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Background

It is known that older Americans require a broad range of educational services to

assist them in life7changesituations and in finding new outlets for skills and interests.

Unti/ recently, few colleges and universities have made any'special effort to serve older

adults in meeting such objectives. However colleges and universities across the country now

are being asked to develop a wider range of such programs. Recent legislation (The Education

Amendments of 1976)'aMends Title I of the Higher Education Act to include a new federal ini-

tiative in "Lifelong Learning". This legislation establishes a basis for increased federal

attention to and participation in the accelerating needs for continuing educational opportu-

nities throughout life. In meeting the growing needs for lifelong educational opportunities,

the institutions are strengthening their instructional, research, and public service roles,

while at the same time offsetting enrollment declines and budget deficits.

This survey is designed to (1) identify the extent and type of services currently being

offered to older adults, and (2) to provide an overview of institutional plans for increasing

such services in the immediate future. Specifically, respondents were asked to describe any

educational programs or community services available through their institutions designed

specially for older adults, and to indicate any requirements (e.g., age, income) for partici-

'pation. Farther, information was sought relative to the ,ganizational units responsible for

administering special programs for older adults, the sources of funds used to support these

programs, and plans for change in the near future.

Methods Summary

The Higher Education Panel is a continuing research program established in 1971 by the

American Council on Education for the purpose of conducting quick-response surveys on issues

of current policy interest to government agencies and the higher education community. The

Panel is based uDon a network of representatives at 642 colleges and universities broadly

representative of the more than 3,000 institutions listed in the Office of Education's

Education Directory.

The suevey instrument was mailed to the Panel representatives at all member institutions

in June 1976. To.facilitate follow-up, the representatives were asked to complete a return

postcard identifying the person at each institution designated to respond to the survey. By

the end of August, following mail and telephone follow-up efforts, usable questionnaires had
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been received from 556 institutions, for a response rate of 87 percent. Appendix A is a copy

of the survey instrument, and Appendix B compares respondent institutions with nonrespondents.
4

The data, which are presented by control (public, private) and by type (university, four-

year college, two-year college) of institution, pertain only tO the survey respondents and

may not accurately reflect the activities, programs and services for older adults offered by

other higher education institutions.

Findings

Among-the 556 colleges and universities responding to the survey, over half offered no

instructional programs or communityservices designed specifically for older adults. Nearly

one-fourth provided both instructional and community services, while 5 percent had only in-

structional services available and 20 percent had:only community services available (Table 1).

Instructional Services

Fewer than 30 percent of all respondents offered any instructional programs specifically

designed for older adults: courses geared toward a second_career, preretirement courSes,

self-improvement or leisure-time courses, short-term residential courses. (Table 2)

The extent of such offerings varied widely by type of institution. Overall, public

institutions were much more involved in instruction for older adults than were private institu-

tions; in particular, 52 percent of public universities and 58 percent of the public two-year

colleges reported having instructional programs for older adults, whereas only 23 percent of the

private universities and 11 percent of the private two-year colleges reported such offerings.

Of the 160 institutions offering specialized instructional programs for older adults,

more than one-third reported having three or more such programs. Public instituticns were

much more likely than private institutions to offer this many programs (18 percent and 6 per-

cent, respectively).

These instructional programs were usually oriented toward self-improvement/leisure-time

courses and preretirement courses (offered by 22 percent and 15 percent, respectively, of all

responding institutions [Table 3], and three-fourths and one-haif, respectively, of the

participating institutions only [Table 41). About one-third of the participating colleges and

universities offered courses geared to a second career, and 30 percent offered special short-

term residential courses.

Fewer than 30 percent of the instructional programs available were subject to any specific

requirements for participation, and these were primarily minimum age requirements.
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Community Services

Respondents were asked also 'to identify other kinds of services which they provided to

older adults: vocational or social counseling, legal services, medical or psychiatric services,

institutional services (e.g., special tuition plans, library privileges), reduced fees,

recreational programs. Overall, 243 institutions (44 percent) reported offering one or more

service-oriented programs.

Not only were public institutions more likely than private institutions to offer community

service programs,but they also offered a wider variety of services (Table 5). For example,

70 percent of the public two7year colleges offered some service programs; and of these, 80

percent offered three or more distinct programs. Similarly, over three-fifths of the public

universities provided such service programs; and three-fifths of this group reported three or

more program offerings.

Most of the community service programs designed for older adults were academic in nature,

serving to facilitate reentry into and participation in higher education (Table 6). Two-thirds

of the institutions with community service vograms, for example, citedspecial tuition plans;

two-fifths extended library privileges; well over one-third cited special admissions policies;

one-fourth reported special recruiting efforts, and more than one-fifth offered academic

counseling (Table 7). Other frequently mentioned services include: reduced fees for services

or events on campus (reported by 37 percent), recreational or cultural programs (35 percent),

and the use of meeting, recreational, or vocational facilities (30 percent).

Again, the only signiCicant requirement for participation in most community services

programs was minimum age. As many as 72 percent of respondent institutions providing special

tuition plans had age requirements, while only 12 percent offering vocational counseling had

age requirements.

Unique Programs

Of the more than 1300 reported special programs operated for older adults, 183 programs

were considered by respondents to be particularly unique. The most frequently mentioned were

of an educational nature (38 percent), for example, a series of special educational television

programs, a "mini-college" operated by emeritus faculty for elderly students, a rural life-time

learning institute. Seventeen percent of the programs considered unique were recreational or

cultural (e.g., bus tours, art classes), and 14 percent involved the provision of health

services (e.g., a self-help program in health care, a nutrition program including meal services

9
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and nutrition education).

Forms of Organization

As a measure of the extent to which the responding colleges and universities have "insti-

tutionalized" their efforts to serve older adults, one questionnaire item asked: Is there a

formal unit on your campus that has responsibility for coordinating or directing your institu-

tion's efforts to,serve older adults?... Overall, one-fourth reported having a formal unit for

this purpose (Table 8). At these institutions, the organizational unit directing the effort

was most likely to be part of"the institution's continuing education program (35 percent),

though one-fifth specified that the unit was a senior citizens program. The units responsible

for services to older adults most often reported directly to the executive level within the

institution (42 percent).

Primary Sources of Funding

The 272 institutions which indicated making special efforts to serve older adults were

asked about the sources of funding for their programs. Table 9 shows the distribution of

primary sources of funding (primary source being defined as that.source which provided the

greatest share of the program funds at each institution). Most frequently, the primary funds

came from internal institutional sources (31 percent). Other primary sources were, in order

of frequency: fees charged to participants (18 percent), local or state government (17 percent),

and federal government (15 percent). Proportionately, private institutions drew primary

support from internal institutional sources much more frequently than did public institutions

(47 percent and 19 percent, respectively).

Plans for Programs/Services

Overall, about one-third of the responding institutions acknowledged having plans for

additions or changes in their programs and services for older adults. About two in five of

the public institutions and 27 percent of the private institutions reported that they planned

additions or changes during the7'next two years (Table 10). Most often, these plans involved

initiating programs and services for older adults (mentioned by 36 percent). Also frequently

mentioned were intentions to expand existing classes and services (32 percent) and to add

new programs (24 percent). Some of the initiatives include an associate degree program, for

and about senior citizens; career-change studies; and special training programs for recre-

ational services for older adults.

1 0
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Apparently, current program status has much to do with an institution's plans for the

immediate future (Table 11). Of the institutions which reported programs and services for

older adults, 46 percent were planning to increase the scope of their efforts. Only 19

percent of those without such programs were planning to do so.

Conclusion

In a general sense, most colleges and universities are still focused on their traditional

objective: preparing the young for "life". But on the periphery, new goals of community

service are already id-Place. Older adults are beginning to benefit from the broadened

attention to the concept of lifetime learning. The results of the present survey indicate

that institutions of higher education, particularly the publicly supported institutions, are

alerted to the academic and service needs of older adults, and that their offerings to this

segment of the population will increase in the immediate years ahead. While the survey data

do not show a groundswell of participation in such programs and services, the remarks of the

institutional respondents and the literature they have provided about their program plans do

suggest that lifetime learning has attracted their iw.erest and has a solid start in many

institutions. Their commitment to selfhelp programs and service ptógrams which draw on the

facilities and expertise available at institutions of higher education promises more attention

to older adults in the near future.

11
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Table 1

Percentage of Responding Institutions Providing Services to Older Adults
(Approximately 55 Years of Age or Older) by Type anA Control

.

Services Provided
Total

Respondents

Pub ic
Two-Year
Colleges

rour-Year
Colleges Unii/ersities Total

Two-Year
Colleges

Posr-Ytar
colleges

(Nr550 (N= 57) (N=89) (N=80) (N=226) (N=28 ) (N, 250)

None 51.1 22:8 48.3 30.0 35.4 67.9 63.2

Only Instructional Services 5.2 7.0 5.6 8.8 7.1 0 4.8

Only Community services 20.1 19.3 22.5 17.5 19.9 21.4 19.2

Both Instructional and
Community Services.

Total

23.6 ,

100.0

50.9

100.0

23.6 43.8

100.0 100.0

37.6

100.0

10.7

100.0

12.8

100.0

Table 2

Percent of Responding Institutions With and Without Instructional Services for Older AeUittt.

by Type and Control

Institution Total Resnondents With Instructional ServIces
Number Percent 1 Program I 2 Programs I 3 or More Programs I Total

Total Public 226 100.0 18.6 8.4 17.7 44.1
Two-Year 57 100.0 22.8 10.5 24.6 57.5
Fnur-Year 89 100.0 12.4 5.6 11.2 29.1
University 80 100.0 22.5 10.0 20.0 52.5

Total Private 330 100.0 8.2 3.9 5.8 17.9
Two-Year 28 100.0 7.1 3.6 0 10.7
rour-Ye..r 250 100.0 7.6 3.6 6.4 17.6
University S2 100,0 11.5 5.8 5.8 23.1

Total 556 100.0 12.4 5.8 10.6 28.8

Table 3

51.5

1.9

26-6

61.8

3.9

20.3

21.2 13.9

100.0

Percent of Responding Institutions With Instructional Services for Older Adults,

by Type and Control .

.

Instructional Services
Available

Total
Respondents

(N=556)

Public
Two-Year
Colleges
(N= 57)

Four-Year
Colleges Universities
(N=89 ) (N=80)

Total
(N=226)

Two-Year
Colleges
(N=28 )

Pour
I col]
(Ne;

None 71.2 42.1 70.8 47.5 55.3 89.3 82

Courses Geared Toward a
Second Career 9.9 17.5 11.2 20.0 15.9,.. 0 6

Preretirement Courses 14.7 33.3 12.4 33.8 -3.6 6

Self-Improvement or
Leisure-Time Courses 21.9 47.4 20.2 35.0 32.3. 10.7 15

Short-Term Residential
Courses 8.6 21.1 10.1 16.2 15.0 0 4

Other 5.8 10.5 7.9 8.8 8.8 0 2

NOTE: Column totals exceed 100 percent because of multiple response

12

Pr v
-Year

eges
50 )

55,1
42,1
70,9
47,5

02,1

89,1
02,1
76,9

Total
(8.330)

.4 76.9 82.1

.8
3.6 5.8

.8 13.5 7.6

.2 15.4 14.8

8
3.9

4.2

.8 9.6
3,6
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Table 4

Percent of Responding Institutions With Instructional Services for Older Adults Among Those
Reporting At Least One Additional Service, by Type and Control

Respondents Public Private
With Two-Year Four-Year Two-Year FoureYear

Instructional Services Inntructional Colleges Colleges Universitien Total Colleges Collegeo Universities Total
Available Services (N33 ) (N..26) (Ne42) (N=101) (ti 3 ) (Me 44 ) (N=12 ) (11=59 )

%.1601

Courses Geared Toward a
Second Career 34.4 30.3 38.5 38.1 35.6 0 38.6 16,7 32.2

Preretirement Courses 51.2 57.6 42.3 64.3 56.4 33.3 38.6 58.3 42.4

Self-Improvement or
Leisure-Time Courses 76.2 81.8 69.2 66.7 72.3 100.0 86.4 66.7 83.0

Short-Term Residential
Courses 30.0 36.4 34.6 31.0 33.7 0 27.3 16.7 23.7

Other
,

20.0 18.2 26.9 16.7 19.8 0 15.9 41.7 20.3

Note: Column totals exceed 100 percent because of multiple response.

Table 5

Percent of Respondino Institutions Wit,: and Without Community Services for Older Adults,
b7 Type and Contrn1

T)tal Respondents With Community Services
Without

Community

Institution llu.at,er 1 Perceet 1 Program 1 2 Programs I 3 or more Programsj TOtal Services

Total Public 226 100.0 14.6 7.1 35.8 57.5 42.5

Two-Year 57 100.0 5.3 8.8 56.1 70.2 29.8

Ft,r-Year 89 100.0 19.1 6.7 20.2 46.1 53.9

th,iversity 80 100.0 16.2 6.2 38.8 61.2 38.8

Total Private 330 100.0 9.4 5,2 19.7 34.2 65.8

Two-Year 28 100.0 7.1 0 25.0 32.1 67.9

V.-,ur-Year 2$0 100.0 R.0 4.8 19.2 32.0 68.0

University 52 100.0 17.3 9.6 19.2 46.2 53.8

Total $56 100.0 11.5 5.9 26.3 43.7 56.3

13
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Percent of RespondIng Institutions with Community Services for Older Adults Among Those Reporting at

Least One Community Service, by Type and Control

Community Services Avail able

Respondents

With

Community

Services

(N=243)

Public Private

o-Year

Colleges

(Nu 40)

Four-Year

Colleges Universities

(Nu 411 (Nu 491

Taal

(N430)

Two-Year

Caleges

(Nu 9)

Four-Year

Colleges Universities

(Nu 80) (Nu 241

Total

(Nu113)

Vocational counseling program 13.2 12.5 12.2 22.4 16.2 0 10.0 12.5 9.7

Social counseling program 11.5 15.0 4,9 14.3 11.5 0 11.2 16.7 11.5
,....

Legal services program 8,6 10.0 2,4 12,2 8.5 11.1 3.8 25.0 8.8

Medical or psychiatric services program ,7.8 7.5 4.9 . 16.3 10.0 0 2,5 16.7 5.3

Institutional services

Food service privileges 9.9 12.5 14.6 10,2 12.3 11.1 6.8 0 7.1

Special transport4ion services 8.2 22.5 0 12.2 11.5 11.1 5.0 0 4.4

Livieg accommodations 3.7 0 4.9 2.0 2.3 0 7.5 0 5.3

Use of meeting, recreational or

vncational facilities 30.4 57.5 29.3 18.4 33.8 44.4 31.2 4,2 26.6

Other 3.7 2.5 4.9 0 2.3 0 6.2 4.2 5,3

Educational services

Special recruiting efforts 25.1 30.0 29.3 24.5 27.7 31.3 20.0 25.0 22.1

Special admissions policies 37.0 52.5 36.6 32.7 40,0 77.8 33.8 16.7 33.6

Special tui:ion plan 67.1 65.0 63.4 59.2 62,3 100.0 73.8 58.3 72.6

Academic counseling
22.2 37.5 24.4 32.7 31.5 55.6 26.2 16.7 26.6

Library privileges 40,3 70.0 29.3 26.5 40,8 66.7 40.0 29.2 39.8

Other 5.4 5.0 9.8 2.0 5.4 0 5.0 8,3 5.3

Reduced fees for services/events on campus 37.4 60.0 31.7 24,5 37.7 66.7 40.0 16,7 37.2

Recreational/cultural programs 35.0 60.0 22.0 32,6 37.7 44,4 35.0 16.7 31.9

Special programs/benefits for elderly

alumni/alumnae
20.2 17.5 12.2 34,7 22.3 11.1 17.5 20,8 17,7

Other 9,5 10,0 141.6 16.3 13.8 0 3.8 8.3 4.4-
Note: Column totals exceed 100 percent because of multiple response.
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Table 6

Percent of Responding Institutions With Community Services for Older Adults,

by Type and Control

.m...mwmoimily.....?
Total

Respondents

Public Private

Two-Year

Colleges

Four-Year

Colleges Universities TOtal

Two-Year

Colleges

Four-Year

Colleges Universities Total

Community Services Available
(N.556) (N. 57) (N= 89) (N. 80) (P226) (N= 28) (N=250) (N=52) (0330)

Vocational couhseling program 5.8 8.8 5.6 13.8 9.3 0 3.2 5.8 3.3

Social counseling program 5.0 10.5 2.2 8.8 6.6 0 3,6 7.7 3,9

Legal services program 3.8 7.0 1.1 7.5 4.9 3.6 1.2 11.5 3.0

Xedical or psychiatric services program 3.4 5,3 2.2 10.0 5.8 0 .8 7.7 1.8

Institutional !.(nvlcos

Food service privileges 4.3 8,8 6.7 6,2 7.1 3.6 2.8 0 2.4

Special trauportation services 3.6 15.8 0 7,5 6.6 3.6 1.6 0 1.5

Living accommodations 1.6 0 2.2 1.2 1.3 0 2.4 o 1.8

Use of meeting, recreational or

vocational facilities 13.3 40.4 13.5 11.2 19.5 14.3 10,0 1.9 9.1

Other 1.6 1.8 2,2 o 1.3 0 2.0 1.9 1.8

Educational services

Special recruiting efforts 11.0 21.1 13.5 15.0 15.9 10.7 6,4 11.5 7.6

Special admissioas policies 16.2 36.8 16.9 20.0 23.0 25.0 10.8 7.7 11.5

Special tuition plan 29.3 45.6 29.2 36.2 35.8 32.1 23.6 26.9 24.8

Academic counseling 128 26,3 11,2 20.0 18.1 17.9 8,4 7.7 9.1

Library privileges 17.6 49.1 13.5 16.2 23.5 21.4 12.8 13.5 13.6

Other 2.3 3.5 4.5 1.2 3.1 0 1.6 3.8 1.8

Feduced fees for services/events on campus 16.4 42.1 14.6 15.0 21.7 21.4 12.8 7.7 12.7

Recreitional/cultural programs 15.8 42,1 10.1 20.0 21.7 14.3 11.2 7.7 10.9

Special programs/benefits for elderly

alumnilalumnoe 8.8 12.3 5.6 21.2 12.8 3.6 5.6 9.6 6.1

Other 4.1 7.0 6.7 10.0 8,0 0 1.2 3.8 1.5

No services 56,3 29.8 53.9 38 8 42.5 67.9 68.0 53.8 65.8

Note: Column totals exceed 100 percent because of multiple response.
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Table 8

Responding IAstitutions with Formal Organizational Units Responsible for COordinating Efforts to Serve
Older Adults, by Type and Control

(In Percentages)

Characteristic
Total

Respondents

Public Private
Two-Year
Colleges

Four-Year
Colleges Universities Total

Two-Year
Colleges

Four-Year
Colleges Universities Total

(N=539) (N=56) (N=88) (N=77) (N=221) (Nw26) (N=240) (N=52) (N=318)1

With formal unit 26.2 55.4 30.7 31.2 37.1 11.5 17.5 26.9 18.6

Total with formal unit 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

--

Name of unit
Community services 13.9 33.3 13.0 4.4 17.8 0 8.6 8.3 8.2
Continuing education 35.2 18.5 30.4 30.4 26.0 50.0 57.1 25.0 49.0

Extension program 8.2 7.4 4.4 13.0 8.2 0 5.7 16.7 8.2
Seniorcitizensprogram 20.5 14.8 26.1 30.4 23.3 0 14.3 25.0 16.3

Special program 22.1 25.9 26.1 21.7 24.7 50.0 14.3 25.0 18.4

Level of office to
which unit reports
Upper level (e.g.,
President,Vice-
.President) 42.4 32.3 52.2 58.3 46.2 33.3 30.2 60.0 37.7

Middle level (e.g.,
Deans) 36.0 29.0 21.7 20.8 24.4 33.3 60.5 26.7 50.8

Lower level
(all other) 21.6 38.7 26.1 20.8 29.5 33.3 9.3 13.3 11.5

Table 9

Percentage Distribution of Responding Institutions Reporting At Least One Instructional

or Community Service, by Primary Source of runds for Fervices to Older Adults and by Type and Control of Institution

Primary Source

Respondents
with

Services
(N=178)a

PUblic Private
Two-Year
Colleges
(N= 33)

Four-Year
Colleges Universities
(N=32) iN=39)

Total

(N=104)

Two-Year
Colleges
(N= 6 )

Four-Year
Colleges Universities

(N=51 i (N=17 )

Total
(N=74 )

Local/State Government 17.4 36.4 31.3 20.5 28.8 0 0 5.9 1.4

Federal Government 14.6 24.2 12.5 12.8 16.3 16.7 11.8 11.8 12.2

Institutional Funds 30.9 21.2 25.0 12.8 19.2 50.0 45.1 52.9 47.3

Private Donors 4.5 3.0 6.3 2.6 3.8 16.7 5.9 . 0 5.4

Feol charged to
perticipants 18.0 6.1 12.5 28.2 16.3 0 23.5 17.6 20.3

Mixe6 14.6 9.1 12.5 23.1 15.4 16.7 13.7 11.8 13.5

Tc:Oal 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

aOf t'Ae 272 survey respondents providing some aervice, only 178 responded to this question.



Table 10

Specific Additions or Changes Planned for the Next Two Years in Programs/Services Designed for Older Adults
Amnia Institutions Reworting At beaSt one Instructional or Community Service, by Type and Control of Institution

(In Percentages)

Plans

Total
Respondents

(N=556)

Public Private
Two-Year
Colleges
(N. 57)

Four-Year
Colleges Universities
(N=89 ) (N= 80)

Total
(N=226)

Two-Year
Colleges
(N=28 )

Four-Year
Colleges Universities
(N=250 ) (N= 52 )

Total
(N.s330)

No response 35.8

-

29.8 28.1 35.0 31.0 39.3 40.4 32.7 39.1
No plans 31.8 21.1 34.8 26.2 28.3 39.3 33.2 36.5 34.2
Some plans 32.4 49.1 37.1 38.8 40.7 21.4 26.4 30.8 26.7

Reduced/no fees 12.2 3.6 9.1 19.4 10.9 0 16.7 6.2 13.6

Expansion of classes/
services 32.2 53.6 36.4 41.9 43.5 16.7 18.2 31.2 20.5

Additional programs 23.9 39.3 18.2 16.1 23.9 50.0 21.2 25.0 23.9

Increased recruiting 10.6 10.7 12.1 0 7.6 33.3 12.1 12.5 13.6

Special programs - 10.0 14.3 21.2 6.5 14.1 0 7.6 0 5.7

Initiate programs 36.1 17.9 30.3 22.6 23.9 0 54.5 43.8 48.9

Use of facilities 3.3 7.1 0 0 2.2 16.7 3.0 6.2 4.5

NOTE: Column totals exceed 100 percent because of multiple response.

Table U.

Specific Additions or Changes for the Next Two Years in Programs Designed for
Older Adults Among Institutions Reporting At Least One Instructional or Community Service,

by CurrLnt Program Status and Control
(In Percentaaes)

Plans

Institutions Which Currently
Have Such Programs

Institutions Which Currently
Do Not Have Such Programs

Total
(N=272)

Public
(N=146)

Private
(N=126)

Total
(N=234)

1 Public
(N=80)

Private
(N=204)

No response 27.6 24.7 31.0 43.7 42.5 44.1
No plans 26.5 26.0 27.0 37.0 32.5 38.7
Some plans 46.0 49.3 42.1 19.4 25.0 17.2

Reduced tuition/
no fees 12.8 11.1 15.1 10.9 10.0 11.4

Expansion of
classes/services 41.6 50.0 30.2 10.9 20.0 5.7

Additional programs 28.0 26.4 30.2 14.5 15.0 14.3

Increased recruiting 13.6 9.7 18.9 3.6 0 5.7

Special programs 11.2 15.3 5.7 7.3 10.0 5.7

Initiate programs 24.8 13.9 39.6 61.8 60.0 62.9

Use of Facilities 4.0 2.8 5.7 1.8 0 2.9

NOTE: Column totals exceed 100 percent because of multiple response.
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Appendix A: Survey Instrument

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION
ONE DUPONT CIRCLE

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20036

June 11, 1976

Dear Higher Education Panel Representative:

Enclosed is Higher Education Panel Survey No. 33, "College and University

Services for Older Adults". This survey is designed to identify the extent of
current services and those planned for the immediate future which are aimed
specifically at the educational and other service needs of older adults. We
believe this effort will provide the first overall inventory of the range of
services being provided to older adults at colleges and universities.

In this context, the term "older adults" refers to those persons 55 years

of age and older. However, your institution may use different criteria, and in
some instances the age criteria may vary from program to program. Please answer
the questionnaire as completely as possible, providing all the information
available, particularly with respect to age and other restrictions and requirements.

We would appreciate it if you would return the survey form by June 30, 1976.
A self-addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. As usual, individual
responses will be held in strictest confidence, and results will be reported only

by institutional groupings.

Thank you for your continued support and cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Frank Atelsek
Director

P.S. To help us keep better track of the survey, we ask that you complete.and
return the enclosed postcard identifying the person you designate to
respond to the survey. This will also allow us to direct our future
inquiries about the survey to the appropriate office and person. Please

return the postcard as soon as possible.

20
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American Council on Education
Higher Education Panel Survey No. 33

College and University Services for Older Adults

0MB#99-0265
exp.6/76

I. INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES: Does your institution operate any educational programs specially
designed and organized to serve older adults (approximately 55 years of age or as
defined by your institution)?

Yes al No Please go to Section II

If "yes" please check all of the following instructional programs/courses which are
available and whether there are specific requirements for participation:

Limit response to programs specifically
meant for older adults

PrograMs Is There a Requirement for:
Available Age Income Level Other

1. Courses geared toward a second career ( ) ( ) ( )

2. Preretirement courses ( ) ( ) )

3. Self-improvement or leisure-time courses ( ) ( ) ( )

4. Short-term residential courses ( ) ( ) ( )

5. Other: specify

II. COMMUNITY SERVICES: Does your institution operate any organized community services specially

designed to benefit older adults?

Yes No Please go to Section III

If "yes" please check all of the following which are available at your institution (or
operated by your institution elsewhere) and whether there are specific requirements for
participation:

Limit response to programs specifically
meant for oZder aduZts

Programs Js-There a Requirement for:
Available Age Income Level Other

1. Vocational counseling program ( ) ( ) ( )

2. Social counseling program ( ) ( )

3. Legal services program ( ) ( ) ( )

4. Medical or psychiatric services program ( ) ( ( )

5. Institutional services
a. Food service privileges ( ) ( ) ( )

b. Special transportation services ( ) ( ) ( )

c. Living accommodations ( ) ( ) ( )

d. Use of meeting, recreational or
vocational facilities ( ( ) ( )

e. Other: specify ( ) ( ) ( )

6. Educational services
a. Special recruiting efforts ( ) ( ) ( )

b. Special admissions policies ( ) ( ) ( )

c. Special tuition plan ( ) ( ) ( )

'd. Academic counseling ( ) ( ) ( )

e. Library privileges ( ) ( ) ( )

f. Other: specify ( ) ( ) ( )

7. Reduced fees for services/events on campus ) ( ) ( )

8. Recreational/cultural programs ) ( ) (

9. Special programa/benefits for elderly
alumni/alumnae ( ) ( )

10. Other: specify ( ) ( )

21
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III. Please describe any instructional or community service programs at your institution which
you consider particularly unique.

IV. ORGANIZATION: Is there a formal organizational unit on your campus that has responsibility
for coordinating or .directing your institution's efforts to serve older adults?

Yes No Please go to Section V

If "yes": at is the name of the unit?

VI.

To whom does it report?

FINANCING: If special efforts for older adults have been made at your institution, please
indicate below the approximate percentage of funds obtained from each source:

Approximate %

Local/state government

Federal government

Institutional. funds
_

Private donors

Fees charged to participants

TOTAL 100%

PLANS: Given your institution's current involvement in providing services to older adults,
what specific additions or changes are planned for the next two years?

Please provide us with copies of brochures or other literature you may have about
any of the programs referred to 4 this survey.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE. Please return PLEASE RETAIN A COPY OF THI3
this form by June 30. 1976 . SURVEY FOR YOUR RECORDS

TO: HIGHER EDUCATION PANEL
AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION Person Completing Form
ONE DUPONT CIRCLE, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036

Any questions? Call (collect) 202-833-4757

2 2

Office

Phone
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Appendix B:

Comparison of Respondents
and Nonrespondents

Overall, the response rate among the 642 Panel institutions surveyed was 87 pe..cent.

Column (4) of Table B-1 shows the response rates separately for public and private institutions;

for universities, four-year and two-year institutions; by regional distribut-ton; by size of

enrollments; and by a measure of current fund expenditures. With few exceptions, the level of

response was similar among the Panel members having different institutional characteristics.

Table B-1

Response to HEP Survey No. 33
College and University Services for Older Adults

Institutional
Characteristic

Population
(N=3036)

(1)

.. ..

Respondents
(N=556)

(2)

. .. _

Nonrespondents
(N=86)

(3)

.
Panel

Response
Rate
(4)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 86.6

Control
Public 47.7 40.6 38.4 87.3
Private 52.3 59.4 61.6 86.2

Full Type
Public Two-Year 29.8 10.3 7.0 90.5
Private Two-Year 8.2 5.0 9.3 77.8
Public Four-Year 15.2 16.0 20.9 83.2
Private Four-Year 41.4 45.0 46.5 86.2
Public University 3.2 14.4 10.5 89.9
Private University 2.2 9.4 5.8 91.2

Census Region
Northeast 25.8 26.9 30.6 85.1
North Central 27.1 28.5 28.2 86.8
South 31.0 29.4 30.6 86.2
West 16.0 15.2 10.6 90.3

FTE Enrollment (1974)
--71-00 32.6 12.4 11.6 87.3

601 - 1,500 29.5 29.1 31.4 85.7
1,501 - 5,000 24.2 25.9 31.4 84.2
5,001 - 10,000 8.7 15.3 12.8 88.5
>10,000 5.0 17.3 12.8 89.7

Current Fund Expenditures (1974)
<$5 million 63.7 36.9 38.4 86.1
>$5 < 10 million 16.8 20.5 23.3 85.1
>$10 < 25 million 11.1 14.6 14.0 87.1
>$25 < 50 million 3.6 4.2 9.3 86.4
>$50 million 4.8 18.9 15.1 89.0

2 3
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A note of caution is in order, however, to those readers who would use the results of

this survey as representative of the entire population of institutions from which the Higher

Education Panel is drawn. The Panel is a stratified sample which, by itself, cannot be taken

as a direct sample representation of the institutional population. National estimates for the

population of institutions can be achieved only through a weighting procedure which adjusts for

the different Panel-to-population ratios within each cell of the stratification design. The

present report only provides unweighted data for those Panel institutions responding to the

survey. A comparison of the percentage distributions shown in columns (1) and (2).in Table

8-1 describes how the respondents to the present survey differ in selected characteristics

from the institutional population as a whole. The Panel respondents include greater proportions

of private institutions, of universities, of institutions with large enrollments, and institu-

tions with relatively high levels of expenditure.

More specifically, the Panel respondents, as compared with the entire population of

institutions, include:

a greater proportion of private institutions (59 percent of the Panel respondents

vs. 52 percent of the population)

a smaller proportion of two-year institutions (15 percent vs. 38 percent)

a greater proportion of institutions with enrollments of 5000 or more students

(33 percent vs. 14 percent)

a smaller proportion of institutions whose current fund expenditures are $5 million

or less (37 percent vs. 64 percent)

It should be noted again that these differences are primarily an outgrowth of the

disproportionate stratification design used in selecting the sample institutions for the Panel.

Actual survey biases arising from nonrespondents within the Panel are relatively small for the

institutional characteristics shown in Table B-1. These differences are shown in columns (1)

and (2).

2 4
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