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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to (1) identify the evaluation categories, areas, attributes, and criteria of the school
food service program using both a qualitative and a quantitative analyses, (2) define the relative importance of the
evaluation categories, areas, attributes, and criteria of the schoo! food service program using analytic hierarchy process,
(3) organize the evaluation system to improve quality of the school food service in Korea. A survey was conducted
from August to October 2004 to collect data from 172 dietitians, 15 school food service officials at the educational
board, 10 professionals of school food service. Statistical analyses were performed on the data utilizing the SPSS 12.0
for Windows and Excel, such as Descriptive statistics and analytic hierarchy process was performed. The result of the
analytic hierarchy process indicated that relative importance of evaluation category was 0.4319 (food service manage-
ment), 0.2369 (nutrition education), 0.1455 (satisfaction) and 0.0912 (parent involvement program). ‘Sanitation,
safety and facility (0.1739)° was the most important area among the subcategories of food service management,
followed by nutrition management (0.1581), procurement (0.1375), production (0.1345), organization and personnel
management (0.0662), planning (0.0644), food service evaluation (0.0585), financial accountability (0.0555), and
information management (0.0554). There existed a relative importance on the three areas of the nutrition program and
satisfaction evaluation category: students (0.5281, 0.6221), parents (0.1812, 0.1491), and teachers (0.1838, 0.1618). In
the parent involvement program evaluation category, relative importance of committee and monitoring management
was 0.4658 and information communication was 0.3724. The quality of food and service to school children can be
improved by the appropriate application of the developed evaluation tool for the school food service program. (Korean J

Nutrition 39(1): 74~83, 2006)
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Table 1. The reiative importance of evaluation categories in the school food service program

Category Food service Numﬁc?n Satisfaction . Parent Importance
management education involvement program )
Food service management 0.4425 0.4715 0.4273 0.3849 0.4369
Nutrition education 0.1983 0.2128 0.2385 0.2689 0.2369
Satisfaction 0.1401 0.1222 0.1370 0.1580 0.1455
Parent involvement program 0.1049 0.0725 0.0794 0.0916 0.0912
Table 2. The relative importance of food service management areas and attributes in the school food service program
Area Importance Attribute Importance
Planning 0.0644 Planning 0.2510 -
Performance 0.6436
Foodservice organization 0.1818 .
Organization and personnel management 0.0662 Education - training 0.4506
Human resource management 0.2835
Nutrition management 0.1581 Nutrition management -
Market research 0.1402
Procurement 01375 Procurement system 0.1992
Inspection 0.4419
Inventory control 0.1974
Work management 0.3219
. Cooking management 0.4079 -
Production 0.1345
Distribution management 0.3172
Waste management 0.1427
Sanitation, safety and facility 0.1739 Sanitation, safety and facility , -
Financial accountability 0.0555 Financial accountability -
Information management 0.0554 Information management -
Food service evaluation 0.0585 Food service evaluation -
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Table 3. The relative importance of nutrition education areas in the school food service program

Area Students Parents Teachers Importance

Students 0.5288 0.5348 0.5149 0.5281

Parents 0.1746 0.1766 0.1860 0.1812

Teachers 0.1883 0.1741 0.1834 0.1838

Table 4. The relative importance of satisfaction areas in the school food service program

Area Students Parents Teachers Importance

Students 0.6233 0.6230 0.6173 0.6221

Parents 0.1475 0.1474 0.1486 0.1491

Teachers 0.1619 0.1590 0.1603 0.1618

Table 5. The relative importance of parent involvement program areas in the school food service program

Area Committee - Monitoring management Communication Importance
Committee - Monitoring management 0.4658 0.4658 0.4658
Communication 0.3724 0.3724 0.3724
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Table 6. The relative importance of contract-managed food
service areas in the school food service program

Area Contract Management  Importance
Contract 0.2575 0.2575 0.2575
Management 0.5839 0.583¢9 0.5839

Table 7. The reiative importance of categories in the school
food service program among the evaluators

Importance
Category
Dietitians  Officials Professionals
Food service management  0.4329 0.4416 0.4721
Nutrition education 0.2390 0.2319 0.2267
Satisfaction 0.1401 0.1628 0.1722
Parent involvement 0.0930 0.0889 00776
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Table 8. The relative importance of areas in the school food service program among the evaluators

Importance
Area
Dietitians Officials Professionals

Planning 0.0653 0.0615 0.0641

Organization and personnel management 0.0541 0.0902 0.0609

Nutrition management 0.1611 0.1628 0.1333

. Procurement 0.1437 0.1204 0.1814
Food service Production 0.1315 0.1000 0.1309

management

Sanitation, safety and facility 0.1744 0.1549 0.1928.

Financial accountability 0.0599 0.0542 0.0643
information management 0.0548 0.0514 0.0548

Food service evaluation 0.0652 0.0772 0.038
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Table 9. The relative importance of criteria in the school food service program among the evaluators

L Importance )
Criteria Dietitians Officials Professionals
Planning Planning 0.2484 0.2941 ' 0.2379 :
Performance 0.6460 0.5744 0.7166
o Organization 0.1852 0.1478 0.1783
o'ig:';‘;l‘;:ei?d personnel Education-fraining 0.4482 0.4405 0.4985
Human resource management 0.2778 0.3679 - 0.2783 .
Market research 0.1436 0.1421 0.0974
Procurement Procurement system 0.1933 0.1778 0.2852
Inspection 0.4419 0.4907 0.4198
Inventory control 0.1987 0.1991 0.2075
Work management 0.3301 0.3508 0.2388
Production Cooking management 0.4097 0.4343 0.3752
Distribution management 0.3146 0.2517 0.3993
Waste management 0.1423 0.1462 0.1443
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