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Abstract

The elderly population in Korea is growing rapidly and their needs for long-term care has also increased. By the year
2018, our society will be approaching aged society and by 2026 it will be a super-aged society. The purpose of this study
was to employ conjoint analysis to establish the relative importance of foodservice encounters in terms of determining the
utility values of hospital foodservice for elderly patients. According to the results pearson's R(0.420) and Kendall's tau(0.402)
statistics showed that the model fits the data well(p<0.05). The relative importance scores of hospital foodservice encounters
were as follows: dietary counseling with dietetics(51.2%), foodservice personnel(48.7%), and food(0.1%). A soft cooking
method(0.001) was preferred to a general cooking method(0.001), and kind foodservice personnel(0.086) were preferred to
quick service(— 0.086). Finally, counseling with a dietitian once a week(—0.138) was preferred to counseling twice a week
(—0.276). Based on this conjoint analysis, the most preferable model for foodservice at a long-term care facility would
be; soft cooking methods, kind service by foodservice personnel, and dietetic counseling once a week. Overall, a better
understanding of the specific needs of our institutionalized elderly is one of the key elements that can help our long-term

care system develop improved foodservice programs.

Key words: relative importance, utility values, long-term care facility, elderly patients, conjoint analysis.
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Table 1. General characteristics of respondents (N=94)
Characteristics Freq. % ’ Characteristics Freq. %
Male 32 337 Internal 20 212
Gender
Female 62 65.3 Rehabilitation 29 30.8
40~49 0 0 Medical dept.  Orthopedic surgery 7 7.4
30~39 ’ >3 Neurology 36 38.2
60~69 17 179 Family medicine 2 21
A 70~79 38 40.0
& < 1 week 4 42
80~89 25 26.3
1~2 week 7 7.4
90~99 8 84
No answer 2 2.2 Days of 273 week 8 84
Live with husband/wife 13 137 | hospitalization  3~4 week 3 32
tentil Live with offsprings 45 474 > 1 month 7 74.7
Residenti
SIS Live alone 30 316 Others 2 22
status
Other 5 53 Single occupancy 0 0
No answer 2 21 Hospital Double occupancy 0 0
Single 4 42 room type Triple occupancy 1 1.1
Married 27 284 > 4 occupancy 93 98.9
Marital Widow/widower 44 46.3 Yes 51 537
tatus i .
s Divorce or separated 18 189 Use of No 0 453
Other 0 0 denture
No answer 1 1.1
No answer 2 2.1 p”
i 9 N
< Middle schoo! graduate 68 71.6 Pain from Serious 3
High school graduate 15 15.8 disease Normal 39 411
Education  2yr. College graduate 1 11 No answer 15 15.8
> University graduate 6 6.3 Meal type Patient meal 3 76.8
Etc. 5 53 Dietary therapy 21 22.1
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Table 2. Importance of foodservice attributes for long-
term care facility

Importance
Attributes Ist analysis(%) 2nd analysis(%)

(n=94) (1=79)
Cooking method 0.1 0.1
Foodservice personnel 47.7 48.7
Counselling with dietitian 49.0 51.2
Pearson's r 0.252 0.420
Kendall's tau 0.237 0.402
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Fig. 3 Utilities of service attributes.

Table 3. Conjoint analysis of foodservice attributes for long-term care facility

1st analysis 2nd analysis
(N=94) (N=79)

Attribute Level Utility Attribute Level Utility
Cooking Soft cooking method 0.003 Cooking Soft cooking method 0.001
method General cooking method —0.003 method General cooking method —0.001
Foodservice Fast service —0.069 Foodservice Fast service —0.086
personnel Kindly service 0.069 personnel Kindly service 0.086
Counselling with  Once a week 0.063 Counselling with  Once a week —0.138
dietitian Twice a week —0.063 dietitian Twice a week —0.276
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Table 4. Preference of operation profile for hypothetical
foodservice for elderly long-term care facilities

Ranking Attributes of hypothetical foodservice  Preference

Soft cooking method
1 Kindly service
Counselling with dietitian 1/wk

—0.051

General cooking method
2 Kindly service —0.053

Counselling with dietitian 1/wk

Soft cooking method
3 Kindly service

Counselling with dietitian 2/wk

—0.189

General cooking method
4 Kindly service —0.191

Counselling with dietitian 2/wk

Soft cooking method
5 Fast service —0.223

Counselling with dietitian 1/wk

General cooking method
6 Fast service —0.225

Counselling with dietitian 1/wk

Soft cooking method
7 Fast service —0.361

Counselling with dietitian 2/wk

General cooking method
8 Fast service —0.363

Counselling with dietitian 2/wk
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