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Relationship between Foodservice Satisfaction and Customer Loyalty of
University Dormitory Foodservice in Gyeongsangbuk-do Area

Kyung-A Leel, So-Young Parkl, and Eun-Soon Lyu2

IDepartment of Food and Nutrition, Catholic University of Daegu
ZDepartment of Food Science & Nutrition, Pukyong National University

ABSTRACT The purpose of this study was to improve satisfaction of university dormitory foodservice customers
by analyzing the correlation between foodservice satisfaction and customer loyalty. The questionnaire was distributed
to 510 students residing in a dormitory of a University located in Gyengsangbuk-do from Ist to 8th December, 2015.
The average customer satisfaction score was 3.19/5.00. The category with the highest score was sanitation, followed
by environment, food, reactivity, and menu. Male students showed significantly higher foodservice satisfaction score
than females in terms of reactivity (P<0.01) category. Students living in the dormitory for over 2 years were significantly
less satisfied with the dormitory foodservice in terms of menu (P<0.05) and reactivity (P<0.001) categories. The average
customer loyalty score was 2.73/5.00. Scores for revisit intention, words-of-mouth intention, and intent not to switch
were 2.80, 2.73, and 2.65, respectively. Revisit intention and words-of-mouth intention showed a significant (P<0.001)
positive correlation with food, environment, menu, sanitation, and reactivity. Non-switching intention showed a sig-
nificant (P<0.001) positive correlation with food, menu, and reactivity. After classifying customers into four groups
according to customer satisfaction and loyalty, a comparison was carried out to determine satisfaction and loyalty by
each customer stratum. In the “loyalist” group, satisfaction with sanitation and the advertise intention by revisit and
words-of-mouth were significantly higher than in the other groups (P<0.001). In “defector” group, satisfaction with
menu (P<0.001) and advertise intention by words-of-mouth (P<0.01) were significantly lower than in the other groups.

Key words: foodservice quality satisfaction, customer loyalty, university residence hall foodservice
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Variables N (%)
Male 165 (32.4)
Gender Female 344 (67.6)
Age (years, means+SD) 22.10+1.91
Freshman 151 (29.7)
Sophomore 119 (23.4)
Grade Junior 125 (24.6)
Senior 107 (21.0)
Graduate 7(1.4)
<1 years 231 (45.4)
. . . . 1~<2 years 145 (28.5)
Period of university dormitory 2~<3 years 66 (13.0)
3 years = 66 (13.0)
Frequency of using universit Almost never 171(33.7)
dorglitory foo dservgice Y Breakfast or dinner 248 (48.8)
M Breakfast and dinner 89 (17.5)
Skipping a meal 243 (62.5)
Snack corners in university 94 (24.2)
Eating breakfast place when Fagt-foqd re;sta;rant_ in university 3(;;)
not using dormitory foodservice University foo services 23)
Restaurants out of university 13 (3.3)
Food delivery 2 (0.5)
Etc. 23(5.9)
Skipping a meal 7(2.4)
Snack corners in university 62 (21.4)
Fating dinner place when Fagt-foqd restaurant_ in university 9(3.1)
not using dormitory foodservice University foodservice 17 (5.9)
Restaurants out of university 119 (41.0)
Food delivery 46 (15.9)

Etc.

30 (10.3)
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Table 2. Satisfaction of foodservice quality by general characteristics

Foodservice quality

Variabl . — — Total
ariables Food Environment Menu Sanitation Reactivity o
Male 3.15+0.69”  3.43+0.66 2.82+0.81 3.58+0.63  3.14+0.80 3.2340.55
Gender Female 3.1540.55 3.39+0.62  2.83+0.74  3.54+0.60  2.95+0.68 3.17+0.48
t-value -0.092 0.689 -0.137 0.851 2785 1.261
Freshman 3.23+0.63 3.5040.64  2.94+0.70  3.63%0.65  3.14+0.732  3.29+0.50"
Sophomore 3.06+0.58 3.32+0.61 2.76£0.70  3.51£0.59  3.00£0.69°  3.12+0.46°
Grade Junior 3.16£0.56 3414059  2.79£0.84  3.5120.61  2.98+0.82"  3.16+0.53"
Senior 3.17+0.57 3.3840.68  2.80£0.78  3.54+0.56  2.89£0.59"  3.16+0.46"
F-value 1.802 1.908 1.509 1.149 2.823" 3.067°
<1 years 3.21£0.62 3.4540.64  2.92+0.75°  3.59£0.63  3.12+40.72°  3.26%0.51"
Period of 1~<2 years 3.15+0.56 336£0.72 2.84+0.72°  3.56+0.63  3.030.71"  3.19+0.50%
university 2~<3 years 3.08+0.63 33740.54  2.61£0.77°  3.4440.59  2.860.77°  3.07+0.49"
dormitory 3 years = 3.04+0.61 3.38+£0.50  2.72+0.84™  3.5040.52  2.72+0.64°  3.07+0.46
F-value 1.769 0.623 3.485" 1.254 6.454" 37717
Frequency of  Almost never 2.91£0.60°  3.20£0.58"  2.60+0.75°  3.43+0.59°  2.8340.74°  3.00+0.48"
using university ~Breakfast or dinner 3.27+0.57* 3.49+0.66" 2.98+0.73" 3.62+0.62° 3.08+0.70° 3.29+0.49*
dormitory Breakfast and dinner 3.27+0.53" 3.54+0.58" 2.84+0.77° 3.57+0.58"  3.13£0.70° 3.27+0.46"
foodservice F-value 22325 13.328" 12.618™ 5.003" 8.0817" 19.975™
Total 3.15+0.61 3.40£0.63  2.83+0.76  3.55+0.61  3.01:0.73 3.19+0.50

YMeans+SD. Score scale: 1 (very dissatisfied)~5 (very satisfied).

IDifferent letters within a column indicate significant differences among groups by Duncan’s multiple range test.

"P<0.05, “P<0.01, ~"P<0.001.
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Table 3. Customer loyalty by general characteristics
Customer loyalty
Variables Revisit i . Word-of-mouth Non-switching Total
evisit 1ntention . . . .
intention intention
Male 2.93+0.99" 2.730.97 2.73+1.03 2.80+0.80
Gender Female 2.74+0.82 2.72+0.87 2.60£0.79 2.69+0.72
t-value 2276 0.127 1.529 1.525
Freshman 2.82+0.84 2.89+0.90" 2.66+0.86 2.79+0.73
Sophomore 2.80+0.92 2.62+0.89° 2.64+0.94 2.69+0.80
Grade Junior 2.7540.93 2.74+0.92% 2.59+0.88 2.69+0.74
Senior 2.85+0.82 2.61+0.86° 2.71+0.78 2.72+0.71
F-value 0.244 2.806" 0.387 0.576
<l years 2.82+0.88% 2.86+0.91" 2.66+0.89 2.78+0.76"
iod of umiversi 1~<2 years 2.94+0.88" 2.73+0.91% 2.73+0.86 2.80+0.73"
1; eriod of university 2~<3 years 2.58+0.94" 2.52+0.85" 2.49+0.82 2.53+0.70°
ormitory 3 years = 2.64+0.80" 2.44+0.81° 2.56+0.91 2.54+0.76"
F-value 3.446° 5125 1377 3.720°
P £ usi Almost never 2.20+0.76° 2.24+0.80° 2.25+0.89° 2.23+0.64°
re_q“e‘?cy(;’ using Breakfast or dinner 3.03+0.79" 2.93+0.88° 2.75+0.79" 2.90+0.67°
‘E:;Z;:;‘thyce ormitory  preakfast and dinner 3.3240.72° 3.030.78" 3.08+0.78" 3.14£0.65°
F-value 81.737" 41.638" 33.549" 74.728""
Total 2.80+0.88 2.73+0.90 2.65+0.87 2.73£0.74
"Means+SD. Score scale: 1 (not at all)~5 (very much).
i)Differena*letters within a column indicate significant differences among groups by Duncan’s multiple range test.
P<0.05, P<0.01, P<0.001.
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Table 4. Correlation between foodservice quality and customer loyalty
Foodservice quality
loyal
Customer loyalty Food Environment Menu Sanitation Reactivity
Revisit intention 0.557"" 0.289"" 0413 0.296 0.509™"
Word-of-mouth intention 0.626 0.312 0.492 0.278 0.553
Non-switching intention 0.290 0.059 0.222 0.056 0.300

UCorrelation coefficient. "~ P<0.001.
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F-value
113.210
59.287
75.788
93.321
98.447
195.331
173.816
88.355

(n=175)

Defector
2.7340.50°°
3.09+0.51%
2.3620.68
3.2240.53
2.48+0.58%

75.118
2.06+0.63"°
1.99+0.65"°
2.10+0.81%8

5.197

87)

1.043

Hostage
(n

2.98+0.50°
3.10£0.52°8
2.58+0.61%
3.16£0.39"8
2.83+0.51°

18.020
3.28+0.55°
3.02+0.52°
3.16£0.53"

F

Customer loyalty group

Mercenary
(n=73)
3.2540.34°8
3.67+0.57%
3.01+0.51%
3.9240.51*
3.2840.59°8

36.437
2.35+0.58°
2.31+0.65°
2.17+0.54"

1.776

Loyalist
(n=166)
3.64:£0.46°*Y
3.78+0.58""
3.3540.64°*
3.94+0.47
3.52+0.60%
27.286
3.50+0.60**
3.49+0.65*
3.16+0.74**
13.481°"
YMeans+SD. Score scale: 1 (not at all)~35 (very much).

Word-of-mouth intention
Non-switching intention

Environment
Revisit intention

Variables
Menu
Sanitation
Reactivity
F-value
F-value

Food
" P<0.001.

Foodservice
quality
Customer
loyalty

P<0.01,

Different letters within a row (A-D) and a column (a-e) indicate significant differences among groups by Duncan’s multiple range

Egst.

Table 5. Assessment of the foodservice quality and loyalty by customer groups
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