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Abstract

This study was to investigate the factors which influence foodservice dietitians’ job satisfaction
and dissatisfaction by the elementary school foodservice type using questionnaires. The results of
the study are as followings :

1) Foodservice types of the subjects were urban 49(23.2%), country 141(66.8%) and island
21(10.0%). 79.6% of the urban type were operated by the conventional, independent
management system, where 38.3% of the country and 52.4% of the island type were operated
by conventional, joint management system.

2) Urban type dietitians showed significantly lower satisfaction on their salary & promotion(1.5)
compare to country & island types(p<0.05). Island type dietitians showed significantly lower
satisfaction on the student’s health improving(2.4} compare to country & urban types(p<0.05).

3) Dietitians of urban type were dissatisfied more ‘personnel management(3.2)" than dietitians of
other two types. Dietitians of country type and island type were dissatisfied more ‘extra work
load(2.6)’ than dietitians of urban type.

4) Work load was lots orderly island, country and urban types. Working attitudes were the most
positive at dietitians of urban type and the most negative at dietitians of island type.

5) Job satisfaction and dissatisfaction of dietitians were correlated with number of meals, number of
school transfer, cook license, additional job and school foodservice location type.
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<Table 1> General characteristics of the elementary school foodservice dietitians

N(%)
Chataicteristics Urban Country Island Total
Sex Male 0o o [/ G0)] 1( 4.8) 1( 0.5)
Female 49(100) 141(100) 200952)  210(99.5)
Marital status Single 32(65.3) 99(70.2) 15(714)  146(69.2)
Married 17(34.7) 42(29.8) 6(28.6) 65(30.8)
Education Junior college 12(24.5) 52(36.9) 7(33.3) 71(33.6)
College or University 37(75.5) 89(63.1) 14(66.7) 140(66.4)
Age(yr) 38(77.6) 122(86.5) 18(80.1)  178(84.4)
11(22.5) 19(13.5) 3(10.9) 33(15.6)
Salary(¥¥10,000) <50 1 2.0) 18(12.8) 420.0) 23(11.9)
51-70 23(46.9) 71(50.4) 11(500)  105(49.8)
71-90 1734.7) 37(26.2) 5(25.0) 59(28.0)
92-110 4( 82) 9 6.4) 1( 5.0 140 7.)
111-130 3 6.1 4 2.8) ER0) 7(3.3)
>131 1 2.0) 2 14) o 0) 3( 14)
Previous expetience Yes 16(32.7 39277 6(28.6) 61(28.9)
J No 33(67.3) 102(72.3) 15714y 150714
Years of experience(yr) <1 23(46.9) 5H40.4) 9(42.9) 39(42.2)
-3 10(20.4) 41(29.1) 8(38.1) 59(28.0)
3-5 4( 8.2) 20(14.2) 2( 9.5) 26(12.3)
5-8 6(12.2) 15(10.6) 2(9.5) 23(10.9)
>8 6(12.2) 8( 5.7) o 0 14( 6.6)
Cook license Have 35(71.4) 92(65.3) 15(714)  142(673)
Don’t have 14(28.6) 49(34.8) 6(28.6) 69(32.7)
Additional job 1 2.0) 100 7.1) 3(14.3) 14( 6.6)
No 48(98.0) 131(92.9) 18(85.7)  197(93.4)
\ 49(232) 141(66.8) 21100y 211100
2 SAL ma| AlgY (Table 2)
FANLD i =AY 796% duEe g odope) AR okE 9 BUEE
143%T wEZe, 61%c FELYE, Foj&dy
BI%E FTEAY, U0%E FEIH, WT%T TEX D) A% Es
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g, 190%E FFXE) FEHR 290 =AY o formats 283t Stng4 GPAEY AFNERLES
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FAEY L 101-400%0] 667%F 7MY Bokow 401~ b wE2H A FAEAE o F4e A A
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<Table 2> Foodservice systems and number of meals served according to the different types of the elementary schools.

N(%)

© Variation

Foodservice system

Conventional, independent management 39(79.6) 39(27.7) 6(28.6) 84(39.8)
Conventional, joint management 3(6.1) 54(38.3) 11(52.4) 68(32.2)
Commissary, joint management 7(14.3) 48(34.0) 4(19.0) 59(27.9)
Number of meals served

1- 100 - 8( 5.7) 7(33.3) 15( 7.1)
101-400 9(18.4) 94(66.7) 14(66.7) 117(55.5)
401-700 5(10.2) 20(14.2) - 23(11.8)
701-1000 13(26.5) 17(12.1) - 29(14.2)
1001-1500 15(30.6) 2( 1.4) - 16( 8.1)
1501-2000 4( 8.2) - - 4 1.9)
>2001 3(60 - - 3(14)

Total 49(100) 141(100) 21(100) 211(100)

<Table 3> Comparison of 4 job satisfaction factors of the elementary school foodservice dietitians by different foodservice

(Mean+SD)
’ T ' es Improving Improvixi &
P foodservice quality student’ s healt - Motion
Urban 33+07 29+1.12 23+1.0Y 1.5+0.7%2
Country 32409 29%1.02 2110 1.8+1.0%
Island 32+10 24+10P 24+1.1 1.9+1.12
Mean 32408 29410 22£10 1.7£1.0

1) Used 4 point Likert type scale(4=most satisfied, 1=least satisfied)

2) Values(M + SD) with different superscripts are significantly different at p<0.05 by Duncan’s multiple range test
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<Table 4> Comparison of 6 job dissatisfaction factors of the elementary school foodservice dietitians by different foodservice types.

(Mean=+SD)
Locati ] No recognition of | Discrimination Salary & Personnel Extra work Improper feeding
ation B R . .
dietitians ,spgx;lallty - from teachers promotion management load facilities & equipment

Urban 50120 47+12 43+1.1 3241349 174110 22+1.1
Country 49+12 49+10 43+12 27413 26+1.6% 19410
island 48+13 48=+1.1 46+1.1 25+12b 26+1.58 1.7+£0.7
Total 49+12 48+1.1 44+12 28+13 24£15 20+1.1

1) Used 6-point Likert type scale(6=most unsatisfied, 1=least unsatisfied)
2) Values(M £ SD) with ditferent superscripts are significantly different at p<0.05 by Duncan’s multiple range test.

<Table 5> Elementary school foodservice dietitian’s opinions on work load and job performance attitudes by foodservice type

N(%)
Factors . Utban Country Island Total y2-test
Work load
Too heavy 25(51.0) 85(62.0) 15(75.0) 125(60.7) =374
Proper 24(49.0) 52(38.0) 5(25.00 81(39.3)
Working attitudes
Do best with responsibility 38(77.6) 75(53.2) 7(35.0) 120(56.9) 213,860+
Do with obligation 5(10.2) 32(22.7) 525.0) 42(19.9)
Lost desire 6(12.2) 34(24.1) 8(40.0) 43(23.2)
**p<0.01
(p005) =AE FHILE FolZo} BAHAY F4  49%, FolEH 9 38%, =AHAZE BH%7t Agsitt
TR FA7F BT deb] FASAYL FE Bel T ) QR LR woiel A9t v &
o2 A FPEe] FAFTALEY AAkHEE ol A 55, o1& 64, EAHAY 75:25 e ol
N gE AAW W GYAA olsle) dRaYol W @ A= FASG FANW] d@ 2ol 23
g FE2 AHof ofe] thg AEHAE W[y {2 A (Table 2)¢} Hlw.gdf F2452 Sls] GF7Fo] Bopxl
o7 AZHUL old Hls| FEx B FEFHEe AL ofdu, A4 7o wetk gAAAHe] gt
HjEo] 10%E dUD FolEolt EAHAY A= AE & ZAY FHRY A9 dE2Yne 29
AF26) o e BUEEsE ERohpdos). 19 Fe7l Ho1Egy AHAEY A Fedd
FelFolq gAT At ARA BN FAA  FEzelmel &9 Feh Be vAT d 3N
A e o] e £AY 250 G BVS 99 Aol2 wyuE o A B4R 7)E ¢
S7h e FAKYRG wRov), Ao e RIS R} GREE S/ 2U9) AR AREe} X
EE polEgo] 7bg ERT. DRI U BF 959 2o PBOE 2FHT 34 WA 9
FEE EAFC] 7P B2 =AY 7P T Fakol GFE 7S & ATk
AR RN EAYY 77.6%, FoEFe
4, HUAIS| P2k ol Hmasy EfT 532%, =AMHAFY 350%e e AYH s
AT ARG ootk 3 SHEHIAACH, EAEAY
doplel YRR QESANEE FAGTER 2%, FolEge 27% EARY 102%9 JPA
ZA Wk A3 (Table 5) JF-FFoll tha)~ TL_‘— H-o]A el x} R o g Fadtt) | CAYHAF Y 40%, TojEd
o)7F YA f¥E) HiollME oAl ztol7t o] 241%, TAEE 122%9] FEAE 8 ole}
ST, AR 51%, ToIEES @, EANAS T SEdel AAHeE B W GRAdEnt A
o 75%7k @RFel UR BT 9T, EARE 02 24% IHHINUT mANAGOR 245 2



238 BEARLELSEE  Vol.14,No.3(1999)

AHoE veht FAMNZHS £33 3 AGHQ AR BUELRg dvte#e] FAFTHANE H
Z0 4FF B JFFRHE FFE FE= AR AFe Ao FAAYE vEhh & S5 Y
AFEH AT (p<001). FAEA ] AR EAH (p€0.05)F ARz
(p0g5)e) gt B9EEe o AAAAsL HE
5. ClokAlo| RIS ObE 9l HolEZo| AES O|X| (p00oD) el g BESeots o) AAAAT glof,
= Qo T BEFE GMIEM ATA 294 R 2
Atz da) EREErE glov uhE Ayl i
FEE Ay B g BNESed 9FE FE EUFEE Hol F447 M BYE ENE w4
SQ0] FAUZE FolE7] HE AWiIEHY A¥ GPAES dAt e EUEREIF 7MY w1 AN
A A8 2 Z3H(Tabe 6) 37 AFHEE 291 OF BUSErF /MY 3 99 At 3o 54
& FAF ARy, 2 AFS K7 TS WFE 7 A A9 20 HF NSk 9% £
°of S HIh F HAFE Fo - s A g F A AT B3 BAE s A e
AR SRt oo FAAATL o) FAF7E FH AEA BAY (p005), FAANA - 2T (p(005)
Bl Fof - 30 e PEErt wopgion, o gi@ EUEEE wobow, w9 - 51 (p€005)
AL8Fe FERE A U UEese A9 Jud AR (p00)] e BR=HEE Folan.
Alpon7l, F4e 2 Y ol i BEse A oA ZTEE 4 P AR HFe I =
9 FAAAO)7F gol ALRF7 BErE 5 WEHEd Pt 9%, o9, 2RAs Jol, dEA
of et wEee Yoksou F49 2 e tig L W AY 5L AT FA ke w44, A
HEEE Folth F ARSI B2 A $Ex 2%EF ZYA AET #F AY #F 59 298
Ab B FASAMIESS SRkl HeWA T8 F P4 QA 20 FE AL T TR
3] B2 Aol Z o|FoAAAE AYAT IF- 02 FHALHE L FUS ALE AR
P ghare] 4 MINTZ AR A7)
ALE ARHAT A AAF fdHE T
SE e R ske o] FAaAl (o)7L H IV. 8ok g AZ
Ao 2 ol i HERs Ao} A (p{00)
2 ZA AAF] e AY FREY dE 9EE 2 d7e 2% 34 dPE ez F§4
T Wkou w49 A A d HEEE Euh FHl ME JEAES 4F 9F F BN 29

<Table 6> Correlation coefficients between general characteristics and elementary school foodservice dietitians’ job satisfaction &

dissatisfaction factors
No of Meals
served
Job satisfaction
Recognition by other teachers 0022310 0.11030 -0.00444 0.08042 -0.03667 -0.21033*#+0.15851* 0.00513 0.06432 0.08848
Improving foodservice quality 003205  0.11590 002824 0.08551 0.05806 0.14890* 0.14475%-0.03286 0.00103 -0.02431
Salary & promotion -0.14271%  -0.01543 0.13596 0.10499 -0.00652 0.10233 001615 -002630 -0.05644 -0.00083
Improving student’s health 009258  0.01298 -0.03836 -0.04902 -0.03121 -0.01312 -0.00677 004339 004384 -0.07675
Job dissatisfaction
No recognition of dietitian’s speciality ~ 0.16259*  -0.05091 -0.03450 -0.03181 -0.06779 -0.05085 -0.02952 0.20831* 0.10880 0.02107
Discrimination of teacher 002158 -0.04995 006809 003371 -0.05791 0.00245 006989 -0.00165 -0.08176 -0.03051
Salary & promotion -0.12801 002947 012722 005104 0.06448 005428 -0.01041 -0.15728* -0.05286 0.01803
Extra work load -0.23468%** 0,02699 -0.07839 001269 -0.06980 0.06653 0.00046 -0.18293**0.12017 0.04280

Difficulties in personnel management ~ 0.16067* 006742 0.04705 012653 -0.00559 -0.07624 002146 006313  0.00182 -0.06005
Improper feeding facilities & equipment 008440 -0.0229t1 (001568 0.00095 -0.03391 -0.10662 -0.02799 0.17197* -0.09417 0.00696

1) Pearson’s correlation coefficients (* p<0.03, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001)
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