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Abstract

The purposes of the study was to measure attitude and satisfaction concerning the service quality of university
foodservices. The survey was conducted to S00 university students using questionnaires, of which 457 questionnaires were
analyzed. A statistical data analysis was completed using SAS programs by the descriptive analysis. The results of the study

were summerized as follows :

1) The mean frequencies of visiting the university foodservices per week were higher in males

than females. The factor affecting the students on their first choice of the foodservices depended on the distance. The first
complaint factor concerning the university foodservices was the taste of foods. 2) The students were not satisfied with the
service quality of university foodservices personnels. The actual mean score of the service quality was 3.92 out of 5, but the
perceived one was 2.94. Therefore, the satisfaction degree of the service quality was calculated as -0.98. 3) The students were
more satisfied with the food quality of contracted foodservice management than that of self-operated one.
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Table 3. Consideration factors for selecting university

foodservices by sex N(%)
Male Female Total

Taste 32(14.2) 31(16.0) 63(15.0)
Price 40(17.8) 22(11.3) 62(14.8)
Distance 96(42.7) 90(46.4) 186(44.4)
Waiting time 10( 4.4) 3( 1.6) 13( 3.1)
Atmosphere 20( 8.9) 19( 9.8) 39( 9.3)
Others 27(12.0) 29(15.0) 56(13.4)

Total 225(100.0) 194(100.0) 419(100.0)

AA FHAF7E e AL v dE 2.

Table 4. Consideration factors for selecting menu items

" abc means significantly different by Duncan's multiple range test.

A SRAGI} e AL vlew fug.

Table 1. General characteristic of subjects N(%)
by sex N(%)
Male Female Total
Grade  Freshman 7931.7)  71(34.8) 156(33.2) Male Female Total
Sophomore 6927.7)  64(29.0) 133(28.3) Taste 95(422)  94(480)  189(449)
Junior 4518.1)  30(13.6) 75(16.0) Price 21093)  14(7)  33(83)
Senior 56(22.5)  50(22.6) 106(22.6) Nutrition §( 3.6) (L5 11(26)
One's own house 184(739) 167(75.6) 351(74.7) Preference 76(33.8) 70(48.0)  146(34.7)
Dormitory 312)  3(14) 6 13) Quantity 0( 0.0) 10( 0.5) 10( 0.2)
Iype of  Boarding 936 32 16( 34 Wating time 19( 8.4) 8( 4.1) 27( 6.4)
residence Seif-Boarding ~ 43(17.3) 32(145) 75(16.0) Others 6(27) 631 12029
Others 6( 2.4) 6( 2.7) 12( 2.6) A SFAE7E G2 AL 0" WEY.
Home 56(23.2)  74(35.1) 130(28.8)
University Table 5. Self-assessment of nutritional balance N(%0)
Meal foodservices 146(60.6)  74(35.1) 220(48.7)
place***  Restaurants Male Female Total
around university > (2% 38(275)  8(19.7) Nutrition balance 130(55.1)  105(51.0)  235(53.2)
Others 8( 3_3) 5( 2'4) 13( 2.9) No nutritional balance 106(44.9) 101(49.0) 207(46.8)
vex . p<0.001 significantly different by 7 test Total 236(100.0) 206(100.0)  442(100.0)
AA $EAF7 e AL vey HE Y. AA 2FAF7 GE AL vy fEY.
Table 2. Number of people visiting university foodservices per week by sex, grade (MeantSD)
Sex*** Grade ***
Visiti Male Female Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior
sitmg (N=234) (N=191) (N=137) (N=112) (N=71) (N=106)
No/week 5.5142.79 3.99+1.90 4.07£2.21° 4.82+2.24° 5.00+3.24° 5.75+3.03"™
*% . p<0,001.
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Fig. 1. Waiting time and mealtime of university foodservi-
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Table 6. Comparison of complaint factors of university
foodservices between self-operated and contracted food-

service management') N(%)
Self-operated  Contracted
foodservice foodservice Total*
management — management
Taste 68(32.4) 102(34.7) 170(33.7)
A‘Z{j;"’g;tge’r 8( 3.8) 32(10.9) 40( 7.9)
Menu variety 49(23.3) 74(25.2) 123(24.4)
Sanitation 23(11.0) 25( 8.5) 48( 9.5)
Noise 2( 1.0) 3( L.o) 5( 1.0)
Space 13( 6.2) 7 2.4) 20( 4.0)
Quantity 11( 5.2) 15( 5.1) 26( 5.2)
Reduce the price 6( 2.9) 14( 4.8) 20( 4.0)
Nutrition 22(10.5) 19( 6.5) 41( 8.1)
Unkindness of
foodservice 8( 3.8) 3( 1.0) 11( 2.2)
personnel
Total 294(100.0) 210(100.0) 504(100.0)

* : Significantly different at p<0.05 by x’-test.
" Multi answer.
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Table 7. Assessment of the service quality of university foodservices (Mean+SD)
Factors Importance” Perception” Satisfaction”
Cleanliness of foodservice 4.48+0.70 2.96+0.86 -1.52+1.15
Menu of suitable price 445+0.77 2.98+0.94 -1.47+£1.24
Cleanliness of restroom 4.32+0.80 3.00+0.87 -1.32+1.15
Air cooling. heating 4.28+0.73 2.78+0.96 -1.50+1.32
Appearance of the foodservice personnel 4.05+0.87 3.08+0.86 -0.97+1.24
Comportable 3.94£0.75 3.00£0.82 -0.94+1.15
Tangibles Rest place after eat 3.90+0.87 2.48+0.91 -1.43£1.34
Convenient location 3.7740.78 3.01+£0.90 -0.77+£1.26
Exterior 3.74+0.82 3.1020.77 -0.63+1.13
Interior 3.61£0.78 3.09+0.80 -0.5311.13
Atmosphere 3.53+0.89 2.43£0.87 -1.11£1.39
Shape of menu 3.45£0.99 2.9310.83 -0.54£1.35
Total 3.97+£0.48 2.91£0.54 -1.07+0.76
Modification complaint 4.35+0.79 2.56+0.85 -1.80+1.24
Prompt serve 4.1420.77 3.10+£0.93 -1.05£1.25
Reliability =~ Consistency of service 4.09+0.79 2.99+0.84 -1.11£1.20
Correct calculation 4.09+0.84 3.7610.95 -0.34+1.09
Total 4.17+0.62 3.1020.65 -1.08+0.90
Prompt and high quality service at peak hours 4.23+0.72 2.74+0.83 -1.50+1.12
Respon- Additional offer 3.95+0.79 2.85+0.94 - 1.11£1.27
siveness Knowledge of menu(foodservice personnel) 3.66+0.83 2.93+0.71 -0.73+1.09
Total 3.9410.62 2.8410.65 -1.11+0.91
Kindness of foodservice personnel 4.07+0.80 3.05£0.95 -1.03+£1.22
Well-trained foodservice personnel 3.72+0.83 3.01+0.76 -0.71£1.17
Assurance  Menu PR 3.6210.89 2.58+0.81 -1.04£1.23
Communication between foodservice personnel 3.46+0.88 2.95£0.69 -0.52+1.09
Total 3.724£0.67 2.89+0.61 -0.82+0.94
Reaction to propose 4.01£0.81 2.71+0.84 -1.30+£1.21
Attitude 3.96+0.83 2.85+0.89 -1.11+1.24
Empathy Arouse sympathy(between customer and foodservice 3.69+0.92 2.7240.83 0974127
personnel)
Total 3.89:0.41 2.76+0.74 -1.12+1.06
Total 3.92+0.41 2.9410.49 -0.98+0.71

D Importance ; 5=very importance, 1=not.importance, 2 Perception ; 5=very good, 1=very bad, 3 Satisfaction=Perception-Importance.
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Table 8. Assessment of the service quality of university foodservices (Mean=SD)
Dimension Sex Grade
Male Female Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior
Importance 3.91+0.51 4.03+043**  3.98+0.47 3.96+0.41 3.91+0.34 4.08+0.46
Tangibles Perception 2.97+0.57 2.834049%*%  2.9240.55 2.92+0.55 2.83+0.52 2.92+0.54
Satisfaction -0.95+0.79 -1.20+0.70%** —1.07+0.86 -1.04:072  -1.08+0.59  -1.16+0.77
Importance 4.11£0.66 4.23£0.57* 4.23£0.61 4.1120.53 4.10+0.43 4.23+0.55
Reliability Perception 3.10+0.72 3.12+0.57 3.16+0.70 3.07+0.59 3.07£0.59 3.09+0.57
Satisfaction -1.04+0.94 - 1.12+0.85 -1.06+0.98 -1.04£0.76  -1.05+0.76  -1.21%0.78
Importance 3.90+0.64 3.99+0.59 3.95+0.55 3.92+0.46 3.85+0.59 4.06+0.56
iﬁiﬁl Perception 2.86+0.69 2.830.59 2.86:0.63 2924058 274076  2.74%0.58
Satisfaction -1.06+0.94 - 1.17+0.85 -1.09+0.94 -1.00:0.72  -1.14£098  -1.31£0.91
Importance 3.70+0.68 3.73+0.66 3.74+0.55 3.6620.57 3.66:0.47 3.83+0.67
Assurance Perception 2.93+0.64 2.85+0.57 2.89+0.57 2.92+0.53 2.89+0.57 2.8340.59
Satisfaction -0.77£0.95 -0.88+0.92 -0.84+0.91 -0.73:0.70  -0.78+0.57  -1.001.06
Importance 3.87+0.73 3.91+0.68 3.82+0.70 3.81+0.64 3.92+0.49 4.04+0.67
Empathy Perception 2.81+0.76 2.70+0.70 2.76+0.75 2.82+0.60 2.69+0.62 2.66+0.73
Satisfaction -1.06+1.06 ~1.21+1.06 -1.06+1.10""  -0.99+0.94" -121£0.70° -136+1.07*
Importance 3.90+0.53 3.99+0.47 3.94+0.42 3.91+0.39 3.89+0.30 4.06+0.47
Total Perception 2.93£0.57 2.86+0.48 2.92+0.54 2.93+0.48 2.84+0.50 2.84+0.50
Satisfaction -0.99+0.79 - 1.13x0.70 ~1.04+0.81 -098+0.65  -1.06£0.57  -1.19+0.79

" Importance ; 5=very importance, 1=not importance, > Perception ; 5=very good, 1=very bad,
¥ Satisfaction=Perception-Importance, *p<0.05, **p<0.01, *** p<0,001,
9 abc means significantly different by Duncan's multiple range test.
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Table 9. Assessment of the service quality of university foodservices by operation type (Mean+SD)
Importance Perception Satisfaction
Dimension Self-operated rg:::::;f:m Self-operated ﬁ:ﬁ::::::m Self-operated ri::ll::rtr?:nt
Tangible 4.00£0.47 3.9410.49 2.99+0.57 2.8540.57** -1.02+0.79 -1.10+0.79
Reliability 4.20£0.60 4.14+0.64 3.0420.61 3.13+0.69 -1.16+0.85 -1.02+0.93
Responsiveness 3.9310.60 3.81£0.63* 2.7310.67 2.91+0.64** ~1.29+0.98 ~0.98+0.84***
Assurance 3.74+0.66 3.71£0.67 2.82+0.57* 2.94+0.64* -0.92+0.91 -0.76x0.96
Empathy 3.95+0.70 3.84+0.73 2.6320.71 2.8540.75%* -1.32+1.08 -0.99+1.05**
Total 3.99£0.51 3.91£0.50 2.85+0.51 2.9340.55 -1.14+0.76 -0.99+0.75*
b Importance ; 5=very importance, 1=not importance, & Perception ; 5=very good, 1=very bad,
Y Satisfaction=Perception-Importance, *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
Table 10. Assessment of the food of university foodservices (Mean+SD)
Attributes Importance” Perception” Satisfaction”
Preference menu and menu variety 4.25+0.73 2.57+0.89 -1.69+1.24
Taste 4.5410.71 (2.74+0.88 -1.80+1.19
Quality of material 4.50+0.69 2.7410.83 -1.77£1.15
The temperature of the food 4.28+0.74 2.87+0.90 -1.42+1.20
Adequacy of serving size 3.99+0.81 3.09+0.87 -0.90+1.22
Appearance of the food 3.85+0.83 2.9320.78 -0.93£1.21
Sanitation 4.3420.76 2.69£0.90 -1.65+1.24
Nutrition balance 3.56+0.96 2.3210.91 -1.24+141
Availability of dessert 3.70+1.04 2.2520.93 -1.46+1.51
Price variety and adequacy 3.96+0.83 2.90+0.90 -1.06+£1.29
| Total 4.10£0.55 271+0.58 -1.400.87

" Importance ; 5=very importance, 1=not importance,

% Perception ; 5=very good, 1=very bad, ¥ Satisfaction=Perception-Importance.
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Table 11. Assessment of the food of university foodservices by operation type

Ror] ol mAEEEET

(MeanzSD)

Importancel) Perceptionz) Satisfaction”
Atributes Self-operated Ifa(::;:iit Self-operated n?;zt;::lzit Self-operated ns;l;t;z:;z(:n
Preference menu 432+0.62 4208079 239091 268+0.874%%  —193+121  -153+126%*
and menu variety
Taste 4.61+0.62 4.48+0.77* 2.61+0.88 2.83+0.88** -2.01£1.14 - 1.66+1.22**
Quality of material 4.55+0.63 4.47+0.73 2.61+0.85 2.83+0.82** -1.94+1.12 -1.66+£1.16*
The temperature of the food 4.29+0.69 4.27£0.77 2.73+0.91 2.95+0.89* -1.56£1.19 -1.33+£1.21*
Adequacy of serving size 3.97+0.75 3.99+0.85 3.06+0.87 3.12+0.88 -091+1.19 -0.87£1.25
Appearance of the food 3.87+0.79 3.86+0.85 2.84+0.77 2.97+0.80 -1.02£1.25 -0.88+1.18
Sanitation 4.46+0.66 4.24+0.81* 2.60+0.92 2.75+0.88 -1.86£1.18 -1.49+£1.26*
Nutrition balance 3.55+0.87 3.54+1.01 2.18+£0.90 2.42+0.91** -1.37+1.42 -1.13+£1.41
Auvailability of dessert 3.64+0.97 3.73+£1.09 2.22+0.88 2.28+0.96 -1.42+143 -1.46+1.56
Price variety and adequacy 3.89+0.82 4.00+0.85 2.96+0.84 2.85+0.94 -0.94+1.23 -1.15+1.34
Total 4.12+047 4.08+0.60 2.62+0.58 2.77+£0.59%* -1.50+0.83 -1.33+0.90*

R Importance ; 5=very importance, 1=not importance, % Perception ; S=very good, 1=very bad, 9 Satisfaction=Perception-Importance.
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