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School Dieticians’ Perception of Seafood Ingredient Pricing
in School Food-Service in Seoul
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ABSTRACT The purpose of this research was to scrutinize dieticians' perspective of seafood ingredients prices in
school food-service. Suppliers' contract status, seafood ingredient usage and satisfaction, expectations regarding prices
of seafood ingredients, and willingness to pay when HACCP is taken into account were studied. Through random
sampling, the survey was conducted on 231 dieticians in 11 different educational districts and 12 elementary, six
middle, and three high schools. Ultimately, 142 survey responses were taken into account. Data analysis was performed
using SPSS v15.0 by descriptive analysis, x’-test, and t-test. For contracts regarding seafood ingredients, competitive
contracts composed 79.7%. Exactly 42.1% responded that contracts were breached, and 60.1% testified that product
returns were due to excessive glazing of ingredients. The satisfaction rate of 'hygiene & sanitation of product' was
the highest, whereas 'price of product' was the lowest. For 'recontracting intention', 'informal purchasing' showed higher
rates compared to 'competitive bidding'. Reflecting upon the six main price factors, 'designation and maintenance of
HACCEP!, 'price of raw seafood ingredients', 'processing costs', 'margin’, 'logistic costs', and 'cost of standardizing seafood
ingredients', dieticians' perceived 'impact on the anticipated price' on total cost was lower than present counterparts.
This implicates that 'impact on the present price' of the six price factors is too excessive, suggesting that many dieticians
are unsatisfied with the current prices of seafood ingredients. Furthermore, 52.8% of dieticians stated that the maximum
additional payment of HACCP seafood ingredients should be less than 5%. Consequently, this research serves as
basic information for reasonable pricing of seafood ingredients and contributes to increased seafood usage by school

food-services.

Key words: seafood, price, school food service, HACCP
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2 A Z3= SPSS Statistics v15.0(BM, New a7}b 50.5%, 5~10 < gtk 66.0%% 7HE B
York, NY, USA)& o]-&8te] FAE4] sh3leh. stug2 g H TS B3k wjage] g wd ESORISTAS
SHA AubALE, S E AR ) *‘F/H Zﬂﬂ FAHE 51.6%, &G 8tals 46.8% % AHEHATH 2] AA o
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St g F-a1e st ghe] v *‘EHQ‘r M8k vkl A% Z%58h 1,000~ 1,500 "lwke] 40.0%, & skl 500
o gk Aol HFL Yl x-testd} t-testS A8 ~1,0007 WRto] 53.2%% 7V wakth wek F ARl
Table 1. General characteristics of school food service operation and dieticians (N=142)

Elementary school

Middle-high school

Item Categories N % N %

Less than 5 48 50.5 10 21.3

Employee numbers as 5~10 47 49.5 31 66.0
cooking staff 10~15 0 0.0 5 10.6
More than 15 0 0.0 1 2.1

Classroom 49 51.6 22 46.8

Serving type Cafeteria 30 31.6 24 51.1
Combination classroom and cafeteria 16 6.8 1 2.1

. Less than 10 14 14.9 36 78.3
f:r“(i’cde (;f :fii’o"i food 1529 69 73.4 10 21.7
( e‘;rs) p 20~30 8 8.5 0 0.0
4 More than 30 3 32 0 0.0
Students number Less than 500 13 13.7 2 4.2
ea‘tlin mea‘lls o chool 500~ 1,000 37 38.9 25 53.2
| nchg ooram 1,000 ~ 1,500 38 40.0 14 29.8
unch prog More than 1,500 7 7.4 6 12.8
Total cost Less than 2,000 56 58.9 0 0.0
er one portion 2,000~2,500 39 41.1 0 0.0
E’ on) p 2,500~ 3,000 0 0.0 33 71.7
W More than 3,000 0 0.0 13 28.3
Food cost Less than 1,000 0 0.0 0 0.0
er one portion 1,000~ 1,500 1 1.1 0 0.0
E’Won) P 1,500 ~2,000 88 93.6 16 34.8
More than 2,000 5 5.3 30 65.2

College diploma 3 32 9 19.1

Education level of Bachelor degree 62 66.0 13 19.1
dieticians Graduate degree 27 28.7 24 27.7
Higher than graduate degree 2 2.1 1 51.1

Less than 5 12 12.6 31 66.0

Whole career 5~Iless than 10 10 10.5 12 25.5
in dieticians 10~1less than 15 9 9.5 1 2.1
(years) 15~1ess than 20 54 56.8 2 4.3
More than 20 10 10.5 1 2.1
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Table 2. Serving frequency of the seafood product
Frequencyl) Elementary school Middle-high school Total”
Less than 1 39 (41.1)? 17 (36.2) 56 (39.4)
= 6 Ben e
Everyday 0 0 0
Less than 1 64 (67.4) 22 (47.8) 88 (62.4)
1~2 31(32.6 24 (52.2 53 (37.6
Mollusks 34 0( ) 0( ) 0( 7.6)
Everyday 0 0 0
Less than 1 44 (46.3) 29 (64.4) 73 (52.1)
Shellfish and shrimp ;:i 4§ 802)5 ) li 832)3 ) 62 2595) )
Everyday 0 0 0
Less than 1 19 (20.4) 7(15.2) 26 (18.7)
o st s 36 2 s
Everyday 43 (46.2) 24 (52.2) 67 (48.2)
Less than 1 51(55.4) 27 (61.4) 78 (57.4)
1~2 18 (19. 11 (25. 29 (21.
Seaweeds 3~4 gg9.98)6 ) 0( >0 3&.6)3)
Everyday 14 (15.2) 6(13.6) 20 (14.7)

Yper week. “n (%). ’Due to missing data, total number

is different.



1770 A} 4% 20 -G8 gl - A

Table 3. Purchasing status of seafood product in school food service

}\E

dqd% - 7

Item Category Elementary Middle- high Total” X
s s Gt atns ol w0,
T O T T
Existence of possible Yes 89 (94.7) 46 (95.9) 135 (95.1) 0.320
penalty charges No 5(5.3) 2(4.2) 7 (4.9) '
Returns due to breach Yes 44 (47.3) 15(31.9) 59 (42.1) 3.04
of contract No 49 (52.7) 32 (68.1) 81 (57.9)
Weigh.t fraud py Yes 62 (68.1) 21 (44.7) 89 (60.1) 9.63"
excessive glazing No 29 (31.9) 26 (55.3) 53(39.9)
1 75 (79.8) 32 (66.7) 107 (75.4)
Contract period 2 16 (17.0) 7 (14.6) 23 (16.2) 1047
(months) 3 1(1.1) 4(8.3) 5(3.5)
More than 3 2(2.2) 5(10.5) 7(4.9)
n (%). “Due to missing data, total number is different.
" P<0.01.
ZrstAl A ek Ao s Erh Wols A WaE Abgrol Har ITH5).
pRatel 4EEWO] Ao e ol 471w Helstol
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£ YA £ FYE WA A AR B2 WYSE CHUK0.05) AYYN G FALE A9 B
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Table 4. Satisfaction and recontracting intentions about purchasing of seafood product

EREE R

Aﬂi'

Competitive bidding Informal purchasing Total t-value
Price of product 3.99+1.15" 4.79+1.24 427+1.18 2.61°
Product quality 4.61£1.30 5.28+1.19 474130 2.51°
Satisfaction Consistency of specification 5.15+1.11 5.55+1.12 5.23£1.12 1.73
Hygiene & sanitation of product 5.25+1.09 5.52+1.12 5.30+1.10 1.19
Authenticity for origin 4.54+1.41 5.24+1.32 4.68+1.42 2417
Suppliers' capacity 4.92+1.41 5.45+1.24 5.03£1.39 1.83
Recontracting intention 4.09+1.65 5.63+1.01 4.58+1.31 3.87

-pomt Likert scale (1: strongly disagree, 7: strongly agree).
MeaniSD
"P<0.05, ""P<0.001.
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Table 5. Differences in the impact of the price factors on the present and anticipated price
) Impact on the present price Impact on the anticipated price
Price factor : : - -
Elementary =~ Middle-high  t-value Elementary =~ Middle-high  t-value t-value
Designation and maintenance __5.56£1.37 5.58+1.47 0.919 5.14+1.41 5.60+1.31 0.058
of HACCP 5.57+1.40" 5.29+1.39 241"
Price of raw seafood 5.54+1.24 5.29+1.33 0.280 5.28+1.02 5.00+1.20 0.143
ingredients 5.45+1.27 5.19+1.09 2.57
Cost of manufacture 5.48+1.22 5.26+1.22 0.297 5.31£0.96 4.83+1.4 0.019 .
5.41+1.27 5.15+1.14 2.35
Margin 5.88+1.00 5.31+1.33 0.005 4.23+1.08 3.90+1.18 0.091 "
5.96+1.15 4.12+1.12 12.38
Logistic costs 5.42+1.27 5.17+1.31 0.267 4.33+1.22 3.81£1.17 0.018 »
5.34+1.28 4.15+1.22 8.63
Cost of standardizing seafood __ 4.29%1.49 4.40+1.30 0.691 4.31+1.39 3.98+1.58 0.211
ingredients 4.33+1.38 4.20+1.46 0.88

-pomt Likert scale (1:
MeaniSD
"P<0.05,

strongly disagree, 7: strongly agree).

" P<0.001.
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Table 6. Willingness of additional payment on HACCP des-
ignated seafood product

2

Category Elementary Middle-high Total
No willingness 12 (12.8)" 2(42)  14(9.9)
More than 0, less 49 (52.1) 26 (54.2) 75(52.8)
than 5% 313
More than 5%, 26 (27.7) 17 (35.4) 43(30.3) ™
less than 10%
More than 10% 7(7.4) 3(6.3) 10 (7.0)
Un (%)
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