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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to identify the problems related to the purchasing processes of school foodservices that
should be corrected for the foodservice safety, by examining the purchasing processes and the status of supplier selection.
A questionnaire was given to 300 dietitians working at self-operated food services. Ninety-eight responses, excluding
incomplete answers, were used for the statistical analysis. The survey consisted of three parts: the general characteristics
of the school foodservice and dietitian, purchasing processes and supplier selection, and the purchase specifications. We
found that 84% of the contract was made by informal purchasing, and the contract period was 6 months or one year. For
supplier selection, problems related to the document screening systems were the superficiality of the content(45.7%) and
the absence or lack of clarity of the appraisal criteria(34.8%). The important factors for the facility and equipment standards
of suppliers were included unclear evaluation methods for content(41.1%) and inappropriate appraisal lists(21.1%), while
unclear evaluation methods for content(41.9%) and absence or lack of clarity of the appraisal criteria(20.4%) were the
problems pertaining to the supplier evaluation checklist. When using the Food Labeling Standards to select suppliers,
confirmation of the sell-by date and the storage method had the highest score at 3.85 out of 5. For supplier selection, only
25% of the contract was made by using the purchase specifications. The levels of satisfaction of with Kimchi and rice cakes
suppliers were significantly different according to employment type and educational background, respectively. Depending
on working experiences, satisfaction was significantly different for the use of document screening, as a standard for the
selection and management of suppliers, and for the facility and equipment standards of suppliers. The use of purchase
specifications was different by employment type, while the use of purchase specifications for contracts was different by
working experience. These results imply that the specialization of suppliers is necessary to ensure food safety. Therefore,
the objective methods to evaluate the suppliers should be developed by the government, and appropriate education programs
for dietitians should be prepared to enhance the utilization of purchase specifications.

Key words: food supply, receiving management, school foodservice, purchase specifications, sanitation.

M =2 20063 = A=) 10,780 A SIS 735 (93.7%)ell A 4
Alska ol FAF ¥ AFE oAU, Ae5EAE
ogjete] g F4)e 19983 AW AAE FHs 200613 HA) AA St 1,2497] molH, o] F T

' Corresponding author: Kyung Ryu, Department of Food and Nutrition, Dongnam Health College, Suwon 440-714, Korea.
Tel: +82-31-249-6424, Fax: +82-31-249-6420, E-mail: akryu@dongnam.ac.kr

- 226 -



Vol. 20, No. 2(2007)

& 1,238l A AZE R Ut olF ghw FEER B
2=8ty 56270 1, Setw 3627w, nEew 28870, S5
gt 2670 eth 9 FAEEE JY 50.8%, A 49.2%
2 Zgo] gt o P

o] & A Ao BF3la gt FA oA FE 4
2% o g ki g 27t 7HeE o vk 2003d
ZUojA] A A FEL AL 1357, TRl 7,909 o1,
o] & g FAAE 497, 421 o2 WA Wy AF L
Az} i) 363%9) 58.4%2] & u]g-S B 20043 0]
T A&H o7 Flete] e Falavl B4 AeER E o
744%% AR 1900, o] 5 stae 642%F AR Fo2N
ApBlA oz 2 #Hlo] HYith 200500 31 2,304 0
2 WA BAL] 400%F 2R gt 2 v &2 3A Had
Fzoz b))

20013 o] gt F2l9] - EAs] A% A4 He
e A gwol] EAF 02 ALHT glov, g a7 2
3} ) AgFe] o] ulu)Ao] XAt 2003 W= g F4
S g 3 ARz A8 A8 2 FFAA A=
AN E GE Al HA7E @ o] ALEm, Al 7|3te] &
3 A& Z$7t ol AA FF QA e A
Austez A48 4 9 ] d&E & LA do
3 3T, 20043 AV A gu FHdME A ES &
7o v EAR FAo] A FFEHAoM, vEHE HAR
o] 27 g7 B2 A% AlF B s 71 2l 9
& oJA3] L A9 nAES et A3 ol
A=Y

olgjgt EA & FE37] 3l 20059 LERJAAALF&

Mt - F2) 718w ol Fde 43 A8 A
3 2 s S8 A3 29 e a8 € A g8,
A8 Ay FA L AN - <A GRE 9% e AAE
FEIvhe PRS- 2w bl . 20053 MLEHA TS
9] gx F4] A P E FAE Al Al AR 2A
A Z2A), QIS Eaetel HE wEkE) I8yl EVF 5%
5= Bl Ao 2FS A3 rHH R FuES 3, 7}
F2 ¢ BAES AFSIIEE &la, T AR 4F Ee
Fo] At FetaolA A& A3, AF FEHE AR o
Aol £l Fuisl=g Ak I A S AAE A5
e 4 214 A2 53 AV W F A=E sl
A7t Fejo] M F2Fe o] A3 EA FrE HAestn
Ak E3H GE GA 473 AAME dud9dsr A
ol dF 808 B JAE AYSEE slo] A S 2
g7} Aoko] HEE Aty

a2y A4 g §4 EEAke At 3 dE AR
2758 #e] FEof glo} Ao|rt Ax, AvtR BS &

[e]
T 4a-

3t

A A A stm 749 FF 9A 4P Ae 24 227

U A% W4 7t

2 Z3} 81k Ao ot HE 21F9] A9 dx| “ga 72
Fe] A2 AAE A whgely g F4] HACCP A

glo] CCP 3 7ol g #e] Woze AEA A4

w9l Aptelr] ol & Aol m, olef e A ey

Tl glow, WhEe] 93 ERH] dsdt YAt A

A5 P o wiEo] A =] e T F
AAE 728 Faigol AP

olol] 2004 WS HAAE H A FAlA = g 54 &
4 B7t =7t R Ak T2 #e] RopllA] “Fu & 24
Ag #e o] Hr FE-e A1 2L el JlA, AR He
A1 #ee 2 TR g4 nFAIE Al 4 T
o) 2 Az Bele] FeAe Axatgrd. 2004d M Ew
A FAIE) 7t AAIFE “Shn F4] FRE FAEYE P gt
&9 AezAP 23, ] Adsthe BUEHEY Hoks
A" AF AFold, A5 e g BEUES o)lfire
“AAge] F4 % Axxs ke, o] & A3 FF 2
QoA Fm F4 EEL T Bste ERAEE A3}
A AFE & gle 75 AA 75 Bl uiAsithe et
o] AAHYUP. £ wSAAAUR A2 A2 $3Pd
“gtm g4 AR FAVE A% 2 dFTHAIA AL
AP E B AL B3 s T B A et
o] AAE FeAel AZHYT?. o1 F AN AAE.
4 B HHo] FES AR FF 74 R AF 7120l
ol gojof 3t gt FAlo] AAE FTFHE 5 BES A
oF v Sof| whe} Tkt W ol AR 2 U Y 5
TS FAHQ AL who] 3] Ao 3o gt F4
Aol A&l d A7} Ut

A ISAAAYEE 2007dFE 2011371%] 5133 8
m F2 A Y] 4 AAE AA SR e, A8 tHd
Tk “FAAG 2 AAE FY A, s FF
AA B - = 2 Agastn k. meAHA YR
£ 20079 1€ 209w Al AdzlA (gt
F4 A8y FARE 2 AXEATE FAE, &
AHE, AR, A E B Ve S AETEE TR IE H
N ANE AF F5E 34, AR, ¥ 7S 484
5] FA& AXst doH.

"= X% 9l 3] (Government Accountability Office, GAO)
= S F29 A AnE Hdl BF 12712 | AES
ANYRE 230 A2, Foist BHE B2 :
2 E 22 2 A AL, FTFA AR, AR AN, TF

rl Lo
o o

]

—

(o]

o R oy o
o
N o

2
o
ol

Rl
t
ol-,]}ﬂ.l



228

2ol tgt A 22U 7]Ee] 2ol . n=
2 F2173 9 2] 7] FH(National Food Service Management Ins-
titute, NFSMD)| A& 8t F4) 7ol #2] w7 d S 7dated
Al 87, AAR FEA T 5o WE& Adal FaL 3
o,

g FH4Y FAE AT AR AL D ANE Aol
QL= o A7H) A} 7o), A4 L FA A 4 @
Al A ofA = bS] EAIF o] AHH T glernz, g
FY 435 w4e A2ae] A8 sa 349 7 2
2ol it Ae] mpeto] AlFE A olth. oldf| &a F2]¢]
QAR FFA A L AANE FAA S AUE st
o 2ZH kAR AAE FulE A 71 & ARE AAstazt
gt

SITCHAL U by

1. XA} CHAH & D24

E QAFEe M2EYHA &X #4] dA g £ g3
S THTO R slo] 3007 TnE TR FRFSUY
o2 AFsAn, AYE ue JWIE tdeE A
HAZ&A ] F2E doj HE ZALE AT oy
Ahe 79 1097E 99 52U BAH AABGTE AER
W2 d53i9ia, 109 7978 2096 AA AA
35 dEAE 25 1118308, o]5 B4 7147 A
A28 Z 98R(32.6%)F A B4 AHEsIATh

2. MEX| et

HEAE AF Fuo] $F Al o] g8 Mg A7
o} QAR stw FA AR IS F=x3)
o TF A 413 2 del, AAE TEA A e L dut
AVge] A B0z A AR TF GA Bl #
3 REe s ddow T ANE T FE 1EY,
ZF A Ak w2 Aok 77 28, FF YA HEE
B BukE omel 2F oA A% B3 2 WY 62, 37
QA AA NE 1028-L AgEsich PEEE B 5H F
(1 AE BESR] GEL S v DEITHE o] Gl &
Abstgt). AR g FAA el 57 dgoz FEso
A E A 71 358, AR g 1AM nEE 62, AR
FAA A wick 2R8T A g 9 B 7 28Po
FAATE 2 9o st B ghm T4, JFAe] thh Lt
Aoz, dwe ota 8 9 3, du FAL F2
A%, F2u), 28] ZAMAF, §4] A 71z, B e
2 AT, A 9, 3, ng e B gt 34
25 AL zAlETh

4

o
o
Hi
b
o
o2
o2
o
fot,
A

3. B2

AE ZAL ol ek SA 8412 SPSS Window(ver. 12.0)
g o] g3t ATk 2A U g E g J54, 9%
Are] dukale), g A A3 2 B, AR 1AM A
Aeje] 7} Zodol el WS, Haw IFAAE 73t
Aok gt 2 Sta 72, GUAF gutatedel e g A
73 2w, AR FEM AL Aeje] ZolE Hests} x*
testel] 2]3te] EA ST

ot 2 o

]

1. Z=AL CHAF St 9 st 4] HkALE

gt g4 UukAEEE Table 16 A|A]
stk &t 438 258w 79.2%, 158 T 7.3%, =8
T 13.5%0) 2tk F4 A9h4E F42 1,001~1,500 o]3}
7} 347%Z 7V 291, 2,001 o) A% 122% W} =tk §
AH] &= 1,501~2,0009 ©]317} 69.8%, 2,001~2,5009 ©]3}7}
20.8%2 ZAMETE 28] FAM = 69 o]/ 109 o]s}
7} 622%% 7FE w2 ¥ &g Bk gt F4] 4A] 712
2 101 d o] Aol 37.6%, thaol 9~10d wlgte] =02 e}
sk

2. HQFAL kLS

Table 29] G BAF DrbAlgtel A A% 300h7} 65.3%F A
AR, Kim 590] 2 8 2712E tdez g A7
9] 69.4%¢} FAFSHA UERSTE 38 digtart 72.8%, A
E7} 163%2 Uelgor, 318 FelE 313 e] 882%=
TEAAADR ] g F4] A B AR oM 63.1%2
Hug Ao HgiMe & AE & F U, ole ALY
o] A Gell gelsiy] HERl Aoz AlgETh 25 AY S
59 o]’ 104 wlgho] 479%= 71 Ee Hl&E AR
, ol 20059 271 Bt 4 JPAHE oz a0
g 49.8%%F AR AAATh

i)

3 ANE 35 YAl ME

1) 38 gHe 78

Z+ Fo) 3 TF GAE I HEE VIR F
FEq, FA3A 75 A, U Al dA, 7R AL
AA, 7El2 FE3P ZARE AI(Table 3), 7= 53 Al
o] 41.8%, NS A 30.6%2 JENET, A 2 FAFE
FA 3 AL TR GA| 542%, QA GA 427%2 vl F-2EE 2
289k &7 ASole 5PEL3T 41.7%, U 7
Ql AV} 27.1%E JElwtm, FAERS] Ade 2Ud



Vol. 20, No. 2(2007) AL AY Ad =2

Table 1. General characteristics of school and school food
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Table 2. General characteristics of dietitians

service program Variables N %
Variable N % < 30 25 25.5
Elementary 76 79.2 30<yrs<40 64 65.3
e . Age(yrs.)
Classification Middle 7 73 > 40 9 4.2
of school High 13 13.5 Total 98 100
Total 96 100 College 15 16.3
Public 79 84.9 Educational University 67 72.8
School operation  National 2 2.2 background Graduate school 10 10.9
type Private 12 12.9 Total 92 100
Total 93 100 Regular 82 88.2
Employment
Less than 1,000 25 25.5 p Non-regular 11 11.8
c
1,001 ~1,500 34 34.7 Total 93 100
No. of meals
1,501~2,000 27 27.6 <3 19 19.8
per day(lunch)
More than 2,000 12 12.2 3<yrs<$ 10 104
Total 98 100 Working 5<yrs<10 46 47.9
Less than 1,500 5 52 experience(yrs.) 10<yrs<15 14 14.6
1,501 ~2,000 67 69.8 =15 7 73
Meals cost 2,001 ~2,500 20 20.8 Total 96 100
More than 2,500 4 42
Total 96 100 3 37.9%2 2 T Aololi} & . 4. A 3k
Less than 5 5 55 om e Wae AVl AV1s Z5aus AdAs
No. of 6~10 6L 022w gl g, B 7 FEE FE olTA, E30)
employees 1~15 B 82 e} 0 TYAOIN Aol BYOH, BABU6EH
More than 15 4 4.1 —"'—/‘1-%(38 3%)L Tl A4S =3 795k vgo] A =
Total 98 100 3, 2E642%) T FAEGTONS B -4 - 28, AXF
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Period of s 16 112 g 20 aFMBTeE 5 - 5 5YS 5 T o
operation(yrs.) =ym< 2 269 &o] ol RS B+ % ‘:‘tﬂ ol YA & {EA Al
>10 35 37.6 o3 Balz) 2g) ol 24 i3t 7} Eolxw
Total 93 100 A Bl AFEs) 2o = . z': Z3o] g 4] s

7R GA 43.8%, T34 T 333% 2 rebst XF

o] Aol N AF A 52.6%, S8 A GA 7}
37.9%2 vebdrh olF F5e Z5- i 94 e A

g st 2 7 & 7)19S A5sta ik o
Fol Agole g Az3|Ate) 23 Ak 9.9%E = vE
< AR BIE o), FAES 2 AlokeRs X 19.7%E %35}
o] o A0S B3 Tl 30.1%9)] o]2& Ao T RALY
o], gtaelA 23 AT AelE Fodslr] o5 XE 9
€ AoE Ueyith A& AW 253tu g gides 3 27
A FEAME 7FAFE tgdo] 746%E 7H B3,
thgo] =r A9 185%T 22 vER} A2 o] tielH

& o gau, AR BF YA Bl J 4% 5 5 -

[e]
e

TEAY ) el gt o] 3] Mgtz AN T B 4 ilq
592 wargel S, 37 gAY FRIt od F

o171 o]H 1, A F=It 2 o'l‘oﬂ‘f_‘ T
o tial FAs|7t olel$ug HEe FRe o
Zo] Fasitta &gl o), ARe] AE
g 25 298 HE & 4
2 slttn ®ACh

112

L
-

2) =22 oqx" 71|OI:HH:H al 7|7|_|-
Table 4°llA F5 A AlF
84.0%% im—a—}oau} SR
1ol 45.2%% 7V¢
Lee 5'70] A& AlY) Z‘é%?ﬂm—% gz A%k

el Aol A9
a5z T oA 2
21.0%el Eakd 1,
AT

J



230

Table 3. Type of food supplier

=
R

Variables N %
National agricultural cooperative federation 41  41.8
Local agricultural cooperative federation 23 235
Cereal Farmer 2 20
Retailer 30 306
Others 1 1.0
Total 98 100
Corporation 52 542
Fruit & Retailer 41 427
vegetable Others 3 31
Total 96 100
National agricultural cooperative federation 40 41.7
Seoul meat cooperative federation 6 63
Hannaeng foodservice 16 16.7
Meat Medium/large retailer 26 271
Small retailer 52
Others 14.3
Total 96 100
Federation of fisheries cooperatives 10 104
Corporation 32 333
Medium/large retailer 42 438
Seafood
Small retailer 10 104
Others 2 21
Total 96 100
Large food company 50 526
Medium/large retailer 36 379
Kimchi  National agricultural cooperative federation 8 8.4
Others 1 L1
Total 95 100
Marnufacturer 65 699
Rice .
cake Retailer 28 30.1
Total 93 100
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Table 4. Purchase contract type and contract period N(%)
Food category
Variables Cereal Fruit & Meat Seafood Processed Kimchi Rice Total
vegetable food cake

General competitive bidding 7( 7.5 7( 7.6) 7 74 7 715 1 15 W 1.7 6 19 I 7.6)

Purchase Informal purchasing 78( 83.9) 77( 83.7) 79 84.0) 78( 83.9) 79( 84.9) 77( 84.6) 63( 82.9) 76( 84.0)

contmet - General competitive bidding o 0 o 0 5o g 85 8 86 A 75 A 17 K 92) 8 84)
type +informal purchasing

Total 93(100.0) 92(100.0) 94(100.0) 93(100.0) 93(100.0) 91(100.0) 76(100.0) 90(100.0)

6 months 33(393) 33(402) 35(412) 34( 40.5) 34( 40.0) 34( 41.5) 29( 40.8) 33( 40.5)

Contract 1 year 50( 59.5) 48( 58.5) 48( 56.5) A48( 57.1) 49( 57.6) 47( 57.3) 39( 549) 47( 57.3)

period  Others 1( 12) 1 12) 2 24) 2 24) 2 24) 1( 12) 3( 42) 2 22)

Total 84(100.0) 82(100.0) 85(100.0) 84(100.0) 85(100.0) 82(100.0) 71(100.0) 82(100.0)

Table 5. Satisfaction for suppliers

Table 6. Procedures and methods of supplier selection

Satisfaction Score”
Food category U E—

Mean SD
Cereal 97 3.87 0.57
Fruits & vegetable 98 3.74 0.61
Meat 98 373 0.60
Seafood 97 338 0.67
Kimchi 97 372 0.66
Rice cake 95 3.65 0.66
Korean red pepper paste 98 3.93 0.56
Korean red pepper powder 98  3.82 0.63
Sesame 98 372 0.62
Tofu & jelly 98  3.81 0.62
Processed _
food Fish cake 98 3.85 0.56
Dumpling 94 377 0.57
Ham & sausage 98 3.88 0.58
Frozen processed food 98 3.72 0.61
Bakery 87 386 0.63
Total Mean 97  3.78 0.61
2 A 5-point scale was used from 1: very unsatisfied to 5: very
satisfied.
o A A B 0] de e FgAle] A nE
Ee vl FEFeitha $He v &) 683%1) FoEH
27 20.0%, B FA 33.0%, 3w &9 U3 12.6%9)

Hal 27 94 A U APIE 227} B 44
o] 27 FEsrin AT AEd, o FPAte B
o %7t AL A WBL Po] Frkm B 5 9l Az
o]t}

Variables N %
Very good 28 292
Compliance Good 50 521
with Moderate 16 167
selection ~ FoOr 0
criteria Very poor 2.1
Total 9 100.0
Supplier's PR 38 404
Internet 3 32
Information Books 1 1.1
source of  Exchange of information among schools 49  52.1
supplier Market information 1 1.1
Others 2 2.1
Total 94 100.0
Lowest bid system 9 9.7
Lack of criteria 17 183
Complicated procedure 22 237
Problem of
. Lack of transparency 12 129
supplier Lack of equity 21 226
selection
Short contract period 11 118
Others 1 1.1
Total 93 1000
5) S5 YA MH JIE
T8 A4 AH 71ES S nEA 9] 200535 &
A& FAANAR ) AXF e AF AL TF 9AE
A - A 718 B 3 9A A ERlE e dig] Exd T



- 5 7 AR EGFGIA
Table 7. Degree of participation and food purchase knowledge in supplier selection
Lo Administration . Lo
. Principle . Committee Dietitian Others
Variables chief

N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%)

<10 37( 46.3) 35( 44.3) 12( 14.5) 52( 66.7) 9% 60.0)

10 <yrs<40 32( 40.0) 40( 50.6) 32( 38.6) 23( 29.5) 2( 13.3)

Degree of 40 <yrs<70 10( 12.5) A 5.1 23( 21.7) 2 26) 3( 20.0)

participation(%o)

>70 1 1.3) o 0) 16( 19.3) 1 1.3) 1I( 6.7)

Total 80(100.0) 79(100.0) 83(100.0) 78(100.0) 15(100.0)

Very fair 1( 1Y) 1( L) 2 22) o 0) 1( 83)

Fair 12( 13.8) 12( 13.6) 16( 17.8) 12( 14.3) o 0)

Propriety of Moderate 38( 43.7) 41( 46.6) 29( 32.2) 32( 38.1) 6( 50.0)

participation Unfair 33( 37.9) 32( 36.4) 36( 40.0) 31( 36.9) 2( 16.7)

Very unfair 3( 3.4 2( 23) 7( 7.8 9 10.7) 3( 25.0)

Total 87(100.0) 88(100.0) 90(100.0) 84(100.0) 12(100.0)

Very sufficient 1I( 12) o 0) 6( 6.9 o 0) o 0)

Sufficient 23( 27.1) 11( 12.9) 36( 41.4) 1( 1.2) 1( 11.1)

Degree of knowledge Moderate 44( 51.8) 46( 54.1) 34( 39.1) 25( 30.5) 5( 55.6)

about supplier selection Insufficient 15( 17.6) 26( 30.6) 10( 11.5) 49( 59.8) 2( 22.2)

Very insufficient 2( 24 2( 24 1( LD 7( 8.5) 1( 1L1)

Total 85(100.0) 85(100.0) 87(100.0) 82(100.0) 9(100.0)
REES FA08 ZAGe] 1 ATHE Table 89 ANSE =9 ¥ISE Blm, BF A A4 - 49 712 EAR
o AF A 718 sHESES sta e A A & 22s g WP BEE 4% WoPIE SR
# AR tidl Uk v)&o] 92.6%2 eI, AF A 21.1%2 VEbgth 35 A @7 gR1Ee] o 5=
A} hEEO] Ao S wE EE WE0] 37.0%E B ASelE vl BT 0ol 125% EdsRE, ¥
o1} ‘ETE % 6.5%} HATh AF AAke] EA 2 U F A 8% gelgo ZAHL S Hrt Y 23t
go| FAA 0| 45.7%, ‘W7 71F BAl e 2371 348%  41.9%, ‘Bl 71E BA7L 204%E e FF dAE O

3 UERE AT s Ahe) T 298 el
FF 4Ad A4 - Au) 7% \'41?5} HEEE - 1
203} ghEro] 25.0%0] EIsI, BT v &S 10% 73

Takle 8. Criteria on supplier selection

3 7} 7)z0] ek vhaE Beo] Ieg HalE
7 Azt AAFATD.

H2 133 2237 9A A At A= glob ot

o

Variables N %

Yes 88 92.6

Document screening system No 7 74
Total 95 100.0

Very satisfied 1 1.1

Satisfied 33 359

Satisfaction of document Moderate 52 56.5
screening system Unsatisfied 6.5
Very unsatisfied 0 0.0

Total 92 100.0
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Variables N %
Absence/lack of clarity of appraisal criteria 32 34.8
Inappropriateness of appraisal list 6 6.5
Problem of document Point of item 7 7.6
screening system Superficiality of content 42 45.7
Others 5 54
Total 92 100.0
Very satisfied 2 2.1
Satisfied 22 229
Satisfaction of facility and Moderate 57 594
equipment standards Unsatisfied 83
of suppliers Very unsatisfied 2 2.1
No experience 5 52
Total 96 100.0
Absence/Uncleamess of appraisal criteria 18 18.9
Inappropriateness of appraisal list 20 21.1
Problem of facility and Point of item 7 74
equipment standards Unclearness of evaluation method 39 41.1
of suppliers No experience 6 6.3
Others 5 53
Total 95 100.0
Very satisfied 1 1.0
Satisfied 11 11.5
Moderate 70 729
Satisfaction of supplier .
. . Unsatisfied 8 8.3
selection checklist
Very unsatisfied 1 1.0
No experience 5 5.2
Others 96 100.0
Absence/lack of clarity of appraisal criteria 19 204
Inappropriateness of appraisal list 17 18.3
Point of item 7 75
Problem of supplier .
) . Unclearness of evaluation method 39 41.9
selection checklist
No experience 5 54
Others 6 6.5
Total 93 100.0
Yes 4 43
Case of unlicensed supplier
. L No 90 95.7
selection within 1 year
Total 94 100.0
) Yes 11 11.8
Case of cancellation
. No 82 88.2
of contract within 1 year
Total 93 100.0
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Table 9. Practical use for dietitians' knowledge, supplier selection, and food inspection for food labeling standards

Knowledge Use for supplier selection Use for food inspection
Ttem Labeling standard (IN=93) (N=93) (N=94)
Mean S.D. Mean SD. Mean S.D.
Eco-products/organic 335 0.70 3.10 0.85 335 0.89
Quality assurance 3.43 0.68 341 0.68 3.66 0.68
Quality level 345 0.68 346 0.68 3.69 0.70
Agricultural product  Origin 3.63 0.77 3.55 0.84 3.87 0.69
GMO 3.03 0.76 3.24 0.97 3.35 0.91
HACCP registration 3.70 0.80 3.59 0.88 3.78 0.87
Mean 343 0.73 3.39 0.82 3.62 0.79
Quality assurance - 354 0.79 3.65 0.82 3.76 0.76
Quality level 3.68 0.84 37 0.83 3.88 0.66
Meat product Origin 3.69 0.81 3.78 0.76 3.90 0.66
HACCP registration 3.86 0.85 382 0.87 3.87 0.86
Mean 3.65 0.82 3.74 0.82 3.85 0.74
Origin 3.60 0.82 3.66 0.86 3.75 0.79
Seafood HACCP registration 3.65 0.90 3.76 0.92 3.76 0.89
Mean 3.63 0.86 371 0.89 3.76 0.84
General information 3.89 0.66 3.76 0.81 4.02 0.68
Sell-by date/storage method 4.06 0.71 3.85 0.78 4.12 0.69
Processed food Food additives 3.68 0.76 3.58 0.83 3.85 0.69
HACCP registration 3.83 0.71 3N 0.82 3.87 0.76

Mean 3.87 0.71 3.73 0.81 3.97 0.71
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Table 10. Use of purchase specification

Variables N %
i ose Yes 73 753
VN8 PITEIC No 24 247
specification
Total 97 100.0
Very useful 3 33
o Useful 20 217
Application 1 terate 38 413
for supplier
Useless 24 26.1
contract
Never use 7 7.6
Total 92 100.0
Very useful 4 44
o Useful 34 374
Application Moderate 36 396
for food
. . Useless 13 143
nspection
Never use 4 44
Total 91 100.0
Very satisfied 1 1.1
Satisfied 23 258
Satisfaction Moderate 61 685
of use Unsatisfied 4 45
Very unsatisfied 0 0
Total 89 100.0
Inspection 33 363
Contract standard 5 55
Effectiveness ~ Order 23 253
of use Return 28  30.8
Others 2 22
Total 91 100.0
Internet 24 26.7
Book 11 122
Information Source book 30 333
source Exchange of information among schools 22  24.4
Others 3 33
Total 90 100.0
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Table 11. Comparison of satisfaction for suppliers by dietitians' characteristics N(%)
Yew Satisfled Moderate Unsatisfied Ve.ry Total 2°
satisfied unsatisfied
L Employment  Regular 0(0) 1( 1.2) 24(289) 51(61.4) 7( 84) 83(100) s
Kimchi 17.881
status Non-regular 0(0 ) 3273 1(9.1) 7(63.6) 0(0 ) 11(100)
College 00 ) 1(56) 4@222) 12667 1(56)  18(100)
Satisfaction Rice cake Education University (LS 00 ) 23348 39(59.1) 3(4.5) 66(100) 15528
of suppliers Graduate school 0( 0 ) 0(0 ) 6667  1(11.1) 2(22.2) 9(100)
Processed Employment Regular 00 ) 0(0) 200238 57679 7(83)  83(100) .
food(tofu status 7.951
and jelly) Non-regular 1(91) 0(0) 3273 6545 1(91)  11(100)
Satisfaction Less than 3 00 ) 73638 7(36.8) 3(15.8) 0( 0 ) 17(100)
of facility 3<yrs<s 000 ) 0(0) 37500 1250) 0(0)  4(100)
ani ., Working experience(yrs)  S<yrs<10 0(0 ) 10250) 27(67.5) 2(50) 1(25)  40(100) 39.916"
Sgngards 10<yrs<15 1(50)  3(150) 13(65.0)  2(100) 1(50)  20(100)
of suppliers Longer than 15 1(11.1)  2(222) 6667 0(0 ) 0(0 ) 9(100)

"p<0.05, "p<0.01, "p<0.001.
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Table 12. Comparison of supplier selection related items by dietitians' characteristics

Absence I ot
nappropriate-
flack of ~ PPIP Point  Superficiality
. ness of No 2
clarity of . of of . Others  Total X
. appraisal . experience
appraisal Jist item content
Supplier criteria
selection A <30 2091  23)  3(136) 11(50.0)  4182) 0( 0 ) 22(100)
and (ge) 0<yrs<d0  17274)  12(194)  3(48) 23371  1(16) 6( 9.7) 62(100) 21.629"
S.
management 7 >40 0(0) 3333 1(0LL)  5(556) 0(0 ) 0(0 ) 9(100)
standards Prl"blfm of <3 3(158)  2(105) 4Ll 8@21)  2(105) 0( 0 ) 19(100)
selection
checkiist Working ~ 3<yrs<s 1167) 0(0) 0(0) 2333  3(500) 0(0 ) 6(100)
experience S<yrs<10  11(282)  8(0.5) 1(2.6) 16@41.0)  0( 0 ) 3( 7.7) 39(100) 42.333"
(y1s.) l0<yrs<I5  3(158)  4@L1) 1(53)  8@21)  0(0 ) 3(158) 19(100)
>15 (L) 2222) 1L 5(556)  0(0 ) 0(0 ) 9(100)

p<0.05, "p<0.01.
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Table 13. Comparison of food specification related items by dietitians' characterisiics N(%)
Very useful Useful Moderate Useless Never use Total x’
<3 1( 5.3) 6(31.6) 8(42.1) 8(42.1) 4211 19(100)
Application ~ Working 3<yrs<5 0(0) 2(28.6) 3(42.9) 1(14.3) 1(14.3) 7(100)
for supplier experience  5<yrs<10 00 ) 9(24.3) 20(54.1) 7(18.9) 1( 2.7) 37(100)  27.311°
contract (yrs.) 10<yrs<15 1( 5.0 2(10.0) 3(15.0) 9(45.0) 5(25.0) 20(100)
=15 1(12.5) 1(12.5) 3(37.5) 3(37.5) 0(0) 8(100)
Exchange of
Internet Book Source information Others Total X
book among
schools
<3 8(44.4) 3(16.7) 2(11.1) 422.2) 1( 5.6) 11(100)
Information Work.ing 3<yrs<s 6(85.7) 1(14.3) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 7(100) *
source experience  5<yrs<l10 5(13.5) 6(16.2) 14(37.8) 11(29.7) 1( 2.7) 37(100y  28.185
(yrs.) 10 <yrs<15 3(15.8) 0( 0 ) 10(52.6) 5(26.3) 1( 5.3) 19(100)
=15 2(25.0) 1(12.5) 3(37.5) 2(25.0) 0(0) 8(100)
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