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Analysis of Staff Satisfaction with Staff Foodservice Quality in Hospitals
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to analyze staff satisfaction with staff foodservice in hospitals. The
study compared the hospital staff’s expectations and perceptions of foodservice. The quality
satisfaction values were indicated as the differences between their expectations and perceptions.
The subjects were 643 hospital staff in 11 Daegu - Kyungpook hospitals. Written questionnaires
were used to collect the data. The completion rate was 76.9%. There were 17 attributes for
foodservice quality, which were divided by factor analysis into four main quality factors; sensory,
nutrition, sanitation and service. The high expectation and low perception items on the expectation
and perception grid were: seasoning of the meals, taste of the meals, variety of the menu,
nutritional considerations, cleanliness of the dishes, and prompt handling of meal complaints. On all
the attributes measured, expectations were higher than perceptions. The quality satisfaction values
were all negative. There were highly significant{p<0.001) correlations between quality satisfaction
and variety of the menu(r=0.783), nutritional considerations(r=0.770), prompt dealing with meal
complaints(r=0.762), cleanliness of meals(r=0.689), and courtesy of employees (r=0.653). There is
a need to improve taste, menu variety, nutrition, sanitation, speed of handling meal complaints,
and courtesy.
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<Table 3> Factor analysis on the sanitation and service quality

Variables — Fact.or - - Communalities
Sanitation Service Previous notice of menu e
Cleanliness of dishes 0.834 1.118E-02 1.723E-02 0.696
Cleanliness of environment 0.808 -3437E-02 0.170 0.682
Cleanliness of employee clothes 0.780 0.257 3.445E-02 0.676
Cleanliness of meals 0.726 0.258 -3.790E-02 0.596
Moderate prices -0.133 0.776 8.325E-02 0.626
Prompt delivery 0.510 0.620 -0.115 0.658
Courtesy of employees 0.527 0.539 -1.928E-02 0.569
Prompt dealing with meal complaints 0422 0.522 0.331 0.561
Prior notification about menu 3.264E-02 5.999E-02 0.962 0.930
Eigenvalues 3.821 1.166 1.007
Cumulative(%) 42.5% 55.4% 66.6%
3 ARAL Mu|Ao] ZE SEA40] CHEt 7ICHE & ol <Table 4> The expectations and perceptions of the hospital
Al 2AM staff foodservice
1) 7l =s} A4 E e Characteristics Expectations| Perceptions
W W A2 DA AL 243 9 D A Sensory quality 4.16+045 | 3.31+0.61
Bl2¢] 1784 thdt 7|dEe AT A= Softness of meal 4.024+0.64 | 3.51+0.79
{Table ol AABIET 7UiEs SAZAL 474 Temperature 4031061 | 3.53+0.79
]/\g 2ogHA EAL 4udow BE =glow 7t Smell 4.01£0.66 | 3.23+0.83
20l Zold YA WE 7=t 7 =g Seasoning 445+059 | 3.11£094
I ok(438), TH=(416), MU A(416) 202 UERT) o] Taste 449+0.57 | 3.27+0.85
=g ARIA FAA O ATdM FANS A% A[?[.)earance 400+0.74 | 3.21+0.83
Zo At B EH?;“@  gaoE @ A7 Nutnu.on 4.38+0.51 | 3.12+0.93
oy N o Variety of menu 435+0.60 ) 295+1.10
oA AT A7, A AW, BAT g4, yA% - I
9l B3 3 4?‘5]- AEATE 208 BEo 2 1 Nutritional cons1der.auons 4424060 | 3294093
e Meal quality 4274042 | 321+£071
Bt Aset AR Ao HAPAAOE A NS g 4525048 | 338068
THAE FEAE T Sz FH0l olFeiA} & A Cleantiness of meals 4632054 | 339083
o2 ARdEH. Cleantiness of dishes 4584056 | 3214092
Zt #2454 R £ 9 24 T4 delMe 349 Cleanliness of environment 45340.57 | 3.40+0.80
BH449)el tigt 71 =oh Y Bgkem, 249 2+ Cleanliness of employee clothes | 4.34+0.63 | 3.52+0.75
(445), YAz I3 HAH442), Ao vhekgd Service 416051 | 3.342065
(435), S22 2%(403), 519 A7)(402), S419] RAA) Moderate prices 407+0.78 | 3.48+1.07
(401), 2419] A (400) €22 ey, 94 2 Courtesy of employees 4271064 | 3.30+0.92
Au| A& EFFGAE 22419 9A1463)9] W3 7= Prompt delivery 4.17£0.63 | 3.37+0.89
71 E=grom, 2719 9A(458), =HEH7 ) HAA Prompt dealing with meal complaints| 4.34+0.61 | 2.95+0.96
(453), RS QD) L3180 (434), AAFETIe] A& Prior notification about menu 393+0.83 | 3.61+1.04
3 AT (43), 2RL NMAA), WA A4 Sanitation & Service quality 4344043 | 3.36+0.58
(417). 77 2) ABAAT), ve) A AA)(393) = Total scores 431+ 0.39 | 331+0.56

L2 yepEt

AAZE A L A
o] 321F0E JEigon, 7k 29 & A(338) £2(331), 9o312) o2 JEyth 4
of dig AAZ=7t T B, MBA(334), B3 o

Values are mean+S.D.
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<Table 5> Effects of hospital size on the expectations and
perceptions of the hospital staff foodservice

(<]
T3 Ee) A4l o

Characteristics |- <300 beds |300-499 beds| =500 beds
(0=123) (n=158) (n=362)
Expectations
Sensory quality | 421£043° | 4094045" | 418 046"
Nutriton 430+0.50° | 439+051% | 441+051°
Sanitation 4511048 | 4501048 |4.54£049N
Service 4.0940.56* | 4.11+0.50% | 420+049°
Total expectations | 4.27+040 | 427+0.38 | 433040
Perceptions
Sensory quality | 3.32+£0.62 | 3.38+0.63 |3.2740.60"
Nutriton 320083 | 3.09+0.99 |3.10+£094%
Sanitation 3234065 | 3.47£0.60° | 3.40+0.71°
Service 350+0.57° | 3254064 | 3324067
Total perceptions | 3.34+£0.56 | 3.32+0.56 | 3.29+0.55

Values are mean=+ S.D.
Different superscripts in the same row indicate significant
differences(p<0.05) by Duncan’s multiple comparison test.
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5 4.7 . 1. Softness of rice 2. Temperature
= o 3. Smell 4. Seasoning
o 47 ? 5. Taste 6. Appearance
8 1; 7. Variety of menu
m 45 1 4 Eé 8. Nutritional considerations
o 8 9. Cleanliness of meals
LI B ° 10. Cleanliness of dishes
g 2 11. Cleanliness of environment
43 9 7 12. Cleanliness of employee clothes
o 13. Moderate prices
42 o 15 14. Courtesy of employees
o 15. Prompt delivery
o d 16. Prompt dealing with meal complaints
42 17. Prior notification about menu.
63 o0 * The expectation and perception scores
40 ob .
17 are measured on a 5-point scale where 1
39 o equals very low, 5 equals very high.
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37
Perception

<Fig. 1> The expectation and perception grid* of the hospital staff foodservice

<Table 6> Quality satisfaction with staff foodservice in hospitals

Characteristics Quality satisfaction| T-value
Sensory quality 0.8510.75 | -28.72%**
Softness of rice -0.50£0.99 | -12.92%**
Temperature -0.5041.00 |-12.48***
Aroma -0.78£1.07 | -18.47%+*
Seasoning -1.33+1.13 | -29.90%**
Taste -12241.05 |-29.48%**
Appearance -0.79+1.14 | -17.50%**
Nutrition -126£1.12 | -28.30%**
Variety of menu -1.394+1.33 | -26.48%**
Nutritional considerations -1.1241.16 | -24.49%%*
Meal quality -1.06£0.85 | -31.47%**
Sanitation -1.14+0.84 | -34.10%**
Cleanliness of meals -1.23+£0.98 |-31.63%**
Cleanliness of dishes -1.37+1.01 | -31.22%%*
Cleanliness of environment -1.124+0.98 | -29.12%**
Cleanliness of employee clothes | -0.824+1.00 |-20.71%%*
Service -0.82£0.84 | -24.20%**
Moderate prices 0.60+1.39 |-10.76%**
Courtesy of employees -0.97+1.16 |-21.18%**
Prompt delivery -0.80+£1.13 | -17.92%%*
Prompt dealing with meal complaints | -1.38 +1.23 | -28.35%#*
Prior notification about menu -0.32£1.31 | -6.183%#*
Sanitation & Service quality -0.98+0.74 | -32.85%**
Total quality satisfaction -1.02+0.73 | -35.40%**

Overall acceptance 3244087 | 1.00%**

Values are mean=+S.D.
*** p<0.001 by paired t- test

[
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<Table 7> Correlations between foodservice quality factors and overall satisfaction and quality satisfaction

Quality satisfaction
Characteristics Qverau . Sanitation
satisfaction Meal quality . ) Total
& Service quality
Sensory quality 0.569%+* 0.851 %% 0.589%#x* 0.800%**
Softness of meal 0.2]3#* 0.462%%* 0.286%** 0.419%%+*
Temperature 0.320%** 0.506%** 0.392%** 0.497%3*
Aroma 0.396%** 0.601#** 0.471%%* 0.592%#*
Seasoning 0423 4% 0634 0.355%** 0.552%*
Taste 0572 (0.7427% % 0.483#** 0.679%**
Appearance 0.466%*+* 0.645%** 0.505 % 0.645%+*
Nutrition 0.634%* 0.936%*+* 0.608#+* 0.859%*
Variety of menu 0594 0.861%** 0.543%+* 0.783%#*
Nutrition 0.5524%% (0.829%s* 0.559%** 0.770%%*
Meal quality 0.674%%* 1.000%*#* 0.665%** 0.925%#*
Sanitation 0.403 %% 0.549%#* 0.874%%* 0.772%%*
Cleanliness of meals (0.434%* 0.554%** 0.699%+* 0.689%**
Cleanliness of dishes 0.276%** 0.416%*+* 0.737%** 0.629%**
Cleanliness of environment 0.288*** 0.397%%* (0.752%%* 0.610%**
Cleanliness of employee clothes 0.339%xx* 0.4507* 0.732%%* 0.647%%*
Service (0.513%%* 0.606%** 0.872%%* 0797
Moderate prices 0.212%% 0.267%4* 0.432%%* 0.387%%*
Courtesy of employees 0.400% 0.470%%* 0.732%x* 0.653 %%
Prompt delivery 0.393 %% 04554 0.681#+* 0.618%**
Prompt dealing with meal complaints 0.510%* 0.577%%* 0.708*** 0.762%**
Prior notification about menu 0.249%** 0.286%** 0.452%** 0.397#%x*
Sanitation & Service quality 0.5277%** 0.665%** 1.000 0.899%x*
Total quality satisfaction 0.664+** 0.925%%* 0.899** 1.000%**
Overall acceptance 1.000%#* 0.674%+* 0.5274* 0.664**+*
##¥ p<(0.001 by Pearson’s correlation coefficient
e WY oA (r=0594), &2419] BHr=0572). 2 ohehs A9 63 e e Adae] S5l
AR A%T A (r=05100% K8] & FBYE  H JUEs ANES 2ARL HES A5
2on, FFAUSE et F BHIANE v Folzne FAVEES BAW ARE eokid O
o SR (r=0783), dYHOE FRHA AN g4 po
(r=0770), HAHERE] &8 A2 (r=0762), &4 1 ZA} tdRte] BT E G} 236%, JA)
FA(r=0689), THA] 2= (r=0653) T uewmo|glon AB 354 od 7} RE(BI%)S A}
FBAAE VRl Al BEme A vd 4 A sEe ABYE(532%) 0], DAL 7HEAL
j’]’% L]'E]'LH%E]' UL}'E}‘}"I ﬁﬂ 4?4 ‘ﬂ'é‘_‘x:_ %75:_11:& (387%)7]' 7]-1]— % 1:]-
ZEE Fol/] AAE UL, RHoR @ o FAERA A AUEst BE B9 3Re
ookt W E sz, Bk A48 Hesh, 2 Ao Tty Aol tE Ao|gom. olALt hg
A Zo] HeAdE AALet SOk 5L AThe] thelbd s HAMERRY 4143 A
T2 e
V. gok @ Az 3 M8 EZ AL WANME H5HEA Y
ZINE7E Zokom, 57 & HeloXE gt A
W - AR 2R 20084 o) FE 17 el Hl2ve] g Z|ii7h =2 Ao® YEstth A 4
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A9 ot Ate] oefy, ddHeE 23FY AL
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