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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were 1) to analyze the effect of the ERP quality (system quality, information quality, service
quality) on the performance (end user satisfaction, user’s performance, system utilization) of business, 2) to conduct
the causal-effect analysis between outcome variables (user’s satisfaction, user’s performance, system utilization) of ERP
in the contract foodservice management company. The questionnaires were distributed to 260 end users (dietitians,
foodservice management managers) in charge of managing the institutional foodservice such as the office (government
agencies, factories), schools (universities, middle and high school) and hospitals which were managed by contract
foodservice management company “C” in Seoul and Kyunggi. The surveys were performed from July 26, 2004 to July
30, 2004. Two hundred and fifty (250) questionnaires were responded (response rate: 96.2%) . The statistical analysis
was conducted using SPSS Win (11.5). And the descriptive analysis, factor analysis, reliability test, pearson correlation,
simple and multiple regression analysis were performed. The results showed that among the 3 factors (system quality,
information quality, service quality), the system quality and information quality were proved to have an effect on the
user’s satisfaction and user’s performance significantly (p <.05). The influence of ERP quality (system quality, infor-
mation quality, service quality) on system utilization were testified to be statistically significant (p <.05). The user’s
performance were affected significantly by system utilization (p < 0.001) and end user’s satisfaction (p <0.001). As a
conclusion, to improve user satisfaction, which is the ultimate performance variable of an ERP system, high quality of
an ERP system is the pre-requisite. And the user satisfaction and performance of business would be higher with the
better quality ERP system. When constructing ERP system for the contract foodservice management company, we should
improve system utilization and user satisfaction altogether so that user’s performance could be ultimately enhanced and
we should make efforts to enhance the quality level of ERP. (Korean J Nutrition 38(2): 180~189, 2005)

KEY WORDS : contract foodservice management company, Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP), system quality, user’s
performance, user’s satisfaction, system utilization.
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A o] g2 Al A dREA 1 FLoA0] diFHT
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A Arrle I ZHel Q71Rthe ol ARVl 7]
d Sz 553 88, AEToEA, AALHE A
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2147) AR HE Dolsle] FAFEE= 47 HE 2
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ERP¥ ‘Enterprise Resource Planning’ 22 2% ‘A
AME AHgge) gha o) ERPER: $ol& vjse] ERP
)’ 2 Bele AT EY0] JLEAt ZALY AT ES)
o] AFo B WHoZ A BARLH, 1 F vRY
AlzAMEAL 2 Y FAEEe] 71E2] AAAAZA
2H19 MRP IIE diAE At AlAdog 2)3shdaA
£0}9] ALgo] EAEQITLEY ERP= 19701 A4 Q
ZA18 (Material Requirement Planning: MRP) 3} 1980
dse] 283 AAAEAE (Manufacturing Resource
Planning II: MRP 1I)-& 7|4to.2 3o 534s}3t) ERPA
2819 PEE Ae A vl=e] 7kEY IF (Gartner
Group) 2 1994d¢] w¥¥ BuMeA ERPE “BlAY
2 715E 18 #4¥E olF 1 AU gFAAHeR
AAE &8 o ZEAlold 2T E0e] A (A set of
applications software designed to bring business fun-
ctions into balance and represents the next generation
of business system)” 22 A2]8}3 31, 19953 K 1A40j
A& ERPOl thdt Ao)E “Alx (Manufacturing), A%
(Financial), &% (Distribution), 281 A& 4% 715
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‘ERPAIZEIS] 23 Ar: 3 HAQ AMIYRE e}
Jt} (SYQ6)’, ERPAIAEIE 2] 27 X2 5382 3
A F7} AT (SYQ7)', ERPAAHELS A8E ¥E
o, 718 Zol ARREE A8} 718 R dgEe] ook
(SYQ8)’ ol sigett A EA Aol 685 &5 ERP
ANAEL AMg3l] Heldk ok o2 388} (1Q1)’, ‘ERP
Al2Hlo] AEd ARE At (1Q2)°, ERPAIAHE
dagt ARG 3] Ag3ict (1Q3)', ERPAIAHS ¥
23 ARE 2143] AlF3ct (1Q4)’, ERPAAHE @
3 ARE Al AT (1Q5)°, ERPAIAHS HAl9)
ARE AT (1Q6)’ = TA3A

AMUAEA Gl 3gFo 2 FASIREH Al &
£2 ‘ERPAIAH FEAAE A" tidt AR B2
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28 FEGAE AR disid 228 FEe A7
gyait (SEQ3)’ olth

T3 229 ¥ e ARAREE, Ji 97483,
N2ERE 3F9E R TR H, ARAISE
of oidt AL 1285, 4F9HY] AFEEL 1085,
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5O 88 FEANA F0 (US2)', ERPAIAHE Yo
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Table 1. General information of the subject N = 245

Frequency %

Sex
Female 236 96.3
Male 3 1.2
No response 6 24
Age
<20 yr 0 0.0
20— 30yr 200 81.6
30—40yr 31 12.7
> 40yr 3 12
No response 11 45
Role of job
Dietitian 189 771
Dietitian + manager 47 19.2
Etc 2 0.8
No response 7 29
Selling price of meal (Won)” (N = 213) 2691 + 641.5”
Food cost of meal (Won)" (N =211) 1406 + 299.3”
s e ) 7o+ 2150
V\zcr:lg;\]g); (p;\ler;ogo?f last company 338+ 320
e e saax a0
Period of using Iast information 227+ 211

system (mo)"” (N = 51)

"Mean + S.D
2 Maximum: 5500 Won, minimum: 1450 Won
¥ Maximum: 3500 Won, minimum: 850 Won
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2 A7 ATENS 3 BERA] S5 AN
WM AukALEE Table 1°ﬂ A|AIG vpe} Fr} e
oz} 96.3% % A 1.2%, 7Y 24%9 2¥E BY
oo, AFL 20t7} 81.6%% 7FF wWton, A=
FFARATE 3t Qe S/A 77.1%E 7P 3o A
FAF (Gt 45 T & 3t e SEAT 19.2%,
eSS st e SEAVE 0.8%E EAHAG o
] AA B works 2691902 SetEdy, 1 F
AZRFH= 1,406 922 A7) 52.2% AEE AA)§
g & 9lch d AN 254 EL Ha 37
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el i 29 FF 33/4¥e7 A8 YAl A
W oldel &F Aol B2 Aoz et ¥ a‘%oﬂ
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Table 2. Reliability and validity of measurement tool

Construct ltem Cronbach’s Factor  Factor
alpha 1 2
syaQi .800
(Y] 781
SYQ3 .698
sYQ4 691
System 0.825
quality SYQ5 615
SYQ6 877
syQy 718
S\_(QB _____________ ._687 i
% of variance 45570 14.890
Cun?ulcmve % of 60.460
variance
Q1 .881
12 854
i 1Q3 .827
lnfom’_)ohon 0.868
quality Q4 723
Q5 .873
IQé_ 739
% o_f variance 47570 27.449
Curr?ulcfive % of 75.019
variance
Senv SEQI .894
ervice
quality SEQ?2 0.845 .894
SEQ_3 .889
%_ 9_f v_c_nr_ignce ) 76.296 o
Cunjuulohve % of 76.296
variance

A A R ALE ARRARY S
Ebgth (Table 1).

2. B3 MNEE X I HF
B A7 AR &3 =7 ARE F45] st
o 3 FE39 A da3de ASse cronbach's
alpha ¥4 A3}l 2F 08042 =& A=A
RCET™ AT Bol AR Wee] diFt 29l
A FEWES FAAE 29 B UE AMEsS ]'

B 22708 U}

Table 2. Reliability and vaiidity of measurement tool (continued)

Cronbach’s Factor Factor Factor

Construct tem aipha 1 9 3
Ust .787
us2 769
Us3 735
us4 661
usd 862
‘ Usé 857
E?Ciil:fs(jzt?on us7 0.872 709
uss 660
use 649
us10 637
usii 636
USIZ 575
%ofvafionce 23106 22984 15636
Cimnye o
UP1 830
UP2 826
UP3 749
UP4 718
’ ups 637
U;z:f;monce UPé 0.932 ’ 811
UP7 811
upP8 767
upP9 AR
P10 i i 589
%ofvaronce 35432 36423 |
i 7085
su1 .848
Su2 .900
SuU3 .851
Stl;:rlgc?ﬁon su4 0.944 _9?4
Sus 913
SU B0
%ofvaiance 78318
Cumulative % of 78.313

variance




22 AL wFAA HE ARSI A2E E
AL 2749 29l FARFAL 2719 Qlog AujA
F4L U9 8107, AN TSRS 3702 2910 %,
ARERE A AR 2719 29leg AAEl {8432 170
9] 8107 FEF[glon, o] 60%o1de] 2HEe
HoE T glo] o) Alslastlr F43Ql 715 60%™
& A3she 702 Bdo] 4SHAUY (Table 2).
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JHE A 98 1A 2y FY 53
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%t} (Table 3). Choi®2] ATl A|AH 73 A
49 F TR 92 A2HFA, FR FA, Ay
2 EA3 %9 ZBHAT ASE Busilon, AMgAr
E5 dlojejdolA Be), FAZIHE Jd3 o) 4
FAE S Bk v} Qv & Aol Wi 71
}o oA B4 A3} ERP AlAY B ¥ A18A) 9=
7re) ABATE AREA (0.665), A" E3A (0.664),
AMulA F4 (0450)¢0F YeRtd, 25 f-2F 0.001
A AFAISFTE FARCRE Fold Ao E Yeldt) ERP
Al2E ARERE 43T ARl $AR s ARER
0.611), AlAE E4 (0.609), A8~ F4 (0.349) &0
Row, ERP A& 849 ENATANME JREA
(0.588), AIAEL EA (0.547), AHIA EA (0475) &2
2 Jeited, 25 {o5E 0.001404 A#EAs7E F
ARz fold Aoz Yehr)

B A= ERP #4 g (A28 ¥4, A1 £4,
M) FA) 7 ARERF SR, AR 4549, Al2"
840l PiAe YT ARRAL REZES AlAE -840)
AMEAE QT el vl Y-S Lok 8 tE
AENE HAAF AN A dojn EPUFEY
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EAAL AAsk=d 8835 AARE T ke Al3E
Zoltt. 2AE 7ML foleE p <0.05904 AFF

1) 14 1 HF

ERP Edo] AMgA} o) ujX& 93F& B437] 9
3lo] ERP ¥4 H4E A" £, ARFL, My
2 7 Aosty, AREAL Bl X 9 3H ¥
A8 A} APRFPY AEE= R = 05428, 54%2) A
g Ueldoza JH 19 AF 2¥L Ao o
' R02 yehton, AulA F-0] AN} g v)X]
£ 92 distoiME Fo80A ¥ Aoz Jelt
(p € 0.05). W&t ERP AlAH £42 AR} BEE o
S vt 72 164 7 1-19 7ME 1-2+ A
gxiglon, 7Md 1-32 71A4HgIch AgAdTe) AnE
B9 Choi™ 9] =RoMEe ARAAY AR AlXA" F
A, AR FA, M)A FA tigh AMEAL B mjR)=
kol ozt 7Hd AT A FE2 I AuA F-el
ek 7k HEE oW, Lee®d] =RoAE AJAH E
2 Aol AR} v Az AdaaAd gigk 7hdy
ZoM A28 F2, Ane A AuA E2 2F 0.001
oA FoJst Aoz vehdth E Al i 7Hd19 A
Z A3 ERP 32 ¥ A2y 43 AuFA
Fo| 7N E AMgA ST S 4 5 Y
(Table 4). 72 19] AFolME ERP AlAH £2 ¥g
QA Al2~E F2, ARFZ0] AMA}; UL HEE v
A, YEFAUA2 ERP A2 SR OE AY
g2 58 71T =k A lojr AlA" F
Ao} AMgAL BT 71 B FEE v)X)u, AlAE2)
FFAQA G 8ol oM R FH GA] ERP A
AHS) AMEAL RSO f9FQ) FFE e R ¢

%+ 9k

2) M4 29 45
A A (ERP) F3 W7 AMAF A5 2tel

Table 3. Correlation of independent variables and dependent variables

End user’s satisfaction

User’s performance Systme utilization

Pearson correlation .664 609 547
Systemn quality Sig (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 231 227 233
Pearson correlation 665 611 .588
Information quality Sig (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 236 233 238
Pearson correlation 450 .349 475
Service quality Sig (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 233 231 235
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Az} 239 FAJEE R? = 0451, 45%9] 298L ek
U™, p < 0.001 FFolA s veRt 7Hd 29 A
232 gldAdo] e Aoz yehgth ol A7
Kim'’9] =% A%} FARIG =Y ARAIAY ARG
T FAHQAE AAR AMECE % Q1S 73
B A (1) BA oist 7P AHAIAE AL
o2 3t Qe 53T el Pixl= FRAIAY AL
£2 EE FHLAES FFY dis A AT
< RS Ftol 0.3272 ST (ARAF W, AR
£, Are )2 HAHgL 33n o, SHYS
g sk 449 2089 f94E2 0.0002= p <
0.059 71F0=2 HSHE uf RE HFEL Fovld Zo
2 Jeldth ERP A28 F42 A5 Aol 9388 1)
k= 7P 2004 71 2-13 7Hd 2-2& AE= 1 7}
A 2-32 717 =9tk & A Ad#E (ERP) #3
F Al E43 AR FA9 F£F0] F1ESF AMEA
A9 RS € 5 itk metA] FF A =
A E A3 NS FF A S FEp] st
A AAE QB A2 FA3 AR FH £F
el FEsloor & Fo|o} (Table 4). & A72] 7
2 A%F A E 94 ERP A4 o] 82152 ERP
Al2E2] Mulxe] tist o] 8AE Buhs Al2E AT A
BEA o& AT Qo AE AL o 5= ik

3) WM 32 HF

7Hd 39 AFAY 232 AFPEE R’ = 0.425, 42%
9] A38e Yehy, F4E p < 0.05% F3HA 1

o2 Bldo] AFHNG Wbk ERP ALY &
AS A2E F-87d0 FE IR 7HE 32 AHHA
t}. Baek” 2 A" £, AR A, Auls FA3 M)A
& ARGl Al g AF A% AR FEY WA F
ol g 7HES FoF FFE iAe AoE AFHI
1, AAE FA di# 7ML 714 =3I £ Lee”d
wEME AAY A, AR A, A8lA FA diE
EF ooz yehAR A7k S3se] dg) A
B AL R a7UAA disiMTl ozl Ade
BT, M)A FAL AHA whgAdel dig MRt #
A AAE YEMISIT (Table 4). & AFoAE A
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ol g AT OSE FASE AUt} Choi™® ) =7l
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Table 4. Muitiple regression analysis of the ERP quality on the performance

Dependent variable Independent variable Standardized (8) Unstandardized coefficients (8) SE T SigT
Constant 696 141 4930 .000
System quality 405 392 056 6.969 .000
End user’s satisfaction Information quality 392 336 A9 6797 .000
Service quality 056 .045 42  1.077 .283

R = 0.548 Adjusted R* = 0.542 p-value = .000
Constant 344 196 1.753 .081
System quality 397 487 .078 6.233 .000
User’s performance Information quality 375 404 068 5944 .000
Service quality -.021 -.021 058 -.358 .721

R? = .459 Adjusted R? = 0.451 p-value = .000
Constant 202 207 975 331
System quality 270 346 083 4162 .000
System utilization Information quality 347 390 .073 5376 .000
Service quality 176 .186 061 3.029 .003

R’ = .433 Adjusted R? = 0.425 p-value = .000
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Table 5. Simple regression analysis of the effect of end user’s satisfaction and system utilization on the individual performance

Dependent variable Independent variable Standardized (8)  Unstandardized coefficients (g) SE T SigT
Constant 361 A76 2049 042
User’s performance End user’s satisfaction 686 .849 060 14,166 .000

R’ = .470 Adjusted R* = 0.468 p-value = .000

Constant 707 118 5989 .000

User’s performance System utilization 769 741 041 18.225 .000
R’ = 592 Adjusted R = 0.590 p-value = .000
Table 6. Result of hypothesis test
Hypothesis Result

Hypothesis 1 —- 1 System quality of ERP affects positively end user’s satisfaction . Support
Hypothesis 1 — 2 Information quality of ERP affects positively end user’s satisfaction. Support
Hypothesis 1 - 3 Service quality of ERP affects positively end user’s safisfaction. Not support
Hypothesis 2 — 1 System quality of ERP affects positively user’s performance. Support
Hypothesis 2 ~ 2 Information quality of ERP offects positively user’s performance. Support
Hypothesis 2 -3 Service quality of ERP affects positively user’s performance. Not support
Hypothesis 3 — 1 System quality of ERP affects positively system utilization . Support
Hypothesis 3 -2 Information quality of ERP affects positively system utilization. Support
Hypothesis 3— 3 Service quality of ERP affects positively system utilization. Support
Hypothesis 4 End user’s satisfaction affects positively user’s performance. Support
Hypothesis 5 System utilization affects positively user’s performance. Support
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