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Abstracts

This study was to investigate the reason of family restaurant cook part employee’s turnover. One hundred
and forty seven family restaurant employees in Seoul area were surveyed to obtain the information from Oct. 1
to 10 in 2000. There were sixty males and eighty seven females. The group of twenty years old to twenty
nine years old(95,2%) was the largest one by age, and the group of junior college graduated(71.4%) was the
largest one by learning. On order, manager was 4.1%, captain was 13.6%, and employee was 82.3%. Except
15.6% employee, almost family restaurant cook part employees’ service of duty was under 2 years. The highest
scored turnover factor was work system(3.59), and then human relation(3.18), another way(3.11), unbelievable
management(3.04). The rest factors effected on turnover not too much. The mean of female's turnover factor
score(3.06) is higher then male(3.00), the group of over fifty years old(3.32) had the highest mean score in
aged group, on learning, the group of Master degree’s mean score(4.24) is highest. The manager’s mean
score(3.23) was highest in order, and the employees who’s service duty was over five years(3.35) had the

highest mean score in service duty group.
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Table 1. General Characteristics of Family Restaurant

Cook Part Employees N(%)
Characteristics Male Female Total
Age
20-29A4) 54(36.7) 86(58.5) . 140 (95.2)
30-394 5 (3.4) 1 (0.7) 6 4.1
Over 50 1 0.7) 1 07D
Total 60(40.8) 87(59.2)  147(100.0)
Learning
High School 18(12.2) 8 (54) 26 (17.7)
Collage 3121.1) 74(50.3) 105 (71.4)
University 10 (6.8) 5 (3.4) 15 (10.2)
Master in Korea 1 (0.7) 1 (0.7)
Total 60(40.8) 87(59.2) 147(100.0)
Order
Manager 5 (3.4) 1 (0.7) 6 .1
Captain 14 (9.5) 6 (4.1) 20 (13.6)
Employee 41(27.9) 80(54.4) 121 (82.3)
Total 60(40.8) 87(59.2) 147(100.0)
Service of Duty
3-6 month 8 (5.4) 17(11.6) 25 (17.0)
6-12 month 16(10.9) 27(18.4) 43 (29.3)
1-2 year 21(14.3) 35(23.8) 56 (38.1)
3-4 year 9 (6.1) 4 (2.7) 13 (8.8)
Over 5 year 6 (4.1 4 2.7 10 (6.8)
Total 60(40.8) 87(59.2) 147(100.0)
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Table 2. Turnover Factor and other Opinion for
Turnover
Tumover factor 1 2 3 4 5 Total Mean
over-much work 6 24 29 52 36 147 3.60
welfare 3 14 66 40 24 147 3.46
pay scale 1 9 47 51 39 147 380
job condition 4 21 57 43 22 147 3.39
over time work 11 37 47 25 27 147 3.14
safety 8 31 48 37 23 147 3.24
duty system 4 11 45 55 32 147 3.68
holiday work 6 26 56 35 24 147 331
ability 24 42 53 19 9 147 2.64
disagreement with parent 36 40 45 23 3 147 2.44
guest hospitality 17 53 60 11 6 147 256
family Business 38 43 45 15 6 147 237
discord with manager 9 38 49 35 16 147 3.07
discord wiith colleagues 8 25 52 42 20 147 3.28
different field 9 25 73 36 4 147 3.01
different company 7 28 50 50 12 147 3.22
personal 19 46 52 26 4 147 266
health i1 30 48 40 18 147 3.16
education 15 31 71 25 5 147 2.82
arrangement 8 50 58 20 11 147 2.84
traffic 10 46 61 26 4 147 2.78
orientation shortage 10 24 69 35 9 147 3.06
management 7 33 69 26 12 147 3.02
work time 28 49 49 12 9 147 249
residence 14 43 46 30 14 147 291
back to school 9 31 59 34 14 147 3.09
Other opinion for tumover
yes no
turnover continue 125 22
turnover disappearance 22 125
doing well retiring C%‘::C:rfn
expectation of present company 134 1 12
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Table 3. Factor Analysis of Family Restaurant Cook Part Employee Turnover Reason

s;vs(:cralr(n internal r':l]:t]i?; another way personal residence mz:l:ng'e- enr;:;otn-
over-much work 0.812 0.072 -0.091 -0.063 0.106 0.141 -0.010 -0.125
welfare 0.725 0.123 -0.072 0.190 -0.002 -0.043 0.370 0.013
pay scale 0.720 -0.067 0.495 0.084 -0.101 -0.064 -0.089 0.021
job condition 0.708 0.117 0.133 0.245 -0.034 0.013 0.240 0.226
over time work 0.605 0.071 -0.081 0.111 0.154 -0.066 0.091 0.436
safety 0.593 0.180 -0.171 -0.080 0.216 0.378 0.237 -0.021
duty system 0.564 -0.083 0.544 0.349 -0.057 0.116 -0.051 -0.006
holiday work 0.513 -0.025 0.073 0.215 0.436 0.099 0.198 0.099
ability 0.022 0.781 0.176 -0.034 0.129 0.039 0.132 0.137
disagreement with parent 0.087 0.771 0.050 0.002 0.212 0.025 0.122 0.017
guest hospitality 0.047 0.747 0.064 -0.023 0.116 0.195 0.001 -0.116
family Business 0.076 0.522 -0.092 0.350 -0.069 0.192 0.023 0.157
discord with manager -0.048 0.124 0.863 0.062 0.105 0.084 0.080 0.095
discord wiith colleagues -0.032 0.128 0.838 0.144 0.158 0.051 0.043 0.006
different field 0.129 0.039 0.117 0.802 0.156 -0.062 0.129 0.037
different company 0.178 -0.023 0.412 0.706 -0.020 0.230 0.007 0.107
personal -0.098 0.286 0.114 -0.055 0.727 0.172 -0.050 0.258
health 0.119 0.431 0.217 -0.040 0.625 0.028 -0.021 0.042
education 0.197 -0.001 0.044 0.336 0.575 0.192 0.168 -0.189
arrangement 0.183 0.110 0.168 0.053 0.174 0.772 0.039 0.208
traffic -0.071 0.244 0.093 0.031 0.095 0.647 0.269 -0.278
orientation shortage 0.264 0.091 -0.132 0.154 0.013 0.199 0.705 0.148
management 0.247 0.155 0.384 -0.021 0.044 0.043 0.702 0.127
work time 0.039 0.005 0.157 0.019 0.086 -0.006 0.232 0.741
residence 0.183 0.330 -0.097 0.284 -0.052 0.454 -0.181 0.522
back to school 0.128 0.402 -0.097 0.390 0.438 -0.270 -0.120 -0.050
Total Eigenvalues 6.375 2.923 2.359 1.475 1.341 1.251 1.102 1.041
% of Variance 24.519 11.243 9.073 5.675 5.157 4.811 4.240 4.006
Cronbach ¢« 0.716 0.721 0.743 0.726 0.718 0.719 0.723 0.731
Bz 4532 A7 A 1522001 - 16 -
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Table 4. Difference of Turnover Reason by Sex

Tumover factor Male Female T-Value

Work system 3.334+0.71 3.53+0.71 0.799
Internal problem 2.52+t0.78 2.48+0.80 0.549
Human relation 3.11%1.10 3.21+0.94 0.295
Another way 3.09+0.90 3.12+0.79 0.896
Personal problem 2.90+0.84 2.86+0.73 0.569
Residence place 2.69+0.71 2.89+0.78 0.819
Unbelievable management 3.02£0.87 3.05t0.78 0.454
Environment 2.85+0.82 2.59+0.88 0.472
Total 3.0010.58 3.06+0.45 0.470

Mean +S.D.
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OFemale 3534 " 2488 3218 BERPT] 2865 2890 3051 T 2se7 " 3063

Fig 1. Difference of Turnover Reason by Sex
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Table 5. Difference of Turnover Reason by Age

20-29 30-39 over 50 Total F
Work system 345t 0.72 352+ 119 313 0.00 345+ 074 0.122
Internal problem 249+ 0.78 267 1.16 3.00+  0.00 250+ 079 0.333
Human relation 316  0.99 367t 140 300+ 0.00 318+ 101 0.745
Another way 310+ 0.82 333+ 129 350+  0.00 311+ 084 0.330
Personal problem 287+t  0.78 300t 0.89 333+ 0.00 288+ 078 0.242
Residence place 280 078 283+ 082 400t 0.00 281+ 078 1.170
Management 3.03%  0.81 325+ 099 400+ 000 3.04+ 0.82 0.908
Environment 269t 0.86 275+t 1.04 350+ 000 270+ 087 0.439
TOTAL 303t 049 3.18+  0.96 332+ 0.00 3.04+ 051 0.399

Mean+S.D.
32
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Fig. 2 Difference of Turnover Reason by Age
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Table 6. Difference of Turnover Reason by Learning

19

High school College University Master Total F
Work system 3.00+0.74 3511 0.68 3.78£0.81 4881000 3451074 6235
Internal problem 221+0.76 2.56+0.79 2,53 0.80 3.75+0.00 250+079  2.237
Human relation 3.08+ 1.30 3.22+0.89 3.00+ 1.27 3501000 3.18+1.01 0343
Another way 2.71+095 3.14+0.73 353+ 1.04 4.50+0.00 3.11+084 45237
Personal problem 2.62+0.79 2.96+0.75 2.69+0.84 433+000 288+078 2962
Residence place 2.40+0.79 2.89+0.78 2.87+0.61 400+000 2811078 3.684
Management 2.79+0.78 3.12+0.82 2.90+0.83 3.00t0.00 3041082 1.343
Environment 248+ 085 272+087 2.80%0.73 450+000 2.70+087 2.141
Total 2.70+0.63 3.09+0.43 3.14+0.54 424+000 3047051 7.008
*p<0.5, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
Mean + S.D.
Table 7. Difference of Turnover Reason by Order
Manager Captain Employee Total ' F
Work system 356+ 0.69 3.63% 0.80 3.42+ 0.73 3.45+ 0.74 0.779
Internal problem 321+ 0.64 2.69+ 0.86 244+ 0.77 2.50+ 0.79 3434
Human relation 3.42+ 0.80 345+ 1.02 312+ 1.01 3.18+ 1.0l 1.095
Another way 3.17+0.26 3.08+0.85 3.12+0.86 3.11 +0.84 0.033
Personal problem 322+0.72 2.971+0.79 2.85+0.78 2.88+0.78 0.782
Residence place 2.751+0.61 2.88+0.84 2.80+0.79 2.81+0.78 0.092
Management 2.92+0.66 3.20+0.95 3.02£0.80 3.04+0.82 0.481
Environment 2.67+0.52 3.08+0.91 2.64+0.86 2.70+0.87 2.204
Total 3.23+0.47 3.20+0.57 3.00%0.50 3.0410.51 1.805
*p<0.05
Mean +S.D
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Table 8. Difference of Turnover Reason by Service Duty
3~6 month 6~12 month 1~2 year 3~4 year over 5 year Total F
Work system 329=0.78 3.39%0.69 356+0.74 3.40+0.385 3.59+0.72 345+0.74 0.8l
Internal problem 2.30=0.88 2.27%0.69 261£0.73 2.65%0.99 3.23£0.53 250079 406"
Human relation 2.80=091 3.12%*1.09 322+091 346%+1.18 3.75+0.95 318+ 101 2.06
Another way 276=1.01 3.41x0.77 308075 2.96+0.90 3.10%0.74 3.11+084 270
Personal problem 2.59=0.83 2.76+0.74 2.99+0.76  2.85+0.63 3.57 t0.69 2.88+0.78 3.64"
Residence place 2.58=0.76 2.80%0.79 286078 2.77x0.83 320%£0.71 281+0.78 1.23
Management 2.78=0.82 3.02+0.69 3.18+%0.87 3.19%0.97 2.801+0.79 3.04+£082 1.38
Environment 242090 2.85%0.88 266090 2.77%0.63 2.90+£0.74 2.70+0.87 1.16
Total 2.80=0.57 2.99%042 3.12£048 3.07+0.64 3.35+0.47 3.04t051 291*
*p<0.5, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
Mean=S.D.
TOTAL E
Environment
Management
Residence Place BOver5 year
O3-4 year
Personai Problem 01-2 year
d6-12 month
Another way §3-6 month
Human Relation |
Internal Problem
Work system
0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50 4.00
Fig 3. Difference of Turnover Reason by Service Duty
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Table 9. Other Opinion for Turnover N(%)
Male Female Total
Turnover Continue or Not
Yes 483 (32.7) 77 (524) 125 (85.0)
No 12 (82 10 (6.8) 22 (15.0)
Total 60  (40.8) ¥ (9 147 (100.
Turnover Disappearance
Yes 10 (6.8) 12 (8.2) 22 (15.0)
No 50 (34.0) 75 (51.0) 125 (85.0)
Total 60 (40.8) ¥ 92 147 (100.
Expectation of Present Company
Doing Well 56 (38.1) 78  (53.1) 134  (91.2)
Retiring ©.7 1 @7
Out of Concern 3 Q0 9 (6.1) 12 (8.2)
Total 60 (40.8) 7 (92 147 (100.
Doing Well
91 %
Qutof
Concern

8 %

Retiring
1%

///// /// '\&\\\\\\\\\\\\

Fig. 4 Expectation Present Company
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