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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the perception of students’ and employees’ perception with for
their high school foodservicein Busan area. For this purpose, questionnaires were distributed among the 324
students and 93 employees in 12 high schools in the Busan area. The students assessed the importance and
performance of school foodservice as 4.00/5.00 and 2.97/5.00., respectively, and Tthe employees assessed the
importance and performance of as 4.07/5.00 and 3.77/5.00, respectively. The importance mean scores of students
wereshowed significantly (p<0.01) higher scores in internal environment factor and sanitation factor than those
of employees, but the performance mean scores of students wereshowed significantly (p<0.01) lower scores in
all the factors than those of employees. The importance grid of students and employees showed that the items

of the high with to the low with of consideration of preference in menu, appropriate the meal hours,
rapidnessrapidity of service, and prompt dealing with complaints were high scores to the students, but low
scoresto the employees. The performance grid of students and employees showed that the items of the low with
students to the high with employeesfreshness of food ingredients, offering the consistency of consistently good
service, rapidnessrapidity of service, prompt dealing with complaints, communication between students and
employees, and food cleanliness were low scores to the students, but high scores to the employees of dish.
Therefore, it would seem to be desirable that the foodservice manager may be plans the strategies with the
involvement of students in the process from planning the menu to proposinge of ideas for improvement.
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Table 1. Characteristics of students

Variables N(%)

Gender Male 210 (61.4)
Female 132 (38.6)
Age(yrs.) <17 79 (23.1)
18 120 (35.1)
19 143 (41.8)
Grade 1 grade 67 (19.6)
2 grade 108 (31.6)
3 grade 167 (48.8)

Meal periods 3 27 (71.9)
(yrs.) 4 ~6 104 (30.4)
7~9 162 (47.4)
10 ~ 12 49 (14.3)
Place for meal Class room 193 (56.4)
service Restaurant 149 (43.6)

Total 342 (100.0)
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Variablos N L ottt dFFES 5074 vwk 10.8%, 50~809HY
Gender Female 93(100.0) D] ?}‘8‘ 785%, 80“‘100?1'%]_ U] E’l’% 86%, 100’“150?_1‘%1
Age(yrs.) 30~39 16(17.2) ke 22% % fFEEo] 50~-80TYE vE gl AC
40~49 62(66.7) 2 Vel
50< 15(16.1)
Education level Middle school 14(15.1)
High school 73(78.5) 2. FAMHIA EMO| Q0I12AM
Junior college 332) 2 gole) 242 WSE e ARBAES o 8akd]
University 3(3.2) X O 21L& N =2 5 = v =
2 fARE Azl B/ F o]F Mo o 4l
Working periods <21 46(49.5) 1 W}{ojﬁw?TW%'r]E‘f;]]%ﬂL
(months) >21 47(50.5) 2 8AEAN S HAISHHTHTable 3). Q184 A, A
Employment status Temporary 71(76.4) A FAMH A EL 79 d9o2 LREHYIL 57
el 2030 A gage A W U 608%S 2EHS A
Level of wages(won < . = =
s Ao 1} Q) %‘24}1A1u" o]:ﬂ,
500,000~800,000 73(78.5) ‘}—\ i_ e T :8- 1 —-—‘]7&%_ g, T ]
810,000~1,000,000 8(8.6) 7, ‘s 7155 1 AW, ‘F49 8, ‘54
1,000,000~1,500,000 2(2.2) AEY AHNE ol 811 2+ wjrHY &4,
£ A 23(100.0) "FAES AR, AET WA, S, FABAR
Table 3. Factor analysis of foodservice attributes
. Factor a-
Variables 1 3 3 4 coefficient
Appropriate menu price 0.56
Variety of menu 0.62
Consideration of preference in menu 0.52
Taste of food 0.63 0.82
Fresh of food ingredients 0.57
Portion size of food 0.53
Offering the consistently good service 0.59
Exactness meal time 0.63
Courteousness of employees 0.57
Appropriate the meal hours 0.61 0.81
Rapidity of service 0.72
Prompt dealing with complaints 0.50
Communication between the students and employees 0.53
Sanitation of food 0.52
Materials of dish 0.66
Sanitation of kitchen facilities 0.59 0.6
Cleanliness of dish 0.74 ’
Cleanliness of restaurant 0.66
Cleanliness of kitchen inside 0.72
Presentation to nutrition composition of meal 0.67
Neatness of restaurant ambience 0.63
Quiet of restaurant and kitchen 0.68
Employees’ neatness 0.64 091
Provision of food and nutrition information 0.72 )
Promotion and advertising to new menu 0.66
Quiet of assembly time 0.71
Comfortable restaurant ambience 0.67
- 253 - =2 #83) R A2178 A 25.(2005)



I
[an}
4
2
)
18
ki
olrt
JQL

e NEF JARRFAAC, ‘S BRIALg] 743
o7 Bg ¥ A oAtk 89 32 S49 A4,
A7l AR, A71Y FEYFTLE BRI 8
Q 4e 2 FIL FF AL, FASARY ©F
&, AEF 2 dYHEPE AF, ‘AHE% =24 §1%}
7% #F FoE RFRHJTE o] AFEFEH 4 12
29 AR, 89 2= 477, 90 32 94, &
4= FTRESVIE BEEAT olF EdE Ht &
29 WA dRdE A4Sl sl Cronbach’s a A&
ojgat AINEE HIF ZAF, EF HAA9Y

Cronbach’s a AlFE 0940193 ‘WA 9L 082,
12 081, ‘9A° 921 086, ‘TH/E9
] B_C{lﬁ 0912 Z+ B4 EF Numally(1967)7} A|A]

3. SHYEC| FAMHIA SN0 e R ¥
YT B}
SHAS9 HE, shd, FA9, aEy 5 4wy
QB M2 F4 M2 o FLE F7t ARE

ToE I éﬂroﬂfﬂ AP ow FPELS Y
Aol I FQET} 444802 M EA urE}ML
Tse WA IUL FE/EAI A A FoE

7+ b

FAE 2o W FATH FAEAAL B}

Uokth Lee JS(1999)9] AT-GNA%E 22| AjH]

2ol UE ZLEC0A 4 g AF 2 gIE A
B AZH 9gng 9 Agd 9@ 257 AR 3
EAEH ot ol Sge StaFAdlA

g49 % Bl R WF
FFIR 5 AF Fa

AFol= B (p<0.01), ‘WH #F°
shAgo] G RT FoH oz Fast
= 2 Ve oy Yo x] FgEoA
1A kTt Lee JS(1999)¢] &

< HFE

AH =713 Hole 94, &

o] ¢ Hoj e FEolEE

4 4 BHE €ona Atgdnh
gl mE

(p<0.05)°1 A o

A JAYstar de AL

© 4] 2] E Ho

TAFGNME ABH Aol

e
£ wgth shdo B
o ‘9]

A oshge] gt ET

A0 ZAbEol B AT fAIS 2%

].
HaA’

1914, 1280d0] 38han
oM fH(P<00ne

@
Zasl @7lm Qe Rem yehgth A5
d

BE zfolol A, 109~12

(]
O
KB

=

FAT FAE WA

37°3% A AN FHP<005)0E FLE F7}
SA Uehgeh Wl gl
Ao Agula shgrc

273’ (p<0.01),

91487 (p<0.01)’

W spolo) M, w2
WHBF (p<00D, 97
ANE RIfoz Fa

& A5t 22 Aoz Ushid. Wagad BE
g F49 BEE ATLee KASH Lyu ES 2005)014

Table 4. Importance of students Mean+SD
Variables Importance factors
Internal environment External environment Sanitation Promotion/ambience
Male 4.32+0.54 4.08+0.70 4.33+0.68 3.79+0.74
Gender Female 4.45+0.36 4.16+0.63 4.61+0.41 3.87+0.58
t-value 2.30° ns 4297 ns
1 grade 4.46+0.52 4.27+0.66 4.48+0.67 4.01+0.74°
Grade 2 grade 4.38+0.50 4.2010.69: 4.49+0.56 3.92i0.681.
3 grade 4.33+0.45 4.00+0.65 4.39+0.62 3.68+0.64
F-value ns 5.06" ns 7.417
3 4.47+0.51° 4.15+0.76 4.52+0.59 3.85+0.69
. 4 ~ 6 4.46+0.41° 4.18+0.62 4.56+0.45" 3.87+0.67
Meal periods 7~9 4.35:0.48" 4.06+0.69 4.40£0.67" 3.78+0.69
(yrs.) 10 ~ 12 4.20+0.59° 4.10+0.70 4.28+0.67° 3.80+0.71
F-value 347 ns 3.017 ns
Place for Class room 4.45+0.41 4.20+0.61 4.56+0.48 3.85+0.65
el Restaurant 4.27:0.54 4.00+0.74 4.29+0.72 3.77+0.73
t-value 3.56 2.74 4.06 ns
Total 4.37+0.49 4.11+0.68 4.44+0.61 3.82+0.69

" Different letters indicate significant differences among groups by Duncan’s multiple range test

? ns: not significant

" p<0.05, " p<0.01
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Table 5. Performance of students
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Performance factors

Variables Internal environment External environment Sanitation Promotion/ambience
Male 3.01:0.82 3.04+0.88 3.09+0.87 2.89+0.83
Gender Female 2.90+0.82 3.000.76 2.81+0.83 2.82+0.76
t-value ns” ns 295" ns
1 grade 3.50+0.66" 3.36+0.77" 3.40+0.74 3.26+0.74"
Grade 2 grade 2.77+0.83° 2.84+0.84° 2.73+0.90° 2.81+0.83"
3 grade 2.78+0.79° 3.01+0.87° 2.98+0.82° 2.74+077°
F-value 19.94" 7.65 13.05” 20.98"
3 2.72+0.79° 2.79+0.88 2.75+0.94° 2.69+0.77°
Meal 4~6 2.82+0.86° 2.99+0.91 2.96+0.82° 2.78+0.81°
periods 7~9 3.00£0.76™ 3.02+0.79 2.94:0.80° 2.850.74°
(yrs.) 10 ~ 12 3.30+0.86" 3.24+0.91 3.32+1.02° 3.18+0.94°
F-value 489" ns 3.38 687"
Place Class room 2.96+0.78 3.04+0.85 2.8410.85 2.88+0.77
for meal Restaurant 2.98+0.87 3.01+0.87 3.17+0.85 2.84+0.85
service t-value ns ns 3.627 ns
Total 2.97+0.82 3.03+0.86 2.98+0.87 2.86+0.81

" Different letters indicate significant differences among groups by Duncan’s multiple range test

2 ns: not significant
" p<005, 7 p<0.01

- 255 -
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Table 6. Importance of employees Mean+SD
. Importance factors
Variables - ; — : -
Internal environment External environment Sanitation Promotion/ambience
<45 3.89+0.36 4.02+0.54 4.32+0.49 3.97+0.51
Age(yrs.) >45 3.88+0.52 4.00+0.69 4.15£0.70 3.85+0.72
t-value ns” ns ns ns
Middle school 3.95+0.46 4.24+0.64 4.40+0.54- 4.07+0.53
Education High school 3.87+0.45 3.86+0.64 4.17+0.63 3.96+0.61
level Beyond junior college 4.02+0.44 4.07+0.66 4.6410.22 4.12+0.59
F-value ns ns ns ns
Working <21 3.89+0.41 4.00+0.59 4.29+0.55 3.92+0.49
periods >21 3.89+0.48 4.02+0.65 4.1810.67 3.90£0.74
{(months) t-value ns ns ns ns
Temporary employees 3.88+0.46 3.94+0.63 4.18+0.64 3.91+0.65
Employment Regular employees 3.9310.40 4.24+0.53 4.40+0.45 3.90+0.56
status t-value ns 2.00° ns ns
<500,000 3.91+0.31 4.12+0.28 4.28+0.24 4.07+0.45
Level of 500,000~800,000 3.87+0.47 3.95+0.65 4.19+0.66 3.87+0.65
pay(won)  810,000~1,500,000 3.98+0.39 4.3210.55 4.53+0.39 4.02+0.54
F-value ns ns ns ns
Mean 4.19+0.36 4.09+0.62 4.23+0.61 3.91+0.62
Y ns: not significant
" p<0.05
Table 7. Performance of employees Mean+SD
. Performance factors
Variables . 5 - ; :
Internal environment External environment Sanitation Promotion/ambience
<45 3.90+0.58 3.90+0.54 3.95+0.57 3.63+0.56
Age(yrs.) >45 3.73+0.47 3.83+0.73 3.84+0.66 3.53+0.59
t-value ns’ ns ns ns
Middle school 3.93+0.48 3.88+0.63 4.13+0.74 4.20+0.64
Education High school 3.78+0.56 3.83+0.64 3.85+0.60 3.5310.56
level Beyond junior college 3.96+0.24 3.57+0.52 3.86+0.46 3.52+0.57
F-value ns ns ns ns
Working <21 3.88+0.53 3.89+0.54 3.92+0.59 3.59+0.59
periods >21 3.75+0.54 3.85+0.74 3.88+0.66 3.58+0.57
(months) t-value ns ns ns ns
Temporary employees 3.85+0.54 3.85+0.67 3.84+0.61 3.58+0.58
Employment
status Regular employees 3.70+0.53 3.92+0.59 4.08+0.63 3.60+0.57
t-value ns ns ns ns
<500,000 3.88+0.66 4.00+0.48 4.07+0.54 3.75+0.67
Level of 500,000~800,000 3.79+0.53 3.83+0.66 3.84+0.63 3.53+0.58
pay(won) 810,000~150,000 3.91+0.48 4.0410.65 4.10+0.63 3.79+0.54
F-value ns ns ns ns
Mean 3.81+0.52 3.87+0.65 3.90+0.62 3.58+0.58
Y ns: not significant
g zalFetE] ] A213 #1235 (2005) - 256 -
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FABAAT 222 F9%d U FAS F R FBe) G2 K98 Hol: Holx PgEdl Ly
olm2 Ad s = JAUt =& Holg A ES(1999)9] AFAAME FAFAAS] 831 T3
ZEoh dA 989 Fadol dg AAZL Ue e 9%, 2777, g wE §9F Aozt glrk
FFlA FRE FFAT A& FAFAREYD 9 3 B B AT g4 AR B0
Tabe 8. Gap of importance between the students and employees Mean+SD
Variables Students Employees GAP" t-value
Foodservice internal environment
Appropriate menu price 4.15+0.76 4.10£0.76 0.05+0.09 ns”
Variety of menu 4.39+0.64 4.11+0.76 0.28+0.07 3.66"
Consideration of preference in menu 4.42+0.73 4.02+0.83 0.40+0.08 456"
Taste of food 4.63+0.60 4.29+0,73 0.34:0.07 4.65"
Fresh of food ingredients 4.65+0.65 4.44+0.74 0.21+0.07 2.66"
Portion size of food 4.07+0.89 4.1620.75 -0.09+0.10 ns
Offering the consistently good service 425+0.72 4.18+40.71 0.07+0.08 ns
Sub-total 4.37+0.61 4.19+0.45 0.48+0.05 8.60"
Foodservice external environment
Exactness meal time 4.17+0.89 4.14+0.72 0.03£0.10 ns
Courteousness of employees 4.16+0.83 4.13+0.68 0.03+0.09 ns
Appropriate the meal hours 4.08+0.88 3.99:+0.75 0.09+0.10 ns
Rapidity of service 4.16+0.89 4.00+0.82 0.16+0.10 ns
Prompt dealing with complaints 4.40+0.83 3.94+0.76 0.460.09 490"
Communication between the students and employees 3.99+1.00 3.87+0.78 0.12+0.11 ns
Sub-total 4.11+0.68 4.0910.62 0.10£0.07 ns
Sanitation
Sanitation of food 4.68+0.66 4.45+0.71 0.23+0.07 2917
Materials of dish 4.48+0.79 4.09+0.77 0.39+0.09 4.637
Sanitation of kitchen facilities 4.19+0.88 4.24+0.76 -0.05+0.10 ns
Cleanliness of dish 4.56+0.75 4.30+0.75 0.26+0.08 293"
Cleanliness of restaurant 4.31+0.86 4.17+0.76 0.14+0.09 ns
Cleanliness of kitchen inside 4.42+0.85 4.20+0.79 0.22+0.09 2217
Sub-total 4.44+0.61 4.23+0.61 0.21+0.85 2.85
Promotion/ambience
Presentation to nutrition composition of meal 3.56+1.13 4.030.79 -0.47£0.12 3.807
Neatness of restaurant ambience 3.96+0.89 3.97+0.82 -0.01+0.10 ns
Quiet of restaurant and kitchen 3.67+1.02 3,74+0.96 -0.07+0.12 ns
Employees’ neatness 3.97+0.95 4.22+0.72 -0.25+0.11 ns
Provision of food and nutrition information 3.61+1.02 3.99+0.67 -0.38+0.11 2.98"
Promotion and advertising to new menu 3.43+1.13 3.65+0.87 -0.22+0.13 ns
Quiet of assembly time 3.67+1.10 3.7610.87 -0.09+0.13 ns
Comfortable restaurant ambience 3.82+0.93 3.90+0.77 -0.08+0.11 ns
Sub-total 3.82+0.69 3.91+£0.63 -0.09+0.07 1.15
Total 4.00+0.87 4.07+0.78 0.05£0.91 ns
" ns: not significant
"p<0.01  "p<0.05
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Fig. 1. Importance analysis of the students and employees
Quadrant A : 23. Employees’ neatness
Quadrant B : 1. Appropriate menu price 2. Variety of menu
4. Taste of food 5. Fresh of food ingredients
6. Portion size of food 8. Exactness meal time
9. Courteousness of employees 14. Sanitation of food
5. Materials of dish 16. Sanitation of kitchen facilities
17. Cleanliness of dish  18. Cleanliness of restaurant
19. Cleanliness of kitchen inside
Quadrant C : 3. Consideration of preference in menu
10. Appropriate the meal hours  11. Rapidity of service
12. Prompt dealing with coraplaints
Quadrant D : 13. Communication between the students and
employees 20. Presentation to nutrition composition of meal
21. Neatness of restaurant ambience
22. Quiet of restaurant and kitchen
24 Provision of food and nutrition information
25. Promotion and advertising to new menu
26. Quiet of assembly time
27. Confortable of restaurant ambience
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Tabe 9. Gap of performance between the students and employees Mean+SD
Variables ' Students Employees GAP"Y t-value
Internal environment of foodservice
Appropriate menu price 3.37+0.95 3.32+1.02 0.05+0.11 ns
Variety of menu 3.08+1.05 3.88+0.78 -0.72+0.12 637"
Consideration of preference in menu 3.07+1.06 3.81+0.74 -0.7420.12 630"
Taste of food 3.01£1.09 3.89+0.84 -0.88+0.12 725"
Fresh of food ingredients 2.85+1.06 4.02+0.87 -1.17+0.12 9.76"
Portion size of food 2.86+1.10 3.69+0.85 -0.83+0.12 675"
Offering the consistently good service 2.87+1.13 3.84+0.88 -0.97+0.13 7.69"
Sub-total 2.97+0.82 3.81+0.54 -0.85+0.09 935"
External environment of foodservice
Exactness meal time 3.06+1.10 3.94+0.88 -0.87+0.12 7.04"
Courteousness of employees 3.13+1.15 3.88+0.82 -0.75+0.13 5937
Appropriate meal hours 3.29+1.06 3.87+0.88 -0.59+0.12 488"
Rapidity of service 2.94+1.12 3.83+0.92 -0.89+0.13 7.04”
Prompt dealing with complaints 2.62+1.14 4.13+0.76 -1.510.12 12.097
Communication between the students and employees 2.72+1.22 3.83+0.85 -1.11+0.13 8227
Sub-total 3.03+0.86 3.87+0.65 -0.84:0.09 8.78%*
Sanitation
Sanitation of food 3.08+1.03 4.32+0.68 -1.24+0.11 11.05"
Materials of dish 2.79+1.08 3.88+0.89 -1.05+0.12 849"
Sanitation of kitchen facilities 3.06+1.05 3.48+0.98 -0.43+0.12 3527
Cleanliness of dish 2.81+1.06 3.92+0.85 -1.14+0.12 9.357
Cleanliness of restaurant 3.04+0.98 3.78+0.94 -0.75+0.11 6.56"
Cleanliness of kitchen inside 3.17+0.98 4.02+0.81 -0.85+0.11 773"
Sub-total 2.98+0.87 3.90+0.62 -0.91+0.09 9.49™
Promotion /ambience
Presentation to nutrition composition of meal 2.60+1.35 3.49+0.95 -0.89+0.15 6.00"
Neatness of restaurant ambience 3.08+1.03 3.46+1.05 -0.38+0.12 3.137
Quiet of restaurant and kitchen 2.83+1.08 3.33+1.07 -0.50+0.13 3.98”
Employees’ neatness 3.27+1.07 4.13+0.84 -0.8720.12 7207
Provision of food and nutrition information 2.77+1.20 3.62+0.88 -0.85+0.13 636"
Promotion and advertising to new menu 243+1.22 3.28+0.98 -0.85+0.14 6.19"
Quiet of assembly time 2.54+1.06 3.35+1.09 -0.78+0.13 6.17"
Comfortable restaurant ambience 2.67+1.05 3.37+0.96 -0.69+0.12 572"
Sub-total 2.86+0.81 3.58+0.58 -0.72+0.08 8.06"
Total 2974122 3.77+0.88 -0.77£0.12 597"
" ns: not significant
™ p<0.01
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Fig. 2. Performance analysis of the students and employees
Quadrant A : 5. Fresh of food ingredients
7. Offering the consisently good service
11. Rapidity of service
12. Prompt dealing with complaints
13. Communication between students and employees
15. Materials of dish 17. Cleanliness of dish
Quadrant B : 2. Variety of menu
3. Consideration of preference in menu 4. Taste of food
8. Exactness meal time 9. Courteousness of employees
10. Appropriate meal hours  14. Sanitation of food
18. Cleanliness of restaurant
19. Cleanliness of kitchen inside 23. Employees’ neatness
Quadrant C : 1. Appropriate menu price
16. Sanitation of kitchen facilities
21. Neatness of restaurant ambience
Quadrant D : 6. Portion size of food
20. Presentation to nutrition composition of meal
22. Quiet of restaurant and kitchen
24. Provision of food and nutrition information
25. Promotion and advertising to new menu
26. Quiet of assembly time
27. Comfortable of restaurant ambience
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