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Analysis of the Effect of Dietitians’ Work Behavior and Organizational
Environment on Quality of Hospital Dietary Services

Lee, So Jung'
Food and Nutrition Science Institution, Yonsei University, Seoul 120-749, Korea

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to explore the variables affecting the quality of hospital dietary services. The quality of
hospital dietary services was investigated in two ways, which can be named by factual quality and perceived quality
The variables affecting hospital dietary services were classified into two categories, "organizational environment
variables; and "work behavior variables . Quality readiness survey was conducted to investigate "Organizational
environment variables) and "Work behavior variables on 225 dietitians working in dietary departments of 45 gene-
ral hospitals which had more than 400 beds. "Organizational environment variables; were categorized into four
variable group: ‘organizational work design’, ‘organizational culture’, ‘department head leadership’ and ‘top manage-
ment leadership’. "Work behavior variables were categorized into three variable group: ‘individual behavior’, ‘peer
group behavior’, and ‘behavior toward supervisor’. Top management leadership (p < 0.01)’ in the "organizational
environment variables had significant impacts on the factual quality of hospital dietary services. (Korean J Nutrition

38(9): 756 ~764, 2005)
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59 dreM 7EE 24 84 U AR dF HFES ©
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Table 1. The composition of quality readiness survey
Categories Variable categories '\;uurggie;nif
Organizational work design 8
Organizational  Organizational cutture 8
environment  pepartment head leadership 8
Top management Leadership 8
Individual behavior 8
Work behavior  Peer group behavior 8
Behavior foward supervision 8
Total number of questions 56




758 /939 Pt AT WA 54 - GeAes FA

o] o] 457) TR JPEPAIN ZH3R= G 248
He tde® 20009 6€ 217E 6€ 3040l wixst
ATk WiER 248708 AEAE F 22257} 3|FEH| 90%
9 &g Btk

2. 3¢ 84 - JIMHA BE N
1) #%E B4 (Factual quality) TN

A& - 7] AGel AAskn = 40084 o] F -
e HYd FF FAE dFoz /MEA d2E 73
1, Fzx7t 7Fsst 457) BUES] JUHAE VO E Yang
TY APATI NN s A E 9 ElgT A5
Hewd 5298 B A B 71EXE 883
Zizke] W FERAelN A 959 g3A 9 Bz
190el oJsf H7} 5o ds) 7 ARHoz 2y} 3
7} SEES sto] WA JUAn| 2o A 32 FH
(Factual Quality) & ZA}sIich

2) SIE B3 (Perceived quality) T

ZANVE e B A 31 = 5% AFEE 2
s doE s o) A2 He F4 D
Au)22l F4 (Perceived Quality) & ZAR 19719
4 Apla F4 B0 gk A2 JAEE 53 3
EE sk she AERE Esie] AA gx1sel <Jst
of JAANH FLE AR BAEe] &) 949 A H
7b AERAE 1,6735-2 AEA7} 3lgE0] 3480 76%
et

3. NN BN YH

1) 55 1Y 47
$AH 24 mYel Wel oo 2o JMase AR5
o, 059 AL FHOZ BA BNE ANait

(Fig. 1.

7V 10 27 87300 oigh JoFAte] Qljo] AR o]
FEE )AL

7V 20 22 8700 digh YUt o] FA - JU

[+
M 3 Al AR BTl FH - G Auls 5

| . v
Variables Ha Factual guality Perceived quali
» Behavior at work {mp P Nutrition care » Food
*H W, (P Foodservice operation | b Service

» Work environment | mp » Management function| | » High level service

Fig. 1. Statistical hypothesis framework
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Table 2. General characteristics of hospitals surveyed

. Range
General characteristics Mean = std (Min-Max)
Beds (beds) 724 £ 3916 400-2200
Average number of 6724 + 3849  260—2061
inpatients (persons)
Averoge perpd of 109+ 27 5-20
hospitalization (days)
Average number of meals
(meals)
Regular diet 1107.8 + 5508 486—2870
Therapeutic diet 444.4 + 335.7 201652
No. I.<|nds of therapeutic diets 286+ 229 0-90
(kinds)
Menu cycle(days)
Regular diet 116+ 38 7-30
Therapeutic diet 108+ 44 1-30
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‘A5 A (Orgamzatlonal Work Design)’, ‘ZA&

3} (Organizational Culture)’, ‘%A% 24 (De-
partment Head Leadership)’, ‘1 A9%9 #g4
(Top Management Leadership)’ &] 47}x] ¥4 1F 0
2 A9 22 87 (Organizational Environment) ; &
A3 7818 8% (Individual Behavior)', ‘B8 gl
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A9x2 2y (Top Management Leadership) ' <
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Table 3. The mean score of the organizational environment and work behavior variable

Variable categories Mean =+ std Range (Min~Max)

Organizational work design 24,64 + 3.83 14-36

Organizationat Organizational culture 2583 + 3.98 12-36
environment Department head leadership 28.97 + 4.27 16-40
Top management leadership 2414 + 3.40 13-33

Individual behavior 29.77 + 3.64 17 -39

Wg':hcv.lor Peer group behavior 20.58 + 405 15-38
Behavior toward supervisor 28.79 + 3.83 15-38
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Table 4. The work behavior in correlated with individual characteristics of diefitians

Work behavior

Individual characteristics —
Individual Behavior

Peer Group Behavior Behavior foward Supervisor

Position
Department Head 31.77 £ 3.94 3162 + 3.72 29.62 + 4.02
Chief dietitian 30.30 * 4.01 29.61 £ 3.21 29.43 + 3.96
Regulor dietitian 29.67 + 3.82 29.42 + 3.88 28.69 + 3.42
Internship dietitian 25.30 + 3.94 28.10 £ 3.74 27.30 + 3.33
F-value 8.66""" 2.87" 1.16
Length of Work
less than 2 years 27.36 + 3.42 29.10 + 3.21 28.21 £ 3.26
2~4 years 29.33 £4.01 29.33 + 3.57 28.57 £ 3.18
5~7 years 30.568 * 3.72 29.20 + 3.81 29.18 £ 3.37
8~9 years 30.37 £ 3.43 29.94 + 3.08 2851 + 3.82
More than 10 years 30.86 + 3.57 30,38 + 4.08 29.36 + 3.28
F-value 7.23"* 0.90 0.73
Age
20~less than 30 28.99 + 3.26 29.32 + 3.27 28.83 + 3.93
30~less than 40 30.35 + 3.09 29.56 + 3.81 28.44 + 3.72
40-~less than 50 29.70 £ 3.41 30.00 + 3.92 29.26 = 3.91
More than 50 33.83 £ 3.15 32.83 £ 3.77 32.00 £ 4.06
F-value 510" 1.51 1.78
Education
College (2 years) 30.00 £ 3.09 30.39 + 3.26 29.06 £ 3.75
University (4 years) 29.43 £ 3.54 29.26 + 3.69 28.70 £ 3.40
Master degree 30.70 + 3.27 30.39 + 3.056 29.07 £ 3.72
F-value 2.50 1.97 0.23

* <05, #x: p<.01, **x: p<.001

Table 5. The multiple regression for the organizational environment and work behavior variablesindependent variables

Independent variables Parameter Tvalue Sig-T VIF
Work design 0.1815 1.393 0.1651 1.9707
Organizational culture 0.5136 3.786"" 0.0002 2.1853
Department head leadership 1.1893 9.872"** 0.0001 1.8437
Top management leadership 0.3868 2.833™ 0.0050 1.2082
Intercept 27.7923 7.100"** 0.0001 -
R =05775 AdustedR =05697 F=7414 SigF = 0.0001
**: <01 =+ 0 < .00}
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2 87 ¥M4E 2o Ha A9 Hy (b <0.01)
off that Jokatel QIAeA oAl FEE A e
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Table 6. The multiple regression for the organizational environment and factual quality

Independent variables Parameter Tvalue Sig-T VIF
Work design 1.0729 0.291 0.7734 2.8846
Organizational culture 4.9031 1.548 0.1317 3.5143
Department head leadership 3.9548 1.196 0.2406 47615
Top management leadership —8.4556 -2.970"" 0.0057 15172
Intercept 250.3139 3.316™ 0.0023 -

? Confusion variables such as dietitian’s age, fifle were controlled by analysing as a independent variable

R =05132 Adjusted R = 0.3562

F=23268 SigF=0.0085
# p<.01 x4 p<.001
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Table 7. The muitiple regression for work behavior and factual quality

Independent variables Parameter Tvalue Sig-T VIF
Individual behavior 3.1221 0.774 0.4447 2.6042
Peer group behavior ~2.6494 -0.814 0.4219 2.3686
Behavior toward supervisor 5.8669 1418 0.1659 3.6204
Intercept 127.70 1.390 0.1741 -

" Confusion variables such as dietitian’s age, title were confrolled by analysing as a independent variable

R*=02750 Adjusted R =0.0711
= p< 01 #xx: < .001

F=1349 SigF=02519

Table 8. The correlation between the perceived qudlity and organizational environment and work behavior

Food"” Distribution service” High level service® Overall foodservice
Work design 0.4452™* 0.3507" 0.4528™ 0.5038""
Organizational cutture 0.5066™* 0.4487" 04711 0.4976™"
Department head leadership 0.5231*** 0.4105"* 04515 0.4416"
Top management teadership 0.1106 0.1724 0.0209 0.0057
Individual behavior 04751 0.4296™* 0.3587" 0.4076™"
Peer group behavior 0.4004™ 0.2183 0.2887 0.3634"
Behavior foward supervisor 0.4293™" 0.3180" 0.4235"" 0.4201™"

#»p<.05 #x:p< .01 wxp< 001

" taste, freshness, variety, sanitation, nutritional balance, sattiness, setting condition, temperature, quantity
? enough meal time, kindness of meal distributor, cleanliness of meal distributor, exactness of meal distribute time, meal delivery

service to beds

¥ nutrition information, menu choice, compilaint solving, collecting service of medl tray
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