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Identifying Relative Importance of Foodservice Attributes to
Design a New University Foodservice Operation
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Abstract
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The purposes of this study were to: (a) identify students’ patronage behaviors on university foodservice, (b)
evaluate customers’ perception and detect complaints on foodservice quality, and (c) recommend new design of
foodservice operation by identifying relative importance of university foodservice attributes. The questionnaire
was developed and distributed to 400 undergraduates. Statistical data analysis was completed using SPSS/Win
12.0 for descriptive analysis and conjoint analysis. The results of this study were summarized as follows:
Students were patronizing university foodservice 3.4 times per week because of ‘a short distance’, ‘a low price’
and ‘speedy meals’ and evaluated overall satisfaction and value as low level. Customers were dissatisfied with
eight among twelve foodservice attributes including handling customer’s complain ASAP, According to conjoint
analysis, price (37%) was considered as the most important factor and atmosphere (30%), food (22%) and distance
(11%) were the next factors. Profile 2, which had 4 attributes of a location within 6~10 min, comfortable
circumstances, a meal served with 4 side~dish and dessert and a meal price of W2,000 firstly, were recommend

as new foodservice operation model.
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Table 1. Demographics of respondents

Variables N (%)
Male 158 (40.6)
Gender Female 229 (58.9)
No response 2(0.5)
Age (years)” 21.1+£20

College of Humanities & Social Science 73 (18.8)

College of Economics & Business 84 (21.6)
Administration
Major College of Life Science & Natural 63 (16.2)
Resources
College of Science & Engineering 117 (30.1)
No response 52(13.4)
Freshman 96 (24.7)
Sophomore 120 (30.8)
Grade Junior 152 (39.1)
Senior 18( 4.6
No response 3(08)
Percentage of food expenses out of 4444903

pocket money (%)?
PN=386, Mean*SD. ?N=374, Mean* SD.
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Table 2. Reasons for patronizing the university foodservice

operation N (%)
Reasons Ist reason Last reason
Short distance 196 (52.7) 2(0.6)
Low price 102 (27.4) 2(0.6)
Speedy meals 62 (16.7) 4(1.2)
Tasty food 6(1.6) 41 (12.0)
Menu variety 4(1.0) 11(3.2)
Good atmosphere 0(0.0) 80 (23.5)
Sanitary meals 0(0.0) 91 (26.7)
Kind personnel 2(0.5) 110 (32.3)
Total 372 (100.0) 341 (100.0)

2 ‘sto] g1’ 51.4%, ‘M7t e HA 224%,
‘S YA 159% 0.2 FALE G 7, Lee?] 47(36)0
A= A =] 742 (58.4%) 7 ‘A ZF A 2F(34.6%)°] YA G
S o] &3l= F5 o].ﬁ_ ‘alo] §41-8°(76.2%)0) o] &3} A] L=
ol fr = A E Tt Kim 59 7o wh=(39), Seid 9] -
& A1 2] BH(48.48%) %} ‘714’ (18.69%)°], DA o 9] 7%
2419 BH(43.53%) 3 ‘Fd A 1A (15.29%)0] FulAl
Lol 88 o A FAAEE 9902 ByFEYd )t Rho%)
Woo?] ZAHAD) A = aFAAaE o] 83l o7}t 7}
A= 34.6%, ‘A7 ¥ 25.3%, ‘YA 7t 717t A A 24.4% =
vebstoh Lee®] Q7(33)ell A& A3 2= ] sHA A o] 79
AX, 2744, =19 ", e vlyirt S8 2A
o] o] o HMQ'%;}

ol kel Aot vl s B af, s st A gho] Aol A
w9l o] fri= ol $) X138} 9l At Fholl e} AlALE
ANAE 5 Qlohe A 29§04 Sdo] 7B A 2HE3he
AL g viehton, st Eo] TS e £449
AA ol 94, £97]1€ A ZIdsiA = ¥ H2= 4}
5}

] SHPA RO FAMUA R T A G
FA 8 20 g S S FFHEE 2T A(Fig. 1),
Ak el HHEE 277422 vha EUEsha glged,
g 7FA o di ) QA == F4) 9] Al 7EA] el dalA =
Pog iRk £Fd v E o] A el ml &
A FE o] &3 A 24l o] A &3t 744 of v] &)

e
Ho) e AAE AN Aok A& L = RS

i
o
n{é

&
oo J
dr o

o

N
o))
o

3y FA AR 2] 1271R) Al B &4 o) el QA RS 2
Ak Aol A& v10. w4 o] A%}k (3.23), ‘v12. Al &
d A]7ke] A A #T(3.18), ‘v5. 7 o] A3l (3.12), v3
A|AFe) ofo] A3l (3.09)9] & FoA Bl 3
o] vt A st ek eyt 'vil. A8 B ““}f‘“’l
HLZ 2 2]E o} (2.32), ‘va. A A (Bt 3o Al 4}bs})
o HAscF(2.61), v7. A HAgkstA AA1E F gle B
9]7101eF(2.62), ‘v6. A Al @ A7) 7} A o]t} (2.63)

E v £3) 8/ 5o dla BEHs}R] Bz A2 21y



dat o Al Sl o mdl Aol

i 2.861+0.79
2 2.91%0.78
3 3.09+0.88
w | 2.83+0.90
o i 3.12£0.86
% | 2.63+0.92
e 262+0.88
B I 2.6110.90
9 i 2.80%0.85
vi0 | 3.23+0.89
vi1 | 2.32+0.88
viz | 3.18+0.83
satisfaction | 2.77£0.82
walve .- ] 268+078
1 2 3 4 5
Disagree So-s0 Agree
strongly strongly

v1. Delicious meals

v2. Nutrition-balanced meals

v3. Proper portion size of meals

v4. Various kind of meals

v5. Proper meal price

v6. Sanitary facilities and utensils

v7. Comfortable atmosphere

v8. Pleasant environment with air conditioning or heating
v8. Kind foodservice personnel

v10. Speedy meal service

v11. Handling customer's complaint ASAP
v12. Enough opening hours

Fig. 1. Customers’ perception of foodservice.
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importance (%)

Factors

Fig. 2. Relative importance level of 4 factors.
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Fig. 3. Average utility values of attributes by factor.
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Table 3. Preference for 8 types of new hypothetical foodser-
vice operation

Profile no. Characteristics of new foodservice
(Preference level) operation
A meal served with 4 side-dishes & dessert
7 Comfortable circumstances

(7.2792) Arrival within 5 min

A meal price of 1,500

A meal served with 4 side-dishes & dessert
2 Comfortable circumstances
(5.8513) Arrival within 6~10 min
A meal price of ¥2,000

A simple meal served with 3 side-dishes
6 Comfortable circumstances
(5.7386) Arrival within 5 min
A meal price of ¥1,500

A meal served with 4 side—dishes & dessert
3 Uproarious circumstances
(4.8807) Arrival within 6~10 min
A meal price of ¥1,500

A simple meal served with 3 side-dishes
8 Uproarious circumstances
(3.3401) Arrival within 6~10 min
A meal price of ¥1,500

A simple meal served with 3 side-dishes
4 Comfortable circumstances
(3.2312) Arrival within 6~10 min
A meal price of ¥2,500

A meal served with 4 side-dishes & dessert
5 Uproarious circumstances
(3.0699) Arrival within 5 min
A meal price of ¥2,500

A simple meal served with 3 side-dishes
1 Uproarious circumstances
(2.608R) Arrival within 5 min
A meal price of ¥2,000
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