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Importance-Performance Analysis of School Foodservice Menu Management
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Dept. of Food & Nutrition, Keimyung University, Daegu 704-701, Korea

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate the priority of menu management by importance-performance
analysis (IPA) of school foodservice menu attributes. Questionnaires were distributed to 448 school dietitians
with an official letter, and a total of 292 responses were used for analysis. From the 21 menu attributes, the
factors of 'nutrition’, 'educational effect’, 'capability consideration’, 'ease of quality management’, 'efficiency’,
and 'preference of students’ were induced from exploratory factor analysis. The levels of importance (p<0.01)
and performance (p<0.05) of the 'nutrition’ factor were significantly higher with nutrition teachers than school
dietitians, while the importance of the 'preference of students’ factor showed significantly higher score with
school dietitians (p<0.05). As a result of gap analysis for IPA, only the 'efficiency’ factor was located in the
area where performance was higher than importance, whereas no menu attribute factors were included in the
"concentrate here' area by the usual IPA. Further analysis showed that there should be more effort to improve
the performance of an 'educational effect’ factor for a school foodservice menu.
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Table 1. General characteristics of the respondents (N=292)

Au 7 - Ao

Table 2. Foodservice characteristics of schools with subjects

Variables N (%) (N=292)
Male 2( 0 7) Variables N (%)
Gender ' e
Female 290 (99.3) M Self-operated 267 (98.5)
anagement type Contracted 4(15)
20~29 30 (10.3) (lunch) Non acte 21 ()
30~39 117 (40.2) O response
Age (years) 40~49 137 (47.1) Dinning hall 240 (83.3)
Over 50 7(2.4) Classroom 40 (13.9)
No response 1(—) Distribution type Dinning hall + 8(2.8)
College 25 (8.7) N Classroom 4(—)
Education level University 183 (64.0) 0 response
Graduate school 78 (27.3) Elementary 148 (52.5)
No response 6(—) Middle school 67 (23.8)
School level Hich school 67 (23.8)
Dietitian 82 (30.1) ng SChoo 10 ()
Job position Nutrition teacher 190 (69.9) O response
o response 0 Number of students 5<(§3(?8<1 000 12?1 %?;
<10 96 (33.5) using school meals ~1.000 ’ 08 (34'0)
Period of working 10~<15 82 (28.7) per day (lunch) IE ’ 4 (7')
in the school 15~<20 80 (28.0) . o Tesponse
foodservice (years) >20 28 (9.8) Mean=+SD.
No response 6(—)
UMean+SD. EFo| AEE ElEtE A
Table 3& ALE i sy 54 =79 B
WHal(wA, Aol 28%= Yetwgth g tidstue 25 9} AT B Adolt) F 214 vwdA dEd o)
shiv} 525%, ool RE s} 247t 238% AL, BF g a9RMe AAG A 6 290 £2H Y Y
FA0lE S F(FA VBT 5009 VI 220% 500~ o, m&H A, AL 5, FAw S0l EEA,
10009 wF 43.1%, 10009 ]/ 34.0%=Z ZALE o) MEE Foz 820WS Fialqtt 67 89102 Ay
Table 3. Validity and reliability of the measure
Factor % of Cumulative %  Cronbach’s
Factor Item . . .
loading variance of variance alpha
Does it have low calories and fat? 0.821
Does it have low amount of sodium? 0.802
Does it contain quality ingredients? 0.649
.. (domestic, environment—-friendly products etc.)
Nutrition Is the cooking method good for health? 0.562 14.573 14.573 0815
Is this menu easy to eat? 0.503
Is this menu a good source for vitamins and 0.483
minerals?
Is this menu effective in nutrition education? 0.803
Educational Does this menu help to succeed traditional dietary 0.803
offect habits? 12.869 27.442 0.822
Does this menu help to improve dietary habits? 0.772
Does this menu produce less food waste? 0.457
Is it easy to produce this menu with the present 0.856
Capability facilities and utilities?
consideration Is it easy to produce this menu with the present 0.847 10628 38.070 0.869
labor and skills?
Fase of qualit Is it easy to manege temperature and distribution? 0.763
man en?ent y Is it easy to standardize this menu? 0.675 9.347 47.417 0.691
anag Is it easy to control hygiene and safety? 0.621
Is less labor needed to produce this menu? 0.857
- Is less time needed to produce this 0.754
Efficiency menu?(Including time using the facilities) 8677 56.094 0.657
Are costs of ingredients lower? 0.631
Is this a menu preferred by teaching group? 0.824
Preference Is this a menu preferred by parents of students? 0.782 7.832 63.927 0.557
Is this a menu preferred by students? 0.521
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Table 4. Differences in the importance and performance of menu
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attributes perceived by dietitians and nutrition teachers

Importance Performance
Factor Dietitian ~ Nutrition teacher t—value Dietitian ~ Nutrition teacher t—value
(n=82) (n=190) (n=82) (n=190)
Nutrition 3.98+0.56" 4.1740.45 -2.720™ 3.80+0.567 4.04+0.44 -3.052"
Educational effect 3.684+0.64 3.78+0.51 -1.277 3.394+0.62 3.64+0.53 -3.361"
Capability consideration 4.21+0.59 4.2940.60 -1.024 4.15+0.63 4.2640.60 -1.370
Ease of quality management 4.1440.54 4.154+0.50 -0.200 4.02+0.56 4.04+0.50 -0.296
Efficiency 3.77+0.54 3.76+0.55 0.090 3.77+0.53 3.76+£0.52 -0.163
Preference of students 4.47+0.57 4.31+0.53 2.211° 4.21+0.52 4.23+0.47 -0.356
Total 3.96+0.42 4.04+0.34 -1.656 3.79+0.40 3.95+0.35 -3.211"

"Mean+SD, 5 point Likert type scale (1: not important at all, 5: very important).
2)MeamiSD, 5 point Likert type scale (1: not perform at all, 5: perform very well).

"p<0.05, “p<0.01, “p<0.001.
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Table 5. Differences in the importance and performance of menu attributes perceived by school dietitians according to the
school type

Importance Performance
Factor Elementary Middle school High school Elementary Middle school High school
school (n=67) (n=67) F-value school (n=67) (n=67) F-value
(n=148) - - (n=148) - -
Nutrition 4.22+0.44° 4.10+0.49™ 3.96+0.55" 7.366™ 4.12+0.42° 3.90+0.49" 3.76+0.58" 7.846™"
Educational 3.83+0.52 3.72+0.56 3.65+0.58 2.993 3.734+0.53° 3.47+0.55" 3.38+0.63" 10.785™
effect
Capability 4.32+0.58 4.2240.59 4.25+0.59 0.818 4.28+0.58 4.18+0.68 4.20+0.59 0.823
consideration
Ease of quality 4.17+0.47 4.1140.49 4.124+0.58 0.405 4.074+0.49 3.994+0.52 4.00+0.56 0.855
management
Efficiency 3.77+£0.55 3.79+0.52 3.73+0.60 0.192 3.79+0.51 3.78+0.52 3.72+0.57 0.391
Preference 4.31+0.53 4.4240.53 4.39+0.58 1.154 4.1840.45 4.32+0.53 4.18+0.52 2.142
of students
Total 4.08+0.34° 4.01+0.37" 3.93+0.39" 3.984 4.00+0.33" 3.86+0.38" 3.77+0.41° 9.741"
(”MeaniSD, 5 point Likert type scale (1: not important at all, 5: very important).
z’MeaniSD, 5 point Likert type scale (1: not perform at all, 5: perform very well).
"p<0.05, “p<0.001.
Scheffe’s multiple comparison.
Table 6. Differences between importance and performance of menu attributes perceived by school dietitians
Dietitian (n=82) Nutrition teacher (n=190)
Factor
Importance Performance t-value Importance Performance t-value
Nutrition 3.98+0.56" 3.80+£0.56” 4.546™" 4.1740.45 4.0440.44 5.934"
Educational effect 3.654+0.63 3.394+0.61 4,659 3.7840.51 3.64+0.53 4.829"™"
Capability consideration 4.2240.59 4.15+0.63 1.697 4.30+£0.59 4.27+0.60 1.201
Ease of quality management 4.1440.54 4.024+0.56 3.582" 4.154+0.50 4.044+0.50 4.686™"
Efficiency 3.77+0.54 3.78+0.53 -0.349 3.77+0.54 3.764+0.52 0.220
Preference of students 4474052 4.2140.52 4128 4.31+0.53 4.2340.47 1.995"
Total 3.94+0.41 3.79+0.40 5.397" 4.04+0.34 3.95+0.35 5.946™"
UMean+SD, 5 point Likert type scale (1: not important at all, 5: very important).
“Mean+SD, 5 point Likert type scale (1: not perform at all, 5: perform very well).
"p<0.05, ""p<0.001.
Only the data from subjects who answered both importance and performance were used in this analysis.
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Fig. 1. Importance-performance analysis of school foodser-

vice menu attributes.
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