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Effect and Interrelationship of Evaluation System in Employee’s Job Satisfaction
at Deluxe Hotel Kitchen

Jung-Ho Lee' and Kun-Og Kang®

"Hanwha Hotel & Resorts, Seoul 100-797, Korea
Dept. of Nutrition and Culinary Science, Hankyong National University, Ansong 456-749, Korea

ABSTRACT

This study investigated the effect and interrelationship of evaluation system in employee’s job satisfaction at deluxe hotel
kitchen in the Seoul area. The questionnaires developed for this study were distributed to 400 chefs during June to August,
2012. A total of 364 questionnaires were used for analysis (91.0%) and the statistical analysis was completed using PASW
(SPSS) 18. The status of operating menu evaluation and menu development was analyzed by dividing the questionnaires into
three categories: ‘menu idea’, ‘menu evaluator’ and ‘menu evaluation system’. The ‘menu idea’ category showed the highest
concern for ‘Is the selected idea differentiated from competitors’ menu?’ (3.10 Likert scale), the ‘menu evaluator’ category
showed the highest concern for ‘Do the evaluator’s individual factors affect menu evaluation?’ (3.88+0.96), and the ‘menu
evaluation system’ showed the highest concern for ‘Is the menu commercialized by the menu evaluation system?’ (3.32 Likert
scale). Overall job satisfaction was studied into three categories: ‘human field’, ‘material field’ and ‘evaluation field’. Overall
satisfaction about one’s job was 3.24 Likert scale. For satisfaction in each category, satisfaction for ‘human field’ was the
highest with 3.30 Likert scale compared to ‘material field’ and ‘evaluation field’ with 2.76 Likert scale and 3.27 Likert scale,
respectively. In conclusion, establishment of a unified evaluation system to improve employee's job satisfaction related to menu

development is needed.
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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects

Variation Items n %
Male 308 84.6
Gender
Female 56 154
20~29 124 34.1
Age 30~39 155 42.6
(years)  40~49 66 18.1
>50 19 52
Highschool 19 52
College 193 53.0
Education
University 109 29.9
Graduate school 43 11.8
<5 111 30.5
~1 124 4.1
Career 310 3
as cook 11~15 61 16.8
(years) 1629 47 12.9
>21 21 5.8
Contract cook 73 20.1
Cook 176 48.4
Clas.s' of Section chef 65 17.9
position
Chef 36 9.9
Sous chef 14 38
Western 115 31.6
Japanese 33 9.1
Chinese 28 7.7
Work field = et 85 23.4
of restaurant
Banquet 59 16.2
Bar 7 1.9
Others 37 10.2
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Table 2. Current status of menu development

Variation Items n %
Whether existence of menu Yes 170 46.7
development department or not No 194 533
By each section in annual menu development plan 112 30.8

By each position in annual menu development plan 96 26.4

By the incharge of restaurant 81 222

Me(;l;fzjlso;ri;:fnu By personal contest 37 10.2
Menu development department 29 8.0

Others 6 1.6

Technical partnership 3 0.8

Nothing 57 15.7

<2 hours 176 48.4

Duration of menu development
per week 2~4 hours 91 25.0

(including work hours)

5~10 hours 30 8.2
11~20 hours 10 2.7
<10 93 25.8
Ratio of commercialization 10~30 133 36.8
from your own idea (%) 30~50 93 258
>50 42 11.6
Table 3. Recognition of menu development on the restaurants and individuals (n=364)
Variation Items Mean+S.D.
Feasible menu development for restaurants’ concept 3.30£1.10
Providing the provision of adequate information and education to staff in menu development 2.82+1.21
Restaurants
Have the menu development done by obvious process? 3.04+1.07
Merchandising is made according to the intent of menu developer. 3.23+1.04
Do you know competitors' menu? 3.55+0.90
Individual
Do you understand the internal and external trend? 3.61+£0.90

Mean+S.D., Scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert scale from 1 to 5.
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Table 4. Operating status of menu evaluation and menu development on each field (n=364)
Variation Items Mean+S.D.
1. Is your name reported when you provide the menu idea? 2.70+1.42
2. Is the idea evaluated fairly by evaluators? 2.94+1.23
Menu idea
3. Is the survey of target customer preference done when the idea is selected? 2.99+1.10
4. Is the selected idea differentiated from competitors' menu? 3.10+1.04
1. Do the evaluators know the competitors' menu? 3.20+1.08
2. Do the evaluators know about food trend? 3.26+1.10
Menu evaluator
3. Do the evaluator's individual factors affect menu evaluation? 3.88+0.96
4. Is the first idea improved by evaluators' feedback? 3.29+1.01
1. Is the menu evaluation conducted fairly by evaluation system? 3.29+1.03
Menu evaluation 2. Can the members of evaluation represent all the customers? 3.17£1.04
system 3. Are the opinions of the customers reflected in menu evaluation? 3.20+1.08
4. Is the menu commercialized by the menu evaluation system? 3.32+1.05
Data management 1. Is the data of the new menu managed well? 2.96+1.03
Effect on sales 1. How much effect the new menu has on increase in sales? 3.2840.79

Mean+S.D., Scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert scale from 1 to 5.

Table 5. Validity analysis of menu evaluation

Items" Factor Cronbach's a
1 2 3
Menu evaluation system 3 0.837 0.308 0.265
Menu evaluation system 2 0.803 0.304 0.323
Menu evaluation system 4 0.742 0.419 0.260 0924
Menu evaluation system 1 0.663 0.450 0.396
Menu evaluator 2 0.389 0.795 0.280
Menu evaluator 1 0.377 0.752 0319 0.890
Menu evaluator 4 0.468 0.649 0319
Menu idea 1 0.265 0.202 0.872
Menu idea 2 0.273 0.398 0.788
0.890
Menu idea 3 0.343 0.336 0.699
Menu idea 4 0.301 0.643 0.498
Eigen value 3.203 2912 2.798 -
Cumulative distribution 81.025 -

Y Legends for the menu evaluation system, menu evaluator, and menu idea are in Table 4.
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Table 6. Status of menu development evaluation status (n=364)
Items Mean+S.D.

Evaluation cycle about menu development 3.40+0.86

Stress of providing ideas about new menus 3.49+1.04

Performance assessment reflection or incentive when one's idea is selected as new menu 2.25+1.27

Does the current evaluation system affect the will to develop a new menu? 2.61+1.23

Satisfaction about feedback of evaluator 2.92+0.99

The relation between new menu and capacity improvement of the individual and the company 3.544+0.90

Mean+S.D., Scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert scale from 1 to 5.
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Table 7. Sectoral job satisfaction (n=364)
Variation Items Mean+S.D.

Overall satisfaction about one's job 3.24+1.13
1. Satisfaction about colleagues 3.53+1.01
2. Satisfaction about one's superior 3.24+1.14
Human field
3. Satisfaction about menu evaluator 3.13£1.12
Average 3.30£1.09
1. Is the result of menu development reflected in the employees' performance assessment? 2.80+1.40
2. Are sales results of new menu reflected in the employees' performance assessment? 2.79+1.40
Material field
3. Is there incentive for the menu development? 2.69+1.40
Average 2.76+1.40
1. Personal satisfaction after menu development 3.26+1.15
2. Customers' satisfaction about new menu 3.34+1.04
Evaluation field
3. Satisfaction about menu evaluation system 3.20£1.15
Average 3.27£1.11
Mean+S.D., Scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert scale from 1 to 5.
Table 8. Validity analysis of job satisfaction
Items" Factor Cronbach’s a
1 2 3
Material field 3 0.845 0.363 0.179
Material field 2 0.836 0.369 0.292 0.946
Material field 1 0.822 0.364 0.321
Evaluation field 2 0.320 0.865 0.226
Evaluation field 1 0418 0.755 0.319 0912
Evaluation field 3 0.481 0.719 0.276
Human field 1 0.162 0.154 0.906
Human field 2 0.291 0.314 0.818 0.864
Human field 3 0.453 0.464 0.586
Eigen value 2913 2.574 2.283 -
Cumulative distribution 86.335 -
b Legends for the menu evaluation system, menu evaluator, and menu idea are in Table 6.
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Table 9. Difference in job satisfaction of menu development activities

sobAlo} fukimsfrik

(Mean+S.D.)

Overall satisfaction

Human field

Material field

Evaluation field

Variation ltems (n=364) (n=364) (n=364) (n=364)
None 2.74+0.96 2.81+0.84° 1.77+0.90° 2.49+0.81°
<2 3.26+1.14% 3.29+1.03° 2.66+1.38° 3.25+1.02°

Duration of menu
development 2~4 3.39+1.14° 3.45+0.85" 3.23+1.21% 3.47+0.97%
per week <10 3.55+1.09° 3.7240.73% 3.48+0.93¢ 3.95+0.82%¢
(hours)
<20 3.50+£1.27° 3.87+1.08° 3.53+1.02° 4.03+0.68¢
F-value 4,047 6.927"" 16.405"™" 15.902"*
None 2.76+0.91° 2.86+0.81° 1.98+1.04° 2.51+0.88°
1~2 3.37+1.11° 3.34+0.96° 2.70+1.35® 3.26+1.01%
The number of
offering idea 3~5 3.25+1.13° 3.51+0.98° 3.28+1.18" 3.70+0.89"
monthly 6~10 3.32+1.46° 3.63+0.97° 3.83+1.08° 3.91+0.78"
(times)
>10 1.67+1.16 1.89+0.96° 2.78+0.19% 3.56+0.51°
F-value 4876 6.157°" 11.412° 13.990"*
Y p<0.1, 7 p<0.05, 7" p<0.01.

2~4 Mean followed by different letters are significantly different by Duncan's multiple range test.
Mean+S.D., Scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert scale from 1 to 5.
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Table 10. Effect of menu evaluation on overall job satisfaction (n=364)
Variation Items B t F R?
Constant 0.443 1.736"
Menu idea 0.572 7774
Menu evaluator —0.002 —0.019
Sag:fzr:tliim Menu evaluation system 0.114 1311 58.088™" 0.503""
Data management —0.078 —1.279
Evaluation cycle 0.111 2.147"
Feedback 0.213 3.339™

Y p<0.1, ™ p<0.05, ™" p<0.01.



25(2): 363~371 (2015) vl A EEs o

B7HAke] F =l gk s 292591 A

ol 18] vl B7HA z=wlel] o] gk vl ol o 82 2.61%

A e w5 ofeltjolof o]t At EE

£ 2258 02 W YET Q1A e, ‘&
=

OﬂOﬂoﬂ o 3t ;qtl}z ol z};u}}_

l‘ﬁcok’ s i
1, QA Fopo] HEEE 330802 B RoK2.76%)
‘B7HZeR3.274) 9l BlEl B &3k

ol dellA shetd wpw wlFo] & uf $E x2|FARAe]
76.7%7}F 20~30t 2 o] 52| W/l AFRIA = 2 Hol=

= =
= Hﬂw‘WH TS T A71AR] F71 Folsh A3 AAE R A

j‘

r\ﬂ
J
o

=

mn’.

o
rhosh i HE

RO

&
o
[‘ﬂ _10‘,

Noox B oA 411

ot
>
ox 1o i pm
[m
oX,
2

o2
RO
=
e
!
ko
)

2
Y

REFERENCES

Cho CB, Choi SB, Yoo SJ (2002) A study on the menu de-
velopment and the service efficiency for hotel restaurants.
J Korea Service Management Society 3: 125-149.

Cho CB, Lee SI, Chae BS (2006) Effects of Japanese restau-
rants of super deluxe hotels on the promotion menu charac-
teristic affecting the employee's jab satisfaction and the job
loyalty. J Hotel & Resort 5: 371-387.

Cho HY (2006) Menu development strategy in hotel kitchen
department. Busan Women's College Academic J pp. 197-
207.

Choi SK, Sin MJ (2001) A study of the job performing state
and awareness of chefs in deluxe hotel. J Foodservice
Management 4: 149-164.

Chun DS, Kim BH, Kang KO (2011) Recognition and utility
properties of menu development derived from the perfor-
mance of food styling for cooks in a super deluxe hotel.
J East Asian Soc Dietary Life 21: 771-778.

Kim HS (2014) A study on the influences of buffet restau-
rants menu managing on customer's satisfaction and revisit

intention in hotel. MS Thesis Hansung University, Seoul.

W7 2=Rle] G B F 371

o,

pp 43-46.

Kim KY, Lee DK (2002) A study on the menu management
of hotel restaurants. Korean J Culinary Research 8: 1-20.

Kim YJ, Jung HS, Yoon HH (2011) The influence of deluxe
hotel culinary staff’s roll stress in job satisfaction and or-
ganizational commitment: Focus on moderating effects on
staff’s career and gender. Korean J Hospitality Administra-
tion 20: 31-48.

Ko KD, Na TK, Lee DK (2003) A study on promotion menu
of hotel restaurant and customers’ choice attribute. Korean
J Culinary Research 9: 55-72.

Lee CK (2000) An analysis of job satisfaction and top class
hotel restaurant's cook. J Foodservice Management 3: 159-
177.

Lee DK (2002) A study on the menu management of hotel
restaurants. MS Thesis Kyonggi University, Seoul. pp 20.

Lee EJ, Lee JK (2006) A exploratory study on the develop-
ment of star menus in the western restaurants of the hotel.
Korean J Food Culture 21: 629-637.

Lee SJ (2000) Valuation about the influence that menu de-
velopment have effect on selecting hotel restaurant. Ph. D.
Dissertation Geongju University, Geongju. pp 88-90.

Lee WH, Lee YJ (2012) The effects of restaurants' promo-
tional menu features on the hotel image, job satisfaction
and organizational commitment in deluxe hotels. Korean J
Hospitality Administration 21: 55-72.

Na JK (2004) A new approach for menu development. J Food-
service Management 7: 139-155.

Park KY (2010) Burn-out of female cook in hotel on job sa-
tisfaction. Foodservice Industry J 6: 97-117.

Um YH, Lee YS (2000) The study on the development of
menu evaluation model in the hotel. Korean J Culinary
Research 6: 307-328.

Wang HS (2010) The effect of business support activities
among department on the perception of conflict and per-
formance in developing hotel menu. MS Thesis Sejong
University, Seoul. pp 1-74.

Yang JY, Kim YH (2013) A study on the menu development
for chinese dining restaurants of deluxe hotels. International
Soc Tourism Industry 6: 61-102.

Date Received Feb. 12, 2015
Date Revised  Apr. 15, 2015
Date Accepted Apr. 17, 2015



	호텔 조리종사자의 메뉴개발 직무만족도에 대한 평가시스템의 영향 및 상호관계
	ABSTRACT
	서론
	연구내용 및 방법
	결과 및 고찰
	요약 및 결론
	REFERENCES


