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Study population

Independent variables

Socio—demographic and
Social support
characteristics

National
Survey of
Older
Koreans
(2020):

Young-old
(65-74 years
old),

Old-old
(=75 years
old)

Sex, Age, Marital status,
Education,
Residential area,
Annual household income,
Recipient of social
security,
Religion, Care giver,
Living with children,
Payer of living expenses

Health and Functional
status characteristics

No. of chronic diseases,
Health status satisfaction,
Long-term care insurance,
Convalescent hospital,
Depression,
Cognitive function

Residential environment

characteristics

Housing occupancy types,
Residential suitability,
Housing satisfaction,
Constraint of going out

Dependent variable

)

Rao—-Scott
Chi-square
test

Independent
t-test

Survey
logistic
regression

Figure 1. Frame of the study.

Desired
residential
type:

Nursing
home, Home
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National Survey of Older
Koreans(2020) :
(N=10,097)

Answered by proxy
(N=177)

Never thought about it
(N=3)

Final study population
N=9,917

'

'

Young-old
(N=5,976)

Old-old
(N=3,941)

Figure 2. Selection process of the study sample.
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Table 2. Definition of control variables: socio-demographic and

support characteristics

social

Marital status

Variable Category
Sex Male; Female
Age Age(year)
Married;

Divorced, Separated, Widowed, Unmarried

Education

<Elementary school; Middle school;
High school; =College

Residential area

Major city; Small and medium city;
Rural area

Annual household income

Lowest; Second lowest;
Second highest; Highest

Recipient of social

. No; Yes
security
L. None; Buddhism; Protestantism;
Religion ..
Catholicism; Other type
Care giver No; Yes; Not—applicable

Living with children

Desirable; Undesirable

Payer of living expenses

Oneself or spouse; Children; Other type
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Table 3. Definition of control variables: health and functional status
characteristics

Variable Category

No. of chronic diseases Continuous variable

Very dissatisfied;
Health status satisfaction | Dissatisfied; Neutral:

Satisfied; Very satisfied

Long-term care insurance Yes; No

Convalescent hospital

R Yes; No
(within 1 year)
Depression Yes; No
Cognitive function Normal; Dysfunction
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Table 4. Definition of control variables: residential environment
characteristics

Variable Category

Free; Monthly rent;
Housing occupancy types Lump-sum housing lease;

Own house

Inconvenience of living;
Residential suitability No facilities of the elderly;
Equipped with facilities for the elderly

Housing satisfaction Dissatisfied; Neutral; Satisfied

None; Mobility constraints;
Constraint of going out Lack of public transport;
Walking hazard
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Table 5. General characteristics of study sample: young-old vs old-old

(N=9,917)
Characteristics Young-0ld(N=5976)  01d-old(N=3941)
N(%) or M*+SD N(%) or M*£SD
Dependent variable
Desired residential type
Nursing home 1,815 (30.4) 1,366 (34.7)
Home 4,161 (69.6) 2,575 (65.3)
Socio—demographic and Social support characteristics
Sex
Male 2,523 (42.2) 1,447 (36.7)
Female 3,453 (57.8) 2,494 (63.3)
Age 68.9+2.8 80.3%x4.2
Marital status
Married 4,063 (68.0) 1,784 (45.3)
Divorced, Separated, Widowed, Unmarried 1,913 (32.0) 2,157 (54.7)
Education
<Elementary school 1,651 (27.6) 2,779 (70.5)
Middle school 1,690 (28.3) 639 (16.2)
High school 2,251 (37.7) 403 (10.2)
>(College 384 (6.4) 120 (3.0)
Residential area
Major city 2,717 (45.5) 1,390 (35.3)
Small and medium city 1,770 (29.6) 1,216 (30.9)
Rural area 1,489 (24.9) 1,335 (33.9)
Annual household income(quartiles)
Lowest 1,106 (18.5) 1,372 (34.8)
Second lowest 1,200 (20.1) 1,281 (32.5)
Second highest 1,753 (29.3) 723 (18.4)
Highest 1,917 (32.1) 565 (14.3)
Recipient of social security
No 5,663 (94.8) 3,529 (89.6)
Yes 313 (5.2) 412 (10.5)

Values are presented as number (%) or M(mean)=*SD(standard deviation)
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Table 5. General characteristics
(cont inued)

of study sample: young-old vs old-old

(N=9,917)

Young-01d(N=5976) 01d-01d(N=3941)

Characteristics N(%) or M£SD N(%) or H£SD
Religion
None 2,413 (40.4) 1,657 (42.1)
Buddhi sm 1,463 (24.5) 1,000 (25.4)
Protestantism 1,373 (23.0) 877 (22.3)
Catholicism 661 (11.1) 393 (10.0)
Other type 66 (1.1) 14 (0.4)
Care giver
No 165 (2.8) 353 (9.0)
Yes 136 (2.3) 362 (9.2)
Not-applicable 5,675 (95.0) 3,226 (81.9)
Living with children
Desirable 563 (9.4) 608 (15.4)
Undesirable 5,413 (90.6) 3,333 (84.6)
Payer of living expenses
Oneself or spouse 5,344 (89.4) 2,970 (75.4)
Children 596 (10.0) 921 (23.4)
Other type 36 (0.6) 50 (1.3)
Health and Functional status characteristics
No. of chronic diseases 1.6x1.4 2.2+1.5
Health status satisfaction
Very dissatisfied 75 (1.3) 171 (4.3)
Dissatisfied 546 (9.1) 905 (23.0)
Neutral 1,618 (27.1) 1,390 (35.3)
Satisfied 3,363 (56.3) 1,385 (35.1)
Very satisfied 374 (6.3) 90 (2.3)

Values are presented as number (%) or M(mean)=*SD(standard deviation)
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Table 5. General characteristics of study sample: young-old vs old-old
(continued)

(N=9,917)
Characteristics Young—o1d(N=5976) 01d-o01d(N=3941)
N(%) or M*xSD N(%) or M+SD
Long-term care insurance
Yes 31 (0.5) 182 (4.6)
No 5,945 (99.5) 3,759 (95.4)
Convalescent hospital(within 1 year)
Yes 9 (0.2) 11 (0.3)
No 5,967 (99.9) 3,930 (99.7)
Depression
Yes 610 (10.2) 683 (17.3)
No 5,366 (89.8) 3,258 (82.7)
Cognitive function
Normal 4,133 (69.2) 2,471 (62.7)
Dysfunction 1,843 (30.8) 1,470 (37.3)
Residential environment characteristics
Housing occupancy types
Free 90 (1.5) 284 (7.2)
Monthly rent 440 (7.4) 383 (9.7)
Lump-sum housing lease 547 (9.2) 266 (6.8)
Own house 4,899 (82.0) 3,008 (76.3)
Residential suitability
Inconvenience of living 478 (8.0) 497 (12.6)
No facilities of the elderly 4,235 (70.9) 2,840 (72.1)
Equipped with facilities for the elderly 1,263 (21.1) 604 (15.3)
Housing satisfaction
Dissatisfied 194 (3.3) 204 (5.2)
Neutral 1,110 (18.6) 951 (24.1)
Satisfied 4,672 (78.2) 2,786 (70.7)
Constraint of going out
None 2,616 (43.8) 877 (22.3)
Mobility constraints 2,162 (36.2) 2,228 (56.5)
Lack of public transport 295 (4.9) 262 (6.7)
Walking hazard 903 (15.1) 574 (14.6)

Values are presented as number (%) or M(mean)* SD(standard deviation)
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Table 6. Univariable analysis: desired residential type of young-old
(N=5,976)

Nursing home Home )
Characteristics (N=1,815) (N=4,161) p-value

N(%) or M£SD N(%) or M£SD

Socio-demographic and Social support characteristics

Sex 0.011
Male 720 (28.5) 1,803 (71.5)
Female 1,095 (31.7) 2,358 (68.3)
Age(M£3D) 69.0x£2.8 68.9t2.8 0.014%
Marital status <.001
Married 1,136 (28.0) 2,927 (72.0)
Divorced, Separated, Widowed, Unmarried 679 (35.5) 1,234 (64.5)
Education 0.135
<Elementary school 468 (28.4) 1,183 (71.7)
Middle school 549 (32.5) 1,141 (67.5)
High school 677 (30.1) 1,574 (69.9)
>(College 121 (31.5) 263 (68.5)
Residential area <.001
Major city 768 (28.3) 1,949 (71.7)
Small and medium city 630 (35.6) 1,140 (64.4)
Rural area 417 (28.0) 1,072 (72.0)
Annual household income(quartiles) <.001
Lowest 292 (26.4) 814 (73.6)
Second lowest 402 (33.5) 798 (66.5)
Second highest 579 (33.0) 1,174 (67.0)
Highest 542 (28.3) 1,375 (71.7)
Recipient of social security <.001
No 1,677 (29.6) 3,986 (70.4)
Yes 138 (44.1) 175 (55.9)
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Table 6. Univariable analysis: desired residential type of young-old(continued)

(N=5,976)
Nursing home Home
Characteristics (N=1,815) (N=4,161) pvalue’
N(%) or M+SD N(%) or M+SD

Religion 0.009
None 730 (30.3) 1,683 (69.8)
Buddhism 391 (26.7) 1,072 (73.3)
Protestantism 453 (33.0) 920 (67.0)
Catholicism 216 (32.7) 445 (67.3)
Other type 25 (37.9) 41 (62.1)
Care giver 0.073
No 58 (35.2) 107 (64.9)
Yes 40 (29.4) 96 (70.6)
Not-applicable 1,717 (30.3) 3,958 (69.7)
Living with children 0.001
Desirable 130 (23.1) 433 (76.9)
Undesirable 1,685 (31.1) 3,728 (68.9)
Payer of living expenses 0.027
Oneself or spouse 1,640 (30.7) 3,704 (69.3)
Children 155 (26.0) 441 (74.0)
Other type 20 (55.6) 16 (44.4)
Health and Functional status characteristics
No. of chronic diseases 1.6x£1.4 1.6x1.4 0.3817
Health status satisfaction <.001
Very dissatisfied 43 (57.3) 32 (42.7)
Dissatisfied 205 (37.6) 341 (62.5)
Neutral 495 (30.6) 1,123 (69.4)
Satisfied 932 (29.2) 2,381 (70.8)
Very satisfied 90 (24.1) 284 (75.9)
Long-term care insurance 0.166
Yes 13 (41.9) 18 (58.1)
No 1,802 (30.3) 4,143 (69.7)
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Table 6. Univariable analysis: desired residential type of young-old(continued)

(N=5,976)
Nursing home Home
Characteristics (N=1,815) (N=4,161) pvalue’
N(%) or M£SD N(%) or M£SD

Convalescent hospital(within 1 year) 0.343
Yes 4 (44.4) 5 (55.6)

No 1,811 (30.4) 4,156 (69.7)

Depression 0.005
Yes 216 (35.4) 394 (64.6)

No 1,599 (29.8) 3,767 (70.2)

Cognitive function Depression <.001
Normal 1,175 (28.4) 2,958 (71.6)
Dysfunction 640 (34.7) 1,203 (65.3)
Residential environment

Housing occupancy types <.001
Free 32 (35.6) 58 (64.4)

Monthly rent 190 (43.2) 250 (56.8)

Lump—sum housing lease 247 (45.2) 300 (54.8)

Own house 1,346 (27.5) 3,553 (72.5)
Residential suitability 0.082
Inconvenience of living 145 (30.3) 333 (69.7)

No facilities of the elderly 1,331 (31.4) 2,904 (68.6)

Equipped with facilities for the elderly 339 (26.8) 924 (73.2)

Housing satisfaction <.001
Dissatisfied 102 (52.6) 92 (47.4)

Neutral 448 (40.4) 662 (59.6)

Satisfied 1,265 (27.1) 3,407 (72.9)

Constraint of going out <.001
None 699 (26.7) 1,917 (73.3)

Mobility constraints 704 (32.6) 1,458 (67.4)

Lack of public transport 85 (28.8) 210 (71.2)

Walking hazard 327 (36.2) 576 (63.8)

Values are presented as number (%)
* P-value for the Rao-Scott chi-square test
P-value for the Independent t-test
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Table 7. Univariable analysis: desired residential type of old-old
(N=3,941)

Nursing home Home
Characteristics (N=1, 366) (N=2,575)

N(%) or M£SD N(%) or M£SD

p-value’

Socio-demographic and Social support characteristics

Sex 0.005
Male 453 (31.3) 994 (68.7)
Female 913 (36.6) 1,581 (63.4)
Age(M£SD) 80.7%+4.3 80.1x4.1 <.001T
Marital status <.001
Married 538 (30.2) 1,246 (69.8)
Divorced, Separated, Widowed, Unmarried 828 (38.4) 1,329 (61.6)
Education 0.782
<Elementary school 979 (35.2) 1,800 (64.8)
Middle school 229 (35.8) 410 (64.2)
High school 127 (31.5) 276 (68.5)
>(College 31 (25.8) 89 (74.2)
Residential area 0.137
Major city 435 (31.3) 955 (68.7)
Small and medium city 449 (36.9) 767 (63.1)
Rural area 482 (36.1) 853 (63.9)
Annual household income(quartiles) 0.686
Lowest 450 (32.8) 922 (67.2)
Second lowest 461 (36.0) 820 (64.0)
Second highest 250 (34.6) 473 (65.4)
Highest 205 (36.3) 360 (63.7)
Recipient of social security 0.246
No 1,200 (34.6) 2,309 (65.4)
Yes 146 (35.4) 266 (64.6)
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Table 7. Univariable analysis: desired residential type of old-old (continued)

(N=3,941)

Characteristics

Nursing home

(N=1,366)

Home

(N=2,575)

p-value”

N(%) or M£SD N(%) or M£SD

Religion 0.374
None 617 (37.2) 1,040 (62.8)

Buddhism 305 (30.5) 695 (69.5)
Protestantism 302 (34.4) 575 (65.6)
Catholicism 136 (34.6) 257 (65.4)

Other type 6 (42.9) 8 (57.1)

Care giver 0.010
No 130 (36.8) 223 (63.2)

Yes 171 (47.2) 191 (52.8)
Not-applicable 1,065 (33.0) 2,161 (67.0)

Living with children 0.500
Desirable 187 (30.8) 421 (69.2)
Undesirable 1,179 (35.4) 2,154 (64.6)

Payer of living expenses 0.001
Oneself or spouse 963 (32.4) 2,007 (67.6)

Children 373 (40.5) 548 (59.5)

Other type 30 (60.0) 20 (40.0)

Health and Functional status characteristics

No. of chronic diseases 2.3%t1.6 2.1£1.4 <.001t
Health status satisfaction <.001
Very dissatisfied 76 (44.4) 95 (55.6)
Dissatisfied 393 (43.4) 512 (56.6)

Neutral 514 (37.0) 876 (63.0)

Satisfied 358 (25.9) 1,027 (74.2)

Very satisfied 25 (27.8) 65 (72.2)

Long-term care insurance 0.794
Yes 69 (37.9) 113 (62.1)

No 1,297 (34.5) 2,462 (65.5)
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Table 7. Univariable analysis: desired residential type of old-old (continued)

(N=3,941)
Nursing home Home
Characteristics (N=1,366) (N=2,575) pvalue’
N(%) or M£SD N(%) or M£SD

Convalescent hospital(within 1 year) <.001
Yes 9 (81.8) 2 (18.2)

No 1,357 (34.5) 2,573 (65.5)

Depression <.001
Yes 289 (42.3) 394 (57.7)

No 1,077 (33.1) 2,181 (66.9)

Cognitive function Depression <.001
Normal 768 (31.1) 1,703 (68.9)
Dysfunction 598 (40.7) 872 (59.3)
Residential environment

Housing occupancy types <.001
Free 139 (48.9) 145 (51.1)

Monthly rent 168 (43.9) 215 (56.1)

Lump-sum housing lease 147 (55.3) 119 (44.7)

Own house 912 (30.3) 2,096 (69.7)
Residential suitability 0.030
Inconvenience of living 173 (34.8) 324 (65.2)

No facilities of the elderly 996 (35.1) 1,844 (64.9)

Equipped with facilities for the elderly 197 (32.6) 407 (67.4)

Housing satisfaction <.001
Dissatisfied 106 (52.0) 98 (48.0)

Neutral 427 (44.9) 524 (55.1)

Satisfied 833 (29.9) 1,953 (70.1)

Constraint of going out 0.016
None 275 (31.4) 602 (63.6)

Mobility constraints 754 (33.8) 1,474 (66.2)

Lack of public transport 128 (48.9) 134 (51.2)

Walking hazard 209 (36.4) 365 (63.6)

Values are presented as number (%).
P-value for the Rao-Scott Chis-square test
P-value for the Independent t-test
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Table 8. Multivariable analysis: characteristics related to intention
to live in nursing home of young-old

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Characteristics R 95% CI R 95% CI OR. 95% CI

Socio-demographic and Social support characteristics

Sex(ref. Male)
Female 1.18" (1.03-1.35) 1.18" (1.02-1.35) 1.17" (1.02-1.35)

Age 1.04™ (1.01-1.06) 1.04™ (1.01-1.06) 1.04™ (1.01-1.06)

Marital status(ref. Married)

Divorced, Separated, - _ -, . - B
Widowed, Unmarried 1.58 (1.38-1.82) 1.56 (1.36-1.79) 1.41 (1.22-1.63)

Education(ref. <Elementary school)

Middle school 1.32" (1.11-1.56) 1.26™ (1.06-1.50) 1.26" (1.05-1.50)
High school 1.29" (1.09-1.54) 1.29™ (1.09-1.54) 1.32" (1.10-1.58)
=(College 1.28 (0.95-1.72) 1.39° (1.03-1.88) 1.43" (1.05-1.94)

Residential area(ref. Major city)
Small and medium city 1.28""  (1.11-1.48) 1.27" (1.09-1.47) 1.26™ (1.09-1.46)

Rural area 0.96 (0.82-1.12) 0.93 (0.79-1.09) 0.95 (0.80-1.11)
Annual household income(quartiles)(ref. Lowest)

Second lowest 1.43™ (1.18-1.72) 1.40™ (1.16-1.69) 1.44™" (1.19-1.74)
Second highest 1.38""  (1.15-1.66) 1.41"  (1.17-1.69) 1.44™" (1.20-1.74)
Highest 1.12 (0.93-1.36) 1.19 (0.98-1.44) 1.23" (1.01-1.50)
Recipient of social security(ref. No)

Yes 1.75" (1.32-2.33) 1.77°" (1.33-2.37) 1.45" (1.06-1.97)
Religion(ref. None)

Buddhism 0.80"  (0.68-0.94) 0.83" (0.70-0.98) 0.84" (0.71-1.00)
Protestantism 1.03 (0.88-1.21) 1.07 (0.91-1.26) 1.07 (0.91-1.26)
Catholicism 1.08 (0.88-1.33) 1.11 (0.90-1.37) 1.10 (0.89-1.37)
Other type 1.22 (0.69-2.14) 1.21 (0.68-2.13) 1.21 (0.67-2.18)
Care giver(ref. No)

Yes 0.64 (0.37-1.10) 0.59 (0.34-1.02) 0.54" (0.31-0.94)
Not-applicable 0.87 (0.61-1.23) 1.07 (0.72-1.57) 1.01 (0.67-1.52)
Living with children(ref. Desirable)

Undesirable 1.45" (1.16-1.82) 1.47" (1.17-1.84) 1.52™ (1.21-1.92)
Payer of living expenses(ref. Oneself or spouse)

Children 0.75"  (0.60-0.93) 0.71"  (0.57-0.88) 0.71" (0.57-0.89)
Other type 1.44 (0.61-3.38) 1.28 (0.53-3.08) 1.11 (0.48-2.55)

Values are presented as odds ratio (95% confidence interval)
"p<0.05, “p<0.01, ""p<0.001

*
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Table 8. Multivariable analysis : characteristics related to intention
to live in nursing home of young-old(continued)

Characteristics Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
OR 95% CI OR 95% CI OR 95% CI

Health and Functional status characteristics
No. of chronic diseases 0.92" (0.87-0.97) 0.92™ (0.87-0.97)
Health status satisfaction(ref. Very dissatisfied)
Dissatisfied 0.41" (0.22-0.75) 0.40™ (0.21-0.74)
Neutral 0.34"" (0.19-0.62) 0.35™" (0.19-0.64)
Satisfied 0.32" (0.18-0.59) 0.36™ (0.19-0.67)
Very satisfied 0.24™ (0.13-0.47) 0.28"" (0.14-0.56)
Long-term care insurance(ref. Yes)
No 0.66 (0.29-1.53) 0.62 (0.27-1.40)
Convalescent hospital(within 1 year)(ref. Yes)
No 0.75 (0.20-2.85) 0.75 (0.18-3.14)
Depression(ref. Yes)
No 0.79 (0.63-0.98) 0.85 (0.67-1.07)
Cognitive function(ref. Normal)
Dysfunction 1.30""  (1.14-1.49) 1.29™  (1.12-1.43)

Residential environment characteristics

Housing occupancy types(ref. Free)

Monthly rent 1.06 (0.61-1.81)
Lump-sum housing lease 1.35 (0.80-2.29)
Own house 0.81 (0.50-1.33)
Residential suitability(ref. Inconvenience of living)

No facilities of the elderly 1.33° (1.03-1.73)
Equipped with facilities for the elderly 1.26 (0.94-1.69)
Housing satisfaction(ref. Dissatisfied)

Neutral 0.60" (0.41-0.86)
Satisfied 0.42"" (0.29-0.59)
Constraint of going out(ref. None)

Mobility constraints 1.20" (1.03-1.41)
Lack of public transport 1.02 (0.75-1.40)
Walking hazard 1.447 (1.19-1.73)

Values are presented as odds ratio (95% confidence interval)
#p<0.05, #*p<0.01, *%p<0.001
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Table 9. Multivariable analysis: characteristics related to intention
to live in nursing home of old-old

Characteristics Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

OR 95% CI OR 95% CI OR 95% CI

Socio-demographic and Social support characteristics

Sex(ref. Male)
female 1.14 (0.92-1.42) 1.12 (0.90-1.38) 1.11 (0.89-1.38)

Age 1.03" (1.01-1.06) 1.03™ (1.01-1.05) 1.03" (1.01-1.05)

Marital status(ref. Married)

Divorced, Separated, - _ - _ . .
Widoved, Unmarried 1.46 (1.20-1.79) 1.46 (1.19-1.79) 1.34 (1.09-1.65)

Education(ref. <Elementary school)

Middle school 1.36" (1.06-1.73) 1.34" (1.04-1.72) 1.31" (1.01-1.69)
High school 1.27 (0.93-1.72) 1.31 (0.96-1.79) 1.30 (0.95-1.77)
>(College 1.22 (0.71-2.08) 1.27 (0.76-2.14) 1.24 (0.73-2.11)

Residential area(ref. Major city)
Small and medium city 1.18 (0.96-1.46) 1.18 (0.95-1.46) 1.27" (1.02-1.59)

Rural area 1.12 (0.92-1.37) 1.12 (0.92-1.37) 1.24 (1.00-1.54)
Annual household income(quartiles)(ref. Lowest)

Second lowest 1.09 (0.90-1.34) 1.07 (0.88-1.31) 1.09 (0.88-1.33)
Second highest 1.11 (0.87-1.43) 1.11 (0.87-1.43) 1.17 (0.90-1.52)
Highest 0.91 (0.68-1.21) 0.92 (0.69-1.24) 1.02 (0.77-1.37)
Recipient of social security(ref. No)

Yes 0.99 (0.74-1.33) 0.93 (0.68-1.26) 0.71 (0.51-1.01)
Religion(ref. None)

Buddhism 0.80" (0.64-0.99) 0.79" (0.64-0.98) 0.84 (0.67-1.04)
Protestantism 0.84 (0.67-1.05) 0.85 (0.68-1.07) 0.85 (0.68-1.08)
Catholicism 0.84 (0.62-1.13) 0.83 (0.62-1.13) 0.84 (0.60-1.16)
Other type 1.64 (0.48-5.65) 1.68 (0.43-6.53) 1.78 (0.41-7.70)
Care giver(ref. No)

Yes 1.08 (0.74-1.57) 1.06 (0.71-1.59) 1.01 (0.67-1.53)
Not-applicable 0.85 (0.64-1.13) 1.05 (0.77-1.41) 1.01 (0.73-1.39)
Living with children(ref. Desirable)

Undesirable 1.30° (1.01-1.67) 1.27 (0.98-1.64) 1.29" (1.00-1.66)
Payer of living expenses(ref. Oneself or spouse)

Children 1.11 (0.91-1.37) 1.05 (0.85-1.29) 1.01 (0.82-1.25)
Other type 2.23" (1.10-4.52) 2.06" (1.02-4.15) 1.79 (0.88-3.64)

Values are presented as odds ratio (95% confidence interval)
“p<0.05, “p<0.01, “p<0.001
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Table 9. Multivariable analysis: characteristics related to intention
to live in nursing home of old-old(continued)

Characteristics Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
OR 95% CI OR 95% CI OR 95% CI

Health and Functional status characteristics
No. of chronic diseases 1.04 (0.98-1.10) 1.06 (0.99-1.13)
Health status satisfaction(ref. Very dissatisfied)
Dissatisfied 0.85 (0.55-1.32) 0.91 (0.58-1.41)
Neutral 0.63" (0.40-0.99) 0.71 (0.45-1.12)
Satisfied 0.50™  (0.31-0.79) 0.63 (0.40-1.01)
Very satisfied 0.46" (0.21-1.00) 0.57 (0.25-1.27)
Long-term care insurance(ref. Yes)
No 1.79° (1.14-2.79) 1.80" (1.13-2.89)
Convalescent hospital(within 1 year)(ref. Yes)
No 0.06™  (0.01-0.35) 0.06™ (0.01-0.42)
Depression(ref. Yes)
No 0.84 (0.67-1.06) 0.94 (0.74-1.20)
Cognitive function(ref. Normal)
Dysfunction 1.28" (1.07-1.52) 1.29™ (1.07-1.54)

Residential environment characteristics

Housing occupancy types(ref. Free)

Monthly rent 0.77 (0.50-1.19)
Lump-sum housing lease 1.44 (0.94-2.19)
Own house 0.51" (0.37-0.69)
Residential suitability(ref. Inconvenience of living)

No facilities of the elderly 1.03 (0.78-1.36)
Equipped with facilities for the elderly 1.01 (0.71-1.44)
Housing satisfaction(ref. Dissatisfied)

Neutral 0.58" (0.39-0.88)
Satisfied 0.38""  (0.26-0.57)
Constraint of going out(ref. None)

Mobility constraints 0.97 (0.77-1.22)
Lack of public transport 1.44 (1.00-2.09)
Walking hazard 1.22 (0.91-1.63)

Values are presented as odds ratio (95% confidence interval)
*p<0.05, #*p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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ABSTRACT

Characteristics related to the intention to live in Nursing Home of the
Elderly with Mobility Difficulties:
Comparing the Young-0Old and the 01d-0l1d

DAHYE HONG
Dept. of Health Policy Management
Graduate School of Public Health

Yonsei University

(Directed by Professor Woojin Chung, Ph.D.)

Backgrounds: As the aging population rapidly progresses, the importance
of housing policy for the elderly is increasing. However, Korean
governments could not prepare a stable housing policy, and the elderly
cannot satisfy their desire to spend their old age in their local
community. It is evaluated as an impediment element quality of life and
the policy consistency for the elderly to enter a nursing home. In
order to improve quality of life of the elderly and policy consistency,
this study is to provide fundamental data of the housing policy for the
elderly by analyzing traits related to the intention of the nursing

home admission when old people go under mobility difficulties in Korea.

Method: This study segmented the older adults into the young-old

(65-74) and the old-old (75 and above) groups. Then, it analyzed
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characteristics of each age group. This study selected 5,976 subjects
into the young-old group and 3,941 subjects into the old-old group.
This study conducted Rao-Scott Chi-square test, Independent t-test, and
Survey logistic regression which reflects complex sample
characteristics, in order to identify characteristics on the intention
to reside in a nursing home when the elders suffer from mobility
difficulties. It utilized SAS version 9.4 (SAS Institute, Cary, NC,

United States) for every analysis and it set significance level as 5%.

Results: 30.4% of the young-old group and 34.7% of the old-old group
showed intention to reside in a nursing home if they suffer from
mobility difficulties, and they showed differences in the
characteristics related to the intention of nursing home admission. In
Model 3, which adjusted socio—demographic and social support
characteristics, health and functional status characteristics, and
residential environment characteristics, both the young-old and the
old-old commonly have shown correlation between the intention to reside
in a nursing home and age, marital status, educational level,
residential area, living with children, cognitive function, and housing
satisfaction, when they have mobility difficulties. Compared with
normal cognitive function group, the odds ratio of cognitive
dysfunction group was 1.29(95% CI=1.12-1.48) for the young-old and
1.29(95% CI=1.07-1.54) for old-old. There were significant elements
only for the young old, which are sex, annual household income,

recipient of social security, religion, caregiver, payer of living
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expenses, the number of chronic diseases, health status satisfaction,
residential suitability, and constraint of going out. The odds ratio of
who have a care giver and dependent on daily life was 0.54(95%
CI=0.31-0.94) compared to those who do not have a care giver. In
addition, there were significant elements only for the old-old, which
are long-term care insurance level, convalescent hospital admission
status, and housing occupancy types. The odds ratio of who are out of
long-term insurance grade was 1.80(95% CI=1.13-2.89) compared to those

who have long-term insurance grade.

Conclusion: This study identified it is necessary that distinguished
policies for each age group have to be prepared based on the
differences in the characteristics related to the intention of nursing
home admission when the elderly have mobility difficulties. It is
necessary to consider providing services that can assist in daily life
for the young-old who do not have a care giver and dependent on daily
life. It should be considered to provide appropriate health and welfare
services for the old-old who are out of the long-term care insurance
grade so that they can stay longer in the local community. In addition,
1t should be considered to provide services that can increase housing
satisfaction for both the young-old and old-old and provide cognitive
decline prevention programs and a safe environment to live in the

community, even in the case of cognitive dysfunction.

Keywords: The Young Old, The Old Old, Nursing Home, Policy for The Elderly,

Housing Policy, National Survey of Older Koreans
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