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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to analyze the gap in perceived importance-satisfaction rates of foreign Chinese students
regarding the university foodservice selection attributes. All statistical analyses are conducted by the SPSS package program
(ver 20.0). The results of the statistical analyses are as follows: The validity of the 22 food service selection attributes is
being evaluated via the exploratory factor analysis and then five factors are extracted. The five factors are: ‘Factor 1.
Cleanness and service quality’, ‘Factor 2. Food quality and price’, ‘Factor 3. Physical environment’, ‘Factor 4. Convenience’,
and ‘Factor 5. Service environment’. According to the results of one-way ANOVA, physical environment showed that
significant differences across the periods of residence in Korea and the eating frequency at on campus foodservices. On
the other hand, the food quality and price, convenience, and service environment showed that significant differences across
the periods of residence in Korea. In addition, according to the Importance-Satisfaction Analysis results, ‘ventilation of dining
room’ is the key aspect that university food service managers should reinforce. In conclusion, in order to increase the
customer satisfaction rates, the food service managers should not only improve the quality of food and service but also
the physical environments of the food service facility.
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Table 1. Characteristics of the subjects

Variable N(%)

Male 55(45.8)
Gender

Female 65(54.2)
Periods of residence in Korea <12 48(40.0)
(months) >12 72(60.0)

<2 38(31.7)
Eating frequency at on-campus

) ) 3~4 33(27.5)

foodservices(times/week)

>5 49(40.8)
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Table 2. Results of factor analysis of important evaluation on the university foodservice selection attributes

Factor and variables Factor loadings Eigen values Cumulative(%) Cronbach's «@
Toilet cleanliness 0.871
Employees' sanitation 0.840
Cleanness and o )
. . Dinning room cleanliness 0.794 4.022 18.283 0.895
service quality o
Friendliness of employees 0.752
Ventilation of dinning room 0.646
Food freshness 0.747
Food temperature 0.696
Food taste 0.693
Food quality . . .
. Appropriate portion size 0.600 3.308 33.317 0.808
and price
Food safety 0.570
Price propriety 0.552
Nutritive value 0.523
Background music 0.783
Physical Dinning room decorations 0.732
. ) 3.239 48.038 0.825
environment  Foodservice event 0.691
Food appearance 0.589
Short walking distance 0.777
Convenience ~ Waiting time for meal 0.640 2.119 57.671 0.702
Various menus 0.603
Service Comfortable seat 0.866
. 2.070 67.081 0.866
environment  Function of a resting place 0.791

Cronbach's @=0.909
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Table 3. Results of analysis of variance about five factors of the university foodservice selection attributes according to

the characteristics of the subjects

. Cleanness and Food quality Physical . Service
Variables . ) . . Convenience .
service quality and price environment environment
Male(n=55) 5.75+1.14Y 6.18+0.98 4.38+1.44 5.05+1.29 4.96+1.17
Gender Female(n=65) 5.77+1.22 6.37+0.76 4.05£1.26 4.94+1.31 4.80+1.24
t-value —0.109 —1.176 1.355 0.486 0.739
Periods of <12(n=43) 5.74+1.15 6.4340.76 3.78+1.18 4.69+1.33 4.53+1.18
residence in >12(n=72) 5.79+1.23 6.06+0.97 4.83£1.35 5.44+1.10 5.40+1.04
Korea(months) t-value 0.921 2.199% —4.499%x —3.184%* —4.112%%x
i <2(n=38) 5.69+1.21 6.33£0.92 3.81£1.17%? 4.92+1.33 4.75+1.18
Eating frequency
at on campus  3~4(n=33) 5.66+1.03 6.3140.89 3.78+1.43° 5.06+1.41 4.50£1.27
foodservices > 5(n=49) 5.77+1.27 6.15+0.83 4.57+1.22° 4.87+1.15 5.0041.08
(times/week)
F-value 0.087 0.551 5.370%* 0.215 2.482

) Mean+S.D.: The importance scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert-type scale from 1 to 7(1: not at all important~4:

neither~7: very important).

2 b Different letters mean significant difference between groups by Duncan's multiple range test.

£p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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Table 4. Comparison of perceived importance and satisfaction
evaluation scores on the university foodservice selection attributes

Evaluation items Importance” Satisfaction” ¢ value
Food taste 6.13:0.94  533+1.09  6.963%***
Appropriate portion size 531£1.11  5.07£1.09  1.893
Food temperature 5.60+£0.98  531+£097  3.006**
Food freshness 6.28+0.87  542+£1.11 7.923%%*
Nutritive value 5.68+1.05  5.1741.12  4.877%**
Food appearance 498+123  4.70+1.17  2.491*
Various menus 541+1.14  5.10+£1.21 2.229%
Price propriety 5.62£1.15  523+1.10  2.978**
Food safety 6.37+0.88 5284123  9.455%%*
Waiting time for meal 5.25+1.03  5.17+41.08  0.785
Short walking distance 4.99+1.30  5.06+1.21 —0.524
Dinning room cleanliness 6.02+1.05  5.19£1.22  6.810%**
Ventilation of dinning room  542+1.14  4.98+1.18  4.672%**
Dinning room decorations 4.78+1.13  4.58+1.17 1.618
Toilet cleanliness 5.76£1.18  5.01£1.24  5.706%**
Employees sanitation 5.96+1.06  5.06+1.21 7.110%%*
Friendliness of employees 5.62+1.15  5.00£1.14  5.180%**
Background music 420+1.36  4.33+1.23 —0.961
Foodservice event 451£1.38  437+132 0979
Comfortable seat 488+1.21  4.77+1.06  0.941
Function of a resting place  5.09+1.24  4.77+1.05  2.683**

Total 5.39+0.58  4.97+031  5.748%***

Y MeantS.D.: The importance scores were based on the mean scores
measured on a Likert-type scale from 1 to 7(1: not at all important~4:
neither~7: very important).

? Mean+S.D.: The satisfaction scores were based on the mean scores
measured on a Likert-type scale from 1 to 7(1: not at all satisfied~4:
neither~7: very satisfied).

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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Fig. 1. Results of Importance-Satisfaction Analysis on
the university foodservice selection attributes.

7| A o] FA & R HetA AR =L, HAsHA 7t
Zxjojof gHehKim JK 2000).

24 23, Fane STt BE 2 FJEOE A
=g Z gA8oF & FE LS Z(B: Doing great)= 4] <]
b, A0 er, g0 AR, A9 FYTb, ThF
Wi, AR 7HE, FAle] YA, A A, A
A2, A 9, FAHE AEE 5 AA 218

12| ATHHA L] 52.4%).

2 AF 47| A B(Doing great) g Holl FE= FES
FAL AF F=219] ghalof| tigt Fawel wEr H7F Aut
(Kim & Lyu 2012), 2259} 257} BE =2 o] g,
A4, 27, 9%, A(quality)o] i Aol FAFst o] 2
HE B3l st FAALE o3t T AL 349
At 714, A7 AujAe] A B FEof gis)A FasAl
DA JloH, ANHORE NEEE i AL L 5 U
Ak S e FAUNSZEES FAAA717] HeiAE
o] GG A& A 2t BriFEHE Fhol & #
Ad £ J=E T sof & Ao|tt

o

d

o\ lo rok

FREG WEES WPPLuT BE WA WobE R
(C: Low priority) & “&4]9] €I3, *4jgke] clgelof’, 5%
Sop, FA] oM, HeFE A, FATIHOZA 7]
5 5 % 6320l Vi NY(012)9] T4 ekl
AHlz A 4 B ATl S49) o3 FABZ
2o F84, BT A= Fol o Yo A sich. wet
A Sefubet chehmer oket el SR FAl40)
294 SR Auls BRacle) e Fa4 A=
o BEEsl 02 2l s AhHoR wrh AL ¢
4 stk

FLEL BT BEE7} A UehE 3E(D: Overdono)
AR 190 22, AR IIARE, 4B 9 ol F A
% 332olgith Yi NY(012)¢] 97 FpolA= 191 &
. Hel3t 917 Fol o] Gl Eslo] glo] £ ATAY

o ol o rlo

A3 AT Lee HY 2005; Yi NY 2012) B A= jstIE
o g4 olF olf Iede B44Y AAGAH. E3
Bl

Lo g &
o
oo
of
o
2
>

~
>
ol
o
(d
fu
>
>~
>
>
)
u)
N
N
Sis
et
i)
(d
Jiu
>
oft
N
>

ARAY 43R dotae] Aot F9 FHA FIAL o
Aoz dergy Ade 2k, 4 AsA B 3
st MEE BAS N] FT GL o) et
FAzNA SHHOR Aol DR AP LA A
£ okt gk

L 2Ah A F 39 SEAS BRI 45.8%, iRt 542%
o913, §3H71%k0] 1 o]4Fo] 60.0%, 1A m]gko] 40.0%¢]
oh FAAE ol 4L 1596 33 ol olg 3k A9t
AA 2 68.3%T.

2 EE AU Fa% Bt 27 Il tiE &
QA A 17 FFol AAHI HAT Au2 2, g4
o W3, Bed WA WM AEA B 5 F
S aolos BRI ) FRE 29l et B 3
o] B4 A}, S At 74 (p<0.05) LA 3712
1d ujgkel 97k 19 o]Akel 9ol s folHo £9
T, BEE T (R<0.001), ‘W (p00D), AH]Z
(p<0.001) 291 §31717F 19 o]Ake] 97} 1 wgkel 2
Sutt goldos woch B oY ¥ 29e o
Ao S¥ 0|4 ol §H= B9k 44 of3kR o] g3 B

N

°f

=



134

M3 8% B B4k fH02 BUThpe0)).

3. ehRA) AEa A 2189 ofE FaE Y4
)k BF 5399, BEE AR HE)E BF 4979019
o FRESEE B4 AN 23 $4H0R Aol B
asihn S4E FBE AT )Yk FLEG REE
7 BE A grhE gEe SA0) B, Ao LR g
ol AME, <S40 G, Thepet wi, A A2,
A AP, AR WA, shAe) 37, FAHAY 9
A, FA WA Folglet

ATANE FENE o) foFFAL YAt FAHA
L F39 434 TASY F4 BEE P 99 AT
71N 5o AT B AT FA, 249 T, &
= AAE, Gk 94 A4 7HET A 8 spgae 3
2, FAH9) ST WAE 52 44T 4 YES 4470
2 welslop & Aolet AZHTh Ba f3He falrIztol
o Q4% A4 B8 BHa et Fa4 914
=7t FrbstgonE, SRS B FA4 19 F4
WEE FUHE AL SAT Aul2e] AMEE ok e
FAxe B2 FHL AL AN =Hslof Gt
o,

B ATE 24 ARt 3 o) ofskae] At F9)
=1 fEAO|BE AT ol Aot webd 3
TlAE FHA S5 et FAlo] B BEES B
N717] 18 FAH AL BEE Pa DEEA o
A Bojsta, 2ANES U8 AR 9ot glrka A
2}tk

R ofN

=

References

Bae HJ, Jeon EK, Lee HY. 2008. Analyzing the importance and
performance of sanitation management within foodservice
facilities and utilities. Korean J Food Cookery Sci 24:325-
332

Chae MJ, Bae HJ, Yoon JY. 2008. Consumption practices and
selection attributes of the university students on ready-to-eat
foods. Korean J Foodservice Management Soc 11:289-307

Choi MK, Choi SH, Lee SI. 2009. An assessment of customer
satisfaction towards university residence hall foodservice and
subjective QOL (Quality of Life): Focused on the university
students in Daegu, Gyeongbuk area. Korean J Community
Nutr 14:114-122

Ha KH. 2010. Survey of Korean food acknowledgement and
preference by Chinese student's in Daejeon. Korean J Food
and Nutr 23:186-195

vz R DGR

Hair JF, Anderson RE, Tatham RL, Black WC. 2006. Multivariate
Date Analysis with Reading. pp.75-90. Macmillam Publishing
Company, New York, NJ, USA

Her ES, Park HJ. 2013. Interrelations among acculturative stress
and, recognitions, preferences and eating frequency of Korean
traditional food by Chinese students in Korea. Korean J
Food and Nutr 26:216-225

Immigration Service, Information, Statistics. 2012. Immigration -
foreigner policy. http://www.immigration.go.kr/HP/COM/bbs_003/
BoardList.do?strNbodCd=noti0097&strOrgGbnCd=104000&
strFilePath=imm/&strRtnURL=IMM_6070&strNbodCdGbn=
&strType=&strAllOrgYn=N. Assessed May 30, 2013

Jeon EK, Bae HJ. 2009. Evaluation of sanitation management
performance within school foodservice facilities and utilities
in Gyeongbuk province. Korean J Food Cookery Sci 25:62-
73

Jung HY, Jeon ER. 2011. Preference for Korean food and satis-
faction of dormitory foodservice by Chinese students studying
at Mokpo National University. J Korean Soc Food Sci Nutr
40:283-289

Kim HA. 2008. Importance-performance analysis of service quality
of in campus specialty coffee shop. J Korean Soc Food Sci
Nutr 37:1069-1078

Kim HS, Lyu ES. 2012. Importance and satisfaction with Korean
food for foreigners living in Busan with regard to nationality.
Korean J Food Cookery Sci 28:89-96

Kim HS. 2006. Development of a multiple-item scale for measuring
student's satisfaction with university foodservice. MS. Thesis.
Seoul National Uni. Seoul, Korea

Kim JG. 2000. The actual conditions and ways to develop the
sanitation management of foodsevice facilities in Korea.
Korean Soc Food Service Sanitation Annual Meeting. pp
11-35

Kim KS. 2007. Analysis of Structural Equation Modeling. Hannarae
Publishing Company, Seoul, Korea. pp. 92-150

Kim WG, Ng CN, Kim YS. 2009. Influence of institutional
DINESERV on customer satisfaction, return intention, and
word-of-mouth. J Hospitality Management 28:10-17

Kweon SY, Yoon SJ. 2006. Recognition and preference to Korean
traditional food of Chinese at Seoul residence. Korean J
Food Culture 21:17-30

Lee HY. 2005. Identifying relative importance of foodservice
attributes to design a new university foodservice operation.
J Korean Soc Food Sci Nutr 34:1028-1034



Vol. 27, No. 12014) 3l fatgel gergs BEE Bt 135

Lee T. 2009. Chinese students' acclimated to conditions. MS
Thesis. Kyungbuk National Uni. Daegu, Korea

Matzler K, Sauerwein E, Heischmidt KA. 2003. Importance
performance analysis revisited: The role of the factor structure
of customer satisfaction. Serv Ind J 23:112-130

Ministry of Education. 2012. Plan for 200-thousand foreign students
until 2020. http://www.mest.go.kr/web/1173/ko/board/view.do?
bbsId=205&boardSeq=38377. Assessed May 30, 2013

Moon SJ, Song JS. 2011. Survey of chinese university or college
student's preference for and satisfaction with Korean food in
Daegu and Gyeongbuk. Korean J Food Culture 26:113-119

Park SJ, Kim JA, Lee SY. 2004. A study on attitude and
satisfaction of service quality in university foodserivice. J
East Asian Soc Dietary Life 14:83-91

Seo KH, Lee SB, Shin MJ. 2003. Research on Korean food
preference and the improvement of Korean restaurants for

Japanese and Chinese student in Korea. Korean J Soc Food

Cookery Sci 19:31-38

Yi NY. 2012. Importance-performance analysis (IPA) of service
quality attributes of university foodservice - A comparison
of male and female student's perceptions in Dagjeon-. Korean
J Human Ecology 21:389-405

Youn NM, Lee SH, Yoon YS. 2010. A comparative study on
the recognition and attitude of Korean foods for Japanese
and Chinese tourists in Korea. Korean J Foodservice Manage-
ment Soc 13:149-168

Zhang HQ, Chow 1. 2004. Application of importance-performance
model in tour guides performance: Evidence from mainland
Chinese outbound visitors in Hong Kong. J Tourism Management
25:81-91

2120148 1€ 21
AZ4H 0 20143 28 10
20143 28 129



