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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were 1) to investigate the importance level on factors affecting the foodservice management
contract perceived by the clients in the office building, government and public offices and manufacturing company
in Seoul and Kyungi 2) to compare the perceived importance levels of the present contract and future contract 3) to
compare the perceived importance levels of the competitive bid with those of the private contract. To collect the data on
the perceived importance level on the affecting the foodservice management contract, the questionnaires were developed
by the delphi technique and modified by the pilot test. The questionnaires consisted of 4 categories and 19 items on the
factors affecting the foodservice management contract and the importance level on the factors were measured by 5-
likert scale. From March 12 to April 13 in 2003, the self-administrative questionnaires were mailed to 280 clients. The
questionnaires were responded from the 50 clients (respondent rate : 25%). On the factors affecting the present contract
and the future contract, among the 4 categories (the appropriateness of foodservice operation plan, the evaluation of the
foodservice company, sales ability, the conditions of the cost in the contract), the importance level of the appropriate-
ness of foodservice operation plan was higher than those of the other categories. In the comparison of the perceived
importance level between the present contract and the future contract, the importance level of 4 items (sanitation and
safety management plan, menu management plan, service management plan, food cost per meal) in the future contract
were significantly higher than those in the present contract (p <.01, p <.05, p <.05, p <.01). There were the significant
differences between the private contract and competitive bid on the factors affecting the present contract in the 3 items,
which were renewal plan for interior and environment s, "strategic alliance with the contractor, "lobby of the food-
service company (p < .05, p <.05, p <.05). And on the factors affecting the future contract, there were significant
differences in the 2 items, which were renewal plan for interior and environments and "cost per meal in compa-
ring the competitive bid and private contract (p < .05, p <.01). The clients perceived the appropriateness of foodservice
operation plan was more important than the other categories in the future foodservice management contract. It was
proposed that the foodservice management contract company should focus on the foodservice operation to satisfy the
customers and clients in order to get more contract in the future. (Korean J Nutrition 37 (5): 406 ~414, 2004)
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Table 1. General information of client

tem Frequency Percentage (%)

1. Type of client

Office building 18 327
Manufacturing company 17 309
Government and public offices 15 27.3
Efc 5 9.1
Total 55 100.0
2. Type of contract
Management fee contract 33 64.7
Fixed meadl price contract 18 356.3
Total 51 100.0
3. No of contract
1 18 33.3
2 15 27.8
3 11 20.4
3 3 5.6
4 4 7.4
5 1 1.9
9 1 1.9
14 1 1.9
Total 54 100.
4. Method for contract
Competitive bid 28 51.9
Private contract 23 42.6
Etc 3 5.6
Total 54 100.0

3] 33.3%, 23] 27.8%, 33) 20.4%, 43| 5.6%, 53] 7.4%,
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Table 2. Comparison of importance perception on the factors affecting the foodsevice management contract between the present

and future contract (N =253}
Present contfract Future contract
Item T-value
Mean = S.D. Mean + S.D.
Evaluation of the foodservice company
Foodservice operation supportive system 406 £0.13 4.08 = 0.83 -0.191
Field trip 404 =0.78 421 £0.79 -1.924
Brand image 3.72 £ 0.79 3.79 = 0.77 -0.753
General information (history, finance, accomplishment) 3.60 = 0.86 3.68 = 0.78 -0.683
Average 3.85 + 0.49 3.94 + 0.50 —-1.507
Appropriateness of foodservice operation plan
Menu management plan 4.47 + 0.67 4.67 =048 —2.472*
Sanitation and safety management plan 452 + 0.65 4.68 = 0.55 -3.273**
Service management plan 4.24 £ 0.76 4.47 £ 0.58 —-2.221*
Renewal plan for interior and environment 3.66 = 0.82 3.68 = 0.89 -0.216
Average 422 +0.54 437 +0.44 ~2.995**
Conditions of cost in the contract
Cost per meal 426 +0.72 430 = 0.76 —0.468
Food cost per meal 416 £ 0.92 4.49 = 0.61 -3.007*
Investment cost paid by contractor 3.04 £1.05 3.18 = 1.14 1.703
Percentage of contract management fee 3.00 + 1.07 308 £1.14 -0.724
Payment of water, fuel and light expenses 288 £ 1.18 276 £1.22 -1.155
Deposit / rental fee 261 +1.10 243 = 1.04 0.948
Donation 1.96 +1.05 202 £ 1.06 -0.781
Average 3.16 £ 0.63 3.17 £ 0.68 -0.227
Sales abilities
Effort of the: salesperson 372 =111 358 +1.18 0.819
Presentational abilities 322+1.13 3.14£1.20 0.850
Strategic allionce with the contractor 3.19 £ 1.10 3.08 £ 1.25 1.309
Lobby of the foodservice company 247 +1.10 2.39 £ 1.08 0.613
Average 3.17 £ 0.85 3.07 £0.89 1.393

*: p<.05, xx: p<.0l
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Table 3. Comparison of importance perception on the factors affecting the present contract between competitive bid and private

contract
Private contract Competitive bid
[tem (N =23) (N=27 T-value
Mean =+ §.D. Mean + S.D.
Evaluation of the foodservice company
Foodservice operation supportive system 3.87 = 0.97 4,22 + 0.89 -1.331
Field trip 3.96 = 0.82 4.00 £ 0.73 -0.197
Brand image 3.65 + 0.83 3.81 £0.79 -0.710
General information (history, finance, accomplishment) 3.52 £ 0.99 3.70 £ 0.72 -0.747
Average 3.75 £ 0.556 3.94 + 043 =131
Appropriateness of foodservice operation plan
Menu management plan 452 + 0.67 4.38 + 0.70 0.702
Service management plan 422 +0.85 419 + 0.69 0.114
Sanitation and safety management plan 4.48 + Q.67 450 + 0.65 -0.116
Renewal plan for interior and environment 3.43 £0.73 3.88 +0.82 -2.039*
Average 4,16 = 0.53 4,24 + 0.56 -0.495
Conditions of cost in the contract
Cost per meal 435 + 0.71 4,19 + 0.69 0.772
Food cost per meal 430 + 1.06 4.00 +0.78 1.162
Deposit / rental fee 2.48 = 1.08 262 £1.02 ~0.456
Donation 200+ 1.15 1.92 + 098 0.250
Investment cost paid by contractor 291 +1.04 3.15+1.06 -0.788
Payment of water, fuel and light expenses 3.04 +1.26 262 +1.02 1.132
Percentage of contract management fee 3.22 +1.09 2.78 + 0.97 1.509
Average 3.19 + 0.66 3.06 + 0.58 0.755
Sales abilities
Strategic alliance with the contractor 3.57 =095 292 +1.20 2.064*
Lobby of the foodservice company 2.87 +1.06 223 +1.07 2.097*
Effort of the salesperson 3.83 + 0.89 356+ 1.25 0.868
Presentational abilities 3.26 £ 0.92 3.16 +1.23 0.362
Average 3.38 = 0.61 3.01 = 0.99 1.623

*: p<.05, **: p<.0l
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Table 4. Comparison of imporiance perception on the factors affecting the future contract between competitive bid and private

confract
Private contract Competitive bid
ltem (N =23) (N =27) T-value
Mean = S.D. Mean = SD.
Evaluation of the foodservice company
Foodservice operation supportive system 3.87 = 0.81 4.30 = 0.82 -1.835
Field trip 4,17 £0.83 4.15 £ 0.77 0.113
Brand image 3.87 £ 0.63 3.78 + 0.89 0.414
General information (history, finance, accomplishment) 352 +0.85 3.78 +0.75 -1.134
Average 3.86 + 0.48 400 + 0.55 -0.974
Appropriateness of foodservice operation plan
Menu management plan 4,70 £ 0.47 4,63 £ 0.49 0.482
Service management plan 4.39 = 0.66 4,45 = 0.58 -0.3056
Sanitation and safety management plan 4,70 £ 0.56 4.65 + 0.56 0.261
Renewal pian for interior and environment 3.39 £ 0.66 3.96 = 0.82 —2.693*
Average 4.29 £ 0.40 4.42 £ 0.45 -1.015
Conditions of cost in the contract
Cost per meal 460 +0.58 4.08 = 0.70 2.846**
Food cost per meal 457 = 0.66 442 +0.58 0.802
Deposit / rental fee 2.39 + 1.20 2.48 + 0.92 -0.290
Donation 217 £1.27 192 +£0.86 0.818
Investment cost paid by contractor 3.04 + 1.11 323 +£1.14 -0.581
Payment of water, fuel and light expenses 278 = 1.35 2,65 + 1.02 0.380
Percentage of contract management fee 3.17x1.15 292 £ 1.09 0.781
Average 3256 £0.72 3.11 £ 057 0.729
Sales abilities
Strategic dlliance with the contractor 3.41 = 1.0t 2.88 = 1.36 1.495
Lobby of the foodservice company 273 +0.83 220 = 1.19 1.740
Effort of the salesperson 3.68 = 0.84 3.42 £ 1.42 0.751
Presentational abilities 3.14 = 0.77 312+ 1.45 0.061
Average 3.24 + 0.50 295+ 1.14 1.158

+ p<.06, +: p<.0l
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A ARl GEE vAA 2 FL3 QR10® AYZHA|
UE AoF FAMEo] AR} Alokgddal o4& YA
& 71 s Adske AeE ERIHY 1 9 o
£ FESL2 dAAE HEEE fA4d Aolg BolA
U3t} (Table 4).

2E R MR

2 A7E AE/771A AAIN SRS
gl o} YERFAAA Aol FgE vAE el
thgt 1Ak AlkgdRte] A% e AR A
A% R v B3, o] Felol FF AEFA
A F3EA ALY A BEE AAE AT 7%
ARE AFstA stk oleiEt Ao A& B
A ZAR= 2003 38 A THAEE ALY

— ]‘1
NE ME/7A71A9 A fEFA 1Ak At gzs
& e ZAe] g3 o]Fo] Rt
B d7e AnE gokstd o3t g
D 84 2994 ARA 3T vFHE 2919 Fox
ZARIME 471x) Fo99d90 sl +FAE] A4
(4.227%), ez AEAA=ZAS 58 H7) (3.85%),
44 (3.177), vl&3d 249 AN G158 vz
Q3 AZehe 02 AU, 1970 AR5 Fol
A= AR T AE (4.527), dFEE AF (4.47
), 19F A7) (4.263), AMu|2dE] AE (4.247),
107 AAsH (4.167), 344958 (4.06%), 4=
Al (4.0478) & T3 BZske RoZ AR
2) FF AEFAGA APA 4TS vAA 2 819
FOE ZAMIME EA SYQA ABA L go) T
R 2R3 FUS FEel sl FLEI tAIF o= FA
vepdth @A 359 AEFAGA HYA 9FE 1
A 29 F85e thal] Aeolr} Al EAs A
FFol o FodA 4z Rz A Aol Bl
4717 FEL /bR EE A (p<.0D, HwEY Al
3 (p<.05), Mu)l2#E] AF (p<.05), 109 AAFH]
(p<.0D ALk 471A] =] EAJO 2 n|Fo] pol uAA}
Ak A7t AR +9E AP HdA 34299 7]
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£ Q.S.C (Quality, Service, Cleanness) ¥ th3t £
Ao} B FElo] HYSE & F Yk

3) JAAE T (A AN E dA) 299
A DA Fee v 2919 FoEE 37 FEolAT
o3 ApolE vepith f2g jejg rel FEL 33
N AE, deaAgAste] Ay AF, Zu]Hol, &
AN AL BAAYE WAelA, SeRga QA A
AR} 2ojg e gk AN o Fe3tA AZs)
T Ao ZAESY (p<.05, p<.05, p<.05).

4) JARE HE (A AERUD E K8 Ao
£ HQl 5 AeEAgA MAA JEE n)AA & 24
ol FoEE BN A 197 Adrtelk S
AZL A YERAUA AP R AU T oA
o Fo5H AZAARAAT (p <.05) FF A A Alell
T AAYEAN o T4 13T RoE AR
107 Abyh= S=elA|of uhalo] AR whale]] H]s) &
Folle= o Fo8H A4 RoZ FYFA A7t AN
ot (p<.0D).

£ AT A5 3t oA 259 AEEA] Ak &
AL JA/RARE A, dwed AF, MuiHE
A, 1% AAgEH Y FHNA FF 3294 1%
Al Eg oA & ZAYUE & 5 ATk ol HEFEA &
Y9 F47 A¥d FEsE DU AeEaw A AE
& Hstoire 34 AulA FHO] e 1Y s
o) A= ojof §HE omsitt. E JEFAA 0] =
Z1A12ke] obd AAICE Al $1FE Y RYE 1Y
9 2 AT A HEE dAlA N I A
ol 523 7= ABE AF3H B Holth

2 AT 274E EYE FF A7E A APE s A
A, & A7 FE A& B7AG ARG AMEA 7
Ak (FFA, 3 I E Yoz siIgley FFole=
A9Hoz 11 S Foish A7 Xgsojof & Hol
o, olZ2] AT, st §4¢ gYor® oo}
g Zojtk. A4, & ATolMe 1AL 252 AdgAat
9 FRE JIAEE AR e Al A%< 7Y
g ARAS JIAE ZAP} o] Fo] Zof & Floln] &
IR} 250 Alekddatel ABFAIAL 250 LG
AARA Y 1A Eof thgt vz AT §A o]Fo] o} &
Zolct,

)
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