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Abstract

The objective of this study was to determine of the meal and service quality satisfaction of University
foodservice institutions. 462 University students in the Seoul area were surveyed between October 14 and 21,

2002.

The result of this study showed that 63.9% of University students were eating 1-4 times per week at

University foodservice institutions. The main reasons for eating at University foodservice institutions were
inexpensive price (60.8%) and economy of time (31.8%). The reasons for not eating at University foodservice
institutions were tasteless food (50.3%) and dissatisfaction with the menu (22.7%). Most University students
(75.5%) considered taste of food in selecting from the menu. An importance-performance analysis of the meals
served at University foodservice institutions showed that variety of the menu and taste of the food were of
poor performance, but of high importance. The service quality of University foodservice institutions using a

modified Servqual model
decreasing order.

were tangibles(-0.83), empathy(-1.05), reliability(-1.09) and assurance(-1.13) in
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A SRS Q1A 542 Table 194 Hi= Hi9}
2ol Fa 8 236H(51.1%), A3t 22678 (48.9%)°]
I Ehd ¥ E A¥Ed 13hd 20.1%, 28hd 24.9%,
38hd 22.1%, 48td 26.0%, L 252%, 716 1.7%
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(32.5%), 3~43/F(14%) °l&FIN SHetATh

Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects N(%)

Characteristics Male Female Total
Academic year
Freshman 37(15.7)  56(24.8)  93(20.1)
Sophomore 59(25.0)  56(24.8) 115(24.9)
Junior 59(25.0)  43(19.0) 102(22.1)
Senior . 59(25.0)  61(27.0) 120(26.0)
Graduate student 18(7.6) 6(2.7) 24(5.2)
Other 4(1.7) 4(1.8) 8(1.7)
Type of residence
Boarding house 37157 22097)  59(12.8)
Self residence 57(24.2) 38(16.8)  95(20.6)
Home with parents 122(51.7)  146(64.6) 268(58.0)
Dormitory 73.0) 522) 1226
Relative’s house 9(3.8) 13(5.8) 22(4.8)
Other 4(1.7) 2(0.9) 6(1.3)
Monthly spending money
< ¥200,000 21(89)  47(208) 68(14.7)
0 200,000 87(369)  73(323) 160(34.6)
2 0,000 79(33.5)  69(305) 148(32.0)
jﬁi‘;@@mﬁm 198.1)  23(102) 420.1)
500,000 < 30(12.7) 14(62)  449.5)

Total 236(51.1) 226(48.9) 462(100.0)
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Table 2. Frequency of using University foodservice institutions by general characteristics N(%)
L Frequency per wk
Characteristics 0 12 3.4 5.6 >7 Total
Academic year
Freshman 3(3.2) 39(42.0) 33(35.5) 8(8.6) 10(10.8) 93(20.1)
Sophomore 10(8,7) 32(27.8) 53374 17(14.8) 13(11.3) 115(24.9) BE20
Junior 6(5.9) 36(35.3) 2827.5  17(16.7) 15(14.7) 02020 S
Senior 11(9.2) 34(28.3) 34283)  15(12.5) 26(21.7) 120060) "N
Graduate Student 3(12.5) 8(33.3) 4(16.7) 4(16.7) 5(20.8) 24(5.2) '
Other 0(0.0) 1(12.5) 3(37.5) 1(12.5) 3(37.5) 8(1.7)
Type of residence
Boarding house 5(8.5) 13(22.0) 21356)  11(18.6) 9(15.3) 59(12.8)
Self residence 7(7.4) 25(26.3) 25263)  11(11.6) 27(28.4) 95(20.6) DF<20
Home with parents 19(7.1) 102(38.1) 88(32.8)  31(1L6) 28(10.5) 268(580) oo
Dormitory 0(0.0) 3(25.0) 3(25.0) 2(16.8) 4333) 12(2.6) 00550
Relative's house 20.1) 6(27.3) 7(31.8) 5(22.7) 209.1) 22(4.8)
Other 0(0.0) 1(16.7) 1(16.7) 2(33.3) 2(33.3) 6(1.3)
Monthly spending money
< 200,000 3(4.4) 200294)  22324)  14(206) 9(132) 68(14.7)
ﬁ;ﬁ?ﬁy’goowémm 8(5.0) 46(28.8) 55(34.4)  24(150) 27(16.9) 160(34.6) -
o000 1403 514y 8D 1368 27(18.2) I
rf:ﬁfyﬂo%gs%o,ooo 5(11.9) 12(28.6) 13(31.0) 9(21.4) 3(7.1) £20.1) P
W500,000 < 3(6.8) 21(47.7) 12(27.3) 2(4.6) 6(13.6) 44(9.5)
Total 33(7.1) 150325)  145314)  62(134) 72(15.6) 462(100.0)
"p<0.05
Table 3. The spending time for eating meal in University foodservice institutions by gender N(%)
Categories Male Female Total
<20 min. 97 (42.8) 55 (27.2) 152 (35.4)
20 min< time <30 min 92 (40.5) 93 (46.0) 185 (43.2) DF=4
30 min< time <4Omin 28 (12.3) 4 (218) 72 (16.8) .
40 min< time <50min 7 3.1 6 (3.0) 13 3.0) x*=13.98
50min < 3 (1.3) 4 20 7 (1.6) p=0.0074""
Total 27 (52.9) 202 (47.1) 429 (100.0)
"p<0.01
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Table 4. Average meal cost by gender N(%)
Categories Male Female Total
< ¥1,500 52 (2.9 39 (19.3) 91 (21.2) DF=4
#1.500 <meal cost< %2,000 132 (58.2) 140 (69.3) 272 (63.4) ¥2=9 11
2,000 <meal cost< ¥2.500 30 (13.2) 13 (6.3) 43 (10.0)
W2.500 <meal cost< ¥73,000 13 (5.7) 9 (4.5) 2 (5.1) p=00583
3,000 < 0 (0.0) 1 (0.5) 1 (0.2)
Total 227 (52.9) 202 (47.1) 429 (100.0)
Table 5. The reason for using University foodservice institutions by gender N(%)
Categories Male Female Total
Inexpensive price 101 (60.8) 67 (59.3) 168 (60.2)
Economy of time 54 (32.5) 36 (31.9) 90 (32.3)
Variety of menu 3 (1.8) 2 (1.8) 5 (1.8) DF=6
Taste of food 2 (1.2) 5 @449 7 (2.5) x2=3.84
Good atmosphere 1 (0.6) 1 (0.9) 2 07 p=0.6987
Comfortable operation time 1 (0.6) 1 (09) 2 (0.7
Other 4 2.4 1 (0.9) 5 (1.8)
Total 166 (59.5) 113 (40.5) 279 (100.0)
Table 6. The reason for not using University foodservice institutions by gender N(%)
Categories Male Female Total
Tasteless food 35 (50.0) 59 (52.2) 94 (51.4)
Noisiness 14 (20.0) 15 (13.3) 29 (15.9) DF=5
Dissatisfaction of menu 11 (15.7) 30 (26.6) 41 (22.4) V2=6.42
Long waiting line 5 (7.1) 5 (4.4 10 (5.3) ’
Dissatisfaction of price 3 (4.3) 1 (09 4 22) p=0.2677
Other 2 (2.9) 3 2.7) 5 (2.7
Total 70 (38.3) 113 (61.7) 183 (100.0)
Table 7. Consideration for selecting menu by gender N (%)
Categories Male Female Total
Taste 157 (69.1) 161 (79.7) 318 (74.1)
Price 30 (13.2) 18 (8.9) 48 (11.2)
Economy of time 18 (7.9) 9 (4.4) 27 (6.3) DF=6
Nutrition 10 4.4) 9 4.5) 19 (4.4) x?=8.61
Calorie 2 (0.9 1 (0.5) 307
Other 2 (0.9) 2 (1.0) 4 (1.0)
Total 227 (52.9) 202 (47.1) 429 (100.0)
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Table 8. Importance” and performancez) of meal in University foodservice institutions

Difference
Importance Performance (performance-importance) T-value
Variety of menu 4.14+0.96 2.78+40.85 -1.35+1.33 2194
Saltiness 4.17+0.92 3.05+0.81 -1.1141.67 2048
Taste 4.39+0.94 2.8410.92 -1.55+1.38 249"
Temperature 3.96+0.90 2.99+0.83 0.97+1.20 -17.40™
Exterior of food 3.61+0.95 2.84+0.84 -0.78+1.30 -12.86™
Quantity 3.81+0.93 3.22+0.84 -0.59+1.17 -10.78"
Price 421+0.92 3.50+0.99 -0.72+1.21 12707
Total 4.04+0.69 3.03+0.55 -1.01+0.83
R I=very unimportant S=very important
? l=very poor 5=very good
" p<0.001
Table 9. Importance and performance of meal by gender
Male Female  T-value (p-value)
Importance 5
Variety of menu 4.08:1.00 4.19:091  -1.28 (0.200) oA B
Saltiness 406095 4.29+0.86  -2.74 (0.006)" Y 35 ’  Varety of men
Taste 430+1.00 4.47+0.87 -1.99 (0.047)" E 3 P 7 satress
Temperature 3.83+0.92 4.08+0.86 -3.01 (0.003)" g%
Exterior of food 3.54+1.02 3.69+0.86 -1.64 (0.102) £ c b 5 tateropr o toas
Quantity 379+1.00 382085 -0.36 (0.722) 1 o
Price 4.15+098 4.28+0.89  -1.54 (0.124) 05
Performance ° 0 1 2 3 4 5
Variety of menu 2.80+0.81 2.77+0.89 045 (0.655) Importance
Saltiness 3.0240.79 3.09+0.84  -0.89 (0.373)
Taste 2.86+0.86  2.81+0.97 0.59 (0.555) Fig. 1. Importance and performance analysis of meal in
Temperature 3.03:083  2.94:083 119 (0237) University foodservice institutions
Exterior of food 291+0.84 2.76+0.84  1.98 (0.048) A: Overdone(6. Quantity)
Quantity 3.19+0.88 3.25+0.79 -0.79 (0.421) B: Doing great(2. Saltiness, 7. Price)
Price 347+1.00  3.52+0.97 -0.52 (0.605) C: Low priority(4. Temperature, 5. Exterior of Food)
p<0.05 p<0.01 D: Focus here(l. Variety of menu, 3. Taste)
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B@08), RGN, FBHG), ITYGHY
oz vEteu A4EE #34GIN, VA

Table 10. Expectation” and perception” of service in University foodservice institutions by modified SERVQUAL

Service quality

Expectation Perception (perception-
expectation)
Tangibles
Clean equipment, table and floor 4.312£0.90 3.1820.76 -1.13£1.11
Visually appealing physical facilities 4.04+0.90 3.16+0.78 -0.88+1.14
Neat appearing employee 3.85+0.99 3.10+0.84 -0.74£1.19
Visually appealing menu board 3.56+0.98 2.99:0.86 -0.58+1.28
Sub total 3.94+0.77 3.11+0.62 -0.83+0.95
Reliability
Good exterior smell of food 4.03£0.92 2.99+0.78 -1.04£1.78
Exact serving time 4.17+0.89 3.45+0.90 -0.72+1.16
Sincere interest in solving problem 4.35+0.93 3.00+0.86 -1.35+£1.22
Good sanitation record 4.19+0.93 2.89+0.82 -1.30+1.18
Right service from trained employees 3.94+0.92 2.92+0.77 -1.02+1.14
Sub total 4.14+0.72 3.05+0.55 -1.09+0.86
Responsiveness
Exact informing about meal times and delays of the meal by employees 3.88+0.92 2.93+0.85 -0.95+1.15
Prompt service by employees 4.04+0.87 3.08+0.88 -0.96+1.19
Always ready to help customers by employees 4.11+0.89 2.89+0.85 -1.22+1.25
Never too busy to respond to customer requests by employees 4.10£0.85 2.91+0.82 -1.20+1.21
Sub total 4.03+0.74 2.9520.64 -1.08+0.97
Assurance
Confidence in customer by the behavior of employees 4.13+0.90 2.97+0.76 -1.16x1.16
Safe feeling in transaction by customer 4.19+0.88 3.01£0.79 -1.18£1.17
Consistently courteous by employees 4.11+0.91 2.94+0.81 -1.17+1.17
Knowledgeable employees to answer 3.87+0.94 2.87+0.77 -1.00+1.15
Sub total 4.08+0.77 2.95+0.60 -1.13+0.96
Empathy
Individual attention by employees 3.69+0.99 2.77+0.74 -091+1.23
Convenient operating hours 4.14+0.96 3.11+0.86 -1.02+1.28
Proper number of employees per customers for personal attention 3.76+0.98 2.59+091 -1.18+1.33
Customers’ best interest at heart by employees 3.83+:0.92 2.71+0.90 -1.12£1.34
Understanding specific needs of customer by employees 3.69+1.03 2.67+0.91 -1.02+1.36
Sub total 3.82+0.78 2.7720.64 -1.05+£1.04
Total 4.00+0.66 2.96+0.49 -1.04+0.81

b 1=Strongly disagree, 5=Strongly agree

Sz B3] R 2208 A 635.(2004)
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