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This is a report of a visioning seminar on the future of ‘day care’ or ‘day opportunities’ for older people in Scotland. It was a joint venture between the Royal Bank of Scotland Centre for the Older Person’s Agenda and Age Concern Scotland, which was funded by the Scottish Executive.

A definition of day services is provided by Tester (1989, p. 37):

“A day care service offers communal care, with paid or voluntary care givers present, in a setting outside the user’s own home. Individuals come or are brought to use the services, which are available for at least four hours during the day, and return home on the same day”

‘Day care’ really began to develop in the UK in the 1950s, with a rapid expansion of service provision in the 1990s in relation to the reforms under the NHS and Community Care Act in 1990, which emphasised policies to support older people to remain in their own homes. A range of services come under the traditional concept of ‘day care’, including day hospitals, day centres, and lunch clubs. Other services that are designed to support older people in relation to their day-to-day living might include befriending schemes, leisure opportunities, and themed clubs or groups. The extent to which traditional ‘day care’ links with these other types of service provision is unclear.

We know that there is going to be an increase in absolute numbers of older people in Scotland, and we need to recognise the increase in proportion of older people from, for example, ethnic minority groups, or older people with learning disability. We also have evidence that current ‘day care’ services may not be meeting the needs of today’s older people (Moriarty & Webb 2000; Walker & Dewar 2001).

Most current traditional ‘day care’ providers prioritise their care so that the needs of the frailest older people are met. We felt it would be useful to look at day support that met the needs of a wider group of people, and offered support, care and opportunities for a fuller, more productive and interesting life. There is also some evidence to suggest that the next generation of older people, that is, the ‘baby boomers’ (people born between 1945 and 1965), will want something different. Demos (Huber & Skidmore 2003) argue that we “need to focus less on abstract demographic or economic trends, and look in much closer detail at the underlying social, cultural and attitudinal characteristics of the baby boomer generation” (p. 15-16). We wanted to focus the seminar on imagining services for this group of people.

The seminar was to be about thinking ‘outside the box’, and trying to develop new imaginative initiatives that would help support older people in the future, in their day-to-day living.

It is difficult to capture in one document the richness of ideas, discussion and enthusiasm which emanated throughout the day. Nevertheless, the report does present an overview of the main themes generated through the lively discussions. We see it as the first step in creating and shaping services and resources that will support us in the future to lead fulfilling lives.
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Structure of Report

This report presents an overview of the day, and then gives the contextual background information, as presented by the two speakers from Demos. The remainder of the report focuses on the workshops and the main themes generated from these. It concludes with a summary of the main themes and some suggestions for future work in this area. The appendices give details of the structure of the day (Appendix 1), who was involved in the seminar (Appendix 2), and a brief overview of some current work in this area (Appendix 3).

Overview of Day

We invited two members of Demos, one of whom was co-author of ‘The New Old: Why the baby boomers won’t be pensioned off’ (Huber & Skidmore 2003), to present their research and to encourage people to use the main themes of their work to think about the future of day care.

Invitations were sent out to a range of people – researchers, practitioners, service providers and policy makers from health and social care, and those working in the voluntary sector, leisure, and housing. Older people who had links with the Royal Bank of Scotland Centre for the Older Person’s Agenda, or who were particularly interested in visioning future resources to support them in day-to-day living, were invited through individual contacts and through an advert in the local paper.  Twenty five people attended the event.

The day was structured around four core areas of change identified by Demos. These were work and learning, consumerism, communities and environment and family structures.

The day included two presentations that outlined these four core areas and discussed characteristics of the baby boomer generation. Group discussions focused on debate around the meaning of Demos’ research and the relationship that this has to future service provision. A detailed outline of the day can be seen in Appendix 1.

Presentations

There were two presentations. The first focused on the challenges and opportunities that the baby boomer generation will present to our society.  The second discussed the engagement of the baby boomer generation in helping to shape future services.

Presentation 1: Demos Ageing Society Programme by Julia Huber, Demos.

One of our current research programmes looks at one of the most important contemporary social and demographic trends – the ageing society. In the autumn of last year the first phase of this programme resulted in the publication, jointly with Age Concern, of the report The New Old: Why the baby boomers won’t be pensioned off. 

The New Old (Huber & Skidmore 2003) is intended as an agenda-setting report that explores the challenges and opportunities that ageing will present to our society. It also forms the basis of our continuing research programme on the ageing society. 

This morning I am here to share with you what we have learned so far and to get you thinking about the next generation of older people, the ‘new old’. A core question that this presentation poses is who are the future users of older people’s services, what will they look like and what will they want? Two trends will determine the shape and outlook of the next generation of older people.

Firstly, the obvious point is that the ageing of our society will mean that there will be more older people. Secondly, the next generation of older people, the baby boomers, are going to be different from any previous generation of older people.

Ageing society

We all know, our society is ageing - over-65s will increasingly outnumber under-16s. Already as the 2001 UK census showed people over-60 outnumber children under-16.  The population pyramid is slowly ‘being turned upside down’, and this presents a demographic challenge. Increasing numbers of older people will present a fundamental challenge to service providers as they will have to provide services to rapidly growing numbers of older people. 

Baby Boomers: the next generation of older people

However, although numbers are important, they only tell us part of the story. Current public debate around the ageing society mainly focuses on abstract demographic trends. Not only has this led to a highly negative debate, as illustrated by the frequent usage of phrases like ‘pension time-bomb’, but we are also making the fundamental mistake of presuming that future generations of older people will be the same as current generations of older people. Simply trying to ‘read across’ from a set of abstract population projections to a coherent picture of what the next generation of older people will actually look like in the future is a futile exercise. The raw numbers only provide a fragmented picture, because so much of how the issues will play out depends on other factors. People’s behaviours, their attitudes and values are at least as important in determining the shape and outlook of future generations of older people.  We need to look at tomorrow’s older generation, at who they are, what they think and what they want.    

Who are the baby boomers? As already mentioned, at the moment we often assume that future generations of older people are going to be the same as current generations of older people. But it is a fundamental mistake to project today’s expectations and assumptions onto tomorrow’s numbers. The next generation of older people, the baby boomers have transformed every life station they have passed through and show no sign of stopping in old age.  

But, first of all, who are the baby boomers? We have defined as baby boomers the generation born between 1945 and 1965, currently aged between 39 and 59. 

Why are they different? As a generation the baby boomers have lived through a period of rapid and intense change and shared a set of formative influences and experiences, which were distinctively different from those of their parents. They include the absence of large-scale military conflict, the creation of the cradle-to-grave welfare state, the ‘sexual revolution’, the introduction of mass education and the emergence of the consumer society.  

These influences and experiences have made the baby boomers radically different from anything that has gone before. They are a more individualistic generation. In other words they are more anti-establishment, more non-conformist, less deferential, less trusting of those in authority and more hostile to organised religion than their parents. 

They are also more liberal than previous generations of older people. They are less opposed to sex before marriage, having children outside wedlock, cohabitation, homosexuality and have more liberal sexual mores in general. 

However, more so than any previous generation baby boomers do not conform to any single stereotype. They are more diverse and divided than any previous generation of older people. There are significant differences between them in affluence, longevity, education and ethnicity.  

Four core areas of change

In our research we have identified four core areas in which we believe the baby boomers will be fundamentally different to their parents.

· Work and learning

· Consumerism

· Communities and environment

· Family structures

Work and Learning

As a result of government policy to encourage older people to work longer and a growing desire among baby boomers to continue learning into older age, work and learning will form a much larger component of baby boomers’ later lives. However, baby boomers will not be content to continue working if we don’t offer them flexibility and choice about what they do and how they do it. 

Baby boomers have pioneered new kinds of working practices all their lives and the hallmark of many of these innovations has been flexibility. Boomers have helped to engineer a shift from the full-time ‘job for life’ towards more flexible forms of employment including part-time and temporary work, fixed-term contracts and ‘portofolio’ careers. One of the main reasons for this trend is that more than earlier generations, baby boomers value the ability to combine different kinds of activity and to achieve a reasonable work-life balance. 

Our research also suggests that baby boomers might be more keen than any previous generation to set up their own business in old age and become, as we call it, ‘elderpreneurs’. And especially learning will come to play a much greater role in people’s later lives. More than two-thirds of baby boomers are interested in undertaking learning activities in the future, more than double the figure for current generations of older people.

The challenge is to offer different kinds of work, structure it in more flexible ways, and make it more responsive to changing circumstances. 

Consumerism

Having grown up from a moment of mass austerity to a period of mass affluence, baby boomers are the first generation to experience consumerism from the beginning, and they have shaped and been shaped by the consumerist society. Consumerism, as a social force, has and will continue to have significant influence on their lives, and will affect the baby boomers’ demands and expectations. 

The ageing baby boomers, as a generation that is used to their ‘every whim being cared for’ by mass consumerism, will have distinct consumption patterns. They will demand different services and products than current generations of older people and they will want greater choice. Our most recent research indicates that for instance the health and beauty industry will benefit increasingly from the baby boomers desire to stay young; travel service providers will gain from the baby boomers adventurousness; and companies that provide inclusively designed products will benefit from baby boomers willingness to spend money on products that suit them. 

However, not only will ageing baby boomers demand a whole range of ‘new’, but also increasingly customised and flexible consumer goods and services. Consumer goods and services will have to build in unprecedented levels of customisation to the individual needs and preferences of their ageing boomer users. The demand for greater customisation and flexibility originates in several generational characteristics of the baby boomers, such as the aforementioned individualism, and wider developments especially in the area of ICT, such as greater consumer awareness among baby boomers through Internet information services. 

The challenge is to provide baby boomers with the choice and customisation they want.

Communities and Environment

Providing for old age is usually understood in terms of financial security, but this ignores the many other aspects of what people see as good lives. In particular, we need to emphasise not just individual needs and financial capital, but social need and social capital. 

However, the evidence seems to suggest that the baby boomers are a disconnected generation in a wider sense, more detached from their local communities than earlier generations and therefore having lower levels of social capital than other generations. 

Thus, for instance, baby boomers claim to belong to fewer social networks; they are much less attached to their geographical communities; and they are less eager than older generations to participate in voluntary work.

Now this could either be a ‘life-stage’ effect in the sense that baby boomers are currently at the peak of their working lives as well as having to take care of children and potentially parents, and they are simply too busy to have a large degree of involvement with their local community. And once their reach older age and their circumstances change they will re-engage. However, it could also be a ‘cohort’ or ‘generational’ effect in the sense that baby boomers as are generation are more disconnected and they will remain so in later life.  

The challenge is to take investing in social capital as seriously as investing in financial capital. 

Family Structures

Traditionally the welfare state has assumed that a large proportion of services and especially care services would be provided informally within the family. And currently two-thirds of care for older people is provided within the family. 

However, baby boomers have initiated and lived through several fundamental transformations in family structures. They are the first generation to in large numbers experience divorce and re-marry; they have had fewer children later; they have step-children; and they are single parents. 

Increased longevity and decreasing fertility among baby boomers have extended the family vertically, while compressing it horizontally. The rise of the so-called beanpole families among baby boomers will mean that there will be an increase in the number of living generations, and a decrease in the number of living relatives within these generations. 

The challenge is to complement and become responsive to changing family structures. 

Conclusion

In any case this is only a quick overview of our research but already I hope you will have a better sense of how a new picture is emerging that challenges many of our conventional assumptions about the ageing society. Unless viewed through this generational lens, abstract demographic trends tell us very little about the “new old”. As I said earlier in my presentation, the baby boomers have grabbed hold and rewritten the rules of every life stage they’ve reached. We can be sure that in their twilight years they will not be different and the time is now service providers to think carefully about the changes to come. 

Presentation 2: Engagement of the baby boomer generation, by Helen McCarthy, Demos.

We’ve set out the broad trends and tried them on for size; we’ve heard about how these trends are playing out in your local contexts; whether they are relevant, how they are relevant, and what’s missing.

After lunch we’ll be asking you to think about what these trends might mean for the provision of day care over the next twenty years or more. But before that, we thought it would be useful to set out a framework for thinking more broadly about the future of service provision of all kinds for older people. Julia and I are both grappling with this in our current work, which is building on the big picture set out in The New Old, and exploring the implications for delivering public services, for inclusive design of products and services, for developing the capacities within public, voluntary and private sector organisations to respond and adapt to the needs of an ageing population.

One of the key messages we’ve heard this morning is that the baby boomer generation is different: they are individualists, less-deferential, less trusting of established authorities, more diverse in their values and views than any previous generation. They want flexibility around work and lifestyle choices. They are not a generation that wants to be spoon-fed services, either from public institutions, voluntary groups or private business. They want to have a voice in shaping their own lives.

This chimes with much current debate around the future of public service delivery, and specifically the challenge facing public institutions in terms of the changing needs and demands of a diverse citizenry of all ages. The first two terms of the Labour government have been dominated by the modernisation agenda, which has been driven by the concept of ‘citizen-centred’ services – that is, services which respond and reshape themselves around the needs of individual users, rather than those which seek to shape users to a standardised, one-size fits all model.

That debate is well established, and you will all in your own areas of work have grappled with the challenges of joining up delivery, of integrating those services, of reforming your organisations and institutions so as to better serve the needs of users. Nonetheless, there is growing recognition that encouraging professionals and practitioners to join up the back end may not be enough.

Tony Blair, in his speech to the Public Services Summit in January this year, talked about making the public ‘partners’ in service improvement, and referred to the role citizens themselves have to play in driving forward reform. This may not sound very new – we’re all familiar with the idea of user engagement, and many recent policies place greater pressures than ever before on public service organisations to demonstrate full consultation with users and make active efforts to involve them in the design of service delivery. 

However, there is evidence that policymakers are beginning to push this user engagement even further, as they begin to accept that ‘government cannot do it alone.’ 

Our society is growing more complex and diverse – we’re witnessing rapid social changes driven by new technologies, demographic change, changing attitudes and personal values, the transformation of gender roles, the changing shape of the family, of work, of retirement. In such an environment, simply asking service users how we could do things better may not be enough. Instead, we need to recognise that the outcomes we all want to see – whether that’s education, healthy citizens, and safe, liveable inclusive communities – may have just as much to do with what citizens themselves do as it does with how we deliver our services to them.

The concept of ‘co-production’ is increasingly being bandied around in policymaking circles as a term which captures this deeper dimension of citizen involvement. What it tries to do is challenge the familiar model of public service delivery that most of us carry around in our heads. This model looks something like this: a provider provides a service, a user consumes it. That user then may or may not have the opportunity to evaluate or provide feedback on the quality of that service in a number of ways.  

What the new model of ‘co-production’ attempts to do, is problematise the distinction between the producing and consuming roles, by showing how users are factors in their own social outcomes.

Let me give you some examples of where the outcomes of service delivery are co-produced by providers and users. 

First, health. The outcome here is an improved state of health for the individual. Whilst the quality of health care services can make a crucial difference once people are ill, the roots of poor health are in lifestyle and diet, where the responsibility rests with the individual. How do we deliver healthcare services which see the patient in this wider context, and enable him or her to make the long-term changes for better health? (c.f. Derek Wanless’ report February 2004).

Second, education. The outcome here is a well-educated young adult. Again, the quality of teaching makes a significant difference, but parental involvement and the student’s own levels of motivation and willingness to co-operate are proved to be enormously significant factors in shaping positive or negative learning outcomes. How can the education system reflect these wider dynamics in the learning environments it creates for young people?

One possible response to this analysis is to conclude that service delivery is largely irrelevant and government should do less. But that’s quite wrong.  What this way of looking at service delivery suggests is rather that its objective should shift, away from delivering a service rather like a pint of milk – a discrete event which fulfils its purpose - and towards an on-going capacity building process which mobilises individuals and perhaps other stakeholders too in the pursuit of the desired outcome. So for example, if you’re a teacher, your primary aim isn’t to fill the student’s head with facts so that he or she becomes ‘educated’, but to help that student develop the capacities to learn how to learn for him or herself. This is, if you like, another way of thinking about the ‘multiplier’ effect that good service delivery can create – where individuals are empowered to develop their own agency and take control of their lives.  

But to return to the baby boomers and the next generation of older people, this emphasis on independence and agency seems to fit well with the values and desires of this generation. But ‘co-production’ is a concept that is still being worked out. It’s all very well for Tony Blair to talk about making citizens ‘partners’ in service improvement, but what does that look like in practice? And what does it look like in particular with regard to different groups of older people – especially the ‘old old’ as opposed to the ‘young old’?

Workshops

There were 3 main workshops planned for the day. These were as follows:

1. A discussion of the trends identified by Demos: Work and Learning, Consumerism, Communities and Environment, and Family Structures

2. Examination of active engagement of older people, specifically in planning processes

3. Exploring the implications of the trends for the future of day care

Throughout the workshops, the term ‘day care’ was constantly debated, with participants asking

· ‘what do we call it?’

· ‘who is it for?’

· ‘is resources supporting people’ a better term?'

· ‘Does day care have to be centre/building based?’ 

· ‘If day care meets the needs of vulnerable, frail older people, what meets the needs of less frail older people?’ What should be the aim of this support?  

Group members talked about supporting continuity in older people's lives, allowing them to remain happy and content for as long as possible, and maintaining their social networks, values and independence. 

People felt that the terminology of day care has perhaps negative connotations relating to care. It suggests passive recipients of services rather than individuals actively engaged in making choices for themselves, and this understanding perhaps restricted the visioning and ‘thinking out of the box’ that was the desired process for the day. Nonetheless, productive discussions took place in all the workshops, and the main themes emerging from these are presented below.

Workshop 1: Discussion of Trends

Participants worked together in groups of 5–6, with a facilitator, to discuss the following questions: 

How do trends feel? How do they manifest themselves?

Which trends are missing? Are there additional ones?

Which trends are most important/relevant?

Which of those trends do you feel ready/unprepared for?

Participants felt that the trends were familiar, and that they were already seeing some of them within the current generation of older people. It was felt by some, however, that the next generation of older people was likely to have increased expectations. Many current users of services are reluctant to complain when things are unsatisfactory, perhaps for fear of recrimination, and will ‘put up’ with inferior services. 

Although people felt the trends were familiar, they felt they may be true for a certain ‘class’ of the population, but not for everyone. There was general agreement that there will be a much more polarised society than is presented within the four key trends identified within the Demos presentation, and that there is a danger of imposing majority trends on a minority population, and thus developing services for the majority. Minority groups, for example, the ethnic population, were not accurately represented within the trends – the demographic trends of the minority ethnic group are in reverse of those of the general population. This raises questions about whether the trends, for example, changing family structures, can be applied in the same way to these groups.

Participants did not find it useful to prioritise the trends, as they felt all were important to a certain degree to different people.  Within the trends, the baby boomers are described, as, for example, more assertive, more demanding, wanting flexibility. Although participants recognised these characteristics, they felt uncomfortable with the concept of ‘one size fits all’, or the notion of ‘all being lumped together’, and urged us to put more emphasis on to people as individuals and their circumstances when looking at changes in our society that will affect our future.  For example, one group felt that it may be all very well to have assertive baby boomers, but when confronted with hospitalisation, a person can become vulnerable and may not be able to carry out what the trends suggest, i.e. asserting their rights.

Participants felt that the baby boomer generation may well have different opportunities, but that these need to be planned for.  However, they also felt that there would be huge uncertainties for this generation. Will people need more emotional as well as practical support in the future, because of the changes in family structures? With regard to the 'consumerism' trends, for example, the ‘opportunity’ to work longer may bring with it other uncertainties – some group members felt that individuals in the future will be forced to keep working because of inadequate pensions and savings rather than through active choices.  

Focusing on the trends provided an important backdrop to looking at the future, and to think about the challenges that this presents us with.

Workshop 2: Active Engagement of Older People

Participants in the same groups of 5-6 people, and their facilitators, discussed the following questions:

1. How well do service delivery organisations (public, voluntary and private) serving older people engage with and involve their users?

2. What are the key challenges of involving older users more actively in their own care?

3. Are there limitations to the active engagement of certain groups?

Key Challenges identified by the groups

· Need adequate resources and flexibility in control over these resources

· People need to be given enough information in order to make a choice as to whether or not they want to be involved

· Involvement takes time, and is a gradual process

· Power differentials need to recognised and addressed

· Systems need to be transparent

· Need to be transparent about the limitations of empowerment

· Need to recognise and value different perceptions, e.g. cultural

· Families of older people should be included in the process, where possible

· To involve people in the development of both local or grass roots and national initiatives

· To make the language used in these processes accessible to everybody

· Fear of retribution when giving feedback about service(s) received

· To reduce inequalities in the involvement process

· Inclusion of hard to reach groups

· ‘Over-consultation’

· Keeping older people informed at all stages of the involvement process

· Being aware of the danger in the involvement process of raising expectations that perhaps cannot be fulfilled

· Need to be more aware about how people want to be engaged and involved

· To make involvement meaningful and not tokenistic

· Being able to build up trust throughout the involvement process

Can we involve everyone?

· If flexibility and tolerance are built into the process, and all available resources are utilised, such as advocates, interpreters and specialists, everybody should be able to become involved
· There needs to be a recognition that with certain groups, e.g. people with dementia, or learning disability, that groundwork in preparing the way and adequately supporting people is crucial
· There is a need to think of creative approaches to help people to become and stay involved
· Some people may choose not to become involved, or do not wish to be consulted, and that should be respected
· Some people might need to be ‘passive’ for a while if feeling vulnerable, and then move on to become more active. This needs to be supported.
Workshop 3: Discussion of the trends and the implications for future day care provision

The four trends were debated, with each group discussing two of the four. The debate was to centre around thinking about implications of the themes for day care delivery, or future resources to support older people.

Work and Learning 
The challenge is to offer different kinds of work, structure it in more flexible ways, and make it more responsive to changing circumstances. 

Questions 
1. What role can day care services play in providing baby boomers with the flexibility to continue working into old age? 

a) How could day care services provide baby boomers with the professional opportunities to continue working into old age? 

b) What kind of working opportunities could day care services offer? 

c) How could they support the baby boomers’ desire to become ‘elderpreneurs’? 

d) What role would day care centres play in providing professional development opportunities and skills based courses? 

e) What other activities could day care services offer to complement the continuing desire to work? 

2. How can day care services respond to and meet the baby boomers continuing desire to learn? 

a) How can day care services provide life-long learning opportunities and encourage the continuing intellectual development of baby boomers? 

b) What is the role of IT in providing those learning services? 

Participants struggled to see a clear role for day care services in providing opportunities for employment or work for older people, perhaps because day care in the past has not placed an emphasis on work or learning.  In addition, participants challenged what was meant by the term ‘work’. They wanted work to be viewed not just as the job people used to do, but could mean caring, supporting others, learning about themselves, or learning a new skill.

Participants suggested using existing community school facilities and/or adult learning centres to provide a hub for learning activities and skills development, instead of setting these within a day care centre. By using centres attended by a wide range of people, more integration of age groups could take place. If day care centres were to exist in the future, for example, for frail older people, then there was general agreement that individual learning and self discovery should be core features of person-centred care in these settings, and that these frail older people should not be excluded from the learning activities provided by a range of other agencies.

Within future learning centres, older people could be encouraged to play an active paid role in sharing their expertise. This could be related to their former working role, e.g. lawyer, teacher, shop manager, or to other valuable experience, for example, their knowledge of history, traditional recipes, and other traditional crafts. In this way, the skills of the older people would be valued and utilised, and the older person themselves not only could receive financial remuneration, but value themselves as potential ‘elderpreneurs’.  Other suggestions for learning and work included looking into Local Exchange Trading Schemes (LETS) and other types of bartering/skills exchange programmes. 

There was some debate around being paid for work undertaken, as opposed to volunteering. Members in one group felt that older people were unlikely to want to do much volunteering. Many older people are already caring for partners, or may want to enjoy their retirement instead and spend their time and money on various leisure activities. Others felt that many older people would want to ‘give something back’ to society, irrespective of remuneration, therefore the appetite for volunteering was under question. 

Participants felt that older people were already developing information technology (IT) skills, and that this was a good way of keeping in touch not only with other people, but with issues and topics for learning. In addition, one group commented that having learnt IT skills, older people have the opportunity to be creative, for example in producing their own greetings cards. 

The groups raised questions such as is there scope for a transitional type of work bridging the retirement phase? Could day centres of the future provide people with support to move through the transition from working life to retirement?

Consumerism 
The challenge is to provide baby boomers with the choice and customisation they want. 

Questions 
1. What kind of services will day care service providers need to offer in the future? 

a) What range of day care services will they need to offer? 

b) How customised and flexible will they need to be? 

2. How will day care services offer more choice and customisation? 

3. What role will IT play in providing day care services in the future? 

4. To what extent will voluntary and public sector day care providers have to adopt corporate strategies, for example, more aggressive marketing tactics, to meet the demands of the ageing baby boomers? 

5. What role will the private sector and especially private sector competition play in the future of day care service provision? 

6. How will the need to provide increased choice and customisation impact upon intra-generational or inter-generational equity? 

Participants felt that day care services would need to look very different in the future, and that we could learn a lot from, for example, good models of practice within the field of learning disability, and corporate service models, where brokerage may be a way of matching older individuals to services. 

People agreed that there needed to be more choice for a range of needs, and that options need to be affordable, as there was the danger of two-tier system, with richer people with purchasing power vs. less well off with no purchasing power.  Individual power to purchase and shop around was valued by one of the groups. An example of where this is being realised is in the form of direct payments for older people in receipt of community care. This will enable the private sector to play a larger role in the provision of services, which may raise issues about how to involve them more equally as partners in the planning process. 

Communities and environment 

The challenge is to take investing in social capital as seriously as investing in financial capital. 

Questions 
1. What is the role of day care services in re-engaging baby boomers and increasing their social capital? 

2. In what ways can day care providers improve baby boomers attachment to their communities and connections to social networks? 

3. How could day care services encourage baby boomers to volunteer and possibly even provide volunteering opportunities themselves? 

4. What role will partnerships with local communities and other local organisations play in the future of day care provision? 

Although participants felt that day care services might play a role in re-engaging baby boomers and increasing their social capital, they felt it was more useful to explore how the wider community might have a role to play. Much of the debate therefore centred around how communities could become more connected, with perhaps day care services in the role of ‘connectors’ or ‘matchmakers’ at community level, linking individuals up to opportunities – e.g. befriending services, community transport, physical activities, volunteers looking to offer 'one-to-one' services (taking individuals on excursions, e.g. to the cinema, on walks, to play a round of golf, for a pub lunch etc). Day care should not be thought about in isolation, as there is a need to consider the person and all their needs, including health, social, community, learning etc.

Discussion therefore focused on how to promote community connectedness for all people, not just older people. Key issues that people felt needed to be considered were as follows:

· Intergenerational - A recurring theme was that of contact and interaction between different generations. There was a strong sense that 'old people' should not be lumped together into one category, and nor should it be assumed that they only want to socialise with each other. Day care services should enable fruitful exchange and mutual learning between younger and older people. People suggested a mix of schools, community centres and sheltered housing both to promote intergenerational interaction and to focus on the whole person and their potential needs, rather than the service.

· Geographical differences – for example, people in rural areas may have particular issues related to community connectedness that are different from other groups. There may be real practical considerations around the availability of IT resources and transport.

· Joined-up services - the possibility of single-service models, which would reduce the number of agencies the older person has to deal with.  Multi- purpose, multi-agency service provision centres for the whole community and all age groups.  Questions were also raised about who would be the best person to coordinate services and agencies and we could perhaps learn from the local area coordinator role, developed in Australia, and used for people with learning difficulties in the UK.

· Leadership at local level – communities themselves having budgetary control to plan and shape services.

· Location of the resource or support for the future. There was a lot of discussion as to whether day care services need physical buildings or premises in order to be effective. Most felt that the 'centre' model of day care was limited, but that physical space could be greatly enhanced by more imaginative use of that space - for example, by ensuring that it didn't feel institutionalised, and that it was well designed with multiple facilities under one roof (e.g. internet cafe, restaurant, travel agency, videoconferencing facilities etc). These should be places that people actively want to visit and will 'self-refer' themselves to. Participants questioned what community they wanted to become connected with – there is a presumption that community relates specifically to a group of people and organisations in close geographical proximity. However, people felt that they have wider relationships with other organizations and people, and that in the future we would have to consider the notion of non-geographical communities.

· Minority and hard-to-reach groups – services and agencies may not be responding to their needs, or including them in planning and decision making. Creative approaches to understanding what being connected to a community means, and therefore being better able to identifying service needs must be considered.

· Individuality – the constant challenge of trying to cater for the needs of all older people, whilst at the same time recognising that older people are individuals, and do not comprise a homogenous group.

Family structures

The challenge is to build new forms of mutual and public support around the family, and redefine the rights and responsibilities of family life to maximise the value of intergenerational transfer in both directions.

Questions

1. How will changes in family structures and the rise of the beanpole family impact upon the future of day care service provision?

2. In what way can day care respond to these challenges?

3. What effect will changes in family structures have on care provision within the family and what will this mean for day services?

4. What kind of support can day care offer to carers within the family? 

5. How can day services help baby boomers stay independent for longer?

There was recognition in groups that although the extended family may be an ideal, it was no longer in existence, or perhaps not possible. Given that the family structure is now very different, groups began to explore support mechanisms that were not dependent on family members. One group recognised the difficulties of reciprocity when relying on support from people outwith the family, and discussed ways in which support could be offered that had mutual benefit. For example, payment in kind Participants felt that there needed to be some legitimising of this exchange, similar to LETS, the principles of which are that: local people get together and agree to barter among themselves using their own local currency; each member registers their account and submits a list of services/ goods s/he wishes to offer in trade; a members' directory of available skills, goods and services is drawn up and published online. A printed directory is also made available at various locations and updated quarterly and members trade directly with each other as and when they wish.

Perhaps the type of system identified above should be part of what ‘day care’ offers, as it values the individual skills of an older person, does not create a sense of dependency as they are exchanging skills and services with others, and can take place in a variety of settings, including the older person’s home. 

Summing up of the day

A new approach to older people that promotes independence and wellbeing needs to be at the heart of any future debate about support from services, be it health, social, leisure or education, or an integration of all these.

Key points which emerged from the day

· Numbers of older people are rising steadily and will continue to do so in the foreseeable future.

· Attitudes are changing and expectations are rising.

· Need to find ways of supporting people to do things and to take on roles and responsibilities as valued and valuable members of the community.

· Need to focus on the wider aspirations for an active and full life, rather than solely the need for care services.

· Barriers to change are recognised, for example, poor coordination – services, policy research, pressure on resources, shortage of staff. Recent policy is attempting to address these, but this needs to continue.

· Older people should be supported to participate fully.

· Need to learn from good practice in areas not necessarily directly relating to older people, such as business and corporate strategies, learning disability

· Need to use imagination to look beyond traditional ‘service provision’ e.g. LETS, Local Area Coordinators, Brokerage models.

· Need to challenge our assumptions about what the term ‘community’ means – the community of the future relating to older people may be very different, in that it goes beyond geographic locality.

· Need to be sure that people from diverse ethnic, minority and hard-to-reach groups are properly included in future planning processes.

· Any future planning should adopt a person-centred approach, and recognise that older people are not a homogenous group. Any future planning should look at the older person within the context of society at large, and offer opportunities for intergenerational involvement.

· A whole community focused approach which goes beyond care services and addresses the dimensions of independence.

· Information technology could play a key role in promoting community connectedness.

· Services in the future could support people to pass on their expertise from their working lives, or to be mentors, or to learn a different way of working, or to learn different skills that they might wish to pursue in later life.

· The whole notion of volunteering perhaps needs to be revisited as we cannot assume that older people will volunteer in the future. More value needs to be attributed to the volunteering activities that people carry out, and the notion of reciprocity in the context of volunteering could be explored.

The Future: What Next?

As previously stated, the aim of the seminar was to think about what shape, what philosophy and what challenges should underpin the thinking of both providers and participants in relation to day care. Trends were considered and practical issues confronted.

Those who attended the seminar were mainly older people with a few providers. The report covers some research on new initiatives, models and practices and it is important that these are widely shared. There will also be a significant amount of work which has not yet been publicised or considered by others.

If we take the ‘baby boomer’ generations as a benchmark for a change in focus for services, it is important that planning and development is undertaken within the next ten years. There is no expectation that there will be a sudden change of gear, but it is vital that there is a sense of momentum and energy in looking to the future to accommodate older people currently using services and those who may wish or need to participate.

It is proposed that the next step would be a seminar for those who provide services in order to exchange views on practice and models, consider the impact trends are making and to debate some particularly innovative models of day from the UK, other parts of Europe and the world.

Appendix 1: Outline of the Day

	9.30 – 10.00 
	Arrivals and Registration 

	10.00 – 10.15 
(Maureen O’Neill and Belinda Dewar) 
	About the project 

• Who is involved? 

• What is it about? 

• Why this conversation and why now? 

	10.15 – 10.35 
(Demos) 
	Overview of the day 

• Aims and objectives 

• Demos thinking 

• Introducing the ‘New Old’ 

• Four core areas of change 

o Work and learning 

o Consumerism 

o Communities and environment 

o Family structures 

	10.35 – 11.10 
(6 groups of 5-6 people) 
	Participants discuss the following questions:  

1. How do those trends feel? How do they manifest themselves? 

2. Which trends are missing? Are there additional ones? 

3. Which trends are most important/

relevant? 

4. Which of those trends do you feel ready/unprepared for? 

	11.10 – 11.25 
(Demos) 
	Demos thinking 

• Focus on older people as service users: the challenges of user engagement and ‘co-production’ 

	11.25 – 12.00 

(6 groups of 5-6 people)
	Participants discuss the following questions: 1. How well do service delivery organisations serving older people engage with and involve their users? 

2. What are the key challenges of involving older users more actively in their own care? 

3. Are there limitations to the active engagement of certain groups? 

Followed by brief plenary and feedback 

	12.00 – 13.00 
	Lunch 

	13.00 – 13.15 
(Demos) 
	Introduction to afternoon sessions 

• What are the implications of the four trends for the delivery of day care services?

	13.15 – 14.00 
(6 groups of 5-6 people) 
	Session 1: each group discusses one of the trends, thinking about the implications for day care delivery 

	14.00 – 14.15 
	Tea break 

	14.15 – 15.00 
(6 groups of 5-6 people) 
	Session 2: each group discusses another of the trends, thinking about the implications for day care delivery 

	15.00 – 15.30 
(Plenary) 
	Feedback from group discussions to the whole group 

	15.30 – 16.00 
(Demos, Maureen O’Neill and Belinda Dewar) 
	Summary of day and conclusions, including identifying next steps. 


Appendix 2: People Responsible for Planning the Day and Participants

RBS COPA

The Royal Bank of Scotland Centre for the Older Person’s Agenda aims, through its work, to improve the quality of life for all older people through research, practice development and education. This includes: 

· working together with older people, 

· listening to their agenda, and 

· turning the political rhetoric into reality. 

The Centre's work is firmly rooted in practice. A core feature of research programmes is the dissemination and utilisation of findings in health and social care contexts. 

The work of the Centre complements and further supports the work of the health, social and voluntary sectors. In particular, the Centre offers: 

· opportunities for collaborative work, 

· multidisciplinary perspectives,

· research expertise, 

· innovative educational programmes, 

· routes for information dissemination. 

More details of its work can be accessed through the website www.qmuc.ac.uk/opa.

Age Concern Scotland

Age Concern Scotland is an independent, recognised charity working throughout Scotland to help make the lives of older people more secure, comfortable, dignified and enjoyable. More information available on their website: 

http://www.ageconcernscotland.org.uk/
DEMOS

Demos is an independent social policy ‘think-tank’ working with various partners from the public and private sector. They explore social trends in order to devise long-term policy solutions which can improve the quality of people’s lives. They run a programme of work on the ageing society. The New Old was published in 2003 as an agenda-setting contribution to this emerging debate.  More information available from their website http://www.demos.co.uk/
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Appendix 3: Background Information and Good Practice Examples

What is day care?

A definition of day services is provided by Tester (1989, p. 37):

“A day care service offers communal care, with paid or voluntary care givers present, in a setting outside the user’s own home. Individuals come or are brought to use the services, which are available for at least four hours during the day, and return home on the same day”

Tester identifies five main objectives of this type of support: 

· Helping people remain independent in the community

· Social care and company

· Rehabilitation and treatment

· Assessment and monitoring

· Providing support for carer

(Tester, 1989, pp. 40-41)

Day care is often provided in day hospitals and day centres, or by outreach services. Traditionally, day hospitals, which are funded by the NHS, focus on functional aspects, with a medical/rehabilitative input, as well as assessment and monitoring.

Day centres focus more on social care (sometimes with a therapeutic component), respite and maintenance. They may be part of residential care homes, or be part of community centres, or be purpose built. Outreach services are typically more concerned with clinical rehabilitation issues. The main purpose of day support has tended to focus on maintaining the status quo for individuals, rather than on promoting a full life, being able to continue what you want to do on a day-to-day basis and providing opportunities for self-development.

What evidence do we have that current support meets people’s needs?

A number of studies have explored the impact of day care support on outcomes, such as carer relief, improved social functioning, prevention/

delayed admission to residential/hospital care, or preparation for admission.

There is some evidence to suggest that day care goes some way to meeting the objectives as identified by Tester (1989), particularly in relation to providing support for carers. Gaugler et al. (2003) suggest that adult day services are potentially effective in restructuring caregiving time and providing respite to family members. Gaugler & Zarit (2001) found that adult day services can be quite effective in providing caregivers with emotional and psychological relief from the daily demands of care. However, this occurs only when families choose to utilise adult day services consistently and over time. Stephenson et al. (1995) found satisfaction of carers regarding improvement in terms of mental and physical health and break from caring, but they also found high dissatisfaction regarding levels of treatment and lack of activities for the older person in receipt of the service.

Day care should not be provided necessarily solely to provide respite for carer there should be ‘value added’ in some way to enrich the lives of both carer and person being cared for (Walker et al. 2001). Indeed, the evidence to suggest that day care benefits the older service users is not conclusive. A positive impact on health and well being was described by Emami et al. (2000) as an outcome of a service for minority ethnic older people. Activities offered included language classes, weekly lunchtime visits to ethnic restaurants, and cultural group cooking sessions. In contrast, Clark et al. (1998) reported that while some respondents found that lunch clubs, day centres and coffee mornings provided them with opportunity to get out, meet people and have a meal, others did not find these social events stimulating enough, found them difficult to get to, or found them to be ‘cliquey’ and didn’t enjoy them. It does raise the question about who designs this type of support, and the extent to which older people are involved in this process.

Indeed, professionals and older service users may have very different expectations of what day care support could and should provide. Powell et al. (2000) found a difference in views between providers and users of day services, for example in one day care setting, the professionals’ primary aim was to sustain daily living skills, with mobility seen as a key objective. Social interaction or carer relief was acknowledged as valid, but not seen as core. Whilst more than half of attenders and carers identified improvement in mobility as their primary goal, the remainder were uncertain about why they were attending, or had a different perception of the potential goal to that of the professionals. If agreed goals and outcomes are not explicit to both service providers and users, from the outset, then any evaluation that seeks to provide feedback for future development becomes difficult to carry out.

Lack of explicit criteria about the purpose of service provision for all stakeholders, and the ways in which it has been provided make it difficult to plan for future service development. Since there are no national standards currently in place against which to monitor the impact of the service for older people, evaluation has been problematic, Whilst there are some standards relating to service provision and quality of care (Dabbs 1999, Alzheimers’ Scotland 1999), it is hoped that these, together with National Standards, to be developed by the Care Commission, will provide a benchmark against which to conduct future evaluation of services. However, it is important that these Standards also reflect outcomes related to for example, choice, self-development and health promotion.

There may also be scope for future Standards to take into account a range of services or support, which may not necessarily all take place within one setting. They should refer to all potential service users, and their needs. For example, day care provision increasingly has to cater for a more vulnerable and frail client group, as older people are encouraged to remain at home as long as possible (Burch & Borland 2001), who may require specific physical, social and psychological support. However, we need to look at other models which cater for a wider group, such as younger older people, who may need, for example, support to develop links with their local community or continue to engage in learning opportunities. 
The above highlights that current service provision may not be meeting all the needs of older people and their carers, but any attempt to make changes has to be considered in conjunction with societal change and policy developments. These might include, for example, the implementation of Single Shared Assessment, the plans developed by Joint Future programme, the introduction of Direct Payments and Community Planning, as well as the opportunities and challenges that demographic changes will bring in the future (Huber & Skidmore 2003).

Any future thinking around the area of service development for older people, has to extend beyond the traditional notions of care and support, and consider the spectrum of needs of older people (Audit Commission 2004a; Warnes et al. 2000). For example, the need to learn and to have social contact.  The Royal Commission recognises this by emphasising the wider interests of older people (para. 8.2) and recommends that 'opportunities for education and access to leisure opportunities for older people should continue to be a high priority in all aspects of public provision (para. 10.9).

The broader approach to inclusive support for older people, which would involve participation in mainstream society, is suggested by Tester (2001, p. 41), who puts forward four levels at which possible roles of day services could be explored:

· day services which are sited in community resource centres and other buildings used by the community could increase participation and would be welcomed by older people's groups who find traditional day centres unsatisfactory

· day service users could be more involved in purposeful activities such as providing support for children, or working on a project

· a wider range of leisure, cultural and educational opportunities could be developed to meet the interests of older people to whom traditional day care does not appeal, including social contacts in their own home and social activities of their choice outside the home, with transport services if needed

· older people could enjoy fuller participation and citizenship through new roles in society and through political involvement to increase their own social inclusion, such as issues addressed by Better Government for Older People
There are initiatives currently in place that are take a less traditional approach, and are taking into account some of the issues identified above. The following is not intended to be an exhaustive list (indeed, it is often difficult to identify what is currently happening in relation to good practice as it is rarely documented in easily accessible reports or articles), rather some examples of innovative practice.

Examples of initiatives to support older people 

Contact the Elderly (http://www.contact-the-elderly.org/). Volunteers provide friendship, companionship and transport to very elderly isolated people once a month.  Volunteer drivers use their cars to take frail, elderly members to enjoy an afternoon in a volunteer host’s family home one Sunday each month.  The outings provide:

· a short drive to get away from the four walls

· private hospitality once a month

· a chance to make friends within a small group

· companionship from committed volunteers

· a regular outing to look forward to

· an opportunity for busy people to volunteer without making a weekly commitment and; 

· a discreet monitoring of health and welfare of our older members

Workplace day centres

· Britain’s first industrial workplace day care centre in Coventry (Millar 1999). Funded by Peugeot Motor Company & Motor & Allied Trades Benevolent Fund (ben). The centre aims to support younger working family members caring for older people, especially those with Alzheimers. Clients pay a flat rate for transport to and from the centre, assisted bathing facilities, all meals and other care. Hairdressing and chiropody are also available for a small extra cost. The centre is open from 9-5, Mon-Fri, but is looking to expand to coincide with local shifts. Other facilities include a Snoezelen room. The centre is supported entirely from donations and benevolent funds.

· Centre for Dependent Relatives (Roosevelt Centre) in Oxford provides day care facilities for dependent relatives of staff who work in hospitals in and around Oxford. It aims to assist members of staff who have additional care responsibilities at home, typically for elderly relatives, by providing a safe and stimulating environment. Existing daycare centres in the locality had long waiting lists and short hours of service, which did not always fit in with the working day of hospital staff. As the Centre was developed in partnership with a childcare provider, Child Base, the purpose-built centre neighbours an existing nursery providing intergenerational opportunities for users of both services. The Centre is open from 8am to 6pm, five days a week, all year. Activities include computers, crafts, games and cooking (members can, for example, prepare an evening meal for their family).

Taken from http://www.doh.gov.uk/iwl/goodpractice.pdf, Department of Health Working Lives: Programmes for Change. Good Practice. DoH: London.

Home from Home.  In central Scotland, trained and approved local carers working in pairs, open their homes to groups of three to six older people once or twice a week, providing company and activities in a domestic environment, with an emphasis on person-centred care (Mitchell 1999).  This type of support is inclusive as the programme is set in a domestic environment rather than formal service setting. Users take part in daily activities, and become part of a family group, interacting with children, pets etc. They have choice over what activities they took part in.

Open Age Project, West London (http://www.openage.co.uk/OpenAge.htm). This project aims to offer a positive life to older people, to encourage involvement and their interests and to create the opportunity for people to make new friends. It takes place within the community in which older people live, has over 400 members from a wide background and ethnicity. The project has only one paid worker, and activities are run mainly by members – discussion groups, outings, choir, play reading group, German conversation group, writer’s workshop, quizzes, exercise group. The activities occur in venues around the area, such as in communal rooms in sheltered housing, local library and schools (Harding 1997, p. 31-32).

ExtraCare, Wolverhampton Council (http://www.extracare.org.uk/). Activities take place within a very sheltered housing scheme. Both residents within the sheltered housing complex, and members of the local community take part in activities, ranging from indoor bowls, needlework groups to fishing expeditions. The centre involves residents directly in day-to-day operation, allowing them to both maintain existing interests and to develop new ones (Harding 1997, p. 32).

Vivarium (http://www.qmuc.ac.uk/opa/share). A co-housing project for people aged 50 plus in north Fife. The aim of the project is to create affordable housing for older people which combines the autonomy and privacy of the individual household with the mutual support offered through community living. Each property will contain all the facilities necessary for independent living (kitchen, bathroom, living, sleeping areas) In addition to this the project will have a range of communal areas (kitchen/dining, leisure, gardens, office, workshop, hot tub) and residents will be encouraged but not compelled to participate in community activities. Vivarium members will take full responsibility for managing all aspects of the project themselves, both during this the development phase and thereafter once the project is built and occupied.

Community Resource Service, London Borough of Hackney (service for people with a learning disability, which includes older people). The aim of the service was to open up opportunities and provide support for people to do things – to take on roles and responsibilities as valuable and valued members of the community. The service emphasises person-centred approaches. The purpose of the service is different to traditional day care support, as it includes as goals: to help and support people to lead varied, fulfilled and ordinary lives in the local community and beyond; to have influence and control over their own lives; and to challenge any oppression and discrimination they face, as well as having access to a wide range of opportunities. In order to do this, they recognise that professionals who provide this service “… need to be determined, confident and prepared to act as pioneers. They need to have a strong belief in the people they serve, enjoy and value being with them, and be able to see their gifts and talents and what they can offer. They have to be knowledgeable about the local community, so they can build creatively on people’s interests, and need to have a real commitment to social inclusion” (Clark 2001, p. 187-188).

The roles that staff need to fulfil are those of supporting, enabling, coaching, bridge-building and making links. Community based services such as these could be a way forward in developing future day care services for older people (Lloyd and Cole 2000).

Development in the area of day care and support for older people needs to take account of initiatives and practice already happening and innovative models of support for other groups, such as people with learning difficulties, people with mental health needs. Any development must involve older people not just in terms of the services they receive but on a broader planning level (Audit Commission 2004b). Philp (2001) has explored how the cultural, demographic and organisational differences between European countries have resulted in diverse patterns of response to the needs of an ageing population. We need to look at how other countries in Europe, and beyond, are developing services to support older people in a way that promotes social inclusion and healthy fulfilled lifestyles.
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