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Abstract

This study was conducted to investigate the purchasing status and to compare supplier performance evalua-
tions between competitive bidding and negotiated contracts in school foodservice in Changwon, Korea. A total
of 190 questionnaires were distributed and 167 (return rate 87.9%) were collected from June 29 to September
28, 2010, and then a total of 151 (analysis rate 79.5%) were used for the final analysis. First, 91.4% of food
product purchases for school meals were contracted through competitive bidding, especially limited competitive
bidding. It mainly consisted of agricultural products, processed food, and eco—friendly agricultural products
(fruit). Second, 78.8% of schools purchased food products by negotiated contracts, while single negotiation ac—
counted for 59.7%. Food products by negotiated contract consisted of meat, kimchi, and fish. Third, the purchase
status of competitive bidding and negotiated contracts showed a significant difference in agricultural products
(p<0.001), fish (p<0.001), meats (p<0.001), poultry (p<0.001), antibiotic-free poultry (p<0.001), eco—friendly grain
(p<0.001), eco-friendly agricultural products (fruit) (p<0.001), eco-friendly processed food (p<0.001), processed
products (p<0.001), milk (p<0.001) and general grain (p<0.001) except for kimchi. Fourth, comparative analysis
of supplier performance evaluation (on a 5-point Likert scale) of school foodservice showed that price of product
of competitive bidding (3.73) was significantly higher than that of negotiated contract (2.95) (p<0.001), and
the overall performance level of the negotiated contract (3.85) was significantly higher than that of competitive
bidding (3.61) (p<0.01). The supplier performance evaluation levels of product packaging (p<0.01), product qual—-
ity at the time of delivery (p<0.001), hygiene of products (p<0.001), consistency to specification (p<0.001), swift-
ness of return and exchange (p<0.001), emergency delivery (p<0.001), service of delivery staff (p<0.05), and
handling of complaints (p<0.001) of negotiated contracts were significantly higher than those of competitive
bidding of school foodservice. In conclusion, school foodservice selected food suppliers both by adopting com-
petitive bidding and negotiated contracts. And there was a significant difference of school foodservice supplier
performance between competitive bidding and negotiated contracts in Changwon, Korea.
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Table 1. Demographic and foodservice operational charac—
teristics of the subjects

Category Item Frequency Percentage
Male 0 0.0
Gender Female 151 100
<30 34 225
31~40 74 49.0
Age (vears) 1< 43 285
Mean+SD 36.87+6.24
Position Nutrition teacher 79 52.3
Dietitian 72 477
. <7 50 33.1
Working 7~15 57 378
experience at <15 44 291
school (years) =~
Y " Mean+SD 10.86+6.15
o Elementary school 82 54.3
(C)flassﬁgg?t‘on Middle school 39 2538
High school 30 19.9
<700 51 33.8
Number of 711 100 45 20.8
meals served <1 101 55 36 4
er da . .
per day Mean+SD 931.17+422.40
Eqre{ciuenrcg é)f One time per day 119 78.8
cal serve Two times der day 32 21.2
per day
<1,800 54 35.8
Food cost per 1,800~2,100 56 37.0
meal (won) >2,100 41 27.2
Mean+SD 1,937.504+322.44
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Table 2. Purchasing status by competitive bidding in school foodservice

Category Item Frequency Percentage
Yes 138 914
Use of competitive bidding No 13 86
Total 151 100.0
Limited competitive bidding 94 68.1
. L General competitive bidding 42 30.4
Method of competitive bidding Competitive bidding by invitation 2 1.5
Total 138 100.0
Agricultural products 136 98.6
Processed food 129 935
Eco-friendly agricultural products (fruit) 114 826
Eco-friendly processed food 110 79.7
Poultry 103 74.6
Food purchased by competitive Fish 95 68.8
bidding (multiple response) Eco-friendly grain products 94 68.1
Antibiotics—free poultry 90 65.2
General grain 84 60.9
Kimchi 74 53.6
Meat 39 28.3
Milk 15 10.9
Prevention of complaints through fair selection 96 69.6
. Price 40 29.0
R.eas.on to adopt competitive Prevent collusion between businesses 2 14
bidding Find new suppliers 0 0.0
Total 138 100.0
Participating of unfaithful suppliers 72 52.1
Low quality due to bid price 36 26.1
Difficulties urgent purchases 15 109

Problem of competitive bidding

Difficulties to meet the diverse needs and quality 15 109
satisfaction of customers

Total

138 100.0
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Table 3. Suppliers performance evaluation by competitive

bidding in school foodservice (n=138)

Item Mean+SD"
Accounting-related documents 3.79+0.62
Sanitary laws and regulations document 3.79+0.59
Product packaging 3.7440.59
Price of product 3.73+0.67
Delivery on time 3.71+0.79
Hygiene of product 3.69+0.60
Ability to supply food 3.67+0.59
Service of delivery staff 3.65+0.69
Product quality at the time of delivery 3.6240.65
Consistency to specification 3.62+0.81
Handling of complaints 3.35+0.74
Emergency delivery 3.2240.86
Swiftness of return and exchange 3.201+0.88
Overall performance 3.61+0.57

D5-point Likert scale (1: strongly disagree, 5: strongly agree).
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Table 4. Purchasing status by negotiated contract in school foodservice
Category Item Frequency Percentage
Yes 119 788
Use of negotiated contract No 32 21.2
Total 151 100.0
Single negotiation 71 59.7
Method of negotiated contract Multiple negotiation 48 40.3
Total 119 100.0
Meat 101 84.9
Kimchi 57 479
Fish 50 42.0
Milk 47 395
General grain 31 26.1
Food purchased by negotiated Eco-friendly grain products 25 21.0
contract (multiple response) Eco-friendly agricultural products (fruit) 18 15.1
Poultry 16 13.4
Antibiotics—free poultry 16 13.4
Agricultural products 14 11.8
Processed food 13 109
Eco-friendly processed food 9 7.6
The excellence of food material 77 64.7
Credit of supplies 22 185
. Denial of the delivery of suppliers 12 10.1
Reason to adopt negotiated Acquaintance of school officials 4 34
contract Simple of procedures 3 25
Absence of other suppliers 1 0.8
Total 119 100.0
Complaints raised due to the lack of objectivity 53 445
Severe price gap by suppliers 38 31.9
Problem of negotiated contract Limited purchasing power 16 135
Difficult to identify new suppliers 12 10.1
Total 119 100.0
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Table 5. Suppliers performance evaluation by negotiated

contract in school foodservice (n=119)

Item Mean+SD"
Consistency to specification 4.03+£0.56
Product quality at the time of delivery 3.954+0.58
Hygiene of product 3.95+0.53
Product packaging 3.93+0.53
Accounting-related documents 3.87+0.56
Service of delivery staff 3.86+0.61
Sanitary laws and regulations document 3.84+0.63
Ability to supply food 3.81+0.64
Delivery on time 3.79+0.73
Handling of complaints 3.73+0.70
Swiftness of return and exchange 3.65+0.72
Emergency delivery 3.63+0.75
Price of product 2.954+0.80
Overall performance 3.85+0.56

1’5—point Likert scale (1: strongly disagree, 5: strongly agree).
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Table 6. Comparative analysis of purchasing status in school foodservice between competitive bidding and negotiated contract

Competitive Negotiated 2
Item bidding contract X
. Adopt 136 (98.6) 14 (11.8) .
Agricultural products Not adopt 9( 1.4) 105 (88.2) 198.054
. Adopt 95 (68.8) 50 (42.0)
Fish Not adopt 43 (31.2) 69 (58.0) 18699
Adopt 39 (28.3) 101 (84.9) s
Meat Not adopt 99 (71.7) 18 (15.1) 82581
Adopt 103 (74.6) 16 (13.4)
Poultry Not adopt 35 (25.4) 103 (86.6) 96.234
o Adopt 90 (65.2) 16 (13.4)
Antibiotics—free poultry Not adopt 48 (34.8) 103 (86.6) 70.675
. Adopt 74 (53.6) 57 (47.9)
Kimchi Not adopt 64 (46.4) 62 (52.1) 0838
e ambman g
e ) . Adopt 114 (82.6) 18 (15.1)
Eco-friendly agricultural products (fruit) Not adopt 24 (17.4) 101 (84.9) 116.482
e Adopt 110 (79.7) 9(176) -
Eco-friendly processed food Not adopt 98 (20.3) 110 (92.4) 133.774
Adopt 129 (93.5) 13 (10.9) —
Processed food Not adopt 9(65) 106 (89.1) 176.136
. Adopt 15 (10.9) 47 (39.5)
Milke Not adopt 123 (89.1) 72 (60.5) 28.606
. Adopt 84 (60.9) 31(26.1) .
General grain Not adopt 54 (39.1) 83 (73.9) 31.334
Total 138 (100) 119 ( 100)
“p<0.001.
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Table 7. Comparative analysis of suppliers performance evaluation between competitive bidding and negotiated contract

Item” Competitive bidding (n=138) Negotiated contract (n=119) T-value
Price of product 3.73+0.67” 2.9540.80 8477
Product packaging 3.7440.59 3.9340.53 -2.751"
Product quality at the time of delivery 3.634+0.65 3.954+0.58 -4.154™
Hygiene of product 3.69+0.60 3.954+0.53 -3.685""
Consistency to specification 3.624+0.81 4.034+0.56 -4.746™
Delivery on time 3.71+£0.79 3.79+0.73 -0.831
Swiftness of return and exchange 3.204+0.88 3.65+0.72 -4.381"
Emergency delivery 3.22+0.86 3.63+0.75 -4.051""
Ability to supply food 3.67+0.59 3.81+0.64 -1.813
Service of delivery staff 3.65+0.69 3.86+0.61 -2.518"
Handling of complaints 3.354+0.74 3.734+0.70 -4.215"™"
Accounting-related documents 3.79+0.62 3.87+0.56 -1.140
Sanitary laws and regulations document 3.79+0.59 3.84+0.63 -0.655
Overall performance 3.61+0.57 3.854+0.56 -3.385"
‘I)S*point Likert scale (1: strongly disagree, 5: strongly agree).
“Mean+SD.
"p<0.05, "p<0.01, "p<0.001 by t-test.
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