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Analysis of Patient Satisfaction with Hospital Foodservice Quality*
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Department of Food Science & Nutrition, Kyungpook Nuational University, Taegu 702-701, Korea

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to measure patient satisfaction with hosptial foodservices, and thereby identify areas for
improvement and provide basic data for the introduction of total quality management into hospital foudservice in the Taegu -
Kyungpook area. This survey was carried out on 676 hospitalized patients in 11 hospitals with over 200 beds to determine the
quality satisfaction with foodservices. The subjects were 62.4% male and 37.6% female. Sixty-two percent of the subjects were over
age 40, 46.7% were only educated to middle school or below, 41.8% were hospitalized for 1 - 10 days. Eighty-seyen percent of the
subjects did not receive any nutrition education. The expectation and perceprion grid showed that the high expectation to the low
perception items were the seasoning of the meals, taste of the meals, and prompt dealings with meal complaints, The quality
satisfaction values of all the attributes indicated a minus. The unsatisfied quality attributes were the opportunity to meet with a
dietitian, seasoning of the meals, taste of the meals, explanation of the meals, and prompt dealings with meal complaints. Among
the demographic characteristics, age, education, length of admussion, and experience with nutrition ecucation produced significant
differences in the quality satisfaction scores. In conclusion, it would seem to be desirable that hospiral foodservice departments
introduce selective menus, hygiene education for foodservice employees, standard recipes, quality assurance, and increase the meal
rounding of dietitians in the patient foodservice. (Korean J Nutrition 33 (4) © 464~ 476, 2000)

KEY WORDS patient satisfaction, quality improvement, hospital foodservice.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of patients

oH]

Frequency(%)

Characteristics Normal diet Therapeutic Total
(n = 458) dietln = 168) (n == 626)

Medical Treatment

Internal department 102{22.3) 122{72.6) 224(35.89)

Meurosurgery 37( 8.1 14{ 8.4) 51( 8.1)

Surgery 46(10.1) 13 7.7) 59( 9.4}

Orthopedic surgery 229(50.0) 14{ 8.3) 243{38.8)

Others 44( 9.5) 5¢ 3.0 49( 7.9)
Sex

Male 284(62.0) 106(63.1) 390(62.3)

Female 174(38.00 62(36.9) 236(37.7)
Agelyrs)

<20 49(10.7) 4 2.4 53{ 8.5)

21-130 63(13.8 8( 4.8} 71(11.3)

31-40 B6{18.7) 14( 8.3 100(16.0)

41-50 85(18.6) 33{19.6 118(18.8)

51-60 7215.7) 42(25.0) 114(18.2)

= 61 103(22.5) 67(39.9) 170(27.2)
Education!

Middle school and 178{42.6) 92(57.5) 270(46.7)

helow

High School 175@1.9) 49(30.6) 224(38.8)

College 26( 6.2) 6 3.8) 32( 5.5)

Bachelor's degree 39¢ 9.3) 13 8.1) 52( 9.0y
Length of admission(day)'

1-10 186(40.9) 74(44.3) 260(41.8)
11-20 99(21.8) 36(21.5) 135(21.7)
21-30 55(12.1) 19(11.4) 74(11.9)
31-60 57(12.5) 18(10.8) 73(12.1)
> 60 58(12.7) 20012.09 78(12.5)

Past experience in hospltal*
Yes 175(38.5} 103(62.4} 278(44.9)
No 279(61.5) 62{37.6 341(55.1)
Nutrition education& counseling®
Yes 42( 9.2) 38{22.9) 80{12.9)
No 414{90.8) 128(77.1) 542(87.1)
Advice person about meals
No 297(65.1) 69(41.1) 366(58.6)
Dietitians 35¢ 7.7) 30017.9) 65{10.5}
Physician 31{ 6.8) 31018.4) 6 9.9
Nurse 59(12.9) 23(13.7) 82(13.1)
Others 34( 7.5) 15( 8.9) 449{ 7.9)

" Na responses are excluded from total number



38%, DHE A0th ©)¥o] 64.2% % M Byt wHF
i TE OB 46.1%E i wgker, 44 7
~109°] 41.8%2 97| g4 #x5o] B #AA ¢4
BEE g 490G5.1%)7 o 2%, #5254 #2719
HEX Slaipcl ¢l Ade] o] e Ao R el
debddelt mAE e FEe rﬂ %(87 1%5)°] %’*
Ao vehton A7Ae FPE 77.1% 0 A o
o= ueht el ul gddgey ﬂwrol A= /’é*lELL
A RS & AT 2= FAgel Jokdshe] A
dadd 7ie, gk 2de) Al 5 gkl o
Azl Zo] APHT ¢l em P9 Dalucost Cremer®s] B
el A= G o] B ZA AL 0] MR A AT
T 9 A2 FalA 95.6%71 QuEe] A4 Fas
adla gste] dekde] Badd side 39S
MESHR 1 F840] 9As g} web iR W
oA dAsha e Breiuale] dgndel g Fr
ol&E] vhE A5 &4 99 Jdud L gods g
wa] FEd o whde] H43] dasicia Azt
o}, Al g3 20 gl ASUT sR6%E A Bate
v, {EEART EZ98 B4 (183.1%)7F FURH10.4%) 90 ¢
2 A-guc) ot o) o] 7HEAL} dokalE) SxE
wd?ﬂ A o 917 wjEe) Ao A2
gl gk Fate] Nadeeh g dEE Table
29} 2ot HEdes 1E ol B9} 66.5%E A=
o Rs ZloT Jepdtd W ol A skapaa}
of Gk A Ug Fa3 A Felw] PG Mus
Al2gle] 7ha Alzhel B4 F 2 A FHE v o) 0 B2

A1
"l
=] A=X
AT
29

AT Atz FhE fEs 5, st Y7 Aegl 37,
1%, A5 $7VE A7) 36.1%8 HE-5(73.29)0] 7=
#Agko] 99}t Cash® Khan™9] d3of|4] ¢lglz|7ke] 2

A5 549 4 Fo] Bokdrin nudlglen F48
Fol7) oA iAol T g 2 tE 19 #
F 2 5 P o] agHE W@rlE AS BE
FRE S7E A9} 46.3%2 7P Bekor. @)E elf
2 %] floiM7F 304%= 71 Bkm, 7ol oF S}
(24.0%). o] §1014(20.7%) = ¥ A 1o}, Aul= 9 9
ARTRz HAte] F4 Fido] FAFLE & 5 qlrk

2. BAA Sl EH 49 TPt 2018
HAF2Y &4, 94 2 qu) = 22 B4 207 w3
EH AN HAFE JZE sle] 8908ME @ dye
Table 37} Table 40] A|AJ8HAT}.
=4 FAd dig aolid Ax 114 Edog FAR

B g SR 33(4) : 464476, 20007467
&4 F4 S4o] Hh glom 26l i 8
A Wl el 59.7%2) Mol we Ao 1}
49 2 S5, WA, o, el 2lg
T, 89 9= Ao FEPY
A, el S, £49] S e 8
e, 82 38 W 9, 791 4, W B} 22 54
o2 BRI ol9 AR2IH 09 12 FHe B
£, 890 25 49 97 FL, 29132 849 Fo
2 9T 5 gt
4 9 Az B0 e a9l B4 43 ol 2ake
2 749 £ B4 540 P golow TRl
71 LlBe AA Mol te) 61.7%9] 4Hele 2
Ao vekdeh, 29 12 $49) 44, 4719 9144,

ulalel 23] AAMD g BEdow BRLa 29l

Exdoz Ba

e rL
de 1:1

_J

Table 2. Appetite status of patients in hospital foodservice

Frequency{%:
Characteristics MNormal diet Therapeunc diet  Tatal
(n=458) (n="164) (n=626)
Appetite status!
Very good 27( 5.9 150 9.0 42( 6.7}
Good 113(24.7) 49(29.3) 162(26.0)
Moderate 164(35.9) 47(28.2) 211(33.8)
Bad 124(27.2) 45(26.9) 169(27.1)
Very bad 29( 6.3) 11 6.6 40( 6.4)
Plate waste"
Always leave 164{36.0) 67(33.9) 231(37.1)
Often leave 179(39.3) 46(27 4) 225(36.1)
Rarely leave 112(24.7) 55(32.7) 167(26.8)
Kind of plate waste’
Staple food 280 7.2 9( 7.0 37 7.2
Soup 74(19.1) 17(13.1) 21(17.6)
Meals 45(11.7) 21{16.,3) 66(12.8)
Vegetables 42(10.9) 16{12.4) 58(11.2)
Beverage 4 1.0) ¢ 0.0) 40 0.8)
Side dishes 14{ 3 6) & 6.2) 22( 4.3)
Staple food + Soup 4{ 1.0) 0( 0.0) 40 0.8)
All 176(45.5) 58{45.0) 234(45.3)
Causes of leaving®
Poaor taste 131(33.8) 26(20.3) 157{3 4)
Uncleanness 13( 3.4) 1{ 0.8) 2.7)
Toa much amaounl 39(10.1) 10( 7.8) ( .5)
Unseasaned 86(22.2) 38{29 7 124[24 a)
Impraper meal time 6( 1.5 8 A
No appetite 77(19.7) 30(23 4) 107(20 7)
Satieted 14{ 3.6) ( 8 7l
Others 22( 5.7) 4) 6.6)

' No responses are excluded from total number
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Table 3. Factor analysis on the meal quality

Factar .
Communalities

Variables

External quality Amaount of meal

Internal quality

Seasoning 0.330 -Q.127 D.652
Temperature 1.293E-02 0.199 0.555
Smell 0.124 0.305 0.615
Taste 0.484 1.629E-02 0.663
Soft of rice ik 0.218 0.316 0.359
Mutritional consideration 6.262E-02 i 2 0.164 0.673
Variety of menu 0.255 6.073E-02 0.646
Appearance 0.411 0.106 0.597
Amount of soup 0.119 - 6.074E-02 et 0.641
Amount of staple food 0.189 0.131 0.582
Amount of side dishes 2.906E-02 0437 0.584
o _Erigﬁén‘v_ame_s ----------------------------- 4 -661“ _______________ 1 _‘_”_]. ---------------------------------------------

Cumulative(%) 37.2% 50.0%
Table 4. Factor analysis on the sanitation and service quality

Factor

Communalities

Variables —
Sanitatton

Service of employees

Service of dietitians

Cleanliness of meal
Cleanliness of dishes
Cleanliness of employee clothes

0.243

Courtesy of employees

Exact meal time (.231

Prompt dealing with meal complaints 2.960E-02

Placing food within reach 0.114

Explanation of meal 1.110E-03

Meeting opportunity with dietitians 3.642E-02 )

" tigenvalies 2765
Cumulative(%) 30.7%

3.978E-02 - 1.975E-02 0.575

0.225 — 8.000E-02 1.626

3.527E-02 0.279 0.544

g - 2.675E-02 0.608

0.158 0.585

—9.184E-02 0.561

0206 0.657

6.629F-02 ELEL® 0.667

____0.115 0.729
1560

48.1%
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Table 5. The expectation scores of patients

2]

BB

33(4) - 464~476, 2000/469

Characteristics Normal diet Therapeutic diet Total
Amount 363 + 082 357 + 0.89 362 £ 0.84
Amount of staple food 166 £ 0.91 3.60 £ 0.95 3.64 + 0.92
Amount of soup 3.57 £ 092 351 £ (.94 355 £ 093
Amount of side dishes 368 + 0492 359 = .96 365 £ 4003
Internal quality of meal 4.01 £ 052 4,02 £+ 0.54 4.01 + 0.53
Soft of rice 384 + 0.81 388 + 0.78 3.85 £+ D.6Q
Temperature 3.84 = Q.80 386 £ 0.77 385 + 0.79
Smell 385+ 081 173 =079 3.82 £ 081
Seasoning 424 + 073 435 + 0.66 427 £ 0.1
Taste 427 £ 0.73 4.26 + 0.77 4,27 £ 0.74
External quality of meal 4.0% + 060 4.01 + 0.60 4.07 £ 0.60
Appearance 3.81 + 0.88 3173 £ 0.80 378 + 0.86
Variety of menu 418 + 077 4.08 + 0.80 415 + 0.78
. Nuwtional consideration S27LO080 422086 4252082
S 1 L L SO 300 386 F 05T . MWL
Cleanliness 4.29 + 0.54 410 £ Q.63% 4,24 + 0,57
Cleanliness of meal 441 + 068 432 077 438 + 4.7
Cleanliness of dishes 441 + 0.64 4.20 + 0.76%** 4.35 £ 0.64
Cleanliness of employee clothes 407 £ 0.73 3.78 £ 0.83+ 3.99 + 0.77
Service of employees 3.99 = 0.63 376 4 (.68 3.93 + 0.65
Courtesy of employee 413 £ 0.72 3.90 = 082+ 407 = Q.75
Exact meal time 398 + 0B85 3.82 x+ 0.90* 3.94 £ 086
Prompt dealings of meal complaints 410 + 0.86 3.85 + 0.97* 4.04 & 0.90
Placing food within reach 370 + 10 346 + 1.10* 3.63 £ 1.04
Service of diefitians 342 +1.07 3.50 &+ 1.06 344 + 106
Information about meal 349 £ 1.12 349 + 111 3.49 + 111
.. Meeting opportunity with diefitans | 333119 3INELe 3391118
reoo..o. Sanitation & Service qualty 3N L0 378 L 064 388 £ 060
Total expectation 394 + (.45 3.86 X (.49 3.92 £ 047
Values are mean + 5.D. *p <7 0.05, *p < 0.01, **p < 0.001
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Table 6. The perception scores of patients

Characteristics Normal diet Therapeutic diet Total
Amount 337 £ 0.77 344 £ 0.75 3.62 + 0.84
Amount of staple food 345 + 098 342 + 1.00 3.44 £ 099
Amount of soup 345 + 091 349 £ 090 346 £ 0.91
Amount of side dishes 3.21 £ 1.03 3.38 +£ 098 3.26 + 1.02
internal quality of meal 3.07 £ 070 3.05 £ 072 3D7 £ 070
Soft of rice 339 £ 098 3.59 + 0.96* 344 £ DSB
Temperature 345+ 093 342 £ 1.01 344 1 095
Smedl 305 + 0.97 3.14 + 099 307 £ 0598
Seasoning 273+ 110 2.50 4+ 1.15* 267 +1.12
Taste 276 £ 1.04 2,60 + 1.07 272 £ 1.05
External quality of meal 3.09 & 0.85 3.28 & 0.75% 314 + 0.83
Appearance 2.97 £ 1.00 314 + 0.98 3.01 = 1.00
Variety of menu 315 £ 112 334 109 320+ 1.1
Hf:h_ltritional consideration . 316 +1.01 . 336 £ 094 3224 1.00
T e quly T s eoe i iose a0+ 080
Santation T T yssxon T 161+ 065 356 + 069
Cleanliness of meal 3.44 + 091 3.58 + 0.82 3.48 + 0.89
Cleanliness of dishes 3.45 + 0.92 357 £ 0.85 348 £ 080
Cleanliness of employee clothes 3.73 £ 0.76 3.68 + 076 372 + 076
Service of employees 343 £ 0.69 343 - 0.69 343 £ 069
Courtesy of employee 3.72 £ 0.90 372 £ 090 372 £ 090
Exact meal time 3.64 + D95 379 +1.04 383 £ 097
Prompt dealing with meal complaints 3.00 + 1.04 231 + 1.01 298 + 103
Placing food within reach 3.26 + 1.14 334 + 1.14 3.28 £ 1.14
Service of dietitians 1.82 + (.83 1.90 + 099 1.84 £ 0.88
(nformation about meal 1.99 + 1.07 204 + 110 200 + 1.08
Meeting opportunity with dietitians 1.66 = 0.96 177 £ 1.10 1.69 £+ 1.00
_ Sanitation & Service quality N 293 + 057 . 297 & 0.50 _ 2.94 £ 055
''''''''' Totaf perception 345+ 053 319+047 316 L0527
""""""""" Overall satisfacion 286+ 106 2884106 287+ 106
Values are mean & S.D. *n < Q.05, **p < 001
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Fig. 1. The expectation and perception gnd of normal patients. 1:
Amount of staple food, 2 Amount of soup, 3: Amount of side
dishes, 4 Soft of rice, 5- Temperature, 6~ Smeil, 7: Seasoning, 8
Taste, 9: Appearance, 10° Variety of menu, 11 Mutritional can-
sideration, 12. Cleanhness of meal, 13: Cleanliness of dishes, 14
Cleanliness of emplayee clothes, 15° Courtesy of employee, 16 Ex-
act meal time, 17: Prompt dealing of meal complaint, 18: Placing
food within reach, 19" Explanation of diet, 20: Meeting opportu-
nity with dietitians

Fig. 2. The expectation and perception grid of therapeutic patients.
1 Amounl of staple foad, 2: Amount of soup, 3: Amount of side
dishes, 4 Soft of rice, 5: Temperature, &: Smell, 7: Seasoning, 8
Taste, 9° Appearance, 10: Vanety of menu, 11: Nutritional con-
sideration, 12 Cleanliness of meal, 13 Cleanliness of dishes, 14:
Cleanliness of employee clothes, 15: Courtesy of employee, 16 Ex-
act meal time, 17 Prompt dealing of meal complaint, 18: Placing
food within reach, 19° Explanation of diet, 20. Meeting opportu-
nity with dietitians
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Table 7. The quality satisfaction scores of the patients

Characteristics Normal diet Therapeutc diet Total
Amount -027 + 1.1 -013 + 1.14 -0.23 +1.12
Amount of staple food ~0.21 £ 1.28 -.18 + 1.41 -0.20 £ 1.32
Amount of soup -012 + 030 -0.05 + 0.24 -0.09 £ 1.29
Amount of side dishes -0.47 £ 1.40 -0.21 + 1.39*% -0.40 + 140
Internal quality of meal -094 + 0,90 -096 + 097 -0.94 + 092
Soft of rice -045 + 1.26 -0.29 + 1.29 -041 +1.27
Temperature ~-0.39 £ 1.1 —0.44 + 1.34 -040 = 1.21
Smell -0.80 + 1.29 -0.68 + 1.33 -0.75 + 1.30
Seasoning -151 + 1.44 —1.85 + 1.54* -1.60 + 1.47
Taste -1.51T £ 1.34 ~1.67 + 1.39 -1.55 + 1.35
External quality of meal -0.99 + 1.0 -0.73 £ 1.06%* -092 +1.10
Appearance - 084 = 1.37 -Q0.59 £ 1.27* -0.77 £ 1.34
Variety of menu -1.02 £ 145 -0.74 £ 1.47* -0485 + 1.46
Mutritional consideration -1.11 = 1.31 ~0.86 = 1.31% -1.04 = 1.31
""""""""" meal qualty  —0731=080  -062:078  -070+079
Y e 2049 £ 0977  —068 094
Cleanliness of meal -096 + 1.17 -0.73 + 1.21* -090 + 1.18
Cleanliness of dishes -0.96 + 1.18 —0.64 + 1.22%* -0.87 = 1.20
Cleanliness of employee clothes -0.33 £ 1.01 -0.10 + 1.20* -0.27 +1.07
Service of employees -0.61 + 0.92 -046 + 1.02 -0.57 + 0.95
Courtesy of employee -041 &+ 1.16 -018 + 1.31* -{0.35 + 1.21
Fxact meal time -0.14 + 1.20 -0.02 £ 145 -0.11 + 1.28
Prompt dealing with meal complaints -1.19 + 1.40 -1.13 + 1.44 -1.18 £+ 1.4
Placing food within reach -043 £ 145 -0.10 + 1.50% -0.34 £ 147
Service of diebibans -1.60 £ 1.30 -1.59 + 1.43 -1.60 £ 1.34
Explanation of diet -149 + 1.49 ~1.45 + 1.54 —1.48 + 1.50
_ Meeting opportunity l“ii[h dietiti_a_n_s ______ -1.68 £ 149 i} o173+ as6 o -1.70 4 151
o Seniaton & seice qaity . Tlmsow Sm e T o om
Total quality satistacton 079+ 073 S067 £ 074 _076+073

* p <005, **p <001
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Table 8. Effects of demaographic characteristics quality satisfaction scores of patienls

Internal quality External quality

Service of Service of

Characteristics Amount Sanitation T Total
of meal of meal employees dietitians

Medical treatment

Internal 007 £ 1.08° -086+ 052° -066+ 1.07° -055 £ 097 -037 +0.88° -1.44 + 135" -0.60 + 0.71°

Neurosurgery 059 4123 921 £ 109 -141 £127 -104+ 108 -1.25+£1068 -197+£13%  -1.15 = 095

Surgery -026 + 1.06™ -0.89 + 0.84" ~0.86 = 1.00™ -041 £ 085 -036+090" -1.31 £122* -065 £ 062"

Orthopaedic surgery  —0.29 + 171 -099 £ 090" ~1.05 + 110" -0.76 + 0.86" -0.66 + 089" -186+ 126" -0.80 + 0.7¢"

Others ~0.24 £ 121%  -090 + 087" -105 £ 1.08" -087 +£0595° -057 £ 094" -098 = 13H° -0.74 £ 067
Sex

Male 0224+ 111 -095+091  -0M 111 -069£09  -063+ 101 -137+132  -076 £ 076

Female ~024 4 1.4 -094£092 -89 +1.08 -067 %094 -04B:+083 -149%135 -073 + 069
Agelyrs}

< 20 -035+1.08° ~1.12+ 077 -117 £ 1.08% -055+ 084" -070 + 092° -153 £ 138" -0.96 + 0.68°

21-30 -035 4 1.18% -098 + 084 142 +1.12° -098 + 092 -060+ 083 -202% 1368 -098 + 074

31-40 ~075 + 140° 116 + 089" ~127 + 1.14® -087 £ 095 -076 = 091° -173 + 132% -094 = 075

41 - 50 -0.31 £ 097° -1.02 + 088® -1.05+£ 115" -076 + 0.89° -060 = 110" -1.67 £139° -0.86 £ 0.76°

51-60 -0.09 - 1.04" -0.82 £ 099" 060+ 095 046 1.05° -0324 094" -133+ 134" -055 070"

> Bl ~016 £ 107" ~078 £ 094" -057 + 0.94° -045 + 086" -049 + 0.86% -149 +1.23° -038 + 0.66°
Education

Middle school and below -0.14 + 112 -0.81 £ 092" 065 + 1.06° -044 £ 0.92° -041+ 093 -151 131 -059 + 0.69°

Junicr school -020+ 117 108 + 088 114 £ 110°  -084 + 094" -075£ 099" -173:+ 134 -090+075

College 035123 -1+ 1068 1494107 105+ 1.01° -086+ 073 -177+£175 -1.09+ 076

Bachelor's degree ~038+ 054 104 £ 078° -1.19 + 098 -096 + 075" -0.60 + 098 -158 +1.21 -090 + 0.68°
Length of admission{day)

1-10 —0.18 + 116" 079 = 0.82° -0.82 £ 1.04° 064+ 0.92° 044 £ 0865 1,53 + 130" -067 & 068"

11-20 ~0.16 & 1.06" -098 £ 091 -0.80 £ 106" -064 £ 091" -054 £ 0H™ -139+ 1.37° -072 £ 0.67°

21-30 —065 + 107" -097 + 1.08° -1.01 £ 113" -078 £ 096" -074 +1.07° -178 + 1.34” -091 & 083

31-59 016+ 115" -115+ 098 -116+ 117 -073+ 1.11° -069 + 086" -179 + 1.31™ -0.86 + 0.86"

> 60 -017 £ 108" -1.20 £ 0917 -117 £ 1200 -076 £ 094" -082+1.15 -184+137 -092 4075
Past experience in hospital

Yes 018106 ~101£09 -090+119 -0642+101 -060+1.03 -161+143 -076 %078

Mo -026+ 108 -050+088 -093£1.00 -071+087 -055+088 -159+126 -0.76% 069
Nutrition education & counselling

Yes ~0I8 £ 122 -103 4103 -105+123  -076£098 -070+106 -1334+170 080 % 080

No ~024 £ 111 -093+£090 -081 % ~0.67 + 094 -056+053 -165+ 127 -0.76 %072
Plate waste

Always leave 028+ 115 -107 £092 -112+116°  -0.86 + 098 -063 £ 096° -1.80+ 129° -092 + 0.72°

Often leave 022+ 1,04 ~1.00+ 091" -7.02= 109 -079+ 088 -068+ 099 157+ 141" -0.82 £ 074°

Rarely leave -008+ 106 -056+080° -052+1.00° -03B+ 091" -034+0.82" -137 £ 126" -047 & 065

Values are mean + S.D.

Different superscripts in the same column indicate significant differences{p < 0.05) by Duncan's multiple comparison test
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Table 9. Effects of beds number on quality satisfaction scores

Characteristics < 300 beds 300 - 499 beds > 500 beds
(n = 151) n = 193) (n = 282)

Amount -0.20 + 1.09 ~(.21 = 1.14 -0.25 £ 1.13
Internal quality of meal -0.71 + 0.83° -103 + 092° ~1.01 + 0.94°
External quality of meal ~0.74 + 1.03° -1.08 + 1.09° 091 & 1.12%
Sanitation ~0.56 + 0.89 -0.72 + 0.89 -072 £ 1.01
Service of employees -0.39 + 0.80° ~-0.72 + 1.01° -0.58 + 0.96°
Service of dietitians -155 + 1.16 ~1.70 £ 142 -1.55 £ 136
Total quality satisfaction - 061 + 0.66° -0.85 + 0.74" -0.78 + 0.75"

Values are mean £ 5.0,
Different superscripts in the same row indicate significant differences(p < 0.05) by Duncan's multiple comparison test

Table 10. Correlation hetween overall satisfaction and quality sa- R P FVe A 249 Fl g 29& A9
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aishotlon s S04 D Aulss] BEd ARE T % 3l
Amount 0.160%+* 04965+
Amount of staple food 0.078 0376 3) AFAEC I E FAUFE
Amount of soup 0.076 0.358%** FA A S A Fad) wE FAgEEE B4
Amount of side dishes 0.236**+* 0505+ o Tahle 9o AAl8tdeh, EalukEr 300824} o]4bo]
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