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0verv1ew of the Report , S o RN T N

The evaIuat1on of the Nutrition Serv1ces for the Elderly: was~Joint1y conducted
by Kirsc er Associates, Inc. and Opinion Research Corporat1on ‘The Final
Report 5. available in five separate volumes. ' : L

\ [} ’ ) .
Th1s vqume (Volume III) is the Descr1pt1ve Report It presents a non-select1ve )
and preliminary anaIysis of the data base resulting from the research. Because
each topic area is covered from multiple points of view, the text is repetitive
in places; however, all data are fully described. This volume is therefore = -

intended as a resource volume to supplement other volumes. The findings pre-t;,"~-'

.sented in this volume were refined and ‘subjected to the focused analyses found L
~in Volume  II: ~ANALYTIC REPORT : . s

“Two data bases are described: Kirschner Assoc1ates: Inc. interviews with ,
Nutrition Service management staff (Section II: Program Characteristics and
" ‘Operations) and Opinion Research Corporation‘s interviews with program partici-
(’ pants and non-part1c1pants (Sect1on III) .
. Other volumes of the Final Report include: |
‘Volume I: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY o

Volume II: ANALYTIC REPORT | o o

- Executive Summary .
Wave I vs. Wave II Program 0perat1ons
Program Impacts: o . :
~ Supportive Services - o B -
Contributions - T ' :
Priority. Elderly ~ :
Home-DeIivery,Service. o , L e

Vo]ume IV: APPENDICES

Vqume IV presents the Methodology Appendi x descr1b1ng the

research design and how the -evaluation was executed. Twenty- .

seven other appendices report analytic techn1ques and measures

of statistical sign1f1cance referred to in the text of Volume II
.fand Vqume III.

Vo]ume Vs QUESTIONNAIRES o o o -

This volume conta1ns the quest1onna1res used by the contractors ”
-in executing the evaluation. It 1s 1ntended as a resource volume.
o
‘ FEA . Y- -» ) ’ .,
I-3 ' " : ’




- SECTION IT

.l .
&

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS AND OPERATEONS

A RE
rd F o
- .
R I
.6
Ry
e
‘.
~
N \
” 4 .
I1I-1
.
9 .
’



A. SCOPE OF TITLE III NUTRITIONISE§VICES: 1982 ©

“Title III-c of the Older Americans Act authdrizes federally-funded
nutrition services for e1der1y Americans. 'AII persons 60 years of age or
older. are eligible .to part1c1pate in these services. Spouses of eI1g1b1e

§§ perSons aISd may part1c1pate, regard]ess of age. .As a matter of pr1nc1-

p]e all elderly are adm1tted to the program, but program regu]at1ons
emphasize that the most needy persons (usua]]y defined as low income,
minority, poor- in hea]th or soc1a11y 1so]ated) are to be given pr1or1ty
in enrollment. o R )

'Since their 1ncept1on in the earIy 1970s, these nutr1t1on serv1ces
have focused ma1n1y upon meals served ﬁchongregate settings. In recent
years the program-has been expanded to include home delivery of meals to °
some elderly peop]e.'_In addition, there has been increased effort to
make the nutrition progranLa'vehicIe'for he]ping older people gain access |
to other 'support services, such Aas-transportation, social contact and N

information and referra] '
' Funding for Title III -C. nutr1t1on services ogcurs through grants to
state offices on ag1ng, overseen by the Admin1strat1on on Ag1ng. Plan-
_ ning, coorgiz?twon, and.mon1tor1ng of these and other, federally.funded
services t vderIy residents of each state are 'the respons1b111ty of
‘ (the state office on'aging and'area°agencies on‘aging Most states are
‘divided into pIann1ng and service areas and an area agency on ag1ng is
des1gnated for most of these p]ann1ng and serv1ces areas/ The .area
agencies pIan and coord1nate the delivery of serV1ces within’ the1r -
domains. Most area agenc1es contract with Various groups to prov1de the ’
_actual nutrjition (and other) services. /P _ ‘
o Severad d1fferent measures canlEe used. to express the magnitude of
' nutrition services provided undér Title III auspices. The most_fam111ar
_measure probably is the nu@ber of mea]sFServed_per day. Ae is detailed
fUrther in Section C, not all meal sites serve five days per week. _
Sites may serve as fewas one day per weék or as many as seven days-per
week Thus, it is not a trivial matter to calculate an average number

s

\'_

~

of meaIs served at aII s1tes per day, becayse service varies somewhat

113
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fro day to day The solution we have chosen for th1s probIem is to

calculate the average number of meals served per day on a hypothet1ca1

day when all sites ‘are serving. This number, therefore, ‘will re¢ﬁect a

max imum Ieve] of service, which 1s slightly h1gher ‘than the magn1tude of ~

serv1ce on ary given calendar day. N . '

- A second measure of program scope is the number -of persons part1c1-

pat1ng in the program. Not aII part1c1pants attend the congregate site
(or rece1ve a home de11vered meal) on every serv1ce day, so the number of
part1c1pants (persons potent1a11y receiving some benefit from the

' program) cae be expected to-exéebd the number. of meals served per day, '

- perhaps by . a cons1derab1e amount. - R ' v

Another measure of the magnitude of T1t1e III nutr1t1on services is

..the amount of money expended on the program Nutr1t1on service pro-
viders can be expected to operate at varying IeveIsfof financial effi-'
ciency,1 and therefore program cost measures can be. expected to be only
roUgth reIated to e1ther of the two preced1ng measures.

In the present chapter we prov1de 1nformat1on about each of these
measures of the scope of T1t1e III nutr1t1on services. The principal
data summarized are those gathered from the 70 serv1ce,prov1ders visited
dur1ng Summer 1982. However, we also have used other sourges of infor-

" mat1on to develop est1mates of the magnitude of . serV1ce nationwide.

1. Numbers of Mea]s Served .
L -The -numbers of meaIs served per day are summar1zed in Table I1-1,
 Two stat1st1cs are presented fpr the: data gathered at 70 congregate meal

s1tes and prov1ders during Summer 1982: the mean and the median. The

two statistics ‘are quite d1screpant with the mean suggesting a much
higher level of service, Recall, however, that the sample of 'sites (and

‘theréby providers) is a weighted sample. Sites (pr%v1ders) which served

A
L

"

. . ;

E IThe budgets of prov1ders and the1r costs per meal vary tremendous-
Iy, as revealed in Analyses of Food Service Delfvery Systems Used in_ -
Providing Nutrition Services to the Elderly, Kirschner Associates, Tnc.,

~ June 1981, Because the 1981 study examined costs in’ detail, the present
evaIuation d1d not gather cost data. Only a few basic budget figures ~
were coIIected dur1ng the 1982 f1e1d ‘work. _

'/. i o ‘
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a 1arger number of mea]s per day were more 11ke1y ‘to be included in the

_samp]e than .were sma]ler sites (prov1ders) This was done in- order to
"1nsure inclusion of some very 1arge sites (providers) in the samp]e and -
“to make the sampTe as representative as possible of a]] mea]s be1ng
" served nationwide. 1 ‘Although the mean is a usefy] stat1st1c when
.consider1ng on]y the sample of 70 ‘the median is a more appropriate

statistic for deve]op1ng nat1onw1de descriptions of services. In this
report,. a11 proJect1ons of program size variables (nat1onw1de
participation, serv1ce budgets, numbers of- sftes) there-
fore, are based ypon medians from the sample data.

. .

a. Congregate Mea]s h .

‘A typ1ca1 Title 111 site’ serves 46 meals per day to-congregate
part1c1pants This™ f1gure var1ed cons1derab1y among the sites in-our

'..sample with the smallest site serv1ng 8 meals per day and the largest

Y

_'-___—_T_?__—

" tation in

serving 255. However 80% of the sites served between 22 and 105 mea]s
per day. Most sites serve meals five days per week, a]though some ‘serve
more ; some less. : : .

’ Assembling mea] service data for all of the sites adm1n1stered by a

~typ1ca1 nutrition service provider yields a med1an of 548 congregdate

meals per day at that level of operation. Again, providers .vady greatly

“in size, ranging in- our sample from 49 congregate meals per day to 8 777;

ProJect1ng nationwide on the basis of both site and provider data,
approx1mate1y 625,000 congregate mea]s are served on an average day

LY

.

> \

he distribution of all sites and a]] providers in the nation are
pos1t1ve]y skewed, that is, there are relatively small .numbers of very

.1arge sites (prov1ders) With a positively skewed distribution the mean

is larger than the median because the mean is influenced by the actual”

sizes of tge sites (prov1ders) disproportionately weighting the compu-
avor of the 1argest sites (praviders). NTh1s is not true of‘ K

the med1an ) . ' IR

2 .This figure fits we11 with data assemb]ed from FY1981° status .
reports submitted to AoA's Office of Program OperationS' Assuming 234

"serving days per year, which is average for the sites in our sample,. ‘the

status reports reveal about 610,000 meals per. day one year ear11er

‘e
e



L TABLE 111 B T
SCoPE OF NUTRITION SERVICES 1982

e JERE J A  3"" Tota1 Number "J-J
) | \,*” In the 1982 Samp]e : JlEst1mated Nat1onw1de1 '
- "Measure - e per S1te per Provider . .per day -

~ Number of - Congregate Meals ,* L R
- Served per Day - . = . r i - o
Median S 46 548 . . 625,000
~ Mean I 56 - 991 o .

Number of Home Delivered = N

- Meals Served per Day ' Y N T
‘Median. - Ty 83 175,000
Mean ; e *._';-' © 145 o0 R 3I1  T R

- Total Mea]s Served per Day o o

_Median - . - i ;'59 o . 734-;

. IR - %..800,000
“Mean o Vs 70 1,362 R

o

faNumber of Part1c1pants3 ) e AR
o7 o Median & e o110 e 1,6760 0 - 1,500,000

) B

;A__ﬂf*lEst1mates are based upon med1an da11y service and best’estnmates of the
¢y < numbers of sites and providers in operation as of Summer 1982 The
"~ ‘numbers of s1tes and prov1ders are d1scussed 1ater : P

‘=2Mean and med1an for. a]1 s1tes, 1nc1ud1ng an ‘estimated. 21% of the 70 -
sites: that are not involved in“home delivery. The median number of home .
% - delivered meals served per day . at those s1tes wh1ch do prov1de home- : '
\\"”;# delivery is 12. =/ o e -

:3A]1 part1c1pants enrolled congregate p]us home-de]lvery.

.

.- .



b, Home- De11vered Meals T |

'i Most congregate s1tes (79% of our samp]e) a]so are 1nvo]ved in’ .
prov1s1on of home de11vered mea]s, e1ther prepar1ng or arranging - for
home delivered mea]s w1th1n ‘their.service area.. Those sample sites wh1ch

" zdo arrange for or prepare home delivered mea]s process an average of 12

3'3-per day. (7. per day, if a]] sites are 1nc1uded in the computat1on) e
: fJargest number encountered in our samp]e was 65 home de11vered mea]s per
day.. ' e -
8 % ,,,,,,

- At the prov1d§r 1eve1, an average of 133 mea]s are home de11vered
" per day. Although all prov1ders in our samp]e reported that they pro-, :
-vided or'arranged for home de11very, their records indicated that the
d number .of home de11ver€ﬁ mea]s ranged from none (two cases) to more than
< +6,000 meals per day. > . .., ’ _ » };
) : Nat1onw1de we: .estimate. that a/total of 175, 000 mea]s are. home
de11vered per day under the ausp1ces of T1t1e III ' B |
¢. Total Mea]s_per Q_y e f - 'Li , »“',ﬁ
A The ratio of congregate to home de11vered service varies cons1der- '
-ably among s1tes and providers (as is d1scussed more fu]]y in Chapter
'fVII) Thus, the range. of tota] meals served per day is -very great
.'extend1ng from 16 to 309 per site and from 73 to 14,919 per- proV1der, in
- our. samp]e The average site serves 59 mea]s per day, the average ;;
provider: manages 734 meals per day. . : LT
Combining congregate and home-de11very serv1ce an est1mated ’}_ .
800 000 meals are served each day under Title. III At that rate c]ose :
to. 200 m1111on mea]s are being served year]y o - ﬂ

&'

2. Numbers of Part1c1pants - S .
 How many elderly persons are rece1v1ng Title III mea]s7 Because a
: substant1a1 number of part1c1pants in Title III nutrition services do not
eat at a congregate site every day, the. number of congregate participants
exceeds the number of congregate meals served. At most sites, the
average part1c1pant--def1ned as an eligible person forma]]y enro]]ed by _
--tne.s1te--attends on onJy half. of the serv1ng_days i By 1tse1f however, o

-

iy
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"th1s figure 1s m1s1ead1ng A 1arge_number (about 35%)Vof registered b
='part1c1pants(rare1y miss’ a mea1 at the . sfte, but an equa1 number onIy )

rarely attend. To est1mate the number: of act1ve c ngregate part1c1pants

'nat1onw1de 1t therefore is 1mportant to exc]ude/persons who,. a1though '
. reg1stered are part1c1pat1ng s6 1nfrequent1y that the1r 1nc1usion cou]d

7ﬁd1stort data about active participants.

"~ For. home-de11vered rec1p1ents, there 1s 11tt1e d1screpancy between

--the number of part1c1pants and the number of mea1s served s1nce most

part1c1pants receive a mea} on every day of serv1ce There are some

except1ons to this which are d1scussed/ Sect1on G ' .
' An average ‘meal site has 110 regnstered congregate part1c1pants, and -

,an. average prov1der has 1,676. whenfpersons who . have ‘not attended more
°than one meal per month are e11m1nated from the count the average

. _{e]der]y part1c1pants

3. Program Costs and Income - "

enro]]ment is 83 for sites, 1, 300 for prov1ders “'; S ;»4 .

Nationwide, we est1mate that 1.9 million e1der1y persons are. en- S
ro]]ed in the program, count1ng both congregate and home-de11very
enro]]ees Culling those who part1c1pate onIy once er 1ess per month
Title III nutr1t1on serv1ces are reach1ng an est1mated 1 5 million.

Issues related to enro]]ment part1c1pat1on and the character1s- »
t1cs of part1c1pants are ‘discussed in deta11 1n later chapters

~

~-During the visits to each of the 70 service prov1ders2, basic

‘ rbudget data were requested, including doilar amounts of T1t1e IEI grants

for congregate. mea]s, home de11vered mea1s, and non-mea] services,
/.
1ncome from other sources, and tota] annua1 income. The budget data .

.5obta1ned were quite erratic. In some cases the figures prov1ded were C
~ not 1nterna11y cons1stent, in other cases not all figures were avail-
7"ab1e{/and in s1x cases no budget data were ava11ab1e In add1t1on, some

/

/4
/

A

1Th1s number is Iess than ha1f that reported in FY1981 status re-

;ports which we believe reflect. many persons who rare]y or never attend
Jor rece1ve@meals o o -

2See The Methodo]ogy Append1x for further deta11
DR S 113 |
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.‘f1gures ref]ected on]y actua] do]]ars Pafﬁ or rece1ved, in. other cases
“the figures 1nc1uded the va]ue of donated1 labor. and/or fac111t1es, ‘and
in a few cases ‘the f1gures purported to 1nE1ude the value of vo]unteer
labor. Fo% these reasons,.no detailed ané]yses of budgét data were
- ;performed . 0n1y some. Very genera] est1mates of program budgets and costs
'f'} have been deve]oped from the 1982 data ' T

a. Nutr1tion Serv1ce Budgets T"_ PR S e
_ Table I-2 summar1zes an -average prov1der s budget Obviously, the -
tota] budgets of prov1ders vary cons1derab1y In the., 1982 sample, the L
?“grand tota].per year varijed from 1ess than" $30 000 to more than $10. ' ‘
'miil1on; but averaged Ve1j<g1ose to the $700 0002 total in Table I- 2.
'-vSeveral alternate ana]yses converged upon the average percentage a]]oca-‘
tions shown in the tab]e Reassemb]y of the components 1n the table
xrevea]s that 57% of an average prov1der S budget is used to support
congregate meal services, 17% is allocated. to home-de11vered mea]s, and
- 26% goes 'to' non-meal serv1ces. Considering only thgZamount spent_on '
meal services, 77% 1s a]]ocated to congregate mea]? A'23%‘to hohe- :
’.'de11vered meals. o : ) ‘ )
Aga1n, the. preced1ng figures are est1mated averages and the p1cture
- for any one nutr1t1on service prov1der can differ cons1derab1y from -
these averages. The averages. 1n Table II- 2 represent our best estimate
of how resources for this program are be1ng used - nationwide. ' If it is

EJ

i“t " assumed ‘that there are approx1mate1y 1,150 prov1ders in operation at th
' '_ present time, “then’ the total expenditure on nutrition services can be
_est1mated at\more than $800 million per year. ~ = . ° g

A

s

- "Donated" refers to 1abor pa1d for by other agencies or fac111t1es
1} “such as buildings, vehicles, and equipment used by the nutr1t1on service
;/ prov1der at no actual cost to the provider.

: 2The median total budget for 64 prov1ders was $692 800 the/nean
for these providers was $1,036,700. Because this samp]e of providers is
weighted by size (number of meals served per day), and therefore over-
_represents large providers, the median is the better statistic on which"
to base nat1onw1de proJect1ons R . b . . ‘
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TABLE 11-2 -

YEARLY BUDGET ALLOCATIONS FOR AN AVERAGE PROVIDER

Title-I1I Income
III b ( on-meal)
III-c (congregate)

III-c2 (home de11vered)I

. TOTAL T1t1e III

L

: Othér'Income E

Non-meal LT

Congregate
Home Delivered
TOTAL Other -

GRAND TOTAL per year

j .

- - II-10

v

| 125 400 -

72,800 7 ~ e
4550 00", \7\1 |

53,900
142,100
- 49,000
. 245,000
o TN
| N <‘,’\.'7;&$700 ,000 o

’kzgz of total
. 254,800 \\ (5 % of total
% of total

(25@ of totaT
‘(58% of total
" (20% of totaI

Title I1I)

‘r1;1e_1r1)‘”'

Title -I1I).-
S
othéf)

other)
other)




. b lwl
‘b. Per Meal Costs
A]though per meal cost was not a pr1nc1pa1 concern during the 1982

. data coI]ection, est1mates of per meal cost were ‘generated for two
reasons. F1rst, such estimates can be compared to per meal, cost figures f,

obtained. from another sample of nutr1t1on service proV1ders a year
ear11er,1 and therefore prov1de an 1ndex of comparab111ty between the two..

samples. If the per meal ‘cost data are similar for the two stud1es,.~

' this conf1rms the- reasonab]eness of consider1ng the stud1es Jo1nt1y in

.- the eva]uat1on of nutrition services The second reason for ca]culating

2
)A

 costdata are detailed.in A Uniform System

- per meal costs in the present study was methodo]og1ca1 obta1n1ng a
'sensib]e per meal cost figure verified that major errors had not been
A_made in gather1ng the budget data and. mea] serv1ce data for a g1ven

' prov1der ‘

!

 Cost- per meal was ca]culated for prov1ders in the present study by

7"d1v1d1ng their total annua] ‘budget, by ‘the est1mated number of meals
' served per year, ’based upon prov1der records. Suff1c1ent data were'

ava11ab1e for 62 of the 70 prov1ders The average (mean) cost ‘per mea]

‘;",:was $4.09. -The totallcost per mea] from the cost/qua11ty study, ad-

Justed for 1nf1at1on using the CPI-w 2. is $4.08. Wh11e this at first

seems an- aston1sh1ng conf1rmat1on, it is to some degree fortu1tous ‘The ”'

cost/qua11ty stady figure 1nc1udes the va]ues of ‘donated. ]abor, fac111-
ties, and materials p]us vo]unteer labor, wh1ch amount to about 24% of

‘total cost By -contrast, only two-th1rds of the prov1dérs in the

present study reported that their budget f1gures 1nc1uded donated "‘
components and on]y .one- th1rd reported that the budgets 1nc1uded a va]ue
for volunteér labor.  Thus; the per mea] costs estimated in the present .
study are probab]y s]1ght1y h1gher than would be pred1cted from the .

» ' R

1The tWo Stud1es (the“present one and. the::.cost/quality study;ree

.ported in Analyses of Food Service Delivery Systems.. ., Cited earlier) .

are based upon non-overlapping samplés. drawn from a population defined

by a 1980 telephone sufrvey. The sample for the present study was drawn -

first and then the sample of. proV1ders for the cost/quality study was
drawn- from those not 1nvolved in the present study. : .
2The method for adJust1ng cost est1ma{es and a method. for. gather1ng
for_Calculating Costs of

.- Nutrition Services for Elderly and Comparing Costs to Nat1onw1de'
Standards, K1rschner Assoc1ates, I*c s 1982 v , ,
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'_.cost/qua11ty study Some discrepanc betweezﬁthe two sides is to be
o expected as a resu1t .of samp11ng\err r, 1n add1tion, 1t 1s poss1b1e that
f»the CPI-W underest1mates the cost 1ncreases actua]]y experienced by
;:service prov1ders., It must be remembered that the costs ca]cuﬁated 1n f’
, ‘the present study are only est1mates based upon gross budget data,
,:anot actua] expenses. ',“, . ' - : c
' In general,, it appears that the per mea] cost est1mates generated ,'f
’v,:from the present samp]e are, -'in aggregate, suff1c1ent1y s1m11ar to " those ';g;_f
‘gathered in the 1981 cost7qua11ty study to Just1fy reference to that o
gstudy for comparab]e information about the cost and quality of mea]s -;(
' current]y be1ng served under Title III auspices R v |
- What factors account for the d1fferences among nutr1t1on serv1c
f-prov1ders in their per meal costs’ The present stu \Eot des1gn4
to study program costs, SO on1y a few factors were examine

in® re1at10n

to per meal cost. Program s1ze was one such factor. .C per meal was

* found to be 1nverse1y re]ated to the, number of meals servld per ‘day - by o

~the prov1der ( r= 27 df = 60 P <. 05 ). r However the corre]at1on‘ “

s smal] in magn1tude, 1nd1cat1ng that program s1ze 1s not a maJor 1nf1u-

* ence on costs. " Two other program s1ze var1ab1es, the proV1der 3 tota] .

" budget- and the rad1us of the site service: area, were unrelated to cost R
per mea] ) Nor was: there any relationship between cost per meal and a - Vlfﬁ

Q‘measure of eff1c1ency obtained for _each prov1der by'compar1ng the number '

‘f‘of meals ordered and the number of meals’ served. A '

- The above ana]yses const1tute only a m1n1ma1 exam1nat1on of cost

- differences, but: the re1at1onsh1p of cost to program size conf1rms the

outcome of the 1981 cost/qua11ty study In that study, cost'

o -

IFor readers. unfam111ar w1th stat1st1ca1 ana1ys1s, the fo]]ow1ng

~ convention is followed in reporting tests of statistical significance

. performed during this. study. ﬁyfgat1st1c summarizing a. part1cu1ar test
such-as a correlation. coefficient, a chi-square,.or a t-test, is re- .a
ported first.. -The next figure ( df ) is the number of degrees of .
freedom, which is determined pr1nc1pa11y by the sample size 1nc1uded in.
the test. The final figure ( p ) reports the. probability that the

. difference is due’ merely to chance; <.05-indic¢ates that the chance . ,
probability of the outcome is less t an 5 in 100. - In the case above r :;

_refers to the Pearson Product Moment corre]at1on coeff1c1ent _
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”fi: \of program costs w1th Tftle III funds.- N1th1n the 1982

1 can be est1mated fro

{ cover’ about 64% of: the

- T T T v, e ,"a:u
was found to be unrelated to the meaI preparation system in use or to(. R

the regioha] or urban= rura] Iocation of the prov1der. -Cost_was found- to
’be re]ated to program sxze.. the Iargest providers achieved inghtIy
‘10wer per meaJ costs than’ d1d smaII or moderate s1ze providers.; Morel fljf;.“
over, this economy of sca]e was found to be not a matter of Iower foo;/ﬁ _'}ﬂ

1982 Vevea] that the average nutr1t1on serv1ce

serv1ces reported 63% of°an average program 's costsv,.
T1t1e ITI, very s1m11ar to° the present sampIe.A ﬂ ”;7}: :
In genera] then, 1t appears sound to est1mate tha ahout ‘wo—:”

pants in T1tIe III pro

comparabIe for the thr

cost of. home de11vered ,e-Is;‘whereas T1t1e III b funds are reported to .

cover about 70% of the cost of non-mea1 serv1ces. " As has been noted- AT

‘above, the exper1ence of any one prov1der can be: expeqted to d1ffer from

these averages byA substant1a] amount., o ' o '
ﬁ‘d, Part1c1pant Contr1but1ons for MeaIs

_?~ | Data about the average part1c1pant contribution for mea]s were
*. ava11ab1e for. 68 of - the 70. serv1ce proV1ders.. Tn most cases, “these

averages were obta1ned from the nutr1t1on serv1ce d1rector and also were
recorded by the K1rschner staff member durmng s1te v1s1ts. The two . e

' sources were in close agreement (r=.90, df = 60, p < .01 ) ‘With the

means for the two sources d1ffer1ng only by 3¢,_ Because the nutrition

J,serv1ce d1rectors reports were based upon Ionger per1ods, they were
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- S %‘\' - . . co :
c chosen for all further analyses, unIess on1 the sfte vaTues‘were_

' ava11ab1e., - oo N&\ ‘
. ;_ The mean amount" contributed by conqregateyparticipants is $ 57 per °
-+ meal. The prov1ders fidyres range from $.06 to $1.30. Table. II -3 sum- . -
ff marizes the distribution f these f1gures more fully.- The distribution '
is somewhat “skewed, with more providers c1ustered near the 10wer end of
- the scaTe ’ Fewer‘than 10% of prov1ders rece1ve part1c1pants o
i rlbutions averaging more than a dollar per ‘meal., D
. .1. Co ribut1on Pol1cies #hd Practices. The nutrit1on service
B d1rectors and s1te managers were asked about var1ous po]1cies and prac-'
o tices regard1ng part1c1pant contr1but1ons for meaTs A1170f thése’ .

, staff, with the exception of one site manager reported fhat thg part1c1- S
.. pants-in their program. make donat1ons as opposed to pay1ng for the meals

or.rece1v1ng free meals. (The one site manager reported that part1c1-.,_
.pants “pa1d".for the1r meals )" Thus, -from the staff- perspect1ve and at
,;th1s level of: ana]ys1s, there is a clear pothy of encourag1ng and
rece1v1ng contr1but1ons rather than requiring paymentafor meals

~ However, other data suggest that there is more variation among the
prov1ders in: the: actua1 message about contr1but1on that reach:s part1c1-'

"‘pants ;'-'\ "

. ~d.1. a Suggested Amounts A maJor po1nt of var1at1on in -
,,pract1ce among prov1ders is found 1n the1r“suggest1on of an appropr1ate

~ contribution .amount. Eighteen (26%) of the nutrition service directors ™
7report‘dithat no particuTar amount was suggested to part1c1pants in the1r_:

; “fs1tes'there'was 11tt1e agreement between .the staff members about their

poT1cy there were ten cases where the nutrition service d1rector
',reported "no suggested amount" but the site manager reported an amount

| _there were f1ve cases where ‘the d1rector 1dent1f1ed an amount but the ° ‘
) s1te manager said there was none. " Among the 55 sites where suggested A;
amounts were reported by both staff members, there were e1ght cases |

‘‘‘‘‘
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: : "TABLE II-3 :
CONGREGATE PARTICIPANTS' CONTRIBUTIONS FOR MEALS
* Average Contribution! ~. Number of Providers
- $.25 per meal . _ 14 (229)
.26 - .50 S 18 (28%)
.51 = 75 | o ST 16 (259)
.76 41,00 ) L1 (179)
o LO0L-1.25 o5 (%)
1.26 or'more o o 1 (19)
Med1an Contribution for 68 Prov1ders S i $.52
\Mean Contribution - o, S $.57
‘Standard Deviation , o - : $.32 =
Range of Amounts - : .t .06-1.30
AN ' | ‘ |
lpeported by nutrition service directors.
‘-. )
| 11-15
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suggested amounts thah the nutrition service d1r‘é'<:tors.'1 Kirschner
© field staff members were asked, on the basis, of ‘their site visits, to
clarify the actual policy and amount 1n effect thus providing a th1rd
“source of data about suggested contribuﬁﬁons - The three_sources were
then used to arrive at a best characterfzation of the. pract e a each
site. These practices are summar1zed/ n: Tab]e I1-4,
| Suggested amounts for c0ntr1bution tend to be set at 25
| points, for example, §$. 50 (15% of the cases), .75 (23%), 1. 00 (29%), - or
. 1.25 (13%). The mean suggested amount for the 1982 sample-is ‘$.87, con-
~sidering only those sites which. do suggest: an amount. This amount 1s, e
obviously, far less than the tota] cost of a meal (see the discussion
above on per-mea] cost), and at a majority of sites the suggested amount
does not even cover the cost. of the food served in a typ1ca] meal.

Table II-4 also summar1zes site managers responses when ques-
- sites where an amount is’ suggested) A maJority of the managers re-
ported that "most" part1c1pants contribute the suggested amount a fact
' that 1s cons1stent w1th observat1ons that can be made by compar1ng the
average suggested amount (Table II-4) to the average actual contr1bution
(Table T1I-3). Cons1der12iﬁ§1ther the, mean or.the med1an f1gures in the
'two tables it is evident t the average actua] contr1but1on is about
'3two th1rds of the average suggested amount. The re]at1onsh1p between :
"'suggested amounts and actua] contr1but1ons w1]1 be explored further,
be1ow ' ,
How- are suggested amounts set by providers? Both.- the nutri- . |
vt1on service. d1rectors and the site managers were asked who was 1nvo]ved"
in making dec1s1ghs about part1c1pants contributions. Aga1n, there‘was
consensus in the responses, a1though the directors generally
_ appeaer more know]edgeable about the_1ssue Fortv|n1ne (70%) of the o

- ’

»A correlat1on ana]ys1s of the suggested amounts reported by the -
director and the manager of each site yielded r = J1, df = 44,-p < .01}
~this indicates significant but modest agreement among tﬁ_ staff ‘members . .

“with: regard to the amount suggested. In. spite of this lack of unanimity,
" the sample-w1de average suggested amount was the same for site managers -
and. for d1rectors (S 87). : - ,

e
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» L \~ . 7 TABLE I1-4 | |
SUGGESTED AMOUNTS FOR PARTICIPANTS' CONTRIBUTIONS

: ‘ \
. . Amount”® -

] ﬂ . ) '
.Number of Sites -

Mo Suggested‘Amoun '

11 (16%)
$.25 e;;]ess sUgge; ed 5 (7%) - .
L 26 -%60 . C 1l (16w) N
< 61 -.99 I 17 (24%)
- 1.00 - 1.49 o2l (30%)
’ 1.50 or more,, \ ¢ 5 (7).
"\ For sites with a suggested amount,
E © " Median amount suggested ' : $.75
Mean amount suggested - : $.87
Standard.deyiation A

Range of amounts \ i .05-1.70

Number of Participants who

Contribute Suggested Amount? Number of Sites =
Al . . 4 (73)
Most : 32 (57%)
. About half _ 9 (16%)
' * Less = o - e\;‘, 9 (16%)
None N 2

/ 1Amount analysed is based upon staff and field visit reports. 'Two site
managers reported a.slidingyscale in effect, in which case the mid-

point of the sca]e was considered.

2As reported by 56 51te managers
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N nA‘g, ‘4 | | .
directors (;nd 40% of the managers) reported that an adv1sory counciﬂ

" had been involved in these dec\\“pns, 36% of the directors 'said that the

area agency onvaging had been invalved; 29% of the directors (and 44% of N

the managers) reported 1onlvement of others, including c1ty/county

off1c1als, site council members, a host agency. a state agency, boards

of d1rectors. and participants.

. ‘Table 11-§ 1ists the factors which nutrition service d1rectors
cited as considered in setting contr1but1on policy. The factor cited
most frequent]y, and noted as most 1mportant was the prov1der s meal
costs. Approx1mate1y half of the directors.also reported cons1derat1on
of part1c1panf\§ncome levels., '

Site policies regard1ng the suggested amounts clearly emphas1ze
" flexibility. Virtually all of the nutrition service directors said that
partic1pants could con;r1bdte'1éss than the suggested amount, could con-
tribute at a later time, or need contribute nothing at all. Most of the
directors also said that part1c1pahts could perform volunteer work in
‘1ieu of contributing:’ This flexibility was somewhat less evident at the-
§1te managers’ level. About half of the managers indicated that part1-
nts unable to contr1bute could obta1n a free meal,:&1though one
manager said that they cou]d not. About half of the managers reported
that participants unable to contribute the -suggested amount could con-
tribute what or when they could. ' - '
d.l.b.  Collection of Contr1but1ons Methods of coi]ect1ng
contributions are of interest for at least two reasons: (1) learning.
which methods are preferred now that dites have.been operating for
several years, and (2) assessing the pr19acy/anonymity of the system.
Both the nutrition sefvice directors and the site managers were asked
about the method(s) in use, and K1rschﬁer field staff members observed
contr1bu- - R S
tion pract1ces during site v1s1ts Although nine methods were antici-
pated, predominant site pract1ces actually fell into .only four categories.
At 75% of the sites the preva111ngﬁbract1ces is for participants to drop

" their contP1but1ons into a container. Usually the container is p]aced

!

- - near the entryway, although wsometimes it is passed at the table or

placed in an inconspicuous spot. At 16% of the s1tes contr1but1on

« a
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. TABLE 11-5 1

) ~ FACTORS CONSIDERED IN POLICY- SETTING REGARDING
‘PARTICIPANTS‘ CONTRIBUTIONS '

Providers - “3C1ted as

t Factoh; - Cons1der1ng1 Most Impokfantz
Provider MBal Costs  ~ 47 (708) 26 (42%) -
Participant Income  ° 32 (48%) 22 . (35%).
N1111ngness to PJ& .22 (33%) 8. (13%)
Other Factors3 . - 18 : AN ‘
i ! .,/ l :
1Accordmg to reports by 67 nutr1t1on service providers.< AT

2Reported by 62 nutrition service directors

S0ther factors noted, in order of frequency and 1mportance were:

reduction in federal funding, experiences of other sites, matching

formulae, history of the provider, and site resources, site location,

and marital status of participants.

B
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ﬂ’lof operational’va

"____1f;_;;

enve]opes are f111ed at the’ d1n1ng tab]es. At the rema1n1ng s1tes the

preva111ng method 1s to pay - in advance (4%) or to hand contr1but1ons to.

a-staff member (4%)." At a-few s1tes two or more methods of co]‘“"‘
contr1but1ons are in, effect R

A]though v1rtua11y a11 serv1ce d1rectors say that contr1bu-‘

"'it1ons‘are a, private matter and are made anonymous]y, K1rschner field
"3staff noted severa] 1nstances where th1s 1s probab]y in’ fact not ‘the
- case.- For examp]e at 51tes ‘where contr1butions are’ made in advance,

where they are handed to. a-staff member, or where someone watches as };‘
contr1but1ons are p]aced in.a. conta1ner the. contr1butions are potent1a1

wi 1y_1dent1f1ab1e. In one 1nstance the pract1ce was for- part1c1pants to

:ﬁwr1te their names on: the envelopes used for contr1but1ons. At about 15% _
of the. s1tes, the co]1ect1on gract1ces are probably- not anonymous. dn ,.1'—f“}*
. the, other: hand at a great maJor1ty of s1tes, contr1but1ons appear to :
* be made W1th true anonyqity-.. o -

S d.2 Var1ab1es Related to Contr1but1on Levels. G1ven the grea

t

.dvar1ab111ty observed in average:. 1eve1 of part1c1pant contr1but1ons ‘(see_ - i

Table II- 3), what;:f/tors m1ght exp1a1n such var1at1on? A 1arge number v_ff;

les were. examined. in conJunct1on wnth s1tes
average cpntr1but1on Tevel. L These ana]yses were all. corre]at1ona1 in

- nature. Consequent]y, even when. a factor is noted below to be strong]y&
:'re]ated to contr1but1on level there will be 11tt1e evidence that con+ '
Ltr1but1on d1fferences are caused by that' var1ab1e. Severa1 var1ab1es

were found re]atedagégcontr1but1on 1eve1 Two of them are part1cu1ar1y

”-_‘noteworthy the.s sted amount :for contr1but1on and the m1nor1ty
' ehrol]ment.leVel. . ' Lyl R » A :

S IS
O N -

" .

o I .

d 2 a Suggested Contr1butwon. Average contributions are

'-'h1gher at’ s1tes w1th h1gher suggested contr1but1on 1evels ( r ;..53,<gj.

- . .k, N L.
. . . £
- . « NER

LT e . N
' e

Either a. Pearson Product-Moment corre]at1on coeff1c1ent was ca]-

u]ated in the case of tus®continuous variables;-or chi- square analyses

e
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'f_g < 01) - However, there is no 1ndependent ev1dence to suggest whether
_higher contr1but1ons are a resu1t of h1gher suggested amounts, whether
" the suggested amounts are set in part on the basis 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 prov1ders N
reported cons1der1ng part1c1pant 1ncome and w1111ngness to pay when
"setting suggested contribution amounts (Tab1e I~ 5) @ Thus, 1t certa1n1y
s poss1b1e that the strong re1at1onsh1p between amount suggested and
—amount given is, at least in part a matter of setting the suggested
amount at a 1oca11y-rea11st1c level. Suggested contr1bution 1eve1 was o
Anot found to be related to. 1980 per~cap1ta county 1ncome for the s1tes 4 ;;[
in the sample, but the per cap1ta county f1gures may. not ‘be a va11d e
1ndex of*elderly" part1c1pants ab111ty to pay f0r mea1s. ‘
‘ - There was a significant’ re1at1onsh1p between average con—»“
~ tribution level and whether or not mea1 cost was cons1dered in setting -
""‘a suggested amount (x= 9.8, df '3, .g < .05 ) “Those : prov1ders wh1ch:
reported cons1derat1on of meal cost when sett1ng a suggested contr1bu-’7
- t1on amount tend to receive higher average contr1butions._ There is
*'_conf1rmat1on for this ‘relationship in the fact that actual est1mated
| cost per meal (ca1cu1ated from budget and. attendagge data) was re1ated to o
averdge contribution level (r=.28, df =60, p'< .05 J.. Providers v
- with higher per meal costs also receive h1gher per mea1 contr1but1ons e
 from part1c1pants’ None of several other factors which m1ght be-con- o
 Sidered when suggest1ng what part1c1p£nts shou1d contr1bute--for example,
- participants' incomes or the1r willingness to\contr1bute--were found ' to -
‘be related to the suggested contr1but1on amount or to the actua1 amount
- contributed. . _ - .
TN i F1na11y, it a1so was found that prov1ders where the director
. and site manager agree on the suggested amount for contributions also
) 1rece1ve h1gher average contr1but1ons than do those where there is d1s- ““
'\, agreement about the amount (x= 8.4, df =3, p <.05-). In this case, it . .
is- d1ff1cu1t to conceive of a bettér interpretation than that agree-.
",ment w1th1n the staff about the sdggested amount sends a more effect1ve
message to the part1c1pa?Fs. f

s




d. 2 b M1nor1ty Enro]]ment. Prov1ders w1th h1gher m1nor1ty
enro11ments1 tend to receive 1ower average contr1but1ons from their
part1cipants (. r.="-,64, df 59 p< .01 ). To some extent this is
probab]y a re(]ection of the re]at1onsh1p between suggested and actua]
amounts, since high-m1nor1ty enro11ment prov1ders a1so tend to s ugges .
1ower amounts for contr1butions ('r =-.37, df = 60, p < 01 ). However, S

1ower suggested amounts at m1nor1ty "providers do not account for the . e
fu]] magn1tude of the re]at1onsh1p between dmount suggested and- amount '

 contributed, so both the suggested amounts and the minority’ enrollments }‘jf?tk

. of providers are of potential 1nterest 1n understand1ng part1c1pant

7contr1bution pract1ces R S B

Many add1t1ona1 var1ab1es were exam1ned in conJupct1on w1th

average contr1but1on level. and were found to be unre]ated These vari= :
ables included measures of program s1ze, recru1tment po]1c1es, ava11ab111ty
of other/azt1v1t1es at the sites, part1c1pant -stdFf 1nteract1on and
attitudinal measures, vo]unteer1sm, and method of co]]ect1ng contribu-i"
tions.

1Comparab]e resu]ts were. obta1ned us1ng site enro]]ment f1gures,

however, the representation of minorities at sample meal ,sites is itself - -

strong]y correlated with m1nor1ty enrol Tment" prov1der—w1de. This -
. re]at1onsh1p is d1scussed in a 1ater chapter R ‘

BN
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~ B. ORGANIZATION OF NUTRITION SERVICES

’
Sa

This chapter descr1bes the adm1n1strat1ve structure, 1nteragency
re]atlonsh1ps, and staff1ng of Title IIl nutr1t1on services as. they are-

. reflected in the 1982 sample.. There appears to be cons1derab1e state

1. Adm1n1strat1v

and local autonomy in how nutrition services are adm1n1stered None-
theless, there also is a general pattern of organ1zat1on shared by most=
'».states, and it is that pattern which emerges from the stat1st1ca1 '
descr1pt1ons of the-1982 samp1e. i '
%tructure _ . o

a. Typical Hierarchy of Agencies o L S

“Table II-6 lists:five h1erarch1ca1 1evels that most frequent]y exist '
in adm1n1ster1ng Title 111 nutr1t1on serv1ces The table also lists the.
~numbers’ of. agencies at ‘each level encountered dur1ng the 1982 field work.

1 V

and the known or estimated. total number w1th1n the contiguous 48 states. ni“i

In some locat1ons, the hierarchy departs s]1ght1y from this arrangement
- For example, in 6 states there are no-area agenc1es E__ se, the state-
*~funct1on1ng as a single area " Some area agenc1es funct1on d1rect1y as
" nutrition service providers, although most contract with indepéndent

pagenc1es to prov1de nutr1t1on serv1ces And, in some 1nsta' es, there is -

‘an additional’ adm1n1strat1ve Tevel between thé nutrition se v1ce pro-
~ vider and the’ congregate meal site, F1na11y, some meal s1t 5. are ‘con-
‘s1dered satellites of other sites and may or may not be 1nc uded *in ‘the
numbers reported by prov1der personnel Because of these’ va 1at1ons :
the numbers of “prov1ders'I and "congregate meal s1tes" can only be ap-
prox1mated ' '

IDetaﬂed 1nformat1on about the organ1zat1on and scope of services

for the elderly can be found in A Profile of State and Area Agencies on .
. Aging--=1981, the National Association of Area ‘Agencies on Aging (N4A) -

.‘and the Nat1ona1 Association of State Units on-Aging (NASUA), August, -

1982, Some of the data in Table TI-1 are taken from the N4A/NASUA re-

'm_port
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TABLE 116 - s
" TYPICAL HIERARCHY OF AGENCIES INVOLVED
©IN TITLE ITI NUTRITION SERVICES

T e

L A Number in . Number Within 48

: :hAgencz ' B - o 1982 Sanmje '_COhtigubUS States
"“HHS Regional Office a0 w0
State Office (Unite) on Aging .29 . 482

Area Agency on Aging o 67 Y666
Nutrition Service Provider . 70 1,150

Congregate Meal Site 70 13,500

- : ' . )

1Reg1ona1 off1ces\were not 1nc1uded in: the evefuation; but"Samp]e sites
fell in all ten regions. : ) R

. 2There are 57 stéte units, cons1der1ng a11 states and territor1es

RS \~__
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b AAgenchRoles and Sizes
 The principa] responsibi]ities of regiona] offices of the Department
"Health and Human Services are to provide information and technica]
“assistance regarding services, inc]uding nutrition services for elderly
_ people. Because the focus of this eva]uation was upon Title III nutri-
- tion services, per se, no interv1ews were conducted at the regiona] |
- office 1eve1 However, some data are presented later in this chapter
.addressing state and nutrition service provider staff members ‘views of

the regional offices. The remaining agencies in the service hierarchy,i R

7 plus provider-ieve] adv1sory counciis, are described An. the fo]]owing
subsections. . . - ‘1'1”[” R B
b.l. State Offices on Aging. ‘State units on aging'have‘
'responsibility for planning, funding, coordinating, and evaluating"

programs for e1der1y persons, including Title III nutrition services.
Kirschner field staff interviewed the state office staff person

‘ responsible for Title III nutrition programs in each of the 29 states
represented in the 1982 samp]e.. 0f . those state nutrition service ‘,
directors, 48% indicated that’the_unitgon aging- reported,direct]y to the
governors' offices (a figure close to the N4A/NASUA nationwide data,

* cited above). Most of the’ remaining state units report.to an
intermediate agency 1nvo]ved with human resources heaith or

. ‘soc1a1 services. .

3\] within the typical state office a median of 6 people are 1nvo]ved

" with nutrition services. (The mean number is 16, ref]ecting the-fact
that there are a few states ‘with very large nutrition service operations )
Most (93%) of, the state staffs 1nc1ude a nutritionist, whose _principal”
functions with respect to Title Iié are mon1tor1ng and assessing serv1ces
(54% of the respondents),. prov1d1ng technical assistance (50%), rev1ew1ng
menus with regard to. nutrition standards (46%), and deveioping policy andV”

\ y
: standards (38%). o : R Y

‘ -The states .in the 1982 samp1e oversee an average (median) of 25
'nutrition serv1ce prOV1ders ‘although this number varies great]y from
'state to state, rang1ng from 5 to 114 providers (mean = 34) State . _5
offices. neport active ro]es w1th regard to selecting nutrition 'service’
prov1ders, reviewing contracts, prov1dJng techn1ca1 assistance, and

'monitoring prov1ders operations.
. N
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Compet1t1ve biﬁding is now used (or soon w111 be) for se1ect1ng
providers in v1rtua11y all states. However, several state d1rectors
“{ndicated that no new prov1ders have been selected in recent years (since
1973, in one case) and that the 1issue of how providers are se1ected qs 7

therefore-somewhat moot. In most states, se1ect1on of nutrition serv1ce].‘“‘

providers is de1egated to the appropr1ate area agency on ag1ng, a1though
se1ect1on criter1a somet1mes are 1mposed by the state off1ce. -
Most state offices. (68%) report that they reV1ew the area agenc1es -

contracts with service prov1ders (32% do not), attend1ng pr1mar11y to-
the. contracts' consistency with federal regu1at1ons (68% of those who
. review contracts) and/or with state po]1c1es (63%). Contract rev1ews -
~are usua11y made prior to the contract be1ng signed ' ‘ v

. The most frequent\types of technical ass1stance which state off1ces

report giving to providers regard fiscal management (52% of the states), o

‘menus - (45%), sanitation (38%), and: genera1 nutrition pollcy and: opera-~'
't1on Many other top1cs were ment1oned, such as, ‘home de11very of mea]s,
contract1ng with caterers, “staff training and deve]opment and other o
programs. ava11ab1e for elderly people. T SN
' ..The tate off1ces report that they act1ve1y mon1tor 67% of the _
' prov1ders in the sample, through personal visits (160% of the sites that
are monitored), providers' reports (70%), and, quest1onna1res (21%)
Monitoring-is. about equa11y 11ke1y to, occur monthly, quarter]y, semi- |
annua]ly, or annually. - However, state: offices report a. much h1gher fre-
| quency of contact with most prov1aers, through telephone or personal
visits: da11y or- weekly (24%) or month1y (31%).

.b.2. Area Agenc1es on Ag1_g. The area agency on ag1ng is usua]]y
the foca] po1nt for- p1ann1ng and coord1nat1on of serV1ces tb e1der1y

»‘-persons w1th1n ‘the prescr1bed area._ The maJor foci of the 1982 inter-

7iv1ews with 67 area agency directors were to gather p1ctures of current

needs for serv1ce among. e1ders, the value and operat1on of nutr1t1on e

service programs against the context of need and the area agenc1es Q?""
roles in prov1d1ng nutrition serv1ces.‘_ '

B ¥ T
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) Most area agencies cover a mu1ti-coun¥y area. Among the age%cies

1; samp1ed 60% oversee only one or two nutrition service providers. -The . . -

1argest oversees 96. (The median number of providers per area. -agency is

2; the mean number is 7 ) In some cases, nutrition services are operated

‘directly by area’ agency staff rather than by contract agencies. This_was o
- so for, 18 (26%) of the\seppfce providers in the 1982 sample.. i

' ‘The area agencies receive regular reports from the nutrition service

, directors, or, in the case of the direct-service agenc1es, prepare them

R internal]y These are typica11y characterized as statistical serV1ce-‘“

reports (87%) fiscal reports (79%), and. descriptive reports concerning
vprogramming, c11ent satisfaction, inventory, and other matters. Reports
are ‘submitted in 2 highly varied pattern of week]y, monthly, quarterly,
- and annual frequencies In turn, the area agencies prepare reports for, n

. the state agencies, for other parties (counties, counciis, regiona1 AoA

offices), and for interna1 use. These reports mainly concern. fisca]
1ssues, participation, and program eva1uation : '

The area agencies also report that they prov1de considerable technicalhf
"’ass1stance to their nutrition serV1ce providers. This. topic is- dis- '
cussed further in Section 2 Interagency Relationships.“l" ”qk”‘

b.3. Nutrition Service Providers “Nutrition service proV1der"
refers to an. adm1n1strat1ve office responsible for delivery of nutrition _
'~serv1ce (congregate “and in most cases aiso home" de11very) within a~
defined community Most of these offices a1so proV1de or assist the area
agencies in coordinating various support services for e1der1y nutrition )
part1C1pants, such as transportation,,shopping ass1stance, 1nformation -
. and referra],;and_recreation Support serV1ces are discussed 1n Section
F.

Most (74%) of the nutrition service directors in the samp]e see ;”"
their ro]e as including advocacy of new serv1ces for e1der1y perSons "To
111ustrate this ro]e, directors noted their membership on boards of other
agenc1es and other networking activities, speaking engagements and .
'testimony before public and government groups, assistance w1th needs
surveys and educational programs, and their grant proposa1s and art1c1es
written for pub]ication or distribution



q
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, Seventy nutr1t10n s¢ rv1ce prov1ders were 1nc1uded in the 1982 data
“co11ect10n Using sevepd1- sources of 1nformation we est1mate ‘that
" there was a total of 1, providers operating w1th1n the contiguous -
states at. the time of the field work. This is,about the same as in ’
1980. While there has been growth in nutrition service since 1980, we
'be11eve that this growth has been in the number of congregate meal sites
nvand 1n the number of meals served rather than in the number of prov1ders.»
In some locations there has been deliberate conso11dation of sites or :
providers. - : o ‘ e

7

The average (med1an) provider adm1nisters 12 congregate meal s1tes _y'-j‘
' and a]sorarranges for or provides home de11vered meal service. Some pro-”-°ﬂ~

v1ders ‘have on]y one mea1 site (6% of the samp1e) and a few have 100 or .

more sites. 1 L ’ . x

' b.4. Congregate Mea1 Sites.. The congreggte mea] s1te is the foca]
point for provision of Title III meals and support serv1ces. Many medl

~ sites (39% of the sample) are located in buildings described as commun1ty B

"centers, in churches (29%), or in hous1ng complexes for seniors (12%)
A1though there has been an’ increase in the number of commun1ty/senior

] "_centers hous1ng nutr1t1on services dur1ng the past few years, there is

g still cons1derab1e 1ngenu1ty in the location of meal s1tes Some are
1ocated in converted storefronts or 'residences, office bu11d1ngs, anq »
lodge halls, and the 1982 sample also’ included the: dining fac111t1es of a’
country - c1ub a restaurant, and a funeral home. Only one 4chool was
_ 1nc1uded in- the 1982 sample of s1tes which reflects a reduct1on 1n use
;‘of schoo] faC111t1es in recent years " The meal site env1ronments are
descr1bed in greater deta11 in Sect1on C. ‘ :
The typical site serves congregate meals dur1ng the noon hour and
also packages and d1str1butes homebound ‘meals. This work is hand]ed by
‘a combination of paid and volunteer 1abor Many sites: (37% of the
samp1e) have only-one pa1d staff member the site. manager “ But a ’
- majority of sites have add1t1ona1 paid staff which might include
: dr1vers, Janitors, cooks and kitchen a1des,bc1er1ca1 staff or. outreach

: IThe mean number of s1tes per prov1der in our. samp]e was 18 4 w1th )
a standard deviation of 18.2. As noted elsewhere, the sample was biased -
in a wdy that+includes large providers more frequent1y than they oceur -

in the popu1ation N , o . _ B o
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and recreation workers. Three of the site$ in our sample (4%) operate
-without paid staff. -Indeed, all sites report that volunteers represent .
. an important part of the ]abor force. Volunteers usualiy are elderly . °
" participants who fulfil a variety of duties related to serving and o
cleaning up after meals, assisting.with clerical tasks, and provision of
' support services. Volunteerism is treated in greater detaii at another

point in .this -chapter. _ . ‘

Using a variety of indicators, 1nc1uding data from the 1980 tele-

phone survey cited earlier, FY1981 statusereports to rthe 0ffice'of . _
‘Program Operatibns,,and 1982istaff interview data, we estimate'thatfat
the time of data collection there were 13,500 congregate meai sites in
operation within the 48 contiguous states. The average (median) site.
’serves 46 meals per day to ‘congregate participants and prepares -or _
arranges for 7 home deiivered meals. ‘But some sites handie fewer than
twenty meals per day and some prov1de two or three hundred medﬁs per
- day. . Lo ‘
' b. 5 - Advisory Counciis Follow1ng an administrative movement
several years ago to encourage participants' 1nvoivement in pianning and
operation of local nutrition services, serv1ce providers and meal sites
~ established adv1sory councils, usually composed of elderly partic1pants,"
_'representat1ves of other community agencies, ‘and nutrition service
' staff '

Sixty-two (89%) oﬁJthe nutrition service d1rectors 1nterv1ewed in
1982 reported that they had an adv1sory council at that t1me Kirschnerjﬁfi
staff included adv1sory council members among the interv1ews scheduied R
during field.visits. Based upon the field experience we found that 60
"~ (86%). of the prov1ders actualiy had active councils. Among thewre~;a
» maining prov1ders ‘some had’ counciis at the mea] site or area agency "
levels. Those nutrition service directors who did not have active “ '
',counc1ls at the prov1der ]evei eported that this was because they found”
it more eff1c1ent to have councEis at higher or lower Tevels 1n the
system, that they were 1n the process of estabiishing a councii, or-that
councils had been dropped in an attempt to streamline operations or:
. because they no ionger were mandated ’ ““»'- C o

T
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-b.5.a ' Council Activities. Descriptions of council roles and
typical activities were obtained during the nutrition service directors’
and council members' interviews. Selected advisory council members at a
given provider were interviewed during one session. Usually one or twg
members contributed to each interview. Most (76%) of these respondents
were participant members of the council; the other respondents were |
representativés of the provider's staff, ‘the area agency, -Or other
agencies. ' ' '

_ Table II-7 compares the. nutrition service directors! and the
council members' views of council activities. Although the exact per-
centages differ, the two sources are 1in general agreement about the :
issues with which the councils deal. The most, prevalent areas of
council concern are evaluation of operations at the meal site and
handling of participants complaints and grievances, planning which’

, foods will be served, and deciding upon the amount. which participants _
should be.asked to contribute for meals. Some councils also are in- -
volved with planning social and recreational activities and with deciding
upon the needs and methods for progiding support serv1ces. By contrast
selection of staff (e1ther paid or volunteer) is rarely a concern of the
- advisory councils.

Advisory council members see nutrition as the major problem of
senior citizens which the nutrition service is trying to solve (85% of
the respondents), followed by soc1al-emotional problems (70%). Only g}%
of the council members state that the nutrition service. is trying to -
solve a problem of lack of access to services. -However, in the1r open-
ended comments council members noted many specific problems which their
prov1der was addressing, 1nclud1ng health problems, the needs of elderly
people to stay active and to exercise, housing and- economic problems,
staying 1ndependent and obta1n1ng transportation education, legal, and

home maker serv1ces._ S —

According to the members, most counc1ls meet once a month (68%)."_’7
or. once every two or three months (27%). " The remaining councils meet onlyflfi
‘rarely. From their reviews of council meeting minutes, Kirschner field
staff members conf1rmed the above reports as generally accurate, not1ng,v_7

o = 1130
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, . TABLE II-7
" ACTIVITIES OF PROVIDERS' ADVISORY COUNCILS

Percent of Councils Involved

o, _ Acc&rding to According to v
"Area of Concern L '~ Service Director  Council Members
Evaluating operations, handling ‘
grievances ‘ : 85% - . 78%
Menu "Pianning - ST . asy
Suggesting contributions = . | A . 76%. o ﬂ_ 60% ‘
P]'nn1ng recreation . 60% _ 53%
Supp rt_serViées  : " 53% _ - 57%
Schédu{1ng meal service J R . 443 - 25%
5taffi;§ | - . 6% 20%
N
%
7
11-31 .
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_However, that about 10% of the councils had not met more than once
within the past twelve months., o . '

Half (48%).of the council's members report that they have
receivéd training or orientation concerning their responsibiiities. of
those who said they had, 73% said that the training was adéquate. 17%
said they needed more, and 10% were undecided. Of those who had not
received training, the majority (60%) thought that it was unnecessary.

b.5.b  Council Effectiveness. Among the nutrition service
vdirectors interviewed, 38% characterize their councils' 1nput as useful
"all of the time", 42% say the input is useful "most of the time", and ‘
A9% say the input is "sometimes" useful. “Most (66%) of the directors see
the councils' level of influence as appropriate. In the case of less- ’
influential councils, the directors attribute the lack of influence’
principai]y to members' lack of interest and knowledge or to an adminis-.
trative structure that preciudes much input from.the councii.

From the councii members' perspective the councils are viewed
‘as active’in correcting weaknesses of the nutrition service (80%) The
major method of action is' to report a problem to a ‘staff member or to
~ another relevant authority or agency. .But appreciab]e numbers of mem-
bers also cit"suggestion-making and direct action as methods by which
they respond to‘problems.. ‘ C o

Most council members also tend to be satisfied with their in-
fluence on the nutrition services. Seventy percent of the councils'
members say that their councils have as ‘much- influence as they should.
Those who ar 1ess satisfied express a desire for "meatier assignments"

. such as decision roles regarding hiring and firing of staff, budgeting,
setting standards, and planning menus. RE s v

| In addition to provider councils, it is .common for meai
“sites to estabiish their own advisory counc1]s Most (64%) of the sites

- visited in 1982 have dope. s0. According to site managers, the site
council members are usua]]y eiected aithough in about a third of the

- cases members voiunteer or are appointed The site councils function

\
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chiefly as advisers with regard to site decor. activities, complaints.. r
increasing donations and other support, meal planning and preparation. |
and coordination of volunteers, ' : .
In the instances where the councils have iittle impact one*reason '
may be the sheer size that the council has attained. Provider-
council sizes were found to range from 4 to 64 members, averaging 29
members.1 Site councils ranged from 2 to 26 members, averaging 10.
Advisory groups that reach large sizes can provide pienty of input but
are sometimes difficult to set into action, : '
In summary, what can be. said about the impact of advisory councils"v‘
in Title 111 nutrition services? ‘As of Summer 1982 most providers. K

e

~ and many. sites, have established advisory councils. For about ha]f_of

the providers where an advisory council exists.,the council appears to be
agt{ve in making decisions and recommendations about the program,- At
~§fj}\a quarter of the providers, the councii appears to be largely a
matter of window dressing, having Tittle input to the operation of the
program. The remainipg councils either are active in an advisory

. capacity but without any ‘eal power, or they have adopted a re1ative1y

'passive role, responding 0 ly when asked about an issue.

P

2. Interagency Relationships

ﬁ_’_‘)

Part of the interviews with nutrition service directors._area '
agency directors, and state directors were devoted to discussion of re-
lationships among the agencies relevant ‘to hutrition services: Some of
the structural aspects of these relationships were described in the' '
precéding section. Be]ow, we summarize the mores eva]uative responses
given by staff members. : N
a. Relationships between Nutrition Prov1ders and Area Agencies | _
& 1. Nutrition Service Directors' Views. Nutrition service directors_

 were asked to rat ». 0N a scale of 0 (none) to 3 (great), the amount of -

v

- 72% oflthe-members'are'program participants, 14% represent other
community agencies, ang 10% are nutrition séervice staff members.

C 1133
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"ass1stance wh1ch the area- agency on ag1ng had prov1ded the nutr1t1on ser-‘,'
'v1ce dur1ng the past year. The d1rectors were asked about six poss1b1e t; o
_«_d1mens1ons of ass1stance, and the1r responses are summar1zed in the f1rst""’ L
- ~column 'of Table II-8 Over all- d1mens1ons the nutr1t1on service ot
:5”d1rectors rat1ngs average 1. 9, 1nd1cat1ng a "moderate“ amount’ of ass1st- R
;i”ance by the area agency.; The h1ghest ratings. are on the d1mens1ons of
'»;plann1ng nutr1t1on serv1ce operat1ons, f1sca1 management and eva]uat1on e
of operat1ons.' The least ass1stance 1s w1th regard to staff1ng and per- _1%”
“sonnet issuess o o Lo - e S
. The nutr1t1on serv1ce d1rectors a]so were asked what the area agenc1es .
o cou]d do to dssist nutr1t1on ‘service operat1ons. “The- maJor1ty of. nutr1t1on ‘
service d1rectors (62%) prov1ded suggest1ons.. However, each d1rector ;3}j - ;5;
7genera11y made on]y one suggest1on and the responses were h1gh1y var1ed :
'w1th re]at1ve1y 11tt1e over]ap.. The most preva]ent suggest1ons were:
- Prov1de more tra1n1ng and technical ass1stance for examp]e on
"; fiscal and attendance record keep1ng (21%),
- == . Provide more money : (12%), and
== Become more fam111ar w1th nutr1t1on operat1ons(12%) .
, Other d1rectors requested that funding and report1ng procedures be
s1mp11f1ed and’ paperwork reduced, that commun1cat1on between the area
;agenty and prov1ders be 1mproved “and that the area agency prov1de more
1eadersh1p._ 0ther responses reflected a des1re for greater eff1c1ency

M

4

't-(speed1er d1sbursement of funds, use of mu1t1-year contracts) for a

. greater role of the nutr1t1on prov1der in dec1s1on mak1ng (share _ ,
o respons1b111ty, hold joint meet1ngs, realize that nutr1t1on prov1der 1s " - s
_' .render1ng the serv1ce), and for more sk111ed ass1stance by the area v R
,;;;agency (better qua11f1ed f1e]d representat1ves, ore know]edgeab]e about
;.~ag1ng) _- ) : _ _ . ‘ : _ _
d A few of the respondents, p]us some who said that ‘re was noth1ng h

»-the area agency~coqu do. to ass1st nutr1t1on operat1ons},1¥' ; _ .
"_that in some cases there are host11e re]at1ons between" the two*organ1za- X
_J} t1ons A]though the area agenc1es have now been . 1n operat1on for’ severa]f
[,g'years, there still remains some- d1ssat1sfact1on w1th the h1erarch1ca1 S
' L. T N | R e T
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, provrders even. though in eighteen cases the nutrition servjce is operated directly by area agency- personnel, -

nutrition service directors' ratings. -A telephone follow-up study denonstrated stattstrcally significant. reha

~ correlations betheen these area agency and nutriition staff menbers' vatings-are: statrsttcalty si’gnrfﬁant,
1ndrcat1ng th theeas little agreement sbout the anounts of assnstance prortded vnened from the- two perspecttvesf i

o StaffTraining B ¥ L 0" 24 v

Fiscal bamagenent T al o 17

~ Bialuation of Mer] Quelity p o "2‘% BEURE B

talitionof SeviceOption 21 2b ‘} 5
- A0 Above Topics e 21
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“Mear ratnngs o 2 I ponnt scate (0 =nong, 3 great assnstance) The data sumnartzed are for all area agencres and

~Ratings.in these latter instances are slightly hrgher than for cases: where the area agency and nutrrtion servnce
provider are seqarate, but the pattern of rattngs is the same PR SRR

2Pearson Product oment corretatnon coefﬁcnent comparnng area agency directors ratmgs to the correspondrng

. bility of the vatings by area agency directors and by nutrition service dlrectors But none of the above



.~ concept and with the operation of some area. agencies A number of
©nutrition: providers view the agencies as usurping funds that otherw1se
could go to direct: service to eider]y persons, rather than seeing the -
"._ agencies as partners in provision of service.v Perhaps this is a point
‘where 0AA serVices can. be: improved through some changes in regu]ations or;jf
v through technicai assistance to specific areas and proViders ' ” A

a‘3 Area Agency Directors “ViewS' A]so shown in Tab]e 11- 3 are
the responses by area agency directors to the same question regarding
: ass1stance given to. the nutrition serVice proViders ‘The . mean ratings in'a:
‘the table suggest that the area agency directors rate the ass1stance they -
~ have given the nutrition program in substantially the same way that the
recipients (nutrition service directors) rate the ass1stance The means
- . are similar for the two staff Viewpoints, and, as was the case with the -
S :_nutrition service directors, the highest ratings are given to- assistance :
’ proVided on the dimensions of. fiscal management eva]uation and. p]anning.'
. 'Staffing and. personnei issues constitute the dimension of least ass1st-~
" ance. Nonethe]ess, in spite of the Similarity of the means, the ratings
given by the nutrition service directors tend. to be iower than the area
. agency directors ' the recipients of the7assistance rate that ass1stance
| - generally " Tower than do the providers of the ass1stance 1 o
o When' the ratings are examined by indiVidual proViders, rather than
looking so]e]y at the aggregate ratings, it becomes- clear that there is
.no re]ationshAp,b%tween how. a_given nutrition service director rates the
ass1stance and how the’ corresponding area, agency director rates the -

B ass1stance. This 1ack of re]ationship is shown in ‘the uniformly low

I0ne test of the difference is a chi square ana]ysis of the dis--
,tributions of ratings on all gopics, comparing the. two-sources of - '~
ratings. The nutrition service directors give a significantly larger
number of "0" ratings and fewer “3" ratings than do the area agency

'directors ( x 20.7, df =3, .E< .01).

EE N § 2T I 2 S

A



e

~correlation coefficients listed in Tab]e'II-8 On each of the d1meﬁ- _'

N
/

W

‘sions of potent1a1 assistance, the area agency eva]uat1ons of the1n‘

‘ ass1stance fail to pred1ct how the nutrition service d1rector willy Fview

,l

the ass1stance. . , . _ :
Supporting the area agency directors more pos1t1ve eva]uat1ons of
the1r technical assistance are their comments about the nutr1tion |
program.v The area agency directors were: unan1mous 1n the1r praise of the A
nutrition serv1ces an their areas, cit1ng -examples of excellence in ' |
operat1ons, recent 1mprovements made by the: prov1ders, devot1on7of the
staff, and so forth. Never d1d we: hear criticism by the. area. agency

d1rectors of the area agency prov1der h1erarchy, such as was heard from

f ‘the prov1ders perspect1ve

b. Re]ationsh1ps Between- Nutr1t1on Prov1ders and State/ﬁgenc1es
.b.1. Nutr1tion Service D1rectors Vigws. The far-r1ght co]umn of . .
Table 1I1-8 summar1zes nutr1t1on serv1ce directors rat1ngs/of the amount';‘

of assistance wh1ch the state agency on’ ag1ng had prov1ded,the nutr1t1on ';v_
~ service during the past year. he most notab]e aspect of these rat1ngs S

by the nutr1t1on service d1rectors 1s how much ‘1ower they are. than the .
comparab]e ratings g1ven to the area agenc1es 1 On each d1mens1on of
potential assistance- the 1oca1 d1rectors 1nd1cate "11tt1e“ assistance L
prov1ded by .the state On ‘the other hand when 1nd1v1dua1 responses are ,
examined, 11% of the rat1ngs were "great" and- 25% were "moderate", 1n--’
d1cat1ng that in some 1nstances the local d1rectors acknow]edge sub-
Ystantial he1p from the st@te Furthermore 1ower ratings for state
‘assistance than for area. agency ass1stance is not necessar11y a negat1vq '

) outcome, because in some states, at.least; the state- bff1ce may not play

a direct role in prov1d1ng technical ass1stance, de1egat1ng that re-./‘

- spons1b111ty to ‘the area agenc1es

. 1A ch1-square ana]ys1s of the d1str1but1ons of rat1ngs on a11
top1cs shows predominantly low rat1ngs for the state and high ratings
for the area agency ( x2 = 109.0, df = 3, p < .01 ).. Confirmation of
this outcome was obta1ned using t tests of the d1fferences between mean
rat1ngs of area versus state ass1stance .
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The iocai nutrition service directors aiso were asked what the

' state agency could. do- further to assist nutrition program operations. -
This question was answered with" specific suggestions by . 69% of the
nutrition service directors. The most frequent request (17% of those
'_“with suggestions) was for more money. Other requests voiced by more 515’

. than one ‘director were for additionai staff train1ng (10%); more guid--

jfance and interpretation regarding federai regu1ations (8%), reduction of
reporting requirements and other paperwork (8%). and greater sensitivity
to individual service providers (10%) .- S, - o
- As was the case. in their: responses about area agenc1es, g!substantiaT
,number of nutrition service directors (approximateiy 20%) noted their
’dissatisfaction with ‘the state-areaéprovider hierarchy. or. at 1east w1th
its actual functioning Specific objections involved the baiance of
: administrative versus direct service costs 1n the hierarchy and iack of
-_communication between the state offices and the providers. _ ' .

4 'b.2. State Directors' Views. Aithough the state'nutrition'service'
d1rectors were not asked ‘to rate the amount of assistance given to local
prov1ders, at severai points during their 1nterviews the. state directors
fwere asked about a551stance and other reTationships w1th the sampie
prov1ders The state directors reported that they had provided a551st- o
ance to a maJority (more than 70%) of the local providers during the Tast
two months, and augmented their responses 'with consi rab1e deta11
Thus, like the comparison between area agency directors "and iocai
nutrition serV1ce d1rectors, 1t appears that those who g1ve the assist-

ance evaiuate the assistance. more highly than do those who rece1ve it.

' ~ The maJor top1cs of assistance reported my ‘the- state directors were
,}fiscai management meal preparation and menus, san1tation, and general _;
- policy and operations 1ssues Many other top1cs were reported aithough”
. iess frequentiy.‘, ' : AT '~'*."" S
The state d1rectors responses to other questions during their
interv1ews suggest a h1gh degree of satisfaction with the nutrition ser- _
vice providers. when probiems were tited, they usua11y were prob1ems of_*’f
resources rather than probiems 1nterna1 to the providers operations., }Tf"'
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. In the instances of greatest discord between the area agency and the
_ local prov1der, the state offices were. aware of the prob]em. Genera]]y,
ne'however, the state directors raised. prob]ems with leiéﬁs above theni in L
. the nutrition service h1erarchy prob]ems of federa] funding and '
’Sireguiation of nutrition serv1ces.o . ‘ ‘ ‘

Re]ationships w1th BHHS Regional Offices . S

: The state. nutrition service directors and the local nutrition ser- L
- vice dixectors both were asked open-ended questions about the role of
tDHHS regional offices 1n(grov1d1ng nutrition serV1ces v Both groups of -
respondents noted areas of a551stance that had been proV1ded by the s

0ff1C&S

Lo
.

" c.l. State Directors' Views. Accord1ng to the state nutrition ser~

vice d1rectors, the major roles of the regional offices are (1) prov1d1ngt“f,*

.Vtechnical assistance (41% of the states) or tra1n1ng (24%), (2) monitoring
and assessing program comp11ance (31%), and 1nterpret1ng and re]aying _'
'1nformation (28%). Less frequently noted areas of aid. 1nc1ude deve]oping
_standards, appro@ing state regu]ations, arrang1ng meet1ngs w1th other ?ﬂ /
'f’,states, and helping:to solve local problems. - : s
| A minority of state d1rectors (21%) 1nd1cated that the regional
’ offices do 11tt1e or nothing for the nutrition services. Mdreover, - o
near1y half (44%) of the state directors stated that there was noth1ng
_fthat the regional offices could do to 1mprove nutrition program operations
' ‘Those state directors who did suggest ways that the regional offices
}could aid the nutrition services asked for (1) increased 1nformation ’
' sharing and more frequent meet1ngs w1th other states, (2) stronger
'representation and advocacy ‘at the federal level (3) more spec1f1c o
gu1de11nes, too]s, and techn1ca1 a551stance and (4) more education and :
. tra1n1ng ; ‘ : | ' ' '

,

. 2 Nutrition Serv1ce Directors Views. The maJority of loca]
. nutrition service directors (71%) sa1d that the regional offices serve
=~ . no function with respect to nutrition serv1ce_j Indeed .these»responses .

-
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often were made rather forcefu11y. Among the m1nor1ty of 1oca1 providers S
(29%) who did cite assistance by the regions, the forms of a1d noted - o
o were (1), prov1sion of training or training materia]s, (2) d1ssem1natdon
of program 1nformation in the- form of brochures or 1etters, and (3)
distribution of regu1ations, mandates -and 1nstructions. o
Taken together,‘the responses by state directors and 1oca1 nutrition-a[f
serv1ce directors rather c1ear1y 1nd1cate that the regiona1 offices are - g
' v1ewed as the weakest link in the chain of T1t1e 11T serv1ce prov1sion.
A1though the negat1ve feelings about regiona1 off1ces are by no means.
: unan1moUS, they are, sufficiently pervas1ve to Just1fy consideration
during efforts to 1mprove T1t1e I operat1ons.

S

3. Staff Character1st1cs ' L e "f"1~F_*
o In ‘this section we summarize some characteristics of the nutr1t1on d
"'_ service staff encountered during the 1982 field work. In particular, we ~r'f
~~ address staff s1ze, demograph1c character1st1cs, and’ po11c1es regarding :,~‘

" staff recru1tment and tra1n1ng " The section also discusses vo1unteer1sm«'*
at the local level. Most of the data in th1s section were obtained from)k -
provider records. ' - P .

a.. Staff Size : : . _
_ The average (med1an) number of paid staff members at a congregate '

meal site is 2. The number of paid site staff ranged from 0 to 16 in our -
samp1e. Some s1tes are staffed ent1re1y by vo1unteers and many have on1y
one paid staff member: - the site manager. .~ SR - .,~

As was d1scussed earlier, most nutrition serv1ce providers oversee

f many congregate meal sites, 12 on the average Not - surpr1s1ng1y, then,
the median number of pa1d staff at the prov1der 1eve1 is 25, including v

h pa1d staff at all sites. The s1ze of the prov1der staffs ranged from 1 . f
to 272 in the sample.: ' o ; B

b. Demographic Character1st1cs of Staff :

, Table II-9 d1sp1ays ‘the demographic: character1st1cs of the 1oca1
*nutr1t1on service staff members (d1rectors, nutr1t1on1sts, ‘and site e
managers), se1f-reported dur1ng the: 1982 1nterv1ews. Also- included. are R
comparab]e data from the . 1nterv1ewers h1gher in the nutr1t1on serv1ce ”“ : .
_hierarchy (state and area agency d1rectors) Tab1e II- 10 summar1zes the

e o
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.TABLE II-Io'

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF ALL STAFF |
OF NUTRITION SERVICE PROVIDERS AND MEAL SITES
INCLUDED IN THE 1982 SAMPLE '

o . _Percent of Paid Staff’ ,T" “Percent wlf;*TV
s 7 -~ . Cohgregate Nutrition - of Site .
Chdracteristic =~ - Meal Sites  Providers - Volunteers

Sex' T , . ; e o
S Male - 20.8% 20.0%  27.9%
Female ~ - 79.2 . 80.0 . 721
Age T SRR
Under 30 years  11.7%  13.1% '»',.;“ 2 TR
30-50 . - 49,5 . a4, ef"""

55 or older . ' .0 50.3 . 37.3  92.9 °

'Ethhicity _ . T R
Hispanic = -~ 5.6% . B.5% L 3.3%
Black, not HispanTc 213 11.5 o ;t:’,9.8

* Other MTnothyl. o 2.6 o v 2.3 ';/. ,1,3“
White, not Hispanic ~  64.5 . . 80.7° 85.6

. o . 'i . » S ;5
Includes AmerTcan IndTan/Alaskan Native, Asian/PaCTch Is]ander, and
combinations reported T _ -

1

2A11 percentages are based upon 60 or more providers who made data avai]-f
able to Kirschner fTe]d staff o o e .

[
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i
'demographic characteristics of all staff at the local nutrition provider
and meal site 1eve1s.\ These data were obtained from provider records.

b.l. Sex Distribution of Paid Staff. Nearly 80% of all site-level jf

- staff are women (see Table 1I-10). In fact at 66% of the sites in our B

sample there were no me among the paid staff On the other hand there
are occasional small sites staffed entirely by men., More often however,

the men employed by sites function as maintenance personnel or as ' v

drivers. Reference to Table I1- 10 indicates an even greater imbalance in
the sex distribution of ites managers, 86% of whom are women. ' o
The predominance of women among local staff members a]so s seen at

the prov1der Tevel, where 80% of the paid staff are. women._ Among these .

. numbers are the nutrition| service directors, 70% of whom are women,

Other specifically provid r-level personnel tend to include clerical and
’accounting staffs and nut itionists. All of these staff positions tend
to be filled by women. L ~ : : _
0n1y at the area agency 1eve1 does the sex distribution shift the
- majority of area agency di&ectors_are men. State nutrition service
directors ysually are women. ’ | . '
. b.2. Age of Paid Staff. According to local-records, paid staff
T members at congnegate‘meaT{sites are quite diverse in age. As is shown
_in Table 11510, half of_al]ipaid site staff are over 55 years of“age.'.At‘
, @ third of the sites, all paid site staff are in ther§5-and -older cate-
. gory. But at another third of the sites ‘none . of the paid staff have | -
. reached age 55 v

,,,,,

~,For the average prov1der 36% of\the staff are over 55 but this per-
'centage ranges from 0 to 100% in our samp]e.- '
_ Among the specific staff. members’ 1nterviewed (Table II-9),lthe-
- typica] state, area, and local director is middle- aged 'Nutritionists/ '
d1et1cians are frequently ]ess than thirty years of age. Most site
;. managers are over.or near 55 years of age. , R T
o b.3. Ethnicity of Pdid Staff. ~ The congregate meal site staffs tend
' f_,to be composed either entirely of minority group members. (24% of the -
sites we v1sited) or entirely of non- minority persons (64% of the
. S1tes) " Recall, however, that most sites have only one or two paid
staff members, so there often 1s little option to a solely-minority or
soiely-non-minority staff
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Over all the sites for which data were available, about 5% of
the staff members are H1span1c. 27% were Black (apd not Hispan1c). and
~about- 2% represent other m1nor1ty groups, usually American Indian.
At the provider level, about 81% of all paid: staff are non-minority.
Of the providers we visited, 74% had some minority representation on
their paid staff, 26% had none. ~ A
_ Higher. in, the nutrition service h1erarchy. m1nor1t1es are least

11ke1y to be represented amount the area agency directors and most 11ke1y .

to be 1nc]uded among the state directors. ~This difference 1in the’
balance of minority to ‘non-minority occupants of the state and area
pos1t1ons is marg1na11y s1gn1f1cant, statistically ( x = 3, 8 df =1, p
.05 ). v
b.4. Education and~Exper1ence.‘_Tab1e II-9 revea]s that there is a
relationship between educat1ona1 level and staff posit1on. Site managers
Aare most 1ikely to have ess than a collede degree whereas state and
' area agency directors and nutritionists.are 1ikely -to have advanced
.degrees. “The average number of years served in the staff pos1t1on is
approx1mate1y ‘the same for all staff levels, about 4 years.; However, a
substant1a1 number of staff members 1nterv1ewed (about 20% for each ‘of
the staff posm¢1ons) were in their first year of service.

(4

¢. Volunteerism R ,
"c.l. Number of Vo]unteers, A11 of the nutrition service directors
said that their program used volunteers. The'd1rectors reported an

. average of 369 volunteers current]y working, rang1ng from 4 to 2,000.
volunteers among the prov1ders The d1rectors also reported an average
of 1, 069 volunteered hours per week, rang1ng from 8 to 6, 000 hours per
- week. From these f1gures. a typ1ca1 ‘volunteer can be expected to spend
about 3 hours per week working for the nutr1t1on program. R

' ~ Data about volunteers ‘also were obtained from a11 site managersrand
from records at 69 of the congregate meal sites v1s1ted An average of |
21 persons do vo]unteer work at a typical site ( ranging from 2 to 92),
which is about two-thirds the number that would be expected based upon
the nutrition serv1ce directors' estimates (above). Some of this dis-
crepancy can be: accounted’ for. by .volunteers work1ng at the provider-
office level. For example, some prov1ders utilize volunteers to deliver

¢
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meals to h mebound elderly participants without passing the meais through
a congreafge meal site, -
¢.2. Demographic Characteristics of Volunteers. The‘demographic
characteristics of volunteers at the meal sites are summarized in Table
[1I-10, above. Like paid site staff, most volunteers are women, although
. men are somewhat more frequent among the volunteers. Virtually all -
volunteers (about 93%) are over age 55, and in most cases are program
participants. About 85% of the volunteers are non~minority. a somewhat
higher percentage than is seen among the paid staff but very close to-
the percentage of ai] participants who ‘are non-minority (82%) at the meal
sites visited (see Section D). l , .
“¢:3. . Tasks Performed by Volunteers. The most prevalent tasks per-
-formed by volunteers are cleaning, serving meals, assisting with recreation
activities, and delivering’meals to_the homebound. COllecting c0ntribu-”?d
tions, doing office work, and transporting or visiting other participlnts
are activities of wdlunteers at about half of the sites.v Preparing
meals is an unlikely activity for vqlunteers The preceding pattern re-
flects the activities of participan vo]unteers but the pattern is '
similar for non;participant vo]unteers, however relatively few sites -
(only 36%) have nonZparticipant vo]unteers." '

~d. Staff Recruitment Policies - g o
‘Nutrition service directors were asked about their staff recruitment if
policies. Fifty-six percent of the directors said that in staff. recruit- :
~ ment and selection they did seek people from -among particular groups.,
The other 44% have a policy of open recruitment (;The most - frequent
" group given preference s e]derly peBple (87% of ‘those providers with a
special policy). Minorities are given preference by .49% of those pro- =
viders with a special policy Other special groups mentioned by one or
"fhtwo providers were - handicapped local re51dents women, low-income, and
special 1anguage groups C C

-

‘e, - Staff Training .
A11 ‘but one nutrition service director reported that orientation or
:in-serv1ce training was ‘available for staff. The most‘frequently.cited .
~ areas of training were, in order of prevalence, foodﬂserVice and sanita-
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'tion practices, genera] background about the program and aboutnag1ng, ;:'

vf;ff1sca1 management and record keep1ngb management, supervision, and staff B
o deve]opment, nutrition and hea1th and f1rst a1d emergency procedures,_,,"°"
".,and other safety measures., o ' S e

Most of the. directors (71% of those with an opinion) a]so sa1d that '27_]

:'add1tiona1 tra1n1ng would 1mprove nutr1tion operations and that all:
‘ staff. would benefit from additional tra1n1ng. The topics mentioned were

similar to the above list: project and personnel management, food

f‘service procedures, fisca] management 1nventory control, and report1ng

- ﬁprocedures program regu]ations and changes, fund ra1sing and commun1ty

y-deve]opment, and geronto]ogy

~During their 1nterv1ews, 79% of the s1te managers conf1rmed that |
they had attended tra1n1ng sessions during the 1ast two years However,

a Targe number (44%) also said they would Tike more tra1ning, particular]y;-;

A..

'f'w1th regard to nutrition and d1et, 1nterview1ng and counse]ing tech- .

%

“’;.nlques, supervis1on and management, geronto1ogy, and first-aid and ?*

PR

safety.” Many other topics also were of interest to one or two site .n~i*'~vw“

anagers 1nc1ud1ng methods “for. economiz1ng on meals, pub11c re]at1onsf7 -
and pub11c speak1ng, grant Wr1t1ng, motnvat1ng program par¢§c1pants, Co

.t;~-outreach and recru1tment techn1ques, exerc1se and crafts for e1ders,'
'group dynam1cs, and cop1ng with stress ‘

~Most nutr1tion service directors (87%) a]so reported having them-o":- .

h_;selves received tra1n“ﬁg for their work dur1ng the past*year The;-
_."nutr1t1on1sts/d1et1c1ans did 11kewise, a1though these staff members are
;'more 11ke1y to Erov1d tra1n1ng than they are to rece1ve 1t. PR

.



c. CONGREGATE MEAL SERVICE‘CHARACTERISTICS v
o S : Vo .
This chapter descr1bes typ1caI patterns of - congregate meal serv1ce,,.
and Iess frequent - var1at1ons, encountered dUring the: 1982 field work o
In add1tion data are summar1zed regard1ng the phys1caI env1ronments 1n- o
. 'wh1ch meals are served and the relat1onsh1ps among part1c1pants and
, gtaff members., . ‘ . R
,1 As background for the descr1pt1on of meaI serv1ce operat1ons we '
‘:present some data regard1ng staff members and’ adv1sory counciI members B
ideals for nutr1t1on serv1ce. Do the peopIe 1nvoIved w1th IocaI T1tIe '
II1 services see the program. fundamentalIy as: a meaIs program, a soc1aI/ t}f-*
recreat1ona1 program, or-a method'of heIp1ng eigerly persons ga1n access “:
to other serv1ces7 The - answer to th1s quest1on is. qu1te cIear.' Over-wlg;ffw
whelmingly, according to staff op1n1on, the meaIs served by the program .@ 0
xvare its reason for being. The deta1Is are' summar1zed 1n TabIe II1-11.° . .-
Both nutrition serv1ce d1rectors and s1te managers rank: meaIs as the
-domain of service that should receive' pr1mary emphas1s.v Other doma1ns o
'-,uof service ‘trail rather far behind in average rank1ngs or in’ numbers of
't1mes they are ranked first. This pattern also is seen in the op1n1ons
.of “advisory council members . (who are predom1nant1y eIderIy program »
,part1c1pants) Asked which needs of eIderIy peopIe the nutr1t1on ser-: -
- vice prov1der was trying to soIve 85% of the adv1sory counc1I membersl
. des1gnated nutritional. needs. L1ke the staff members responses in
Table 1I-11, adv1sory counc1I members gave second pIace to soc1aI needs
and generally lower status to- the need for eIders to ga1n access to-
other ‘services. ' 4 - g -
~Thusy by no means is the meal aspéct of the Title III program : '-fﬁ;\:
tr1v1aI In the above rank1ngs, in man comments heard from staff R
members and in the responses by eIderIy d1ners, it is cIear that the o
quality of meals and meaI serv1ce is an important 1ssue _among programl R
staff and part1c1pants._ : e o - o
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C . TABLE LI

 STAFF MEMBERS' VIEWSON RELATIVE IMPORTANCE -
| OF VARIOUS SERVICES R

4

© Nutrition Service - o
-~ .+ ._.Directors - -Site Managers ~ -
S Mean _ Ranked - -~ Mean 1%%“&5]“

-\ Service Domain - ' _Rank . First - Rank  First

T

Meals. =~ A | 1.4 v74%' 1.6 55%
 Social, Recreational. = 32 15 25 a8

';Transhdrtatidh, Shopping Lo S S
Assistance, Escort - i-. 9. 2.8 13

Counse1fng,ﬁfﬁférméfioﬁ;*" e T

and Referral -~ - . 3.7 B 3.9 3

. Nutrition Education .42 1 42 U1
. “'b
*VISérVice domainSTWefe~rénked 1;5"(1=highest),'fn-térmé?of the;ideal'-“

 emphasis that would be placed upon them. Numbers: of respondents -
~.are 70 nutrition service directors and 69 site managers.




1. Mea] Preparation ArranQEments
| a. Preparation System o T
In contrast to ear11er years, the mea]s at a maJority of s1tes o
_ are prepared by provider staff rather than by an external contractor.1
L In the 1982 samp]e of mea] s1tes, 56% are serv1ng provider-prepared
, mea]s, 44% are serv1ng mea]s prepared by : contractors. E1ghteen samp]e
sites (26%) prepare their mea]s at the s1te whereas the rema1n1ng

o

N prov1der-preparat1on meal. s1tes (30% of the samp]e) rece1ve the1r mea]s* ;'A'

from a central ‘kitchen. When mea]s are prepared off—s1te, e1ther by a-

' contractor or in a centra1 prov1der k1tchen, they usua]]y are de11vered

to the site in bu]k containers at serv1ng temperatures, where the food 1s

‘ then port1oned and. served. Very few prov1ders send centra]]y prepared '
I mea]s cold, frozen, or prep1ated to s1tes _ : »

' How sat1sf1ed are program personne] w1th the1r mea] preparat1on ‘
.arrangements’ Most (88%) of- the site managers in our samp]e say that .
the mea] preparat1on arrangements are "very good" ‘ The arrangements are’
"fa1r1y ‘good" accord1ng to 11% of the managers and "not SO. good" accord-
ing to one manager.. (In all 1nstances less than "very good", the mea]s

-.are prepared by a contractor and are cr1t1c1zed regard1ng their: qua11ty )
» Nutritionists/dieticians also report sat1sfact1on w1th their mea]
- preparation. arrangements, 56% 1nd1cat1ng "that the meal supp11er is do1ng
a "very good Job"~and 44% 1nd1cat1ng a "fa1r1y good JOb" ‘When the -
'nutr1t1on1sts/d1et1c1ans note ‘problems, - the prob]ems tend to re]ate to
. long de11very routes (and consequent temperature problems), menus that

53k=somet1mes are 1nappropr1ate to the elderly, .and difficulties f1nd1ng

;and reta1nang qua11f1ed mea] preparat1on staff.

- 1In 1976 on]y 30% of the s1tes served prov1der-prepared mea]s, 69%
of the sites. served meals prepared by contractors (for-profit. organ1za- '

~ tion, schools, hospitals, etc.). In 1980. 44% of the sites were serving

provider-prepared meals; 52% served contractor-prepared meals.: A few

“-sites used -combination systems and were not included in these ’

: percentages . '
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0vera11, there appears ‘to be a high degree of-staff satisfaction . o

with their systeps of meal preparation. This, has apparently not been»:;“;f~)
,achieved without effort, however. Many providers (46% of. the sampie)igfﬁ~i'r

'have changed mea1 preparation arrangements since 1976 The most fre-
quently cited reasons for changing arrangements are to save money (53%
of the- respondents), to. 1mprove mea1 quality (25%), and/or to 1mprove
f operating efficiency (25%), as opposed to. changes that are forced by
contractors ceasing operation ‘sites. ciosing, etc. (16%) '
b.. Menu Planning and SpeC1a1 Diets a
According to ‘the nutritionists/dieticians interv1ewed (note that

‘about 23%\of the providers do not have a nutritionist or d1etician),v . o

the persons most typ1ca11y 1nvo]ved in p1ann1ng the menus for meals’
~are a nutritionist/dietician (89% of the cases where one ‘is avai]aBie),,
a caterer s staff (when relevant), and the prov1der director (26%).
Site managers, kitchen personne], and participant representatives some~- -
" times also have input. | : | o e o
~w=" - The nutritionists/dieticians were asked what dietary cons1derations -
were rout1ne1y taken 1nto account 1nip1anning ‘meals, Thetr responses _
were special health needs (59%), ethnic customs - (46%), individual food
“ preferences (43%), religious preferences (33%)» genera] nutritiona1
needs of elderly people (28%) and. RDA1 gu1de11nes (24%). . &
. 'Site managers a]so were asked about the ava11abi11ty of spec1a1
meals. Forty percent said that their site serves mod1f1ed meals to
.participants w1th spec1a1 hea]th related needs 27%. said that their :

| “site rout1ne1y p]ans mea]s that will appea] to certain ethn1c, re]igious, ‘f

'or cultural groups. : of . the remaining site managers, 14% . said that a
- specia] hea]th-re]ated meal can. be prov1ded if a participant requests 1t

20% said that they can’ prov1de a reiigious- or’ cu]ture-re]ated special - o

" meal if requested. On the other hand, at more than ha]f of the
- sites ne1ther hea]th re1ated nor cu]ture-spec1f1c mea]s are ava11ab1e. :

o 1Recommended Dietary A]]owances of various nutr1ents estabiished'by
~.The .Food and Nutrition Board of The National Research Council. - Title .IIl®
' :mea1s are expected to meet one- -third of the RDA for speC1f1ed nutr1ents.:lﬁ'

11250




C Re]ationships with USDA Programs
The nutrition service providers a]so were. asked about their

-re]atdonships with various U.S. Department of Agriculture programs

fSixty-seven percent said they use. USDA commodities 1n their mea]s
"Eighty-n1ne percent reported that they rece1ve cash in 11eu of’ USDA ng

'commodities. Most providers (80%) also reported that they accept- food
--stamps as contributions for meals. Re]ative]y few providers either‘
"fjd1str1bute commod i ty foods for part1c1pants use (39%) or distribute
"food stamps (6%) ' ' R

2. Meal Service Schedules - T oY
‘ Of the 70 meal sites visited in 1982 64 (91%) serve congregaté ---------
v mea]s five. days per week. ' The rema1n1ng s1tes serve from:one -to four .
days per week. The f1ve-day sites all serve Mondays through Fr1days.}
The remaining sites each fo]]ow a d1fferent pattern of serv1ce days. f
ATl of the sites visited serve noon meals, except one which serves late
~in the afternoon and’ one which serves at.noon on four days- and_1n the
' ‘evening'on the fifth day. At all but a few sites the meal is served
_[during a well- def1ned per1od, usua]ly Tess than an hour in duration.
A1l but one sitevmanager sa1d that there is no restriction on the
' number of days 2 part1c1pant can attend per week For the one excep-
tion, the s1te'§%nager reported that part1c1pants are 11m1ted to two or
three meals per week 1n order to a1low more peop]e to part1c1pate w1th1n
the existing funds.. , : . -
" None of the site managers reported any prob]ems or 1nconven1ence
'associated with the1r meal service schedu]e.' the maJor schedu]e change
| desired, by staff members at all 1evels, is an 1ncrease in the number ,
of days of serv1ce per week." V1rtua11y all staff members and adv1sory .
council members be]ieve that part1c1pants need to receive meals no- less-
.than five days per week and many be11eve they need the option of re-
ce1v1ng mea]s seven days per week. . )
4 shou]d also be. noted here that most congregate s1tes are open
:beyond the reTat1ve1y br1ef mea] service period.. Two- th1rds of ‘the
sites v1s1ted have space for. spare time act1v1t1es. Most s1tes .
~ schedule recreat1ona1 act1v1t1es at 1east several. times per week S1tes :
'w1th‘recreat1ona1 facilities are open an average of Z hours_per day. ~
Recreational activities are_described more fully in Section F.

£
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3. Serv1ce Output Numbers of Meals Served
' “The numbers of meals: served per day by T1t1e III sites were d1s-
'cussed br1ef1y 1n Section-A. ' The 1982 serv1ce data were obta1ned from

‘ .prov1der records for a recent quarter and from daily observations at

. 'the samp]e meal sites. This dua] procedure a]]owed verification of one -
- -source by the other. . '
' - Accuracy of Mea] Serv1ce Data . Do C
o The two sources of meal service data are genera]ly in c]ose agree-viv
ment. In a few cases provider records are erratic and do not ‘agree w1thv
observat1ons at the site... When there 1is d1screpancy between - the two
sources, . however, it 1s as often the case that site observat1ons exceed '
the quarterly records as the reverse. For most s1tes, the two sources
are within 10% of each other. The mean number of mea]s prepared for '

" service at the site or for home de11very through ‘the s1te is 75 per day S

accord1ng to’ prov1der records and 73 according to daily observations
at the sites. For the 62 sites where both sets of data were ava11ab1e
and useful, the two sources are h1gh1y corre]ated ( r= 93 df = 60,
p< .01). , , . e
b. Meals Prepared and Mea]s Served e - o
Of the approx1mate1y 75 mea]s prepared da11y for the average s1te,
,’how many are actua]ly served? One answer to the quest1on is that a11
are served, in the sense that on]y rarely is a meal discarded.. Excess
'meals usually are d1str1buted as seconds, refr1gerated for later use,
or. sent home with part1c1pants. On some occas1ons, of course, the
number of meals ordered is Jess than the number of persons served
~ Tables 1I-12 shows how the meals prepared at or for a typ1ca1 con-.f"
gregate site are used. The: means are based upon the . best- est1mate of f,__}
each site's service, using both record and observational data._ As with
all: "typ1ca1" data in th1s report, some sites: vary great]y from this '
pattern and from these numbers. At the. typica] site 75% of - the mea]s
prepared are served to congregate part1c1pants,r19% are de11vered to
homebound part1c1pants, and 4% are served%to non- part1c1pants._ Non- :
' part1c1pants are usua11y staff members or v1s1tors, a1though some s1tes; '
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TABLE 11-12
MEALS PREPARED AND SERVED
* THROUGH A TYPICAL TITLE 111 SITE

) ‘MeanA

. © Number  Percent
Meals'Prepared or Ordered 75 100%
f‘Congregate Participants Served 56 - 75%
| Home Delivered N 14 . - 19%
.Non-part1cipants Served - . | 3 4%
Excess Meals - & _ | A T
. \ N
5
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: o B2




regu]ar]y prepared mea]s for non- -elderly persons such as schoo] pup11s
- At the typ1ca1 site on a typ1ca1 day, the  number of. mea1s prepared ex-’
ceeds the’ number of pefrsons served by about 2%. o
, 0n1y very rarely are there unserved part1c1pants. In the few casesv
encountered where attendance- exceeded the number of mea]s ava11ab1e,
~either the portions were reduced so that a1l could be served (2 cases)

ooor several people were - “turned away (1 case). .The 1atter case 111ustrates-vv

those occasional instances when there-is a major d1screpancy between .
-meals ava11ab1e and persons present: - in this case an ant1que dealer had,j.
come to appraise personal items, draw1ng an unusua]]y high attendance. ’
On such occasions even a good reservation system can‘besdefeated '
Forty -two. (60%) of the congregate sites employ a reservat1on system 3
in which 1nd1v1dua1 part1c1pants indicate on wh1ch days they p1an to '
attend Accord1ng to the site managers, the rema1n1ng sites order or
prepare a number of meals which is based upon past attendance or the
s1te or budget capac1ty. However, the. presence or absence of a reserva--
7t1on system ‘does not seem related ‘to meal production eff1c1ency. .The-;
ratios of meals ordered to mea1s served are no d1fferent for those s1tes
',;;w1thout a reservation system than they are for those sites with a '
reservat1on system, Similarly, sites. w1thout reservat1ons are no more
'(or less) likely to run out of food before all part1c1pants have been
f served than are ‘sites w1th reservat1on systems
Meal Site Env1ronments : :
~ This section’ descr1bes the phys1ca1 sett1ngs in wh1ch the samp]e :
mea] sites: are located and various measures relevant to .the 1nterper- Q
sona1 env1ronments of the sites. Most of the data summar1zed are ob- B
servations made by K1rschner f1e1d staff dur1ng visits to the sites,
"frequent1y supp]emented by comments from staff members o
a. Physical Environments ’ '
“a.l. Ne1ghborhoods Tab]e I1- 13 d1sp1ays severa] ne1ghborhood
~ characteristics of the 70 s1tes visited. -Less than 10% of the sites are.
in rura1,settings}-,Most_sites‘(more than 70%) are 1ocated»inhneighbor- o
. hoods composed of both residences and businesses. Residential buildings
Y . S '
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: TABLE -3 ‘ .
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS OF TITLE III MEAL SITES ;"

Characteristic % of sites!  Characteristic % of Sitesl!
‘Locale R " safety from Crime >
Rural s N ; 8% . ‘Extremely Safe = - | 63%
A1l Residential 17 . Safe, Except at = .
: Residential with Few ... Certain'Times 23
_ Businesses ' 33 e Somewhat Dangerous 10
Even Mix . . . = 23 ~ Usually Unsafe 4
‘Businegs with Few. | B |
- Residences 16
- A11 Business ' 3 -
Appeerance of.Neighborhood" ’T i -~ Public Trensportation
Well Maintained, Clean  ~ 70% ~  Bus - -  -38%
Sound, Funct1ona1 but N - Subway or Train =~ 0
Unattractive S 19  Both of Above 3
~In Need of Minor Repair 10 Other? I 4
~ Dilapidated, Unsound 1 | None Available ) 55

Y

1Based upon observations at 70 meal S1tes

2D1a1-a r1de serv1ce or tax1 service used by part1C1pants

e




in the neighborhood are usually’ s1ng]e-fam11y dwe111ngs (66% of the
sites) or duplexes or triplexes (13%), rather than large-scale bu11dings

- For only one site are the buildings in ‘the neighborhood described. as
d11ap1dated and- unsound. Most sites are 1ocated in ne1ghborhoods eva]-

~+ uated’ as c1ean, we11-ma1nta1ned ‘and_ sound, ‘ .

| .Most .neighborhoods are characterized as safe from cr1me at 1east o
during mogt times of the day.. However,: 10% of the sites' neighborhoods
are rated somewhat dangerous and 4% are usua11y unsafe If this is also
true from potent1a1 part1c1pants' viewpoints, then, extrapolated nation-
wide, there may be a large number of sites where part1c1pat1on 1s
~——curtailed because of. unsafe locations. _ / EE

The most frequent]y noted safety problems in s1te neighborhoods are,

in decreasing order: traffic, parking prob]ems, threat of theft or
odily harm, poorly maintain sidewalks, and obstacles: such as hills,

/ﬁocks, and ledges. Some of - these prob]ems would seem to be quite. eas11y
corrected a1though others are probab]y more endem1c

. a.2. Medl Site Facilities. As was noted earlier, sites are most -

© frequently 1ocated in community (or senior) centers (39%), churches

- (29%), senior housing structures (11%), and converted business or
residential buildings (10%). But an 1mpress1ve variety of other fac111-.
ties also are used to. house mea1 s1tes Eighty—five percent of the meal
sites are in multiple- use fac111t1es : o

~The sites are descr1bed as c]ean and we]]-ma1nta1ned (80%), struc-'. L

turally sound and functional, but unattract1ve d1rty, or in need of -
oaint (17%); or in need of minor repairs (3%). This genera]]yrm1rrors

~ the eva1ua€1ons of thefr ne1ghborhoods, although none of the sites are .
described as unsafe or in need of major repair. Most s1tes are we11
_equ1pped for serving meals, -with a variety of - food preparat1on or

- serv1ce equ1pment ava11ab1e, and most sites’ have adequate fac111t1es forv'

' coats, boots, and for stor1ng unused 1items.

‘a.3. Acces51b111ty and Safety of Meal Sites. Most mea1 s1tes (76%) : )
are located on the street level, the remaining s1tes be1ng below (13%) or':j
above (r1%) that level. S1xty -five percent of the s1tes have stairs
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and/or ramps leading .to the meal service area, and only 10% have an

elevator ds an option to negotiating the stairs or ramps. At the sites

that have stairs, the number of steps ranges from 1 to 23, averaging 7.

" Handrails Qre present in 60% of the sites with stairs, Stairs consti-
tute the most prevalent barrier to site entry. ‘

‘A few ites also have _heavy doors, long hallways, slippery floors,l
or inadequate 1ighting: that could pose: problems for -some participants.
However..Kirschner field staff classified 77% of the sites as easily
accessible to all participants, 21% as. accessible to most participants,
‘and only 2% as posing- accessibility problems to many partiCipants-

a.é.. Meal Service Arrangements. .Onlyvtwo meal serving arrangements
are at all prevalent at Title III sites. Cafeteria- -style service where
participants' plates are filled by workers in a central serving area. and
participants carry their plates to tables, is used at 68% of the sites.

. Restaurant- style service, where participants are seated at tables and
preportioned plates brought to them, is used at 28% of the7Sites. y
-Buffet-style serVice and family-style service are relatively rare. {3
Thus, only at 4% of the sites do the participants control portion. ‘
sizes; portions usually aré controlled by site staff or volunteers
(83%), caterers (6%), or both (7%). , .

The typical meal site has tables seating eight people each, and
most sites (80%) are described as haVing plenty of room to Sit com-
fortably at the tables and plenty of space between’ tables. About 20% :

~ of the sites are overcrowded and in need of additional space.

 Most sites (86%) post their menus for upcoming meals, usually for
monthly intervals, although sometimes weekly. . ’
To summarize the physical environments of Title III meal sites, the

‘maJority of sites are located in safe neighborhoods and are clean and

 well-maintained. There are, of course, a_ few exceptions on both of |

-these'dimenSions Most sites .are reported to be accessible by elderly

"'.and handicapped persons, although it is not unusual that stairs or framps

have to be negotiated in order to enter a site, Some sites need im-
- provements such as handrails and more adequate lighting, and at some
sites there are barriers such as heavy doors, long hallways, or particu-

e ¥
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larly difficult stairways. The seating arrangements at the meal sites
are generally described as roomy and comfortab]e. But there are some’
sites (perhaps 20%) where the capacity has been strained, resulting in -
crowded,Seating and difficult movement.

b, Interpersonal Environnents o ”

Three aspects of the interpersonal environment were examined in
1982: the availability of non-meal activities at the site, patterns of
interaction among the participants, and the relationships between
partic1pants and site staff., : .

b.1. Availability of Non-Meal Activities Most sites (69%) begin

the meal service period by saying grace. At a much smaller number of

sites (17%) hymns-are sung. Group physical exercise also is reiatively
infrequent (14% of the sites).

At 76% of the meal sites some non-meal activity usually is avail=
aple following the_noon meal. The remaining sites (24%) close immediately
foltowing the meal. For participants at somé‘of the latter sites, non-- = |
meal activities are available at some other fac11ity When social-

" recreational activities are availabie there usua11y are several options,

| ‘providing more non-meal activity for ‘participants is Tack of” money for
facilities, supplies, and staff.

according to the site managers. Activities most often programmed are

 games (cards, pool, etc.), arts and crafts, music or dancing, and

educational events. Site managers add that the principal impediment'to

b.2. Interaction Among Participants At most sites (65%), partici-.
paqts typically visit among themselves or with staff members prior to theﬂ
meal and interact at least for a short time following the meal. At the
remaining sites there is re1ative1y Tittle interaction.among the |

N part1c1pants, who wait quietly for mealtime and leave immediately

following the meal. The latter constitute a substantial‘number;ﬂ;/ :

. sites, including some (see above) where there is opportunity fopfinter-
“action. . None of the sites visited was characterized -as hostile or un--

friend]y but at a few sites the attitudes of staff toward the participants
(see below) were described as "businesslikell or “cold", which could v
explain some of the instances where participants spend little time at -

4
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the site. But for most cases where there 1s 1ittle participant inter-
act1on there is no explanation in the existing data. .

At a few sites (6%) cliques of participants were observed to be
prevalent; at 38%, cliques exist to some extent., The most fraquently
c1ted bases for cliques are old friendshhpi (41%) .of the cases). special
interests (35%). and race or. ethn1c1ty (17%).  In sp1te of the fact that

in-groups exist at some sites, none are characterized as pos1ng major

“problems’ for newcomers.

b.3. Staff-Participant- Interact1on. At all but°4 (62) of the mea)
sites visited the staff members and volunteers were observed to interact

" well with participants. Based upon a number of 1nterv1ew 1tems and on- .,

site observations, the 70 sites were characterized in terms of the
‘prevailing behaviors of staff toward'part1c1pants and of participants

toward staff. Both sets of character1zat1ons fall rather easjly into
five categories. ZBehav1ors'ofvstaffhtoward'part1c1pants are described

as: . : ,
Y Loving, a family atmosphere (19 sites),
o Friendly and caring S . (38 sites),
° Positive, but‘somewhatibusinessl1ke . (10 sites)
o AN busfness& | . (2 sites), or
“e. Poor T (s te)
Behavior of participants toward staff appear:
o Loving, family-like : (11 sites),
e Good, responsive . .. .. (48 sites), .
X Respectful ' ' ' (6 sites), '
o ) Little reaction or interaction (3 sites); or
‘@ Obedient to staff | - - (1 site).

) Not surprisingly, the behav1ors of staff and part1c1pants are related

That is, the same s1te is last on the above two lists, and if a site is
in a low category on one 11st it tends also to be in a low category on

~the other 1ist.

Summarizing the 1nterpersona1 1nteract1ons observed at the congre-
gate meal sites, most sites are obviously warm and car1ng in terms of
. . ) . M
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the relationships among participants and between part1c1pants and staff
Mea] site staff general]y are 1auded by their superiors and Kirschner*"b
field staff members a1most aiways wrote very. p051t1ve1y about the atti-(
tudes ‘and. actions of staff toward participants. The- partic1pants. in. i
turn, usuai]y express quite clear]y the1r fondness for the site staff.
Exceptions to this pattern were: reported, in whichostaff members are
aioof dom1neer1ng, or treat the part1c1pants as chiidren but these
1nstances appear -to be very rare. ‘ ] )
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D, PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

This chapter portréys some of the demographic characteristics of ;*;:j,;

\participants on record at the 70 -sites and nutrition service prov1ders_v;‘

vi51ted in 1982 ‘More extensive details about the samples of partici-"
: eWed by Opinion Research Corporation are presenteqnin a
" The focus of the present chapter is upon ‘the represen-7'

iater_chap

‘tation of ethnic m1nority groups1 among the participants; and operational
A_variabies related to minority representation. : : S

1. Numbers of Participants 1Y

' partx\ipants registered by spec1fic providers s 1 676, 1nc1uding -
_congregate,and home- delivered meal, rec1pients Because some prov1ders do
- not pass home de]ivered meals. through congregate sites, the. median number
~of participants registered at the 70 sampie 51tes is somewhat lower than

not. of Hispanic orxfin L o v N S

In Chapter I we esgimated that 1.5 mi]iion elderly people are _
actively part1c1pat1ng in Title IIT services - The median number of}

might be expected from: ‘the. prov1der 1eve1 count ‘110.

The ‘number of. part1c1pants registered by sites and prov1ders 1s
mone than doub]e the number‘ S served per day, because many’ of the
congregate participants att erequently The Javerages noted in the

'preceding paragraph 1nc1ude some registrants who are rece1v1ng no more o
** than one meal per month. Remov1ng these _persons. from the meg, counts *

on the ba51s of detailed déi]y attendance data for a subsampie ofHSites Jf e
ol]ments averaging 83 participants per. 51te C Co
ants ggr pr 1der .A“ o ' '

and 1,300 pay

% tatus ﬁaé defined by the - fo]lowing ethnic’ cate3'7 A
gories (1) HiSpani"’(Z) Black, but not of Hispanic origin, (3) ‘Ameri- - j#
can Indian or AlaskagﬁNative (4) Asian or Pacific Islander, and-(5). .4/ -
other minority. No,‘inoriqy persons were thosej efined as (6) white, oytf'




: fl 2. Demggraphic Characteristics of Participants o
‘ 'b ‘ Among -the providers visited 58% interview proSpective participants
_ 1.as ‘they registEr for the program and- 36% either coi]ect a. seifhadministered
:5} questionnaire from ‘the . prospect1ve part1c1pants or use some combination a
of questionnaire and interview procedure. The remaining prov1ders (6%)
have quite 1nforma] procedures for gather1ng demographic data on partici-’
pants. o : - C
» ~~ "Table II 14 re1ates the methods by wh1ch spec1f1c demograph1c .
".Kcharacteristics are recorded for: individuaﬂ participants as they register:
':Most providers ascerta1n the age of . partic1pants direct]y, by asking .
‘them, and 2 majority of providers. do 1ikew1se regard1ng marita] status.,'
"MBut fewer than half of the ‘providers- ask part1c1pants about their “
. -ethnicity and yery few ask ‘about income. Consequent]y, prov1der records
' can be expected to be somewhat limited with regard to usefu1 demograph1c
data. Some prov1ders indicated: that they co]lect group stat1st1cs v
_(anonymous for 1nd1v1dua1 part1c1pants) about ethn1c1ty ‘and " other char-.
acteristics, but did not spec1fy how this is done Acknow]edging ‘that
_'some of the data’ gathered from provider: records may not be. very. accurate,v
the reported demograph1c character1st1cs of enrollees at the 1982 samp1e
s1tes and prov1ders are presented in Table II 15 and discussed beiow '
Sex .Distribution of Part1c1pants v .
- Both site and provider records 1nd1cate that two- th1rds of the :
' Title IIT part1c1pants are women. Sites vary considerably in the ratio '
_of men to women part1c1pants, reaching as hijgh as 90% women.
b. Ethnic Distribution of Participants .
Tab]e 11-12 indicates that about three- fourths of the Title 199!
part1c1pahts registered at the’ samp1e sites’ are non-m1nor1ty. Biacks are
' the most prevalent: m1nor1ty, const1tut1ng about 16% of the part1c1pants _
~vat the samp1e sites- apd over.all prov1ders for wh1ch data were ava11ab1e.
e H1span1cs const1tute about 6%.0f the- part1c1pants A11 other m1nor1ty
.- groups together comprise about 2% of the part1c1pants It appears that
’Hispanics and Asiansrare siightiy under-represented at the part1cu1ar
‘ cong(egate sites V1s1ted in 1982, and that Amer1can Ind1an part1c1pants .'
-are slightly over-represented In genera], however, ‘the. s1te d1str1bu-
tion and the provider-wide d1str1bution are s1m11ar
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TABLE II-14
METHODS OF RECORDING PARTICIPANT DEMOGRAPHICS

o Perééht’ofRPrbViders
_R’f'““““““"W'”””*ﬁ”Askedlof"f ~Obtained - fNota7*>*
. Characteristic . Participants Indire;tl nggrggg

Age . 8% 163 '7_3%’A
‘Marital Status 60 . . - 27 e 13
Ethnicity . 83 40 17
Income 24 Co29 - 47
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- . TABLE 11-15 |
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF
REGISTERED PARTICIPANTS . =~ .

1

R Percent of Participants.
. 7 At Congregate Sites At Providers ‘
" Characteristic . _ Mean - Range . / Mean
sex” S T e
Male o B . 33.5%  10-60% = 35.4%
Female . 66.5 ~.40-90 64.6
Ethnicity - : o : : S
Hispanic - o 4.7% 0-93% . 6.9%
Black; not Hispanic = . . 16.2  0-100 . = 16.1.
American Indian/Alaskan Native 2.0 ~ '0-100 = .7
- Asian/Pacific Islander 2 06 1.2
Other Minority - = .1 0-5 = . 1
white, not Hispanic ~ . ~ 76.8 0700  75.0°

: 1Sex distributions are based upon 61 sites and 40 providers.who could”
“provide useable data. Ethnicity distributions:reflect 65 sites and
63 providers. These data are weighted means, that is, larger providers
(or sites) contribute more heavily :to the mean. This is accomplished by.

.. summing all of the registered participants of a given classification K

across all 65 sites (63 providers) and then dividing by the total number
of registered participants ‘across all 65 sites (63 providers). The

-~ _total minority enrollments obtained in this manner exceed the. 22%-.at.
sites (19%.at providers) -obtained using unweighted calculations because
of the presence of some very large, high-minority sites (providers) .in

" the sample. The unweighted means (22% and 19%) are probably the more-
appropriate bases for nationwide projections.and.are confirmed by. the

-site percentage obtained by ORC in its interviews with samples of . =
e]der]y_gartfq%;:gys (19% average minority enrollment at 70 sitesy. - -
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" 3. Variables Related to Minority Enro]]ment _

- ' Because the enro]]ment of specific m1nor1ty groups was so low at
most sites, all m1nor1t1es were ¢ombined to yield an overall m1nor1ty
enroliment" percentage for each site. and for each provider. . These per-

centages then were subjected to corre]at1ona1 analyses with various

: operat1ona1 variables in order to 1dent1fy potential factors which may .
explain the large d1fferences in m1nor1ty enrollment. '

‘ The overall minority enroliment at sites ranges from 0 to 100% .
with a median of 3% and a mean of 22%. The. extreme difference betweenm
the median and the mean ref1ects the existence of a few sites with very
high m1nor1ty enrollment. ' At the provider level the overa11 m1nor1ty
enroliment also ranges from 0 to 100%, W1th a median of 9% and a ‘mean of
19%. Minority enrollments at the sample sites are highly corre]ated

|  with minority enrol]mEnts of -their corresponding prov1ders (r= 73 daf

. =58, p«<.01), and as a result the- pattern of re1at10nsh1p with opera-
't1ona1 var1ab1es is very similar for site and provider enro]]ments.,
) The class of var1ab1es most strong]y related to m1nor1ty enrol Iment
is minority representat1on among staff members. At ‘the site level, per-, )
cent of m1nor1ty staff is highly correlated with. percent of . m1nor1ty o
part1c1pants (r= .84, df = 61, p < .01 )3 sites with high proport1ons
of minority staff also have hhgh pnoport1ons of . m1nor1ty participants.
;Sim11ar1y, at the provider level, percent of m1nor1ty staff also. pred1cts‘.?
percent of minority enroliment ( .86, df = 57 p<.01). By con-. |
trast, age d1fferences in staff members are not re]ated to m1nor1ty o
: enroT]ment (a11 r's close to zero) Sites and prov1ders may hire or =
ass1gn m1nor1ty staff to. sites wh1ch already ‘have h1gh m1nor1ty ‘enroll-
ments, or, the presence. of -minority staff may attract minority part1c1-
fpants The present data “offer no basis for choos1ng one 1nterpretat1on
j.over the otheg, . In add1t1on, both 1nterpretat1ons may be true, or,
there may be somé third factor .which accounts for the re]at1onsh1p
'jbetween m1nor1ty staff and part1c1pant levels. :
- Two other factors were found to be related to m1nor1ty enrollment.
At the site level, sites which have special assistance (sqch as clothing, N
. wheelchairs, etc.) avai]ab]e.to‘participants have,higher;minority'enrollments;p"

§2 . \

o
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( x?= 6.0; df = 2, p < 05). At the provider leveél, providers which
have a h1ring policy emphas1z1ng minorities also have h1gher m1nor1ty
.enrollments ( x2= 6.5, df = 2, p < .05 ). -

' Many other factors were exam1ned and found unrelated to m1nor1ty
. ,enro]]ment. These factors included other aSpects of staff recru1tment

-or se]ect1on policy, measures of policy and pract1ce with' regard to-

. participant. recruitment and outreach,. attitudes of staff toward part1c1-'
- pants, and availability of specia] ethnic meals. .
~ In general, then, only three factors were found to be re1ated to _
minority enrollment. “The presence of m1nor1ty staff members is' the " best
predictor of high:numbers of m1nor1ty part1c1pants. A p011cy emphas1zing'
minority staff and the availability of spec1a1 aids at meal sites - -
~also are assoc1ated with . greater m1nor1ty partic1pat1on '

© 11466
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E. RECRUITMENT OF PARTICIPANTS .

-Since their inceptiom federa11y-funded nutrition services have been
,avai1ab1e to all elderly citizens However“recent.program regu]ations_

“have encouraged nutrition service providers to find ways to target these

services to the most needy‘persons.within,their sphefre of operation.
- One way that AOA has encourages this targeting is to locate congregate -
mea1 sites in neighborhoods wherefthe most‘needy‘e1der1y'peopTe live.

1. Po]iC1es Regarding Prior1tx_§r~_ps s

The 1982 evaluation data reveal that a- maJority of Tit]e IIT
nutrition service prov%ders espouse.a policy of open recruitment of
participants. Fewer than half of the nutrition, service directors (43%)
and site managers (38%) st te that ‘their program emphasizes - recruitment ;
of elderly part1C1pants wiZh certain characteristics or prob1ems

Among those programs which :do’ have a sp C1aT recruitment emphasis
it is clear that the persons cons1dered most in need.of the program--

m ‘and therefore the groups most often receiving emphas1s during recru1t-~

v ‘ment--are low income and isolated elders. Ethnic minority, physically
~“handicapped, and very old persons are 1ess often emphas1zed - This
pattern is seen in Table II 16, both in the nutrition service directors'

‘-5”and site managers reports of recru1tment emphases and in the nutrition

service directors rankings gf various groups in terms of ‘their needs
for. nutrition services. }'\dF u '
Even when a site has a poiicy of recruiting part1cu1ar1y needy
' part1C1pantsu there rarely is a policy of discouraging non-priority
elderly peop1e‘from participating.- Three nutrition service directors
cited a policy of d1scouraging enroi]ment of non-emphas1zed elderly
. people. But V1rtua1]y all of the site managers who discussed recru1tment
indicated that a]1 participants are treated the same once they enrol] at
the site, whether or not "they have been actively recruited. One’ manager
stated-that non- priority part1c1pants are served last at meal time in-
‘10rder-to assure sufficient meals_ for those with special needs. :



| TABLE 11-16 . ,
SPECIAL GROUPS OF ELDERLY EMPHASIZED DURING RECRUITMENT
o S Y ' -

I =

| _ ~ Nutrition Service Site ~ Ranked
Characteristic ¢ ..., __ Directors ' Managers Needs.
Low Income . < TCI _o28% 2.4
 Isolated .31 ‘not asked f + 2.5
. Ethnic Minorities SRR || B 7 3.4
‘ Physica]1y-Handicapped 29 17 35
Very 01d 26 1 3.4

S ;BaSed upon responses by those directors (30) and managers .(21) who
~ indicated that some special emphasis was-in effect in their recruitment,
practices. For a majority of the sampleihgg group is given special
‘emphasis. ‘ ' o o ‘ \ Lo

: ‘\Jv.
\1

Percent of.70 Who Emphasize /c: Directors;v'x’_



2. Recruitment Activities N S
“Nutrition service directors and site managers were asked about their
methods of recruiting new participants into their program. ‘Both groups
of. staff indicate re]iance upon a variety of methods. averaging four
methods per provider or site. The most frequent]y-cited methods--listed
by more than half of the respondents -- are publicity in newspapers and
news]etters, referrals by other community agencies, and referrals by
other particPpants or "word-of-mouth".. Substantia] numbers of%%roviders
and sites reiy upon referrals by churches or synagogues or pubiicity
through senior citizens' groups. Fewer than a third of the respondents
note use of radio or te]evi51on, posters, door-to—door canvassing, or
other techniques of recruitment. ’ . S
Those directors and managers who had 1nd1cated a recruitment po]icy
emphasizing certain groups, rather than an open- poiicy, also were asked
“about techniques for recruiting priority e]der]y By far, the most
prevalent strategy noted (77% of 30 directors) is appropriate location
of meal sites, con51stent with the regu]ation noted above. ‘Half (50%)
" the directors: said that neighborhoods are canvagsed for ‘target

o part1c1pants According to the 51te managers, \the most prevalent me thod

of contacting the most- needy eider]y is by telephone (90% of the 21 who
seek specia] part1c1pants) but frequent]y home visits are made (67%)..
Some directors and managerc a1s0 noted. methods 'such as hiring staff who '
- are particularly know]edgeab]e about spec1a1 neighborhoods, inviting ‘
target elderly to special functions at the mea] 51te, and having current'
part1c1pants contact potential ones.

A]though they were not asked spec1f1ca11y, a number of the staff
'members noted during their discuSSions of recruitment that- program funds
a]ready are stretched to the maximum and that it is 1mpract1ca1 to

- recruit actively for more part1c1pants One director said that unserved

e]der]y people are "knocking at the door",’ knowing about the nutrition
~services but unable to receive them. It appears that many service

' providers' recruitment act1v1ty actually is at low level because the mea]
~ sites cannot handle additional part1c1pants ‘
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3. Success at Recruiting Priority Elderly Participants
Three methods can be used to assess the success of recruiting

‘prior1ty elderly participants into the Title 111 program: (1) asking
program staff about their success, (2) comparing enrollments of priority
‘groups at those sites with spec1a1 recru1tment policies Versus those
sites. without special po]1c1es, and (3) compar1ng enro]1ments of priority

. groups. at the sites to prevalence of these groups in ‘the-elderly -
p0pu1at1on The first two methods are addressed 1n this sect1on, the
third method is discussed later in th1s report._ =

a. Staff Opinions about Success
Of the 56 site managers who 1nd1cate recru1tment act1v1ty at the
site Jevel, most (83%) say that in their opinion they have been _
,'successfu] in recruiting participants who need the program most. When
these responses are compared for those sites with a policy of open - '
recruitment versus -those sités with a po]1cy of targeting certain groups,
a significant difference emerges. Managers of sites with open
recruitment are espec1a11y 1ikely to say that they have been ab1e to
recruit the most needy (94%), whereas the managers of pr1or1ty-recru1tment
sites are less likely to say 50 «(70%; x = 6.7, df = 1, p <.01). There
is no obV1ous, sole interpretation of this d1fferenqe Pérhaps the dif-
ference 1nd1cates that open-recruitment sites can more eas11y meet their
goals because their popu]at1ons of potent1a1 part1c1pants are larger than:
‘those of priority-recruitment sites. Perhaps the standard for success is
f/)hlgher at the pr1or1ty ~-recruitment S1tes . The data from this. study are
not adequate. to choose among these, or other, possible interpretations.
Those site managers who say “that they have not been successful #n.
recruiting the most needy part1c1pants say that the groups not being
, recru1ted are low-1ncome mob111ty -impairéd or otherw1se hand1capped
persons with a]coho] abuse. prob]ems, and 1so]ated e]der]y people. The
~barriers to successful recruitment of people in these groups are the
stigma of welfare, fears about cu]ture d1tterences, and 1nadequ§te
:iénsportat1on, accord1ng to the: s1te -managers.
' Nutrition service directors also were asked what d1ff1cu1t1es had
been encountered in enro]11ng pr1or1ty e]der]y target groups ‘The :
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problems cited most frequently are overcoming the stigma of charity
programs, overcoming the potential participants' fears and lack of

'_‘ confidence about ‘going to pub]ic‘places, and providing adequate transpor-

tation, confirming the site managers' opinions. Other problems relayed
by the nutrition service directors are generating interest among the
target elderly, non- acceptance of priority elderly by others at the site,
language barriers and other cultural differences, and the prob]em of .
1ocating small numbers of particularly-needy elderly persons.

b. Enrollment Data as an Index of Recruitment Success .

Betause the only measure of priority-group enroilment available
through provider records was the number of ethnic minority participants,
this is the only category of priority elderly participants that can be

analyzed as an index of success of targeted recruitment, u51ng enrollment .
data. However, other categories of priority particip%nts, including Tow ’."

income, isolated, and poor in health, are measurable through the samples
of pérticipants interviewed by Opinion Research Corporation, and these
1ndices :0f recruitment success a]soﬁw111 be examined 1ater in this' -
,report ' a
‘ Many site- and prov1der re1ated variab]es were examined in cOnJunc-'
tion with minority enro]]ment 1evels of sites in order to seek evidence

- of successful recruitment strategies. The on]y re]ationships identified

have been discussed in other sections of,this report, and will be noted

only briefly here. Sites with relatively high minority enrollments also
have (1) higher proportions of minority staff members ( r = .84, df = 61,

jg < .01), (2) key staff members (site managers, especially) who are
minority-group members ( 5?= 41;3,_gf = 4,jg< .01), (3) special
assistance such as wheelchairs and: other mobi]ity'aids'aVai]ab]e for
participants ( x2= 6.0, df = 2, p <.05), and (4) lower suggested con-
‘tribution levels ( r = -.33, df = 64, p < .01). Many measures of
specific recruitment practices were anaiysed'and found . unrelated to

R4

minority enrollment level. These measures included the number. and types S

- of recruitment or. outreach methods in use by sites,’ site policies re-
.garding,recruitment of minority staff or.participants, existence of
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c11ques of participants at the sites, attitudes of staff members, and
the avai]abi]ity of special ethnic meals at the sites.

Thus, the provider's or site's stated policy about recruiting
“minority elderly persons into the program is. not related to their actual
minority enro11ment level. But other factors érg. specifically, the
présence of minority staff members, the availability of special assist-'
ance for getting participants to the site; and the amount of money
which participants are asked to contribute for their meal.
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F. SUPPORT SERVICES AVAILABLE TO PARTICIPANTS

This chapter describes the needs for support services within the

areas served by meal sites in. ‘the 1982 samp]e. the avai]abi]ity of

services within these areas, and various pract1ces regarding delivery

of support services. In addition, the chapter summarizes analytic at-

tempts to identify var1ab1es re]ated to the ava11ab111ty of support

services. _ .

1.  Need for Support Services: . . s

, According to the design of the nutrition service hierarchy, directors
of area agencies on aging-should be the best source of information gbout-
needs of. e1der1y people in the areas served by the 70 congregate meal
sites in the 1982 sample. Consequently, the area agency directors weré

-asked about the needs for a large number of serv1ces and they also were

" asked to rank-order the relative sever1ty of needs for a smaller number

of services. ' -

In the first approach the area agency d1rectors were asked what
percentage of those e]der]y peop]e who needed services were receiving Ak
'them Thirteen domains of service were’ designated These services are
11sted “in Table 11-17, arranged‘1n 1ncreas1ng order of need (decreasing
order of current coverage); according to the area agency directors. In'
general, the: ava11ab111ty of medically- oriented serv1ces is judged. :
.’relatively high Information and referral service and opportunity for
recreation also are judged to be ava11ab1é’to most of the elderly peop]e
who need such services Coverage of needy elders. is significantly 1ess
for congregate and home- delivered meal services and for many other
support services-of interest to Title III administrators, spec1f1ca]1y,
. transportation, counse11ng and other menta] health ass1stance and .

" assistance in one's home. . " ‘
, As was detailed in a report on ‘data qua11ty (c1ted in the
. Methodo]ogy Append1x), area agency d1rectors frequent]y had d1ff1cu1ty

-
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ngxg‘ven sjrv1ces.. Fo]]ow-Up ca]]s revea]ed cpns1derab
"““fedﬁg%v1Qua1 est1mates, but - stab111ty of *

Ertists
R

i

*Vthe correspond1ng data for 1nd1v1dua1 nutr1t19n serv1ce'
'onsegUEnt1y, these est1mates were not used in any

b

g‘e second épp oach to assess1ng need for serv1ces was to have'

e

mea1s,

e most concerned about prov1d1ng (see Section. H)“
o

‘e

ﬁﬁ serv1ces for e1der1y persons in their homes.;.,.,ﬁ

'*]serv1ces 1n the geograph1c areas served by the 70 sample nutr1t1on *
5ﬁﬁbjprov1ders7 Obvious1y; congregate and home-de11vered mea]s are ava11ab1e
' in: a11 of the areas, 50 the rema1nder of th1s chapter focuses upon non-
mea1 support serv1ces. ' ' L

l-f’giiu

sma11er areas served by the samp]e meal s1tes. The

o the responses of three staff members. the area ag cy d1rector the ‘
_ '*-rnutr1t1on service d1rector and the congregate_mea] s1te manager. Not
S al staff,pos1t1ons.were_asked about -each se
- the cells in the table haVe_entries.
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_fﬂ The opinions about service ava11abi]1ty appdér to be shightly .

: _ghgr on the part of the area agency directors . than on the part of the

vgﬂf'nut tion service directors The avaiiability of serv1ces ‘in the

J;{ii Samp]e 51te areas also 1s ess than the ava11ab111ty in. prov1der areas, o
_ref1ect1ng the fact that for an. apprec1ab1e number of providers a - .
service is ava11ab1e at some, but not all, of’ the1r mea] sites The

site managers opinions .about service ava11ab111ty do not differ 51gn1-
“ ficantly from the service prov1ders opinions. The table also 1nd1cates
that all of the services (w1th the possib]e exception ‘of escort) are *
ava11ab1e through at least half of the 51tes, and mést services are
available through a substant1a11y h1gher proportion of sites.
Another view of service ava11ab111ty can be obta1ned by count1ng,

the number of support serv1ces ava11ab1e at 1nd1v1dua1 .sites. This Was _
'done for seven of the serv1ces listed -in Tab]e 11-19: transportation,_-m~j
'escort shopping a551stance, nutrition education,: 1nformation and - - hf"'f
-referrai, counseiing, and medical- hea]th services.. It 1s very clear e
5that most sites. prov1de most serv1ces ’ A]]’seven serv1ces are ava1]ab1e -
‘at 31% of the sites. Six of the .services are available at 16% of the - o
sités. Thus, about half of the 51tes can be considered close to "fu]l ]
_‘__serv1ce‘l Five of the seven serv1ces ‘are, ‘available at 20% of the 51tas,

. four serv1ces are. ava11ab1e at ‘another 13%. At the other extreme only "4 :
_ two . 31tes 3%§Pf the samp]e) have just one support serv1ce ava11ab1e,‘-:1"~f
) 4&Q¥t; on]y 6% of the. swtes have just two: serv1ces -available. - The median

© 7 7" number of .sepvices available in thﬂS sample of 51tes is. f1ve 6ut.of
. N . B . . é‘i . . ) . .

’»'fseven

¥

Nationw1de then, the ba]ancemseéms to be heav11y 1n“the direction "(‘“t%

seven servieces examined, escort, shopping a551stance“ a,d counseiing are
the 1ea§t 11ke1y to be avaiiauﬁe to Titie II1 partictpants '
Nutrition serVice d1rectors a]so were asked"bout other support
services needed but unavailabie#-fThe most preva]qnt responses (11 .
:directors) concerned personal a551stance, such as shopping a551stance, N
escort 1ega1 ‘aid, and counse11ng Ten d1rectors noted the need for
more transportation for- e]der]y peop]e even though they a]ready had
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discussed this service Nine directors cited services in thexhomes off
-i-elderly persons 3¢ a prime area of need mentioning homemaker or chore’
"serVice, home repair, and .in- ﬁome recreational aid as examp]es., Other
" services noted as unavailable were medica] and dental treatment
counseling, day care, crisis’ intervention {and assistance dealing withH
_crime and crime prevention. This. pattern of unavailable services is -
.roughly the inverse of the pattern of services cited as available,
earlier. By far, the pr}gcipa] reason why services are- unavai]ab]e,
' -_according to the directors, is. lack of funds S ‘zi%k_
3. Characteristics of Support SerVice Delivery . S _
Detailed information was gathered about po]ﬁs and methods of R
iding the first seven support . services liste m Table Il- 19 =

'{

¥

. Where availab]e, transportation'usually is scheduied ,,ve days per weék
ggpf'and most often must be arran ed on the day needed . or at’ most .one day T
vahead o /3 ' R ; o ; ;.
- Most: transportation proViders (70%) now - ‘use buses or vans rather
,’_than personal cars. " Many®vehigles (61%) are equipped for handicapped kS
firiders Ownership of transpgiiqvehicles is diverse: 42% are owned by
. #,some government unit, 37% by thevnutrition pr'pider, and 11% by other
"agenCies Sixteen percent of the vehicleg are privately owned by staff
50r vo]unteers. These vehicles are driven by paid proVider staff at
%51% of ‘the sites, by vo]unteer' (40%), or by drivers paid by - other
agenc1es (33%) About 6% ofi he sites contract for transportation With
- commercial agencies such a taxi companies oy &

by

g
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L adeig

'donated by other agehcies: (3&%).qp

:#{v1ce 1s ﬂ?ney for staff and Bet ter- equ1pped.Veh‘°]es
ﬁ;_ji shagpmgfgssistancen

~2;'c1pants without other transportation

e

The most perVasive need in orderﬁto improve transportation services:
' s money for more vehic]es drivers -and equipment for handicapped

riders
b. Escort Service ~ -

‘According to 51te managers, escort service d1ffers from mere trans-'
;portation by adding personaI assistance getting dressed walking, and '
"carrying packages E§cort tends more often to use spec1a1ized vehicies

or personal vehicles and tends also to allow a more personalized ch01ce ’

“

‘of schedu]e,and destination

/////

it tends to be avaiiabe for the same occa51ons as 51mp1e transportation
'Escort most often is: prov1ded by paid staff members (72% of the pro-

v1ders where it is av311ab1e) as opposed to vg&unteers (38%) or staff

_ ke : .
L1ke transportation Yhe chief 1mped1ment to 1mproved escort ser-

= PR . Delaeg s

"“he responses- «of a11 staff memBers, e ascertained

hf :shoppiﬁb a551stance to be available at 69% of the gample 51tes.1fNot

¥

‘ Tisurprisingly, shopping assistance 1sTclose1y 11nked with’ transporta-

, :-—at"93% of the sites where it:is available, shoppgng a551stance
1nc1ude51§ransportatﬁbn ther components of this a551stance are
carrygng ‘patkages (84%). and help w1th seJection%Bf 1tems (53%)

e T

pping a551st

'fgg for Ltems otHer than food Other aspec%s of s

fpost offices hefpﬁin computing
ol 1n1-market“ he]daheekly at the-

» Ali sites but one (98 ) aliow a_yfp t
a551stance service. " The remaining s1te regﬁ--‘v iy

pnrto gnocery shopping, most sites W1th th}s serv1ce (69%) 1ncrude

One manager noted their operation '

KNt
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'shopping assistance) schedu1e shopping assistance regularly, week1y
- (55%) or more than once per week (30%). Those who do not have a regu1ar .
schedule indicate that the service is. aval]ab]e on request, as needed. '
_ when a choice of stores is available in the community, individual
partieipants of‘z 1056% of the cases) can select the stores where they
will shop. For the rema1n1ng sites eithey the group votes, a staff
member decides or some rotation system ‘{s used, ' One " site manager Iv
descr1bed a system whereby stores bid to provide the shopping assistance |
-‘j* 1-;ﬁpeir 1ocations, the winn1ng store also supp1ying the transporta- )
\?k%a, 5 . . »

,'%a

¥
_ Assistance with shopp1ng most: genera11y is handied by paid provider
' staff (72% of the sites where assistance is avai]abie) '*Apprec1ab1e
numbers of sites also utiiize vo]unteer labor (38%) or staff donated
by other agencies (30%). o v . .
Nhen asked about 1mprovements needed, many site managers (58% of those’5 s
with an opinion) said ‘that the1r shopping assistance was working well and . l
_that: no improvements’ were necessary However - nearly. haif oﬁ-the}managers.ﬁi
» p1npointed a need for add1t10na1 staff and/or veh1c1es to- pe¥m1t more‘ '
'7-¢ regularly schedu]ed “and more persona112ed shopp1ng ass1stance
| e d. Nutrition Education ' T, e _
 Nutrition education is one of the most genera11y~ava31agje support
services, throughout the system, available at 90% of the mea1 @utes . :
‘ The intensity of the educat1on is con51derab1y more var1ed Aocording ”7:,h"
- to site managers, most sites schedu]e nutrition education monthﬂy\xv3%) '_"
or less often (19% qf those with any. education at. all). Re]at1ve1y ¢b‘iﬂj:'ﬁ”;{
few sites report weekly (24%) or daily (3%) act1v1t1es ) :"i' e
Accord1ng to the nutritionisas and d1et1c1ans 1nterv1ewed the
‘most frequentiy used. methods of nutr1t1on education are 1ectures (92%
. of the 1ocations w1th nutr1tionists/dieticians), c1rcu1at1on.of printed
~ materials (90%), and post1ng of visual materiais (75%) Group. ' .
. discussions are used by 67% of the’ relevant providers and 61% prov1de
| ' persona1 counse11ng on nutrition Ha1f or fewer of these prov1ders ('
use methods such as nutrition related games (49%) 5 cook1ng sessions (43%),

fre L
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~ workshops. (31%), or market tr1ps (25%) More exotic techniques, each
mentioned once, include organization of diet clubs, operation of a .
' food co-op, a food-of-the-month program at a local supermarket, and TS
use of the congregate meal for demonstration purposes. T N 1
A wide range of topics is covered during nutrition education Both
gdthe site managers and the providers’ nutr1tionists/d1et1c1ans (when there'
9was one) were asked to identify -these top1cs, and there was cons1derab1e
“4&greement between the two sources. One. cb}}ection of topics, a11 of
_which were identified by more than 80% of thé respondents can’ be
Mcharacterized as basic facts abou}r”ﬁtr1t1on nutritional va1ues of
foods, food groupss vitamins and'minera1S' ba1anc1ng meals; calor1es,
. diets, and overweight; and general principles of good health’ andg_utca
' t1gn, Two other topics, “which deal more with nutr1t1ona1 pract1ce were
noted less frequently: food purchasing and food and meal preparat1on..
Many other top1cs of nutr1t1on educat1o§ wereament10ned bM 1so- B

low- sa1t v-sugar and -cho]estero] d1ets, food 1nteract1ons, food drug
1nteract1ons, disease and diet comp]1caﬁ%§ps, fad daets, port1on con-
' tro], read1ng ‘Tabels and consumer1sm, and meal appeal. ' ’

Who provides nutrition education at the sites? Accorddngmto the
nutr1t1on dervice d1rec€%n§, at 80% of ‘the sites one person is respons1-
ble for nutrition educat1on, at the’ hema1n1ng sites the respons1b111ty
is shared by two people. Most often, nutrition educat1on is handl&d byZ;

4t1e I11 program staff members , especially nutr1t1on1sts/d1et1c1 S
_m‘nd site managers, however _thirteen directors (20% of the s1te"".t”
‘respond1ng) use. outs1de contractors to prov1de nutrition eduéékmon; |
“These persons are obtained from un1versft1es or from other sources _
- Fourteen sites’ (22%) receive the serv1ces -of. personne1 donated by other i,”‘gﬂ
agenc1es (extens1on offices and hea]th departments) or. use volunteers. gd%';ﬁ
,gMost of the educators 1dent1f1ed (67%) a&f 1abe1ed as nutr1t1on1sts,
c_"d1et1c1ans, or home econom1sts. The other persons are staff members._.
with other program dut- 7 .31t1es, a1though some: of these probab]y




L?z:.ﬁpool or bingo. -~ - -

)

Site managers, asked how nutr1t10n education could be 1mproved

~ noted’primarily that its frequency could be increased (32%), ¢hat more
~active approaches such as games and demonstrations were needed, (24%),

and thaf“%here was need for better-qua]ified personnel (16%)- and more

1nd1v1dua112ed approaches to nutrition education (12%). o

e. Recreation and Social Activities '

Another very preva]ent support service, ava11ab1e 1n some form at
virtually all (93%) of the sites, is recreation and social act1v1ty.
Most congregate sites have iac111t1es for recreat1on at the meal s1te,
or, if not there, at some affiAiated 1ocat1o such as a senior or
community center A few sites have no, rea11y accessible recreation
place. For'ekamp1e, sites which use commercial dining facilities to
vserve meals, may have d1ff1cu1ty schedu]ing the space for non- meal
‘functions. f . > '

_ . For those s1tes wh1ch have a p1ace ava11ab1e to participants for

_ sparetime act1v1t1es giu‘ 'etreation fac111ty usua]]y is open five
| days per week (92%- of the s1tes), somet imes more, sometimes 1ess, for - B
an average of sevén hours per day. A]though much of th1SLt1me may beiunj%@ff
programmed most (58%) of the sites w1th fac111t1es §Chedu1e spec1f1c ' -
recreation or social activities on a. da11y bas1s._ Others schedule P
these act1v1t1es severa] t1mes per week (15%) or weekly (17%) Thus,a“f

......

o

at 1east a weekly basis. ?-- e Ly
... The most frequent events, accord1ng to %he site managers at 65
s1tes with. regu]ar act1v1t1es, are card;gﬁmes (74% ofvthe s1tes), arts
- and craftss(66%) ‘parties or-dances (58%), exerc1se classes (57%) and
'h field tr1ps (54%) But many other eyents are. schedu]ed, 1nc1ud1ng
Bible~ study, -musical: events, SW1mm1ng, p1cn1cs, andfother games such as
_ _ . A
'y The programm1ng of act1v1t1es appears to be funéamenta]]y 1n the v ."-Q
, hands of site managers (84% of the’s1tes), 1nd1v1dua1 part1c1pants (74%) o
andsite counc11s (48%), that is, atwthe local level. Staff and =~ 8
' i t the provider level are- 1ess 11ke1y to be 1nvp]ved with re- '

or soc1a1 ‘planning. .
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Like many other support services,ithe most frequentiy identified

.way to improve recreation and sociai a¢tivity is to find increased , o
financiai support particuiariy for -mare suppiies. SOmewhat surprisingiy,1

in’ 1ight of the above data “a aw”sigfmmanagers noted needs to improve
the motiva% nq attitude;lof participants and to involve participants
more in pianning;'J : : - . - '
Informadion and Referral S
Inform&kion %bout other services and referrai to other agencies are

'aiso avaiiable through most (86%) congregate meal sites. The benefits
‘and services most frequentiy identified by site managers as the subject

matter of information and referra1 are heaith care (97% of the sites
with this service), social security” (93%) food stamps and commodity
programs (92%), health care financing. (Medidare individual insurance

o _programs, etc) 88%, 1ega1 services (88%), public assistance (88%), and
housing (77%) Topics mentioned less frequentiy are home maintenance,

energy. 1ncome taxes, transportation, travel, fire safety; mental
health, education, recreation weatherization, consumerism and crime -

~<-.and self defense. , S;HUHJ/X"‘ . S
The most frequent met of providing information is individuai

contact upon request B% ‘participants (93%) But most Sites ‘2150
report use of outside speakers (90%), generai announcements made at
meais or other gatherings (86%),. and printed materiais (86%). Thus,

; rms of the | methods of prov1ding information, the sites appear to
lvery 1it¥ie%_ Virtuaiiy all of: them use many methods. .
-Sites” do differ on two other dimensions, however, particuiariyj"'n
the domain of referra] - Whiie most sﬂtes (89%) refer participants&$

\"*"

" directiy to the serVice agency appropriate for their needs, a few refer

. them to an intermediary information- and-referral. serVice., At many

. dis a dired% referral.

sites, both procedures are in use aithough the more 1ike1y procedure

~In addition, the 1eve1 of involvement with and foiiow -up of the ;55.
referrai differs markediy .among thevSites. Table. II-ZO summarizes data
show1ng»this<difference. wSite managens were asked whether they




TABLE 11-20 T
STAFF REFERRAL ACTIVITIES
ON BEHALF OF PARTICIPANTS .

o P K. Tt : . .
“. L 7L Percentage of Sites! Which

“ Action 5 52]'._,‘Usua11x - Sometimes  Never

g-Make Appointment for

v

'Aocompany Participant to S L L _
Agency - o . 13 C38 89 .
_ _ A .
;Transport Part1c1pant to ' J _
~Agency | - 30 - 40 30
Fo11ow Up Upon Referral T 87 20 23

Participant L. 0. % 4R 3 21%

| ;A11.Actioqs E - A 32 .. - 31

Jow

". 1Base_d upon data pro&%ée «by 60 sité\managérs. | L lfﬁb;j?




,-_usua11ydxsomet1mes, or never made appo1ntments for part1c1pants, arranged
“.'.transportation to the agency, accompanied part1c1pants to the agency,,
~ .or followed up on the-referral to see that' the part1c1pane was served |
- As” can be seen in Table: I1- 20,°S1tes are rather evenly spread across the L
various frequency levels, ref]ect1ng cons1derab1e diversity in their 7.iF'7f
levels of 1nvo1vement with the - referra] process.‘ ngr all. s1tes, the _ \r'
highest: levels of involvement tend to be 1 making appointments for ,.‘ .
._"_*part1c1pants and 1in - fol]o%pﬁg up the referrals. Site staff member€ are"“
least 11ke1y:to actua1 ZZK%;mpany part1c1pant§ to the agenc1es. ‘
. For 1ater analyt1 s, a referral- 1nvo1vement score was- com-
puted, for each s1te ba"ag"pOn their managers' responses t6 the above
questions. Six s1tes “qeve "perform any of the actions listed in -
Table I11-20, five sites’ ”usua11y" perform all of the actions, and the
other s1tes are d1sﬁr?bhted quite even]y between the two extremes. Thus, p
sites vary great]y‘%,~ o
. When asked about ways to 1mprove 1nformat1on and referra] serv1ces, 'f,
site managers said that staff time was . the chief prob]em, part1cu1ar1y e
. time for more personal contact and fo]]ow-up, ‘and they g@w more fund1ng
;as the solution. Add1t1ona1 ‘funds also ‘were reported to be needed for .
printed mater1a1s. Some managers noted that the amount of paperwork

required to record serV1ces was excess1ve and. shou]d be reduced to allow - -

"the1r typ1ca1 involvement dur1ng referral

“more actua] service.

. Tt g, Counse11ng F: _ *'.f .
,’ As was 1nd1cated in Tab]e 11- 19 counse11ng is one of’the 1ess P
#  frequently ava11ab1e support serv1ces, particularly ‘according to s1te .

managers. . 0n the - bastsvof a11 1nformat1on gathered, we believe that
- the s1te managers v1ews~arg the most accurate among-’ the staff members
" and that counse11ng actua]]y 1s ava11ab1e through, at most 61% of*the . -~
| congregate sites. Even th1s estimate may be h1gh because at some of
these sites “counse11ng" appears actua]]y to" ref]ect referra] toa
"qu*counse11ng agency or prov1s1on of. 1nformat1on, r“ther ghan counse11ng
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* The major. type of counse1ing reported by s1te managers involves ,ﬂ';

persona1 menta1 hea1th 1§sues (83% of ‘the sites with counse11ng avail-. "
abTe) Other areas .of counse11ng are far 1ess prevalent! legal counsei-~*',,
1ng (31%), health (21%) f1nanc1aT”(21%), hous1ng (12%) and: tax counse11ng ah
*(10%) .- _ . . L 4

Counse11ng is performed primarily by prov1der/s1te staff espec1a11y
the s1te managers, or by community profess1ona1s ‘or staff .of other agenc1es
who donate the1r.se:é§pes to the Title III program *Re1at1ve1y Tittle -

- counseling is perfo
counse11ng is ava11ab1e five days’ per. week, seven hours per day,.or as

d by volunteers. Most site managers report’ that

v

needed. Most managers (88%) say that part1c1pants can call at t1mes other

than norma1 counse11ng hours _ ) B .

' When counse1rng occurs, it can occur v1rtua11y anywhere A1though’
.74% of the s1tes with counse11ng have a. pr1vate office su1tab1e ‘for that
'purpose much of the counse11ng also is reported to occur dur1ng casua1
“private encounters (50% of the s1tes) and during meals, meetings, or other
‘gatherings (43%). Half (50%) of these s1tes also counse1 part1c1pants in 7
the1r homes, and many'(43%) counse1 over the té1ephone ) - '.‘

The major requ1rement for 1mprov1ng counse11ng, accord1ng to site '
. managers, _is more staff, whether paid, donated or volunteered (88% of the

respondents). Other needs are for more staff tra1n1ng, better fac111t1es, C

better pub11c1ty, and ways to overcome the st1gma of askLng for he]p e fj%
4. Variables Related to Ava11ab111ty of Support §erv1ces ' . e d

In order to understand support service ava11ab111ty more fully, ( /

 cross-tabulation ana1yses were performed betweén _the ava11ab111ty of - /.

each. service: and var1ous other operational var1ab1es Among the .
variables exam1ned were provider size (number of sites, number of meals ‘;
served), mea1 preparat1on arrangement ‘the area agency d1rector s rank1ngsf

~ of needs w1th1n the 'service areas, the service director's ‘ .
pr1or1t1es regard1ng various serv1ces, the setting of the site, other
act1v1t1es at the s1te and staff ch7racter1st1cs 1nc1ud1ng measures

“of vo1unteer1sm . . * P
. ) ' M ! ) ... s ) . . T # ‘ -~ ///
: _ | o | ) . N 4
o \ . . . P ’ . i .' II-87 . ., . ’/’ B
- L o . : ;
: . 7. el -




Alth ugh many’poss1b1efre1at1onsh1ps ware exam1ned, very few were\
found In part, this probab]y is because the dsstr1but1ons of ava11- »
ab111t%/;f severa1 of the §erv1ces are strong1y skewed'“ That 1s most ‘/\"\\
sites ;provide retreat10n, ‘nutrition education,. and information and
_referral, dhd therefore it is difficult to.find anygother var1ab1es _
s1gn1f1cant1y related to: ava11ab111ty of these servisesy Part1a11y for )
this reason, more subt]e measures of  these (aﬂﬁﬂothers\serv1ces also
were exam1ned, such as -the frequency of nutr1t1on education, the var1ety

Y and the' schedule of recreat1ona1 act1v1t1es at a site, and,§ge varieties
" of shopp1ng assistance, escort serv1ce, and. transportation.. ¥The out-
f;f comes of these ana1yses are summarized - be1ow for £ac supponfpﬂ;
/ | exam1ned\/ ' ’

: a. Transportation b'\ T L "¢§f"' SR
Norre of the variables exam1néd'were re1ated either to’the avail- o
ab111ty of transportat1on ‘or.to the var1ety of s1tuat1ons for which. =~ 7.
transportat1on is “available.f Thus, this service- is no. more 1ikely to be / Vﬁ
“availablé to part1c1pants through large versu§ sma11 prov1ders, through -
prov1ders whose d1rectors ‘emphasize ascess to services or mob111ty needs
,over|mea1s, versus those w1&h the reverseupr1or1t1e§%»or through ordf .
“viders where pub11c transportation is or, is not ava11ab1e. Nor is N
,-,‘-transportat1on more 11ke1y to be ava11ab1e ‘where there is high: versu? .
Tow volunteerism, more or fewer outreach methods in use, h1ghér or lower
per cap1ta county ‘income, or active vé?sus 1nact1ve adv1sory cobnc11§‘
Lb. Escort Service: _ ' ' ” '
: Lﬁke transportat1on, none of the var1ab1e§\exam1ned were prqd1ct1ve
' of the ava11ab111ty oﬁ escort serv1ce through the meal sites or the
variety of s1tuat1ons for which escort ‘was ava11ab1e * The. on1y pre=
;d1ctors of the ava1]ab111ty of escort service wereTﬁeasgres of the
ava11ab111ty of other services. That is, escort service is more 11ke]y
_ to be ava1]ab1e1_1ﬁ4transportat1on;.shopping/yr '

Y‘V’ICE

assistance,, information:

P
]

- ' o . V A\ . ) - j‘

___I__. . «
) In order to s1mp11fy the presentat1on in th1s sect We have.f
de1eted the specific outcomes of statistical tests of. s1gn1f1cance, /
Wherever.a relatjonship is noted that re1at1on§h1p was ‘found 40 be ‘s o
. significant by a chi-square .te MF!%th x2of approximately 10 and one or
: two degrees of freedom. Whilg™ quares of this magnitude are stat1s-:
tically?l s1gn1f1cant the re1at1onsh1ps 1nd1cated are not rea11y very

: 'strong . g .
" ‘ N b PO . 11-88 . ] . / /




: be the ca§e that escort typica]]y s one of the last . serV1ces to ‘be ‘,If"

i . : .".7W Co
R . . - g . oo

e

and referrai, and counsgldng services'also are available. - It seéms to

added to.a package of support and that its ava11ab111tm-a1ways 1s 1n

cOnJunct1on with more fundamenta1 services, S N ',l'.,.»

) . B PR S
C. Shopping Ass1stance e E LN N

‘Several variab]es predicated the—ava11ab111ty of shopp1ng ass1stance.._u.,

S1tes which’ regu]arly schedu]e act1v1ties'after the gongregate meal

~and sites whére the s1te managers rank mob111ty ameng the most needed _
services are more 11kelw to prov1de shopp1ng ass1stance. ‘In- add1t19n,' )
“the 'number of s1tes admrnlstered by a provider is 1nverse1y related to -;
' the var1ety of shopp1ng ass1stance~ava11ab1e, that 1s, prov1ders with
v fewer s1tes are more 11ke1y to prov1de more v ried- shopp1ng ass1stance\

»

(for example extend1ng the ass1stance to non- food items, - tr1ps to the -
post office, etc.). " The ava11ab111ty of shopping assistance also is

related to the ava11ab111ty of transportat1on which probab]y ref]ects *‘:

the fact, noted ear11er, that transporta ion is the most frequent com-
ponent of shopping assistance. . e v .

+ d.. Nutr1t1on Education ° . : S SN

None of the variables’ exam1ned was related to- the ava11ab111ty or
the—frequency of nutr1t1on education at s1tes -As. noted above, ndtr1t{on
educat1on is reported to occur at v1rtua11y a11 s1tes, so there are few
‘at which to seek pred1ctors\of unava11ab111ty 'ﬂ_ Bk o (&‘\

_e. Recreation’ S : - BT

A

-

f. Informat1on and Referra] o _ .
Informat1on and ‘referral also is‘one of the more frequent]y ava11-
.able support services, and, not surpris1ng]y, its ocCas1ona1 unava11a-

_ Ne1ther the ava11ab111ty, the var1ety, nor the schedu]e of recrea- -
tion at s1tes were related to any of the variables exam1ned._

o,
b3

bility is not pred1ctab1e by any of the aariab]es ei§m1ned in this - @ o

study. - : ,
g. Counse11ng ' s .
Counse11ng is more 11ke1y to be‘“Va11&b1e at s1tes where the

]

i1

AT
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manager g1ves a high pr1or1tyorank1ng to the 1mportance yof prov1d1ng
. e1der1y with ‘access to support serv1ces (as opposed”foymea1s and soc1a1-
v act1vit1es) In. addition, counse11ng is more 11ke1y 0 be: ava11ab1e at
s1tes where certa1n .other support 'services also are ava11ab1e spec1f1c-z
~,£; a11y, information and referral, hea1th and med1ca1 serv1ces, and- shopping
. .‘,, ass1stance.f S1tes which have’ very h]gh 1eve?skgf vo1unbeer1sm (hours of -
“volunteer work per mea1 served) a]so are more 1ikely to have counse11ng
‘B service avajlable. Th1s 1ast re1atzonsh1p is somewhat puzzling, because
: vo1unteer§;5 re un11ke1y to be involved 1n counse11ng, accord1ng to. the
staff reports discussed above. L1ke escort serv1ce(:counse11ng appears ¢
‘be one of the last support serv1ces to emergé in a’ Tocal program. Perhap<
s its re1at1onsh1p with vo1unteer1sm issan 1nd1cat1on that those sites with
.+ very h1gh levels of vo1untee¢$§ﬁ a1so have assemb]ed a complete array of
- support servicds. . For examp1e, at sites with many vo]untei%s the pa1d
';'\ staff may be freed to prov1de more support serv1ce o S
.{ - A final methodo1og1ca1 point might be useful ‘at’ the concﬂusion of
; ° this section. The search for programmat1c pred1cto;s of support ser-
& - vice ava11ab111ty encompassed more than two hundced cross-tabu]at1on 'k
~analyses. With the performance of- th1s many ana]yses Jt can be expected
that severa1 "s1gn1f1cant" relationships. will appear mere1y on the basis

. of chance Nery few s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1ps actually emerged -between d
_ ‘ ot support ava11ab111fy measures and other’ program character1st1cs While
a‘_ -, .most of those which did emerge “seem to be sens1b}e at: 1east after the .

v fact, it is poss1b1e that some_ (or a1T)_are on1y chance occyrrances.
‘ N This poss1b;h1ty is underscored by. the fact that none of the. re1at1on-

sh1ps ﬁoted above are part1cu1ar1y powerful -
Th1s sect1on can be summarized in the fo]]ow1ng way. Most T1t1e

111 meal sites are reported by staff to offer a-wide array of support
servfe%éé Very few s1tes ‘offer none.’ 'The most w1despread serv1ces are-
recreation, nutr1t1on educat1on, 1nformat1on and referra], and transpor-
tat1on - Less frequent are shopp1ng ass1stance tounse11ng, and ‘escort o

service, a]though even these servﬁces are ava11ab1e at ha1f of_the

'fs-1tes._ e » : o o\u

e
—
1
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In spite of .the pos1t1ve p1cture of service ava11ab111ty, area‘i
- agency directors 1n81cate that there are substantial numbers of unserved

- elderly who ‘need’ both mea1 sérV1ces and non-mea] serv1ces. In some

cases, these d1rectors say, the serv1ce level must be doub]ed to meet the o

need. Counse11ng and 1n-home ass1stance needs . are part1cu1ar1y Tikely
to be unmet, but there. reported]y are unserved elderly 1n need of all.of -
ﬁme support services typically programmed through Title IIT sites.
The methods of- prov1d1ng support services are‘varmed, re1y1ng
'heav1]y upon paid staff ]abor and’ facilities, but a1so drawing upon N
donated and vo]unteered labor and donated fac111t1es Accord1ng to most :
meal site managers, the ch1ef 1mped1ment to increased ]eve]s of serVﬁce
1§\1 ck of money. . _ 7
A ‘A search for program var1ables that are assoc1ated w1th ava11ab111ty N
or richness of a. support service was largely unsuccessfu] Factors. such
as program size, ava11ab111ty of volunteer’ 1abor, staff pr1orit1es and
meal site. character1st1cs only. rarely pred1ct whether. or not a: serv1ce
will be ava11ab1e or how widely it will be ava1Yab1e Thus, we see no
s1ng]e, or.s1mp1e, solutions to "the. problem of how to 1ncrease support
‘service. Even prov1d1ng more - f1nanc1a] support. 1s not a stra1ghtforward
Asohht1on Wh11e the amount spent by a. nutr1t1on serv1ce proV1de per o
'wvme 1 served does 1ncrease with the avajlability of more support services '
<o r = .25, df = 61, p= .05), th1s re1at1onsh1p is only marg1na11y ‘ )
significant. - More money, by 1tse1f will not necessarﬂly produce more -

service. ©
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. situations exist.”
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@20 6. HOME DELIVERED MEAL-SERVICE . .

R B

Home de11vered mea1s are ava11ab1e 1n a11 of the areas served by
the nutr1t1on Serv1ce providers)in the 1982 samp1e.‘ In most of these

' 1 areas (82%) the T1t1e III providers arrange or prepare the home de11vered ;
. mea]s themse1ves whereas in 8% of the areas: home’ de11very is. hand]ed by -

different agencies (such as Mea1s~on Whee1s) and 1n 10% of the areas bothhy

‘1. Scope of Home De11very ‘ ,
‘ Aoqord1ng to area agency d1rectors, about ha]f (52%)'of the e1der1y

*;.hpeop1e who need home de11very, nat10nw1de, ard rece1v1ng t.  Coverage of '
_needy eélders is apparent]y uneven across the country. . In 28% offthe ,f

areas, 25% or fe%er of the needy are’ rece1v1ng home de11very, in. 23% of

" the areas, from 26% to 50% of . the. needy are be1ng served 1n 19% of the ‘a

-areas,,from 51% to 75% are be1ng served and in 30% of the areas, more-
than 75% are being sérved. " Thus, overa]l, and‘part1cu1ar1y in S°m9 /
'p]aces, there is a‘substant1afhneed for 1nCreased home de11very of e
meals. . " = - R - o ,Taj
A, Numbers and Percentages of Meals Home De]ivered _ ',Aj'
_ A§:\a§ sho Jin Sect1on A (see especially. Tab]e II-1), the typ1ca1
prov1der arrang®s for or pr vidés.153 home de11Vered ‘meals -per day I

’vtota1 we estimate that 1755000 T1t1e III meals are be1ng home de];vered.

da11y within the con&gguous Un1ted States, wh1ch is about 22% of a11

.'I1t1e IT1 mea]s. . . - . : “

{

There is, of course great var1at1on in the scope of home .

.“de11very from orie prov1der -to another, For examp]e a1though all pro-'
~ viders .in our samp]e indicated that home de11very ‘was. ava11ab1e

'through their-programs, two were actu 11y not. prov1d,pg any home o'

~delivered meals at the t1me we vﬂﬁggéd One prov1der was aVerag1ng
~only S home de11vered/mea1s per day. The largest number of meals home_Qf

de11vered per day among the prov1ders in our<samp1e was 6, 142, L& .

L
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percentage terms, home de11very serV1ce ranges from zero to 49% of a11 n
mea]s served, among these providers '
- Fundﬁng-\f Home - De11very _ ; : L
| _About’ 60% of "the cost of home de11vered meals 1s borne by T1t1e S
111, A]most all prov1ders (90%) report that a Tit]e 111 grant is their
pr1ncupa1 source of fund1ng for home de1ivered meals. 0ther sources of
fund1ng are other federa1 funds, state funds, 1oca1 funds, and .
part1c1pant paymedts.» ..;.P o o T o
Tab1e 11-21 d1sp1ays data about contr1butions made by rec1p1ents .
' oﬁ»home de11vered meals. The average contr1but1on ranges from $.01 to -
$1.85 per fieal, with 3 med1an of $.57 and a.mean of’ $.63. Thi's range
~ is greater than that for- congregate meals (see’ Tab]e II- 3) and the ‘median
" and mean-are slightly higher for home delivery.., o
'*_wv . H1gher contr1but1ons .are- rece1ved for home de11vered mea1s at sites
where congregate part1c1pants a1so contr1bute re]at1ve1y h1gh amounts
(- r =.,70, df = 54,, ‘2 1). 1In spite of - this high corre1at1on,
‘there are a few s1tes w1th 1arge differences between congregate and
home deT1very contr1but1ons as. much as f1fty cents or-a do]lar per
_ (}nma], in e1th d1rect1on ST
" 7 . . %{)
2. Service Characteristics Lo o R
e . ‘Meal Preparation - J." - v i\ o
_ Except for .the cases where home de11vered meals are hand]ed by
5 4 other agencies, most Tit]e IIL nutr1t?on prov1ders use. the same meal
preparat1on arrangement for home de11Véry as is used for congregate
meals. Most frequent]y, these meals are. prepared at or passed through |
'congreigte meal s1t§sb where they are packaged and. d1str1buted But an
apprec ble minority /of prov1ders prepare or contract for home o
. de11vered meals in a centra] 1ocat1on and' distr1bute the meals d1rect1y
h to homes from that 1ocat1on o
Probab]y as a result of the predom1nance of coord1nated prepara-
t1on, most,home delivered meals- are identical to congregate meals (80%
of the providers). The remainiﬁg*providers‘have different menus for

N . B n .




A TABLE 11-21
HOME DELIVERED PARTICIPANTS' CONTRIBUTIONS FOR MEALS

- Averagé‘Cdntribution1 -~ Number'df Providers -
r S T . : - o .
$.25 per meal - .12 (20%)
S .26 -.50 . . g . 14 (24%)
4 sm-as o~ 0T e (e
Sooso . .ae-100 .8 (14%)
© T 1.00-1.25 - s ( 8)
c 126 0rmore A 7%)*

e o Med1an Contribut1on for 59 Providers 18,57

. /;///A'; Mean Contribution ~ " " U .63
7+ " standard Deviation .- I .72

" Range of Amounts . i .01 «1.88
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f‘ the two serv1ces<:,Wheﬁ'they d1ffer, the home de11vered mea]s are com-
',posed of more- transportable items or they d1ffer\because of d1fferent

. d1gtary needs of. the. home de]ivery rec1p1ents (the. home de11very part1-_"f

cipants being more Likely to receive low-salt, 1ow sugar, orrlow-fat

mea]s) . _” . 0 | S oy
. b.~ Schedule "of Home De11very - . o S e
The typical schedule of -home de11very is 5 days per week \80% of

'the sample) About 10% of the prov1ders deliver meals to the homebound

seven days per week ) The rema1n1ng proV1ders de11ver 1,2, 3 4, or -

6 days per week, in about equal frequency. These f1gures are. only
approx1mate because some providers follow,d1fferent schedules for
.different art1cfpants. - ’ - _— ' "f"_
Th ee ‘of the providers in the sample de11ver mu1t1p1e meals:
‘either 2-meal packs every day, 2-meal packs “for weekends, or a set of
frozen mea]s expected to 1ast several days. Two strateg1es gu1de these
multiples

a] arrangements to increase: part1c1pants dietary 1ntake .
on a g1ven day (two meals per day), or to: reduce the cost of de11veryl
‘and handling by bringing more than one day s meals on: each delivery.
‘The actual delivery of meals of homes most often is donhe by vol-
unteers (63% of the providers) or by pa1d staff members (47%) Less
: frequent methods of “getting the meals ¥ h0mes are by hav1ng,congregatf'
part1c1pants take them (16% of the,prov1ders de11ver some meals this.
way), by having friends os re]at1ves p1ck them up (10%), or by having
a contractor de11ver them (9%) 'y
' Volunteers are descr1b¥d as essent1a1 to the h0me de11very pro-
.gram by most prov1ders Nutr1t1on serv1ce d1rectors also note needs -
~for thermal.containers and strateg1ca11y des1gned, short de11very
routes in order to provide h1gh-qua11ty meals. Tra1n1ng of dr1vers .
and periodic mon1tor1ng of food temperatures and food hand]ing}also
are c1ted as 1mportant for ma1nta1n1ng safe and sens1t1ve\serv1ce
‘c. Ava11ab111ty of Support Serv1ces Ly _
Most nutr1t1on serv1ce directors (89%) reported that support ser- '
vices are available to home delivered meal partfc1pants The services '~
'most frequent]y reported were 1nformat1on and-referral, nutr1t1on

oy
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education, te1ephone reassurance homemaker. and handyman, aid, 'trans-
»portat1on, friendly visits, shopping assistance, vis1t1ng nurses and -
other meg1ca1 aid, and legal services. Many other services were mention-
: ed occas1ona11y. In no case, however, was a g1ven ‘service c1ted by more
than ‘a third of the 62 Directors reporting services.
3. Home De11verx,Part1q4pants '
| “a. Eligibility for Home
~In contrast to congregate serv1ce where most prov1ders have
N re1at1ve1y unrestr1cted enro11ment home de11very norma11y is restricted
“to elderly persons who meet certa1n e11g1b111ty criteria (93% of the _
. prov1ders) . I11ness, hand1capp1ng conditions, and mobility prob]ems,gre
‘the most frequent]y c1ted factors considered (85% of the prov1ders with
specia] criteria). Other factors noted are advanced age (29%), residence
in a part1cu1ar area (18%) lack of transportation (17%), lack of help ayf’
, home (15%), 1nab111ty to prepare meals (9%), and emotional problems
(3%). 0bv1ous1y, some of the. preced1ng dimensions actua11y address the
same problem, and a given-elderly person may qua11fy on several dimen-
~ sions. The éverage prov1der emp]oyees two or three criteria, and some
require that more than one criterion be met in order to qua11fy far home .
delivery. .Once of the most frequent]y—voiced problems’of home delivery
‘s formu]at1ng a fair and appropr1ate system for screen1ng the most o

;f needy elderly people into the home de11very program.. Nutrition service .
staff are ask1ng for specific, proven too1s for this purpose.
Many nutrition service d1rectors (77%) report that occasienal or
| . 'temporary home delivery is available to part1c1pants ‘who usyally eat at
.;;' - the congregate §1te, in addition those who do not attend the stte ’
Furthermore, most directors (97%) ncourage home delivery participants
. to attend the meal site when they can, us1ng per1od1c‘s;1g1b111ty .
reassessments to help provide the encouragement (54%). Home visits and
\;.te1ephone contacts also are used to exp]ain the program and encourage or
*u1ure part1c1pants to attend the site (30%).. ’
' However, at re1at1ve1y few sites (EB% are there participants who
“use both the congregate and home de]1very services on a reguiar basis.
At those sites where participants do shift back and forth, it is ahout '

T 1-%
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equally likely that they are congregate partigipants with, recurring iiiﬁess >
or' home-delivery participants who occaSionaiiy can make it to the meai -
site according to.the site managers
b. Recruitment of Home Delivery Participants :
Home delivery recipients mosf frequentiy-are identified through
‘referrais from other agencies (according to 89% of the’ nutrition service -
directors) Outreach visits also lead to’ participants (56% of proViders
make such Visiis) Other methods of reaching people. needing home.
~delivery are publicity through other organizations (32%), pubiicity
throudh news media (27%), referrals.by doctors, hospitais, and social
workers (21%), and inquiries by family members and friends
| Participant Characteristics ' _
, Nutrition service directors were asked -if they had observed any
' 1genera1 differences between cogregate and home-deiivery participants
; Virtuaiiy all of.the directoss agreed that home deiivery recipients tend
-to be in Poorer health (99%) and less mobile (86%). 'Many of the directors
noted. that home deiivery recipients are older (49%) and more reticent
about socia1i2ing (36%). Other" differences sensed by fewer directors"
are that home delivery recipients have 1ower incomes (20%) and tend to.
Vive in more reméte locations (17%). Although 21% of: the directors . e
“noted sex differences between the two groups of participants, the o
direction of the difference was not‘consistent. o _
‘Very few (10%) of the directors mentioned ethnic differences
- between the two groups Of these, half of the directors said that
minority participants are more 1likely to receive home delivered meais,
but the other half said that non-minority participants were more 1ike1y o
to receive meals at home, one director noting that this was because the
- voiunteers who deliver the mealsiaiso are -non-minority (see Secttion B)
. “and.more wiiiing to deliver-to non-minority neighborhoods. Ethnic

-

differences between congregate and home deiivery participants apparently
are not uidespread where a difference does ‘exist it appears to reflect -
local conditions.” - | | L |

~
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The preced1ng are the 1mpressions of nutr1t1on service d1rect9rs,
based upon their program experience. But these 1mpres§1ons are highly

o corroborated and th some cases clar1f1ed by the character1st1cs of the

,samp]es of elderly part1c1pants interviewed during the study According .
to part1c1pants self reports and observations by Opinion Research
~Corporation 1nterv1ewers, home de11very rec1p1ents are far less mobile
and in worse health than are ‘congregate part1c1pants They also are

* older, on average Emotional d1fferences are even stronger 1n the
part1c1pant 1nterv1ew data than they are in the staff members' aware-

- ness. Home,de11very_rec1p1ents are clearly morg soc1a11y isdlated, both E

in terms of their feelings and in terms of the facts that they are more .
: 11ke1y.to be unmarried and to live alone. Home‘delifery recipients are

Tess. 11ke1y to report posikive fee11ngs about life and they 'generally

are lower in perce1ved income suff1c1ency, which is confirmed by inter-"

viewers' abservat1ons that home de11very rec1p1ents appear generally to,

have lower standards of living than do congregate participants. Sex and .

ethn1c1ty d1fferences between conqregate and home de11very part1c1pants,
~~accord1ng“t£/the interviewers, are less frequent or smaller. This also‘\t)

To summar1ze the character1st1cs

7',conf1rms the 1mpress1ons of nutr1t1on ;/fv1ce directors. Bate
f

home delivery rec1p1ents, they -«
ftend, 1n compar1son with congregate part1c1pants, to be older, less . '
'mob11e, in poorer heatth, and more reticent about soc1a11z1ng At least
in many 1ocat1ons, they also are poorer, live in more remote 1ocat1ons, '
&and are more socially isolated. By wirtually every ahalysns, the
participants in home de11very serv1ces are- am0ng the most at r1sk and
in need of service of al Amer1can e]derly people.

v

4. Problems'wtth Home Delivery

‘v

What are the major.problems encountered by nutr1tionﬁserv1ce_
directors as they attempt to meet needs for home delivered meal serv1ce?
The pr1nc1pa1 difficulty noted by-a maJority of nutrition serv1ce
d1rectors is 1nadequate fund1ng to meet the demand foA home- de11very
serv1ce' Fund1ng is needed to cover meaﬁ costs, add1tiona1 staff B
de11very costs, \hnd to obtain better equnpment Equ1pment needs re]ate

x:.':'
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) both 0 mea1 preparation and1nea1 deliggry._ Severa] d1rectors a]so .

spoK of the need to increase: the schedu]e of home de11vered serv1ce

from § days per week to 7 days per week.

Apprec1ab1e numbers of d1rectors c1ted the need for staff tra1n1ng;;2:

" and for. 1mprovements 1n the procedures for determ1n1ng e11g1b111ty for

. hbme - de11very Staff tra1n1ng is needed re]evant to ssues: such - as -

genera] prob]ems of the aging, detect1ng and respond1ng to prob]ems

. dur1ng home visits, and appropriate methods for hand11ng home-de11vered

meals. E11g1b111ty criteria need to be defined:more prec1se1y and more
cons1stent1y, -and prov1ders heed he]p in assemb11ng and us1ng concrete

,procedures for mak1ng e11g1b111ty determ1nations.

e




ﬁ}vfexamp1es*capture -the op1n1ons and fee11ngs of most staff members‘ ;*

-
CH. S‘TA'FF.EVA'LUATIONS ’oF‘.',NfuTRiT"IoN SERV;I'C,ES o

Throughout the 1982 1nterv1ews w1th nutrition: serv1ce staff members

' a number of evaluative questions were asked, request1ng staff. members ;',"

:.op1n1ons on current serv1ce operations,- the1r 1dent1ficat1on 6f prob1ems
" faced by service prov1ders, and their preferences for improv1ng nutr1-;;"'
't1on serv1ces§%tThis chapter summar1zes staff responses to the eva1uat1vev'
-‘_quest1ons. SR LR ' SRR wrete e ':1$551Lv
~ Not surpris1ng1y, staff members at a11 1eve1s in, the system are. ’ :
very enthus1ast1c aboutﬂ;he Title I11 program. When: they were asked
for add1t1ona1 comments about the program at- the end of their 1nterv1ews,.
most staff members began w1th very poS1t1ve comments ,- c1t1ng the pro- _h
- gram' s lavorab1e effect upon part1c1pantS' nutr1t1on and 1nterest 1n |
daily living, and 1aud1ng the ded1cated staff 1nvo1ved. The fo11ow1ng

_"The program is exce11ent operat1ng we1ﬁ espec1a11y con- f:ffvf'."[
sidering. financial, geograph1c, and other c0ntra1nts
(from anJarea agency d1rector), :

_ .Q S
.- "One of the most 1mportant programs for e1der1y ..a pro-
gram that is person-or1ented"‘(from a nutrition service = |
d1rector), and , . T

"Pe0p1e apprec1ate the program, the program is- cr1t1ca1,
a lifesaver in sgme 1nstances (from an adv1sory counc11
- member). ; . v
./’ X v o ) R . ; , : . '\‘

”1Th1s strong positive regard expressed for the program did not prec1ude
_staff members from also offering suggest1ons for 1mprovement which

_’;'1tse1f demonstrates the strength of their-investment in Title 111
: nutr1t1on services. The fo11owing sections include staff members

thoughts about how these serv1ces can be 1mproved .
1. Program Benefits for Part1c1pants ' i

, Staff ‘at three levels were asked to rank four areas of benef1t in
- terms of the extent to wh1ch Title IlI serv1ces are meet1ng congregate o

0 _ : a ¥
s
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'participants"heeds. The responses by area agency on aging directors, L
K nutrition service directors, and congregate mea1 51te managers are '
'isummarized in Taﬁﬁe 1I- 22 It is clear that the - pr1mary-beneﬁfts of
. the program are 1mproVed nufrition and sociai contact

-
A
LRI

"For many pe0p1e, this is their on1y meai They aiso/need
the social contact:  they wouid deteriorate at hom; -
(from a site manager) ' ., _

o Access to other services and_exercise mobiiity behefits, per se,
- .almost aiways are ranked 1ower than nutritionai and/sociai benefits. Itz»ﬂ

is ev1dent from examination of a11 rankings by aiifstaff members (not

'

© . shown in the table) that access to. services is the more 1mportant of the.

'r.secondary benefits e R "{;f

e

L2, Current Prob1ems'fdr Service Delivery ‘ .

“ ~ The maJor problem noted, at all stafy 1eveis, 1s fund1ng. Staff
members are great1y concerned over the need to increase the, avaiiabiiity
-of meais to unserved e1der1y, to 1ncrease ‘the schedule of meal service,

“and’ to expand the number and coverage of support serv1ces ava11ab1e to

part1c1pants L . ﬁf»

-

tF
I
-~

"We're being cut. aga1n but we need'to'serve more meals."
(from a site manager) ' S

"Staff salaries.need. to. be raised " (from,aznutrition
serv1ce d1rector) - o

y, S Gt | )
"It is a wonderfui program, but we need more money tgrun * o -
seven hours a day and prov1de more outreach " (fmﬁ§ I
site manager) ° — . L
- Not surprisingi , the probiems most frequently identified‘depend
.somewhat upon the role-of the staff member being \interviewed. For .
'<examp1e, state nutrition d1rectors tend to see staffing and program:
reguiation as maJor prob1em areas, whereas meal site managers more
_readiiy voice problems with facilitiés, scheduies .of operation, and
numbers of avéiiabie meals. TabNE I1-23 lists the most frequentiy c1ted
probiems areas by the six staff levels: 1nterviewed Meal prepara-
tion arrangements represent an area of very little concern. ~ As was -
'discussed in greater detail in Section c, nutrition service staff
members}are_generaiiy satisfied with the arrangement they have evoived.

-
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B TABLE 11-22
RIS "__-:___‘RELATI\VE BENEFITS ‘OF NUTRITION SERVICES
A CONGREGATE SITE. PARTICIPANTS
_1. _?,,J . j9ﬁ°,'  e "'2.Percentage of Times Ranked Most Important1
S o ", . .7 Area Agency. - Nutrition Service Site
]'mAreas of Benef1t S " _Directors_ Directors. Managers
~ 'Improved Nutrition = 51% - - 46% a1y
Social Contact . - . .44 a4 4
' Education, Infdrmation, . - ‘ "_' o o o
"Access to Services -~ 3 9 coe g
' Exercise and Mob111ty o 2 | | 6 -
1Numbers of respondents are 67 area agency d1rectors, 69 nutr1t1on -
service d1rectors, and 68 51te managers
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;Accord1ng.to State Directors

e Qua11ty and continuity of staff
o Complex, unclear, contrad1ctory s

regulations

o Need.for regional, 1oca1
flexibility

e Interagency re1at1onsh1ps,
cooperation '

~ According to Nutritionists/Dieticians

L

R TABLE 23 L o
e PROBLEM AREAS. NOTED* MOST FREQUENTLY S
C2 e BYTITLE III STAFF MEMBERS IR ‘

o
M
Ty

]
5

,»According,to Area Agency Directors

. Qua]ity and cont1nu1ty of staff'f

e Need for 1mproved phys1ca1
facilities

bo Need for better program p1ann1ng
e Too narrow a focus- upon

nutr1t1on

)

ﬁAccording to Nutr1t1on Serv1ce Directors

| o'Need for 1ncreased emphasis upon

home delivery -

* - o Inadequate commun1cat1on w1th1n

system

o Need to be ab1e to serve more

regional foods and 1nd1v1dua11zed
portion sizes

e Certification processes a hassle’

~

" o Neéd to. broaden program emphas1s

- beyond nutrition .
¢ Need for more local contro]
flexibility

'_o Need for improved management (part1-:.f

cularly fiscal efficiency) - 4
¢ Need for more staff to allow more
1nd1v1dua112ed serv1ces . S

'Accord1ng;to Site Managers_‘

S e Mea]s‘notlappropr1ate for elderly

6 Need for greater focus upon

According to Advisory Council Members

o Need to increase staff and hours
-of operation
e Need more transportation

homebound

1

e Physical fac111t1es 1nadequate '
@ Need to extend hours of operation
" and activities available . '

"o Need more transportation

0 Need more, better staff tra1n1ng

.

}Counc11 members sa1d for example, that meals somet1mes are too 1arge, >

contain too much fat, too much sa1t too much sugar, or are difficult:

-to digest.-

As with the other prob1ems noted, however, it should be

remembered that only a few people cited this prob]em. Most meals

w
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Some additiona] staff quotat1ons may be useful 1n portray1ng the o
prob]ems current1y faCed by T1t1e III nutrition serv1ce sfaff

Regu1atory Prob1ems - If‘"- : R

/
/It is a real prob1em keep1ng track of federa1 regu]at1ons
(from a,state: d1rector) oy v ‘

/"We need he]p determ1ng e11g1b111ty cr1ter1a for home
de11veq¥ " (from a state director) .

"Federal regu1at1ons need 1mprovement to hand]e 1mm1gration :

7~ of Northerners “during winter...fact that sen1ors won't drink = -

/. m11k excess1ve paperwork " (from an area agggky d1rector) o

ﬂ }'"Low-b1d requ1rements in contract1ng 1ead to poo qua11ty

5 (from an area: agency d1rector)

1]

./ “Greater f1ex1b111ty in regu1at1ons wou]dqsave money (from" ) .
[ a nutrition service director). SRR S

~ "An urban bias is present in' regu at1ons " (from an nutr1t1on‘ ;
v, service: d1rector) ,———f//) R T |
v R , O
"Separat1on of fund1ng sources (T1t1e III b Versus c) has led
- to 1ncreased ‘numbers of providers without proport1onate1y
- increasing services, -resulting-in less coordination, -less.
f1ex1b111ty " (from a nutr1tbgn service d1rector) -

'"Too much labor and 1ndustry ru1es, too much bureaucracy
(from a site manager)

b, Adm1nistrat1ve and Other Prob1ems ‘.T;7.u ‘~“,‘-5“7

_ “Staff and vo]unteer turnover is'a constant prob]em v (from a
state director) _ L

"We need a system to improve targeting of most needy (from '('
an area agency d1rector) v A . :

"-"Prov1der shou1d have more contro1 over program adm1n1strat1on,
input into decisions...seem to have less and 1ess (from
several nutr1t1on service d1rectors)

- "We are be1ng monitored by agenc1es not equ1pped to do so.
(from a nutr1t1on service director) .

MA char1ty st1gma st111 ex1sts about federa11y funded pro--
grams (from a nutr1t1on serV1ce director) -

"It is d1ff1cu1t to work in rura1 areas and ho1d everyth1ng
together " (from a nutr1t1on serv1ce d1rector)
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‘.“we are unable to meet goals due to community size and 1ack
of funds’" (from a Qutpitionist) \ e

ﬂ“There needs: to be im roved communiqat1 n w1th1n<the system o
(from a. nutr1t10nist) . R , :

v
.'{
\

_"H1r1ng young, 1nexper1enced pe0p1e is a problem." (from -
han, advisory counci] member) o

“How do we make part1c1pants realize the 1mportance of the1r

' contr1but1ons?“ (from a. site manager) T

“"""I ‘m to 1ose my - Green Thumb worker 1n Sepébmber I needz‘\

" her! 1 recently had a cut in pay.’ They said 'my- -workload
~was reduced. ‘I've always worked more hours than I was pa1d
for and I st111 do " (from a site manager) _ .

“The services rendered by th1s estab11shment are vital to and
_ greatIy valued-by the participants. .. (who) harbor great
' . anxiety regarding the possible loss of these services., For
- many ; the meals provided here are the difference betgeen’-—’
~eating- and not eat1ng.f (from a s1te manager)

- Nutrition service directors and site managers were asked to
: 1mag1ne operat1ng nutr1t1on services without current. gu1de11nes but .
~ with about the same ‘amount of money as currently ava11ab1e.' w1th1n
- this framework they were asked about ideal emphases among var1ous ser- '
~vices and ideal schedu11ng of mea1 serv1ce. The responses were ‘for the
most part ‘the same from both staff pos1t1ons. R s T

In Chapter I, Tab]e II1- 1, we summar1zed the staff members
~ideal emphasis among the meal and non-mea] services. upon wh1ch th1s
. study was focus1ng. As can ‘be seen by referr1ng back to that table,
i both the serv1ce d1rectors and the s1te managers agree that mea15 :
‘should receive foremost emphas1s w1th1n a nutrition serv1ce program...
by about 4 to 1 over any other: serv1ce, 1ﬂ terms of the percentage of ‘
times that meal service was ranked f1rst At f1rst glance “the pr1macy
of meals over social act1v1t1es in Table IfI -1 m1ght seem . 1ncons1stent

- with the equ1va1ent meal ‘and social bengfits which the same respondentsf” _].

ascribe to the program, 4n Table VIII- 1 But two addit1ona1 factors
eas11y exp1a1n this d1fference and render the two, tables of . data
qu1te cons1stent w1th each other F1rst ‘the quest1on posed to staff
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. members when asked about' 1dea1 emphases spec1f1ed the current 1eve1 of
\pprogram fuﬂ@ﬁng Second, atimany po1nts 1n the staff 1nterv1ews these,;f
.and other respondents ‘noted that there are many e1der1y 1n need of
meals who are not receiving them. Thus, the pattern 1n TabJExII 11. S
1nd1cates that the nutr1t10n service d1rectors and 'site managers wou1d//
"5yprefer to adm1t more part1c1pants to mea1 servtﬁes, at some- Sacr1f1ce//f

. v,_non-meal ‘services.’ o A , Y eé/ s
I Beyond the compar1son.of me§§ and soc1a1-recreat1ona1 serv1c gn .
e TabTegII -11, staff members' 1dea emphases give second pr1or1ty t *&ﬁ -/

' *"dmeals f1ve days or seven days per’ week
favor of five-day service, koth by serv1ce d1rector9l;:f
3managers (83%).- 0ften, in their open-ended commentél,éffff'members had

Tstressed a need to extend meal serv1ces to sevenf'ay ’pvera:{JQatileast“'
~as -an option for some part1c1pants -But: here, the'sp‘c1f1c n of no _h
_ increase in fund1ng and the: know]edge of unsérv _erer]y peop1e probab]y

~again force staff members to choose five- day service, 1n order to reach
as many elderly as poss1b1e w1th1n ex1st1ng‘funds. : ‘

| A final quest1on about ideal service arrangements asked staff
qmembers to choose among serving 250 persons 2 days per week, tserv1ng 100
~persons 5 days per week, or serving 50 persons 2 meals per day 5 days

" per week (aga1n, a limited- resources cho1ce, 11m1t1ng service to. 500

. mea1s per week) “The majority, espec1a11y among site managers, chose the

'“second option, as is shown in Table II- 24 Nutr1t1on service directors

. -are somewhat more w1111ng to cons1der fewer mea]s per person per week,r
“in order to serve more persons. S1te managers, however qu1te c1ear1y"'
"appear ‘to be11eve that part1c1pants need f1ve mea]s per: week in order to
fbenef1t from the program. ' o o : ‘

_ In summary, how would local nutrition’ serv1ce staff members re-

~ structure the1r programs under 1dea1 c1rcumstances7 It 1s c1ear that

0




= TABLE I1-24 -, = L e
SRR IDEAL SERVICE PATTERN&ITHIN FIXED RESOUR@ES /

R  __Percent Who Nou]d Choose Option_
o T Nutritdon Service o Site
. Service Option - - _ .Directory o Managers

oy .

(1) 250 Persons, Each Sgrved . L . S
Two Days per Week - . 25% - . - 4%

~(2) 100 Persons, Each Served ' S ' '
-~ . Five Days per Week o 71% o - 91%
(3)'50 bersons, Served Two : ) .o . *?;: o ,
Meals Five Days per Week A4 L . N 4%
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gnven addition 1 fund1ng,staff members wou1d extend serv1ce t6 se'en

~. days per week at Teast as an, opt1on for the mostsneedy elderly pQrsons.' -

« The home- de11v re meal program espepially wou]d be increased. Fdrther-

_ more, the staff members would*increase ‘the avai]ab111ty of support% ' _
services, part1cu1 '1y transpdktation counse]ing% and in=home assjstancef
(see Section F) o L _n}, o , F "

Given current levels of fund1ng, wh1ch certaiﬂﬂy is a more rea11s-

tic p051tion most local staff members wou]d retain an- emphasis upon ,
five- day serv1ce but would 1ncrease the emphas1s upon meals, as opposed

L to non-mea1 serv1ces, in orden to extend the1r program to more persons.%
There is not unan1m1ty about. what is 1dea1, of course, and in thefr

v 1nterv1ews these staff members'a]so voice a. rich array ‘of ideas about
1mproving the1r programs. One of the most preva1ent requests is, for

" greater flexibility in program operation wh1ch will allow local serv1ce
prov1ders to 1mp1ement changes appropr1ate to loca] c1rcumstances.

ORI
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A. Introduct1on and Eva¥uation Design
The Evaluation of the Nutr1t1qp Serv1ces for\the E]der]y 4s a nation- -
wide-study of Service operat{pns and elderly Gitizens participating in the
~services provided by Title II{ of the Older Americans Act, as amended.
" This evaluation was condudted y'K1rschner'Assoc1ates. Inc.. and 0p1n1on
-1Research Corporation. Whereas Kirschner Assoc1ates, Inc. conducted the
evaluation of Service operationg, Opinion Research Corporation executeq
that part of the eva]uat1on entailing personal 1nterv1ew5~w1th elderly
participants and non-participants. B " ]
The evaluation was conducted ih two,waves. Wave I took place dur1qg
1976-77 and analysis of the f1rst Wave ‘data is reported in its entirety
-elsewhere. ! This report presents the\descriptive analysis of Wave II
1nterv1ews with e]der]y participants and non- part1c1pants "

Evaluation Design _

This study presents the f1nd1ngs from the secdnd wave of the
Evaluation of the National Nutrition Serv1ces for the Elderly and, spec1-
‘fically, presents the analysis of Wave II persona] interviews with elderly. °
service part1c1pants and non-participants. Interv1ew1ng took place at a
nationwide sample of 70 mea1 sites. The purpose of these interviews was to -
gather data regarding program-w1de elderly exper1endes with and perceptions

. of ‘the Nutrition Services (congregate d1n1ng and ‘home- delivered) and to
provide a profile of service popu]at1on character1st1cs approx1mate1y Six
years following the initial wave bf data collection in. 1976-77.  In '
addition, other 1nformat1on was gathered regard1ng '

L} &~

.Part1c1pant contr1but1ons

.
[ Self-reported health status and mob111ty
] Social 1so]at1on and psycholog1ca1 well- be1ng
) D1etary status
lSee"LOng1tud1na1 Evaluation of the National Nutrition Program for the

-Elderiy: Report on First Wave Findings, Kirschner Assoc1ates, Inc. and
Opinion Research Corporat1on January, 1979, !
1
'\ ’

\
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Basica]iy. this elderly interview component of the evaluation seeks to
determine whether there are differences between populattons of partici-
pating and non- participating elderly and what elderly characteristics or-,

j"fperceptions ‘may be ?eiat d to Service participation, continued participa-
“':tion and various -experiences with and perceptions of the meal program. A

) maJor interest 1s whether participants are aware of and actively utilize

‘ the full range of dietary services, .socfal opportunities. and supportive

. services offered. . v ) v

; During Wave II, interviews were conducted with purposive samples of
‘several eideriy‘participant sub-populations and non-participants.] The
maJor:focus of this Descriptive Report will be cross-sectional comparisons
among thesg groups: | ) '

e,

. Congregate Dining Participants at Pre-1975 Sites
This-sub-popuietion'consisted of elderly at 34
sites established prior to Wave I that were the
basis of the Wave I findings approximate]y six

' years ago.‘

° Congregate Dining'Perticipants'atﬁPost 1975 Sites
" * Elderly in this participant sub- popu]ation partici-
pated at 36 meal sites estabiished since 1975 that
were sampled for the first time for Wave II.

. Longer-Term Congregate Participents
The vast majority of participants sampled for this
group began participating in the program more than
one year prior to being'interviewed, and thus, have
. more experience with the Service than other e]deriy
. groups interviewed. '

ISee the Methodo]ogy Appendix in Vo]ume IV for a detailed discu551on of
sampling procedures . _ .
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o Racent Oongregate Entrants 'T ! : ,
A maJority had enterad the congregate d1n1ng Service
w1th1n one year prior to being 1nterv1ewed. ) R

\ o  Home- Delivered Meal Rectpients‘ I "fgh *
A1l members of this sub-population were receiving
Title III home-delivery when 1nterv1ewed Approxi- -
mately one- half had been ngceiving home-delivery for

longer than one year.

o Former Congregate DiningﬁPart1c1pants
Elderly in this sub- population no longer part1c1-
. pated in the congregate d1n1ng service.

¢ Non- Participat1ngANeighbors S .
This sample consists of ne1ghbors of current
congregate d1n1ng participants who were

qualjfied to participate by virtue of age o ,
(60 years or older). but- had elected not to b
join. : SRR '

Finally, although six years had passed since the first wave of the %951ua-"
~ tion, it was desirable to attempt to trackhand.relocate as many Wave I
participants and non-participants as possib1e‘ Data gathered from elderly
who were located and successfully 1nterviewed are d1scussed in the sect1on
of the report treating Service ' impacts g '

@

This section of the report ﬁg'organiZed aroundftﬂo'major_issues:

e Who is served by the Title 111 Nutr1tion Serv1ces jjggi
for the Elderly? . B
e Elderly Percept1ons of the Congregate D1n1ng Serv1ces

Elderly perceptions of the Home-Delivered Meal Service will be discussed-in
a separate section,of the report devoted specifically to this program. -
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35j{ . B. Reach d?Tfhe Title III Nutr1t1on Services , o

. 4 This section of the report prov1des general 1nformat1on concern1ng :

g characterist1cs of the Service popu]at1on, how often e1der1y attend or ‘
,fpart1c1pate 1n congregate and home-de11very serv1ces, and- d1scusses the1rT'
_futUre attendance plans. Emphasis is p1aced upon descr1b1ng Service _

. _.'part1cipants as we11 ‘as . compar1ng partic1pantaand non part1c1pant popu]a-},
:tlons along key demographic, hea]th ‘and 11festy]e d1mens1ons ' Thus a
. major goa] 1s "to describe the—Serv1ce popu]at1on and non-partiC1pants at a f
,')' ”representat1ve sample of 1982 meal” s1tes o :: S v“
\ e - Throughout the body of. the report, condensedatab1es are presented for
'espec1a11y 1mportant var1ab1es of 1nterest Readers may f1nd more deta11edf;
data tabu]at1ons correspond1ng to these var1ab1es 1n the attached
Appendices. ‘ ‘ '

b

1. ‘7Characteristfcs'of ﬁarticﬁpants and Non-Participants
‘ - R =

a. Summary and Imp11cat1ons _ : »

 The fo]]ow1ng ana1yses focused upon both descr1b1ng ‘and compar1ng each_f

- of. severa1 Nutr1t1on Serv1ce popu1at1ons,_sub popu]at1ons, and non-part1c1-

o pant. -groups. Severa] bas1c descr1pt1ve variables were emp1oyed, 1nc1ud1ng
: demograph1c character1st1cs, mobjlity and se]f—reported hea]th and Tife-

. styley dietary, and affect1ve character1st:cs Although each’ group showed
' cons1derab1e vaY1ab111ty a1ong ‘key var1ab1es of 1nterest1, a distillation
of key f1nd1ngs y1e1ds the fd110w1ng summary descr1pt1ons of each elderly

group: e B '

.

e Congregate D?\ﬁng Part1c1pants S

o ’ A hypothet1ca1 \1&yp1ca1" congregate d1n1ng part1c1pant i5°a R

R non-m1nor1ty woman, 73 years’old; :not current]y marr1ed and N
f '11v1ng alone. A]though about onefha1f had 1981 annua] 1ntomes‘*
1'2j,below $6 000 most fe]t the1r incomes’ were suff1c1ent to take .

_ é::i - i o care of the1r needs’ uvery" pr ufa1r1yu we]] Féw rece1ved
' FR }ass1stance of any k1nd | - |

~See Deta11ed Tabu]at1ons 1n Append1ces A, B and C
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A Y

~ For her. age the "typical“ participant is Quite active, both
. phySicalig and socia11y Most rated’ their health positively,

attended re]igious serVices frequent]y, and nearly. one- ha]f were‘r':f*f

B members of c]ubs, 1odges, or other sohiai organizations.

)

v The "typical" participant norma]]y ate alone when at home"’Af

minority felt they had. too few friends, and few regorted frequentf _'

’ feelings of depression or 1one11ness. - '_;.1 Uy

“A11 in a]], ‘our “typica]" congregate dining participant took an 11;;?ff¥

active stance. toward 11fe and had pOSitive se1f-perceptions. o
' o , Non-Participating Neighbors . .

Neighbors of congregate dining participants who chose not to

participate dn the’ Nutrition Services were genera11y Simiiar to,

“their participating neighbors. They were, however s]ight]y, morev5:5.°
aff]uent as a group and more 1ike1y to be married ‘and, thus, not.._"'

live. alone.. They were aiso more 1ike1y to be . male.

L4 .

with an average age of 73 years, they were somewhat 1ess mobiie

and less socia11y active. A “typical“ non- parti ipating neighbor_»p-'”

attended reiigious serVices less often and was less 1ike1y to ’
belong to socia1 organizations than participating neighbors..'
S o o P o _ R
: Nearly one-half ate alone when at home;'a minority fe1t'they'had ‘
< too . few friends, and few reported frequent fee1ings of depreSSion
. or 1oneliness. A T R oo
The major differences between‘participants'and their nonapartici}'__i
oo pating neighbors were gender, income Tower socia1 activity

.n,]eve] and less mobility. Inall other_respects the two groups ;,f.

' -werequite comparab]e.a ™

L7 .




e 'Home-De11vered Mea1 Rec1p1ents1 .
A hypothet1ca1 "typ1ca1" home- de11vered mea1 part1c1pant was: a
- non- minor1ty woman 78 years old (older. on’ “the aVerage than a11f'
other e1der1y groups), who was more Tikely to 11ve a1one than _
meal site: part1c1pants LA large : proport1on, near1y two -thirds,
had annual 1ncomes be1ow $6, 000 mak1ng them the 1east aff1uent :
gwﬁyderw sub- p0pu1at1on ‘Thus, they were 1east 11ke1y to perce1ve4
r'the1r incomes were adequate to take care of the1r needs “very" or
. "fa1r1y" well. » ‘ ‘ ' '

b

‘ Home-de11vered mea1 rec1p1ents, 1n addition to- be1ng the o1dest,r;-

AP - ' ‘were the most likely to report poor hea1th and dec11n1ng hea1th,“h‘
' Consequently, they were the least’ mob11e, Jleast soc1a11? act1ve,d

T, - and more 11ke1y to receive Med1ca1d benef1ts
A 1arge m1nor1ty are unab1e to prepare hot mea]s at home, report{~
-haV1ng too few fr1ends, and report frequent fee11ngs of,. depres- ,‘
s1on and 1one11ness ' - '

s

‘v '. A11 1n a11 the "typ1ca1"'home-de11vered mea1 rec1p1ent 1s a

.person whose character1st1cs ‘make her- an exce11ent cand1date for

'home-de11very

Ce Former Part1C1pants v _

' iIf one considers each va¥1ab1e 1nd1V1dua11y, the p1cture of .
former part1c1pants that emerges is a mixed one, as, depend1ng on.
the specific compar1son, they often more c1ose1y resemble nona o

‘.part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors or home-de11vered mea1 rec1p1ents AR

.‘-) -

| The overaT1 pattern that emerges is one of a group of e1der1y who'
~‘are somewhat worse off than non- part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors and :
'part1c1pants, but better off than home-de11vered mea1 rec1p1ents -

-

1A fuller descr1pt1on of home= de11vered mea1 rec1p1ents is found in- Vo1Lme ;
II' ANALYTIC -‘REPORT. : R .
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along most mobility, health, and income mea:ures. Participants
and former part1c1pants, however, are about equa]ly 11ke1y to-
11ve alone. '

. These summaries are meant to give thumbnail sketches of the four bas1c o
Service popu]at1ons and non-participants - Overall,. it is. clear that the -~
- program successful]y attracts and’ recru1ts e]derly who 11ve alone and. have
Tower -incomes. - Those- attending congregate d1n1ng sites were found to be
the most ‘mobile, .most socially act1ve, and in the best general “health.
"Given. that e]derly choose to enro]], it 1s not surpris1ng that both Wave I A
- and Wave II found these ferns. - ‘ . e
o These ‘descriptive. data a]so very clear]y demonstrate that elderly .
rece1v1ng home-de11vered meals are the onest Jeast mob11e -and. least
aff]uent of all e]der]y sub-populations 1nterv1ewed They are 1n o
“relatively worse health\and 1t s dec11n1ng. Given these pattenns, and -
their relat1ve1y greater soc1a1 1so]at1on, the data show that target1ng of fff
‘the home-de11very Service has been qu1te successful ’ '

Former part1c1pants present an interesting picture In a latér »
sect1on, the1r plans for future attendance w111 be d1scussed At present,.,.g
however, we raise the poss1b111ty that former congregate d1n1ng part1”, i
pants may represent a future target popuTat1on for home-de11very if w1th

advanc;ng age, the1r health and mobility decline. 1

F1na11y, one . maJor difference was found between mea] $1tes es ab]:shed E

before and after .1975. The data reveal that post ~1975 sites, as a whole,-
have been more successful 1n recru1t1ng m1nor1ty e]derly This max\be
‘related tp post-1975 s1tes prox1m1ty to relat1ve1y larger popu]at1ons of
.urban,m1nor1ty : ot : : : ‘

Trhis issue receiyes detailed attention in Volume II: ANALYTIC REPORT.
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b. ~ Demographic Profi]e : - SRR T

The typica1 congregate dining participant was a non-minority woman 73,
years of age, not currently married ‘who -1ived alone. - About one- -half had B
1981 annual household incomes below $6,000, although a maJority (86%) fe]t __f.
the amount of money they had was sufficient to take care of their needs
either’ "very or “fair]y" we11 ! A minority of participant househoidso

. »received food stamps (13%), Medicaid benefits (18%), or’ rent aSSistance:f
AN(]]%) Non- participating neighbors were quite comparab]e afong these

dimensions but were more ‘1ikely to ‘be current1y married (43% Vs, 34%.0f
participdnts) and, this, 1ess Tikely to Tive alone than congregate dining

, participants (46% vs. .55% of partic1pants)

E1der1y recipients of home-delivered mea1s were. in some respects

) 's1m11ar to participants and non- -participating neighbors with several

notable exceptions. . They were ‘older on the average (78ﬂyears) ahd- more .
11k81y to live alone (61%) Home-delivered meal reCipients were the

s’poorest in objective terms (65% below $6 000 annua1 househo]d “income) and

were least Tikely to fee1 their income was sufficient to take care of their'

needs "very" or “fairly" well (76%). -This elderly Service popu1ation was :
~also more 1ike1y to be receiVing Medicaid benefits (30%). As will be seen {
in a 1ater section these data are re1ated to the fact that, of all e]derlyi 2

interViewed home-delivered mea1 reCipients were 9n the‘poorest health.
~ In most instances, former congregate: dining participants were found to

' be similar to current p rtiCipants and. non- partic1pating neighbors. How-.
 ever, in terms of averas: &

: age (76 years) ‘and income (62% of households
below 6, 000) they were. somewhat ‘more s1milar to home-deiivered mea1 .
rec1pients A relatively. 1arge maJority (83%) felt their incomes wereh.;f

: adequate to take care of their needs either very “or "fairlj" we11
. (These data are’ summarized in Tab1e III 1. ) '

I$6 000 is beiow u.s. Department of Labor estimates of the 1981 “lower .

budget" for a retired couple ($7 226) - See - News, Bureau of Labor ‘
Statistics, July 30 1982 : , _ o S

. -n . . . - . o A . ‘



| { .t TABLE III-1 |
< : ..’  ~ SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICSf\ig
S o -~ OF PARTICIPANTS AND NON-PARTICIPANTS
| ‘ | _ " Home- R ,
R S L Non- De11vered ‘Former .
__— « . Parti- ©  Parti- SRR Meal o Partie
— '~ Characteristic c1 ants c1?ants Rec151ents - cipants
: o 2 N" ) N= . =
- Average Age ’ - 73 yr. Ce e 73 yr. - 78 yr.‘\ﬁv‘j fZSIyr.4
Female ~ * -~ 73% e  N% - 80%°
Current]y Marr1ed 34 j43% _______ § :f' 28%: 'f"j7”'30%5
Live Alone R sss 46 61 58S
Minority Status 9% - l9g 155 1afb
1981 Family Income? 628 d6% 65% . 62
Below $6 000 T B ot
Income Takes Care ~  86% - 84%. 765 . 83%°
of Needs "Very" or R e
- YFairly" Well ﬁ | - : v |
ReCeive Food S'tampé3 3% ~.]’0,%' | C19% - "ft‘14%5> |
‘-”Rece1ve Med1ca1d3 . 18% 15% - _ - 30%' .'l ; | 20%5F5»'
Benefits ~ . . e e T
Receive Rent R 4 QJ'V'IS%fI' - 14% :']t" 16%5‘1,

. Assistance E : R , co ‘
»J]DetaiIed distrtputions for each item:are in Appendik A,
J“zPercentages based upon reported or est1mated 1ncome.' '_ﬂ-'
;'3Percentages refer to the percent of househo]ds rece1v1ng food stamps or \f,f

. ,Medicaid. , 3 . i
o 40n average, home-de11vered ‘meal rec1p1ents were. o]der than former part1- '

. c1pants, and former part1c1pants were older than all other groups (a11
~2's> 2.4, p¢ .01). o L o

5Percentages 1n this row s1gn1f1dant1y d1ffer ( x; 3 df, >11 3, P < 01)

'6Percen§ages in this row 'do not s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer ( x, 3 df < 7 8,
P >.05) o , .
o HI-N
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‘b; Mobility and Health | : :
of all elderly. persons 1nterv1ewed during wave II congregate dining

part1c1pants were the most mobile and were less 11ke1y to feel the1r health. .

- haddeclined. Nh11e strict cause-and-effect re1at1onsh1ps between Service ‘
participation and hea1th/mob111ty variables cannot be 1nferred from. the oo
data in Table 111-2,- t is reasonab]e to assume ‘that part1c1pat1on in the’-’

vcongregate d1n1ng program enhances 11ke11hood of getting out, of the house

."near1y<gvery day" (81%). .The typ1ca1 congregate d1n1ng part1c1pant has no:

d1ff1cu1ty go1ng out of -doors (QO%ﬂﬂ and can c1ean and ma1nta1n her home

(89%),. On the average, this hypothetical 1nd1v1dua1 saw a dogctor 3 t1mes f‘~:

'dur1ng the past year for‘reasons other than a phys1ca1 check up, and less

than one-quarter (23%) spent any -time in a hospita] or nursing home due to i

"~ illness.. Given their average age (73 years), part1c1pants rated their
.health qu1te pos1t1ve1y 1ess than one- ha]f (48%). had "fa1r" or "poor".
eyesight, about one-third (36%) felt their hear1ng was "fa1r" ‘or "poor,"
1and one-quarter (25%) rated their general hieal th "fa1r"'or "poor "
Approx1mate1y one out of six (16%) participants felt hea1th had declined
- during’ the past year.. - K : v, - _
Non part1c1pat1ng ne1ghbors were qu1te comparab]e in terms of mob111ty -

" and health with one maJor except1on As a group, they were 1ess 11ke1y to""

- get out of their homes "nearly every day" (68% vs..81% of part1c1pants) _
Home-de11vered meal reC1p1ents, in contrast, were substant1a11y more '

mob111ty 1mpa1red rated their hea]th status’ worse, and were more 11ke1y to .

report their hea]th had dec11ned dur1ng the past year, 0n1y approx1mate1y
‘one-quarter (24%) and -one-third (29%) sa1d, respect1ve1y, they got out of
“their homes "near1y every day" or cou1d go, out of doors "w1thout g o
difficulty." Furthermore, they vis1ted doctors on the: average 67% more o
frequently than others, and over two- f1fths (44%) had spent time in a o
hospita] or nursing home during. the past year. A maJor1ty (73%) also fe]t '
that the1r eyeS1ght was "fajr" or‘"poor." Given the way 1n wh1ch this |
Serv1ce popu1at1on descr1bed specific aspects of their hea]th, it is- not
.».s_surpr1s1ng that more than'one- ha]f (59%) rated their overall health as ,.:”
':f"fa1r" or "poor," and that a 1arge m1nor1ty (38%) fe]t the1r hea]th had

5’

f'dec11ned dur1ng the past year.f_;
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TABLE I11-2 T

SELECTED MOBILITY AND HEALTH CHARACTERISTICS' 2 AR
. OF PARTICIPANTS AND NON-PARTICIPANTS e

l

| _ Home- , .
"~ Non- ,,Delivered ’ Former
Partf-. . - Meal" " Part1-;

'L, 'ci?ants o Recigients : cipants
- Get Out of The. - - 81% ..  68% 4% ‘%
~ “House Nearly Every ' o o o ,."' e .
oDy . S B
'Can Go Odf of'Doors : 90%;\f-_ C 84y  ,» '729%.1,f'l‘ v79%3'.b
With No Difficu]ty['.' e o : g - P
‘Without Help -

‘Can Clean And - 89% . 85% e f | g2y
uMaintajn Home - - - e _ : . P

- Characteristic

L

‘Average Number of ,_4'3*vi§ifs: 3 visits =~ 5 visits -":3‘vi§it54,
I11ness-Related ' , : o S
Doctor Visits in

Past Year ) . . ’
Spent Time in . 23% 23% - ;4% . 33
Hospital/Nursing - < S — : T R
« Home in Past Year L B ! T . o
" Fair or Poor .. 48% R 46% - - 73% . ~53%3',f
Eyesight ‘ ' : _— n :

°

'Fa1r or Poor - : .36%1“.) o 33%_ - ~:i46% o : 39%§f
 Hearing SO R
Fair or Poor - .25% ©  28% Cosex
Current Health . SRR . S S
Health Worse Than . 16% _ 164 - 38% ;24
- Last Year ' o S : . ( N

> ]Deta11ed d1str1but1ons for each 1tem are in Append1x B. -'ff

A]] data are based’ upon self-report

Percentages in th1s row. differ sign1f1cant1y (xz, 3 df,:>11 3, p < < 01)

-hwl\)

Home-de11vered mea] rec1p1ents had a greater number of v1s1ts ‘than any
other group (all z's > 2. 4 p<.01). - - . ‘

| _'IIIf13jzu R o ; R  '-!u~'* 




[

In terms of mobility and s8lf-reported heaith, former participants"
presented -a mixed picture.  Regarding mobiiity, individuais‘who had left.
- the.Service resembied non- participating neighbors HoweVer. with respect
to se1f~reported health, they were "s1ightly. worse off in some respects than
other non- part1cipants and. somewhat better of f than the most infirm eideriy-
population -= home-deiivered meal recipients. One- third (33%) had spent '
~time during ‘the ‘past year in a hospitai or nursing home (vs. 23% of non-"
partic1pating ne1ghbors, 44% of home-deiivered meal. recipients.), and

approximateiy .one-quarter (24%) feit their health had declined (vs. 16% of .

"non-partic1pat1ng neighbors; 38% of home-de11vered meal. recipients) To
the extent that health and. mob11ity are. reiated to age in the oVeraii
e]deriy popuiation, former part1c1pants worse status relative to other
non- partic1pat1ng eideriy and better status reiatiVe to home-de11vered meal
recipients could be associated with the fact that, on average, they were:
older than the non- part1c1pants and younger than home- de11vered meal -
rec1p1ents ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

C. L1festy1e, Dietary; and Affect1ve Characterist1cs :

AN respondents were asked a series; of questions regard1ng the1r 11fe- _
”;_styie, level of social act1v1ty, dietary hab1ts, and their current affecs -
o tive states. This section presents data from severai of these key var1-a B
ables and they are summarized in Table III-3. . S
, Anaiyses of the data reveaied that although the typicai congregate o
d1n1ng part1c1pant was abie to prepare her .own meals, she normally ate
aione when at home Congregate dining part1c1pants, who were mobile as a
group, were act1ve in re11gious and social act1v1t1es For exampie, 62
_percent attended re11gious services once a week or more often, and neariy
one -half- (46%) beionged to clubs or other social organizations - A very
- small’ m1nor1ty (5%) reported often feeling "depressed" or "very unhappy“ 1n
the few weeks prior to the interview. Approximately one out of five (19%)
felt they did not have enough friends, but 69 percent had been visited by
~their children dur1ng the past month. Only. 6 percent reported having often
felt 1one1y or remote from others dur1ng the past few weeks. :

|I'
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TABLE 111- 3

SELECTED LIFESTYLE DIETARY AFFECTIVE CHARACTERISTICS.I
OF PARTICIPANTS AND NON-PARTICIPANTS

'Home- *

R Ndnr . Delivered Former -
Parti= - Parti- ' Meal : Parti-

" Characteristic : ci ants ci ants _Recipients  cipants .

 Norfally Eat Alone  58% 47% . . 6s%  55%

~ Unable to Prepare 4% ; 5% ' 26% - 4%

- Hot Meals at Home .. o . L -
Meals -Are Generally  60% 89y ¢+ . 35Y " gog?
Very Nutritious S o L
Attend Religious  62% 458 - 165 " 5%

Services Once A Week- .
or More Often ’ , - |
Belong to Clubs or ~ 46% . - 30% ~  .21% - - ° 45%%
Other Organ1zat1ons T L :

Often Felt Depressed/ 5% , 62 /"'Eis%‘ - .,f 6%
Very Unhappy During s S
Past Few Weeks" . _ > N .
Have Seen Own Ch11d¢en‘ % N - 69% " 5742
in Past Month: ST . B S
Have Too Few Friends ~ 19% SR . 2R SN |72
'Often Felt Lonely or 65 - - 6% o 16% e 5%?
Remote from Others =~ ’ ' Cs -
+During Past Few Weeks
v], ” | | | .
Detailed d1str1butions for each 1tem are in Append1x C.
i 2Percentages in th1s row s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer ( x3 3 df >11 3, p< 01), o
T R ;3¥,: S ¢5 S - TR
_ - , e <

29 }f." w



" Consistent with the fact that non-part1c1pat1ng neighbors were more
1ikely to-be married, and less 1ikely -to 1ive alone, they were also less -
Tikely to normally dine alone when at home: than congregate dining partici-

"pants (47% vs. 58%). While non- articipating neighbors were more 1ikely to

have- compan1onsh1p at home, thefpwere less active outside of the.homef For

exampie, fewer than one-half (45%) attended religious services on a .weekly

~or more frequent’ bas1s, and about one-third (30%) were members of clubs or.

other social organ1zat1ons. In other respects, they were qu1te similar to

congregate dining part1c1pants. ’
The 1ifestyle, dietary, and affective characteristics exh1b1ted by

- home-delivered meal recipients tend to reinforce patterns d1scussed eariier

~ in this.chapter. Of all elderly persons interviewed, they were least 11ke1y
to be able to prepare hot meals if they needed to (26%), were least Tikely
to feel the meals’ they ate were "very nutritious" (35%), and were more
likely. to eat'alone at home (65%). Overall, they were far less active
outside'of’the home: 16 percent attended rel1g1ous services once a w?ek or
more often, and about one-fifth (21%) belonged to social organizations.
.” These data are not surprising given their. relatively 1mpa1red mobility. and
poor health status. This predom1nant1y home-bound Serv1ce population was
more 11ke1y ‘to report they had too few friends (30%) than .other elderly
persons. Taken together, thése data strongly suggest that home-del1vered
meal recipients are more 1nvoluntar11y soctally isolated and, thus, more -

~than twice as likely as any other elderly gfoup to report hav1ng often felt
' "depressed" or "very unhappy" (15%) or hav1ng often felt "lonely or remote

. from others" (16%)- ' '

>"4'

s

d. Longeh;Term vs. Recent Entrants
' Separate compar1sons were made between longer-term and more\ragent :
congregate Service entrants to 1dent1fy d1fferences be tween those who had -
_enrolled dur1ng the past year and thgse who- had been actively. part1c1pat1ng
" for at least one year These data are contained in Tab]es TI1-4 - III- 6

As can be seen, longer-term part1c1pants and recent entrants were
reasonably comparable along most d1mens1ons of course, Tonger~term were |

- older on average (75 yr. vs. 71 yr. for recent entrants), and other '_

d1fferences.are probably,age related For example, Ionger-term :

A



TABLE 111-4 - | o

- © " sefECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF!
c LONGER~TERM AND RECENT ENTRANTS

Characteristicl | ) ,t Rece?ﬁ-ggtrants : 'Lonﬁsr-Term‘
Average Age. e ; 7 yr. s yrt
Female SR T
Current]y Marriedf{ ' o 38% 0 T - 34%? -
Lﬂve,Alpne o B s
Minprity Status w0 e
1981 Family Income? Csoy - 55%
Below $6,000 o v S
Income Takes Care of - 84% - .87
Needs "Very" or - . T , -
"Fairly" Well S ' ‘
Receive Food Stamps’ S T n 1288 3
Receive Medicaid Benefitsd . ° 16% st
‘Receive Rent Assistance © . - 11% 'sg- . 129°
L !

- ]Detailed distributions for each item are in Appendix Ai'

2Percentages based upon reported or est1mated 1ncome.
-.3Percentages refér to the percent of househo]ds rece1v1ng food stamps or -
tMed1ca1d - : 4

Ej
.

'<P4Average age d1ffers s1gn1f1cant1y (z = 9.5, p < 01)
5

6Percentages s1gn1f1cant1y differ ( x2 ]{df.y>3.8, p <.05).

<

Percentages do not s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer ( X 1 df, <3.8; p >.05).

v o




5 o TABLE 111-5

SELECTED MOBILITY AND HEALTH CHARACTERISTICS''?
OF LONGER-TERM AND RECENT ENTRANTS

Charatteriatic | Recent Entrants " Longer-Term
o, - (N=B57) " (ﬂ?573)

Get Out of House o 79% 8233
Nearly Every Day .

: , Can Go Out of Doors o9y 89%3
' - With No Difficulty/ ‘ . S
Without Help

“ Can Clean and Maintain , 89% . ~ - 90%3
Home o - ‘ .
" Average Number of Iliness- 4 times " 3.times?
Related Dogtor Visits in -
. Past JYear _
“. Spent Time in Hospital/ .  24% o a2y
Nurs1ng Home 1n Past Year B o i
Fair or Poor Eyesight L 4T% ~ 5093 4
Fair or Poor Hearing 33% "~ 399°
_ ‘ %ajr or Poor Cyrrent Health 26% C gl
Health Worse Than Last Year - 15% e

Y

L -

k)

]Deta1]ed d1str1but1ons for each item are in Appendix B.
- 2A1] data are based upon se]f-report

_ 3Percentages do not s1gn1f1cant]y d1ff€h/( x2 1 df, <3 8 p> .05).

4Recent)entrants and longer-term part1cpants did not d1ffer (z =1 .5,
. p>.05). - ,

) ;5Percentages d1ffer sign1f1cant1y ( x5 1 df, =;7:33 p <;0]).
o | 111-18 , 0
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v SELECTED LIFESTYLE, DIETARY, AND AFFECTIVE CHARACTERISTICS]
. OF LONGER-TERM AND RECENT ENTRANTS .

FRaracteristic feﬁecent Entrants  Lon ef~Term '
. A i } _ S
Normally Eat Alone ' . 57% 59%
‘At Home o :
Unable to Prepare N R gl
Hot Meals At Home | o '
¥ Meals Are Generally .. - . 59% 61%2'
Very Nutritious ‘o o

Attend Religious’ ' 60% . 67y
_ Services Once A Week : ' .
or More Often

Belong To Clubs or o ey 51y
) Other Organizations » - o - o
Often Felt Depressed/ . . 6% . 532

7 Very Unhappy During
Past Few Weeks

Have Seen Own Children  71% SRR (1) S
) in Past Month ' e . R

Have Toe Few Friends 7'””f23%i_ L 16%3

Often Fe]tiLenely or: . 7% o L 5yl

. Remote From Others
During Past Few Weeks

1
2

Detai]ed distributions for each 1tem are. in Appendix C. ~
Percentages do not sign1f1cant1y dif:er ( x% 1 df, <3. 8, p> 05)
3Percentages s1gn1f1cant]y differ ( x3 1 df, >6 6, p < .01).

,/ﬁ </ II- 19<:
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'and receive, Medicaid benefits Longer term participants were. aiso modestIyﬁf;'fI*
- more 1ikely to rate. the1r eye51ght and .hearing-as "fair" or "POOF g e
Recent entrants, however. were. less Iiker to belong to o]ubs or otherfifffﬂ

““social organizations (42% vs. 51% of 1onger-term) and were more Iike]y to:

"_,report hav1ng too few friends (23% VS, 16% of Ionger-term) Nh11e itis. . - g
"tempting to- specu]ate that these Iatter trends may ref]ect recent entrants";ft'“
"r-motives for entering the Nutrition Serv1ces, these data cannot be inter-f-a )

i :preted 1n a str1ct1y causaI manner. R E B

-

e '; e. - Parthcipants Attending Pre-1975 Congregate Dining Sites vs

Participants Attending Post-1975 Co;gregate Sites.
Given “the substant1a1 growth of the . Nutrition Serv1ces since the

. wave I data coIIection (i.e. severaI thousand new meal 51tes have begun -

~

g

operations since: 1975), it is. de51rab1e to know whethér eIderIy attend1ng .
51tes estainshed prior ‘to and after 1975 differ in 1mportant ways.r-A o
separate ana1y51s was conducted to compare eIderIy attending pre-1975 and
post-1975 sites in an attempt to ascerta1n whether growth of the Nutrition v
Serv1ces has been assoc1ated with a change in the: Serv1ce popuIation.
These comparisons are summarized in Tab]es III 7 - I1l- 9. '

_: These comparisons y1e1ded a nymber of major and m1nor differences
Most 51gn1f1cant1y (see TabIe I11-7), post-1975 51tes have been more y
successfuI in recru1t1ng m1nor1ty elderly (22% vs. 14% of those attend1ng
pre-1975 51tes) Whether th1S change is reIated to different recru1tment
strateg1es emponed by pre-1975 and post- -1975 sites w111 be addressed in a
Iater section of the report. However, other data in TabIe 111-7 suggest
that increased m1nor1ty enroIIment at post -1975 51tes may be reIated to the"}

 fact that- these sites are more, 11ke1y to serve urban eIderIy“and"Iess T

11ker to prov1de serv1ces for rural e1der1y AIthough the ethnic ;{ ' :
comp051tion of locales served by sites was. not directly asseSsed inthis -
study, 1t is probab]e that post- 1975 are more likely: to be Iocated .urban~,’
areas with’ reIativer Iarge m1nor1ty popuIations.. A

* -
»

. .‘ L9 Lo

"See Ana1y51s of Food Service De11very Systems Used in Prov1d1ng Nutri-:}

© » tion Serv1ces ‘to the Elderly, ‘Kirschner Assoc1ates, Inc., June, 1981

ﬂ . . . L. . P R
o ] - - Lot P . .




TABLE III 7"

'SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS1 T
ATTENDING PRE-1975 AND:POST-1975 CONGREGATE DINING SITES ™

. Attend . L Attend .
. ' S Post-1975 . “Pre-1975- - -
"L.'r~ﬂaracteristic N L Site . ‘ ,_S1te S
Average Age = - 73 yro o 7ayr®
Female .~ .. «_'Iw 7% S 74%7_‘;_
, Current]y Marr1ed o 361 "-". . 32%7:'1
. Live Alone - - . - 53% o syl
i.dM1npr1ty Status Y S V.U
1981 Family Income?® - 528 - sl
- Below $6,0000 R
" Income Takes Care of ey o eew
“Needs "Very" Or "Fa1r1y" L SRR T R
Well R
Receive Food Stamps3 S 1 A
-+ Receive Medicaid Benefits®  19% .1
" Receive Rent Assistance =~ 10% - o
. Reside in Urban Area4v T a0 )
_Reside in Small Town = 42% 3
‘Reside in Rugal Area ~ ~  11% .

VRN

]Deta11ed d1str1but1ons for each 1fem are in Append1x A. Home-delivered I
meal recipients are excluded from this analysis. . L
2Percentages based upon reported or estimated income.

3Pe tages refer to the percent of househoIds rece1v1ng food stamps or

M 1 d . .;7' .
4Urban_areas include: =~ 1) centers and res1dent1a1 areas w1th1n maJor o
S o metropolitan areas .
‘ 2) moderate sized cities = - *i'ﬂ
s -3) suburban locations S

'5Percentages do not’ tota] to 100% because a small percentage of e1der1y _
 were not interviewed at home. Thus, character1st1cs of their: res1dent1a1

areas were not observed

.6Average age d1ffers s1gn1f1cant1y (z = 2, 82 p<. 01)

7Percentages do not differ s1gnf1cant1y (x3 1 df, <3. 8, p > 05)
8Percentages differ significantly ( x% 1 df, -19. 9 p <.01).
9Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (x3 2 df, = 17. 5 p< 01)

-

)
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1
- meal rec1p1ent§/are exc]uded‘?rom th1s ana]ys1s e
2 v

\_.,_.4

- S TABLE III-8 . R
1,2

SELECTED MOBILITY AND HEALTH CHARACTERISTICS OF |
_ PARTICIPANTS ATTENDING PRE-1975_AND POST-1975 - R
- CONGREGATE DINING SITES. NI ; .

T T
Post-1975 e Pre-]975

'CharaCteristit z. v v. 1”- . site * o 'Site
o , v T ST (N=903) -W~~'IN=§§2§
_ Get Out of House Near]y N 81%" R 8]%3
Every Day ‘ e .
‘Can Go Out of Doors W1th L 89% - . 91%3 v';'**“
No Diff1cw]ty/W1thout He]p S : . e '
" Can Clean and Ma1nta1naﬁﬁhe 898 o ggd o
Average Number of I]]ness~ o 3 times . - 713‘times4 B
~Related Doctor Vis1ts 1n S S ‘ R
Past Year - ‘ _ _
“Spent Time iff Hospital/. - o 23% 23
o Nurs1ng Home in Past Year CHEE ST ;_ o
-era1r or Poor Eyes1ght f: T .. 52% 5.‘ --5*.~j 44%5;"
- . Fair or Poor_Hear1ng e “'e 137%- L i"' ) 35%3 -
* Fair or Poor Current Health . 28% 29
" Health Worse Than Last Year  17%. s
| R SRR ‘_.?;"",
R

Deta1]ed d1str1but1ons for each 1tem are in Append1x A. Hdhe-delivered e

A1l data are based upon se]f-report | R -
3Percentages do not s1gn1f1cant]y d1ffer ( X3 ] df <3-8 ’p'> 05) ‘ 1e;>f ‘ff

Post-1975 and pre- -1975 site attendees d1d not s1gn1f1cant]y d1ffer '
(z.= 1.0y p>.05) . .

Lo

- SPercentagei differ. s1gn1f1cant1y (x » 1 df, >6.6;vpﬁ<.0]); . f;'f . ';r

o 13y



TABLE III 9 S
1, 2

SELECTED LIFESTYLE DIETARY AND AFFECTIVE CHARACTERISTICS
S DF PARTICIPANTS ATTENDING PRE-1975. AND" POST- 1975
. CONGREGATE DINING SITES: ~ .

"'At,tend' Attend .
Pbst-1975»--‘*Z,im;~Pre-1975

Character1st1c s S ;,",»Site BT .‘TS1te

Normally Eat Alone At Home o s8y . . B8% .,

~ Unable to Prepare Hot Mea]s s '4% ."~-.'-j” f.;"4%"
At Home . T e
. Meals Are Genera]]y Very- f., - 59% .\L B U R
- Nutritious : , : . S

.-Attend: Religious Services - - - 623 T 63% o S

. Once A-Week or More Often, .- - ’ '
"Belong to Clubs or Other ~ ~ -48% ~ . 443
- _0rgan1zat1ons : o ' R _
Often Felt Depressed/Verybll : 6% . i ~”f5%_ S

Unhappy Dur1ng Past Few
Weeks

.- Have Seen Own Ch11dren 1n S -1: 2N |
. Past Month ’ b N o : .
Have Too Few Friends . 19% -~  20%
Often Felt Lonely or Remote - 6% .. 7%
- From* Others Dur1ng Past Few SR ' :
Weeks . . C Ty

Detaq]éd d1str1but1ons for each 1tem are in Append1x‘A

2Percentages do not s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer ‘for any . 1tem (x2, 1 df,< 3 8,

P > 05)

-oIm-e3




" - Several other smaller differences were noted For example, e]der]y
persons attend1ng post-1975 mea] s1tes are modestly more likely to-be -
married (36% vs. 2% of pre-1975 sites attendees), and “hence, somewhat
‘rvless 11ke1y to. 11ve alone. (53% vs. 57% of pre-1975 ‘site’ part1c1pants). , B

-+ "Those who were attend1ng post=1975. congregate s1tes are. slightly Tess o
. likely to receive food stamps (1% vs. 14% of pre 1975 s1te part1c1pants), '

. but both popu]ations are’ reasonab]y comparab]e regarding 1ncome. oo /'. o
o Part1c1pants attend1ng post- 1975 s1tes felt their eyesight was worse/(52%
s, 44% of pre-1975-site. attendees fe]t it. was fair or poor), and descr1bed

o their overall current hea]th in more negative terms (28% vs. 22% of

pre -1975 s1te participants felt it was fair.or poor) F1na11y,,; »

' .part1c1pants at post- 1975 sites were a bit more likely to be members of‘
c]ubs or. other soc1a1 organ1zations (48% vs. 44% of, pre-1975 s1te o '-‘7‘
"part1c1pants) _ S : A R ;4'./

w e e

) L . LT S /
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2. Service Attendance and Participation .
‘This section of .the report presents ana]yses of program attenda'ce and
participation variables, transportation to sites, and reports of serbice
denial. Analyses are presented forieach of the basic e1der1y partigipant
popu]ations and. sub-popuiations and are. first presented in-a descri tive
fornmt highiighting basic patterns. An analytic approach empioyi‘g
multivariate anaiyses, is’ then used to reveal those elderiy varia les
significant]y reiated to attendance and partic1pation.

SN

. How Long Ago EiderixfBegan Partic1pating ) L
K As can be seen in Table III- 10 ‘over two- thirds (68%) of c ngregate
dining participants had enrolled in the program ionger ‘than one|year prior

to being interviewed. Approximateiy one-sixth (16%) had eaten ftheir first

congregate meal ‘within the past three months. NinetyAseven pe cent‘of' _
1onger-term participants had been enroi]ed for longer than one year Among_7
recent: congregate Serv1ce entrants near]y one-third (33%) had entered - ’
within the past- three months and 39 percent had been partic1p_nts ionger '
than one 'year when. they were 1nterv1ewed Thus, the experiences and

perceptions of - longer-term participants in the Serv1ce, to be discussed 1n
2 subsequent section reflect con51derab1y more: familiarity with the' ”f_4
Serv1ce and its operations than do the. experiences and perc‘ptions of more
recent entrants. ’ ' :

As a group, home-deiivered mea] recipients, are newer to the Titie I

Nutrition Services. Approx1mate1y one-fifth (21%) had en oi]ed during the
past three months, 23 percent within the 6-12 month intervai, and s ightly
more than one- ha]f (53%). had first received meals longerﬁthan one fiar ‘
prior to being 1nterv1ewed S ,,v"u

b; Frequency of Site Attendance/Mea] Deiivery o : -
As shown by the data in Table III- 11 the vast. maJority of Serv1ce ;
participants either attended a meal s;te or received a home- deiivered meal -

‘on a very. frequent basis. For example, 84 percent of congregate din1ng
participants reported attending at ieast once a week and near]y one haif
(46%) attended 4- 5 times per week. ' :
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. Ve SN _ : :
while pre- 1975 and post -1975 site attendeesjﬁhowed simi]ar attendance[‘
frequency patterns, recent. entrant/]onger-term R rticipant comparisons aref"
_.interesting. The fact that recent entrants. were- somewhat less likely to j;-:
_ attend 4-5 times per week (40% VS, 53% of 1onger-term participants) strong]y]
, suggests that 1ength of program participation is positive]y re]ated to yf- '
attending more,often.‘ To further exp]ore this issue,. participants who
‘ attended‘fewer‘than thrée. times per week were asked why this was So.
. Recent entrants were more ﬁékeiy to say they went when they “fe]t like it"'
.than did longer -term partic1pants (22% vSs. 12%) Thus, it appears that
~ length of Service. participation is positively re]ated to e1der1y
-_estab]ishing a stab]e routine of frequent attendance. B4
Other congregate dining participants reported they went less often
~ than three times per week because they attended on fcertain days" (20%)
‘When asked why they went on certain days, participating eider]y cited the,'_h
foiiowing reasons o ER S

o-,"Because of other actiVities at the site (e g. exercise c]asses,' ,
' and other recreation aCt1V1t1eS\>uch as cards, arts and crafts,,//y
0 y F

':'1 birthday parties, bingo music ograms)

. 'They work or aSSist with activities at the site such as serVing"f
'meals, he]ping with finances, or religious services.. o

. VSome e1der1y'attend'when‘the‘menu offers:appeaiing food.i':
'3 Other'commitments‘conflictkyith‘attendiné‘the*site;

— L | .Because theyigo when,theiryfriends attend,t:‘h
e ‘>They attend‘whenever’the'meal_site isropen; i; 5

Thus, of the one-fifth who attend on]y on certain days, the avai'la-'--v"t
bi]ity of specific site actiVities or their volunteer commitments figure'
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. TABLE III- 10
" HOW LONG AGO ELDERLY BEGAN PARTICIPATING‘ L
QN THE NUTRITION SERVICES o

N

Home-De11vered (
Mea1 Reci 1ents o

B 'part1¢1gants? -
N eBeﬁah Participafingz o '57e"‘;f' f L | .
~ Within Past Week L e '1*?3%:' S :

Within past Month- 6%/\ o w

'within‘Past 3’moh;hs o RERE 8% R -;;;fifgg;<7f
CWithin Past 6 Months 6% e,;, 6%

' .

" Within Past Year .Yiﬂ.?"“ T R A

. Longer Than 1 Year Ago“'_a © 68y - - L ';=]j_53%3:'7~7,_fu S

N Did Not Know Av" AORII % .'J‘ f'G.3%;5§"
S TOTAL - l00% 1008

s

_150urce Qu. A5/HA5 “Thinking back when was the f1rst t1me you, went to
. this. place or site for.a hot meal/ rece1ved a hot mea] at home from :

(SITE)?.

2Percentages differ sign1f1cant1y ( x21. df 39 8- p < 01)
Part1c1pants were more 11ke1y to have entered longer ‘than 1. year ago,
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: TABLE I1I-11
FREQUENCY OF SITE ATTENDANCE/HOME DELIVERY SERVICE] 2

. Participants. . Home~ De11vereddn
. 3 Recent -~ Longer- = Meal - “Former -
Frequency” - Total = Entrants Term _ Rec1p1ents Part1cipants :
- T (NET,T35) TN=8T) TN=gZ8) -~ (N=4T5) - (N=249)
4.5 Times - 46%  40%  53% . . 8% . . 36%
CAWeek .. S
" 1-3 Times 38% 395 3% 13 - 33y L
Aveek N | o RS =
1-3 Times - 8% . 8 . 7% *x 7%
. A Month c o ' A PR L
Less Often 5% 8% 3% 1% . S 15%
Other - 2% 3% % . -1% s
Did Not Know/ - 1%~ 2% x x4y .
Could Not Say - - ‘ T . S =
| Y s R VA
‘._ TOTAL ~ 100%. . 100% - 100% - . 100% S 100% -
+ / :
-

Source -Qu. A1/HA1 How often do/d1d you usua11y .go th1$ site for a hot
meal/ . how often is a hot mea] de11vered to your home. by (SITE)? o St

*ZA deta11ed d1str1but1on for this 1tem is conta1ned in Append1x D
3 : .

.

Percentages d1frer S1gn1ficant1y

_Total partic1pants VS. Home-de11vered meal rec1p1ents vS.

~ Former participants (x2, 5 df, = 245.6, p <.01)..

Longer-term participants were more 11ke1y to attend 4-5

t1mes a week than were recent entrants ( x, 1 df, 39 3, p< 01)

"*Denotes 1ess than 1%.




prom1nént?y in-the decision to attend; As will be seen later. only a small /Vfl
'm1nor1ty of part1c1pants reported exper1enc1ng transportat1on “difficulties
getting ‘to.sites. . o . -
. Table 1II- n shows. that a large maJor1ty of home-de11vered mea]
rec1p1ents received meals 4-5 times per week (85%), 1nd1catﬁng that th1s
component of the Title III Nutr1t1on Serv1ces reaches a large pr0port1on of -
the Serv1ce population as often as poss1bJe. Less than,one-fifth of home-
de11vered meal rec1p1ents reported they received a meal fewer than f1ve o
t1mes per week. when quer1ed as to why this was the casé, respondents\were | .
.about equally d1v1ded between saying-that meals could not be delivered
the local service ‘that frequent]y (7%) or that they preferred de]jvery7
fewer than five times per week (8%). The prfmarybreason these elderly -
preferred less frequent home-de11very was’ that they cooked for themsélves
or-someqne else cooked for them. A small m1nor1ty (8%) of home-de11vered '
meal rec1p1ents ever current]y attended the local congregate ‘dining s1te.
Table ITI- -1 presents data show1ng.how frequently former participants ?
reported attending meal sites when'theyzwere active participants. .. Although
th1s sample was not: des1gned to be representat1ve of. the population . of
former participants, the data, nonetheless, show that th1s small sample of
former part1c1pants had been less frequent attendees before 1eav1ng the -
'program. ' '

C. . Respondent Character1st1cs Re]ated to S1te Attendance V~f

Mu1t1var1ate analyses] were employed to 1dént1fy elderly character1s-
tics s1gn1f1cant1y related to’ frequency of attendance. The. relationships
between reported frequency of attendance and two sets of elderly charac-
ter1st1cs were assessed S v S : .

) - Elderly persons exper1ences w1th and percept1ehs of the '
Serv1ces e . - S w L

. 0ther character1st]cs such as mob111ty, hea]th status, soc1a1
' act1v1ty level, and other demograph1c var1ab1es. ‘

T_—"'____

See Append1x D for a descr1pt1on of the analyt1c techn1que._'
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Because the vast majority of home-de11Vered mea] rec1p1ents (85%)
received the home-delivery Serv1ce 4-5 times each week mu1t1var1ate
analyses of this group's .responses were not conducted for this group.
Ana]yses were conducted for current. congregate, dining participants and -
former participants because their attendance was far more var1ab1e.

Interpretat1ons of the fo]]owing results should be made with care, -

, Because the following ana]yses reveal associations (i.e. correlat1ons)
rfﬁetween variables, results should not necessarily be 1nterpreted in a

ausal manner. Rather, elderly with a specific character1st1c can be sa1d i

to be more or 1ess 1ke1y to report attend1ng frequent]y

‘c.1. Summary and Imp]icationsl,
Ana]yses revea]ed severa] sign1f1cant assoc1ations between reported
- attendance frequency and variab]es measur1ng participants’ exper1ences w1th
/ . and perceptions of the Serv1ce. Although few reported any degree of d1ff1-
" culty getting to meal sites, those who had. at least 3. little d1ff1cu1ty :
were more likely to attend 1-3 t1mes each week rather than 4-5 t1me5vper
week. Other re]at1onsh1ps suggest that for very frequent site. attendees,.,‘
site act1v1t1es and visiting. fr1ends at the site are popu]ar aspects of the
- Nutrition Service experience. As might be expected very frequent part1c1-
”,;pants were more aware of site shopp1ng ass1stance and were more 11ke1y to
},?ut111ze site medical assistance service. In a later section, e]derly who
-1¥more frequently used site medical assistance service will ‘be described..

' E]der]y who felt that part101pat1on in the SEFVICE had saved them at
least "some" money were most 11ke1y to. attend 4- 5 t1mes per week than _
elderly who felt their saVTﬁgs were less. F1na11y, those -who had- 1ncreased
their contr1but1on at some time since they enro]]ed were more 11ke1y to be v
very frequent part1c1pants o AP S - -

A11 in.all, these patterns indicate that e]der]y whd had pos1t1ve A
experiences with or perceptions of the Service were more frequent attendees
-The simple act -of having increased one s donat1on does ‘not appear to be a
substantial 1mped1ment to frequent site attendance S —

The re]at1onsh1ps between attendance frequency and e]derly,l%festyle .
and demograph1c varfables are perhaps more. 1nteresting, because these
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findings comment upon the degree to which the Service succeeds 1in fre- v
quently attracting the elderly target population and sub-populations with
specific priority characteristics. ; -

- Although more mobfle elderly are more frequent attendees, we speculate
that frequent meal site attendance (i.e. 4-5 times per week) is a,maJor
reason for frequently gettjng'out of the house. Morevinterestingly. .
elderly unable to clean and maintain their homes by~themse1yes were more
frequent attendees, suggesting that the Service has successfully attracted
Tess able elderly individuals. The Service s success . in frequently
attracting other priority elderly is revealed by ‘three consistent relation- - *
ships: minority elderly, those with less education, and participants wit
Tower: perceived income sufficiency are more likely to attend 4-5 times’ per
week. In addition, those who invite others to their homes for meals less
often are more frequent attendees. It is possibie that those who they _‘,r _
would invite are fellow meal site attendees : o O

i Finally, elderly males were m?re likely to. attend 4-5 times per week
than were alderly females. Thus, although the Service primarily enrolls
elderly females (73% of part1c1pants were female), male participants find
the Service attractive.

: ‘?l- 5

Sy

'hnlﬁlﬁf;'f’fiif.np -
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c.2. Congregate‘D1n1ng Part1c1pants‘-Exper1ences and Perceptions

o Transportat1on Difficulties
Although only 10 percent reported any degree of d1ff1cu1ty. those
who did, attended less frequently.

. Increased Contributions
" Elderly who increased ‘their contr1but1ons s1nce f1rst Jo1n1ng,
attended more frequently

1

“

Frequency of Part1c1pat1on 1n Site Act1v1t1es
The more often elderly part1c1pated in site act1v1t1es (e.g..
~ games, movies: s1ng1ng), the more frequently they attendéd the
: L site.
( | PR ; "

i T1me soctalizing At The Site
Part1c1pants who spent more t1me vis1t1ng with fr1ends at the
site attended more often.

e Perce1ved Savings From Eating At The- Site . :
The - greater the perceived savings from eating Service mea]s, the
more frequentIy respondentsmattended

e Awareness of S1te Shopping Ass1stance ‘
‘Those who were aware that this support1ve serv1ce was ava11ab1e
were more frequent attendees

¢

o  Use of S1te Shopping Ass1stance
- Respondents who utllized this support1ve service were more Y
frequent attendees.

’
¥

Several of. these elderly experiences and percept1ons were”related
. Because perceived savings. from eating at the site was ‘most cons1stent1y, o
’ re1ated to other percept1ons, it 1s used in Table III 12 to illustrate

-

w .
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R - rmiis [11-12 | -

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEIVED SAVINGS EROM'® 2,3 |
EATING AT SITE AND ATTENDANCE FREQUENCY

-
EE T

.
”

Parﬁ1c?pants '

. ; 4 7Saze.Amh'- §*Ve S$ve1A. ‘ nge*Nbﬁﬁing/ ‘
requency - ‘- Lot ' ome Little osts Mone
SRR mln ) W TR
4-5 Times 59% 51% . 39% .. 28% |
A Neek' . ~ C o =
1-3 Times  29% 7% - 44y a5
A Week : ‘ ,
1-3 Times. - 6% "5 . 8% o 15%
A Month | | LR ‘
Less Often, . .. 2% 4% - 6% = 10%
Than Monthly .. ' ... oo , s
. Other o 2% %
’ o o : ' .-
++ Did Not Know/ 1% 1% 1% A | 4
~ Could Not Say ___ .~ - __~. - ___ L
'TOTAL  100% . 100% - 100% - 100%
(-

P -

]Sourde: Qu.Al: How oftenwdgzyou'ﬁsua11y go to this site for a hot meal?
Qu. B10: Does it 'save yow a lot of money, some money, a little -
. money, or no money, to ee? at the site/receive hot meals, or does
it cost you “money? : o .

2A detailed d1str1bution for this item is in App?nd1x D.

.3Those who d1d not provide a response to Qu. B10 are de1eted from this
analysis,. _ . 2

-4Percentages attend1ng 4-5 t1mes a. week differ s1gn1f1cant1y ( x2 3 df
73.2, p. <.01), .

111-33

.

150




'»I.'.. N
i B

thése f1nd1ngs 1 As can be seen, those wﬁo fe1t that consuming a site mea]
saved Msome™ or "a ]ot" of money were more 11ke1y to- attend 4-5 t1mes per"

week, T B
'f¢F3' COﬁgregaté-DininglParticfpants' LifeStyleﬁand Demographic ":ff_?;f‘;ﬂ:
" Characteristics - ‘.-' _°7 Do L o N

Separate ana1yses were. conducted to ascerta1n whether e]derly demo-.-;
graph1c and. 1ifesty1e characteristics were s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to atten-

dance frequency S o ‘ e ~
) Genera] Mob11ity - N,' ‘.“ S
. Thase who were abTe to 1eave the1r homes da11y were more frequent
S attendees S
. Ab111ty To Clean And Maintain Home . .. e
R Respondents reporting that they could not: clean’ and ma1nta1n - .

the1r homes - by themse]ves were 1ike1y to attend more . frequently

/-

"9;5‘ Frequency 0f InV1t1ng 0thers To Eat B . |
The 1ess often part1c1pants 1nvited friends or re1at1ves to the1r

el Alw o

homes for 1unch Qr‘§1nner, the_more: frequent]y*they part1c1pated LL,;;
d N v e

"k in the congregate n1ng Serv1ce

e Perce1ved Income Suffﬁc1ency oo e
Part1c1pants who felt their’ 1ncomes “poor]y" took care of their
needs were more . 11ke1y to- attend s1t}s every day of the week

EN e Ciee - . b~

)

. Gender : T
Although. men accounted for 1ess than one- th1rd (27%) of congre-
gate d1n1ng part1c1oents, they were more frequent attendees '

a'-._l“' \".. N

]Deta11ed tabu1at1ons show1ng s1mp1e re1ationships between other :
experiences and percept1ons and attendance frequency are conta1ned in.
Append1x D o

v




‘TABLE III 13

. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EDUCATIONI 22,3
~ " hND ATTENDANCE FREQUENCY

o o B Participénts; BRI
. 8 Years- =~ 912 .. ~More Tthan
Or Less '~ - Years . - 12 Years:

=721y N=699) - . T(N=303)

“ Freguencz4. -

;S Times A Vesk e BIET 30
1-3 Timés A Week - f34% 0% . 4w
1-3 Times A Month 7% 9% i ¥
Less Often Than s . 4% 1%
Monthly s S
| T L - T
Other . D E T JURRRRE 3

Did Not Know/ -~ 1% v STE o 1%
_ Could Not Say - S s

ToTAU - . lo0 . l00% 1008

S

& e

Source:/ Qu. A. 13 Qu Us1ng this card (Card B) as a gu1de, please

1
- tell m( the ambunt of yous education Just %ead me the number, please.

2A deta11ed d1str1but1on for this 1tem is in Append1x D. : R 0

3Those who did not prov1de a response to Qu I6 are deleted from this
analysis. o ,

4Percentages attend1ng 4- 5 t1mes a week d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y ( x, 2 df,
14 9, p <. 01)

b4

e 11-3. -
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":" Minority Status , o .
" While 19 percent. of- part1c1pants were’ m1nor1ty e1der1y, they were
more 11ke1y than non-minority to attend every weekday

o Education. _ S ,
~ Elderly ‘with less’ than 9 years of educat1on were: more 11ke1y to .
- attend frequently. Th1s group. accounted for 42 percent of the 1'
. total current meal site ‘participant population. - .
Elderly educationvwas most consistent]y correlated with'other life- - =
fsty]e and demograph1c var1ab1es, therefore, it is. presented in Table 11l 13
~to 111ustrate these findings in a summary fash1on.] These data reveal that
| among a11 current part1c1pants, those w1th less’ education were. more 11ke1y :
to attend the congregate site 4-5 t1mes:per week e .t
c.4, Former Part1c1pants C R :
| S 11ar analyses were conducted for the former part1c1pant sub- ‘
population, but revea]ed no. sign1f1cant re]at1onsh1ps.‘ Ne1ther reca11 of
pa%t serv1ce related exper1ences and percept1ons nor current elderly
: character1st1cs were related to reported past attendance frequency

LY . e ".._.“.h e S g

‘ ]Deta11ed tabu]at1ons show1ng s1mp1e re1at1onships between other 11fe-
. style and\demographlc variab1es and attendance frequency are conta1ned 1n
Appendix D. _ ‘
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. Transpdrtation to Sites : :

- Current congregate dining participants and former participants were
"i asked how they got to sites and these: data are summarized in ‘Table I11- 14.
- -Among ‘a1l particig:;ts, a majority (69%) were able to get to the site -

themSeives either by di{ving their own' .cars- (38%), waiking (26%), or by
~ using pubiic transportatiion (5%) S]ightiy more - than one-third (34%) ,
relied upon others for transportation, i.e. 20 percent were picked up by a i:fi
special car or bus and 14 percent were driven to the site by a friend or o
re1ative. : The modes of transportation uti1ized by recent entrants and
1onger-term participants ciosely para11e1ed those employed hy a11 current -
' participants.,'“ " o : '

Differences were noted however, for e1der1y attending post-1975 and 5"“'

pre 1975 meal sites. Post 1975 site attendees were less iikely to be ',
picked up by a specia1 bus- or car (14% vs. 27% of pre-1975 Site attendees) 3

and were more 1ike1y,to drive themselves to Site5°(41% vS. 34% of pre-1975

 site attendees).’ . . S S

o Former participants had been somewhat more 1ike1y to wa1k to their
sites than current participants (31% vs. 26%), had less, often driven

_ themselves (32% vs. 38% of current participants) and had ‘been more Tikely -

°to rely upon friends or re1atives for transportation to S1teS (22% Vs, 14%,;’”

“of current participants) They also had been 1ess 1ike1y to rely upon

;'fspeciai transportation serVices\than all current Sitw participants (10% VS.

- 20%).
- /{, |
' Difficuity Getting to’ the Site L e

0vera11 . the vast maJority (89%) of current Site participants reported
. "no difficuity” getting. to the site (see Table II11-15). - Elderly who had =
frecentiy enro]ied or had been ionger-term participants did not differ:in
"this regard. - - ' EE
‘ A1though the vast maJority of post -1975 Site attendees reported “no
. difficuity" getting to their respective sites, they had a bit more diffi-
culty than pre- 1975 site attendees. These differences had little overa11

. impact, since as noted earlier pre- and post -1975 site attendees attended

sites comparab]y ‘often. Former participants reported1y had experienced
slightiy more difficu]ty than current participants..;

gy ey
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f. Reports .of Service Denial , SRS o

. “A small minorityfbf participants (7%) reported they had ever gone to '
the meal site and been. denied service because the site was fil]ed to

‘capacity. Therefore, service denial 1s an 1nfrequent problem encountered

' by the Service ‘population.

LIS . s
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TABLE H1-14
. TRANSPORTATION TO SITES'

B .ﬁarticipahts. |

T fAtted  Attend . - -
R ’ 3 - - Post-1975 = Pre-1975 - - Former .
Transportation to Sites " Total . Site - Site = Participants
T (N=T,735) © TTR=303)  TW=B3Z) ~ (N=289)
ek e T am aw A
Drive Self in Car S 3y Mg 3wy 329
~ Driven by Fr1end/Re1at1ve o ey sy s 2%
Picked up by Spec1a1 Car/Bus o 20 .- 4% Coery 0%
Use Public Transportation . 5% 1v - 6% 33 7o ‘2% :
'Did&et Know/Cou'Id Not Reca]l e o 2%
: No Response o SR * 0 * h ok - ,»H“l%: .
CToTAL &= t03% . 103% . 1008 1003
‘iﬁ‘_. '
o
-]Source Qu. A7 How do/d1d you get to the hot mea] s1te? L

szu1t1p1e responses were accepted thus tota] may exceed 100%

3Per'centages d1ffer sign1f1cant1y (xz, 1 df, 38 6, p < 01) Post- 1975
site attendees were more likely to be p1cked up. by a specia] car-or bus
than were pre -1975'site attendees. = - _ e

.*Denotes less than 1%. .
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-3. Future AttendanCe"and Participation -

a. Part1c1pants and Home - De11vered Mea] Rec1p1ents

More than 9 out of 10 of a]l current part1c1pants (93%) and home-
‘delivered meal recipients (94%) interviewed stated that they 1ntended to
7cont1nue to participate 1n the Nutr1t1on Serv1ces R

'b. _Former Part1c1pants o S B

E]der]y persons who - had términated the1r part1c1pat1on in the Service
fwere asked how 11ke1y 1t was that they wou]d ever attend their mea] sites
again. Attitudes varied w1de1y' 17 percent said "very 11ke1y,“‘27 percent '
said "fa1r1y 11ke1y,9 and over one- -half (52%) reported they were e1ther '
"not very likely" or "not at all likely" to attend the congregate d1n1ng
'Serv1ce at their former site.in the future.. S '

E]der]y persons who were not likely to ‘attend the site in the future :
" mentioned three basic reasons for their disinclination to part1c1pate

‘o Health problems conflicted with attendance.
- l. n RS L S L e
° Food was not to their 1liking or they needed a specia1.diet[ L

e Theyrnow cook for'themselves. .

"Regréssion ana]yses] were emp]oyed to/+dent1fy character1st1cs of former .

participants s1gn1f1cant1y related, to reported 11ke11hood of future meal ,A

-s1te attendance.' These ana]yses were s1m11ar ‘to those d1scussed ear11er

'and assessed two sets of former part1c1pant character1st1cs.:f_u'

o E]der]y exper1ences with -and percept1ons of the Serv1ces

) Other e]der]y characterist1cs such as mob111ty, hea]th sthﬁglem'
' soc1a1 act1v1ty and 11festy1e, demograph1c var1ab1es V.u;,ﬁi

S o e

| .

See Append1x E for a descr1ption of the analytic. techn1que. -
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TABLE 111 s~

T TROUBLE GETTING ‘TO THE SITE] [
' ' . Participants L |
o I - Attend -~ Attend
. s 2 . - Post-1975 . Pre-=1975
Degree of Trouble Total - Site . . = . Site’

(NT,735)" TTN=003]  TR=832)

Alot of Trowble - 20 % % osg
- Some Trouble }e‘ | 4 o Q%. o '_2%‘.-‘:f . 4%:h. -
A Little Trouble 45 s % . %
No Trouble . . 89% ’  8es 9% a4
Did Not Know/ .-': * e S 7]
-Could Not Recall” - L | e B
No Response | 18 .., o - 15 - 2% :5:
TOTAL - -1004 1005 - 1004 l00%
| /
A |

]SdUrce} Qu.'A8 Do/did .you have a 1ot of troub]e getting to the site,
some trouble, a lTittle trouble, or no trouble at a]]?

2Former' part1c1pants§were less likely to report "no troub]e" than current j
participants ( x5 1 df, = 4.9, p <.05). . . .

Pre-1975 site attendees were more 11ke1y to report "no. troub]e“ than
post-1975 site attendees ( x3 1 df = 21.5, p < 01) .

*Denotes less than 1n.’m~

9
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b.l. Former Part1cipants(<;xper1ences and Perceptions

Multivariate ana1yses revea]ed that former part1c1pants¢ recall of
whether they felt the meal  had saved them money was re1ated to their
'11ke11hood of future attendance. ‘ '

e Perce1ved Sav1ngs ‘ - : :
Those who fe1t the program had‘saved thenrmoney were more 11ke1y
to report they wou1d "ever go to (the site) for a . . . meal

- again." '

| _This re1at1onsh1p is portrayed in Tab1e 111- 16. E1der1y‘Who reported that
they had saved "some" or "a lot" more often reported they were, "very“'or
"fairly" 1ike1y to attend the site aga1n. However, even. among those who ‘v
felt that past attendance had saved them l‘noth1ng" or "cost money," a_ 1arge
~minority (35%) were “very" or "fairly" 11ke1y to attend the congregate o
d1n1ng service in the future. ' .
‘b.2 Former Participants' Lifesty1es; Dietary'and Afféctive
Characteristics S | _
Two additional. character1st1cs were found to sign1f1cant1y pred1ctr'
_former part1cipants' 11ke11hood of future site attendance.‘.

e ~ Ability to Clean and Maintain Home
~ Those who were able to ¢lean and: ma1nt\Tn\the1r homes by
” themse1ves were more likely to say they would attend the1r -
_s1tes aga1n. ' o

e Marital Status N ;
o Elderly who were not current1y married (e g s1ng1e widowed,'*
- ' " or divorced) were 1ess 11ke1y to report they wou1d attend the
- . Service again ~ ' |




TABLE III-16 =~

~ 'RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEIVED SAVINGS' 23
AND LIKELIHOOD OF FUTURE SITE ATTENDANCE

B Al

e ‘ Former Participants: =
~ Likelihood of 4 o Saved A -~ = Saved A Saved Nothing/

Future Attendance ~Lot/Some = Little . Cost Money e

- (N=i555 - Th=6E) T (N=59)
Very or Fairly Likely s4y a1y 3y
 Not Very”fikeiy/ o - 44% . 53%. . o 62% |

Not At All Likely . - i -
~No Opinfon o i 5% o %
"No Response o - ;,_ - T i“ S

- TOTAL 00 100% o 100%‘;) |
- v o . ,
]SOUrce qu.}Blo AdA:  How 11ke1y is 1t that you wou]d ever go to this

" place for a hot meal aga1n -- would: you §ay it is very 11ke1y, fa1r1y
11ke1y, not very likely, or not 11ke1y at aH7

2A detailed d1str1but1on for th1s 1tem 1s in Append1x E
_ 3E]derly who did not respond to Qu. B10 are excluded from this ana]ys1s.
4Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y ( xz,ll df, = 4 6, < .05). Those who

had saved "some" or “"a lot" were more 11ke1y to say they were "very" or
"fa1r1y" 11ke1y to attend the site. o _

an‘A;:“"‘, ' III‘43 ‘/ o
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" The reIat1onsh1p between former part1c1pants current mar1ta1 status and

likelihood of future attendance is displayed in Table IIl- 17 Whereas

"slightly more than one-half (52%) of married former part1c1pants were

"very" or “fa1r1y“ likely to attend in the future ‘two-fifths (40%) of
those not currentIy married feIt this way.

" b.3. Summary and Implications
Because a large minority (41%) of former part1c1pants reported they
were at least "fairly Iikely" to re-enroll at their former sites, percep-

tions of and experiences with the Service that may have made the s1te less

attractive, do not appear to-exert a lasting negative impact. BasicaIIy,

: there appear to be two barriers’ to future site- attendance.

If former participants felt that the meal had not saved them money,
they expressed lower interest in attending sites in the future., -Since ,
formiz participants were less afquent on the whole (see Table III 1), and
were fmore 1ikely to feel they were “charged" for -their site mea]s (see
Table III-18), this finding is understandable. If sites wish to attract
this potential Service popuIat1on care should be taken to d1sabuse former

v_participants of the ided that the site will charge them for the1r meals..

The second major barrier to re-enrollment is former part1c1pants
relatively poor and declining health (see Table III-19). Health probIems v
were often mentioned as reasons why eIderIy in this group said ‘they would

_be less Iikely to part1c1pate again in the congregate d1n1ng Service.
- Further, those who said they were unabIe to clean and maintain their homes

by themselves were less likely to express an interest in attending the s1te
1n the future. Thus, dec11n1ng health and lower ab111ty to 1ndependent1y
care for themselves suggest that some former part1c1pants m1ght benefit
from the home delivered meal service. :

L4

Loy to clean and mainta1n home and 11ke11hood of future attendance

See Appendix E for a table: 111ustrat1ng the reIationship between abilitya

CI1-a4 e



TABLE I11-17 - - a

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MARITAL STATUS'*2*3 .
D' LIKELTHOOD OF FUTURE SITE ATTENDANCE

Like]ihood of Future . Attendance

Former Part1c1pants

Married < Not Marr1ed L4

»

.H .
W

Very or Fair]y Likely S

v

529 40%

Not Very Likely/ 45y © 55%

~Not'At AT1 Likely
. 3% BT
Ce- Y

No. Opinion

*m-_

No Response

TOTAL - 100% 100%

T ————

]Source Qu. Ada, {1: F1rst are you currently married, \g1vorced

separated, or widowed, or have you never been marrs ed?

- 2A detai]ed distribution for this 1tem fs in Appendix E.' o .: ;

»

3E1der]y who d1d not respond to Qu. I1 are excluded rom. this ana1ys1s

'14A1though ana1yses of percentage differences did not . 1e1d a significant

~ difference ( x, 1 df, = 2.0, p>.05), multivariate analyses revea1ed{
v s1gn1f1cant univariate F value assoc1ated with marital|status. See
Appendix E.‘. R '
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Finally, married former participants were more 11ke1y to report that
they would re-enroll at their congregate dining sites. This may suggest
that spouses' interest in the Service has a po itive influence on elderly
participation. ' If their spouses. a]so participate, elderly may find the
-Service more enjoyabie, 'Single persons ‘who do not have the encouragement
of a spouse may be more likely to need outreach efforts. These {ssues are
discussed at Tength’ in Volume II: ANALYTIC REPORT, ‘
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C. ( Perceptions of the Congregate- Dining Service
Thig section of th report presents analyses c0ncerning participants'
and- former pqrticipantsr views of the congregate dining service including:

0 Pércéptions of site contribution poiicy
T | L ey
o Whether elderly had increased their donations

¢ Opinion of meal costs
t
% o Whether they felt service attendance saved money’
- o  How pleasant elderly felt congregéte dining sites wére :

® Ratings of the meals themselves
. Awareness and utiiizationwof three basic site supportive -
services: nutrition education, shopping assistance,

and medical assistance

e Awareness and utilization oi site recréationél-and social
opportunities. -

a v

.

Emphasis-is placed dpon both describing and comparing the experiences and.
attitudes of congregate participants and participant sub- -populations. In;:f

- addition, multivariate analyses. were corducted to identify elderly charac-
‘jteristics related to specific perceptions of the congregate dining service.

.

1. -Contributions and PénceptionS'of Savings -

a.  Summary and Implications - :

Although a majority of all sub- populations interviewed (e.g. 70% 6f cur-:
rent participants) felt their sites’ contributions policies treated eideriy
‘contributions as donations, a large minority of all sub- popuiations (e.g: 20%
of current participants) reported their sites_charged for the meals. These

111-47



_ 'data ref1ect e1der1y perception of po]icies enacted by site staff and
s '?,'fprobabiy do not correspond compiete]y with how po]icies are carried out by
:3””“flsite staff Former participants and partic1pating e1der1y who fe1t they: were E
‘gf*" f -charged were more 1ike1y to have increased their contributions.. This issue
B ’Q7Wi11 be further expiored in the section dealing with the characteristics of
ve1der1y who increased their contributions. s . : -
| Among current congregate dining partiCipants, those who had estabiished o
Aa more frequent pattern of attendance and Site sociaiization with their.
*’;friends aiso were less’ 1ike1y to report ‘they weremcharged o
: Another interesting finding among current particip nts is that those who .
'fwere more ‘able’ to prepare their meais;at the if they. needed to were more¢
.1ike1y to perceive they were charged. This finding raises ‘the notion
contributions practices may be sensitive1y app1ied JEpending upon o]der
personsl abiiities to care for themse1ves._g,? S
' Former participants perception that they were charged hyzthe Site was
- coincident with 1ower perceived saVings as§§Ciated with site attendance.
- b. Perceﬂiions of Site Contributions Poiicy, :
- - . A maJority of current participants (70%) reported that their Site asked
- :- them to make a "donation." An. additionai 10 percent felt: that the mea1 was
o "free,"‘and a large minority (20%) reported that the site. iharged for the
-+ meal (see Table II1- 18) oo . ST
- ) Table III- 19 presents the perceptions of more recent entrants and
' Tonger- term participants - These sub popu]ations reported comparabie
perceptions that cioseiy mirrored those for. a11 congregate diningﬁéﬁ j-g?'

: partic1pants e T R Ly g
o Comparisons ‘were also made between e1deriy attehding sites tabiished
prior. to and. after 1975 (s°e Tab]e II1I- 20) E1der1y attending Sites that had !

been opérating for the 1ongest period of time were more likely. to. fee1 that .
. the meal was "free" than participants attending post- 1975 sites (13%. v;,JB%)
;’ s As a group, former participants were .more likely to*f” _hat they had
_'fbeen charged for their meals than weré current part cpant . 20%, see:
B Tab]e IT1- 18) This comparison shoyld be interpret wit ncahtion, since
former participants' attitudes refiect reca11 of ev nt 'more re' ~e in. time
than the*@ttitudes of current bartiCipants |

’ .‘ . : . ¥
.o . .

sy
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| CTABLE 111418 . n
o PERCEPTIONS OF SITE CONTRIBUTIONS POLICYl

‘Percegtionz ‘:; ﬂ 3 o fvﬁarticigants -
‘ _Free . o 105 .
’;bonafionv : 70%
| Charge .20%
Did Not Know/ o S
Could Not Reca11 T L
~No Response | - - 'i_--- oae
’ TOTAL - ¥ 100%
| . . } v : ;
¢ 3
ISource.. Q. A0:. Are/Were you asked tafmake a: dona on, -é’iﬁﬁ&'hla i
a fee, or 1s/wa5~ dzhe rgea] frge? LR et
" "Denotes less’ than 1% - fg‘i"fv o o
’ ‘ :.;1, Swee
. 2Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1ca¢$1y (”&2y1'df = 23. 2, p-<

..pants were more likely to fi
they donated a contr1but10j

01)
28] they were charged and’ 1ess likely to feel:
;han were current congregate/part1c1pants.,”

Former

A Particigants B

103 ¢

1008

Former part1;1-



.3

’Percegtibnz,

" Free-

_Donation |

Charge

.+ . Did Mot
' * Could

1Source Q Al0-

.
L

TABLE I11-19
1

PERCEPTIONS OF SITE CONTRIBUTIONS POLICY
BY LONGER-TERM AND RECENT ENTRANTS '

2

P 9%

o1 18w

,Kndw/' IR S .
Not Recall. ‘ S Cx L *

o
=

Denotes 1ess than 1%

2Percentages report1ng donat1on or charge do not d1ffer signifitahﬁﬁy o

( x%. 1xdf = 3 5

”,,1,r

p > 05)0 . #

111-50
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TABLE III 20

PERCEPTIONS OF SITE CONTRIBUTIONS POLICY1
~ BY PRE-1975 AND POST-1975 SITE ATTENDEES

44 . . ' \
. . T o S Attend 5.7- ~ Attend .
R © Post-1975  .Pre-1975
Perception ‘ . Site - Site '
Free 8 13%
. pomation . . T&  es .

- Charge oo s Co18%

* Did Not Know/ - - | S
_ Could Not Recall - -~ . .. = * ‘ 1% -

L4 >

TOTAL - 100% - . 100%

ISoufceJ Q. ALO
Denotes 1ess than 1% _ ; . o
2Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y (x2, 1 df = 19.7, 'p < .01). Elderly at--gy

tending pre-1975 sites were more likely to fee1 the mea1 was free than were .
those attend1ng post-1975 s1tes . .

s .

~"}:1 : Y SR 8
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C. Respondent Characteristics Re1ated to Perce1ved Site Contributions '
Po]icz '

~To further exp1ore these patterns, ‘regression ana]yses were conducted 1
The re]ationsh1p between percept1ons of sites contrybut1ons policies and

two sets of. e]der]y character1st1cs were: assessed PR )

. Elderly experiences_and»perceptions of thenservicesﬁ

e Other e1der1y character1st1cs such as mob111ty, hea]th v
- _status, social activity- ]eve]_ and demograph1c var1ab1es

Results for‘current‘and-former'participants‘are presented below. Similar

analyses for home-delivered meal recipients are reported later. ‘

c.l. Congregate Dining Particigants"Experiences and:Perceptiqns' :
_ . N AL N |
) Attendance Frequency e :
~ Those who attended at 1east once a week were Tess 11ke1y
" . to feel they were charged , )

&

(] Increased Contr1but1ons
Elderly who had increased the1r contr1but1on to the s1te
hwere more 1Jke1y,tosperce1ve'the site charged for meals.

i’

o Time Spent Visiting Friends at Sites
'The more time part1cipants spent visiting friends at the
site, the less 11ke1y they were to fee] they were charged

o Awareness %f'Site.Medical Assistance . | |
‘Participants.who were aware of site medical assistance,.
were less likely to fee]'the'site‘charged-for meals, -

Lsee Appehdix~F‘for a description of the analytic technique.

?
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_ TABLE 111-21

‘RELATIONSHIP BETwEEN INCREASING PR
CONTRIBUTIONS AND PERCEPTION§ 2, 3 S
OF SITE CONTRIBUTIONS POLICY o

- | |
_ R : Participants o -
. A .4 - “Tncreased  Did Not Increase
Perception of Site Policy - - Contribution Contribution
S T emE o T
Chaﬁge~ R ST 'vaZS%I,' : ;""“‘ig%f'
| Donatidn'l' e _ - 75% r‘_fgaw o 81%.
CTOTAL - 1008 - 100%
o
o 3.

.af"

1Sburce: Q. A10;,A10A Have you 1ncreased your contribut1on s1nce you
joined this’ program? - ”¢x

2A deta11ed d1str$%ut1on for th1s 1tem 1s in Append1x F _ _‘
3E1der1y who felt the mea] was free were not asked if they had 1ncreased
their contr1but1on and, thus, are exc]uded from this ana]ys1s

4Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y ( x, 1 df, = 7.6, p < 01) E1der1y who

had increased the1r contr1but1ons were more 11ke1y to fee] the s1te charged"
" for the meal. = «: , . , , v
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Severa1 of these characteristjcs were . corre1ated. A]though'time spent
;visiting with friends ‘is most consistent]y related to other. important charac-
~teristics, we have ‘chosen to illustrate these results in a’ summary fashion |
:by presenting the interesting re1ationship in. Tab1e II1I-21: the re]ationship5

between whether elder]y increased thefr contributions and their perception
of site contributions policy. 1 "As can be seen’, those who" had increased their
- contribution since enrolling were more 1ike1y to feel the site charged for
the meal (25% vs. 19% of e1deriy who had not increased their contributions)

c.2. Congregate Din1ng Part1c1pants Lifestyie and.Demographic
Characteristics : L

- Separate’ mu1t1variate anaiyses were conducted to assess whether part1ci-'
pant lifestyle and demographic characteristics were re1ated to perceptions of_‘
sites' contributions policies. : ‘

. Genera1 M0Q711ty .

' Those who were able to 1eave the1r homes on a da11y basis
- were more 1ikely to feel their contribution was a donation .
y(71% vs. 64% of less mobiie e]deriy) |

] Abiiity to- -Prepare Mea1s

. Those who. could prepare: the1r own meais if they had to, »

" were moré likely to perceive they were charged for the o o
. meal. : .

e

w3

- l o . . '_.‘> ..v' , __"d‘

IDetaiied tabulations 111ustrat1ng simp]e re1ationsh1ps between other experi-»

_f ences and perceptions, and perceived contr1butions poiicy are conta1ned in
i Appendix F : '

2Percentagesdiffer s1gn1f1cant1y ( x? 1 df,. 227}5,’p_< ;OT),

Sy



" ¢.3. Former Participants' Experiences and Perceptions ' Lt
Regression ana1ysesI

revealed that a number of former participants'
experiences with and perceptions of the Services were’ re1ated to their re-
ca]l of site contributions policy.

0 Transportation D1ff1cu1t1es
' ejthough only a small.percentage (12%) reca11ed having
any d1ff1cu1ty getting to the site, those who d¥d have
. some were more 11ke1y to report that the site had
fcharged

e .Increased Contr1bution o
- Those who recalled 1ncreasing the1r contr1but10ns were
more likely to recall ‘that their sites had charged for»_
‘the mea] ' ( s '

o Perceived Savings _ ,
. The greater the perce1ved savings assoc1ated with s1‘|:e"~
’ attendance, the 1ess 11ke1y they were. to reca11 that
v the s1te charged S o

e Awareness of Site Shgpping Assistance
" Those who were aware of site shopping assistance, were
- less 1ike1y to recall'thejs%te had charged for the meal.
As these var1ab1es are themse1ves corre1ated one var1ab1e is presented 1n
Table III-22Z to illustrate thése f1nd)ngs in a summary fash1on. As can be:
seen, a high proportion of former part1c1pants who reca11ed hav1ng 1ncreased-
the1r contributions reported that, when they were act1ve Serv1ce part1c1-'
pants, sites had charged for the meals Because th1s re1atibnsh1p and the

SN

“See Appendix F for a description of the analytic‘technique.
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TABLE 11122

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INCREASING H
- CONTRIBUTIONS AND RECALLIOFZSITE .
- CONTRIBUTIONS POLICY™? :

Ty

T~

' Former Part1cigants |

L o | 3 . Thncreased : Did Not Increase
Recall of Site Policy™ Contribut1on Contribution
S T(NER0)- - . T (N=148)

CCharge . - M2
ponation. . 56 . 73%
CTOTAL 1004 . . -100%
4_h
| o v
— o

ISource' Q A10 A10A
2

: : B T . .
Those who reca]]ed ‘that the mea1 was free were not asked 1f they 1ncreased o
their contr1but1on and, thus, are exc]uded from th1s'ana1ys1s. '

.

3Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y ( x3 1 df, = 4, 2, p < .05). Elderly who -
had .increased their contribution when they were active Service part1c1pants
were more 11ke1y to reca]] their sites had charged for the mea]

11-56
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others ‘discussed above are based upon recall rather than perceptions of
current events, they should be. interpreted with some caution. However, the
pattern in Tab1e 111-22 is cons1stent with that observed for current part1c1-
pants (see Table III-21) '

d. Method of Determ1n1ng Part1c1pant Contribution *

' To further explore the issue of ‘site contr1but1ons po11cy, e1der]y who
‘e1ther had donated®or felt they were charged were asked how the amourt

donated was dec1ded A majority (57%) of current congregate dining part1c1-
pants reported that donations were "set" by the site. Th1rty -seven perceyt

said they had decided how much to contribute (see Table I11-23). Former B
participants responded comparab]y, as d1d recent entrants’ and 1onger term :
participants (see Table III-24). , ' .

v E1der1y who attended post- ~1975 S1tes, on the other hand were more -
likely than pre-1975 site attendees to report that the donat1ons‘they made -
were "set" by the site. As shown in Table I11- 25, nearly two-thirds (65%) of
pést-1975 site attendees felt th1s way, whereas only about one-half (49%) of
- pre- -1975 site attendees reported the1r contr1but1ons whether donations or
charges were "set" by their’ sites, Thus, post-1975 site attendees were 1ess.
11ke1y to feel the meal was "free," and when they made a donat1on, _they were
more 11ke1y to fee1 the amount was "set! by the .site. These data suggest,
Athen, that congregate dining sites estab11shed after 1975 may be more- 11ke1y
- to effect1ve1y communicate to participants that they are encouraged to.
.contribute to the Service. -These sites a1so appear more 11ke1y to suggest a
part1cu1ar contr1but1on Tevel, '

.ot ' ‘ o .
g . o . . .

e. Increased Part1cgpant Contributions
_ When asked if they had increased their contribution s1nce " . Jo1n1ng‘
" the program,“ nearly one-half (45%) of current part1c1pants responded
affirmatiye1y’ As shown in Table I1I-26, 1onger term part1c1pants were far
~more 11ke1y to have increased théir ‘contributions than recent entrants’ (58%

. 33%). oOf course longer- term participants have had a Tonger per1od of
attendance ‘during which to. exercise this option. E]der]y attend1ng pre- 1975
and post-1975 sites were comparab1y 11ke1y to have 1ncreased the1r s1te
contributions s1nceu“.'. joining the program nee

'Gﬁn; v ‘ . ) ‘



w TABLE 111-23
METHOD OF DETERMINING PARTICIPANT conTRIBUTIONS * @

A d

Parttt1 ants " Former Part1c1pants
(N=I,5gﬁf ) (N- 212) _

4'.

Method "
Set by Site . . - 57% T 60%
Elderly Detérmined ' ”‘. - '
the Amount - 37% ' - 34%
Don't Know/ o - v ‘
.~ Could Not Recall 2% . - 2%
"No Response TR o 3%
rotaL 0% 99w

T

| }150urce Q. All: Is/Was the amount of the (donation or charge) you pay/paid}
set by the site;, or do/did you.- dec1de for yourse]f how much you w111/wou1d :
pay? - | , |

%Egger1y who e1ther donated or- were charged by the s1te were asked th1s
question. o s L

'3Tota1 d1ffers fnom 100% due to round1ng. .
: 4‘Per‘centages report1ng'amounts co r1buted were set by s1te or determ1ned
-by themselves do not sign1f1cant1y d1ffer (x , 1 df, = 0.6, p > .05).

s

<.




. TABLE I11-24

METHOD OF DETERMINING CONTRIBUTIONS
" LONGER-TERM VS. RECENT ENTRANTS.

1,2

~‘
4 | | ¥ |
Method Recent Entrants Longer=Term
- T (Ne7EL) =T
set by Site 85y - 5%

Elderly Determined
“the ,Amount o :
. 38% R - 36%

Do Mot Know 2% g
No Response = ' . 5% . o 73% :
COTOTAL T 100% e
. §t -

1
2
3

Source: Q. All o _
E1der1y who either donated or were charged were asked this quest1on
' : .

Tota] differs from- 100% due to round1ng

4Percentages report1ng "set by s1te" or "e4der1y determ1ned the amount" '
~do not differ s1gn1f1cant1y (%3 1 df, = 0.9, p> .05). :

- 11{?59 w f - fl_v. o "’?';.p;'

U




TABLE I11-25
METHOD OF DETERMINING CONTRIBUTIONS!® 2

> PRE-1975 VS. POST-1975 ATTENDEES
’ . . .
T . ' ‘." ' '
Attend Attend
4 : Post-1975 - Pre~1975
Method : Site + Site
et by Site 654  49%
-~ e ,f{‘ . .
Elderly Determined ’ v ‘ ‘ )
the ‘Amount. 36y 4y
Do Not Know S o2 2%
No Response . : . * . 9% ,;
ToTAL  1014° 10143
- :&
- . - "
<-
| lséurce{ 'Q. AlL |

'2E1der1y‘who either donated or were charged were dsked this question.
3Tota1 differs frdm IOO%FQQE to. rounding. ;o | .
V4Percentages differ significantly ( Xg”l df, = 19.1, p <A;01). ‘Elderly

- attending pre-1975 sites were more likely to feel they had determined
"~ the amount of their contribution and less 1ikely.- to feel the donation
- was "set" by the.site. - : ‘ ' : -
e fDenotesf]ess than i%. . ~;
L e : - I11-60




" TABLE I11-26

PERCENT OF ThE'PARTICIPANT POPULATI?N THAT
INCREASED SITE CONTRIBUTIONS

Percent That 's

ggrticigant Group - - Increased Contribution

A1l Congregate Participants = 45% (N=1,735) .
(Recent Entrants) - (33%)° (N=857)
*(Longer Term) - i o (§§§;b (N=878)
“*(Attend Post-1975 Site) ~  (47%) (N=903)
(AttEnd Pre 1975 Site) - - (a8%) ' _(N=832)
. Former.Part1c1girts‘ ' a o 20%2 <”f*fg(N?249f

1Source Q. A10a

~

Percentages in parentheses are 1nc1uded in a11 congregate part1cipants
?

Percentages with common’ superscr1pts d1ffer s1gn1ficant1y (x2, 1 df
48.2, p < 01) . AR ‘ , S
bPercentages with commen superscripts differ s1gn1f1cant1y ( s 1 df; =

109.9, p <.01) . v o

e S 321



to 1dent1fy e1der1y character1st1cs_
to the congregare dzn1ng$51ta.
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Resu1ts”for current andyformer part1c1pants
are descr1bed be1ow¥f 1m11ar/ana1yses were condunted to_1dent1fy home-




; ZL‘-. S a v 1 R

fwheA aﬁgpearIy one nalf (45%) ‘of the current congregate d1n1ng Serv1ce
"'1on had 1njreased th§1n'contr1but1ons s1nce enroI11ng Tn the gram,
b - et
: @nded more than o
,ikeJy to have q\ne so. Thus, e1der1yewh0 have :

‘;dﬂTBngrterm pattern of s1te attendance are 11ke1yﬁto have-

‘).

rgréups m1nor1ty e1der1y ‘were 1ess 11ke1y to.-
it txpns s1nce enter1ng the program.. Th1s may be

slo

I N

ttendance Frequency - E "; st f T

_ 5 More Frequent s1te attendees were more 11ke4y to have 1n-
7-%&-"'creased the1r contr1but1ons.- .

' ':jPercept1ons of Cohtr1but1ons Po]1cx .
ffThose who perce1ved that, the; site “charged" for the mea1

“*Pwere more 11ke1y to: have 1ncreased the1r contr1but1o
‘ _ 4 . S

. .
Cema o
+ L

As these two var1ab1es were correIated the former 15 use in Tab]e III 27 to
:w111ustrate thése f1nd1ngs ina summary fash1on.l; As shown, those who attend

the-meal site 4-5 times per. week were most 11ke1yi .. have 1ncreased the1r 'sj.
,contr1but1ons (56%), and. those who attend Iess oftén: than once per week were ‘
‘1east I1ke1y to have 1ncreased the1r contr1but1ons (42%) ’ .

;See ApbendiX”GrfOr:other illustrative tabulations: - = & @l | ST

‘. S .'21114631"

© e




B Y TABLE 111 27" ;

RELATIONSHIP BETNEEN SITElf
ATTENDANCE FREQUENCY. AND

. INCREASING CONTRIBUTIONS

,,rt1c1pants- 'f. ' “" ';va
‘Atteﬁﬂ'l‘3 ‘Attend '

Increased Contribution

B

o
AR
by

" Lsource: Q A1 ALOA: HavelyOU‘inCreaéed'yoﬁf cohtributfdn sihce you joined -
this program?' R o T your JOTREd

9

| 2E1der1y who fe1t the mea1 was "free;’iz%bnot 1nc1uded in th1s ana1ys1s. ,';f;f

3Percentages d1ffer 51gn1f1cant1y (x3 2 df = 14.3,. p < 01) More frequent
attendees are more Tikely to have 1ncreased their contr1but10ns to their '

' s1tes . . S : , v z . -
e e

L o 64t R
ro ’



,nthe Service was not strong]

'Serv1ce L R BT - ) . e

'1ncreased contr1but1ons wheth
1ncome and m1nor1ty statu

qurther analyses are prudent.

£, 3 Congregate Dining Participants Lifestyle and‘Demographic
Characteristics |
Twopgharacter1st1cs were found to be re]ated 0 whether e]der1y had
1ncreased their site: contributhpns ' '

vp-'

(4

N Minority Status h . =
- Non-minority e]der]y were more 11ke1y to have 1ncreased

_.the1r contr1but1ons o Ce ';
s -Encouragement to Attend . :
- Elderly who were encouraged by others attend1ng the same rjj—=:
: relig1ous serv1ces to attend were more 11ke1y to 1ncrea Sk

R the1r contr1but1ons - . B —y’"m

\

The relationship between m1nor1ty status and 1ncrea51ng contr1but1ons is

. portrayed 1n Tab]e III-28 to 111ustrate these findings. Whereas s]1ght1y

more than one th1rd (36%) of m1nor1ty elderly had 1ncreased their. donat1ons,

‘511ght1y more than one ha]f (53%) of non-m1nor1ty elderly reported doing ‘so. o

E
. . i ) ) ‘;"a"____ "..'&1
f 4, Former Part1c1pants Exper1ences and Percept1ons '

"»"
T

Former part1c1pants ‘recall of past . exper1ences with and percept1ons of

elated to whether they remembered having

iépncreased the1r contr1but1ons wh11e still act1ve1y part1c1pat1ng in the\

“

P

f.5. Former’Particfpants L1festy1e and Demograph1c Character1st1cs
Three 11festy1e/demograph1c*

1der]¥currently ate alone 1981 fam11y

dur1ng which former participants: were st111 act1ve at sites. Thus, no

A]though only a sma]] percent of former part1c1pants were m1nor1ty v .
elderly (18% N=36), these elderly were 1ess 11ke1y.ﬂ§ have 1ncreased the1r fgl
-contr1but1ons Because of the sma]] size. of th1s sub popu]at1on,.th1s )
relat1onsh1p 1s not d1sp1ayed h a tab]e '

See A end1x G? e ) _ T
. PP s ©M11-65 o

182

.. . o
A PR S

riables were found to be assoc1ated w1th Qf:TS"F

: ean1ng of the first two" assoc1at1ons is ﬁﬂfﬂf'
‘equ1voca1, s1nce eat1ng patternSwand 1ncome may -have changed since the, t1me"




H;rTABLE III-28 A

RELATIONSHIP BETNE»NinNORITY STQ{f
AND INCREASING CONTRIBUTIONS

P,

. - — C7Elderly - __Elderly =~ . : ka.
S b a0

. - Minority Non-Minority

" Increased Contribution

R o
S ’

TOTAL® 100% L 00%.

CP

1Source Q AIOA L8 Race of respondent fﬁ (answered by{fnterViewer).

_ 2E]der1y who fe1% the mea1 was_ "free“ are not 1nc1uded in th1 ana1ysis

3A more deta11ed‘d1str1but1on for th1s 1tem 1s in Append1x G.

,4Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y ( x, 1 df = 18.9, p < 01) M1nor1ty
elderly were less 11ke1y to have 1ncreased thexr contr1but10ns to their:

s1tes bk

Cooeee ..



pfitons: of Meal Cost g
_y whose contr1but1ons were "set" by the site wEre queried
_'° op1n1ons of the suggested amount As shown 1n Table III 29,
. 84 percent of current part1c1pants felt the amount’ was "about r1ght“ and 9,
' percent fe}t it was lltoo Tittle." Only a small percentage (3%). reported
' either that the meal cost them "too much"-or "!'.v.'shouId be free." Former .
.part1cpants were however, more 11ke1y to be of the opinion that the meal o
-»"shouId (have been) free" or that it had cost them "too much" (10%)
- The ‘opinions of recent entrants: and Ionger -term part1c1pants as- we11 as
vthose e1der1y attend1ng pre- 1975 and post -1975 sites CIosely para11e1ed the
'responses of aJI current part1c1pants (see Tables III-30 III 31).
~In summary, ‘a large majority of elderly who donated or said mea1 charges
were set by the site did not feel they were be1ng asked to contribute more, jﬁgf
than they feIt was appropr1ate; S ’ R

. L ) X . - . . a e

" ~.f' . K]

s,

'fh.‘f Perceivedeav1ngs Associated with Service- Attendance S
The vast maJority (83%) of. current site part1c1pants reported that o

;iatt;nd1ng mea1 sites saves them at. least "a 11tt1e" money. A very small.
i ;Arlty (3%) felt the Service cost them money (see Tab]e III 32) As a
5fgroup, former part1c1pants were Iess 11ke1y to feel ‘that Service attendance
;ghad saved- them ‘money {70% vs. - 83% of current part1c1pants) ' :
y Tab]es III -33 and III 34 present the op1n1ons of current part1c1pant
- sub- popu1at1ons. Recéh& entrants and Ionger term part1c1pants were very :
.11kely to report sav1ngs“# In a s1m11ar fash1on, bver 80 percent of _
‘}part1cpants attending” e1ther pre 1975 or, post 1975 s1tes feIt that the.
. prozram had saved them money ST " #

@

~

1 J

i Respondent Character1st1cssRea tedcto Berce1ved Savings o
) Regress1on ana1yses were conducted ‘to 1dent1fy e1der1y character1s- - \h

' tics assoc1atedaw1th perce1ved saVnngs%.These ana]yses re' aIed several o
7‘1nterest1ng f1nd1ngs for current pani1§;¥'ﬁts, but d1dqnotll1e1d stat1st1-
~cally s1gn1f1cant re1at1onsh1ps for forméw‘part1c1pants :gThe Iack of
“re11ab1e patterns for former part1c1pants is. - not unusuaI g1ven that the .
nmeasure of- 1nterest, perce1ved sav1ngs, was based upon recall of percept1ons
7more remote in t1me . Below, we descr1be the results for current congregate

~d1n1ng~Serv1ce part1c1pants » o

1See Append1x H- for a descr1pt1on of the anaIyt1c techn1que
[ O 11~ & 181




”a;;;“‘ o TABLE I11- 29 N
_OPINION OFSMEAL COST BY PARTICIPANTSI .
" WHOSE"SITES SET AMOUNTS CQNTRIBUTED
2 "vaihioo”of Meal Costd = .= - Pekticipanté 'Former'Partieigents o
= - -7 . T(wess) (N8
“Meal Should' Be Fia"/ . L |

Costs "Too Much" - 4%
Costs "About Right" A 84%

9% - ¢
2%

Costs "Too L1tt1e"“

2%

o9
101%" .
. J o ‘
— “ ‘ o
.‘ . o ‘ : " Low .. f’, - ﬁ \
k R I . . . o R N » o . i
?‘ . _—__..(—_-—— 4

f°»1Source Q A12 Do ‘you think.the- amounq g’money you. are/were asked to pay
' =:‘1s tao much too little, about right, or shou1d the mea1 be free’ U

2Tota] d1ffers from: 100% due to round1ng ; , rd
o 3Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y ( X 1 df = 8.8, p s’ 01) Former = .
" ~'participants were likely to feel the "mea1 should have been free/ -
© cost too much" and 1ess 11ke1y to” fee1 the cost was "about r1ght oo

i

" I11-68




TABLE 111 30 ° e

z%% . o OPINION ‘OF MEAL COST BY LONGER- TERM1
S - : AND RECENT ENTRANTS WHOSE SITES
o ‘ -SET_AMOUNT Q0NTRIBUTED3_

Opinigg of.Meal Cost *§.. Recent Entrants Longer-Term

o (N=4I5) B =il
"Weal Should Be Free"/ - L D
Costs "Too Much" : o 4% S 3%
Costs “About RightW;
I Costs'"Tod Little" =

| No 0p1nion o "_1_,'

Do, Not Know/No Response

szercentages report1ng‘"5hou1d be free/too much " "about;
"too 11tt1e" do not d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (x .g df e

11169




A | TABLE I11-31

o GPINION OF MEAL COST BY PRE-1975

" AND POST-1975 SITE ATTENDEES WHOSE
" SITES SET AMOUNTS CONTRIBUTED |

: “/'" -

Attend : "% Attend

éﬁPercentages reporting. “should be free/too ‘much ; ""about r1ght
@l1tt1e" do not d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (€ x% 2 df 1 6, p- > 05)

III-JO o

'5 Post-1975 ~  Pre-1975
_ ' Site - - __Site
;?\wv, ,L“Mea] Should Be. Free"/ R
L Costs Moo Mech® 3.
Costs “Apout Right" esy - 82%
~* Costs "Too Litt]e" L 8% 10%
“No 0p1n1on S _ 1 1%
Do Not Know/No Respong%/ g 3%
. o . 004 - <.t
: TOT:AL - 98% 1 Omi #
e K Y
- i o
' ,  . ¢ j :
. . * .
1Source Q A12 e _ .
2Tota1 d1ffers from 100% due to round1ng .

" and "too



i.l. Summary and Implications: - .

. A1though nearly one-quarter of a11 Congregate Service participants fe1t
the Service:-saves them "a lot" of money, elderly with lower annual 1ncomes or

</w1th 1ower perceived ‘income suff1c1ency were not more 1ikely to perce1ve

savings. This is undoubtedly related to the f1nd1ng that average part1c1pant
contributions were modest. ‘ .
Severa1 var1ab1es, however, were found to be re1 ted to perceived -
savings.. nThose who attended the most frequent1y, and, therefore, could
rea11ze;hhe§greatest savings, were more 1ikely. to fe@ﬂ the program had saved
- them money. : - - Lo ~”
Those who.had positive percept1ons of f
to perceive attendance saved them money . i
F1na11y, less mobi]e part1c1pants and the sma11 sub- -group who experi -
enced some degree of d1ff1cu1ty getting to the sites were more- 11ke1y to feel An
the attendance had saved them money. Both of these f1nd1ngs may simply be
due to the common tendency to value more h1gh1y thoseéthingsjobta1ned w1th a

little” difficulty. | ':;’3”:”" . - ot

' r“sites”also weredmore 11ke]y

iy
¥

" i.2. Congregate Dining;Particigants Exper1ev'es and Percgpt1ons

° Attendance Frequency v't"a S S : ;a”'i

¥

Those who attended at least. once per,week were more
.11ke1y to feel that Serv1ce attendance had saved them ,
.money . : " :

: ranspgrtat1on D1fT1cu1t1es : . S o
A1though very few part1c1pants had troub]e gett1ng ‘to the s\te e
“those who .did experience sonie d1ff1cu1ty were more 11ke1y

to fee] the’ program saved them money, AMV;#c' :

.
-

'“#’e  Pleasantness of Site f't Co e

.®

~ The more "p1easant't part1c1pants rated the1r s1te, the greater g
',the perce1ved savings o :

oL




 TABLE-I11-32

PERCEIVED SAVINGS ASSOCIATED® . R
. WITH SERVICE ATTENDANCE B

LA o

RN,

2 Participants“"FOrmef Participants
_ SRR (5 0 1) IR C¥ 2 ) B
Save A Lot o o2y 10%

33% 70% -

s
Save. Nothing S 5 O 17% :
- Caved 14% S j} 239
e. .. Costs-Money L . 3% : = 6% /.
s Do Not Know . - ‘ ~3% ._‘ R 6%

: ~ - 4
-‘D' . . -
3 Gy

CToTAL . 100%. o, ol

" Pperceived Savings

Save Some . ~ o37%

Save.A L1tt1é 1J"e' )

No'Response_

¢ .

" }§8u;ce:; Q.'BlOéf Does/Did'ﬁfiﬁan you 3 Tot of money; some money, a 1ittl

¥/ money,.dr no monéy to eat at the site, or does/did .it cost you mopey?

% D o - R
" “Dengtes less than 1%. -~ Y-
, 23 W

. N s . i oi2n . ’ M . . ! ]
Percentagés differ significantly (x%, 1 df, = 17.1, p <.01). Former
nts were less 1ikely to report savings and~more\jike1y to
 meal had "saved nothing" or "cost (them) money."

. Y
TR

189
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TABLEIII-33  y = .,

PERCEIVED SAVINGS AssocéfATeo1
o "WITH SERVIGE ATTENDANEE: .= -
",‘ RECENT (ENTRANTS. VS, ‘LONGER- TEBM 3

e R RS I ;,-” Vg T
e i C’n 3 R

2 - ‘ R o
Perceived Saving_, , Recent Entrants Lonﬁer-Term

" Save A Lot ifﬁ‘f*“' - 23%  25%
Savé Some - ~ 38% ) 83% 36% » 82%

save A Little e o
“save Nothing - i 30 12w
| - 143 Y18y
Costs Money _ : S 3% 3%
Do Not Know/No ReSponsew A”,;—y 3% : o 3%

e . TOTAL s o0y 1008

Ioburce: q. 810 LI S SN

2Percentages. rgg

s " / ,
;gﬁ and saves noth}ng/costs money do not
d1ffer SJgn1f' .

Tydf, = 0.3, p >..05).

v
B ﬂ~‘~» RPN N\

B
i



B U TABLE 111-34

| PERCEIVED SAVINGS ASSOCIATED®
5 ~ " WITH SERVICE ATTENDANCE:
- i PRE-1975 VS. POST-1975 ATTENDEES

L)
"

[§
. Attend - - - Attend
_ . Post-1975 " Pre-1975
Perceived Savings® =~ . __.Site . Site «
Save A Lot * - ot T 268 ) a1
‘ Save Some . - . 36% ) 83% .. 38% ) 8l%
 rrosave Rlittle- oar ) 22 ) .
~"save Nothing TELT gy 12% o
L J Ty e 15%
.. Costs Money = - 3% L £Wr13%w. SR
‘ Do Not Know/No Response 3% - -~ = 4%
©TOTAL - 100% 100%
S - / . ! la. |

S

1
2

Source: Q. B10

“Percentages differ significantly (x2, 14df, = 5.2, p < .05). Pre-1975
site ‘attendees were less Tikely to report attendance saved them "a Tot,"\
) S - o R -




© e - Food PYathbiTity
- If they~fa]t “the food uSua11y tasted good, respondents were
e more 11ke1y to fee1 that Service attendance saved them money.v

4'.{"’

Because these var1ab1es were corre1ated ye have ch en to 111ustrate these
data in.a summary fashion {n Tab1e III 35.° 1 This tab]e dfsp]ays the rela=-
itionship between attendante frequency and’ perce1ved saV1’ngs.-l As can be seen
«_those who attended at least oﬁEE’Eer’;eek were more 1ikely-to- fee1 attendance ;

had saved them money (85% vs 69% ofifeSS frequent attendies) For j s

v

basis were more 11ke1y to perce1ve sav1ngs assoc1ated Coe
with site attendance | C R RIS ’

| L e g
° Inv1t1ng Others to. Eat “)-_f Yoo o
~~ The more often part1c1pants 1nv1ted others to their ‘homes -

to d1ne the lower the perce1ved savings assoc1ated w1th

¢ ~ meal site attendance. T

A ;, v .

§%cause these variables were related, one re1at oﬁshib (1nv1t1ng others
to dige) is presented 1n Table I1I- 36 to illustrate all f1nd1ngs in a summary
;manner.' As can be seen, the penpentage report1ng that Service attendance B
‘saved."a-lot" var1es as-a funct1on -of how often they invited others to- the1r
homes for meals. ' Those who invited others more often than "rare]y" may have *
~ had. 1arger grocery bills, and thus meals consumed at thg site are probab]y »
1ess 11ke1y to offset higher food costs assoc1ated with~ enterta1n1ng fr1ends-‘
:?or familys - o 7 R T -“"b Ny

.'lDeta11ed tab]u]at1ons 111ustratmng other re]at1onsh1ps d1scussed in the
o test. are conta1ned 1n Append1x H. s

bR




N . . . . L . R °
LR . : : ' . R
Y , . . P
: v PRSI

B RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ATTENDANCEl 2 3 SO R
Tl FREQUENCY AND PERCEIVED SAVINGS - B f‘ T

[l

Part1c1pants L

- ' _ Attend 1-5 . Attepd -
, Lo e oo Times A .+ Less
Perceived Savings Lo <" - Week = Often

save Alot ~ - 254

"Save éome~. o , 't;Qi 39%
save A Little . 21%
Save Nothing- | 10%

ﬁost§ Méney e L 2% o
™ Do 'Not know . o 3 5%

. No Response: = > T . LT . C

N —

® Y
. ' a

- S oTota 100 T }boz, e

o
o
L4
-4/ i

'1Sou¥ce ﬂ@m B10 A1 How often do you usua]Tﬁ y go to this s1te feEYa,hot -
meal? ., , _ (* /

2Those who did not report attendance frequency are deleted from th1s . €.
~analysis. , ‘ L ‘ '

o 3A detailed d1str1but1on is conta1ned in Append1x Hs

*Denotes Tess than . L 'f, _ '," o : ;f '
4Percentages differ s1gn1f87ant1yq(x'; 1 df, = 38.1, p < .05). : E]derly ;’
who ‘attended at 1east onc per week were more 11ke1y to: reportfattendance S
saved them money . _ » ‘ E » ‘

S ¢4 & /I S
98




. I . ) | .' . , - . ' ' ‘ . . .

f{ 6 . 3 - ) A‘\

.+, TABLE IlI- 36 -« e o
RELAfEBNSHIv BETWEEN - FREQUENCYl 2,3 - ,Tiéffﬁﬁ-

5~ OF INVITING OTHERS TO EAT AND
~* " PERCEIVED SAVINGS
| IVED " SAVING

').f'
ST S I "Participants _ Y
o ' R 4 Invite Others Invite Uthers Invite Others .

; Percetved¥Savings . ; Often =~ . Sometimes - rely/Never -~ = = .
R €1=2-%) IR () R Eﬁ&g:gﬁgi L

save Alet . aa3 T ae% 27%
Save Somé  ° 3%  38%  :  37% .
SweAlittle oo a2 0%
S e e
' Save Nothing -~ - 13% - o2 1% ,
‘Costs Money N N\ ' 2%
Do Not.&Know . ." 3% B A VA
: *ﬂo Response ’ A *. - ~e‘-’%ﬁ?' ‘ ,-,\ﬁ(/ _ &
{ _ - o L P
CTOTAL 1009, ¢ 100% . \100% |
‘ . AT X .- - . o
\\, m " . b Zd"
< ‘ N - t .

& o

— § R T
1Source Q. B10, E6:. How often do you invite friends or re]at1ves to have S
lunch or ‘dinner w1th you -- often, somet1mes, arely, or never?. - 4 .. .

2Those who did not ré/pond to Q. E6 are .deleted from th1s ana1ys1s
A deta11ed distr1bution for this item is- found in Appendix H

4Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (x3 2 df 9 5, p < 01 Percentages "
report1ng theﬁ*had saved "a 1ot" d1ffered sign1f1cant1y
km«’? " 1 o, N ¢

Denotes less than 1%. I“lfﬁ“sfbg - S




\1
A

L

~e

2. Rat1ngs of Mea]s :

_‘r,

fhe vast majority of current congregate d1ning partic1pants (93%) .
.reported they "a1ways" got .énough- to eat from the: mea1 provided by the s1te '-‘J
~ This. att1tude did not differ appreciab1y “among part1c1pant sub popu1a£1ons._

In addition, 94, percent of all current part1c1pants fe]t that tﬁE\meal ",L;
,"usua]]y tast(ed) good." Former- part1c1pants ‘were 18ss 11ke1y to reca11 that -

the ‘site meal usually had tasted good-(90%). 1e .
Tﬁese data 1ndﬁcate*that the va$t maJority found serv1ngs to be adequate :
and that the mea]s»were qu1te appea11ng : g L ‘ .vj*'f .
| C, - . L - . ,¥< - M ‘ . T . v - .»
. ;s | \ . -
* . ‘&, P r
© N "

I" \ -

/" . <' Vvl"/ \ & .:;
o S . )
. s ' - | i

/ . . )

. . |
. | ! ) ! ° 8
v - *
-IPerCentages.differ sighificaﬁt]y (%2 AN dfs.f 3;9,}p‘< .QS).‘
P . 1m-m’ o~ |
» A 5 I G

\) L . ) . . v _‘ o




3.

meai Site, participants mentioned a whde variety of things

their responses were ' RSt I R R

1 . . ’ T ' ,J' ‘ .'~‘ A 'N, - " .

e . Lo . o o e
? SN . Peopie (i e..other partiCipants) , 54% e
T @ Feod e T T g

o ° Staf»F o _'.‘ e " C/}% ' | -
. 6% ‘

:Ratings of MeaIFSites .

. Most Liked Site Attributes .

. When” directiy asked to identify attributes they/{iked most abqut the

In rank order

‘o, Miscellaneous Other Attributes-

In fa&t 'a'Targe:minority'(14§T@mpntioned all of. these attri utes as'most

. These data show that a1th0ugh e1der1y appreoiated S veral site

Tiked.
attributes, they piaced most value-upon their fellow partic1 ants. Thus,
the social aspects of Sites figure prominentiy in- the: hierarchy of vaiued
Service characteristics . - . . - .
. : ‘ N ’ . v 4

B

- A v . y

R \ JMisceiianeous Attributes .. 15%

‘;." . & ‘Féod v . | IS 2N )
A . o_) Peopie (i e. feiiow partiCipants) 2%
e Staff T o T1g

- when d1ﬁth1y queried.
L)

b, . Least Liked Site Attributes |
Only one-guarter of partic1pants mentioned an attribute they 1east Tiked,
- In- rank- order, their responses wer é

~

e,

f' ' : <
) . . .

inciud dysguch things as

[

- ~7Comp1aint§ regarding buiiding maintehance tempera-

°
f ' ture regu1ation during the w1nter, parking, stairs
y k.}@ S o '-. R v . o
- e Feeiing rushed_duringlthe meai .
//“.{A | ' o ..
/, e Transportation'diffibuities.» ':. : a. o >
./-; | ;i_af_”- . v;t\m)jiif?79 - -:l,. ;' -
BERTEE UL S I I: S

e S |
/ , R , o './‘ I A Y .

2 . . ’ 0 . . "
: . : T =
st . . . s . C
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C. Rated Pleasantness of Cbngregate Sites .o
These data are conta1ned in Table II1-37 and show that a very 1arge

' maJor1ty of current part1c1pants (84%) felt that their s1tes.were "very

pleasant" p]aces to go. _Former part1c1pants reca]]ed that their sites: Were _;p

somewhat less. than "very p]easant e ' ) , ‘
As shown in Table III'38, recent entrants and 1onger -term part1c1pants
gave comparably high site ratings. In a similar fash1on part1c1pants at :

_pre- -1975 and post- 1975 sites rated their sites cbmparably p1easant (see

~ Table III- 39) '

. :\"_;‘A

d. Respondent Character1st1cs Assoc1ated with Rated P]easantness "\
: A]though part1c1pants gave very pos1t1ve site ratings, mu1t1var1ate ¢
ana]yses1 were: ut111zed to 1dent1fy e1der1y characteristics pred1ct1hg more _

and less pos1t1ve site ratings. Results. for current and former congregate

d1n1ng part1c1pants are presented below. ",

d.l. Summary “and Imp11cat1ons : A
- Current congregate d1n1ng part1c1pants fe1t the1r sites were-more

) "p]easant" p]aces to go if the sites provided dther act1v1t1es, the food -
" was palatable, and elderly actively socialized with friends. at their sites.

. The latter relationship also held true for-former part1c1pants. Funthermore,

if they felt they saved "a lot" of money, they felt the1r sites were more

"-”p]easant Also, those who felt their sites were pleasant in the eftreme were.

more 1ikel jko have increased. their contributions.
Active congregate participants also were more Vikely to rate their sites

'very highly. - Thus," the more active the e]der]y are, the more//)easant s1tes

“are as places td go. L . S/

JElder1y persons who reported exper1enc1ng psycho]og1ca1 prob]ems (i.e. 4( |

‘idepress1on) were 1ess 11ke1y to fee] sites were p]easant p]aces to go,fand

.&

,Sites were: somewhat less appea11ng to the more h1gh1y educated current

part1c1pants T t

* The re]at1onsh1p between frequency of reportedrfee11ngs of depress1on _
and unhappiness is: 1nterest1ng, ‘as 28 percent of current participants and 34

‘percent éf former part1c1pants reported fee11ng "somet1mes" or "often"

deprossed in the few_weeks prior to be1ng interviewed.;: A]though feelings of *

T'-____'_' ' ) L_Kn
See Append1x I for a descr1pt1on of thecana1yt1c techn1que KRR

. . { '
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TABLE 111-37 |
- eamep eLeasaTaEss OFL T T
elLe U CONGREGATE SITES T oy

A RétinQZf’ Participants \-“'FormérfPértiéipahts B
T T - — (N=289)
PN N . i B

. H:Very P1easant _“:., o 84%'1' . s " 57%’;;_ P »/ T
e g s e R A

Not‘Joo-P1easant o 1% -/ 16% ’":“: RN 31%

.Ve.r‘y U‘hpr1ea_sa'nt‘. ’ | * », o .. : \
" D@ Not Know/Could - R ST
- Not Recall- . - A
- s ' . . » . . . .

: No’Responsé S ' 'f IR ;-._ ;3 S l%zéfé”

ofotalt L.o100% . .o.l00 <o
s . . \ .f.jv | - A - " ~.;.\ .’ J/"'

v, . ,
[ T

oo 7 t : Lo . . ' . .

S M S Ry

3 . . -gv B S . N A

‘ISource Q ‘B5: AN th1ngs cons1dered, 1s/was‘the mea1 s1te a very p]easant :
* place to go, a fa1r1y p]easant place, ?ot tdo pleasant, or a very,unp]easant;.»
place -to. go?'- . "_dag%/ _ P TR .

Denotes 1ess than 1% &

2Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y (x2, 1 df 36.5, p < 01) Participaﬁté;*
. were more 11ke1y to rate their s1tes as "ven; p]easant " S




SRS ;;{a' - R TABLE 111 38 .

Y RATED PLEASANTNESS OF CONGREGATE s:rss,l : L
" RECENT ENTRANTS VS. LONGER-TERM- T e

N - d
S . et

: o RN
.9
.’

i RO =
| ;fx"a;g,i , .; TR Hf' e N-'.' ]
Y '~V@rx P1easant .. 8% .. 8% . .

J' ﬁﬂ 'Fa1rﬂy P]easant . ij.7  L 16% g »f "113%

’ [-wRecent Entran'

Not Too P1easant R ¢ O A
o Very Unp]easant S ;-_;-;“Qf o '.;*jl% |
3A Qo.Not Know f ?\ ey _ : ' l:'* e T

No Response. “ . . o+ ok Lol -~

SToTAL - 100% o C.o100% 0 -

A

o . . . , . .
e T o ' " * ’ * *

N . N : < ’ -
X . ' . . B .
- N . . ' . . : . -
o .« . R ; . . ) '
; —_— - . . . .
W

Lsource: Q.. 85 ~”_' T - o | e RS

- A
o Denotes less than 1% e

vy

'v,?Peﬂfentages rating s1tes "very pLeasant" d1d not sign1f1cant1y d1ffer
, ( x5 1 df, 2 4, P > 05)%

>

. _.;\\v, ) ",'.




o *_f' TABLE 111-39

* /. \RATED: PLEASANTNESS OF’ CONGREGATE SITES: 1 o F
Sy ~ PRE-1975 VS. POST-1975 SITE ATTENDEES =

N .- - - Attend,  "-Attend
S, 7L Post-1975  Pre-1975
. Rating~ .~ .. - Site : Site

~ Very b1edsent: _- ,339_' o84y "83%
Fairly Pleasant © = 18% 153
iiNot fod;P1easantb' : 2 RTINS 2

. ;'Very Unp1eesant o R o
f Do‘Not,Know ' . - . e;. }%; | .

~No Response . R e

2(/247;"'h. v ~ TOTAL - - 100% " 100%

1Sour‘ce -'5135‘j3,' ';fi<,“""f AR B 0 L
Denotes 1 ss “than - 1%. \1_ ' '. | e

woN

i

*rat1ng sites "veny pleasant" did not s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer

2Percentage
‘-03 p> 05)

(x2 , 1 df

AT

DI N 129 8 ;> -
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K v .t \ ) 5 .’ ) . AN 14 g
unhappiness were. not related to attendance frequency, the large m1nor1ty of
e]der]y who felt th1s way- found their sites less enjoyable' places ‘to’ go.x
. This group may have special need for support1ve services offered through the

meal sites. =~ - .. = = - .

d.2. Congregete'Dining Participants' Perceptéons and Experiences =~ \{

. /‘v » , .
* o - Increased Contributions | |
~ Those who had 1ncreased their sitée contr1but1ons found the1r .

sites more p1easantr

2

0 ‘ :
" o. Awareness of Site Act1v1t1es . A ‘
. If respondents were aware of site act1v1t1es (e g games,
mov1es,‘s1ng1ng), they felt the s1te was more : p]easant

g

Time Spent Visiting Fr1ends at Sites ,
The more time part1c1pants spent v1s1t1ng fr1endsvat -
.:‘the s1te, they more p1easant the site was rated

.t . . B + -

e Food Pa1atab111ty | o - - BULRL
~ If site food usually tasted good e1der1y rated the1r L
sites more pleasant. * o _ 5‘

(e Perce1ved Sav1ngs o - ,-///_-,
. The greater the perce1ved sav1ngs assoc1ated w1th
attendance, the more: p]easant the site was.,
_ Because these var1ab1es were corre1ated one . relat1onsh1p 1s presented
~in Table III-40 to illustrate these data.in a genera1 manner.1 Th1s ana1ys1s’
shows that the more time elder]y sPent soc1a11zing w1th fr1ends at the s1te

o

the more. p1easant they felt the site was.

. o [ .
e 7 e
> '..‘.w . ) : . . F
N -

¢

R 10ther 111ustrat1ve tab]es related to these findings are conta1ned in ‘ffﬁ?
Append1x I. : N L . L L

[}

a
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- TABLE III-40

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RATED SITE PLEASANTNESS!® 2,3
AND FREQUENCY OF VISITING FRIENDS AT SITE

‘ - ) ' Participants
- g o . ‘Spend a Lot/ - Spend A Bit/
‘Rating”™ - . ._Some Time . ~_No Time
. .o b’. =
| Very Pleasant . 88% B o 72%
Fairly Pleasant e - 24%
“Not Tod Pleasant 1% R o
Very Unpleasant L x v o
Do Not Know '.';. * _ 1%
TOTAL 1008 100%
o \‘
A
Sl
|Sou?ce Q.B5; - B4: Do you spend a lot of t1me, some time, Just a 11tt1e
t1me or no t1me, visiting, w1th frignds at the site? 8
2

Those who did not prov1de a response to Q. B4 are exc]uded from this
ana]ys1s o

A deta11ed distr1but1on for this item’ 1s in Append1x I.

Denotes less. than 1% y: _ | | | v
’ 4Percentages differ 51gn1f1cant1y (x% 1 df, = 59.7,-p < 01) Those who
.'spend at least some’ time:socializing with fr1ends at the site are more
11ke1y to rate their sités as "very pleasant "

9

-
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'd.3. Congregate Dining Participants'-L1festyle and'Demqgraghic
- Characteristics
" Three 1f¥estﬁﬁe and demographic character1st1cs signifﬁcantly predicted
how pleasant part1c1pants felt their sites we're. :

o Depression .
Elderly persons who were frequently depressed or very unhappy
- found their sites less pleasant.

@
A

® Religious Service Attendance .
Those who attended religious services at least once a
“week felt more positively about their sites.

o Education

Respondents who were more highly_eduéatedﬂ(i.e._attained
higher than a high school diploma) were somewhat less
likely to rate their sites as "very pleasant" places

to go. : -

The relat1onsh1p between attending religious services and site ratings
s displayed in Table 111-41. “Although’ a majority felt their s1tes were
'"very pleasant" places to go, elderly who attended re11g1ous services once
a week or more often gave their sites even h1gher rat1ngs.

" d.4. Former Participants' Experienees and Perceptions'

_ ‘ Mu]tivariate analysis revealed that formér participants who
.reported spend1ng more time socializing with-their friends at sites (when

" they were active partjc1pants) current]y gave higher overa11 ratings to their
sites (see Table I11-42). o ‘

‘d.5.,Former Participants' Lifesty1e and Demographic Characteristics
e .' e ‘ . . .
X Ab111ty to Clean and Maintain Home
Former participants currently able to clean and ma1nta1n

their homes by themse]ves were more 11ke1y to recall that

the site was p]easant L - ‘ o S
\ . .

- I11-86 o
(/ -~ o RuU3
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TABLE III- 41

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RATER SITE PLEASANTNESS!® 2, 3
- AND FREQUENCY OF ATTENINNG REDIGIOUS SERVICES: -

o

Participants

Attend Once Attend Less
4 , A Week Or Often Than Once
Rating ‘ ‘More Often A Week
. - (N=1,090) ‘ ) (N=644)
Very Pleasant _ - 86% S .- 81%
Fairly Pleasant. 13% RSV
Not Too Pleasant -~ % = 1% 1
| Very'Unpléasant - . 1%
TOTAL 100% ' -100%
ah
1y A
' ,
R} A .

lsource: Q. BS; Gl: How often do you attend religious services?
¢
2Those who did not provide a response to Q. G1 are exc]uded from this

analysis.
37 detailed distributibn'for this item is in Appendfx I.
4Percentages differ s1gnificant1y (x3, 1 df, = 6.8, p < 01) E]derly who

attend religious services at least once a week are more 11ke1y to rate
* the site as "very pleasant.". . . .

o | - r1-87 i

294
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RELATTONBHIP BETWEEN RATED SITE: PLEASANTNESSl 2, 3 e
~AND PAST FREQUENCY OF VISITING FRIENDS AT SITE ‘f; ;:?-*.,

—
L 4
. .
R

- e "f7:, . - . Former Part1c1pants
P 4 : . 'Spent a Lot/ - . Spent. A B1t/
“Rating o " .Some Time. -~ - No Time .
R, ST . T(Id)
~ Very Pleasant 1,[ 799 s
Fairly Pleasant - . 21% .. 3%

.
vt

. Not;Tpo_PTEaéantl. - - L o 6%
5;;Very<UnP1easant'r - | | 3%
Do Not Know/Could = = R

Mot Recall ' --" A 2%

u'_ e o . , o [ -

CTOTAL. . § 1008 1003

- lsource: 0. B4 85"

'”’w.s .

.

\ ﬂ;;?Those who did’ not prOV1de a response to Q B4 are. exc]uded from this
.;{_mg-analys1s o e o . - » e

é& A deta11ed d1str1but1on for th1s 1tem s 1n Append1x I.o¢ .
4Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y ( x% 1 df, = 18.0, p' <.01). " Those who

reported having spent at ledst "some time" v1s1t1ng friends at the s1te
| were more 11ke1y to rate the s1te 8. “Very p]easant.-

‘f\\rjiljeeeefige%;'j HI88 o 230




- [} ’Degressio % L
o The ‘more frequent]y depressed former part1cpants current]y
were the less p]easant they reca]]ed that the sites ﬁ%re.

_l‘ ® |

‘e J¥Re11gjous Service Attendance ‘

1

-Those who more frequent1y(ettend re11g1ous serv1ces, re- ~inx

- ca11§g the1r sites were 1ess p1easant

“ R -'_1_'- )
. ;%,, .
. -~
L)
i
A
<
¥
2
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4. 'Aﬁareness-of and.ﬁarticipation‘1n(Site”Nutr1tdon Eddcation'n;' - -,

.

- One’ of the primary support1ve serv1ces that congregaie d1n1ng sites. may
_offer is. nutr1t1on education. These educat1ona1 act1v1t1es may take a _
variety of forms: c1asses, 1nforma1 discussions, ;or ‘the prov1sion of
fpr1nted mater1a1s on nutr1t1on and/or food preparat1on This section of the
- report d1scusses awareness and ut111zatnon of 51te nutrition educat1on by
o “e1der1y part1c1pants and former part1c1pants . -
P T VAR
| "'a. Awareness of: S1te Nutr1t1on Educat1on = ‘
S11ght1y more than one- ha1f (54%) df current congregate d1n1ng ‘
e 'part1c1pants reported they were_aware, of nutr1t1on educat1on act1V1t1e at
- the1r sites (see Table LII- 43) Interesting]y nearly one-f1fth (17%)( 1d not
: . kpow whether such educat1ona1 act}v1t1es were offered through sites. As
' 'sgown 1n Table 111-43 former par 1c1pants were less’ 11ke1y to recall that .
nutrition educat1on had been ava11ab1e.when they were act1ve Serv1ce o

.-Z .

part1c1pants
Longer term part1c1pants (64%) were more aware- of s1te nutr1t1on o
‘education than those who have more recent1y enro11ed (42%). These data are
d1sp1ayed in Table 111~ 44 Other: data presented -in Table III-45 show ‘that
'e1der1y persons attend1ng sites estab11shed after 1975 were marg1na11y more
11ke1y to report the1r sites offered s1te nutr1txon educat1on (56% vs. 50% of
pre-1975 site attendees) ' L ‘
These data révea] elderly respondent§' awareness of nutrition educat1on
and may not prec1se1y correspond to the degree to which sites’ actua11y of fer
- educat1onaT programs.. _The fact that 17 percent did not know whether such '
programs. were- ava11ab1e at their site suggests that increased pub11c1ty
| _concern1ng/s1te nutrition educat1on may be usefu] Increased pub11c1ty may -
help ensure that all potent1a1 nutr1t1on education part1c1pants w111 be aware
of the/fu]] range of support1ve serv1ces ava11ab1e. '

- ! . 4

_ /'b. Respondent Character1st1cs Re1ated to Awareness of. S1te Nutr1t1on'
//:f ~ Education : . o
/ Mu1t1var1ate ana1yses1 were conducted to 1dent1fy elderly character1s-
t1cs assoc1§ted with awareness of site nutrition educat1on No significant
) "préd1ctors were- found for the former part1c1pant sub- popu1at1on. Resu]ts for

'current congregate dining part1c1pants are d1scussed be]ow

——————————

IISee Append1x J for a descr1pt1on of the ana1yt1c techn1que

o o S mw o 2y
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T TABLE 111 43
ANARENE§§>0F SITE NUTRITION EDUCATION

BN

g,\~_>.\ .

Lo . ' s

>

" : Awareness® - . blvihe Participants - :}':LFOfméf:Part1C1paﬁtS
U Lo ms:s Dl ( =2) R

”'hEducatlon Avai]ab]e ': 54% | i..a".. - .ﬁ136%v.;h?
Education Not Ava11ab1e 9% ”*h_; 3y
'Do Not'Know/Cou1d : o S
“Not, Reca11 S ¥/ . 25%

o,

"‘;i No Response o - x L 1%

COToTAL 100% . - 100%.

Source: . Q. E14 Do they ever have c]asses, d1scuss1ons, or brochures on

. nutr1t1on or food preparation at the mea] site where you go7

Denotes less than 1%:

Percentages d1ffer sign1f1cant1y ( x% 1 df, 25 5, p <.01). Former -
participants were less tikely to report educat1on was available and
“more likely to report either that it was not available or they did not
know whether it had been ava11ab1e at their s1tes : .

A . . . o

S SR X I
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N

*Dénotes_less-than 1%. =

ST s 4
STl TABLE T4 |
| ANARENESS OF SITE NUTRITION.EDUCATION:' . =~ °~
LONGER TERM VS RECENT ENTRANTS '\ L
. Sy 2 . - ‘H. ".'1-' ST
' " Awareness v -, " Recent, Entrants. - Longer-Term
s Eem s SOee)
© Education Ava11ab1e f, - ‘fv._”jﬂz% "- - '64% o
_ Educat1on Not Ava11ab1e ; "; .“07'35%" .  _‘ j24%
Do Not know Y 2w o e
“No Response R T ,i * i
CTotAaL 1008 100%

/

1Source Q. E14

entrants were less aware of -education ava11ab111ty and more. 1ikely to

say either the service was not ava11ab1e or they did not know if it was'f.,f
- available at their site. ‘

R R T

2Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (x2, 1-df, = 83.5, b < .01). Recent o



o
ST TABLE [1-45

SE ANARENESS OF SITE NUTRITION EDUCATION:} . = '
cf . PRE-1975 VS. POST-1675 SITE ATTENDEES - .

ST pttend Attend” -
. e Y Post-1975 - ' Pre-1975
Awareness . - '\ - Site ' " Site

.

?n*Educat1on Ava11ab1e i T 56 .:'v-’>A 509
: 'QEducat1on NotaAva11ab1e 1% 314

fNo}Response: . e

: 1Source -Q. E14 :.5<;-' ' fj o - o 5' _; T f-

\__ .
2Percentages d1ffer S1gn1f1cant1y (x3 1 df, = 6.1, p < 05) Pre-1975
site attendees were less aware of educat1on ava11ab111ty and more 11ke1y
to say either the service was not available or they did not know. if it
was available at their site. | ’ :

*Denotes less thqn 1% ; : S

R oL [17-93 - PR ="
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b.l. Summary and Implications
— E]der]y pergons who reported thei‘

- .

sites offering'several activities '

:1"besides the meal, were themse]ves actiye partiE‘pants, and were aware of
' _.other supportive services were 1ike1y to be aware of site nut ition educationﬂ

n_activitiés ‘Although on]y ‘10 percent felt the Service was “free n th@se

' :,persons were somewhat less 1ikely to be. aware of site nutrition education. 3_1'

' Participants who ‘were more mobi]e, felt their hea1th\had not’ dec]ined
,fe]t ‘their incomes were adequate and’ were rarely depressed were' more aware
-of s1te nutrition education.‘ Moré able participants and elder]y persons who

' ,'had positive self- perceptions exhib1ted greater awareness. These findings

and the fact that minor1ty e]der]y were less aware ‘of site nutrition
education suggest that this supportive service is not reaching some important‘
subpopu]ations. It may also be, however, -that the more d advantaged groups '
' eferred to above are 1ess interested in exp]orlngéfﬁgwf—i range of avail-»=
“able supportive services..

. b 2. Congregate Dining,Participants Perceptions and Experiences
) ~ Several characteristics were found to predict awareness of s1te
-nutrition education.‘ _-a;_vg“' e '

) vPerceptions of - Contributions Po]icx, .
B Participants ‘who felt meals were “free" were 1ess aware of
swte education than those who fe]t they either were charged

or made a donation.‘ ' - ‘ o

) ,Awareness and Participation in Site Activities .
o ',.ReSpondentﬁfwho were more aware of s1te activit1es (e g
- singing, games, etc.) and those’ who took part more often
were more aware of site nutrition -education. '

Y Visiting Friends at" &f/X’
. Persons who spent at 1east "some time" socializing with

"friends at their s1tes were more aware of. site nutrition
.education. '

e
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C T S R A
. . Awareness of Site Shopping Assistance T e ‘ ‘
‘ "hgThose who reported their sites made shopping: assistance
avaiiabie were more aware 'of the avaiiabiiity of site

V"nutrition education.

e

J

Because these variabies were, themseives, assoc ted, ome reiationship/éy ‘o
-presented 1n "Table III-46 to iiiustrate‘the abojg'findings in a su he 4
-fashion.; These data show - that partic1pants who spent’ some time };'_:--
articqpating in. other site act1v1t1es were more- 11ke1y to reportybl’
ynutrition education was avaiiabie !

5. .

more awa re.

o 'fHeaith Relative to Last Year s .. : ~ L
If participants felt the1r health had deciinéd since last- -
'year, they were Yess aware of 51te nu' i ;6n education. v

o Depre551o

. - Elderty who felt depressed or very unhappy more often were
‘”1ess aware of. nutrition education activities.

-

o :Perceived Income Suff1c1ency :
" Persons who reported their 1ncomes "pooriy" took care of o

. their needs were less aware. . v . 5“ S o
o R
IDetai'led distribution for other variabies discussed in the text are in

Appendix Jo A o , -

oy s 212




, ¥ / .
N CTABLE III-6
< - RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FREQUENCY OFa 2,3

PARTICIPATION IN SITE ACTIVITIES ‘AND T
ANARENE§S OF SITE NUTRITION HDUCATION

' : . ‘ ,"'. . E ' .,." . ‘.vk‘\q.
| - o Part1c1pants ' .

L
. :*1.°, 3 B - ATWays/Sometimes ~ Rarely/Never - .
' Awareness” ‘ ‘ Participate "Participate
. A o (N?I,Oggj (N=449)
- Education Available 648 . 43%
o ;.  Educat1on Not Avai]ab]g S 23%. - "gf 29%
Do Not Know S sy 8% -
X - OTOTAL 1006 ¢ 100%

4

| 1ASoimr'ce O E14; B3: How dften do you part1c1pate in any of these acti-
vities -~ a]ways, somet1mes, rare]y, or never? _ o

2Those who d1d not prov1de a response to Q. B3 are exc]uded from th1s
ana1ys1s ) .

3A detailed distribution for. this 1tem is 1n Append1x J.

-

4Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y (x2, 1 df, = 57, 5 p < 01) Those who -
rarely or never part1c1pate in site act1v1t1es were less aware of s1te
nutr1t1on educat1on . .

111-96
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"

*

" Fena e part1c1pants were more 11ker to say site nutrition]
education act1v1t1es were ava11fb1e.

.wk* o

e M1nor1ty Status - .
Minoraty e1der1y part1c1pants were more 11ke1y to ve’/rt
that, th1s sUpportive serv1ce w&sgnot ava11ab1e at their sites.

v »
M

correlated ~ One reIationsh1p is

"‘SeveraI of . these pred1ctor var1ab1es wer_w
l - As-can be seen,

. presented 1n TabIe III 47 to summarize oﬁher f1nd1ngs.

: A ‘,v- . ;

c. . Part1c1pat1on in S1te Nutr1t10n}Education

Part1c1pants who sa1d that site nutrition education act1v1t1es were

'_ava11ab1e at the1r sites were asked 1f they had ever part1c1pated in: these

‘:act1v1t1es. As shown 1n TabIe III-48 aware part1c1pants were more Tikely

‘;(73%} to have part1c1pated than were former participants (60%). . Disregard1ng
,th1s idifference,: 1t 1s c1ear that a maJor1ty of participants who are aware

’vftake advantage of site nutrition educationaI op or unities.

: ,As a percentage of the total current congregate Serv1ce popuIation, )
:howeber onIy 39 percent have ever part1C1pated in these act1v1t1es (see v
"”TabIe 111-48).. AIthough the former- part1c1pant sampIe was ot designed to be: :
elhstatrskjcaIIy representat1ve of all. forMer Service attendees, it is B
f1nterest1ng to. note that a smaller proport1on ‘of this- sub- sampIe (21%) had
'ever part1c1pated 1n s1te nutrition act1‘1t1es. : : '
: Aware Ionger term part1c1pants were also more 11ke]y to part1c1pate thanf
_imord recent entrants (79% vs. 65%). Thps as seen in Table I1I-49, a larger
',fproport1on of a11 Ionger-term part1c1parts was likely ta have participated ’
'; A Part1c1pat1on by pre-1975 and post-1975 site attendees is displayed 1n
’fTabIe 111-50. Among aware part1c1pants no differences were observed;
“ﬁow ver, a moderater larger proport1on of eIderIy attendees at post-1975
sites were 11ke1y to part1c1pate in s1te nutr1t1oh educat1on (42% Vs 36% of

‘v'fpre-1975 s1te attendees)

R

. o \
L RS

_;Deta11ed d1stribut1ons for. other var1ab1es are in Appendix J

;:"_.‘!
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TABLE 111-47

L RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FREQUENCY OFl» 2» 3
" FEELING DEPRESSED OR VERY UNHAPPY ..
AND AHARENESS OF SITE NUTRITION EDUCATION

LN

4

. P o Participahts

e - P i' - . TFeel Depressed Feel Depressed
S Awareness " - L - Qften/Sometimes . Rarely/Never
| S ‘ T(N=4gE) - TReL2E)
- Education Availabite ‘ 44y "‘ ' 57% i .
© Education Not Available 3% 2d .
. © Do Not Know S 3 P 1
TOTAL ~ 100% 100%

A 1Source Q. E14; F9e: Dyring the past few weeks, have you fe1t depressed
or very unhappy often, somet1mes, rare]y, or never? , L

2Those who did not prov1de a response to Q. F9e are excluded from th1s
ana]ys1s . ‘

3A deta11ed d1str1but1on for this 1tem is 1n Append1x J.

4Percentages differ significantly ( x3 1 df, = 24.2, p < .01) E]der]y-
who felt depressed often or sometimes were less aware of’ s1te nutrition

educat1on

v
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d. Respondent\Character1st1cs Related to Part1c1pation In Site
Nutrition Eﬁucat1on
Regress1on ana1y§es were utilized to identify elderly character1st1cs
that' were relatively associated with part1c1pat1on in site nutrition educa-
: . tion, Only results for urrent congregate dining part1c1pants are discussed
" below, because former participants' charficteristics were not sign1f1cant1y ‘
‘related to ut111zat1on of this supportive service.

Al -

. d.1l. Summary and Implications _
tl Partieipation in site nu\r1t1on'education among those aware of its
v aygj1ab111ty was enhanced by_p s1tﬂve perceptions of site contributions
‘policy and awareness of other sypportive services: site.recreational activ-
1t1e$“and shopping assistance. PRerceptions of site contributions po11cy‘were
modestly related tofpart1c1pation" Even among those who felt they were
f0 charged 70 percent had ever part1c1pated in site nutrition education.
:¢ Participat1on was. higher among aware females who were more mobile and
”-ab1e to attend sites frequently Those who occasionally or often fe1t
- depressed were not only less aware ofi the support1ve serv1¢e but 1ess 11ke1y
- to avail themselves of it. Interest1ng1y, more highly educated e1der1y
apparently found this act1v1ty less appea11ng than did those with 1es$ than 9
completed years of education. '

- | d.2. Cong;egate Dining Part1c1pants Percept1ons and Exper1ences N"/Z
~Three perceptions of and exper1ences with the Service were found to be
related to part1c1pat1on 1n site nutr1t1on education .

' C .Percept1on of Contributions Po1ic1
 Those who felt the mea[‘was‘"charged" for were least
likely to participate in site nutrition education.

o Awareness of Site Activities A
" Pparticipants who reported their sites didlnot-offer»
activities such as singing, games, or movies were more
Tikely to part1c1pate in site nutrition education.
Only 11 percen? reported their sites"did not offer . R
such act1v1t1es. ‘ ' '

. e

-rSee Appendix K for a descr1ption'oftthgjana1ytic\technique;

"

199 216



\ -

© PARTICIPATION IN SITE NUTRITION EDUCATION® .

.

\Eart[;1pat1on2

|

Participation by Aware
Respondents

Part1c1pat1on3

Participation by A1l
Respondents '

1Source: Q. E15: Have you ever participated in these activjties, in'thesé

-

TABLE 111-48 |
1 """";

: Part1c1gants Former Participants

73% : 60%

Former Pa;f1c1pants

‘ Part1c1gant5~

39% o

"~ (N=249)

_classes, or read these brochures? _ # o

'2Perdéntéges differ significénﬁ]y (x3 1 df, = 4.6,.p <.05). - Aware :
.participants were more 1ikely to use the Service than aware former

. participants.

-3Percentage5 differ significantly ( x3 1 df, = 7.2, p <.01). Régard]ess'

of awareness, a larger proportion of participants participated in site

nutrition education. v
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TABLE 111-49 L

* . PARTICIPATION IN SITE NUTRITION EDUCATION:! i
" LONGER-TERM VS. RECENT ENTRANTS B

. 2 )

_Participatioh Racéht Entrants Lonﬂer-Term
v Participation by Aware - . ’

‘ Respondents . " 65% _ 79%

Participation Recent Entrants Longer-Term
S (N=857) (3-878)
Participation by A11" L
Respondents R et 51%
§ ' -
L *.

1Sogrce:gQ. E15 = 4
,ZPercentages differ §ignificant1yi( x2 l-df, = 22.4, p <.01). Awaré

Tonger-term participants were more likely to use the service. .
3Pertentages differ siénificant]y ( x3-1 df, = 97.6, p < .01). Regardless.
. of awareness, a larger proportion of 1onger term participants participated
in site nutrition education ; . .
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B | TABLE 111-50 -
om0 PARTICIPATION IN SITE NUTRITION

-

v Vi.f e i ~ PRE- 1975 VS. POST-1975 SITE.

L ~  Attend[ - Attend
o e 2 i L P,OASt'-:lgz B PY‘E#19_75
V'_Partfcigation, LT _Site- . Site

3

= < =

Part1c1pat1on by Aware L e T e
Respondents ST 7%% o T

- R " ... X . . . ;. 0
\\-° - : » .
o L Y
ot .
. . * .. a ¥

“Partieipatibn3_.j_ '

- Attend - Attend .
- Post<1975 Pre-1975

- . __Site . - Sité T
“; - 1N=§”§5 : i iN:E;Z,

~e

i v <
Part1c1pat1on by A11 Lo : R
ReSpondents l,, S 4, Ay L 36% L

Percentages do ot d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y ( x 1 df, = 1 5 p > 05)

Percentages d1ffer s1§n1f1cant1y ( x% 1 df, = 6.9, p < .01) Regard1ess ,»"
- of ‘awareness, -a larger: pegggntage of post-1975 s1te attendees ut111zed
' site nutr1t1on education RS B




‘0. _Awareness of Site Shopping'AssiStance R
Elderly respondents who knew that shopping assistance was- ”f
available through their sites were more 1ikely. to participate
‘1n 51te nutrition education act1vit1es..,.. - g -

Since these variab1es were corre1ated the re1ationship in: Tab1e III 51 is v ,
prov1ded to: i]]ustrate these findings in a summary fashion.;. These data showf«
that as part1c1pants who are aware of nutrition education perceive more . :
pressure to make a- monetary contribution their part cipation in site K v-'ﬁf:
nutrition. education tends to dec11ne. : o
d.3, Congregate Dining Participants Lifestyﬂ and Demographic'7'§%
Characteristics _ L ) o oo
Severa1 of these var1ab1es were significant]y re1ated to part1cipation
in site nutrition education. :

0 | General Mob11ity S .
.. Persons able to leave their homes da11y were somewhat more _
’ v11ke1y to participate in 51te nutrition programs. VT ~j,$°,

e uDepre551o _— :
" The less often partic1pants fe]t depressedﬁ%r very unhappy,v_
ﬂ_the more 11ke1y their partic1pation.'

o Encouragement to Attend Site : .
'The more often fellow worshippers "kept encouraging" e1der1y ,
-~ to attend the site, the lesy 11ke1y they were to part1c1pate -
in nutrition education.

e Gender o ' . A L T
| Elderly females were more 1ikely to participate. =~ - =~ \\igi
‘o _JEducation o . N v

_ Attendees with- eight or fewer years of schooiing were somewhat .
. more 11ke1y to part1c1pate in site education act1vities. B

Other tab1es 111ustrat1ng re1ationsh1ps discussed in the text are“in-
Appendix K. '
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‘ " RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEIVED
" "CONTRIBUTIONS POLICY AND ;5 g
. PARTICIPATION IN SITE NUTRITION EDUCATION* °*

i e EE K 5f 1'~, | 'v'Pérticifént's'Pefée tions
- @% participation” . -~ -Donation - Lharge
¥ . participate in Site A S g-?'-'i',f‘fv;a-

o - Education -~ . 79% - 73% - 70%

Do Not Partiéipate,in.- o = R
Site Education oo s o 26% . 29% -

Coae ] L& -

roraL . osxt et et

L , .W‘ . 'S .
lsource: Q. E15; AiO: Aré you asked to make a donation, are you charged-é
- fee, or 1is the meal free? o LT

_2E1der1y who were aware of site nutritidn;educatiohAand.who had a clear
perception of site contributions policy are.included'in this analysis.”
3 detai1ed.distr1but%on for this item is in.Appendix K. | o
Arotal differs fpoﬁ‘lOO%.dueJtogrounding; ,if _ L Qihmsv -
_;sA]thbughvpercéntageS'in'th{s'tab1e &o_not:differ'sighfficant1y:(X2, 2 df;~
©=1.8, p> .05), multivariate analyses revealed a significant univariate

F value associated with perceived contributions -policy. " See Appendix Ko o

| ’.1.11;1.041.




As these var1ab1es were corre1ated the reIationsh1p in Tab]e III 52 1s
presented to 111ustrate all findings in a summary fashion.1 A]though a
majority (68%) of aware ma]es had ever part1c1pated females (75%) were more

- Tikely to have ever availed themselves of- site nutrition education,

- 5

ITab]es for other re1at1onsh1ps d1scuss%d in. the text are in Append1x K

J/;I,;fﬂ N IIIfIOS."




T T S T,
- : TABLE III-52

- RELATIONSHIP ‘BETWEEN GENDER!® 2» 3 -
. AND'PARTICIPATION IN SITE NUTRITION EDUCATION

g

L : ; Participants 4
Participation™ =~ = . - Females = Males °
3 Participate in Site T S T A
: ma(‘ Education Lo SR 75% " {:‘f,68%’f' -
‘Do Not Part1c1pate in R L  ":.v"
Site Education . 25% S 32%
TOTAL © 100% - 100%
e
." ------

jISource Q. E15 L7 Sex of“respondent, (ahswefed’b} intérviewer). o

',_2E1der1y who were aware of site nutr1t1on educat1on are 1nc1uded in-this
analysis. ‘ , .

[:'3A deta11ed d1str1but1on for th1s 1tem 1s 1n Append1x K..

o 4Percentages differ significantly ( X2 1df, =4.2,p < 05) Ma]es aware
- .of education were less 11ke1y to part1c1pate _ FE );) - '

-1
223




‘ . o :
B, Awareness of and Uti]ization of Site Shopping Assistance
{ . A11 partigipants were asked whether they had e&er been offered
shopping assistance through their meal sites. If shopping assistance had
been offered, they were then asked how often it was offered and how often :
they uti1ized this supportive service ‘ s
N _ P
a. Awareness of Site ShoppinggAssistance
More than three- quarters (77%) of current congregate dining partici-
pants reported either that site shopping assjstance had never been offered:
- 2“or that they did not know if it was availabie (see Table I11- 53) . Other J
data contained in this table show that 16 percent reported this assistance
- was offered at least- once a week - Thus, a1though a majority were unaware
of shopping assistance, when 1t was avai]abie, it was offered on a frequen '
basis. Former participants were more Tikely to recall that shopping
assistance was not available or less able ‘to recall whether it had been--
available (87% vs. 77% of . current participants) _
, Comparisons between 1onger-term participants and more recent Serv1ce B
'LJ entrants are contained in Table III-54. A somewhat smaller percentage of-w
longer-term participants were unaware of the supportive service,
- Separate comparisons were made between those attending sites estab-
“lished prior to and after 1975 (see Table III-55). Attendees at pre-197
- sites’were 1ikely to report that this supportive service ‘was. offered on
more frequent basis, i.e. one-fifth said it was offered at 1east once a
week (vs. 13% of post- 1975 51te attendees who reported it was offered th's
frequentiy) -
, A1l in a11 these data show that 1arge maJorities of each current
participant sub ~population were unaware of site shopping a551stance. h

b. Respondent Characterist1cs Related to Awareness of Site Shopping %
_ " Assistance . oL ; _
Regre551on ana]yses] were. conducted to identify characteristics j.l,-
51gn1ficant1y related to awareness of site shopping a551stance Resu] s S
for currént mea] s1te participants and former participants are discuss d

beiow - e "

o 'Seeprpendiij for a description of the anaivtic,technioue:f;->
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: TABLE III 53

_ FREQUENCY WITH NHICH SITE SHOPPING.I : o
. ASSISTANCE WAS OFFERED. - R
v : EIEQ!EBEE? . Participants -+ Former Participants
o i -~ (N=1733) oo (N=249)
‘ 0nce A Week or More Often f": fIS%V.: o 2"‘f;” ',f:;lS%"
' ‘Once Every Two Weeks B o ’zzl .ﬁvt’,'*' T -.i.'ens_'r"."
Once A Month/Less Often | 'j e % : B
Do.Not Know/Could Not Reca]II - A S }‘3%7‘::
Frequency : S e
Unaware.of‘Assistance . .~'. . 77%zr *56%2,‘
~ No Response . ‘:' T S R o o _E.*_ P
ToTAL . t00% 41008
1 3
- ]Source Qu. Bi2: How often is/was this shopp1ng ass1stance offered’ Isi.'

it/was it more than once a week, once a week, once every two weeks once a.
- ‘month, .or Tess than. once a month’ B e , -
j | A . ) e .
¢ ,s‘zPercentages include those who reported this- service was not ava11ab1e
cand who did not know 1f 1t was ava11ab1e :

3Percentages differ sign1ficant1y (xz, 1 df, = 4.9, pf< 05) Part1cipants .
who said the service was available,’ reported more often that it- was .o '
ava11ab1e at Ieast once"a week than did former partic1pants -

* Denotes Iess than 1%




] TABLE III- 54

‘ FREQUENCY WITH NHICH SITE SHOPPING ASSISTANCE]
- WAS OFFERED: LONGER-TERM VS RECENT ENTRANTS

L e T
Erggggngx A Recent Entrants . Longer-Term -

0nce A Week or More Often A 15% , E? ‘:'{i; ';_:1E 16%
0nce Every Two Weeks’ , DR 1% < ey

. L e 3%, SR ':}6%
Once A Month/Less Often o2 S B A
Do Not know .2 3

7T

- Unaware of Assistance L 7932

: No Response S e .

1 - AT - S

gf]SOurce Qu. 812 . | :
2Percentages 1nc1ude those who reported th1s serv1ce was not avai]ab]e a
and’ who d1d not know if it was avai]ab]e. :

3Total d1ffers from 100% due to rounding

4Percentages differ: significantly ( x3.1 df, = 5 0 p < 05) Longer-tenn RO
participants aware of the service were more Tikely to say it was offered
either "once every two weeks“ or “once a month/less often" than were aware -
'recent entrants.‘ : : e :

-9 |
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TABLE I11-85 - B

‘ FREQUENCY WITH NHICH SITE- SHOPPING ASSISTANCE1
WAS OFFERED: . PRE- 1975 VS POST 1975 SITE ATTENDEES

o \5‘;> Co , - I Attend L ~Attend -
' S reauancyt o , Pog?-1975_ R Pr§;1975..‘ _
Freguency ™ - o te T te
T el L RS
‘Once A Week of More Often - 13% . 20%
' Once Every Twg Weeks - ° -".V'v 1% ., DU 2%-.-"¢’
 Once AMonth/Less Often SR 2 |
" Do Not Know ‘ : "‘ o 3% . C 2%
" Unaware ovaSSiStanceV' L 78%?3 o N
‘No Response * . ,1 . : B *;J-'.
TOTAL C 9983 | ©100%

Tsource: Q. 12
ezPercentages 1nc1ude elder]y who reported this serv1ce ‘was not ava11ab1e
~and who did not know 1f 1t was ava11ab1e ‘ :

‘-3Tota1 differs from 100% due to round1ng

r4Percentages d1ffer sign1f1cant]y ( x% 1 df, = 8.3, p< 01) E]derly
attending pre-1975 sites were more 11kely to report this -service was .
ava11ab1e "once a week" or more often ' .

L

oo




S 'TABLE‘LII-SG

| RELATIONSHIP 'BETWEEN ATTENDANCE FREQUENCY | »2+3
 AND AWARENESS OF SITE SHOPPING ASSISTANCE

Participants

o S  Attend 0nc€;/ » . Attend
o S A Week or . -less

Awarenéss- o - More Often o _ .. Often .
Ass1stpnce Avai]ab]e S - 26% IR | |

, Ass1stance Not Ava11able T TR & ' 3{? 87%
Dg Nothnow S n  ‘ - 1% C ; 2 _:2%

TOTAL\<¥O‘ 00%. . 100% -
-

.‘]Source Qu. 'AT B11: Have/d1d the people at the s1te ever offered to go

with you to heﬂiLiju do your grocery shopp1ng, or not? LK
o

Interv1ewees whQ_did not provide a response to Qu. Al are exc]uded from
~thiy ana]ys1s. T : S . :

&
§A deta11ed d15tr1but1on for thﬁsL1tem 1s in Append1x L.

4Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (%% 1 df, = 25.1 p < 01) Those-Who

attend their s1te; at least once a week are more aware of site shopping
ass1stance. ’ o e T

)
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b.1. Summary and Implications : .

Awareness of site shopping assistance was relatively low. Approximately
three‘quareters of current part1c1pants-reported either that this supportive
service had never been offered or that they did not know whether it was

attendees, were active participants 'in site act1v1t1es, and were ayare of
other supportive services were more aware of site shopp1ng assistance.
Former participants who held pos1t1ve v1ews of their former sites and who
were frequent participants were also more likely to report that shopp1ng

ava11ab1e through their sites. As expected, those who were. frng:;t~sfte

assistance had been offered to them.

Aware current participants also tended to be e]der]y women - who felt
they ate nutritious meals. In addition, aware elderly were genera]]y
mob1]e, but were somewhat more isolated and depressed than their peers.
These last findings indicate that sites: probably offer shopp1ng help to -
those persons whose 11v1ng c1rcumstances may 1ndicate a greater need for

' ass1stance.

. b.2. Congregate D1n1ng Part1c1pants Perceptions and Exper1ences _
Three partic1pant characterist1cs were. re1ated to awareness o

. Attendance Frequen;x_ ,
~ Participants who attended the1r s1tes at least once a week were
more aware of shopp1ng ass1stance. '

e - Participation in Site Activities |
Those Who always participated in site recreation
activities were more aware._

. | /" .

g I Awareness of Site Med1ca1 Ass1stance

L If reSpondents knew that med1ca1 assistance was ava11ab1e through

the1r_s1tes,;they were more aware of site shopp1ng assistance.

(.
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Because these predictor variables are correlated. one re]ationship is
presented in Table III-56"to 11lustrate these data in a summary fashion.]
As can be seen, elderly who attended. their congregate dining sites at least

- once a week (26%) were more than twice as 1ikely to be aware of the service

as less frequent site attendees (11%).

b.3. Congregate Dining Participants' L1festyles and Demographic
Characteristics
Independent of the1r Service re1ated'experiences, several elderly.
11festy1e and demograph1c characteristics were re]ated to awareness of site
. shopping asststance

o;.A General Mobility
. .The more frequently participants were able to ]eave their-homes,
" the more aware they were:of site 'shopping assistance.

L.

( Nutr1t1ousneSS of Meals :
- The more nutr1t1ous respondents rated their d1et .the more aware
they were of th1s support1ve service. '

[ Lookjng Forward to Something Particular~
- Respondents who were looking forward to doing something in
dparticular (next week) were more aware of assistance.

| ) Depression e 4
~ ~ Those who were aware of the serv1ce were modestly more often
depressed or very unhappy

e ,Gender | : ,
Female e]derly were more l1ke1y to report shopp1ng
assistance was, ava1lab1e - -
lOther tables present1ng the relat1onsh1ps d1scussed in the text are in 3'
R ApPend1x L. ‘ T o o
_ g

C
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TABLE 111-87

RELATToNSHIP BETWEEN GENDER '
AND AHARENESS g sITE SHOPPING ASSISTANCE

| ‘Part'lc-'lpants
es
Awareness3 _ : FE;:TT&T—\ 2.2%) 4‘(’M§T" %)
Assistance Available | 26% | 17%
! s py
Assistance Not Available S T2 ' 82%
Do Not Know/No: Response o 2% 1%
TOTAL . 100% 100%
N
. _

]SOur‘ce: Qu. B11, L7 .

?'A detaﬂ‘ed distribution . for this jtem is in ApPENdix -~ - ’

3 - : Soe 2. = ]5-8 ) )

. “Percentages differ.si9M Ticant1y ( x% 1.df, > p <.01). Males
- Were lesg aware of $1%€ Shopping assistance than Temajes,

L 4
~
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Isolat1°n

The most {solated were slightly more 11kely to bQ dware of
shopping assistance. "Extremely" {solated persons werg those who
11ved alone, felt they had too few friends, had no confidante,

and dig. not have. ch11dren who visited them frequently

Because theSe var1ables were themselves.corre]atedo °“°‘relat1onsh1p
was chosen 0 11lustrate these results in summary fashion.’ Taple [11-57
shows the relationspip between gender and awareness of whether this. suppor-
tive serviCe Was ayaiiaple. Females were more 1ikely to be awaye of the

&

service than were md]es (26% vs. 17%. fespectively).

-

b.4. FOYMer participants' Experiences and Perceptions e

Three €XPeriences/perceptions regarding the Service were found to be.
related to thelr racayy of whether site shopping assistance was ava11able
during the time they were active1y part1cipating

P I
Past Attendance Frequen_x .
Those Who had attended at least once a week were more

“likely o recall that shopping assistance had been,
offered . .

'etFeEt ion of Site Contribhtions Policy

Former participants who recalled they: had been "chargeqn
by their sites were less likely to recall that assistance
had been offered.

Pleasantness of Site S
The more pleasant they recalled their sites were, the -

‘more Tikely it was that they recalled that shopping assistance _"c g
- had beep ava11ab1e

IOther tab 1eS presenting the relat1onsh1ps d1scussed in the textqﬁ‘Z/:

Append1x L. . S CoL

ng-ns |
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As these var1ab1es were, themseres, 1nter correIated ohe - reIat1onsh1p is i’ |
presented 1n TabIe I11-58 to 111ustrate these. resuIts 1, As can:be seen, o
former PartICTPants who had attended the1r congregate s1tes on a weekIy or. f' 1
~more frequent basis. were inghtIy more t}*e]y to- recaII shopp1ng ass1stance§'
) had been avaiIable., B T B T T T
‘ Former part1c1pants' current I1festy1e and demographic characteristicsi{fﬁ
“'»5 we:e not significantly re]ated to “their recaII of whether SIIE shopp1ng S
ass1stance had been ava11ab1e at their s1tes Lo o q,

'Eﬂ Ut1lization of S1te Shopp1ng Assistance ) - S
_ Partacipants who.were aware of this support1ve serv1ce at the1r s1tes jf{f
h' were asked " how frequent]y they utilized shopping assistance.f As can be B
' seen 1n\TabIe 1I1< 59 approx1mat1y‘one hEJf (53%) 3? aware part1c1pants
- had ava11ed themseres of this. ass1stance. Furthermare aware’ current - g
part1c1pants were more 11ke1y to have used: the service: than were aware. ,f'];;{h
. former’ part1c1pants (53% vs. 32%) ' e SR
f;‘  As-a percentage of the totaI current congregate Service popuIat1on,
- however, nIy 12 percent ‘had ever used site shopp1ng aSS1stance<(see TabIe o
. 111-59).. AIthough former part1c1pant data are based upon ‘recall of events ?
e somewhat remote 1n “time, an even smaller percentage (5%) of th1s sub- ‘
popuIat1on had ever used shopp1ng assistance.
.~ Table III 60. presents ut111zat1on data - for Ionger-term part1c1pants
) and more recent entrants. Longer-term part1c1pants were more I1ke1y to
ut111ze this support1ve serv1ce S i o
Separate compar1sons were made between eIderIy who attended s1tes
_ estab11shed before and after 1975 - Aware part1c1pants were. equaIIy I1ke1y j ‘
to ut111ze the serv1ce regard]ess of when their sites had. been estab11shed s
ﬂowever, a inghtIy Iarger proport1on of all respondents attend1ng pre-1975*7
‘sites used the serv;ce ~ This -is due to the finding tha , t1c1pants
attend1ng pre-1975 s1tes reported that shopp1ng ass1stance was*‘ffered more
frequentIy (see TabIe III 55) : - '

.

Other tabIes 111ustrat1ng mu1t1var1ate resuIts d1scussed in the text arep
'3b 1n Appendrx L N o ‘ | o
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TABLE 111458~v~'

S - RELATIONSHIP: BETNEEN PAST ATTENDANCE FREQUENCY] 23
*.zs . AND RECALL:OF WHETHER SITE SHOPPING ASSISTANCE WAS AVAILABLE} '

" ___ Former Participants wf’*@k T
' »AtteﬂdeduOnce o r'_’j' -
' 4 S ‘A'Week or - - Attended
Awareness” . . . " _More Often " . Less Often .
| . : | C (N=T7T) 0 T (N=68) ,
i :Reca11ed-A§sietance Was Avai]ab]e N e 0%
Reca]]ed:AssiStence Was Not Available - . 82% . . Q'i 87%
© Did Not, Kriow/CouTd Not Recall’ S - S S
el Tt 005 . 1008

: glé»ource Qu. B]] Al _ .
2A deta11ed d1str1but1on for th1s 1tem 1s 1n Append1x L.

3Those who ‘could not reca]] past attendance frequency are exc]uded from'
this ana]ys1s : , TS .

4A]though percentages in th1s tab]e do not, d 1ffeﬁ‘§1gn1f1cant1y ( x,
1 df, = 1.0, p >.05), multivariate ana]ysé; revealed a significant
univariate F value assoc1ated with past, attendance frequency See
Append1x L. , ) ' CE

o

N7
N e

fZZiiil;v.
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"“SL»"” R TABLE 11- 59

 utilization® .

A

Uti]jzatioh'by'All'Respbndents,‘

’ SPart1c1 ants
o (N‘|7g§)

2%

E "HZA deta11ed d1str1but1on for th1s 1tem is in Append1x M

 UTILIZATION OF SITE SHOPPING ASSISTANCE 1'é?;‘:;t;;;::
| '.bf':‘V'l
4 ["Ut11fzet1bﬁ§ ":d;PartiéipehtS'" Former Part1c1pantsi
IR R o (N=403).. TN
UtiTization by Auare Respondents 531 T

' Former Partic;ggntsaif}f

ezde) -
'.-5%{,4_'

' d41Source Qu. B13: Do/Did you usua11y usé this ass1stance whenever it
- is/was’ offered ~only occastonally, or have you never. used it? o

SN

3Percentage differ s1gn1f1cant1y (x31 df = 4,9, p-<. OSY”' Part1c1pants

‘'who said the service was available were more 11ke1y than former part1c1~_~

pants to have used the ass1stance

Percentages differ significantly ( x2 T df
percentage ofucurrent part1c1pants reported having used s1te~shopp1ng

= 12. 8 p < 01)' A 1arge?'”””

=18

: aSSTStan¢e R  1
s - o Lo
\ - N ’ . S
‘ o " 'b- - K
-/, " ) - . : v
' R35




TABLE III 60

UTILIZATION OF SITE SHOPPING ASSISTANCE
LONGER-TERM VS. RECENT: ENTRANTS

1

Utilization by Aware Respondents - ‘Recent Entrants « f_aLonﬁér-Term:9_v
Used Whenever Offered;'g'il | ) a ‘26% o D 331?; )

Uséd Only Occasionally. . »f:"'_' 185 ,'.f R 27%v

CTOTAL UTILIZATION® a4 - e0%

7

‘Utilization by A]I'Respohﬂents " Recent Entrants - Longer-Term
L 0.2, ey =7 el
- Used Whenever Offered . o . 5%:'_ A ,f';'. E 9% . 3
Used Only 0ccasi6na11y._' T T _ ‘f;f- o

PRY

T totaLutiuzatio® e e

]Source° Qu. BI3 ';v T R ' ‘? | ?" . fT val ‘Vf
2Percentages d1ffer s1gn1ficant]y ( ? 1 df, = 34,1, p<.01), Aware
]onger-term part1c1pants were ‘more ikely to use the serv1ce.; :

3Percentages differ. sign1f1cant1y ( X2 1 df 14 0, p < .01). Regard]ess
-~ of awareness, a Iarger proport1on Qf longer-term articipants use the -
service._ , _ _ _ - AN
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C TABLE I1i-61 =~

UTILIZATION OF SITE SHOPPING ASSISTANCE:' .
PRE-1975 VS. POST-1975 SITE ATTENDEES

, _ , . Attend . -~ - - Attend
‘ T ~ o - 'Post-1975 - - - ;n's-Pre-1975
Utilization by Aware Respondents - -~ - _ Site . ... . .. _Site e
= e 1) IR ( = (1) IR

' Used Whenever Offered . . - 28% f31%ffff3ﬁ§5
Used‘On]y Occasioné1]y‘_vf' S o 22% HT.‘f;f?  ;; ’ f24%gf175?”*

TOTAL UTILIZATION sex - s

R . Attend - . . Attend - -

L , . Post-1975 ~ - - Pre-1975 = T

‘Utilization by All Respondents .- _Site . -Site - -
- ‘ ' o T (N=903) . . S (N=8 32)

 Used Whenever Offered '. . S L6 ."fvs'8%”

Used 0n1y 0ccas1ona11y e ;' 5% | o - :'f5%'1',»~’

. TOTAL‘uTILIZATION.‘ N | | L \s-: 14%
| 1Source Qu. B]Q ' o o - T .
2Percentages do not s1gn1f1cant1y differ ( x 1 df, 1.2, 'p >.05 4{‘,,
. 3Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y (X2, 1.df, = 4.1, p < 05) Regénd1ess
" of awareness, a larger percentage of those attend1ng s1tes estab11shed o

pr1or to 1975 utilized this support1ve serv1ce

» ' . ‘ ’ . . e . :
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d. Respondent Characteristics Reiated to UtiTization of Sfte
Shopping Assistance :

Muitivariate ana1yses1l were empioyed to identify participant an

;former participant characteristics -related to reported utiiization 0 this

| fsuppértive service.‘ These resu1ts are discussed beiow.

d 1 Summary and Impiications y L _
Approximate]y one-half of current participants who were aware f Site' '
shopping assistance utiiized this supportive service.. The more fre uent _'
users were females who frequently sociaiized with friends attending‘their .
'sites.. A1though more frequent users tended to be more generaiiy mobile,
felt their hea1th was average or ‘better and were on]y rare1y or never .
depressed they were also more - Tikeiy to have incomes bel ow $6, 000 in 1981
and were more isoiated than their peers. These "isolated" were defined as
persons who live alone, report they had too few friends, did nothave
someone. in whom they could confide, and were rarely Visited by their o
children. Thus, among current aware partiCipants, utiiization is. higher
for those whose demographic characteristics indicate a need for this '
particuiar type of assistance. : : .
As expected former partiCipants ‘who had attended their Sites fre- ' ,
’quentTy and had poSitive perceptions of their sites had been more likely to '
ut:iite the serVice | : ‘" :j}- ‘ . - (\'y |
d.2. Congregate'DiningAParticipants' Perceptions and Experiences’
“Only one Service-reiated characteristic was Significantly re1ated to
utiiization. IR o S ‘

LY

. Frequency of ViSiting Friends at Site : o
Those who spent more time ViSiting thh friends at their Sites,
were more iikeiy to. use Site shopping aSSistance. .

“See-Appendix M_for_afdescription of the anaiytic'teChnique. : ,'

238
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TABLE IIl=- 62

| __RELATIONSHIP BETNEEN FREQUENCY OF socmuzme1 12,3
. . WITH FRIENDS AT SITE AND UTILIZATION. OF-
R | SHOPPING ASSISTANCE .~

Participants 5

@ T - .

: A R | L S é‘ ' “ATways/Some R ‘ R
SR "§i~ . Time Spent - ﬂ " Rarely/Never
“Utilization of Service™ o Soc1a1121ng ... _Socialize -
Used Whenever Offered '~ -~ e sy
' or Occasionally’. B o o T o
S Neverused . Tt 0 6%
No Resonse ”; - B : LT | o .zxie_,£“ A
YorA. 008 ... o-100%
. D . . R . . //

B ]Sourcei Qu. B]3 83 How often do you part1c1pate in any of these
o : _ activities -- always, somet1mes, rare]y, or never7

' 2Elderly respondents who were unayare of s1te shopping ass1stance are
excluded from this ana]ys1s.>s. . _

3 more deta11ed distribution for th1s 1tem 1s in Append1x M.

_ -4Percentages d1ffer sign1f1cant1y ( x df, 7.2,.p <.01). : v
" Participants who rarely or never soc1a11ze with fr1ends at ‘the site are
- less likely to, utilize site shopp1ng ass1stance.1k - p o

| *Denotesuless.than 1%.

ooz 23y




" This relationship- 1s'presented in Table IlI-62.. Respondents who spent at
least ."some" time visiting with fr1ends were far more 11ke1y to use the *

~ service than those who rarely. or never soc1a112ed with fr1ends at the s1te '
(6% s, 35%). | ~ -

“”ﬁ\f_aih

d 3. Congr;gate Dining Part1c1pants Lifestyle:and ﬁemographic
Characteristics AR o L
Severa] of these characteristics were found to be re]ated to-
ut111zat1on of s1te ass1stance among e]der]y -who- were. aware of 1ts
- ava11ab111ty.

2

B opfi;Genera1 Mob111ty ' ,
Those who left their homes on a da11y basis were more
- Tikely to have used the service. ' : ‘

e Self-Rated Current Health | ,
' - Those who felt their health was "fair" or "poor" were
" less 11ke1y to use the service than e]der]y who reported
: "averagé" or better current hea]th ‘

o Degression. - : : L
-~ Elderly” persons who more frequent]y fe]t depressed or very
unhappy were less 11ke1y to use the serv1ce. _ fd' L

- ~'Membersh1p in C]ubs and 0rgan1zat1ons
' 'jMembers of .clubs and organ1zat1ons used the service somewhat
_more often._ﬁ ‘ '

. Gender .
LFema]es more frequent]y utilized s1te shopp1ng assistance.

e° 1981 Annual Family Income "i PRI R .
. Less affluent participants were more . likely to use the service,
# whenever 1t was- offered .

A I111-123
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TABLE III 63

A S RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 1981 ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME'*
' AND UTILIZATION ‘OF SITE SHOPPING ASSISTANCE

1,2,3

SO e . ‘ - Participants o

B | S : ., Tess Than_ .~ %6,000 - °.

Utilization - $6,000 ° . OrMore

o e . —Tﬂlzggy— S, TEmT

 Used Whenever Offered -~ 60% .. By .

or Occasionally ~ e

| ‘Never.Used T f_'t R ..' 38z T 54%j',‘~f4

L Do NQt Know . _Iv .1.‘f_ . : _ | ~.‘* N I_ ;__~-' | .v2%5f‘fﬁii
No Response. . R 1% S

TotaL . Theet o N 00w

B

}Source: Qu. B13, I9: For stat1st1ca1 purposes, we need to know your _
fam11y income for 1981. Please give me the letter that covers your total -~
income for 1981, before taxes. -Include your own income and that of any. ~. .
members of your immediate fam11y wo are 1iving w1th you. Just give me o
the Tetter (FROM CARD C). S , .

J

'2Respondents ‘who were unaware~of s1te shopp1ng ass1stance are exc]udedgfrom
' this ana]ys1s.v : : .

“3A more deta11ed d1str1but1on for this item 1s in Append1x M.
‘.4Tota1 differs from 109% due to round1ng. I s

;sPercentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y (x3 1 df = 21.0, p<v 01). Less
. aff]uent e]der]y were more Tikely " to ut111ze th1s supportive serv1ce.

Denotes Iesspthan 1%5 .

v
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o  Isolation Ly | — . (
' The most isolated participants were more likely to utilize ‘
. site shopping assistance.

o . -

A"Because.several~o? these predictor.variables were, themselves, correlated,
one relationship is portrayed in Table 11]-63 to-illustrate all multi-
variate‘results in a summary fashionJ1 As' shown, persons with 1981 family

_incomes below $6,000 were ‘far more likely to use, site shopping assistance j
'than those with higher incomes (60% vs. 34%). S I »
v, . L
d. 3 Former Participants' Experiences and Percegtions .
© Several Service’ related variables were related to past utilization of
site shopping assistance

* Attendance Freq_engy ' , :
'Very frequent attendees had been more likely to use s1te
‘shopping aSistance.

) Perceived Contributions Policy .
fFormér participants who recalled their sites had "charged"
for the meal were less Tikely" to have used this supportive
service. ' -

o Awareness of Site Activities SRSV ' .
" Those who recalled s1te recreational activ1t1es were available,

. were less likely to have utilized 51te shopping ass15tance

r's

"o Pleasantness of Site > . .
'The more pleasant they recalled the site had been the more
likely they were to have utilized the serv1ce. '

A

1____._____

Tables illustrating other multivariate findingg are in Appendix M

v s.i".\’-’
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INlustrative.-tables have not been prov1ded as these analyses are based-
- ' upon very small subsamples’ (e.g.. on]y 24 former participants were aware of
site shopping assistance and felt the site had been a "very pleasant place

‘to go"). .
N ~ Former participants' current lifestyle and demographic characterisfiésf
- were found to be unrelated to whether they reca]led having used site

shopping assistance ]

- .See‘/ippendix M. ‘ ‘ o

I11-126.
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6. Awareness and Utilization of Site Medical Assistance
. A11 Service participants were. asked whether their sites-"... ever
he]p(ed) peop]e get medical examinations. treatments, or medicines." Those
~ who were aware of site medical assistance and referral were then asked if
theyfhad ever utilized .this supportive service. -

a. Awareness of Stte Medical Ass1stance .
Approximately one-half (53%) of current part1c1pants were aware of .
this supportive service at their sites; however, a large m1nor1ty (20%) did
not know whether it was-available (see Table III-64). Former part1c1pants
were more: 11ke1y to reca]] that referra] had not been ava11ab1e at the1r
sites (40% vs. 27% of current part1c1pants) ‘ ) :
Additiona] compar1sons of important current part1c1pant sub-popu]ations
. 1in Tab]es I11-65 and III- 66 reveal that longer-term part1c1pants were more . A
~ aware of med1ca1 assistance tha these who have more recently entered the ‘
program‘(SB%svs 47%)., Also, attendees at sites estab]ished prior to 1975
were slightly more aware of this type of assistance than part1c1pants
' attend1ng post 1975 sites (55% vs. 50%).

111-127




| - TABLE I1I-64 L
 AWARENESS -OF SITE MEDICAL ASSISTANCE'

2‘.

Participants Former Participants ‘
(N=|755$ L (N52497“ .

Awareness
Assistancg@Avai{abie' S | -53%'_ ',}" S 40y
‘Assistance Not Avai1ab1éﬂ S 4 D 0%
Do Not Know/Could Not.Recall ~~ 20% . 19y
N No.Response o A - & ‘*" *1“ g
; TOTAL wos T 1008
R Y | , S .
y ;

]Source Qu. Bl4: Does the s1te ever he1p peop]e get med1ca1 exam1nat1ons. |
treatments, or med1c1nes? 3 . . L g :

2Percentages differ sign1f1cant1y (x2, 1 df = 13 1, p< 01) Former.

- participants were less; 1ikely 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 it had been avai1ab1e at their s1tes. :

*Denotes less thahi1%.;

”

11128 215

L] .



| \ “. TABLE I11-65
AWARENESS OF SITE MEDICAL ASSISTANCE:'

- LONGER-TERM VS. RECENT ENTRANTS . S Do
/’ ! v
Awareness . - Recent Entranfs . ; »Lonﬁer-Térm ~f:fvw
-——-—-—-——.' ‘ . '——(NW)————- 2 . . ‘ BN = oL
Assistance Available = 7% o sey
Assistance Not Available - RN © o
Do Not Know - o --: L : . 26% . 14%
No Response o D S -
& o« B T, P -,‘ .‘ ‘ ' —
d )
"""" ) ¢ -,
]Sodrce Qu, 814 S = ~' R .  }'%_;‘ v
2Percentages d1ffer significantly ( x5 1.df, = 18.5, p< 01) Longer-term |

participants were more aware that medical a551stance was ava11ab1e and -
less likely to report either that assistance was not avai]able or that 5

.they di¢ not know if 1§\\:s available at the1r s1tes. o A »2’4 -
*Denotes les$ than 1%. o S : b
e N
B , i0 . !




LT o TMLEMIIGS
" " AWARENESS OF SITE.MEDICAL ASSISTANCE:'
' PRE-1975 VS. POST-1975 SITE ATTENDEES -

e 2 I TP SR o

. A DR U Attend: o - cAttend = O
& - Post=1975 - ' ‘. Pre=1975 .-
SIS . Site . -0 - site.

- T(N=903) . . . (N=832):

‘_ﬁAwarénéSszjf, 3

_-;v,Q' Assistance Available T .__‘f - 50% - »;f~)fﬁgﬁ‘:'--.'rA“SSZ”.T

L Assistanéé Not Available . o 314 B 2y
5f,iikiNot,know:; B S T 2 S ,;_?]%‘f;:f

Source: Qu.” B14

X 1
- .

Percentjges differssignificantly ( x%']_df, = 4,9, p <.05). Elderly o
attending sites established before 1975 were more likely to be aware of"
sitermédical assistance and less likely to report either that it was | .

. unavailable or that they. did not know if it was available at their sites. ™

_*Déh&tes 1g$s fﬁanlli.
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b. Eideriy Characteristics Reiated to Awareness of Site Med%cai - ",
' Assistance Lo - T T »_";;(
Regre551on anaiyses1 were utiiized to 1dent1fy e1der1y characterist1cs

related to- awareness ‘of this supportive service. Results for cugrent con-

E gregate din1ng Service partic1pants are presented beiow.u

N

b 1. Summarxﬁand Impiications ’} : a
_Current congregate meai site participants were more aware of th1S
'~'support1ve service 1f they attended active: sites and were sociaiiy active
at their 51tes. If they either donated or were "charged" by their 51tes,
they weré more aware of’ med1ca1 ass1stance - e T : N
- The more mobile, the marr1ed and those who had a p051t1ve view of the
near future were also more aware. Since those who felt their health was
better were more aware of the service, care ‘'shod ‘be taken" to pubiicize 'u
--availability of medicai referra1 to those e]deriy whose heaith 1s perce1ved

to be beiow average. , T T
C . ’ . - o

b.2. Congregate Dining Particfpants Perceptions and Experiences'"

“Four characteristics were founf to pred1ct awareness of\thls
3sgpport1ve service. g '

«

T e - Perceived Contributionésioiicy
ST Those who felt meals -were. "free" were 1ess aware of th1S

'} Awareness of Site Act1v1t1es | : S
'Attendees aware of 51te recreationai act1v1t1es at the1r 51tes
were more" 11ke1y to report that their sites. aiso offered med1ca1

| ‘referrai services. - . qi"

assistance.

o -

‘}

Tsee Appendix N-for-a description of the anaiytic technique. 1

B
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R  TABLE I11-67 - S

~_ RELATIONSHIP BETHEEN FREQUENCY oF112+3
SOCIALIZING WITH FRIENDS AT SITE L

 AND AWARENESS OF SITE MEDICAL ASSISTANCE %l -

Part1c1pants o
- A . A Tot/Some - -~ A B1t/ ;
4 - - Time Spent - - . No Time Spent

" Awareness Socializing = - “Socializing -
T v_(_175‘c)"~-_#3 - T

 51te Assistance Ava11ab1e ' - B5% .jil B " S

Site Assistance Not Ava11ab1e 263 ‘ | | ' 33g‘:$7@iﬁ;
Do Not Know . Coooeg o oam

Mo Response L, LR oo m o

©-TOTAL 1008

1Sburce Qu. B4, B4

%

—
=
N -

IR

2A detailed d1str1but1on for th1s item is 1n Append1x N.
L 3Those who did not prov1de a response to Qu B4 are exc1uded from th1s
~ analysis. . , .

who spend at least some time socializing yith their fr1ends at- the s1te
.are more aware of site medical ‘assistancg.

By

| /Ks?Denotes 1ess_thanv1%,7 .

m-132 LRIy

-_4Percentages d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y/( X3 /;9 14 8, < 01) Part1c1pants*, 



° Visiti‘g Friends at Sites UL .59‘. 'f'"‘ R _
g fThe ‘more time participants spent sociaiizing with their friends
\_
at the site, the more aware they were.;' ' '

e V’Awareness of Site Shopping Assistance S s
41 . - Persons who knew. their sites of fered shoppfng assistance were ;i‘ L
;‘aware of site medicai aSSistance. ' ‘

Because these variabies were correiated one reiationship is presented in
Tabie III 67 to iiiustrate the muitivariate resuits.1 Those who rareiy or.
never Spent time viSiting with friends at their Sites were iess aware of.
site medicai assistance than more sociaiiy active participants (44% vs.
55%) ' ’ ’ '

r

b 3. Congregate Dining Participants Lifestyie and. Demographic '
, Characteristics‘ _ ‘ IR - :
Separate analyses were performed to identify iifestyie and demographic
: characteristics Significantiy related to awareness. ' :

e

e General Mobiiity <
, E]deriy persons who were ab]e to leave their homes daE}y were
) . _ -more aware of medical referrai service!..‘ '

e 1 ~Seif-Rated\CUrrent Heaith. S )
-~ Those who rated their health "excellent," “good," or "average"
) f‘were more aware than partic1pants rating their heaith as "fair"a'
%'.:‘-‘ SR ‘ or "poor, "

05

“Tables iiiustrating other muitivariate findings discussed in the text i

‘are in Appendix N.
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TABLE III-68 AR
1,23 . o

'hELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOOKING FORWARD
TO DOING SOMETHING NEXT WEEK .
AND AWARENESS 0F SITE MEDICAL ASSISTANCE -

T . - Part1c1pants o
R L L R Look1ng “ o Not Look1ng
' ~A_\h c o4 Sl fForwa;? To - .Forward To
wareness e o Something . ¢ Somethin
_ _ , o Ce ‘(N_=36§§ - (N—E76$
. site Ass{stance Available . = .. .59y ','fA T ua47%"
© Site Assistance Not Available  ~  23% R | ’ .132% i
Do Not Know o S 18% _i ' 21
CTOTAL- - w0 . 1008
tjf
- S //’
/
/‘/
']Sodrce Qu. 814 F2: Is there something in part1cu1ar that you, are
looking forward to doing next week? _ , /
S ) -,//
,jzA deta11ed d1str1but1on for this 1tem is -in Append1x N. - j?
: 3Those who d1d not prov1de a response to Qu. F2 are exc]uded from th1s
. - analysis. . A . . /' :
- 4Percentages differ s1gnif1cant1y ( x4 1 df, 25. 2 pe. 01) E]der]y

persons who were looking forward to do1ng someth1ng part1cu]ar were more
___aware of site med1ca1 assistance. . . ... .

K - }' R //
’ ” e I11-134
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'q. , Looking Forward to Something :
People who were looking forward to doing something Ain particular.
(next week) Were more aware. | -

e Marital Status :
S ,Married persons were more aware of this supportive service.

Table III-68 illustrates one of these‘re]ationships;] As can be seen,
~elderly participants who were Tooking forward to something particuiar were-
o more aware of the avaiiabiiity of site medicai referra] b

c. 'Utiiization of Site MediCa] ASsistance‘ _ _
Elderly persons who reported that medical referral ‘services were
available through their sites were asked if they had ever used this _
‘supportive serv1ce.' Data contained in Table III- 69 show that 52 percent of
aware current participants had utiiized site medica] referra] serv1ces. A
comparab]e percentage of aware former participants had done SO (54%). -
: As a fraction ofithe total current congregate Service population,
s]ight]y more than one quarter (27%) had used this supportive service. A

service (21%) . : _
Table III- 70 presents utiiization data for 1onger -term congregate site

participants and those who had more recently enro]]ed As can be seen,:
longer- term participants were more Tikely to have used the service,
ca]cu]ated either as_ a percentage of aware or total part1c1pant

_sub popu]ations." T : o ;- :

, Regardless of awareness, comparab]e proportions of pre 1975 and
.post -1975 site attendees utiiized ‘this supportive service (see Table.

?

I1I- 71) : - e
lTab]es 111ustrat1ng other mu]tivariate findings discussed in the text-
are in Appendix N. o B .
[ S a, . L e e e e e [T S * U
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. TABLE 111-69
UTILIZATION OF. SITE MEDICAL ASSISTANCE]

© Utilization? ‘Participants "."Formér‘Partttipants
K < R (N=OTT) - o (N=99) - ..

| Utilization by AwéretRésandents : ?52% i' A ;r:54%

Utilizationd ' - Participahtsrtfv, Former Participants
- —Ww173%) 0 (W2d9)

Utilization by Al Respondents .~ 27% s

1Source Qu B]5 Have you ever used this. serv1ce? . I r'-fvv
2Percentages do not d1ffer~519n1f1cant1y @Ix—~4 df*n 0 0-p'>~05)-*—~"'*

3Percentages dIffer SIgn1f1cant1y ( X% 1 df, 3 9, p< .05). A larger -
percentage of current part1c1pants used the serv1ce o @
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TABLE III- 70

. UTILIZATION OF SITE MEDICAL ASSISTANCE AR
LONGER TERM. VS RECENT ENTRANTS

v
-

- Utilization .~ - Recent Entrants = . ‘Longer-Term .;
- o ' _ ‘ ' , ‘(N;404) . - Ia;5077—f-1;'f

Utiszthoh‘by Aware.Respondénts o a8% . 56%
“Utilization Ca ~ Recent Entrants . Longer-Term
Utdlization by,All=Respondent§”‘ - 22% 15“.  32
‘A
1

Source: Qu. B]S o

~

2Percentages differ significantly (x2, 1 df = 6 4, p< 01) bAware
—Jonger-term- part1c1pants are more 11ke1y to ut111ze site med1ca1

- assistance. - e R VG

3Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y (x2 1 df, 21.8; p'%.01). A larger
percentage of longer-term part1c1pants use this suppor;ive,servi;e, o

SO o

:.2.5.4
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TABLE ILI- 71 -

UTILIZATION OF SITE MEDICAL ASSISTANCE 1
' PRE-1975 VS}\POST_1925 SITE ATTENDEES _
S o " » ' B '\‘
e ' Attend = Attend
. N “ " Post-1975 . ' Pre-1975. =
~Utilization " -+ Site Site -
S N= = ‘
Utilization by Aware Respondents 544 e o R PR
. o o '_:Atfend - o Attendyﬁi'
3 ~° Post-1975 - .. Pre-1975 -
Utilization™ _ 0 Site oo - Site
- . TIw903)y . - _(W=32]
, Utilization by A1l Respondents o a0 . 8%
. ' -
&
! .
Tsource: Qu. B15 o )
%Percentages do not sign1f1cant1y differ ( X B df, = 0. 5, p > 05)

3Percentages_dp not sign1f1cant1y d1ffer ( x,_1‘df, = 0 3, p > 05) s o




o

d. E]derly Characteristics Related to Utilization of Site Medicai
_ Assistance ‘
Multivariate ana]yses were cohducted to identify elder]y character-
istics related to utilization of site medical referral services.. Demographic -
and lifestyle characteristics were found to significant]y predict ‘utilization
-by current and. former participants Neither group's Service related '
experiences and perceptions were reliably related to utilization.

1

-d. 1 Summary and Implications v
_ What is. interesting regarding the results for current congregate
dining participants is that self-reported health and-number of doctor
visits did not predict utilization of site medica] assistance. Rather,‘>‘
those who led a more "{s6lated" 11festy1e were more 1ike1y to take ,
advantage of the supportive service. Encouragement from peers to attend ..... .
the Serv1ce also was positively related to utilization. Participants who ,
live in a larger social yworld" may be ab]e to obtain medical a551stance R -
from other resources. . o
, An interesting data point emerged from ana1yses of former partici- .
e,,,,@pants.XbIhls,suppﬂrtJY§,§§£¥i£§ had been more often utiiized by those with
1ower education. '
A1l in all, among current participants a iess socially. active life-
style appears to predict utilization. It is not unreasonable to 1nfer:that—23:::i
" current users-are, thus, better able to f1nd this type of support through
the congregate.dining Service than through 1ndependent1y exp]oring other
serv1ces ava11ab1e in the1r community

d 2 Congregate Dining Participants Lifestxie and Demographic'
- " Characteristics o ~ . ~

. .
et -
oy

° Inv1t1ng Others to Dine : ) "
"~ Those who rarely or. never 1nv1ted others to dine in their homes -

'jwere more 11ke1y to have utilized this supportive serv1ce

e Aj
” 'See’Appendix,O for a description of the analytic technique.
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e Looking Forward to Doing Something
- Those who reported’ there was nothing in particular they. were
looking forward to doing (next week) were more likely to utilize
the service. ' ' ‘

o  Encouragement. to Attend Site
Persons who were continually encouraged by peers attend1ng their .
re]igious services to attend the site were more 11ke1y to use
s1te med1ca1 assistance '

o

\A

e Membership in Clubs andidrganizations
. ~ Participants who did not belong to clubs or other social ,
A organizat1ons were more 1ikely to use this supportive serv}geg ‘

/ ) Mamtal Status ‘
' Married persons were 1ess 11ke1y to have used s1te med1ca1
ass1stance ' '

_ ! x

As these pred1ctor var1ab1es were correlatéd"Uhe"reiatfonshtp~15”presentedu-
in Table 111-72 as a way of i]lustrating these multivariate K1nd1ngs dna’
summary fash1on ] ‘Married e1der1y were 1ess 11ke1y to have ut111zed s1te o
Amed1ca1 ass1stance than s1ngle part1c1pants

: {d.2.-Former Particjpants' Lifestyle and Demographic Characteristics

a ~ .

° Looking Forward to Do1ng Someth1ng
. Former part1c1pants who were ant1cipat1ng do1ng ‘something
'part1cu1ar were more Tikely to recall they had used this
i supportive sehv1ce o Now o
g‘.

_ ITables 111ustrat1ng other mu1t1var1ate results d1scussed 1n the text are
~in Append1x 0. .
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TABLE I1- 72

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MARITAL STATUS'*2: 3 v
AND UTILIZATION OF SITE MEDICAL ASSISTANCE |

v Sl ”h,“ Participants . !
N BT | | R
Utiljzation™ " Married Not Married .
B ‘ - TN=333 T (N=868)

~ Have Utilized - - ~ 8% . 55%

Have Not Utilized R

No Response o 1% _ S

TOTAL " 100% B
. ‘Z-

&

Tsource: Qu. B15, I1

2E]der]y persons who were unaware of site medica] a551stance are exc]uded
from -this analys1s. : : a o

4 <

3A deta11ed d1str1but1on for th1s item is in Appendix 0.
4Tota] d1ffers from 100% due to round1ng

5Percentages d1ffer sign1f1cant1y ( x2 1 df, =4,1, p<.05). Married
‘ part1c1pants_are less 11ke1y to have used site medical assistance.

O}

*Denotes ‘less than 1%..

Y
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° Education - o
The more highly educated they were, the 1ess 11ke1y they were to

have used the servife. |

oo | . | .
Because these re]ationships re based upon qu1te sma11 samp]e sizes (e.g.
only 19 who were aware of thjs assistance. had more than 12 years of

schoo]ing), no 11lustrativg |

111-142 - R3Y
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7. Awareness of and Participation in Site Recreat1onaT:Act1v1tieS<

/

" A major goal of the National Nutrition‘Sérvices for the Elderly s to "
amelforate the social 1solation and loneliness that may characterize some
older persons. Congregate meal sites are ‘authorized to offer a variety of ..
recreational aativities and provide settiggs in which participants may
.socialize with their peers. This section of , the report discusses this S
important component of the Service. - ' ' '

a.. Awareness of Recreational Act)vities , L L
When directly asked whether thei congregate dining sites offered
%, . . activities such as games, m es, or singing," a majority of current
participants (86%) responded 1rmat1ve1y (see"Table III- 73). A maJordty of
£ former part1c1pantk’jlg%) also reca11ed that such act1v1t1es were available
dur1ng the time they were active Service part1c1pants.‘ﬁ
- Whereas - Tonger-term. particﬁpants were s]1ght1y more aware of
‘recreational activities than more recent entrants (89% vs. 82%), persons
attending pre-1975 and post-1975 sites were. comparably aware of site
recreational opportunities (86% vs. 85%). These data are contained in Tables
T1I1I-74 and III1-75. Clearly, a majority of sites offer various forms of
recreation“in“addttﬁon to-proviston of> a”mea}*"> B s s e

s - 0

b. Frequency“of Participation in Site Recreational Act1v1t1es';<‘

Respondents‘who reported that these activities were available were also

. asked how frequently they participated. in them. ‘Data presented in Taple
I11-76 show that 68% of aware Current participants “"sometimes" or “aiwau‘l
took -part in these act1v1t1es.: A smaller percentage of former part1c1pan s

- recalled hav1ng part1c1pated as frequent]y (55%). : -

f As a fraction of the total current congregate Serv1ce popu]ation near]y
three- fifths (58%) part1c1pated at 1east occasiona]]y. Less than one-ha]f
(44%) of the former part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed reca]]ed hav1ng part1c1pated as
frequently (see Table III- 76) Thus, on the whole, former part1c1pants were
less active part1c1pants in site recreational activities. _
Table III-77 d1sp1ays part1c1pat1on frequency data for longer term '

participants and those who had more recently enro]]ed in the congregate

- Service. Regard1e§5‘of'awareness, 1onger1term»part§qu::%f more frequently -

I11-143
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TABLE III 3 I vz"ga
ANARENESS OF SITE RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES1

. i -

*;Awarenessz.'

" participants Former Participar
o Act1v1t1es Offered ;ffiJ L [ T
B ;Act1V1t1es Not Offered ;v Lol '..'I' fA:izz

- .Do Not Know/CouId S g
. Not Recall— . .. - g &3% o B

. - e * S" . . L v . ':_ . . . . : 4 v ;“»._. E
BT No Response . T - < 1% :

, 1Source Q 82 Does the hot mea1 s1te offe
‘\, mov1es, or s1ng1ng? ;v,' o

Dennxes 1ess than 1%




TABLE III 74

e ANARENESS OF SITE RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES'1 L
' LONGER TERM VS, RECENT ENTRANTS = T

o

. . | : | 3 f_ l_ " S
Awareness o ‘Recent Entrants =~ Longer-Term

-Activi jes Offered - 82 .89
S : o I A
Act vﬁt1es Not 0ffered.5 e 12% o 10%

Do Not know sy o1 ol

CTOTAL "‘100“% o0y

.'Isourc'e". L L
2 !

y. dv‘I’ffer (%2 1 d% = 12.6, p <.01).°
ware ‘of site recreat1ona1 act1v1ties.

Percentages’ s1gn1f1 ij
part1c1pants were mar

) —

»*Denotes Iess than




S :".l v TABLE 1II-75

AWARENESS OF SITE’ RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES 1 '
PRE 1975 VS. POST-1975 SITE ATTENDEES

-

)

L I.0 .+ Attend . Attend
S 5. Cws Post-1975 = . Pre-1975 -
- Awareness R Site . Site
Activities Offered 858 .~ 86%. oA
© Activities Not Offered 124 - 108
Do Not Know 3. 3%

No Response o . .1%.‘T ’

L ToTAL 1008 . 100%
3 T

“Lsource: Q. B2 o I

' Denotes less than 1%

d 2Percentages do not S1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer ("%Nlrdf,jé_o,dg’pI>1@05),; )
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TABLE 111-76

FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATION IN smz1
" RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES,

-

e

‘Frequency of.Partieipation o ?ertici ants Former Part1g4pants
| | | "'(W=‘174‘55')_ (N 197) -
Part1c1pat1on by Aware
o Respondents T | o ;
A1ways/Somet1mes o 68% - 55%.

_ -‘Frequenc1~gf Partic1patrlon3

~ Particia nts Former Part1c1pants |
- fTN:Ij7§ET o (N 249) o
Part1c1pat1on by A11 | . |
‘ Respondents '

Always/Sometimes .. 58%. 3 o | 44%

L4

ISource' Q. B3: How often do ‘you part1c1pate in any of these act1v1t1es --

a1ways, somet1mes, rarely, or never? _ é
2Percentages differ significantly ( x3 1 df, '11 9, p <.05). Aware.
former part1c1pants were 1ess 11ke1y to part1c1pate in s1te recreat1ona1
act1v1t1es _ :

.13Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y ( x2 g df 17 7, p < 01)' A sma11er
- proportion of former. part1c1pants part1c1pated in s1te recreat1ona1 ,
act1v1t1es. o Do . . -



TABLE III- 77

FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATION IN SITE RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES'
LONGER-TERM VS, RECENT ENTRANTS ‘

1
. oy é~ _ TR "Ef'.u‘ - o
Frequency'Of Participation® = . Recent Entrants  Longer-Term -
. IR o =0e) (H;J?Q)
Part1c1pat10n by Aware e o .

Respondents

’A1ways/50metfme5 - o 63% T '2f¢ 0

3

Frequency of Participation " Recent Entrants  Longer-Term
| o e eEEy
' Participatfon-by Al ' - ‘ ‘

~Respondents . - e

Always/Sometimes 5% 64% |

1Source Q 83 " "How often do you participate in any of these act1v1t1es -

a]ways, sometimes, rare1y, or never?

2Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y ( x5 1 df = 13.7, p. < 01) Aware -
Tonger-term participants were more 1ikely to part1c1pate in s1te
: recreat1ona1 act1»1t1es. _ _
3Percéntages differ s1gn1f1cant1y ( x2 1 df, = 25.5, p-< 01) A 1arger ~
proportion of longer-term participants part1c1pate 1n s1te recreat1ona1
s -activities. - U : -
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took part in recreational act1V1t1eS'prov1ded by their meaI sites. No
differences were observed for eIderIy attending pre 1975 and post -1975 sites
_ (see Table III -78).’

C. Respondent Characteristics Related to Part1cipation in Site
~ Recreational Activities . - .
v Regression ana]yses1 were used to identify character1stics re]ated to .
' frequencyvof participation 1in s1te.recreationa1 activities. Results for ‘
- current participants and former part1cipants'areﬁdiscussed below.

- c.1l. Summary and Implications o
_ Current part1c1pants likely to frequent]y part1c1pate in s1te recreas-
t1ona1 ‘activities were m1nor1ty elderly ‘who attended frequent]y, were
:soc1ally active at their sites, and who utilized site shopp1ng ass1stance§
.Former part1c1pants who had been frequent SerV1ce attendees -and had been
;soc1a11y active with their friends at the site had aIso been frequent |
participants in site recreat1ona1 activities. ' _
The - find1ng ‘that former part1c1pants perce1ved savings were negat1ve1y :
'assoc1ated with part1c1pat1on 'should be: 1nterpreted with h caution as 1 the1r

—perceptions of amounts ‘spent are “based".L upon “recall of events remote in t1me.
Former participants, as a group, were: Iess Tikely to recall that attending
“the Service had saved them money (see Table III- 33) and were more Tikely to .-
~feel sites had "charged" them (see Table IT1- 18). They may have fe]t that
their contr1but1ons were payment for recreat1onaI activities.

o

-c 2. Congregate D1n1ng Part1c1pants Exper1ences and Percept1ons :

Analyses revealed that four Service re]ated experiences and percept1ons )

s1gn1f1cant1y pred1cted frequency of part1c1pat1on in s1te recreat1ona1

o . ¥t

viti e v AN , . i i
pact1 ties. @ . S o T :
_ISee Appendix P for a deScriptjon of the anaIytic.technique?

KA ‘ s
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TABLE I1I- 78

- FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATION IN SITE RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES 1
o ‘ _ . PRE-1975 VS POST~- 1975 SITE ATTENDEES

= . Attend  Attend . .

: ' o Post-1975 " Pre-1975
Frequency of Participation ) Site . . _-Site

Part1cipat1on by Aware

Respondents _ S o
. Always/Sometimes s L 68% o  68%
Attend Attend

S 3 Post-1975 ~  Pre-1975
Frequency of Particjpgtion - Site’ S S1te

Part1c1pat10n by All ' |

~———Respondents” . .
_ATways/Sometimes\’ ey : 5oy
? A oq‘\ iy .»
\ | !
.IISource Q ‘B3 |

2Percentages do not s1gn1f1cant1y differ ( x, 1 df,

0.1,_p5}ﬂ05);

3Percentages do'not sign1f1cant1y differ (x5 1 df,

Compee.

I11-150- -

el




',o.' Attendance Frequency .
" Persons who .attended their sites at least once a week

. Were more 1ike1y to participate than 1esscfrequent

4attendees. . - . - '

) "Time Spent Visiting Friends at Site
Those who spent more time sociaiizing with their friends
at their sites were more frequent participants.

. Awareness of Site Sh;pping Assistance
Elderly attendees aware of the avaiiability of site shopping
' assistance participated more frequent]y

&

0 Uti]ization of Sipe Shopping ASSistance _
Participants who utiiized this supportive service were
more. frequent partiCipants

' Because these predictor variables were correlated, one re1ationship is
dispiayed in Table III-79 'as a way of illustrating these findings in a

- summary fashion. 1 As can be seen, e1der1y who reported- spending at least
some ‘time ViSiting‘With friends at these sites were more likely to__"
partiCipate in site recreation activities (75% vs. 41% of less frequent
sociaiizers) ‘ : o

- L. 3 Congregate Dining Participants Lifestyge and Demographic
Characteristics S
One demographic variable was found to be Significantly re1ated to
frequency of participation in site recreationa1 actiVities

| Minority Status :
Minority persons were more. frequent participants in Site
‘recreational actiVities

1Other tables iliustrating mu]tivariate findings discussed in the text -
‘are in Appendix P. ;
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TABLE 111-79 |
1 ’ 2 14 3

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TIME SPENT VISITING FRIENDS AT SITE"
AND FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATING IN SITE RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES. -

|

a, .

4 . .
* Participants :

R S Spend A Lot/ ~Spend A Bt/
. Y - Some*Time - No Time =
‘Erequency of Participation’  Socializing - Socializin
| Always -1’ } R '11%,}-;- |
' Sometimes - | 37% . 752_ < <30% J H%
Rarely/Never .23 sey

‘No Response _ 2 8 B 1%

TOTAL 004 1008

. ______—____ SR
'1Source: Q. B3, B4 -

;_zlnterviewees who did not provide a response to'Q.;B4-ane excluded from thi
analysis. -~ - S . 0 : . o i

34 detailed distribution for this item is in Appendix P.

4Percentages différfs{gnjficant1y.fxz, 1 df, =-143.6, b <,01). Aware
elderly who spent less time visiting with friends were.more likely to

"rarely" or "never" participate in site recreational activities.

111-152 ‘24*3




This finding is presented in Table I11-80. Whereas three-quarters (75%) of
minority elderly participated at least "sometimes," two-thirds (67%) of non-
minority eideriy participated as frequently..

a c.4. Former Participants' EXperiences and Perceptions
Similar multivariate analyses for this group of elderly indiv1duais
showed that three Service related experiences and/or perceptions ere
significantly related to past frequency of participation in site”¥ creationa]

activities. o - - v T

‘¢ Past Attendance Frequency. | o
Those who had attended a site at least once a week were
more likely to have participated.

e Time Spent Visiting Friends at Site
The more time spent socializing, the more frequently former
, participants took part in site recreational activities.

o . Perceived Savings -
The Tower the perceived savings, the more likely former
- participants were to take part in site" recreational
activities. e ' -

" Because these predictor variabies were, themse]ves, re]ated we havezchosen
to prov1de one relationghip in Table I11-81 as a way of illustrating thiseg
results.! As can be seen, former participants who had spent at least "dome
~ time" visiting with friends were far more likely to have taken part in .
recreationai act1v1t1es than elderly who had been less socially activ -at
their s1tes (73% vs 26%) - . L , _ , -J‘:

4
4

IOther tables 111ustrat1ng mu]tivariate resu]ts discussed in the text are

~in Appendix P.

& . | © 4
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TABLE 111-80

. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MINORITY STATUS Anpl® 21 3
FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATION IN SITE RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES

| ‘ : Part1c1pants
R | a4 :
‘ Frequency of Participation” ~Minority Non-M1nor1tx
Always . I :> 31% j>
Somet imes | ey S TSR ey J 6TR
Rarely/Never L ‘ ‘ '21% s - 32%
Do Not Know, ' R o
- No Response o 2% 1%
TOTAL  100%  100%

1Sdurce Q. B3, 8 o s

: 2E]derly respondents who were unaware of site recreat1ona1 act1v1t1es are
“excluded from this ana1ys1s RERVEN @_ » 4

3A detailed d1str1but1on for th1s 1tem is conta1ned in Append1x P
*Denotes less than 1, - B o ,' S | B

4Percentages differ: s1gn1f1cant1y (x2 1 df, = 6.3, p< .05).. Aware - -
m1nor1ty e]der]y were more 11ke1y to part1c1pate "somet1mes" or "always."

o amase



IADLE L11i=04

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PAST TIME SPENT]‘ 2,3
VISITING FRIENDS AT SITE AND .

PAST PARTICIPATION IN SITE RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES

- o ~___ Former Participants

, ~Spent a Lot/ Spent A Bit/ -

F of Participation’ SOTe111meg Soctalind g
requency of Participation - Socializin , . Socializin
Always - 28w } - 43 }
Soret {mes o a5y J 73 ooy ] 26%
Rarely/Never | | RECE Y ' | 723 |
Do Not Know/Could Not ' d -

Recall T - S 1% :
~ 'N: Response | | S T 2
FORRS o - N ) X
RS _ ‘ . . | ‘
ToTAL . 160% . . -100%
28 R : S
.
1Source Q. 83, B4 7 - _
E1der1y who did not provide a response to Q. B4 are excluded from th1s L
analys1s L ‘ S )
3A deta11ed distr1but10n for this 1tem is.in Appendix P
4

participants who spent less time v1sit1ng friends at their s1tes were 1ess
11ke1y to part1cipate in site recreat1ona1 act1v1t1es. o _
. _ . v . 4 s
©III-185 L

Percentages differ s1gn1ficant1y ( x3 "1 df, = 35; 9, p< .01). Aware former . .



d. Time Spent Socializing with Friends at Sites _

One basic indicator of how well the congregate dining Service provides
social opportunities for participants 1s the time they spend visiting with
friends at their sites. As shown insTable II1-82, three-quarters (76%)
of current participants reported that they spent "some" or "a Tot" of time
visiting with friends. These data also show that former parttcipants |
were less soc1a11y active during the1r tenure as site part1c1pants.
) Separate comparisons be ween 1onger ~-term part1c1pants and more recent -
‘program entrants are displayed in Table III 83. As might ‘be expected, the
longer they had been participating, the more time they spent visiting ‘with
friends. .

No differences were observed for part1c1pants attending s1tes estab-
lished prior to and after 1975 (see Table III-84).

e, ’ Respondent‘Character1st1cs Related to Socializing wi th Friends
~ at Site \ R
‘Multivariate analyses were condycted to 1dent1fy-part1c1pant
charadteristics significantly, re]ated to socializing with friends. Results
for- cﬁrrent participants and former-part1c1pants are discussed below. B

1

e.l. Summary and Imp11cat1ons e
Among current particpants, those who more frequent]y soc1a11zed w1th v
‘friends were females who enJoyed eating and who were able to get out of the1r
homes nearly every day. These socially active part1c1pants also part1c1pated
in site recreational activities. Clearly, site recreational act1v1t1es
prov1de substantial opportun1t1es_/or social 1n\eract1on.
Former part1c1pants who had been active part1c1pants in site recrea-
..tional activities and ‘who felt-their sites had been p1easant were also -
- more soc1a11y act1ve. Interestingly, more socially active former part1c1-
- pants had also been more likely to have 1ncreased ‘their site contr1but1ons..
0ne final result of 1nterest is. that former part1c1pants who are current]y
encouraged to attend the site by peers had been less soc1a11y active dur1ng
their tenure at sites. Time will tell whether this peer pressure will be-
' successfu] in 1nduc1ng re-enroliment of former participants who had ava11ed
themselves less of the compan1onsh1p at the1r s1tes._' R

- 9% ) f
Sée Append1x Q for a descr1pt1on of the ana1yt1c techn1que.
' | - m 156" | -
o _7T3




TABLE 11182

< . TIME SPENT VISITING FRIENDS AT SITE!
T1ime Sgént2
A Lot of Time . © 43% :>
Some Time- .~ . 33% ‘76%
Just A Little T1mav |
~ No Time \ . - 5%
Do Not Know/Cou]d Not
Reca11 *
No Response S Cow E
TOTAL  100% o

N

Lsource: Q. 84 o e -
2Percentages d13fer sign1f1cant1y (x , 1 df, - 32, 6, p<
part1c19ants W

¢

Part1c1§ants Former Participants

. (Nw249).

239
33%
299

138

1%
1%

} 56%

-

100% -

o).
re less 11ke1y to spend "a 1ot" of t1me v151t1ng friends '
-at thelr s1tes e , L
£ T e “v L

o ‘ I11-157

,f}?f;fr;-g};;‘~ff2?4}f*

“Former

e

A
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: E,{'?
;o
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¥
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A T TfME SPENT - VISITING' FRIENDS:‘-AT- STTE: L
© .. RECENT ENTRANTS VS, LONGER-TERM

eCEﬁf'éﬁtﬁAA¥s;5H§7Léﬁ er-%erﬁ T
L}

| 2Percentages d1ffer s:gn1f1cant1y ( xz 1 df,; 24 1 p 01) ' Longer-
- term.participants were, :more 11ke1y to spend "a 1ot“ of trme sod1a11ang

w1th fr1ends at the1r Sﬁtes L _ s

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



(hene TBLE NI il
"TIME SPENT VISITING FRIENDS AT SITE:® =~ S
PRE-1975 VS. ROST-1975.SITE ATTENDEES |
oo e R
\\ . , N X ‘ - . : ﬂ . .b:_’.
-_ Attend - . <« Attend = -
. Post-1975 . Pre-1975
S Site: ~ o . . “Site ..
| 2w
35% - | o N 31% PR B
Losg - 208
;) 5% _ | 5% '
' * ’ -
| * * .

0% 1003

e
4"

OoTOTAL - 1

~, . - .

g
.

iree: Q. B4 - | \$ . _ ol
-centages dq.nqt‘ significantly diffeh ( x% 1 df, = 05\,“p 3

31859
Q ST : I

ERIC S TP 2 L SR

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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e.2. Congregate Din1ng Participants Experiences aﬁd~Percept1ons '
Severa1 Serv1ce re1ated exper1ences and_percept1ons ‘wWere - sign1f1cant1y

Z%oc1a11z1ng
Awareness of- S1te Act1v1t1es _
C;If respondents were'aware- of s1te a'f'

£y
Rt

mov1e . s1ng1ng)

Awareness -of.. S1te Med1qa1 A y§ ance o ey
. Attendees who were aware that the1r s1te offered medaca]
",4“Q?"’ referra] serv1ces, soc1a11zed more. N

As severa] of these pred1ctor var1ab1es wére re]ated one re]at1onsh1p is

e, ) . xS

“pr0v1ded in Tab1e III-85 to 111ustrate these f1nd1ngs 1n a summary fash1on
~As:can ‘be seen e1der1y part1c1pants who were aware of s1te med1ca1

ass1stae;e were more 11ke1y to spend "a 1ot"‘of time v1s1t1ng fr1ends than
~those who wegg,not %ware of the ava11ab'11ty of th1s support1ve service (4
vs. 37%) T - S A

.\‘N .




-

TABLE I11-5 f

T _ : AND TIME SPENT VISITING FRI NDS AT SITE RE
- I‘.f‘. : T o & ] - :
SR : ' ' ~participants :
o : o ‘ . - ~ Aware of © . .Unawarg of
N o . Site Medical - = Site Medical
Time Spent e “Assistance _Assistance
R | : TN=SIIY ‘ '--(N=475Irv 5
~ Alotof Time ‘. a8 3y
o some Tine SR T A - R
 Just A Little Time - 17%. . 218
o o e v
‘No Time - 1
TOTAL - 100% . 100%

Lo

p 3 . .: (. he
> ! . 3

. R
. 3 _\. o

. ’ , . - f“ ' ’ _ ¢
e\.'lsource Q. B4, B14: D he s1te ever he1p peop1e get med1ca1 o
exam1nat1ons, treatment med1c1nes? - ‘7.gfi

'T2E1der1y who d1d not prov1de~a response to Q Bl4 are de1eted from th1s S
- analysis. 4 F

f3A deta11ed d1str1but1on for th1s item is in Append1x Q ‘ .
4Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y (~ s 1 df = 15. 2 p 01) Unaware

elderly were less likely to spent "a 1ot" of tuge v1s1t1ng fr1ends at ’
the1r s1tes R S , .

111-161 =




The re1at1onsh1p between gender and t1me V1s1t1ng fr1ends at
V?ortrayed by data in Table III- 86. Females were more 11ke1y t_

e. 3 Conggegatef01n1ng Part1c1pants,;
Characterist1cs '

.. General Mob111t9f - D e
_Part1cipants who“were ab1e to 1eaVe the1r homes on a

- d 1y bas1s, spent more t1me v1sit1ng w1th fr1ends at;
%r s1tes. S T )

»

'The more respondents enJoyed eat1ng, the more t1me they
spent visiting w1th friends._ : ’

e Eat1ng EnJoyment T LT N

5“ ﬁEncouragement to Attend S1te | . . B :-lf )
' Those who I‘kept" be1ng encouraged by fe]low worshippers .
to attend the site, spent 1ess t1me soc1a11z1ng B T
.. Gender o : S o R 'fv-ﬁ 'v
“Elderly fema]es spent more ‘time soc1a]1z1ng Lo R

of t1me v1s1t1ng with the1r friends (45% vs. 36% of ma]es)

fe 4 Former Part1c1pants Exper1ences and Percept1ons

Four Service related percept1ons and/or exper1ences were s1gn1f1cant1
re1ated.to$past soc1a1121ng at the s1te. l,’u. Lo -vﬁ'

. Increased Contribution ‘ S
Those who had 1ncreased the1r s1te contr1but1on had

. .
RN . .
Y .

12162 .
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"11 1Source Q.+B4, L7

/

<§Percentages differ s1gn1f1cant1y‘ff

[N . . . ._ N »-: ] c'.:-h‘ J'
L © TABLE 111-86 o

- ;RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GENDER AND TIME SPENTI 2, 4
RO VISITING FRIENDS AT SITE . ./~

5

' %:qug, 3 y. ' , f'i . v_' : .Parﬁicipaﬁf§
~ Time Spent™ I .. _Males. - i Females.
R - N=873] L2588

CAlotof fime . 36 . 483
.'SomévTime‘ | i | S } 313 .'“5..- ey
Just A Little Time L ’v'ZS%'/ﬁ:. v';:17%'
| | g%’_‘ T

——

No Time.

AT
R

TOTAL ~° 100% . . ;100% .

ﬁA deta11ed d1str1but1on for th13,1tem 1s ‘in Append1xﬁ _ ‘
' .01). Females.

4 - P’
" wWere more 11ke1y to spend a 1ot" of time soc1a1121ng with frxends at
~ their sites.. ' 3,'A‘i SR ;

4Thosefwho d1d not rep]y to Q B4 are om1ttgd from this ana1ys1s

&



. ) “Awareness of Site Activities o
o 1E1der1y respond nts who ‘recalled that \Qgiir 51tes had offered
E _recreational~ activities had been»more socia11y active at their :

sites ' » ' :
e Part1c1pation in Site Activities -
More frequentmparticipants had spent more time v1s1t1ng

’fgtheir friegps at the 51tes RS | gﬁi&\j o
‘ ‘ e P]easantness of Site - . B
¥ o The more pleasant.- ‘the site, the more soc1a11y active
‘ former particpants had been o ’

o
. oo £ ey
o ) Y

”ely g- have spent at 1east
66% vs 52% df iess soc1a11y

2 1réa;te contributions were moref
il e"“soc1a1i21ng w1th their friends

] ipants Lifestyie and.Demographic,Chafanteristics

part1c1pants recalls of how soc1a11y active they had been at their congrec
L sites o _=~u},;_A o T :vw S '-; _ ~H N

Eat Aione L o ~ f. - h - ':3
Those current] '

- . L ]

N .
e

1Tab]es 111ustrating other mu1t1var1ate findings discussed 1n the text are
S in Appendix Qe & o D e S
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TABLE III-87

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INCREASED CONTRIBUTIONS AND1 2 3
S TIME SPENT VISITING FRIENDS AT SITE ‘

n .\'
T e : R ," . o Former‘Participan£S' o :
Y TR S Increased -~ Did Not Increase .
Time Spent™ B Contribution - =~ Contribution . .
e ' ' . (N=30) - . . (N=148) "~ =~ .

A Dotwof Time . " 241 } 20%“'::}‘_

Some Time ‘ 32%
Just ALittle Tife  c28% . 7 4?;:‘.30% }
o NoTmme LT SR e } 34# ooy 47%

C)"Q

_nDo‘Not Know/Coqu
! . Not Recall

:ZETderTy who d1d Qot provid,m g:&ﬁoQSe?fd ,IA}O-.. ¥aexcluded from 5 .

this anaTys-xsg

*3Thjs tab]e 1s also conta1ned in Append1x Q e};;,“

'TﬁATthough percentages did not d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1yu xfui _
“p >.05), multivariate analysis revealed &: s1gggf1cant univariaté F

value assoc1ated w1th 1ncreased contr1but1on ~See Appénd1 fQ;, o é'
- ﬁ -

8 L
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g‘v

1Other 111ustrat1ve tab]es are conta1ned in Appendix Q

. Inv1t1ng Others to Eat

v The more frequent]y respondents urrent]z 1nv1ted friends .
or relatives to dine w1th them at their homes, the more . e
ocja]]y active they had- been. ' -
wift§ DeéreSsion
. Those who felt depressed or very unhappy more often
-jui during the past few weeks had spent more time v151t1ng

- with‘friends at the1r s1tes

Encouragement to Attend. ‘ o ;
" Those who reported that- someone who attends the1r ‘v

f religious services "keepsIr encourag1ng them to attend, _
“had less frequent]y V1s1ted fr1ends at their s1tes

‘The last re]at1onsh1p is’ d1sp1ayed in Table III-88 as’a way of 111ustrat1ng

_these f1nd1ngs in a summan& fashion. 1, As can be seen, more encourage- ._63
“ment to attend the site was received by e1der1y who ‘had, been 1$§s soc1a11y
fact1ve w1th fr1ends at the site. }'_ S

; & ’:.t‘f 4;‘, )

”) . -

@
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TABLE II1- 88

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ENCOURAGEMENT TO ATTEND1 2,3
- AND TIME SPENT VISITING FRIENDS AT SITE.

- , Former Participants :
4 R Not : e

.;Time Sgeot:‘ ' i ncouraged ncouraged

T ,
e i A Lot of T1me 97% - } m
= Some Time ' 2o 42% 69%
Just A Little Time 40% ~ 20 }
‘No Time - 8 R . 108
Do Not Know/Could - .
Not Recall ’ - ey ¥
&G, ] .
TOTAL 1005 gy,
e
,1»

; ISource' Q B4, G5c¢: Does someone from your churoh or synagogue keep
- encourag1ng you to- go to the hot meal site? ~ ;‘

A _2Persons who attended religious” serv1cesgand knew fe]]ow worshippers
”1.'who attended the meal s1te are 1nc1uded in th1@5ana1ys1s o

. ;

2

Th1s tab]e is a1so conta1ned 1n4Append1x Q-

ly differ (@14, =27, © "
a s1gn1f1cant univariate F,pt?;;ggg
.ppend1x Q g PR s

4A]though percentages d1d n
p- >.05), multivariate analy
value associated with enoo”

N M
Ny -




