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Abstract

The purposes of this study were to assess th importance and performance of food suppliers and
to explore the ways to improve the school foodservice purchasing management. The questionnaire
regarding purchasing was composed of two parts. The part one consisted of questions on general
characteristics of dieticians and school foodservice operations, and the part two was composed of
questions on the importance & performance of food suppliers. Completed questionnaires were
received from 286 dieticians of elementary school foodservice operations in Seoul. Statistical data
analysis was completed using the SPSS/win for descriptive and ttest. In dieticians’ demographic
data, 36.6% were over 30 years old, 32.4% were 28~29 years of age and 31.0% were below 27
years old. Most of the respondents(68.3%) had overall working experiences less than 58 months
and almost half of them(56.3%) were married. The school foodservice operations which employed
a chef were 50.3%. The food suppliers’ attributes that were recognized by the dieticians with high
value of mean importance scores were: food quality, maintenance of food quality, accuracy in filling
orders, quality of delivery facilities, on time delivery and packaging. Average mean score for
importance was 4.33(‘important’} out of 5 and mean score for performance was 3.50(‘so-s0’) out
of 5. By IPA techniques, the attributes that deserve higher attention were those that ranked high in
importance and low in performance(Quadrant A). The coordinates in Quadrant A were
geographical location of supplier, maintenance of food quality, provision of information on cost
variation and salesman’s knowledge.
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LA E FHoEM Jae) B JAG Y, F7HER A
7101@—% %%‘ ;(1"&],({ ﬂi&g%% EE—S}I a L}—
SuFAel BHL SYS JUF JURS T obrt F7b wxe] dEo) ¥4 shtd drp

WA} JinSil Lee, Department of Foodservice Management and Nutrition, Sangmyung University, 7 Hongji-dong, Chongro-Ku, Seoul 110-
743, Korea Tel : 82-2-2287-5353 Fax : 82-2-396-5705 E-mail : jsleefn@sangmyung.ac.kr



408 sBEIEEE LSR5 Vol.16, No.5(2001)

Sy FAL 1081d 19 0¥ FwFAEY AH 2
¥ ZAQ 7127F vEEHAL, I ol% SuF4
B AT (1981, 9. 28)3 St EAlE A1l (1983, 2,
25)0] AA FEHU FAFHL AeFal= 2 7
Al FAo R MAFY FA&E dAAFHoR g
ste] 19970l A= 258w F2l9 AW HdAAE
o] WEEYLMD, 2000 89 A= 83087 % -
-5 A 1Y 5197HH 9 sHAAl FAE A
3 Slen, T8y F4lo] A Fdl == 200240
Y FAEA o] g0t o]E Aoz HMYHEm

S
AL 19889 LAY olF £FF), 94

¢

89 Zuish HEo) Agrzol T B
Sol4 Akt A HAEES FHY 2F @
273 HUH. FuFHS AH FA
xR ¥, A4HA 34
ohUizh HEAA S 2542
SA3 Aul27t A AZEolor B, o9t
F40) e 2PEE & 9 S FH) GRS
W 9H 87 sl $5H02 AT 4 U
HAAE olF7] HaME AF3le Ar Mujse
FAP LA of TP, o)F s guFHdT
TQM(Total Quality Management)?] 71¥S& # &3l
4 287t Sk O F4 AdelA TQME A
d2 HEAA 349 ALHA AN, A9 5%
A Fd S32 T8 A5 5o, 294 FAMA =
T AREEY AT HHE B8 140 9SS £ 5
A= AES AL, AMulxeh FHO &AL )
Mo] B slojol g3 2 F&F F74 Hg 3
THOE AT F e AAFEE 2 E Rl
A& 5t A ‘

TQME 24% A4 Fde TQMS 4l de
RE 24 7499 A3H gAE ok ol
ZAW] #aL, &AgAte] Fojgre] ozt

3]
gl Sl TEEAS 8 E FHIAL MR Y
=
-1
5

odl
ox

2 o oxt ¥ ¥ > Ol o ofN
>
0y

e il

o3
Iy @l 4g o
Lo ol rir rlo o B ook

[
=

S
[<]

4

%

L

o}
2

e

e Roinh FIUAE 43 FUT A
t AEYR FHE AL TQMS ddshs
HgAN BEAIR), FABdE AFUR ol
2est e sld) AZE FYSHE Ao2RH A
Aokl AN T AR Ao, RS Al Tt
W TQME 4] AAE FEE ARE 7Y
N A% FFYAL HFol M A slojok gk

Hole.
FLFALE PPOE 0TI ATE FoIH P

&
ool thet At FAfHlel g Ao, e At

FHoE ARHUL, 198613 ok

Fage g AMEX oY AR 48

of #3 AFIOE wj ¢ Ao} lon 53 FH
A AAA Frpe s i AFE AF o]Fod
vk gick el ZEETA oM RE AR EE
89| gk o]l AAghe FAR WF FASTL 3}
Ack Foie A4S, FEE 2Y] T8 FES) A%
BYETLE BE QLT JlEel UL T 7
e, olHE FHEEE PN e F e
TFEY AFRERE JHE, 3F, 9F AL &%
ALRE Tl o2 dES FH2R Hol U
huEde 24 F4E M E 2T FEUAE
ARSI, 1 FFAAGY ARG ANAES 5o
A Al 22 F4, HTE M9 H4EE IF
drol HE ANHE S48 F2E A SFuFy
&

_6— L.
ol 43hs SYEL WEAAE B,

wepd B A7 a8 YA A4A 73

o
FYASY 9= 2
A AAtE 848 3259 £ sy, 9%
APt AZEE FoEsh ARl 2FAAY FAE 2
A7t 2 248 Hobse] old AN AT WFE

AA LA A= H T

8]

1. TAHY & 712k

ZA S AERXGY 258Y FPE B
o2 F5iem, duZARE 19999 7 10
A MEA ARIEH &% ST P A
HE YR HAst HEX
HZAFE 19994 8Y 9QEEH 8¢ 21971 1297+ A
AU A F2 GUIES LR Ak W
717+ ol 83t ZH Agu g HA s dF
AAE A7 ZoPtM I AFelM AEAE vi-staL
359tk AFEe Fadld 420894 HRa
32U (TT1%) 2 JF3HL, olF F4d 7IAE BRE
A 2|3k 286%-(680%)F EA ATARRE AR Th

e
(@3]
1o,
4
o
-
e

b
fr
e
+
o2
_OL
®
i



4
oX,
ol
=

X o
g o
ol 'JPI I‘ﬂ l'm
Kl
do

>

B
N

xz

oft 32
sl

o
ko
b
S
W oy ol ay

3 o ob sl o 2 @

1z o

=)
ox
of
ok
&
5

o
ro iyl
P ey
BN I ol
Au) Jo
> o= Ha
oy
o of
- o;j
lo fu}
ooy o

rlr ol
ko Mo

I
[
=
Sl
o

2832 F 2 23

X, ZHzke] B3 Likertd] 53 HEE A}

2
ot
o

32 lo
™
fo @
w
Hd
o2t
b
X,
oo

o to
it b
vl

i

AoR F2ToME AF F28HA

=y oy
)
bt
2
2
fr
L
&
4
0:(1){:",
)
N
&
fr
i)
s
@
|o
il

s

4 &2 m R ox m@ H1 mE o
o

N
ol
3R
£

3 TAKE M| L Mk

Ag9 EAXNET SPSS(Statistical Package for the
Social Science) V 80 ZEIW S o|&ate] W, ZFE
it %, WEE 5o 7ed BARE 4Es
=38 FHYY NTE tted S AMSIATE AT
SHE ALEE BAAE WHE v 2ok

SAL dRtALe Sty PHRALERS Bl g}

3

R

—_
~—

-]
P

o
o
ofi off Eﬁ‘ of,

ol
R
vl

o

ot

g o D2
M
o
F,
AN o
o)
24
il
w
=
of
12
jo <
>l
e
oX,
_O,L

o, & =~
of¥
ilt -!1“—‘ i
ol
32 % 2

£

Ao Has g

GFALe] Q1A ALES (Table 1ol AASH
WAL A BEE 274 ]38, 28~
294, 304 o) Atel Ztz} 310%, 324%, 366%E 294 ©]
317t 634%E AASYL AUtk FaodkArEAle] AY
o 3RE o3}, 34~57Y, 58 E ol Ato] 366%.
356%, 7%2 2T gE-E ARGE, MUlE,
et A o|Ato] 178%, 780%, 42% = ThRE 43
e E93 Aoz yepydth dEodRe vE, 7E
o) 437%, 567% K3, TR TEA e = FE )

<Table 1> General characteristics of the respondents

N=286
Variables Frequency(%)
<27 89(31.0)
Age 28~29 93(32.4)
230 104(36.6)
< 33months 94(32.7)
Work experience| 34~57months 102(35.6)
> 58months 90(31.7)
< cotll 1(17.8
Level of co'ege. 5 ( )
. < university 223(78.0)
education
> graduate 12( 4.2)
. Single 125(43.7)
Marital statu:
ARSI farvied 160(56.3)
Full-time 281(98.2)
Status .
Part-time 5( 1.8)
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<Table 2> Demographic description of the schools surveyed

N=286
Variables Frequency(%)

Private 11( 3.8)
School Types Public 265(92.7)
National 10( 3.5)
The year <1992 year 50(18.7)
started for 1992~1995 year 115¢43.1)
food service > 1996 year 102(38.2)
<1200 94(33.3)
Number of Meals| 1201-1550 93(33.0)
>1551 95(33.7)
as technical staff 5(1.7)
Cook as temporary staff 139(48.6)

None 142(49.7)
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<Table 3> Mean Scores for Importance and Performance of Supplier's Attributes

N=286, Mean £ S.D.

Attributes Importancel) Cronbach’ o Performancez) Cronback’ &
Size 4.13+0.65 3.59+0.66
Financial situation 409+0.70 3.54+0.61
Geographical location 4.37+0.62 337072
Supplier Relationship be.tween managers & employees 395+£0.71 085 348+0.64 0.87
Good past dealing record 4.124+0.71 3.531+0.65
Positive attitude for dealing 4.11+0.70 3.56x0.67
Manager’s image 3.844+0.75 3351067
Sub total 408+0.50 3.48+0.50
Food quality 4894032 3.701+0.66
Food cost 4.57+0.56 3.59+0.69
Product Food Packaging 4.69+049 0.77 3.60x£0.70 0.86
Accuracy in filling orders 4791042 3.831+0.67
Sub total 473£0.35 3.68+£0.57
Maintenance of food quality 4.81+045 3.48+0.69
Support of cooking staff for new food 31712097 291092
On time delivery 473+050 371£0.68
Dealing with complaints 4691048 356+0.71
Delivery capacity in emergency 4.631+0.54 3.51+0.78
. Provision of information on cost variation 437+0.64 3271081
Service .. . . 0.84 0.89
Minimum order time before delivery 421071 3.4610.67
Quality of delivery facilities 4.65+0.55 3.57+£0.89
Minimum order amount 4.194+0.69 3.52+£0.70
Provision of free sample 3.59+£090 2.99+0.87
Cooperation for bid procedure 3.99+0.78 347£0.77
Sub total 4324042 3.40+0.54
Salesman’s knowledge 4.36+0.65 3451075
Staff Att?tude of staf.f reFeived order 42810.62 0.88 3.64+£0.73 0.86
Attitude of delivering staff 4.30+0.63 3.62+0.75
Sub total 431+056 3.56£0.65
Accurate invoice and documents 4.54+0.60 3791074
Account Covered by supplier’s insurance 433+0.71 0.73 3594093 0.64
' Sub total 4434058 368074
Mean 4334037 3.50+£048

1) 1: never important, 2: not important, 3: so-so, 4: important, 5: very important

2 1: very poor, 2: poor, 3: $0-0, 4: good, 5: very good
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- <Table 4> The Comparison of Importance and Performance Scores for Supplier's Attributes
N=286, Mean+S.D.
Size -0.541+0.35 11.362%*
Financial situation 0.55£0.27 11.114*
Geographical location -1.00£0.62 19.818*
Suppier Relationship between managers & employees 0471011 0.788*
Good past dealing record -0.59+0.12 12.241*
Positive attitude for dealing -0.55+0.30 11.437*
Manager’s image -0.49+0.25 9.542%*
Sub total -0.60+0.23 17.258*
Food quality -1.19+021 28.726*
Food cost -0.981+0.35 19.181*
Product Food packaging -1.09+0.24 22.761*
Accuracy in filling orders -0.96+0.14 21.800*
Sub total -1.05+0.15 27.814*
Maintenance of food quality -1.33+£0.25 28.953*
Support of cooking staff for new food stuff -0.26+0.07 12.758*
On time delivery -1.02+0.40 21.840*
Dealing with complaints -1.13£0.18 22.104*
Delivery capacity in emergency -1.12+0.34 20.772*
Service Provision of information on cost variation -1.10+044 18.400*
Minimum required time before delivery -0.75+0.27 14.522*
Quality of delivery facilities -1.081+0.15 17.983*
Minimum order amount -0.67£029 12.405*
Provision of free sample -0.60+0.20 9.502*
Cooperation for bid procedure -0.52+0.18 10.265*
Sub total -0.92+0.14 24.355*
Salesman’s knowledge -091+0.36 17.127*
Staff Attitude of staff received order -0.64£025 13.200%*
Attitude of delivering staff -0.68£0.32 13.577*
Sub total 0.75+0.15 16.814*
Accurate invoice and documents 0.75£0.26 15.503*
Account Covered by supplier’s insurance -0.74+0.27 11.958*
Sub total -0.75+0.18 15.522%
Mean -0.83+0.27 26.054*

Gap=Performance-Importance

1) 1: never important, 2: not important, 3: so-so, 4: important, 5: very important
2) 1: very poor, 2: poor, 3: s0-s0, 4: good, 5: very good

* P<0.000
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<Fig. 1> Importance/performance analysis on supplier's evaluation

Supplier
1. Size

2. Financial situation

3. Geographical location

4. Relationship between managers & employees
5. Good past dealing record

6. Positive attitude for dealing

7. Manager’s image

Product

8. Food quality

9. Food cost

10. Food packaging

11. Accuracy in filling orders

Service

12. Maintenance of food quality

13. Support of cooking staff for new food stuff
14. On time delivery

15. Dealing with complaints

16. Delivery capacity in emergency

17. Provision of information on cost variation
18. Minimum required time before delivery
19. Quality of delivery facilities

20. Minimum order amount

21. Provision of free sample

22. Cooperation for bid procedure

Staff

23. Salesman’s knowledge

24. Attitude of staff received order

25. Attitude of delivering staff

Account

26. Accurate invoice and document

27. Covered by supplier’s insurance
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