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Haxglip et al. have pointed to differences between an agency oriented vs.

The creation of Title XX of the-Social Security Administration in 1975 °

has resulted in a tremendous incfease in homeﬁaker, égore, and home manage-.
ment services to the fradil eleerly. In 1978, an estimated $481 million
was speat on home-based services to 1.5 million people and the elderly

were among the primary beneficiaries (Wolff, 1978).

o

"In a study done in 1980 assessing the needs of the rural elderly,

an elderly eonsumer perspective and have emphasized the importance for matching”
of self perceived needs of the elderly clients with service providers at all
levels (i.e. local and state). ~ Other investigators (Friedman, 19775 Lind,
1977 Rief 1977 Ward, 1975) have also pointed to a possible mismatch between
services rendered and what the clients actually want or need.

- The main goals in the present research project were to piovide: (1)
An assessment of the speeific homemaker needs of the rural frail elderly
in a home based program that provided homemaker services from three ''grass-

roots!'-perspectives:.. the supervising staff, the homemaker aides, and the.

elderly clieqts themselves. (2) To comﬁsre the vievs of these three groups
tS.determine possihle areas of misunderstanding,/clarify4these areas, and
use this clarification to increase understanding within the program. (3)
Examine the relationship between homemaker needs of the elderiy as viewed
from the above £hree local perspectives and these needs as presented in the
State of Missouri, Division of Aging Guidelines for homemaker’serviees.

/4) Clarify the differences in viewpoints found between the program super-
visois, homemaker aides and/or clients and the state guidelines, in

order that understanding would be improved between the state and local

(Y

" .levels of this program. ' .

>




. you would like them to do? . These questions were clear and straightforward

~and needs- not met were, separated from needs met,

- N\ Method

Subjects were the entire staff (nine) of the Scaior Services Coun;il

érogram located,in‘RolLa, Missouri, a random sample of 19 aides employed by

§

the program and a selected sample of 27 clients serviced by the p5ogfém.

°t

In ﬁhe three years since being‘organized, the Senioxr Services Council had
igrowh from one aide iﬂ Phelps CouPty, to,over 130 aides providing homemaker
services in 17 counties in South beﬁtral Missouéi where over 700 clienfs
received'bomemaker services. _The purpose of thé’proéram was to assisfﬂthe -f%
frail elderly, in iight household chores so that they couiﬁ remain iﬁdépendent‘ '
and continue to live at home.  Funding ofvthe program came primarily fgom
Title XX. .For the 27 clients interéiewed, ages ranged from 58 to 90 with b
the mean age being 78.7. . . ' -‘ L
During the Spring and Summer monthé of 1980, approximately one_hour
to an hour-and-a-half long semi-structured interviews were con@uctéd by a
frained fesearch assistant. Clients, aidés and staff members weré asked to

provide answers to the four following questions: (1) - What are some things o

-
-

the Senior Sérvices Couﬂbil program do¢s for its clients that you really

a fa - — PR . - s

like? (Zf ‘What.are some things the homemaker aides do for the .clients that you

I . N ) . g - - . - -
really‘like? (3) What are some things that the Senior Services Council does
not currently do for clients that you would like them to do? (&) Whét

.

are some things the homemaker aides do not qqrrenﬁly do for clients that

enough that clients Ge?e able to respond:tb each with a well formed opinion,

yet unstructured enough that answers to the questions were not in any way

forced. In addition, the aides, themselvés, were separgted from the program,

) \ » o Z
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Answe 3 to the four questions were categorized into the following five

N
home service meed areas (which have been described by Butler & Lewis; 1977):

(1) LH-Light hbueehold tasks (e.g. dusting, Vacuuningj, (2) HH-Heay

7

household tasks (e}g. moving furnjture, home repairs, lawn work), (3)

s/Cc-Social/Community services (e.g. transportatipn), (4) PM-Personal aain-

tenance (e.g. bathing, taking medicine;, ‘the need for live~in-aide),and (5)

HS-Human services (e.g. counaeling, friendly visitor, protectiie services).

In addition, a sixth category of general comments (GC) .as also used to place

general overall statements made concerning services which were prov1ded by ;

°. either aides or by the program. :

RESULTS

< rd

see if clients, aides, and staff

. N
In order to provide an overall test to

differed in their perception of important needs being met and not met with

) T regard to both the program and the aides, themselves, the frequency of

-

comments falling into each of the five categories of LH, HH, s/c, PM, and

HS for each of the four questiens was tallied for each client, aide, dnd staff

- member. General Comments were excluded and analyzed separgtely. Results

were analyzed with a 3 x2x2x5 (CLients/Aides/Staff x Needs met/Needs

not met x Seaior Services Council/Aides x Service Category) analysis of

variance using a least squares procedure because of the unequal, but pxo-

portional numbers of subjects in each cell (See Wiener, p. 600 to 603, 1971).

A highly significant four way dnteraction (p <,001) in Table 1, indicated

that clients, aides, and staff differed widely in the frequency 2nd types of

: responses mentioned, and that these diffexences depended upon whether the

«

Senior Services program or the aides thenseélves were being evaluated, and

upon whether needs met vs. needs not met were being considered. The highly

- * .
* .
5 : . “




significant Needs-met_x_Service_category (F. = 156.66, 2_<.QDl) interaction T

in Table 1 reflects the fact that while heavy housework and social/community

needs received no mention to questions 1 and ) (needs met questioms),  they
h-1
were the most frequently mentioned responses for questions 3 and 4 (needs
- B 2 3 *s *, -
not met), and of these'tvo, heavy housework was the most frequently mentioned

» -

The highly significant (F = 135.7l, B.<-001) needs met/needs not met x pﬁogram/ >
aides interacdtion indicated 'that, in generzi, for needs met, the aides re-

. ceived more comments than did the program. For needs not met, the program

received more comments than did the aides. Table 2 shows the mean frequency
¥

of commeuts made in each of the five categories by clients, aides, and staff

for each ol the. four questions.

Table é ghows a breakdown of simple effect analyses of the fonr way
interaction in Table 1. For the first question, needs met b} the Senior
Services Program, clients and aides did not significantly differ (Fe= 89)
Members of tke staff, on the other hand, differed significantly from both’
aides (E = 11.66, p <.001) and clients (F = 3.34,0p <.01).. In general

. clients and aides emphasized light household tasks while'the staff emphasized:
personal.maintenanqe and human services tasks.

-With regard to Question 2, important needs met by the aides, clients

_differed from aides (F = 38, 70, “p <.001) and staff (F‘-~39:60;.]5¢<r091)7.
and aides differed from staff (F = 2.57,_2 <.05). qlients~again most
frequently mentioned light houséwork. Personzl maintenance and human
services were infreqﬁently‘mentioned. Staff and aides, on the other hand, r
mentioned personal maintenance and human services very often.. In fact,
staff members responded with human services items mpre frequently in
response to.this question than with any other type of response (including light -

~

housework) . For clients and aides, light household work was most important,

b4
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horman—services—-nex

On question 3

like the program t

.

)

p <.001) and staff

s

. T £
heavy household wo

. was next most freq

intenance and hu

..

aides mentioned he

<

£ _most_and_personal maintenance was third.

(i.e. needs not met by the program but which you would

o_provide), clients again differed from aides (F = 6.35,

’

differed from aides (F = 2.57, p <.05). Yor clients,

rk received the,most frequent mention.® Light housework

u°ntly mentioned, and social/community was third. Personal

¢

man serviceS hardly received mention at all. Similarly,

avy hduse work most often, but also frequently mentioned

_social/community and personal maintenance needs. Human services were in-

frequently mention

i

ed, and, in contrast to clients, light household work .

. received no mention. 'The staff, on the other hand, mentioned heavy housework

)

N 1Y
. R aq :
:and human services

tenance was mentio:

infrequentlv, and

‘m_ost often and to about the same extent. Personal main-

ned to a lesser extent. .Social/community needs were mentioned
L

light household needs ‘were not mentioned at all.

On question %4 (important meeds not provided for by the aide but which
PE - ‘ .
you - wish the aide could provide), clients, aides, and staff agdin all R

differed~significa

- light! hous ework fo

1)

othervcategoriesfk
1

Y s/
. )
ntly from;onehanother. Clients most often mentioned

r this question and had few responses which fell into the

Aides most frequently mentioned heavy housework and R
¢ . N

social/community needs. Human services and personal maintenance were ment ioned

2’

next most frequent

ly. Similar to results for question 3, however, light

-

house work, the category most frequently mentioned by clients, was not

mentioned at all.

c.

For staff‘ Jhuman services and social/community -received . .°

greaLest and approximat z qual emphasis, and heavy household work and

. - personal maintenance also received mention. Similer to the aides, but very

different from the clients, however,, light household work vas not mentioned

at all.

-

>
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[N L
Table 4 shows types of comments and their frequency of occurrence as

N

N

a percentage of total comments made to both.question 1 and 2 (needs met)
for ciients, aides, and staff, Appendix A shows a finer br%deown'of

Fable 4, Table 5 and appendix’ B shows a similar breakdown for question
» 0

&

- . s o

3 and 4 (needs unmet by aides and program). & v s . o

a

_With_regard_to general comments_in Tables™4 and 5, clients, aides,

and staff most frequently mentioned "arythirg apd evervthing the.aide ...

—

dées is important” in response to questions 1 and 2. Stated-another way,

59% of the clients, 33% of the aides, and 227 of the ;taff made this comment.

~

From the client's point of view this'prégram obviously served a very

_important need. General comments for questions 3 and 4 (needs not met)

’

from the cliént were that the aide was "slow but good". . Overall, however,

general comments were only a small percentage of all comments made and
. suggests that the Butler et al. (1977).scheme was adequéte for categorizing

4
. I3

answers.

With regard to needs met- by e program, it can be seen in Table 4

4

that .clients and aides weré in overﬁhelmfng‘agreement in emphasizing light

——  housework needs. Althougﬁ members of the staff mentioned this with some ,

P -
- .

. frequency, their greatest emphusis was put on human Services and . personal
rd / . . : . . .
maintenance. While aides agreed with clients in the frequency of response to

. T~ Iight housework being the firstpfiority, they also uore closely resembled

the staff in terms of their second and’tﬁird priorities. All three g%oups,

-

however, vié%ed the aide as a needed source of dependable companionship.

- ~ [ '.?.

Yet, staff members clearly ‘mentioned this more frequently,than aides. And ,

aides mentioned this more‘ frequently thaniglients. Moreover, only staff,

-

T
and to a somewhat lesser extent, aides, commented on the aide as a source

-

of psychological support.




.; [ ) Y . .
™. . From appéndix.A it can be seen that_ human serviceés most freqnent!r .

hd - - - .

mentioned were regular and dependabie_visits by the éides, the aide as some-
-\ ' . : b . .
- ' one to talk to, and the aide as someone who shows concern and or is a friend.

. - ’ o
// « . From appendix A, it can also be seen that persoral maintenance comments for .

7 aides and staff most often had to do with keeping the client independent

i;//‘(/ . and out of an institution. This was rarely mentioned bj clients, however. ,.

é

.

.‘;_.-M. . With régard_to_needs_not_met by thé program, all three groups_emphasized . - —
2 . .o, —— 3 [ »

heay&\iousewgrk needs, and agreed fairly closely on the specific heavy house-
+ ~ N . & . - - ®
work services needed most (i.e. someone to do repair work and lawn workj.

Social/community needs (transportation) and personal maintenance needs (e.g.

corr -lescent service) wére also mentioned fairly f%equently as an important

(N

B ’ need not -currently met.by the program by both aides and staff. Clients,

- ‘oa the other hand,'requnded in these latter cgtegories infrequently. S

3

vAgain, members of the staff mentioned human services items more frequently

than in any other category. In fact, "time to simply visit with the client,”

LR

andx"provide~emotional and psychological support" accounted for approximately 8

- 32% of all comments made by tne staff to questions 3 and 4, Clients and
. \ 3
aides, however, rarely responded to questions 3 and 4 in this mauner.

. - T,
. - °
- . " . R -

/ DISCUSSION

At the local level, clients, aides, and staff agreed to some extent
#on important met (i.e. light household) and unmet (heavy household) needs

of the elderly. Consistency was expecially high for unmet needs of repair 4

work and “yard werk sexvices, The major—inconsistepcy_between clients, aides,

) and staff was the extent to which the staff, and to a lesser exteat, aides,

placed heavy emphasis on human service and personal maintenance needs.

- -

Although all three groups noted the aide was a source of dependable support,

onlyothe staff mentioned this as the -dominant need of the elderly.
. <

oA - y -
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« "similarly, only the staff mentioned "keeping the client from having to be-

institutionalized® with a high deérée of'regularity in the personal main-°

- - - -

tenance’ category. ¢ . . -

These differences could be due to a number of factors. First, a greater:

w -

*. .

¢ They might bé-in a better position to see a broader pérspectiﬁé of needs ) R

being.served, On the other hand, this difference could also be due‘to the

- . .
- -

staff's “greater distance" from the real lives of their clients. This
—— ¥ oot

- « might cause the staff to underestimate the importance of light housekeeping

needs. Viewing the situation from Maslow's hiefarchy of needs frafnework,

: \ N .
human service needs are not likely to be highest’”in priority when you are

wof?iéé’éﬁdhf'wherewyouf4next—meal-ismcomingwfxomﬁ_EQEHEQ_QQF‘ﬁou? laundry
done, and yQU'-ér; concerned primarily with day.to day survival.,-All mem-
bers of the staff presumabiy have these needs met, bqt few of the clients
do. The aides, on the other hand, see the é&ight of their clients on a

daily basis which would cause them to score in between the clients and the
. ;-Staff. 5".-. R . .
, Differences in perspectives might ‘also have been due to the client

i
.

being unaware of, or reluctant to report, their human-services needs. In

general, ‘it is easjer to see and report such needs in other-pebplé than

-

admit to havingAthem ourselves. Because of this latter possibility, and

v

because of the generally favorable comments received during the semi-

structured interview, the authors believe th;t the latterointerpretatioq

is probaSly the more correct one and that little should be changed

with regard to éurrent program emphasis. Although.tﬂe~differencp between
- ) \

the Senior Services Council staff, and program aides, the clients might lead

. emphasis on human serviges ({i.e. psychological suppoff) and "deinstitution- Vs

‘glization" cdﬁld be due to a greater sophistication on the part of the staff. ¢
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By

’ .

to misunderstandings, the program' os At currently exlsts must be considered—

' &

.
* hlghly successful. of 27 c11ents, ‘18 a1des, and 9 staff 1nt!rv1ewed, all
-

had hlghly laudatory remarks Wlth regard té.the program - both of a general

LY .,

v .

type and’ of a specific naturg.' While many of the clients mentioned "slow

-

~<\ - b“:/7°0d3 in reference to,their aides, possibly a result of the time trade-
. ) - "
. . .
\\ og of the aides.ministering to *he human service heeds of the client rather
\ rhan attending to light housework chores, many of these same clients in-
, — . . PR ; LY

i -~ . .
-»dicated such things as their aide "being|like a ray of sunshine in my life,

11ke a mother to me, I lovt= her, or I, really look rorward-to her visit. "

. Thus,\én-large measure much of the success 6f the program is_ au1te411kely

. i

due to ciients'having human service feeds attended to.at\fhe same time light
-+« housework is being performed. ) . S

. ‘ -7 . ~
- - -

Needs mentloned by Cllents, Aides, .

and Staff and State Guldeanes

.

* Because federal guidelines for home care services do not exist (But~
. -

’ .

ler, 1979}, each state sets its own whlch then must be approved by the fund—\\

.
1ng federal agency. In Mlssourl, the Mlssourl Dlv1s10n gm-aglng sets the

..-‘.
- '.' . . 2

standards for In Home Serv1ce. For Mlssourl, these gu1de11nes are broken
/

.into three categories: personal care, home care, and optional act1v1t1es.

e

In-general,'there was strikin$y agreement between State guidelines of.h

.
. .

'mandatory program activities and.actual needs met by the Senior_Seryices

Council program with, regard to home care activities. In fact, all areas of

_T‘{.———

a . .

unmet needs by the Senior Services Council were either notma7part~of—
1 : .

4

else were specifically excluded by the State guidelines (See Exhibit #1}.

iy

Thus from the standpoint of meeting the role and scope of formal organiza-

tional objectives, the Senior Services program was highly successful.

* Even so, several unresolved issues remain with regard to unmet needs.
4
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A

First, although there was nét a discrepancy, between state guidelines and

. optional activities agreed to by the program and needs met by the program,

" : .
highly desirable that the program could expand at some point to include more

.

N

there were a number of unmet ‘needs of the elderly which all three groups -

considered impe rtant {e.g. lawn work and repairs). Thus it would seem

of these optional activities.. Secondly, some noteworthy discrepancies

? .
existed between state and local levels concerning the human services, social/

o

. cormunity {e.qg. fransportation), and the personal maintenance home service

Y

s

v
needs of khe elderly. Although all three groups mentioned transportation as

important (getting to the doctor), state-gquidelines expressly prohibit .such’

ser;ice by the aide. Human serv1ces, moreover, were not a part of manda-
’ .

tory activities, and, in fact, the specific need most often mentioned by

the elderlx clients,.i.e., having énough tine for-a pleasant conversation;’//

¢ - . .

) AN ;
was -also £orbidden. Finally, personal faintenance services such as spending
the night with the client in the case of an eﬁergency illnéss wete also pro-

fibited. * > . - o . )
. She 2 W ! o ' .

To the ‘extent such needs sonehow get met by programs like the Senior

]
¢

‘Services?Council;fin-spite of official guidelines, it would seem that these

’

programs and all of their partjcipants deserve special praise. Our results,
- t - .

in fact,‘suggest providing some degree of human service activities express-

\

ly forbidden by official guidelines might well have been an important com-

popent in getting an already suqcessful program te work even better. Thus

e ‘ ‘ )
it might seem desirable -for state guidelines to recognize these unmet nome
—

service needs, both from the staédpo;nt of the client and the afde, and make _ .

provision for a mechanism by whicP they .can be met. On the cther hand, from

a political point of view such programs probably would continue to receive

,wider levels of support by continuing to offic1ally exclude human service

behav;ors.as a legitimate service. 1In terms of accountability, most taxﬁ

. A
< -

L]

cn

12 ‘
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%1‘ . payers are probably comfortable footing the bill for aides performing lignt
T housekeeping chores, but not for the aides providing psyahplogical support. .
f“i—§’~ However, as long as both clients and aides seem happy with what the program -

: provides, it is prcbably ‘immaterial whether or not activities of a humen

service natuvre mighf not also be unofficially get exchanged in the relation- .

e ship. ‘ N : .
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_ nAmlyf,is of Va"r’iance
' "Source o Tag " 'ous ¥ P f
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' , L .: i '. — X . . T . . - e
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) . Frequency in percentage
i 7 o o e wmres o rm S e T T “’““”‘Of‘“'TOta‘l“ *Comm‘en‘t‘s’ ma’d e by:

.

, A t . 18 — A. ‘ - -::
*”f»t S T L “ ﬁ@ﬁtﬁ&fﬁ'am’”“"f‘““;“‘“'“""“ B B
A . . Needs Met“.by Program and  Aides ’

L Mentioned by Clients, Aides, gpd Staff ]
SN - — : -

2 U

% . o T Clients*H_T“-Kiéés " staff T
‘General'Comments* ’ . 8:1 . 4,6 1.5 .
. ’ . . . S -
SR > Anything and Everything 8.1 4.6 1.5
N . ‘they do , )
Light Household Tasks 78.9 50,0 26.1° ° o
.’ . °  Homemaker Aide help 16.2. - 14.6 8.7 N
with housework ‘ . : '
I (1 B . - £ . N 8-‘--~ U
T ' Sweeps .~ 7.5 2.7 . - 2.9 :
LT "GIeans bathroom_ _ ___ - 6.8 .9 0 "— T
S Laundry . .. B A I © 2.9
Miscellaneous 5.0 9 ) 0 g :
e o . ‘Sthp ing 3 . I ? . 6 0
' B - Grocery Shopping 1.9 4.6 0 ) )
\ " Mops_ - 7.7 4.4 0 ¢ :
- N “ Prepares meal B 1.9 :1.8i 1.5 % b
P \\-x SDuwstsC oL 3.1 R ) -
L. \\\ Cleans Cab1nets,.blinds, 3.1 0 S 0 o
i \light fixtures, walls," T o T R i i I
‘ ] ] }5 bed springs i T .
:HT¢'” “ __  Chan ‘s bed - -;_u__g,s .o © e 3

e e N e e e R - Y et

Washes w\ndows “(inside) 1.2 : .9
- Makes bgd ) e 1.9 "0
Washes dishes
- Cleans kitchen

© © © o ©

Lifting . ‘z;ghug- A

T “Clédny oved 0 - T
s Bill paying 0 -

. " Defrosts. 0 mu :
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i%i : — ._Enequency“inwpexaentage, S S
Cen LT T T . of Tétal Comments‘made by: - - - - .l
o Light Household. Tasks £lients A'iges Staff SR
T ‘Hangs out“clothes“~ .6 9 @ 0 . ‘ S
T -Reaching ” 0 é,Q‘ 1.5 PR
¢ Buts upudg&pQSA . 0. 0 .‘
g Straightén mdgazines - 0 0 .7 Lo
S 7 e “i RaE. , e \
3 - . ' Heavy Household Tasks 0- oo 0 ) 0 .
e 3 '-_ . REIPI é--ﬂ - ®-
i T g 3bcThl/Communicy - .- -0 ,”‘fO 0 w 7
;gmm“L I Personal Maintenance - 4.4 12.7 ™ 29,0
d : . '
%é=L——rfJ;————%ﬁéﬁ—in—ﬂomes+ﬂot—inst;ﬁﬁ, .é— 01— 174 = ——
* o ot tionalized/Independent é . ‘
P Personal Care 0 . 0= - 4.4
o Do things they cannot do (i} 4.4
_ VN Rayﬁﬂbills 6 . 0
o Bﬁn_enranas ) ‘0 . . 09 N -
- ath - 7t ’ .6 0 E
. Write letters -and, . 0 L 0 R
, -Christmas cards , N . '
] ~ . ‘Goés to bank .6 0 "\ 0. :
- - e Roiis ,..a*r s A _ - - e . 0" N A TR A e
“Looks after needs‘h T 0 « 0- s
‘fGetting in»touch éith other 0 0 - 1.5 ju“";k‘:?
people - N . — — e e e
Take pride in hone . 0 0 1.5. o
,l : : P — - *'Zléﬁ
PR - \- ' ' - ke ""53
Humaa..Services. “ ... 8.7 32.7 & 43.5 1 *
Regular and. dependable T 1.2 6.% ‘: 8.7 T LT
"visit T - e LT -
SomeonP - ‘:ﬁ 6 0“4 10 0“2 - -S
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2

’rn
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Contact with outside world 0 0 8.7 :
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- = - - o a x ‘
support — e e
. '
-~ - -
PR s
-
. -
- -
-
~
[
.
. L, e T
]
-
>
4
e mr——— —
. »
. B
- \
.
. .
A o
- «
B
s
~ -
~
s e N
— — - P
-
.
PR— .
= 5 D
B E . 5 ¢
——— e - . o _ e




P
s e
o
o

i T g- g o Appendlx B

P PR - i3
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- -”T 7T:”‘, Needs Not Hetwbj Program and Aides )
as Mentioned by Cl‘ents, Qiﬁes, and Staff
“"‘ ———— i » . :: . S
) i requency in percentage -
I . of Total Comments made by:
. B ’ ‘ ,Clients~ Aide’s ‘Staff |
A 5Cenef§i‘ggghf;tg7“~‘w f&—? Tob.6 5.3
- B L e T Eeren c\ " o ——
-, Rige stow but good 10.4 0 0
' ;Quore ﬁlexible Tist c 2,1 2.3 5.3
_'V,Hour& ‘more flexible 2.1 .8 0
" More-hours: neéded. < 2.1 1.5 0
o Sl ) .. o . 1.
Light :Household ~* ™ 15.7 1.5 0 ]
. Laundry ] 4,2 0 0
Cooking meals —_ %.l .8 0
sw55h;wyndowﬁ,‘eurtdins”k 311_“"“““‘f‘n'——————-—_0

‘““‘“-Grocexy shopping

Scrxub floors

blean-wallé

_Take. out trash

"'"‘-'“»— ———

N sewing . L R [N

.59.3

o o o o

'53.8.

. -Cleanabathtoom o
x / i *
‘ Heavy Household - =
, : L - L
'Héndy man ogﬂrenéif‘work
"Mow lawn . ' -
—r ,

Wash outside: windows

**—~«-»wwm«~Raka~leaves and clean

up yardy
Painting o

r

. General outiade things

- ~ﬂelp wipterize house

- 'Snow removal E

Take cutet ash
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Helﬁ‘with'garden-on.flowens

L

. 26.0
9.4
4.2
3.1
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0
3.1
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L ﬁbpendixﬂsxahn‘““‘* _ ; ’
e T ——
) Frequency in percentage .
of Total Comments made by:
) T Clients Aides ,  Staff
) CLeacncgrch ‘7,”;‘:;44;\__ ,0 2.6
) Cutting wood - - 1.0 0 ° 0
"o Trim trees e 1 i 0 0
L - Put up curtains 1o 0 0
R : Clean garage : T 0 .8 0
o) .
Social/Community . 4.2 "20.0 ©  15.8
. T __'Transpe;t;Ziogh - . 3.1 15.4 13.2
- - jTransportation to’ doctor 1.0 ! 3.1 2.6
' Get' cliénts out more often 0 .8 0
Bus seryice L ' 3 0o . .8 : 0
Center to'ger peoﬁle 0 - 0 0
together
Personal ﬁaintenance , - 1.0 13.0 P 0
Convalescent service 0 0'_ 4.6 16.5
piip with business and S0 3.1 0
) legal matters _ ~ - -
Live in help .0 1.5 2.6 (
Scﬁeoﬁe‘to-bathe\client .‘1:9_' 0 ‘ 0 ' . :
Visiting beautician " 0 - -. .8 0 ;
‘Night care ‘ L 0 8 -0 j
‘Deal with welfare offfte ~ie 0 .8 Too0 0 o *
- Read mail ’ 0 T 0 . )
Christm;:Eecorécing ' 0o - .8 0 - .
A R o .o 4‘4\\
~ "Zjlupan Sevvices .+ . .~ 3.1 - -6:.9  34.2 il 7
| Visit-rith client  © . L0 . 2.3 21.0 R
"Emotional and. psychological 0 . 0, %-310.5 - ."i ;
support ) - ; . -
" Tike client someplace~ 6,x';»u 1.5 o < T‘
Y -+ T
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. Appendix B

,'// "+ (cont.) -0 Sl .
R . ° s ..

‘Frequéﬁcy in pgrcenthge.
‘of Total Commgnts made- by:.

: . ¢ e .
) o . /a .Clients Aildes Staff

Have lunch with pliemé - 1.0 .8

.+ Coffee with client’ , 1.0 W 0 . 0 .

félqghone conversation 0 .8 a6 ‘5: c
‘Founséiing\fbr relatives - 0 .8" - 0 ‘
. Be-more like -people and 0 s .8 o °
*  not robots ) ' . T : .
Social service worker . .0 ’ 0 -.ieee o,
. » . o - -




