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ABSTRACT 

The focus of this study is on analyses of the use of nonconvenience 

and various types of convenience foods by households with a male or 

female head 65-74 years of age (younger elderly) and those with a male 

or female head 75 and older (older elderly) in the United States. These 

households are considered elderly households although in some cases they 

may include some nonelderly individuals. Convenience foods are defined 

in the study as foods that are partially or fully prepared when 

purchased. The data source for this study is the 1977-1978 Nationwide 

Food Consumption Survey conducted by the United States Department of 

Agriculture. 

Both groups of elderly households spend approximately 59 percent of 

the at-home food dollar on nonconvenience foods, and 19, 16, and 6 

percent on basic, complex, and manufactured convenience products, 

respectively. Nutrient content of the foods used is often significantly 

higher in younger than older elderly households, as is total expenditure 

for food per household member. However, nutrients obtained per dollar 

expended are frequently higher in older elderly households than in 

younger elderly households. 

The share of the food dollar spent on the various nonconvenience 

and convenience food classes by elderly households is related to several 

sociodemographic characteristics of the population. Geographic region, 

season, household size and income, and race of the respondent, as well 
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as education and sex of the meal planner affect the budget share 

allocated to nonconvenience foods. Geographic region, urbanization 

(population density), and sex of the respondent are related to the 

budget share apportioned to basic and complex convenience foods, while 

the budget share allocated to manufactured convenience foods is 

influenced by sex of the meal planner, shopping frequency, and household 

income. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Elderly Americans, defined in this study as people aged 65 and 

over, have increased in numbers at a rate twice that of the general 

population in the last 20 years (Taeuber, 1983). By the year 2025 

approximately one of every five Americans will be at least 65 years old 

(U.S. Department of Commerce, 1977), with the greatest increase in 

numbers expected in the group 75 years old and above. The aging process 

results in greater diversity among the elderly than among younger 

adults; consequently, categorizing people 65 and over as one homogeneous 

group is being increasingly recognized as inappropriate (Schneider ~ 

.Al, 1986). 

Nutrition unquestionably influences the quality of life of people 

of all ages, especially the older elderly. There is documentation of 

increased prevalence of disease and disability that may affect 

nutritional needs and eating practices of people aged 85 and over 

(Exton-Smith, 1979). Consumption of necessary nutrients allows for 

optimal functioning of the body within the limits set by genetics and 

chronic illness; yet, selecting foods that will meet nutritional needs 

is a dilemma for many younger and older elderly persons for a variety of 

reasons, including possible increased needs for selected nutrients with 

increased age, financial constraints, and limited knowledge of the 

nutrient content of foods. 

Expenditures for food are related to family income, and the share 

of the total budget allocated to food varies inversely with total income 
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(Cohen, 1974; Weimer, 1982a; Weimer, 1982b). In the most recent edition 

of "Budgets for Retired Couples", published by the U.S. Department of 

Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (1982), food accounted for 30 percent 

of the total budget in low-budget households, while it was 28 percent 

and 24 percent in intermediate and high-budget households. 

The nutritional quality of the diets of people in low-income 

households has been found to be lower than that of the average 

population (Peterkin and Kerr, 1982). Because the average income of 

persons over 65 is significantly lower than that of younger individuals, 

and becomes increasingly lower with advancing age (Gallo and Boehm, 1978 

and U.S. Senate Special Committee on Aging, 1984), the challenge of 

selecting foods that provide adequate amounts of nutrients at very low 

cost is particularly great for many of the elderly. 

There is a further constraint imposed on diets of the older elderly 

relative to achieving nutrient adequacy. The energy needs of this group 

are less than those of younger individuals due to a decreased basal 

metabolic rate and frequently decreased physical activity. Recommended 

energy needs of individuals aged 76 and over are 2050 and 1600 kcal per 

day for males and for females respectively (National Academy of 

Sciences, National Research Council, 1980). These recommended energy 

needs are reductions of 350 kcal per day for men and 200 kcal per day 

for women from those reco111Dended for individuals of ages 51 to 76. 

Although energy intakes should be reduced, recommended intakes of 

protein, vitamins, and minerals should remain fairly constant with 

increasing age. Thus, the nutrient density, nutrients per 1000 kcal, of 

diets of the older elderly should be greater than those of the younger 
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elderly. There is growing evidence that the elderly may actually have 

an increased need for certain nutrients in the diet, including protein, 

calcium, and vitamin D, because of age-related changes in absorption and 

synthesis of these nutrients (Schneider, et al, 1986). 

Data from the spring and summer seasons of the household portion of 

the USDA 1977-78 Nationwide Food Consumption Survey (NFCS) included 

information from 1480 households with a male or female head 65 years of 

age or older (Rizek and Peterkin, 1980). The amount of money spent for 

total food per week per person in the elderly households was about the 

same as that of nonelderly households. However, a smaller portion of 

that amount was spent on food away from home in the elderly households 

than in the younger households. 

The level of nutrients provided by the foods used per dollar was at 

least as high in the elderly households as in other households except 

for protein, calcium, phosphorus, and riboflavin. These nutrients were 

two to seven percent lower in the elderly than in the nonelderly 

households. 

When data from the spring season of the survey of individuals in 

the NFCS were analyzed, average intakes of nutrients in foods consumed 

over three days for male and female heads-of-households aged 60 and 

older were obtained (Weimer, 1982a). The only nutrient for which the 

average intake was less than two-thirds of the 1980 Recomnended Dietary 

Allowance (RDA) (NAS, NRC, 1980) was vitamin B
6 

for women. Average 

intakes of energy and calcium by both elderly men and elderly women were 

between 67 and 100 percent of recommended levels. Those same levels of 

intake of magnesium and vitamin B
6 

by elderly men were reported. Mean 
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intakes of the remaining nutrients were above the recommended 

allowances. 

When one-day food recall records of individuals ages 65-74 and 

those 75 and over from the same data base were analyzed (U.S. Department 

of Agriculture, Science and Education Administration, 1980), only 

limited differences in nutrient adequacy were found in the two age 

groups. Average intakes of vitamin B6 of women 65-74 and of both men 

and women aged 75 and over were below 70 percent of the 1980 RDA. 

Average intakes of calcium and magnesium between 70 and 100 percent of 

the recommended levels were consumed by both younger and older elderly 

males and females. Mean intake of vitamin B6 by males 65-74 and mean 

intake of vitamin B12 by females 75 and over were also within 70 to 100 

percent of RDA levels. Average intakes of other nutrients by both 

younger and older males and females were above RDA levels. 

Ingwersen and Hama (1985) analyzed data from the elderly 

supplemental sample of the 1977-78 USDA Nationwide Food Consumption 

Survey. They found households that met the RDA for seven key nutrients 

spent more for food, used larger quantities of most kinds of foods, and 

selected a greater variety of foods than did households that did not 

meet the RDA for the same seven nutrients. The two groups of households 

allocated different proportions of the food dollar to fruits, 

vegetables, dairy products, and meat, poultry and fish. Those who met 

the RDA spent larger shares for fruits, vegetables, and dairy products 

and a smaller share for meat, poultry, and fish than did the households 

that did not meet the RDA for one or more of the seven selected 

nutrients. 
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With the increasing variety of foods available to consumers today, 

some researchers have investigated whether the mix of foods used by the 

elderly is the same as that consumed by younger individuals. Fanelli 

and Stevenhagen (1985) used food frequency methods to characterize food 

consumption patterns of adults aged 55-64, 65-74, and 75 and over. 

These data had been gathered as part of the 1977-78 USDA Nationwide Food 

Consumption Survey. They found that for both men and for women the food 

variety index was smallest in the oldest age group, but that the lists 

of core foods, the 30 most frequently mentioned foods, did not vary 

markedly with sex or age group. The authors pointed out that many of 

the items on the core lists were relatively easy to prepare and 

inexpensive. In research reported by Havlicek et al. (1982) and Pearson 

and Capps (1985), expenditures for nonconvenience and convenience foods 

by elderly and nonelderly households were significantly different, with 

elderly households spending a smaller portion of the food dollar on some 

classes of convenience foods than did nonelderly households. However, 

no information was available as to which foods, including various types 

of convenience foods, were used by younger and older and elderly, and 

the effects of these selections on the nutrient content in their diets. 

Although the results reported from these studies are an important step 

in delineating the food practices of the elderly, there is a further 

need to differentiate age-related trends in food practices, especially 

for people age 75 and over who, as a group, have lower incomes and are 

at greater health risk. There is a need to study whether or not the 

expenditures for foods with convenience features provide adequate 

amounts of needed nutrients at reasonable cost. These data will be 
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helpful in identifying possible nutrition problems associated with food 

selection practices of younger and older elderly Americans. 

The purposes of this research are: (1) to identify and compare the 

foods reported by the greatest numbers of households in three age 

groups: nonelderly, elderly 65-74 years old (younger elderly), and 

elderly 75 years and older (older elderly); (2) to determine the weekly 

at-home food expenditures for nonconvenience and convenience foods by 

younger and older elderly households; (3) to determine the mean nutrient 

contribution of each class ~f convenience foods and nonconvenience foods 

and mean nutrients per dollar spent in each class of foods in the 

households of the younger and older elderly; (4) to determine the 

nutrient density of nonconvenience and convenience foods used in 

households headed by younger and older elderly individuals; (5) to 

determine the relationship between nutrient conteJJ.t of the household 

food supply and share of the food dollar expended for nonconvenience and 

convenience foods in two groups of elderly households; and (6) to 

determine the sociodemographic characteristics of elderly households 

associated with the use of convenience and nonconvenience foods. 



CHAPTER II: METHODS 

Data from the household portion of the 1977-78 USDA Nationwide Food 

Consumption Survey are the basis of this study. Only data from 

housekeeping households, those in which at least one member had 10 or 

more meals from the household food supply during the survey week, are 

included. The households are categorized as being nonelderly - no 

household head either male or female, age 65 or more, younger elderly -

male or female household head between 65 and 74, and older elderly -

household head age 75 or more. These households include some nonelderly 

individuals, while people age 65 and over who are not nominal heads of 

households are excluded in the analyses. The intent of the study is to 

focus on those elderly who have some autonomy in making decisions for 

the foods used by the household. The subdivisions by age of the elderly 

are consistent with published data on the elderly (Rizek and Jackson, 

1980; USDA, SEA, 1980). 

The study population includes 14,021 weighted housekeeping 

households, of whom 11,025 (79%) are nonelderly, 1921 (14%) are younger 

elderly, and 1075 (8%) are older elderly. Weighted measures are 

necessary because of different regional response rates to the USDA 

Survey, based on a multi-stage stratified area probability sample 

design. 

Convenience foods are defined for this study as foods that are 

fully or partially prepared when purchased such that preparation time 

-1-
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and culinary skills have been transferred from the home kitchen to the 

food processor and distributor (Traub and Odland, 1979). The general 

category of convenience foods is further subqivided into three groups: 

basic, complex, and manufactured. Basic convenience foods are those in 

which the processing is more related to a preservation method than to 

ease of preparation. Complex convenience items have a high level of 

time saving and/or culinary expertise built in. Foods with no home

prepared counterpart are considered manufactured convenience (Havlicek 

et al. , 1982). For examples of foods in each category see Appendix A. 

Two operational definitions are used to describe individual units 

within households. A household member is a 21-meal equivalent person, 

while a household nutrition unit is a 21-meal male-equivalent person. 

These measures were needed as a basis for comparing the nutritive values 

and quantities of food used by households with varying numbers of 

members of each sex who ate different numbers of meals from home food 

supplies. The latter measure is calculated as the sum of the 

Recommended Dietary Allowances (National Academy of Sciences, National 

Research Council, 1974) for that nutrient for all persons eating in the 

household, adjusted for meals eaten away from home, divided by the RDA 

for the adult male (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Science and 

Education Administration, 1981). The terms household member and 

household nutrition unit are synonymous for fat and carbohydrate, 

nutrients for which there are no recommended daily allowances (National 

Academy of Sciences, National Research Council, 1974). 

The demographic variables used to describe the three age groups of 

the population are income, region, urbanization, season, race, origin, 
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household size, sex of meal planner, sex of food shopper, shopping 

frequency, type of food store patronized, and participation in Food 

Stamp Program. The lists of most widely used foods by each of the three 

population segments are determined by a tally of the numbers of 

households using each of the more than 4,000 food codes in the Survey 

and then ranking according to frequency of use. In some cases a food 

code represents a single food item, while in other cases it represents a 

cluster of related foods with similar nutrient content. 

Contingency tables are constructed to describe selected demographic 

variables and household food practices. Food-use data are analyzed 

separately for the two groups of elderly households to determine (1) the 

total amount of money spent for food at home per week per household 

member; (2) money value of the various convenience and nonconvenience 

classes of food per household member per week; (3) share of the food 

dollar allocated to various classes of food; (4) food energy and 

nutrient content per household nutrition unit per day of all foods used 

at home; (5) nutrient densities of foods used at home; and (6) food 

energy and nutrients per dollar for all foods and the various categories 

of food. The nutrients included in the analyses are protein, fat, 

carbohydrate, calcium, iron, magnesium, phosphorus, vitamin A, thiamin, 

riboflavin, preformed niacin, vitamin B6 , vitamin B12 , and vitamin C. 

The statistical technique employed to discern differences between 

the two sample groups on the numerous variables is the t-test. Analysis 

of variance and Duncan's multiple range test are also used to determine 

differences among the various categories of foods. Pearson product

moment correlation coefficients are computed for nutrient use per 
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nutrition unit and share of the food dollar spent for each of four 

convenience and nonconvenience food classes. Analysis of covariance is 

used to determine the association between the share of the food dollar 

for each food class and selected socioeconomic and demographic 

variables. Share of the food dollar spent for foods as opposed to total 

dollars spent for each food class is selected as the indicator for food 

use. The former measure, unlike the latter measure, is not only 

invariant with respect to units, but also lies in the interval 0 to 100 

percent. 



CHAPTER III: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Description of Sample 

The distributions of the three age groups by selected demographic 

variables are presented in Table 1. With advancing age, there are 

notable shifts in the distributions for certain sociodemographic 

variables. Income levels are lower at each progressively older age 

group for a variety of possible reasons including greater numbers of 

household heads being retired, and greater numbers of single-person 

households. 

Distributions by region are similar for the three groups, with 

slightly larger numbers of the respondents from the South in the two 
I 

elderly groups. than in the nonelderly group. Distributions by race and 

origin are also similar for the three groups. A smaller percentage of 

elderly lives in suburban areas than is true in the other groups. The 
I 

highest percentage of the elderly lives in nonmetropolitan areas. 

Hou.~ehold size differs greatly between the groups. Only one in ten of 

the households in the youngest category contains one person, whereas 

almost half the oldest households are single-person units. Conversely, 

almost two thirds of the youngest group consists of three or more 

members, while fewer than 10 percent are of that type in the oldest 

category. 

Variables related to household food practices among the three age 

groups are shown in Table 2. Distribution of responses regarding sex of 

-11-
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Table 1. Number and Percent of Households in Three Age Categories by 
Selected Demographic Variables 

Younger Older 
Variable Categories Nonelderly Elderly Elderly 

n % n % n % 

Income $0-$4,999 928 11. 21 489 35.80 409 55.26 

(N=l0,383) $5,000-$9,999 1506 18.20 484 35.44 223 30. 10 

$10,000-$14,999 1807 21. 84 201 14. 73 64 8.58 

$15,000-$19,999 1604 19.38 76 5.54 14 1. 92 

$20,000-$29,999 1639 19.81 83 6.09 14 1. 83 

$30,000 and over 792 9.56 33 2.40 17 2.32 

Total 8276 1367 741 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
Region Northeast 2782 25.24 436 22. 70 234 21. 81 

(N=14,021) North Central 2932 26.60 487 25.33 297 27.63 

South 3284 29. 79 670 34.87 369 34.33 

West 2026 18.38 329 17. 10 175 16.24 

Total 11,025 1921 1075 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
Urbani- Central City 3364 30.51 588 30.63 366 34.06 
zation 
(N=14,021) Suburban 4160 37. 74 609 31. 68 289 26.88 

Nonmetropolitan 3500 31. 75 724 37.69 420 39.06 

Total 11,025 1921 1075 
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Table 1. Number and Percent of Households in Three Age Categories by 
Selected Demographic Variables (Cont.) 

Younger Older 
Variable Categories Nonelderly Elderly Elderly 

n % n % n % 

Race White 9282 84.43 1687 88.05 935 87. 14 

(N=l3,982) Black 1298 11. 81 206 10. 75 127 11. 82 

Other 413 3.76 23 1. 21 11 1. 04 

Total 10,993 1917 1073 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
Origin Other than 10,374 94.29 1886 98.27 1049 97.82 

Spanish 

(N=l3,994) Spanish 628 5. 71 33 1. 73 23 2. 18 

Total 11,003 1919 1072 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
Household 1 person 1110 10.07 640 33.33 510 47.44 

Size 2 persons 2778 25.21 1001 52.08 491 45.67 

(N=14,015) 3 or more 
persons 7131 64. 72 280 14.59 74 6.90 

Total 11,019 1921 1075 

the household meal planner is similar for the young elderly and 

nonelderly, with the vast majority of the meal planners in the household 

being the female head only. However, in the older elderly group there 

are relatively fewer female heads who carry out the task, and slightly 

more men who plan the meals. This result may be attributed to larger 

numbers of single-person households headed by males. A slightly 
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Table 2. Number and Percent of Households in Three Age Categories by 
Selected Food-Related Variables 

Younger Older 
Variable Categories Nonelderly Elderly Elderly 

n % n % n % 

Meal Female head only 9299 84.48 1586 82. 64 787 73.25 
Planner 
(N=14,002) Male head only 566 5.14 141 7.36 125 11. 63 

Male & female 622 5.65 135 7. 01 79 7.34 
heads 

Female head & 
someone else 339 3.08 36 1. 88 40 3. 77 

Male head & 
someone else 87 0. 79 10 0.53 10 0.88 

·Someone other 
than above 94 0.85 11 0.59 34 3.13 

Total 11,007 1919 1075 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
Food Female head only 8160 74. 14 1233 64.24 582 54.16 
Shopper 
(N=14,001) Male head only 824 7.49 228 11. 88 160 14.88 

Male & female 1452 13. 19 336 17.49 144 13.41 
heads 

Female head & 
someone else 371 3.37 81 4.24 79 7.35 

Male head & 
someone else 106 0.96 12 0.64 14 1. 31 

Someone other 
than above 93 0.88 29 1. 53 96 8.89 

Total 11,007 1919 1075 
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Table 2. Number and Percent of Households in Three Age Categories by 
Selected Food-Related Variables (Cont.) 

Younger Older 
Variable Categories Nonelderly Elderly Elderly 

n % n % n % 

Shopping More than 1/week 2121 19.28 509 26.49 296 27.63 
Frequency 
(N=14,015) Once a week 5568 50.52 967 50.35 530 49.37 

Once/2 weeks 2443 22.16 228 11. 84 113 10.54 

Once/month or 844 7.66 198 10.33 113 10.53 
less 

Never 42 0.38 19 0.99 21 1. 93 

Total 11,021 1921 1073 

Type of Supermarket 10,386 94. 75 1770 93.22 937 89. 08 
Store Used 
(N=13,912) Small Store 354 3.23 112 5.90 104 9.91 

Someplace else 221 2.02 17 0.89 11 1. 01 

Total 10,961 1899 1052 

------------------------------------------------------------------------Receives Yes 810 7.46 119 6.26 67 6.33 
Food Stamps 
(N=13,829) No 10,060 92.54 1781 93. 74 991 93.67 

Total 10,870 1900 1058 

different pattern emerges for sex of the food shopper. With each 

succeeding age group, a smaller share of the food shoppers are female 

only, with the opposite trend for males. However, in more than half of 

the households, in all three sample groups, the female head only is 
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identified as the food shopper. Slightly more male and female heads 

together are the food shoppers in the early post-retirement years, while 

in the oldest households a larger number have someone other than the 

male or female head as the food shopper. In all three age groups, 

however, male and female heads are more likely to have joint 

responsibility for food shopping than they are to share the role of meal 

planner. 

Once-a-week shopping is the practice in about half the households 

in all three age groups, with more frequent shopping in more of the 

elderly than nonelderly households. These food shopping practices refer 

only to major food shopping occasions. Fewer older elderly patronize 

supermarkets than do the nonelderly and younger elderly, and, 

conversely, more shop at small stores than do the nonelderly. This 

result may be due in part to the slightly larger share of elderly 

households located in nonmetropolitan areas. Although considerably more 

of the elderly households are in the lowest two income categories, the 

share of the households receiving food stamps is approximately the same 

across all three age groups. 

Foods Reported by the Greatest Numbers of Households 

The foods used at least once during the survey week by the largest 

numbers of households in each of the three age categories are very 

similar (See Appendix B). At least 60 percent of the top 50 items are 

nonconvenience foods in all three sample groups, and 14 percent are 

basic convenience foods. Among both elderly groups, 18 percent of the 
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most frequently reported foods are complex convenience items, and 6 

percent are manufactured convenience foods. In nonelderly households, 

20 percent of the most frequently reported foods are complex convenience 

items and 4 percent are manufactured convenience products. 

The top 14 nonconvenience foods reported by the largest numbers of 

households are the same across all three age groups. However, rank of 

frequently reported convenience foods varies slightly by age group. 

Some foods, both convenience and nonconvenience products, are reported 

more frequently by elderly than nonelderly households. These foods 

include instant coffee, creamed cottage cheese, cabbage, and corn 

flakes. Nonelderly households more frequently report the use of cola

type soft drinks, bologna, catsup, and potato chips than do elderly 

households. Beer is the one alcoholic beverage included in the top 50 

items of nonelderly households, but no alcoholic beverages appear in the 

listing for elderly households. One food sometimes associated with 

diets of older people, tea, is ranked 16th in most frequently reported 

food in all three age groups. Thus, younger households as well as older 

ones frequently report the use of the beverage. Similarly, ground 

coffee has about the same rank in all three groups. These results are 

consistent with those presented by Fanelli and Stevenhagen (1985) in 

research based on actual foods consumed by three groups of older adults 

who participated in the 1977-78 Nationwide Food Consumption Survey. 

These authors calculated food frequency use scores and found that the 

top ranked food item in all three age groups was white bread, followed 

by whole milk, ground coffee, sugar, and margarine. Beer was the only 

alcoholic beverage in the list of 30 core foods for any age/sex group of 
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respondents, and this beverage appeared only on the list for men 55-64 

years. 

Many of the foods used in the largest numbers of elderly households 

are the same as those found by Krondl et al. (1982), that is, those most 

frequently used by Canadian senior citizens who lived alone. In the 

Canadian study, a food-use score was obtained for each of a wide variety 

of foods. These weighted scores were based on the portion of the 

population using the foods in each of a number of frequency categories. 

By this system, the foods with highest scores were tea, whole wheat 

bread, eggs, and coffee. Most frequently used vegetables were potatoes 

and carrots, and top ranked fruits and juices were bananas and orange 

juice. Top protein sources were eggs, hard cheese, and chicken. 

At-home Food Expenditures for Nonconvenience and Convenience Foods by 

Elderly Households 

Mean weekly at-home food expenditures per household member was 

significantly higher in younger elderly than older elderly households 

for nonconvenience foods, complex and manufactured convenience foods, 

and all foods (Table 3) . These relationships are similar to those 

reported by Pearson and Capps (1985). They found that nonelderly 

households spent more per household member per week for total foods, and 

complex and manufactured convenience foods than did elderly households. 

Since household income declines with increasing age of the household 

head, it is not unexpected that expenditures for food per person also 

decrease with increasing age. The reason that expenditures for basic 

convenience foods are similar in the two groups of elderly, however, is 

not clear. 
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Table 3. Mean Weekly At-home Food Expenditures per Household Member 
and Share of At-home Food Expenditures for Nonconvenience and 
Convenience Foods in Younger Elderly and Older Elderly House
holds 

Noncon- All 
Group N* venience Basic Complex Mfgr. Foods 

Younger 
Elderly 1921 Expend $10.57** $3.46 $2.92** $1. 14** $18.10** 

(5.16)*** (2.58) (2.32) (1.58) ( 7. 65) 

Share 0.59 0. 19 0.16 0.06** 
(O. 15)*** ( o. 10) (0.09) (0.06) 

Older 
Elderly 1075 Expend $9.68 $3.31 $2.67 $0.92 $16.57 

(4.91) (2.59) (2.08) ( 1. 02) (7. 17) 

Share 0.59 0.20 o. 16 0.05 
(O. 15) ( o. 11) (0.10 (O. 05) 

+Per 21-meal equivalent person 
*Weighted 

**Significantly different from older elderly households at the 0.01 
level 

***Standard deviation is shown in parentheses 

The share of the food dollar allocated to the various classes of 

food by the younger and older elderly households is not significantly 

different except in one case. For manufactured convenience items, the 

share is 6 percent by younger elderly compared with 5 percent by older 

elderly (Table 3). In both younger and older elderly households most of 

the at-home food dollar, 59%, spent on nonconvenience foods, with about 

equal amounts, 19% and 16%, on basic and complex convenience foods, 

respectively. Thus, although older elderly households spend less per 

household member on food than younger elderly households, the 
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distrib11tion of those expenditures among convenience and nonconvenience 

foods is similar. Pearson and Capps (1985) found nonelderly households 

spent a significantly smaller share of the food dollar on nonconvenience 

and basic convenience items and a significantly larger portion of the 

food dollar on complex and manufactured convenience foods than did 

elderly households. 

Nutrient Contributions of Nonconvenience and Convenience Foods 

Mean food energy and nutrients per nutrition unit per day from all 

foods and four classes of nonconvenience and convenience foods by 

younger elderly and older elderly households are shown in Table 4. 

Nutrient levels from all foods are significantly higher per nutrition 

unit in younger elderly households than in the older elderly households 

for seven of the 14 nutrients studied. For two of the nutrients, 

protein and vitamin B
6

, significant differences also occur in two or 

more convenience and nonconvenience classes. In the case of iron and 

vitamin C significant differences exist between the two sample groups 

for nonconvenience foods, but no significant differences exist when 

nutrient levels are swmned across the several nonconvenience and 

convenience classes. 

For all nutrients studied except thiamin and vitamin B
6

, both 

younger and older households use foods that provide at least 100% of the 

respective RDA values (National Academy of Sciences, National Research 

Council, 1974). Average amounts of thiamin in the foods used by both 

age groups exceed 2/3 of the RDA. The same is true for the mean amount 

of vitamin B6 in foods used by younger elderly households. 
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Table 4. Mean Food Energy and Nutrients per Nutrition Unit per Day 
from Nonconvenience, Convenience, and All Foods in Younger 
Elderly and Older Elderly Households 

Noncon- All % 
Nutrient Group venience Basic Complex Mfgr. Foods RDMI 

Food Younger 2269 577 806 254 3906 145 
Energy (N=1921)+ (1183)** (401) (483) (238) ( 1607) 
(Kcal) Older 2220 577 774 242 3813 141 

(N=l075) ( 1138) (454) (504) (221) (1598) 

Protein Younger 80* 19* 18* 4 120* 214 
(g) (39) (18) (12) (4) (48) 

Older 74 17 16 4 112 200 
(39) (17) (11) (4) (48) 

Fat (g) Younger 96 17 24* 3 141* 
(56) (17) (18) (4) (68) 

Older 92 16 22 3 133 
(54) ( 18) ( 18) (4) (65) 

Carbo- Younger 148 55 82 37 321 
hydrate ( 112) (45) (51) (36) ( 155) 
(g) Older 144 58 79 36 317 

( 101) (57) (53) (33) ( 151) 

Calcium Younger 657 206 168 26 1057 132 
(mg) (390) (246) ( 111) (-34) (499) 

Older 655 192 162 25 1034 129 
(429) (237) ( 110) (33) (546) 

Iron Younger 10.5* 3. 0 3. 2 2.3 19.0 190 
(mg) (6.0) (2.8) (2.0) (2.5) (8.3) 

Older 9.9 3. 2 3.1 2.4 18.6 186 
(6. 0) (3.9) (2. 2) (2.9) (8.8) 

Magnesium Younger 282 105 68* 32 487* 139 
(mg) ( 141) (82) (54) (42) ( 198) 

Older 269 102 62 33 466 133 
( 157) (86) (47) (51) (211) 

Phos- Younger 1116* 349 269 90 1823* 228 
phorus (541) (315) (187) ( 107) (733) 
(mg) Older 1067 329 251 92 1740 218 

(541) (316) (194) ( 130) (754) 

Vitamin Younger 4209 1708 609 762 7289 146 
A (I. U.) (2769) (1696) (771) (939) (3793) 

Older 4282 1733 634 813 7462 149 
(2961) ( 1875) (881) (1047) (4105) 
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Table 4. Mean Food Energy and Nutrients per Nutrition Unit per Day from 
Nonconvenience, Convenience, and All Foods in Younger Elderly 
and Older Elderly Households (Cont.) 

Noncon- All % 
Nutrient Group venience Basic Complex Mfgr. Foods RDM 

Thia.min Younger 0.57 0.19 0.30 0.27 1. 33 95 
(mg) (0.57) (0.29) (0.28) (0.38) (0.88) 

Older 0.53 0.20 0.27 0.30 1. 30 93 
(0.60) (0.32) (0.29) (0.46) (0.95) 

Riboflavin Younger 1. 26 0. 19 0.27 0.30 2.03 127 
(mg) (0.93) (d.38) (0.28) (0.43) ( 1. 22) 

Older 1. 20 0.18 0.24 0.33 1. 96 122 
(0.94) (0.39) (0.27) (0.53) ( 1. 25) 

Preformed Younger 19. 1* 6.8 5.7 4.4 36.0* 200 
Niacin ( 11. 4) (6.4) (3.9) (5. 1) (15. 7) 
(mg) Older 17.3 6.5 5.3 4.8 33.8 188 

(11. 0) (5.8) (3.8) (6. 1) ( 15. 7) 

Vita.min Younger 0.94* 0.13 0.07* 0.24 1. 38* 69 
B6 (mg) (0.61) (O. 19) (0.16) (O. 35) (O. 81) 

Older 0.84 0.11 0.05 0.25 1. 25 62 
(0.57) (0.18) (0.10) (0.40) (O. 78) 

Vita.min Younger 4. 75 0.84 0.55 0.26 6.40* 213 
B12 (mcg) (7. 03) (2.38) ( 1. 07) co·. 67) ( 7. 53) 

Older 4.22 o. 74 0.45 0.26 5.67 189 
(6.03) (2. 51) (0.90) (0.65) (6.60) 

Vita.min C Younger 92* 62 4 6 165 367 
(mg) (76) (62) (6) (10) ( 102) 

Older 85 61 4 7 156 347 
(72) (69) (5) ( 11) ( 106) 

+weighted 
*Significant difference at 0.01 level between older and younger elderly 

households 
**Standard deviation 
#1974 Rec0111Dended Dietary Allowances, Males 23-50 
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The higher nutrient levels in younger elderly households for some 

nutrients is consistent with previously reported data (Steinkamp 

et al., 1965). However, unlike data reported by Berry and Dower (1972), 

the caloric value per nutrition unit is not significantly lower in the 

older age group. Pearson and Capps (1985), using data from the same 

1977-78 USDA survey, compared data from elderly and nonelderly 

households and found that on a per-nutrition-unit basis, foods used in 

elderly households provided as much or more food energy, calcium, iron, 

phosphorus, vitamin A, preformed niacin, and vitamin C than foods used 

in other households. 

When calculations of the nutrients available per dollar spent on 

food are made and comparisons between the two age groups are computed 

(Table 5), the values for food energy and seven nutrients are 

significantly higher in the older group. Pearson and Capps (1985) found 

this relationship also to be true, in comparisons of nonelderly and 

elderly households. The nutrients obtained per dollar spent for foods 

were as high or higher in elderly households for all nutrients except 

fat, thiamin, riboflavin, and vitamin B6. Thus, although the amount of 

money spent for food is lower in the older group, they receive more 

nutrients for each dollar spent on food than do the younger elderly 

group. For only three nutrients, protein, fat, and vitamin B12, is the 

nutrient-per-dollar figure for the nonconvenience class higher than each 

of the convenience food classes in both age groups. The money spent by 

the elderly for convenience foods, then, is an economical source of most 

nutrients. 
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Table 5. Mean Food Energy and Nutrients per Dollar per Day for Noncon-
venience, Convenience, and All Foods in Younger Elderly and 
Older Elderly Households 

Noncon- All 
Nutrient Group venience Basic Complex Mfgr. Foods 

Food Younger 1197 1040 1725 1588 1205 
Energy (N=1921)+ (419)*** ( 721) (739) (756) (351) 
(Kcal) Older 1266** 1107 1734 1691** 1266** 

(N=1075) (459) (909) (668) (751) (398) 

Protein Younger 48 35 43 29 42 
(g) ( 13) (22) (21) (21) (10) 

Older 49 34 43 32** 43 
(14) (25) (20) (21) (12) 

Fat (g) Younger 66 41 65 26 56 
(29) (45) (38) (28) (20) 

Older 70** 40 62 27 58* 
(32) (52) (35) (27) (22) 

Carbo- Younger 103 136 238 315 132 
hydrate (62) ( 129) (134) (149) (53) 
(g) Older 111** 155* 246 337** 142** 

(71) ( 178) (124) (141) (62) 

Calcium Younger 478 490 503 205 438 
(mg) (272) (545) (319) (206) ( 187) 

Older 512** 496 530 209 462** 
(299) (644) (329) (182) (213) 

Iron Younger 7.4 7.2 9. 8 21. 2 8. 0 
(mg) (2.5) (7. 5) (6.0) ( 17. 7) (2.5) 

Older 7.4 7. 9 9.9 23.6** 8.4** 
(3. 0) (9.6) (5.7) (17. 4) (3. 3) 

Magnesium Younger 176 215 171 254 179 
(mg) (58) (127) ( 110) (298) (52) 

Older 184** 219 165 270 186** 
(71) (129) (89) (303) (60) 

Phosphorus Younger 787 821 765 784 751 
(mg) (253) (798) (507) (820) (235) 

Older 817* 836 759 827 776* 
(276) (951) (495) (837) (260) 

Vitamin A Younger 2578 3500 1285 6285 2565 
(I. U.) ( 1505) (4002) (1496) (7471) ( 1128) 

Older 2857** 3564 1447* 7014 2827** 
( 1772) (3535) (1972) (7515) ( 1271) 
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Table 5. Mean Food Energy and Nutrients per Dollar per Day for Noncon-
venience, Convenience, and All Foods in Younger Elderly and 
Older Elderly Households (Cont.) 

Noncon- All 
Nutrient Group venience Basic Complex Mfgr. Foods 

Thi am in Younger 0.29 0.36 o. 73 1. 84 0.42 
(mg) (O. 26) (0.63) (0.81) (2.23) (0.26) 

Older 0.30 0.40 0. 71 2.01 0.45 
(0.31) (O. 79) (O. 82) (2. 35) (0.33) 

Riboflavin Younger 0.69 0.32 0.60 2. 10 0.65 
(mg) (0.44) (0.64) (0.62) (2.60) (0.35) 

Older 0. 71 0.33 0.57 2.26 0.68 
(O. 52) ( o. 71) (0.62) (2.63) (0.41) 

Preformed Younger 9.6 11. 2 12.6 31. 3 11. 0 
Niacin (3.6) (8. 1) ( 7. 9) (29.6) (3.2) 
(mg) Older 9.4 11. 3 12.5 34.9* 11. 1 

(3. 8) (9.3) (7. 6) (30.3) (3. 7) 

Vitamin Younger 0.62 0.25 0. 14** 2. 10 0.54 
B 6 (mg) (0.30) (0.37) ( o. 27) (2.98) (0.28) 

Older 0.61 0.23 0.11 2.30 0.54 
(0.34) (0.46) (0. 21) (2.90) (0.29) 

Vitamin Younger 3.25 1. 62 1. 30 2.31 2.54 
B 12 (mcg) (4.78) (5.50) (2.89) (6. 66) (2.93) 

Older 3.19 1. 43 1. 12 2.22 2.47 
(4. 61) (5.23 (2.34) (5. 37) (2.90) 

Vitamin Younger 62 146 11 59 66 
C (mg) (42) (144) (17) (79) (34) 

Older 61 148 11 66 67 
(44) (167) (15) (86) (38) 

+weighted 
*Significant difference at 0.01 level between older and younger 
elderly households 

**Significant difference at 0.001 level between older and younger 
elderly households 

***Standard deviation 
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Among both groups of elderly households, 58 percent of the food 

energy comes from nonconvenience foods (Table 6). This finding is 

consistent with the greater share of the food ~ollar (59 percent) spent 

on this food class. A similar percentage of most nutrients is also 

supplied by the nonconvenience group. Overall, the greatest difference 

between the two groups is in B vitamins provided by manufactured 

convenience foods, which are about two to three percent higher for the 

older elderly group. Three nutrients that differ from the norm in 

percentage provided by nonconvenience foods are carbohydrate and 

thiamin, provided in smaller amounts (41 to 46 percent), and vitamin B , 
12 

available in greater amounts (74 percent). While basic convenience 

foods provide 15 percent of the food energy, they provide higher amounts 

of magnesium (22 percent), vitamin A (23 percent), and vitamin C (38 and 

39 percent depending on age group). The complex convenience class 

provides approximately 20 percent of the food energy but considerably 

lower amounts of vitamins A and B12 (about 8 percent each), vitamin B6 

(4-5 percent), and only 2 percent of vitamin C. In contrast, although 

manufactured convenience foods as a group provide only 6 percent of the 

kilocalories, they provide 20 or 23 percent (depending on age group) of 

the thiamin, 15 or 17 percent of the riboflavin, and 17 or 20 percent of 

the vitamin B6• Many of the products included in this food class are 

nutrient-fortified cereals and crackers and snack products made with 

enriched flour. 

Nutrient density for all foods is significantly different between 

the two age groups for five nutrients (Table 7) (protein, fat, 

carbohydrate, preformed niacin, and vitamin B6). In four of the five 
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Table 6. Share of Total Food Energy and Total Nutrients Provided by 

Each of the Nonconvenience and Convenience Food Classes in 
Younger Elderly and Older Elderly Households 

Noncon- Convenience 
Nutrient Group venience Basic Complex Mfgr. 

% % % % 
Food Younger 58.09 14. 77 20.64 6.50 
Energy (N=1921)+ 

Older 58.21 15. 13 20.30 6.36 
(N=1075) 

Protein Younger 66.44 15.90 14.67 3.00 
Older 66.49 15. 55 14.61 3.34 

Fat Younger 68.34 12.40 17. 16 2. 10 
Older 69.28 12.02 16.57 2. 13 

Carbohydrate Younger 46. 10 17.00 25.47 11. 43 
Older 45.50 18.20 25.01 11. 29 

Calcium Younger 62. 13 19. 19 15.93 2.44 
Older 63.34 18.59 15.66 2.40 

Iron Younger 55.43 15. 72 16.93 11. 92 
Older 52.95 17.27 16. 74 12.98 

Magnesium Younger 57.86 21. 58 13.97 6.58 
Older 57. 77 21. 82 13.26 7.15 

Phosphorus Younger 61. 19 19.14 14. 74 4.92 
Older 61. 34 18.94 14.43 5.28 

Vitamin A Younger 57. 75 23.43 8.35 10.46 
Older 57.39 23.22 8.50 10.90 

Thi am in Younger 42.86 14.28 22.56 20.30 
Older 40. 77 15. 38 20. 77 23.08 

Riboflavin Younger 62.07 9.36 13.30 14. 78 
Older 61. 22 9.18 12.24 16.84 

Preformed Younger 53.04 18.78 15. 92 12.26 
Niacin Older 51. 06 19.18 15. 72 14.04 

Vitamin B
6 

Younger 68.12 9.42 5.07 17.39 
Older 67.20 8.80 4.00 20.00 

Vitamin B
12 

Younger 74.22 13. 12 8.59 4.06 
Older 74.43 13.05 7.94 4.58 

Vitamin C Younger 55.97 37.68 2.49 3.86 
Older 54.05 39. 14 2.40 4.41 

+Weighted 
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Table 7. Mean Nutrient Densities for Nonconvenience, Convenience, and 
All Foods in Younger Elderly and Older Elderly Households 

Noncon- Convenience All 
Nutrient Group venience Basic Complex Mfgr. Foods 

Protein Younger 43** 38** 26 17 36** 
(g) (N=1921)+ (12)*** (23) (8) (10) (8) 

Older 41 35 26 18 35 
(N=1075) (13) (22) (8) (9) (9) 

Fat (g) Younger 55 38 38* 14 47* 
(13) (23) ( 14) (12) (9) 

Older 55 35 36 14 46 
( 14) (25) (14) ( 11) (10) 

Carbo- Younger 85 130 136 197 108 
hydrate (33) (58) (34) (45) (23) 
(g) Older 85 139** 140** 201* 111** 

(33) (61) (32) (41) (24) 

Calcium .Younger 428 477 288 135 374 
(mg) (247) (374) (108) (129) ( 146) 

Older 431 460 297 131 373 
(253) (388) (108) (106) (140) 

Iron Younger 6.5** 7.6 5.6 13.0 6.8 
(mg) (2.0) (6. 0) ( 1. 8) (9. 7) ( 1. 6) 

Older 6.2 8.2 5.6 14.0 6.8 
(2. 3) (7.5) ( 1. 8) (10. 0 (2. 2) 

Magnesium Younger 159 256 103 164 154 
(mg) (70) (253) (54) ( 187) (45) 

Older 155 273 99 171 153 
(66) (351) (46) (202) (47) 

Phosphorus Younger 698 810 448 514 628 
(mg) (213) (381) (167) (536) (148) 

Older 686 792 440 523 628 
(228) (414) ( 169) (566) (150) 

Vitamin A Younger 2425 4187 860 3917 2289 
(I. U.) ( 1811) (6286) ( 1165) (3987) (1222) 

Older 2507 4174 981 4270 2395 
( 1801) (5182) (1708) (4229) ( 1206) 

Thi am in Younger 0.23 0.29 0.38 1. 11 0.34 
(mg) (0. 17) (0.32) (0.28) ( 1. 28) (0.16) 

Older 0.23 0.29 0.36 1. 19 0.34 
(0.34) (O. 36) (0.29) ( 1. 39) (0.23) 
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Table 7. Mean Nutrient Densities for Nonconvenience, Convenience, and 
All Foods in Younger Elderly and Older Elderly Households 
(Cont.) 

Noncon- Convenience All 
Nutrient Group venience Basic Complex Mfgr. Foods 

Riboflavin Younger 0.60 0.28 0.34 1. 28 0.54 
(mg) (0.39) (0.54) (0.29) ( 1. 49) (0.26) 

Older 0.58 0.26 0.31 1. 35 0.54 
(0.38) ( o. 61) (0.26) ( 1. 58) ( o. 27) 

Preformed Younger 8. 7** 13.4 7.3 19. 1 9.4** 
Niacin (4.3) ( 15. 0) (2. 7) (16.3) (2.6) 

(mg) Older 8.0 14.2 7.2 20.6 9. 1 
(3.6) (21.4) (2. 7) (17.4) (2.8) 

Vitamin Younger 0.55* 0.25* 0.10** 1. 29 0.46* 
B 6 (mg) (0.29) ( o. 37) ( 0. 19) ( 1. 61) (0.23) 

Older 0.52 0.22 0.07 1. 39 0.44 
( 0. 31) (0.38) ( 0. 15) ( 1. 62) (0.22) 

Vitamin Younger 2.97 2.04 0.86 1. 45 2.24 
B 12 (mcg) (4. 87) (7.28) (2.00) (3.55) (2.66) 

Older 2.69 1. 74 0. 71 1. 44 2.03 
(3.88) (6.52) ( 1. 40) (3.32) ( 2. 35) 

Vitamin C Younger 60 175 7 37 59 
(mg) (53) ( 177) (12) (44) (37) 

Older 56 173 7 40 58 
(48) (180) (12) (48) (38) 

+weighted 
*Significant difference at 0.01 level between older and younger 
elderly households 

**Significant difference at 0.001 level between older and younger 
elderly households 

***Standard deviation 

cases, the nutrient density of the .younger elderly group is 

significantly higher than it is in the older elderly group. The one 

exception is the nutrient density of carbohydrate for all foods, which 

is higher in older than in younger households. However, the number of 
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categories among the respective convenience and nonconvenience groups in 

which there are significant differences between the age groups were 

limited. Thus, in most cases, there are not significant differences 

between the two age groups in regard to the nutrient densities of the 

various food categories. 

The finding that the diets of the older group are generally not 

less dense in nutrients than the younger group is only mildly 

encouraging. With increasing age, people need to have diets that are 

more nutrient-dense, since energy needs are reduced but nutrient needs 

are believed to be constant. Some researchers are even suggesting an 

increased need for some nutrients such as protein and calcium (Schneider 

et al., 1986). Considered as broad groups, however, American households 

of all ages tend to have diets with constant or higher nutrient density 

with increasing age. Pearson and Capps (1985) reported that foods used 

by elderly households were, in terms of nutrient density, as high or 

higher than other households except for fat, thiamin, riboflavin, and 

vitamin B
6
. 

Correlation coefficients of nutrients per nutrition unit and share 

of the food dollar for the four food classes in younger elderly and 

older elderly households are exhibited in Table 8. Although these 

correlation coefficients are generally significantly different from 

zero, the magnitude of the relationships are all very small, generally 

less than 0.20 in absolute value. For some nutrients the relationships 

are significant for one group of elderly households but not for the 

other. As the share of the food dollar spent for nonconvenience foods 

increases, values per nutrition unit for food energy and most nutrients 
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Table 8. Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients of Nutrients 

per Nutrition Unit and Share of the Food Dollar for Four Food 
Classes in Younger Elderly and Older Elderly Households 

Nutrient Group Nonconvenience Basic Complex Mfgr. 

Food Energy Younger 0. 10* -0.09* -0.03 -0.03 
(Kcal) (N=1921)+ 

Older 0.06 -0.05 -0.06 0.05 
(N=1075) 

Protein Younger 0.14* -0.03 -o. 10* -o. 12* 
{g) Older 0.11* -0.01 -0.14* -0.05 

Fat Younger 0. 14* -o. 15* -0.01 -0.06* 
{g) Older o. 12* -o. 11* -0.06 -0.01 

Carbohydrate Younger 0.05 -0.08* 0.00 -o.oo 
(g) Older -0.02 -0.04 0.00 0.13* 

Calcium Younger 0.05 o.oo -0.06* -0.03 
(mg) Older 0.03 0.04 -o. 11* 0.03 

Iron Younger o. 15* -0.09* -0.10* -0.05 
(mg) Older 0.06 -0.02 -o. 11* 0.07* 

Magnesium Younger 0.07* 0.01 -0.08* -0.06* 
(mg) Older 0.02 0.07 -o. 12* 0.03 

Phosphorus Younger 0.12* -0.04 -0.09* -0.06* 
(mg) Older 0.08* 0.00 -0.14* 0.02 

Vitamin A Younger -0.04 0.11* -0.06* 0.02 
(I. U.) Older -0.09* 0.15* -0.05 0.06 

Thi am in Younger 0.11* -0.10* -0.07* 0.00 
(mg) Older 0.06 -0.04 -o. 11* 0.12* 

Riboflavin Younger 0.11* -0.09* -0.08* 0.00 
(mg) Older 0.06 -0.07 -0.08* 0.12* 

Preformed Younger 0.07* 0.00 -0.08* -0.05 
Niacin (mg) Older 0.03 0.01 -o. 11* 0.09* 

Vitamin B Younger 0.14* -0.11* -0.08* -0.02 
(mg) Older 0.11* -0.08* -0.15* 0.13* 

Vitamin B Younger o.os -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 
(acg) Older 0.03 -0.04 -o.oo -0.01 

Vitamin C Younger 0.06 0.09* -0.15* -0.06* 
(mg) Older -0.01 0.16* -0.16* 0.00 

+weighted *Significant at 0.01 level 
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also increases. An exception is vitamin A levels in older elderly 

households. Conversely, in all cases except two nutrients, when there 

are significant correlations between share of the food dollar allocated 

for basic and complex convenience foods, the nutrient level declines as 

the share of the food dollar increases. The two exceptions are levels 

of vitamins A and C from basic convenience foods. In those instances 

greater use of basic convenience items by both younger and older elderly 

households results in higher levels of those vitamins. Greater use of 

manufactured convenience products is related to decreased levels of 

protein, fat, magnesium, phosphorus, and vitamin C by the younger 

elderly. However, among the older elderly the pattern is reversed for 

selected nutrients. A larger share of the food dollar allocated to 

manufactured convenience foods is associated with higher levels of 

carbohydrate, iron, this.min, riboflavin, preformed niacin, and vitamin B
6 

for the older elderly. 

Sociodemographic Profiles of Nonconvenience and Convenience Food Use by 

Elderly Households 

As a segment of the American population, the elderly are not a 

homogeneous group. In an attempt to answer the question of who among 

the elderly households are greater users of convenience foods than 

others, analysis of covariance techniques are utilized. Household use 

of nonconvenience foods and basic, complex, and manufactured convenience 

foods, measured as shares of the at-home food dollar, are significantly 

influenced by various sociodemographic variables. Households located in 

the South, in non.metropolitan areas, purchasing food during the summer, 

white, non-Spanish, with less than high school education of the meal 
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planner, with employed meal planner, receiving food stamps, consisting 

of a single person, with female meal planner, food shopping more than 

once a week, shopping in a supermarket, and between the ages of 65 and 

74 (the omitted variables in the multiple regression analysis) spend 62 

percent of the food dollar on nonconvenience foods, 17 percent on basic 

convenience, 14 percent on complex convenience, and 7 percent on 

manufactured convenience foods (Appendix C). The combination of these 

13 sociodemographic variables accounts for only 13 percent of the 

variance in the share of the food dollar spent for nonconvenience foods, 

and 7 percent, 10 percent,and 5 percent of the variation in use of 

basic, complex, and manufactured convenience foods, respectively. 

Elderly households located in the South and in the West spend a 

larger share of their food dollar on nonconvenience foods than do 

similar households in other regions of the country (Table 9), while 

those located in the Northeast spend more on basic convenience foods, 

and households in both the Northeast and the North Central regions 

expend more on complex convenience items. Region is not related to 

purchases of manufactured convenience foods, all other factors held 

constant. 

Elderly households located in central cities spend more on basic 

convenience foods than do those located in other areas. Complex 

convenience foods constitute a larger portion of the food expenditures 

of people living in both central cities and in nonmetropolitan areas 

than of those living in suburbia. 

Season is a significant determinant in the proportion of the food 

dollar spent on nonconvenience and basic convenience items, although it 
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Table 9. Summary of Variables Characterizing Convenience and Noncon
venience Food Use+ in Elderly Households 

Variable 

Region 

Urbanization 

Season 

Race 

Education of 
Meal planner 

Household 
Size 

Meal Planner 

Shopping 
Frequency 

Household 
Income 

Nonconvenience Basic 

South Northeast 
West 

NSD 

Swmner 

Black 
Other 

Less than 
H.S. grad 

More than 
1 person 

Central City 

Fall 
Winter 

White 
Other 

H. S. grad 
or more 

1 person 

Female head NSD 
Hale & female 
Female & some-
one else 
Someone else 

NSD NSD 

Less income NSD 

Complex Manufactured 

Northeast NSD* 
North Central 

Central City NSD 
Nonmetropolitan 

NSD NSD 

White NSD 
Other 

NSD NSD 

NSD NSD 

Male head 
only 
Male & some
one else 

NSD 

NSD 

Male head 
only 

More than 
once a month 
Never 

More income 

+Measured by share of food dollar expended for foods in each of the 
nonconvenience and convenience food classes 

*Not significantly different at 0.01 level 

is not a factor in the use of complex or manufactured convenience foods. 

Nonconvenience food use is highest in the summer, whereas basic 

convenience foods cOD1Dand a greater share of the food dollar in the fall 

and winter seasons. Thia result is consistent with the fact that many 
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basic convenience foods merely involve a preservation method that 

enables the consumer to purchase the item at times other than the major 

harvest season. The availability of fresh fruits and vegetables in the 

summer likely results in a shift from the frozen and canned varieties in 

the basic convenience food class, with the reverse trend occurring 

during the fall and winter seasons. 

Elderly white households expend a smaller share of the food budget 

on nonconvenience items than do households of other races. Elderly 

black households spend less than all other elderly households on basic 

and complex convenience foods. 

Education level of the meal planner is significantly related to the 

share of the food dollar allocated to nonconvenience and basic 

convenience foods. Households with elderly meal planners having at 

least a high school education use more basic convenience items than do 

those with less education, but the opposite is true for nonconvenience 

foods. A similar relationship is also found to exist in households with 

meal planners of all ages (Havlicek et al. , 1982). 

A trade-off between use of nonconvenience foods and basic 

convenience commodities also exists for households of only one elderly 

person vis-a-vis those with two or more persons. Single-person 

households allocate a significantly smaller portion of the food dollar 

for nonconvenience foods and a significantly larger share for basic 

convenience items than do all other elderly households. No significant 

differences between groups are noted for complex and manufactured 

convenience foods. In a study of single-person households of all ages, 

Richardson et al. (1985) found that single-person households were not 
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significantly different from all other households in the share of the 

food dollar allocated to nonconvenience foods, but that they did spend a 

significantly greater share of the food dollar on basic convenience 

foods and less on complex convenience foods than did larger households. 

A slightly different pattern of food expenditures is produced by 

consideration of sex of the meal planner. When meals are planned by an 

elderly male household head or by a male and someone else, less of the 

food dollar is spent for nonconvenience foods, and more is spent on 

complex convenience foods. When the meal planner is a male alone, more 

is spent on manufactured convenience foods. It would appear, then, that 

in households with elderly male meal planners, there exists substitution 

away from nonconvenience foods toward complex and manufactured 

convenience items. 

Shopping more than once a month having major food shopping 

occasions often results in a significantly larger share of the food 

dollar spent for manufactured convenience foods. It is possible that 

these items are unplanned purchases in response to visual cues while 

shopping, and thus are used at a rate relative to the number of 

occasions on which they are seen (Walters, 1983). Respondents from one 

percent of the younger elderly and two percent of the older elderly 

households indicated that there were never any major food shopping 

occasions for the household. The exact nature and frequency of the food 

shopping in those households is not known. However, it is possible that 

only a few groceries are ever purchased at one time, and thus are not 

considered by the respondent to be a major food shopping event. In that 

case the number of trips to a food store may be numerous and consistent 
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with the finding that more frequent shopping results in greater use of 

manufactured convenience foods. 

Household income also is significantly related to the share of the 

dollar spent on manufactured convenience foods and nonconvenience foods. 

As household income increases, more is spent on manufactured convenience 

products and less is spent on nonconvenience foods. No effect is noted 

in shares allocated to basic or complex convenience items. 

Five variables thought to be related to the share of the food 

dollar for nonconvenience and convenience foods in elderly households, 

but which are not statistically significant, include being of Spanish or 

non-Spanish origin, receiving or not receiving food stamps, employment 

or unemployment of meal planner, size of food store regularly 

patronized, and being a younger elderly or older elderly household head. 

When all other variables in the model are held constant, each of these 

five sociodemographic variables does not significantly influence the 

share of the food dollar allocated to any of the convenience or 

nonconvenience classes of foods. 



CHAPTER IV: SUMMARY 

The use of nonconvenience and convenience foods at home by younger 

and older elderly American households who participated in the 1977-78 

USDA Nationwide Food Consumption Survey was examined. The foods 

reported by the greatest numbers of households in each age category were 

tallied. Weekly at-home food expenditures for nonconvenience and basic, 

complex, and manufactured convenience foods were calculated as were mean 

nutrient contributions of each food class, mean nutrients per dollar, 

and nutrient density of each food class for each age group. 

Sociodemographic characteristics of the elderly households associated 

with the extent of use of nonconvenience and convenience foods were also 

determined. 

Foods used by the two segments of the elderly population, those 65 

through 74 and those 75 and over, and by nonelderly households were 

quite similar. Nonelderly households more frequently reported the use 

of cola-type soft drinks, bologna, catsup, and potato chips, while 

instant coffee, creamed cottage cheese, cabbage, and corn flakes were 

reported more frequently by the elderly households. 

Younger elderly households spent significantly more money per 

household member on nonconvenience, complex convenience, manufactured 

convenience, and all foods than did older elderly households. However, 

the share of the food dollar allocated to the various food classes was 

not significantly different for the two age groups except for 
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manufactured convenience foods. Younger elderly households spent 6 

percent of the at-home food dollar on manufactured convenience products 

while the older households spent 5 percent. Almost 60 percent of the 

food dollar went for nonconvenience items. 

The nutrients per nutrition unit in the younger elderly households 

were significantly higher than t~of the older households for six of 

the 14 nutrients studied. However, when the nutrient content per dollar 

spent for all foods was calculated, the older elderly group generally 

received more food energy and nutrients per dollar. For the majority of 

nutrients, there were no significant differences between sample groups 

in the nutrient density of all foods used by the households. 

Major sociodemographic determinants affecting greater use of basic 

and complex convenience food, among all elderly households, were 

residence in the Northeast or North Central region, living in central 

city or nonmetropolitan areas, fall and winter seasons, living in a one

person household, a white respondent, a male meal planner, and a meal 

planner with at least a high school education. Determinants affecting 

greater use of manufactured convenience foods were having a male meal 

planner, shopping more than once a month doing major food shopping, and 

having a higher household income. It is possible that, in the future, 

sex of meal planner will not be a significant determinant of convenience 

foods use because more of the elderly females will have been in the 

.workforce when younger and will have become more accustomed to using 

convenience items. Although there were significant differences between 

the two groups of elderly households in expenditures for food per 

household member, as well as nutrients per household member for selected 
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nutrients, age of the household head was not a significant determinant 

of the share of the food dollar expended for any of the four classes of 

foods. 



CHAPTER V: IMPLICATIONS 

There is an increased recognition of the great diversity among the 

elderly, not only regarding their health and financial status, but also 

in such factors as living arrangements and food-related practices. 

Based on the results presented in this study, one can see that the 

portions of the food dollar spent for four classes of convenience and 

nonconvenience foods are similar in younger and older elderly 

households, but the total number of dollars spent for foods in these 

categories as well as for all foods are smaller with increasing age. 

This information - along with facts related to specific food items most 

frequently used, food shopping practices, and the nutrient density of 

the foods consumed - has implications for professionals providing 

nutrition education and consumer information to the elderly, to those 

who provide direct care to the elderly, and to scientists conducting 

food and nutrition research. 

The particular food items used by the largest numbers of younger 

elderly and older elderly households are quite similar. The top-ranked 

items are staple items in the diets of Americans. Even with the 

constantly changing variety of foods available in the retail markets, it 

is not likely that these core foods will change greatly with time. 

Although the share of the food dollar allocated to convenience foods is 

lower in elderly than in nonelderly households, many of the foods ranked 

at the top of the list are ready to use or simple to prepare, 

-41-



-42-

nutritious, easy to chew, readily portioned into small units, and 

relatively inexpensive. Thus, it is likely that convenience ·features 

such as ease and speed of preparation, ease of storage, and availability 

in small portions are factors considered in food selection by all older 

Americans. Foods-related materials written for the elderly and for 

those providing services to the elderly should therefore take into 

consideration the convenience features of foods as well as the nutritive 

value and relative cost of food. 

With increasing age, a decreased percentage of the elderly 

households have a female head as the food shopper. In an increasing 

number of cases, it is the male head or someone other than the male or 

female head of the household who does the shopping. Materials for food 

shoppers should therefore be geared to a wider variety of people, other 

than the female head, who shop for food in the elderly household. 

While in approximately half of all households food shopping is 

carried out once per week, in older households there is a trend toward 

more frequent shopping. Recognition of why the older elderly shop more 

frequently, whether it be as a social function or because of decreased 

food storage space in limited housing situations, should be explored. 

Although the nutrient density (nutrients per 1000 kilocalories) of 

the diets in the older elderly households is generally not significantly 

lower than that in younger elderly households, health professionals 

should take these results with cautious optimism. Several particular 

nutrients where increased educational emphasis may be warranted are 

protein, where the nutrient density for younger elderly was higher than 

for the older elderly, and calcium, where there was no significant 



-43-

difference between the two age groups. For these nutrients, some 

researchers are suggesting the older elderly have an even greater need 

than do younger adults in order to prevent negative nitrogen and calcium 

balance. More research needs to be done to define the recommended 

dietary allowances (RDA) for older Americans, not just for people aged 

60-70, but for people in their 80's and 90's. Development of 

recommended levels of nutrient intake for the older elderly using 

extrapolations from data gathered on younger people, even younger 

elderly, may not be appropriate. Recognition of the considerable 

heterogeneity of older populations may necessitate the development of 

RDA values for the elderly not based solely on age, but on a variety of 

factors including age, laboratory test results, activity patterns, 

presence of specific diseases, and prescription drugs used. 
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Appendix A. Classlf ication of Foods 

Examples of foods in each of four nonconvenience and convenience 
classes.* 

Nonconvenience 

Natural cheeses 

Fluid whole and 
skim milk 

Cooking oils 
stick margarine 
butter 

Regular cooking 
oatmeal; rice 
macaroni 

Flour; cornmeal 

Home frozen 
pies, cakes, 
cookies 

Fresh and home 
frozen meat, 
poultry, fish, 
fresh eggs 

Brown and white 
sugar, honey, 
home preserved 
jam and jelly 

Fresh· and home 
canned potatoes 

Basic 

Processed 
cheese 

Dry and canned 
evaporated milk 

Soft tub 
margarine 

Quick cooking 
and instant 
cereals 

Self-rising 
flour and 
cornmeal 

Dry breadcrumbs 

Comm. canned 
and froz. meat, 
poultry, fish 

Whipped honey 

Comm. prep. 
french fries 

Convenience 
Complex 

Cheese balls 

Frozen desserts 
containing milk 

Salad 
dressing 

Biscuit mix 

Pancake, cake, 
and cookie mix 

Ready-to-eat and 
comm. froz. 
breads, biscuits, 
pies, cakes, 
cookies 

Hot dogs, bologna, 
luncheon meats; 
comm. froz. 
breaded fish 

Commercially 
prep. jam & jelly 
chocolate, nut, 
and coconut candy 

Potato chips 
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Manufactured 

Imitation cheese 
spreads 

Soy base inf ant 
formula 

Ready-to-eat 
breakfast 
cereals 

Saltine and 
soda crackers 

Breakfast 
toaster pastry 
breakfast bars 

Canned meal 
replacement 

Gum drops, 
jelly beans, 
dietetic 
candy 



Appendix A. Classification of Foods 

Examples of foods in each of four nonconvenience and convenience 
classes.* (Cont.) 
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Nonconvenience Basic 
Convenience 

Complex Manufactured 

Fresh, home 
canned and home 
frozen vege
tables; dried 
peas & beans 

Fresh, home 
canned, and home 
frozen fruits 

Bean or ground 
coffee and 
loose leaf or 
bag tea 

Home canned 
fruit nectar 

Home prepared 
pickles and 
relishes 

Nuts, in shell 

Home frozen & 
home canned 
soups & other 
mixtures 

Comm. froz. & 
canned veg. & 
vegetable juices 

Comm. canned & 
froz. fruits & 
fruit juices 

Comm. f roz. veg. 
with sauce 

Comm. canned fruit 
pie filling 

Powdered instant Beer and wine 
coffee and tea 

Gin and rum 

Comm. canned Root beer Soft drinks 
ades, punches, 
drinks & fruit 
nectar 

Olives 

Shelled nuts, 
peanut butter 

Comm. prepared 
pickles, catsup, 
relishes 

Ready-to-eat, 
comm. 

Ready-to-eat, coDID. 
canned & f roz. entrees 
and side dishes; coam. 
canned, froz. & 
dehydrated soups 

*Havlicek et al. (1982) 



Appendix B. Fifty Foods Reported by Largest Numbers of Households in 
Each of Three Age Groups - Nonelderly, Younger Elderly, and 
Older Elderly 

Food 

White sugar, granulated 

White potatoes, fresh 

White bread, enriched 

Cow's milk 

Lettuce, crisp head 

Eggs in shell, large 

Apples, fresh 

Tomatoes, fresh 

Onions, mature, fresh 

Soft drinks, cola type 

Stick margarine, reg. 

Bananas, fresh 

Peanutbutter, com'l prep. 

Bacon, sliced 

All purpose flour 

Tea, leaf, loose or bag 

Frankfurters, meat 

Coffee, bean/ground 

Macaroni, spaghetti, dry 

Catsup, com' l canned 

Rank in use by number of households 

Food 
Class* 

N 

N 

c 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

M 

N 

N 

B 

N 

N 

N 

c 

N 

N 

c 

-so-

Nonelderly 

1 

2 

3 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Younger 
Elderly 

1 

2 

4 

3 

7 

s 

9 

10 

11 

32 

6 

8 

22 

13 

15 

16 

28 

17 

35 

45 

Older 
Elderly 

1 

2 

4 

3 

11 

s 

10 

13 

15 

38 

6 

7 

25 

8 

14 

16 

30 

18 

43 

so 
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Appendix B. Fifty Foods Reported by Largest Numbers of Households in 
Each of Three Age Groups - Nonelderly, Younger Elderly, and 
Older Elderly (Cont.) 

Food 

Saltines, matzo, 
oysterettes 

Bologna 

Cheddar/American 
cheese, processed 

Orange juice, no sugar, 
frozen cone. 

Cheddar/American 
cheese, natural 

Mayonnaise, reg. 

Soybean oil, incl. 
Crisco, Wesson 

Chicken, broilers, 
fryers, RTC, fresh 

Ice cream, except choc. 

Soft tub margarine 

Potato chips 

Carrots, no tops, fresh 

Beans, green, com'l can 

Hydrogenated fats, veg. 

Coffee, instant, powder 

Oranges, fresh 

Salad dressing, 
mayonnaise type 

Jelly, c01D'l prep. 

Rank in use by number of households 

Food 
Class* 

M 

c 

B 

B 

N 

c 

N 

N 

c 

B 

c 

N 

B 

N 

B 

N 

c 

c 

Nonelderly 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

Younger 
Elderly 

12 

41 

34 

20 

19 

30 

36 

18 

21 

26 

>50 

23 

40 

29 

14 

31 

43 

50 

Older 
Elderly 

12 

48 

40 

23 

20 

32 

42 

17 

19 
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Appendix B. Fifty Foods Reported by Largest Numbers of Households in 
Each of Three Age Groups - Nonelderly, Younger Elderly, and 
Older Elderly (Cont.) 

Food Younger Older 
Food Class* Nonelderly Elderly Elderly 

Celery, fresh N 39 2S 28 

Lowf at and 2% milk N 40 48 >SO 

Cucumbers, fresh N 41 49 >SO 

White rice, enriched N 42 38 36 

Butter N 43 47 37 

Beer, ale c 44 >SO >SO 

Peas, green, com' 1 can B 4S 44 44 

Cottage cheese, creamed N 46 27 27 

Pork sausage N 47 42 47 

Ground beef, reg. N 48 >SO >SO 

Cabbage, fresh N 49 24 21 

Tuna, in oil, com'l can B so >SO >SO 

Corn flakes, plain M >SO 33 33 

Ground beef, lean N >SO 37 31 

Whole wheat bread c >SO 39 34 

Eggs, in shell, med. N >SO 46 39 

Oatmeal, rolled oats, 
regular N >SO >SO 4S 

Grapefruit, fresh N >SO >SO 49 

*N = nonconvenience 
B = basic convenience 
C = complex convenience 
M = manufactured convenience 



Appendix C. Relationships of Sociodemographic Variables and Share of 
the Food Dollar Expended for Four Classes of Foods in 
Elderly Households 

Variable Nonconvenience Basic Complex Mfgr. 

Intercept+ 0.62* o. 17* 0.14* 0.07* 
( 0. 02)iJ (0.02) (0.01) ( o. 01) 

Region: 
Northeast -0.05* 0.02* 0.04* -0.01 

( o. 01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) 

North Central -0.03* 0.00 0.03* -0.01 
(O. 01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) 

West -0.01 0.00 0.01 -0.01 
( 0. 01) (O. 01) (0.01) (0.00) 

Urbanization: 
Central City -0.01 0.02* -o.oo -0.01 

(0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) 
Suburban 0.01 0.01 -0.01* -0.00 

(O. 01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Season: 

Spring -0.03* 0.02 0.00 0.01 
(0.01) (0.01) (0. 01) (0.00) 

Fall -0.02* 0.02* 0.00 0.00 
(O. 01) (O. 01) (0.00) (0.00) 

Winter -0.04* 0.03* 0.01 -o.oo 
(0. 01) (O. 01) (0.00) (0.00) 

Race: 
Black 0.07* -0.03* -0.03* -0.01 

(O. 01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) 

Other 0.09* -0.04 -0.04 -0.01 
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (O. 01) 

Origin: 
Spanish 0.01 -o.oo -0.02 0.01 

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0. 01) 
Education of Meal Planner: 

High school grad -0.02• 0.01* -o.oo 0.00 
or more (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Employment of Meal Planner: 
Unemployed -o.oo 0.01 -o.oo -o.oo 

(O. 01) (0. 01) (O. 01) (O. 00) 

-53-



-54-

Appendix C. Relationships of Sociodemographic Variables and Share of 
the Food Dollar Expended for Four Classes of Foods in 
Elderly Households (Cont.) 

Variable Nonconvenience Basic Complex Mfgr. 

Food Stamps: 
Does not receive 0.01 -0.01 0.01 -o.oo 

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) 
Household Size: 

Two person 0.05* -0.04* -0.01 -o.oo 
( o. 01) (0.00) . (O. 00) (0.00) 

More than two person 0.04* -0.05* 0.01 -0.00 
(O. 01) (0.01) (O. 01) (0.00) 

Meal Planner: 
Male head only -0.06* 0.02 0.06* 0.01* 

( 0. 01) (0.01) ( 0. 01) (0.00) 

Male & female heads -0.03 0.00 0.02 0.00 
( 0. 01) ( 0. 01) ( o. 01) (0.00) 

Female & someone else -o.os 0.02 0.03 -o.oo 
(0. 02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) 

Male & someone else -o. 12* 0.05 0.08* -o.oo 
(0.04) (0.03) (0.02) (0. 01) 

Someone else -0.05 0.02 0.04 0.00 
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) 

Shopping Frequency: 
Once a week -0.01 0.01 0.00 -o.oo 

(0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Once every 2 weeks 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 
(0.01) ( o. 01) (0.01) (0.00) 

Once a month or less 0.02 -o.oo -0.00 -0.01* 
(O. 01) (0.01) (0. 01) (0.00) 

Never -o.os 0.03 0.02 0.00 
(0.03) (O. 02) (0.02) (O. 01) 

Store Patronized: 
Small store 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 

(0.01) ( o. 01) (0.01) (0.00) 

Someplace else -o.os 0.04 0.04 -0.02 
(0. 03) (0.02) (0. 02) ( o. 01) 

Age of Household Head: 
75+ years 0.00 0.00 -o.oo -o.oo 

(0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
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Appendix C. Relationships of Sociodemographic Variables and Share of 
the Food Dollar Expended for Four Classes of Foods in 
Elderly Households (Cont.) 

Variable 

F-ratio 
R2 

N • 2089 households 

Nonconvenience 

10. 71 
0. 13 

Basic 

5.34 
0.07 

Complex 

8.01 
0.10 

Mfgr. 

3.61 
0.05 

+The omitted variables in the multiple regression analysis were region -
South; urbanization - nonmetrpolitan; season - summer; race - white; 
origin - non-Spanish; education - less than high school graduate; 
employment - employed; food stamps - yes; household size - one; meal 
planner - female; frequency of shopping - more than once a week; store 
patronized - supermarket; and age of household head - 65-74. 

*Significant difference at 0.01 level 
#Standard error 
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