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Abstract

This study examines the service satisfaction rate on high school students(637) in order to provide the basic data for marketing
direction by analyzing the importance and satisfaction rate of the service quality. In IPA for the service quality, as the following
properties are high in expectation as well as satisfaction they needed to maintain. They are the taste, scent, saltiness, proper
temperature of the food, the quantity main food, nutritional value, the degree of freshness, and the smell of dining room. The
following properties need the excessive efforts. They are the number of side dishes, eating place, the shape and material quality of
dish, the costume of dining workers. As the following showed low importance degrees as well as satisfaction degrees, they don’t
need concentrated efforts. They are the harmony of color and shape, the interior design of the dining room, the arrangement of
tables and chairs, the atmosphere of dining room, and the -effect of nutrition instruction. As the education of nutrition is
compulsory among the school group meal, the analysis based on the response of questioned students is supposed to be more
careful. The items showing low satisfaction degrees while high importance degrees are considered to make an operational plans
for the improvement through a variety of menu, the quality of food, the quantity for side-dishes, health control, the cleanness of
dishes, the kindness of cooks, the performance of nutritionists, the charge of school meal, and meal time.
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o] AT TE AL AZFof HeAE Wals] s oA e <Table 1> General characteristics of the subjects
14 EZI-_Q_E7].}_.-_O 7:]_]_]__ 4\_ T‘:' ]"ﬂO]E}- ; —
Male 435( 68.3)
Gender Female 202(31.7)
3t ol 7xF Type of foodservice Direct 333(52.3)
M. E_q- E management Contract 304(47.7)
<10 478(75.0)
1. YN EY 11~20 126( 19.8)
Allowance of a month 21~30 19C 3.0)
& A7 AFEATAE EAS HAHEA (Table Dol VeRd: (10,000 won) 31~40 4 0:6)
Hle} Zho] AT A4Ate] Az At 435'3(68.3%), SA7} >40 100 1.6)
2029 (3L7% 0.2 WA7L AR WokT FAFHERL 7 <100 52( 82
100~149 82(12.9)
o LA 1 25)9 dhek o
el 52.3%, HerHol 4T.1%2 M dEEES Monthly income 150~199 85(13.3)
2 107H4o8l7 75.0%2 7HE BT, 7HA E9d 252 (10,000 worn) 200~249 1500 23.5)
300Telelol 27.9%2 714 wter, 7574 Feze 9 250-299 20C14.1)
0] 89,32 oL AAIstelct =3 R
o 0% T : ] Nuclear family 569(89.3)
Family type Big family 68(10.7)
Ao T2 FA NU|AER st PEE Total 637(100.0)
Ao BE G4 AuAZEY wEzo) g A=
(Table 2oX2} o] FA AuI2FA) e FFH BEE

<Table 2> The satisfaction score on the service quality of school foodservice by gender

Mean +SD)

1 Menu variety 256+1.13 2.70+0.94 2.61+£1.08 -1.473

2 Quality of food 2.59+1.09 2731093 2.64+1.04 -1.602

3 Taste of food 2.74+1.08 2.96+0.90 281+£1.03 -2.601*

4 Flavor of food 2.83+1.06 3.14+0.76 2.931+098 -4,219%+

5 Saltiness of food 2.80+1.09 2.87+0.86 2.82+£1.02 -0.816

6 Proper temperature of food 291+1.06 293+0.73 2.92+0.96 -0.220

7 Quantity of main food 3.0511.20 3.00+0.85 3.04+1.10 0564

8 Quantity of side-dishes 260+1.15 272093 2.64%1.09 -1.377

0 The number of side-dish 2.68+1.13 2.72+0.92 2.69+1.07 -0.410
10 Harmony of colors 2.48+1.04 2.59+0.81 2.52+0.97 -1.373
11 Harmony of shape 2.46+1.04 2.54+0.82 2.48+0.98 -1.075
12 Nutrition 2.951£1.09 3.03+0.80 298+1.01 -0.905
13 Freshness of material 260+1.12 2944090 271+1.07 -4.014**
14 Hygiene 244+1.20 2.78+1.08 255+1.17 -3.557%*
15 Cleanness of dishes 225%1.16 278+1.03 242+1.15 -5.866"*
16 Smell of dining room 257+1.13 2974086 2.69+1.07 -4.928=*
17 Interior of dining room 2.34+1.07 2641085 244+1.02 -3.852%*
18 A dining batch table of dining room 261+1.14 2.76+0.85 2.66+1.06 -1.727
19 Eating place 262+1.15 2944090 2.72+1.08 -3.795*
20 Quality and shape of dish 2.65+1.08 2974073 2.75+£0.99 -4.406™
21 Dress of cooks 3.09+1.14 3.26+0.86 3.14+£1.06 -1.960*
22 Atmosphere of dining room 264+1.14 2724091 2.66+1.08 -0.859
23 Kindness of cooks 243+1.19 2.70+1.08 251+1.17 -2.912*
24 The education of nuttition 248+1.08 2.60+0.82 2.52+1.01 -1.386
25 Performance of nuttitionists 259+1.12 2.74+0.89 2.64+£1.06 -1.665
26 Charge of school meal 224+1.15 2.43+1.04 2.30+1.12 -2.090*
27 Meal time 255+1.23 2.73+1.00 2.61+£1.17 -1.850

Total mean 2.62 2.81 2.68

*p<0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0.001
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<Table 3> The satisfaction score on the setvice quality of school
food service by type of foodservice management

(Mean+SD)
- Satisfaction
Item s — tvalue
Ditect .~ Contract

1 Menu variety 2841099 235+1.11 3887

2 Quality of food 291+0.94 2344107 7.186"*

3 Taste of food 3.08+0.87 251+1.11 7.212%*

4 Flavor of food 3224087 261+1.01 8124

5 Saltiness of food 2994095 2.63+£1.06  4.606**

6 Proper temperature of food  3.08+£0.84 2.74£1.05 4.564*

7 Quantity of main food ~ 3.13+1.04 293+1.15 2.303*

8 Quantity of side-dishes ~ 2.67+1.05 2.60+1.12 0.823

9 The number of side-dish 2.78+1.01 2.60+1.12 2.181*
10 Harmony of colors 2681091 234+1.00 4.538**
11 Harmony of shape 261091 2352103 3335
12 Nutrition 3.19+0.89 2.74+1.08 5.724*
13 Freshness of material 2964096 243+1.11 6408
14 Hygiene 278+1.09 2204120 5454

2.57+1.00 2.24+1.18 3.655**
16 Smell of dining room 2871097 250+1.13  4.463**
17 Interior of dining room  2.50+093 237+1.10 1537
18 A dining batch table of dining room  2.69+0.98 2.62+1.14 0.860
19 Eating place 273+1.03 271+1.14 0.220
20 Quality and shape of dish 2.79+£0.90 2.71+1.09 1.046
21 Dress of cooks 3294095 297+1.16 3801
22 Atmosphere of dining room 2.71+0.99 261+1.16 1.171
23 Kindness of cooks 2574115 245+1.18  1.365
24 The education of nutrition 2.63+0.92 2.39+1.08 3.033**
25 Performance of nutritionists 2.77+0.99 250+1.11 3.293*
26 Charge of school meal 2.32+1.10 2.28+1.14 0.435
27 Meal time 256+1.15 2.65+1.18 -0.974
Total mean 2.81 2.54

15 Cleanness of dishes

*p<0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0.001
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<Table 4> The importance and satisfaction on the service quality of school food service (Mean+SD)

1 variety 4.23+1.00 8 2.61+1.08 19 28.259**
2 Quality of food 4.39+0.92 5 2.64+1.04 17 32.727*
3 Taste of food 4.451+0.87 3 2.81+1.03 7 31.745%
4 Flavor of food 4.05+0.98 15 2.93+0.98 4 21.415**
5 Saltiness of food 43214091 7 2.82+1.02 6 28.951**
6 Proper temperature of food 4.03+0.99 17 2924096 5 21.375"
7 Quantity of main food 4.06+1.02 13 3.04+1.10 2 18.149*
8 Quantity of side-dishes 4.05+1.03 14 2.64+1.09 15 23.720%*
9 The number of side-dish 3.95+1.07 18 2.69+1.07 11 20.934%*
10 Harmony of colors 319+£1.20 26 2.52+0.97 22 11.278**
1 Harmony of shape 3.16+1.21 27 2.48+0.98 24 11.375%
12 Nutrition 4321093 6 298+1.01 3 27.080™
13 Freshness of material 441+0.94 4 2.71+£1.07 10 30.960%
14 Hygiene 4541092 1 2551117 20 34,033
15 Cleanness of dishes 4.53+0.93 2 242+1.15 26 36.121%*
16 Smell of dining room 4.21+1.03 9 2.69+1.07 12 26,152+
17 Interior of dining room 3.53+1.19 25 244+1.02 25 17446+
18 A dining batch table of dining room 362+1.15 23 2.66+1.06 14 14.998"
19 Eating place 374+1.13 21 272+£1.08 9 16.614%*
20 Quality and shape of dish 3.62+1.13 24 2.75+0.99 8 14.216%
21 Dress of cooks 3.92+1.09 19 3.14+1.06 1 13.178**
22 Atmosphere of dining room 3.72+1.13 22 2.66+1.08 13 17.297%*
23 Kindness of cooks 4.18+1.03 10 251+1.17 23 26.368"*
24 The education of nutrition 3.82+1.11 20 2.52+1.01 21 23.010"*
25 Performance of nuttitionists 415+1.88 11 2.64+1.06 16 17.772%*
26 Charge of school meal 4.08+1.20 12 230£1.12 27 26.885%*
27 Meal time 4.04+1.09 16 261+1.17 18 22.160"*
Total mean 4.01 2.68

*p<0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0.001
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Satisfaction
(Mean 2.68)
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Importance (Mean 4.01)

1. Menu variety 2. Quality of food 3. Taste of food 4. Flavor of
food 5. Saltiness of food 6. Proper temperature of food 7.
Quantity of main food 8. Quantity of side-dishes 9. The number
of side-dish 10. Harmony of colors 11. Harmony of shape 12,
Nutrition 13. Freshness of material 14. Hygiene 15. Cleanness of
dishes 16. Smell of dining room 17. Interior of dining room 18. A
dining batch table of dining room 19. Eating place 20. Quality and
shape of dish 21. Dress of cooks 22. Atmosphere of dining room
23. Kindness of cooks 24. The education of nutrition 25.
Performance of nutritionists 26. Charge of school meal 27. Meal
time

<Figure 1> Result of importance-performance analysis of the
service quality of school foodservice
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