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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to examine how nutritionists, principals and parents evaluated the importance and
priorities of different selection factors for food materials suppliers in an attempt to suggest how to ensure the best
supplier choice, since the selection of the best supplier was mandatory for the successful TQM of school food
services. This study especially aims to develop priority alternatives based on relative rather than absolute assignments
on selection of suppliers for school food service materials. To apply AHP, the selection factors of a food materials
suppliers were grouped into five categories, which included quality, service, reliability, hygiene and price. And the five
categories involved 28 elements. As the result, quality was considered most crucial on the whole, followed by service,
reliability, hygiene and price; and food labeling in the category of quality evaluated as that of first priority in the
totality evaluation elements. (Korean J Community Nutrition 13(4) : 531~539, 2008)
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a’ indication standard, b: marks of origin, ¢: packing condition, d: sameness of order, e permission of
agriculture chemicals, f: consistent of quality, g delivery on time, h: minimum order time, i: handle of
returned goods, j: offer information rapidly, k: levels of pre-preparation before cooking, I: sample be
offered free, m: attitude of employee, n: fiscal scale, o: credit of providers, p: facility scale of providers
q- geographical position, r: harmonious business relation, s: degree of keeping a promise, t: sanitation
of facilities, u: sanitation of delivery, v: appropriate temperature of foods, w: application HACCP, x:
employee sanitation, y: price of goods, z' reduction on big order, aa: refundment, bb: settlement

Fig. 1. Decision hierarchy.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of data

Classify Frequency Percent (%)
Gender Male 43 34.1
Female 83 65.9
Age 35 Under 30 23.8
36 - 40 38 30.2
41 Or adbove 58 46.0
State Principle 43 34.1
Parents of students 38 30.2
Nutritionist 45 35.7
Purchase type  Independent buying 28 62.2
Cooperative buying 17 37.8

Table 2. Relative importance and priority of evaluation areas

Evaluation areas  Relative importance  Priority of evaluation

(Hierarchy 2) areas
Quality 0.441 1
Service 0.119 4
Trust 0.160 3
Sanitation 0.199 2
Price 0.081 5
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Table 3. Relative importance and priority of elements

Evaluation Evaluation element Relative Priority of
area importance  element
among
evaluation
area
Quality Indication standard 0.248 1
Marks of origin 0.202 3
Packing condition 0.222 2
Sameness of order 0.169 4
Permission of agriculture 0.159 5
chemicals
Service Consistent of quality 0.237 1
Delivery on time 0.186 2
Minimum order time 0.109 4
Handle of refured goods 0.169 3
Offer information rapidly 0.106 5
Levels of pre-preparation 0.086 6
before cooking
Sample be offered free 0.044 8
Aftitude of employee 0.064 7
Trust Fiscal scale 0.188 2
Credit of providers 0.249 1
Facility scale of providers 0.132 5
Geographical position 0.125 6
Harmonious business 0.144 4
relation
Degree of keeping 0.162 3
a promise
Sanitation  Sanitation of facilities 0.277 1
Sanitation of delivery 0.212 3
Appropriate temperature 0.219 2
of foods
Application HACCP 0.178 4
Employee sanitation 0.113 5
Price Price of goods 0.355 1
Reduction on big order 0.267 2
Redundant 0.231 3
Setflement convenience 0.147 4
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Fig 2. Comparative analysis of compound weight and evaluation elements.
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Table 4. Comparative analysis of compound weight and
evaluation elements

Evaluation element Compound  Priority among all
(Hierarchy 3) weight evaluation
elements
Indication standard 0.1142 1
Marks of origin 0.0931 3
Packing condition 0.1024 2
Sameness of order 0.0780 4
Permission of agricutture 0.0731 5
chemicals
Consistent of quality 0.0313 12
Delivery on time 0.0242 15
Minimum order time 0.0140 24
Handle of returned goods 0.0222 17
Offer information rapidly 0.0143 23
Levels of pre-preparation 0.0111 25
before cooking
Sample be offered free 0.0062 28
Aftitude of employee 0.0083 27
Fiscal scale 0.0318 11
Credit of providers 0.0412 8
Facility scale of providers 0.022 16
Geographical position 0.0211 20
Harmonious business relation 0.0247 14
Degree of keeping a promise 0.0270 13
Sanitation of facilities 0.0510 6
Sanitation of delivery 0.0392 9
Appropriate femperature 0.0417 7
of foods
Application HACCP 0.0331 10
Employee sanitation 0.0212 19
Price of goods 0.0216 18
Reduction on big order 0.0164 21
Redundant 0.0147 22
Setflement convenience 0.0090 26
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