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Introduction Results Significance of study

Food handler hand hygiene and personal hygiene practices are often
implicated in food outbreak investigations". Consequently, an Food Handler Hand Hygiene Perceptigns Food Handler Hand Hygiene Attitudes
appreciation of practical factors hindering and supporting hand hygiene
as a fundamental food safety behaviour in food manufacturing and

Hand Hygiene And Food Safety Culture e Attitudes and perceptions towards hand hygiene (as a food safety behaviour)

appeared generally positive, with some variation in relation to food safety
culture dimensions across Sites.

proceszssing environments may be prudent to ensure continued consumer Food handlers (n=62) from three food Overall, general attitudes towards hand hygiene appeared positive, Vision & |
safety™”. ' manufacturing and processing sites, however, specific statements received less favourable responses with only M’;‘f;‘;};ﬂ E?;I;Vevwfrigesﬁ:i:sc e Notably, Site 3 (with the highest product risk category) indicated more positive
' : : (df 3) ; : : / : ) g e
In prior research conducted in food service environments, work time Kvﬂerle surveye(il '3 ]E)ectehmtl)er ZOtZO' 52% of food handlers certain that an adequate handwashing attempt 3 responses (n=44) were re gtg.tucie;and pefrceptlogls Orf szhard. and Risk Awareness.atspdectrc,’c,hvilrw]lle lte 2
. . ales accounted for the largest pro- indicated more favourable han iene responses associated wi e
pPressures, avallablllty of hand hyglene resources and management : 0 5 P should be executed for 20 seconds7or more (Ta ole 2). Nevertheless, when -c(_)nﬁgured according to y R IAT : yg. ) P : )
tent to name a few*S are often implicated. However as portion of responses (77%) and the | - | - o _ _ . . Adaptability’ dimension (but not with "Hazard and Risk Awareness’).
COmm'_ ame - | P ated. SVer, average age represented in the survey asked if additional hand hygiene training would be beneficial, only 5% of Ha;ﬂ:ri";i;'sk Hand People dimension with a
operational formalities in food manufacturing facilities are unique, an 2044 able 1), Length of food handlers agreed M 3100 Hygiene Mdn 37.00 maximum potential o Contrary to ori 45 e o tur , t attent
exploration of food handler hand hygiene perceptions and attitudes may was 30-44 years (Table 1). Length o | (df3) FSC Scores it f ONErary tO priorresearth -, 10T TOod Mantiattiring Environments, arention
tenure ranged from 12 months to 15 (positive) score of 45.00 to factors such as water temperature control and enhanced skin care support
rove invaluable to direct and develop bespoke interventions to enhance © 5 i - - for each; save for ‘Hazard P o
Ean 4 hvaiene behaviours years+. Table 2: General and specific hand hygiene statement agreement (n=62) = aee may be necessary to encourage individuals to adopt hand hygiene practices.

PSPPI ili | fewer statements and : : : : : :

As such, the Global Food Safety Initiative’s® food safety culture o _ Hand hygiene s critical for food safety e —¢— P . intention) appeared high, self-belief (e.g. being a role-model) was mixed. Thus,
: : . Table 1: Survey Participant Profile (n=62) . . thus a total maximum : , o’ I e d Mission’ b
framework provides a logical approach to analysing food handler Sanitiser must be applied to hands before entering production (df3) (df3) € 1000 more attention to ‘People’ aspects (as well as “Vision and Mission’) may be
attitudes towards hand hygiene. The guidance ensures that multiple E— o, Length of Tenure Age Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 Unwashed hands potentially spread contamination to food Figure 1: Hand Hygiene scores (Mdn) PeOrE OT R important when developing hand hygiene interventions bespoke to each Site.
: : : Average) % % % '
aspects are taken into account Iin exploring not only knowledge (Mean) ( " . according to food safety culture di i
! Specific Hand Hygiene Statements g 10 100d Safety cuiture dimension . .
perceptions and attitudes but also in considering prevailing cultures Male* 48 months 30-44 39 18 13 P Y9 e Surveys alone represent only one aspect of hand hygiene behaviours and a
: : 20 seconds or more is an adequate handwashing duration ' i i . : : : : :

thought to be influencing the same?. Female 14 months 30-44 5 10 3 ! au washing durat An independent samples median (Mdn) test (Figure 1), suggests that comparison of reported attitudes with behavioural observations is necessary to

Hands must be washed, dried and sanitised before gloves are applied ‘People’ responses (e.g. relating to knowledge/training) were more equally further explore and establish how prevailing food safety cultures at food

* 5 male participants declined to indicate their usual place of work

Additional hand hygiene training (particularly inside production) would be scored at Mdn 37.00, however, ‘Adaptability’ (e.g. relating to decision- manufacturing and processing sites influence hand hygiene behaviour in
Factors perceived as unlikely to Factors perceived as likely to beneficial making knowledge) was less consistent at Mdn 25.00. practice.
P affect handwashing duration or affect handwashing duration or . . :
U rpose . . , During the survey, participants were requested to provide examples of , , , -
frequency included: frequency included: By Site, responses varied (Table 4) with participants who chose not to Acknowled eme ntS
e Being late for work (80%) e Water temperatures (too hot when hands should be washed and/or gloves changed (Table 3) as reveal their place of work rating hand hygiene related ‘People’ aspects g
e Working under pressure inside or too cold) (49%) reflection of hand hygiene knowledge. Participants (n=33) provided 48 (Mdn 41.90) more favourably than ‘Consistency’ (Mdn 22.40).

The aim of this research was to explore food handler hand hygiene

: : ualitative examples including: . - : : : :
perceptions of, and attitudes towards, barriers and enablers (before and production (79%) ® Sore hands/skin as a result of . p ° Leleliz e Ll nerel i e Clichislion seeis o7 [HhEs eiie sl The authors wish to acknowledge the funding body (KESS2) alongside the food business’
: : - - T ilabili ibili - frequent handwashing (51% . - i in thi i i i i it]
during production) to support bespoke intervention development in line o Avalle.1b|||ty/a.cce55|bllltyoof hand q g (51%) Table 3: Participant examples (n=48) of when handwashing/glove change required Hand Hygiene FSC  Site 1 (1=27) Site 2 (n=17) Site 3 (n=13) Did not indicate mvolyed in this PhD project and the continued food industry learning opportunities they
washing equipment (79%) workplace provide.

with business needs. Dimension Mdn Madn Mdn

Mentioned (n=5) Mdn

e The presence of others during @ When should hands be washed and/or gloves changed?
handwashing procedures (63%)

Vision & Mission

References

Changing product

¢ Management presence during pro-
duction (50%) Production entry/exit (including after break)

50% believed their hand hygiene

y@j behaviours set a good example. When changing gloves (if damaged, torn, stretched, ripped etc.)

61% believed their hand hygiene Touching the floor or picking items up from the floor
practices were excellent.
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