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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the needs of high school students on foodservice. A survey from 8 high
school foodservice operations in Seoul was undertaken and detailed information was collected from 538 high
school students. Completed questionnaires were received from 3 self-operated and 5 contracted school foodservice
operations. Statistical analyses were performed by SPSS including descriptive analysis and t-test. The 49.8% of the
respondent students were male and 50.2% female. The whole students assessed the importance and performance of
school foodservice as 4.18 and 2.83 out of 5 respectively, which suggests that the school foodservice needs to be
improved. The Importance-Performance Analysis(IPA) used for obtaining information on high school foodservice
management suggested that foodservice attributes with fair to poor performance but with high importance were
sanitation of food, service of foodservice personnel, dealing with complaints and the reflection of students' opinion

in menu.
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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects N(%)
Frequency %

Male 268 49.8
Sex Female 270 50.2
Total 538 100.0
Type of Self-operated 256 476
foodservice Contract-managed 282 524
management  Total 538 100.0
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Table 2. Mean Scores for Importance, Performance and gap of Foodservice Attributes
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Variables of Foodservice Tmportance” coefficient Performance coefficient Gap”
taste 4.83+0.50 2.89+0.93 -1.94+043
quality 4.73+0.59 2.82+0.86 -1.91+0.27
temperature 4.00£0.88 3.09+0.88 -091£0.02

food shape 340+1.10 0.6459 2.88+£0.78 0.8446 -0.52+0.32
portion size 4174092 2924100 1254008
sanitation 4891044 2.69+1.03 -2.20+0.59
Sub total 448+0.74 2.89+091 -145£0.17
harmony 4.17+£0.90 2.87+0.90 -1.30£0.01
menu seasonal food 4.02£0.94 06819 2991085 07637 -1.03£0.09
variety of menu 454+0.74 i 2.79+1.05 : -1.75£0.31
Sub totzl 4.24+0.86 2.88+0.93 -1.36%0.07
shape &: color 3.07+1.26 3.06+0.87 -0.01+0.39
tray cleanliness 4.80+0.57 0.0117 279+ 1.06 0.6226 -2.01+£0.49
Sub totzl 3.941+0.92 2924097 -1.02+£0.05
cleanlinzss 4.67+0.74 3.081£0.97 -1.59+0.23
dining room interior 3.33£1.19 0.1661 3.17£095 0.7902 -0.16£0.24
Sub totz] 4.00+£0.97 3.13£0.96 -0.87+0.12
cleanlinzss 4.09+1.07 3.04+0.99 -1.05£0.08
foodservice staff ~ kindness 4411083 0.5601 2.68+£1.09 0.6667 -1.73£0.26
Sub total 4.25+£095 2.86+1.04 -1.39+0.19
type 4.19+0.96 3.0141.07 , _1.18+0.11
delivery service  time 443+£0.80 0.5878 239+ 1.09 0.6829 204£029
Sub total 4.310.88 2.70£1.08 -1.61+0.20
menu board 3.90+1.08 293096 -097+0.12
nutritior information 3.60+1.15 2.51+1.01 -1.09+0.14
etc dealing with complaint 4.60£0.74 07235 2.13£099 07917 2472025
reflection of student's 4.55+0.81 2.16+£1.05 -2.39+£0.24
opinion in menu
Sub total 4.16:0.95 243+£1.00 -1.73+0.15
Total 4.18+0.79 2.83+0.98 -1.35£0.19
1 never important  2: no:important 3:soandso  4:important  5: very important.
1 very poor 2: podr 3:soandso  4: goad 5: very good.
Gap = Performance-Impo:tance.
stz e} A3 A A 16 A 2 2 3(2000) ~114 -
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Table 3. Importance scores of Foodservice Attributes according to foodservice management type
MeantSD
Variables of Foodservice total self-operated contract-managed t-value
taste 4.83+0.50 4.84+045 481+0.54 0.645
quality 4.73+0.59 471£0.59 4.741+0.58 -0.667
temperature 4.00+0.88 3.97£0.90 4.031+0.86 -0.786
food shape 340+ 1.10 333+1.13 347£1.06 -1.481
portion size 417+092 4.12+0.88 421+095 -1.209
sanitation 4.89+0.44 4.87+£049 4.90+0.40 -0.772
Sub total 448+0.74 431074 4.36+0.73 -0.896
harmony 4.17+0.90 4.09+091 426+0.89 -2.181%
seasonal food 4.02+0.94 3.98+0.93 4.06+0.95 -0.987
frent variety of menu 4.54+0.74 4541078 455+0.72 0165
Sub total 4.241+0.86 4.20+0.87 4.29+0.85 -0.927
shape & color 3.07£1.26 298t1.26 3.161.26 -1.645
tray cleanliness 4.80%+0.57 4.82+0.55 4.78+0.59 0.661
Sub total 3.944+0.92 3.90+0.91 3.971£0.93 -1.290
cleanliness 4.671£0.74 4.661+0.68 4.67£0.79 -0.158
dining room interior 333x1.19 3.56+1.12 3.11+1.21 4.490*
Sub total 4.00£0.97 4.11£0.90 3.89£1.00 -1.294
foodservice cleanliness 4.091£1.07 4.12+£1.02 4.05+1.12 0.732
staff kindness 4411+0.83 4.50+0.77 4331+0.87 2.443*
Sub total 4254095 4.31£0.90 4.19+1.00 -1.479
) type 4.19%£0.96 413:098 425+0.94 -1.483
‘izllfvvgg time 4.43+0.80 4474081 439+0.80 1.133
Sub total 431+0.88 430+0.95 4.32+0.87 -0.764
menu board 3.90+ 1.08 3.79+1.09 4.00%1.06 -2.230%*
nutrition information 3.60+1.15 357+1.17 363+ 1.14 -0.614
etc dealing with complaint 4.601+0.74 4.55+0.78 4.65+0.70 -1424
reflection of student's 4.55+0.81 4.52+0.83 457+0.79 -0.787
opinion in menu
Sub total 4.16+0.95 411097 422+092 0.004
Total 4.18%+0.79 4.18+0.89 4.17+0.90 0.883
*p<0.05.

1 . . . .
’1: never important 2: not important 3: so and so 4: important 5: very important.
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Table 4. Performance scores of Foodservice Attributes according to Foodservice management type

Mean + SD
Variables of Foodservice total self-operated contract-managed t-value
taste 2.89+0.93 3.11£0.90 2.70£0.92 5.181%
quality 2.82+0.86 2.96+0.81 2.68+0.88 3.799%
temperature 3.09+0.88 3204091 2.99+0.84 2777
food shape 2.88+0.78 293+0.78 2.82+0.77 1.660
portion size 2.92+1.00 303101 2.83£0.99 2383
sanitation 2.69+1.03 2.94+1.07 2.46x£0.95 5.533*
Sub total 2.89+0.91 3.03£091 2.75+£0.89 1.659
harmony 2.87£090 2.96+0.88 2.78£0.90 2.450*
seasonal food 2.99+0.85 3.00£0.90 2.99£0.81 0.245
mend variety of menu 279+ 1.05 296+ 1.06 2644102 3.637*
Sub tot:l 2.88+0.93 2.97+£095 2.80+0.91 2.134*
shape &: color 3.06+0.87 3.10£0.89 3.01£0.85 1.161
tray cleanliness 2.79+1.06 3.03£1.07 2,56+ 1.00 5.236*
Sub total 2.924+0.97 3.07+0.98 2.79+£0.93 3.521%*
cleanliness 3.08+0.97 3.284+1.03 2.90+0.88 4.619*
dining room interior 3.17£0.95 3.36+1.01 2.99+0.87 4.545%
Sub totz] 3.13+0.96 3.32x1.02 2.95£0.88 4.174*
cleanlinzss 3.04£0.99 3.18£1.02 2.92+0.95 3.020*
foodservice staff kindness 2.68+1.09 263+1.13 2.73+1.04 -1.042
Sub totel 2.86+1.04 291+1.08 2.83£0.99 0.951
type 3.01+£1.07 2.99+1.05 3.02%1.10 -0.352
delivery service time 2.39+1.09 230+1.11 2.48x+1.06 -1.902
Sub total 2.70£1.08 2.65+1.08 2.75+1.08 -1.051
menu board 2.93+0.96 3.04+0.90 2.83+1.00 2.596*
nutritior. information 251+ 101 2.54£099 248+1.03 0.732
etc dealing with complaint 2.13+0.99 2.20+1.00 2.07+£0.98 1.589
reflection of student’s 2.16+1.05 2.20+1.07 2.12+1.02 0.828
opinion in menu
Sub total 243+ 1.00 2.50+£0.99 2.38+1.01 1.498
Total 2.83+0.98 292+1.00 2.75+0.96 2.335%
*p < 0.05.
1:verypoor 2:poor 3:soandso 4:good 5:very good.
sz e]#abslA] Al 163 A 2 3(2000) - 116 -
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Fig. 1. Importance and performance analysis of foodservice
attributes.
A: Focus here  B: Doing great, keep it up
C: Low priority D: Overdone
Food) 1:taste 2:quality 3:temperature 4: shape
5: portion size  6: sanitation

Menu) 7: harmony  8: seasonal food  9: variety of menu
Tray) 10: shape & color 11: cleanliness
Dining room) 12: cleanliness 13: interior
Foodservice staff) 14: cleanliness 15: kindness
Delivery service) 16: type 17: time
Etc) 18: menu board 19: nutrition information

20: dealing with complaint

21: reflection of student's opinion in menu
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Fig. 2. Importance and performance analysis of foodservice
attributes in self-operated foodservice.
A: Focus here B: Doing great, keep itup C: Low priority
D: Overdone
Food) 1: taste 2: quality 3: temperature
4:shape  S: portion size 6: sanitation
Menu) 7: harmony  8: seasonal food  9: variety of menu
Tray) 10: shape & color 11: cleanliness
Dining room) 12: cleanliness 13: interior
Foodservice staff) 14: cleanliness  15: kindness
Delivery service) 16:type 17: time
Etc) 18: menu board 19: nutrition information
20: dealing with complaint
21: reflection of student's opinion in menu
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Fig. 3. Importance and performance analysis of foodservice
attributes in contract-managed foodservice.
A: Focus here B: Doing great, keep it up C: Low priority
D: Overdone
Food) 1: taste 2: quality 3: temperature
4:shape  5:portion size  6: sanitation
Menu) 7: harmony  8: seasonal food 9: variety of menu
Tray) 10: shape & color 11: cleanliness
Dining room) 12: cleanliness 13: interior
Foodservice staff) 14: cleanliness 15: kindness
Delivery service) 16:type  17: time
Etc) 18: menu board 19: nutrition information
20: dealing with complaint
21: reflection of student's opinion in menu

Table 5. The Quadrants of Importance and Performance

Total self-operated contract-managed
(N=538) (N=256) (N=282)

A? 2769.11,1517, 6,15172021 1269,11,15,17,

2021 20,21

B 12 12.9,11,12 57,12,16

C e 19 19

D 3457810131 345781013, 34810131418
416,18,19 14,1618
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Table 6. The Quadrants with common foodservice attributes

Quadrants  Features number factor
6  sanitation
15  kindness
17  time

A Focus here
20  dealing with complaint

reflection of student's

21 opinion in menu
B kDe(:;r)liir ;at, 12 dining room cleanliness
C  Low priority 19 nutrition information
3 food temperature
food shape
8  seasonal food
D  Overdone 10 tray shape & color

13 dining room interior
14 foodservice staff cleanliness
18  menu board
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