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A Case Study of Food Qualiy in a Hospital Foodservice System

- With Special Reference to Patient Satisfaction —
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ABSTRACT

A survey of one hospital foodservice system in Seoul was undertaken and detailed in-
formation was collected from 538 patients. Patient satisfaction with the quality of hospital food
and food-related service was evaluated by a questionnaire survey. It was measured by assessing
24 variables. The effect of medical treatments, age, length of stay and appetite on patients' sa-
tisfaction scores were assessed using Pearson correlation analysis. Patients seemed to be gen-
erally satisfied with the food served, although the variety of food and seasoning of food re-
ceived the lowest score. The highest rated items were attitude of personnel serving food, the
portion size of cooked rice, and the cleanliness of dishes and tray. Younger patients were sig-
nificantly less satisfied than were older patients. Female patients were significantly more satisfied
than were male patients. Patients hospitalized under 10 days and over 90 days were sig-
nificantly more satisfied than were other patients. Medical treatments, age, length of stay and
"appetite were found to be significantly correlated with patient satisfaction scores. Foodservice at-
tributes for improvement were taste of meals, selection and variety of food and temperature of

food. (Korean J Nutrition 29(3) : 348~356, 1996)

KEY WORDS : patient satisfaction - hospital foodservice system.
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Table 1. Demographic Description of Patients

Frequency(%)

Sex
Male 204(55.5)
Female : 164(44.5)
Rooms ~ Male Female "Total
Normal 188(51.1) 148(40.2) 336(91.3)
Special 16( 4.4) 16( 4.3) ‘ 32( 8.7)
Diets Male Female Total
General 126(34 2) 103(27.9) 229(62.1)
Diabetic 18( 4.9) 29( 7.9) ' 47(12.8)
Sterilized 31( 8.5) 22( 6.0) 5 (14.5)
Low Salt 8( 2.2) 4 1.1 12( 3.3)
Others 21( 5.7) 6( 1.6) 27( 7.3)
Medical Treatments Male Female Total
Internal 83(22.6) 65(17.6) 148(40.2)
Surgery 25( 6.9) 8( 2.2) 33(9.1)
Pediatrics 8( 2.2) 15( 4.1) 23( 6.3)
Occupational Disease - 35( 9.6) 0( 0.0) 35( 9.6)
Obstetrics ‘& Gynecology 0( 0.0) 31( 8.3) - 31( 8.3)
Orthopedics 21( 5.8) 16( 4.4) 37(10.2)
Ophthalmology 5( 1.4) 15( 3.9) 20( 5.3)
Neurosurgery 15( 3.9) 5(1.4) 20( 5.3)
Others 11(¢ 3.1) 10( 2.6) 21( 5.7)
Age . Male Female Total
Under 25 years 28( 7.6) 21( 5.8) 49(13.4)
26 - 35 vyears 26( 7.1) ( .8) 59(15.9)
36— 45 years 22( 6.0) 7.1) 48(13.1)
46 - 55 years 41(11.2) 23( 6.3) 64(17.5)
56 — 65 years 58(15.6) 34( 9.3) 92(24.9)
Over 66 years 29( 8.0) 27(7.2) 56(15.2)
Length of Stay(Days) Male Female Total
1-10 days 67(18.3) 71(19.4) 138(37.7)
11-20 days 48(13.0) 40(10.7) 88(23.7)
- 30 days 26( 7.0) 25( 6.8) 51(13.8)
—60 days 22( 5.9) 19( 5.1) 41(11 .0)
-90 days 7( 2.0) 4 1.1) 11( 3.1)
Over 90 days 34( 9.3) 5(1.4) 39(10.7)
Meals Male Female Total
Cooked Rice 180(48.9) 140(37.9) 320(86.8)
Porridge 17( 4.7) 19( 5.2) 36( 9.9)

Thin Gruel of Rice 7(1.9) 5(1.4) 12( 3.3)
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Table 2. Over Mean and Standard Deviation for Patients' Satisfaction Scores

(M = SD)

Satisfaction / Sex Male(N = 204) Female(N = 164) Total(N = 368)
Overall Acceptability 2.85 £ 0.90 2.81 £092 2.84 +£0.91
Variety 2.82 £ 094 2.92 + 0.94 2.87 £ 094
Cooking of Staple Food 3.25+0.95 3.46 + 0.95 3.34 £ 095
Portion Size
Staple Food 3.51 £ 0.81 3.61 & 0.86 3.56 +£ 0.83
Side Dishes 2.85+1.01 297 £0.97 2.90 +£ 0.99
Seasoning
Soup 2.81 + 1.05 3.01 £ 1.04 2.90 £ 1.05
Side Dishes 2.87 +1.03 3.14 £ 0.97 299 £ 1.01
Temperature
Staple Food & Soup 299 £ 1.04 299 +1.10 2.99 4+ 1.06
Side Dishes 3.10 = 0.95 3324089 3.20 £ 0.92
Appetite 3.08 £ 0.86 3.02 + 0.89 3.05 £ 0.87
Food Service Personnel 3.56 + 0.73 3.60 £ 0.76 3.58 £ 0.75
Cleanliness 3.36 + 0.86 3.36 + 0.73 3.36 + 0.80
Table 3. The Experience of Nutrition Education (%)
Response / Sex Male Female Total
Yes 16.6 10.3 26.9
No 38.6 345 731
Table 4. The Assessment of Nutrition Counseling M =+ SD)
Response / Sex Male Female Total
Diet Improvement after Nutrition Counseling 3.08 + 0.96 3.15+0.89 3.11 £ 093
Need of Nutrition Counseling 4.03 + 0.82 391 £0.80 397 +£0.82
Table 5. The Assessment of Hygiene and Meal Time (%)
Response / Sex Male Female Total
Contamination of Extraneous Matter
Yes 9.8 6.6 16.4
No 45.7 379 83.6
Provision of Spoon & Chopsticks
Wanted 29.0 16.1 45.1
Not Wanted 26.5 28.4 54.9
Meal Time
Breakfast Too Early 7.9 9.1 17.0

Good 44.7 344 791

Too Late 29 1.0 39
Lunch  Too Early 6.0 33 9.3

Good 47.5 41.8 88.3

Too Late 2.0 0.4 2.4
Dinner Too Early 25.7 26.0 51.7

Good 29.2 18.2 47 .4

Too Late 0.6 0.3 0.9
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Table 6. Correlation of the Components of Patients' Satisfaction Scores

Total Overall Sel. Cooking Por.  Seasoning Seasoning  Temp. Temp.
Satisfaction  Accept Food Food Staple F.  Side D. Soup Side D. Staple  Side D.
Total - 0.6454* 0.6016*  0.6305* 0.5346* 0.7202* 0.6859* 0.7803* 0.6396* 0.7411*
Satisfaction
Overall - 0.6504* 0.5109*  0.3148* 0.6148* 0.4547* 0.5587* 0.3163* 0.1745
Acceptabillity
Selection & Variety - 0.4449*  (0.2800* 0.6140* 0.40441* 0.4880* 0.2752* 0.0271
of Food
Cooking of - 0.4014*  0.3273* 0.3165* 0.3308* 0.3057* 0.1345
Staple Food .
Portion Size 0.3411*  0.2593* 0.3011*  0.1865* 0.1278
of Staple Food .
Portion Size - 0.4560* 0.5965* 0.3207* 0.2032
of Side Dishes
Seasoning - 0.6543* 0.3604* 0.0694
of Soup
Seasoning - 0.3288* 0.1456
of Side Dishes
Tempereture of - 0.5674*

Staple Food & Soup
Temperature of
Side Dishes

*p < 0.001
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Table 7. Comparison of Patients' Total Satisfaction Scores
with Demographic Variables(M + SD)

Demographic Variables Total Satisfaction

Sex

Male 3.16 + 0.66
Female 3.28 £ 0.56
T-Value 1.39*
Diets

General 3.25 + 0.61°
Diabetic 3.30 + 0.47°
Sterilized 3.00 + 0.69°
Low Salt 3.52 + 0.43°
Others 2.50 + 0.55"
F-value 1.75%*
Medical Treatments

Internal 3.18 + 0.59°
Surgery 3.16 +£ 0.75°
Pediatrics 2.75 + 0.73°
Occuptional Disease 3.18 £ 0.56"
Obstetrics & Gynecology 3.26 + 0.57°
Orthopedics 3.29 + 0.61°
Ophthalmology 3.41 £ 0.75°
Neurosurgery 3.51 + 0.35"
Others 3.37 + 0.68°
F-value 4.09*x**
Age )

Under 25 years 293 + 0.80°
26 — 35 years 3.18 + 0.68°
36— 45 years 3.21 + 0.53°
46 - 55 years 3.19 + 0.56°
56 - 65 years 3.32 + 0.59°
Over 66 years 3.39 £ 0.52°
F-value 5.3p%*x*
Length of Stay(Days)

1-10 days 3.36 + 0.60°
11-20 days 3.24 + 0.56®
21-30 days 3.23 + 0.59®
31-60 days 299 + 0.74"

-90 days 2.86 + 0.49™
Over 90 days 2.94 + 0.69°
F-value 7.35%%xx
Meals
Cooked Rice 3.21 £ 0.62°
Porridge 3.25 + 0.70°
Thin Gruel of Rice 3.11 + 0.68°
F-value 0.23

*p <0.05, **p < 0.01, **p < 0.001, ***p < 0.0001
ab,cd : different group means statlstlcal difference among
groups
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Table 8. Comparison of Patients' Satisfaction Scores with
Food Habits and Other Factors (M + SD)

Food Habits & Other Factors Total Satisfaction

Usual Food Habits

Food Left 3.32 £ 058
No Food Left 3.18 £ 0.63
T-Value 1.21
Food Habits during Hospitalization

Food Left 3.13 £ 0.64
No Food Left 3.40 + 0.55
T-Value 1.31
Contamination of Extaneous Matter '

Yes 2.73 £ 0.74
No 3.31 £ 0.56
T-Value 1.76**

Nutrition Counseling during Hospitalization

Nutrition Counseling 3.09 £ 055
No Nutrition Counseling 3.26 + 0.64
T-Value 1.36
Today’s Appetite )
Very Poor 2.68 + 0.73°
Poor 3.02+0.77°
Neutral 3.18 £ 0.53"
Good 3.50 &+ 0.52°
Very Good 337 + 0.84°
F-value 14.98%***

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, **p < 0.001, ***p < 0.0001
ab,cd : different group means statistical difference among
groups.
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Table 9. Foodservice Attributes for Improvement Repeat

g

permitted(%)

Factors/Sex Male  Female

Taste of Meals 33.7 31.4

Selection & Variety of Food 336 28.1

Temperature of Food 20.3 19.9

Provision of Meals to Attendants 16.3 15.4

Fatigue of Set Menu 16.3 12.8

Hygiene 13.7 11.8

Cleanliness of Dishes & Tray 11.8 39

Attitude ,of Personnel serving Food 1.6 20
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