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ABSTRACT

College foodservice (FS) demands highly-developed operation technique which can provide adequate nutrients to
their students, as well as to guide better eating habits and to meet students’ various desires. The purpose of this study
was to provide basic data to improve college FS satisfaction with food items by comparing 2 contract-managed and 2
self-operated college FS in Daejeon and Chungnam area. According to the results, 59.1% of students frequently (over 3
times per week) took meals at college cafeteria and the main reason for using college cafeteria was the low-price of
meal, although the students’ satisfaction degree with price of meal was lower in contract-managed FS than in self-
operated FS. There were no differences in the food satisfaction degrees with overall appraisal of food items between 2
operating systems of college FS, but the satisfaction degrees with all food items were high in male as compared with
female. The higher the negative self-perceived clinical symptoms scores, the lower the satisfaction with foods, which
suggests that the health state of students was one of the factors that influenced college FS satisfaction. According to
stepwise multiple regression analysis, ‘taste of boiled rice’, ‘overall appraisal of boiled rice’, ‘overall appraisal of soup’,
and ‘variety of side dish’, in decreasing order, were the most relatively important attributes for overall customer satis-
faction with food taste of college FS. Finally, there should be further studies on important management factors to
improve college FS satisfaction according to 2 operating systems. (Korean J Community Nutrition 10(3) : 319 ~330, 2005)
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Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects

QEC RS

AFE A A= £4E AAS A, Chronbach’s a
##o] 091342 & A7olA ARES F85AE 53T
ol AAd0) Sl Be= el

AT A= SPSS(Windows ver. 11.0) A4 =273
& o83l FAETE AW dvAlE e a2
7 olg HlTE WREE Tk P HAER fodE 7
Folh stuAgE o]&shs o|F$) o] 43R Y= o]

€]

[o]
F 24 R USE, 84 FFE U olf, HARE
o

;

[o]
=

d

ZF Aol Students’ t—testE 01431 FAE AN
ok B¢ SuAFE o83k olfre} o183k ¥ ol

2 2RE IEE, 32 SR Evoli g8l dig
2JA)-& general linear model® ZAF319ic} oighaAlA
3

QIE Zolr 7] sty tb5E AR (Stepwise Multiple
Regression) & AAIBItE #4549 &4 TR e
HE T eke] AUAAE Pearson’s correlationg o]-§3}
o BM313rt

2

1. g
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Operating system

Characteristics Total (n=2504) x >value
Confract-managed (n=267) Self-operated (n=237)
Conder Male 250 (49.6)" 133 (49.8) 117 (49.4) 0010
Female 254 (50.4) 134 (50.2) 120 (80.6)
Age (years, means * SD) 21.8 +2.39 21.5 +2.42 222 + 2321
Own house 264 (52.4) 157 (58.8) 107 (45.1)
, Self-boarding 157 (31.2) 53 (19.9) 104 (43.9)
Form ofresidence 1y itory 45 ( 89) 35 (13.1) 10 ( 4.2) 40.188"""
Lodging 27 ( 5.4) 17 ( 6.4) 10 ( 42
Others 122 5(1.9 6 ( 2.5
<18 137 (27.2) 82 (30.7) 55 (23.2)
P°::f;r2:;ey 18 < won <25 149 (29.6) 78 (29.2) 71 (30.0) 5085
25 < won<31 122 (24.2) 60 (22.5) 62 (26.2)
(10,000 wony)
31< 96 (19.0) 47 (17.5) 49 (20.7)
Parents 400 (79.4) 228 (85.4) 172 (72.6)
Grandparents 6(12) 31 3(13)
S°r‘“1'§:e°f pocket  gothers &sisters 3 ( 0.6) 1(04) 2( 08 13.251°
Y Part-time job 81 (16.1) 29 (109) 52 219)
Others 14 ( 2.8) 6 (22 8 ( 3.4)
Total 504 (100.0) 267 (53.0) 237 (47.0)

1) Number of the subjects (%)

2) *:p < 0.01 compared with contract-managed foodservice (t-test)

3) *: p < 0.05, +++; p < 0.001, NS; not significant at p < 0.05
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Aol 50.4%% 1E BIE o]FTh AegFaAe] &8t 2), F 43] o4 o] 39.1%, ‘F 33 7} 20.0%E 59.1%
AL 49.8%, AL 50.2%3.00, AGFA4Y d&  Ql sEo] F£33] o)A} slu AFE o)g3= Aoy FA}
A2 49.4%, ATAL 50.6%= H|E Favels Hou, AL o8 T 12.3%F 2HAIEIT
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Table 2. Frequency of using college foodservice N (%)
F ek
Variables fequency (/week) Total 2 %-value
Over 4 times 3 times 2 times 1 time Almost never
Total 197 (39.1) 101 (20.0) 82 (16.3) 62 (12.3) 62 (12.3) 504 (100.0)
Operating Contract-managed 127 (47.6) 54 (20.2) 41 (15.4) 28 (10.5) 17 ( 6.4) 267 ( 53.0) 28.510™
system Self-operated 70 (29.5) 47 (19.8) 41 (17.3) 34 (14.3) 45 (19.0) 237 ( 47.0) '
Male - 121 (48.4) 54 (21.6) 36 (14.9) 16 ( 6.4) 23(9.2) 250 ( 49.9) .
Gender 30.599
Female 76 (29.9) 47 (18.5) 46 (18.1) 46 (18.1) 39 (15.4) 254 ( 50.6)
1) #x+: p<0.001

Table 3. The reasons of using college foodservice

Total Operating system Gender
Reasons (n = 504) Contract-managed Self-operated Male Female

(n = 267) (n = 237) (n = 250) (n = 254)
Low price 0.52 + 0.50°"% 0.32 = 0.47°7**® 0.75 + 0.44° 0.53 + 0.50° 0.51 £ 0.50°
Time saving 0.37 + 0.48° 0.42 + 0.50”* 0.30 + 0.46° 0.36 + 0.48° 0.37 + 0.48°
Near location 0.34 + 0.48° 0.43 + 0.50”*" 0.24 + 0.43° 0.33 = 0.47° 0.35 + 0.48°
No other place for eating 0.18 + 0.38° 0.20 + 0.40° 0.15 £ 0.36° 0.15 = 0.36° 0.20 + 0.40°
Good menu 0.03 = 0.16° 0.03 = 0.16° 0.03 + 0.16° 0.03 + 0.18¢ 0.02 £ 0.14°
Good taste 0.01 £ 0.09° 0.01 £ 0.11¢ 0.00 + 0.07° 0.01 £ 0.11¢ 0.00 + 0.06%
Good sanitation 0.01 + 0.11% 0.01 +0.12° 0.01 * 0.09* 0.01 = 0.09° 0.02 £0.13°
Kindness 0.01 £ 0.12% i 002 +0.15° 0.00 + 0.07° 0.03 = 0.17*" 0.00 + 0.00°
Others 0.03 £0.16 0.04 = 0.20* 0.01 = 0.09 002 +£0.14 0.03 +0.18

1) Values are Means + SD (Multiple response), Scores: 1; Yes, O; No.
2) The values with different superscripts in the same column are significantly different (by GLM test).
3) *: p<0.05, #+: p<0.01, +*+: p<0.001 compared with self-operated foodservice or female
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Table 4. The reasons of not using coltege foodservice
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Total Operating system Gender

Reasons (n = 504) Confract-managed  Self-operated Male Female

(n = 267) (n = 237) (n = 250) (n = 254)
Tastelessness 0.17 + 0.38°"? 0.15 £ 0.36° 0.19 + 0.40™ 0.11 = 0.32°°*** 0.23 = 0.42%
Too much waifing ime ~~ 0.15 * 0.36™ 0.06 + 0.24°*™ 0.25 * 0.43° 013 £ 0.34° 0.17 + 0.37°
Sirilar menu 0.13 £ 0.34° 0.16 + 0.37° 0.10 + 0.30" 011 + 031 0.15 £ 0.36™
Intricacy & noise 0.09 + 0.29' 0.06 + 0.23°*" 0.13 + 0.34° 0.08 + 0.28° 0.10 £ 0.30°
Small portion 0.06 + 0.23° 0.05 + 0.22* 0.06 + 0.24% 0.08 + 0.27®* 004 £ 0.19°
Distance 0.03 + 0.18% 0.02 + 0.15% 0.04 + 0.20° 0.02 + 0.15% 0.04 + 0.20*
Poor sanitation 0.02 + 0.14% 0.01 = 0.09** 0.03 + 0.18* 0.00 + 0.06°" 0.04 = 0.19™
Unkindness 0.01 = 0.09° 0.01 + 0.09° 0.01 £+ 0.09° 0.01 £ 0.09° 0.01 + 0.09™

Others 0.02 £0.14 0.03 £0.16 0.01 £ 0.11 0.03 =017 0.01 = 0.1

1) Values are Means + SD (Multiple response), Scores: 1; Yes, 0; No.

2) The values with different superscripts in the same column are significantly different (by GLM test).
3) +: p<0.05, *+: p<0.01, **+: p<0.001 compared with self-operated foodservice or female
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Table 5. Degree of customer satisfaction with price of a meat

#H(Table 6), ¥H(3.11 £0.71) 7 72)(3.24 £0.77) | of
g AR IR & BHE ol ooy, F(2.99
0.78) 3} ¥kxH(2.84 £ 0.78)2 ®E ugko 2 etk

Z}zke] SAo gk “ARkARl IEE & FAIHH
b2 A e AGFALT) vegony,
AR E st gge] wH(p<0.01), F(p<0.001),
¥EH(p < 0.001), A (p<0.05) E5ol| sl H-<JsiA vt
571 o &34t

Need of taking more expensive &

Variables Current price Price to quatity higher quality meals
Total (n = 504) 3an=110" 292 +0.95 298 +1.13
Operating Contract-managed (n = 267) 263 + 097" 2.58 + 0.92™" 2.87 +1.03™*
system Self-operated (n = 237) 3.65 + 0,97 3.30 £ 0.85 311 £1.23
Gonder Mcle (n = 250) 3.22+1.18" 3.04 + 099" 299 +1.18
Female (n = 254) 3.01 £ 1.01 2.81 + 091 298 + 1.08

1) Values are Means + SD, Scores: 1; Strongly unsatisfied, 2; Unsatisfied, 3; Moderate, 4; Satisfied, 5; Strongly satisfied
2) *: p<0.05, **: p<0.01, *+*+: p<0.001 compared with self-operated foodservice or female

Table 6. Degree of customer satisfaction with food items

Food Total Operating system Gender
iterms Categories (h = 504) Contract-managed Self-operated Mdale Female
(n = 267) (n=237) (n = 250) (n = 254)
Appearance 322 +0.69°"" 337 £ 066" 3.05 + 0.68° 328 £ 0.71™ 3.15 + 0.66°
Taste 3.19 £ 0.75° 322 +072° 317 £ 077" . 324+ 0.79% 3.15 £ 0.69°
Bolled Quantity 3.26 + 0.87* 3.33 + 0.85% 3.18 £+ 0.88" 3.15 + 0.93%** 3.36 + 0.79°
rice  Temperature 3.31 £ 0.7¢6° 3.34 + 0.75° 3.26 £ 0.78° 3.33 £ 0.77° 3.28 + 0.76°
Variety 2.70 = 0.93° 2,62 + 0.95 2.79 + 0.90° 2.95 £ 0.91%" 2.45 + 0.88°
Overall gppraisal ~ 3.11 = 0.71° 3.1 = 0.70° 311 +£071%® 320 + 078" 3.02 = 0.67°
Appearance 288 +0.77° 292 +0.77° 2.83 + 0.76° 3.05 £ 0.79°"* 271 £0.70°
Taste 3.03 £ 0.82° 3.00 + 0.85° 3.07 +£0.79" 3.19 + 0.84°""* 2.88 = 0.77°
Soup Quantity 327 =0.77° 322 +£0.78° 333 +0.77° 3.30 = 0.79° 3.24 + 0.75°
Temperature 325 +0.79° 3.20 = 0.81° 3.31 +077° 3.32 £ 0.79° 3.19 £ 0.79°
Variety 2.75 + 0.88° 2.68 + 0.90° 2.84 = 0.85° 2.94 + 090" 2,57 +0.82°
Overall gppraisal~ 2.99 + 0.78° 2.95 + 0.79° 3.03 £0.77° 311 081" 286 +0.73°
Appearance 295+ 081° 3.02 £ 081° 2.88 + 0.80° 3.11 + 0.85™ 2.80 £ 0.73°
Taste 3.05 = 0.79° 3.03 = 0.79° 306 £0.79° 3.20 £ 0.82°" 289 +0.73°
Side Quantity 273 £ 091° 2.84 + 0.89™ 261 £091° 2.75 = 0.96° 272 + 0.85™
dish  Temperature 2.82 + 0.84° 2.88 + 0.84° 2,76 + 0.83° 2.95 + 0.85™" 2.70 + 0.81
Variety 2.80 = 0.90% 2.75 + 0.93° 2.86 + 0.87™ 3.04 £ 090%™ 257 +0.84°
Overall appraisal ~ 2.84 = 0.78° 2.88 + 0.76° 2.80 + 0.80™ 2.98 + 0.81"** 2.70 + 0.73°
Appearance 320 = 0.76° 1321 £072° 3.19 £ 0.81° 327 +£0.78° 314 £ 074
Taste 3.34 £ 0.81° 3.40 + 0.77° 3.28 + 0.86° 3.37 + 0.86™ 3.31 £ 0.77°
Kimchi Maturing 3.30 £ 0.86° 3.31 £ 0.85* 3.28 + 0.87° 3.38 + 0.91™" 3.22 + 0.80°
Quantity 3.42 + 0.85° 3.42 + 084> 3.42 + 0.86° 3.44 + 0.88° 3.40 = 0.83°
Variety 291 + 0.87° 2.98 + 0.84° 2.83 £ 0.89° 3.08 + 0.89™"" 2.74 £ 0.81°
Overall oppraisal 324 = 0.77° 3.28 + 0.72% 321 £ 0.82° 3.31 = 0.81™ 3.18 + 0.72°

1) Values are Means * SD, Scores: 1; Strongly unsatisfied, 2; Unsatisfied, 3; Moderate, 4; Satisfied, 5; Strongly satisfied
2) The values with different superscripts in the same column are significantly different (by GLM tfest).
3) #: p<0.05, *+: p<0.01, *++: p<0.001 compared with self-operated foodsernvice or female
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Table 7. Degree of customer dissatisfaction with food items

Food Total Operating system Gender

O . le]

items Categories (n = 504) Contract-managed  Self-operated Male Female

(n = 267) (n = 237) (n = 250) (n = 254)

No glutinousness 0.27 + 0.45°"? 0.22 £ 0.42°* 0.33 + 0.47° 0.20 = 0.40***  0.35 + 0.48°
Coarse tactile sensation  0.12 + 0.33° 0.12 + 0.33° 0.13 £ 0.33° 0.10 £ 0.31° 0.14 = 0.35°

Boiied Watery 0.11 £ 0.31° 0.12 + 0.32° 0.09 + 0.29* 0.10 = 0.30° 0.11 £ 0.32°

c’r'lfe Hord boiled 0.07 + 0.25° 0.07 + 0.26° 005+ 023 008 + 0.27° 0.05 = 0.22°

Not good smell 003 £ 0.16° 003 £0.17° 0.02 = 0.14° 0.02 + 013> 0.04 = 0.19°
Bad color 0.03 = 0.17° 002 +0.15° 0.04 + 0.19™ 002 +0.14° 0.04 + 0.20°
Others 0.06 + 0.24 006 + 0.25 0.05 +0.23 0.06 + 0.23 0.06 + 0.24
Little solid food 0.36 * 0.48° 0.32 = 0.47%* 0.41 + 0.49° 0.34 = 0.47° 0.39 + 0.49°
No original taste 0.25 + 0.44° 0.25 + 0.43% 0.26 + 0.44° 0.21 + 0.41° 0.30 + 0.46°
Flat taste 0.18 + 0.38° 0.24 + 0.43"* 0.11 £0.371° 0.15 + 0.36° 0.20 % 0.40°

Soup  Salty taste 0.07 + 0.25° 007 £ 0.25° 0.07 +0.25° 0.05 + 0.22° 0.08 + 0.28°
Hot taste 0.02 +0.13° 001 £ 0.11° 0.03 £ 0.16° 0.03 = 017" 0.01 £ 0.09°
Plenty solid food 0.01 £ 0.10° 0.00 + 0.00°* 0.02 + 0.14° 001 +0.11° 0.01 = 0.89°
Others 0.10 = 0.29 0.10 + 0.3 0.08 + 0.28 0.05 + 0.22"* 0.14 £ 035
Irregular salty taste 0.31 + 0.46° 0.28 + 0.45° 0.33 + 0.47° 0.24 + 0.43™* 0.37 * 0.49°
Tough tactile sensation 0.14 + 0.34° 0.17 + 0.38>" 0.10 = 0.30° 0.11 £0.32° 0.16 = 0.37°

o Flat taste 0.08 +0.27° 0.07 = 0.26° 0.08 + 0.28° 0.08 + 0.28® 0.07 + 0.26°

S d‘?sh Salty taste 0.06 + 0.24 0.06 = 0.24° 0.06 £ 0.24® 0.05 £ 0.22 0.07 + 0.26°
Hot taste 0.04 + 0.19° 0.04 + 0.20° 003 + 017> 0.06 £ 024" 001 £0.11°
Sweety taste 0.04 +0.19™ 0.05 + 0.22° 0.02 + 0.14° 0.03 = 0.18° 0.04 + 0.20®
Others 0.18 + 0.38 0.17 £ 0.38 0.19 £ 0.39 0.14 £ 0.35 021 = 0.41
Loose texture 0.13 = 0.34° 0.12 + 0.33° 0.14 + 0.35° 0.08 +0.28°"" 0,17 £ 0.35°
No maturing 0.10 =+ 0.30® 0.13 + 0.34°*" 0.06 + 0.24 0.07 + 0.25™* 0.13 = 0.34°
Too sour taste 0.08 + 0.27° 0.07 + 0.25° 0.09 + 0.29% 0.09 + 0.29° 0.06 + 0.24°

Kimchi  Flat taste 0.06 + 0.24% 0.09 = 0.29™™ 0.03 +£0.17%® 0.08 + 0.27® 0.05 + 0.22°
Salty taste 0.04+0.20° 0.03+0.16° 0.05 + 0.23™ 0.04 +0.21%® 0.04 +0.19®
Hot taste 0.02+0.13° 0.01£0.12° 0.02 + 0.14° 0.02 + 0.15° 001 £0.11°
Others 0.08+£0.27 0.07+0.25 0.09 £ 0.29 0.08 + 0.27 007 £ 026

1) Values are Means = SD, Scores: 1; Yes, 0; No.
2) The values with different superscripts in the same column are significantly different (by GLM test).
3) *: p<0.05, *+: p<0.01, »++: p<0.001 compared with self-operated foodservice or female
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Table 8. Stepwise multiple regression analysis of various factors as predictors of overall customer satisfaction with food taste

Categories 8 t sig. R* (Adjusted R? F-value
Taste of boiled rice 0.285 5.884 < 0.001
Total (n = 504) Overall appraisal of boiled rice 0.193 3.684 < 0.001 0.350 (0.345) 67306
Overall appraisal of soup 0.155 3.650 <0.001
Variety of side dish 0.108 2.480 0.013
Contract-  Taste of boiled rice 0.301 4.737 < 0.001
managed  Overall appraisal of boiled rice 0.291 4.641 < 0.001 0.420 (0.413) 63.374™"
Operating ™ =297 Overall appraisal of soup 0.185 3.415 0.001
system oo Taste of boiled rice 0.352 5.698 <0.001
operated  Overall appraisal of boiled rice 0.175 2.756 0.006 0.270 (0.260) 28.690"""
(n=237)  variety of boiled rice 0.140 2.268 0.024
Overdadll appraisal of boiled rice 0.254 3.327 0.001
':’:10'5250) Taste of boiled rice 0.187 2.567 0011  0313(0.304)  37.336™
Overall appraisal of soup 0.182 2.693 0.008
Gender
Taste of boiled rice 0.403 7.075 < 0.001
ii”l"é‘?m Taste of soup 0214 3993 <0001 0388 (0381)  52.808™"
Variety of boiled rice 0.197 3.692 < 0.001

1) *#%: p<0.001
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Table 9. Scores of negative self-perceived clinical symptoms

Variables Scores"”
Total (n = 504) 29.77 + 7.94°
Operating Contract-managed (n = 267)  29.54 + 7.83
system  Self-operated (n = 237) 30.03 = 8.08
Male (n = 250) 26.70 £ 7.13*"%
Gender
Female (n = 254) 3279 £ 7.55

1) Sum of the scores evaluated with 19 symptoms,
Score: 1; never, 2; sometimes, 3; frequently.

2) Values are means + SD.

3) =*xx: p<0.001 compared with female

Table 10. Correlation between the satisfaction degree for the
food items and the scores of negative self-perceived clinical
symptoms

Negative self-perceived clinical

Food ‘ symptoms
items Categories Total Gender
(=500 (MIED (e 56
Appearance -0.081 -0.132" 0.020
Taste -0.156™" -0.127" -0.158"
Boiled Quantity —0.009 —0.048 ~-0.078
rice  Temperature -0061  -0022 ~0075
Variety -0.184""  -0.114 ~-0.057
Overall oppraisal ~ -0.154"  -0.120  ~0.106
Appearance -0.176"  -0aM ~0.109
Taste -0.168" -0089 -0.119
Quantity -0077 -0003 -0.123"
Soup - .
Temperature -0.154 -0.095 ~0.157
Variety -0.167""  -0.100 ~0.091
Overall appraisal ~ ~0.173"  -0.126* ~0.116
Appearance -0.130" -0063  ~0067
Taste -0.149™ -0117  ~0.04
Side Quantity -0.090" -0.054 ~0.124"
dish  Temperature -0.134" -0.107  ~-0.057
Variety -0.166"™ -0.097 ~0.048
Overadll appraisal ~ —0.155™"  -0.092  -0.093
Appearance - —0.080 -0.046 -0.048
Taste -0.079 -0.094 -0.038
) . Maturing —-0.087 —0.047 -0.083
Kimchi
Quantity 0.003 0.024 0.018
Variety -0.107" -0050 -0.030
Overall appraisal -0.032 -0.007 0.019

1) *: p<0.05, »+: p<0.01
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