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Relationship between Levels of Dietitians’ Management Activities and
Job Satisfaction in Elementary School Foodservice Operations
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to identify the relationship between the levels of foodservice management activities
and job satisfaction of the dietitians in elementary schools. Out of 130 questionnaires distributed to elementary school
dietitians in In-cheon, 127 were returned and analyzed (98% response rate) . The questionnaire included two multiple-
item scales for measuring foodservice management activities and job satisfaction, respectively. All the items in the
scales were coded 1 to 5 for ‘certainly no’, ‘no’, ‘neutral’, ‘yes’, and “certainly yes’ and grouped by using factor analyses.
Most of the responding dietitians were working for schools in urban areas and have independently managed on-site
kitchens. The 19 items on food service management activities were grouped into 6 factors and the mean scores of the
levels of Personnel Hygiene Management, Education & Training, Sanitation & Safety Management, Menu Quality

- Management, Service Management, and Environment Management were 4.76, 4.26, 4.24, 4.05, 3.61 and 3.39, respe-
ctively. The 23 items on job satisfaction were grouped into 4 factors and the mean scores of the satisfaction levels of
Systematic Environment, Job Duty, Job Condition, and Physical Environment were 3.38, 2.83, 2.53, and 2.08, respectively.
Overall, the levels of food service management activities and job satisfaction were positively associated with a correlation
coefficient of 0.254 (p <0.01). In particular, satisfaction levels on job duty itself and systematic environment were
positively associated with the levels of overall management activities. The results suggest that improving dietitians’ job
satisfaction could increase the levels of management activities of school foodservice dietitians, resulting in quality
improvement of school food service. (Korean J Community Nutrition 10(4) : 546 ~554, 2005)
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Table 1. General characteristics of responding dietitians and their

school foodservice operations n=127
Characteristics n %
Gender
Female 127 100
Marital status
Single 46 36.2
Married 81 63.8
Education
Associate degree only 38 29.9
Associate degree + 28 220
bachelor degree
Bachelor degree only 43 339
Attending graduate school or 18 142
above
School location
Urban 115 90.5
Rural 3 24
Remote area 9 7.1
Type of foodservice management
On-site kitchen, independently- 118 92.9
managed
Satellite kitchen 4 3.2
On-site kitchen, jointly-managed 5 3.9
Eating place
Dining room only 54 42.5
Classroom only 60 47.3
Dining room or classroom 13 10.2
Presence of sanitarian
Yes 99 78.0
No 28 220
Mean =SD  Min-Max
Age (years) 30.6 £2.83 24-40
Careers in school foodservice 649 £ 2855 1-169
(months)
Salary class 5+2 1-13
Meals served per day 1,194 £ 450 87 -2,200
Number of foodservice employees 7x2 1-12
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Table 2. Foodservice management activities and factor analysis results” n=127
. Factor ftern Mean + SD? Foct.or Cronbach’s
(eigenvalue) loading a
Environment Plan to renovate the cafeteria for more hygienic and 3.36 = 1.00 0.88
management safer food service
(4.55) Renovate the cafeteria in cooperation with supervisors 3.18 £ 1.09 0.85 0.72
Keep monitoring food service and apply the results 3.37 £ 0.97 0.59
Keep pleasant eating environment 3.64 = 0.87 0.47
3.39 £0.73
Menu quality Plan menus considering students’ tastes, recommended daily 4.18 £ 0.74 0.81
management allowances, and cotor and texture of food
(1.86) Plan menus considering quality standards and standardized recipes  3.88 + 0.81 0.80 071
Check foods left after service and adjust preparation quantity 4.09 £ 0.85 0.67
for next
4,05 + 0.64
Service Have conversations or meetings with a supervisor to handie 281 +1.04 0.69
management students’ dissatisfaction
(1.57) Communicate with kitchen employees to improve medl service 4.08 + 0.80 0.67 062
Always pay attention to meal service process to students 3.94 = 0.96 0.65 '
SurveY students’ food preferences and satisfaction with meai 360 + 0.83 056
service and apply the results
3.61 £0.62
Education & training Annually make plans for meat service management in written forms ~ 4.01 + 0.87 0.76
(1.49) and operates meal service according to them
Regularly provide hygiene education for food suppliers and 454 = 0.75 0.69 0.65
evaluates them
Continue to educate kitchen employees for quality improvement 423 = 0.76 0.57
4.26 = 0.61
Sanitation & safety  Make documents before and after conducting all works 3.98 £ 0.86 0.78
’(2‘0'2”7‘)’96”‘9”* Regularly check safety of high pressure gas machinery 441 £0.85 0.63 0.60
' Equip HACCP manua! and follows the procedure 4.33 £ 0.81 0.57
4.24 + 0.63
Personnel hygiene  Confirm whether food suppliers have a health license 4.69 + 0.60 0.78
r{ncncgemen’r Make sure food service employees receive regular health 483 + 0.53 0.69 0.53
1.13) check-ups
4.76 + 047
Total 3.40 + 0.40

YPrincipal component analysis with Varimax rotation; Total variance explained = 62.1%
25 points scales: 1 = certainly no, 2 = no, 3 = neutral, 4 = yes, 5 = certainly yes

SelHel el AuBAES Rtk TjAgABL) £ A%
(r=0.283, p=0.0012) ¥ =25 A} 94r=0.180, p=
0.0433) 247} £-98Q) o] FBAAZ BT,

3.52 0

1) B2 ME: ¥t

ZAF i Gorte AFELe] B A= Table 4
off ATk 2370 B3rog Hrle AFNELY B
2 27322 HEGAEY Uk e FES Bt 3
FoiEs 2ako] Qi Fu TEd 4719 2L A
2 9

L3

0]

o

~a
FAA, ‘ARz, 298 &4 R W14 P s
WA, 4 o B0l B2 W3 d8de v

A3 Y Aog AFHUY 74 2 FEPs-E e
Az, F714 7ol dig REEE BE o[l 3.882
7P A Jebg, s 5 FellA] 53], e g
TFHE T8 YA Fx e 7t
ok whd, Ay &8s A4S AR T9 B3 &3
o g PEFEE v & £FE Bt

2) YUAZl BE HIUSE Hul

FAE GdAte] AR 543 25Fae) S4d o
AFREEe) AolE B4 F AF= Table 59 kot
FAA ot ARREEe AR 29 39 7}
U MG ol GRlell Hlgl KR ¥
o 714 @3 el diE AFURES A44Y f7el

o

30
eIy



550 - kA AR BEFET ATUSE

HE G5 HolE g, o] WA 9 4. BNBAREY HIAFC T
A 2L SRRt ARRSES} iAol Qe HuY Pl I VVEFER ARUFED 4B
Pk folm oz wkck AAE $H% A% Table 67 2o] AW T2 3
Qopel A, A, Fol @ oRstme BAAY, = F4E ANEA AFUFEelL FoF F 4
ABAM & 2T 49} ATREEAS) ARAS BAT WA 9 A0 Ushdth uth AvAomE 34 @
a3, A 221 p=001203 W14 27 AVF F BBV BER AR Ol oA WEE
s g b e ABYE By AR dE UEE
3 #9591 9] w»;w% Bk = agpd, AHs Be), 94 R adve 233
okl AmaAE BTk ‘2YH W'l U VEEE

o

3s

Table 3. Foodservice management activities according to general characteristics of responding dietitians and their school food-

service operations n=127
Foodservice management activities
Characteristics i itafi
Environment  Menu quality Service Educgtlon Sanitation Persgnnel
& fraining & safety hygiene
n Mean

Marital status }
Single 46 3.38 4.10 3.63 4.33 4.28 482

Married _ 81 3.40 402 3.60 4.21 422 473
p-value” 0.8829 0.4948 0.8918 0.2902 0.6479 0.3510
Education
Associate degree only 38 3.38 412 350" 423 435 479
Associate degree + 28 3.36 3.89 34%° 429 47 464
- bachelor degree _ )
Bachelor degree only T 43 3.37 397 3.65% 4.16 413 476
Attending graduate 18 3.50 ) 433 3.94° 4.50 4.39 492
school or above -
p-value 0.9204 0.0910 0.0492 0.2583 0.2778 . 0.2695
Schoot location
Urban 115 3.46° 4.04 3.60 427 426 4.81°
Rural 3 2.92%® a1 4,00 4.00 4,22 4.83°
Remote area 9 2.58° an 3.61 4.19 407 411°
p-value 0.0010 0.9417 0.5443 0.7049 0.7082 0.0001
Type of foodservice management
On-site kitchen, 118 3.45° 4.05 3.61 4.27% 425 481°
independently-managed
Sateliite kitchen 4 2.38° 4.42 4,00 467° 450 4.88°
On-site kifchen, 5 2.80% 373 325 3.67° 3.73 3.70°
jointly- managed
p-value 0.0025 0.2815 0.1962 0.0365 0.1341 0.0001
Eating place
Dining room only 54 3.38 407 3.67 4 428 4.66
Classroom only 60 3.42 4,09 3.55 438 427 4.84
Dining room or classroom 13 3.31 3.74 3.65 428 415 485
p-value 0.8777 0.1869 0.5643 0.0565 0.8384 0.0861
Presence of a sanitarian
Yes » 99 3.38 407 3.65 424 4.25 478
No 28 3.43 3.98 3.46 4.32 4.20 4.70
p-value 0.7403 0.4913 0.1401 0.5295 0.7101 0.3890

Yp-values are results of ANOVA or t-test
2%: Different superscript letters mean significant difference between groups by t-test or Scheffe's muttiple range tests at @ = 0.05



Table 4. Job satisfaction and factor analysis results”
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n =127

Factor (eigenvalue) ftem Mean + SD®  Factorioading  Cronbach’s a
Satisfaction on Sense of achievement in job 276 +0.82 0.82
jgbq‘;)‘”y Feeling of fruitfulness in job duties 295 + 0.85 0.80
Challenge in job 2.89 +=0.83 0.76
Possibility of success in job 2,68 £ 0.85 071 0.85
Possibility of using knowledge in major 307 £0.79 0.65
Interest in job duty 3.09 +£0.88 0.63
Opportunity of promotion 2.39 £ 092 0.43
2.83 £ 0.61
Satisfaction on Physical labor required by job duties 3,16 = 0.86 0.78
j(%bA;:;) ndition Work amount in relation to working hours 2.39 £ 0.92 0.72
Mental labor required by job duties 2.35 +0.84 0.68
Break time 2,19 £ 091 0.66 0.82
Salary level 243 = 0.82 0.61
Occupational welfare and benefits 2.53 = 0.89 0.55
Empowerment and responsibility 2.64 = 0.94 0.50
253 £ 0.61
Satisfaction on Ventilation 218 £1.03 076
physical Noise 1.46 + 0,61 0.74
environment 0.77
(2.56) Room temperature 1.87 = 0.84 0.70
Lighting 283 £ 1.10 0.60
2.08 £ 0.70
Satisfaction on Support from supervisors 3.24 + 0.89 0.77
systemnatic Support from other divisions in the school 3.30 + 0.78 0.77
environment
(2.45) Communication within the foodservice operation  3.53 + 0.80 0.70 0.72
Levels of students’ understanding of foodservice 2.87 £0.78 0.51
Cooperation of dietitians from other schools 3.96 =071 0.42
3.38 = 0.55
Total 2.73 £ 0.46

"Principal component analysis with Varimax rotation; Total variance explained = 54.2%
25 points scales: 1 = certainly no, 2 = no, 3 = neutral, 4 = yes, 5 = certainly yes
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Table 5. Job satisfaction according to general characteristics of responding diefitians and their school foodservice operations

n=127
Job satisfaction
R lopauty  dbcondiions o GBEE L o oement
n Mean
Marital status
Single 46 2.71 241 2.08 3.29
Married 81 2.90 2.59 2.09 3.43
p-value” 0.0846 0.2038 0.9699 0.1720
Education
Associate degree only 38 3.05% 2.56 213 3.49
Associate degree + bachelor degree 28 2.79%° 2.53 225 3.40
Bachelor degree only 43 2.82% 2.56 2.01 3.25
Attending graduate school or above 18 251° 237 1.92 3.42
p-value 0.0171 0.1193 0.3461 0.2580
School location
Urban 115 282 2.50 2.09 3.36
Rural 3 3.10 3.10 217 3.93
Remote area 9 297 2.65 1.97 3.40
p-value 0.5870 0.3957 0.8689 0.2047
Type of foodservice management
On-site kitchen, independently-managed 118 2.80 2.50 2.07 3.37
Satellite kitchen 4 3.36 2.51 2.38 4.00
On-site kitchen, jointly -managed : 5 3.17 3.14 2.10 3.12
' p-value . 0.0894 0.4582 0.7006 0.0415
Eating place
Dining room only 54 2.87 _2.51 213 3.34
Classroom only 60 2.83 2.58 2.03 3.45
Dining room or classroom 13 2.71 2.33 213 3.23
p-value 0.6955 0.1135 0.7383 0.3467
Presence of a sanitarian
Yes 99 2.82 2.51 2,07 3.32°
No 28 2.89 2.60 213 3.59°
p-value 0.6026 0.1440 0.6739 0.0234

Yo-values are results of ANOVA or t-test
2: Different superscript letters mean significant difference between
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Table 6. Correlation between levels of foodservice management activities and job satisfaction

Foodservice management activities

Job Environment  Menu quality Service Education Sanitation & Safety Personnel hygiene Total

satisfaction management management management & training management management

Job duty 0.275"" 0.120 0.219" 0.148 0.205" 0.055 0.298™**

Job conditions 0.008 0.057 0.007 0.021 0.080 0.090 0.055

Physical 0.140 0.080 -0.032 0.004 0.239** 0.019 0.125
environment

Systematic 0.199" 0.159 0.131 0.240™* 0.230™ 0.230" 0.300™**
environment

Total 0.204 0.134 0.117 0.132 0.239™ 0.124 0.254""

*: p<.05, **: p<.0Y, #xx: p<.001
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