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Effect of the Consumer’s Perception of the University
Foodservice Quality on the Consumer Attitude

Hyun-Ah Kim

Dept. of Food and Nutritional Sciences, Kyungnam University, Masan 631-701, Korea

Abstract

The purposes of this study were to investigate the consumer’s perception of the subject to manage the
foodservice operation in the university, and to analyze the effects of consumer’s perception of the university
foodservice quality on intent to revisit and intent to recommend. The questionnaires were distributed to 575
students in the K University located in Masan, who were sampled by proportionate stratified sampling method.
The surveys were performed from May 17 to June 2, 2005. The 566 questionnaires were responded, and 6
unusable questionnaires were excluded, then 560 were used for the final analysis (response rate: 97.4%). For
the statistical analysis, SPSS (12.0) was used to conduct the descriptive analysis, factor analysis, reliability
analysis, and multiple regression analysis. The results of this study were as follows: First, 254 respondants
(47.3%) did not know that their foodservice operation was managed by contract foodservice company, and
374 students (66.8%) did not know the name of the contract foodservice company which runned their foodservice
operation. Second, the food factor of university foodservice quality had a significant positive effect on intent
to revisit (p<0.001), and the food factor of university foodservice quality also had a significant positive effect
on intent to recommend (p<0.001). It was concluded that as the food factor of university foodservice quality
increased, the intent to revisit and the intent to recommend the university foodservice increased. So when
university foodservice managers plan the foodservice operation strategy, they should focus on increasing the
perception of customers’ foodservice quality and also advertising contract foodservice company’s brand name.
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E-mail: hakim@kyungnam.ac.kr
Phone: 82-55-249-2220. Fax: 82-55-244-6504
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the subjects

Frequency Percentage (%)

Sex
Male 319 57.0
Female 241 43.0
Total 560 100.0
Grade
Sophomore © 183 32.7
Junior 172 30.7
Senior 204 36.4
No response 1 0.2
Total 560 100.0
College
College of economics 9 16.3
and commerce
College of engineering 152 27.1
College of liberal arts 129 - 23.0
College of education 49 8.8
College of natural sciences 70 125
No response 2 04
Total 560 100.0
Origin of income
By self 76 136
Parent 429 76.6
Scholarship 4 0.7
Social support 1 0.2
No response 50 89
Total 560 100.0
Status of living
Own house 349 62.3
Relative's house 14 25
Lodging house 26 4.6
Living by self 136 24.3
Residence hall 35 6.3
Total 560 100.0
Monthly income (Won/month)
<100,000 79 14.1
100,000~ 200,000 328 58.6
200,000~ 300,000 93 16.6
300,000~ 400,000 39 7.0
500,000< 21 3.8
Total 560 100.0
Age (yr)
Less than 20 179 320
21~25 341 60.9
26~30 38 6.8
31< 1 0.2
No response 1 0.2
Total 560 100.0
N Mean+=SD
Age (yr) 559 227+2.0
Average monthly income 535 310,482 +160,895
(Won/month)
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Table 2. University students’ using pattern of univer-
sity foodservice

Frequency Percentage (%)

Frequency of visiting
foodservice per week

0 times 38 6.8
1~2 times 171 305
3~4 times 204 36.4
More than 5 times 147 26.3
Total 560 100.0
Accompany

Alone 9 1.6
2 persons 130 23.2
3~4 persons 364 65.0
More than 5 persons 48 8.6
No response 9 1.6
Total 560 100.0

N Mean £ SD

Frequency of visiting univer— 560 3.65+3.34

sity foodservice per week

Time to spend on eating {min)

In—campus foodservice 539 32.33+14.14

Out-campus restaurant 541 54.111+23.67
Average meal cost (Won)

In-campus foodservice 539 2333.30+530.74

Qut-campus restaurant 553 3214.75+802.30
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Table 3. Customer’s perception of subject to manage the university foodservice

N %
Recognition of change of subject to manage the university foodservice
I knew the change of subject 295 52.7
I didn't know the change of subject 265 47.3
Total 560 100.0
Recognition of the name of contract foodservice company
I know the name of contract foodservice company 186 33.2
I don’t know the name of contract foodservice company 374 66.8
Total 560 100.0
Recognition of correct name of contract foodservice company
I know the correct name of contract foodservice company 151 81.2
I don’t know the exact name of contract foodservice company 35 18.8
Total 186 100.0
“Table 4. Consumer’s perception and attitude on university foodservice quality
Item N Mean+SD
Quantity of food 534 3.05£0.81
Taste of food 535 2.67=0.89
Nutritionally balanced diet 534 2.7910.80
Quality of food material 533 2.76£0.86
Variety of menu choice 533 2.74£0.89
. . Sanitation and cleanness 529 2.92%0.89
University Prompt service 535 3.01+0.88
foodservice Price of meal 534 2.90+0.86
quality Comfortable and quiet atmosphere 531 2.69+0.85
Pleasantness of dining facilities 535 2.91+0.89
Service of employee 534 3.01=0.89
Prompt response of customer’s claim 534 2621090
Location of foodservice 535 3.19%£0.93
Average 521 2.86+0.58
Consumer’s Intent to recommend 552 2.69£0.90
attitude Intent to revisit 553 2.95+0.90

5 point likert scale (1: disagree at all, 5: agree very much).



Table 5. Reliability analysis of university foodservice quality

819

Corrected item Cronbach’s alpha ,
Item —total correlation if item deleted Cronbach’s alpha
Quantity of food 0.592 0.890
Taste of food 0.688 0.885
Nutritionally balanced diet 0.621 0.889
Quality of food material 0.706 0.884
Variety of menu choice 0.569 0.891
Sanitation and cleanness 0.680 0.885
Prompt service 0.489 0.894
Price of meal 0.555 0.891
Comfortable and quiet atmosphere 0.594 0.890
Pleasantness of dining facilities 0.636 0.888
Service of employee 0.620 0.888
Prompt response of customer’'s claim 0.661 0.886
Location of foodservice 0.386 0.900
Total 0.897
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Table 7. Multiple regression analysis of the effect of foodservice quality perception on the intent to revisit

Table 6. Factor analysis of university foodservice quality

It Food Service
em factor factor
Quantity of food 0.835
Quality of food material 0.825
Nutritionally balanced diet 0.727
Prompt response of customer’'s claim 0.681
Variety of menu choice 0.678
Sanitation and cleanness 0.624
Taste of food 0.604
Service of employee 0575
Prompt service 0.735
Location of foodservice 0.725
Price of meal 0.668
Comfortable and quiet atmosphere 0512
Pleasantness of dining facilities 0.510
Eigenvalue 5.926 1.187
% of variance 34.583 20.130
Cumulative % of variance 54.713
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Unstandardized Standardized
Dependent variable Indep_er{gent coefficients coefficients T Sig T
variaple B Std error Beta
Constant 1.279 0.188 6.805 0.000
Food factor 0.449 0.077 0.318 5.838 0.000
Intend to revisit Service factor 0.136 0.079 0.094 1.725 0.085

R%20.149 Adjusted R*=0.146

F-value=45.186 p—-value=0.000
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Table 8. Multiple regression analysis of the effect of foodservice quality perception on the intent to recommend

Unstandardized Standardized
Dependent Independent coefficients coefficients T Sig T
variable variable
B Std error Beta
Constant 0.3075 0.066 46.858 0.000
Food factor 0.351 0.056 0.355 6.255 0.000
Intend to recommend Service factor ~ -0.057 0.055 -0.059 -1.035 0.301

R%=0.101 Adjusted R?=0.098

F-value=28.874 p-value=0.000
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