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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to analyze the relationship among inpatients’ perceptions of foodservice
quality, satisfaction and revisit intention. Questionnaires were hand-delivered to 350 inpatients and a total
of 230 questionnaires were usable (response rate 65.7%). Statistical data analysis was completed using the
SPSS Win 11.0 for descriptive analysis, independent t-test, x> test and k—-means cluster analysis. The results
of this study can be summarized as follows: The average score of overall importance of meal service in medical
service was 4.25 out of 5.0, yet the score of overall quality of meal service and value had lower than importance
score. A helpfulness to medical treatment (3.48), bringing customer happiness (3.18), overall satisfaction for
foodservice (3.66), satisfaction based on expectation before discharge (3.53) and offering foodservice apt to
hospital reputation (3.40) were measured as expressions of satisfaction. As a result of clustering analysis,
two clusters were classified and named as affirmative opinion group and negative one. Expectation for four
factors of foodservice quality between two groups had no significance. But affirmative opinion group had
significantly higher score than negative one in perception and satisfaction. Affirmative customers’ intention
to revisit in the near future was evaluated as high in both considering general medical service (4.04) and

reflecting meal service level (3.84).
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Table 1. Inpatients’ general characteristics

Characteristics N (%)
Male 79 (41.6)
Gender Female 111 (58.4)
Total 190 (100.0)
Age (years)” 456+172
Under middle school 37 (20.9)

) High school 60 (33.9)
Academic College 17 (96)
background Over University 63 (35.6)

Total 177 (100.0)
Under #¥#1,000,000 16 (10.3)
¥¢1,000,000~1,999,999 52 (33.3)
Household income  ¥2,000,000 ~ 2,999,999 38 (24.4)
Over %#3,000,000 50 (32.1)
Total 156 (100.0)
One bed 13 (7.0
Two beds 57 (30.6)
Room type Six beds 116 (62.4)
Total 186 (100.0)
Within 1 week 59 (31.7)
1~less than 2 weeks 57 (30.6)
Duration of 2~less than 3 weeks 25 (13.4)
hospitalization 3~less than 4 weeks 11 (6.9)
Over 1 month 34 (18.3)
Total 186 (100.0)
History of in S hospital 12122
hospitalization in other hospitals 08x1.1
(times)” Total 25t15
"Mean+SD.
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Fig. 1. Customers’' opinions about items related foodservice.
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Q1. Importance of foodservice on overall 4.37+0.60
medical service (t=2.619%) 4.10+0.74
Q2. Contribution of meals to medical 3.76+0.63
treatment (t=7.185**") 3.06+0.61
Q3. Getting a feeling of weli-being by 3.68+0.59
meals (t=11.439***) 2.57+0l68 |-
Q4. Overall quality of foodservice 4.10+0.59 i
(t=10.4427) 3.44+0.60 [}
Q5. Value: Quality based on price 3.95+0.65 l
(11203 | 243+066 [7 ]
Q6. Overall satisfaction on foodservice 4 .13+0.49 J
(t=13.684") 3.06+0.52 |
Q7. Satisfaction on foodservice based on 3.9810.67 ]
expectation (t=12.471***) 2.9640.38
Q8. Giving good foodservice apt to its 3.91+0.58
reputation (1=13.431***) 2.68+0l62 o
O Cluster 1 (N=94) St ! l D 2 83 A4 st > '
~ rongly isagree 0-S0 gree rongly
A Cluster 2 (N=77) disagree agree
Fig. 2. Customers’ opinions about items related foodservice by cluster.
"p<0.05, “"p<0.001.
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Table 2. General characteristics of cluster members
General characteristics . Q_lu_s_t_e_r_l . Clusit_er? Statistics
Affirmative opinion group Negative opinion group
Male 38 (41.3) 33 (42.9) x*=0.041
Gender” Female 54 (58.7) 44 (57.1)
No response 2(-) 0C-)
Age (years)” 487%17.2 4331162 t=2.055
Under middle school 19 (21.3) 14 (19.7) %°=0.289
High school 29 (32.6) 26 (36.6)
Academic background” College 8 (9.0 6 ( 85)
Over university 33 (37.1) 25 (35.2)
No response 5(-) 6(-)
Under 1,000,000 11 (14.9) 4(6.1) x*=2.893
1,000,000 ~1,999,999 24 (32.4) 23 (34.8)
Household income? #2,000,000~ 2,999,999 16 (21.6) 17 (25.8)
Over ¥¢3,000,000 23 (31.1) 22 (33.3)
No response 200 -) 11(-)
One bed 8( 89) 3(39 x’=3.492
b Two beds 23 (25.6) 28 (36.8)
Room type Six beds 59 (65.6) 45 (59.2)
No response 4(-) 1¢-)
Within 1 week 25 (27.5) 26 (34.7) x*=3.603
1~less than 2 weeks 28 (30.8) 22 (29.3)
) ... . 1  2~less than 3 weeks 16 (17.6) 7(93)
Duration of hospitalization 3~less than 4 weeks 707D 4 (5.3)
1 month or more 15 (16.5) 16 (21.3)
No response 3C-) 2(-)
History of hospitalization in S hospital 1.2+25 1.3£2.0 t=-0.306
(times)” in other hospitals 09x1.2 08%1.0 t=0.494
Total 94 (100.0) 77 (100.0)
PN (valid %). “Mean +SD.
Table 3. Expectation, perception and satisfaction on hospital foodservice quality factors by cluster
Ttems Cluster 1 Cluster 2 T-value
Affirmative opinion group Negative opinion group
F1. Meal quality 3.68+0.79° 3.66£0.77 0.131
Expectation” F2. Customer reception 3.78£0.98 3.69+0.92 0.532
b F3. Correct service 3.87+0.88 3.75+0.83 0.848
F4. Personnel attitude 3.93+0.95 3.93+0.98 -0.017
F1. Meal quality 3.96+0.76 3.14+0.66 7.318™
Percention! F2. Customer reception 4.16%£0.80 3.47+0.80 5.421™
Teep F3. Correct service 4324068 3.78+0.79 4638™
F4. Personnel attitude 454+0.73 417+0.79 3.024™
F1. Meal quality 0.29+0.84 -0.6320.90 6.369™"
Satisfaction? F2. Customer reception 0.34+0.76 -0.36+1.05 4.426™
ahstaction F3. Correct service 0.46+0.83 -0.01+0.71 3.566™
F4. Personnel attitude 0.55%0.88 0.10=0.79 3.104™

ikert 5 point scale: 1=disagree strongly ~5=agree strongly.
V3 atisfaction= Perception — Expectation.
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Table 4. Revisit intention by cluster

Revisit intention” . m . M T-value

Affirmative opinion group Negative opinion group
Considering overall medical service of S hospital 42240557 3.86+0.70 3821
Considering foodservice of S hospital 4.15+0.53 3.48+0.66 7.191™

D ikert 5 point scale! 1=disagree strongly ~b=agree strongly.

5

IMean+SD. "p<0.001.
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