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Abstract

The purposes of this study was to identify the level of satisfaction with the food quality in a company cafeteria located
in Daejon. 400 people were given questionnaires, of which 341 questionnaires were returned for analysis (90.25% response
rate). Our results show, 85.63% of customers eat at the cafeteria more than 3~4 times per week. 48.68% of people surveyed
chose their meal based on the proximity when they enter the cafeteria. 39.59% said the most important factor for eating
at the cafeteria was taste. 33.72% said it was quality. The type of food that was leftover the most was ‘Guk’ (soup). 52.20%
said ‘Guk’ was leftover due to the awful taste. Food quality (34.60%) and taste (34.02%) required the most improvement
according to those surveyed. Additionally, we divided food quality into 3 factors: ‘sanitation & service’, ‘food’, and ‘menu
composition’. People who marked down ‘no other place to eat’ was the reason they ate at the cafeteria also had the lowest
satisfaction scores across all items (p<0.001). Improving the ‘Guk’ and ‘meat’ was rated as the most important criteria to
improve satisfaction with leftover food. Unsurprisingly, the ‘taste’ of leftover food had the lowest satisfaction scores. Those
who had the lowest quality satisfaction scores also wanted to improve ‘taste’, ‘quality’ and ‘sanitation’ the most (p<0.001).
Based on these findings, the foodservice manager can increase the overall satisfaction with the cafeteria food by focusing
on improving the taste, quality and sanitation of the food that it serves.

Key words: company cafeteria, foodservice quality satisfaction, using attitude

N = 7 egum gon, Wi Ao R YHFALE AR 3
Bk G Aol RFH47E FAHEA FHLY

AYA FAS GAFA F 7FY WS S8 AR Qo ool Z7HA Sl st W, A 59 Tl 44
o, ZRAPNA oA AR TRAY AR BelA AAFE HFE A AW Qon], Be A
elgomn 71gle] AAS FUATE AT AR ofd ABTAT FY Uk IF HAS A% BN AP
FeKim 5 2010). A FAL A2 A H W, R RE R e e e S e
o AR AET B BES WARC] Fol, HEAFE  Yang 15196)°] 5t £ B FHM AL 17
QXS] EAKEDA 2014)0] T2 2012 B4 41,0907 o] 7Sk F A SWe] FWA S4B HuAFELL

*Corresponding author: Na-Young Kim, Dept. of Food and Nutrition, Joongbu University, Geumsan 320-702, Korea. Tel:
+82-41-750-6607, Fax: +82-41-750-6168, E-mail: nykim@joongbu.ac.kr

- 94 -



Vol. 28, No. 1(2015) APFA A4 9] o)L Ao u}

ZA7]= Mulaghal stg o, Lee 5200002 &
A Aol = 419 9o, 249 7, 4)7], gt ofy
g}, Al Fs AuA7A = 23 E = Aol s,

Nt el Q) e Boket RS AN =2, A2
o AT Ao ARBT et FAL 299 s
DARE| 2HE RET, DA thaFat a7o) F-35

7] A8 Ao gt AuFoz 4%}1 44 vt
4> Qlth(Park

AA7IA] AFAA F41el dsiA= 88 (Lee 5 2001,
Nam & Lee 2001), G4} A El(Seo & Jung 2004), E=(Kim
5 2012), ZFHKKim HY 2000; Hong & Chang 2003; Lee &
Chang 2004), 5419 7 £z o] tjgt 9+ (Yang & Han
1999; Kim & Kim 2000; Kim & Kim 2001; Seo SH 2006; Back
< 2007; Lee 5 2007; Lee 5 2008; An 5 2009; Ko SH 2013)
5 thR A7t ool gtk FAY EA BEEo] o3
A= AGA o] Qo= HY(Kim & Lyu 2003; Gam 5 2007,
Hwang & Kwon 2008; Yi 5 2009), 8} (Lee YS 2006; Oh 5
2006; Yang & Park 2008; Lee & Park 2010; Shin & Bae 2010),
tj&tnl(Park 5 2000; Yang 5 2000; Han 5 2004; Park %
2004; Jung HY 2013), EEH—E]L/L](mm & Jung 2006; Kang &
glo], ZAlo] ZA &
3ol F0 IAYE & & Ak F410) B wEwol o
S ATE olg AH 2Aeh @ olRold AS(Yang 5
2000; Han 5 2004; Park 5 2004; Seo SH 2006; Kang & Lee
2011; Jung HY 2013)7} @2, 53] 41L& @71 A+ &
Hhe v ATtE9] A= ¢L(Hong & Chang 2003; Lee &
Chang 2004) 7:1_1_].9]. 71—0] _]__711_,] O]Q—EHE—E— *LJ:]E_D:] 24
ZA ukEE JAL 93t TAe] Q1S ufokst 4 9le Ao

2 Belth a8y AEZ7HR] o]& A= g EAo R %A
| A7} SRl g, ol Ahet T Wsete] BAS
AT =Ee wFY ARolt ol & Ue) F o § vEe|
2 F4) Aul2s 4 4] H]E(Seo SH 2006), o AHo]
E 7 a5 43t oA ZAKPark & Shin 2006), o] A
9 FAAHI A Fho] a1z nX = FFHAE &
3|2 A7 (Jung HY 2013)7} Q& & o]& el W& F
AlEE WHEE Q1A of tigt XpolE B G At o]F o

QA ¢t}

i 2 AFo A= AGA F419 o]§ dHo] e
FAEE WEE9 ¢4 XolE BHAEAF}Y, o]EH =
9] ato]7h FAFE WEE Q4o oH FolE YE=
A AP oz wepgo N FAAA S B 3} 1

ﬁ

)

_hL
¥
§i

ARZAGE FYA7)7] P8 AL AL BEHT
A et

2 FAEZF PEE QAH| I 95

ok

1. A} CHA

2 A7 A Bl A9 S HEEA ARIA &
M 33 0136}— A g J:H 2 a3yl 23 ®
B 223197 20144 24 25U EE 29 28U7HA] 49
A dezA F— APt & 400T4 HAEA % 36157}

3| E|0] 3482 90.25% %t 4 AEA F B
A 44 —t« HEAE AT 341577} AR o] &8
= Ak

= °4?L°ﬂ AHE AEAE AYATLE(Kim & Kim 2000;
Park 5 2004; Lee %— 2008; An 5 2009; Jung HY 2013; Ko
SH 2013)& 2 2 Ao 2 =74, Beste] 2745t
ot e e 3711 Aol AN Sx4ah 34 olg
ol B 2Ae] | REo2 PAITHE
o, Qi %Ao% A, 9,k T 2R A9, B
9 252 0ET¢ 2AsHo0, ol Y FHAE o
& Tejsis 4, ol wl
£, 7H ol Wik 84, 84E Wik ol%, susis
ZAE Y SA1EE B EEE
AEAE 71X 7Hvaiting time), H AT 712
(reasonable price), A1F2] 9] ¥ (sanitation of dinning room), 2]

2] ¢ (hygiene of foodservice staff), Z]Q2] 21’4 = (kindness
of staff), W|5F2] thFAl(variety of menu), Sh(food taste), A =
9] E2(quality of food material), == (temperature of food), 21
A 9] ZZ(overall meal quality), 4R 2] H]E(vegetable
percentage in menu), A4 Q2] H]LE(fish percentage in menu),
E7] w]E(fried food percentage in menu)2] & 13502 1
stel Ageteith AERAS Aol BELE FAHle]
S FAAEE A HESte 27]7] Y2 (self-administration)
MEAE AT, 24 HEE SUAS ATEA
=43 olg Aeje} BT YES WEALS AgsHo
FAEY WEE) AL Likeno] 58 A=(17: M8 2
97 gk, 58 o 29ThE olgstel ZAsieieh

_EL

3. SHEN

SPSS 57| package(ver. 2005 &-8&-5to] WI=EAMS AA|E}
o, FAEE ST SHFE gt 2847} A1F
T B4 AAE °]£ Ao w2 FAE4d HEE
zpol & B4517] $i5te] U YEAHEA(ANOVA)S HAI3HE
on, tiie] g 2ol AFHFS 13 Duncan's multiple
range testE ©]-8-5to] EAsIct

S



96 2438 -

1. SERIQ| CIFEA SN &

ZARSEALS JATEA S &
Table 19 AAISFATE AEY A
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Aok TE7IZE 159 o]4fo] 125T(36.7%) 22 71 Wt
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Table 1. General characteristics of the subjects

Characteristics Criteria N(%)"

Male 286( 83.9)

Gender
Female 55( 16.1)
20~29 27( 7.9)
Age 30~39 122( 35.8)
(years) 40~49 157( 46.0)
50< 35( 10.3)
Alone 80( 23.5)
With spouse 59( 17.3)
]{S(;Lllls:tl:l(r)ld With spouse & children 195( 57.2)
With relative 6( 1.8)
Others 1( 0.3)
<1 19( 5.6)
) . 1~4 57( 16.7)
W"ﬂ?;ir f)e“(’d 5-9 76( 22.3)
10~14 64( 18.8)
15< 125( 36.7)
General employee 50( 14.7)
Assistant manager 66( 19.4)
Job position Manager 70( 20.5)
Deputy manager 115( 33.7)
Department manager < 40( 11.7)
<100 2( 0.6)
Amount of i 101~200 35( 10.3)
(un:;‘ml Oi)oénf;’(?s 201~300 98( 28.7)
301~400 114( 33.4)
401< 92( 27.0)
Total 341(100.0)

Y N(%): Number and relative % of the subjects
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5(2006)8] Fsta FAA =9 ziRte] 7 Wtk &
AT Ax3FATE 2L An S(2009)2 AFAA] FA] Aol A
<3 geo wet 2 gFAae A, BA, =, S7Y & 9
gFAAE 557, U, A, 39 AR wo] Fitha st
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Table 2. Using attitude of customer

o olg el ME FHEFY VIE 4w 97

Characteristics Criteria N(%)"
Near location 166( 48.68)
Low price 43( 12.61)
Good taste 20( 5.87)
Reason for ~ Good sanitation 7( 2.05)
using cafeteria  Variety of menu 10( 2.93)
Time saving 86( 25.22)
Good nutrition 2( 0.59)
No other place for eating 7( 2.05)
Taste 135( 39.59)
Variety of menu 46( 13.49)
Importance of Price 25( 7.33)
using cafeteria  Quality 115( 33.72)
Sanitation 15( 4.40)
Others 5( 1.47)
2 times a day< 66( 19.35)
o Once a day 146( 42.82)
Visiting 3 4 imes a weck 80( 23.46)
number of .
cafeteria 2~3 times a week 36( 10.56)
Once a week 7( 2.05)
Almost never 6( 1.76)
Bab 5( 1.47)
Guk 163( 47.80)
Kinds of Kimchi 89( 26.10)
leftover food  Fish 39( 11.44)
Meat 25( 7.33)
Vegetable 20( 5.87)
Not tasty 178( 52.20)
Too large portion size 39( 11.44)
No appetite 27( 7.92)
I?Z;?‘ilerfofrogge Too busy 18( 5.28)
Not like menu 38( 11.14)
Not good health 3( 0.88)
Others 38( 11.14)
Taste 116( 34.02)
Saltiness 25( 7.33)
Quality 118( 34.60)
_ Variety of menu 48( 14.08)
Recommendati Large in amount 4C 1.17)
ons for the
improvements Variety of cooking method 11( 3.23)
of cafeteria  Temperature of food 8( 2.35)
Sanitation 3( 0.88)
Service 3( 0.88)
e o sl &5 1
Total 341(100.00)

Y N(%): Number and relative % of the subjects
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Table 3. Factor analysis based on satisfaction of foodservice quality

. Factor Cronbach's Eigen % of Cum % of KMO &
Factor Variables . . .
loadings a value variation variance Bartelett
Waiting time .604
Factor 1 Reasonable price .569
(Sanitation &  Sanitation of dinning room .857 871 3.625 27.884 27.884
service) Hygiene of foodservice staff .887
Kindness of foodservice staff 823 KMO=0.920
Variety of menu 794 Bartlett's test of
Food taste .882 hericity -
Factor 2 . . spaencity :
(Food) Quality of food material .827 927 3.559 27.377 55.261 3,034.733
Temperature of food .568
=.000(df=78
Overall meal quality .805 P=000(dF=78)
Factor 3 Vegetable percentage in menu 733
(Menu Fish percentage in menu 769 738 2.182 16.782 72.042
composition) Fried food percentage in menu 778
1) BAIAE 0231 01RO T2 0] oz FAEN HEES} o WE & ok AL I 5 9

B8 ol olfo] ME FAFL VHE Aol
£ 2A8l7] 915 YRRAHLHANOVAIS AT A}
L Table 40f AA3HTE FRAE o|&st= 0|8 F ‘39
o The Aol QoA FAILE o]k Aol 37H) &
QAT ABI2, 4, i TH) ZEH foH o 7}
e FABA VEES e dckp000)). o] Ak
Ald FHo| O-E Ago] fle A-fole B4 o8 Al A

Table 4. Foodservice quality satisfaction factors” by reason
for using cafeteria

Factor 1 Factor 3
Factor L Factor 2
. (Sanitation (Menu
Variables . (Food) ..
& service) composition)

Near location 3.60+£0.56™ 3.00+0.78%¢ 2.95+0.57*

Low price 3.87+0.69"™ 3.55+0.93°¢ 3.23+0.75™
Good taste 4.1520.64 4.17£0.76™ 3.52+0.83°
Good sanitation 3712045 3.77+0.59" 3.29+0.56"
Variety of menu 4.16£0.57° 3.98+0.63" 3.47+0.93°
Time saving 3.6120.61% 3.06+0.74% 2.89+0.53"
Good nutrition 450£042°  4.50£0.71°  4.17+0.24°
No other place for eating 3.40+0.92° 2.71%1.16* 2.81+0.38°

F-value 4.61%%%  1041FRE 5 5EwE

Y Mean£S.D., 5-point Likert scale: 1=Unsatisfied strongly, 3=So-so,
5=Satisfied strongly.
*4 Means with different letters are significantly different in a
column by Duncan's multiple range test.
**%p<0.001
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MEEL W Yehtons nde) o[ 88S $X517] 9
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2) A4 0|8 Al ER06HH 12{sk= Hofl E R0|

FA& ol Al F25HA st Hol| T Ao|E AL
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7HE, BEE S5 ADshe B9, YT AE|A 2
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Sl vl &o| EA Uehd, olE =t SRS R & 9%
< v]A Ao ghdEt) Lee 5(2007)9] Aol A= A
F4] Au|A a9l 7k 419 Fo] 7P Al AH]
22 Uehgthal st o, Yang 50005 AHj2 F4 o
o 5 229 o] Adtd wEro 7 & JFE vjHoh

3 she] B A7oh ulse Angck

3) 0|8 BI=0f [IE Xt0]

o] & Rlxzof w2 F2EZA WEE+ Table 60 A5
ot o]& WlZof metd e wlF 747 2AAT FoHd
zZFol 8 B PL|(p<0.05), ‘F 13)’ 0] &3t o] FAAE

A% WESAL A2 o5 g mAZ Hl3 H

Table 5. Foodservice quality satisfaction factors” by
customer's importance of using cafeteria

Factor (Saliz:;(t)iror} & Factor 2 FZ\C/I;S
Variables service) (Food) composition)
Taste 3.65£0.60°  3.12#090°  3.0120.66°
Variety of menu  3.79+0.71%®  3.43+0.79®  3.18+0.72°
Price 3.66£0.59°  3.30+0.74°  3.03+0.64°
Quality 3.6340.58°  3.07+0.80°  2.9540.55°
Sanitation 4.15+0.77° 3.95+1.10° 3.36+0.87*
Others 3.88+0.69°  3.36+0.86°  3.00:0.24

F-value 2.30% 3.88%* 1717

D Mean+S.D., 5-point Likert scale: 1=Unsatisfied strongly, 3=So-so,
5=Satisfied strongly.

*® Means with different letters are significantly different in a
column by Duncan's multiple range test.

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ™: No significant

Table 6. Foodservice quality satisfaction factors” by
visiting number of cafeteria

Factor (S;n?zf[)ironl & Factor 2 F(al\cgrrluS
Variables service) (Food) composition)
>2 times a day 3.77+0.69" 3.2040.94*  3.05+0.61°
Once a day 3.66£0.52*  3.19+0.80°  3.02+0.59°
3~4 times a week  3.75+0.67° 3.28+0.91° 2.98+0.71°
2~3 times a week  3.49+0.68" 3.01£0.82*  3.00£0.56°
Once a week 4.17£0.78" 3.69+1.27"  3.90£1.05"
Almost never 343+0.63°  2.97+0.74*  2.78+027°
F-value 221 0.99" 3.01*

) MeantS.D., 5-point Likert scale: 1=Unsatisfied strongly, 3=So-so,
5=Satisfied strongly.

** Means with different letters are significantly different in a column
by Duncan's multiple range test.

*1<0.05, ™: No significant
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HE 71 08317 tge] vliro] WS AX|sHA] Esto]
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7b kil H sk

4) 71& B0l H7l= SA0 mE 0|

71 gol Wl 8410 R 1E FAEY HEEE
Table 70 AASHATE. 847 flo] it FABY BEE
o AT §21H2) Fol B B AL (p<0.001), Te W]
£ 4% g4 89 HEEs} Boton, 37 45028 ¢
71 Aol 1 BuEsts Ao JAAHET ol Wit
B e Wl Aol 24 adle] BurEncs B
o] £ AL AAlerol BALL kel gl 5
o oslH Wl Ao BeElE B Ao= Holn, 33}
70218 Wit A9 84 ad Burso) 714 Ao
B2 o4 29 HEES ol7] dadE 53] 2t 57
2e)0) Fhto] BX) GES FAAAG] AFL Kok & AL
2 2kt o)g A vlERAllA 71 Bol Wl 84
= oz U, 32 WX 9EE 19 Beoly £2 ¢
Awg sk o] Wad Ao Amec

2 ol

471 OIRUI THE 0|
SAS WE A9 W olfel e FHFY wEE

] po]= Table 701 AIAISHATE YT AL, <S4, o]



100

Table 7. Foodservice quality satisfaction factors” by kinds and reason for leftover food

Factor Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Variables (Sanitation & service) (Food) (Menu composition)
Bab 3.70+0.89° 4.00£0.96" 2.93+1.21°
Guk 3.6240.61° 3.08+0.79° 2.96+0.53"
. Kimchi 3.76+0.66° 3.36+0.95% 3.09+0.78"
1e1]‘flo$:rs g; g Fish 3.7940.65" 3.1340.96% 3.2140.77°
Meat 3.57+0.56° 2.97+0.88° 2.96+0.49°
Vegetable 3.87+0.36° 3.70+0.52% 3.10£0.41°
F-value 1.36™ 10.41 %% 1.34%
Not tasty 3.5240.57° 2.77+0.77° 2.88+0.56
Too large portion size 3.8940.58% 3.69+0.63° 3.1440.65
No appetite 3.72+0.62° 3.50+0.76" 3.16£0.53
Reason for the Too busy 4.2120.68" 4.110.80° 3.7240.99°
leftover food ~ Not like menu 3.84+0.63% 3.57+0.74* 3.24+0.61°
Not good health 3.60+0.87° 3.60+0.53" 2.89+0.19°
Others 3.88+0.58% 3.66£0.71° 3.05+0.65°
F-value 6.60%%* 202.08%%* 7.19%%%

D MeantS.D., 5-point Likert scale: 1=Unsatisfied strongly, 3=So-so, 5=Satisfied strongly.
#¢ Means with different letters are significantly different in a column by Duncan's multiple range test.

*#%p<0,001, ™: No significant
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Table 8. Foodservice quality satisfaction factors” by recommendations for the improvements of cafeteria

Factor Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Variables (Sanitation & service) (Food) (Menu composition)
Taste 3.5740.57¢ 2.87+0.76° 2.86:+0.50°
Saltiness 3.7440.66 3.53+0.80°%¢ 3.23+0.69°
lit 3.58+0.54¢ 3.05+0.76% 2.94+0.56°
Quality
Variety of menu 3.80+0.66™ 3.50+0.87°% 3.06+0.57°
Large in amount 4.35+0.64" 4.10:£0.84" 3.83+0.88"
Variety of cooking method 3.95+0.52%4 3.82+0.52°¢ 3.03+0.48°
Temperature of food 4.68+0.44" 4.63+0.43% 4.46+0.40°
Sanitation 3.60:£0.35¢ 3.3340.23% 3.00+0.00°
Service 4.47+0.92 4.47+0.92° 433+1.15°
Provide information of meal & 4.60:0.47" 47240.52° 4.1320.96"
nutritional education
F-value 6.60%%* 11.90%%* 12.50%#*

Y MeantS.D., 5-point Likert scale: 1=Unsatisfied strongly, 3=So-so, 5=Satisfied strongly.
#¢ Means with different letters are significantly different in a column by Duncan's multiple range test.
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