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Importance Evaluation about the Remedies for Improvement of Sanitation Management
by Foodservice Managers
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Department of Food & Nutrition, Daegu University, Gyeongbuk, Korea

Abstract

The purposes of this study were to evaluate on the importance about the possible remedies for improvement of sanitation
management by foodservice manager and to compare dietitians’ opinion and that of administrators about theirs. A
questionnaire survey was performed by 282 dietitians and 56 administrators, who were involved at foodservice facilities
in Daegu and Gyeongbuk from March 7 to March 9 in 2007. According to the results of the importance evaluation
analysis about the remedies for improvement of sanitation management, there were significant differences between
dietitians and administrators in the means of 6 items such as “remodeling of hygiene equipment and facilities”,
“improvement of dietitians’ food safety knowledge”, “self-operated management of foodservice operation”, “enforcement
of cooperation between the CEO or administrators and dietitians”, “development of food safety education program for
foodservice workers”, “increasing of foodservice operating budget”. In all of them, the dietitians’ evaluation scores were
significantly higher than that of administrators. In addition, four factors were extracted by exploratory factor analysis.
According to the results of one-way ANOVA, operating, education, and policy * support sector showed that significant
differences across type of foodservice, frequency of meals served, number of meals served per day, dietitians’ education
level and career. On the other hand, supervision sector showed that significant differences across number of meals served
per day and dietitians’ employment type. In conclusion, in order to increase the quality of sanitation in the foodservice
operation, we should increase sanitation performance and enforce the food-safety education for foodservice workers. In

addition, government should increase the policy support. (Korean J Community Nutrition 15(2) : 266~274, 2010)
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of foodservice operations

Type of foodservice
- - - Total
Characteristics Business & Industry School Hospital (N = 338)
(n = 84) (n=234) (n=20)
) Self-operated 47 (56.0)" 235 (100.0) 19 (95.0) 300 (88.8)
Type of operation
Contract-managed 37 (44.0) 0( 0.0 1( 5.0 38(11.2)
Frequency of medis (fime/day) 7183) 220( 94.0) 1050 228(67.9)
d v o >2 77 (91.7) 15( 6.0) 19 (95.0) 110(32.5)
< 400 65 (77.4) 92 ( 39.3) 15 (75.0) 172 (50.9)
Number of meals served per day > 400 ~ < 1,000 11(13.1) 87 ( 37.6) 5(25.0) 104 (30.8)
> 1,000 8( 9.5) 54 ( 23.1) 0( 0.0 62(18.3)

1) N (%)

o] 88.8%, $1€o] 11.2%R0H, 19 4 A5 1]

B97F 67.5%, 23] o)1 7497} 25% 1;]_ 19 22
11

m

Table 2. Demographic characteristics
administrators of foodservice operations

of dietitians and

ol ¥ 2 o

9 = 4007 w9l A97F AA 2] 50.9%= 71 v Characteristics Dietitions - Administrators
a7, 400 ©]%¢ 1,0009 vigkel 97} 30.8%, 1,000 Business & Industry 49(17.4)  35(62.5)
olakel 797} 18.3%3t}. T\fse‘r’;ﬂon School 216(76.6) 18(32.1)
Hospital 17 (6.0) 3(5.4)
2) INTHY SN R YRS LEN <3 40(142)  19(33.9)
ZAVAF ookate} alsi A o] ANFEA]S Table 2%} Career >23~<5 63(223) 12(21.4)
7t} QJoEabe] Ao AL A7} AAQ] 17.4%, Bt (years) >5~<10 75(26.6)  9(16.1)
76.6%, H90] 6.0%F 0 TEAEL 10 o)Akl Fe >10 104 (36.9) 16 (28.6)
7} A 36.9%% 7H ‘%9}’5_’ 54 oA 10\ m]uto] High school 0(0.0) 4(7.1)
26.6%, 3d o1 5 wltlo] 22.3%, 3d wiwlo] 1429,  Educction  Some coleqe so(ine) 8@l
Ak, AR Shee 4dAl gt E%10] 73.8%, thekd E/T:s?eerl‘:rcjedgerz::r more 224? [[17;5 f]) 286((14465]]
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Table 3. Comparison analysis of importance evaluation about the remedies for improvement of foodservice sanitation management
between dieticians and administrators

Evaluation ifems Dietitians Administrators tvalue
(N=282) (N=56)

Remodeling of hygiene equipment and facilities 4.64 + 0.56" 4.24 + 0.72 3.92%%*
Quality improvement of food materials 4.48 + 0.61 4.35 + 0.62 1.52
Improvement of personnel hygiene of foodservice workers 4.62 + 0.54 4,51 £ 0.61 1.32
Increasing of foodservice workers 3.79 £ 0.75 3.60 £ 0.74 1.73
Improvement of sanitation education for foodsevice workers 4.34 = 0.60 427 £ 0.73 0.70
Reinforcement of sanitation education and training for diefitians 4.19 £ 0.66 4.13 £ 0.80 0.62
Improvement of dietitians' food safety knowledge 4.43 = 0.59 4.13 £ 0.58 3.44%*
Self-operated management of foodservice operation 4,31 £ 0.75 3.58 = 0.83 6.38%%*
Improvement of foodservice serving atmosphere 4.35 = 0.70 419 £ 0.63 1.66
Enforcement of cooperation between the CEO or administrators and dietitians 4.49 + 0.58 3.98 + 0.78 5.56**
Development of food safety education program for foodservice workers 4,20 + 0.68 3.89 + 0.69 3.17%*
Increasing of foodservice operating budget 4.37 £ 0.65 4.04 £ 0.77 3.42%%*
Reinforcement of foodservice monitoring by students’ parents? 3.32 + 0.87 3.16 = 0.85 0.99
Reinforcement of governmental inspection 3.56 + 0.72 3.59 + 0.86 -0.28

1) Mean = SD: The importance scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Liker-type scale from 1 to 5 (1: unim-
portant af all ~ 3: neither ~ 5: very important).

2) This item was only evaluated by school foodservice dietitians and admistrations.

** p < 0.01, #* p < 0.001.
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Table 4. Results of factor analysis of dietitians' importance evaluation about the remedies for improvement of sanitation management

Factor name (Cronbach's Alpha) IoF(?;LOg;s Eigenvalues CO[T[]OL/:J ]ohve ;Oec(zzg
Factor 1. Operation sector (0.680)
Remodeling of hygiene equipment and facilities 0.720
Quality improvement of food materials 0.710
Improvement of personnel hygiene of foodservice workers 0.673 2.264 16.175 4.37
Increasing of foodservice workers 0.501
Factor 2. Education sector (0.726)
Improvement of sanitation education for foodsevice workers 0.748
Reinforcement of sanitation education and training for dietitians 0.680 2.219 32.028 4.32
Improvement of dietitians' food safety knowledge 0.581
Factor 3. Policy and support sector (0.706)
Self-operated management of foodservice operation 0.766
Improvement of foodservice serving atmosphere 0.579
Enforcement of cooperation between the CEO or administrators and dietitians 0.645 2.096 47.001 4.35
Development of food safety education program for foodservice workers 0.571
Increasing of foodservice operating budget 0.491
Factor 4. Supervision sector (0.709)
Reinforcement of foodservice monitoring by students’ parents 0.852
Reinforcement of governmental inspection 0.808 1.675 58.963 344

Cronbach's Alpha = 0.828

Table 5. Comparison of the importance evaluation scores of factors according to the characteristics of foodservice operations

Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Operating Sector Education Sector  Policy - support Sector  Supervision Sector
Business & Industry (n = 49) 4.07 £ 0.76'° 3.97 £ 0.92% 3.83 £ 0.89° 3.30 £ 1.06
ypeof School (n = 216) 4.42 + 0.51° 4.35 £ 0.57° 4.42 + 052° 3.42 + 0.74
foodservice
Hospital (n = 17) 4,18 + 0.60% 412 + 0.63% 416 £ 0.49° 3.50 + 0.68
F-value 8.66%** 7.43%%* 19.58%s#:* 0.61
Type of Self-operated (n = 262) 4,36 + 0.59 4,27 + 0.68 4,32 £ 0.65 3.38 £ 0.81
operation Confract-managed (n=19)  4.16 = 0.39 4,28 + 0.45 4,05 £ 0.47 3.68 £ 0.58
t-value 1.49 -0.05 1.79 -1.58
Frequency 1 (n=2095) 4,41 £ 0.52 4,34 + 0.58 4,40 £ 0.53 3.39 £ 0.76
of medals >2(n=77) 419 £ 0.70 4,10 £ 0.83 4,03 £ 0.81 3.45 £ 0.82
t-value 2.80%* 2.66%* 4,53%** -0.55
< 400 (n=125) 4,28 + 0.64° 4,23 £ 0.73 422 £ 0.71° 3.62 £ 0.77°
Numberofmeals . yoy _ _y000(n=95 434 + 0.5 4.25 + 0.65 430 + 0,63 318 + 0.85°
served per day
> 1,000 (n = 58) 4,52 + 0.37° 4,41 £ 0.51 4.48 £+ 0.40° 3.49 + 0.75°
F-value 3.43* 1.59 3.28* 5.43%*
1) Mean £ SD: The importance scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert-type scale from 1 to 5 (1: unim-
portant af all ~ 3: neither ~ 5: very important).
2) a.b: Different letters mean significant difference between groups by Duncan's mulfiple range fest.
* p < 0.05 **: p<0.01, ** p<0.001.
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Table 6. Comparison of the importance evaluation scores of four factors according to dietitians' characteristics
variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Operating Sector Education Sector Policy - support Sector  Supervision Sector
. Some college (n = 30) 417 £093°" 394+ 1.14° 3.87 £ 1.16° 3.33 + 1.11
IEeC\’/:TOT'O” Bachelor's degree (n = 208) 440 + 043° 434 + 0.50° 4.37 + 0.45° 3.40 + 076
Master's degree ormore (n = 44)  4.22 + 0.82%° 4,17 £ 0.84® 4,28 + 0.79° 3.50 £ 0.78
F-value 3.42* 5.53** 8.23%** 0.43
Permanent position (n = 209) 4.35 + 0.62 4.29 + 0.71 4,28 £ 0.69 3.33 + 0.83
Employment type
Temporary position (N = 73) 4.34 + 0.45 4,28 + 0.69 4.37 £ 0.46 3.63 = 0.68
-value 0.19 0.62 -1.04 —2.83%*
< 3 (n = 40) 4,12 + 0.83° 4,12 + 0.92° 4,06 £ 0.81° 3.42 £ 1.02
Career >3~ <5(n=63 429 + 0.54%° 418 + 0.74%® 426 £ 0.75% 3.53 + 0.87
(vears) >5~<10(n =75 4.34 £ 0.40° 4.19 £ 0.44% 4,25 + 0.45% 3.33 £ 0.61
> 10 (n = 104) 4.48 + 0.58° 4.43 + 0.61° 4,42 + 0.59° 3.36 = 0.80
F-value 4.17%* 3.43* 3.35% 0.83

1) Mean £ SD: The importance scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert-type scale from 1 to 5 (1: unim-

portant af all ~ 3: neither ~ 5: very important).

2) a,b: Different letfers mean significant difference between groups by Duncan's mulfiple range test.

* p < 0.05 **: p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
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