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The Impact of Coworker Relationship of Employees on Quality of
Work Life in Contract Foodservice

Kyung Soo Han, Jung Tak Lee*

Department of Foodservice and Culinary Management, Kyonggi University, Korea

Abstract

This study examined co-worker relationship on of life between employees of contract foodservice in general hospital.
Contract foodservice managed general hospitals surveyed from 1 October 2015 to 31 October 2015. A total of 230
questionnaires (cook-30 questionnaires, nutritionist-50 questionnaires, cook’s helper-150 questionnaires) were distributed,
and 177 questionnaires were used for the study. As a result, the quality of life of employees contract foodservice general
hospital was composed of sub-factors (employee engagement, stress at work, home-work interface, working condition,
general well-being). co-worker relationship was composed of sub-factors (cooperative co-worker relationship, competitive
co-worker relationship). Causal relationship between variables was through regression analysis, and significant results were
shown. ooperative co-worker relationship had an effect on employee engagement, stress at work, working condition and

general well-being. competitive co-worker relationship.

Key Words: Coworker relationship, quality of life, contract foodservice, upper scale general hospital
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<Table 1> General characteristics of the subjects

Job Group N(%)

Variable N (%)
Hospital dietitian Cook Cook’s helper
Gend male 20 11.3 1(5) 18(90) 1(5)
ender female 157 88.7 34(21.7) 1(0.6) 122(77.7)
20~29 24 13.6 16(66.7) 5(20.8) 3(12.5)
A 30~39 26 14.7 17(65.4) 8(30.8) 1(3.8)
ge 40~49 12 6.8 2(16.7) 5(41.7) 5(41.7)
more than 50 115 65.0 0 1(0.9) 114(99.1)
graduate school 1 .6 0 0 1(100)
. university graduate 41 232 25(61) 4(9.8) 12(29.3)
Education
college graduate 52 294 10(19.2) 13(25) 29(55.8)
under high school graduate 83 46.9 2(2.4) 0 81(97.6)
Marital statar unmarried 51 28.8 33(64.7) 12(23.5) 6(11.8)
arital status married 126 712 2(1.6) 7(5.6) 117(92.9)
less than 200 million won 49 27.7 1(2) 2(4.1) 46(93.9)
200~400 million won 63 35.6 11(17.5 14(22.2) 38(60.3)
Family monthly 400~600 million won 24 13.6 7(29.2) 1(4.2) 16(66.7)
income 600~800 million won 27 15.3 8(29.6) 2(7.4) 17(63)
800~1,000 million won 8 45 4(50) 0 4(50)
more than 1,000 million won 6 34 4(66.7) 0 2(33.3)
less than 5 years 95 53.7 21(22.1) 5(5.3) 69(72.6)
c 5~10 years 41 23.2 10(24.4) 6(14.6) 25(61)
areer 11~20 years 37 209 4(10.8) 6(16.2) 27(73)
more than 21 years 4 2.3 0 2(50) 2(50)
Forms of Regular Employee 57 322 33(57.9) 11(19.3) 13(22.8)
employment Non-Regular Employee 120 67.8 2(1.7) 8(6.7) 110(91.7)
. Patients Meals 141 79.7 32(22.7) 14(9.9) 95(67.4)
Work unit
Employee Meals 36 20.3 3(8.3) 5(13.9) 28(77.8)
o ional Cook 19 10.7
ccurr:) eglona Hospital dietitian 35 19.8
group Cook’s helper 123 69.5
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<Table 2> Factor analysis and reliability analysis of quality of Work life and co-worker relationship

Component Communal

% of  Cronbach’s

component Matrixs ities cigenvalues variance  Alpha
I am inspired to do my best at work. 739 713
I am satisfied with the career opportunities available for me here 723 .594
I feel success/accomplishment from my work 699 652
I have enough opportunity to consult my boss about the
695 .594
changes at work
My employer will give me a compliment when I do a good job 687 654
I will suggest to others that this organization is good to work with 682 612
My organization communicates well with employees 676 618
I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization 675 575
Employee . . .. .
I am satisfied with the training 1 have received to perform 7438 22.540 941
engagement 674 619
my current work
My employer provides me with what I need to do my job
. 659 671
effectively
My work is as interesting and as varied as I want 655 641
I am able to provide my opinions and able to change
. 601 636
things at my work place
I am involved in decisions that affect me in my work S13 529
I am encouraged to develop new skills 509 564
Hospital’s I am satisfied with the overall quality of my working life .503 581
food
sel(")\(/)ice I have inappropriate time work pressures 832 715
employee I always feel overstressed in my work .802 673
Quality of ~Stress at I feel under pressure at work 754 .636 1.8 11764 849
life work I have recently felt unhappy and depressed 690 .580 ’ ’ ’
I feel under pressure to increase my working hours .686 490
There are things that I cannot finish according to schedule 647 504
My current working hours or patterns are well suited to my 779 747
personal circumstances ’ ’
I am able to keep a balance between my work life and my
o 727 618
Home-work family life
. . . . . . 3.848 11.661 .849
interface My employer provides equipment and is flexible enough in 683 608
helping me adjust my work to fit with my family life ’ ’
In general, things work out well for me 622 .586
In most ways my life is similar to ideal .601 592
The working conditions are satisfactory 794 737
i I work in a safe environment 765 737
Working : . : 3058 9267 811
condition I am happy with the physical environment of my work place 611 651
I have an opportunity to use my abilities at work 431 547
I am feeling good in this moment .766 784
Wfﬁnlferf‘i I am satisfied with my life 759 751 2530 7668 821
€ I currently feel reasonably happy overall 547 .550
My co-worker and talk about private things each others. 757 574
Cooperative 1 get on with my co-worker 730 .680
co-worker My co-worker are concerned me 726 .550 2.690 29.886 175
relationship My co-worker and 1 share thinking and data 726 .538
Co-worker My co-worker encourage and support me 659 436
relationship
My co-worker do not appreciate my works. .802 661
Competitive 1 am uncooperative to my co-worker 744 567
co-work My co-workers are competitive. 694 522 2320 25776 714
relationships It is difficult to understand my co-worker 677 482

62.901%, 55.662%, KMO=0.912, Bartlett: 3639.196 (df=528, Sig.= .000)
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<Table 3> Correlation Analysis of Quality of Work Life and Co-worker relationship

Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Employee engagement 2.85 72 1
Stress at work 3.02 79 -116 1
Home-work interface 2.76 72 652%* -200%* 1
Working condition 2.90 72 694%%* -.061 509%* 1
General well-being 3.10 77 583 -289%* S550%* 504%* 1
Cooperative - C - R 3.25 .59 307** 371%* 058 259%* 177% 1
Competitive - C - R? 2.53 .58 .034 011 .143 .036 022 -.189% 1

#£p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

DCooperative Co-worker relationship, 2?Competitive co-worker relationship

<Table 4> Regression analysis of Quality of Work Life and Co-worker relationship

. . . Unstandardized Coefficients Standar(.hzed
dependent variable independent variable Coeficients t p
B S.E. B

(constant) 1.262 406 3.105 .002
Employee engagement Cooperative - C - RV 398 .089 325 4.450 .000
Competitive - C - R? 118 .091 095 1.302 195

R>= 321, AR’= .103, F=10.012, p= .000
(constant) 1.047 435 2.409 017
Stress at work Cooperative - C - R 519 .096 387 5422 .000
Competitive - C - R 115 097 .085 1.185 237

R%= 380, AR?= .145, F=14.711, p= .000
(constant) 1.914 423 4.527 .000
Home-work interface Cooperative - C - R .107 .093 .088 1.153 250
Competitive - C - R 199 095 .160 2.099 .037

R%= .167, AR’= 028, F=2.5, p= .085

(constant) 1.525 412 3.700 .000
Working condition Cooperative - C - R 337 091 276 3.711 .000
Competitive - C - R .109 .092 .088 1.185 238

R%= 273, AR%*= 075, F=7.006, p= .001
(constant) 2.114 450 4.702 .000
General well-being Cooperative - C - R 245 099 187 2471 014
Competitive - C - R 076 .101 057 754 452

R%= .165, AR?*= .034, F=3.096, p= .045

DCooperative Co-worker relationship, 2Competitive co-worker relationship
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<Table 5> Regression analysis by Job Group

Cook Hospital dietitian Cook’s helper

Estimate CR. Estimate CR. Estimate CR.

— Employee engagement 0.213 1.24 0.282 1.294 0.535 4.11

— Stress at work 0.656 4.054 0.423 1.901 0.164 13
Cooperative - C - R" — Home-work interface 0.016 0.078 0.099 0.449 0.294 2.246
— Working condition 0.177 0.936 0.232 0.999 0472 3.725

— General well-being 0.216 1.149 0.203 0.845 0.592 4.67
— Employee engagement 0.468 2331 0.095 0.391 0.041 0.373
— Stress at work -0.119 -0.628 0.237 0.958 0.213 2.000
Competitive - C - R? — Home-work interface 0.526 2228 0.183 0.743 0.072 0.649
— Working condition 0.51 2.308 -0.1 -0.387 0.065 0.604
— General well-being 0.476 2.166 -0.011 -0.041 -0.087 -0.811

%p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
DCooperative Co-worker relationship, ?Competitive co-worker relationship
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