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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the study was to assess customer satisfaction concerning service quality characteristics of university foodservices
by using a developed DINESERV model. In particular, it was intended to develop a tool to assess the difference between
customer judgements on importance and customers perceptions with actual service delivery by university foodservices.
Questionnaires were distributed to 1,000 university students. A total at 820 university students responded with a usable response
rate of 77.7%. A statistical data analysis was completed using SAS programs for descriptive analysis ; a t-test, chi-square test and
Dunan's multiple range test. The results of the study are as follows : 1) The mean number of students visiting university
foodservices per week for males was larger than that of females. The students' first choice depended on distance when they
selected foodservices. They answered their preference as the first factor when they order a partcular menu items in foodservices.
The first complaint facror concerning university foodservices was the price of the food. 2) Customers was not satisfied with the
quality of the service of university foodservices. The importance mean score of the service quality was 3.63 out of 5, but the
perception mean score of the service quality was 2.87, Therefore, there was a gap(0.76) between the importance score and
perception score. 3) Customers' satisfaction with the service quality by dimensions were in the follow order : assurance > relia-
bility”> responsiveness > tangibles > empathy. Customers were more satisfied with the service quality of contracted management
than that of self-operated facilitics. (Korean J Community Nutrition (25) : 324~332, 2000)

KEY WORDS : customer satisfaction - DINESERVE - service quality - university foodservices - importance score - perception
score.
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Table 1. Distribution of study subjects by grade and sex

Vear Male Female Total
No(@%)" No(%)" No(%)"
Freshman 78(67.8) 37(32.2) 115(100.0)
Sophomore 88(68.2) 41(31.8) 129(100.0)
Junior 146(71.9) 57(28.1) 203(100.0)
Senior 115(74.2) 40(25.8) 155(100.0)
Graduate 140(80.0) 35(20.0) 175(100.0)
Total 567(73.0) 210027.0) 777(100.0)

Distributions are significantly different between year and sex(p <{0.05)
1) % of total subjects of the same year

Table 2. Number of people visiting university foodservices per
week by sex

Sex Visiting No/wk Significance level
Male(n=553) 8.07+3.86" .
Female(n=191) 6.15+3.05

1) Mean+£5.D.

*** . Significantly different at p<{0.001 by t-test
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Table 3. Number of people visiting university foodservices per
week by grade

Grade Visiting No/fwk  Significance level
Freshman  (n=109) 6.59+3,07™
Sophomore (n=128) 6.461+3.83°
Junior (n=200) 7.82+3.99° Ak
Senior (n=148) 8.07+£3.99"
Graduate ~ (n=159) 8.77 +3.45°
1) Mean£5.D.

abc @ Different superscripts in the same column indicate significant
differences(p <{0.001) by Duncan's multiple comparision test
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Fig. 3. Complaint factors of university foodservices by students.
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Table 4. Assessment of the service quality of university foodservices (Mean+5.D.)

Dimension Factor* Importance” Perception” Satisfaction”

1 3.40+0.87 3.07 £0.75 ~0.33+1.20

2 3.28£0.81 2.81+0.84 ~047£1.22

3 368077 2.89£0.76 ~0.79+1.13

4 3414093 2.26+0.88 ~1.1621.44

5 3.76+0.90 3.0640.81 ~0.70%1.21

6 4.43£0.70 2.84+0.86 ~158=1.16

Tangibles 7 3.00+1.02 2.89+0.69 ~0.12+1.30

8 4.28+0.68 3.10+0.79 ~1.18+1.07

9 3.96+0.93 2714095 ~1.26+1.46

10 3.55+0.96 2.48+0.91 — 1074141

oo 3.45+0.86 3.01£0.75 ~0.45+1.22

12 3.95+0.72 2.71+0.88 ~12441.23
B S 3684046 2824049  Zosexonn

13 4.16+0.67 2.87+0.93 —1.29+1.24

14 3.7620.80 2.96+0.71 ~0.8021.10

o 15 3.95+0.84 2.4440.75 —15141.22

Reliability 16 3.85+0.81 3.30+0.84 -0.55+1.13
T 383090 ... 3914085 ] 0.08+1.10

Total 3914055 3.10£051 ~0.81 073

18 419064 253+0.84 —1.66+1.12

, 19 3.85£0.75 3.10+0.93 -074+1.22

Responsiveness 59 3.06+0.86 3.01£0.55 ~0.04+097
T e T 3704052 288+055 —0s1+076

21 3.89+0.75 3.10+0.85 ~0.7941.15

2 3.04£0.95 245+0.81 ~0.60+1.30

Assurance 23 £3.380.80 3.03£0.66 -0.3540.98

. 3012084 2.99+0.60 . -0.022097
Tl 3334062 2894049  Zpasxors

25 3.61+091 2.79+0.80 ~082+1.24

26 3.76+0.81 2624073 ~1.14%1.18

Empathy 2 3x0%6 2584077 L -069£1.25
Yol 3554073 T T ers0e1 T Tosst100

Total 3.63+0.45 2.87+0.41 ~0.7620.61

1) Importance . 5=very important 1=not important
2) Perception : 5=very good 1=very bad

3) Satisfaction= Perception — Importance

*Explaration of Factors
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Table 5. Assessment of the service quality of university foodservi-

ces by sex (Mean=+5.D.)
Dimension Male Female Significance
(n=580) (n=197) level
Tangibles
Importance” 3.64+0.46 3.8140.41 o
Perception” 2.83+0.49 277 +0.46
Satisfaction™ -0.80+0.73 -1.04+0.63 o
Reliability
Importance 3.88+£0.56 3.99+0.49 *
Perception 3.08+0.52 3.13+£048
Satisfaction -0.80+0.76 -0.86x£0.67
Responsiveness
Importance 3.694+0.52 3.7240.54
Perception 290057 2.84+0.51
Satisfaction -0.79+0.77 -0.88+0.73
Assurance
Importance 3.30x0.62 3.72+0.54 i
Perception 2.92+0.49 2.83+0.49 *
Satisfaction -0.38x+0.77 -0.61£0.78 Aok
Empathy
Importance 3.51+0.74 3.64-+0.69 *
Perception 2.7040.60 2.59+0.63 *
Satisfaction -0.81+£1.01  -106%096 o
Total
Importance 3.60+0.45. 3.72+043 =
Perception 2.89 1041 2.83+0.39
Satisfaction ~0.724+0.62 -0.89%+0.58 b

1) Importance : 5=very important 1=not important

2) Perception : 5=very good 1=very bad

3) Satisfaction=Perception — Importance

*n <{0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 significantly different by t-test

A% $5F ol - WG 32
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Table 6. Assessment of the service quality of university foodservices by grade (Mean=+5.D.)
Dimension Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Graduate Significance level
Tangibles
Importance” 3.65+0.42 3.660.44 3.671+0.50 3.72+0.46 3.681£045
Perception® 2.81+046 2.82+0.48 2.86+0.50 2.75+0.52 2.79+047 *
Satisfaction® -0.84+0.61 - 0.84+0.75 -0.79+0.71 -0.98+0.77 -0.891£0.69
Reliability
Importance 3.99£0.57 3.81+0.51 3.91+£057 3.96:0.58 3.8910.49
Perception 3.23+0.46 3.14£0.52 3.09+£047 3.02+0.53 3.04£056 o
Satisfaction -0.76x£0.65 - 0.67--0.73 -0.82£0.71 -0.94+0.82 -0.85+0.72 *
Responsiveness
Importance 3.69+0.49 3.67+0.52 3.73+0.54 3.671+0.54 3.69+0.51
Perception 2.88+0.50 2.88+0.58 2.93+0.53 2.83+0.59 2.88x0.56
Satisfaction -0.81+0.72 -0.81+0.82 -0.80x£0.70 -0.84+0.84 -0.81+0.75
Assurance
Importance 3.32£0.65 3.28+0.61 3321064 3.40+0.63 3.33x£0.58
Perceplion 2.854+0.45 2.89+0.48 2.9340.53 2.86+0.53 2.89+0.47
Satisfaction -047£0.76 -0.39+0.78 -0.39£0.71 ~0.54--0.87 -0.44+0.76
Empathy
Importance 3.58+0.75 3.39+0.74 3.55+0.80 3.59+0.68 3.58+£0.66
Perception 2.60£0.53 2.64+0.56 2.691£0.68 2.6140.64 2.73x0.57
Satisfaction -0.98x0.95 ~0.75+0.99 -0.85L£1.02 ~0.98+£1.02 -0.85+0.97
Total
Importance 3.65+0.44 3.56+043 3.63£0.47 3.674+0.46 3.63+0.41
Perception 2.87+0.36 2.87+£0.37 2.90+041 281044 2.87+0.41
Satisfaction -0.77+0.54 -0.69+0.61 -0.73+0.58 -0.86+0.69 -0.77+0.60

1) Importance : 5=very important 1=not important
2) Perceplion : 5=very good 1=very bad
3) Satisfaclion=Perception - Importance

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 significantly different by Anova test

Table 7. Assessment of the service quality of university foodservices by operation type (Mean+5.D.)
] ) Importance” Perception® Satisfaction®
Dimension
A B A B A 8
Tangibles 3.66+0.46 3.71x£0.46 2.66+0.40 3.10+0.49 % -1.00£0.67 -0.61+0.72 *x
Reliability 3.88£0.56 3.96+0.52 * 3.04+0.48 3.20+0.56 -0.844+0.74 -0.76+£0.72
Responsiveness 3.6940.53 3.71£0.52 2.82£0.51 2.99+0.60 -087x£0.76 -0.72£0.75
Assurance 3.32£0.63 3.35%061 2.84+047 2.99+0.52 -0.48-+0.79 -0.37%0.75 *
Empathy 3.51£0.73 3.61x0.72 2.62£0.59 2.750.64 -0.894+1.00 -0.86+0.99
Total 3.61+0.45 3.67£043 2.80%+0.36 3.00£0.44 & -0.82+0.60 -0.671+0.61 *E
A : Self-operated B : contracted management

1) Importance : 5=very important 1=not important
2) Perception : 5=very good 1=very bad

3) Satisfaction= Perception - Importance

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 significantly different by t-test
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