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Abstract

This study is to help management of foodservices with the means of preparing a favorable foodservice
environment which will likely improve employees’ job satisfaction and present the plans for quality leadership
which are capable of effectively improving the aims of foodservice. Transformational leadership (4.08) that
includes charisma (4.12), intellectual stimulation (4.12) and individual consideration (4.01) was more strongly
observed by employees than transactional leadership (3.35) that includes contingent reward (3.99) and man-
agement by exception (2.70). According to employees’ age, it was shown that individuals over 40 observed
transformational leadership significantly more frequently than those below 30. When considering academic back-
ground, both transformational leadership and transactional leadership were more strongly observed in the group
of lower education. When the type of employment was considered, contract workers showed higher individual
consideration and contingent reward than regular workers. Also, when the consideration of working places
was taken into account, employees who were employed by schools presented a stronger observance of trans-
actional leadership than employees in industrial cooperation or hospitals. Employees, especially in schools,
were more receptive to dietitians’ contingent reward than hospital employees. Regarding age, dietitians below
the age of 40 had stronger transformational leadership skills, but there was no significant difference in the
case of transactional leadership. According to these items of leadership, dietitians over 40 felt stronger in man-
agement without exception. Relationship with co-workers was the highest among job satisfaction (3.84), co-
workers (4.00), stability (3.60), autonomy (3.76). In the collective foodservice organization, there was a positive
correlation between management expectations and the expectations of the dietitians’ management styles and

employees’ job satisfaction.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of employees and foodservice operations (N=306)
Characteristics Category No. %
20~29 3 1.0
30~39 58 19.0
Age (yrs) 40~49 198 64.7
50~59 46 15.0
>60 1 0.3
Bachelor’'s degree 5 16
. Junior college graduated 7 23
Education High school 149 487
Middle school 145 474
. Married 294 96.1
Marital status Unmarried 12 39
Regular 64 209
Type of employment Contracted 242 79.1
20~29 126 412
o 30~39 98 320
Age of dietitian (yrs) 40~ 49 67 219
50~59 15 49
Elementary 24 7.8
Middle or high school 80 26.1
Work place College 25 8.2
Industry 76 24.8
Hospital 101 33.0
Tvoe of operatin Self-operated 189 61.8
yp D g Contract management 117 382
<2 82 26.8
Work experience (yrs) 2~5 134 438
>5 90 294
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Table 2. Perception of dietitian’s leadership style by the

foodservice employees (N=306)
Leadership style Mean£SD
Transformational leadership 4.08£0.64
Charisma 4.12£0.56
Intellectual stimulation 4.12+0.75
Individual consideration 4.01£0.76
Transactional leadership 3.35%£0.39
Contingent reward 3.99+£0.75
Management by exception 2.70£0.29
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Table 3. Comparison of dietitian’s leadership style by demographic characteristics of employees and foodservice operations

General characteristics No I 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Employees age
<40 61 387+0557 392+049° 384+0.70° 3.84+067 3231035 379068 2.68+0.30
40 <EXP<50 198 412+066° 4151058 418+0.76" 4.02+079 3.3710.40® 4.03+0.78" 2.70+0.28
>50 47 423+056°  4251049° 426+061° 4.19+073 341+035° 4.12+071° 271+029
F-value 5.94% 567" 5.83" 2.834 351 3.05" 2.33
2. Employees education
Over high school 161  3.94+067 399+059 397£080 3.8610.76 3261040 3.84+078 2.68+0.30
Under middle school 145  4.24%0.49 426+049 4294065 4191072 3441036 4161069 2721027
T-value 4307 430" 369™ 3.88" 412" 3.70™ 1.40
3. Employees career
<2 82 4091062  408t056° 4191072° 4011073 334+038 401t068 2671032
2<EXP<5 134 397+£064™ 4041057 398+0.78" 3.89+0.75® 330039 389076 2701029
>5 90 425%061°  4271052° 428+t068° 420078 3424040 4122080 2721024
F-value 5.34" 480" 487" 478" 259 2.53 0.55
4, Employees employment
Regulation-worker 64 4.02%067 411060 4141078 3821084 3231042 377082 2.69+0.32
Contract-worker 242 4.10%0.62 412+055 4121074 4061073 3381038 4051072 2.70+0.28
T-value 0.87 0.24 0.23 2.24° 272" 267" 0.36
5. Foodservice place
School 104 415068 4191060 420%077 407082 3431040 4101078 2.75+0.28
Industry 101 4.09%+054 4131047 4127061 401+067 337+031° 4.03x060® 270£0.27®
Hospital 101 4.01+067 404059 405084 4001079 324+043° 384+084° 265%0.30°
F-value 1.20 176 1.04 0.60 6.18™ 3.04' 359
6. Dietitian’s age
<30 126 412%£061° 4111055 4161072° 407072 332+038 3.99+0.74" 265%0.26°
30<EXP<40 98  420*057° 4201050 4262070° 41470670 3421035 4141065 2.70+0.26"
>40 82 390+071°  404+063 390£081° 378088 3304044 381085 279033
F-value 5.96™ 1.82 6.01" 585" 2.52 428 663"

”1, Transformational leadership; 2, Charisma; 3, Intellectual stimulation; 4, Individual consideration; 5, Transactional leadership;

6, Contingent reward; 7, Management by exception.
?Mean = SD.

¥Means in a column sharing a common superscript letter(s) are significantly different (p<0.05).

*p<0.05, “p<0.01.
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Table 4. Job satisfaction score of employees (N=306)
Mean*SD
Work-itself 3.84%0.74
Co-workers 4.00x0.61
Stability 3.60+0.83
Autonomy 3.76x£0.73
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Table 5. Comparison of job satisfaction style by demographic characteristics of employees and foodservice operations

General characteristics No Work-itself Co-workers Stability Autonomy
1. Employees age
<40 61 371061 3.98+055 341+0.80 362+0.78
40<EXP<50 198 3.88£0.75 3.96£0.62 3.64£0.82 3.79%£0.70
=50 47 3.88+0.66 4,19+0.65 3.69%0.86 3.84+0.80
F-value 1.18 2.62 2.25 1.52
2. Employees education
Over high school 161 3.75£0.76 3.95+0.57 3.48£0.80 371071
Under middle school 145 3.95+0.69 406*0.65 3.74+0.84 3.82+0.75
T-value 238" 1.58"™ 2.7 1.30
3. Employees career
<2 82 3.80+0.74? 3.97%0.63 350+0.84° 373+064
2<EXP<H 134 3.750.77° 394+057 3.55+0.82™ 3.67+0.74
>5 90 4.02+0.64° 411%065 3.79+0.80 3.91£0.78
F-value 3.80" 2.06 3.32° 2.99
4. Employees employment
Regulation-worker 64 4.010.70 4.06*0.67 3811092 3.81£0.80
Contract-worker 242 3.80+0.74 3.99+0.60 3.55+0.80 3.75+0.71
T-value 203" 0.82 224" 0.64
5. Foodservice place
School 104 4.04+0.70° 4.14+057° 3.78+0,79° 3.83+059
Industry 101 3.71x0.72° 3.92+058 3.45+0.72° 3.67%X0.63
Hospital 101 3.78+0.75° 3.93+0.67° 3.57+0.94 3.78£0.93
F-value 611" 420 3.99" 141
YMean = SD.

PMeans in a column sharing a common superscript letter(s) are significantly different (p<0.08).

"p<0.05, “p<0.01.
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Table 6. Correlation analysis between leadership style of dietitian and job satisfaction of employees in foodservice organization

Work-itself Co-workers Stability Autonomy

Transformational leadership 0.494P" 0.485" 0.471™ 0.563"
Charisma 0.499" 0.461™ 0.452" 0512
Intellectual stimulation 0.444™ 0.399™ 0.408" 0.482"
Individual consideration 0.433™ 0.482" 0.446™ 0.560™
Transactional leadership 0.434" 0.446" 0.410™ 0.496"
Contingent reward 0.415" 0.427" 0.382" 0.499"
Management by exception 0.089 0.090 0.110 0.035

YCorrelation coefficient

"p<0.05, “p<0.01.

slod B2tAE wlddol & AR AFRE T FALFH 2AH3.99), AL #He](2.70)5 EFsh= AHA 2lv)4l(3.35)

ME A NEE Aol A FAA, AT, LA 3
SRR S EEERNERERP IR SREDE
Qo] A ¥AA, BA 4T, LYl olol A 4rd A H e

o 2o EAA WA HOA0R £E DEEE valch

T AEHE RE 2N A2 DI 02 v
e,

SHRIZA EEoIN Gt W, HahH 2iny §
#3t m2| BAY NRUEEe| B

dopat BT A 2R A TSR] gHaAE
Table 691 Hebjgie}. 22l FAHo] QA she o epabel
92 AN Al Y7 22 B 2D F e
ARAE s BelE At A9 ARHDAL el

. 53 Wed A e ARBAT M A
ekt o) 22 2A14e] AL A0 Z AR F 2l #7
o] 24 F e} Q& 7oz TRk AH el WA
GriAle el Aol BA) G F HHe) 23E o8
o vg mzbeolehn 743 Bass(1415)8) o Fol A2} 7
o] B ATNNE ARA WAL EA BHESE 2] 54}
Ao AFREL Fole AL AR e}, & o
P RAH AR EHS AR UL 0] 20
P QR4S A EVFe] Fobd e T 4 AU w2
AdA BeiAl e ATREE F Ao 4BRAY} ¥
A vhebgeh. A RS s} o slel = AR} Sl A
o2 mo dlejwele] ¥AA 2lo] ¥4 4L T 4 9
3, opabgel FAA AT

& slek

ol

wH e oS S

g FA e E3A) Fu] &) A
Ale] Ao HEaH 2 ZFasic 2
Aol A= 22l Aol ] *—1‘%& doFatel A - ANA
oAl 3 #alsh BvAl {33 el FAkd e At
Zo] AARAEZ sgletal Gl Fv] E A} o] gl A&}l ook
Abe] EEAfRE e Aele, 7HATHA12), A M AHS(4.12),
A i (4.0DE iﬂ‘s} HEA EIEMI (4.08)°] ~&A

o(l
iﬁ oX

rrh o] ZskA A stz sl 22 AR 9] dF ol gl
A W3 A SfriAl ol A& 40T o] Ade] 30vH Hrt o oFAke]
A 2t & FoH oz o] go] A3t I th el
upebal = Steo] k- ollA] edokAbe] WA - AeA 2
A ZFE ZdstA A8 gle A o2 vEbg o A
W dtol e Aol WS Jopite) WA 2lriAl g o
2 A sk 3 Yl 38 ol wheba e Ak 2ol A}
o] o] zJﬁ-zl &E]}—*]-%J_ED]- o ol:/\].g] 7}]%2—1 uﬁaqp_}. )3}
A BAE A 9482 Ak #4436 g e
SEBIECEN PR CE DR DOECENOE R
of depatel A il g felH e BA A sk A
o= vebtey 53] datel e mARe g4l vls)
g9} 2] FAbdo] BA A sHE Aoz vhehite). ofof
A el o mHE ST 58 Aol oA WA T4 A5
404 o14ke] Gokatell ulsl 404 eI dokatz} WA
lriAle] HH7 2 AR vehdz, AdA Hdalel
Aol = F Al zel7t gigl o], B4l FEH R = o

sl gk2f ol §lo1A) 407 o] Aol A} tha 7akA| =71 3 ek
A 34 A A dokarel weA A 2 oAl 43 %

22 ZA4 A RS GBI 2AG A3 oA
FY% AFVEE Dol & Aol Al B 4B
A7t gtk 2R mR, 2 FA0Y AR5 A 54
HAE W Fol AFVIRE oA AEAL FHBA
& 24T 249 FRIAE A4 487 BT A
A 2iAle AT 244 Fold & sleh

ret

Mo

1. Ahn TH, Lee SY. 1992. A study on work analysis and pro-
ductivity of food service in hospitals using work sampling.
Korean J Soc Food Sci 1: 31-41.

2. Cha JA, Yang IS, Lee JA, Kim HA. 1995. Developing stan-
dardized dietetic staffing indices in employee foodservice
by job analysis methodology. J Korean Diet Assoc 1: 79~
88.

3. Moon HK, Joung HJ, Cho JS. 1997. Relations between char-
acteristics of foodservice and job satisfaction of the Korean
dietitian. Korean J Community Nutrition 2: 232-245.

4. Song ES, Kim MS. 1999. Job analysis of school and hospital



1652

10.

11.

12.

z1

\::To_‘“] *

dietitians: Factor analysis of human attributes. Korean J
Community Nutrition 4: 431-440.

. Ruf KL, David BD. 1975. How to attain optimal produc-

tivity. J Am Diet Assoc 49: 77-81.

. Forement E, Rosensweig JE. 1974. Organization and man-

agement. McGtaw-Hill, NY. p 81-82.

. Stanley E, Seashore, Thomas DT. 1975. Job satisfaction in-

dications and their correlates. American Behavioral Scientist
18: 333-368.

. Lee YT. 1996. An empirical study on the effect of trans-

actional leadership and transformatoinal leadership on the
leadership effectiveness. MS thesis. Pusan National Uni-
versity. p 131-136.

. Park HT. 1997. Transformational and transactional lead-

ership styles of the nurse administrators and job satis—
faction, organizational commitment in nursing service. Ko—
rean J Academy of Nursing 27 228-241.

Hwang JY. 2001. The study on the job satisfaction in
nursing service by leadetship style: Focused on the uni-
versity hospitals in Suwon. MS thesis. Ajou University. p
27-51.

Park ES. 1999. A study on the transformational/transac—
tional leadership and organizational performanc in nursing
service. MS thesis. Changwon University. p 93-98.
Stamps PL, Piedmont EB, Slavitt DB, Haase AM. 1978.
Measurement of work satisfaction among health profes—

-
A

Al
=

il

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

o

o

sionals. Med Care 16: 337-352.

Han CB. 1996. A study on role conception and job satisf
action of clinical nures. MS thesis. Kyunghee University.
p 38-42, '

Bass BM. 1985. Leadership & performance beyond expec-
tations. Free Press, New York. Vol 5, p 143.

Bass BM. 1990. Bass & stogdill’s handbook of leadership:
theory research & managerial applications. 3rd ed. Free
Press, New York. p 216-323.

Lee MJ. 1999. A study on leadership type of immediate
senior officer and effectiveness of nursing system. MS
thesis. Kyunghee University.

Eom SS. 1994. An empirical study on job satisfaction of
hospital employees. MS thesis. Seoul National University.
Herzberg F, Mausner B, Peterson RO, Capwell DF. 1957.
Job attitudes, review of research and opinions. Psycholog-
ical services of Pittsburg, Pittsburg.

Weaber CN. 1980. Job satisfaction in the USA in the 1970’s.
J Appl Psychol 65: 364-366.

Hulin CI, Smith PA. 1965. Linear model of job satisfaction.
J Appl Psychol 48. 209-216.

Han SH. 1999. Factors related to job satisfaction in hospital
foodservice dietitians; with special reference to the organi-
zational climate and individual needs. MS thesis. Dongduk
Women’s University.

(200493 7% 284 A< 20044 114 26 A=H)



