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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to identify the attitudes of non-commercial foodservice dietiians toward hiring older workers who
are over fifty-five years of age. Questionnaires were sent to 600 members of Korea Dietitians Association who are working in Seoul,
Korea. Dara from 233 usable responses were analyzed using the SAS package program. The study showed that dietifans do not
have a favorable perception of hiring older workers, Dietitians responded older workers have more serions accidents than younger
workers(under age 30). In addition, they think that older workers are harder to train, find it more difficult to adapt to new ways of
working , and are slower in their work. On the positive side, the response did show that dietitians realize that older workers are not
absent from work as frequently than younger workers and that they are more cooperate than younger workers. The data also
showed that those dietitians who had had more positive experience with older workers also perceive the workers in more positive
way than those dietitians that have had a negative experience with older workers(p < 0.001). Finally, dietitians who are working in
industrial foodservice showed more positive attitudes toward older workers than the dictitians who are working in hospital and
school foodservice(p < 0.01). (Korean J Nutrition 32(7) = 821~826, 1999)
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Table 1. Respondents’ characteristics
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Table 2. Respondents' business characteristics

Personal characteristics Frequency(No) Percentage(%)

Business characteristics Frequency(No) Percentage(%)

Cender
Fernale 229 98.3
Male 4 1.7
Total 233 100.0
Age group
20-30 125 53.6
31 -40 91 39.1
41 and older 17 7.3
Total 233 100.0
Marriage _status
Single 115 49.4
Married 118 50.6
Total 233 100.0
Highest level of education
2 year college 67 288
4 year college degree 143 61.4
Master's degree 16 6.9
Doctloral degree 2 0.9
Other 5 2.1
Total 233 100.0
Job title
Dietitian 184 84.8
Head dietitian 33 15.2
Total 217 100.0
Career as dietitians
2 vears and under 51 21.9
2-5 years 81 348
6-10 years 64 275
Over 10 years 26 11.2
Total 222 100.0
Have you supervised older workers
Yes 137 65.9
No 71 34.1
Total 208 100.0

Kind of foodservice

Industry 116 49.8
School 84 36.1
Hospital 33 14.2
Total 233 100.0
Operation system
Operated by business 190 82.0
Operated by conlractor 43 18.0
Total 233 100.0
Number ol employees
1~50 213 91.4
51-100 9 39
More than 100 11 4.7
Total 233 100.0
Number of older warkers*
Under 5 217 93.1
6-10 11 4.7
More than 10 5 2.1
Total 233 100.0
Serving number per Day
1 116 56.6
2 16 7.8
3 43 21.0
4 30 14.6
Total 205 100.0
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Table 2. Attitudes toward older workers: Results of the 15-guestions

ltemns Mean  S.D.*
1% SRAE) FIFAAS Ange] gL 2EARY Jojn Y7Eo. 251 1.00
2. 1% 22AEE d9 £44 A7E 2L g 250 101
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*Standard Deviation, **Mean composite score for 15-item attitude scale



Table 4. Attitude toward older workers by experience level of
respondents

Experience Mean®* Star?dard N F-test
level{year) deviation
5 44.00 2.83 22"
4 48.09 5.43 354
3 43.48 4.88 54 F = 2855
2 39.37 497 59°  (p < 0.001)
1 35.73 6.69 41°

*Mean composile score for 15-item attitude scale
1) Vaues with different superscripts(a, b, ¢) are significantly different
. by Duncan's multiple range test(p < 0.001)

Table 5. Attitude toward older workers by kind of foodservice
Kind of

Standard N

Mean* F-test
foodservice deviation
Industry 43.24 6.56 100" F=672
Hospital 40.07 5.66 28° (p < 0.01)
School 39.86 6.71 78"

*Mean composile score for 15-item attitude scale
1) Vaues with different superseripts(a, b) are significantly different by
Duncan's multiple range test(p < 0.01)
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