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Evaluation of Perceived Importance and Satisfaction of Foodservice
Selection Attributes in University Students in Beijing, China

Ming-Ming Fan and Hyun-Joo Bae
Department of Food and Nutrition, Daegu University

ABSTRACT This study was conducted to analyze the gap between importance and satisfaction of university foodser-
vice attributes as well as to assess customer satisfaction with university foodservice establishments. All statistical analy-
ses were conducted using the SPSS package program (ver. 20.0) for #-test, ANOVA, and Importance-Performance
Analysis (IPA). A total of 619 valid responses were used for the data analysis. The results of this study are as follows:
the composition of respondents was 53.5% males and 46.5% females. Exactly 85.5% of respondents ate lunch at
least five times a week at the on-campus foodservice. The favorite lunch menus of Chinese university students were
Chinese food (91.8%), followed by Western food (3.5%), Korean food (2.2%), and Japanese food (1.5%). According
to the results of IPA, foodservice selection attributes that were priorities for improvement were food taste, food freshness,
menu variety, waiting time for meal, and toilet cleanliness. In addition, five satisfaction factors were extracted by
exploratory factor analysis. According to the results of one-way ANOVA, ‘physical environment’ and ‘service quality’
factors showed significant differences according to the students' grades and the frequency of eating lunch at on-campus
foodservice. On the other hand, ‘food quality and menu’ and ‘convenience and price’ factors showed significant differ-
ences according to meal cost. In conclusion, in order to enhance customer satisfaction of on-campus foodservice,
foodservice managers should offer a varied menu at reasonable prices and improve food quality.

Key words: foodservice selection attribute, Importance-Performance Analysis, university student, customer satisfaction,
food quality
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Table 1. General characteristics and foodservice utilization prac-
tice of the subjects

Variable n %
Male 331 53.5
Gender Female 288 465

Age (yrs) 23.0+£7.0"
Freshman 248 40.1
Sophomore 120 19.4
Grade Junior 73 11.8
Senior 60 9.7
Postgraduate 118 19.1
1 4 0.6
Meal frequency 2 75 12.1
(per day) 3 528 85.3
Irregular 12 1.9
7 289 46.7
Eating lunch at the 5~6 240 38.8
on-campus foodservice 3~4 72 11.6
(times/week) 1~2 13 2.1
Irregular 5 0.8
2) <5¥ 178 28.8
?(/[Zfl:ﬁllecs?t uan/meal) > ¥ ~<8¥ 320 >17
Y >8 ¥ 121 195
Chinese food 568 91.8
Western food 22 3.5
Preferred lunch menu  Korean food 14 2.2
Japanese food 9 1.5
Others 6 1.0

n=619.
"Mean+SD. 21 ¥=%181.
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Table 2. Comparison analysis of perceived importance and satisfaction evaluation about university foodservice selection attributes

Evaluation items Importance” Satisfaction” t value
Food appearance 3.61+0.84 3.08+0.70 11.398™
Appropriate portion size 3.80+0.81 3.36+0.84 8.544"
Food taste 4.52+0.65 3.08+0.89 31780
Food temperature 4.23+0.72 3.26+0.82 21.278"
Food freshness 4.55+0.65 3.15+0.82 32.164""
Nutritive value 4.26+0.79 3.28+0.77 22524
Price propriety 3.99+0.82 3.39+0.89 11.931™
Food safety 4.68+0.61 3.26+0.84 33.904™
Menu variety 3.95+0.85 3.0740.95 16.032™"
Waiting time for meal 3.97+0.86 2.89+1.05 18.532""
Walking distance 3.58+0.96 3.48+0.90 1.691

Dining room cleanliness 4.42+0.71 3.31+0.87 237517
Ventilation of dining room 3.92+0.91 3.21+0.78 13.983""
Dining room decoration 3.37+0.93 3.06+0.82 5818
Dining room temperature 3.71+0.91 3.30+0.84 7732
Background music 2.88+1.08 2.77+1.01 1.675

Employee sanitation 4.27+0.77 3.30+0.86 20.899""
Friendly employees 3.87+0.89 3.20+0.83 137837
Employees appearance 2.83+1.07 3.24+0.76 74617
Comfortable scat 3.46+0.93 3.07+0.82 7469
Function of a resting place 3.34+1.03 2.84+0.90 8.220""
Restroom cleanliness 4.01+0.97 2.900.93 20.142™"
Average 3.87+0.50 3.16+0.19 7.078""

"Mean+SD, the importance scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert-type scale from 1 to 5 (1: unimportant

at all~5: very important).

?Mean+SD, the satisfaction scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert- -type scale from 1 to 5 (1: strongly unsat-

isfactory ~5: strongly satisfactory).

sk

P<0.001.
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Fig. 1. Results of Importance-Performance (Satisfaction) Anal-
ysis about university foodservice selection attributes.
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Table 3. Results of factor analysis of satisfactory evaluation on ek olgl 7 A WsiAA 1evt dlyrel gigk 8
university foodservice selection attributes . . 7} 9l A% ZndF 4 wiFe ATE desitn
Selection attributes 152323; %ﬁit Cul’l‘(l(l;i’;ltlve doEn ‘EeE B4 el e vSEee 183d 28
: el it Eo] et T o] 4 o2 whekal(7X0.05),
Food quality and menu ) , _ [ _
Food freshness 0.770 Aulzs A a]lell tigh Wtes 3shd v} 4shd <l ot
Food taste 0.737 o] 1, 28hd OF3 tstdAHTE FoF oz (X
E;égtlt‘g;;:gf . 823? 3323 15.826 0.01). g3} 7HA" alel vk HFe= 54| 7F 59
Ul . o =10 = [e) [e] = ~
Food appearance 0.527 ) olskel &l Hls F94 o' FTHX0.05). et
Menu variety 0.462 A AWl 7S FojsA v e A g A
Physical environment a]lel tigh e F3F 7AW e 54 Fulske sHA
Dlnll}g room clgal}hness 0.748 2507 27857 o Hl& B AL o 4 9l
Ventilation of dining room 0.714 TR o] ) mECE e DA e 2 9
Dining room temperature 0.501 AAARD WA WS wetste] 54 wAdH S 2
Service quality Q1 R o3 FA] Aol A -_71: 73] AAE B 1Y SR
Employees appearance 0.774 7F =9k, B3] ‘BEld 30 2.91(7X0.05)3 My~ A’
Friendly employees 0.710  2.449 39.519 Q2(X0.05)9 H3t MF=EEE F 73] AAelE 28] t
Comfortable seat 0 £ a5l v frolHow wokeh 44 Aol Be 34
Employee sanitation 0.519
R AE% 2old TSR 2ol B BA] g4 BaeA
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Background music 0.754 R e e e e R I R e e i
Dining room decoration 0.601 2308  50.510 2 AACAA ] 0.8%)2 2FolA AlQstar #4383t
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Restrf)om cleanhn‘ess 0.442 Sgso getn U FAld) s ‘Bal 87 gold] uo
Convenience and price npE LT = 1~4§~' }\]}\]__5_]_‘_\:, %‘Oﬂ H]B‘ %_0 75}‘_9_; 559 1l
Walking distance 0.702 L7111 58.659 S i T . ) o N
Price propriety 0.696 ’ ’ Anlzs 2T aqlel gk SIS 5~63] AAbehs LEy
Appropriate portion size 0.635 1~43] AA}slE 259 vl ST fojdo R e
Cronbach's 0=0.896. e GRlatglon, dFd <k vid e F2 4004 A4
& 8he 22 olg 2ol wESke] thkal of HA Aol A
SAIMEIAM Qo Ot= k0| EM o Wol Aialels Aow AZHET S 2AAAAY] A
A ARe] ARbSAda FA S, o Aol e of w2 AAAQ whSel FA Y& 57 a9l v
FANEYEY HH2e] Aol £4] A= Table 49k Lol Fre ARl Aeol7t AT ey T AR AE) =
AAAR w24 H52E 51 A= 2AREE A3 Hd 3.52 et At S e T4 FEEA A HSEE
Aollar, A GARS] AAAQ F4 wHes AP AR Aol A= ‘2o Aol digh RS Jateg
Zpe] A, sk, A Slrel Wt F Ao mEkA = e ARZ} frelH e m Ekal, ‘A Al de] o kARl vt
QL Apol 7k itk &, AR AAA QL w4 vE F's HARG A7) frefH o 52 Ao® A0
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Table 4. Comparison of satisfactory evaluation scores of factors according to the characteristics of the subjects and foodservice

utilization practice

Variables Factor 1Y Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 O.veralll
satisfaction
Gender
Male 3.2040.84% 3.32+0.88 3.254+0.77 2.80+1.04 3.47+0.91 3.47+0.93
Female 3.10£0.80 3.29+0.86 3.22+0.74 2.73+0.98 3.50+0.88 3.58+0.82
t-value 1.490 0.449 0.517 0.869 -0.529 -1.564
Grade
Freshman & Sophomore  3.13+0.78 3.24£0.85™  3.27+0.73° 2.76+1.03 3.46+0.92 3.55+0.87
Junior & Senior 3.17+0.88 3.36+0.86™ 3.05+0.85° 2.67+0.98 3.59+0.87 3.49+0.93
Postgraduate 3.2240.88 3.46+0.93° 3.37£0.70° 2.91£0.99 3.43+0.84 3.48+0.89
F-value 0.583 3.060" 6.554" 1.742 1.178 0.403
Eating lunch at the on-campus foodservice (times/week)
=7 3.17+0.83 3.38+0.81° 3.34+0.74° 2.79+1.01 3.48+0.91 3.58+0.82
5~6 3.15+0.81 3.30+0.89° 3.16£0.72° 2.77+1.01 3.4440.88 3.47+0.92
1~4 3.08+0.88 3.07+0.97° 3.15+0.87° 2.73+1.03 3.6440.83 3.47+0.98
F-value 0.396 4116 4348° 0.100 1.556 1.237
Meal cost (Chinese yuan/meal)
<5¥ 3.1120.76™ 3.31£0.86 3.2940.75 2.72+1.02 3.6240.84° 3.53+0.85
>5¥ ~<8¥ 3.2340.84° 3.3620.84 3.27+0.70 2.79+1.01 3.41£0.92° 3.57+0.91
>8 ¥ 3.0240.85" 3.18+0.95 3.09+0.89 2.79+1.02 3.46+0.90" 3.40+0.84
F-value 3.419° 1.760 2.967 0.325 3.233" 1.626

)Factor name: 1, food quality and menu; 2, physical environment; 3, service quality; 4, service environment; 5, convenience and

price.

?Mean+SD, the satisfaction scores were based on the mean scores measured on a Likert-type scale from 1 to 5 (1: strongly unsat-

isfactory ~5: strongly satisfactory).

Different letters (a,b) indicate significant mean differences between groups by Duncan's multiple range test.

'P<0.05, "P<0.01. 1¥=%181.
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