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Effects of Job Characteristics on Job Burnout and Engagement
in School Foodservice Dietitians in Busan Area

Eun-Soon Lyu1 and Kyung-A Lee®

lDepartment of Food Science & Nutrition, Pukyong National University
ZDepartment of Food & Nutrition, Catholic University of Daegu

ABSTRACT The purpose of this study was to obtain data for contribution of job characteristics (workload, autonomy,
reward, community, fairness, and value) to job burnout (emotional exhaustion, and cynicism), and job engagement
(vigor, dedication, and absorption) in foodservice dietitians. Our survey was administered to 393 school foodservice
dietitians in the Busan area on February 11, 2014. The mean scores of nutrition teachers were significantly higher
for autonomy (P<0.01), reward (P<0.05), community (P<0.01), fairness (P<0.001), and value (P<0.001) than unlimited
period contract dietitians. The mean scores of high school dietitians were significantly higher for emotional exhaustion
(P<0.01) and cynicism (P<0.001) than elementary school dietitians and middle school dietitians. Workload (r=-0.609,
P<0.001), reward (r=-0.417, P<0.001), and fairness (r=-0.394, P<0.01) correlated significantly with emotional exhaus-
tion. Reward (r=-0.324) and value (r=-0.423) correlated significantly (P<0.01) with cynicism. Value correlated sig-
nificantly (P<0.01) with vigor (r=0.493), dedication (r=0.480), and absorption (r=0.460). Workload (f=-0.521, P<0.001)
had the highest negative influence on emotional exhaustion, whereas value (=-0.325, P<0.001) had the highest negative
influence on cynicism. Value had the highest positive influence on vigor (=0.392, P<0.001), dedication (p=0.443,
P<0.001), and absorption (f=0.444, P<0.001). Based on the results of this study, school management should plan
job characteristics strategies to reduce workload and increase value for school foodservice dietitians.
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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects

Characteristics Category N (%)
21~29 74 (18.8)
30~39 142 (36.1)
Age (years) 40~49 155 (39.4)
50~57 21(5.3)
No response 1(0.3)
Mean+SD: 37.5+7.4
College 26 (6.6)
Education level University 234 (59.5)
Graduate school 133 (33.8)
<5 91 (23.2)
5<~<10 77 (19.6)
s 010
y 15<~<20 108 (27.5)
20<~ 32 (8.1)
Mean£SD: 11.6+6.9
Elementary school 192 (48.9)
School level Middle school 105 (26.7)
High school 96 (24.4)
Employment Nutrition teacher 175 (44.5)
ploy Unlimited period 218 (55.5)
status .
contract dietitian
Work hours 8 207.(52.8)
(hours/day) 9 and more 185 (47.1)
Y No response 1(0.3)
Mean+SD: 8.8+1.2
No. of meal 1 318 (80.9)
service time/day 2 and more 75 (19.1)

Total 393 (100.0)
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Table 2. The scores for job characteristics by personal characteristics

Job characteristics

h teristi t N N
Characteristics Category Workload Autonomy Reward Community Fairness Value
21~29 231+0.83"” 3304058  2.73x0.62Y  3.38+0.80 2.97£0.71°  3.02+0.65"
Age (years) 30~39 2.26+0.84 327+059  2.84+0.68°  3.22+0.74  2.81£0.75°  3.00+0.68"
ge (years 40~49 2.11+0.80  3.36+0.58  2.98+0.63"  3.49+0.71  2.96£0.69°  3.14+0.78%
50~57 2.17+0.81 3.38+0.60  3.47+0.67°  3.5240.69  3.41£0.66°  3.38+0.63°
F value 1.240 0.665 8.015 3.460 46197 2350
College 2.30+0.68 3.39+0.67  3.01£0.72 3284084  2.97£0.93  2.9240.74
Education level  University 2.16+0.85 3.37+0.58  2.9240.64 3.45+0.71 3.00£0.68  3.13+0.73
Graduate school 3.73+0.79 3.2240.57  2.88+0.70 3274078  2.81£0.75  3.00+0.69
F value 0.810 2.995 0.440 2.852 2.728 2.024
<5 2.24%0.77 3.26£0.60  2.75£0.61°  3.33£0.79  2.93+0.76"  2.93+0.67°
5<~<10 235£0.86 327053  2.83£0.67"  3.35£0.71°  2.91+0.70"  3.14+0.66"
Total career as a ab a a a
dictitians (years) 10<~<15 2.19+0.81 3.26£0.67  2.97+0.70 3.20£0.84*  2.75+0.78°  2.93+0.74
Y 15<~<20 2.14+0.89 3.4240.56  3.01£0.65°  3.49+0.64*  3.03£0.66"  3.18+0.72%
20<~ 2.06+0.63 3.46£0.44  3.08£0.74°  3.71£0.67°  3.19+0.63°  3.37+0.75°
F value 1.096 1.819 2.691" 3.450" 2.899" 3.963"
Elementary school — 225+0.85°  337+0.53  2.99+0.67°  3.46+0.72  3.04£0.66°  3.23+0.69"
School level Middle school 238+0.71°  3.22+0.64  2.88+0.68"°  3.31x0.78 2.8240.76"  2.97+0.69°
High school 1.94+0.81°  3.32+£0.62  2.77£0.64°  3.29£0.76  2.86+0.79"  2.89+0.74
F value 7.728" 2218 3.681 2.363 3.609" 8.951°
Emplovment Nutrition teacher 2.1420.84 3.43x0.51  3.01£0.67 3.5240.72  3.10£0.67  3.23+0.74
Statﬁs Y Unlimited period 226+0.80  3.23+0.62  2.8440.66  3.26+0.75  2.81£0.75  2.95+0.67
contract dietitian
t-value 1.381 3.3787 24217 3.458" 3.9837 3.816
Work hours <8 2.42+0.83 3.34£0.56  3.0240.66 3.4240.70  3.00£0.66  3.09+0.67
(hours/day) 8< 1.97+0.75 3.30£0.61  2.79+0.65 3.3240.80  2.86£0.78  3.06£0.77
t-value 5.548"" 0.627 33107 1.244 1.874 0.405
No. of meal 1 2.3240.82 3.31£0.58  2.95+0.67 3.39£0.74  2.93+0.71  3.11x0.72
service time/day 2 and more 1.74+0.66 3.36+0.61 2.69+0.66 3.33+£0.79 2.96+0.80 2.92+0.70
t-value 5680 -0.720 2.584" 0.622 -0.289 2.077°
Total 2.21+0.82 3.3240.58  2.9140.67 3.38+0.75  2.93£0.72  3.07+0.72
Score scale: 1 (very disagree)~5 (very agree).
YMean+SD.

)leferent letters in_the same column indicate significant differences among groups by Duncan’s multiple range test.
*P<0. 05, ' P<. 01, "P<0.001.
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Table 3. The scores for Job burnout and job engagement by personal characteristics

Job burnout Job engagement
Characteristics Category Emotlor_lal Cynicism Vigor Dedication Absorption
exhaustion
21~29 3.55+0.85" 2.94+0.71% 2.60+0.71° 3.16+0.73" 3.14+0.69°
Age (years) 30~39 3.52+0.88 2.82+0.74" 2.71+0.77* 3.15+0.74* 3.15+0.74*
ge (years 40~49 3.51+£0.92 2.55+0.78" 2.87+0.77" 3.04+0.78" 3.22+0.73°
50~57 3.10£0.90 2.03+0.73 3.26+0.83" 3.68+0.74° 3.66+0.79°
F value 1.491 11.156 5.1917 3.098° 3.170°
College 3.41£0.90 2.59+0.72 2.96+0.75 3.38+0.76 3.2620.80
Education level University 3.49+0.91 2.68+0.79 2.76+0.78 3.18+0.75 3.18+0.73
Graduate school 3.51+0.90 2.74+0.76 2.79+0.77 3.24+0.77 3.25+0.73
F value 0.137 0.504 0.712 0.879 0.463
<5 3.61+0.83 2.9410.72° 2.59+0.73° 3.12+0.74 3.13+0.74
Total career 5<~<10 3.404£0.90 2.73+0.75™ 2.76+0.74™ 3.19£0.76 3.17£0.70
as a dietitians 10<~<15 3.5040.89 2.62+0.82° 2.98+0.83" 3.3840.73 3.36£0.76
(years) 15<~<20 3.46£0.97 2.58+0.79" 2.78+0.79™ 3.18+0.80 3.16£0.74
20<~ 3.5240.88 2.48+0.73° 2.90+0.67° 3.27+0.71 3.28+0.69
F value 0.587 3.702" 2961 1.525 1.320
Elementary school 3.43+0.95° 2.60£0.76" 2.79+0.77% 3.22+0.76 3.20+0.73
School level Middle school 3.37+0.81° 2.60+0.71% 2.92+0.72° 3.32+0.68 3.27+0.66
High school 3.76+0.84° 2.97+0.83" 2.62+0.82° 3.11+0.82 3.14+0.82
F value 5.752" 8.127° 3.659" 1.773 0.820
Employment Nutrition teacher 3.43+0.96 2.57+0.77 2.84+0.77 3.27+0.76 3.23+0.74
Statﬁs Y Unlimited period 3.55+0.85 2.78+0.78 2.75+0.78 3.18+0.75 3.1940.73
contract dietitian
t-value -1.315 2665 1.127 1.167 0.574
Work hours <8 3.33£0.91 2.66+0.74 2.84+0.76 3.2240.78 3.18+0.73
(hours/day) 8< 3.70+0.84 2.73+0.82 2.72+0.79 3.21£0.73 3.23+0.74
t-value -4.144™ -0.921 1.536 0.163 -0.702
No. of meal 1 3.4120.89 2.62+0.75 2.83+0.77 3.25+0.74 3.230.72
service time/day 2 and more 3.85+0.86 2.97+0.82 2.60+0.76 3.07+0.77 3.14+0.81
t-value 3.107" -3.004" 1.994" 1.676 0.874
Total 3.50+0.90 2.69+0.77 2.79+0.78 3.22+0.76 3.2120.74

Score scale: 1 (very disagree)~5 (very agree).
YMean+SD.

)leferent letters in_the same column indicate significant differences among groups by Duncan’s multiple range test.

P<0.05, " P<0.01, " P<0.001.
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3k 919l A 2R (X0.00D)3 ¥A(XK0.01)= 3787, 7FADo] A FAzl o] gk 1] A A Axle] ]|
gt F(-)9 AHAAE, AFL 9 8l F &)t = Qs AR A9, AAF a3de 4 FE=-0.521,
T 7 (X0.01) X))o FHAAE Btk A& 7X0.001), ®AHB=-0.164, /<0.001), A4 (B=-0.129,
ARA 22(X0.00D)3 ¥AXK0.0D s Fo3 & 7X0.01), 7FA(B=-0.094, /X0.05)E S(-)9] d3s
(-)o] ZAAAE HEFR o, AFd o shglacldd & AT e 49.4%3 Tk 67FA] 2 FHRle] A4zl 5498
7], @A, Bl diaiA = /£23HK0.01) G(+)e] 3 A9 Wael v A= GFS A A7, Yholl= BA(B=
AE BAY B4 AMH A2Z(X0.001)3 Y¥2(7%X0.01) -0.137, /X0.05), 7Fx(B=-0.325, 7<0.001)7} <34
o= F9% ()9 AHAAE YR oY, &7, 4, ()9 s Fa AYHE 25.4%A
9o g AE §93HX0.01) FH+)e AARAS B 67k AW Rle] AF-dojol| nx|= o &H -2 Table 6
ok AFUEE ZAA 2300XK0.00D3 ¥20X0.0D9Hs 3 2ok 6704 AQle] Hd o] she el &
Table 4. Correlation between job characteristics, job burnout, and job engagement
Cateco Job characteristics
goty Workload Autonomy Reward Community Fairness Values
Job Emotional exhaustion 0.609" 20214 04177 0333 0392 -0.306"
burnout Cynicism -0.134 -0.229 -0.324 -0.273 -0.295 -0.423
Tob Vigor 0.171" 0.259" 0.370" 0.336" 0.276" 0.493"
encagement | Dedication 0.094 0.182 0.322 0.268 0.216 0.480
a8 Absorption 0.027 0.200 0.246 0.274 0.201 0.460
“P<0.01, " P<0.001.
Table 5. Contribution of job characteristics to job burnout
Job burnout
Category Emotional exhaustion Cynicism
B B t-value B B t-value
(Constant) 3.201 10.960"™" 4356 13.7717
Work load -0.572 -0.521 -13.527" -0.057 -0.059 -1.241
Autonomy -0.051 -0.033 -0.780 -0.042 -0.031 -0.586
Reward (approval) -0.219 -0.164 -3.669 -0.160 -0.137 2.462
Community -0.068 -0.056 -1.163 0.008 0.008 0.1289
Fairness -0.160 -0.129 2717 -0.073 -0.068 -1.146
Value -0.118 -0.094 2.122 -0.355 -0.325 -5.860
F value (P) 60.662"" 20.203"
Adjusted R 0.494 0.254

P<0.05, "P<0.01, ""P<0.001.
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