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Enhanced Social Work Field Education in 

Aging: PPP

 Field education is the “signature pedagogy” of the 
profession

 Field education provides the context in which 
MSW students are introduced to older adults and 
geriatric practice 

 The Aging Network is dynamic and 
multidimensional 

 Enhanced field education is required to prepare 
competent social workers for practice in an aging 
society



Statement of the Problem

 Lack of social work students in aging

 By 2020, approximately 65,000 geriatric social 

workers needed approximately

 5% of MSW graduates specialize in geriatrics

 Need for competent, professional workforce to 

serve older persons 

 Increased difficulty in universities recruiting high-

quality field placement 

 Decreased availability of staff to supervise social work 

students 

 Agency pressures in the face of inadequate resources  



Presentation Goals

I. Assess the profile of aging agencies within 
social work field education

II. Identify the enhancements and challenges of 
the PPP Model to agency partnering 

III. Appreciate the potential to increase the number 
of gerontologically prepared social workers 
through field placements in aging agencies



Practicum Partnership Program
funded by the John A. Hartford Foundation

 Goal
 To increase the number of competent geriatric social workers by 

developing aging rich field practicum sites

 Essential Components
1. University –Community Partnership

2. Competency Based Education

3. Rotations in Field Work

4. Expanded Role of the Field Instructor

5. Focused Recruitment to Aging and the PPP

 PPP Sites
 6 demonstration sites comprising 11 graduate programs (2000-

2003)

 10  (2005-2008), plus 25 (2006-2009) and 25 more

 6 to 60 PPP sites 2008



PPP: 

Planning, 

Implementation,  and 

Demonstration Sites
11 Planning 

grants

5 Augmentation 
grants

6 Implementation 
grants

10 Cycle 1 grants

25 Cycle 2 grants

25 Cycle 3 grants
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Methods

Current Multi-Site Evaluation of 35 PPP sites

Agency data from PPP proposals

Agency data from Site Profile Survey at end of the 

first grant year

Previous Collaborative Evaluation Implementation 

Sites

Agency data at Baseline and Post (End of Grant) 

Focus Group Data Agencies in Implementation Sites

Agency Participants currently engaged in PPP Model



Aging Agencies / Total Field Agencies 

Demonstration Sites 

2002-2003

 Total Field Agencies: 

 2,226 in 2000 little change to 2,541 in 2003

 Aging Agencies Growth with  PPP 

 Total 349 in 2000 to 593 in 2006

 Range 0-86 to 18-201

 Mean per university rose from 20 to 54

 Aging Agencies Growth Proportion Total Field Sites

 16% in 2000

 23% in 2003



Aging Agencies / Total Field Agencies 

Demonstration Sites 

2005-2007

 Total Agencies: 

 6,995 for 35 universities

 Aging Agencies at  PPP Adoption Sites

 Total 752

 Range 4-60

 Mean per university 22

 Aging Agencies Small Proportion Total Field Sites

 11%



PPP Growth in Students in Aging Placements: 

Demonstration Sites

 Overall growth students 

in all types of  field 

placements 2000-2003= 

grew only 9%

 Growth in students in 

aging field placements 

2000=-2003 grew  46%
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Implications Students in Aging Placements

 Students are in aging 

agencies who are not 

Gero

 Many aging field sites 

are not PPP placements

 Gero students who are 

not designated PPP

 Potential to 
“gerontologize”  students 
through field placement

 Develop criteria for high-
quality aging field 
placements= “PPP” sites

 Expansion/inclusion of 
all Gero students to 
aging enriched field 
education  



Community Services

Adult day health care

Congregate meals

Exercise program

Information and referral

Legal

Money management

Outpatient mental health

Protective services

Public Guardian

Recreation

Respite care

Senior Center

Support groups

Transportation

Home Services

Emergency response 

system

Home-delivered meals

Home health care

Home Health Aide

Homemaker/Companion

Telephone Reassurance   

Friendly Visitor

Hospice

Home repair

Residential Services

Assisted living

Continuing care retirement community

Nursing Home

Residential care (Board & Care)

Senior Citizen Apartments

Shared Housing



Types of PPP Aging Agencies

 Health/Mental Health
 Hospital:  Medical and Psychiatric

 Medical Clinic/Office

 Hospice

 Home Health Care

 Adult Day Healthcare

 Mental Health Clinic

 LTC: Assisted Living, Nursing Homes

 Social Services:
 AAA/ Senior Center

 Public Social Services/APS/IHHS

 Non-profit Social Services

 Case Management 

 Corporate Eldercare

 Community Organization, Policy
 Community Development

 Policy Advocacy (ARRP & others)



Factors Facilitating University/Agency 

Partnerships

As perceived by the Demonstration Site PPP Agencies

1. Visionary leadership in the university and agency.

2. Pre-existing relationships

3. Strong sense of camaraderie and commitment to GSW

4. Value of Hartford funding

5. Benefits to clients and agencies in having social work students 



Challenges to University/Agency 

Partnerships

As perceived by the Demonstration Site PPP Agencies

1. Adopting the agency rotation model

2. Deficiency in faculty knowledge and curricula in gerontology

3. Challenging role of the field instructor



Agency Roles in PPP

As perceived by the Adoption Site PPP Agencies

 Program planning and oversight

  Evaluation

  Curriculum development

  Student recruitment

  Student selection

  Fundraising



Benefits of PPP Agency/University Partnering

As perceived by the Adoption Site PPP Agencies

1. Increased interest in the field of aging

2. Strengthened relationship with consortia members

3. Camaraderie with GSW practitioners



Concluding Remarks

“Radical approaches to field education must be 

explored in order to overcome roadblocks to high-

quality field experience”

(Wayne, Bogo, & Raskin, 2006. P161)

The agency perspective, from the context of the 

changing delivery system must inform the model 

for its continued success. (Ruffalo & Miller, 1994)

PPP is a change model for field education.
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PPP Field Agency Representatives

Panel Moderator

 Moderator: Betty F. Malks, MSW, Director, County of 

Santa Clara Department of Aging and Adult Services

 Jennifer Edsall, LMSW, Program Director, St. Vincent 

Catholic Charities, Field Instructor, School of Social 

Work, Michigan State University

 Monica Timble, LCSW, Community Medical Center, 

Field Instructor, University of Montana, School of 

Social Work 



Panel Questions

1. What role does PPP play in your agency? 

2. How do PPP student’s experiences differ from other students 
placed in your agency?

3. What is the role and function of your agency in relationship to the 
university?

4. Has your participation in PPP impacted your relationships with 
other providers?

5. What challenges have arisen in your PPP partnership and how 
have you resolved them?



SOCIAL WORK: 

A PROFESSION FOR ALL AGES


