ) . ) 7
» } . , e . :
/_ L — -
" L | - ' 4
" - e . .
) t L] * - } _J - - I.“ \/,
In terms of meeting my stated rcasons for attending, the séssion wast .
—_— 't A . » N
© ____ _Examl]ent - * Good i Poor LT )y
" - . r

"In terms of rny qu',“lj found the information from .tpday'l sessipn to be:

) ‘ (a) _bhighly useful useful ~_’ not u-nful . . . ,- S
(b) very' specific %pecﬂc ’ general /
. (e)” reviously NOT known - both ncwﬁ_' i p'revtousl:y
., ) . @ ( anhd old : kuown.

-,' . L ’ H . - ) "' ' I .
I think that in this session T learned: (Check one.) R - . . *
a great deal quite a lot . _ littie_ nothing ’ _ "

lo t - ) _h " . . -

* Contents changed depending upon the .contents and topics of each $gssion

.




|

. . ', H .‘i
, ; 3
¥ E |
- L
Speakers 7/
1 found __ '’ . ) : .. 's presentation: ’
¢ &
t High Moderate _ ‘Low
g | ! I | B
i | — 3 I
Thought-Provoking. . - 1 ’
¢ ’ = |- e
' e ' (
Stimulating | .
' . | N .
Well-Delivered - | ’ -
’ - ) -l *
Informatlve o { _— "
. * r ’ o
Applicable to My ’ .
Mork STruation o . (. r . ) -1
. . l l . . 4 j
B " ! Fl
Coherent 1 ) | 1
} 1 L
Overall; this spea{er related to mes ‘ }
High . " Moderate ow
L Ly . 7 !
’ - / I i . A
A R : // . T
. /’/
-, . / .,
. // ’ j
Each. speaker had a perate form
. . '
L] b
* + e
A} ”
. X
Y 1
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Previous Sessions .

Please answer the following questions for each of the workshops previously <
lheld this year WHICH YOU ATTENDED,

T

AS 8 resylt of the

. workshop, are you doing

anything differently?,

-

How often ba\;c you
the handouts f
session?

7

- - i /" - B
Mental Health and \ Yes No Very often
Counseling of the
, Flderly N Explain: Occasionally
' ] Rarely_
Not at all__
/.
U Yes__._'______l No . Very often
of Paraprofessivnals .
. e Explain: | Occasionally
) ' ro. .
* Racely ’
: Not at all E
* - 4 £
. Civil and I.égal Yos No__ Very oft.eu .
- —_— —
. N . Explain: . d Occasionally
. ' 4 Rarély
o - ’ " INot at all
2 — -
o . r
i
* TITLES OF PAST WORKSHOPS CHANGED DEPENDING UPON R'EGIONA'{._SCHEDUL-E - .
? ‘ ) ’ Y - | -
42




SAMPLE
THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY

HUMAN DEVELOPMUNT BUILDING

)
UNIVERSITY PARK, PENNSYLVANIA 1 ~
. )'
) - PR
College of Human Developmeni s ' //_,-—"'”' Ares Code B4
. Gerontology Project e 865=1767
Amy Gardner House . /,,/"’" N : '

SOCIETY AND THE AGING -~ 1975

POST EVAlLUATION OF WORKSHOP ¢ Coml'nunil:y—hn'ed Day _Services,. June 10, 1975
= »

*.Dear Participamt:

The Continuirg Education staff of Penn State's Gerontology Center is
now planning educational activities for the coming year. Records indicata
l:hal: you attended che above workshop. Your reactions regarding this work-
shop and suggestions for future workshops will aid us in thil planning. Please
complete this form and return it to us in the enclosed stamped, self-addressed

envelope., Your cooperation and prompt reply is greatly appreciated.[\JLJ !/l (< u&qﬂ

-

1 WORK SETTING

1. As part of your job, how often do yot:l have direct contact with ::>1derr
adules? ' . j
at least once a ciay - . .
___' one to three times a week ‘ . ) L ’

less than 4 times a month. .0

2._ Of the following functions, WHICH ONE is the PRIMARY FUNC‘I‘:_[QE of
the agency in which you work? ‘

I_.ega‘1 Sarvices

Counseling —_—
*____ Education C —  Multi-Service Center
- Health Care : . —___ Nutrition
____ Housing ] ‘ —— Planning . :
Information & Referral — . Transportation

——

Other (spe cifyz:

3. What is your job title?




&, What are your chief duties, tasks, and responsibilities, etc?

5. How long have you held this job?

less than a year jﬁﬁo 5 years
1 to 3 years ___ more than 5 years
o D)

6. Prior to this 3ob. did you work in the field of aging? yes

7. If “yes," how long?
'II WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES o E
1. What were your objectives in attending this workshop?

2.+ For each ocbjective EXPLAIN how the objective was or was not met.

-

3. Did you find the information presented in the workshop useful in your

daily wqué yes no

Comments:

4, If you were to reorganize the workshop, what would fou change, leave

the same, etc? Explain

=%
{_‘#gA
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5.

6.’

7.

10.

A 3

To vhat extent was the information presented by facilitatora under~
standable? ‘
___A liighly understandable

- understardabla ﬁont of tha time

undersiﬂpdable some . of the time
not a'@ll understandable .

If you were to change the method of the preaentations, what changea
would you make?! Explain

1f "yea,

Have you shared with your fellow vorkers the handouts and 1nformation
presented at the workshop? yes ‘ no.

Py

* under what setting (i.e., staff meetings, over coffee, etc)?

-

=4

RSE

. Did the information presented reflect aétual work experiences?

yea no Explain

Did the information presented enable you to solve problema or meet

situations on your job? yes no Explain

How often have you used the handouts from the workshop?
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