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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to : (a) investigate the present situations of a college union foodservice and
suggest authority on establishing new college foodservice, (b) estimate the service quality attributes as
perceived by students, (c) identify the effecting factor to customer satisfaction, and (d) formulate the plans
and marketing strategies for the increasing usage rate of the foodservice in the future.

The questionnaire that developed by interviewing student were conducted with 305 male and female
students, who were registered for daytime classes. A total of 284 were usable and data was analyzed by the
SPSS(ver. 11.0) for the descriptive analysis, factor analysis, reliability test, multiple regression analysis, t-test,
and x°. The decrease in the usage rate of college foodservice by the respondents were influenced most by the
‘taste of meal’ and next by the ‘distance’. The service quality attributes of foodservice currently under
operation were evaluated above the average only for the ‘price’ while evaluated generally to be in the lower
level of the average or under for others. As the overall level of satisfaction with the college union
foodservice, most of the respondents showed the 36% for the ‘dissatisfaction’ and dissatisfied at 54.4%. Two
service quality dimensions, "food - sanitation - service. and ‘price and comfortable environment: were derived
from factor analysis and the reasons for decreasing usage rate of the college foodservice both the nearly
located group from college union foodservice(NG) and the far away located group from college union
foodservie(FG) indicated the ‘poor taste’ and the ‘far distance’, and the ‘evaluation of students’ dining room
showed a low rating for the factor of "food - sanitation - services. "food - sanitation - service, was analyzed
to have more influence to the overall customer satisfaction.
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Table 1, Characteristics of respondent

Percentage

Categories Frequency

(%)

Gender
Male 87 30.6
Female 197 694
total 284 100.0
Age(ment+SD) 21.01£2.32(N=281)

Major
Dept. of information & media field 45 164
Construction & engineering field 33 12.1
Industrial design field 35 12.8
Life & natural science field 50 183
Social welfare field 62 2.7
medical science field 48 17.6
total 273 100.0
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Table 2, Using frequency and overall customer satisfaction by distance of the college union foodservice

Groupl)
Total
Categories NG(N=78) FG{N=195) Statistic
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Overall customer satisfaction” 24 09 25 10 23 0.8 t= 1.756
Frequency attending college 49 12 49 12 49 1.2 t=-0.329
Frequency to have a lunch at - £
union foadservice 13 1.6 2.1 17 09 14 t= 5.757%
Using Frequency to have a lunch at - Fk
frequency” outside the college 34 18 27 1.7 38 17 t=-4.944
Frequency to have a lunch in 15 19 22 20 11 18 — 4206
the college : ’ ’ ) ’ ’ ’
Frequency to haven't a lunch -~
in the colloge 36 1.9 27 1.8 4.0 1.7 t=-5.400%**
Never use 96( 33.7) 115( 14.8) 52( 26.7)
, Hardly use 78( 27.4) 12( 154) 65( 33.3) )
Usage rate ) ¥ =40.602%%*
Sometimes use 61( 21.4) 29( 37.2) 63( 32.3)
Frequently use 50( 17.5) 28( 35.9) 15¢ 7.7)
total 285(100.0) 78(100.0) 195(100.0)
Future us‘al}g yes 177(71.7) 35( 51.5) 142( 79.3) 7 g
miention™ o 70(28.6) 33( 48.5) 37( 207
total 247(100.0) 63(100.0) 179(100.0)
<001

Y NG : Nearly located group from union foodservice

) FG : Far away located group from union foodservice
1
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Table 3. Respondent's actual condition for meal solution

Frea(%)
Categories Total NG FG <
restaurant located to a front gate 70(27.0) 51(68.0) 19(10.3)
restaurant located to a back gate 139(53.7) 8(10.7) 131(71.2)
Type of lunch except college fastfood 6(2.3) 340 3(Lo) 106,093+
union foodservice lunch basket 10.4) 0 1(0.5)
delivering lunch 11(4.2) 227 9(4.9)
efc 32(124) 11(14.6) 21(114)
total 259(100.0) 75(100.0) 184(100.0)
bad taste 113(49.3) 42(60.0) T1(44.7)
far away 54(23.6) 114 53(33.3)
Decreasing reason on operation time 16(7.0) 5(7.1) 11(6.9)
usage rate of college union accompanist's preference 16(7.0) 9(12.2) 74.4) 31.129%**
foodservice unkindness 126.2) 6(8.6) 6(.9)
expensive & uncomfortable facility 2(0.9) 1(14) 1(0.6)
etc 16(7.0) 6(8.6) 10(6.3)
total 229(100.0) 70(100.0) 159(100.0)
taste 138(57.3) 49(66.2) 89(53.3)
price 220.1) 6(8.1) 16(9.6)
Attributes effected to choose quantity 16(6.6) 454 12(12) e
4 menu preferred menu 58(24.1) 13(17.6) 45(26.9)
accompanist's recommendation 2(0.8) 0(0.0 21.2)
speedy distribution 52.1) 22.7) 3(1.8)
total 241(100.0) 74(100.0) 167(100.0)

FE <001
NG : Nearly located group from union foodservice
FG : Far away located group from union foodservice

TR TPIE AT, & WA SL5%7E ol
A7} Qe Ao F ZAREITHp<.001)(Table 2).
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Table 4. Perception and Reliability test of college union foodservice's service quality attributes
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Total perception

Reliability test

NG perception

FG perception

Attributes Corrected  Alpha if T-value
Mean”  SD  Item-Total Item  Alpha Mean”  SD  Mean?  SD
Correlation  Deleted
Good ftaste 22 097 5554 8883 23 1.03 22 0.95 0375
Nutrition-balanced meal 26 091 5778 8875 26 1.00 26 0.87 0414
Proper portion size 28 104 5260 8897 29 0.94 2.8 1.07 0.777
Menu variety 22 101 5386 8890 21 0.88 224 107 -1.093
Sanitary facility 26 0.95 6818 8834 26 102 26 0.87 0.556
Sanitary utensils 26 0.95 6400 8850 27 105 26 0.89 0223
Reasonable price 33 105 5395 8892 33 1.03 32 1.08 0.557
Comfortable atmosphere 28 0.91 6948 8831 08946 29 0.94 28 0.90 0.238
Arrangement of table & chair 3.0 0.85 .6036 8867 3.0 0.86 3.0 0.85 -0.065
Distribution and return place o e g0 ggea 30 094 29 086 0481
of meal
Sﬁfﬁng’mﬂﬁgﬁgg 99 090 6M6 88 300095 29 087 0.650
Employee's kindness 26 098 6078 8862 26 0.99 26 0.97 0.389
Speedy distribution 31 0.93 4451 8926 3.1 0.94 3.1 0.90 0.033
g{;‘sgcal application of rest 0ot mm so7 25 12 24 106 0.619
Proper location of foodservice 2.6 1.06 4054 .8950 3.0 0.92 24 1.06 5.017#%*
h Spoint scale(1 : strongly disagree, 5 : strongly agree)
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Table 5. Factor analysis of service quality for college union

foodservice
Categories ———% h
fac 1 fac 2
Good taste 791 636
Nutrition-balanced meal 754 597
Menu variety 746 565
Sanitary facility 735 644
Sanitary utensils 686 584
Employee's kindness 555 A55
Proper portion size 475 360
Practical application of rest place A7 272
Arrangement of table & chair 306 676
Comfortable atmosphere 72 696
Distribution and return place of meal 776 624
Reasonable price 706 536
Speedy distribution 605 383
Variance percentage(%) 27374 27059
Eigen value 6.056 1.564
cumulative variance(%) 54.433

D Factor 1 : food-sanitation-service
Factor 2 : price and comfortable environment

Table 6. Evaluating service quality factors by distance group

1 NG(N=T8) FG(N=188)
factors” T-Value
Mean SD  Mean SD

Food/sanitation/service 2.6 0.7 25 0.7 0.39

Price and comfortable 5 o0 50 g7 g
environment

K Spoint scale(l : strongly disagree, 5 : strongly agree)

NG : Nearly located group from union foodservice

FG : Far away located group from union foodservice
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Table 7. Regression analysis of service quality factor for college union foodservice

dependent variable independent variable B standardized 3 t R Adjusied R? F-value
constant 2356 58.540
Overall customer Food-sanitation - service 0533 0.613 13.232%%% 0433 0.428 100.651#**
satisfaction
Price & comfortable environment 0.206 0.237 5.120%%*
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