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Self-Management Program
Participation by Older Adults
With Diabetes
Chronic Disease Self-Management Program
and Diabetes Self-Management Program

Erkan Erdem, PhD; Holly Korda, PhD

The Chronic Disease Self-Management Program and the Diabetes Self-Management Program offer
evidence-based self-management for persons with diabetes. We examined participation and com-
pletion rates for older adults in the Communities Putting Prevention to Work initiative and found
that completion is more likely (1) in Diabetes Self-Management Program for individuals with dia-
betes; (2) for Chronic Disease Self-Management Program and Diabetes Self-Management Program
with introductory class zero; and (3) in small classes. We also found that participants reporting
depression were less likely to complete either workshop. Future research is needed to examine
workshop availability and selection, health and behavioral outcomes, and participant/completer
experience. Key words: chronic disease self-management program, diabetes, older adults

D IABETES mellitus is among the most
highly prevalent chronic conditions and

a leading cause of disability and death among
older adults, affecting 10.9 million adults aged
65 years and older (26.8%) in the United
States.1 Diabetes can lead to serious medical
complications such as kidney failure, lower
limb amputations, adult onset blindness,
obesity, hypertension, nerve damage, heart
disease, and stroke. These conditions com-
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plicate treatment and increase related spend-
ing, estimated at $176 billion in direct medical
costs with an additional $69 billion in reduced
productivity in 2012.2

Evidence-based self-management education
and training programs have been widely
implemented to help older adults manage
their diabetes, showing improved psychoso-
cial and clinical outcomes for participants
in a recent systematic review.3 Two popu-
lar self-management programs for individu-
als with diabetes are the Chronic Disease
Self-Management Program (CDSMP) and the
Diabetes Self-Management Program (DSMP),
translated from research for broad dissemina-
tion by Stanford University. Grounded in Ban-
dura’s self-efficacy theory, CDSMP and DSMP
are designed to help empower individuals to
take charge of their self-care.4

Both CDSMP and DSMP are offered as a se-
ries of highly participative 2.5-hour sessions
once a week for 6 weeks. Ideal workshop sizes
(recommended by Stanford University) range
from 10 to 16 participants and are offered
in community settings such as churches, area
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agencies on aging, senior centers, community
health centers, local health departments, and
hospitals.5 Ideally, the workshops are facili-
tated by 2 trained peer leaders, 1 or both of
whom have any chronic condition (CDSMP)
or diabetes specifically (DSMP). Peer lead-
ers and participants discuss the material and
problem-solve together to support each par-
ticipant in developing strategies and action
plans to address their personal challenges
relating to session topics. Participants use
a workbook developed by Stanford and are
given assignments to be prepared as “home-
work” prior to each session. They are also
asked to develop an action plan with goals
that they discuss with peers in the sessions.
Most sites provide the program free-of-charge
or at a nominal fee, with many making lend-
ing library arrangements for sharing program
materials.

Both CDSMP and DSMP use a similar work-
shop format but focus on different topics.
Chronic Disease Self-Management Program
uses a general approach to chronic condition
self-management including participants with
diabetes along with participants who have
1 or more chronic conditions, for example,
hypertension, arthritis, or osteoporosis. Dia-
betes Self-Management Program includes gen-
eral topics as well as a specific emphasis on
diabetes and its management. Chronic Disease
Self-Management Program workshops address
general topics relating to the management of
a wide range of chronic conditions including
(1) techniques to deal with problems such
as frustration, fatigue, pain, and isolation; (2)
appropriate exercise for maintaining and im-
proving strength, flexibility, and endurance;
(3) appropriate use of medications; (4) com-
municating effectively with family, friends,
and health professionals; (5) nutrition;
(6) decision making; and (7) how to eval-
uate new treatments.6 The diabetes-specific
DSMP workshops cover topics including (1)
techniques to deal with the symptoms of
diabetes, fatigue, pain, hyper/hypoglycemia,
stress, and emotional problems such as de-
pression, anger, fear, and frustration; (2) ap-
propriate exercise for maintaining and im-

proving strength and endurance; (3) healthy
eating; (4) appropriate use of medication; and
(5) working more effectively with health care
providers.7

Both self-management programs have
demonstrated effectiveness in clinical stud-
ies. Studies show that workshop participants,
compared with those who did not participate
in CDSMP, had significant self-reported im-
provements in exercise, cognitive symptom
management, communication with physi-
cians, self-reported general health, health
distress, fatigue, disability, and social/role
activities limitations, as well as fewer hos-
pitalizations and spent fewer days in the
hospital.8,9 Studies of DSMP, originally devel-
oped as a Spanish language program, showed
that participants, compared with those who
did not participate in DSMP, demonstrated
improvements in health behaviors, health
status, and self-efficacy at both 4 months
and 1 year after program participation.7

Another study of Spanish language DSMP
reported effectiveness in lowering A1C

(average blood glucose level) and improving
health status and self-efficacy, although
increases in positive health behaviors were
not identified.10 An English language version
and an Internet-based version of the program
have subsequently been developed.7

The US Administration on Aging (AoA),
now part of the US Administration for
Community Living (ACL*), has supported
community-based chronic disease self-
management education programs since
2003. In 2010, authorized by the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009,
the ACL/AoA funded 45 states, the District
of Columbia, and Puerto Rico to expand
and implement CDSMP and DSMP through
the Communities Putting Prevention to
Work: Chronic Disease Self-Management Pro-
gram initiative, conducted in collaboration
with the Centers for Disease Control and

*In April 2012, AoA, the Office on Disability, and the
Administration on Developmental Disabilities were com-
bined into ACL, a single agency with the U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services. AoA is now a part of ACL.
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Prevention and the Centers for Medicare &
Medicaid Services. The ACL/AoA also funded
a multimethod national process evaluation
including site visits, interviews with grantees
and delivery site representatives, review of
program reports, and assessment of program
administrative data to assess program im-
plementation and dissemination. Examining
best practices used by grantees to enroll par-
ticipants to complete the self-management
workshops was an important evaluation
focus.

Participants self-refer to the programs. Mar-
keting and outreach can be conducted by state
departments of aging or public health, by re-
gional groups or organizations such as Ag-
ing and Disability Resource Centers involved
with older adults, by delivery sites such as
area agencies on aging and other community-
based organizations, or by a combination of
these organizations. Some delivery sites of-
fer both CDSMP and DSMP, others offer one
or the other program, with CDSMP being
most widely available in communities nation-
wide. The American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act–funded programs were open to
all interested individuals, although the focus
was on older adults. Caregivers of individu-
als with chronic conditions also sometimes
participate in the sessions. Sites generally at-
tempt to include all interested participants un-
less they have serious behavioral issues that
may disrupt sessions, which is rare.* Individ-
uals with diabetes can participate in DSMP
or CDSMP. However, little is known about
the characteristics of participants and work-
shops for DSMP and CDSMP and the likeli-
hood of participants with diabetes complet-
ing these programs. Our interest in comparing
the programs emerged from our experiences
with workshop leaders and master trainers
we interviewed during visits and phone calls
to sites that offered both CDSMP and DSMP

*The research team explored these issues in discussion
with individuals during site visits and phone conversa-
tions.

workshops. Leaders at some sites thought
that there were no differences in participant
recruitment, types of participants who self-
selected into workshops, or benefits to be de-
rived from attending either CDSMP or DSMP.
Others, including individuals experienced in
facilitating both workshops at sites offering
both programs, shared strong opinions that
DSMP was a preferred option for individuals
with diabetes given the condition-specific fo-
cus of the sessions. Given that leaders could
provide only anecdotal evidence, several told
us that they would be interested in know-
ing more about the topic and encouraged the
research team to investigate differences be-
tween the programs.

In response, this study examines partici-
pants and completers with diabetes in CDSMP
and DSMP offered by grantees of the Com-
munities Putting Prevention to Work initiative
to understand differences among participants
and whether completion rates for participants
with diabetes are higher in general CDSMP or
condition-specific DSMP workshops. Noted
previously, these issues emerged as ques-
tions during discussions with practitioners
and can help inform efforts to optimize self-
management program completion by partici-
pants with diabetes.

METHODS

This study is based on program adminis-
trative data submitted by the 47 ACL/AoA
grantees as part of the Communities Putting
Prevention to Work initiative. These data
were submitted by grantees to the ACL’s
technical assistance organization, the National
Council on Aging on CDSMP and DSMP work-
shops conducted during the period April 1,
2010, through March 30, 2012, and on the par-
ticipants and leaders involved in those work-
shops. The data contain information from
7749 CDSMP and 1119 DSMP workshops that
served 89 861 and 12 533 participants, respec-
tively, over the American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act grant period.
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristicsa

Subgroup N Female, % Male, % Average Age, y

CDSMP
Diabetic 23,579 74.8 23.5 67.58
Nondiabetic 66,282 71.0 19.4 66.31
ALL 89,861 72.0 20.5 66.67

DSMP
Diabetic 8,311 75.2 23.9 68.27
Nondiabetic 4,222 67.1 17.4 66.86
ALL 12,533 72.5 21.7 67.87

Abbreviations: CDSMP, Chronic Disease Self-Management Program; DSMP, Diabetes Self-Management Program.
aShares of males and females may not add up to 100% because of participants with unknown gender. Average age
calculation excludes participants with missing age information.

We conducted 2 types of analyses. First,
we provided descriptive statistics detailing
the composition of the participants in the 2
programs. Chronic Disease Self-Management
Program and DSMP implementation sites use
a variety of methods to recruit potential
participants. In addition, participants self-
selected themselves into 1 of the 2 work-
shops potentially based on the likelihood
of benefiting from completing the program
conditional on his/her needs. Hence, we
compared the demographic makeup of the
CDSMP and DSMP participants such as age,
gender, race/ethnicity, and chronic condi-
tions. We then examined the completion rates
for the 2 programs in a multivariate logistic re-
gression analysis. A participant is considered
to have completed the program if he or she
participated in at least 4 of 6 sessions of a
workshop.* In the regression analysis, we in-
clude a variety of explanatory variables to in-
vestigate whether the effect of any of these
factors is different for completion of CDSMP
than DSMP, with a focus on the effect of
chronic conditions (eg, diabetes).

*Definition provided by Stanford University and adopted
by NCOA/AoA.

FINDINGS

Most ACL/AoA grantees offered CDSMP,
with fewer offering DSMP. As a result, avail-
ability of DSMP workshops (1119 vs 7749)
and the number of DSMP participants (12 533
vs 89 861) were relatively smaller than those
of the CDSMP. Given that the main difference
between the 2 programs is the focus on indi-
viduals with diabetes in the DSMP, our analy-
ses address 2 subgroups of participants within
each of the programs (Table 1). There were
no major differences between the DSMP and
the CDSMP with respect to the share of fe-
male and male participants and average age.
However, the percentage of males was higher
in both DSMP and CDSMP among diabetic par-
ticipants.

The race and ethnicity of participants in
DSMP and CDSMP are summarized in Table 2,
which shows that, overall, higher shares
of Hispanics and African Americans partic-
ipated in DSMP than in CDSMP (18.2% vs
13.1% and 27.8% vs 17.3%, respectively). Con-
versely, the proportion of white participants
is lower in DSMP than in CDSMP (46.7%
vs 56.3%). This finding held regardless of
whether participants had diabetes or not. Fi-
nally, the share of African American partic-
ipants is the largest among diabetic DSMP
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participants with 31.1%. While African Ameri-
can and Hispanic older adults have a higher
prevalence of diabetes than non-Hispanic
whites, these findings are not population-
based but are based on observation and could
represent enrollee groups referred to or tar-
geted by state grantees for CDSMP or DSMP,
availability of one or the other program in
communities of interest, or participant prefer-
ences for enrollment in either program when
both were available.

Table 3 shows the distribution of partici-
pants and workshops by type of site where
the workshops were offered. The distribution
of both participants and workshops by type
of implementation showed some variation be-
tween DSMP and CDSMP. The DSMP utilized
senior centers more than the CDSMP (33.6%
vs 22.4% of workshops) and all other types of
sites less than the CDSMP. Again, our findings
are based on observational data, so we can de-
scribe the setting but cannot explain whether
settings were selected by grantees or partici-
pants.

As part of the enrollment process for both
CDSMP and DSMP, participants are asked
whether or not they suffer from a list of
chronic illnesses: arthritis, cancer, depres-
sion, diabetes, heart disease, hypertension,
lung disease, stroke, osteoporosis, and other.
Table 4 shows the self-reported prevalence
of these chronic illnesses among DSMP
and CDSMP participants. Chronic Disease
Self-Management Program participants with
and without diabetes had a greater average
number of chronic conditions than DSMP
participants (3.42 vs 2.83 among diabetic par-
ticipants and 1.77 vs 1.27 among nondiabetic
participants). As expected, a significantly
higher proportion of DSMP participants indi-
cate having diabetes than CDSMP participants
(66.3% vs 26.2%). The prevalence of other
chronic illnesses is generally higher among
CDSMP participants (eg, 42.4% vs 34.5%
for arthritis, 20.8% vs 14.6% for depression)
except for hypertension (43.6% vs 47.1%).
This could be because high blood pres-
sure is a common comorbidity of diabetes.
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Table 3. Workshops and Participants by Implementation Site in CDSMP and DSMP

CDSMP DSMP

Type of Site Workshops, % Participants, % Workshops, % Participants, %

Area Agency on Aging 4.7 4.7 2.6 2.8
Faith-based organization 8.4 8.7 7.5 7.7
Health care organization 23.2 21.7 19.3 18.9
Residential facility 17.0 18.0 13.2 13.1
Senior center 22.4 23.4 33.6 33.0
Othera 24.2 23.6 23.8 24.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Abbreviations: CDSMP, Chronic Disease Self-Management Program; DSMP, Diabetes Self-Management Program.
aOrganizations grouped under “other” category include county health departments, educational institutions, libraries,
multipurpose social services organizations, recreational organizations, tribal centers, workplaces, and other unspecified
locations.

However, more information is needed to
better understand these trends.

A question often raised in discussions with
grantees was whether individuals with dia-
betes were more likely to benefit from, or to
complete, CDSMP or DSMP. Our analyses are
based on administrative data that do not en-
able examination of actual outcomes or bene-
fits. However, each grantee had “completer”
goals (completers are participants who at-
tend at least 4 of the 6 sessions). While par-
ticipants may benefit from self-management
workshops even if they are not completers,
completion is used as a proxy for success, tied
to Stanford’s fidelity standards. Therefore, we
examined whether participants with diabetes
were more or less likely to complete CDSMP
or DSMP workshops.

As Table 5 shows, although DSMP is a rel-
atively smaller program (in terms of number
of workshops and participants), completion
rates were higher than CDSMP without con-
trolling for other factors that might affect com-
pletion (77.9% vs 74.5%). In addition, comple-
tion rates were higher by about 3 percentage
points in both programs for participants with
diabetes. At 80.7%, completion rates for indi-
viduals with diabetes taking DSMP were the
highest among the 4 groups compared.

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF
COMPLETION RATES

We conducted regression analyses to bet-
ter understand the variation in completion
rates by observable factors, such as partic-
ipant characteristics (eg, age, gender, race,
chronic illnesses), workshop-related informa-
tion, and differences across states (eg, how
the programs are administered). We hypoth-
esized that DSMP is a “better” program than
CDSMP for individuals with diabetes, because
DSMP participants are relatively more homo-
geneous in terms of conditions and DSMP is
customized for the needs of such individu-
als. The previous analysis (Table 5) showed
that the proportion of participants with dia-
betes and hypertension was higher than it is in
CDSMP, and the converse is true for all other
chronic illnesses. So, the purpose of this analy-
sis is to investigate whether the prevalence of
the chronic illnesses affects the likelihood of
a participant completing the program (DSMP
or CDSMP), and hence potentially benefiting
from the workshop.*

*Data on health outcomes are not available, so examina-
tion of program effectiveness is out of the scope of this
study.

Copyright © 2014 Lippincott Williams & Wilkins. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.



140 FAMILY & COMMUNITY HEALTH/APRIL–JUNE 2014
T

ab
le

4
.

C
h

ro
n

ic
Il

ln
es

se
s

A
m

o
n

g
C

D
SM

P
an

d
D

SM
P

P
ar

ti
ci

p
an

ts

Su
b

gr
o

u
p

A
ve

ra
ge

N
u

m
b

er
o

f
C

o
n

d
it

io
n

s
A

rt
h

ri
ti

s,
%

C
an

ce
r,

%
D

ep
re

ss
io

n
,

%
D

ia
b

et
es

,
%

H
ea

rt
D

is
ea

se
,

%
H

y
p

er
te

n
si

o
n

,
%

Lu
n

g
D

is
ea

se
,

%
St

ro
k

e,
%

O
st

eo
p

o
ro

si
s,

%
O

th
er

,
%

C
D

SM
P

D
ia

b
et

ic
3.

42
51

.1
10

.9
24

.7
10

0.
0

25
.5

63
.2

21
.6

7.
5

11
.7

26
.2

N
o

n
d

ia
b

et
ic

1.
77

39
.3

8.
6

19
.5

0.
0

13
.0

36
.6

15
.4

4.
1

13
.1

27
.1

A
LL

2
.2

0
4

2
.4

9
.2

2
0

.8
2

6
.2

1
6

.3
4

3
.6

1
7

.0
5

.0
1

2
.7

2
6

.9
D

SM
P

D
ia

b
et

ic
2.

83
37

.7
9.

4
16

.6
10

0.
0

18
.4

53
.9

16
.2

6.
2

9.
7

14
.6

N
o

n
d

ia
b

et
ic

1.
27

28
.1

6.
1

10
.5

0.
0

9.
8

33
.6

10
.8

3.
0

10
.1

15
.1

A
LL

2
.3

0
3

4
.5

8
.3

1
4

.6
6

6
.3

1
5

.5
4

7
.1

1
4

.3
5

.1
9

.9
1

4
.8

A
b

b
re

vi
at

io
n

s:
C

D
SM

P
,C

h
ro

n
ic

D
is

ea
se

Se
lf

-M
an

ag
em

en
t

P
ro

gr
am

;D
SM

P
,D

ia
b

et
es

Se
lf

-M
an

ag
em

en
t

P
ro

gr
am

.

We use a logistic regression analysis to in-
vestigate the effect of a variety of explanatory
(or predictor) variables on the likelihood of
program completion (attending at least 4 of
6 sessions). The dependent variable is a bi-
nary (dummy) variable that is equal to 1 if the
participant attended at least 4 sessions, and
0 otherwise. The list of explanatory variables
includes

• demographic information derived from
participant characteristics, such as age,
sex, and race/ethnicity;

• health information, such as chronic con-
ditions reported by the participant;

• information related to the implementa-
tion site and workshop; and

• external data not directly available in the
National Council on Aging data, such as
type of lead agency in the state and loca-
tion of the workshop.

Additional information about the work-
shops in grantees’ administrative data was in-
cluded in the regression analysis to examine
whether these features might also be related
to completion rates. This includes whether
the grantee was a department of aging or
public health (both were eligible to apply
as grantees); whether an optional introduc-
tory “class zero” was offered to give par-
ticipants an idea of the workshop format;*
metro/nonmetro location, given known trans-
portation challenges in rural areas; and time of
year the workshop was scheduled to account
for weather and transportation as possible bar-
riers to attendance.

After removing observations with miss-
ing data (for participants or implementation
sites), our data contain 55 803 participants
and 5505 workshops in CDSMP and 8242 par-
ticipants and 815 workshops in DSMP. We
conducted 3 regressions: (1) pooled CDSMP
and DSMP; (2) only CDSMP; and (3) only
DSMP. The pooled regressions show “av-
erage” impact of each explanatory variable

*A workshop site can hold an “orientation” class/session
(prior to the 6 actual sessions) to explain class activities,
provide an overview of the workshop, and collect base-
line data.
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Table 5. Participants and Completion Rates in CDSMP and DSMP

All Diabetic Persons

Workshops Participants Completion, % Participants, % Completion, %

CDSMP
7,749 89,861 74.5 23,579 77.2

DSMP
1,119 12,533 77.9 8,311 80.7

Abbreviations: CDSMP, Chronic Disease Self-Management Program; DSMP, Diabetes Self-Management Program.

without distinguishing between CDSMP and
DSMP workshops except for a dummy vari-
able to allow for differences between the
2. The 2 remaining regressions use subsets
of CDSMP or DSMP data completely inde-
pendently.* The results in Table 6 provide
odds ratios from the logistic regressions. The
columns labeled models 1 to 3 present find-
ings for pooled, CDSMP only, and DSMP only
regressions. We summarized the findings by
participant demographic characteristics and
workshop characteristics.

PARTICIPANT DEMOGRAPHIC
CHARACTERISTICS

The results show that the odds of comple-
tion for female participants were about 9%
higher than for male participants in CDSMP
and 14% higher in DSMP (with an average
of 10% in model 1). With respect to race,
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders were the
smallest group (<1% of CDSMP participants)
but had the highest odds of completion in
CDSMP (4 times more likely than whites).

*A coefficient estimate (in odds ratio form) that is greater
(less) than 1 indicates that variable increases (decreases)
the odds of a participant completing the program. For
example, an odds ratio of 1.25 indicates that the odds
of a participant completing the program are 25% higher
for a 1-unit increase in the predictor variable. On the
contrary, an odds ratio of 0.9 indicates that the odds of a
participant completing the program are 10% lower for a
1-unit increase in the predictor variable.

African Americans were 15% more likely to
complete CDSMP than whites, but significant
differences did not appear in DSMP between
the 2 races. Asian/Asian Americans made up of
less than 5% of the participants but were 96%
more likely to complete DSMP than whites.
There are no significant differences in CDSMP
between the 2 races. With respect to ethnic-
ity, there are no significant differences be-
tween participants who are Hispanic and not
Hispanic in CDSMP, but the odds of com-
pletion for Hispanics are 33% lower than for
not Hispanics in DSMP. Additional research is
needed to help explain this finding.

The data do show significant differences
between participants of different age groups.
The odds of completion for age groups 60 to
84 years are significantly higher than for the
participants in the 85+ and under 60 years
age groups, but the impact in DSMP is higher
than in CDSMP. Specifically, the odds of com-
pletion in both CDSMP and DSMP for the 65 to
74 years age group are the highest among all
age groups, whereas the odds of completion
are lowest for the under 60 and 85+ years age
groups (odds of completion are 18% and 48%
higher in CDSMP and DSMP, respectively, for
65 to 74 years age group compared with the
under 60 years age group).

HEALTH STATUS

We also considered the effect of chronic
conditions reported by participants on
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Table 6. Logit Regression Results—Completion Rates

Pooled (1) CDSMP (2) DSMP (3)

Dependent Variable: Completion
DSMP 1.007
Male
Female 1.100a 1.094a 1.143b

White
African American 1.148a 1.152a 1.110
American Indian/Alaskan 0.919 0.947 0.668
Asian/Asian American 1.013 0.963 1.958c

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 3.582a 4.039a 1.064
Multiracial/other 1.047 1.122b 0.805b

Not Hispanic or Latino
Hispanic or Latino 0.889c 0.952 0.676a

Age <60 y
Age 60-64 y 1.165a 1.149a 1.276c

Age 65-74 y 1.220a 1.182a 1.479a

Age 75-84 y 1.152a 1.132a 1.263c

Age 85+ 0.946 0.932 0.978

No conditions
Arthritis 1.015 1.026 0.955
Cancer 1.032 1.035 1.000
Depression 0.831a 0.833a 0.815c

Diabetes 1.011 0.988 1.145b

Heart disease 0.989 1.010 0.882
Hypertension 1.081a 1.102a 0.971
Lung disease 0.971 0.980 0.904
Stroke 0.964 0.982 0.883
Other chronic disease 1.023 1.023 1.062
Osteoporosis 1.061b 1.075b 0.964
Multiple chronic diseases 1.045 1.041 1.051

Site: Residential facility
Site: Senior center 1.372a 1.372a 1.347a

Site: Health care organization 1.149a 1.125a 1.361c

Site: Faith-based organization 1.522a 1.629a 0.940
Site: Area agency on aging 1.477a 1.472a 1.470b

Site: Other 1.509a 1.480a 1.670a

Site in nonmetro area
Site in metro area 0.912a 0.904a 1.009

Class 0 not offered
Class 0 offered 1.124a 1.080c 1.426a

11-16 participants
<6 participants 1.624a 1.540a 2.368a

6-10 participants 1.047 1.029 1.189c

17-20 participants 0.960 0.956 1.000
>20 participants 0.499c 0.503c

(continues)
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Table 6. Logit Regression Results—Completion Rates (Continued)

Pooled (1) CDSMP (2) DSMP (3)

English workshop
Spanish workshop 1.602a 1.475a 2.062a

Lead agency: Aging
Lead agency: Public health 0.871a 0.871a 0.877

Workshop in January-March
Workshop in April-June 1.037 1.060b 0.839b

Workshop in July-September 1.023 1.035 0.934
Workshop in October-December 0.893a 0.906a 0.795c

N 64,045 55,803 8,242

Abbreviations: CDSMP, Chronic Disease Self-Management Program; DSMP, Diabetes Self-Management Program.
a0.1% significance level.
b5% significance level.
c1% significance level.

workshop completion rates. Among the list
of 10 possible chronic conditions, depression
significantly lowers the odds of completion
in both CDSMP and DSMP. The odds of com-
pletion for participants who report depres-
sion are approximately 16% to 19% lower
than for participants who do not report de-
pression in both programs. Also, the odds of
completion increase for participants with hy-
pertension (10%) and osteoporosis (7.5%) for
CDSMP compared with participants who do
not report any chronic conditions (see “Dis-
cussion”). Interestingly, the odds of comple-
tion increase for participants with diabetes
in DSMP (15%), but the differences are in-
significant in CDSMP. Finally, the presence
of other chronic conditions does not signif-
icantly affect the odds of completion in either
of the programs. After controlling for individ-
ual chronic conditions, the effect of having
multiple chronic conditions on completion is
insignificant for both programs.

WORKSHOP SITE AND
CHARACTERISTICS

We examined the effects of type and loca-
tion of the workshop site, whether the work-

shop included an introductory class zero, and
the number of workshop participants, and our
findings confirm that the type of workshop
site affects the odds of completion. These
findings are consistent with previous analy-
ses, suggesting that the site where workshops
are offered may be associated with comple-
tion, and that participant groups varied in
their preferences to enroll in workshops de-
pending on where they were offered. Us-
ing residential facilities as the comparison
group (or excluded type in the regressions),
we found that completion rates are the low-
est in residential facilities for CDSMP and in
residential facilities and faith-based organiza-
tions for DSMP, and completion rates are
the highest among faith-based organizations
(63%) in CDSMP and area agencies on aging
(47%) in DSMP (excluding the “other” types
of sites).* Interestingly, faith-based organiza-
tions had the lowest completion rates (with

*Remaining types of organizations that were grouped to-
gether under an “other” category were county health
departments, educational institutions, libraries, multipur-
pose social services organizations, recreational organiza-
tions, tribal centers, workplaces, and other unspecified
locations.
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residential facilities) in DSMP, although faith-
based organizations had the highest comple-
tion rates in CDSMP.

The results of model 2 show that the odds
of completion at sites in metro areas are about
9% lower than in nonmetro areas for CDSMP.
In model 3, we found no significant differ-
ences between any of the type of location in
DSMP. Interestingly, the odds of completion
in workshops that offered class zero, which
is designed to improve recruitment into the
workshop rather than completion, are about
8% and 43% higher for CDSMP and DSMP,
respectively, than in workshops that did not
offer class zero.

To investigate the influence of workshop
size (defined as the number of participants)
on likelihood of completion, we created 5 size
categories: (1) less than 6 participants, (2) 6 to
10 participants, (3) 11 to 16 participants, (4)
17 to 20 participants, and (5) 21 participants
or more. We analyzed the effect of workshop
size using the “11 to 16 participants” category
as the comparison group, averaging the 10 to
16 “ideal” class size for CDSMP and the 12 to
16 “ideal” class size for DSMP recommended
by Stanford program developers. The small-
est workshops for both CDSMP and DSMP
had the highest completion rates: The odds of
completion in workshops with less than 6 par-
ticipants were about 54% and 137% higher in
CDSMP and DSMP, respectively, than in work-
shops with 11 to 16 participants. Our find-
ings indicate that the odds of completion in
DSMP workshops with 6 to 10 participants are
about 19% higher than in workshops with 11
to 16 participants. However, there are no sig-
nificant differences between workshops with
6 to 10 participants and 11 to 16 participants
for CDSMP. Finally, the likelihood of comple-
tion drops significantly (about 50%) in CDSMP
workshops with more than 20 participants.
There are no DSMP workshops with more
than 20 participants.

Finally, our analyses showed that the odds
of completion are significantly higher in
Spanish CDSMP (Tomando Control de su
Salud) and DSMP (Tomando Control de su
Diabetes) workshops than in English lan-

guage workshops with larger differences for
DSMP.

GRANTEE CHARACTERISTICS

Both aging and public health agencies
were eligible to serve as lead agency for the
ACL/AoA grant awards. The completion rates
were 13% lower in CDSMP when the recipient
of grants was a public health agency, but there
were no significant differences between the 2
for DSMP. However, it is important to note
that this may not be a reflection on the grantee
type, rather it may reflect a different program
or population focus depending on lead
agency. But, because both types of agencies
were involved in each grant, more research
is needed to understand this difference.

TIMING OF WORKSHOPS

The likelihood of workshop completion
is significantly lower for workshops offered
during October-December period (possibly
due to holidays) for both CDSMP and DSMP
than for workshops offered during January-
March period. Finally, we found that the
CDSMP workshops offered in April-June pe-
riod have higher completion rates than in
January-March period, but the opposite is true
for DSMP.

DISCUSSION

While individuals with diabetes partici-
pated in both CDSMP and DSMP, completion
rates were higher than average for partici-
pants with diabetes in both programs (77.2%
for individuals with diabetes in CDSMP vs
74.5% for all participants, and 80.7% for in-
dividuals with diabetes in DSMP vs 77.9% for
all participants). Our analyses also confirm the
study hypothesis that completion rates would
likely be higher for individuals with diabetes
who participated in DSMP than in CDSMP,
given the specific focus on diabetes offered in
DSMP.

Individuals with diabetes accounted for a
substantial portion of workshop participants
in both CDSMP and DSMP, with 26.2% of
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CDSMP participants and 66.3% of DSMP par-
ticipants reporting a diabetes diagnosis. As we
noted previously, it is interesting that one-
third (33.7%) of DSMP participants did not
self-report as individuals with diabetes, sug-
gesting that many DSMP participants were
likely prediabetic or nondiabetic caregivers
of people with diabetes (see caveats below
regarding participation by caregivers of indi-
viduals with chronic diseases in CDSMP and
DSMP).

Consistent with findings in other studies,
females were more likely than males to partic-
ipate in and complete either CDSMP or DSMP.
However, males with diabetes accounted for
a higher percentage of diabetic participants
than males among nondiabetic participants
(but reporting other chronic conditions). The
proportions of African Americans and Hispan-
ics, groups disproportionately affected by di-
abetes, were higher in DSMP than in CDSMP.
It may be that community members are more
aware of the importance of managing their
diabetes given its relatively high prevalence,
or that grantees and workshop sites targeted
outreach to these populations with a focus on
diabetes self-management. Notably, once en-
rolled as participants, African Americans had
impressive completion rates, above those re-
ported for whites in CDSMP, but the results
are inconclusive in DSMP. With respect to
the completion rates of Hispanics, we get
mixed results for both CDSMP and DSMP be-
cause of data limitations. Furthermore, whites
who self-reported a diagnosis of diabetes were
more likely to participate in CDSMP than in
DSMP. These findings may reflect availabil-
ity of each workshop type, participant prefer-
ences, or targeted outreach. Further research
is needed outside the Communities Putting
Prevention to Work initiative to better under-
stand the meaning of these results.

Most participants, including individuals
with and without diabetes, reported multi-
ple chronic conditions. Our findings showed
higher prevalence of chronic conditions
among CDSMP participants in both diabetic
and nondiabetic subpopulations (although
the opposite is true in the aggregate) than

among DSMP participants. With the excep-
tion of diabetes in DSMP, hypertension was
the most common chronic condition in both
workshops, followed by arthritis. For both
groups, a diagnosis of depression, not surpris-
ingly, was associated with significantly lower
completion rates, with a slightly larger effect
for CDSMP.

The likelihood of completion was also as-
sociated with participant’s age, with odds of
completion highest for the 65- to 74-year-old
group and lowest for individuals younger than
60 years and those aged 85 years and older.
Results are similar for CDSMP and DSMP. We
also found that Hispanics were less likely to
complete DSMP than non-Hispanics. The rea-
sons for this are not clear. Additional research
is needed to help explain this finding.

Workshop setting was related to comple-
tion. Diabetes Self-Management Program was
most likely to be offered in senior centers,
while CDSMP was most likely to be offered in
health care organizations and senior centers
(excluding all “other” settings such as county
health departments, educational institutions,
libraries, multipurpose social services organi-
zations, and other unspecified locations). Res-
idential facilities had the lowest completion
rates for both CDSMP and DSMP. Faith-based
organizations had similar completion rates as
residential facilities for DSMP but had the
highest completion rates for CDSMP. Comple-
tion rates were also higher when the grantee
was a department of aging than a department
of public health.

It is important to note several caveats in
considering these results. Our findings are ob-
servational, based on program administrative
data from the Communities Putting Preven-
tion to Work initiative, and may be limited
in generalizability to other initiatives and set-
tings. We should remind that the 2 groups of
participants analyzed—CDSMP and DSMP—
were not randomly assigned to 1 of the work-
shops. Implementing sites use different re-
cruiting methods and channels, and partici-
pants choose to attend whichever workshop
they think will be best for their health status.
In some cases, it could be the case that only 1
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of CDSMP or DSMP was available in a particu-
lar geographic area.

As we have stated previously, it is not pos-
sible to attribute causality in this study, given
limitations of the data. Also, we are not able to
examine changes in self-management behav-
iors or health outcomes, ability to get peo-
ple to attend a program at all (eg, recruit-
ment success), and quality and success of the
workshop, as such information was not col-
lected and monitored. Finally, both programs
are open to caregivers, which inadvertently
would affect our estimates. Unfortunately, our
data do not allow us to distinguish caregivers
from other participants.

Considering that these programs are de-
signed for individuals with chronic diseases,
it could be argued that the focus of the
analyses should be participants with chronic
diseases. Also, participants with no chronic
diseases might be more likely to be care-
givers of other individuals. To address these
concerns, we reestimated our model by ex-
cluding participants who did not report any
chronic condition and found that having di-
abetes or not did not have a significant ef-
fect on the likelihood of completion in ei-
ther of the 2 programs compared with partici-
pants with other chronic diseases. We believe

that this issue requires more detailed data
collection and further investigation in future
studies.

CONCLUSION

Our findings show that grantees have suc-
cessfully delivered community-based diabetes
self-management education to diverse popu-
lations, including minority populations that
experience higher than average prevalence
of this potentially disabling and costly condi-
tion. Diabetes Self-Management Program ap-
pears to have been particularly successful, re-
sulting in higher completion rates for diabetic
populations. While more research is needed
on the comparative effectiveness of CDSMP
and DSMP for older adults with diabetes, our
findings demonstrate that evidence-based dia-
betes self-management education provided in
small groups through these programs can be
brought to scale, achieving impressive com-
pletion rates for minority populations and
others highly affected by diabetes type 2. Di-
abetes Self-Management Program, in particu-
lar, achieved high completion rates for partic-
ipants and is a viable tool to help stem the
impact of diabetes and its prediabetic condi-
tions.
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