J Korean Soc Food Sci Nutr
38(9), 1271 ~1278(2009)

HEREL DR
DOIL: 10.3746/jkfn.2009.38.9.1271

= =] ESIAE o ] iz = o
SAMXS AR nSSHME| FAMH|A FA o DS Mo ZHA|
=1 = 2 2"’
dMs| - At - T2
'BAE D nScyE
PRACNS L AZMHIEES

Relations among Foodservice Quality between Customer
Loyalty of High School Students in Busan Area

Sun-Hee Kiml, Hyun-Sook KimZ, and Eun-Soon Lyuy

! Graduate School of Education School and “Div. of Food Science and Biotechnology,
Pukyong National University, Busan 605-737, Korea

Abstract

The purpose of this study was the improvement of satisfaction for school foodservice customers through
analysis of the importance and performance of school foodservice quality and the understanding what factors
affected customer’s loyalty. The questionnaire was distributed to three hundred students at five high schools
in Busan. Students evaluated the factors of importance and performance, the order of importance was sanitation>
food> service and then, the order of performance was sanitation> service> food. Gap analysis resulted 4.39
for importance factors and 2.51 for performance factors; importance scores were higher than performance scores
at all areas (p<0.01) and the sanitation factor gap was the biggest gap compared to all others. Each factor’s
analysis resulted that the gap analysis order was taste> balance of main & sub side dish> diversity of food
in food area, quick react to customer complaint> reflection of customer proposal and recommendation> provide
better service than competitor in service area, sanitation of food> cleanness of tableware> cleanness of container
in sanitation area. The average score of customer’s loyalty was 1.66 and female’ score was significantly higher
than male (p<0.001). Food, service and sanitation had a significant correlation to customer’s loyalty than service
(p<0.01), food (p<0.05), and sanitation (p<0.05) affected customer’s loyalty significantly. So, intensive control
is needed in the sanitation area which had the highest gap analysis result between importance and performance
in food service. Especially, service factor was very important in explaining customer’s loyalty, so service
improvement through training is needed to improve student’s satisfaction.

Key words: service quality, importance, performance, customer loyalty
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Table 1. Characteristics of subjects

Variables Items No. %
Gender Male 105 36.8
Female 180 63.2

Grad 1 Grade 144 50.5

race 2 Grade 141 495

Period of school 8 71 249
food (years) 9 93 32.6
10< 121 425

Classroom 175 61.4

Place of school food Restaurant 110 B

9 A%< Duncan’s multiple range testE ©]-83} 3t}
Al o] FAAMHI2~EA 319 Q%19 g AT HEE A
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Table 2. Importance and performance of school foodservice quality
Items Importance” Performance” t-value Gap”
Favorite menu 4.39+0.71 2.54+0.77 28.10™ -1.85+1.11
Variety of food 4.41+0.77 2.29+0.79 30.07 -2.12+1.19
Menu of health-oriented 4.44+0.76 2.73+0.80 25.60™ -1.71+1.12
Harmony of main & sub dishes taste 4.33+0.78 2.17+0.85 30.18™ -2.16+1.21
Taste of food 4.72+0.60 2.33+0.87 37.87" -2.40+1.07
Food Temperature of food 4.47+0.72 2.54+1.03 24.56™ -1.94+£1.33
Appearance of food 3.56+1.02 2.22+0.88 15.53™ -1.34+1.46
Provision of nutritious food 4.41+0.72 2.62+0.81 26.75" -1.78+1.12
Quantity of food 4.28+0.82 2.75+1.09 17.90™ -1.54+1.45
Reasonable price 4.40+0.77 2.48+0.97 23.24™ -1.92+1.39
Harmony of dishes color 356+1.14 2.14+0.85 15.15™ -1.41+1.58
Sub mean 4.27+0.50 2.44+0.54 38.62™ -1.84+0.80
Courteousness of employees 4.26+0.87 2.95+1.08 16.06™ -1.30+1.37
Adoption of students’ feedback 4.65+0.59 2.02+0.91 37.99™ -263+1.17
Prompt process of student complaints 4.65+0.60 1.86+0.78 42.96™ -2.79+1.09
Neatness of restaurant atmosphere 4.29+0.80 2.54+0.97 22.62™ -1.75%£1.31
Quiet of restaurant and kitchen 3.86+1.06 2.21+£0.96 19.47" -1.65£1.43
Neatness of restaurant environment 4.22+0.87 2.46+1.03 20.52™ -1.76+1.45
Service Fast and exact feeding time 4.31+0.77 3.13+1.21 13.63j: -1.19+1.47
Appropriate food time 4.33+0.81 3.16+1.16 13.11 -1.17%£151
Delivery of menu info 4.26+0.86 3.21+1.13 12.89™ -1.05+1.37
Provision of food and nutrition info 3.84+1.10 2.60+1.16 13.10™ -1.24+1.59
Provision of nutrition education and consulting 3.69+1.13 1.70£0.93 23.60" -2.00£1.42
Diversification by new menu 4.38+0.82 1.98+0.94 29.49™ -2.39+1.37
Provision of seasonal and special food 4.35+0.79 247+1.03 22.93™ -1.89+1.39
Provision of improved service 459+0.67 2.07+0.99 32.00" -252+1.33
4.26+0.57 2.46+0.58 34.24™ -1.80+0.88
Sanitation of food 4.84+0.47 2.29+0.88 41.45" -255+1.04
Cleanliness of food cans 4.68+£0.63 2.71+0.98 28.34™ -1.97£1.17
Cleanliness around rubbish bins 450+0.73 2.60+1.10 23.26™ -1.90+1.38
Sanitation Cleanliness of cookers (plate, cup, spoon etc.) 4.69+0.60 2.61+1.03 28.40" -2.08+1.24
Cleanliness of restaurant (classroom) 4.47+0.76 2.54+0.97 2557 -1.93+1.27
Wearing hygienic gloves 4.66+0.59 3.05+1.47 17.87 -1.62+1.53
Cleanliness of feeding and withdrawal 458+0.71 2.66+1.08 2417 -1.92+£1.34
Sub mean 4.63+0.50 2.64+0.79 35.03™ -2.00+0.96
Mean 4.39+0.46 251+0.55 40.39™ -1.85+0.77

9Score scale: 1 (never important, very poor)~5 (very important, very good).

YGAP =Performance — Importance.
Mean=+SD. “p<0.01.

Table 3. Correlation between importance and performance
of school foodservice quality attributes
Correlation coefficient

Performance
Food Service  Sanitation
Food -0.174" -0.053 -0.071
Importance  Service -0.225" -0.188" -0.180"
Sanitation -0.154" -0.105 -0.074

'p<0.05, “p<0.01.

AT, AT AAFT A 1.66/5.008 2
1008< 71E22 A& v 33 ez w-¢ A e
AR 5 T Y FuFAE ol&shs Aol diE vE
h7F 1855008 o2 7P w3kl v 54 7hH el %
o= ALl A o] FAYAE ol8-star Ak 7} 1.48/5.00
Moz 7HE we s yehith

= X

Aol e 1 FHEY AolS Avnw gyl A
A o] 1.78/5.0002 Fag el 1.45/5.00RE Y 93
(p<00D)2.Z 7 ettt ol On(22)e] 7ol o3}
Aol FEART DAFHEI 28 (p<00DR A 1}
Bhd AT $Ake Ante stuaad gF FAE W
0 Aol SIS & 4 AT, ARFRAH, Aol Y

St HT FoFor E& HFE Bl Age Ue g

218 o] &&= Aol tha) BE3oH (p<0.001), ‘Y= %FA
stn FAFAESE g2 gu JAFENA FH) F31 A
o (p<0.01), ‘Y= st Fa) Au| 2o ths) w A0S
A (p<0.01), ‘Ye oF AFE o] 8 7l§17} A=
-2 FuFALEE o] & Aotk (p<0.01), ¢ g F
24 £ HE OE gu AFENA 0101:71?& = 9o}

(p<0.05)Z EFRtTE



1275

I

oA

7o)

¢

=
o

7

43 1

s9 FANMZ F

® 1534

Q)
=

‘7000>4,,, ‘T00>4,, ‘G0°0>d,

1891 aguel [dnnw s, uedun(] Aq dnol8 SuUOWR SIOUSISJJIP JUBDIJIUSIS 9JRIIPUI S19)19] JURIRRI(,
‘(yonwr AI9A) G~ ([[B JB J0U) [ :9[BIS 9100§ .Qwﬂcme:_

IL0F99T 80T €90F8ST SLOFCLT 29T 9LO0F9LT 890+c9T S90+cST ILT OL0FELT L0+65T  68C 0L0F8LT 890+SV1 UBIIN
Mo surnes
e o ra— o = oc . N — 10 = Th o e V= OC" N . N — o e peer A0} AUMIOAdO UB 9ARY T JI USAD
080F0CT ,IZZ 690FLET 9ROTEGT 19€ 60TV (00T IV 18907 LET 6271 I80F9CT 080T 266 VROTIFT OLOFOET ~ oo nnoor jooyos Sumpraoid
Auedwod siy) asn [[im |
oo . NTH) T e T TR . T —op N — o T o . T —op C AN o0 = Ob 9IIAIOSPOO]
00T+S8T T ¢60FVLT SOTFI6T €F¢ S80T+86T ¥V60+ET I60+S9T €0¢ O T+86'T mm.oﬂmw.?imoL 00'T+90C 060+8¥'1 [004OS UM PILSHES WE |
o . - Co" =g . o 1o N—aa . T — por N . ‘N en a0 9OIAISSPOO]
IOTFI8T LTZ €80FS9T OU'T+06T LU'T T0T+68T SOT+IST 160+99T W' E0T+68T 860+cLT 616 S60+S6T 90T+9ST [00UAS Sy} A[PUSLI [99]
Auedwod
060FSST L&¢ ELOFIVT 860+PI9T ST E60FL9T LSOFIVT 980+9T ¥80 6830+09T 060+IST 8Ic 680+V9T 680+0VT SIY} JO S9BRIUBADE JNOR
SPUSLI} I9YJ0 0] ABS pnom [
9oud Bursier jo 93ds ur [00yos
CLOFSYT 260 L90FEVT 9LOFIST 29C 6LOFLST 690FLKT €90F28T 26T 9L0F9ST 890FO0FT 8ET CLOFZST E€L0FO0VT  Aw ul spooj [ooyds Suipiaoid
Auedwod s1yy osn 03 adoy [
[00Uds AW Ul SPOOJ
[60FCGLT 080 060F0LT I60F6LT €50 980F08T LEOFILT I60F99T L0 I80F8LT O0TFELT 61 SQ0F8T (960FEST [00yds Buiptaoid Auedwod siy
JO SpuaLIj I9UJ0 PUSWIIOIAL |

0L on[eA JUBINEISIY WOOISSB[) oanea  [[~(Q] 6 8 anfeA 4 1 oN[eA  JBWI RN -
1 PO0J 100YdS JO 0[] d (SIB9A) POOJ [0OYIS JO POLIDJ 1 SpRIY) 1 Iopuor)

$309[qNS JO SONSLINDRIRYD A( A)RAO[ JoW0ISN) ‘F IR ],



1276 A48 - 3]

shdol @e AoldA, 18hde 1505004, 28hde  ® Aulxs EAe 2 B5A Hul2 AR A7
1.73/5.008 o] o1} Fol A ]l Afo]= KolA Fgta, s Hte FARd S At T2 o Aul= FA
42 o188 7%kl 10~1199 49 FHE} Fge  IANEE AFANED), DANES] Y=} £25F 1
1} $e1HQl Aolg wolA ekgke}. ANTEE Sl FYE AU I G0
FAFHe) mE oM, WAHAL SE 4 M Y flol WANEE HNF & oz nAuS
(1.72/5.00%) o] A= #jA& b= 3H4(1.55/5.005)l H]3) < A% FAAFAF] B oS AAEHA T TS AR}
FARPOB)OR $& 1A FAEE BT ARDE 52 A%t A ool 842 2ol 247
AL WAMAE s Shge] APWA ST 9 o FEAD APRAEES ARITIL RIE)H ] %o
s G FE P B ATSelA olop@ Mol 2 FmFAE ANAFALS DAVE, Fojelw, 1A%
AT, e St Aulse] S A27E mAG, g Eele] dAdaae A 1 ARBAE A EAAE s A
£ ooy APe o8 A1H7 olE Sl S FALE 9 Argel Wast ¢ & dan.
o] 83 Ao|th oA 82 A (p<0.05)0. 2 =L HFE B
B TN AR AE R ATE T gamea 28 S40) 2SN ol ¥
o} Lees} Lyu(23)9] AFolA, A EL A FujaHg w - ) i
FAAN 2 B $40] RAFHES WAL JFL
WAGA 4 BApRe] 2, WAk B, WA el :
) A% AE Table 60 AN, FAAM2 F 5
A&l tiall f9 A (p<0.0D o2 T gHE3kaL e Ao .
T &40 $4, Aulz, 4GS ERESE st 17
= et ol § Aol Al A3 mAuAe) A ’ ’
FAEE FENSE B AARHS AN 29, A3
FAE Aolsh Bde] Qkn ART & At 2 AR
(RS 0.296(p<0.01) 2.2 Yelytt AT nX+=
SAIMH|A ZX £MD} DHEMTO| AlnEb| g 224(B= 0.173, p<0.05), A HI2(B= 0.275, p<0.01),
FAARIE FE $A4Y FIRTd INFHES] FH A48 (B= 0.166, p<0.05) BT A o] FFE S BYT o]
A ATE Table 590l AABIATE AHFAHELY 2] 4 T AulE goo] 1 AT vXE dFe] M =L
ASE 0457, Al FBAFE 0507, 94 ABASF= Ao g Yeton ot =499, A8 G Foldth
0457011 25 23 A(p<0.01) K+ FHAAAZE BH Oh(22)8] AFdA= FRAE 7 B 4TS =
om ol Aulzsh 1A FAES ABALT A EA Aol ABOAROE Eh} A £ 2% vy
e G2 dAE o] ‘FHde] BEe ‘A4 Wou 2 A7 AHE 5 oAl AL o2 e}
Qo @ FAEE B Q4SE A, A2EFL AL o DAVEL B FAEES Bo w- Z a8tk
FotAY BRI Al FHE o) gFo] § A (p<0.05)2 E© AR & AT
v 170 Mu|2 FPEe I AFYETE FBAATE Aok Z1geM = AE 25 EHste] A 4 glom,
3 RIEeld) ¥ AT A4S AoE BTk DAVEL FASE N9ZDAA AFS Bl g
NElz A wAEe] WA 201, nAREL Nul 27} A oloF AFe] A7} oA, RAVEE
MoEe] G VAR A% s FAL PR b ¥S4E FHHA TAT AT g olojAE 272
FEgS v Aot B3 $la(25), Caruana(26)2] Aol A FAEE =Y F Uth B AF AFolA, FHEL T4
2 A £49) e49Y, AN 2ge, ABIY F A
Table 5. Correlation between school foodservice perform- 2ol Faxo) il Qo] =EFE UNFAEI =
ance and customer loyalty Correlation coefficient o Aow eyt maiq o N A e S
Customer *lfydlty o o) olg} US| A A 25 AF3 ¢
Foodservi Food 0.457 L — ] .
oodservice Service 0507 AAE FABAA e Aulz mge] A4 B qE g
P Sanitation 0.457" FxeE L33 o} 5 AH| 2 4 3 AzA9 mY
<001, HY S AAshs 5 RAFAEES ol wekel oid 2
Table 6. Multiple regression of school foodservice performance and customer loyalty
Content Unstandardized Standardized ¢
onten B Standard error Beta P
(constant) 2.592 0.097 26.621 0.000
Food 0.155 0.064 0.173 2.412 0.017
Service 0.223 0.067 0.275 3.326 0.001
Sanitation 0.123 0.053 0.166 2.320 0.021

F value=38345", R*=0.296

“p<0.01.
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