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I 0verv1ew of the Report and Acknowledgement

The evaluat1on of the Nutrition Serv1ces for the ﬁlderly was Jo1ntly ' h
conducted by Kirschper Assoc1ates, Inc.: ‘and Opinion Research Corporat1on. ~
The Final Report is ava1lable in.five separate velumes '-j/ : S

' This volume (Volume 1I) is ‘the. ANALYTEC REPORT and priesents the -

‘major flndlngs»of the evdluation.’ Other volumes of the ‘Final Report are: - - ‘f
B o R R R
Volume'l:- EXECUTIVE'SUMMARYv'_ S E A R
- Volume 111 DESCRIPTIVE REPORT - - -'-fj' ,‘Ql . S

b '_Th1s volume presents an’ expl1cat1on of the evaluat1. data .~ . :
base. It is intended as a resource volume, as its findings. . SR
‘have been ‘refined and subjected to the focused analyses pre~ - o :

i\septed in Volume 1I: ANALYTIC REPORT The volume i cludes

.‘- Program Characteristics =~ ' g .
L e Interv1ews with Part1c1pants and Non Part1c1pants léf’fif.

Volume °IV: APPENDICES s I S -

N - Volume 1V presents the Methodology Append1x descr1b1ng the \\;j37_‘
‘research design and how the evaluation' was executed. Twenty- "
-seven other append1ces report analytjc tecbn1ques and measures

of statistical significance referred to in the text ‘of Vol-
ume II and Volume ILI

. ' B ‘»J. oo .
N L LT
. m B - B C L ,‘ Lo f,‘ . "-»,:‘
N i M N . .

Vqlume V: QUESTIONNAIRES ﬁg

v ‘ N . u - N _-a_,_-' .
This - volume conlagns the quest1onna1res used by the contractors” o
r 1n execut1ng the evaluat1on It 1s 1ntended as a. resource volume B

O
T .
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. ,(Subpart 2).

R

- The Eva]uat1on of the Nutr1t1on Services for the EIderIy isa nat1on-

. w1de study of service operat1ons and efder]y c1t1zens part1c1pat1ng 1n

services- author1zed by Title II1I-C of the Older Amer1cans Act. This
evaluation was jointly conducted by K1rschner Assoc1ates, Inc. and 0p1n1on‘
Research Corporation. This report is the second of two evaluations, the '

Poow

first of wh1ch was conducted during 1976/77. o o . ;“
. Nutr1t1on Services were: or1g1na11y author1zed by Title VII of the
0lder Americans .Act, but in 1978 their authorization” was changed to:

T1t1e III C of the Amended . Act. Two separate services are author1zed by

‘T1t1e III-C: congregate d1n1ng and homé- delivery, e

Title III-C (Subpart 1) authorizes meals served in congregate sett1ngs,
In add1t1on to prov1d1ng at ‘least one nutr1t1ona]1y balanced meal, th1s

‘service may include nutrition educat1on act1v1t1es and other serv1ces

deemed appropr1ate for part1c1pants ' :
Title VII of ‘the OIdEr Amer1cans Act prov1ded that nutr1t1ona11y
balanced meaIs cou]d be delivered to ‘homes of older persons, but targeted

this service “to. .those. over 60, years who were "... homebound by reason .of

~illness, 1ncapac1tat1ng d1sab111ty or.... otherwise isolated." In 1978 the

Home-Delivered Meal Serv1ce was author1zed separater under Title I11-C

_ R
The Nutr1t1on Serv1ces address a number of prob]ems faced by the

A'nat1on s older popu]at1on ‘Such problems include dietary 1nadequacy,

~declining heaIth status, 'social 1so]at1on, -and 1imited access to social and’

heaIth serv1ces Among certain. SubpopuIat1ons of the eIderIy -~ the poor,'

. ethnic m1nor1t1es, the isolated, and handicapped -- these problems may be
‘more atute The Nutr1t1on Services were des1gned to emphas1ze services to

these groups of pr1or1ty eIderIy through ‘outreach efforts to encourage
the1r part1c1pat1on and Iocat1ng m:a] sites where theyaw111 be access1b1e
to older persons in greatest need. . . '

~ The maJor act1v1ty\of the serv1ce is to prov1de one. nutr1t1ona11y ‘

~balanced meaI per day to the .elderly e1ther in a congregate dining sett1ng
:or through the prov1s1on of ‘homé~ de11vered ‘meals. - Congregate dining sites

and their attached home de11vered meal services are Iocated throughout the

X 'country, aIthough all congregate d1n1ng s1tes do not offer home de11vered




L

- meals. ,Dther home~delivery programs, such . as Meals on wheels, often
of in, locales” where Title III-C home-delivered meals are not offered
Part1c1pants are encouraged to contr1bute to the cost of either the1r,
congregate or home-delimered meal.
Besides providing: a”ﬁutr1t1onally\balanced meal, the second major'goal
"of the Nutrition Services is to ameliorate isolation and loneliness that
‘can character1ze less mobile elderly citizens;. hence the congregate ‘dining
component of the Service which affords opportun1t1es for social 1nteract1on
and companionship. - "g : : :
In addition to the 1mportant\‘3etary and soc1a1 aspects of the Nutr1—
tion Serv1ces, nutr1t1on sites are encouraged to prov1de certain support1ve
-serv1ces ]f needed and not otherwise available tb “participants. Federal

. regu]at1ons 1dent1fy these services as recreation, transportat1on, escort

. services, nutrition edUcation, shopp1ng ass1stance, c0unse1ing,. and

" information and referral to outs1de agencies.

. The principal purposes of the evaluat1on 1nc1ude descr1pt1ve analyses

. of Services' character1st1cs and operat1ons as we]l as of the character-

oistics of participants. Evaluative components of 'the research investigated -

impacts on- ‘participants and the Services' characteristics and operationsv

~influencing those impacts.. o ‘ : .

, This eva]uat1on was not des1gned as a management study Rather, it

- addresses one basic question: Do the Nutr1t1on SerV1ces s1gn1f1cant1y
benefit older Americans? '

v




Findings Regarding the éervice Population

S - : :
The participant population is stable; most intend to remain enrolled,
and the service population is aging.

° Two-thirds of those who were participants
. _ 6 years ago and were reinterviewed in 1982
have remained enrolled. '

o 9 out of 10'pavticipants intend to continue
R _ “to-remain active in the Nu;rition:Services.
sk J
.0 6 years ago, one-third of participants were
75 years or older. In 1982, 41 percent of
) congregate part1c1pants and two-thirds of
- ;,Jz +home-delivered meal recipients were th1s‘01q.

] *deer persons participate frequently in the Nutrition Services.

. ‘61 percent of congregate participants attend
meal sites 3 or more times each week.
) 82 percent of home-delivered mea1 recipients
> peceive a meal in their homes 5 times each
week.
1
P
Although the program does not.exclusively. serve pr1ority elderly,
three- quarters of congregate part1c1pants may be cons1dered priority
part1c1pants by virtue of advanced age, low 1ncome, m1nority status,
: 1so]at1on, mob111ty 1mpa1rment, or the limited ab11ity to speak Eng]ish

.1Part1c1pants tend to be worse off than non-participants.. - -

H :,‘ \ ' »
.!v ' . . ’
e ' : : .
. , e
,
,
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v»{'._?'_The average age of congregate part1c1pants is T

e _‘.Congregate part1c1pants are more 11ke1y to’ be"
' :s1ngle (66%) and live a]one (55%) than non-."-'
~participants 11v1ng 1h the same 1oca1es. :
s | 3 o L
'_‘ef . Over ohe;han of'partic%baﬁts:had fow*ihcomes;:_. SRR
" (52% below.$6,0005 75% below $10,000); less . . "
than one-half oflnon-pirticipéntS‘had'tnCOmes;‘,"
below ss ,000_in 1981

Home-de]ivered mea]s const1tute approximately 22 percent of a11
Nutr1t1on Serv1ces mea]s and serve an especlg}lgggeedy group., -

L el Home;de]itered'ﬁeal reeipients'are older
g f'f(average age =78 years), poorer (65% -
-.fbe10w $6,000. 1981 1ncome), and are in

- »lf?@ﬁi':,”E.poorer hea]th than- congregate part1c1pants. T

§1 - ‘:73*years R R I TR . ‘ .



- Findings Regarding Program’ Characteristics and Operations

.
.

Recru1tment is less. extens1ve than in. the past and 1ess emphas1s 1s

;placed upon enro111ng pr1or1ty e]der]y persons Most congregate s1tes are*"f-s

;foperat1ng at or near capac1ty o o : ;., SO [

r‘*'

Transpor§9t1on 1s available to part1c1pants at most S1tes, but most

participants get ta ‘and from meal sites w1thout site ass1stance They\have.;é“"

- Tittle. d1ff1cu1ty'gett1ng to congregate s1tes

. . . . |
~ . . . |

"’o,ﬁ,,Transportat1on 1s ava11ab1e for part1c1pants S o

at more: than 8 of 10~ s1tes..

e One-fifthfof Congregate partiéipantsnuse o p}: - ji}'
site-assiStance,to'get to their_sites.,
’ Near]y 9 of 10 part1c1pants report “no B 3'f';4"'
) d1ff1cu1ty" gett1ng to s1tes.; S
Vo]unteers, most of whom . are part1c1pants, p]ay an 1mportant ro]e in

' the Nutrition Serv1ces

o Typically, a mea]-site‘has one paid staff
. person and the.remainder of staff are
volunteers. ' ‘ ”

~
v

¢ 90 percent of vo]unteers'are participants.

- o_ 26 percent of participants perform volunteer
'~ work for The Nutrition Services.

<,
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‘ A maJor1ty of prov1ders (organ1zat1ons tpat adm1n1sten{¢ea1 sites) -
, prepare meals. in central k1tchens or af meal sites.» This . presents a
subst 1 change, 1n that, s1x .years ago a maJority of prov1ders served
"mea]s prepared by contractors or caterers.J"-* ' /S ' :
" Record keep1ng (e.g. part1c1pant ro]]s, cost recdrds,'amount of

vsupport services prov1ded) has 1mproved over the past/few years, but room B

:for improvement remains.. ' , S / ,
‘ There is extens1ve organ1zat1ona1 1ayer1ng 1n,the Nutr1t1on Serv1ces
,}Among the several management 1ayers there is' s me confus1on regard1ng
outreach emphas1s and contr1but1ons po]1c1es : o _
) Contr1but1ons pract1ces vary widely and‘appear to be sens1t1ve1y |
‘ :app11ed ‘Although rece1pts from contr1but1ons (average '57¢ and 62¢ for
- 'congregate and home-delivery respect1ve1y) genera]]y meet staff expecta-
| tions, they do not’ approach costs (approx1mate1y $4.09 to- prov1de a
congregate mea], approx1mate1y $4. 7Q‘t9 prov1de a. home-de11vered meal).

. 11-7
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F1nd1ngs Regard1ng Nutrition Serv1ces' Impacts

s

[ L L t.
. . -
:

»‘, RIS - . .
5 The Services "do ach1eve a pr1nc1pa1 goa1 of enhancing dietary 1ntake.-'
~‘1] - Increased nutr1ent intake 1is’ d1rect1y re]ated to part1cipation 1n the

_ congregate and home- de11very serv1ces,, ",‘ o

Calcium intake, in part1cu1ar, is. substant1a11y 1ncreased by part1c1_5£},.,“

* pat1on. ‘This f1nd1ng is ‘of s1gn1f1cance, as low: calcium intake by o]der
persons may contribute to med1ca1 prob]ems (i.e. osteoporos1s) Theg,'
Nutr1t1on ‘Services have an opportun1ty to even further 1mprove ca1c1um

" intake among older Amer1cans. 2 : ) ' ' o

" Social benef1ts of . part1c1pat1on are- ranked even h1gher by congregate s
part1c1pants than the meal. Home de11vered meal rec1p1ents also h1gh1y |
~value the social contact afforded by meal de11very persons. C o

Part1c1pants who ut111ze support services (e. g;fshopp1ng ass1stance,k'i~”'

ed1ca1 ass1stance and referral)" are those who tende ;'st need them.

’ . E]
0 Those'who-utﬁ]ize'shopping assistance are
" more isolated in that they tend to 1ive alone, o
_ ‘ } report having too few fr1ends. and are rare]y L e
o R . v1s1ted by the1r ch11dren. . LT .
. _ o . , _ _

o Those who utilize site medical assistance )

'1ead more 1so]ated 11festy1es and are 1ess e

- Nutr1t1on education act1v1t1es offered by meal s1tes have no d1scern1b1e

1mpact upon part1c1pants d1etary intakes away- from the site.

.7 _Variations in program characteristics and operat1ons do not substant1a11y
: 1nf1uence service 1mpacts upon part1c1pants. ’

“

* ok ok k * Kk Kk

N ot



IR The Eva]uatio of the Nutr1tion Services .for the E]der]y was conducted
" in two waves I took place. dur1ng 1976/77 and wave II was executeq
‘during 1982 The eva]uat1on is best characterized as- two nationw1de
stud1es separated by approx1mate1y six years.., ' ‘ ‘ :

. The services- expanded consTderably from 1976 through 1982 “In 1976
f'approx1mate1y 6,700 congregate meal sites were in operat1on. By.1982; that
;Wnumber more than doubled to approx1mate1y 13,500. During this per1od the-
- average size of meal s1tes has also 1ncreased - from’ less than 50 meals
';(congregate p]us home- de11vered) served per day to about 60" mea]s served
o per day. It is estimated that,_national]y, approx1mate1y 800,000. congre-

'gate and home-de11vered mea]s were: being served per day 1n 1982 more than *
twice the number estimated in' 1976. S

s

The 1982 phase of the eva1uat1on was, as 4n 1976/77, nat1oha1 1n scope |

- “and’ ‘consisted of two 1ntegrated components " Kirschner Assoc1ates, Inc.”

o made.observat1ons and conducted 350 staff_1nterv1ews at -a representative
_sample of 70 meal sites representing 70 service providers in 29 states.’

.. A1l ten DHHS regions were 1nc1uded Thirty-four of the congregate sites

‘ f_'v1s1ted during 1982 were also visited during 1976/77. Thirty-six sites
were visited for the f1rst t1me in 1982 Interv1ews wé?e conducte t
several- management 1eve1s ' o : : d\iLY'

: “ L
State Nutrition Service D1rectors (N 29)
"Area Agency "on Aging D1rectors (N 67)
- Nutr1t1on Service (Prov1der) Directors (N 70)
Nutrition Provider Nutr1t1on1sts/D1et1c1ans (N= 54)
" Advisory €ouncil Members. (N=60) ‘

Meal S1te,Managers (N 70)

,‘\

) ayl -

0p1n1on Research Corporat1on conducted 3 438 1nterv1ews w1th part1c1- -

pants and non- part1c1pants at the same 70 mea] s1tes and the1r adJacent
locales .

'Congregate'Service Participants'(N=1;735)_
Home-Delivery Service Participants.(N=415) *° oo
Non-Part1c1pat1ng Neighbors (N 1 039) o B
vFormer Part1c1pants (N 249)

=97



Substantial efforts were made to 1ocate and r-emter-view as many respgndents
who had. been- 1nterv1ewed at the th1rty -four sites “visited during 1976/77
"Three-quarters of those who were ava11ab1e to be r‘e1nterv1ewed were success-f
fully reinterwewed S "y o
' - . B o - . ' . 0
\ l ' | . : | ¢ N
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A. Introduction and Summarx' B P R L R a’
: . : L. ¢ N '. S . \ . l.' . . A - “r‘ /
N 1 This chapter presents a co]]ection of comparisons1 of 1oca1 nutrition ’ ;J’

‘service program operations as revea]ed in the Wave I (1976) and Wave II (1982)
”surveys of provider offices and congregate mea] sites. These comparisons are ,
ftherefore based upor data from 91 mea] 51tes (0peFated by 89 providers) visjted ZV
‘ -1n 1976 and 70 mea] sites (70 providers) V151ted in- 1982 - o ' -

!

ton:
S,

Wave I, a]though there is some eV1dence ‘that a sma]]er;prOpo . _
stance and informa-

"is now: able to offer some serv1ces, spec1f1ca11y, shopping a
: tion and referral service. v . L

. : , . : , )
1Given the time and budget constra1nts upon~the Wave IT data ana]yses,
' the on]y Wave I-Wave II comparisons that were. pade were those that were possible -
using -data-contained in the Wave 1 report: Loxgitudinal Evaluation of the.
. National Nutrition Program for the Etderly: ~Report of First Wave Findings,
Kirschner Associates, Inc., and Opinion Research Corporation, January, 19/9.
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‘The number of congregate meal sites in operation dur1ng 1982 was approx1-. L

f;mate]y 13,500, mpre than double the number in 1976 (approx1mate1y 6 ﬁOO)
lhf‘siig\oi\t:: average mea] site also has increased:  from Jess than 50 mea1s
'1j(congrega p]us home de]ivered) served ﬁer day to about’66452a1s served per day
fi;/ In addition to growth in the\number and size of the congregate s1tes, the ‘
- number and . average ‘size of nutrition service providers (adm1nistrat1ve offices. .
ear]Lgr calTed "proJects") has 1ncreased In 1976 ‘there were aoproximate]y 750
.»providers in operation throughout the contiguous 48 states; in 1982 there were
1,150. In 1976, the average prov1der administered 10 sites, -in 1982, the .
average is 12 sites per prov1der As-a result, the average provider 1n-1982
'oversees serv1ce of more than 730 meals per day,,1n contrast to an average of
529 in 1976. ' v |

4

o Jable III-2° d1sp1ays the d1str1but1ons of site size and number of sites per | )
- _provider for the 1976 and 1982 samp]es vis1ted during this study.
, _ S

!

Comb1n1ng all of the preced1ng 1nformat1on, it can be estimated that,

'_v:nat1ona11y, approx\mate]y 800,000 congregate plus home deJivered mea]s were

"be1ng served per day in 1982, gore than twice the number‘est1mated 1n 1976

SHs -
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' o
R | o  TABLE 11111 T
SO - Program Size Characterist1¢s ,
T | G Numbers and Percentages of S1tes 1 *
» Charagteristic . ~ . . o ol976 - - 1982
Number of meals: per day at . . o | ’
4 e
sample meal s1te -\ - B . E
‘ e N ) .»,
10-25- oo 9 ( 12%) S ( 13%)
-. 26 - 50 . 27 ( 36%); =20 ( 29%)1
-~ s1°-80 - - o L R V53 o 31%) 19 (- 27%)
sl-119 T S8 (11) . 16 (.23%)
120 <200 . 5 7%) .. 5(. 7%)
201 - 300 S _2( 3% - _1( 1%)
R S, (78)(100%) . (70)(100%)
"_ Number of sites per proVider5 ._ - F,},v T
- Yy f CoL R o
N o e w2 (et
2 -5 o T e (1ss) - T (108)
6-10 = - .29 (32%) . 17-(28%) .
-2 .. 29 (32%) . 23 (33%)
S2e-300 - e 10 (1) T (10%) &
Cose | ",_‘;6(-7%)':'42_‘(17%)
RN - N (91)(100%) - (70)(100%)
_Est1mated average prov1der size in S o ‘
mea]a\eerved per da_y3 _ : o 529 meals ,;:231,meals
Actua] ‘number for 1982 sampTe1 N 2[///r.,:' .11‘734 meals

1Congregate p]us Qome de11vered mea1s, as obta1ned from prov1der

' "records for a recent quarter.:

2Percent of sites for which data are ava11ab1e
3Est1mate = median number served at sampTe s1tes mu1t1p11ed by

‘median number of sites per provider.

: 4 2 4 df, (combining the 120 200 and 201-300" categor1es) 3. 5,
not s1gn1f1cant /

5 2 .5 df, = 5.7; no s1gn1f1cant change in"the d1str1but1on of number of

' sites from 1976 to 1982. In spite of the fact that néithér of the above x5

vice level. <«

are significant, there is an appreciable increase in the average number of meals
served per day by the average prov1der - an 1ncrease of 38% over ‘the 1976 ser-. .

IIIG o

g
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C. Settings and Meai Servige Characteristics of Congregate Sites

- ‘ ) Tabie III 2 summariies information about the neighborhood settings and
’ the buildings. which house congregate meal sites, as revealed in the 1976 ﬁ j’
and ‘1982 saZﬁ]es Comparison of the settings of meai sites in 1982 to those
"~ in 1976«con rms two shifts which are generaiiy acknowie ge within ‘the ser-
. -vice network. First, there has been a shift toward urba settings, reflected
'é_*? Yn a decreased number of rural,and all- residentiai neighborhoods for the - .
~ sample sites and a corresponding increase in the tendency of . sites to be o »ij}
“located in neighborhoods with commercial estabiishments The second shift '\ -
in the sett1ngs of sites is toward housing congregate meal sites' in community v
centers# inciuding senior centers.. ' ‘ . _ﬁ 35
Of several comparisons made of meai service operating characteristics,
oniy one change was discovered between 1976 and 1982; Table III- 3 shows that
the predominant meal preparation arrangement. has shifted from contractor .
‘preparation in 1976 (69% of the sample s1tes) to prov1der preparation "in.
1982 (56%) 1 ‘The number of days of service ‘per week is unchanged from 1976
- “to 1982; most sites (84% in 1976, 91% in 1982) serve. five days per week. The
avaiiabiiity of Speciai meals and the actual styie of food- service ‘also have »
o rema1ned unthanged Most sites do not have special’ health- reiated or reiigious-
reiated meals available and v1rtua11y all sites yse either cafeteria style
. service. (66% in 1982) or restaurant styie service (27%)

\"

' N R T ‘ S :>' . e g |
AlThe 1982 data reveal that 65% of the "o1d" sites (those- vis1ted'during
1976) in our sample and 47% of the "new" sites (those which ‘have begun

operations since 1975) 1in our sample are using prov1der preparation. This
difference 1s rot stat1st1caiiy significant :

I .
. v

111-7
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I faLe 111-2 - |
T : 3 S o S
S "0\ ' USETTINGS OF SAMPLE SITES. . .. .
S .\\ ’ o 1§l‘:_ T
N o o \\I ) ‘ Numbers-and Percentages 6f Sites.
' §§ - Setting Characteristic - LA 1976 ' iggg,
& Type of neighborhood3," S
A1 residential ‘a0 (a8)t . 12 (173!
g . Residential with some bus\gess_ et 23 (33%) *\\
‘ Even mix (residential and usi?gss) ) 19 (21%) _ﬁlG (23%) N
Business with some residentfal ) .11 (16%)
, Al business " -g\ | 14 (15%) 2 ( 3%)
Rural o \\ | “13+(148) . 6 ( 9%)
" Type of facility’ Y | : . '
© Community center ‘ 22 ()t 27 (39)!
Church | _\\ © 25 (28%) 20 (29%)
Apartment complex " : . 11 (12%) 8 (11%)
Storefront L 5 ( 6%) 6 ( 9%)
) School = . 5 (6%) 1( 1%)
~ Office building | not tabulated 2 ( 3%)
Other? o 23 (25%) 6 ( 9%)

Ipercent of all sample sites (1976: 913 1982: 70).-

' 2"Othér" facilities observed during both years include lodge halls,
civic facilities, and restaurants. * ' ' - g

v 3In 1982; fewer sites are located ir-all-redidential or in rural
neighborhoods and more are located in neighborhoods with at least some
.  business ( x%, 2 df, = 20.8, p.—< .05, combining the four above business . -
. categories). . - : : : o

4Housing of nutrition servgces in community centers has increased in
frequency from 1976 to 1982 ( x*, 1 df, = 4.3, p < .05). Schools, in
particular, appear to be less frequently used as sites; but the numbers
involved are too few to warrant:statistical analysis. I

-
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' TABLE I11-3 |

- ) . . * \ ’

CoL . MEAL SERVICE AT SAMPLE SITES . ' -

e Numbers and Percentages of Sites" )
o - - : .
Site Characteristic - | 19761 1982 .
Days per week ..... of sérvice ' ' >
1 o 0( 0% 1 (1%
2 2 ( 2% 1 ( 1%
23 9 (10% 3 ( 4%
4 2-( 2% 1 (1%
Y 5 76 (84%) 64 (91%
6 1 (1%) -0 ( 0%
1 =1 (1% 0 ( 0%
Meal preparation by2 v .
) Provider staff . 27 (30% 39 (56%
' - Contractor ‘ o 63 (69% 31 (44%
.Combination : . : 1 (1% 0 (0%

. s Meal service method3 | .b' .
Cafeteria style =~ - 54 (60% 46 §66%)
.Restaurant style- S : 28 (31% - 19 27%;

, Combination -above .- o 2 (2%) . 2 (3%
Buffet style . 4 ( 4%3‘ 2 ﬁ 3%;'
1 (1%

"Famiiy style =~f' ' %, o2 ()

. Spec1a1 meals routineiy served

Health-related diets o 36-242%; 28 240%;2'
“Religious-ethnic meals : 22 (25% 19 (27%).
1

Sampie sizes vary from question to question, but aiways are ciose
to. the fuii 1976 sample of 91 sites.

: ,.2 x? (eiimipating combination category) 10.4; ) df, p .05. The

predominance of contractor preparation of meals in 1976 has been repiacedv .

1n 1982 by a predominance of provider-preparation of meals.

2 df, (combining combination, buffet, and other categories)
9, no signficant change in meal service methods.

4Approximateiy 10% of the remaining sites said that speciai meais
'couid be made available if requested . ,
3

* I11-9
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D. ‘Participants' Contributioné”for Mealsv

."It is of porticuiar'interest:to'oompare}the policies'ano practices
regarding participants contributions for meals, between 1976 and 1982,
because in the jntervoning time the Administration on Aging has, through

program regulations encouraged providers to maximize their income from
~contributions and to imp]ement donation. coiiection procedures which

afford privacy to the’ participants regarding their contribution amounts.

\ More (84%) of the sites 1n the 1982 samp]e suggest an appropriate con-'

~ tribution amount to participants than did sites in the 1976 sample (65%)

In addition, the mean suggested amount is higher in 1982 ($.87) than it was
1n 1976 ($.55), and, the increase (50%) 1s less than the increase in the .
cost of 1{ving (consumer price fndex) during that period (70%).

The site managers' estimates of the proportion of participants who
donate the suggested amount are unchanged since 1976. Then, as now, at
slightly more than 60% of the: sites "most" or “a]]" participants are re-

- ported to contribute the suggested amount

.There appears to have'been'some changeﬁin the use of various methods
for collecting participant'contributions since 1976. During the earlier
wave of data collection, participants handed their contributions to a
staff member or volunteer at a substantial number (21%) of sites, whereas
in 1982 relatively few sites {4%) use such asmethod. Overall, there has
been an increase in the use of anonymous methods for collecting contri-
butions 'since 1976. Thus, there appears to have been substantiai progress

bmade in responding to a recommendation by the_U.S. General Accounting Office

inh this regard.1

1Actions Needed to ImEFbve the Nutrition Program for the E]deriy
Report by the U.S. Genera] Accounting Office, February, 1978.

III-1
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r 'g"ﬁ"‘ v TABLE 111- 4

PARTICIPANTS' DONATIONS FOR MEALS
(Staff Reports)

CO

 Characteristic

] ] . : P "f B
s Methoi“of collecting donat1on3 o Lo T
o Gagfbox-ateentry 52 (62% 1 _ 52“(75%%‘1
- Cashier . o L 18 21%; - 3:( 4%)
. Mead fickets 1, .o ot 9% B 0 ( 0%)-
SRR g system” . o 7 (8% e 3;(;4%;“
o nvelopes*at table - " R not tabu1ated }12'(17%“
L : o L o L
Amount suggested as donat1on4 T, S -
B $ 25 or less suggested o Guf‘fLZ?(13%)2~;-<?fz5‘&.7%;2
.26 - .60 L 29.(33%) 11 (16%)
© . .6l-.99 U gls%g S 17 (24%)
- 1.00-- 1. a9 S I 1) R 3 | 30%;u-p.
“. . 1,80 ormore. . * . o.s g T 2. e%) - 5 (7%

_ No amoth suggested ©o Tt 31, (35%) w11 (16%)

: : R : O N ) .
Proport1on of part1c1pants e IR
who donate suggested amount e J T T

M part1c1pants L BRI 15-(25%;v_, T4 7%) .
.7 Most U 22 (37%) - 32 (57%)
. About Ralf -~ .« i ST 10 (17%) 9 (16%)

‘- Less than half = - R f-8 (14%) ... 9 (16%)
CWone L a2 (e
T ; & f“.‘.‘.lv\-‘_‘. .' .o, ' . : . ‘ ‘;. . ) ’ .

o 1Percent of 84 s1tes for, wh1ch 1n#ormat1on"aas ava11ab1e.

,fNumbers andAPercenta esnof.sites,f}““';_

_ 2Percent of a11ﬁoigé;ders in. sample (1976 89 prov1ders, 1982 70;:'
_prov1ders) .

3 x? ana1yses revea] a reduct1on 1n the use of a cash1er s1nce 1976 o

¢ Xz 1df, = 8.1, p .<.05). ,,“,,f

R 4S1on1f‘|cant1y gewer s1tes ‘fail to. suggest a donation amount in 1982,
- than did"in-1976 ( x°, 1:df, = 6.5, p < .05). "At: s1te52that suggest an- -

amount the suggested amount has’ general]y 1ncreased { x¢, 3 df, = 28.9,
05 comb1n1ng the h1ghest two amount categorres for the ana]ys1s)

<~ Y

9.1, 4 df, p. > .05; the: 1976 and 1982 d1str1butions are not

~ﬁ?§fsign1f1oant1y d1fferent based upon. data from 59 1976 site: managers and
v 56 1982 site managers ST e o ‘ .

. <°‘ A. N
LY .
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E. Recruitment of Participants E

Since their inception, Older Americans Act serv1ces have been avai]ab]e

" to a11 persons aged 60 or older (and to their spouses, regard1ess of age),~

_ although program’ regulations have encouraged prov1ders to. target the most :
'needy sectors of the eIder]y popu1ation when recruiting partic1pants.

Because of changes in the questionnaires in the Wave I and Wave II sur-
veys, there: ds- on1y Iimited opportunity to compare directly the recruitment
“and outreach act1v1t1es at the two times.. Those comparisons that are p0551b1e

~ are ‘shown in Tables III 5 and I1I= 6. The nationwide pattern of recruitment e

practices appears to have changed: since shifting from a predominant emphasrs e

upon Tow-income elderly in 1976 to a predominantIy open recruitment in 1982
~ That is, in 1976, '68% of the sample nutrition serv1ce directors reported a

~ practice of empha5121ng Tow=income: e1der1y when recruiting participants whereast‘f'

'on1y 34%. reported such a practice in 1982. Conversely, there has been an in-
' crease 1n the number- of directors reporting an, empha51s upon recruiting very oIdv;
part1c1pants, from 8% in 1976 to 26% 1n 1982. Local practices’ empha5121ng
”minority elderly and 1soIated e1der1y are about as prevalent in 1982 as they _
~were ear11er., 0vera11 however, there has been a-si iicant 1ncrease in. the
'number of directors. reporting an open recruitment practice ‘with no particuIar

groups empha51zed from 26% in 1976 to 57% (a maJority) in 1982 D _,,;s_cw;»;-

It appears also that the 1eve1 and dﬁver51ty of outreach activ1t1es have
decreased since 1976. When nutrition serv1ce directors were asked about their
use ‘of specific techniques (posted notices,_door-to -door v151ts, etc ) fewer 'j
'directors cited each of the methods -in 1982 than ‘in 1976. CoupIed with staff
comments heard dur1ng “the 1982 data coIIection these data suggest an overaII
reduction in outreach act1v1ty because many s1tes (and prov1ders) are a1ready
0perat1ng at capac1ty. ' ‘ :



. "TABLEv111¥5> |
. o~
RECRUITMENT. EHMPHASES AT SAMPLE SITES
(Nutr1t1on Service D1rectors' Reports)
.251 , ‘ o s , Numbers and Percentages of S1tes’,t .
. Recruitment Emphasis® ae76 182
e 0 e (68%)1 B! (34%)1
- Ethnic minority ' - (49%) S (30%) |
Area residents'. . L_‘. S A_n 28 (31%)5' : ‘not asked 7?h
Isolated - o a2 2w
Poor health” = . . - . 1% Yy T .
* Limited mobility - L 8 (9% % 20 (29%)
: Inabiljty tc prenare,meaTs' | - ij-; 3 (“3%?' ' L
Advanced age (very old) . . o 7'(8%) 18 (26%)
~ Language minorities - . 1(1%) notasked
S wened - e (26%) 40 (57%)

o Ipercent of ali sample sites (1976 915 1982: 70)

2Four emphases have data comparab]e for 1976 and- 1982, Ana]yses : ',»-”7

indicated a reduced number of sites. in 1982 emphasing low income .

e]derly ( x¥= 17.T), an-increased number of sites emphasizing the very . -
old ( x% = 9 4), and -no change in the numbers of sites emphasizing. ethn1c;1
minority- ( x3= 1.8) ‘or isolated e]der]y (%2 = 1. 2), all df's = 1. -

‘ 3S1nce 1976 there has been a s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease in the number- of
' s1tes w1thout spec1f1c recruitment emphases ( x%= 15 1 1 df, p < 05)

“111-14
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| TABLE 11'1-5 ' C
0UTREACH TECHNIQUES USED AT SAMPLE -
(Nutr1tion Serv1ce D1rectors“ Rep rts)
Ty e e
L . g ~ Numbers and Percentages of Sites =
- Qutreath Technique' ' - - * > . 1976 . -, .'1982 " £
' “Other participants 5];§ . ;; .fﬂ L i not asked' . 7[46h(66%)% )
' 0ther agencies ‘ ;.4; S _:’ .84 (92%); »h."36.(51%) N
Media: Newspapgghy | } 83°(91%) 40 (57%) .
e S ) R
Churches, o e3(91®) . T257(368) - o
- Senior c1tizen groups( . : i - 82 (90%)‘;f-’f;31-(44%)f
Door-to-door canvass. 70 (71%) ".}19 (27%).
_Notices in public places . 64 (70%) 22 (31%) |
W amy T st
U o B o ST
- N\ .
1 | ‘ . ) ' ) o
Percent of all samp1e sites. (1976 91 1982 70) N
2A]though sites are as 11ke1y 'to report thaﬁ‘they engage 1’ outreach',

Sine 1982 as they were in 1976 x? tests reveal a sign1f1cant reduction’ 1n

- use of<§he above techniques (e.qg., the x? for not1ces in public places, _"
1 df 22 9p < 05) - Ind1v1dua1 s1tes c1ear1y have redﬁced the

' ,d1vers1ty of outreach methods used, 1ncreas1ng1y focus1ng upon fewer

techniques~- The overa11 1eve1 of outreach effort a]so may have decreased »

"s1nce 1976, an 1nterpretat1on wh1ch is supported by comments by site
. Lstaff dur1ng the1r 1nterv1ews.

115
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" F._ Support Services)for Participants & - - L

" Because of changes that have"occurred since 1976 in the structure of:the :

Older. Americans Act, in the genera] ecdnomy, and in the reputed financia1 re-

sources of e]derly peop1e there has been widespread concern about the continued

ava11abi11ty of supportive services to nutrition service participants This‘
-section examines selected measures of availability and operation of support

' serv1ces provided through the 1976 and 1982 samples of congregate mea1 sites.-

1. Transportation Services ' c U -.I ‘i- ‘\'”'

Y

As Tab]e 111-7 details the ava11ab111ty of transportation for mea] 51te _
participants remains unchanged since 1976. In 1982, transportation is avai1ab1e
at 85% of the sample meal .sites. ' The occasions for which transportation is
available are as diverse now as in 1976 and the: staffingwof transportation also

f~f remains unchanged. Most nutrition programs make transportation available. for a

variety of shopping, hea]th care, and recreation act1v1t1es in addition to
“attending meals at the congregate site. Providers also rely upon a var1ety of
sources of staff to drivé vehicles their owii paid- staff, staff members of

. other agencies, and volunteers. . There does seem to have been an- 1ncrease 1n the
use of vans or buses, rather than automobiles, 51nce 1976

2. ‘Shoppjng Assistance

" Table III-8 summari. 1nformation about shopping a551stance in 1976 and 1982."h
Based upon the reports of 51te managers, shopp1ng a551stance is ava11ab1e at
- fewer of the sample sites in 1982 (69%) than was ‘the’ case in 1976 (86%) ~ Where -
it is available, however, the assistance is more likely to be scheduled on - -
a regular basis in 1982 (72% of the sites) than'it was in 1976 (35% 'The'~ U

- activities composing. shopp1ng a551stance remain unchanged since Wave I. Most,

sites 1nc1ude transportation and help carrying packages in the1r shopp1ng

", ass1stance program - For about - ha1f of the 51tes w1th shopp1ng as51stance,

part1c1pants are g1ven assistance with food se1ection and w1th shopping for non- f“f-;

- TII=17

. . .;31;:Eu.._'



TBLE 1117 -
CHARACTERISTICS OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

- t g (Nutrition Service Directors! and Site- Managers Reports)
" i = _ Numbers and Percentages of Sites - -
Character1st1c o 1978 19827
Ava11ab111ty of transportation3 o o
~ Available at all sites . 62.(68%) 46 (66%)
. | Some sites, including sample 17 (18%) 13 (19%)f”
o Some sites, but not sample - - 10 (11%) = .8 (11%)
2 , Not avai]ab]e at. any sites , 2 (2%) 3 ( 4%)
R ~'Oocasions or destinations o o
’ ' ;Congregate meals N 76;(96%)1',' . 55 (96%)11~;
. Grocery shopping . 68 (86%) . 48 (84%)
', Recreation activities .. = .64 (81%) 48 (77%)
 personal health care ., 63 (80%) 45 (79%)
, Adv1sory council meet1ngs o v-,144_(56%)f" .30 (53%) -
Other occasions - . 39 (49%) - 18 (32%)
Transportation staffed by B T S
< . Ppaid provider staff c 143<(48%)2 . '34h(51%)2_ “c :
T . Volunteers . 43.(48%) 27 (40%)
- 0ther_agency'staff£‘ , , V'_ f R .
o Donated by‘agency N 29'(33%)“ 22 (33%) -
o Paid by prov1der . o 21(ee%) 0 (08)
. Other s (o) 4 6%) o
s ‘Veh1c1es used are” .
_Automobiles I R 20'(22%)2 R ( 5%)1
Vans, buses . ' - .- . 41 (46%) 40 (70%)
Both autos and vans 27 (30%). 14 (25%)‘
. , 1Percent of those samp]e s1tes where transportat1on and data are
: ava11ab1e . _ e
" 2Percent‘of those prov1cders who have service ava11ab1e at 1east at some
sites.

» -3 X 1 df (co]]aps1ng 1nto two categor1es ava11ab1e at sample- 51te,
~ not ava11ab1e ) = .25 not. s1gn1f1cant :There is no change 1n the ava11- '
.'ab111ty of . transportat1on since 1976. ‘

4Use of automobiles is. Eess 11ke1y (x?, 1df = 7 9 p < 05) and o
vans or buses more 11ke1y (x df, = 7.5, 05) 1n 1982 than in 1976

© O I11-18
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~ TABLE I;}-a S

CHARACTERISTICS OF SHOPPING ASSISTANCE
(Site Managers' Reports)’

Numbers and Percentages of -Sites -

Characteristic . , | 1976 1982
o : \ . SR | L e
Sites whicg provide shopping ' R
assistance® | - . - -78(86%) . 48 (69%).
Assistance included s’ B
Transportation to stores . 68 (87%)1, 42 (93%);
"Carry1ng packages - - 63 (81%) ' 38 (84%)
Non-food shopping S 42 (54%)- 31 (69%)
Selecting foods =~ . o 41 (53%) 24 (53%)
Ass1stance is schedu]ed4 ' o S
‘Regularly et (swl. as(rew!
- On request - S.o 30 (40%) - . 13 (28)-
S s . . ’ : I\ ¢ ) . ' S
f ‘

-

© with
ping
:anee

.>than

I;ercent of those site managers provid1ng 1nformat1on for s1tes
shopp1ng ass1stance available. L

=7.2,1 df p. < .05. Probort1onate1y fewer sites offer shpp- |
ass1stance in 1982 than did in 1976. ~ e

3The 'x? analyses reveal no change‘1n compos1t10n of shopp1ng ass1st-‘e 

from 1976 to” 1982
45hopp1ng ass1stan is regularly schedu]ed at more. s1tes 1n 1982

it was Ain 1976 (x% = 16.7, 1 df, p < 05)

i
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‘3. Recreatfonal Activities N IR B
Most nutrition service providers .(about 80%) have recreat1on
ffac111t1es available for participants, either at the meaI site or at
~.some other locatfon. As is shown in Table III-9, this picture is. unchanged
s1nce 1976. At those siteg~which do have soc1aI-recreat1onaI fac111t1es,
events are scheduIed more/zrequently, on the average, than they were
in 1976, In 1982, “the major1ty of such s1tes are scheduI1ng sociaI
.events on a da1Iy basis,. Co
The pattern of interaction among part1cipants and of 1nteract1on
_‘between staff and par 1c1pants appears unchanged since 1976 Wh11e most
' sites are characterized by extensive 1nteraction there is an appreciabIe
'Flnumber where part1c1pants typ1ca11y are subdued and generaIIy non=
interact1ve.

K

4, Informat1on anduReferraI‘
. > . _

TabIe III 10, 111ustrates some . compar1sons of 1nformat1on and referraI
services through congregate sites in 1976 versus 1982, AIthough most '
of .the 1982 sample.sites (86%) are reported to have 1nformatuﬁaand \
referral’ service ava1IabIe to part1c1pants, ‘this number is Iess than _,‘

that reported in 1976 (98%) The methods of Informat1on and referral o
~also appear to have sh1fted since 1976 CurrentIy, there is more ,--‘> .

' : widespread use of. outside speakers and ass1stanc; on- .request than was |
" the case earlier. I'+ R staff members. also: are ess>11ke1y to accompany
- participants to other’ agencies in 1982 (staff at’52% of. the s1tes '

somet1mes do so). than in 1976 (73%).

5. Nutrition’Education

) Program reguIat1ons have cont1nued to 1nc1ude nutr1t1on educat1on
in the same funding- categories as meal serv1ces. And, as was the case
o 1n 1976, staff members report that nutr1t1on educat1on is ava11ab1e.

3
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TABLE III-9

Y.

- CHARACTERISTICS 'RECREATION AND SOCIAL INTERACTION
(Site Managers Reports and 0bservat10ns at Sites)

_ ' : B Numbers and. Percentages of Sites =
Characteristic 4 - o 1976 o 1982 -

Recreation availble at” o v
Sample site. L , 66% o 46 70%
Other provider 1ocat10n . ‘
Other location - oo A , ‘ 14%
Recreatiqn not avai]ab]e I 11 (13%) - 13 (19%)
- Social events are schedu]ed4 . _ SR ‘
CDatly f 3 (samt o 38, (sey)t
Several times per week o . 10 (15%)
. Weekly | S o -22 (29%) o 11 (17%)
~ '2-3 times per month K . . , ST 4.(6%
"N/ Monthly - c S 10 (IB%g . 2.5 3%
v lLess than month]y R 9 (12%) - = 0 (0%
Upon arr1va1 for meals, part1c1pants5 ' o -
© visit with staff e (reml? 42 (60%)1e2
.Visit among themselves , - 84.(96%) 65 (93%)
Do not 1nteract e .18 (21%) 18 (25%) _
" The. meal per1od 1nc1udes6 ’ ‘ : o ‘ v;_i _'_ . h
' Singing hymns - - .~ 39 (43% 1 '12 (17%)
Saying grace . S 17 (19%) -4 §69%)
Phys1ca1 exercise "~ not recorded - 14%)

~

1Percent of a]l s1tes for which 1nformat1on was ava11ab1e

: 2D1fferent sty]es of 1nteract1on sum to more than 100% because mul- \,f‘v '
- tiple responses were po§s1b1e for each site, thereby ref]ecting 1nter- ‘
action patterns of more than one subgroup of part1c1pants

3 %2 , 2 df, (comb1n1ng the two “"other" categories) = 4.1; ot s1gn1-
" ficant. No change in the availability of recreation and soc1a1 activities - o
is ev1dent from- 1976 to 1982. S s

4Soc1a1 events are scheduled more frequent]y in 1982 than they were
in 1976 ( x2¢= 17.5, 2 df, p < .05, comb1n1ng the data into: three frequency
. categories: daily or severa] t1mes per. week ‘weekly or 2 3 t1mes per

ﬂ,.'month and monthly or less).

Sthe | patterns oﬁ21nteract1on at s1tes have not changed from 1976 to. f "'$$.; .
1982, according to. X~ analyses.. ST

6Hymn s1ng1ng is- Tess 11ke1y at s1tes in 1982 than 1t was in 1976
, 1 df, = 11. 6) whereas say1ng grace is more 11ke1y 1n 1982 ( x% ,

S (x2
1 df, 42 O) . : o
-,f(:fii '-'111421; o »'1< s

-
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y AR : - TABLE III-10- ] ot . VA ,

e " CHARACTERISTICS OF ANFORMATION AND REFERRAL SERVICES '

. *(Site Manager'Reports) -

Numbers and Percentages of Sitesl,;_

Follow up on the referral -, : 65 (89%) 46- (77%)

"

- Characteristic o T e - 1982 o
Sites which provide I + RZ =~ - | 89 (98%) - 60 (86%) . ¢, %
| : T — L . S
_ ~ Method of providings L A ' ‘ .
" Announcements at meals - S 12 (st 51 (86%)?
Printed materials. R : 68 (76%) ~ 51 (86% R
S Outside speakers : - - 65(73%) - ‘53 (90% ' S
.« . +. . At participant qgguest , A 35 (39%)° 55 (93%) . LT
T ,  Other 14 | © 26 (20%) 0,10 (17%)
L Sites which usually or'sometimes4 i B o e :
- " Make appointment for participant 65 (89%)! 47 (78%§1-,; T
S "Accompany- participant to agency. © . 53 (73%) 31 52%3. T
, " Provide or arrange transportation - 53 (73%) 42 (70%)

- information and referral service. o : _

o 2x 9.3, 1df, p < .05. Proportionately fewer sites provide I + R

in 1982 than did in-1976. - _ - o R ,

. 37he.pattern of x? tests of use of the various methods reveals  \

significant increase in use of outside speakers (x2=6.3,1df) and in" _
- providing information and referral upon participant request ( x -;§h7, R

1 df), since 1976. % S N A
- 442 tests reveal no change in the.extent to which sites make appoint-
ments, arrange transportation, or follow-up on referrals, but a signficant
reduction in accompanying participants to agencies (x? = 6;45'1’df§

lpercent of those site managerSeprovidiqg information for sites with -

.
w o
-
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' through v1rtua11y all meal s1tes. The content and methods of nutrition
,educat1on appear 1arge]y unchanged since Wave I, with the exception

that pr1nted mater1als and\group discussion are more frequent]y reported
as methods in 1982 than they were in 1976. Details about these rcom-
parisons are presented in Table ITII-11.

For the remaining support services examined in the 1982 data col]ec-
tion, and discussed in other portions of this report--escort service,
counseling, and medical serv1ces--there is insufficient Wave I information

'f%r usefu] compamsons Q;«o the Wave II data.



;; ( TABLE I11<11 ‘\\
CHARACTERISTICS OF NUTRITION EDUCATION'
~ (Nutritionists' and Site Managers' Reports).

4

) | Numbers and Percentages of S1tés

Characteristic S 1976 1982
Sites.which,prgyidevhutrition education’ - . 88 (97%) 62 (89%)
Content includes’ : ‘ | y T g

Nutritional values of foods ' Cor2 el s6.(oom)t

Importance of nutrition . . ' 68 (78%) .46 (74%)

‘Meal preparation o 8 (67%) 42 (68%)

’ Food purchasing - - - 48 (55%) 40 (65%)
Educational methods include® ‘ - o o :
" Classes, lectures 70 (sop)t 47 (s2)}
. Printed materials . .. 58 (67%) 46 (90%)
~ Displays,.posters s 54 (62%) .38 (75%)

Personal counseling e - 49 (56%) . 31,(61%)

Group discussions. s .o 34 (39%) 34.(67%)

Workshops - ' - 28 (32%) 16 (31%)

‘Games'._ o T - : not asked 25 (49%) . . -

Cooking sessions - . not asked 22 (43%) .

Market trips a o not asked ? 13 (25%) .

.j _

1Percent of those s1tes‘w1th nutrition educat1on and for wh1ch

. ,1nformat1on was ava11ab1e

: 2 X2, 1 df, = 3.5, not s1gn1f1cant There is no evidence for change in
the ava11ab111ty of nutr1t1on education from 1976 to 1982.
3xz’anaIyses revea]ed no change in content of nutr1tion education.
4 2*anal‘ryses of the various methods revealed increased use of pr1nted :
materia1s (x<, 1 df, 10 5) and group discussion techn1ques (x3, 1 df,
= 10.0) since 19?6 v v



G. Home Delivered Maals

[}
S

' One of the most notable aspects- of growth in 0AA nutrition services
since 1976 has been seen-in home de]ive?éd meal service. As Table [II-12
“reveals, home delivered meals were available through most Title III
nutrition service providers, in 1976 and they remain so in 1982, In some
1nstnnces. home delivered meals do not circulate through congregate meal
sites but are distributed from a central location or by some agency other
than the Title III provider, accounting for the fact that none of the
bercentages/reaches.100%.

What has changed since 1976 ‘are the numberof meals delivered to-
individual homes and the pgroportion of all Title IIl meals which are
home delivered. At -the a&ﬁ;age site which hahd1e¢ home delivered meals,
the number of‘home’de1jygred meals has doubled since 1976. But the pro-
portion of thome delivered meals, relative to all meals being served, has
shown even greater growth, nedr]y tripling since 1976. Thus, the relative
'growth of the home delivery program, nationwide, ‘has been -greater than any
comparable ‘measure for the*congregate meal program.

&

"

ce \
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TABLE I11-12
CHARACTERISTICS OF HOME DELIVERY SERVICE

Numbers and Percentages of Sites

Charactéristic . : : . 1976 1982
Home delivery awailable® |

Through provider 84 (94%)1' 68 (97%)

Through sample site - 58 (89%)% 55 (79%)!

Proportion of s1te5meals that

are home delivered” )

1 - 5% R 21 (36%)° 5 ( 9%)3

6 - 10 o . ' 14 (24%) .10 (18%) .
11 - 20 - ] o i 11 (19%) 12 (22%)
21 - 30 B 8 (14%) 9 (16%)
31 - 40 R S - 10 (18%)
41 - 50 . s : N A (7%) 7 (13%)

s1+ IR 2 ( 41)

. Median % for those site$~~ - | : 'f Zs~ ‘
which provide home delivery: - ( 8%). (21%) -
lpercent of all in the sample (1976: 915 1982: 70). .
2Percent of sites for which data-are available. -

~ 3Percent of those sites which provide home delivery and for which

information-was available.

bx2. -analyses reveal no change in ava11ab111ty of home delivery since
1976. -

SX analysis (using the five 1976 proportion categories) 1ndicates a_
shift toward a Qigher percentage of mea]s being home delivered in 1982
than in 1976 (x5, 4 df = 21.9, p. <.05). : )
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 PROGRAM IMPACTS -
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“A.-Overview . . SR e

Th1s chapter will address the genera] 1ssue of program fmpacts upon

. e]derly c1t12ens who participate in the Nutr1t1on Serv1ce. Spec1f1ca]1y, pf~:;

we ‘Will assess. program 1mpacts in s1x major areas - ;c S e

‘~D1etary Intake -f‘[' S
Mob111ty, Hea]th cand Inst1tut1ona11zat1on
Psycho]og1ca1 we]]-Being
Iso]ation and Socia] Contact

e e e e e @

9Longev1ty SRR A TR

Perceived Income Suff1c1ency | ~';-1;_;7 \3_-g~‘_)vfﬁ%§~f o

'f_.<_y, A]though-str1ct causal inferences regarding the d1rectebenef1ts of the ;?Qbﬁfi

program -are d1ff1cu]t to make w1th comp]ete certa1nty, a great deal, has

oo been Tearned from the way in which e]der]y respondents View their program wﬁdlff

experiences and the factors that 1nf]uence the1r perceptions , o
is By way of 1ntroduct1on to the fo]]ow1ng mater1a] there is ‘no doubt L
that for a vast maJor1ty of e]der]y persons, the program exper1ence is’ a7ij
rsa11ent and gu1te positive component of their lives. . In add1t1on to theﬂt E
S s1gn1f1cant d1etary benefits of the Nutrition Serv1ces, congregate part1-
c1pants enJoy and value the compan1onsh1p and soc1a] opportun1t1es prov1ded
throdgh the program.. ' , o L
.. - Considering the vast body of 1nformat1on ava11ab1e 1t7is c]ear that”"

R

i 'act1ve program part1c1pat1on adds’ substant1a]1y to the qua11ty of the ]1ves o

2 e]der]y 1nd1v1dua]s Rema1n1ng active and gregar1ous in one S later
- years may be of great benef1t to 1so]ated e]der]y in ways that cannot be :
'-‘eas1]y quant1f1ed or that were d1rect]y assessed in th1s eva]uation .
in some 1nstances, dramat1c observab]e program 1mpacts are not found

_Th1s may be due to the. f1nd1ngs that program part1c1pants, ftth the
,except1on of home-de]1vered meal rec1p1ents, are an- active, mob1]e group of
7peop1e who have pos1t1ve se]f-percept1ons ‘Despite their age, they fee]
they are. less limited than their ne1ghbors who have chosen not to
part1c1pate in the program. -~ - . }}‘

-3
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The majority of the 1mpact data are based’ upon persona] perceptions of 1zfﬁf
': respondents status rather than factual data gathered from a third party

nsource. Se]f perceptions, a]though they may. not comp]ete]y correspond to .

‘ factua] c1rcumstances, may be better 1nd1cators of the: qua11ty of 11fe.n;ﬁ5;
.‘Expectations ‘concerning’ health’ and f1nanc1a1 we11 be1ng change appropr1ate1y-7 ‘f
~with age. Older. persons may use their. age- peers as standards: of- reference ; {jf5
-when descr1b1ng themse1ves. Thus, for examp]e if an o1derlperson reports 3; R

that his or her- health has dec11ned, this" probably means hea1th has:,

- declined much more than those of a s1m11ar age. Add1t1ona11y, unfavorab1e ‘,~5:

eyself percept1ons can lead to the fee11ng of being’ more_ 11m1ted and may b
- themselves become self- fu1f1111ng prophecies, . :
It is therefore of ‘some: s1gn1f1cance that- part1c1pants fee1 they are
healthy, we11-ad3usted mob11e and socially act1ve 1nd1v1duals. ‘
- Each of the fo1low1ng nmpact sect1ons was. written to stand alone.
Thus, there 1s some repet1t1on regard1ng descr1pt10n of ana1yt1c groups
fnbm section to sect1on.f- ‘

: -»-f‘%__-1v-4
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E Introduction

_ A major goa] of the National Nutr1t1on Serv1ces for the E]der]y 1s to f.w'
1mprove d1etary 1ntake among program part1c1pantsxthrough the provision of e
nutr1t10na11y balanced meals. To underscore this: key objective, the o

. enabiing legislation for' the program specifies that service meals should T

prov1de 1/3 of the Recommended Da11y A]]owance determ1ned by”the Nat1ona1
‘Research Counc11 : . : : 2
Dietary 1ntake 1s ‘one, program 1mpact for wh1ch the benef1c1a1 effects ”_rb
of the program can be clear]y seen. A]though several’ var1ab1es were -
,\re]ated to d1etary 1ntake, elderly whose d1etary 1ntake data reflected

consuniption of either a congreg#te or home-de11vered mea1 had sig;jf1cantlv-;f'

higher dietary intakes for a var1ety of -key nutrients. Program part1c1- :
'pants who had not eaten a service mea1 had d1etary 1ntakes comparab]e to .
intakes of elderly -non- part1c1pants Thus, the pos1t1ve and observab]e .
impacts of the program upon d1etary .status are assoc1ated w1th eat1ng a.
program mép] rather than being a program part1c1pant per se.

v' The data in this section of the Program Impacts chapter are based upon,e
_respondents ‘reports of the foods they had ‘eaten during the. 24 hour per1odv
- prior to being 1nterv1ewed  (See the Methodo]ogy Append1x for. a more
deta11ed d1scuss1on of the 24-hour dietary reca]]‘methodo]ogy)

The dietary intake data have been analyzed in -several ways. hThF- .
standard for compar1son 1s the National Research Counc11 s Recommended -
Daily. ‘Allowances for persons 51 years and o]der.2 RDA's should not . be
;1nterpreted as individual d1etary requ1rements ' Rather, they represent
_nutr1ent amounts thought to be suff1c1ent for the nutr1t10na1 needs of |

I . e

N

]Errors of over- and under- report1ng of foods tend to be ‘random through a
population and shou]d not affect the validity of comparat1ve f1nd1ngs.,-

2See Append1x ] for the RDA va1ues used 1n ana]yzing wave I and wave II
‘data. _ _ .

IV
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hea]thy groups of peopIe Because a s1ng]e 1nd1v1dua1 S: nutr1ent
requirements are. d1ff1cu]t¢mo\geterm1ne, it 1s not possibIe to evaIuate a
person's nutritional status by exam1n1ng onIy his or her dietary- 1ntake
For exampIe, concIusions about the’ adequacy of an individual's canr1c o
1ntake cannot be assessed without knowIedge of specific parameters such as
body mass or phys1caI act1v1ty and energy expend1ture The need for.
canries is. reIated to act1v1ty Ieve] and there are cons1derab1e 1nd1v1dua1
differences 1n activity level in the stud1ed age group. It is,. however,
ent1re]y appropr1ate to use the .RDA as a standard for. compar1ng d1etary
1ntakes among groups of peopIe or for evaTuat1ng changes 1n d1ets over
t1me., N »v : : ‘ : . U
RDA' S/are frequent]y used . for meal pIann1ng, as e1ther very Iow or

] .

L}

' very h1gh/1ntakes of spec1f1c nutrients may 1nd1cate nutritional or hea]th

prob]ems " However, ‘there® is Tittle’ consensus among nutr1t1ona1 experts

h regard1ng intake IeveIs “of spec1f1c nutrients that fnd1cate nutr1t1ona1

probIems that may be reIated to heaIth prob]ems 2

The fo]]ow1ng data are organ1zed around a d1scuss1on of severa] bas1c
1ssuesZ ' : '
‘ l D1scuss1onfof the overaII d1etary 1ntake of eIderIy
' part1c1pants and non- part1c1pants dur1ng wave I (1976 77) o

and Wave 11 (1982) _ o

Factors assoc1ated w1th h1gher 1ntakes ' T N
~ Program contr1but1on to elderly d1etary intake L

An analysis of the d1etary intakes of tracked eIderIy at two»'

points in t1me dur1ng Wave I (1976 77) and dur1ng Wave II
(1982). N N .

e A spec1aI anaIys1s of canr1c 1ntake which was found to be o
4 o Tow for large minorities of eIderIy part1c1pants and -J_-z
‘non part1c1pants : ' '

see Recommended Dietary Allowances (Ninth Edition), Committee on -

Dietary AIIowances, Food and Nutr1t1on Board, Nat1ona1 Academy of
Sc1ences, 1980

L

B 2See Pao, E. & M1ck1e, S. “Problem Nutr1ents 1n the Un1ted States, Food

echno]ogy 19815 58-75. |
W
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1. Overview of Key. Findings

. Eat1ng a program meal (whether congregate or home-de11vered)';‘ﬂ_

'substant1a11y enhances. dietary intake. This finding is’
'cons1stent W1th results found in wave I. §

| °* Eat1ng a program meal, rather than part1c1pat1ng 1n the ‘
program per. se, 1s-responsib1e for 1ncreased d1etary 1ntake

e (.‘Nave to-wave data 1nd1cate that the program continues to
f_-substant1a11y enhance" dietary 1ntake. o

e Congregate part1c1pants benef1t substant1a11y from program
" meals especially for low 1ntake nutr1ents such as ca1c1um
and ca]or1es C

‘e Home- de11vered meal rec1p1ents tend to haVe the 1owest
" ~dietary intakes, but benefit cons1derab1y from consum1ng a o
‘program~mea1., D1ff1cu1ty chewing food, poorer_health

group.

e ‘.Respondents w1th 1ncomes below $6 000 had 1ower 1ntakes of
'gkey nutrients. Consumpt1on of a program meal e]evated _

" dietary intakes among poorer elderly respondents so" that it

was comparab]e to 1ntakes of more aff]uent respondents

e - Large m1nor1t1es of women and- men consumed 1ow-energy (1 e.
' Tow ca]or1e) diets. Women's energy intake ‘tended  to benefit
-from a- program mea1 On the other hand, only male part1c1-l .
pants who did. not eat a program meal showed modest]y Tower

status, and gender are related. to dietary intake among;this_v S

"energy 1ntake. Th1s suggests men may be more 1ike1y to rely*-'-*

g upon the program for the1h meals

Iv-8
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2. Overall Dietary -Intake

The measure of overall dietary intake is 2/3 of the RDA “for each‘of 9

1

key nutrients for one day. The RDA inciudes a margin of safety, so a

- criterion of meet1ng 2/3 of the RDA for each key nutrient was adopted f-'

~during Wave I and Wave II. . The data for Wave I and Wave II for _each
nutrient are shown in Table IV-1. - The dietary intake data obtained for a11
e]der]y interviewed during Wave II'are genera]iy ‘comparable’ to those found
in: other surveys of hea]thy o]der Americans.z, ‘ R '
These data show- that congregate dining part1c1pants and home-de]ivered
_ meai recipients whose da11y ‘total d1etary intake _reflected a. program meal-
showed improved intake for many nutrients Non-participants, former

'-,participants, and program participants who d1d not eat a program meal
showed - genera]]y iower totai daiky intakes Thus, d1etary intake improve-~v

ment is largely a. function of consuming a progr@m meészE¥her than s1mp1y
being enro]]ed in e1ther congregate din1ng or home-deiivery serv1ces
Other 1nterest1ng data in-Table .IV-1 show that for most nutr1ents,

t home- de11vered mea] recipients who did not eat a serv1ce mea] tend to show - |
" the Towest 1ntake This pattern ‘is consistent with ‘the facts that home- ,'

deiivered meal recipients are oider, less’ mobi]e, and are in: poorer. health

than other elderly groups interviewed. 3 Dietary intake of many nutrients - |

| dec]ines with advanc1ng age4 and restricted mob111ty may make keeping an.

b‘ampiy stocked larder more difficuit Thus, the home de11very service p]ays ii'ffé':l

a very 1mportant role in 1mproving the d1etary 1ntake of these e1der1y

]These nutrients were chosen because 1nformation about them is avai]abie ,

for a wide variety of foods. The source of this information is Handbook e

456 Nutritive Vaiue of American Foods in Common Un1ts, U S Department

_ of Agr1cuiture . . _

o 2See Pao, E. and Mickie, S. Prob]em Nuﬁrients in the United States

‘Food TechnoTogy, 1981, '58-79. ,

-uv;3See the Home-Deiivery SerVice chapter |

r4See ‘Bowman, B. and Rosenberg, I. Assessment of the nutritionai status
of the elderly, American Journa] of Clinical Nutrition, 1982 35, '

1142-1151. L
- Iv-9

»



" TABLE IV-1

PERCENTAGE OF ELDERLY MEETING AT LEAST 2/3 RBA FOR - ' - )
TUUUKEY NUTRIENTS DURING WAVE I AND WAVE 1T .~

- B ;_ Wave II (Wave I in Parehiheses)1

Cofgregate Dining é::?iDelivered

Participants .~ .» . __Meal Recipients - -

— T bDidNt -
-+~ . Did Not Ate A Eat A~ Non- : T
_ : Ate A . Eat A. - Program - Program -~ “Partici- - Former . -
o0 2‘ Site Meal Site Meal  Meal: - Meal. ' pating -  Partici- ..
Nutrient® = Yesterday ~VYesterday ~ VYesterday VYesterday . Neighbors ants. o
' ~ N=800 N=920 N =340 N=63 ~ N=1,039 ”-’iN = 249) -
(N =.765) (N =1,049) (N=0) . (N=0) . (N=1,788) \\ﬁy'?;O)r*;;
Calcium — 64% - 46% 58% 4% .. 47% , 49% . - -
4 - (67%) - (49%) - ‘ S o (47%) BRI e

Vitamin A . 70% - 50% “e4y . 46% . 55% T
o (69%) . (56%) . 7 (53%) o
Vitamin ¢ 79% - . 7% - -13% 18% . 7% . - 61%
; T sy (7). I ¢ ) N
Thiamin® - %% 8. . 90%. . 8% . 874 - 8%
. ) (79%) (79%) . 0 — - (7]%) . R
86z - 79% 8% - e - 8oy 7%
| @1%) (759 - B ()
Iron 4% 4% 19% 6% 11 18
(8ex) - (77%) - Y ¢ /) K
055 88 . . - 94% . .83% . . 88k . - 90% .
o (sem) o (7em) oo (ewy
protetn - 9% sos T 9s% © .90% 9% 9% ..
©calories 70 63t - 6% o 48% . 63% 633 -
BN 7 N - ) F O I () ISP

e T
%

~N1acin3"-

Riboflavin®

TDi‘etary intake was hotfasseséé&\fbr'home-delivekedfmeai re¢1pféntsﬂand;fofméh

participants during Wave I. ~ - Sl IV
E ZDiSCriminant'ahalysis reveaigdvthat héving.eaten‘a:condheéate'6rﬁh0me;de11vered,'vf“k

‘meal was significantly related to better overall diet scores (univariate F- -~~~ . =

- for congregate meal ‘participants, df =1 and 741, = 27.7, p < .01; univariate Fooooos

- for home-delivered meal recipients, df = 1 and 123, £11.8, p <..01). .See . . -

_-Appendices'U.énd Voo oo B Lo  ;5~ 

* 3The Wave-to-Have increases in intake of these nutrients may be strongly related
_ to 25%-50% increases in food nutrient enrichment levels that todk effect for . .

- these nutrients since Wave I while RDA's. for these nutrients have changed -

~~’]itﬁ1g.1-Sge Appendix U. - - T *“j?,"," L T e
R B ([
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‘The three lowest intake nutrients during Wave I were ca]cium, vita in A, .

and calories. However, substantial increases in the intake of each was -

- associated with having eaten a program meal.

This evaluation’ s data regarding ca]cium intake is consistent with
~-other studies: showing that popu]ations of hea]thy.‘non institutiona]ized
e]der]y are often less Tikely to meet: ‘the calcium. RDA than RDA' s for dther
nutrients. 1 ‘The significance of this result is heightened by the genera]

_ ~consensus that low ca]cium -intake may be one of severa] factors contri=

1y

buting to the pathogenesis of osteoporosis among e]der]y persons 2 3
It is therefore noteworthy that eating a program meal. is associated ;w

| with a rather substantma] increase in calcium intake. The degree to which.

' improvements in calcium-intake may help prevent or lessen the chances of

osteoporotic medica1 prob]ems (e.g. fractures) among older persons is not
- yet fu]]y understood however, many experts feel that increased ca]cium
intake will be - of benefit 2 Since calcium intake ‘was re]ativeiy Tow
during Wave I and continues to remain relatively Tow, greater provision of
“high ca]cium foods - in Nutrition SerVice meals could further benefit program
participants. ' . R : '
Vitamin A<mas also found to be among the Tower intake nutrients in
Tab]e IV-1 and this finding is cons1stent with other surveys of hea]thy,
free-liVing elderly Americans 3. Again,.‘conSiderabie improvement in N
intake was ‘associated with having eaten a Nutrition Services. mea]
Our discussion of ca]oric intake 1s deferred to a iater section of
this chapter ' ' -

]See 80wman, B. and Rosenberg, I{: Assessment of the nutritiona1 status

of .the e]der]y, American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 1982 35
1142-1151. . , A .

2Heany,'R et al. Ca]cium nutritﬂon and bone health in the e]der]y,

American Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 1982, 36 (Supp]ement) 986~ 1013
The efficiency with which calcium is absorbed deciines w1th age..

3See Bowman, B. and Rosenberg, I. Assessment of the nutritionai status

- of the elderly, American Journa] of C]inicai Nutrition, 1982 35

1142- 1151
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. to two
.winter months, while Wave II dietary intakes, reflect summer diets. Second,
‘enrichment standards for some nutrients have 1ncreased substant1a11y since

- Wave 1 with 11tt1e, if any, change in’ the1r respect1ve RDA s (see foot- f_‘

- note '3, Table IV-1). o ‘

' For the anaIys1s of Wave I dietary 1ntake; separate compar1sons were

pwave I

nger Wave I - Wave II d1fferences found 1n TabIe IV 1 may be re1ated
actors. Wave I dietary recall was conducted dur1ng ‘the fal

made between: congregate part1c1pants who had either recentIy‘entered the.

‘ pqggram or had been in the program for longer than one year A comparabIeﬁ;;f;
analysis is presented in Table IV-2. Overall, the Wave Il data show thathafbff'
substantial gains in 1ntake of - spec1f1c nutr1ents are "associated with
'consum1ng a program meaI Th1s was: the case during Wave I also. “Calcium, .
vitamin A, and canries rema1n reIat1ver lower. intake nutr1ents ‘and eating

N
a program meaI 1ncreases the1r intake. Due to increased enrichment of
foods, 1ntakes of th1am1n, n1ac1n, and r1bof1av1n have. 1ncreased since

There is one add1t1ona1 1nterest1ng pattern to be found 1in TabIe IV 2.
During Wave I, recent and- Ionger ~-term part1c1pants whose dietary 1ntakes

:“reercted consumption . of program meaIs had reasonany comparabIe intakes of
f‘flthree nutrients: calgﬁum, niacin, and iron. During Wave II, however, a
;ggj_larger proport1on of recent entrants who ate a program mea] met or. exceeded
7?f32/3 RDA for these three nutrients These data contribute to what appears

a*to be a "gap" between the Wave II intakes of recent and longer- term part1- ,

;c1pants ‘whose d1etary intakes’ reerct eat1ng at their congregate meaI

f
sites. This pattern may perhaps be best 1nterpreted 4n 1ight of other

: d1etary research showing that eIderIy ‘persons are more 1ikely to fall beIow 5

2/3 RDA for ‘each- of these nutr1ents 1 In this eva]uat1on, Wave' I
Ionger-tenn part1c1pants who ate at the site were generally older ‘than

recent entrants who ate at the site _ Whereas 45 percent of these Ionger-'f;'o*°
term part1cipants were 76 or oIder, 31 percent of the recent entrants were
‘as old. Thus, these intake differences’ appear to be most - pIaus1ny reIated _

to'the age compos1tion of the two groups rather than program factors

.

‘ ]See Bowman, B and Rosenberg, 1. Assessment of the nutr1tiona1 status

‘of the elderly, Amer1can Journa] of CI1n1caI Nutr1t10n, 1982, 35,
1142 1151. ‘ .

~



Id
'

| TABLE V-2 |
~/ PERCENTAGE OP RECENT ENTRANTS AND LONGER-TERM

CONGREGATE PARTICIPANTS MEETING AT LEAST 2/3. RDA
FOR KEY NUTRIENTS DURING WAVE 1 AND WAVE 11

wave II- (wave I in Parentheses)

Recent Entrants ' - ,Longer-TermAParticipants
_ - Did Not | \ Did Not
Ate A fat A Ate A ' Eat A
, Site Meal Site Meal Stte Meal Site Meal
“Nutrient @~ Yesterday Yesterday Yesterday Yesterday
R N =363  N.= 486 N=437 N =434
(N=765)  (N\=1,049) (N =541) . (N =420)
Calcium! 68% et e0% - 45%
o (66%) - © (50%) (68%) | (48%)
Vitamin A - 70% . 50% 70%. . 50%
o (69%) (56%) (69%)  (57%)
© Vitamin C 7Y R 7 N ;S i ')
ST qewy - g - (sw) . (723)
‘Thiamin -~ 92% 85y L
. (79%). (73%) (8oz) -~ (75%)
Niacin! . 91% 7% sz © M sy
o (81%) . (74 . (81%) . (76%) _
“Iron'. 8% - 1% 8% - %
o (86%) (77%) - (85%) . (78%)
Riboflavin .~ . 97% g8y - 04y 8%
O eom - (78Ry (8%)  (83%)
Protein 9% . . 9% 95% 8o
| o (96%) . (908) . (9s%)  (93%)
* calories . 73% - 61% o 68% 65%

- (73%) -~ (67%) S (73%) (69%)

[]

1Recent entrants who ate a program meal were more 11ke1y to meet or _
exceed 2/3 RDA for this nutrient than did 1onger term part1c1pants who ate
-a program meal (a]] x%, 1df, > 5. 0, p's < 05) v

S IW 13
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It is desirable to take an-overall view of dietary intake rather than

examine on]y one nutrient at-a time., Table IV-3 presents this more global
view of d1etary intake. '

These data clearly show that higher intake is associated with having
eaten a Nutrition Service meal and that this was true for Wave I as well as
Wave I1. s we. obserVed in Table IV<1,- home-delivered mea] recipients

“whose dietary intakes d1d not reflect program meals had the loviest dietary

intake, but;eating a program meal . made the greatest difference in total

‘dietary intake. A program meal contributed substantia]]y more to the daily °

intakes of home-delivered meal recipients than it did for congregate dining
participants. Home-de]ivered meal participants were nearly half aga1n more
1ikely to meet the 2/3 RDA criterion for 7 of 9 key nutr1ents if they had
eaten a program meal (i.e. an increase from 46% to 68% represents a 48%
proportional gain). Congregate participants who ate a- s1te meal’ were
proportiona]]y 28 ‘percent more likely to meet 2/3 RDA than those who did

- not consume a prOgram meal.

_Table .IV-3 a]so shows that dietary 1ntake has 1ncreased for part1c1-
pants who ate a\program meal and their non-part1c1pat1ng neighbors. This
may be due to substantial 1increases in enricnnent standards for some
nutrients (see Append1x U) and 11tt1e, 1f any, change 4n the respective
RDA's. ' '

-



TABLE V-3

PERCENTAGE OF ELDERLY MEETING OR EXCEEDING 2/3 RDA'l 2

FOR AT LEAST 7 OF 9 KEY NUTRIENTS. .

Congregate Dining

/

Home~Del{vered

Participants . Meal Recipients
¥ Did Not
‘ Did Not - Ate A Eat A Non- L
Ate A Eat A Program Program Partici- - Former
Site Meal = Site Meal.  Meal Meal pating - Partici-
Yesterday Yesterday " Yesterd~y Yesterday Netghbors‘ pants
Wave I3 72% 612 Not. Not 56% NGt
(N =.765) (N = 1,049) .Assessed . MAssessed (N =] 788) Assessed
Wave 114 7% . 60% 68y 463 632 61%
(N =800) (N =2920) (N §}340) (N = 63) (N =1 ,039) (N‘~ 249)
. i
. ,
No effort was made to rank one nu%r1ent as more important than another

1

2Higher‘ Wave II 1ntakes may be due”to 1ncreased nutrient enrichment of foods and 8

RDA's which- have remained fairly donstant since Wave I.

3Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y (x2, ldf

4Percentages differ significantly (x2, 1df =

IV-15

50.3, p <

55.7,.

p .07).

54

01)

‘See Append1x u.

E1der1y who conédmed
a program meal were more likely to meet or exceed 2/3 RDA for 7 of 9 key nutr1ents

E1der1y who consumed -
a program meal were more 11ke1y to meet or exceed 2/3 RDA/for 7 of 9 key nutr1ents
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‘31 | S1te and Persona] Factors Re]ated to Overall Intake ‘
‘ A key f1nd1ng “is that eating . e1ther a s1te or. home-de11vered mea]
‘\ ;‘vimproves the daily d1etary 1ntake of e]der]y part1c1pants “Additional -

’:'mu1t1var1ate ana]yses] were conducted ‘to. 1dent1fy program and respondent v ;'

7f" jr_character1st1cs pred1ct1ng whether persons either met or did not meet 2/3,1ff

‘ f'RDA for -at “Teast 7.:0of- the 9 key nutrients d1scussed ear11er. ‘These B
» -ana]yses conf1rmed the ear11er finding that eat1ng a. program mea] was the-f
}’ most powerfu] program re]ated predfctor of dietary 1ntake

e Other*Program Factors AsSociated_with'HigherTIntake”f"5"

R Congregate and&home de11vered mea] rec1p1ents who reported
4. - that Service meals usua]]y tasted good had h1gher daily

‘ S ‘dlintakes Only § percent of congregite part1c1pants and” 8% N
- t"",' . of home-delivered meal rec1p1ents felt ‘the mea]s did not VR
e tusua]]y "taste good WO R I

. e VAmong home de11vered mea] rec1p1ents, h1gher da11y 1ntakes
L were assoc1ated w1th ‘

-“s;‘ S1te§~that offered shopp1ng ass1stance _”-‘

. ,.f L 'fi;f.v_-' S Hav1ng to pay for the mea1, e1ther through
" - ' a f1xed fee or donat1on i

i
- - SN -
y - ' L . .
. _x : . .o '

1See Append1ces V, w, and X: for a descr1ption of the ana]yt1c techn1que

2 +
See. A end1ces U and V. .
| pp ~
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. f~ ‘f'S1tes where mea1s were prepared by a
contractor or caterer rather than prepared o
by staff. Because- this f1nd1ng was obtained
for total daily intake (1 e.:2/3 RDA, criteriong
‘spec1a1 analyses compared 1ntakes d1rect1y
-.'attrrbutab1e to program mea1s Intake irect]z
| '-attr1butab1e to contractor-prepared mea1s was
" no different than ‘that attributable to staff-
'_»jprepared mea]s 1 e have no def1nitive
'exp1anation for this. f1nd1ng regard1ng tota1
.;da11y 1ntake, s1nce there is. no. advantage -
‘conferred to those who consume contractor-l
?or caterer-prepared program meals.' '

g ¢ : : % . . o

J. o - ' ‘*‘.‘. ) . Lw

. Personal. Factors Associated w1th H1gher Intake
Severa] personal, demograph1c,,and hea1th character1st1cs were found
to be pos1t1ve1y associated with da11y d1etary 1ntake Among: partic1pants,

~ non- part1c1pants, and home-delivered meal rec1p1ents, those with higher '3‘”

__,1981 annual household  incomes . were more 11ke1y to meet the | 2/3 RDA
fcr1¢er1on for 7 of 9 key nutrients. In add1t1on ' e

| y .
() :'Congregate dining part1c1pants who were ab1e to
independently care for thewr homes had h1gher

o d1etary intakes. . . R ~

5 'Among home-de11vered mea1 rec1p1ents better 1ntake was
pos1t1ve1y re1ated to
o : _ : m ,
~ '-’, EnJoy1ng eat1ng and hav1ng{11tt1e d1ff1cu1ty
' ‘cbew1ng food. oW

L)

1Respondents who ate contractor and site prepared mea1s were equa11y
. liKely to meet 1/3 RDA for 7 nutrients during the 11 00 A. M - 4; 00 P. M
v per1od (x2, 1df, = 0.9, p > 05) : R

. L % A 7 S
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- e Feeling one s hea]th was reasonab]y good
hand had not declined’ dur1ng the past year.
- Genderb"Fema]es'repOrted someWhat highek"~f”n
~ daily fntakesll (71% of- home-de]ivered mea]
_ recipients were - elderly women ) v* o

e .',Among'-non—participatingz_neiothrs,‘of _congregate ;meaf
participants. higher intakestwere;reported'by'e1der1y'who:

- IWere not marr1ed or wereg. w1dowed but. .

A -’he]ped someone else cook meals and weref~'

11ke1y to eat with others at home.
eoe - iLived 1n househo]ds not rece1v1ngbfood
~stamps. (10% of households received: food

'}stamps) ; ' '

y -
! 1 -
&
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4. ProgAam Cdntribution to- Dietary Intake B .:W-‘

The enabling 1egisiation for the Nationai Nutrition Services for the

'Eideriy stipulates that 'mea]s should provide one-third of ‘the RDA. of
course, providing appetizing, nutritiona11y ba1anced mea1s does not assure' ff i.~m
that e1der1y will consume ‘them in their entirety A1though direct assess?'-~f”

_ ment of the nutritionai content of meais served was outside of the scope of

the present evaiuation, other independent evaiuations of the program have
found that meals served generaily meet the one-third RDA goai 1 '

Table IV- 4 shows 'the. degree to which respondents who did or did not - id_f.gh

consume a program meal were 1ike1y to ‘meet the 1/3 RDA - criterion for

These -data show quite c1ear1y ‘that 1ntake during this period of ‘the

'spec1f1c nutrients during the 11:00 A M --4:00 P.M. period.

~day is considerabiy improved by. consuming a program ‘meal. Consumption of
Tow intake nutrients (1 e. ca1c1um, vitamin“A," “and caiories) is 1ncreased oo
" by either a congregate or home- deiivery serv1ce mea1 These rather 1arge o _
;differences associated with the program meal raise an interesting hypothes1s. o
‘ For many" participants, the program mea1 ‘may be “the 1argest or most nutri-

tiona11y ba1anced meal of the day K
Tabie IV 4 a1so shows that program meals ‘were most successfui in

6)ygett1ng the foiiowing nutrients into- participants dietary consumption
i .protein, r1bof1av1n, niacin, thiamin, and 1ron. Program meals. were less

successful in getting the following into. participauts dietary_consumption _
calcium, caiories, vitamin A, and vitamin C. -
Home-deiivered meal recipients .whose dietary data refiect a program

. mea1 show marginaiiy Tower intakes for many nutrients which 1s consistent

¢

ﬂwith prev1ous anaiyses in this ;ection of the report. This is probab1y due s
:  to two findings. 2 Home-deiivered meal recipients. reported more diffi-' '

2

x_cuity chew1ng food and, thus may not have been ab1e to consume meals in

their entirety. They also felt meal. portions were somewhat 1ess adequate

.jthan d1d congregate dining part1c1pants.v -

3 1See‘Analxses of Food Service Delivery Systems Used: 1n'Provid1ng

Nutrition Services to the E1der1y, Kirschner Associates, Inc , 1981.

See Home-Deiivery Service chapter for these anaiyses. o

4
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7 TABLE IV-4.

| FERCENTAGE OF ELDERLY WHO CONSUMED 1/3RDA  °
DURING THE 11 A.M. = 4 'P.M. PERIOD °

1

SRR . Did Not Eat
Ate.A Program Meal ., . A Program Meéal

Congre-_ . . Congre- | o

- gate -~ Home- gate * * Home=- - . , S

' " Dining - Delivered Dining ° Deljvered - Non- *  Former. "

- RER Parti=  Meal  .Parti- ‘Meal =~ -~ Parti= . Parti-. -

Nutrient! ~ cipants: Recipients - cipants: Recipients -~ cipants. ctipants -

- (N=800) (N=360) ~ (N=9200 ~(N=63- (N=1,039) (N=289) "

~caleium 51% s0% . 264 < 30% AR

7 VitaminA 55§ S04 28t 3% AR |

VitaminC - se% s . 3es . 4% %% 3% -

. Thiamin CoTm o e sa o dmo. s o sey
 Nacin - 7% - 66 524 BT Y S 2

. ron .. . 7% - 674 . 464 B VY " S |

Riboflavin. 78 7s% . 57% S sen o 5%

 Protein " em . 8w . e 6% 60 . 58

Ccalories 53 . 48% . 3% 30% 3y - 31

]E1dek1y»ﬁho_§te a prbgréh‘meé1'wefe significantly more likely to.meet~1/3:RDA S
~ for each nutrient (all x2, 1df, > 90.0, all p's < .01). o e e




Earlier, we noted that ca1c1um was a re]ative]y low intake nutr1ent
-and discussed the significance of - th'ls f1nd1ng in terms of osteoporos};; '

o At“that t1me it was_suggested that provision of more calcium rich fo

“could ‘benefit the elderly. Data in Table IV-4 clearly show that. -consuming
a program mea] is . re]ated to a substant1a] increase in calcium 1ntake For:
examp]e, eating a program meal near]y doubles the number of congregate

part1c1pants who meet 1/3 RDA for calcium dur1ng the 11:00° A M - 4: 00 P M.

| . period: »

. “Table IV-5 shows the percentages of e]der]y who. consumed 1/3 RDA for'
the 9 key nutr1ents during Wave I and: wave II. Overall, it is ev1dent that -
the nutrition . program cont1nues to supply a substantial proportion of
elderly d1etary 1ntake, but -some changes have - occurred since wave I. .
Elderly part1c1pants show wave to-Wave increases in the consumpt1on of two '
nutrients: _thiamin and iron. wh1]e improved th1am1n intake is probab]y
due to ]arge 1ncreases in. th1am1n enrichment s1nce wave I] increased
-1ron intake. cou]d ref]ect e1ther differences "in the mea]s served or
changing food preferences among the ag1ng samp]e of program part1c1pants
Vitamin C 1ntake hasudec11ned since: wave I, but this is probab]y due -
to either or both. of two factors Citrus consumpt1on may be 1ower during

o . summer months (wave -1 wasﬂconducted during the fa]] and winter; Wave II

occurred during the summer) "Also, the RDA has been ra1sed by approx1-
‘mate]y one- th1rd since Wave I. 2 , . A

As noted ear11er, calcium and ca]or1es were re]at1ve1y low intake
' nutr1ents Table IV 5 shows modestly Tower intakes of these two mutrients_
from the program meal dur1ng wave II. Ne1ther of these d1fferences should
necessar11y be .interpreted to mean that the _program ‘meals now conta1n less
of these nutr1ents, since the data. in Table IV- 5 reflect. consumption. .Asf
_ seen”insTable V- 4, the program st111 contr1butesLsubstantia]]y to calcium
'1ntake Reduced ca]or1c 1ntake firom Wave I may simply mean that part1c1-'
pants, ‘who are- now o]der are eat1ng ‘less. A ]ater section will address
caloric intake.’ ' ' -

[13

_ ]See Append1x U for a d1scuss1on of nutrient enr1chment changes that have -
occurred s1nce wave I. : , :

'zSee Append1x U.
Iv-21



TABLE -5 N "‘.‘ C

PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPANTS WHO CONSUMED 1/3 RDA
FROM A PROGRAM MEAL '

“

vave ! ' Wave o
| o ‘ . Home- .

| Congregate .. o Cbngregate‘ Delivered ,R.‘
- Dining. =~ Dining - - Meal

e meipes s g
calem s R, sy o
Vitamin A . - s s - 5w

VitaminC 6% sm - sm

Thiamin 8% o0 e
CNiacin aw: 1w 66w
ron 5T s ek
Riboflavin 75%. ey EE S
Protein < - ess. - a1 . e

CCalories 6% . osw - am o

-




5. Priérity E]der]y and Consumption of Low Intake Nutrients | ,
A major question addressed by this evaluation 1s the degree to which

-the Nationa] Nutrition Services help. meet the needs of priority e1der1y

" Priority e]der]y consist of 1nd1v1duals who are._‘

' - C. )
. . R : . o

[

Poor o S
Ethnic m1nor1t1es t.'.‘ﬁi _ f - ); |
Socially isolated P |
75 years of age or older:

Non-Englfsh-speakers

D1scr1m1nant funct1on analyses] reveafed_that income was Signfficantly“
: re]ated ‘to dietary intake in participant, home-de]ivered'meal; and non-
participant samp]es Spec1f1ca11y, respondents with higher 1981 annua]

_:fam11y incomes were more likely to meet or exceed the 2/3 ROA criterion for

7 of 9 key nutrients. None of the other pr1ority character1st1cs were _f
; found to reliably predict d1etary intake. ' .

To further- invest1gate the impact of 1ncome and program part1c1pation
“upon dietary 1ntake, the data contained in Table IV-6 were analyzed Th1s.

- tab]e presents d1etary 1ntake data for three re]at1ve1y Tow 1ntake nutr1-f.'

ents 1dent1f1ed ‘earlier (i.e. calcium, vitamin A, and ca]or1es)

This analysis. shows two 1mportant results. F1rst, consuming a program‘ '

S meal substant1a11y elevated intake. But perhaps most 1mportant1y, eating a -

.program mea] s1gn1f1cant1y reduced income-related 1ntake d1fferences for

g@]c1um and calories. Whereas higher income was s1gn1f1cant1y assoc1ated.'

with higher intakes among those who did not consume a program mea], income
made no difference if respondents dietary intake data ref]ected e1ther a
‘congregate or home-delivered meal. T
Thus, it is’lear that the negative 1mpact of 1ow income upon diet 1s}3'
substant1a11y ame11orated by consuming a service meal. This effect is most -
) str1k1ng for specific. nutr1ents wh1ch tend to be consumed 1n re]at1ve1y
1ower quant1t1es by elderly persons ' ‘

~ Tsee Appendices V, W, and X for a description of the analytic techniques.

T
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TABLE V-6 7

: ' . RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DAILY DIETARY INTAKE
G OF LOW INTAKE NUTRIENTS, PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
o ' AND 1981 FAMILY INCOME :

o ‘ | . Did Mot eat!
_ “Ate A Program Meal A Program Mea]
Met or Exceeded®  Below a $6,000 -  Below . §$6, 000
- 2/3 RDA . $6,000 . or More - $6,000 - or More -
| ' (N=678)  N=409) . (N=T,107) (N‘i,ﬁ77)-
Calcium . 6% e 424 5%
Vitamin A 65%  74% T 46% . 54%
Calories . 7% 78 - 6 13%

R

]Includes a]] respondents who did not eat a program meaI (1 e.
part1c1pants home-delivered mea] rec1p1ents, non-part1cipants
~and former, part1c1pants) A .

2Among those who d1d not eat a -program mea], income was s1gn1f1cant1y
, re]ated to higher intake for each nutrient (a]] x2, 1df > 5. 4,

u“;;,;_LW,MWAmong those who consumed a_program meal, income was s1gn1f1cant1y
‘ related to higher intake of Vitamin A (x 1df- = 7.9, p < .01),
but not for ca1c1um or ca]or1es (al x ; ]df,-< 2 9, p s> .05)
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- 6. Tracked Respondents Dietary Intake

o il

The or191na1 design of . the Eva]uation of the Nutrition Services. for
the Elderly ca]]ed for track1ng and reinterviewing cohorts of respondents

- each year for a period of severa] years., Because of the approx1mate1y B
. six-year interval between Wave I and Wave II, many of the or191na1 1ongitu-

dinal aspects of the research des1gn‘have been lost. However, substantial .

- efforts were-made- dur#ng Wave-il—to“track" nd— re1ntervTeW'as_many”wave I

elderly as possible.- 0vera11, 42 percent of tracked Wave I part1c1pants

. and non-participants at sites in the Wave II sample were successfu]]y b
<re1nterv1ewed 1 L : '« ‘ ‘

“In this sect1on we present ana]yses of tracked respondents d1etary
1ntakes A]though causal inferences regard1ng program 1mpacts upon dietary
intake at two widely separated points in time are difficult to make with an-

- acceptable degree of confidence, the bas1c po]1cy quest1ons rema1n unchanged.

Has remaining enrolted in the nutrition program been of benefit? Add1t10n--
a]]y, has dketary i ta dec]1ned for those respondents who no 1onger
act1ve1y participate in the congregate program? Table IV- 7 presents a.
summary. of the data for the 716 tracked respondents for whom all relevant

Wave I and Wave II data were available.

&

!

See the Methodology Appendix for a descriptton of the tracking procedures..
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©OTABLE IV-7 - .

== PERCENT OF REINTERVIEWED CONGREGATE -PARTICIPANTS AND NON-PARTICIPANTS]’2
. MEETING AT LEAST 1/3 RDA FOR 7 OF 9 KEY NUTRIENTS
'DURING THE 11:00, A.M. - 4:00 P.M. TIME PERIOD
' . DURING WAVE I AND II o

. Wave II Intake
/ T Sti11 Active .

‘ . ' _ . Participants o
e e - , S - — - i e e L :-' ‘“D"d NOt o DY‘Opped
e e - Ate A Eat A Qut .
‘Tracked R Program . Program  of the
Participants . Wave I Intake™ Meal Meal . - Program
‘Ate A Program®  70% TS 7% 60%
. Meal During . (N=184)  ~ (N=87) (N=52) (N=45) .
Wave I - _ . L o )
Did Not Eat A° 509 - - 735 40%  45%
Program Meal . (N = 262) ' (N=59) (N=797) (N=104)
-During Wave I o . ) o ‘
- o : ' - Are Current
A - © - Participants -
- Did Not -
L R v - Ate A Eat A o T
Tracked” . o : Program. - Program = Still Non- :
Non-Participants™ = Meal Meal Participants
47% . 62% 50% o 46%

. (N=270) . (N-= 13) (N=20) (N=237) '_'

]Dietafy'intaké for participants who ate a program méaJ reflects the:
program meal itself during this time period; ' s

' 21980 RDA's were used for all intake data to control for any.apparent
differences related to increased nutrient enrichment standards since

. Wave I. See-Appendix U. Hence, Wave I-data in this table can only

" be legitimately compared wi th:{aven\ld‘ata in Tables IV-8:and IV-9.

' 3Du'ring wave'I, barticipants wh ateva»pkogram‘intaké Qeré,significant]y |
.more 1ikely to meet at least 1/3 RDA than respondents who did not

consume“a.program‘meal'(x?g-ldf,-='25.3,'p < .01).

4During Wave II!§thdse who consumed a program meal had intakes comparable
~ to’ those who did not eat a program meal (x?, 1df, = 1.3, p > .05).

. Spuring Wave I, those who had a program meal had significantly higher ..
% intake (x2, 1df = 15.8, p <.01). SR - ' :

. 6During wave,II,'thbseﬂwho ate a program. meal had intakes comparable to
- those who did not eat a program meal (x2, 1df.= 0.7, p > .05), '

S | R O Iv-26 -
Q - ' A .., f' . . | AR i;ii' _

»e



_part1c1pat1on per se. For example, Wave I part1c1pants who consumed:-«

B

Data in Table IV-7 reflect dietary intake during the 11:00 MM, ¥"4;00 '
P.M. period. For respondents who ate a program meal, meeting or exceeding

- 1/3 RPA 15 therefore directly attributable to consumption of program mea]s

The data in Table IV-7 reveal two significant findings. First, dur1ng

" Wave I, participants who ate.a program meal were more 11ke1y.to achieve the

1/3 RDA criterion than those whose dietary intake did not reflect a service
meal. Secondly, benefits of eating a program meal during Wave II are only

'found*for'e]derly who did not consume a program'meal during Wave I.

Contrary to what might be expected, respondents . who ate a.program meal
dur1ng Nave I, but have since left the program do not exh1b1t significantly
lower 1ntages dur1ng Wave II. Also, the very small-sample of Wave I

" non-participants who have enrolled in the program and ate a_program meal
during Wave II show intakes comparable (a1be1t marginally higher) to

elderly who have remained non- participants over the past few years (i.e.
62% vs. 50% meet 1/3 RDA). c . Ay .

The results in Table IV-7 appear to 1nd1cate more about the nature of'
active 1ong -term participants than about the d1etary 1mpagt of progray

six .years ago were significantly more likely to have rema1ned in t‘-};
congregate program than tracked participants who did not consume a program

~ meal during Wave I (75% and 60%, remained in the program, respectively). 1
Furthermore, tracked participants who had consumed a meal six years ago
‘were significantly more likely to have eaten a program meal prior to be1ng

1nterv1ewed during Wave II (47% vs. 28% of tracked part1c1pants w’& did not
consume a program meal during Wave I) - :

Those who ate a program meal pr1or to being interviewed du ing both
Wave I and Wave II may find particular’ enjoyment in eat1ng and may consume
their.largest daily meal during the 11:00 A.M. - 4:00 P.M. period. Hence,

~one might expect little observable impact of program meals upon the1r

dietary 1ntake dur1ng this per1od of ‘the day.

Percentages differ:significantly (x2, 1df, = 11.0, p < .01).

2 1df, = 10.9, p < .01).

“Percentages differtéignificant]y (%

+ | Iv-
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‘ 7. Supplemental Analysis: Caloric Intake ° \‘\\,/’

‘ Previous analyses 1dent1fied calories as a relatively low 1ntake
nutrient among respondents dur1ng both Waves of the evaluation. Energy
intake (1.e. ca]oric 1ntake). however, was significantly enhanced 1if
respondents'’ d1etary 1ntake reflected a program meal, although
approximate]y one-half of respondents who consumed a program meal still did
not meet 1/3 RDA .during the 11:00 A.M. - 4:00 P.M. time period

This section presents a closer examination of energy intake and 1s a
special analysis of people with very Tow caloric intakes. Two 1ssues are
of interest. First, what percentage ‘of respondents were found to be
consuming low energy diets? Secondly, does eating a Nutrition Service mea]
enhance the energy component of diets?

The analyses presented in'Tables IV-8 and IV-9 identify the

v percentages of respondents-with Tow total daily energy intake controlled
‘ for gender and age.] Separate.comparisonS'are made between respondents
who did and did not eat a program meal. Low.dai1y caloric intake for
females was defined as being below 1,200 Kcal; for males it was below 1,400
Kecal. Overall, 32 percent of respondents were found to have very low
caloric intakes. |

Data in Table\IV 8 are for females. They show some interesting
general patterns and one or two major. d1fferences ~First, fully one-third
of all womsn respondents regardless of age group had daily caloric intakes
below 1,200 Kcal. Se ondly, older wpmen were marginally more likely to
have low intakes (31% vs. 26%, respezzively).z '

: ]Calor1c RDA's vary cons1derab1y\by gender and age. See Appendix U.

) 2Th1s is con51stent with other d%étary stud1es demonstrating ‘an inverse
relationship between age and ca]o(1c intake. See Bowman, B. and
Rosenberg, I. Assessment of the nutritional status of the elderly.

: Amer1can Journal of C11n1ca1 Nutr1§gon, 1982, 35, 1142-1151.




TABLE V-8

< PERCENT OF ELDERLY FEMALES WITH LOW'* 2 .
' : TOTAL DAILY CALORIC INTAKE BY AGE

. Ate A v Coo
Program M/al' Did Not Eat A Program Meal

Congregate Congregate
- Participants Participants - .
and Home- - and Home- ~ Non-:
' Delivered Delivered "~ Participants
& . Meal ' Meal and Former
Age Recipients Recipients Participants
Less than 76 Years3 26% T 34% ‘ 34%
o . (N = 422) (N = 480) (N = 527)
Age 76 or 0lder® - o3 36% 37%
‘ (N = 368) (N = 257) G (N = 376)

D

_ . /
Less than 76 low intake = below 1,200 ﬂEa] per day. :
Age 76 or older low intake = be]ow 1, ZOO\Fca1 per day. ~

1

2500 Appendix U for RDA ranges . X o . : ;{
3Percentages d1ffer sign1f1cant]y (x , ldf 8.2, p < .01). Women

less than 76 who ate a program mea] were 1ess 11ke1y to have ca]or1c"'
intakes below 1,200 Kcal. _ .o

4Percentages do not sjgnﬁficant]y»differ (x?, 1df, = 3.], p > ,05);

‘IV-29
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x'. 0ther 1nterest1ng f1nd1ngs 1n TabTe IV 8 revea1 that l'y0unger" older

. f,,women (under 76 years) were s1gn1f1cant1y Tess likely to faTT 1nto the Tow

5Af1ntake group if they had consumed a site mea1 A s1m11ar, but stat1st1ca11y -
' 1non s1gn1f1cant tendency is also eV1dent for - women 76 years or. oner., ;l-fzg
'.;(Younger women, who may "be more act1ve, cTearTy benef1t from consum1ng a R
o program mea] The 1mportance of this f1nd1ng is high11ghted by the fact
1;that women Tess than 76 years. of age1 are the s1ngTe Targest segment of
‘{‘the sampTed Nutr1t1on Service popuTat1on (1 e. 43% of a11 sampTed
"congregate and home-deT1vered meal rec1pnents) v The second Targest s1ng]e
.:} segment of the Serv1ce popuTat1on cons1sts of women.who are 76 years or 7']”""
" older (1 e approx1mate1y 30% of responﬂents) Thus, a program mea1u . |
. renhances the’ energy component of the d1ets consumed by a Targe port1on of
the Serv1ce popuTation ' : -'3+ . N\ : o
o E TabTe Iv-9 - presents caTor1c intake data for males 1n thé less tnan 76
’ and 76 or oner age groups Twenty nine percent of aTT maTes had Tow }
| _energy diets, As was true: for femaTes, Qﬁﬂder"’o]der men (76 years +) were fé?f
... somewhat ‘more, Tikely to exh1b1t low caloric 1ntakefthan "younger" oner men7,:3{
. jless than 76%§ears of age (31% and 25%, respect1ve1y) ‘ . f,,
o ~'In contrast to what was found for women, eating a program meal’ d1d not ff“
o reduce the probab111ty of men consum1hg a Tow-energy d1et on the day.pr1or
u'j,'to be1ng 1nterv1ewed Rather, a- d1fferent although ‘no stat1st1ca11y 7
" signiFicant pattern is observed in TabTe IV-9.  ‘Men wgi weré program SO
-part1c1pants but did.not consume a program mea], were somewhat more T1ke1y :
. to show Tow energy d1ets than e1ther part1c1pants who ate a program meal orﬁ'
_non- part1c1pants. Th1s pattern is .somewhat more pronounced amﬁﬁg oner y
“men (43%_vs 31% ahd 30%, respect1ve1y) L ',. E

2Stat1st1ca] compar1sons bétween maTes and femaTes_f
! to d1fferent def1n1t1ons of Tow 1ntake..

.....




e '_::f TABLE 1V-9. I

* PERCENT OF ELDERLY MALES WITH Low! 2
. TOTAL DAILY CALORIC INTAKE BY AGE

v

- Ate A L ‘ . '
-Program Meal . . D1d Not E§§ A Program Mea]’

.- Congregate - --Congregate R '_' A ;V L
- Participants = Participants B
and Home- . . .and Home- .  Non-:
De11vered DeTivered T_Participants
S ' i - . Meal: .. Meal - and Former
,~._g_:——v—~f~~~-b" ‘gg_1p1ents ’ “,-Rec1pients . Participants

T T
o (N =t189) (N = 168) (N = 261)
Age 76 or Older®  —  31%. - Lo a3 o 303 ) :
S o (N=153) ~° (N=74) - (N=114) = =

Less than 76 Years

p . .
oA < .
4; '.I‘.' )'
—- % - N ]
St B A
L RN . - : . o
re y . . . . o i . s

R
= béﬁquﬁ],400 Kca] per: day ‘
Fgelow };400 Kca] per da;

- Tiess than 76 1o
' Age‘76 or o]der 1,

2See Appendtx* i

) T3Percentages‘do.not s1gn1ﬂ? antLy/d1ffer (x s ldf, = 0. 6, p-> 05)
Those who ate a-program. fied] wegp po less 11kq1y to have ]ow total
idaily caloric intake th B a]l 0 hers L R :

-4Percentages do not S1gn" ,>>.05);?f' L
Those-who ate .a program/ieal wgve no 1ess 11ke1y towhave Iow-totaly;%@@: 2
da1]y calor1c 1ntake fid _ g5 : LI 5




This gender re1ated pattern is. perhaps best 1nterpreted 1n 11ght of o

~:f1ﬁthe fact that males were . significantly less 11ke1y to’ cook for

Jf themse1ves.1 Male part1c1pants ‘'who 1ess often cook for themselvés may
" have come.to rely more upon the: program to provide nutr1tiona11y ba]anced
“meals. This hypothesfs rece1ves some support from: the finding that male
congregate part1c1pants attend their meal sites more frequently. than do B
7fema1e part1c1pants Nhereas 52 percent of males reported attend1ng the1r
-'s1tes at least four days a week 44% of fema1es attended so frequentl_y.2

o .
ict Y

1A s1gn1f1qant corre1at1on ‘was found between gender and norma] mea1 K
,preparat1on ( r=-.47,p <. 01) L 'jf“ﬁ. : )

: 2See mu1t1var1ate ftnd1ngs and 111ustrat1ve tab1e 1n Append1x D
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II. Introduction

In this section of the Impacts Chapter, data are presented regarding
e1der1y respondents ‘mobility, seif-reported health status, and 1nstitu- Lv
3tiona1ization. We wi11 describe the basic  Service- popu]ation and non-
part1cipants aiong these important dimensions at two pbints in ‘time:
;_Wave I (1976) and Wave II (1982). A second maJor focus of - th1s section
is to attempt to assess whether . respondents have benefited in terms of
mobility and héalth status,from 1ong term program participation. Specific.
~analyses were conducted comparing re1nterv1ewed Wave I- respondents to i
'assess changes in: their mob111ty and -health status. Four 1mportant
“sub- groups of re1nterv1ewed Wave I respondents were compared '

Those who remained'participants

Those who have left the program since Wave I
'Those ‘who have - remained non- part1c1pants

Those who have enro]ied in the program 51nce Wave I

-1
; “
¢ .

The assessment of program 1mpacts w111 rely primarily upon analyses
of reinterviewed Wave I respondents. A1though causal inferences regarding
. program impacts at two wide]y separated points in time are difficuit ‘these =
analyses, because of their descr1pt1ve content, are 1nformative.

‘For an assessment of the mobility -and seTf—reported hea1th status of .~
home-delivered meal rec1p1ents the reader is referred to the Home—De11very
Serv1ce Analytic Chapter. ' ' ’

-34
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_A. Overview of Key;findjngs

‘0 -.Part1c1pants are more mobile than the1r non part1c1pat1ng
neighbors. 0nce an e1der1y person enro11s, program part1c1pation -
may help keep them mob11e. o

° Those who have remained act1ve'1n the program'sinCe’Wave I have

rema1ned more mobile than respondents who either 1eft the program'.

or were never enrolled.

e A majority of_'respondents v1ewed their health positively.
'Non-participants, ~as_a ‘group, were no worse off than -
participants. T

. Wave 1 self-reported poor health appears to predict. enrolling in
 the program; Although based upon a small samp1e; Wave T
non- part1c1pants who have s1nce Joined the program were in poorer
. health and were more 11ke1y to be bedridden due to- i1lness dur1ng*
- Wave 1 than Wave 1 non- part1c1pants who. .remained ;
non-part1c1pants. - -

-

e Wave I se1f-reported poor health -also pred1cts whether '

1nd1v1dua1s are current1y 'enrolled in congregate or home-de11very'_”.
services. Those who are now home-de11vered meal rec1p1ents were .

: © ~.more 11ke1y to view the1r health in negat1ve terms s1x years ago.

0 T Tracked Wave I part1c1pants are somewhat more 11ke1y to have beenv‘j
- 1nst1tut1ona11zed since Waye I than tracked wave I non-
part1c1pants,» Th1s may be re]ated to the factrthat they were
TikeTy fto be s1ng1e and 1ess 11ke1y to have someone they cou]d
_rely upon 1n the event of 411ness. '

N ~ . ,. . L
k™ . . a
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B, Mobiiitye |

Tab1e Iv-10 ~presents the mobility characteristics of participant '
-groups and their non- participating neighbors during Waves T- and II L
Wave II data show that participants were ‘more mobile than non- participants
in"three. important ways. They more frequentiy left their homes (81% vs. |
. 68%), were better able to go out of doors without help (90% VS.. 84%), and
were more. 1ikely to be able to clean and maintain the1r homes by themseives
~ (89% vs. 85%). Respondent groups did. not differ regarding the use of
'_ mobility. restricting health aids 1in Tab1e Iv-10 (i e. canes, waiker or
~crutches, hearing aids). ‘ - - A
0vera11 the Wave II data show that desp1te their age (average 73 '
years) participants were quite mob11e and active and were more mobile than
" non-participants who were comparab1y old (average = 73 years). Furthermore,
- Wave II sampled participants are approx1mate1y as mobile as the- Wave I
'samp1e of part1c1pants despite the fact that, as a group, the Wave II sample
is older. For example, during Wave I about one-third. (34%) of all
congregate participants were 75 years of age or oider, but during Wave TI
41% were in this age group. ..
‘Thus, mob111ty is clearly re1ated to participation 1n the congregate
dining. program We suspect that 1ncreased mob111ty may be both a cause and
, effect of program participation On.. the one hand, part1c1pation pre-
supposes . a certain degree of mobility and more mob11e e1der1y persons may
have fewer difficulties getting to s1tes This is supported by the ear11er
f1nd1ng that frequenchbf ‘site” attendance among current participants
increases with better ob111ty 17 However, once an e1der]y ‘individual
'lbecomes an act1ve\part1c1pant part1c1pation in the program may be the -
. 'maJor factor responsible for getting that person out of h1s or her home on a
- more. frequent basis. Thus, mobiiity enhances the 1ikelihood of program
participation and may he1p keep respondents more mobile in the long run.

=.'1Mob111ty s1gn1f1cant1y predicted frequency of s1te attendance, IR
~ F (14 and 1023 df) = 42.4, p < .0l. See Appendix D for a description'
.of the mu1t1var1ate anaiytic technique ' o .
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Characteristic

Get Out,bf_House

~ Nearly Every Day .

Can Go Out of?
‘Doors With No
- Difficulty/ -
Without Help

Can Clean And3
~ Maintain Home

Use Canéf

Use WaTker/*
Crutches -

Using Hearing Aid4

_1Part1c1pan§s were- s1gn1f1cant1y m

Wave T ( x5 1 df,

1-"

" TABLE V-0 |
 SELECTED MOBILITY CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS

C oy

'

DURING WAVE I AND WAVE II

Wave II (Wave I in Parentheses)

. Particig;nts
_ ~ Recent D
;. Total ' Entrants Lon er-Term
N=1,735 - N=
(N=2,803) (N=1 831) (N= 972)
81% . 79% 82
(78%) . (77%) (79%)
© 90% 902% 89%
(Not : (Not . (Not
Avgilable) 'Ava11ab]e) ' Avai]ab]e)
(- |
89% 89% o 90%
- (87%) (87%). ~ (88%)
128 1% o129
(12%) - - (12%) (13%)
39 2%
(3%) - (3%)
6% 5% - 8y
(6%) (5%)

(6%)

ore: nnbi1e than
52.1, p <.01) and Wave IT (. x

3%
Rt R

on- part1c1
E, 1 df

' Non- L

Partic{gants _
N=1,039

-(N=1,797).

68% ..
(66%)

- 84%- _
. (Not o
‘ Avai]ab]e)_,.

85y
(85%)

) 13% -
()

pants during
79.8, p< 01)

2Part1cipants were sign1f1cant1y more mob11e than non- part1c1pants ‘

(x2,1 df,

= 21.3, P < .01).

3Part1c1pants were s1gn1f1cant1y more 11ke1y to be able to care for the1r .
> homes by themselves than non- part1c1pants during Wave II ( x2

p <
4
d1ffer (a11 x

.01) but not durfhg Wave I ( x?

» 1 df

s 1 df

05)
IV937

3.8, p s >

[

= 3.7, p >.05).

» 1df, = 9. 2

Wave I and wave 11 part1c1pants and non part1c1pants do not S1gn1f1cant1y '



’ X " X .
. . ‘ . o . f

Nave-to-wave comparisons of the data in Tab]e IV-10 reveal that sub-
'groups of 1nterv1ewees have not substant1a11y changed over the past six
years. . Similarly, participants were genera11y more mob11e than the1r nonQ o
part1c1pat1ng neighbors during Wave I. ‘ ,

The mobillty characteristics of tracked and reinterViewed respondents

will be presented in a later section. . v
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C.__;Self-Reported7Hea1th and Institutionalization

' A1l respondents were asked a series of questions regarding their
- current health status. These data are presented in Table IV-11. |
‘ Wave IT' data show that participants and non- part1c1pants had comparable
. percept1ons of their health and were equally 1ikely to have spent time in a e
~hospital or nurs1ng home dur1ng the past year: (23% for both groups)
Between 25-28 percent felt their overall health was fa1r or poor,‘near1y
one-half of a1T=respondents reported fair or poor eyes1ght, and ?éWer than
| one-f1fth had been bedridden due taq 111ness for more than a week dur1ng the ,
past year. -Small minorities of each ¢respondent group fe1t that the1r
overa11 health had declined during the past year (15% 16%)
Data for Wave I are similar 1n that no major d1fferences in this
category were obsgrved between congregate dining part1c1pants and the1r non-
_ part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors. Wave-to-Wave comparisons reveal that the percept1ons :
respondents had of the1r hea1th have not changed apprec1ab1y since Wave I
desp1te the fact that the Wave 11 samp1e ‘consists of - somewhat o1der
persons. ’ : ‘ :
Thus, the vast major1ty of respondents din both Waves fe1t the1r hea1th
“~~Twas reasonably good. T
' Changes in the health percept1ons of tracked and re1nterv1ewed e1der1y '
respondents from Wave I are d1scussed in the next section.

v/
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\/ © TABLE IV-11,
 SELECTED HEALTH CHARACTERISTICS OF
RESPONDENTS DURING WAVE I AND WAVE IT

Wave II (Wave I in Parentheses)

Home in Past Year

@y - (7

_;Participants and non-participants did not significantly différ'durihg
‘Wave II or Wave I on any item (all x2, 1 df, < 2.9, all p's > .05). '

IV-40 79 |

N

Participants -
ch i . > Recent . Non-
aracteristic otal Entrants Longer-Term Participants
. N=T1,735 = S ﬁ=875?: : N=1,039 =
' . (N=2,803) (N=1,831) _ »(N=972) ‘ (N=1,797)

Self-Rated Health 25% 26% 24% 28%

is Fair or Poor - (32%) (33%), . (29%) (33%)
" Health Worse Than  16% 15% - 169 163

Last Year ~ (Not. (Not - " (Not (Not -

, Assesseq) | Assessed) | Assessed) Assessed) . -
‘Fair or Poor a8yt 47% - 50% ! 46%
Eyesight (50%) QSQ%) , (51%) (50%);
“Fair or Poor - 36% |33% . 39% © 33y

~Hearing- (37%) (38%) - (36%) (34%)

Bedridden For More  17% 18% S 16% 16%
Than A Week Due To  (21%) (22%) = (18%) (20%)

I11ness in Past - L .

Year - I _

Spent Time in . = 23% 20 22% - 23y

Hospital/Nursing (19%) ©o(18%)




. ,m

D. Status of Reinterviewed Réspondents N | ,

Substantial efforts were made to track and‘reinterview as many Wave I
_respondents as, possible to ascertain whether their mobility and self-
reported health status had changed during the approximately six year period
. between Wave I and Wave II of the evaluation, Approx1mate1y 42 percent of
tracked Wave I respondents were successfully re1nterv1ewed
_ Comparisons were made between four basic sub-groups of re1nterv1ewed .
elderly respondents: - - KR

) Nave I Partic1pants Who:
-. 'have remained part1cipants, and
= those who have 1eft the program since Wave I ) ' Do

° Wave I Non-Participants Who : o 4
- have remained non-participants, and
' those who have enrolled .in the program since Wave I
Fe ‘ S R
Theﬁtwo'basic'questidns addressed in . the following section are:
1) are there observable differences between these four basic groups; and

- 2) are any- differences related to cont1nued program part1c1pation or. hav1ng L

left or Jo1ned the program since Wave I?

80




1.  Mobility of Reinterviewed Respondents AN

\ ’ '
 Discriminant function ana]yses1 revealed‘ two 1mportant mob111ty
d1fferences among re1nterv1ewed respondents (see Tabl Iv-12). )
While .each sub- group was: comparably mobile dur1 ng Wave I, those who
had continued to participate or who had. enrolled 1n the program s1nce
Wave 1 are now more mob11e than respondents who' had e1the:nie;Er enrol]ed
or had Jeft the program since Wave I.. Spec1f1ca11y. those who had con- .
t1nued to.participate for six years (79%) or who had. enrolled since Wave 1 ‘\\
(70%) are now more 1ikely to leavé their homes than either elderly persons who \\
remained non- -participants (62%) or those who had left the program since Wave 1
(62%). L | ‘
"Earlier we suggested that- frequent program part1c1pation may itself be
a major contributor to better mobility among. elder]y respondents
sufficiently mobile to be able to get to their sites. Add1t10na1 analyses
in Table IV-13 tend “toy support this inference and 111ustrate other
" interesting results. ‘ .
First, ‘those who rema1ned participants had been more frequent site
_attendee§ dur1n§ Wave I than participants who. eventua11y left the program
(See Table IV-13; 63% vs. 43%.attended ati1east three t1mes per_week
'respective1y) ’ ‘ : . o
In add1t1on to demonstrat1ng that attendance and mob111ty are pos1-'“
t1ve1y re1ated these data also indicate that less frequent attendees are

more 1ikely to Tleave the program. . ) b

———————————
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TABLE IV-12

PERCENT oﬁ REINTERVIEWED RESPONDENTS LEAVING THEIR®
HOMES NEAhaT EVERY DAY DURING WAVE I AND WAVE II

Reinterviewed Pdrtfciggnts B Nave I2 - 'Navé II3
Remain Participants® . 77% 79% (N=298)
Have Left the Program sy 62% (N=149)
- k e S
Reinterviewed Non-Participants =~ =~ ) |
Remain Non-Participants - 72 2% (Ns237)
Have Enrolled in the Program4 76% K 70%. (N=33)
\S‘l‘
.I "‘.
1. .
Source: Q. Cl
. 2Wave'(I) gercentages do not s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer (x2, 3 df;xé 2.0,
p > .05 : P o ' ,
SWave 11 percentages Significantly differ (.x2 1°df, = 9.2, p < .05).

Respondents who have 1eft the program or rema1ned non- part1c1pants are
now.less mobile. 3 L. .

4Inc]udes congregate dining part1c1pants and. home deliveréd mea1 Qm

\vec1p1ents -




N - PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS ATTENDING--,MEAL;SITESlf\
Lo AT LEASTTHREE TINES PER WEEK-DURING WAVE T
PO . i :
@ o Reinterviewed Part1c1pants y

Rema1n Partfg;pants

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



f“;e first anp]yses

hea]th status

Tv r s1gnrf1cant1y pred1cts which service (i.e. congregate or home-de11very) .
'f;f, re1nterv1ewed respondents have se]ected The‘small group who now rece1ve””

'su1tab1e for e'lder]y respondents._ ,'. o . S
©* “Two_other interesting health-related resu]ts were found. Multivariate

'analysesl revea]ed that among re1nterv1ewed part»'c1pants, ‘those:'who 1eft'
.the program s1nce Nave I were more 11ke1y to:

‘ i IS¥ Append1x YA for a descr‘ptwn of the mu1t1var1ate techque.» R
PR ( R o IV 45 o PR .,‘.i',>-’_-._‘;‘,',-’».l: R -_:
' H ! N A‘»"; o .84




Self-
- Reported

..’
Lo

, ) s R | .{,‘n
i * . o
oo J"’;ﬁ”’" . TABLE Iv- 1§ B
' WAVE I SELF- REPORTED HEALTH STA;US OFl/ e .
REINTERVIEWED RESPONDENTS BY CURREN““PROGRAM STATUS\ L
- . ’ ,' o " . . r"' ~‘
. B f // . i ;
- : . | R
2 ' [ e .‘\I'
. . / R o ;. r;:-' Lo
[ ™Have . .'_:‘j:."’;.
Enrolled in

2 .

Health..
-During

o “the Program
‘ ‘(N =151)

“Have Leftsz:. ‘Remain Non-
Partic1pants ;

Rema1n, o
Active-in :
the Program’-

Wave I

Exce]]ent/
Good A
‘\ o
Ayerage- S

: dur1ng Wave I

(N=29
57% o B9%

w4

df, = 6.0, p<’05)

Non-participants who have enrolled
|

.the Program.. . .°

How wou]d you raté your: hea1th genera11y at

“this. . .

' 1Source Q DlZ
t1me--exceT1ent good average fair, or: poor7
1 :
the program since Wave I were
"poor

2PerCentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y
more likely than all others to have reported the1r hea1th was -



" . TABLE 1V-15

% AVE'I SELF-REPORTED HEALTH STATUS oF!
. REINTERVIEWED RESPONDENTS CURRENTLY ENROLLED

e IN CONGREGATE  AND HOME-DEL IVERY \SERVICES

R
L pae
s

= R B Wave II Program Partigjpat1on """v wﬁ,”""fi.jf
.Se1f-Reported . / ' A
~Health - Congregate B :,-'~_; Home~ De11vered __";fp R

DuringﬁWave I - . . Participant '~ = © “Meal Recipient.

| 'r‘_ Exce]]ent/Good o “ 58% _ A_ o 33% -

FairfPoor 2% aey

- . .

TOTAL - 1005 o - 1008

1Source Q. Di2:

2

Percentages d1ffer sign1f1cant1y (x2 ‘1 df = 7 9 P < 01)
-Those who are currently enrolled in the home delmvery serv1ce were
more 11ke1y to report "poor" hea]th dur1ng Wave E :

°




part1c1pants (25% v§ )
“these groups was a1so fOund fo““w” &1
who left the program were more;,‘ _
"both before they had 1eft the program and after they actua]1y 1e £
fpart1c1pant rolls. In the Home-De11very Serv1ce ana1yt1c chapte
Lsuggested because of the1r dec11n1ng mob111ty and hea1th g;at .
foormer parti pants may be .a. potent1a1 service popu1at1on for home-:? .h'r
'de11vered mea]s. This - ana1ys1s lends’ some support to this 1nference and
o suggests that re1hterv1ewed partic1pants who are now “former. part1c1pants
~.may now. meet hea]th related e11gib111ty cr1ter1a used for screenlng and
@;enro111ng home-de11vered mea] rec1p1ents. o o :wn .‘,4‘ v
. Th1s sect1on 1s conc]uded with presentation of the data in Tab1e IV-16
d1sp1ay1ng the percent of . var1ous re1nterv1ewed groups who reported having-
\nbeen bedridden due to illness for more than a week dur1ng wave I and wave '.‘
N As can be seen, part1C1pat1on was not assoc1ated with th1s measure of!tfjigaf
: . R genera1 hea1th dur1ng Wave II. However, re1nterv1ewed non- part1c1pants who 'f; 3&
;ﬁﬁ°:7" - Swere to eventua11y enroll in the program reported being bedr1dden dur1ng R
?? ‘Wave 1 for -a 1onger per1od of t1me than any other group of re1nterV1ewed e
respondents. No differences were observed’ during Wave 1I. Tﬁ" qata,aré" _Vumgh
f‘cons1stent w1th the f1nd1ng that non- part1c1pants who Jo1ned{_ most R

i N . : : - o
. . ’ o ) . P
T T -
: Ty . . .
( Lt c . . . -
. . . - . . .
? Q!

¢ 1A statistically significant finding (F, 1 and 374:df, =.7.1,"p. < 01)
LA 4 .v,. .. '_ 3 - 4 [ &
ﬂ =48 .. L
o v N, e
. 15 LI \ .
-1 Lo




TABLE 1V- 6 }g -

" PERCENT OF REINTERVIEWED RESPONDENTS BEE:ifDENlj‘:' o

S L, UDUE TO ILLNESS FOR MORE THAN A WEEK
A3 L IN YEAR PRIOR TO wAvs,L4K’D WAVE'

.;,'j/, .

3

o Re1nterv1ewed Part1c1pants o Wave I g wave II

Remain Participants . - . 143 . 17% (N= 298)f:4
" Have Left the Programi' o o 23% ff _. 22% (Nf149)

i

B

, Re1nterv1ewed Non Part1c1pants

- [

'thema1n Non Part1c1paht5’ . Ji' ’ 25%" ) o h19% (N=237) - i" .
Te . ) . . 36% | | 18%(N=33) T - .

iR

: L&
B SR EE 3
. - g s:
e [N A ’ : 4
@ T ‘.‘m@%s MR

.o .
.. "«) S

R S

Source Q 03: Dur1ng the past year haw much t1me a1together were you s
in bed a11 -0r most of the dayubecad%e of 111ness or a: hea]th condition? i

0 2Percentages differ- s1gn1f1cant1§ Qaﬁgﬁl df, = 7 D p <l 201).
During Wave I, reinterviewed: non-parﬁnc1pants who' hav@ since
- joined the program were more 11ke1y to have been bedr1dden
"than a]] others. N : - S

7 ave Lé)PerCentages do' not s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer 32, 3 df,.= 2.2, " . T
p >0 DR o e

Y

T Iv-49




3. { Institﬁtfona11zat10n of Tracked'Respondents '

The success. w1th whﬁchéthe Nutr1t1on Serv1ces have been heTpfuT 1n N
prevent1ng the 1nst1tut1ona11zat10n of ]derly persons in Tong ~term care  °
- facilities is a d1ff1cu1t 1ssue to asse3é,_s1nce 1nst1tutiona11zat10n may -
‘5;..resu1t from a . complex 1nterp1ay of health and: soc1a1 factors.- 01der
: persons may “not aTWays dec1de for themseTves whether 1nst1tut1ona1 care, .
. home-care or anothe mg&hod is the\ best course of acti when they are no-
Tonger ab1e to 1nd endent1y care fo themseTves. In an 1nstances, the1r
ch11dren or reTat' es play an_important’ role in the cho ce of wh1ch c1rcum-1
~» stances can ‘bést meet the needs of they ererTy individual and the fam11y
For those elderly 1nd1v1dua1s with no famﬂyf’overnment may ‘use yet
Tfferent cr1ter1a to protect the 1nterests 0

der persons. Thus, the

‘fwho were reported to be 1nst1tut1ona11zed
were interviewed.’ .' SRR : _
As can be seen, 7 percent of aTT 11v1ng tracked respondents were .

reported to ‘be res1d1ng in- 1nst1tut1ona1 sett1ngs.. These data .also show o

. that tracked Wave I part1c&p€hts were more 11ke1y to have beer 1nst1tut1on- if? -

. a11zed than tracked non-part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors (8% vs. 4%, res ect1ve1y) Q.;,é

- . ) e

o oo . L Co 5

1See the. Methodo]ogy Append1x for a compTete descr1pt1on of the current
status- of tracked 1nd1v1dua1s. o . _-‘;_

52
s

, 2See the Longev1ty section of th1s chapter for an anaTys1s of tracked
. 1nd1v1dua1s morta11ty - v : N A

NS0 e e




TABLE V17

~ PERCENT OF TRACKED LIVING RESPONDENTS1
NHO HAVE BEEN-INSTITUTIONALIZED- SINCE WAVE I -

o

_‘A11"Trackéﬂxaé§ﬁondeats T o : ”:  (N=1,047) . R
o el . | '
Tracked Palr't'lcugants2
o _Tota1 e ' S
;RetentiEntrahts ) ) (

i

'.lgﬁnéér—Term P'a'rt'.-'i"cipants;. o

1

Non part1c1pants were s1gn1f1cant,y 'Iess 11ke]y,20,
ms{tjtutwnahzed than’ program.part]cnpgnts.;; (x ”

N -

y.' - . ..  o e .:_J ,h Iv-51 o
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This éattern is best interpreted in 1ight of several important
» differences that d1st1ngu1shed part1c1pants from their non- part1c1pat1ng
neighbors during Wave I. Although both groups reported comparable - hea1th .
percept1ons,1 participants were . s1gn1f1cant1y more 1ikely to have lived
a1one (53% vs.. 43')?'and were more 11ké1y to have been single (66% vs. 57%)
' »thanann part1cipants Furthermore, part1c1pants reported they - were
. -~ less, 11ke1y to have someone they cou]d cald upon for help if they became
p111 for. a long per1od of time (76% vs. 79% of non- part1c1pants)
_gthtnally, art1c1pants were more 11ke1y to report that none of their

‘ ii;

.....

ﬁazr1y easi]y visit (26% vS. 20% of non- part1c1pants) S 3
. " These data c]ear]y show that participants were less likely to be part-.
of support networks that could have reduced the 11ke11hood of institution-
a11zat1on Their. greater 1so1at1on made them better cand1dates for program
part1c1pat1on, but the program cannot feasibly prov1de the same degree and -
quality of day -to- day ass1stance and suppgrt that families can.

& o
T
e Lt

 Isee Tab]e Iv-11.

2See Tab]e IV-21 in. the Iso]at1on and Soc1a1 Contact sect1on of thvs chapter
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Overview of Key Findings

2

waveiI.and)waye 11 Findihgs

Status of Reinterviewed

S

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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CSECTION D -
'PSYCHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING
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"'e1der1xﬁrespondents assessments of their mood and. psycho

III. Introduction

In this section of the Impacts Chapter, data are pre ented regard1ng

T

ical well-
being. A1l data are based upon self-reports. ‘We will describe basic
“Service populat1on and-non-participants at. two po1nts in t1me 'wave;
(1976) and Wave II (1982). A second major focus: of this section is to
attempt to assess whether respondents have benef1ted in terms of psycho-
. Jogical well-being szm long-term program part1c1pat1on. Spec1f1c analyses
were conducted compdring responses of rg1nterv1ewed wave I respondents to
assess changes in the1r mob111ty and- health status. Four 1mportant

: suo—groupsvof reinterviewed Wave. ! respondents_were compared:

e . S
Those who remained participants _
Those who have left the program since Wave I =~ .
Those whofhave rema1ned non—part1c1pants .

g i< fom s

Those who*ﬁave enr011ed in the program- s1nce wave 1 .

L

£
-

i ’ T ' - 4’&,
The asse;sment of program 1mpacts.w111 vely pr1mar11y upon ana1yses of ;Q

'_ re1nterv1ewed Wave I respondents. Although causal “infeérences regard1ng

program impacts at two wide1y separated points in t1me are d1ff1cuPt’\these

analyses, because of. the1r descr1pt1ve*content are 1nformat1ve.

. ) : . e
ot : : . ’ . &




A. 0verv1ew of Key Findings i Y .

0 "Participants had somewhat more poFﬂt1ve perceptions of\their .
‘;jgenera1~we}1-being th nr hﬂﬁarti 1panfs.ﬂ This was also true

‘Nave I well- being appears to predict enro]]ment 1n theuprogram by
“.00 . ‘non- partﬂtipants._ In some instances, Wave I non- participants who
;W;gw“;v-3wv A_enro]]ed in’ the program felt worse during Wave I, but are now
R similar to other reinterviewed respondents.  Program participaL
tion should not be d1scounted as one reason for their 1mproved

affective state. : . T ‘
2
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B. wavé;fﬁand Have 11 F1nd1ngs

Dur1ng Waves I and II of the" eva]uation,'e1der1y respondents were
asked to describe the1r mood, and''sense of 1ife. sat1sfaction both in
genera] terms)and along .a ntpber of spec1f1c d1mens10ns (e. g§ 1one11ness,

“depression, boredom, restlessness, fee11ng p]eased about accomp11shments,

etc.).

LR

Two of the more 1mportant genera] 1nd1cators of psycho1og1ca1 we11-

“being are”portrayed in Table.IV-18: the percent .of respondents reporting
" being: 1n an “"unusually good mood" and “1obk1ng forward to doing something

in part1cu1ar next week " :
~ As can be seen, part1c1pants as a group were somewhat more 11ke1y than
noh= participants to have reported beiﬁg in an “unusua]]y gaod mood" on the

."‘day they were 1nterv1éwed (61% vs '65% of non- part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors)

This. pattern of difference was. a1so observed- during the ear]ier study

_t\(Wave I7n 1976/77). - . T e ¥ .

Data in Table IV-18 show a s1m11ar pattern for the 'second . g]oba1

‘measure of well-being.. During both Wave I and Wave II, program part1cvv’;“

7 pants’ reported a more positive future orientation. Oyera11,vrespondents

. were 1ook1ng forward to th1ngs such as

0 fV1s1ts with fam11y and fr1ends

o .~ Trips : Co T | U 5

(B 'A variety of activities such as garden1ng, f1sh1ng,
.'laand ﬁther hohb'es, and | '

.j..

they were 1ook1ng part1cu1ar1y forward to. ' ' A

A]@gough we cannot 1nfer that- better overa]] psycho]og1ca1 we11 -being

" is a direct result of program attendance, these patterns tend to re1nforce
,other differences between part1c1pants&and non- part1c1pants wh1ch#/}n sum,

cou]d contribute to the d1fferences observed in Tab]e IV-18. Pevjious: _
ana]yses have shown that, for their age, the samp]e of part1c1pants take an
act1ve stance toward life. ~They are _more frequent atterdees at re11g1ous g

»serv1ces, are ‘more 11ke1y to belong to clubs and other. soc1alﬁprgan1zat1ons,

~~_ and-are more’ genera]]y mobile than the1r ne1ghbor$“who have not. enro]]edl1n o




N ?ﬂ&;{}},. g TABLE R

- _ T MMLUSELECTED AFFECTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF -« * o
Y RESPONDENTS DURING WAVE [ AND-WAVE I1 ~ .- ~ = .°

—N

.. o . "uu o . ] i. L . . . : Lo . ;;'. _:0‘:"
. T T y
: R ) .k”
. : | e TP
: ’ Wive I17(Wave I in Parentheseés) o

LR
s 7. Non- .
~,Longer Term Participants o
, N=878 - N=1,039
“o (N=972) - (N=1,797) .

61% . 559
(58%) - (49%)_

Affective
Characteristic

“In An:Unustally
Good Mood On
Day Interviewed

o .

Respo_ndent'Is2 , J - B3% . .‘ 43% n
"Looking Forward = - (47%) = (46%) . (49%) (37%) -
To Doing Something.. . -~ -~ - . . EEEE g

: _In Particular"- - - _ o S
7 Next Week ST R @
- - /Al .v .‘ . .~ ‘ .4
< " -
{
VA3 < v, \; '. .
» " " * Q -

. 150urce Q. F1 .. ge

_Participants were s1gn1f1cagt1y moce 11ke1y to be in an. unusua11y .
L good mood than non- part1c1pants during Wave I (x , 1°df = 21 2, .
. p <.01) and. Wave [I (x v 1.df = 9 5 p <.01). .

2Source Q) F2 . o * 3%1T5\ :
‘Participants. were 51gn1f1cant1y more likely to be 1ook1ng forward to
=z something than non- parth1pants during Wave. I (x2 1 df\c 4. 1, - o
:'?TT7 p < 01) and Wave II (x2, 1df = 12. 5 p < 01) - : e

o \ A .
- 9 o ",’ Al %
. L, L R z . .
\ N ;
) - IV-57 N ) X
. :




k < a . ‘ l‘ : : . R Ji
the Nutr1t1on Serv1ces. Part1c1pants have genera11y po 1t1ve perceptwns o
.of themse]ves and the1r 11yes, and program part1c1pat1on is undoubted]y a
d1mens1on that adds éo the quahty of the1r 11ves. et
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SR S e ‘ « i \
/" C. Status'of Reinterviewed Respondents . N L e o )

. ' Spec f1c ana1yses were executed to ascerta1n whether changes in the
self-reported,psycholog1ca1 we11 be1ng “af re1nterv1ewed respondents was

_ assoc1ated with rema1n1ng in -the program, 1eav1ng itd or, enro]11ng in-

‘ @ e1ther congregate or home-delivered meal se\v1ce since w 1. '

" "»*qjscr1m1nant funtt1on analyses showed ‘that dur1ng Wave II the four f
.ﬂsub groups pf re1ntérv1ewed wave I respondents d1d not d1ffer on any affect
ffd1mens1on\ Therefore the1r responses reported in the earlnE?\study s1x
',years ago were exam1ned in some detail. .Two 1nterest1ng cha &5 ‘were o

’ffound and?these data are contained in Tables IV- 19Nand/IV 20. ' R

» Tab]e Iv- 19 shows the percent of re1nterv1ewed elderly- respondents who .

,reported fee11ng “part;cu]ar]y exc1tgd or 1nterested 1n‘fometh1ng dur1ng

_ the past few weeks." Table V- 20 presenos the percent\who reported fee11ng

"often or somet1mes 1one1y or remote from other people dur1ng the past few ;’

R \\

‘weeks.". : : .

 Both- tabIes show stab1]1ty of att1tudes from Nave to Wave for a11
groups of re1hterv1ewed e1der1y respondents 9xcept ongﬁ Wave I' non(’
part1c1pants ‘who have enroHedgn the program since Nave I. - : :

Although those who have joined the program are a smail group (N 33%0r ?1'

only 12% of all re1nterv1ewed Wave I non part1c1pants),_they ported

P bet~er psycholog1ca1 we11 -being during. wave Il. Sﬁec1f1ca1]y, hey were

' 11ke1y than all others to.be "exc1ted or 1nterested about S e¥h1ng"'

' ‘more 11ke1y to "feel 1one1y" dur1ng Wave- I. \MS1nce enter1ng the

_ prog however, they: report fee11ngs that are stat1st1ca11y comparab1e
' to other groups of ne1ntérv1ew‘h e1der1y respondents ' .
T : S $£ ' -
. ’ .’J. / ‘ . - .
. -

A [ . . : : N

“lsee Appendix .Y, Z, and AA for the results. _ L
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e TABLE IV‘19 e ',79?9}%5{ '
- PERCENT OF REINTERVIEWED RESPONDENTSL = 277°= ..
SOFTEN/SOMETIMES FEELING "PARTICULARLY EXCITED OR INTERESTED
LTI SOMETHING DURING THE PAST FEW"WEEKS"" -

e . P ;' '//,”_. :
o . (". ~,
P ‘;
o . ’ .. T L ’. g .V - " " .
~ Reinterviewed Particig&hts [ 'ane’I% L wave‘II'3 : i__,
; Remefh Part%cipants’fﬁ e 70%,. 3 719 - (N 293)
Have - L ft the, Program ‘ ".. < 612' o f”64% (N 149).
LN N P , _

. - - - ) ’ '.. '>.' . B
Reinterviewed Non-Particigantsf . ‘ ‘ | e
Rema1n Non-Pagticipants . - 63% - {-’4‘ 61% (N=237)*\“
'Have Enro]]ed 1n the Program 9%7 42% . '-Gfﬂ'(Né33)_i ‘-

' ‘,f' _ L . Gyl
< - : k LN | ; e &# ’
R

, 1Source Q F9c During the past few weeks, have you felt part1cu1ar1y
excited or 1nterested 1n somebh1ng often, sometimes , rare1y, or never?'

2Re1nterV1ewed non- part1c1pants who. eventua11y Jo1ned in the program were ’

. significantly less.likely. to report fee11ng "part1cu1ar1y eXC1ted" than
all .others during Wave I (x , 2 df, = 6.3,..p <.05). )

’ 3Percenta)lges do not s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer dur1ng Wave II (x s 3 df = 5,5,
p>05 : l _ ‘

b A | .
P

~
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‘ : TABLE V=20 -
\ . PERCENT 0F REINTERVIENED RESPONDENTS%y)
o OFTEN/SOMETTMES FEELING "LONELY OR REMOTE FROM THER PEOPLE
- _ _ S DURING THE PAST FEW WEEKS" ‘
IR A : e o = Lo T
W7 . { o
o M ) R
- . .- , . B : I S, a3 ’~ -
. AT A GO e e -
N ‘ [ o, _,vfu . . . o . . |
1Fl‘"'Re1ntenV$;wed Part1c1pants - Wave I2 : ‘wave*113
| - T T
" “Rema1n Part1é1pants R 28% 'C;27%'(N=29§)
'Have_LeftstheaP:/gram o 26% B 28%'(N=1ﬁ9)

Y

L Y ,_' _ ‘ | °.._
" Reinterviewed Non-Participants . _ S . (;

~ Remain Noﬁ—ParticiQaﬁﬁs S : : QZ%, ’ ‘,'f21%.(N=2§7)
Have'Enro]Tee in the Program. a8% . ¢ 36% (N=33) /

ISoche EQ F9h ur1ng ‘the last few weeks, have you felt lonely or
"~ remote from other eople often, somet1mes, rare1y, or never? _

N
2Re1nterv1e ed non- part1c1pants who eventua]]y jo1ned in the program
fe]t Tonell s1gn1f1cant1y more often during Wave I than all others

(x , 1745 = 8. 1, P < ,01). _ , N

3Percent§ges do not sngn%f1cant1y differ dur1ngﬂﬂéve IT ( 3 df, =
p > .05 e T o v - L

G




_ The effect of program part1c1pation cannot be d1scounted as one reason
;for better affect1ve state reported by those who have enroI]ed * However,

- it should.be noted that furing Wave I, ‘this small sample of Wave I non-
_partfc1pants«had apparent]y exper1enced health problems resu1t1ng in being
bedr1dden for a 1onger peripd than others (see Table IV-16). Thus, the1r
lack of interest 1n the wor1d around them and Tonely fee11ngs may ‘have been7"
strongly - connected with their Wave I health status. .As was shown ear11er '
'(see Tab1e Iv- 16), enrollees are now no more 11ke1y to be bedridden than: -
other re1nterv1ewed elderly respondents Improved hea1th and the act1v1ty
and social. opportun1t1es afforded by the, program, exper1ence may together
‘have enhanced the1r subJect1ve sense of we11 be1ng :

N
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‘-'iv:‘ Lntroduction;':3*‘

- : _ _
One'o' the. maJor goals of the Nutr1t1on Serv1ces is to he]p reduce:
sécial 1s'1atgon that ‘may character1ze less mobile, o]der Americans. ,%n«'”
. th1s section of the Program Impacts Chapter data are. presented regard1ng
respondents -social, act1v1ty and 1so]at1on.'.we will describe the basic |
'SErv1ce populat1on at two po1nts in t1me. Wave I (1976/77) and Wave II
(1982) Sec6nd1y, we wi]] descr1be f1nd1ngs for reinterviewed Wave 1
respondents. Four 1mportant sub groups of re1nterv1ewed respondents were

‘tdmpared.
I sf’ Those who rehadned'partitipants' I Lo
% e . Those who.have left the program,since Wave I R Lo
S fo '7jThose who have rema1ned non=- part1c1pants R |
e Those who have enro]1ed in the program since Wave I . S

,‘. . . _z

The assessment of program 1mpacts w111 rely pr1mar11y upon analyses of // -

re1nterV1ewed Wave 1 respondents. Although causa] 1nferences regarding -~

‘ .program 1mpacts at tho widely separated points in ‘time are d1ff1cu1t,,these,
ana]yses becauseg;TBthe1r descr1pt1ve content, are 1nformat1ve. ’

@%
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oo
A. - =0vé’rview, of _KéUi'ndtngs- _‘/1 | )

A
-

ti '/Part1c1pants are more 11ke1y to be socaaT1y 1so1ated than non-
' ‘part1c1pat1ng he1ghbors 1n that they are more 11ke1y to be s1ng1e
_and 11ve a1one A s1m11ar resu1t was found during the -earlier

. ‘»"‘b’." - study,: : o _. . ;. N ) » v sy
.. 'Participants are a1so more 11ke1y "to be members of c1ubs and
. soc1a] organ1zat1ons dur1ng Wave T and wave II. '
é e

) aThese data suggest that program part1c1pation and club membersh1p
' may help 1so1ated elder]y 1nd1v1duals stave off fee11ng 1solated
' *and Tonely. - : :
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© ..B." MHave I'and Wave II Findings LR SR

e oo " : AR
In the'descrfpt1ve portion of this‘report (Vo]ume,III)zwe=emphasfzed ‘
the Nutrition Services. On the f)
‘one hand, they were Tnore likely to be sin 1e or live alone than. non- | v‘ﬂ\
part1c1pants, but - were also more active so jally than the1r non- part1c1pat1ng 7\
\neighbors Part1c1pants seem to f1nd the
pleasant.
Table IV 21‘presents data that expand upon _the exhaust1ve prof11es of

vthat participants were good Cand1dates fo

ongregate d1n1ng experience qu1te S

ve

'-.part1c1pants -.and. non- part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbo s-to be found in Vo]ume 111 _
(Descr1pc1ve Report) along numerous d1mens1 ns directly. re1ated to social = -
isolation. . Although part1c1pants and ﬁhe1r non part1c1pat1ng neighbors

v

- were comparab1e in.many ways, some,1nte est1ng d1fferences can be observed

in these data. I : SR R .
F1rst dur1ng both. Naves of the eva1uat1on, part1c1pants were - morea
both to be single: and to live a]one

Second although part1c1pants were somewhat more 1nvo ntar11y 1so]ated

Jike

" they were more likely to‘be members of c1ubs and other soc1a1 organ1zat1ons
during the earlier study (1976/77) and dur1ng Nave II (1982) ’

) Third, an 1nterest1ng pdttern can be observed for one other character-

" istic. Respondents were ;asked if they had " sbmeon% who could help
(them) if they. became 111'fer a long per1od of t1me Dur1ng Wave II

iolhave sucha

petson available 1f necessary, but dur1ng Wave I part1c1pants were 1ess

. part1c1pants and non- part1c1pants were comparab1y 11ke1y

likely to have th1s k1nd of person ava11ab1e to them than their

‘non- part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors (1 e. 76%: vs 79%). It is poss1b1e (although
it . cannot be proved) that through the1r past few years. . of”program
'part1c1pat1on, congregatg d1n1ng part1c1pants have found others (e.qg. staff _
and/or fellow part1c1pants) who cou1d be of he1p 1f they needed them. -
Interest1ng1y, ‘when part1c1pants were quer1ed about who that erson wou1d

;y‘ be, a few ment1oned congregate site- staff

N vees
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- #TABLE IV-21-

S . SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS .
' | DURING WAVE I AND WAVE II L

]

Wave II (Wave I in Parenthesds) . '

o “v . - S ' » Particigahts o S Co
' . o Total Recent T - Mon-

A Characteristic Tota Entrants Longer-Term ~ Participants

7 — . N=L,735 . "N=857 e _1_6%§_N=_, |

- o (N=2,803) (N=1,831) . (N=972) (N=1,797)

Live'Alone 5% - s3 5% . aeg
S . (53%). (512) .  (58%) O (43%)
Not Currently’  66% - 657 - 66% 57% o
Married - . (67%) - (65%) (72%) . - (57%)
' - SO o . N \
+ - Have Someone To 97% - 96% . 98% _ 98y

~ “Confide If (95%) . (95%) (96%) - - (96%) .

_ Haved Someone Who®  81% 8¢ . 8% - 83
Could Felp Them . (76%) . . (76%) ~ (76%) -~ (79%)

If They Became o I v : _ : ©
I11 For A Long . : ' "L ‘ . N .
Period of Time , v ' o h

' Belong To Al 46% 424 C Bl%, . 30%

- Club or Social . (42%) (41%) - (43%) -~ (28%)
Organization ‘ . L
Often/Sometimes - 264 28% 8% 23y

. Felt Lonely © (Not: ~ (Not - (Not o (Not
% . During Past = _Available) = Available)" Available) cAvailable).
. Few Weeks - ' - o _

\\ Have Too Few | ‘; 19% '23% - 16% | a " 17%

* . Friends : (Not - . _ (Not ' (Not . - (Not R
y . - Assessed) fAssesggg) . Assessed) Assessed). .

4

1Panticipants were significantly different from non-participants along these
_dimensions durjng Wave I (all X|, 1-df,> 43.4, all p's <.01) and during
" Wave Il (allx®,”1 df, >20.6, all p's <.01).- S .
. "l _‘ ". . : . . ) . : 7 .
.zParticipants were less 1ikely than non-participants to have someone they could :
rely upon if they became i11 during Wave I ( x4 1 df, = 5.5, p <.05), but not
during Wave II (x% 1 df, = 1.6, p » .05) . ‘ Co

. / ' : ’ v IV-67 ) ‘ T . v ‘//; ﬁ'
S ‘ i ' . ) ]
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That the congregate Serv1ce helps meet the sociaIIneeds is underscored
by. one basic finding from the descriptive portion of th1s report ?Qo]ume
III) .The more time participants spent: soc1a11zing ‘with - their peers at ,”
their site, the more frequently they attended sites. 1 ‘ o~

. Another way of assessing the reIationsh1p between 1s01at1om and _
- partici pat1on is/ to ascerta1n whether more 1s01ated eIderly persons more -
lfrequent]y -used var1ous supportjve services. Respondentsswere clasgified
“on an 1s01at10n 1ndex as "less," "more," or "extremely" 1solated7;y ’
k exam1ning the1r responses to severaI questions. - Those classified as
_“extreme]y“ 1soIated were‘deil\ed as:"
Living a10ne : Mo -
Reporting hav1ng too few friends
Having no one they. could confide in _
{A Having 11v1ng children who do not v1s1t them, and
Feel Tonely more often.

N .
e © ®© © o

s .

ijAIthough degree of ‘social 1s01at10n d1d not pred1ct frequency of site
attendance, it was sign1f1cant1y assoc1ated with utilization of site
shopping ‘assistance among those who sa1d it was available.  Extremely -
 isolated participdnts were more 11ke1y to avail themse]ves of this
'support1ve service than Iess isolated" persoris (61% vs. 50%):2 Thus, this
"vaspect of. the program @gy be part1cu1ar1y he]pfu] to and valged by those
- who are among the most isolated eIderIy part1cipants :

1
Mu1t1p1e regressaons y1e1ded a s1gn1f1cant findin (F,'I4 and 1,023 df
+ = 22.3,-p < .01)." See Appendix D.. - g L ' ’

2Mu1t1p1e regressions y1e1ded a s1gn1t1cant finding (F, 14 and 1,0é9 df,
8.3, p <« 01) See Appendix M. C

2
"~ : - \




C. Status of Reinterviewed Participants

Substantial efforts were made to track and reinterview as many Wave I
respondents as possible to ascertain whether their degree of social isola-
_ tion was re]ated to part1c1pat1on Approximate]y 42 percent of Wave I
respondents were successfully re1nterv1ewed
' ~ Comparisons were made between four - basic sub- groups of reinterviewed
e1der1y respondents

. Wave 1 Participants Who:
o “have remained part1c1pants, and

- those who have left the program since Wave I ~

' S . . X

] .wave I‘Non-Partiqipants Who:

- have remained non-participants, and i
- those who have enrolled in the program since Wave I

Discriminant function ana]yses1 revealed two basic. results that
expand Upon.findings discussed earlier in this section. During Wave II,
~ participants who had remained in the program were more likely to,be
socially isdTated (as measured'in'the isolation index described earlier)
-than elderly respondents who had remained non- part1c1pants s1nce the
< “earlier study. o
Secondly, part1c1pants who remained active in the program were-more
- Tikely to 'be members of clubs and other social organizations “than those who
have never forma]]y enrolled in the Nutrition Services.
R Thus, although continuing participants were more 1so1ated they seem
to take an active part in community social 11fe._ We feel that their
continued participation jnd1cates two tmportantlthings about the program. -

Ll
2

See Appendix Y, Z, and AA. » 3 o

\
A significant finding (F 1 and 422 df, = 7.5, p < .01). See
Appendix Y. : ' N s _'
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F1rst the Serv1ce cont1nues to reach those who tend to be 1nvo1un- .
jﬁhr11y soc1a1ﬂy 1so1ated (e g.. by v1rtue of be1ng w1dowed or . fac from
 family members), The dpportun1t1es for social 1nteract1on ‘and compan1onsh1p

}iafforded by the program may'have someth1ng to. do: W1th the fact that these '
~ long- term active part1c1pants do not feel any 1one11er than the1r 1ess
isolated non- part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors (see’ Tab]e IV 20 1n Sect1on D of th1s j"
chapter Psycho1og1ca1~Ne11 -Being). , , . e : |
- Second, these “long-term part1c1pants seem to be “Jo1ners" as ev1denced
« by the fact that they are more 11ke1y to be members of c1ubs and soc1a1

organ1zat1ons. The1r re]at1ve1y greater des1re “for soc1a1 contact may p1ay

3
a major role in the deC1s1on to enro11 and cont1nue to part1c1pate in the -
'pmgmm. ~ ' SEE . ’j-g
| _ SR
o 7 ", . © . :
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I.., Introduction I R A A T P AR

. ""1'1- . . ) ,_‘ .

In this sect1on of the Impacts chapter, data are presented regard1ng
eIderIy respondents seIf-reported fami]y income and how weII they feIt

the1r incomes took care of their needs. . j¢' .
The bas1c quest1ons that w111 be addressed 1n th1s section 1nc1ude e L
e Does the program reach peopIe w1thf2ow incomes L _féh' -
~ who feel their-incomes Iess adequ e]y take care - | n S
of their needs? o RERREY o . o ‘f;'
| : ')/f Ce . -

'f“op"’Does program part1c1pation appéar to be reIated to

- , lbetter perce1ved income suffnc1ency7 S S

.‘The bas1c Service popuIation w111 be descr1bed a10ng these 1mportant
d1mens1ons at two points.in t1me ‘Wave T (1976/77) and Wave 11 (1982)

'; was done 1in other sections ofxthe Impacts. chapter, spec1f1c anaIyses were
conducted of re1nterv1ewed wave I respondents to assess ‘changes in their |
income and perce1ved 1ncome suff1c1ency Four 1mportant sub- groups of -

~’re1nterv1ewed Wave I respondents were compared '

. jThose who remained part1c1pants S _‘;;pfﬁ*7'”““fff““*?¥~
"o Those who/Ieft the program since Wave r L “1. . S
. *IThose who have_ rema1ned non- part1c1pants | o
| Lol ' Those/WZO have enroIIed in the program s1nce wave I )
R e ;

‘A

;2 ~

11



-ﬂOVerwiew‘of:Keythndinosf: :1.‘-'T'f§¢f'l“'vf:fe)f'az;iagr'

. vaThe program successfu]]y reaches 1ow 1ncome e]der]y persons

"’f,yPart2c1panf§ were’ more 11ke1y to ‘have 1ow ‘incomes. than non-
“?npart1c1pants during 1976/77 and 1982 phases of the study

e However, congregafe part1c1pants were no more 11ke1y to 1’ee1'~

’ditheir income was nsu§f1c1ent than _more, ‘affluent non-

part1c1pants whether this is due to program part1c1pat1on
,cannot be d1rect1y conf1rmed but 1t 1s a poss1b111ty

,v'i
, _ : v o v :
' e HomeJde11vered meal rec1p1ents were somewhat poorer than all
‘ others and were most 11ke1y to fee] the1r 1ncomes took care ofgqé-
R "fthe1r needs "poor]y neo ‘ -
C e Re1nterv1ewed respondents who had 1ower 1ncomes dur1ng wave I
© were more 1ikely to rema1n part1c1pants or J- e program -
: e /
‘7:“' 7
. s
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B nave 1 and Wave 11 F'ind'lng_

Table IV-22. presents the d1str1but1on of. respondents' annuaﬂ fam11y
;,incomes during wave 1. and Wave: II : : '
Nave'II 1ncome data reveal that over one haIf (52%) of congregate ﬂ~_

B ‘Upart1c1pants and nearly. ‘two-= th1rds (65%) of” home~ de11vered meal rec1p1ents

. ““had 1981 incomes below $6, 000 It is apparent. that respondent incomes have

: f1ncreased s1nce Wave 1. For example, dur1ng wave r 19 percent of the

"congregate part1c1pant sample had annuaI 1975 1ncomes ‘below. $2,000; how- o
ever, for Wave II. (1981 1ncome) onIy 3 percent were- in th1s 1ncome group.

C AIthough many respondehts are on fixed incomes, the past few years of high /

o 1ncomes. ,

" inflation (annua] inflation averaged 10 1% from December, 1976 - December, L
‘ 1981), pension and other benef1ts 11nked to 1nf1at1on may have helped a’
“number keep pace with rising costs. o e poo e _

Dur1ng the earlier Wave of- th1s evaluat1on study "Iow" 1ncome elder]y
_persons were def1ned as. those whose 1975 annual incomes were be]ow 34, 000. .
This f1gure was somewhat Tower ‘than the income level def1ned as a “Iower
budget” ($4 695) for a retired coup]e dur1ng the fall of 1976 by the Bureau
ﬂ_of ‘Labor Stat1st1cs.1 A similar approach was taken: dur1ng Nave II A
‘1981 annual 1ncome ‘below $6, 000 was defined as "low," " Again, t this f1gure
is. a reasonably conservative 1nd1cator of "Iow"'1ncome, as it is below that
fYgure cited by the Bureau of Labor Statistics asa "lower budget“ ($7 226)
for a ret1red coupIe in the autumn of 1981.2 T L

- Table IV- 23 portrays the proport10n ‘of elderly respondents who were -
cIass1f1ed as having " ow" 1ncome during -both’ waves of - the evaluation. "
These data very. clearly show that the program has successfu]ly reached Iow
_11ncome elder]y persons. Dur1ng both phases of the study, part1c1pants were
more ‘likely to Have Jow incomes than the1r ne1ghbors who had not enrolled. :
Moreover, home de11vered meal participants are among those w1th the Iowest :

”lThese f1gures are ava11ab1e from the Nat1ona1 Clear1nghouse on A 1ng s -
Statistical Notes, No. ‘1, February, 1978. Publication No, (OHDsg .
78'?UUIU'_'—_"_— o

. . . . -

2See Bureau of'Labor»Statisticstews,'Julyv30, 1982.

L 4
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N~ :4f.' : TABLE V- 22

income for 1981. Please give me the letter . (FROM CARD C) that covers

:_7 your total family income for 1981, .before taxes.  Include your own.
“income and that of any members of your immediate famiiy who are 1iving

-with you. Just give me the letter. = =
’.wave grdata reflects se]f-reported or estimated annua] fami]y income
for 1 75 Wave IT data reflects se]f-reported or estimated annuai

fami]y income for 198L

',,2"510 000 or More" was the highest income category used during wave I

*Denotes Iess yﬁan 1% R o
' AT VIV-75; o
| '.n- o P
: .‘u.» B A . ' o R
P "3"".‘ R ¢ s » ‘ . 14 ) . .

' C ' ' T L
T INCOME DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS el e
. : ',4' . DURING NAVE I AND WAVE. II o
-.ﬁLﬁ
wave IIAjyave I in Parentheses) T
_ v - Home- . .~ Non- o
oL SR Participants - , -,Deiivered -Partici- S
g m?nnuai, ‘ , j , Longer- _Recent Meal, -pating .,
amily. Income: * <~ Tota Term. - Entrants - Recigients Neighbors
. _ . N=T,735 -"N=BJB . ~N=857 . N-I 037
e > (N=2,803)  (N=972) - (N=1 831) (N=0) = (N=1 797)
' Less than 3% . 3% - 4% 9% 3%
$2,000 o (19%).0 o(22%) (17%)  (Not Assessed) (15%)
$2,000-$3,999 . 23% . -26% .  ‘20% C31% A%
o . (47%) . (50%)' (45%) (Not Assessed)' "(40%)
' $4.,000-$5,999 . 26% .. . 26% 26% - . 21% - 22%
c e (Tw)y . (AR) L (19%) (Not - Assessed) - (19%)
$6,000-$9,999 - 23%. L% T 28% . 24% o
. (11%) 0 (10%) - {12%) ° (Not, Assessed)_ (14%) + -
- °$10,000-$13,999 . 10% - 10% . . 10%. . . 5% o 13%
o ($10 QOO or - (5%) , (3%) - - (6%) (Not Assessed)  (11%)
'_More) I B e
$14,000-$17,999 - 6% 5% - 7% . 1% 65 e -
[ , R . PR (Not Assessed) .~ 7
~ $18,000-$21,999 2% - 2% .. 2%  *x .G 3%
' A o e {Not Assesséd)w
$22,000 or More ~"3% = = 2% . - 3% 1% 6%
o T S AR (Not Assessed)»' . o
" Refused/No 4% . - . 4% " 4% 4% e & .
Response - (1%) (1%) - (1%) (Not.Assessed) . (1%)'Lv'>"
CTOTAL . 100%  100%  100%  100% -100%
. ~(100%) .(100%) = -(100%) (NotjAssessed) ;100%);‘
1Source: Q. I9: For statisticai purposes we need to know your fami]y
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 Below$6,000 . . s . 6% . - - oa6%

w7 PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS‘QREH LOW INCOMES,

I R o ) o
Do - | T
e TABLE 1V-23 -

\ L

" DURING WAVE I AND.-IT "~ .~

i l‘ L . .
T wave 1 P Home-Delivered - ~Non-

(1975- Family Income) ;Parfici ants ' Meal Recipients Participants
R ez =0) . - (N1,797) . - -

Below'$4,000 © . - 6747 . ° Not Assessed  ~ ° 5%

Mave 116 -~

(1981 Family Income) =~ S S
_ — o, " (N=1,735) .« (N=415) . (N=1,039)

A

1SOurt_:_e: Q.ﬁIQR .

i

’?Participants were signiffcahtTy moré likely to have 1owvinc0hés during
 Wave.I (x3 1 df, = 66.8, p <.01) and participants .and home-delivered

meal recipients had Tower incomes, then non-participants during Wave II.

(x5 1df, =43.1,,p <.01).
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..};1855 adequate to take care: of‘the1r needs. Among e1der1y persons, 1ncom//
'“fa1one does not assure -an adequate or enJoyab1e 11festy1e

e o
Y r

. ‘ '.‘
";' ‘ AN "‘.. '\'.

. y

A11 respondents»were asKed how we11 the1r incomes took care’ of their SR

needs Interestingly, annual 1ncome was on1y modestly (a]beit sign1f1cant1y)

corre]ated w1th perce1ved 1ncome suff1c1ency 1. Thus, elderly respondents _.p

~ who had Tow incomes were’ s1ight1y more 11ke1y to feel the1r incomes were o

’

The 1ack of strong ‘correspondence between 1ngome and perce1ved;2ﬂ§“
. suff1c1ency is highlighted by the data conta1ned in Table -IV-24. D¢ ;h
“the 1ncome d1fferences between congregate part1c1pants and th Do

For example a1/h‘ ¥ ”%ﬁ"“
5 el

care of the1r needs has dec11ned somewhat. But more ¥ po. ‘
| home- de11vered meal rec1p1ents were least. 11ke1y to fee1' 31r incomes were
»“adequate. These 1nd1v1dua1s were also the least mobﬂ] fid in the poorest

_ hea1th of all respondents 1nterv1ewed (see Home-De11veny‘éna1yt1c Chapter)

) Thus, it is likely that- how well peop1e fee] the1r 1pcomes take care of

. their: needs is a‘'good overa11 measure of how peop]e fee1 about the qua11ty »

- ~of the1r 11ves in genera1

v

g o o i
~"v/\

1, 637 p <.01 for congregate part1c1pants

lo.g. r=-.33, df
Lo -.08, df

1

w-77 s

A .’:"4 LI . _‘ ’ B C T . '
AR [ . . . . o
Dy e v . . o o SR .
. B B . . "l”fg.ﬁ

E TR o,
RN

3 382,‘p. <.01 for all respondents. : s )




[ . ’ : Y

' B SN
TABLE v-24 : .
: R PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS FE LING1 C e
vy _THEIR INCOMES TOOK CARE OF THEMR NEEDS
- ; . ONLY POORLY IN WAVE I AND WA IT
- TP _Home-Delivered = -~ S
... Percentage .dPartTciggpts Meal Recipjgnts‘ ~ .. Non-Participants
" Wave Izig ~18% . .y Not Aséessed" . '.16%';
o g o(Ne2,803) e o (N=1,797)
Wave 113, T AP Y T 2SS U ZA
: (N=1,735) (N=418) © -~ (N=1,039) . .
uik_v
| 'ISource Q. H2: How we]] does the amount of money you have take care
~of your needs--very well, fairly well, or poor]y?
. ZWave Ioggrcentages do -not sign1f1cant1y d1ffer (x ; 1df, = 2.9,
N p > .

3Wave II percentages s1gn1f1cant1y differ (xz, 1 df =16.3, p < 01)
Home-delivered meal recipients were more likely to feel their 1ncomes
took care of the1r needs poor]y than all other respondents. -

IV-78
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C. Status ﬂf Reinterviewed Respgndents |

: Specific ana]yses were executed to ascertain whether changes in income
and perceived income sufficiency were associated with remaining in the i

program, 1eaving it, or enroiTing in the Nutrition Services since wave I.

¥ Discriminant function ana]yses1 revea]ed ‘that neither income nor

perceived income Sufficienq% siguificantiy distinguished b tween the- four

sub- groups of reinterviewed Nave I respondents. Therefore t responses
reported in the garlier wave of the study during 1976/77 were eXamined dn

detail. Two interesting’ patterns were found and’ they are\illustrated in~

_ Table 1V-25 and IV-26.

Tab]e ‘IV-24. shows the percentages of reinterviewed elderly respondents

‘fiwho had "low" -incomes - during Wave I and wave II. A]though no sign1ficant
f;differences were obta1ned.dur1ng Wave II, an interesting d1fference was
" found From _ the. ear11er study. Specifica11y, "Tow:. income" appears to
',.pred1ct both remaining 1n the program and enro]11ng in the ‘program since )
~ Wave I. During Wave I, those elder1y ‘who remained active participants and -
- the ‘small sample of ‘non- part1c1pants who eventua11y enrolled were '“
V51gn1f1cant1y more 1ike1y°to ‘have 1ow incomes (58% and 61%, respect1ve1y,
| Vs, 43%-55% of other re1nterv1ewed respondents)

Table IV-26 presents the percent. of each of the re1nterv1ewed groups
who felt their incomes ‘took care of -their needs only poorly during Wave I

‘and Wave II. Although no differences can be observed for Wave II, during -
. Wave I elderly respondents who 1eft the -program were 51gnificant1y more

- likely to fee1 the1r 1ncomes took care of the1r ‘needs only poor1y. They i
felt this way desp1te the fact that they were about ‘as 1ikely to have'"1ow"

1ncomes\as those e1der1y who rema1ned active participants (see Tab1e

Iv-24). Although, we cannot direct1y ascerta1n why they felt this way, . ..

these perceptions expand somewhat on findings in the Contributions Ana1ytic

) -Chapter in this voiume that former part1c1pants were more- 1ike1y to feel
" that their 51tes charged them for meals, and were less likely to fee1 that
" -the Service had saved them money Th1S raises the possibility that
°1nd1v1duais may have left the program due to low perce1ved financ1a1
uiresources and a fee11ng that sites” charged. This issue w111 receive
‘ further attention in the Contributions Ana1yt1c chapter (Chapter VI in this .

vo]ume)

3

‘See Append1ces Y, Z, and AA for the resu]ts
' Iv- 79
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PERCENT OF REINTERVIEWED RESPONDENTSl SRS
waﬁ*Low FAMILY INCOMES Co

".

i . ‘
0 N ] .
i

Reinterviewed Participants'

Wave i? | Wave II3 C
L o ‘(BeTow $4,000) . (Below $§,QQQ) _
.+ Remain Participants - 58%  55% (N=298) - .
' Have Left the Program - -  55% 60% (N=149)

i

Reinterviewed Non-Participants _2 :

".

gRemain}Non-Paftic}pants‘ i ‘;ﬂ43%.1, ”.‘50%;(N=é37)‘
" Have'Enrolled. in the Program - S A .t (Né33);

‘ 1So'ur'ce:- Q. I9 o k o
e , | ER AR
2

Respondents who remained 1n the program and those who eventual]y Joined
were more likely to have 1ow 1ncomes during wave I ( x% 1 df =:7.7,
01) . . . T .

3Cont1nu1ng ‘participants-and new enrollees ‘did not d1ffer from those who

Teft the program or remained non-part1c1pants dur1ng wave II ( %3 1 df,
= 0. 2, P > 05)
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; TABLE 1v-2§

\

/

/

- ~PE;EENT OF REINTERVIEWED RESPONDENTS! S
FEELINGtTHEIh INCOMES TOOK CARE OF THEIR NEEDS POORLY

A , - & '
Reinterviewed Participants Mave T Wave I1I
Remain Participants 1% 9% (N=298)
Have Left the Program / 1892 16% (N=149)

\ . . . o
A ‘ .. )
‘Reinterviewed Non-Participants\\ o o o - -
- Remain Non-PaFticipants :'\\ s 11% (N=237)
’ ) : \ - ) v
- - o \ o
" Have Enrolled in the Program ' ‘\ ~3%3 "~ 12% (N=33).
» v , B »A | N N L ‘ . - . \,'\ ) M . ‘ . . ) '
-

1Sour_ce: Q. H2
2Those who gventua11y 1eft'thé program were significantly more’]ike]y_
‘than all others to répori poor income sufffCiency during Wave I,

(x%, df = 1, = 5.6, p < .05).

,
2

3This groupzqannot Be statisticé]]y comparedjWith others, as expected
cell frequencies are too small. '
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) . . .
, " Earlier we reported on the degree to which tracked respondEnts from .
Wave.l were 1ikely to have become 1nst1tut1ona112ed in long-term care -
facilities. Here.,we present an ano]ysis of ‘the: Tongevity of tracked
~wave 1 respondents. Yt‘is of considerable interest to ascertain whether
particfpants were 11ke1y to 1ive longer than other comparable respondents.

gn the course of tracking gnd attempt1ng to reinterview. Wave 1
respondents),. substantial efforts were made to learn as much about the
current status of these individuals as“possiblerl ‘Mu]tip]efSources of
information were used: respondents' friends, relatives._neighborsgﬁand'
program participants and staff. ' S

' Table .IV-27 presents the longevity ana]ysis for various groups of
tracked respondents. L St '

As can be seen, when age, m1nor1ty status, sex, and. self-reported
Wave | hea]th are controlled for, - program benefits are not apparent.
However, the better the self-reported health during Wave I, the more 1ikely

~elderly 1nd1v1dua]s‘were to survive to or beyond their 11fe expeetanCy

These data \hould not be 1nterpreted to mean that program participation

¢ is of no benefit when evaluated in terms of 1ongev1ty. To the extent that
act1ve participatign enhances social activity or maintains positive self
percept1ons of an elderly person s hea]th status, it may add greatly to the 2
quality of life in t?e tw11ight years of respondents‘ Tives. _That partici-
pation itself helps sustain the quality of life is undeniable: Whether it
actyatly prolongs life is an hypothesjs‘await1ng confirmation.

1See the Methodology Appendix- for a comp]ete descr1ption of the current
status of tracked 1nd1v1duat//.

N\
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el | o meLENGT
5.0 " PERCENT.OF TRACKED WAVE I RESPONDENTS® . ,
= SURVIVING TO OR BEYOND LIFE EXPECTANCY .
I BY WAVE. I SELF-REPORTED. HEALTH ..

K

L Nave*Iz _ ”‘~", - Paktié{pahtS‘T: o
- Self Reported .~ . Recent N L -~ Non=- §
.- Health Status- - TJotal:. = Entrants Longer-Term. :Participants'_,-j

T B N

. Excellent .. 83% .84y .. . 8% - . 88% -
..or Good = " - (N=449) - (N=283) : (N=166) -~ (N=258)" .

© Average . 11 i gey 83 .
ST (ke173) <0 (Ne110) - (N=63) L (N105) ¢

. FairorpPoor ° 67% 68 - o 63% . - 764 -
a7 (N=231) 0 (N=188) . . (N=73) - (N=144)

P

. L - o, . . . L .
g ; . . . . . RS :
. - i . ) . . FERA .
-, . N . . 0 - - . L]
. N )

’;Respbndents who were nqt found or whose current status .could-not be
ascertained are excludgd from this analysis. Life expectancy was -
- ‘adjusted for sex, age, and minority status, See Vital Statistics ,
" ?%of. the United States: 1976 (volume I.-"Mortality, part A), Center ~ *
) _For Health Statistics, Hyattsville, MD.y 1980. - L '

N

]

:,:,ZLongevity was posftiveLy'aséociated'W1th Wave I self-reported-health .
" for all respondents (x%, 2 df = 33,3, p < .01).- ‘Regardless of self- -
- . reported health, participants and- non-participants did not significantly. .
"~ differ in terms of longevity in.any of the three health gkoupS’(a11_x2,
-, 1df, <3.0, all-p's > .05), - R ‘ég ol
- . S o

/ .




- CHAPTER V

SUPPORT SERVICES




A, ¢ rIntroduction I

In addition to prov1d1ng at 1east one nutr1tiona11y ba1anced mea] and _
~social opportun1t1es for o1der Amerlcans, nutrltion mea] s1tes ‘are encouragedd,
to provide certa1n supportive serv1ces 1f needed and: not otherw1se ava11ab1e L
to part1c1pants.,“ “ ‘ S ~' s o \“‘ SEE
o Federa] regu]at1ons 1dent1fy these support1ve serv1ces as nutr1t1on o

_ uc ‘n; recreation, transportat1on, escort serv1ces, shopp1ng ass1stance, s
counse11ng, ‘and 1nformat1on and referra] ‘to outs1de agencies. . '
R [ chapter d1scusses the ranggﬁof support1ve services found to be -

ava11ab1e to congregate part1c1pants and their awareness and ut111zat1on of;=.3f
such support serv1ces. Awarefiess® of and ut1112at1on of support serv1ces by df
part1c1pants enro11ed in the Home-De11vered Serv1ce component of the . :
Nutr1t1on Serv1ces are d1scussed separate]y in “the: f1na1 chapter (Home-»‘
De11very Serv1ce) of this volume of the F1na1 Report. s ‘
The mater1a1 in this. chapter is based upon interviews. with . severa] 1

1eve1s of program management as well as part1c1pants themse]ves. The v1ews;"
- of program management and staff are- presented f1rst percept1ons of programi
part1c1pants fo]]ow. - ' ' -

Le




B. Overview of Kex;and{ngs

0. When asked to. rank part1c1pants needs for var1ous support _Q':" =

'fserv1ces Area Agency d1rectors ranked sogial opportun1t1es as
high as 1mproved nutrition. Educat1on and 1nformat1on were fe1t
to be of 'somewhat lower pr1or1ty. '

o At some sites, thrition SerVice'directors noted that .ack -of
' ,fund1ng prevents -the - prov1s1on of needed support serv1ces (e g.
. shopp1ng assistance, 1ega1 a1d, in- home serv1ces) '

'y There 1s soﬁiscrepancy in est1mates of serv1ce ava11ab111ty R
jprov1ded by various levels of program management. Participants
are less. aware of the ava11ab111ty of most support services
(except recreation) “than management estimates of ava11ab111ty,

'.»would indicate. Serv1ces tend to be ut111zed by those part1c1-
"pants who tend to. most need them -

o Nutrition Edl}cation

‘a11 s1tes A maJor1ty of aware part1c1pants had take partﬂin'
g these act1v1t1es. ‘ ' :

. Recreation and‘Social Athrfties‘

Staff reported that 93 percent of s1tes offer recreat1ona1
act1v1t1es, and the vast maJor1ty of part1c1pants are. aware of
o - them (86%) ' S » o
Two thirds of'particfpants who are aware of these'actfvitfes"
take part mak1ng them the most. popu1ar of a]] s1te serv1ces o
V 3 i '




| Tzsnsportat1on o

Stafﬁ reported that transportat1on is ava11ab1e at 84 percent ‘of )
's1tes sampled. Itu1s used for carry1ng part1c1pants to the site,
he1p1ng part1c1pants do grocery shopp1ng or obtain/ﬁealth care,
and for recreat1on activities. T R

.
ot

About one-f1fth of part1c1pants rely upon th1s service to get to o
sites. 0ther part1c1pants experience 11tt1e d1ff1cu1ty gett1ng o
‘to sites. : : :

Shopping Assistance’v" o ]1f,-.f BT "y N “rvffii

Staff reported that shopp1ng ass1stance (1 e.'he1p1ng part1cipantsk,f'

“grocery- shop) “is ava11ab1e at about two- thirds of sites and f\;?jf

‘.;volunteers p]ay an 1mportant rolé in prQV1d1ng th1s ass1stance.-,_[;vf

- Participant awareness of th1s serv1ce was not w1despread. fAt[i_'3g
,1three-quarters of sites,’ 37 percent or. fewer were aware of its

availability. However, of those who were aware of 1t, one-half - .

" "had ut111zed 1t. Users tendedato be those{in most need of th1s »~:f
ass1stance (i.e7 more - 1so]ated and’ poorer)a ’ :

;Medfcal Inf rmation and Referral'-
‘~Staff report that medical 1nformat1on and referra] are available -
at 80 percent sites, although at half the samg]ed s1tes one- ha]f;

or: fewer part1c1pants were aware of them._ o

About one- half of aware part1c1pants had ut111zed these serv1ces}rf
and they ‘tended to be. people who could benefit from them (i. e.
those with lower educat1on and who~1ed ‘more. "1so]ated" 11ves)

V-4



C. Need for Support Services - The View from Serv1ce Adm1nistrators
‘ { Area agency directors were asked about  the needs for a variety of
< ' serv1ces for: o]der persons and they also were -asked to rank-order the
'relat1ve severity of needs for a smaller- number of serv1ces.
In the first approach the area agency directors were asked what |
} percentage of . those who needed services were . rece1v1ng them, . Th1rteen
domains of service were - 1nvest1gated and are listed in Table V- 1, arranged
in 1ncreas1ng order of reported need (decreasing order of current o
~ coverage), accord1ng to theJarea agency dvrectors.‘ Of these doma1ns, the‘-p .
’ava11ab1l1ty of med1ca]1y-or1ented services s Judged re]at1ve1y high. N
Informat1on and referral service and opportun1ty for recreat1on also are
‘Judged to be available to most of those who need such serv1ces. Unmet need
is. s1gn1f1cant]y more for congregate and home-de]1vered meal serv1ces and
for many other support services. of interest to Title III adm1n1strators,
~ such as, transportat1on, counseling and other mental hea]th ass1stance, and
assistance in one's home. - ' ' : IR

‘Area agency d1rectors had d1ff1cu1ty making est1mates of the percentages

'of needy persons who were receiving. given serv1ces. Fo]low—up ca]ls

ed cons1derab1e instability of. 1nd1v1dua] estimates, but’ reasonable

stability of the averag est1mates for each service, Therefore, wh11g!the
mean vallles in Tables V- 1 are useful the correspond1ng data for individual .
nutrition service . areas were not used in any ana]yses of d1fferences£among

- servige prov1ders. o ' :

_ he second approach to assessing need for services was to have
area agéncy d1rectors rank the severity of four. domains of need- w1th1n
the1r areas. Table V-2 summarlzes these rankings. The needs for
'1mproved nutr1t1on and for social contact are viewed as foremost in ,
sever1ty, both 1n terms of". average rank and. in terms of number of t1mes
.ranked most severe," Needs for educat1on and 1nformat1on and for |

- ;~exerc1se and mobility assistance are viewed as secondary. Th1s pattern‘;,

4genera1]y confirms the pattern of percentage est1mates 1n Tab1e V 1.
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S TABLE V-1 N
NEEDS FOR ‘SERVICES, ACCORDING TO AREA AGENCY. DIRECTORS

R ]

" percent of Elderly Served

o . - . Directors ., - . o ©
Service | A _ : Respond1ggﬂ Mean Std. :Dev.
Hospita1.Care"(f1§%f/_ { . g3 .. 8% 3%
' :0u;patiéﬁ£ Health Care - ) 53 19 28
‘ Infprmdt{on and Referral’ = . . s M 290
Mirsing Home Care . . Bl 6 36
Recreation - . -~ . B9 . 69 31
Legal Services = . 85 IR T " 36
Congregate Meals .- o - 60 . 62 . 033
Transportation SEETIEE 59 61 - 32
© Regular Te1ephone_Cohtact o .54 60 . .. 36 o
" Homebound Meals o B 57. 52 Al A ‘:3?33_%lf;A:
-Coqnse]ing;fMenté1(Mea1th Care” " -’Aﬁ,551 ;ﬁﬁ'_L« 51 . 3%
__Homemaking, Chore Services S e B3 L 50, '.-I-3335 :
Housing Services . a8 89, 0

AVERAGE (unweighted) 85 . 6% e

b
'

N ,IUsing-the'average'number of respondents regarding a given service (55)
" and the.average standard deviation of the,respohdents‘ estimated per-
~ centages ' 3%?, a_ standard error of the means:can be approximated at
-~ 4%. -This indicates that the true mean percent of elderly receiving one
“of the above services can be assumed to fall somewhere within a 16% . °
range around the above sample mean{s), with 95% ‘confidence. . Stated -
another way, the. various means in this- table probably are not signifi- -
cantly different from one another unless they differ by  more than 16
‘percentages points. . C - S . : :

e
s
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- ‘. TMBLEV-2
. RELATIVE_SEVERITY OF NEED FOR SERVICES

..

, ;Index of'SeVékity, '

. “© " Mean Timés Ranked
‘Domain of Need . Rank  Most Severe -

Improved Nutrition 1.9 . 43%
- Social Contact ~ ~ 1.9 | 39
;.Education.&'Information 3.0 10
~ iExercise and Mobility 3.2 8

T

Ithe four domains of need were_rankéd'by‘area'agency
. -'on aging directors: 1l=most-severe need, 4=least
severe. L — . ST o

¢
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D. AvaiTability of Support,SQrvices According to Service Personnel

Given the area agency(agrectors' confirmation of need for meal and.
non-meal support services among the elderly,*how available are such
services in the geographic areas served by the 70 samp]e nutrition
providers? . , .

Table V- 3 examines the avai]ab111ty of a large number of services
.- within (a) the areas served by the nutrition proyiders.and_(b) the.smaller N
areas Served'by the sample meal sites. ‘Thebtable a]so compares.the- - .
i responses of three'1evels of staff members: the area‘agency'direotor,'thef

g nutr1tion service d1rector, and the congregate meal site manager. Not all ~

staff pos1tions were asked about each service, SO on1y about ha1f of the .

" tells in the table have entries. | T |

' The perceptions of service availabi]ity appear to be s]1ght1y

higher on the part of the area agency directors than on the: part .of the

nutr1tion service directors. 'The perceived ava11ab111ty of services in. the
- sample site areas also is less than the ava11ab111ty in prov1der areas,
reflecting the belief that for an apprec1ab1e number of providers a

E serv1ce is avaiiable at some,.but not all, of their meal sites. .The .

s1te managers' opinions about service ava11ab1ﬂ1ty do not d1ffer '

s1gn1f1cant1y from the service prov1ders opinions. The. tab1e also ;v"”

indicates that all of the services (with the poss1b1e except1on of '

escort) are perceived as ava11ab1e throug at least half of the s1t§§ and -

‘ most serv1ces are ava11ab1e through a su stant1a11y higher proport1on of
sites. L ' o

‘ Another view of-serv1ce ava11ab111ty can be obta1ned by count1ng the

- number of support services said to be ava11ab1e at 1nd1v1dua1 sites. - Th1s

was done for seven of the services 11sted in Table V-3: transportat1on, -

" escort, shopping ass1stance, nutr1t1on education, 1nformation and referra],

counse11ng, and medica] hea1th serv1ces ' - '

Most'sites are said to provide most services. A1l séven services are

'reported as available at 31% of the sites. Six-of. the services are said,to af

be. ava11ab1e at 16% of the s1tes Thus, about ha1f of the s1tes are .




TABLE -3 -
AVAILABILITY OF VARIOUS SUPPORT SERVICES T0. TITLE III PARTICIPANTS
A - Percent nf Areas where Service 15 Available1 '
~ hvailable at Least Snnewhere s ~ Mvailable in Area
Within Provider's Service Area of Sample Site
Service Accordinﬂo © MADivector Nutrition Divector Nutrttton Dtrector Site Mana,ch
C Trsportation .l % R S
st - S L/ W TP | SR JER
_ Shopping Assistance . | N7 I IIO B R
©Mtrition Eucation me e w
 Recreation e Coom B AR f93-y;,"
- Infomation and eferra] o Twm w6 %
C. Cunselng B T A
| <i.Health Services Through Provider W 8 I
o o Qutpatient Health Care %] E BT
Hospvtal Care o S I /117 .,-} SR /// A il
~ Nursing Home Care T 90 B/ Y |1/ '/////‘
Housing Services” /N /A /| A
hegular Telephone Contact - N | | .
Homemaker/Chore Servrce I o LN : R/ -;f//‘/‘/‘/.

Tegl Sevies W i |

The workrng of questvons about support services dvffered among the area agency drrector, nutrition servrce | "
darector, and site manager queAtronnarres Some of the drscrepancy in percentage values for a grven
: servrce ey be due to the drfferences in wordtng D o . .

me ‘-." .\“_f;153‘““'l
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A

reported to be close to "full service". Five of the seven\services are
said to be available at 20% of the sites; four serviceslare said to be
ava11ab1e at another 13%. At the other extreme, only two sites (3% of the
‘sample) report one support service available' only 6% of the sites
indicated just two services available, The med1an number of services
reported as available in the sample sites is five out of seven.

Nationwide, then, the balance appears to.be in the d1rection of most
services be1ng available through most meal sites. Among the ‘seven services
‘examined, escort, shopping ass1stance and counseling are the least 11ke1y
to be available to Title III participants. :

_ Nutrition service directors also were asked about other support "

services needed but unavailable. The most prewglent responses (11 directors):

concerned personal assistance, such as shopping'assistance escort, legal
aid, and counseling. Ten directors noted the need for more transportation
_for e]derly, even though they already -had d1scussed this serv1ce., Nine
directors cited services in the homes of o]der persons as a prime area of
need mehtioning homemaker or chore service, home repa#n( and in- home ‘
recreational aid as examp]es. 0ther services noted as unavailable were
'med1ca1 and dental treatment, counseling, day care, cr1s1s 1ntervent10n.
‘and ass&ptance dealing with ‘crime and crime prevention. This pattern of
unava11ab1e serv1ces is roughly. the inverse of the pattern of services

- cited as available, earlier. By far, the principal reason why services are

}unavailable, according to the directors, is lack of funds.
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E. Characteﬁ1st1cs of Supg*rt Service De11very .
Detpiled information was gathered about policies and methods of
prov1d1ng the f1rst seven support services listed in .Table V-3,

1, Transportat1on Service

Transportation appears to bé available for Title 111 participants at
84% of the congregate meal sites. Accord1ng to site managers, transportat1on
is most often available to carry part1c1pants to and from meal service,
grocery shopping, personal healtl care, and recreation act1v{t1es,,1n
decreasing order. Twenty percent of participants reported that they
utilized special site transportation to get to sites. Those who attended
sites estab11shed before 1975 were more likely to be p1cked up by site-
prov1ded transportat1bn than those who attended pre-1975 sites (27% vs.
14%). Overall, the:vast majority (89%) of current congregate dining,
participants reported "no trouble" getting to their sites. Those who
attended prq -1975 sites had a bit less trouble than those attending
post- 1975 sites (86% and 93% had’ "no trouble", respect1ve1y) 2 This
d1fference, had Jlittle overall 1mpact on site attendance, as those
attending pre- and post-1975 sites attended combarab]y often. ’

Transportation frequently also can be used to attend advisory council -
meetings,;and at.some&::tes can be used for bankipg and b111-p§y1ng.tr1ps,
attending church, and For other personal activities such as visitation,

. grooming, or education. .Where available, transportation usually is
scheduled five days per week and most often must be arranged on the. day
~ needed or at most one day ahead. :

’

-

38.6, p <.01).
21.5, p <.01).

15 significant finding (x2, 1 df,
2

A significant finding (x3, 1 df,

V-1l




Most transportation proV1ders_(70%) now use buses or vans rather than
pérsonaI cars. Many vehicles (61%) are equipped for handicapped riders.
Ownership of transport véh1c1eé is diverse: - 42% are owned by some government
unit, 37% by the nutrition provider, and 11% by other agencies. Sixteen
percent of the vehicles are privately owned, by staff or volunteers. . These i
vehicles are dr1ven by paid provider staff at 51% of the s1tes by volunteers

. (40%), or drivers paid by other agencies (33%). About 6% of the sites
contract for transportation with commercial agencies such as taxi companies.
The most pervasive need seen to improve transportation services is money
for more vehicles, drivers, and equipment for handicapped riders. "

A .
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2. Escort Serv1ce e : o . : : o
B According to‘s1te managers, escort serv1ce d1ffers from mere. transpor- o
~"‘tat1on by add1ng assistance in gett1ng dressed, wa1k1ng,’and carry1ng o
. packages" Escort tends more. often to use spec1a11zed veh1c1es or personal
4Aveh1c1es and tends also to a]low a more personal1zed cho1ce of schedu]e and._.
»57dest1nat1on. el el o R BRI _ -
4 . When escort is ava11ab1e, which it is at 47% of the sample . s1tes, 1t ‘
lftends to be: avaiTable for the -same occas1qns as s1mp1e transportat1on.=
‘ FEscort most often is prov1ded by pa1d staff members (72% of ‘the. prov1dersf
: where 1t 1s ava11ab1e) as,opposed to vo]unteers (38%) or staff donated by -
“?other agenc1es (30%) "\ S S . : B
‘f Like transﬁortat1on, the ch1ef 1mped1ment to 1mproved escort serv1ce‘"
1s sa1d to be money. for staff and better-equ1pped veh1c1es.

.
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«lat 93% of the sites where it is avai1ab1e, shopping ass1stance inc1udes

e S .
55} Shopping Assistande S v o
Cons1der1ng the responses of a11 staff members, it wa scertained

‘ that shopp1ng assistance is ava11ab1e at 69% of the samp1e s1tes. Not

surprising]y, shopping assistance is close1y 11nked w1th transportation

,'tranSportation. 0ther components of this assistance are’ carrying packages

. (84%) and help with selection of 1tems (53%) In add1tion to grocery
§shopp1ng, most sites with this service (69%) 1nc1ude shopping for items
iother than food. 0ther aspects of - shopp1ng a551stance described by
‘occas ona1 site managers are pick-up and de1iVery of prescription L

B ass1stance at. post offices, he1p in. computing prices, and ﬁG&g
ng labels. One. manager noted the1r operation ‘of a coupon bank

and anoth r told of a “m1ni-market" he1d week1y at the s1te in 11eu of ‘if ib;£

-’going to a shopp1ng area. -

ATl sites ‘but one (98%) allow any part1c1pant to. use the shopp1ng

assistance serv1ce.“ The rema1ning s1te restuhcts the serV1ce to part1c1- u'

pants w1thout ‘other transportation. Most s1tes (72% of those w1th shopping

-.When a choice of stores. is ava11ab1e in-the community, 1ndiv1dua1
part1c1pants often (56% of the cases) can se]ect the stores where they w111
shop. Fon the remaining sites e1ther the group votes, 'a staff member

-w.decides, or some rotation system is used. . One site manager described a

"system whereby stores b1d to provide the shopping assistance at the1r

,’ 1ocations, the w1nn1ng store also supp1y1ng the - transportation

“Assistance with shopping most genera11y 1s handled by pa1d prov1der

_ vstaff (72%. of the sites where assistance is avai]ab]e) Appreciab]e
> nudbers of sites also utilize vo]unteer 1abor (38%) or. staff donated by

other agenc1es (30%).. ¥

“When asked about 1mprovements needed most s1te managers (58% of - those

with an’ “opinion) said that their shopping ass1stance was working. well and v
- that no 1mprovements were necessary - Other managers p1npointed a need for ‘

additional staff and/or vehicles to permit more regu1ar1y schduled and
more personalized shopp1ng ass1stance.

A T

A 135

‘-ass1stance) schedu]e shopping ass1stance regu1ar1y, week1y (55%) or. more, if_,r
“than once per week (30%). - Those' who do not have a regu]ar schedu1e
- _indicate tqat the service is available on request, as needed.
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4. . Nutrition Educat1on , Ce :
Nutr1t1on education is one of the most genera]]y ava11ab1e support
services throughout the system, ava11ab1e at 90% of. the meal s1tes .. The
‘1ntens1ty of the educat1on is cons1derab1y more var1ed Accord1ng to s1te_y
- managers, most sites schedu]e nutr1t1on educat1on month]y (53%) or less
“often (19% of those ‘With any»educat1on at a]]) Re]at1ve1y few s1tes
report weekly (24%) or daily (3%) activitieés. - PR : .
_ ’ A6cord1ng to. the nutr1t1on1sts and d1et1c1ans 1nterv1ewed the- most .
w frequent]y used methods of nutrition’education .are lectures (92% of the
' locat1ons w1th nutr1t1on1sts/d1et1c1ans), c1rcu1at1on of pr1nted mater1als,i
._(90%), and post1ng of - v1sua1 mater1als (75%) Group d1scuss1ons are - usedl,
fby 67% of the re]evant prov1ders and 61% prov1de persona] counse11ng on . h
nutrition. Ha]f or fewer of: these prov1ders use methods such as nutr1t1on-
'related games (49%), cooking sessjons (43%), workshops (31%), or market ‘
1 l*trips (ZS%X More. exotic techn1ques, each mentioned once,*1nc1ude organi--
- -zation of diet c1ubs, operat1on of a food .co-op, a.fooed-of-the- month
program at a local: supermarket, and use of the congregate ‘meal. for . .'
‘“demonstrat1on purposes. : : R
_ A w1de range of top1cs is covered dur1ng nutr1t1on educat1on Both
the site managers and.the providers' nutr1t1on1sts/d1et1c1ans (when there
. Wass one) were asked to‘identify these topics, and there was considerable
. agreement between the two sources One collection of top1cs, all of which
were 1dent1f1ed by more than 80% of the respondents, can be character1zed
~ as basic facts about nutrition: nutr1t1ona1 va1ues of foods; food groups; . .
i 7;v1tam1ns and minerdls; balancing. meals; calor1es, diets, and overwe1ght
~ and genera] principles of good health and nutrition.’ Two other top1cs,
which deal more with nutritional pract1ce were noted less frequent]y ‘ food
'purchas1ng and food and mea] preparat1on. .~;. : : AN
Many other. top1cs of nutrition education were ment1oned by 1so]dted
respondents, ]ncYud1ng,food‘st%rage, safety, and san1tat1on, low-salt,
;-low-sugar, and low-cholesterol ‘diets; food ‘interactions; food'drug
1nteract1ons, d1sease -and ‘diet comp11cat1ons, fad d1ets, port1on control;

read1ng 1abe1s and consumerism; and meal appea1
. : .S '
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5. Recreation and Social Act1v1t1es _
Another very preva]ent support serv1ce, ava11ab1e in some form at

;" g virtually all. (93%) of the s1tes, is recreat1on and social activity. Most
~congregate sites have fac111t1es for recreat1on at the meal site, or, 1f

not there, at some aff111ated locat1on such. as a sen1or or -commun i ty
: center.. A few sites ‘have no- rea]]y access1b1e recreat1on p]ace iFon,
" example, sites wh1ch use commerc1a] d1n1ng facilities. to serve mea]s may
'have difficulty. schedu11ng the space for non-mea] funct1ons.
For. those sites wh1ch have a p]ace available to part1c1pants for spare

time act1v1t1es, the recreat1on fac111ty usua]]y‘1s open five days per. weekirld;;

(92% of the s1tes), sometimes more,.somet1mes less, for an average of seven
hours per day. Although much of this time may be unprogrammed ‘most (58%)
.- of the s1tes with facilities schedyle specific recreat1on or social- act1v1-
ties on a. da11y basis.. Others stéd:;:rthese act1v1t1es severa] t1mes per L
gﬁweex (15%) or week]y (17%) Thus, fé than 10% of .the s1tes fail to have..T'”'
fschedu]ed social act1v1ty on at least a week]y bas1s. ” T
] The most requent events, accord1ng to the site managers at 65 s1tes"
with regular act1v1t1es,vare card games (74% of the sites), arts and craftS'
(66%), part1es or dances (58%), exercise classes (67%) and. field tr1ps
.(54%). But many other events dre schedu]ed, 1nc]ud1ng re11g1ous study,
'mus1ca1 events, sw1mm1ng, picnics, and other games such as pool or b1ngo
' The programm1ng of activities appears to be fundamenta]ly in ‘the hands'
of site managers (84% of the sites), individual part1c1pants (74%),. and-
site councils (48%), that is, at: the Toca] Tevel. Staff and councils at S
the prov1der Tevel .are less’ 11ke1y to be 1nvo]ved w1th recreat1ona1 or "i '
' soc1a1 p]ann1ng L : : / e - :
L1ke many other support serv1ces, the most frequently dent1f1ed way
' _to 1mprove recreation .and soc1a] act1v1ty is: to- find 1ncr::téd f1nanc1a] o
support, part1cu]ar]y for more supp11es.' Somewhat surpr1s1ng1y, in 11ght

'~‘.'of the above data, a few site managers noted a need. to 1mprove the moti-- .

" vation and attitudes of part1c1pants and to 1nvo1ve part1c1pants more- 1n ,V
p]anning. ' . '

. . . T L . : . ) -
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" 6. - Information and Referral ) . _ ,
o Information about other serv1ces and referral to other agencies are
also available through most (86%) congregate meal sites.; The benefits and
’services most frequently ‘{dentified by site managers as the subject matter
of information and referral ‘are health care. (97% of the sites with this g
~ service), social security (93%), food stamps -and commodity programs, etc,,:Vf f
f88%, legal services .(88%), public assistance (88%), and houSing (77%) :
fTopics mentioned less frequently . are home maintenance, energy, income
‘taxes, transportation, travel, fire safety, mental health, education,‘..*ﬁfﬁ
, recreation weatherization ~consumerism;. and: crime and self defense. «”",,,,-
~The most frequent method of proViding information is. indiVidual
‘contact, upon request by participants (93%). But most sites also report
use of outside speakers (90%), general announcements made at meals or other
" gatherings (86%), and printed materials (86%) Thus, in terms. of the L
methods of providing. information, ‘the s1tes appear to differ very little,‘a.,wf
" virtually all of them use. many ‘methods. RS L i 53573
- Sites do differ on two other dimensions, however, particularly in the o
domain of referral White most Sites (89%) refer participants directly to
- the service agency appropriate for their needs, a few refer’ them to an -v;§j§
. intermediary information- and- referral serv1ce. At many Sites, both |
: procedures are -in use, although the more likely procedure is a. direct
referral SR » ' : SR . -
¢ - In addition, the level of ' involvement w1th and fodlow-up of the. -
referral differs markedly among the Sites., Table V-4 summarizes data
‘show1ng this difference. - Site managers were asked whether they usually,
sometimes, or never made appointments for participants, arranged transpor-
tation to the agency, accompanied participants to the agency, or followed
up on the referral to-see that the participant was. served. ~ As can be seen
~in Table V- 4, sites are rather evenly spread across the various frequency
' ‘levels, reflecting considerable diverSity in their levels of involvement :
with the referral process., Over all sites, the highest levels of an01Ve-,
‘ment tend to be in making appointments for -participants and in follow1ng up
the referrals. Site staff members are least likely to actually accompany
participants agencies.’ ‘ °
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TABLE V- 4

'STAFF REFERRAL ACTIVITIES -
,. ON BEHALF OF PARTICIPANTS

, o ; . - :<ﬁ‘ . ;i - Percentage of Sites1 which ‘
4 Action o © . Usually . Sometimes Never,’ “

Make App01ntment for. . o 'f“ e

- Participant S 47% 3% 21%
" Accomipany Participant to A o :
Agenqy o . 13 _-38. 49

.Transport Participant to o )
- Agengcy S R 30 ‘ gor‘ - 300
Follow Up Upon'Referral- ' 57 - o .23

 MlActions - . st @ o

~..}Based upon_datanrovided byfsdusita managers.

)
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- Six sites inever® perform any of th
_sites’ “usually“ perform a]] of the _
‘distributed quite even]y between the two extremes.‘ Thus, sites vary o

B . .. . .
T e T T

|

For later analytic purposes, a\referral invo]vement score was computed:

actions listed in Table V- 4 five :
ctions,’ ‘and the other 51tes ‘are

ffor each site based upon their: man%gers responses -to. the above questions. 1':

greatly in their typical invo]vement during. referra], and it will be of

iinterest to examine this variation 1n conJunction w1th other operationa]

variab]es, participant satisfaction and so forth. . ,
When asked about ways to improve information and. referral services,

. site managers said that staff time was the. chief problem, particular]y timeffrf
for more personal contact and fo]]ow-up, and’ they saw more funding as the

so]ution. Additional funds also were reported to be needed for printed

E materials. Some . managers noted that the amount of paperwork required to.

record services was excessive and should be reduced to a]]ow more actua] \7‘
service. - ‘ ‘ o :
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7. Counse11ng
, " As was indicated in Tab]e V- 3 counse11ng is. one of the 1ess R
- frequent]y available support serv1ces, part1cu1ar1y according to site
managers On the basis of all 1nformat1on gathered, we be11eve that the
site managers' views are the most accurate among the staff members and that,
.,counse11ng actually is available’ through at most, 61% of the congregate- '
- s1tes Even this est1mate may be high, because at. some of these sites
counse11ng appears. actua]]y to reflect referra] to a. counse11ng agency or
prov1s1on of information, rather than counse11ng : .
’ The major type of counse11ng reported. by site managers 1nvo]ves ffj7-‘
/personal mental health issues (83% of the sites with counseling ava11ab1e)
Other areas of counseling are far 1ess prevalent: legal counse11ng (31%),
health’ (21%), hous1ng (12%) ‘and tax counseling (10%) B

Counseling is performed primarily by provider/site staff espec1a11y

the site managers, or by commun1ty profess1ona1s or staff of other. agencies
;'who donate ‘their serv1ces to the Title 111 program, Re]at1ve1y 11tt1e ,

o counse11ng is ava11ab1e five days per week, seven hours per day, or as ‘ A
needed. ‘Most managers (88%) say that part1c1pants can call at t1mes other :

than normal’ counse11ng hours. . ' L A L

_When counse11ng occurs,it can occur v1rtua11y anywhere 'Although 78%
of the sites with counse11ng have a private office su1tab1e for that ]
purpose, much of the counse11ng also is’ reported to occur during ‘casual, -
pr1vate encounters (50% of the s1tes) and during mea]s, meet1ngs, or other
gather1ngs (43%). Half (50%) of these. sites also counse] part1c1pants in

- their homes, and many - (43%) counse] over the te]ephone. . .

The major requ1rement for 1mprov1ng counse11ng, accord1ng to s1te
managers , is more staff, whether paid, donated or. vo]unteered (88% of the'_“
respondents) Other needs are: for more staff tra1n1ng, better fac111t1es, :

| better pub11c1ty, and ways . to overcome the st1gma of ask1ng for help.

.v-21_ ‘
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F. - Awarenesss of and Participation in Site Nutrition Education L
Congregate dining sites ‘have been encouraged to of fer nutriti n
education. These educationa] activities may take a variety of forms:
classes, informa] discussions, or the provision of printed- materiais on-
| ‘nutrition, and/or food preparation. This section of the report discusses ,/413,
'awareness and - uti]ization of- site nutrition education by e]der]y o
'partiCipants and former participants. -, : f . .
_ For a frame of reference, it is usefu] to reca]] that Nutritign
“Service personnel say that nutrition education s, avaiiabie in virtuZ]]y
.7 all sites. (See Table V 3. ) ‘ |

1. Awareness of- Site Nutrition Education T e -
"STightly  more -than one-half (54%) of current congregate dining
_'participants reported théy were. aware of nutrition education activ1ties R
at their sites (see "Table V-5). Nearly one-fifth (17%) did -not . know'f“¢ S
whe ther such. educationa] activities were offered through sites, Tleaving 29%v_ o
"who said they were not.. As shown in Table V-5 former participants were
“less. iikely to reca]] that nutrition education had been avaiiabie when they
were active Serv1ce,partic1pants. ‘ . . ) '
~-Longer-term participants (64%) were a]so more aware of . site
nutrition education than e]der]y who have more recent]y enro]]ed (42%)
Persons attending sites’ estabiished after 1975 were marginaily more iikeiy'
“‘to report their sites offered. site nutrition education (56% vs. 50% of
~ pre-1975 site attendees) 2 e T ' o . )
~ These data reveal. elderly awareness of nutrition education and may not B
‘preciseiy correspond to the degree to which sites actua]]y offer |
‘educationai programs The fact that 17 percent did not know whether such
programs were availabie at their Site suggests that increased public1ty i
,'concerning Site nutrition education may be useful, Increased pubiiCity
may he]p ensure that an potentiai nutrition education participants w;]]
"be aware of the fu11 range of supportive serVices avaiiabie. '

[

Ip Significant finding (x%,.1 df, = 83. 5 P < 01)

s QA significant finding, a]though a sma]] percentage difference )
(x ,» 1.df, = 6.1, p < 05) , :
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| . TABLEV-S
= AWARENESS OF SITE NUTRITION EDUCATION!

. Awareness2 ' 'Pértitipants | ~ Former Participants

(=1,735) - = (N=2A9)-
Education Availab]e B4y . . 3%

i

Educat1on Not. Ava11ab1e -29%? R .'_}'38z;

.Do Not Know/Could o S S N
Not Recall e . 25%

No Response | o ’*"“ : ) | f 1% ‘

. ' ) 1 o ¢

CTOTAL 100% o 1008

‘lsenrce- Q. E145' S

_ Denotes Tess than 1% | _ _
| 2Percentages differ s1gnif1cant1y (x2, 1 df, = 25 5, p < .01) ~Former
participants were less likely to report education was available and

~more likely to report either that it was not available or they did not’ Z‘HF

C know whether it had been availab]e at the1r s1tes.«ff
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2, Proportion of Part1ciggnts Aware of S1te Nutr1t1on Educat1on by
¢
S1te. . . -

Lack of awareness of nutrition education is spread across a]l siteS'f ot

and hence cannot be attributed to the few sites at wh1ch no such’ support-
serv1ce is currently available. . In half the sites, 59% or less of part1- i
, 'c1pants were aware of nutrition education efforts (see Table V-6), The
- proportions were . not marked]y d1fferent in those 51tes formed pre- -1975 and
those formed 1ater.

& .
- TABLE V- 6 . |
QUARTILE PROPORTIONS OF SITE PARTICIPANTS AWARE 0F1
‘ NUTRITION EDUCATION PROGRAMS
First Quartile | N E . .33%
' Second Quartile T - - : 59% R
Third Quartile = - 70%
ZHighest Va1ueJ' ‘ T Y 1008
_ﬂ__“

1Th1s table shows that at one- -fourth of sites, one- th1rd or fewer
participants were aware of nutrition education; at one-half of s1tes
59n or less were aware of nutr1tion educat1on etc. - ‘
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s available supportive services. ' ) _ -

3, ~ Respondent Characteristics Related to Awareness of Nutrition
" Education - o | |
Régression analyses'were conducted to identify variables associated
with awareness ‘of Nutrition “education., These analyses are presented in
depth in Appendix and summarized here. . . . _ '
Elderly persons who were active participants, and were aware of other
supportive services were likely to be aware of site nutrition education
: activities. . - ‘ : ‘
| o Although only 10 percent felt the Service was “free," these persons
were somewhat\$¥ss 1ike1y to be aware of site nutrition education. Those'
who do not contribute, however ‘modestly, to their sites may be ‘less
interested in site activities and, hence, exhib¥t lower awareness of them.
Parf'cipants who were more mobile, felt their health' had not declined,
 felt their incomes were adequate, and were rarely depressed were more aware
_of site nutrition education., ‘More able participants and those who had
positive self-perceptions exhibited greater awareness. These findings and
~ the fact that minority persons were less aware of site nutrition education
Suggest that -this supportive service .may not reach some important’ sub-
populations. ' It may”also be, however, that the more .disadvantaged groups ‘
referred to above dre less interested in exploring the full range of

A

2

-
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.4, Part1c1pat10n in Site Nutrition Education
Participants who said that site nutrition education. act1v1t1es were .

available at their sites were asked if they had ever participated in these [f

activities. As shown in Table V- 7. aware participants were more likely
f (73%) to have participated than were former participants (60%) .
Disregarding this difference, it is clear that a maJority of participants
who are aware that nutrition education is available take advantage of it.

As a percentage of the total current congregate Service population,
however, only 39 percent have ever part1c1pated in these activitie (see
Table V-7). Although the former participant sample was not designséiis be
statistically representative of all former Service attendees, 1 S
interesting to note that a sma]ler _proportion of this sub- sample (21%) had
ever participated in site-nutr1t1on activities. ,

Aware longer -term participants were also more likely to particﬁpate
than more recent aware en;rants (79% vs.. 65%) Aware part1c1pantste
attending sites established prior tg.and after 1975 were comparably likely
to part1c1pate in nutrition education (75% VS, 71%)

1a significant finding (x2, 1 df, = 22.4, p < .01)
2Percentages do,not.diffen significantly (x2, 1 df, ="1.5, p >v§65);"
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B R TR %
| PARTICIPATION IN SITE NTRITION EDUCATION

.
o ‘. 7

4 _ v§a§£1cibahtS ' Former Part1c1pants h
S o ae

- Pabticipat1on2',

Part1c1pat1on by Aware ,‘ IR : Sl
Participants - =~ = ' - 73%. L 60%

: . - . - : IR I

'v'_ikPakticipSt{oﬁ3' : ',"31'* Pér%icipants " Former Partigipahts-lr‘|

CT(WeLL,735) T (N=z49).

. SR Part1c1pat1on by All , : . S .
- Part1c1pants IR _ -39% L - 21%

2Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (x2 1 df = 4.6, p 05)' . |
‘; ~ Aware participants. were more 11ke1y to use the Serv1ce than aware
v ?orm r part1c1pants o RET ‘
" 3percentages- differ S'igmf'icant'ly (21 df, = 7.2, p" < 0. .

Regardless of awareness, a larger proport1on of part1c1pants
part1c1pated 1n s1te nutr1t1on educat1on o LT,

| v-27- N e _— K

* ’ t . I . . . . . .
. . - . . ° ’ PR ’. . ’ N '
LR ", . n ° iy h : . : .
. S e ) U EI ] - )
B . : . . a3 . . L . " . . ) R




- . o - Yy
5. Respondent Character1st1cs Related to Part1c1pat1on In S1te o

Nutrition Education
‘1

_ Regress1on analyses were ut111zed to 1dent1fy those character1st1cs ,;-;
'that were re]at1ve1y assoc1ated w1th part1c1patlon in site nutr1t1on '.
eeducat1on. Only results for current congregate dining part1c1pants are ,f
..d1scussed below, because former * part1c1pants character1st1cs were not

s1gn1f1cant1y related to ut111zdt1on of this support1ve serV1ce. '

Part1c1pation in site nutr1t1on education among. ‘those. aware of 1ts ,J,jif

. ava11ab111ty was_ enhanced by pos1t1ve perceptions of s1te contr1but1ons
policy and awareness of other supportive services: s1te recreat1ona1
act1v1t1es and shopp1ng ass1stance.2 Percept1ons of site contr1but1ons

po]1cy had a- modest re]at1onsh1p w1th part1c1pat1on. “Those who fe]t mea]s p,,..
. were free were most 1ikely ‘to " take part (79%)3 however, evén among those S

who felt they were charged, - 70 percent had evqg part1c1pated in . s1te

nutr1t1on .education. e : : : o
' Part1c1pat1on was higher: among aware fema]es who were more mob11e and
“able to attend sites frequently.v Those whé . occas1ona11y or often felt }47
depressed were not only less aware of the support1ve service, but - less ‘
114&1)' to avail themselves of ite Interestmg]y, more h1gh1y educated

persons apparently found this act1v1ty 1ess appea11ng than did those w1th '
less than nine completed years of educat1on.,- o

e : -

. 3
&
&

l
‘i

1See AppEnd1x K for a descr1pt1on of the1ana1yt1c techn1que.‘

A._‘!i&._._-‘!.fzu

2Tables for relat1onsh1ps discussed in the text are in Append1x K
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B Awareness of and Ut111zat1on-of Site Shopp1ng Assistance
o A]] part1c1pants were asked whetherwthey had ever been. offered shopp1ng.v3
ass1stance _through the1r mea] s1tes If shopping ass1stance had been, ,* o
- offered, e1der1y were then asked how often it was offered and how often -
they ut111zed th1s support1Ve serv1ce It may be reca]]ed ‘that adm1n1s- .{;
"trat1ve personnel at various 1evels said that shopp1ng ass1stance was
fava11ab1e at approx1maté]y twg out of three s1tes (see Tab]e V-3).

Awareness of S1te Shopp1ng Ass1stance N
, More than three= ~quarters (77%) of current congregate d1n1ng part1c1-j :
‘pants ‘reported: either that site shopp1ng assistance had never been ~offered

" or that they did- not know if it was available (see Tab]e v-8). Other data

conta1ned in this table show that 16 percent reported th1s a§§1stance was

o offered at. 1east once a week. Thus, a]though a maJor1ty were unaware of

shopp1ng assistance, when it was ava11ab1e, 1t was offered on a frequent
basis, Former part1c1pants were more 11ke1y to r%call that shopp1ng
yass1stance was not ava11ab1e or 1ess able to reca]] whether it had been
ava11ab1e (87% vs. 77% of current part1c1pants) o v

' A somewhat smaller percentage of ‘loRger-term part1c1pants were unaware -
of the support1ve serv1ce (74% vs. 79% of recent entrants “who werevl
‘unaware) ’ ' '

. Separate comparisons were. made between.&hose attend1ng s1tes estab-
llished prior to and after 1975. Persons attend1ng pre-1975 s1tes were .
- likely to report that th19 support1ve service was offered on.a more frequent
basis, 1. e. one-fifth said it was offered at least once a week- (vs. }g% of
‘post 1975 site attendees who reported it was offered th1s frequent]y)

A]] in all, these data.show that large maJor1t1es of each current
'.part1c1pant sub- popu]at1on were unaware of-s1te_shopp1ng assistance.

v
15 sfghiffcant difference (x?, 1-dfy = 5.0, p.< L05).%
8.3, p < .Ol);

%A significant difference (x2, 1 df,
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. FREQUENCY.WITH WHICH SITE SHOPPING' =~ . L
- ASSISTANCE WAS OFFERED” ~ -~ """ . =

. 'frgggéﬂgz? ‘ o '-iﬂn“iParticfbants'ii:'1“JVCFormérfPartiCipéhts “v35

Oncé A weék.or'Mbre Often

ane'EVery Two Weeks™ . =~ . “ 7 22%_‘- '1 '  ‘:'3 ;::;11.*) ‘

Once A Month/less Often 3% - 2%

Do Not Know/Could Not Recall 2% = . S 3%
- Frequency L , B - . : PR

- Unawaré of Assistance == o 77%2»';i‘7 B } ,"' ,“_ 82%?  ‘u _:
rota. - Zow0s 003

L ————————

Isource: Qu. B12 AT

'2Percen£ages include elderly who repdrtédjfhis service was not available
and who did not know if it was available. o . =

3percentages differ significantly (x2, 1 df, = 4.9, p < .05),
Participants who said the service was available, reported more .often
- that it-was_ayai1ab]e.at_least once a*week'than did former participants.

%, ] ._ -

i
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- 2.. Proportion of. Part1c1pants Aware of Shopp1ng Ass1stance by Site .

- Lack of awareness of site shopping assistance is spread across all -
sites. As shown 1n Table V-9, at 25 percent of s1tes 5 percent or fewer
of part1c1pants were aware .of its. ava11ab1]1ty.‘ At three-quarters of
sites, 37 percent or fewer of part1c1pants said th1s support service was

Sava11ab1e
E TABLE V-9 |
| QUARTILE PROPORTIONS OF SITE PARTICIPANTS
: . AWARE OF SITE SHOPPING ASSISTANCE .
" First Quartile o S 5%
Second Quartile S | o 14%
Third Quartite & . 37%
 Highest Value f» L - RS - 86%

y-3l
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; 3. Respoodent Character1st1cs Re1ated to Awareness of S1te Shopping

_Assistance . _ o _

‘ Regress1on ana]yses1 were conducted to 1dent1fy e1der1y character- _7
"1st1cs s1gn1f1cant1y re1ated to awareness of 51te shopping ass1stance.

Part1c1pants who more . frequent1y attended the1r sites (1 e. 16% who

'iattended at 1east once a week were aware vs.,lo% of part1c1pants who f.-ﬁ:x

'-attended less often) and those who a1ways part1c1pated 1n site recreat1on
_~act1v1ties were among those most 11ke1y to be aware. of s1te shopp1ng
ass1stance.2 o = : ' ". ;
, Further, fema]es and. part1c1pants who fe]t the1r d1ets were‘more"'h
nutr1t1ous were more. aware “of ‘this serv1ce.3 . , - :
' - More- 1mportant1y, however, aware attendees tended to be more depressed
and somewhat more "jsolated than their peers.4, These: f1nd1ngs suggest
that sites may offer shopp1ng aSS1stance to those persons whose 11v1ng

_-c1rcumstances may 1nd1cate greater need for a551stance.g

I@g_ ’.

. %

1cee'Appendix L for a descriﬁtion of the ana1yti% technique."'
_ 2S1gn1f1cant univariate F Values were found v - T ‘
’ (all F's, 14 and 1029 df, > 6.0, all p's < 05) ~See” Appendix L.
3Slgmflcant univariate F va]ugé~were found o | '
(all F's, 24 and 1419 df, > 5. 2 all p s < 05) See Appendix L.

_4S1gn1f1cant univariate F values were found ' T L
(all F's, 24 and 1519 df, > 4«5 all p's < .05).  See Appendix L. -

y-32




4, Uti]ization of Site Shopping Assistance _'

.Participants who were aware of this supportive service at their sites
were asked how frequent]y they utilized shopping assistance.‘ As ‘can’ be
seen -in Table V-10, approximately one=half. (53%) of aware participants had

. availed themse]ves of this assistance. Furthermore. aware current partic1- .

'pants were more likely to have used the service ‘than were aware former 1

.part1cipants (53% vs. 32%). : *

B percentage of the tota1 current congregate Service popu1ation. :
,however. only 12 percent had ever used site shopp1ng assistance (see ‘:
Table V- 10) An even sma]]er percentage (5%) of former participants ever
recalled hav1ng used. shopp1ng assistance.»

) Aware longer-term participants were more 1ike1y to utilize th1s
| supportive service than more recent program entrants (60% vs. 44%). 1 ,
| A Separate comparisons were made between. persons who attended sites :‘."
established before and after 1975. Aware part1c1pants were equa]]y 1ikely -
© to utilize the serv1ce regard]ess of ‘when their sites had been -established ”

_1(50% of post-1975 site attendees vs. 55% of pre-1975 s1te attendees) 2
However, a slightly larger proportion of-all e1der1y part1c1pants attend1ng
'pre -1975 sites used the service (14% vs. 11% of post-1975- site attendees)
This is due to the finding that participants attend1ng pre -1975 sites

. reported that shopp1ng assistance was offered more’ frequent]y (see .

) Tabie v-11). :

. ..

QlA significant finding'(xz;;1 df, = 34.1, p < Oi)v'
27 non- s1gn1ficant difference (x2, 1 df, = 1 2, p >,05).
3A s1gn1f1cant f1nding (xz' 1 df, = 4 1, Ps. 05) . h:,’ : ioéfy
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14
UTILIZATION OF SITE sHOPPINGQASSISTANCE?’Z,f

TABLEV-1O =

© Utilization®  Participants  Former Phrticipants

Utilization by Aware Participants ~ - 53% - 3%
B o S A

Utilization® - " participants Former Particibants G
e T Wy
CUtilization by Al1 Participants . - 128 5%

Ri)

‘]Sourcg: Qu; B13

2 detai]ed'distribution'fdr'this item is in Appendix M.
* Spercentagessdiffer significantly (x% 1df, = 4.9, p <.05). ~ .
"~ Participants who said the service was'available were more likely
. than, former participants to have used the assistance..’

4Percentagés differ significantly (x% 1 df, = 12.8, p <.01).
-A larger percentage of current participants reported having used site
"~ shopping assistance. o o I s : .

4
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| TABLE v-11 |
* FREQUENCY WITH HICH SITE SHOPPING ASSISTANCEL

WAS OFFERED: PRE-1975 VS. POST-1975 SITE ATTENDEES. .

B
_ Attend ' Atfen&} "
Ereduency’® B "Site
‘ - ' T(N=903) (N=
“Once A Week or More Often .88 20%
. Once Every Two weeks - ’1% : 2%
Once A Month/Less Often 4% .,1%‘
Do Not Know 3% 2%
Unaware of Ass1stance “ 78%?  ‘ 75%2,'
TOTAL . T '

100%

1Source Q B12 . ‘ |
2Percentages include e1der1y who reported . this serv1ce was not ava11ab1e
‘and who d1d not know if it was ava11ab1e. : . ‘ P

3Tota1 d1ffers from 100% due to round1ng.

»4Percentages differ significantly (x%, 1 df, = 8.3, p < 01) Those
attending pre-1975 sites were more likely to report th1s service was
v ava11ab1e “once a week" or more often.



5. Respondent Characteristics Reiated to Utiiization of Site
' Shopping Assistance . L S : »

_ Muitivariate anaiyses1 were' em 1oyed to identify participant and - ,
.. former participant characteristics re 1ated to reported utiiization of this n,g'
. -supportive service. ' " L . | “"'
N - Approximately one- -half of current part1cipants who were aware of site
shopping assistance utilized th1S s pportive service. The more frequent
users were females who frequentiy sxciaiized with friends attending their
51tes. Although more frequent usens ‘tended to be more: generaiiy mobite,

- felt their health was average or better and were only rareiy or never
'v depressed they were also more likely to have 1ncomes beiow $6,000 in 1981

‘and were more isolated tha//xhei peers (Tabie V-12° 111ustrates the

)

-relationship between income nd'utiiization) Sociaiiy isoiated eideriy |
live alone, report they had" too few friends,,did not have someone in whom |

~ they could confide, and ;were rarely visited by their chi]dren.2 Thus,:
among curpent aware participants ut11ization is higher for those whose
demographic characteristics indicate a need for this part1cu1ar type of

‘ a551stance ‘T ' ' -

As expected, former part1c1pants who‘had attended their sites'freqUent]y o

7 and had positive perceptions of their sites had been more likely to utiii;er :
~ the service. _, S | |

41$ee Appendix-M_for a description of the regre551on technique

: ZSee'Appendix M for a description of the anaiytic technique

1 v-36 .




. S ' TABLE V- 12

RELATIONSHIP- BETNEEN 1981 ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME'*2*3
~AND UTILIZATION OF SITE SHOPPING ASSISTANCE - -

: . RS
ST ' L Participants '
. .5 R Tess Than . - $6,000 -
Utilization® - $6,000 S ~ Or More
i o ‘ o ] (N.._.Zgg) ‘ ' . ( Ngj 11 )
Used Whenever Offered _— 603 . : . 343
or Occasionally C Coo : _ .
Never Used S w38 ey
Do Not Know S . o I 'Vj‘ 2% "‘”
No Resp7nse>'~ R . ' f‘v,v 1% ‘ o - .

TOTAL et 00y

. 1Sburce..,Qu; B]3 19
| 2E]der]y who were- unaware of site sh0pping assistance are exc]uded from .
J#'this ana]ys1s . _ = L

3A more detai]ed distribution for this item is in Appendix M

4Tota] differs from 100% due to rounding.l v '

5Percentages differ significantly (x%, 1 df 21 0 < 01) Less

affluent aware participants were more likely to. utilize this supportive '
service. : _ o S _ -

Tpenotes less :than 1%;_
=37
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H. Awareness of and Ut111zat1on of Site Medical Assistance o
~ ANl Service participants were. asked whether their s1tes “... ever
help(ed) people get med1ca1 examinations, treatments, or *medicines."
Those .who were aware of site. medﬂca] assistance and referral were then
asked if they had ever utilized this supportive service. Accord1ng to
,:various levels-of service management. medical assistance is ava11ab1e at‘[
-approximately four out of five sites. (See Table V-3.) I

.)-1 < “

1-A Awareness of Site‘Med1ca1 Assistance :
Approximate]y one-half (53%) of current part1c1pants were aware of
this supportive service at their sites; however, a large minority (20%)
 did not know whether it was av 1ab1e (see Table V-13). Former
fpart1c1pants were more 11ke1y te recal] ‘that referral -had’ not been
_ava11a$1e at their sites (40% vs. 27% of current part1C1pants) ______
| Additional comparisons ,of‘ important -current participant
. sub- popu]ations ‘reveal that longer-term part1c1pants were more aware of
~ medical assistance than those who have more recently entered thet
| (58% vs. 47%)1 Also, persons attend1ng sites estab11shed prio-f;,{
were slightly more aware of this type of ass1stance than part1i*ﬁ
attend1ng post -1975 sites (55% vs. 50%)

1A s1gn1f1cant f1nd1ng (XZ,'l df, = 18.5, p < .01).

'2A s1gn1f1cant finding, although a small percentage d1fference
(XZ, 1 df’ = 4 9 p < -05). L . .

B}

- o v=ss



TABLE V-13 |
© AWARENESS OF SITE MEDICAL ASSISTANGE'

2

AWaréness _.  Participants " Former Pa%ticipants
T ST R=243)
Assistance Available’ . 8% o 40w
Assistance th‘AVailable " o , 40%
Do Not Know/Could Not Recall - 20% | 19%
No Response - | o o 1%
CToTAL | 005 - 100%

Qu Bl4 | R : . f‘>

! ages differ s1gn1f1cant1y (x2, 1 df, = 13. 1, p <.01). Forher

.participants were less likely to report ass1stance had been available and . -

. were more likely to report either that it had not been available or that
they d1d not know if 1t had been available at their sites. _

' *Defotes less than 1%,
V39
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2.  Proportion.of Participants'Aware.of Site Medical'Assistance by
Site S v o
As we have seen, whereas various levels of service management repOrted .
that medical assistance was available at: about four out of five sites, only
about one-half (53%) of all participants were aware of its availability.
_”Table V-14. providgs additional informatiop regarding the distribution of
respondent awareness by site. These data show that/at 25 percent of sites,'
37 percent or fewer participants said this support service was available,‘
At three-quarters of sites ("third quartile"), two- thirds (68%) or fewer.
were aware of its availability. . Thus, there is considerable variability .of
participant awareness by site. , :

TABLE V-14

QUARTILE PROPORTIONS OF SITE PARTICIPANTS :
- ANARE OF MEDICAL ASSISTANCE - R

First Quartile R : : ~:_t,i37%' - \\‘a;,

Second Quartile C , SR _50%
Third Quartile S 68y
Highest Value o /2
-. :
B o T
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- ~3; Respdndent Character1st1cs Re]ated to Awareness of S1te Medica]

Ass1stance R R a*'?‘“
Mu1t1var1ate ana]yses] were ut111zed to 1dent1fy elderly character- L
1stics re]ated to awareness of - this support1ve service. B o

R

Current congregate meal ‘site part1c1pants were more aware of this

4 support1ve serv1ce 1f they attended act1ve s1tes, and were soc1a11y act1ve

at ‘their s1tes. For examp]e 60 percent of those who spent a lot of . t1me .

:Lf v1s1t1ng'fr1ends at their site were aware. of med1ca1 ass1stance (VS 44% °f

g ..

- those who. spent Tittle t]me visiting" fr1ends) If they e1ther donated

or. were "charged" by the1r s1tes, they’were more aware of med1ca1 ass1stance

(i . 55% and 48% vs., 433, respect1ve1y) o .'fﬁ" S
The more mob11e the married, “and those Who had a pos1t1ve view of. ‘the

near’ future were also more aware. A The fact that those who. felt the1r"' )

hea]th was better were‘more aware of the serw1ce5 sugdests that- care

shou]d be taken to pub11c1ze ava11ab111ty of med1ca1 referma] to those

who feel the1r hea]th 1s be]ow ayerage

e i . ot . .

ISee Append1x N for a descr1pt1on of the regress1on techn1que ‘ R

: sf" ’ v
2A s1gn1f1cant un1var1ate F. was found (F 14 and 1 029 df = 8, 4 P <f’UI) N
See Append1x N

o . . - : B .

3A s1gn1f1cant un1var1ate F was found (F 14 and 1, 029 df 6 3, Pig:¥ e
See Append1x N. S B :~ 4 S, S T
4S1gn1f1cané f1nd1ngs (a1'| F £ 24 and 1163 df, _>"3.9, all p's. <.05).. See , .
Append1x N - ' v ‘ IR . et [‘fﬁ;ﬁjg;;:

5A s1gn§f1cant un1var1ate F va]ue was- found (F 24 and 1, 163"df
< 05 See Append1x N , v




Tikely to “have ut111zed it than _more recent entrants (56% vs. 48%) 1

LN

4. | Ut1lization of Site Medical Assistance : .
Those who reported that med1ca1 referra] serv1ces were avai]ab]e'u."
through the1r sites were asked if they had ever used this support1ve

”service. Data contained in Table V-15 show that 52 percent of aware
—current partic1pants had ut111zed site medica1 referra] serv1ces. fA_f;_"
-comparab]e percentage of aware former part1c1pants had done so.- (54%) '

- Of the total current congregate Serv1ce popu]ation, s]1ght1y move than S

| one-quarter}(z7%) had used this support1ve ‘service. . A sma]]er proport1on Q
. of former.pa o

jcipants interviewed had utilized ‘the service- (21%) o
Longerpterm participants who were' aware of the service were more1’j i

A 1arger proportion of all longer-term: part1c1pants had ut111zed th1sefi'”
support service (32% vs. 22% of more recent entrants) 2. I
Ut1]‘zat1°" at ﬂnm-1975 and post-1975 s1tes was found to be

comparab]e.3

A
. -u‘"




. , TABLE V-157
UTILTZATION OF SITE MEDICAL ASSISTANCE'

P .

N

. Uti]ization2 S : . -Participants ':‘ Former Part1cipants o
_. ' B CN=9TT) o (N=99) -
Utilization by Aware Participants 52% IR AR 0
x T T : S - . R CA
‘ R : e e

“

o Ut111zation3 - . Participants Former Participants

Ut111zat1on by Al Part1c1pants 4'; ‘,27%; S S 21%

4 .

oo .

Source Qu. B]g

Percentages do not d1ffer swgn1f1cant1y (x b df, = 0.0, 'pAS ;05);j"

3Percentages(d1ffer s1gn1f1cantﬂy (x2; 1 df, = 3.9, p= 05) 'A‘larger N
percentage of ‘current part1c1pants used the serv1ce B R

By -

s

V=43

o »71{3;? f#%ie74.figf‘Q!'v:"5;:f'
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5. Respondent Characteristics Re]ated ‘to Utilization of Site Medica]
-Assistance ' :
Regression analyses

T were conducted to identify characteristics

‘ﬁ,.a’:f-'.,-',f !

~related to utilization of site medica] referra1 services. - Demograph.ic and -

1ifesty1e characteristics were found ‘to significant]y predict utilization
by current and former participants. Neither group s Service re]ated

: ,'experiences and perceptions were reliabiy re]ated to utilization.‘

i} What is interesting regarding the resu1ts for current congregate .
dining participants is that self-reported hea]th and number of doctor
visits. did not- predict utilization of site medical assistance. ‘Rather, -
- those who led a more "isolated“ lifestyle were more 1likely ‘to take
advantage of the.supportive service, Sing1e perdons who rarely inVited
others to dine at their homes.and who were not memberscof clubs were more
7‘11ke1y to utiiize site medical assistance. 2 Encouragement from peers to
,attend the SerVice also was positiveiy related to uti1izat40h.3, .
. Participants who live in a 1arger social l'wor]d“ may be ab]e to obtain
- medical asSistance from other community services. '

One other interesting result emerged from ana1yses of former partici-
~ pants. - This supportive serVice had been - -more. often utilized by those ‘with
“Tower education.4 More high1y educated persons may have been better_v =

aware of simi1ar services. offered through other community services.

All in a]], among current participants, a less soAQally active
-iifestyle appears. to predict utiiization. It is ‘not unreasonab]e to
infer more. "isolated" current\users may be better able to find this type of
support through the congregate dining SerVice than through independent
exp]oration of other services avai]ab]e in. their commhnity.

g A

]See Appendix 0 for a description of the ana tic technique

e

2Significant findings (all F's, 24 and 1 ,435 df > 3 9,
allp's < .05). See Appendix 0.

. 3A significant univariateéF Va1ue was found (F 24 and 1 435 df 4 0,
- p < .05).. See Appendix . L

j:4A significant univariate F value was found (F 24 and 186 df, = 4,7,
 p<.05 | o | | T

V-84



4
4

B4

1. -Awareness of'ano Particjpation~1n Site Recreational Activfties -
A major goa] of the Nutrition Services for the E]der]y 1s to ame11orate
:. the ‘social isolation and 1one11ness that -may character1ze the 11fe sty]e of -
a proportion of older. persons. -Congregate mea] sites may offer a var1ety
of recreat1ona1 act1v1t1es and provide settings_in which part1c1pants may
socia]ize with tHeir peers. Serv1ce staff reported that recreat1on was.
ava11ab1e at a vast majority of sites (93%) This sect1on ‘of the report
d1scusses part1c1pant percept1ons of this 1mportant component of the '
Service. N "

3

1, Awareness of Recreat1ona1 Act1v1t1es
“/hhen d1rect1y asked whether their congregate dining sites offered
- %, . . activities such as games, movies, or singing,"” a maJor1ty of current ,
participants (86%) responded aff1rmat1ve1y (see Table V-16). A maJor1ty of
former part1c1pants (77%) also reca]]ed that such activities were available
during the time they were active Serv1ce part1c1pants.p' . ‘ '
Whereas longer- term participants were slightly more aware of recreat1ona1
‘activities than more recent entrants (89% VS. 82%), those attend1ng
. pre-1975 and post 1975 s1tes were comparably aware of site recreational
opportun1t1es (86% vs. 85%) Clearly, a majority of sites offer var1ous
forms - of recreat1on in addition to provision of a meal. (Program management
'personnel say recreat1on is ava11ab1e at near]y nine out of ten sites. )

h

o7

1A s1gn1f1cant d1fference (X?-, 1 df, = 12 6, p <001)

2Percentages d1d not d1ffer.s1gn1f1cant1y (x,; 1 df, 0 4, p > ;05); ‘
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. TABLE V-16

" PWARENESS OF SITE RECREATIONA? ACTIVITIESI

Awareness2

Partici'aﬁts Former Part1c1pantsl
| ‘“{N;ij7%377‘ — - (N=249)
Activities Offered =~ 86% ST
Activities Not Offered 118 . 123

Do Not Know/Could S S
Not Recall ‘ ' 3 .. 8%

- No Response S w1 ’_1%

TOTAL ~ 1003 1003

| {ﬁﬂ-; S ‘ e
o 1Source Q. BZQ' I A ' '
2Percentages do not s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer (x . 1 df = 0. 0, p > 05)

*Denotes 1ess;than 1322;}):jtﬁ

a




2. Proportion of Participants Aware of Site Recreationa] Act1v1t1es
by Site | ' . |

Serv1ce management and part1c1pants report that recreat1ona1 activities
are among the most. frequent]y offered meal site activities. The data:
: Aconta1ned in Table V-17 shows the d1str1but10n of respondent awareness ‘of

these activities by site. ' :

. These data show that the vast maJor1ty of part1c1pants are aware of
these act1v1t1es. “For 1nstance, at 25 percent of sites (first quart11e) up
to 83 percent of respondents.were aware of these act1v1t1es. ‘Further, at

75 percent of meal s1tes.(th1rd quart11e) up to 97 percent reported‘it_wasﬂl_

favai]ab]e._ In near]y‘dne-quarter (24%). of the sampled cOngregatejdining o
sites virtually all respondents were aware of site récreational activities.

e

TABLE V-17

QUARTILE PROPORTIONS OF SITE PARTICIPANTS AWARE OF
RECREATION ACTIVITIES . :

.v,First_Quartfie o :'.; "-;f 83y
vSecond QUartile | _ | e 93% ,
 Third Quartile . e T
Highest Value I )
R Co - __,Vp

-oaae
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3. Frequency of Part1c1pat1on in Site Recreat1ona1 Act1v1t1es

~ Those who reported that these act1v1t1es Were available were - also
asked how frequently they participated in. them. Data presented in -
_Tab]e V-18 show that 68% of aware current part1c1pants sometimes" or
l"a]ways" took part in these act1v1t1es A sma]]er percentage of former
‘part1c1pants recalled having part1c1pated as frequent]y (55%). _
, Of the total .current popu]ation rece1V1ng congregate meal, near]y .
~three-f1fths (58%) part1c1pated at least occasionally. . Less than one-half

(44%) of the former part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed recalled hav1ng participated -

as frequently (see Table V- 18) “Thus, on the whole, former part1c1pantsw1.
were less active participants in site recreat1ona1 act1v1t1es.; ‘

Other analyses of participation reveaTed that aware recent program o |

entrants were less Tikely . to join in these activities than Tonger-term’
participants (63% VS. 72% part1c1pated "a]ways" or "sometimes") 1 Aware_
respondents at s1tes est7b11shed prior to and after 1975 part1c1pated v
, comparab]y often (68% and 68%) : : :

-1'1A significant. d1fference (x ,1df, = 13.7, p < 01)
'zPercentages do .not s1gn1f1cant1y differ (x > 1 df = 0.0, p > 05);'
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TABLE v-18 .

FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATION IN SITE
RECREATIONAL  ACTIVITIES

b

2

. ’Freqyency of Pdrticipation Participants Forme} Participants -
(N=1,485) - {N=197)
Paﬁ%icipat1on by Aware - o
Respondents » o ' , . )
Always/Sometimes -~ 68% - 55% - .
Frgggency of Pérticipatioh3 Participants Former Part1c1pants
o (N=1,735) . (N= 249)
Part1c1pation by A]] |
Respondents - _ : ,
Always/Sometimes - 58% .~ 44y

1Source Q ‘B3 -

ercentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y ( 2 1'df, = 11. 9, p < 01)'
Aware former participants were 1ess 11ke1y to part1c1pate 1n s1te
recreational act1v1t1es : .

3Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y (x2 1 df, = 17. 7, p < .01).

- A smaller proportion of former part1c1pants part1c1pated in s1te-
recreat1ona] act1v1t1es _ ,

e~
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g, ;'Respondent Characteristics Related to Partioipation'in ite .
Recreational Activities ‘ _— .
Regression ana'lyses1 were used to 1dentify elderly characteristics
related to frequency of. participation in site’ recreational activities..lj‘
. Results for current participants and former participants are discussed
- below. ’ '

Current participants 1ikely to frequent]y part1cipate in site recrea-"“

tiona] activities were frequent site attendees, were socially\active at-
their sites,’ and who. utilized 51te shopping assistance.2 Taﬁle V-19
illustrates the strong relationship between recreation part1c1pation and -

- time spent V151ting friends at the site. Minority participants were also

more 11kely to frequent]y part1c1pate.3 Former participants who had been ,_"'

>-frequent Service attendees, had been socially active with their friends at -

~the site had also been frequent participants in site recreational act1v1ties._."7

' 1See’Append'ix P for a description,of the anaJytic technique.

, 2Significant univariate F values were found - S R
- (all F's, 14 and 1, 029 df,> 5.4, all p s < 05) See.Appendix P.

3 51gnif1cant univariate F value obtained
(F, 24 and. 1, 421 df, = 11.8, p- <..01) See. Appendix P

3Significant univariate F va]ues were found . ‘ Lo
(a]] F's, 14. and 96 df > 6.5, all’ P ' < 05) See_Appendix P.

‘?—J_m
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TABLE V-19

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TIME SPENT VISITING FRIENDS AT SITEI 2, 3
AND FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATING IN SITE RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES

Participants

| Spend A Lot/ —  Spend A BTt/
C - 4 Some Time No Time
- Frequency of Parti;ipation Soc1a1121n9 oc1a11zin9
“Mways . ey 11%
Sometimes T ‘ 30% 2t
Rare1y/Never o © 23y
No ReSponse - | 2% - 1% ' s
TOTAL  100% - . 100%
Source: Q. B3, B4 o '~~1v-"'f

2Those who did not prov1de a response to Q. B4 are exc]uded from- th1s
ana1y51s . v o S

' ,3A detailed d1str1but1on for th1s 1tem is 1n Append1x P.

-'4Percentages d1ffer§s1gn1f1cant1y ( xz, 1 df 143 6, p < 01)' Aware . A
~ participants who spent less time visiting: w1th fr1ends were more 11ke1y to
“rare]y" or "never" participate in .site recreat1ona1 activities. :



5. Time Spent'’ Soc1a11zing with Friends at S1tes
One basic indicator of _how. well the congregate dining prov1des soc1a1

opportunities for elderly 1s the time spent visiting with fr1ends at sites. :

~ As shown in Table -V-20, three quarters (76%) of current part1c1pants
reported that they spent "some" or "a lot"- of time visiting with fr1ends.
These data a]so show that former part1c1pants were less soc1a11y active
during their tenure as site participants (56% socialized as frequently)
' Separate comparisons between longer-term part1c1pants and more recent
program entrants revealed that, as might. be expected the longer peop]e had
 been enro]]ed the more time they - spent v151t1ng with friends (82% and 69% -
.respect1ve1y spent at least "some time" visiting ;pqéﬁd; at. the . site). 1
No d1fferences were observed for part1c1pants attend1ng sites estab-
lished pr1or to and after 1975 (75% vs. 77% spent "some t1me" V1s1t1ng |
fr1ends)

_lA s1gn1.1cant d1fference (%2, 1 df, = 24, 1, p < 01)
) 2Percentages d1d not s1gn1f1cant1y differ (12, 1 df = 0 5, p > 05)
}
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 TABLE V=20

TIME SPENT VISITING FRIENDS AT SITE!

participants  Former Participants -
'TWET'7§5Y" T (N=289)

Time Sgent2
A Lot of Time ] o] -
Some Time - a3y TR asy ) 56%
Just A Little Time 19% o 29% '
No Time . o &% 13%
Do Not Know/Cou]d Not | \ | o
- Recall: . - ' o 1%
No Response B ‘ - v 1%
- TOTAL 1005 . 100% .
. ' g
- ' =

: ISoﬂrce:””Q. B4

- S . R T -
2Percentages differ significantly (x%, 1 df, = 32.6, p < .01). Former
participants were less likely to spend “a Tot" of time V151t1ng friends
- at the1r s1tes . _ .

R R -
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6. Respondent Charactaristics Related to Socializing with Friends -

~at Site

Regression analyses! were conducted to identify elderly character~
istics significantly related to socializing with friends. Results for
current participants and. former. participants are discussed below.- .

Among current participants, those who more frequently: socialized with
friends were females who enjoyed eating, were often encouraged by peers to (/f
attend, and who were. able to get out of their homes nearl&ﬂevery day. 5
Table V-21 1llustrates théﬁ‘elationship between gender and frequency of
socializing at . the congregate site. These socially active participants
also participated in site recreational act”,?ties Clearly, site recrea-
tional activities provide substantial opportunlties for social interaction,

Former participants who had been- frequent participants in site recrea~ .

" tional activities and who felt their sites had. been pleasant had also been
more socially active.3 Interestingly, more socially active former
participants had also been more 1ikely to have increased their site contri-“._ f
:‘] butiaons. 4 One final result of interest is that former partic1pants who - - g
) are currently encouraged to attend the site by peers had been less socially v
- active during their tenure at sites.5 Time. will tell whether this peer
\$pressure will be successful in inducing re-enrollment of former partic1pants
who had availed themselves less of the companionship at their sites.

A A ;“ °’1" -

.ISee Appendix Q for a description of the analytic technique
2Significant univariate . F values were: found g

(all F's 24 and 1,437 df > 5, 6, all'p's < .05). See(Appendix‘Q.' .
3Significant univariate F values were found : | S o T
“(all F s 14 and 96 df, > 5.0,-al1 p's < 05) Seeéﬁppendix Q.

R

, 4A significant univariate F value was found - - _
(F, 14'and 96 df, = 5.7, P < 05) See Appendix Q. <
5A significant univariate F value ‘was’ found
< (F, 14 and 183 df, = 3.9, p <. 05) See Appendix Q
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that part1c1pants be aware of ‘the fact that volzunta‘f‘y'contributions are
»expected so that those-able to pay carry a share »?fﬁi"the cost of the program. ,

e




B. 0verv1ew of Key Findi;gs o Ty
. A maJor1ty of participants (70%) reported that their s1te asked_
&% them to make'"a donation." Ten percent. felt the meal was
' "free," and twenmy percent said the\site charged for the meal.
4 These f1nd1ngs are not ggspec1a11y d1fferent ‘than those SR
encountered in.an: ear11er (1976-77) stu y. é} DR e

° Participants who haye the'1owest§incomes or whoyfee].that their

' incomes meet their meeds "poorly" are most'1ike1y[to“be1feve'
mea1s are free. This may well. ref1ect'the faCt that more -
~1nd1gent elderly ‘are. 1ess 11ke1y to be rem1ndeg of ‘.:_w =
contr1but1ons.v S :

.W

r . Fee11ngs that mea]s are "free" are concentrated 1n re1at1ve1y
“few s1tes, as are fee11ngs that the s1te sets a spec1f1c
charge.’ ”

. Nhen asked 1f they had increased their contr1but1on since L
. Joining the program, almost’ half (45%) " of part1c1pants other

<.%§' ;than those. who believe the meals are free said they'had done ”*_;;f
L - This was particularly true 'of longer term part1c1pants 8 f:
who, by . de Jwit1on, have. had more opportun1ty to make such an j'_?‘ﬁﬂ

..+ - increase. .. o C o

s_ Among those who ‘pay, part1c1pants who believe the site expects
~ a fee are somewhat more - 1ikely to report 1ncreased

contributions than‘are those be11ev1ng ‘payments are vo1untary

This suggests t |
,“1ncreased co”
f'occas1ona11y

the: narrow line that ex1sts between request1ng
”t1ons and appear1ng to set a fee may be crossed

e There is an 1nd1cat1on that m1nor1ty e1der1y persons are 1ess 11ke1
to report 1ncreased contr1but1ons However, given their con=-
‘centration in a very few sites’ the 1nterpretat1on of - th1s f1nd1ng
is problematic, part1cu1ar1y s1nce pe‘%ept1ons that mea1s are- Lfv.'
free are also assoc1ated with lowere1ncomes and fee11ngs of .
1ncomev1nsuff1c1ency

. ﬁ_‘
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‘the pr1ce is r1ght and those who fee'l 'it 1_'
outnumber those who fee1 1t 'is too h'igh

\..,.

'fo' Five out, of six participants (83%) say they save money by R A
o, % eating'y?> the site. Th1s figure is very similar to: that f:xcjf""
o encountered in the 1976 77 study Moreover, fee11ngs that i
" money - ls saved are strong1y associated w1th frequency of
part1c1pat1on ‘ -

A d1squ1et1ng, thread that can be fo11owed through th1s ‘;,
”"%{1nvest19ation is the responses of. former part1c1pants. They

’ werefmore 11ke1y to fee1 they were charged to say they had not x
2 1ncreased the1r contr1but1on, and to . feel that they d1d not S o
Save money. Wh11e .there is-no d1rect ev1dence that such '

%4
7 fee11ngs 1ead to . the1r,departure, the poss1b111ty must be :
# cons1dered | T I e gy;: ‘f”f

51.;6 Contr1but1ons fall f&r be1ow mea1 costs.-n(An.averagefof

q-— Vs. $4 09 )

“phan ‘do nutr1t1on service d1rectors, 1nd1cat1ng that as the N
organ1zat1on ‘heads toward the ‘elderly part1c1pant it becomes more -
;.fle" 1e 1n app11cat1on of po11cy 1~4 . ‘nf o

0 Most s1tes suggest an appropriate contr1but1on for the mea]
The suggestion turns out to be h1gher than the amount actua
received (8. 87 vs. $.57). In d maJor1ty of sites; "most".
part1c1pants pay the suggeste% amount \<?” L

0 Contr1but1on co11ect1on proceaung: vary, wtth not ‘as. much
on conf1dent1a11ty as m1ght have. been ant1c1pated

I ) < |
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A I genera], contr1but10ns po11cy has: been we]] commun1cated to part1- %

' cipants and has resulited in: Jdittle evidence of distress. jf,;' : B

~:?i A first g]ance at the’ data ind1cates/t/at there may we]] be an oppor-
tun1ty to have participants. carry a greater proportion of costs through a
‘more vigorous effort to 1ncrease voluntary contr1but1ons. However, the
risks af such an-effort might be cons1derab1e since commun1cat1ng such a - ,
program to e]der]y part1c1pants may well dr1ve away : a port1on of those‘who g;.
are -in greatest need. The fact that sites appéar to ta11or the1r' 1 : 1;?
contr1butions message to the ab111ty of . participants to pay, makes. one ;
be]ieve that the system is current]y reasonab]e. L S
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c. Perceptions of Site Contributions Po]icy S ,
A maJority of current participants (70%) reported that their site *

j._asked them to make a “donation en percent felt that the meal was::
“free," and a Jarge ‘minority (20%) reported that they be]ieved the site
charged for the meal’ (see Table VI-1). »{’ '

~ Table VI-2 presents the perceptions ‘of more recent entrants- and
_longer-term participants.?. These vsin populations reported comparabie
) ’perceptions that closely mirr@red those for aH congregate dining

;participants SRR . } s 4@7\ .

.. TABLE VI-2 )
o PERCEPTIONS oF SITE CONTRIBUTIONS POL&

Fo rmer

o o o Partic’i'ants Part1c1pants
S S 1N=1,7%§5 , 9] .~
L , 19% . »
0% -
i | K
- D‘ld Not Know/ P EEN
,___Cou]d Not RecaH .
; l_\io'-Response
-‘ToTA'L-f‘ '”‘-.,100% L _1oozj |
- IR f,, ' o T
Source Q. Al0: - Are you asked to make a donation are you charged a
s feey or is the meai free? ST : 9 o
W *Denotes 1ess than 1% " L *’“ﬁ .'

2Perz:entages differ 31gn1f1cant1y (x s 1 df, 23 2, p < 01) . Former

partici pants were more- likely to feel they were charged and Tess: hkeiy
to'-feel they made a contribution than were - current congregate 5
participants . o _ i



‘TABLE VI 2 o c
PERCEPTIONS OF SITE CONTRIBUTIONS POLICY1
BY LONGER-TERM AND RECENT ENTRANTS
7 ~
o Ao ¢
SR . ) ) o » »
Perception® = - . Recent Entrants = Longer-Tennu
. '.-N-T.‘ , Y ’ “q=857 s . - AN=0
Free éf' f,_vl F RS -2 S 9% |
Donation | B | ‘ |
<Charge |

Did Not Know/
“Could Npt,Recall

Source: ‘
*Denotes

2Percentages report1ng donatf
( x5 1 df 7 3 5 p > 05)

€
o
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Comparisohs were also made between participants attending sites
established prior to and after 1975 (see Table VI-3). Those attending
- sites-that had been operating for. the Tongest per1od of t1me were more
11ke1y to feel that the meal was "free" than participants attend1ng
post- 1975 sites (13% vs. 8%). RN : :
As“a ‘group , fd:f H7part1c1pants were more likely to feel that they had
~been charged for their meals than were current part1c1pants (26% Vs. 20%,
. see Tab]e VI-1). This comparison shou1d be 1nterpreted with caution, since’
_ former'part1c1pants‘ attitudes ref]ect recall of events more remote in time

TABLE VI 3

~ PERCEPTIONS OF SITE CONTRIBUTIONS POLICY1
"BY PRE-1975 AND POST-1975 SITE ATTENDEES

ST Atteno o Attenﬂ“ ”i \
O P S S JR IR ~ Post-1975 . Pre-1875
" - s .Perception” ~ T ,

= Site .- __Site -
. _ . - (N= ~(N= _ ,
 Free . o . P BT 8% : y | 13% hf’.v'f _TA;
o LT S v e NPSERR
" Donatjon L et g 68 %
Charge . ',33’ S e L 21% ‘\\ {13%<?];__ _
. . Did Not Know/ -~ | . o 7??_'.“f~e;;ﬂt\§di;'
Cou]d Not Reca]] o - -*;f A i 1% o
TOTAL . 1003
Source Q.. A10 v .'A 5 A ' : o RS

*Denotes 1ess than 1%

Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y (x R 1 df, = 19.7, p‘< “01)
grder1y attending pre-1975 sites were more 11ke1y to feel the mea] was
ee than were those attend1ng post 1975 sites. -

‘\.'
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D. Overall Differences in perceptions of Payment Policy, 1976-77/1982 -~
- In the 1976-77 wave of this researchs a somewhat greater percentage
“of the part1c1pant popu1at:§2 saw the meals as "free

TABLE VI-4 o '
PERCEPTIONS OF SITE CONTRIBUTIONS POLICYl IR
| CWAVES T AND 11 | -
\ | "
Wave *_11976 77) . " Wave II° (19821_

o Recent Longer 'ﬁ““ﬁr;ﬁf - Recent Longer
- Total ~ Entrants Term “f>- Total . Entrants _Term

~ : , (NT= ’S"US,)‘ (N=T; C(N=T, 73! 5) '('N"gg75 ZN-87§)

CFree .. 1% 16% 105 12%
Contribution . 65% -  63%- = 67% . 70% - -67%
M ‘ R x Lo
Charged . 20% . 19% 23% - 20%- . 21% 18%
Don't Know . 1%,r SRUANENE RIS N #
ToTAL 1008 . 999’ 101%% . 5100% - 100%  100% .
'ISource Q’ Al0 . _ _ _ 53’
2Percentage tota1s from tﬁe ear1ter study may not add to 100% due to -
round1ng A IR : _ Sk

v’m
: *Denotes 1ess than 14 '

e The proport1on of congregate part1c1pants seeing the mea1 as

J g 'nfreeu ‘has dechhed 14‘[1n Nave I VS 10% 1n Wave. II) . |
‘ : ‘ } W s- . ) R
. 7 e .. There is no c1ean pattprn of 1ncagase 1n the proport1on of - -
‘participants who see the payment as mandatory (1. e 20% in both .e;?i
Y
S R
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E.- Concentrat1on of Att1tudes That Meals Are “Free“'

[

Attitudes that meals are "free" tend to be Concentrated in a few
sites. For example, in 5§7% of the sites, not a single part1c1pant thought

-of meals asgfree and, in an additiona] '18% (75% in total) less ‘than one
‘ 'part1c1pant in ten saw meals as free, The remaining 25% of sites do call
. for some careful exam1nat1on- In the bulk of these sites 1ess -than a th1rd

of participants see mea1s as free but in the t0p 5% over ha]f the parti-

~cipants believe this.

In all, this is one of . the most skeWed distributions of respondent

'.'dttitudes by site. It indicates, that conttibution expectations are

clearly indicafed by the great- majority . of sites with some few sites
deviating from the majority.. : y : - _
~Generally, the pattern was the Same for sites estab115hed pre 1975 and

jtﬁose established later.
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.’.“

[y Characteristics of Respondents Re]ated to Perceived Site Contributions
PracticeSv;

WV“.;’“"u " ; i L e e sl

- e 4

» ﬁkchqracteristics“of participants re1atedl

;CM» mU1t1P1e regressions’ yere performed,’ 1 .
The reiationship etween percept1ons of sites': contributions p011Cies and_”

i two sets: of . respondent characteristics- were, aSSessed

. ; S
e L a Y e L

we

. Parficipant experiences'and perceptiohs of .the services N
H‘.-o ' Other characteristics such as mob111ty, hea]th ) -
status, socia1 activity«]evei, and_demographic variables.
: SN R - : :
Resu]ts for current and’ former ParticipantS are Presented below. Simi]ar“'_
analyses for home-delivered mea] rec1p1entS are/reported in the Home-~ ..

\A'\"

De11very SerV1ce Ana]ytic chapter.m]

RN "Congregate.DiningsParti"Pants"E§E§r1ences-and‘PerCeEtiQﬂi

L. ( s o .
. e Attendance Frequency R 7_yﬂ21' . R
e :, Eider]y persons who attended at 1east once a week, were 1ess

- likely to feel they were charged. | L o
‘j‘Increased Contr1but1ons .-;‘_ S - ‘

11ke1y to perceive the s1te charged for meals.

. "'d:"&- e o mca), ‘,J ? ‘\M. J»« ‘ .
e T1me Spent Visiting Friends at Sites STtes o S :
" The more time part1c1pants spent V1s1t1ng fr1ends at the site,
the Tess Tikely they were to feel they were charged This

gr05$ also displayed other pos1t1ve attr1butes

' f\“’*Lf .
escription of sthe Ehalytic technique. §
L ”:t= AN
“-»? ‘ v '. i- ‘ \ e _v.lé rl"
VI@]Z . S




° gAwareness of Site Med1ca1.Ass1stance o T . r
Paﬁt1c1pants who were aware of site med1ca1 assistance. were
1ess 11ke1y to feel the site charged for meals.

TLURIRERR

Severa] of these charactert§t1c5 were correlated. A1th0ugh t1me spent
v ;v1s1t1ng with friends is most. consistent1y related to other important
_characteristics, we have chosen to {llustrate these resu]ts in a summary
fashion by presenting the interesting: relationship 1n Table VI-5: the
o relat1onsh1p between whether e1der1y increased their contribut1ons and
B the1r perception of ssite contr1buttpns poHcy.1 As can- be seen, those
-who had 1ncreased their- _contribution §ince enrolling were more 1ikely to
N fee] the S1te charged for the mea] (25% Vs 19% of elderly who had not
L%-increased thetr- contributions) SRR .

a
L .\ .

©

R / '}

2. : Congregete Dining Part1c1pants Lifestyie and Demograghic .

5 ~ Characteristics . - : A s
Separate regression analyses were conducted- to assess whether
part1c1pant 11festy1e and demographic characteristics were related to .

percept1ons of.s1tes contr1but1ons po11c1es

1§fo s-Genenal Mob111ty ~ »q' #*{“ .
_ Part1c1pants who were ab1e~to leave the1r homes on a dai1y bas1s '.;

':ys; 64% of 1ess mob11e elderly) 1

_ L ~ o _- - 3 y
e ;Ab111ty to PrepareﬁMeals RS oY -
gg - Those who cou]d prepare the1r own meals if they had to, Wene.s i

-

- more’ 11ke1y "to perceive they werg charged for the meal.

.g%.

s

»

. ~

lpetaited tabu]at1ons 111ustrat1ng s1mp1e re]at1onsh1ps between othEr -
: exper1ences and percept1ons, and perceived. contr1but1ons po11cy are
contained in Append1x F.
» v

2Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (x2 1 df 227.5; p_'< .01).




e

e 1&E"" - TABLE: VI 5 1 2f5>3y1 “ ’
R MMAA;RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INCREASING™ %% . N
. e CONTRIBUTIONS AND PERCEPTIONS ~ .° « " = .
L © OF SITE.CONTRIBUTIONS POLICY - :zo-  * % = o
| ‘ | participants o
‘ {f ~ “Increased - - -D1d-Not" Increase =
Perception of S1te P01 - Contribution - . -Contribution . - .
W (1= /) IR (S /) NCHEE
* Charge ; _ 194 - U
, - Domatton.. e 7 g B2
100% ]

1Source Q. Al0:- Are you askedﬂto make a donation, are you charged a
fee, or {s the meal free? ;=¥
: Q. Aloa: Have yOu Th&?eased ybur contribution S1nce,you IR
joined this program? 4ﬁf- : A o

2A detai]ed d1str1but1on for th1s 1tem is 1n Append1x‘F .m

E]der]y who fe]t the meal was free were not asked if they had @mreas'ed ’
their contribution and, thus, are’ exc]uded from this. ana1y51s

4Percentages differ S1gn1f1cant1y (x , 1 df, ~a7 6 P < 01) E]derly
who had increased their contribut;ons were more 11ke1y to feel the site N

: charged for the mea]

. This'ﬂ1gh11ghts a po1nt that could not. be ea511y inferred from
ear11er ana]yses . .there is-a danger of reduc1ng the percept1dh of the
cohtr1but1on as vquntary if there is also - some effort to- 1ncrease the -

V'jjs1ze of the contr1but1on.: Moreové?, former part1c1pants are more 11ke1y

than continuing’ parttcmants_, 0>
- there is no stat1st1ca1 bas1s for 1nférr1ng that a perce1ved ‘charge may be T
"ﬁhe cause of ‘losing some part1C1pants, the prob1em must_be kept in mind.

see the contr1bution as requ1red wh11e

. ('_



g ‘; » ~* 3.  Former Part1c1pants ExperTences and Percept1ons .o-:',--' ez
' o Regress1on ana]ys1s1 revea]ed ‘that a number of forme%}part1c1pants'”
' exper1ences w1th and perceptions of the Services were ‘related to the1r~ 5
reca]] of site. contr1bqtfbns policy. = - " P ._' fhlzzn
o T : oy oo R

K i 4 oA

° Transportat1on D1ff1cu1fﬁes | : vjl~? e
Although on]y a. small percentage (12%) reca]]ed hav1ng any
vd1ff1cu1ty gett1ng to the s1te, those who did have some{were .
/.more 11ke1{;to report that the s1te had charged

\~.v
4

s Increased Conbr1but1on e SRRREPUNE L
N .. Those who reca]]ed 1ncreasing their contr1but1ons were more'ﬁ
11ke1y to reca]] that their s1tes had charged for the mea]

- e Perceived Savings , , _ Lo -
' ..The greater the "perceived"savings associated with site
Lot attendance, the 1ess likely they were to recall that the site _
J'_r- charged ' '

e  Awareness of Site Shopping Assistance . - . {7 . K
Those who were aware of site shopp1ng as$1stance, were 1ess
likely they were to reca]] that the site chargéd for the meal.
P -\ : o
- As these var1ab1es are themselves corre]ated one variable - i5 presented ,“5*
L 1n Tab]e VI-6 to illustrate these f1nd1ngs in a summary fashion. As can be
,seen a high proport1on of former part1c1pants who recalled having .
increased : ‘their contr1but1ons reported that, when they “were active "
‘~Serv1ce part1c1pants,_s1tes had charged for the meals. Because this /-
, 'relat1onsh1p and the others: d1scussed above are based upon recall rather -
'{f than perceptions of current events, they shou]d be 1nterpreted with some
caution. However, the pattern in. Tab]e VI -6 1s cons1stent w1th that
»observed for current. part1c1pants (see Tab]e VI 5). '

. “~ .
* ¢
t 1 Y

-1

,séé Appendix F for a descriptiom of/ » analytic techn;qoe,- . ' ',/
B - . . ‘ ’ ! - “/"/ -
, . ‘
~ 2] . ’ ® 4
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Ce ’,' C Ty . “ ' ‘ "'"., - A
1 ‘ Ve 1T ] R L
y , f TABLE VI-6 S y 5 R \
RELATIQNSHIP BETWEEN INCP,EAS%N,GI’2 a R R
- CONTRIBUTIONS AND RECALL OF SITE = BN
o - CONTRIBUTIONS POLICY . T o <
I T ) Former Participants ,
S AT T Increased . Did Not Increase, -
-~ Recall of Site Policy” . - Contribution . Contribution
VA A S : (N=50) . st NE148) - -
; ' " . Charge = ¢ . T 44% o -‘_: : L
L Donation - . 56% . ”T?’”/, 3% -
A _TQTAL y. -100% . - 100%
o - : N ,
< * .
; ) -
: - : ’
@ | Y ~
. A { °
4 . - l;,. i, .
> ) - R
P : ' i & - \/ S '
\ . _ - C
. .. ; ¥ e?’ A\/
~ “ ‘ v T _\L h k
@? ; l ' .Téﬂ /
—— :., B s S ) P ) .
Source: Q. Alp/A{gA v L ;//f L _ 7
'zThose'who recalled that the meal was free were not asked if they

- increased their contribution and, thus, ‘are excluded from this analysis.

3perdentages differ significantly (X2 1 df, = 4.2, p < 05).  Elderly
who had increased ‘their -contribution-when they were active Service .
‘participants were more likely to cgca11 their sites had charged.for the

oL NV
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G. - Percept1ons of Contr1but1on Po11cx As Related. to Income and#Income :
' Suff1c1encz e R L ,“; LT _
‘While the mu1t1var1ate aga]ysds d1scussed earT1er d1d not show 1ncome - ot

or income. sufficiency to be among ‘the 1tems prinC1pa11y assoc1ated wqth ?f"-

percept1ons of conﬁr1but1qn po11cy, there are some relat1onsh1p;,that\
shou1d be considered. - ' B .

. In Table, VI 7, one can see ‘that it is' part]c1pants with the 1owest K o
1ncomes thatvare most 11keﬂy);;jéee th&1r meals as - "free." Th1s 1mp]1es '

a.+ that contr1but1ons po]1cyqﬁs t as 11ke1y to be stressed to more 1nd1gent _:’59-
' part1c1pants. s , X , .ot T
. ~ Table VI 8 presents a ‘more str1k1ng picture of the same f1nd1ng S
- Those part1c1pants who say ‘their 1ncome takes care. of their needs “poor]y“
% are three times as 11ke1y to fee1 the ‘meal 1s free than are those whose
’ 1ncomes meet their needs "very we11 v ' , : S T
. . ) . | . . 4§ }\ i . L
‘ . ’ ' R o " L
.\. - . v.‘g ) .
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Hoa o TABLE VI 7 ,
. e RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEPTIONS OF/
. o ' SITE CONTRIBUTIONS POLICY AND INCOME ‘
L i o . q# . E
e Y 1981eHousehold‘ ncome .
AT T e Less Than $4,000- ©°  $§10,000
© L + - Total ,_$4,000. - $9.999 or_More -
A Ll TYE DR (N 452) (Na853) ~ (N=355)
, Dggation "0 70RO 661 » 70%-,_ | .' 75%
Charge '(;g‘ 0% 7% 1% - 19% -
. Free - 10%- 165 - 9T 6%
Don't Know/ , , S | |
- -No" Response k o* 1 * *
v Twm®w . T T - TO%
1Soug'ce Q. A10 19 For stat15t1ca1 purposes, we need to know your
family income for 1981.''Please give me the letter that covers yotir .

total family income for 1981, before taxes.' Include your own income
‘and that of any members of your immediate fam11y who are 11v1ng with -
you. Just g1ve me the letter (FROM CARD»C)

: 2Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (x + 4 df, 30\9 p-< 01) RS

T o

R Y TALE V18 y

(R Cv _Income Takes Gare of Needs ’ o

e . Total - Verx Well Fairly Well Poor}y - §.

L RL7I) o (NeTR) o (NS0S) - (we228) T

~ Donation - 0%« - . 1% 674,  65% v o

.~ Charge. ~ , 20% o, 19% o.22% T, 13%
Free SRR 11 2 SRS S A3 | AR

Don't Know/ | o - : ‘- SR
*No Respo&i§£7: S * ST ¢

_ : ..; N "ﬂ‘ L f;"L x |

1Source Q AlO H2 How we]] does the amoupt of money- yqy have take

. care of your needs--very well, fa1r1y‘we11, or poor]y’

2Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (x s 4 df, = 48 31, p < 01) ° \\\“’/ _

.{(, - s | 'II"I.. N . k fi_ ; . ,Ijn

G
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~H, Method of Determ1n1ng Part1c1gant Contr1but1on L&'
' To further explore the iésue Qof site contr1but1ons po]icy, those - who“

either had donated or felt they were charged . were asked how the amount
donated was dec1ded A maJor1ty (57%) of such current congregate dining

| a.part1c1pants reported that donat1ons were "set" by the site. Th1rty seven

percent said they had dec1ded how much to contr1bute (see Tab]e VI 9) v
Former part1c1pants responded . comparab1y, as d1d recent entrants and J 2
1onger-term part1c1pants (see.Table VI- 10). o T e e
Part1c1pants who attended post- 1975 siteg, on the other hand wece i'

»more 11ke1y than pre- 1975 site attendees to report that the donations they

made were "set" by. the s1te As shown in Tab]e Vi- 10, near1y two th1rds B
;(65%) of post 1975 ‘site attendees felt this way, whereas on]y about “\
~one- -half (49%) of pre-1975 s1te attendees reported théir contr1but1oos, . '1
whethér donations or charges were “set" by their s1tes Thus,-post 1975 |
. site attendees were 1ess likely to fee] the meal was "free , and when they
made a donation; theysyere more 11ke1y to feel the amount was “set"“by the j
site. Thesetdata suggest, then, that congregate dining s1tes estab11shed '
after 1975 may be more Tlikely to effect1ve1y commun1cate to. part1c1pants.‘

tha they may contr1bute to the Serv1ceﬁ, These s1tes also appear more '

' 11ke1y to suggest a part1cu1ar contr1but1on level.: Th1s is conf1rmed by a

S vMew of responses by s1te In, half the o]der s1tes, under 40% of . _
},4part1c1pants say that fees are: set Qy ‘the s1te» In the newer (1975 andgb_-

later) s1tes,mthe(27mparab1e figure is 70%. - ©. - R TR
B ‘ e
’ 4 ' ] . ) -
\\ .
S AR v
o : - - | |
. : : . 4
VAR T e O f
_/ V'f-19{ S . 19.? N R ‘e
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 TABLE W1- 9 S

- e A

™~ METHOD OF DETERMINING PARTICIPANT CONTRIBUTIONS 1,2

«‘.\, .
.t

_Method’ v -, . Participants =~ .Former Participants . . i/
IR ¢ = - c R (=737) R

60%.

[

. St by site . S Ty
: Elderly Determ1ned . o "ﬂ‘ﬁﬂ" S ‘ :
the Amount . =~ . - 7% fooooo 384% -

) DOH t'KDOW/ ,l;,v:)“;-.__:;J . ’f' 3 .4, - ﬁ‘ _
~.-Could Not Regadl, . o 2% . - - 2%

-+ ZNo Response- \

ol

ke

? ‘ ‘/’ o,
lj/v. g .
! H ) . - o . :

{ . | ———————— : e PR s

» o IR ; -

e ) 1Source Q. Aii Is thegggo nt of the (donat1on or charge) you pay set o
by the site, or do you d for yourse1f how much you will pay? - ;

2E]der]y who e1ther donated or. were charged by the s1te were asked _ S
~ithis quest1on T W : S h
: ' y ?_ . : -,_ o . - v

]

: \ ‘ 3Tota] d1ffer§ from 100% due to round1ng ; E “"” ' t o L. ‘f

4g‘ercentages report1ng amounts contr1b Mere set by site or deter- I
mined by themselwfs do’not; s1gn1f1ca d1ffer (x2, 1.df, = 0'6, o~ ’,t}

_; . P> 05)

Do




TABLE VI 10

s ,'METHOD OF DETERMINING CONTRIBUTIONS1 2
[ 4w PRE-1975VsS, PQSI 1975 ATTENDEES -

~ -
. Al

- L v o

<o ° i - L]
) .
< N > .

. s e N R ot s
~ . - REICII A : . -
. . L SN . o .
1Y .. - . P X o
) - ;
. . 5° [ : P I v

D AN Attend - Attend .
T g el e " Post- 1975 Pre-1975 .
o Method eyt - S1te . Site
':-Set by Szte |

"EiderIy Determ1ned S
°the Amount L

~'Do Not Know

NO Regponﬁg

-

ToTAL :

,ISource\S Q. ALl S T
I:-“g2E1der1y ‘who ‘either. donated pr were charged were asked th1s que

'3Tota1 differs from 100% due to rod%dlng

LB 4Percentages differ. s1gn1f1cant1y ( x2 1 df 19 1 p < 01).M
" » Elderly attending pre-1975 sites, were more 11ke1y to feel they had

determined :the amount of the1r contr1but1on and ]ess 11ke]yrto feel the

donat1on was "set" by the s1te . . : 5

. ol .
T ? ,. ) . e s Tt J i

f . : - A L 2 TN
: E o

. T : . ¥

k) - I .

3 - B S
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I. Increased Particibant Contributions‘ I '

. Nhen asked if they had 1ncreased the1r contr1but1on since “Jo1n1ng the
fprogram," near1y one- ha1f (45%) of current part1c1pants who pay responded
__J_aff1rmat1ve1y As shown in Table VI- lf 1onger-term part1c1pants were far |
-~ more 11ke1y to have increased their contr1but1ons ‘than recent entrants (58% e

" vs. 33%) Of course, Liﬁger-term part1cipants have had a 1onger per1od of - ﬁfﬁ

»attendance‘dur1ng which to exerc1se this opt1on E]der]y attend1ng pre: 975.,<_v,
a-and post-1975 sites were about as 11ke1y to have increased’ the1r site’ '«f<¥‘
contr1but1ons since "joining the program } o |
Elderly who had dropped out of the program were 1east Tikely to have
w’f—mcreas.ed the1r donation during their period of active participation (20%
ys. 45% of current congregate d1n1ng\part1c1pants) Once again, while "
there is no direct ev1dknce of -a cause and effect re]at1onsh1p, the assoc1-'
~ation between former part1cipat1on and 1ack of financ1a1 f1ex1b1ﬂ1ty is .
apparent. - L e L o

L

| , ,-l“}‘I.'ZZ SR




. - A I
Y, T BLE V 11 i
PERCENT OF THE PARTICIPAN¥~POPULATION THAT1 _
INCREASED SITE CONTRIBUTIONS o -
f - . ( _
S ' . ' _ Percent That
~ Participant Group- = - Increased Contribution
sAll'Congregate Pariicipants o B . 45%° "“~(Néi,735)
*(Recent Entrants)' . | __;(33%)b - - (N=857)
' ‘ , (588)°°  (Neg78)
A478)°  (N=903)
©(48%) T (Ne832)
Former Participants - ' : f.,éo%a ZN%249)‘
e &
L

KN
o

Isource: q. 10a: Have'you~increa3ed'your'COntributidp:Sinee you joined
-~ this program? c o - A -‘p'} -

*Percentages in parentheses are’ 1nc1uded ih all congregate part1c1pants '

"

aPercentages w1th common superscr1pts differ s1gn1f1cant1y (x , 1 df,

48.2, p <.01). L
bPercentages with coMmon superscr1pts d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (x P 1 df, =
109.9, p < 01) : , :
R 20 S \
‘ o >
- 201




g"'

“increased contr1butions Since,

J."'Concentration of-Increeses in ContribUtions v

Increases 1n contr1bj;$ons were reported from v1rtua11y al] (97%)

.sites. ‘Moreover, there is a wide range of reported incidence of 1ncreased

contributions. If all sites are rank ordered by the proport1on of part1c1-
pants reporting 1ncreases, then looking at quarti]es y1e1ds the fo]]ow1ng
resu]ts '

. - TABLE VI-12
|  QUARTILE CUT-OFFS: FOR' PERCENT |
SR "OF PARTICIPANTS REPORTING A
' ~ INCREASED CONTRIBUTIONS ° ' :

First Quartile . , - 21%

- Second Quartile | o - 48y,

“vahird?QhartiTe e o "’5~,-\ 73%

Highest Value o

p . c _
S1nce data have not been presented 1n th1s “form preV1ou°1y in th1s

~report, it may be he1pfu1 to rev1ew what th1s shows . If all sites were

arranged in an order determine by the proportion of part1c1pants report1ng

" increased contr1butions, one fourth of sites wou1d have 21% or fewer
' participants reporting such increases, one half. would have 48% or less,

three fourths 73%, and the maximum proportion reported would be’ 97%. This

1nd1cates a wide range of differi proportions of participants report1ng
2%7 definition, those participants who.

believe their meal is free cou]d not increase their "contribut1ons," ‘there

*, is an 1nverse relationship between the proportion report1ng 1ncreases and

the proportion believing the meals are .free. Indeed the few sites where
"no one reported an increased contribution are probably ‘the’ same few where
v1rtua11y everyone thought the meals were free

\

L h (; o -‘. Vi-24
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" K. Respondent Character1st1cs Related to Increas1ng Contr1but1ons
’ Mu1t1p1e regress1on ana1yses1 similar to those discussed earl1er
we;e employed -to 1dent1fy elderly character1st1cs related to having

'1ncreased contr1but1ons to the congregate dining site. Results for current
and former participants are described below. Similar analyses were con-
ducted to. identify home~de11vered meal recipients’ characteristics related

dfto 1ncreas1ng contr1but10ns and these are discussed in the Home Delivery

j.Serv1ce ana]yt1c hapter ¢ L N

4

1. Cbngregate Dining Pdrticipants' Experiences and Perception

K ‘Attendance Frequency ’

More frequent site’attendees were more 11ke1y to have increased
" their contr1but1ons '

-

) Perceptions of Contributions Policy :
" Those who perceived that the site "charged" for the: meal were
- more likely to have increased their ‘contribution.

As these two variables were corre]ated the former is used in Table
VI -13 toillustrate these findings in a summary fash1on.2 As shown,
those who attend the meal site 4 5 times per week were most 1ike1y to have
1ncreased their contributions (56%), and those. who attend less often than
once per week were ]east 11ke1y to have . 1ncreased their contributions (42%)

/ . !

. . o !
1See Append1x G for a descr1pt1on of the ana]yt1c techn1que

2See Append1x G for other illustrative tqbu]at1ons.
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CTABLE VI-13.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SITE!*2
"ATTENDANCE FREQUENCY AND

: INCREASINGJCQNTRIBUTIONS
- : - YParticipants ' .
b -+ Attend 4-5 - Attend 1-3 Attend
C 3 Times Per- Times Per Less
Increased Contribution™ Week Week Often
' TR=7037 (W=592) (N=24l)
Yes . . 56% 48% a2
N 437 50 56%
No Response - ) IV 2 2% | 2%
. TOTAL 1005 . 100% 1003
®

Al -

1Sdurce: Q. A10A, Al: How often do you usually go to this site for a
hot meal? ' . . S

“ . o

2Elder]y who felt the meal was "free" are not included in this’
ana]ysis. ' o -~
bPercentagés differ significantly (xé', 2 df, = 14.3, p-< .01). More ..

frequent attendees are more likely to have increased their
contributions to their sites. . = :

N .

\ ! .' . ' VI-26 : » | T
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2, j? Congregate D1n1ng Part1c1pants L1festy1e and Demograph1c =
.. _Characteristics - - B c ST

coe Two characteristics were found to' be re1ated to whether e1der1y had~{-'A
: 1ncreased their site contr1but1ons ' '

[
e

- vaf _M1nor1ty Status
'.NQn-m1nor1ty part1c1pants were more 11ke1y to have 1ncreased
the1r contr1but1ons M1nor1ty e]der]y tended to have Toyer
'[1ncomes and felt. their incomes were s11ght1y 1ess adequate to |
take care of the1r needs 1,2

_ L
e Encouragement to Attend -~ : : ; : _
o E1der1y persons who were encouraged mr1ﬁﬂnﬂg,attend1ng the same
, fre11g1ous serv1ces to attend were more 11ke1y to 1ncrease the1r
'_}eontr1butions | . e

- TTh"'reIat1onsh1p between m1nor1ty status and 1ncreas1ng
'fcontr1but1ons is portrayed 1n Tab]e VI-14- to 111ustrate these f1nd1ngs
‘Nhereas s11ght1y morei“han one- -third (36%) of m1nor1ty\e1der1y had.
v '-1ncreased the1r donations, s]1ght1y’ more than one- ha1f (53%) of -
. non-m1nor1ty e1der1y reported d01ng so o

1'1A sma]] but s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1p-was found be ween m1nor1ty status
- and: .1981 -income (r = +.16, df-= 1,732, p % 01), and between minority
» status and perce1ved 1ncome suff1c1ency (r = =15, df = 1 2732, p < 01)

\ ot “,» . /

".'Z(Half\of the s1tes have, no m1nor1ty part1c1pants, an add1t1ona1 quarter
have 16% or less m1nor1ty participants, 1eav1ng most of the minority"

1-;part1c1pants in. the - rema1n1ng 25% of sites. :In 17% of the s1tes, m1nor1ty o7

iﬁqpart1c1pants are more than ha1f the poou]ation )




g TABLE V1- 14

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MINORITY STATU
‘ AND INCREASING CONTRIBUTIONS

w7 . .
. o ' S .

Sl 2 3

s T T T B S U U A
Increased Contribution - . Minority - Non-Minority =~ - °
' , , Lo TNS199) - _ZN=1,3165 e
R S
62%, - | 45%

~ Noo - T .
’ B . : : . e R F..'.
2% .- 2% i

Yes

No Response - . 7

- otota o 100%. . 008 .

1Soui‘ce Q. AIOA, L8: Race of reSpondent:"” B (Asked of L
,interviewer). | , S _I R
:?Those who felt the meal was "free" are not 1nc1uded 1n this.
- analysis. . , . .
3A more deta11ed d1str1but1on for this 1tem is in Append1x G

4Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (&2, 1.df, = 18.9, p < 01) . ..
Minority persons were less likely to have 1ncr°ased the1r contr1but1ons

" to the1r s1tes

<
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,r*f e N T e o o 1; ,
oo 3. Former PartiCipants Experiences and Perceptions ."; .

"~

the Serv1ce was “not, strong]y re]ated to whether they reco]]ected hav1ng
increased their contributions while still actively part1c1pat1ng in the
Service 1 - R T S - '

v

4. Former Part1c1pants Lifestyle and Demographicféharacteristics

. . Three 11festy1e/demograph1c variabies were found be assoc1ated w1th'-
1ncreased contributions: whether peop]e current]y ate a]one, 1981 family :

: f
1ncome, and minority status . S

o

7

Ve _ R
The meaning of the first two assoc1ations s equ1voca1, since eating o

patterns and 1ncome may have changed since the time during which former -
partic1pants were: st111 active at sites Thus, no- further ana]yses ‘are -

prudent o , : o %a,
/

‘A]though on]y‘a’small percent'of’former'participants'were'minority

persons (18%, n—36) these o]der persons were less likely to have increased'

: their contributions. -Because of the sma]l 51ze of this sub popu]ation,
‘ this re]ationship 1s not displayed 1n a tab]e '

1Mu]tipie regre551ons revea]ed that none of former part1c1pants
experiences or perceptioqf reiiably predicted contrfbutions 1ncreases
See Appendix G. . _ . e .
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".'L Increases in Contr1but1ons by Income and Income Su??iciency

PR T

Among éhose part1c1pants who pay someth1ng, thereans a tendency for ‘

those w1th h1gher 1ncomes to be more likely to have 1ncreased their contr14. :

but1ons (see Tab]e VI 15) However, the 1mpact of subJectIVe Judgements of
~income. suff1ciency on ‘behavior is po1nted out in Tab]e VI-16,. where ‘the -
pattern of those who fee] they are better off be1ng more 11ke1y to have
' 1ncreased payment 1s more apparent :

- : N \
L - . . ) ’4" .
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TABLE vi-is L e

-3

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INCREASED CONTRIBUTIONS AND INCOME1 2 . B .j

+ o

-~ .

_ 1981 Househo]d Income . [
ER Less Than 34,000~ --$10,000/ .~
Tota] © o _$4,000 - 395999 .. or More .

| (N 1,550) C(NS375) . (Ne7TT) o (Ne334)
Yes Bl oam - - os1g o e
“No S ATR L Bly L agg 433
No Response S T - T | "

TOTAL 1008 1006 - 100% . 1004

“source: Q. 13, A2 D o
I2Percentages do not 51gn1f1cant1y dlffer ( x2, 2 df, = 4.5, p > .05)

Sy

TABLE VI 16

' RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INCREASED C0NTRIBUTI0NS1 2
: AND PERCEIVED. INCOME SUFFICIENCY

R L Income Takes Care of Needs
Tota] Very We - Fairly We oorly
(N=1 550)  (Ne582) | (Ne806) (N5179).
CYes ?_ 51% - 58% . ..  51% - . 37%
L Y Y - 61%
‘No Response . 2% o - 2% v 2y

Tora 108 100 1005 100%"

 lsource: q. W2rA0a - o _
_zPerpéntages differ'significantly ( x%, 2Odf,,=f19.6,‘p < .010:
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i as those e1der1y attend1ng pre-1975 and

-

LI | : TR

M. 0p1n1ons of Mea] Cost

Elder]y ‘whose contributions were’ “set" by the s1te were quer1ed

,regard1ng the1r op1n1ons -0f meal cost. ‘As shown in Tab]e VI 17 84 percent,

of current part1c1gants saw the cost -as "about r1ght'l and 9 percent felt it

,"was Ptoo little." Only-a sma]l percentage - (3%) reported e1ther that the .’
: mea] cost “too much" - or ", . .should be free." Former, p”‘ -

"”however more 1ikely to be of . the opinion that ‘the méal s ou1d (have been)'

" free or that it had cost "too much" (10%). ‘_ffi,; S S

“jcipants were, -

The opinions of recent entrants and 1onger-term part1c1pants as we]l
) t 1975 sites c1ose1y
upants (see Tables VI- 18

para11e1ed ‘the responses of all current par
VI- 19) ’ '

VI3



C . TABLEWI-17
ot B T
_ . OPINION OF MEAL -COST BY PARTICIPANTS!
~ WHOSE SITES’SET AMOUNTS CONTRIBUTED .

L

3 . Participants ‘ Former Participants
| EEe) o, eI

. "Meal Should Be Free"/ T X
- Costs "Too Much" '~ -~ . =35 . 10%

" Opindon of Meal Cost

t .

Costs "MboutRight” . a7y
..CbSFS "TOQ.Litt]EF': a “mlAi ‘9% ri : T?A'v. _.i¥%, »1. : } \
No.Opinion . - ¢ e o s
 DoNot'know . - . B

- Could Not'Recall . - ~*.. 2% L

.)‘

S AR Lo ,.f
CTOTAL - 1008 - ggd? -

.

=2

'ISource: Q. A12: Do you'think the amount of money you are/were asked
to pay is/was too’much, too 1?tt1e,.aboutaright, gr'should;the meal. -

- be free?: , o N |
%Total differs from 100% due to rounding. e

Spercentages differ significantly ( x2 ; 1 df, = 8.8, p < .01). Former
participants were likely to feel the "meal 'should have been free/cost.

" too much’ and less likely to feel the cost was."about right." -
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. ' L "" . . \ ' . 'A\:l . C ‘.' .
AR A TABLE VI-1B. ¢ \'»'.-llff,‘:/..;f

" OPINION OF MEAL'COST BY LONGERJTERMI G
G AND RECENT ENTRANTS WHOSE SITES . I T
SR SET AMOUNT CONTRIBUTED - C

¥ Qpiﬁﬁoﬁ'of Meat -Cost’ o ~+ Recent_Entrants
1-- S (N=415) -

.o "Mea1 Should Be Free"/ L
. .:1Costs "About Right“ : ’ 0 8ag

-h_:Costs_"Too Little" - B [
) No Opinion S o R L

. Do Not Know [ 1

CToTAL - 99%F .

, J
! -
) /
e - v
. i
o
!
h)
-
’
. 9

1 "
}4\.

Source: 1Q. A12 o ’%’4;‘v'{' o o _ -
2Tota1 d1ffers from 100% due to round1ng..: R ~‘, H-'; B '

3Percentages reporting "Shou1d be free/too much " "about right, " and"
- "too 11tt1e" do not differ. s1gn1f1cant1y (x , 2 df = 1 6, p > 05)




. -~ ' 'fffABLE VI:1§ Efl‘ L
" " OPINION OF MEAL COST BY PRE-19751:
- AND' POST 1975 'SITE ATTENDEES WHOSE
SITES SET. AMOUNTS CONTRIBUTED

Lo o b

.:!4 . Y
—
1

.. _ Y Attend”. . Attend
T 3 ‘5?_ . Post-1975 = Pre-1975 . ..
+ *Opinfon of Meal Cost ‘ L Site - Site .7

=

© . " Meal Should Be Free"/ Ll

N v Costs "Too Much" L "':3% o B 4%', 3
- - . Costs "ABout Right" - _.'Efi B 85%‘ o 182%'

Costs "Too Little" e 0%
Mo Opinfon g StE
Do Not Know o  Zif -:,l%';l o 2%

ST

N | . TOTAL - os%? 992
S SlOTAL: [ S8R 9%

o lsource: Q. A1z e
L 2Tota1.differs from 100% due to qundjhg%’i 2

AT

.f'f-'3Percéntagés reporting "should Be freé/tbo'mqfh;";"about kjght,"'aﬁdjui
o "too Tittle" do not differ significantly (x 3 2 df, =.1.6,_p > .0§)
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N', Perceived Savi_gs Associated with Attendancé

The vast majority (83%) of current site participants reported that

"»;attending meal sites saves them .at least "a littied money. A very small,
minority (3%) felt it cost -them money (see Table VI-20). -As'a group, -

former participants wete less likely to feel that attendance had saved them -

money (70% vs. 83% of current participants)

Tab]es vi-21 and VI-22 present the opinions of current participant
sub- populations - Recent entrants and longer term participants were very
1ike1y to. report savings In a'similar fashion, over 80 percent of .
participants attending either pre 1975 or post 1975 sites felt that the
program, had saved them money% e = .

: Comparing 1976-77. and 1982 results shows the proportion of those

.participants feeling they save money by eating at the site is essentia]ly
" unchanged (see Table VI 23) ; :

VI3
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THBLE vI20 .

‘ PERCEIVED_SAVINGS'ASSOCIATEDii -
_ > WITH SERVICE ATTENDANCE

Perceived Savings

art1c1 ant Former Partici ants
T, ‘—mwrl—

save A Lot | T2
Save "Some . _ - 37% %
‘Save A Little

Save Nothing',\ N s, 17%
. : 141 23
¢.Costs Money P 3% 6%
Do Not Know  © . : = ._
No Response -~ T L o o 1%
cc 0 TOTAL - to0% 100
- "‘
,

1Source; ‘Q 'B10: Does/D1d 1t save you a lot of: money, some money,
little money, or no money, to eat at the site, or does/did it cost
you money? - : “

L

*Denotes’ less than 1% , v
2Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y (x%, 1 df, = 17. 1, p '<.01). Former

participants were less 1ikely to report sav1n s and more likely to
report the mea] had "saved noth1ng" or “cost ?them) money."
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~ Perceived Savings

".Save A Lot

§Save Some

save A Little

Save Nothing
- Costs Money

-Do Not Know

— |

1

"-'2Percentages reporting savihgs' and - saves nothing/costs

2

: Sbur;e: Q. B10 i

TABLE VI-21

PERCEIVED SAVINGS ASSOCIATED'
ITH SERVICE ATTENDANCE:
RECENT ENTRANTS VS. LONGER-TERM

Y

Recent Entrants

—(N=857)
R

38% % 83%
\\ . 224
1

- j} 14%
3% ‘

TOTAL

o

differ significantly ( x5 1 df, = 0.3, p >.05),

3

Lonﬁer-Term
25%
36%
21%
12%

i} 15%
w J

3%

82%

100%

money do not



o * TABLE V1-22

PERCEIVED SAVINGS ASSOCIATED!
WITH SERVICE ATTENDANCE:

. PRE-1975 VS, POST-1975 ATTENDEES
' | " Attend Attend
. , Post-1975 Pre-1975 .
" Perceived Savings“ Site Site
Save ‘A Lot _ 26% N 21%
Save Some | | 6% Y 83% " 38y " 813
Save A Little 21y 22%
Save Nothing - 119 N 12%
o } 14% > 15%
Costs Money = i 3% . 3%
Do Not Know 3% . gy
TOTAL 1008 100%-

"ISour_‘ce: Q. B10 |

2Per'cen'tages differ significantly (;(2,'1 df, = 5.2, p <.05). Pre-1975
site attendees were less 1ikdly to report attendance saved them "a lot."
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i | \}g . TABLE V1-23
S |  DERCEIVED SAVINGS ASSOCIATED

" o ' * WITH SERVICE ATTENDANCE
s b - s
1976-77 1982~ .
S Recent Longer . Recent Longer %
Perceived Savings Entrants Term Entrants = .Term
© . TWLE) TN92Z) TWB57) - TR=878)
- Save a Lot a4y o 5% 23% - 25%
Save Some 33% y81% 38% »84% 38% »83%  36% »824
Save a Little 2w aw) o e2en) 21% )
" save Nothing 125N 13%y O 11% 128\
R : - } 15% } 14% 14% }15%
- Costs Money .~ - 3% J. RLEAE 3% %/
Do Not Know/ ey 3% 3y 0 3%
No Response ' :
totaL 100% 1018 100% - 100%
4

1Pei‘é’:entages totals from the earlier study may not add to 100% due to-
- rounding. : ' B o :

«

VI-40 -




f';:O.“"Respondent Characteﬁﬁstfas Re1ated'to'Perce1ved'Savings
e Mu1t1p1e regression-. ana]yses1 were conducted to Jdent1fy respondent
. characteristics associated with perce1ved sav1ngs These analyses revealed -
~ “several 1nterest1ng f1ndings for current’ partfc1pants, but d1d not yield
' stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant relat1onsh1ps for former part1c1pants ‘The Tack
of re11ab1e patterns for former partic1pants is not ‘unusual g1ven that ‘the
measure of 1nterest per9e1ved sav1ngs,was based upon reca11 of percept1ons
~ more remote in: time.~ Be1ow, we descr1be the results - for current congregate
d1n1ng Serv1ce part1c1pants R y; ' '

_v,1.7}1Congregate Dining Participants"Experfences and Perceptions ,

°
" 2

.. Attendance Frequency . ‘ :
‘Elderly part1c1pants who attended at 1east once per week were
‘ more 11ke1y to fee] that Serv1ce attendance had saved them money

.»1‘o‘:;vTransportat1on D1ff1cu1t1es o .
' Although very few persons _had troub1e gett1ng to the 51te, those
who did experience some'd1ff1cu1ty were more 11ke1y -tp fee] the

‘program saved them money
T

n ¢ P]easantness of S1te _ e
< The‘more "p1easant“ the site. was rated the greater the- perce1ved
savings. o ; '

.‘»

_ .'o(;;:Food Pa]atab111ty i ' . :
ol If they ‘felt the’ food usua11y tasted good respondents were more
P 11ke1y to fee1 that Serv1ce attendance-saved them money.

._#'7

k)
e -

}PISeeJAppendix H.-for a description §?>theuanagytic_teChnigneig > ’51;"'




]

| f‘Because these var1ab1es were corre1ated we have chosen to. 111ustrate theseg;«
'data in a summary fashion in Table VI 24.° 1 Th1s tab]e d19p1ays the ‘ f~
;‘ re1ationsh1p between attendance frequency and perce1ved savings. “As can be;a»‘
A 1seen, those who attended at 1east once per week were more 11ke1y to fee1 |
‘pl,}attendance had saved them money (85% VS.. 69% of less frequent attendees)

-

. 2. vCongregate D1n1ng Part1c1pants Lifesty]e-‘%nd rDemographic
Character1st1cs S : : “§
Separate mu]tavar1ate ana1yses revea]ed the fo11bw1ng assoc1at1ons.v

Tl oo . ¢

-

o -'Genera] Mob111ty .

fThose who were ab1e to 1eave the1r home on a frequent bas1s were
,-more 11ke1y to perce1ve sav1ngs assoc1ated w1th s1te attendance.

e Inv1t1ng‘0thers to Eat o ,
O The more often part1c1pants 1nv1ted others to the1r homes to f
, ’d1ne the Tower the perce1ved savings . assoc1ated w1th mea1 s1te ‘

. . -attendance.’ '

- Because’ these var1ab1es were re1ated one ruﬂ#t1onsh1p (1nv1t1ng
others to, d1ne) is presented 1n Tab]e VI-25. to 111ustrate a11 f1nd1ngs in a
summary manner. As can be seen, the percentage report1ng that- SerV1ce ’fﬁ

‘;attendance saved g lot" varies as a funct1on of how. often ‘they 1nv1ted B
'others to the1r homes for mea]s. Those who 1nV1ted others more. often
-"rare1y“ may have had 1arger groceryub111s, and thus, mea]s consumed at the )
-s1te are probab]y 1ess 11ke1y 'to offset h1gher food costs. assoc1ated w1th

enterta1n;ng fr1ends or fam11y - SR o . e

. . . 4

"}Deta11ed tabu]at1ons 111ustrat1ng ﬁther re1at1onsh1ps d1s633sed in the
text are conta1ned 1n Append1x %r , ,




-,Qt}‘-¥';,f»,“.v,=;=?;f TABLE VI-24"

. B RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ATTENDANCEL’ 23
| ~ ~FREQUENCY AND PERCEIVED SAVINGS

Part1cipahts

o Attend 1-5 . “Attend
s . Times A- - Less
: . Week- - Often ..
TR=1,4587 - . (N=280) .

Sve Alot 2y gy
L. 3 8% . 214 69%
. save'A Little e us L g

e
Perceived Savings

) Save’ Some

[ save Nothing 103 - 184 . -
el : L 12 . - 26%
- Costs Money - . 2% .. o ..8% - .
a .Do'Not'KnOW _’_.: - . n_-3%'4',d:‘} - ':5%:

No Response L R SR x

TOTAL 1008 1005

- Isource: 0. 810, A1 __”

‘zThose who did not report attendance frequency are deleted from th1s
- ana1ys1s - ‘ . o

3A deta11ed d1str1but1on is conta1ned in Append1x H
‘*Denotes 1ess than 1%. . ‘l o S o
4Percentages differ s1gnificantly ( X2, 1 df 38 1 p # 05) Elderly

- who attended at least once pér week were more 11ke]y to report
attendance saved them money.

- '

VIi-43

| 23231\ jff-?;f*'




T TABLE VI-25-
 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN Frequency! 2> 3

OF INVITING OTHERS TQ EAT AND
*  PERCEIVED SAVINGS

EEE ' L Particibants' S S
4 - Tnvite Others Invite Others Invite Others

: Pereeived Savfdgs- . R -Qften. - -Sometimes’ .Rarely/Never
— . To(w=ee3y - To(ws&s) T o »

't;;Save‘A'Lot"”' ' ; 24%' o o féo% -‘f. -”527%-"

savesme % s W
Save A L1tt1e‘ 1 ., 22w 233 | J'>,'dép%
hSave Noth1ng B S e ‘13% , :12% S 11%'i

| lCosts Money L S 2%_f . :',;'..4% o " L

‘}dDo Not Know S f B _fut ' .:3%>:"">_}1-ﬂ3%;ﬁfs

o Response B T,

CToTAL 100% . - l0o%

1Sourqe Q 810 E6 How often do you invite fr1ends or re1at1v s to

have 1unch or d1nner W1th you--often, sometimes, rare]y, or never?
.zThose who d1d not respond to Q E6 are deleted from th1s ana]ys1s.
3A deta11ed distr1but1on for this 1tem 1s found 1n Append1x H.

f 4Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y ( x2%, 2 df, = = 9, 5 pr< 01)
gPercentages reporting they had’ saved “a 1ot" d1ffered s1gn1f1cant1y

' *Denotes 1ess than 1%.
i

".;'ffeégé?éé .._ -
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- P. Site Data Re]ated to Part1cipant Contributions for Mea]s
' "Data about the average participant contribution for meals were avail- °
- able for 68 of the 70 service providers. - In most cases, these averages
. were.obtained from the nutritfbn service director and also were recorded by
the - K1rschner staff member dur1ng site visits. The two sources were in
close agreement (r = .90, df = 60, p < .01), with the means for the. two -
sources differing only by 3¢. Because the nutrition ‘service directors
reports were based upon longer periods, they were chosen for a]] furtherr
ana]yses, unless on]y the site values were. available.
~~ The mean- amount contributed by congregate participants is $.57 per
meal and $.62 for homeédelivered meals. The'providers figures for contri-
‘butions from congregate participants range from §$. 06 to $1 30 Tab]e VI-26
summarizes the distribution of these figures more fu]]y. The distribution
is somewhat skewed w1th more prov1ders clustered near the lower end of the
scale. * Fewer than iO% of providers- rece1ve part1c1pant contributions
'averaging more than a dollar per. mea] '

-

- ' ' K : - Lo

1. Contribution Policies and Pract1ces . .
- The nutrition service directors and 51te managers were asked about
various policies and practices regarding part1c1pant co r1butions for
. meals. A1l of these staff, 1th the exception ‘of one site manager,'
. reported that the part1c1pa s in their program make donations as opposed
to paying. for the mea]s or.rece1v1ng free meals. (The -one site manager
- reported that part1c1pants paid" for their meals. ) »Thus, from the staff
' perspective there is a clear policy of encouraging and receiving con-
’.tributions rather than requiring payment for meals. However, other data
~ suggest that there is more variation among the 51te managers Jn the actua]
:message about contribution that reaches part1c1pants

4

223
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. {\'Qf- R o TABLE VI-26

*

'A',CONGREGATE PARTICIPANT'S’ CONTRIBUTIONS FOR MEALS

1 Number of Prov1ders

. Average Contribution . 4
_._;$.25 pér:mea1 -~‘..1‘v : E S A :‘ _Ek,l4 (22%)”f
O .zsf-‘.so B  .“' R ,‘.-. s ;v.‘”":¢718z.;(28%)
| .51 - .75 - o o 16 (25%)
76.-1.00 o o ‘ v' o ]___">311» (17%)
101 -1.28 5 (8%)
1 26 or more _ '1'_ -- o o T 1 ( 1%) o
_Median Contr1but1on for 68 Prov1ders S ‘ =  $;521 .
v Mean Contr1but1on o ; D »‘1 | E . T $.57 :
| ;5Standand Dev1at1on » e “{v‘fz o o ot %32
;Range‘of'Amounts-7' o , o P -  . ©.06-1.30

'IRéportéd by nutritién service directors.
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- Sugg_sted Amounts , .
. A maJor point of var1ation in- practice among providers 1s found in
. the1r suggest1on of an appropr1ate contribution amount. E1ghteen (26%)

- .of the nutr1t1on service. directors reported that no part1cu1ar amount: was . -

+

-,suggested to part1c1pants in the1r programs. Th1rteen (19%).. of the site

managers reported a pol1cy of no suggested amount. - Of greater 1nterest ’ o
- for an apprec1ab1e number of sites there was little agreement between the- '

staff members about their - policy ) there  were ten cases where the
.snutr1t1on serv1ce d1rector reported “no ‘suggested amount™. but the site
‘manager reported an amount, there were five cases where- the d1rector

df:1dent1f1ed an amount but the s1te manager said there was none. Among the o
. 65 sites where . suggested amounts were reported by both staff members,_

there weré eight cases where the amounts differed the site ‘managers
tend1ng to neport higher suggested amounts than the nutr1t1on service
_d1rectors 1 ~Kirschner f1e1d staff members were asked, on the bas1s of .
their site V1sits, to. c]ar1fy “the actual po11cy and- ‘amount “in effect,

- thus prov1d1ng a th1rd source: of data about suggested contribut1ons The

three sources. were then used to arrive at ‘a best character1zat1on of the .

t pract1ce at each site. These pract1ces are summar1zed din. Tabie VI-27.

Suggested amounts- for contr1butions tend to be set at 25¢-p01nts, for )

example, $.50 (15% of .the cases), .75 (23%), 1.00 (29%), or 1.25 (13%)
The mean suggested amount for the 1982 sample is $. 87, considering only
those sites which do. suggest an amount This amount is far less than the
total cost of a meal (determined to be $4 09 on average), and at a maJor1ty

L of s1tes ‘the suggested amount does not even cover the’ cost of the food

~served in a typ1ca1 mea1

v 1A correlation analys1s of the suggested amounts - reported by the .
..‘director and the manager of each site yielded r = .71, df = 44, p < .01;
“'th1s indicates significant but modest agreement among the staff members
with regard to the amount suggested. In spite of this lack of unanimity,
. the sample-wide average suggested amount was the same for site managers

and for directors ($.87).



TABLE VI-27
SUGGESTED AMOUNTS FOR PARTICIPANTS' CONTRIBUTIONS

s 3 ) . . ) . . ." k - ) o 'J
R - . po - . N . ] E

Amount

Number of . Sites
'$.25 or less suggested _ s (%)
. .26-.60 . w11 (16%)
1= .99 o ooe 17 (248)
1.00.- 1.49° . .21 (30%)
1.50 or more SR R 5 ;('7%)f

" No Suggested Amount S o011 (18%) ."‘1'.. o

‘lFor s1tes w1th a suggested amount ,
Med1an amount suggested A o _'»E,’f$;75
Mean amount suggested S e $.87
?Standard dev1at1on o , - i $.36
Bange of amounts_ “ | PR .05-1.70 &

: Number of Part1c1pants Who e
. Contribute- Suggested Amount2 A Number of Sites

S TTTme e (e
o CMost -2 ‘(57%)

mbout half .+ -9 (16%)

o less | e T 6 )
~ Nome - \' . L2 (e
|

-——————

1Amount anaTyzed is based upon staff and f1e1d v1s1t reports. Two.site
‘managers -reported a slidin scale in effect, 1n wh1ch case the m1dpo1nt
of the scale was cons1dere

?As-reported by_56 site’ managersi

Cov1-48 -




X about how many participants give the suggested amount (at those si

1
l " !

Tab]e VI-27 aiso summariz s site managers responses when qu stioned
Ees where
an amount is suggested). A majority of the managers reported that "mos t"
participants contribute the suggested amount, a fact” that is consistent
with observations ‘that can be made by - comparing the average suggested
amount (Tab]e VI-27) to the. average actual contribution (Table. V( -26).
Considering efther the.mean or the median fiﬁures in’ the ‘two tab]es it is
evident that the average actual contribution s about  two- thirds of the
average suggested amount. - The, re1ationsh1p between suggested amounts and
~actual contributions will be explored further, below.<~!_ R
. How are suggested amounts set by prov1ders? Both the nutr1tion 1
o service directors. and the site managers were asked who was 1nvo]ved in
- making dec151ons about participants contr1butions. Again, there was 1ack>
of consensus in the responses, a1though the d1rectors genera]]y appeared .
more know]edgeab]e about the issue. Forty-nine (70%) of the d1rectors (and
) 40% of the managers) ‘reported that an advisory council had been 1nvo]ved in
these decisions' 36% of the directors said that the. area agency on aging.
‘had been involved; 29% of the directors (and 44% of the managers) reported”
1nvo]vement of others, 1nc1ud1ng city/county off1c1ais, site counc11 -
members, a host .agency, a -state agency, boards .of d1rectors, [and
.vpart1c1pants. R e
vr“f Table VI-28 1ists the factors which nutrition serv1ce d1rectors c1ted

L as considered 1n sett1ng contr1bution poiicy. The factor cited- most

frequently, and noted as most 1mportant was the prov1der s. meal. costs
Approx1mate1y ha]f of the d1rectors also reported con51deration of . parti-,.
cipant income levels. , ' . ; E

' Site,practices regarding'the’suggested amounts c1ear1y emphasiZe
f]exibi]ity. Virtually a11 of the nutrition service directors said that
',participants ‘could contr1bute 1ess ‘than the suggested amount, cou]d con-

| *'tribute at a later time, or need contribute noth1ng at all. Most of the .

- directors aiso sa1d that part1c1pants cou1d perform vo]unteer work 1n 11eu
of contr1but1ng. Th1s f]ex1b111ty was somewhat 1ess ev1dent at the 51te

7y
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TABLE VI-28

FACTORS CONSIDERED IN POLICY-SETTING REGA DING
PARTICIPANTS' CONTRIBUTIONS ’

- Providers 1. -Cited as

v'_fEEEQE ,' ' cew;»“ s Considering _ . Most| Important

| ProV1der Meal Costs’ ' | 47.‘(70%) g _'éS) (42%) |
~ Participant Income = - .",32' (48%)' ;;"ﬂ'é?f '(35%) o
3 Willingness to Pay . - . 22 (33%) j§i,(13%’)’"

Othér;?actors3 N SRR - .

—_ o B
1Accord1ng to reports by 67 nutr1t1on service prov1ders.

2Reported by 62 nutr1t1on serv1ce d1rectors
3Other factors noted, in order of frequency and 1mportance, were: y
- reduction in- federal funding, experiences of other sites, matching
formulae, history of the provider, and site resources, s1te location, -
‘and marxta1 status:of part1c1pants v

- —

L~
.
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manaéers!-levelf ;About half'of'the managers -indicated that participants
unable to contribute could obtain a free meal, although one manager said “%\,
that they could not. About half of the managers reported that participants
unable to contribute the suggested amount could contribute what or when

they could. '

-

b. _Collection of Contributions
| Methods of collecting contributions are of interest for at least two
reasons (1) learning wh1cH methods are preferred now that sites have
been operat1ng“for several years, and (2) assessing the privacy/anonym1ty
of the 'system. - Both the nutrition ,service directors andhthe site
managers were asked about.the‘method(s) in use, and, Kirschner field
staff members observed 'contribution practices during site visits.
Although nine methods were anticipated, predominant site practices
actually fell into only four categories. At 75% of the sites the
prevailing practicegis for: part1c1pants to drop . the1r contributions into.-
a container' Usua Yy the co tainer is placed near the entryway, although
. somet1mes it -is passed at t table or placed in an inconspicuous spot.
"At 16% of the sites contr1bution envelopes are filled at the dining
tables. . At the remaining sites the preva1l1ng method is to pay in
advance (4%) or to hand contr1but1bn{=to a staff member (4%) ~ At a few
: s1tes two or more methods of collecting contr1butions are in effect
' Although virtually all service d1rectors say that contributions are
a private matter and. are made anonymously, K1rschner f1eld staff noted
several instances where th1s 1s probably in fact not the case. For’
_example, at sites ‘where contributions are made in advance, where they are
handed to ‘a staff member, or,where someone watches as contr1butions are_
placed in a conta1ner, the contributions are- potent1ally identifiable.
In one instance, the pract1ce was for part1c1pants ‘to write their names
‘on the envelopes used for contr1butions. At about 15% of the sites, the
- collection pract1ces are probably not anonymous. - On.the other hand, at
‘the great maJority of s1te?,fContr1butions appear to be made with true
anonym1ty ‘

.
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c. Variables Related to Contribution Levels ‘

~ Given the great variability observed in average level of participant
contributions (see Table VI-ZG), what factors might explain such variation?
A large number of operational variables were examifed in conjunction with
sites' average contribution level. 1 ~ These .analyses were all
» correlational in nature. Consequently, even when a factor is noted below
to be strongly related to contribution level there will be little
f evidence that contribution differences are caused by that variable,

v , Average contributions are higher at sites with higher suggested
contribution levels ( r = .53, df = 66, p < .01). However, there is no
independent evidence to suggest. whether higher contributions are a result.
of ’ higher suggested amounts, whether the suggested amounts are set in
part on the bas1s of past (or expected) contributions, whether both ‘of
the above are true, or whether the relationship is due. to some third
factor. Recall that many providers. reported considering participant
income and willingness to pay when setting suggested contribution amounts
(Table VI-25). Thus, it certainly is possible that the strong relationship
" between amount suggested and amount given is, at least in part, a matter of
~ setting the sudgested -amount at a locally-realistic level. Suggested
_contribution level was not found be related ‘to 1980 per capita county
" income for the sites in ‘the examp%i, but the per capita county figures .
B may not be a valid index 3ﬁ lderly partic1pants ability to pay for
“meals. ’ .
There was a significant relationship between average contribution

level and whether or not meal cost was considered in setting a suggested,.
~amount (x* = 9.8,df =3,p < .05). Those prov1ders which reported

¢

| ——————————

1Either a Pearson Product-Moment correlation coeff1c1ent was
calculated, in the case of -two continuous variables,. or chi-square
analyses were performed on contingency tables, “in the case of one 0r
more discrete ‘variablés.
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consideration of meal cost when setting a suggested contribution amount

tend to receive higher average contributions. There 1s confirmation for

this relationship in the fact that actual estimated cost per meal

(calculated from- budget and attendance data) was related to average

contribution level ( r = .28, df =60, p < .05). Providers with higher

- _per-meal costs also receive higher per-meal ‘contributions from
participants. None of several other factors which might be considered
when suggesting what participants should cohtribute-Ffor example,

*  participants' incomes or the1r-w1111ngness.to.contrdbute—-were found to

"be related to the suggested contribution amount or to the actual amount
contributeg. _ '

Finally, it also was found that providers where the director and
site manager agree on the suggested amount for contributions also receive

‘higher average contributions than do those where there is disagreement .
about the amount.(x® = 8.4, df = 3, p < .05). In this case it is difficult
to codceive of a better 1nterp§btat10n than that .agreement within the staff
about the suggested amount sends a more effective message to- the
part1c1pants . '

- Many additional variab1es were examined in conjunction with average
contribution level and ogere found ‘to be unrelated. These, variables
included measures of prggigm,size. recruitmeht policies, dva11ab11ity of
other activities at the ‘'sites, .participant-staff,_1nteract10n and

. attitudinal measures, volunteerism, and~ method of collecting
contributions. e ' ‘ '
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A The -’*’irz"’ﬁm:tyi-;babmau-o‘n f -

L P .

Serv1ng e]der]y persons w1th the greatest need has a]ways been a goa] .
i{ of . the Nutr1t1on Serv1ces because prob]ems faced by the nat1on 3 older -
’?fpopulat1on may be- more acute among those w1th ‘the: fo]]ow1ng pr1or1ty
{f;character1st1ds. - o : :
| Low 1ncome1 TN |
) : f’M1nor1ty status
fy,jie-: .. - Sétial 1so]at1on“a
: ’Mob111ty 1mpa1rment ,
-~L1m1ted ability to” speak Eng]1sh o
75 years of(age or o]der ;' .

et

1Dur1ng wave I ]ow 1ncome was defined &s be]ow $4 000, 1t was def1ned as

-beléw $6,000 for Wave II. Both figures are be]ow U.S. Department of - .
Labor estimates for a *lower budget" for a ret1red coup]e in 1975 . e
($4 695) and. 19810($7 226) N : o o Ce

H . . -
.\ . e
SN : , . :




8 OVerView °f'K3y Findings S :[f

'R &%Most persons 1nterv1ewed have at least one prlor1ty character1st1c.\
' - Home- de]1vered meal rec1p1ents are most Tikely to have pr1or1ty
character1st1cs.v ' B ' o

- . .

° From s1te to s1te, there is cons1derab]e var1ab1]1ty in. the.
d1str1but1on of pr1or1ty non-part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors implying that -
s1tes are located 1n areas with d1fferent ]eve]s of "needs."

t ° S1tes appear to be successfu] in enro]]1ng the. l'need1est" o]der
: . persons. from the1r ]oca]es. ’ ‘
g te Pr1or1ty part1c1pants dre more frequent site gttendeesaand re]y more
upon s1te ass1stance to get to their s1tes.

.. Pr1or1ty part1c1pants get more of the’ bas1cs of the Nutr1t1on Serv1ces'

- (mea]s), but are _Somewhat. less aware.of support serv1ces except for .
site shopp1ng aSS1stance which they are more ]1ke]y to ut111ze than"
- non- pr1or1ty part1c1pants.-' ‘ : )

e
P
3

0 Pr1or1ty part1c1pants dietary intakes are enhanced'byTCOnSUming-a |
v program mea] R e ' o ’
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C. Priority Characteristics:offRespondents"';

A f1nd1ng wh1ch sets the context for the d1scuss1on of the ‘data. 1s
'that most - respondents, regard]ess of program status, have prTor1ty
character1st1cs (see Tab]e VII- 1) -The average number of pr1or1ty
= character1st1cs is one. 1nd1cator of the need1ness of the popu]at1on._ By“
"th1s _measure the rec1p1ents of home-de11vered mea]s are by. far the. most
needy (average 2.4 prlor1ty character1st1cs per person), and
" non- part1c1pat1ng neighbors are-the least needy (average = 1.4 pr1or1ty _
1“'fcharacter1st1cs per. person), w1th congregate part1c1pants'and former..
f\'npart1c1pants both in a m1dd1e range (average = 1 7 < 1.8 pr1or1ty
, _character1st1cs per person). . _ D o,

, As can be seen 1in Tab]e VII 1 a higher proport1on of . former _
"'part1c1pants than of the current congregate part1c1pants have pr1or1ty o
,'tra1ts (88% Vs. 78%) ‘This 1is 1arge1y because, as’ "a. group, former

h ~ participants are o]der, a]though 1ow income and- 1mpa1red mob111ty are a]so
contr1but1ng factors.. ‘Former: part1c1pants who are o]der, more infirm, and
modest]y poorer than congregate part1c1pants are, even more than before,

,,the kind of people’ that’ the Nutrition Serv1ces seek to serve. A d1scuss1on

"of the former part1c1pant group as a potent1a1 serv1ce popu]at1on is
presented .in the Home De11very Serv1ce chapter in th1s vo]ume of the ’
'report. T e . . _

| Nearly thrde- quarters of the home-de11vered mea] rec1p1ents have
impaired mobilitly, two- th1rds of them are. 75 or o]der, and rough1y another '

two th1rds have Yow incomes, suggest1ng that the home-de11very program is _'

serving a very needy population. R : S
One - other 1nterest1ng f1nd1ng is that congregate~part1c1pants are”
Jeast likely ;o be mob111t? 1mpa1red (11%) -- even. 1ess 1ikely than
non- part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors (17%) It is possible that th1s is an art1fact
of the measure of mob111ty 1mpa1rment used. By 1ett1ng people: who da not.

get out of their home “as often as once a week qualify as mob111ty 1mpa1red o

.2 number of ab]e bodied non part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors who simply choose not
: . . . -

i
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‘Average Number
of Qualifying

J | 1 ' Characteristics
x R . Percent Qua11fy1ng Per -Priority .
Ce - ~as-Priority ‘ . . Elderly Person
. : B R '
L ﬁHome de]1vered mea] . S Lo
- recipients - B 96% (N 415) e 2
. 'Former participants = . '88% (N-249) o LT
. Congregate participants . . 78% (N= 1,735) 18
Non-participating neighbors .'.'76% (N 1 039) R W

' lPr1or1ty e]der]y persons have at 1east one of the fo]]ow1ng character1st1cs
‘.'kLow 1ncome - 1ess than $6 000 annua1]y (Q I9) o '
'QF’M1nor1ty status (Q L8) : | ' |

’:’Soc1a1 1so]at1on - ans1ndex 1nvo1v1ng number of fr1ends (Q F6), ex1stencei

‘of a confidante (Q. F7), recent loneliness (Q Foh),
recent visits from own children (Q 69), and presence _

~of spouse/roommate (Q. I4) A o )
' Mob111ty 1mpa1rment -a compos1te measure requ1r1ng at 1east one of the
' . -~ following: . .
e (ag inability to- c]ean/ma1nta1n own home (Q. C3), or
' (b) freguency of leaving the: house of less than once

_ , . a week (Q. Cl1), or o v
' ) © 7 (c),inability to go outdoors w1thout ass1stance (Q C4). -
,L1m1ted ab111ty to speak English -. (Q .Ll4) o P
Advanced age - 75 or o]der ?Q I5) »

L NIIE
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~ to leave home are cTassified‘as "priority persons " Their'neighbors ~who
' ,may be in- comparab]e phys1ca1 cond1t1on but who go daily to the meal s1te,
are’ not classified as mobiTity: 1mpa1red. It is also. poss1b1e that there
'are genu1ne1y non-mob11e, non- part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors who are being cared
for by a spouse, other fam11y, or fr1ends, and so ‘do not now ‘need the mea]s :
program. : N C o )

The pr1or1ty characterist1cs matr1ces in Tab]es VII- 2 and VII- 3
:prov1de add1t1ona1 descr1pt1ve 1nformat1on regard1ng priority part1c1pants.f”
_Tab]e VII-2 shows-the percentage of. congregate part1c1pants with one

' pr1or1ty character1st1c who also-had one of the other pr1or1ty character-

'1st1cs ‘First, these data show that congregate part1c1pants most frequent]yf S

qua11f1ed as "pr1or1ty" persons due to Tow income (901 of 1 ,735 or 52% had ; h
1ow 1ncomes) In: summary, the table a1so shows
. Loh 1ncome part1c1pants were qu1te 11ke1y to a1so be _
75 years “of age or o]der (45%)

- ,A'M1nor1ty part1c1pants were very 11ke1y to have Iow

K '1ncomes (73%)

. ) ! !

0 One ha]f (50%) of soc1a11y 1so]ated persons had 1ow
Q“'. ,1ncomes ' :
Tab]e VII 3 prov1des a s1m11ar matrix for home-de11vered mea] rec1p1ent§
This grpup was most frequent1y character1zed by advanced age (67% or 277 of
415) Other data show that -

o Nearly ‘three-quarters (74%) of low income persons

had 1mpaired mobi]itys S
| ' . .«
" Seventy seven percent who were. m1nor1ty persons a1so 1
v,had Iow 1ncomes.. e o

. »




. _Soc1a11y iso]ated individua]s were 11ke1y to have o
RE impa1red mobillty (73%)

. "Those w1th 1mpaired—mob1lity were . 11ke1y to be at
' least 75 years of age (69%) '

g
o 4
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| 7 TABLEVII-2

o PERCENTfOF;RESPONDENTSHNITH,SPECIFIC PRIORITY TRAITs}_ _J_{ o

-

() o k 3jPriokitx;Traitsfa

v , Limited .
1 , .~ Sotial “Mobility ~ Ability v 5.2.‘_

Low™ Minority Isola- - Impair- to speak Advanced™ -
Income Status. ~  tion ment .  English: Age ’ ‘

>

. Home-delivered . L - I '
-~ Meal Recipients . 64% ., 15% - . 19% 72% o 2% . 67%
(N=415)-. . . , o RS
Former Partici-— . .. D
- pants.. . : 61% - 14% 7%~ 22% . *x 59% -
(N=289) R D T
" ffCongregate' 'vti ; ;_uiv,A' o R R
© participants = . 52% 19% - 17% . 11% % . 41%
o (N?l';735)' R LR . S . . : S
: -Non-Pérticipating o ”::, vb', ~5f B ,,f'  e . o 3  -
- Neighbors . - 46% 8% .  -15%  17% 1% - 40%
(N=1,039) - : ' L ~ . N ' ' .

¢

 Lgejou $6,000 annual 1981 income.
u,.27$,yeafs_o? age_or o1dér. s

l *Denotes 1ess‘than 1%5
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TABLE VII-

' (Continued)

. PRIORITY CHARACTERISTIC MATRIX FOR CONGREGATE

' Low1
Income
~* (V=901)

1 100%

.‘Lﬁh income®-

v;Minorjtyvstatus
Sdcja] iéoTaiion
| 'Impéfréd mdsility'
' o

o

Limited English

'Advéﬁpgd age?

ILess than $6,000 in 1981,
2, '

26% -
RSV
13%

45%

Mihority;

Status.

(W=321)

14%

RECUR
33%

75'years-of'age or older.

100%

143

=

v

~ Social
Isola-

tion

50%

15%. -
100%
1%

2%

. 35%-

Impaired

»

PARTICIPANTS

Limited -
English -

N

Advanced
Age-

Mobility -
N=1%2) .

62%
23%
100%
a4y

67%

N=38)
. 89%

95%

183
21%.
11004

| 45%-

(=713
| 56%
. 153
15%
TR
o

1008



B ': 'TABLE:VII-3

PRIORITY CHARACTERISTIC MATRIX FOR HOME - DELIVERED MEAL RECIPIENTS

g L  Social o

* " Low~  Minority Isola- Impa1red L1m1ted Adv ‘
Income . Status t1on Mob111t En 11sh A ‘

Low income! 1008  77% ,;53%, Cees 781

Minority status - 18% . 100%  10% 15% S 89 1gz..

““Inpaired mobility . 74% 703 73% 1005 © - My . 74

Limited English - 3%.. 13 - o . 14 0% 2% -

 Advanced age® 70% . 53% . 704 69% 67% 100%

.oa

19

1Less than $6 000 1n 1981

275 years of age or oIder 5_;

. Social isolation ~ 19% 133 1008  19% - ' = 0% 19
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D. TDistribution of Priority Respondents

- Because most of ‘the respondents had pr1or1ty character1st1cs
(regard]ess of whether they were enrolled 1n the program) most participants
.at most sites were priority part1c1pants. Table VII=4 presents the
d1str1but1on of priority respondents across s1tes., Since data have not.
“been presented in this manner prev1ous]y, we w111 descr1be what this. tab]e
shows. ‘ oo ’ o ;
Referr1ng to the first column in Tab]e ViI-4, at 72 percent (N= 41) of .

N

_the 57 -sites that . provided home-del1very serv1ce,,100 percent of °
home-delivered - rec1p1ents were pr1or1ty persons. Add1t1ona11y, at 84
jpercent of - S1tes, at least 90 percent of home-delivered meal- rec1p1ents

were pr1or1ty o]der persons These-.data re1nforce earlier f1nd1ngs that

the . vast maJor1ty of home-de11vered mea1 rec1p1ents throughoutysampled

: s1tes are 11ke1y to have pr1or1ty traits.

There are two. 1nterest1ng quest1ons regard1ng the rema1nder of the

'-'data in Table VII-4

F1rst, are the proportlons of pr1or1ty non-part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors

!'about the same ‘at most s1tes7» If there is littie var1ab111ty in the

' d1str1but1on (e g. a maJor1ty in’ most site Tocales - are pr1or1ty) it 1s

reasonable to conc1ude that samp1ed s1tes have been estab11shed 1n
comparably "needy" areas..~ Y & I g ; v :
. Table VII-4 shows cons1derab1e r1ab111ty in the d1str1but1on of

'f_pr1or1ty non-part1c1pat1ng ne1ghUOrs, 1mp1y1ng that" congregate sites ex1st

~in ne1ghborhoods with very. d1fferent Tevels of need At about- one-quarter o

of sites: (23%) at 1east 90 percent of non- part1c1pants had pr1or1ty
character1st1cs, but at 97 percent of locat1ons 1ess than 50 percent

fpr1or1ty character1st1cs

. The second maJor quest1on of 1nterest is. whether the d1str1but1on of i .

- pr1or1ty part1c1pants is s1m11ar to the - d1str1but1on of pr1or1ty

non- part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors If for example, the proport1on of congregateu'

-part1c1pants w1th pr1or1ty character1st1cs exceeds the percent of

non- part1c1pants at sites, one may ‘infer that the, Nutr1t1on Serv1ce is |

,gsuccessfu]ly enro]11ng more "needy" o]der persons from their service areas

Pl
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: ;l‘TABLE”VIIé4
. PERCENT OF SITES WHERE AT{LEAST X% OF RESPONDENTS HAVE PRIORITY TRAITS
- ~ }Z- " HomelDelivered  Congregate ' Non-Participating ‘13;
¥ o ‘Meal'Recipients  Participants __ Neighbors _ [
J . (N=57vsitee) '(Na70'sitéé)v | (N¥69.§1tes)2 ;
Percent ‘Who Are Pr1or1ty_-:‘v l C o '. o o
100%* IR - R L o
Y VR T - S
e e Lo, ar
LT0% o6% VAN : ';,sqif}_,;'
Te0r ;{ o6% - 8% fj‘,5g32};?jq
s e wwt oyt
,;~1gt4o%‘ I 498% - w00 - 57%','
”'?tao% IR S o ; g9y
oo Y o o R U
1The table should be .interpreted as follows. v
- At T2% of s1tes offer1ng home-de11vered mea]s, 100% of .
- home-de11vered meal rec1p1ents are’ priority persons.
~;: 'At 13% of congregate sites, 100% of congregate d1n1ng ;
S part1c1pants are pr1or1ty persons. '

- -At 9% of congregate s1tes, 100% of non- part1c1pat1ng
['ne1ghbors are pr1or1ty N

2At one location no non-part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors were ava11ab1e to be

1nterv1ewed
VII-12




One comparison from Table VII-4 is suff1c1ent to illustrate that sites have -
“had some success in this regard. At three- quarters of sites (74%), at
least 70 percent of participants had priority ‘characteristics, whereas at
' 64'ﬁerCent of sites their non-participating neighbors were COmpErably needy

(1.e..70% had priority characteristics): This finding reinforces “the
earlier f1nd1ng that, on the average, congregate participants had slightly

A more pr1or1ty characterist1cs than their non- -participating neighbors (see

Table VII-1). -This pattern is much stronger for the .distributions of . =

home-delivered meal recipients versus non-participhtiné'neighbors.” :

N
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E. Service Experiences and Perceptions

" The site experiences of priority and non priority participants differ in

some important respects. Priority participants get more of the Service

basics, but are less aware of support services.

~+ Data- in-Table VII 5 clearly show. that priority participanfs are more
‘frequent recipients of the meal component of the service. Also, priority
-participants are more likely to use special site transportation to get to

‘congregate sites, a]though some sti]1 have - somewhat more difficu]ty getting ‘

to sites. Priority. and non- prior1t¥ individuals rate.: site ambience and

pa]atability of mea]s very highly. - . . - v
‘Non-priority partic1pants are more aware of both site nutrition

"education and site medica] a551stance., Priority participants, on the other

"hand are, more aware of site shopping assistance (see Tab]e VII 6), and, 1f '

aware, are. more -1ikel to utilize it (see Tab]e VII- 7) ,
" Other comparjsons revealed that priority congregate participants:were
- more likely tofeel that meals were free‘than non=-priority participants

(see‘Table VIY-8). Those who did not feel mea]s were free were also asked |

".whether they ‘had . increased their contributions Pr10r1ty e]der]y, as a

5,:tota1 group,. were less likely to have increased their contributions, but

- this is . due to the_Jow percentage of priority home- de11vered meal-
recipients who had increased their contributions (see Table VII-9).
i,Home de11vered mea] recipients were among the least aff]uent respondents
__.1nterv1ewed (see Home De11very Chapter in th1S vo]ume) )

e



TABLE VII-5

" PRIORITY AND NON-PRIORITY SERVICE PERCEPTIONS AND EXPERIENCES .
o - | ~ T .
' & L , \ o : " Home-Delivered?
Y . _ . Congregate Participants . Meal Recipients .
. -Exéér1ences o Priorit Non-Priority Priorit
' _ (N=1 335; (N=386) . . (N=399)
Eat A Service Meal 5! o4 27% sy
» Times Per Week R o ‘ _ _ ‘
_ Get to the site by . . 20 . % ona N
- Special Transportation ' ‘ I ,
“Have "No’ Troubler! .. 88y - 94y . N/A
“Gett1ng to Site ’ - o : _
“Site Rated "Very Pleasant" ~ 84% IR - : -

»Fdod.Usually Taétes Good v_»94%_' ' 935 _ 62%

N/A Not App11cab1e

. 1Percentages differ sign1f1cant1y (al] X%, 1 df, 2,10 9 a]l p's < 01)
« Priority congregate participants were more frequent s1te ttendees and
.. used site transportation more but had more trouble getting to S1tes ’

“than did non- pr1ority congregate part1c1pants
2Because only 16 home-delivered meal recipients did not have at least
one pr1or1ty character1st1c, the1r data are not displayed. '

vir-ls© o T)
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R ej'af,j‘3TABté'VI156 c

S ANARENESS OF SUPPORT SERVICES
. - AMONG PRIORITY ANDNON-PRIORITY PARTICIPANTS

C e : L -Homeéne]ivered
. Congregate Part1c1pants . -Meal Recipients

: Awarehesél.‘: . priority® Non- Pr10r1ty' " Priority
T (N‘T‘?Z?* T .(N=386) TNE§§§71'_ ,
'f“ﬂAware of - S1te1 1"" B - S 5% . WA -
. ‘Nutrition Educat1on e T S T :
1 'Aware of Shoppmg2 S "V'727% 'f."fa 1% . 16%
: Ass1stance S Ce e e -
" ware of Site Medical® sox 6% - 21%
~ Assistance S - . B .

: .N/A Not App11cab1e |
| »lNon pr1or1ty'part1c1pants were more aware (xz, 1 df = 5 8 p < .05).

- 2Pr1or1ty part1c1pants were; more aware (x2, 1 df, = 36. 1 p < 01)

3Non pr1or1ty part1c1pants were more aware (xz, 1 df = 47 9, p < 01)
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TABLE v11-7. o

<

' - _"UTILIZATION. OF SUPPORT SERVICES L
BY AWARE PRIORITY AND NON PRIORITY PARTICIPANTS =

. S ‘ 'IHome-De]iverédﬂ
_Congregate Participants = <, Meal Recipients

" Utilization - Priority - Non-Priority - -  Priority
- REREET S (N=j,§Z§4 ; ' F=335) : , (N=._-3‘§§)'L

Participate in Site .. L 743 71% g§ : N/A
; - Nutrition Education - (N=697) - (N-162) Sl
~ Utilize Site Shoppingt - 32%. D108 o293
~ . Assistance Whenever - (N=364) . (N=41) - (N=62)
 Offered o P A
Utilize Site Medical - 53% " . B1% - . 54%.
Assistahce . o (N= 670) ' (N=241) - - (N=8%)
5, - ' ‘:5{'
. "%?
= é
.
. N/A = Not App11cab1e | -

1Pr1qr1ty eldenIy were more 11ke1y to ut111ze th1s serv1ce
(xz, 1df, = 7.4, p < .01), .
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' TABLE vL:;s
PRIORITY AND NON-PRIORITY PARTICIPANT PERCEPTIONS
O SITE CONTRIBUTION POLICY

-

9.

Congregate Dining Part1c1p§nts

| Pgr;egtion - o Ptlor1t§ Noanr1or1tx
 Free 12 | |
. .Donatioﬁ ,-' ; 68%4Q??¥yfa : V' 75%
Charge 'f';,égéifh* e 2%
Do Not,Khbw " ?:?i 1% o
B U 100%
. -”mg&Memwnmmm‘ h T A
»
‘ISource Q. AlO

2Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (xz, 1 df, = 20.7, p < 01)
Priority participants were more. 11ke1y to fee] mea]s were free -
- than non- pr1or1ty part1c1pants <

”*Dehoteé.less than 1%.

© VII-18...
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oo TABLE VI

 PRIORITY AND NON-PRIORITY PERCEPTIONS OF -
AND BEHAVIOR REGARDING CONTRIBUTIONS. . -

' UHome-Delivered
 Congregate Participants » - Meal Recipients
| o 'i’ Priority ‘Ndnaniorifx:‘ff -‘I*PkTOritz )
Have Increasedl . s0%- _ | _ 533 . 348
~ Contribution - . (N=1,187) . (Ne371). (N=291)
" _Save Money by. _— 82% - s4x” - g3 .
. Eating a Program - (N=1,349) . (N=386)" . (N=399)
,"Meal Lo : S e '
et et e . . e
v
1Percentages differ s1gn1f1cantJy (x . 1 df, = 34.9, 01)

Priority home-delivered meal recipients were leéss 11ke1y to
have increased their donat1ons than a]] congregate participants
‘combined. _ , L

1
Mo
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" F.  Program Impact Afeas

Six key program impacts were'examined in detail: - . &

‘;D1etary Intake
Mobility, Health and Inst1tut1ona11zat1on -

~Psychological Wel1-Being .

-Social Isolation o )
'Income‘and.Perceived'InCome Sufficjencyl
'Longevity | ‘ o '

“p

Prev1ous anaIyses of program 1mpacts (see Chapter IV in th1s voTume).

relied upon examination of the responses of all persons who had been L

interviewed dur1ng Wave I of the evaluation (1976/27) and dur1ng Wave II
(1982) Because it is d1ff1cu1t to .make causai 1nferences regard1ng

program impacts when measuring them.at two w1de1y separated po1nts in t1me,v

‘here we w1II I1m1t the anaIys1s of program 1mpacts upon pr1or1ty

"part1c1pants to d1etary 1ntake, an area where causaI 1nferences can be. made

~ with some confidence. : o R
_________ Data in TabIe VIiI- 10 1IIustrate that the program is of considerable

“-.benef1t from a d1etary 1ntake perspective. Three. intake measures are
displayed: totaI da1Iy 1ntake for 7 of 9 key nutr1ents, and’ for two
fnutr1ents that were found to be Iow-1ntake nutr1ents caIc1um and canr1es
(see Impacts Chapter in this voIUme for a compIete d1scuss1on of d1etary
‘1ntake) " | : _

- Priority and non- pr1or1ty respondents who d1d not eat a program meaI

‘_had comparabIe 1ntakes of calcium and calories, aIthough non- pr1or1ty

': respondents were more I1ke1y to meet 2/3 RDA for 7 of 9 nutrients.’ Thus -
non- pr1or1ty respondents had higher intakes in generaI but still, show Tow
intakes for nutr1ents consumed in reIat1ver Tow quant1t1es by older
'Amer1cans ‘
o However, TabIe VII 10 also shows a substant1a1 benef1t of consum1ng a
program meal. Among pr1or1ty respondents, those who consumed a program '
meal (whether home-deI1vered or congregate) had h1gher 1ntakes for aII
three 1ntake measures ) ' '

VII-20
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‘TABLEZVII?10'

IG? T ,PERCENTAGE OF PRIORITY AND NON PRIORITY RESPONDENTS1
- I -MEETING-OR EXCEEDING 2/3 RDA = -
' T : ' FOR KEY NUTRIENTS DURING WAVE 11

| _Priority Respondents ‘Non-Priority'Respondents
e e T e
: b e B, “Partici- ' © - 7 Partici-
Service . pating" . Service - - pating
- Participants  Neighbors. Participants . Neighbors
~ DidNot DidNot . Did Not - Did Not
Ate A Eat A Eat A -~  Ate A ~Eat A ' - Eat A’
1, 2 Program Program . Program - Program Program Program
Total" Dally Intake Meal “Meal = Meal o _Meal Meal - Meal
R - (N=982] TN=742) TN=789) ~ TR=145) (N=238). (N=250)
Nt or Exceeded  75% 565 61% . 8% 72% . 7%
2/3 RDA for 7 of 9 .~ i C e
Key Nutrients R e R . _
- Met or Exceeded ©  ® 613 44y . - 4% . 68% - 529 - 48%
2/3.RDA for Calc1um L Fo S o .
——Met-or Exceeded . »74%»u¢-.64%=rmumm~66¥ S VO |, S—

2/3 RDA for Canrles

1Percentages differ s1gn1f1cantly Pr1or1ty respondents who did not
- eat a program meal  had lower intakes for 7 of 9 nutrients than non-priority
respondents who did not consume:a, program meal (x » 1 df, = 31.0, p <.01)."
- These groups did not differ for. ca1c1um intake (x2, 1 df 3.3, p > 05)

. or for caloric 1ntake (x2, 1 df, =3. 2, p > .05). .

2Percentages differ. s1gn1f1cant]y Pr1or1ty e]der]y who consumed a program
" meal had h1gher 1ntakes than prlorlty e]der]y who d1d not consume a program

‘meal: o
'_< 7 of 9 nutrients - 5*2 1.df, = 67.1, D < 013
' Calctum - x2, 1 df, = 62.4, p < .01 and
-Calories . S (xz, 1 df, = 19. 6, p-< 01) .
VII-21 -




Th1s f1nd1ng supports earher f1nd1ngs that for a: maJority of

part1c1pants, ‘the Nutr1t1on Services are of considerable benefit when a

,mea] is: consumed.{ ‘ However, participants fare Mo . better than -
non-participants if they do not eat a Servmes_mea] o ’
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CHAPTER VIII

_ HOME-DELIVERY SERVICE




" homes.
- chances of poor nutrition among rec1p1ents who may otherw1se be unable to

T

1

h_A. Introduct1on

From its inception the home de11vered mea]s program was “designed to

. serve e1der1y ‘with the greatest need, Title VII of the. Older Americans Act =

of 1965 provided that meals could be de11vered to the homes-of elderly
persons, but targeted this service to those over 60 who were ". homebound‘
by reason of illness, 1ncapac1tat1ng disability or... otherwise isolated."

“In 1978 home-de]ivery was funded separately under a new. Title III C-2.

An earlier assessment of the home-delivered meals program noted that

i‘eervice providers and clients genera]]y feel that the service helps frail |

elderly cont1nue to function in their commun1t1es and stay ‘out of nursing
1 That report also concluded that home de11very reduces the

prepare meals for themse]ves, and provides an.important source of soc1a1

contact for frail and less mobile e]der]y c1t1zens who may be- soc1a11y
isolated.. - .

See The Home De11vered Meals Program: A ServiCeFDelivery Assessment,

Office of the Inspector Genera] U.S.'Department qf Health and Human

Serv1ces, February, 1981

N -
. . . ‘
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- B. ~0verview of.Key'Finding§4 L

. The home de]ivery service reaches elderly persons for whom the
, program was targeted Compared to congregate participants, they
“are far less mobile:and more ‘home-bound, feel their health is S
. worse and declining, and are.less socially active These.
findings 1arge1y confirm the perceptions of nutrition service
| directors. ‘

™
R

- i e Near]y one-fifth had been referred to the home deiivery service
- by a social agency “Another one-quarter had switched from the
congregate dining program E ‘
S -\4 4
. ’Sites may tailor their contribution practices to recipients
1_' 'Chﬁ?acteristics Less mobiie, less soc1a11y active and older
' -,;respondents were more 1ikely to feel the mea] was free
e A large. maJority of rec1pients feit the program had saved them
' “at least some money. :

2

e f.‘Average contributions were modest (approx1mate1y 5. 62) and very ‘

few . respondents felt that suggested contribution 1eve1s were too -

4-0‘ Home-deiivered mea]s were foqnd to be pa]atable and appeaiing and B
the vast majority fe]t portions were adequate ,

. . »Recipients rated both ‘the mea] and the person who de]ivers the1r
‘meals quite p051t1ve1y For home=bound e]deriy, dai]y meai -
,de]ivery may be the most frequent contact)they have w1th people

"from outside of their homes. ‘ '

¢




_Respondents who used site shopping assistance Service were very
'1ike1y to also use site medical assistance. ; This pattern is ‘
related to the fact that a large proportion of home-delivered
meal recipients have restricted mobility and are in re1ative1y '
‘poor health.

Former participants are beginning to resemble home-delivered meal

recipients in some important respects and may be a potential
: home-delivery service population.

VIII-5




€. Characteristics of Home-Delivered Meal Recipients ‘

In an effort to enhance the 1ikelihood,that home-deiivery services ‘
~reach those who wi]l‘most'benefit the vast majority of service providers
report using eligibility criteria when enrolling elderly in the home-

“ delivery service. As discussed earlier in this report, many providers o
'consider such factors as the presence of 111ness, handicaps and restricted ,
mobi]ity, and age, a1though formu]ating a fair screening system responsive
to individuais can be a difficUit task.

In? spite of the dntrinsic difficulties of formu]ating and consistent]y ,
‘appiying equitab]e eligibility criteria, data from this evaluation clearly
" show that,.in the main, home-delivery services reach . the elderly B
sub- popu1ation for which they were targeted. " o

This genera] conclusion is based- upon two independently. gathered sets
of data: interviews of service staff and managers by Kirschner Associates,
Inc. , and interviews of elderly participants by Opinion Research
Corporation. ' - S

Nutrition service directors have observed severa1 key difference”g;”
' between their congregate and home-de]ivery service popu1ations To brief

recapitulate descriptive findings of this report (Vo]ume I11), directors C

~ noted that home-del1vered meal recipients are in poorer health, are 1ess_ -
mobile, are older, "and are less Socia11y active. In addition, they~fee1
that. home- delivered meal recipients have lower incomes.’ ‘ | .
~ The perceptions of nutrition service directors are confirmed by data

gathered from elderly interviewees.  These data are contained in

Table VIII-1. On virtually every index of financia1 well- being, mobi]ity,
_and health, home- delivered meal recipients are less we11 off than the

- sample- of congregate dining participants. ‘

EY

1This genera1 conc1usion ‘was_also reached by a prior study. See The
Home-Delivered Meals Program: A Service Delivery Assessment, Office of
" the Inspector General, U.S. Department of Health and Human SerVices,
February, 1981. : : »

| ytII-s"
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TABLE VIII-]

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF CONGREGATE
f . . PARTICIPANTS AND. HOME-DELIVERED
: _ , . MEAL RECIPIENTS

- . ' - Congregate Home-Delivered
Characteristic o ' Participants . Meal Recipients
. - L 73] G
_ | , o : |
Average Age 73 yr, J 8 yr.
LiveAlone L sy 61
1981 Family Income Below $6,000 52% 65%
Income Takes Care of - ' | 16% - - S 24%
‘Needs Only "Popr]y"* : . : ‘
Household Receives Food Stamps 135 19%
Receives Medicaid Benefits - 18% . : 30%
. Get 0ut of House Nearly Every Day 81% ‘24%1
CAb]e to Clean and Maintain Home by - 89% A | a1%!
’ Themse]vese ‘ :
Fair or Poor Current Health: . 25% ‘ 59%1
~ Health Worse Than Last Year 16% o 38%
Spent Time in Hosp1ta1/Nurs1ng - 233 ”m‘y‘mm!44%1y
Home in Rast Year o : : o o
Rare]y or Never Attend Re11gwous ' 4% : <63%1
Serv1ces ‘ : . _
Nevér Invite Others to Eat at Their 23% ey

Homes = .

1D1scr1m1nant function analysis in Appendwx R revea}s that these
variables maximally discriminate between the two groups A]] univariate
F values (df = 1 and 1 208)> 65.0, a]] p 's < 01

VIII-7
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Nhile the\*qoividual comparisons in.Table VIII .1 are revealing,
additional multjvariate ana]yses1 were’ conducted to identify those
characteristics most powerfu11y d1fferent1at1ng congregate part1pants from
home- delivered meal rec1p1ents. These analyses statistically contro]]ed
_ for numerous variables (e.g. age, 1ncome\ethnﬂc1ty) that could account: for
.fd1fferences between congregate dining and home-delivery sub- populat1ons
’ These analyses revealed that the two elderly service populations

differed substant1a11y in three important ways.
| First, home-delivered meal ‘recipients were far less mobile. As seen
in Table VIII-1, they were less ‘11kely to frequent]y leave their homes ‘and
“less able to care for their homes by themselves.

Second home-delivered meal recipients reported that their health was.
worse ‘than did congregate dining part1c1pants Not on1y were they more-
1ikely to feel.their overa11 hea1th was worse, but they were more 11ke1y to
have been either hosp1ta11zed or 1nst1tut1ona11zed in a nursing home dur1ng
‘ the past year. > € .

Third, on. two separate indices of 1ife sty]e/soc1a1 activity,
-home-de11vered meal recipients were quite different From comparable cohorts
of congregate -dining participants. They were less 11ke1y to attend
- religious services and invite others to their homes for a meal.

Qvera11 home-delivery services reach elderly 1nd1v1dua1s who, 1n the
main, are more *homebound ‘and in poorer health. The one possible exception
. to this conclusion 1s the fact that approx1mate1y one-quarter of the

~elderly 1nterv1ewed were able to 1eave their homes nearly every day 2

Add1t1ona1 ana1yses were conducted to ascertain the characteristics® of th1s ‘

small subsamp]e of re1at1ve1y mor3/m0b11e home-de11vered mea] rec1p1ents

A

¢

.ISee Append1x R for a descr1pt1o§?of the a a1yt1c techn1que o
2Th1s figure is. consistent with prev1ous estimates. See The Home
_Delivered Meals Program: A Service Delivery Assessment, Office of the

- Tnspector General, U S Department .of Health and Human SerV1ces, Feburary,

1981. , _ :
. e | - ‘ o \\\\
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fn all’ these analyses showed that those home de11vered meals o
redip1ents who get out of - the house are a more’ genera]]y mob11e=group in*
any’ of a- number of d1mens1ons. 0ne except1on is- that this more mob11e '
group was as 11ke1y to have been in a hosp1ta1 in the past year as the1r
1ess mobileé counterparts. ; ) T T o e

: S1nce thé reported mob111ty of the sub- populat1on is h1gh,,some
quest1ons m1ght ar1se as to ‘why these peop1e get home-de]1vered mea1s."

L

There is some- eV1dehce that a]though these:persons seemthemselves as more -

mob11e and able, an obJect1ve analys1s m1ght indicate. otherwmse, or that B
the1r current 1eve1 of h1gh mob1]1ty is ep1sod1C4 Another pos 1b1]1ty 1s
that some. escort arrangement is ava11ab1e to- them, but ‘not necessar11y one

that wou]d obv1ate the need for a home de11vered mea] ,'\\'

I T a
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D. Referra] to the Home De11very Serv1ce
' Nutr1t1on service d1rectors and prov1dersﬂreport th@t many. home- -
de11vered meal rec1p1ents are 1dent1f1ed through referra] from social

; serv1ce agenc1es, through outreach, or through other means (e.qg,- pub11c1ty_3;;
. in'news media, word-of-mouth). . ' o s '
’ Home-de11vered ‘meal rec1p1ents were d1rect1y quer1ed regard1ng the
isources through'whjch they had first learned. about ‘the meal program.»
“Although word=o imouth (i. e\, "some person told me") was the most ffe- °
quently ment1oned&source by home de11vered mea1 rec1p1ents (65%) and .
congregate d1n1ng part1c1pants (72%) home- de11vered meal rec1p1ents were ?ffﬁ;
far. more 1ikely to have been referred by a. social agency (18% vs. 6%). 1

. Table VIII-2 shows that a 1arge minority (30%) had ever been act1ve

congregate dining. part1c1baots. Near]y one-quarter (22%) had attended the.
congregate dining program in the past -and 8%. reported occasionally
: attend1ng a meal site dur1ng the 1nterv1ew1ng per1od S1nce this smal]
’subsample reported greater d1ff1cu1t1e9 gett1ng to the meal site then
~did congregate part1c1pants2, these persons may .have sw1tched to the
l‘home-de11very service as a declining, hea1th and mob111ty made gett1ng to ,
“the site more prob1emat1c., E]der]y who attend meal Sites on -an occas1ona12'“

bas1s may exper1ence recurr1ng 111ness_that prevents act1ve attendance '

_ The means through wh1ch eie c1tizens become home de11very ,
,';_nec1p1ents are c1ear1y re1ated tq the1r spec1a1 character1st1cs. Be1ng
..Agmore 1nf1rm, they are more 11ke1y to be referred by other agenc1e,wand

'_commun1ty serv1ce organ1zat1on"& Nonethe]ess, word-of—mouth 1s st111 a ;_; ,f7
' major source of 1n i e

s .\‘ : :
e [ (P
. : -

' 1A stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1i%ﬁ§,d1ff%r@nce ( x, 1 df, 74 9 P < 01)
2A stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f13{
p <.01). i
' techn1que.__.



o
TABLE VIII 2 -

PARTICIPATION IN CONGREGATE _ S
DINING PROGRAM T

.2

. f.‘{ Home-De11vered Meal Rec1p1ents-v

o , , S o C (N =415). T

0ccas1ona]1y Ever: Attend'Congregate S1te ' '§%*"

Do Not Current]y Attend,. But Attended o v‘” 22%2 -
,iee Congregate Site in the Past : _ SUIPR PR
" Do- Not/Never Attended Congregate S1te 65%5

D1d Not Know/No Response ' - 5%

CTOTAL - - 100%

. P

;. o '. R Qg; ' 2/ ' I
ée"ISource: 3Q,fHA7a Do you ever go Qo the hot meal site now7 :
o - Q. HA7b: D1d you ever go regu]arly to the hot meal s1te7

®n

An ear]1er program assessment found that421 percent had . prev1ous1y o
attended a congregate meal site.. See The Home Delivered Meals Pro ram _
“A-Service Deliver Assessment , 0ff1ce of the Inspector General, U.S. :

#Department of Health an Human Services February, 1981. That ‘study samp]ed
CReg1ons however, .this evaluat1on was based on a nat1ona1

4
- ‘recipients in four
samp1e1

VIII-11 .
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E. Respondent Perceptions of the Home- Delivered Meal Service
~ This sect1on of the ‘special an?ﬂyt1c chapter: presents home-de]ivered
‘meal recipients' percept1ons of*the serv1ce a]ong severa] 1mportant
dimensions: . ‘
: - ohet

. Percept1ons of contr1but1on po]1cy, whether e]der]y had 1ncreased
their donat1on, op1n1on of meal costs, and whether they felt
> home-de11very had saved money

[ B8 Ratings of the'serVice and meals

. Awareness -and utilization of two basic supportive services:

. _'rshopping assistance~and medical assistance. o
Emphas1s is:. p]aced upon descr1b1ng home- de11vered meal rec1p1ents

views and exper1ences and compar1ng them w1th the views and exper1ences of

congregate dining service: part1c1pants - s L

™
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1. Contributions and Cost Perceptions

a. Percept1ons of Site Contr1but1on Po]1cy

As can be seen in-Table. VIII-3, 45 percent felt their s1tes asked for a
contr1but1on 26 percent thought their home-delivered meals were'"free u and'
a 1arge m1nor1ty (27%) felt their sites charged for the- meals ,

These data also show that the percept1ons of home- de11vered mea] i
.'rec1p1ents d1verged significantly from those of congregate dining . . -

' _part1c1pants 1 Home-de]1vered meal recipients were more likely to fee]

the meal was e1ther "free" (26% ¥s. 10%), or,they were charged (27% VS.

. - 20%), and consequent]y were " less 11ke1y to perceive that their site asked
_for a "donation" (45% vs. 70%) ' ‘ ‘ B

L Since a re1at1ve1y 1arge minority felt that they were "charged" and

‘ Federal regu]at1ons are clear that contr1but1ons are to be vo]untary (1 e.

a donat1on) mu]t1var1ate analyses were conducted to 1dent1fy those who held

d1fferent W?%ws concerning the1r sites' contr1but1on po]1c1es 2 -

’ These ana]yses proved to be very 1nterest1ng because: those home-.

v_de11Vered meal rec1p1ents who were less mobile, less soc1a1]y active,. and

older were. 1ess Tikely to feel they were "charged" and were more 11ke1y to

- feel that either their meals were "free" or their contributions were '

’"donat1ons " Conversely, more mob1]e, moré socially active, and younger

recipients were more 11ke1y to feel that sites "charged" for home-de]1very

serv1ces The spec1f1c resu]ts of this ana]ys1s are presented be]ow

¢  General Mob111ty , )
~The less often e]der]y were able to 1eave their homes, the more
Tikely they were to feel the meal was free

1Th1s percept1on discriminated between home- de11ve4ed mea] rec1p1ents and o
- congregate dining part1c1pants See Append1x R for a descr1pt1on of the
muitivariate analysis.. . : _ :

2See Appendi x F for a description o the analytic technique,

B S SR




- tasLE v11{-3
 PERCEPTIONS OF SITE CONTRIBUTION POLICY'

g f : ; " Home-Delivered . Congregate Dining .
. Perception Meal Recipients . Participants
- S | T(Ne4Is) . T (NeLT3)
Free - - L A v 3
'd_ Donation = - - ; o "v 45%- SR e 709
CCharged . oem. 208
Did Not Know/Could Not 2% - . %
- Recall : . . T o
CTOTAL 1003 - 100%
-

‘#

l Source:. Qu A /HA8 -~Are you asked to make a donation, “are you
charged a fee, or 1s the (home de11vered) meal free7 o _
',,* Denotes less than 1% o '§ ?¥'-: T ‘
2 Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (x , 2 df, = 52 8, p <. 01) .
Home~-delivered meal recipients were more likely to feel the meal was free
or they were charged and less 11ke1y to fee] their s1tes asked for a
donat1on B ) N _ . _
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o Younger respondents were more ]ike1y to feel they were "charged."
oﬁ'i;Membership in Clubs and Social Organizations

The more active they were 1n c]ubs, the more 11ke1y they felt
‘fthey were "charged." ‘

. Customari1y Eat A1one

dRespondents who typ1ca11y ate a]one at home were 1ess 11ke1y to. |
feel they were charged.

-

.1'Because these var1ab1es were corre]ated one re]at1onsh1p is presented
in Table VIII- 4 to 111ustrate these findings in a summary fash1on 1 .
These data c1ear1y show that less mobile home-delivered meal rec1p1ents had
"fvery d1fferent percept1ons of their sites’ contr1but1ons po11c1es
, ' It should be noted, however, that e]der]y income and. perce1ved income
E suff1c1ency were not: s1gn1f1cant]y re1ated to perceptions of site .
contr1but1ons policies. 'Less aff]uent elderly were no more likely to fee] _
their meal was "free" or that their contribution constituted a "donat1on“'-
than ‘did more aff]uent home-de11vered mea] rec1p1ents :

A]though these data are perceptua] in nature and may not necessar11y
precisely correspond to. actua] policy, it does appear that sites, .may ta11or :
po11cy based upon the extent to wh1ch erer]y meet or exceed various

~eligibility. cr1ter1a ¢

] o

1dtheri]]ustrative.tab1es related to these!findi"gé»afe'1n_AppendigLF[°
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TABLE VIII-4

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MOBILITY AND!-
PERCEIVED SITE CONTRIBUTIONS POLICIES

~ Home-Delivered Meal Recipiénté

' PerceiVed‘site'éo1icy2 - : LESX?1H9WE : B tggze0$22§
Free e
Cponation . - & . 5% L
charge" T 0% N  '29%_'
_ Do Not Know RN ] 57 1%'
S Tt 100 1008

. 1Source:‘ .Q} A10,5C1; A1toééther;'ébbut how many times a,weék do you get
-out of your home/apartment to run errands, visit, or just walk? Would
you say you get out nearly every day, every other day, once or twice a
week, or less than once a week? o R
2percentages differ significantly (x2, 2 df, = 14.4, p < .01).

Y
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b. _Method of Determining Participant Contributions

To further explore the issue of site contributions practices’,
respondents who-felt their contributions were trea¥d as "donations" or
felt they were "charged" were asked how contribution amounts were decided
A majority (59%) reporied that the amount was "set" by the site. '

- Thirty-seven percent reported that they determined how much they would like
to contribute. The views of home-delivered meal recipients were comparable o

‘to those held by congregate dining participants (see Tab]e VIII- 5)

c. Increased Participant Contributions o _ .
One-quarter of home-delivered meal recipients (25%) reported hafingﬂ"
increased their contributions since joining the program, whereas 45 percent’
~ of .congregate dining participants reported'having done so (see Table
VIII-6). .This large difference may, in turn, be attr1butab1e to two major
ﬂdifferences between these sub-populations. First, as a group,
-home delivered meal recipients had somewhat Iower‘incomes and second, they
 were more Tikely. to feel that their meals were free

Regre551on ana]y51s1 revea]ed that. home de]ivered ‘meal’ recipients
"~ were more likely.to have increased their contributions if they felt’ they v
had saved money or if. they thought they were "charged" for their meals. ‘
- Also, home- deiivered meal recipients who could not care for their homes by
themse]ves were more likely to have increased their contributions. Since
—A,these variables are themse]ves corre]ated, -oneé re]ationship is displayed in,
Table VIII-7 to- 111ustrate these results in a summary fashion 2 As can

be seen, those who fe]t they had saved "a- lot" of money were ‘more likely to
“have 1ncreased their contribution to the program

a9

s ’
;ISee'Appendik G for a description of the analytic'technique.

20ther illustrative tables are contained in Appendix G.
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TABLE VIII-5
" METHOD OF DETERMINING CONTRIBUTIONS!?2

Home-De1livered Congtegate Dining

Method® | - ~ Meal Recipients _ Participants

> B (157 Eun e (5w 1) i3

Site by Site - o se% . 57% |
"Respondents Determ1ned'; - : v T 36% ‘; - 37%

‘ the Amount N ‘ . S - »

oo Not Know 2% 2

No Respbnsei, B _ _ 3% | 3

Tora. w008 9%

'-ISource Q A11/HA9 Is the amount of the (donation or charge) you pay
set by the site, or do you decide for yourse]f how much you will pay?*

szlderly who e1ther donated or were charged by the site were asked th1s~h
question. . . _ , _

'3T0TAL differs from 100% due to rounding.

4Percentages report1ng "set hgﬁs1te“ or they "determ1ned the amount" do
not s1gn1f1cant1y differ ( 1df, = 0.2, p > .05).

S VIII-18 - ‘
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TABLE. VIII-6

PERCENT OF ELDERLY POPULATIONS THAT!
~ INCREASED CONTRIBUTIONS

2

- Eldér]y,Pdpu]ation _ Percent That'Incngased Contributiog;
' ~Home-Dé11vered Meal Recipients = . 25% (N=415).J
Congregate Dining Partitipants | .. .45% (N=},735)

4

7

o

1Soli/z:e Q. 10a/HA8a . Have you 1ncreased your contr1but1on s1nce you
Jointed th1s program7

2Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y (x2, 1 df, 189 0 p < 01)

Home-delivered meal rec1p1ents were ]ess 11ke1y to have 1ncreased the1r.
- contributions. ,

CVITI-19
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* TABLE VIII-7

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEIVED S_i\VINGSh2
AND INCREASING CONTRIBUTIONS

Home-De]iveréd Meal Reéipients

. : e ' §EVJ-A Save Some/ Save Nothing/
. Contributions : : Lot - A Bit ' Costs Money
zN:sgi - 1N=i§§ ; ‘ i (Nssg)
Increased Contribution - 47% . O 36%.
Did Not Increase | 47% 59% 54%
Contribution : ' ‘ ' : ‘
No Response 11 10 4 109
3 3 | ‘
TOTAL 99% 101% \ 100%
e

4

CE

1Sourcé: Q. -Al0a: Have you increased your contribution since you joined
‘this program?. _ ' -

Q. B10: Does it save you a lot of money, some money,‘a'1itt1e
money, Or no money, to eat.at the site, or does it';ost you money?

2 more detailed distribution is in Appendix G. . ~

370TAL differs from 100% due to rounding. . o

%although percentages in this table do not differ significantly (x,-2 .
df, = 3.9, p > .05), a significant unjvariate F value was associated with -
perceived“savings.' See Appendix G. ' : LT -
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The absence of a relationship between income or perceived 1ncome ,
sufficiency and increasing contributions 1s quite interesting and may be
interpreted in the context of home-delivered meal rec1p1ents average
contributions. Nutrition-service prov1ders report that c0ntr1but1ons from
home~-delivered meal recipients average $.62, 1 .

Given the modest average contribution level, contribution may not
unduIy strain recipients’' f1nanc1a1 resources.

d. _ Opinion of Meal Cost

If contributions did strain participants' financial rescurces, those
who did not decide their level of donation but felt that their sites ['set"
contributions might feel that meal costs were too high. However data in
Table VIII-8 show that this did not occur. Even when elderly report that
~their contributions are "set" by their sites, the vast maJor1ty (88%) fe]t
that the meal was reasonable'or "about right." Congregate d1n1ng part1c1-

\

pants held comparable views. ,

Thus, even when elderly felt they were "charged" or that contribution
bamounts were "seg" by their'sites, these amdunts were perceived to be
_equitable. Although a Iarge m1nor1ty of home-delivered meal reC1p1ents
(29%) felt they were “charged," the amount they are asked to contr1bute
,”apparent]y does not impose a f1nanc1a1 hardsh1p - »* !

"e.  Perceived Savings _

The vast maJor1ty of home-delivered meal rec1p1ents (84%) reported
that the home- de11very service had saved them money. Over 20 percent of
both service popuIat1ons fe]t that part1c1pat10n had saved\them "a lot" of
money. The fact that only two percent fe]t the Service "cost money" aga1n_
"indicates that, for the most part, the service helps thgse with rather
modest financial resources. As can be seeri"in Table VIII 9, comparab]e
percentages of home-delivered meaI recipients and congregate dining part1-
7c1pants reported the Pprogram had saved them at Ieast "a little" money.

1

1

lEstimates obtained by Kirschner Associates, Inc. from sites where

- home-detivered meal rec1p1ents were 1nterv1ewed and. ‘contribution data werefﬁi'ﬂi;

»

available. - -

o VIII-21



. -

‘. | TABLE VIII-8

~OPINION OF MEAL COSTS BY RESPONDENTS1
WHOSE SITES SET AMOUNTS PAID.

: I , Cdngregate
_ 3 _ : Home-Delivered Dining t
Opinion of Meal Cost Meal Recipients Participants
| N=1747 (1T I
“Meal Should Be Free"/ - Coimo . 3y
Costs "Too Much” , | T |
+ . T e , "l
Costs Them "About Right“ : o . 88% . 84%
Costs Them "Too Little"- . 6% . | _ 9%
No Opinion - - _ _ : - 24
. Do Not Know | . < 29 7 2%
Swy : : ¥ i : D S . ——-
TOTAL 9992 . . . -100%

0 1Sour‘ce Q. A12/HA10 Do you th1nk the amoqu of money you are asked to
pay is too much, tbo ]itt]e about r1ght or hou1d the meal be: free?

2TOTAL differs from 100% due to rounding. |
3Percentages do not s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer (x2, 2 df =1, 7 P $~}05).‘

N

RS ¢ § £+ S

& R - [ . ,“. . ’ ’ %

Ry




:?'°Home-De11veredq

N P ; . .
. iCongregate Dining
_Mea] Réc1 1ents‘ '

Participants

* Lsource:. BlO/HB4

SRR

"f“b Q

f'15. 2Percentages:rebort1ng sav1ngs and rsaves noth1n

. s1gn1f1cant1yod1ffar (x 51 df'r 0.9, p ;_405)' K .
. ‘ ‘ ‘: iu | i".*‘ , » N
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h}'eqﬁagyere asked ito rate meal’ port1on adequefv and pal a¢ab111ty
'de'sch '= xwhat they- 11ked most about the ho' wca:1veredgmea] -

[

f? I

s ‘ . .

R

me%de]1vered mea] rec1p1ents were somewhat 1ess 11kely
pants to rate port1ons th1s adequate (93%)

med1ca11y restr1cted d1ets may be unable to consume home-

oo e]1vered‘mea]s in the1r ent1rety -a-., . . ow'a .

dgof'v“ . Home- de11vered mea] rec1p1ents rated the pa]atab11rty of the1r mea]s S
ras’ h1ghly as d1d congregate part1c1pants. N1nety-two percent of home-

) de]1vered meal rec1p1ents and 94 percent of - congregate part1c1pant

ﬁﬁreported the meaT‘usually tasted good

'd‘. o . ER

Qf .
vl‘-
‘ "7 v;,
2 ki )
At ‘
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o Freguencz2 L
~“Always .
“Sometimes . -
. ' : Q‘ h . e

“Rarely

Lsourcé: - Q. B8/HB2:

"TABLE v111410‘~"

"FREQUENCY OF GETTING ENOUGHI ;
TO EAT FROM-SERVICE MEALS -

’% 4,»;'.’

Home De11vered “* Congregate D}n1ng
. Meal Recipients - = __“Particip
S (S N

(A . . TR

85%. .,,.i.'

Do you get enough to eat at the mea] s1te/from your

_ hot:mea17. Would you say a]ways, somet1mes, rare]y, or never7

*Denotes less than 1 percent ) é_'“ -

4

'zPercentages d1ffer s1gn1f cant]y (x2, 1 df 29. 4, p < 01) T
Congregate ‘dining participants were more: 1;E2?2>to report they . "a]ways"
' got enough to eat than d1d home de11vered mea rec1p1ents. o

o

N
N 1‘.4_1.'_.425“ L . i -




wﬂb Most Liked Home De11ve§y Service At&r1bute .

+ -As noted earlier ‘in #his chapter, servicg providers feel that the
home—dE11very service meets two 1mp9{tant need . the prov1S10n of
é nutr1t1ona11y balanced mea]s and of soc1a1 conta t to 1ess mobile and _more
frail elderly citizens. These provider att1tudes are conf?rmed by what -
home-de11vered meal rec1p1ents reported they most 11ked about the Drogram
(See: Table VIII-11,) .. o C. :

Although a majority (63%) reported that the meal was what. they Tiked
~.most about the home- delivery service, nearly one- -third" (32% reported that
f-they most 1iked the people who deliver their meals. - These 1atter data
”.suggest that those who de11ver the mea1 provide .an 1mportant source of
social contact" for many less socially act1ve and more infirm reC1p1ents
vIn fact for homebound elderly, daily meal delivery may be the’ most
1 frequent contact they have w1th peop]e from outside of their homes
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MOST LIKED HOME' DELIVERYI
 SERVICE ATTRIBUTES .

:).‘

Service Attribute  #  , Home Delive{ed Meal Rec1p1ents M
s AE ~ | s s

5%

~1500TC8: Q. Hél What do you 11ke most. "aboug the hot meal service Ji
yf home-~the mea1 the people who- de11ver 1t .0 what’ :

R

2TOTAL d1ffers from 100% because mu1t1p1e responses were accepted

. . R
> ER . R S
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}'.~Awa¥eness;6f1and'Utiiization of Site‘Shopping Assistance "’

R

| a:. Awareness of Site ShopP1n9 ASS1stance f | -
‘Fifteen percent.of home-delivered- meals recipients say that the
-Nutr1t1on site. of fers assistance with grocery shopping.- This. cOmpares to
23% of s1te part1c1pants. Both fiures are substant1a11y below the 67% of ~ |
site directors who say their site ‘offers shopping assistance. - There is‘a, = ¢
'1arge gap between the proportion of sites saying ass1stance is offered and o
the propprtion of part1c1pants aware of such ass1stance o
" As is discussed in more detail in the chapter on SUPPOPt1ve serv1ces,f
_ congregate part1c1pants who ‘are most 11ke1y to know of such services are°
 the most loyal, active part1c1pants They - have been at the site; 1onger,
attend more frequently, and- are generally more active in s1te £Et1v1t1es
It is then qn. 11ne w1th these f1nd1ngs that the recipients of home- L
| »de11vered meals, who have less site contact are converse1y somewha t- ]ess'.
“Ti}kely to be aware of shopp1ng ass1stance -
PR ‘Regression ana]_yses1 were condUCted to 1dent1fy 1nd1v1dua1 :
;feigf:jcharacter1st1cs re]ated to- gespondents awareness of site Sh0pp1ng SR
23e~‘ 5ass1stance These analyses revea]ed that those home-delivered mea1 . "F'f”
C 7rec1p1ents who were aware of and ut111zed site med1ca1 ass1stance were most .
- likely” to be awahe of. s1te shopp1n9 aSS1Stance The re]at1onsh1p between
| 5aWareness of site ﬁ”&1ca4 ass1stance and site ‘shopping assistance -is
' g‘conta1ned in Tab]e VIII-12. We defer ‘discussion of these data UNt11
Prese%tat1on of a 5ummary sect1on.f0;;0t111zat1°" of suppbrt1ve serv1ces

- T

&

“‘:.ISee'Anpendix L for a description of the;ana]ytit technique.

\ . ’ . . -
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,,.TABLE$VIII-12. R
" RELATIONSHIP ‘BETWEEN AWARENESST - -
© OF SITE MEDICAL ASSISTANCE -~ N\
"AND AWARENESS OF SIT e
'SHOPPING ASSISTANCE o
Lo s ‘fe\_
2 R Home-Delivered Meal R&®ipients

Aware of Site Unaware of Site

- Awargness ot.ShopRin§jAS$iétancez Medical Ass1stance " Medical Ass1stance

ey =88] . ’ \=22/)
S R ' R
o S ,40%-; PRt *fQ',G%

B o 58
e

100%

,“x o s

/——'.

uébé}\'q :HBS Have/D1d the pedgﬁe at the’ 51te ever offer(ed) to go
ith you to: help you do- your. grocery shopping or n

treatments, or med1c1nes7 T N _ .

Denotes 1ess than 1 percent o p
2Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (x , 1 df, =55.8, p < 01) Elder]y
aware of site: medical ass1stance were more aware of site shopp1ng
ass1stance .

;’ R

4+ yrIr-29°

f”*gﬁ"-”‘ " d.HB8: = Does. the site ever help peoﬁﬁeigeqi%ed1ca1 exam1nat1ons,,



b. Ut111zat1on of Site Shopping Ass1stance

About half of -the home-delivered meal recipients who are aware of
shopp1ng aSS1stance have’ ever used it. - Among‘those who do use such
ass1stance more than half use,Lt whenever it. is offered. =~ =

The pattern is not unlike that observed for site part1c1pants. 'Again;
ha]f of those ~aware evet"use the service. The ostens1b1y more mobile s1te '
part1c1pants are- a. little less. 11ke1y to take advantage of the serv1ce
every time it s offered. ' K ‘ v

Regress1on analyses1 were emp]oyed to 1dent1fy respondent char-
acter1st1cs related-to use of site shopping assistance. Home-delivered
meal recipients were more 11ke1y to utjlize th1s~su%port1ve serv1c"*tftthey
were aware of and ut111zed s1te med1ca1 ass1stanﬁg , -~.'#gf '

4. Ava11ab111ty and Ut111zat10n of Meoica1lAss1stance

e 'T» c DI

','\-.v 2

v ’ : e

~A$areness of S1te'Med1ca1 Ass1stance

o Ve ﬁ
medaca1 a§s1stance between home-de11vered meal rec1p1ents'and s1te :
part1c1pants. Twenty -one percent of the former and f1f§§}three percent of
”"“tter are aware of th1s support serv1ce.. (Th1s dx“ rence- ﬁs;mucht

o

: é
2111ustrat1ve tables are not prov1ded, s1nce n's’ upon wh1 aﬁJes are
based are too small to reveal d1fferencesﬂﬂﬁ§ee>Appendpx M for a
descr1pt1on of the mu1t1var1ate resu]fs. T Ay R
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TABLE VIIT-13

‘ RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ANARENESS OF
.~ SITE SHOPPING ASSISTANCE AND AWARENESS

1

OF SITE MEDICAL ASSISTANCE

2

L

1Source Q HBB HB8

2Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant]y (

. 1-df,

< 48.7, p < 01)..

Recipients who were aware of site snopp1ng ass1stance were more aware

g( site med1ca1 assistange.

b =0

A
s

-

283

b Home-Delivered Meal Recipients

o ~ Aware of Site ©  Unaware OF

. ' ~ Shopping -~ . = Site Shopping

~\Awareﬁess of Med1ca1 Ass1stance ~_Assistance Assistance
NG W _ ~(N=64) - (N=342)

Aware 1u'n; & .- 55% : 15% _
'fUnéware C 208N '62% : '
S s }'45% - - p85%

- Do Not Know - S 25%.J S A
‘TOTAL  100% - 100%
o o oS
A 3 N




Regress'ion1 revea]ed that three character1st1cs of home- de]ivered
meal rec1p1ents were significantly related to their awareness of site
medical assistance, Among the minority of home- delivered meal. rec1p1ents S
who had ever attended or currently ever attend congregate s1tes, those ‘who
had more difficulty getting to the site were less aware of site medical

‘ass1stance. This finding is reminiscent of previous results showing that

thg,more frequent]y congregate part1c1pants attgnded the1r sites the more
wgre they were of availability of this suppor 1ve serv1ce. The 1ess,
trouble 1nd1v1dua15 have getting to theirn’ s1tes, the more frequently they
atﬁend, and thus the more fam111ar thexﬂfecome W1th the fu]] range of s1te
supportive services. . : . L

Otherwise, these mu1t1var1ate ana]yses revealed patterns suppa

-ear11er f1nd1ngs regarding ‘the awareness of and ut111zat1on of shopping

a551s;ance.‘ Home-delivered meal reC1p1ents who were aware of and used s1te
shopp1ng assistance were far more likely to be aware of .the ava11ab111ty of -
site medical ass1st§gce.f ‘Table VIII- 13 111ustrates thg re]at1onsh1p

‘between awaréness of s1te shopp1ng ass1stance and site. med1ca1“ass1stance.




b. - Utilizatign of Site Medical ASsistance-
Hoﬁeedelivered meal recipients who are-aware of the avaiIaEIIity of
- medical assistance are about equally-divided between those who have taken
advantage of such ass1stance and those who have not Those proportions are
not unlike those observed for site part1c1pants..ﬂ‘ |
Multivariate ana]yses1 revealed that two 1nd1v1dua1 character1st1cs
of home-delivered meal rec1p1ents significantly pred1cted whether they had
utilized medical assistance offered through sites. EIderIy who were both
_aware ‘of and frequent]y used site shopp1ng a551stance were more likely to
utilize site med1caI assistance. ‘TabIe VIII 14 111ustrates the
reIatxonsh1p between awareness of site shopp1ng assistance and ut111zat1on
of site med1ca1 ass1stance. ¥

. _ (O . o '
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| . TABLE VIII- 144
P RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AWARENESS OFL:2 ’
Do SITE«SHOPPING AASSISTANCE-ANDYY
UTILIZATION {OF 'SITE'MEDICAL
- ASSISTANCE
\ o B
J Home-Delivered Meal Recipients
“Aware of Site - Unaware Of
SR Shopping . .  Site Shopping
Use of Medical Assistance - - _Assistance - __Assistance
; ' , -~ (N=35). . (N=51)
Have Used o T 2.7/ 25
Have Not Used - sl ¥ 51%
T. No ReSponsej | - o .e - 2%
TS "JomLMmcg‘ 100
» g
4’«; - {’.‘ ’ LTR . C | aseas. : ’ 3 "." i
,:,‘,74,_ - 21\ | & -
Ty e TR ’*""5’ sy IJ j

Sou'rce Q HBSQ HBI: Have you ever used th1s ser-v1ce? :

2On‘ly those reportmg medica1 ass1stance was ava11ab1e appear‘ in th1s

tab‘le e 4

Mthough percentages do not d1ffer s1gn1ficant1_y (x2 1 4f = 1. 9, _
'ﬁcant um vamate( F'value was, assoc*nated w1th awareness

See Appendix 0.
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C. Summary Uti]izat1on of Supportive Services ' : ' 2p¢3_~
A]though not everyone who was aware of either site shopp1ng assistance
or ‘medical ass1stance utilized them, those who used .one were signif1cant1y
more likely to use the other support1ve service as.well. Given, that a
1arge proportion of home-deliv&ed meal rec1p1ents have restriqted mob111ty
"and are in’‘poor health (see Table VIII-2), utilization of ‘both supportive
'serv1ces is not surpr1§Jng and, more- 1mportant1y, 111ustrates how the
program meets the needs of home- bound-elderly. Each of these. support1ve; -
'serv1ces provides assistance that may help a substantial’ percentage of
frail home-delivered meal rec1p1ents cont1nue to function outside of an

"ﬁnst1tut1ona1 setting.
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" F, FormereParticipants" A Potentiai Home Deiivery Service PopyJation o
™ ‘Rq\ﬁhis chapter we noted that the home-deiivered meal gervice
reaches fra;ijhpme -bound individuais who ‘are. in most instances sigqifi-
Lcantly worsenoff than congregate- dining partic1pants (seetTabie VIII- 1)
In this section we address ‘the issue of whether former particgpants‘are a '
potentia1 service popuiation for home deiivered meais . '
Addressing this issue con51sts of asking two reiated questions
First, are former participants iike or. becoming iike home deiivered meai
reC1pients in ways that refiect eiigibiirty criteria: uséd for screening and
enroiiing home-deiivered meai'kgcipients’ Second,. if. former participants v
f.Y"- are 1ike1y to meet home-de N 'eiigibiiity critq{ia, do their past
perceptions of the congrey ram: prov1de insight into how outreach
could- be most effectiveim' 'gd? Aithough the’ sampie of former parti-!'
- cipants 1nterv1ewed was: ﬁbtmepECificaiiy de51gned to be- representative of
“adl former part1c1pants, H“ta rom: this sampie shouid be 1nformat1ve
Data in Table VI- lesﬂygwthaf;'innsome 1mportant respects, former
participants are beging%hgfto resemble home-deiivered meai recipients
First, they are older- £han congregate part1c1pants, but"younger -than i
home- de]ivered mea] recipients Disbﬁiminant function ana1y51s2 reveaied

f Tabie vi-1. : - ; . - S
‘ - Broadly speaking, there/are two b351c differences between the three ,f-
elderly sub- populations: mobii#ty and health. F1rst; former participants
are becoming 16ss mobile than congregate part1c1pants, aithough they remain
con51derab1y more mobile than home deiivered meal recipients. Former _:
par 1c1pants are less iikeiy to get out of their homes neariy@every day,
attend reiigious serv1ces less often, and are somewhat iessziikeiy to be S

:*‘-/"

able to care for their_homes by,themseives than are current congregate

’ d1n1ng part1c1pants

y B PAE

1Former part1c1pants were not purposeiy sampied dqriqg wave I (1976) or.
Wave II (1982). They were interviewed in the course of sampling and
“interviewing other participapt and non‘part1c1pant -groups. » - See the-

Methodoiogy Appendix e Ry . .‘
2See Appendix S for a description of the anaiytic techniqUe
R B I S N 5
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; 0 TABLE v111 IR . ‘25_ :
. - SELECTED DEM?GRAPHIC MOBILITY, AND HEALTH R
S DS mmmmﬂuﬂtm e LER
- LR L Lo %”Qgi7\
o - T ?741 “. . Home= De11vered
. T 1 ‘ © ° Congregate © Former ' Meal
Characteristics ' Participants .. Participants Recipients
. . (W=1,735) (N=249) ' (W=415)"
Average Age2 o A -i> Ny 73 yrs. : l76tyrs.‘ o, 18 yrs. ,,n
. Get Out of the House - 814 . 63% o8 L °
»  “Nearly Every Day - " , : SN ' ’
Can Clean and Maintain 895 . . . 8% 43
Home by Themselves . o TR -
, : ‘ . - .
- Attend Religious Service ~  62% - 53% _ 16%
Once a Week or More Often ST . . _
Self Rated Health is -~ 25% . 31% o s9% .
. Fair or Poor, - Lo N, e
' Spent Time in Hospital/ ~ ~  23% = 33¢ | oy -
- Nursing Home in Past Year ' (
N
. . L , RS
o 3 ' -Q; ’
. . ® “ -

1These character1stics, except age, max1ma11y discriminated between
.+ the three groups (all univariate F's, df = 2 and 1 336 > 33 0,

all p's < .01). See Append1x S. N
2On average, nome-de11veredomea1 rec1p1ents were o1der than former

participants, and former part1c1pants were older than current congregate . f
part1c1pants {al z s > 2. 4, p's < 01)

s . . - : . : - A
- . : .

' . /:
- . » . .
- . ] .~ ‘. .
- .
.« R . : . /
. . - ) . .
- .
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* : Second former part1c1pants heaIth status “ise somewhat worse than
' current c7hgregate’part1c1pant§ but is better than that. reported by -y

home deljvered meal rec1p1gnts As can. be seen;x31 percent felt their: .o
- eurrent; hea]th was "fair" 3;\"poor" and one th1rd (33%) *had- either been*/A\’\\
j_hosp1 11ze ~or had spent t1me in a nurs1ng home -during the past year, . '

" We suspect that the most important finding in dable VIII- 15 s whether p
“elderly were institutionalized, because this can SIJ:Q\ | )
Zmob111ty and reducs the degree’ to wh1ch elderly may be able-~to 1ndepen-'vf'
'dedt]y care for themse]ves in the future.. .Although we cannot. categor1CaIIy

+ state that former part1c1pants will 1nev1tab1y become as il or home-
T../;“/bound as home-delivered, meal recipients, the fact that thzﬁgukre more

f Tikely. to:be 1nst1tut1ona11zed 1mp11es “two th1ngs‘;»F1rst tﬁszarge

i m1nor1ty of . former participants who are beéing 1nst1tutiona11zed could

benefit substant1a11y from home-ded1very serv1ces dur{gg their per1od of B

convalescence. = Second, if the medical Cond1t1on leading to 1nst1tut1ona1-

f1cant1y impact .

jzation is ser1ous, .a substantial m1nor1ty of former\part1c1pants may be.
.}becom1ng less able: t0 1ndependent1y care for themselves_and, thus, cou]d “f
benefit from Ionger-term enroIIment in the home- deIivered meals program.

. Per1od1c outreach. and assessment by prov1ders of former part1c1pants _3
couldqmelp 1dent1fy 1nteres§fd former congregate parﬁac1pants who ‘f/r N
‘reasons of health could.benefit from the home- de\1very program - If this -

,'_ “outreach were to be conducted prov1ders should be cognizant that foﬁher‘7
.:'part1c1pants held different views: of the1r mea]gsites ‘than do turrent '
. congregate participants.. These data are conta1ned in TabIe VII} -16. .

Table. VIII 16 shows that former part1c1pants had Iess posatﬁge views =

of s1tetamb1ence ‘and were less likely to. enJoy dhe compan1onsh1p afforded
by the congregate meaI\ Thase views w111 probably not be-a barrier-to .
their enroIIment in the home-delivered meaIs program, but the other program 5\\
;percept1ons in Table VIII-16 could. For example, F&rmer part1c1pants were .
more 1ikely to feel they had been "charged" fo the meal (27% vs. 20%: of BN
.'current part1c1pant&) and that part1c1pat1on//rs more ldkely to save them ' '
'no money : or cost them money (23% v§. 14% of current part1c1pants) Thus,
'dur1ng any outreach to former part1c1pants care should be taken to ,
re1anrce the perception that any contr1butrons ‘they may ish to make are )
str1ct1y vo]untary and_d1sabuse them of the perception that they w111 be
. charged a fee for home-de11ve$pﬁ;" “ '

. L
T . 4
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e TABLE VItI-16-- 0 L Qb
- < CORRENT AND FORMER CONGREGATE T e
' EU ~ PARTICIPANTS' PERCEPTIONS OF o P
e . -+ THEIR CONGREGATE SITES . . .- i
’ ‘ v L b . ® . B ‘
. - ¢ "// -':
. 5 PR
R o ' }1,'4_, I . Current Congregate _ ‘ Former
- Perception™ > . . ’ Participants’. . . Part1d1pants
- S S . (Ns1,735)y - (N=249)
Site. Was "Very’Pleasant" ] ( ‘_K; - 84% . - 87%7
_ Spent “A Lot“ of T1mevV1s1t1ng l T 43% o T 23%
o Fr1ends at Site U IR R Lol
- s Felt They Were'"Charged"'~" _ "" L 208 e 27%
For Meals. L S , - T
. » ’ » . . @ ] : .‘ ; r . A .
Participation Saved Them -~ - .- -~ ‘14% ', R A
No Money or CostrMoney 55 I T e R
Increased Contrfbution oL 45% | Lo-20%
\ I k . N ) '. ,(& L
£511 

& . ) ." ) .(‘. .

1D1scr1m1nant Function analysis in Append1x T revea]s that these A .
- perceptions maximally discrimipate between the two 'groups, All un1var1ate
- F values (df =1 and 1 178) for variables in th]s table > 7 0, '

all p's < .01. ‘ o “

VIIT-39

‘.f |  $ o ,; - ‘123511i _,“ .  - ;_ h'f“ " ',< f?_.;




