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Abstract

This study is designed to 1) understand customers] choice behavior and preference of
foodsevices in campus and 2) provide recommendation o management strategies for university
foodservice manager. Individual interview and focus group irfterview were used to identify important
selection attributes. The questionnaire was developed angl distributed to 480 Yonsei university
students and statistical data analysis was completed using $PSS WIN/7.5 for descriptive analysis,
multidimensional scaling and conjoint analysis.

The results of this study were summarized as follows: $tudents evaluated four foodservices in
different ways, and strength/weakness points could be identffied from the evaluation patterns. Most
students(51.1%) were frequently used ‘A’ foodservice, thofigh they preferred other foodservices,
and cost, mainly, caused the difference. Perceptual map frogn multidimensional scaling showed that
preference and patronage were close with different attribufes. Cost was most relatively important
attribute to select foodservice in campus from conjoint analysis. Therefore, relative importance of
attributes should be considered in customer preference surve for constructing management plan.

Keywords: university foodservice, preference, choice behfvior

LA = 4 opd 9% AT 44 oL dhd

w9 T gE FALe LdolE AFE 9%

WEHYSS GAUAS WS olgsT ABal 2 AW FRemy GaAFH FAEE FA4 v

Aol wek AFFH Melzel e SE SRS Y AR Aol 48 % AN W5 B4 ) 9
BT gntel Horsl, 3RS FAE =7 Help) o,

S W FA20 UF 277 B gEA T Ao, gebpse) gokd 478 2324 #7) 93

KU
T 7ol ) 24 B ol AA B4 A A9 QPos @ Skl B A (conoept) & A

v

+ ool EE2 198 AMigty ABHFEG 7l 2ste] AAHUS



52 BERTSBEE Vol No.1(2000)

d g
¥t
Jet

Ha7t g eYgHE
AL FPEANA 299 7198 AFY % o}

7] M E 7+ FHAEC] AEARY 27 2A
AFRoZ P M2 {713 BAE A of
Ei=g

SAFA F e staFa ol AlYgA 34
IJ= O 5AE 7Y F2349 g EE 558
71% ol &5AS Yehi ok tieFe ¢ g
Aoy Age)el FH= T T B AF
o] #FAHYE=H, BFYEY &R 2 7EZE S
et A6, ol ABRAP), 6187} F5 o] F
g2 o] &4Ew, fEFaLs SFAADN Y ¢
g Hrt T de), egada AZdE 22
o tg &5 ZAD), ARz} REL ZAW. W),
2] Mulx F2 HA0 th3 4R Bl A% Sol
ATk Tt dAle] & Ao 14 xgHd AR
AR Aksty FF MAARE AAS] A8 2AE
o HE ¥ FF5L Ad7ste HEE g =gE A
MO 7 o]Fojx g}

metA, AZE FHALE ALY B8 FHE
A B B2 7HA] (value) & AL 5 AE AFE &+
galy] Aside A5y £38 g 2 o
de B =go] "asth AXJIE BN 9
% (perceptual mapping) 9] ZH& 71E A1 A B
A3} mAE Bx A gloid £23 EFE A
H ok AXUAE £4L ookt A4 Wi A%
7} ZEE do7E AN oln £AE ¥)FL
ol &A% MYBRA7} e hAAD (trade-off
jdgement)E F3 7 &4 FFEOZ P4
3t ATE SHS B3l £4
Wigo| 7 URIAEE S HEET)
By ARE 7INNFoE ¥ F= 9
ZpAd ol ARE-E T2,

wEla B A7 o3 WHES EYste A4
ey SRAEC] A U FHAE JBA 943
TAE AT dA o= AL AEEE Ader
FHET Qe FHFA L0 e 24 dFo)A 9] 3
Ve AEFOEN dAle A3 Ao agFor
O|FRA I YR E AP WY FHLE AE
) 2Hsks T2 SHEY oY £FE0] FE= &8
& Axdsid 7 459 AEU 82
2N B g F4459 Ay
ARE AFIA st AS EHoZ sy}

i

Kl

g

A

®
oif o

¢

L

y
>
4
ry

o o

o mu

My

1L 2AH4 9 by

B Ao zAAcRE AXUEE AL B
Aoz oy B2 A dusuES 7|
FO02 Z235EWL AHEEle XNAEGET 408E B
oz HAEAE mlE3Yon o] F 43EE 53}
3(954%) EAo AMstATh 2AE 1989 119 23
U 27Uo AR o] FolFH T

BRFAL 9 BE R BAR e FF 4
3 A% £yl A§ 5T AFWE THE A8t

HPeqRsl mee AN
GA AL ol s
29 54 5o GYE

=
o Ho
(L of
i
b
¥ 2
ri
N
=
|l
1>,
o
o

& 53 ASTHEEE At

Focus group®] E€X 02 ZYHEE 517] 93}
APAZA YA ZHE AASET JPA= A
E9UE AFse FAER FUAES 53] M
B3 AR ERA g 7123 et e
S F3t WAL wHA o= At F
A3} foous groupg F3 QA sk AH, g
H, 53 2 U5, o AR Fo s AgEA
AFEH T ZHTE JAYAEL 7} 2810] 3 "] H
o] focus groups XA 0 focus groupe 56
Bow A shed 3 A AF, Aol %
EE focus group RS AARSES atith W3
29 AL AFYg, B MEE 55 B INES

ZHsE HA didl ool ' 7 URE AR
S3L =FW 7t 450 7H & e &4 aEd
thE o A% FHaAT

7158 AR AAE YL =29 WES A
o7t gleAl #Adste] 715 $3 R Heslo
A7) gopg T3 FojW ARFE FReAEH &



rlo o
B

X,

(o ofo ¥

A £GuE FAL0 BE WL A
o) thek A, ol rerel, ubALFO R T
A 2 FHL U B W g2
B A o FASEE F9 $2E Y A=
S stgom AAA B b A
42 A4 7bg RSP ol ek A4
ENHEE Y,

U
ozl ool M &P

o }01'
FIF

ARHAt FHB S £Y $FL o185 4
Bol AHEE OIS profied TASRT ST &

ArEel w7t e Atds 28 29e drdidE
A HASEE ste Zlo] 7R FEdls 4

QA 71 (fractional factorial design)?)S £ 238
H4o 23S Foigiedl B AqgMe 7Pl

A5 WAL V1 189l priied A3
% S 2Ak gl
Neoz A 98, e, de 0% 45

2R3,

EAAEE SPSS WIN/75E AHE-ste] E46hg]
on BAWREE o33 2 dukabeke W) 9
%‘—%% AdstPom, A3 Fa4 tﬂﬂdé}ﬂl °

3T wadel o 2L 1$HE SH0E N
9} BE-&Z At 7 g2 400 rﬂd Bt o
a2 AArsle] vwsly thrl9) A 59 (Multidimensional
Scaling)oll &d W7} £ HeT % o]gT e ¢
) % (perceptual map)S A FGTH AR 24

Zol U@ Asde AZAE BHOE 7 HA ¥
ofste GRS ANsHAOM S4IN L) 7t
2 FEH g RS FE0Y A (549 ¥
ME 79 G 4 Sl G4 9 E o) 59
o 7 £49 AT hrol 4 $49) FonE
Axkssic,

1. ZAICHALS] THolE =

Aol Al B4 dWEd ¥ EEs
G2 639%, A 3B1%Z ERTY A H&<
674%:326%° LA AL AFF dd® AE EXEE
Holw YLt T SE2EE 21307 AR

= o9 $1%E M W’Potﬁ T2 2e 31~

40H0(250%) 01 ek. FALANE 238k dhg 9 4H|
2= 5-157Hl0] 677% = EHTTS_ AL AT
{Table 1.

2. 2t SAIA0] 2t - OFN B4 9 BETe| 8D

A $9H L e A4 FH4d oig 3t A3E
vlws) & AaKFg D v F449 B7F A3 2
o]f HAEd °olF Fakel 7t FAie] - e
shebgh 5 vk AFAAe AT 7HE ol A (H
& 357) eIt wiire] vk, st AREE,
4ol gl fleiMe thE T}é}i ol vis} w77t
2tk Beaas 534 A feu 107 &
Aol dis wwA 12 Wt 2445 B o (2438 ~
3254), CEAAE o dlst Aol Aol

A DIFdAT A, 49 B W dAd, o

WA =2 S o] goldhA

SART. S4ES Mg A
B(363%), C(282%), D(229% )=+ A&

Mt folr Y oS e §
SO\L
£
i

42 ANLARSN)

e AR
Al o AR 7 WwEA) o8-l A
AFA L7 dEHoZ HWol(511%) 143 HA 5
7b A THEZ 1672 pl01)<{Fig. 2.

= we gl 3 FALVL YFHOR o887
q

=
BEo) e BAS AW 74 3N 34 2ol

os)
oy
1>,
>.
1o
oM.
o
=)
N
5
o,
o
ol
It
of\
R
[t
v

2
)
ot
Ll
s
Am
o
L
%
[ o
2
=z

al
i)
T o=
ﬂllﬂ
°
N
oX [
2zl

= Agor Fdel #H4t AFolr ¢ 8
ol SHAE 2 20 Gl gl 2
P e & F Ak £ AFH

o

o2 2 Py orlo Ho 2 o B ooy & b

e 3t AR Bel o) FAAE ABSE W
13%°) &3tk Yang® & Aol
]/\1 ;qu]-x% 0] wkE - o] o Bk

vt

3 4ol fo14 Ao

o

o

N

o

r

o2

e

=

TS

1

>

B =

= 4)4

b Oﬂ

= 79

o 112

o -
Zﬂloﬁozérﬂ l-} fo

o
fo
oo
T o
rlo
3
01
“
i
rle
.
o
1o
[0
ok
o &
rj
02
o
tilo i



M BERTECREFE  Vols, No.1(2000)

<Table 1> Demographics of respondents

Male 290 63.9

% | Female 164 36.1
Humanities 36 79

Besiness 7 17.0

Science 24 53

Engineering 183 40.3

Theology 6 13

Major’ | Sociology 46 10.1
Law 3 0.7

Music 17 3.7

Human ecology 28 6.2

Education science 21 46

others 13 2.8

Freshman 105 23.2

Year Sophomore 168 371
Junior 115 254

Senior 64 14.1

under 10 6 1.3

Monthly 11-20 76 16.8
spending 21-30 195 43.1
31-40 113 250

oY1 4150 35 77
over 50 27 6.0

under 5 27 6.0

5-10 144 31.8

Monthly | 11-15 158 349
dining out | 16-20 87 192
expense’ | 2125 23 5.1
26-30 5 i.1

over 30 9 20

Home 296 65.3

Relatives’” house 17 38

Living place | lodging house 44 9.7
Self-boarding place 42 9.3

Domitory 54 11.9

t ‘others’ include medicine, dentistry and nursing science
% 10,000 won
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<Fig. 1> Evaluation score of the four foodservices in Yonsei university

1. Menu variaty
2. Reasonable price

3. Clean dining and serving area
4. Comfortable atmosphere

5. Short walking distance

AT AAASFE AXJE T AHFAS
BERHE Pearson’s RS 0983(pd001), Kendals tau:
0833(pK 00D oI ATk 2+ &4 o td g4ges
NZL profled] AEFGFE A5 4 Uk 25

Frequently using foodservice

A
D 13%
23%
B
c 36%
28%

Most preferable foodservice

<Fig. 2> Frequently using foodservice
vs Most preferable foodservice

6. Convenient to go with friends
7. Good portion size
8. Good tasting food
9. Cooling/heating
10. Good value for the money
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