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Abstract

The purposes of this study were to compare, through a factor analysis, the perceived level of importance of
4 categories of features relating to food service management between salespeople and clients, to establish an
effective marketing strategy for successful contracting. To obtain data on the perceived level of importance level
of the factors affecting foodservice management contracts, questionnaires were developed using the Delphi
technique, which were modified by apilot test. The questionnaires consisted of 4 categories and 19 items on the
factors affecting foodservice management contracts, with the importance level of these factors measured on a
5 point-Likert type scale. Between March 12 and April 13 2003, the self-administrative questionnaires were
mailed to the 60 salespeople and 280 clients. A total of 50 clients (25%) and 48 salespeople(77%) responded
to the questionnaires. As a result, forprivate contracts and in competitive biding, the differences of the
perceived importance level between the salespeople and clients of the 3 categories (the appropriateness of
foodservice operation plan, sales ability, the conditions and costs of the contract) were significant. For the 5
items relating to private contracts, Field trip, Menu Management Plan, Sanitation and Safety Management, Cost
per meal and Food Cost per meal, both the salespeople and clients perceived high levels of importance for all
these items. For competitive biding, both the salespeople and clients perceived high levels of importance for the
6 item the Foodservice operation supportive system, Field trip, Menu Management Plan, Renewal plans for
interior and environment, Cost per meal and Food Cost per meal.
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Table 1. Comparison of importance perception” on the factors affecting foodservice management contract between client

and salesperson in private contract

Client(N=22) Salesperson(N=46)

ltem MeanzS.D. Mean+S.D. T-value
Evaluation of the foodservice company
Foodservice operation supportive system 3.91+0.97 3,72+0.78 0.81
Field trip 4.05+0.72 3.98+0.95 032
Brand image 3.64+0.85 4.11£0.74 - 224
General information (history, finance, accomplishment) 3.50+1.01 3.41+0.78 0.36
Average 3.77+0.55 4.19+0.52 -022
Appropriateness of foodservice operation plan
Menu management plan 4.59+0.59 3.85+0.84 4207
Service management plan 4.23+0.87 3.41£0.88 3597
Sanitation and safety management plan 4.50+0.67 3.91+0.98 2.88"
Renewal plan for interior and environment 3.45+0.74 3.93+0.85 - 226
Average 4.19+0.52 3.780.68 277
Conditions of cost in the contract
Cost per meal 4.41+0.67 4.30+0.76 0.58
Food cost per meal 4.41£0.96 4.13£0.78 1.19
Deposit / Rental fee 2.45+1.10 3.30+1.01 - 306"
Donation 2.00£1.15 3414126 - 4597
Investment cost paid by contractor 2.91+1.06 3.72+0.81 - 3157
Payment of water, fuel and light expenses 3.09+1.27 3.11+1.12 - 0.06
Percentage of contract management fee 3.23+1.11 3.09+1.04 0.49
Average 321+0.67 3.58+0.55 - 224
Sales abilities
Strategic alliance with contractor 3.59+0.96 3.54+1.05 0.19
Lobby of foodservice company 2.86+1.08 4.09+0.96 - 4527
Effort of salesperson 3.86+0.89 4.11+0.71 - 1.13
Presentational abilities 3.27+0.94 3.76£0.79 - 2110
Average 3.40+0.62 3.88+0.53 - 3107

Y5 point likert type scale (1-not at all important 5- very important)

*p < 05 *p< 01 *FrFp< 001
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Fig. 1. Comparative Grid of perceived importance level between client and salesperson in Private

contract

- A(All importance) :
- U(Universial) :
- O(Over Recogintion) :
- R(Repletion) :

(1) Foodservice operation supportive system
(3) Brand image
(5) Menu management plan
(7) Sanitation and safety management plan
(9) Cost per meal
(11) Deposit / Rental fee
(13) Investment cost paid by contractor
(15) Percentage of contract management fee
(17) Lobby of foodservice company
(19) Presentational abilities
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Factors perceived more important by salesaperson and client
Factors perceived less important by salesaperson and client
Factors perceived more important by Salesaperson
Factors perceived more important by Client

(2) Field trip

(4) General information

(6) Service management plan

(8) Renewal plan for interior and environment
(10) Food cost per meal

(12) Donation

(14) Payment of water, fuel and light expenses
(16) Strategic alliance with contractor

(18) Effort of salesperson
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Table 2. Comparison of importance perception” on the factors affecting foodservice management contract between client

and salesperson in competitive bid

Clinet(N=30)

Salesperson(N=44}

Item T-value
Mean+S.D. Mean+S.D.

Evaluation of the foodservice company
Foodservice operation supportive system 4.23+0.82 4.20+0.76 0.15
Field trip 4.23+0.77 4.52+0.70 - 1.64
Brand image 3.73+0.87 4.09+0.76 - 1.75
General information(history, finance, accomplishment) 3.80+0.71 3.64:0.89 0.87
Average 4.00£0.55 4.11+0.64 - 0.79
Appropriateness of foodservice operation plan
Menu management plan 4.67+0.48 4.05+0.83 406
Service management plan 4.50+0.57 3.59+0.84 5527
Sanitation and safety management plan 4.66+0.55 3.73+0.90 546"
Renewal plan for interior and environment 3.90+0.98 4.30+0.73 - 1.88
Average 4424045 3.9120.62 3937
Conditions of cost in the contract
Cost per meal 4,07+0.81 4.45+0.63 - 212
Food cost per meal 4.4110.57 4.57+0.55 - 1.15
Deposit / Rental fee 2.43+091 3.82+1.08 - 5827
Donation 1.93+0.86 3.68+1.16 - 7367
Investment cost paid by contractor 3.24+121 4.11+0.78 - 3437
Payment of water, fuel and light expenses 2.75£1.08 3.18+0.97 - 1.72
Percentage of contract management fee 297+1.18 327£1.00 - 1.16
Average 3.11+0.57 3.87+0.47 - 5747
Sales abilities
Strategic alliance with contractor 2.74%1.40 3.61+0.95 - 286"
Lobby of foodservice company 2.07£1.18 3.91+0.98 - 685
Effort of salesperson 3.48+1.38 3.73:0.92 - 084
Presentational abilities 3.17+1.44 4.36+0.84 - 4037
Average 2.95+1.14 3.90+0.65 - 3917

Y5 point likert type scale (i-not at all important 5- very important)

*p < 05 **p< 01  **+p< 001
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Fig. 2. Comparative Grid of perceived importance level between client and salesperson in

competitive bid

- A(All importance) : Factors perceived more important by salesaperson and client
- U(Universial) : Factors perceived less important by salesaperson and client

- O(Over Recogintion) : Factors perceived more important by Salesaperson

- R(Repletion) : Factors perceived more important by Client

(1) Foodservice operation supportive system
(3) Brand image

(5) Menu management plan

(7) Sanitation and safety management plan
(9) Cost per meal

(11) Deposit / Rental fee

(13) Investment cost paid by contractor

(15) Percentage of contract management fee
(17) Lobby of foodservice company
(19) Presentational abilities
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(2) Field trip

(4) General information

(6) Service management plan

(8) Renewal plan for interior and environment
(10) Food cost per meal

(12) Donation

(14) Payment of water, fuel and light expenses
(16) Strategic alliance with contractor

(18) Effort of salesperson
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Table 3. Comparison of importance perception’” on the factors affecting foodserivice management contract between

first-contract client and re-contract client

First contract client

Re-contract client

Item N=17) (N=36) T-value
Mean+S.D. Mean+S.D.

Evaluation of the foodservice company
Foodservice operation supportive system 4.00+0.87 4.11+0.82 -0.45
Field trip 4.18+0.88 4.22+0.76 - 0.19
Brand image 3.88+0.70 3.75+0.81 0.58
General information(history, finance, accomplishment) 3.82+0.88 3.61+0.73 0.93
Average 3.970.50 ' 3.92:0.51 0.32
Appropriateness of foodservice operation plan
Menu management plan 4.76+0.44 4.64+0.49 0.91
Service management plan 453+0.51 4.42+0.65 0.63
Sanitation and safety management plan 4.76+0.44 4.63+0.60 0.83
Renewal plan for interior and environment 3.65+0.44 3.69+0.83 -014
Average 4.43+0.37 4.34+0.46 0.73
Conditions of cost in the contract
Cost per meal 4.06+0.83 4.44+0.70 -1
Food cost per meal 4.24+0.66 4.60+0.55 - 209
Deposit / Rental fee 2.29+0.92 2.47+1.11 - 0.57
Donation 1.94+0.83 2.09+1.16 - 046
Investment cost paid by contractor 3.12+1.32 3.17+1.10 - 0.16
Payment of water, fuel and light expenses 2.56+1.03 2.86+1.26 - 082
Percentage of contract management fee 3.18x1.24 3.00+1.14 0.51
Average 3.05+0.66 3.24+0.68 - 097
Sales abilities
Strategic alliance with the contractor 3.38+1.09 2.88+1.34 1.29
Lobby of the foodservice company 2.71+1.05 2.18+1.07 1.65
Effort of the salesperson 3.76+1.09 3.47+1.21 0.84
Presentational abilities 3.18+0.95 3.15+1.31 0.08
Average 3.2410.73 2.96+0.96 1.18

Y5 point likert type scale (1-not at all important 5- very important)

*p < .05 *p< 01 *¥p< 001
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Table 4. Comparison of importance perception” on the factors affecting foodservice management contract between

competitive bid and private contract

o] a1l WHY 128%F AP &

Private contract Competitive bid
Item (N=23) (N=27) T-value
Mean+S.D. Mean+S.D.

Evaluation of the foodservice company
Foodservice operation supportive system 3.87+0.81 4.30+0.82 - 1.84
Field trip 4.17+0.83 4.15+0.77 0.11
Brand image 3.8710.63 3.78+0.89 041
General information(history, finance, accomplishment) 3.52+0.85 3.78+0.75 - 1.13
Average 3.86+0.48 4.00+0.55 - 097
Appropriateness of foodservice operation plan
Menu management plan 470+0.47 4.63+0.49 0.48
Service management plan 4.39+0.66 4.45+0.58 - 031
Sanitation and safety management plan 4.70+0.56 4.65+0.56 0.26
Renewal plan for interior and environment 3.39+0.66 3.96+0.82 - 269
Average 4.29+0.40 4.42+0.45 - 1.02
Conditions of cost in the contract
Cost per meal 4.60+0.58 4.08+0.70 2.857
Food cost per meal 4.57+0.66 4.42+0.58 0.80
Deposit /| Rental fee 2.39+1.20 2.48+0.92 - 029
Donation 2.17+£1.27 1.92+0.86 0.82
Investment cost paid by contractor 3.0421.11 323+1.14 - 0.58
Payment of water, fuel and light expenses 2.78+1.35 2.65+1.02 0.38
Percentage of contract management fee 3.17+1.15 2.92+1.09 0.78
Average 3.25+0.72 3.11+0.57 0.73
Sales abilities
Strategic alliance with contractor 3.41+1.01 2.88+1.36 1.50
Lobby of foodservice company 2.73+0.83 2.20+1.19 1.74
Effort of salesperson 3.68+0.84 342+1.42 0.75
Presentational abilities 3.14x0.77 3.12+1.45 0.06
Average 3.24+0.50 2.95+1.14 1.19

5 point likert type scale (I1-not at all important 5- very important)

*p < 05 **p< 01  *rep< 001
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Table 5. Factor analysis based on importance perception

Factor

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Deposit / Rental Fee .84
Donation .82
Payment of water, fuel and light expenses 77
Investment cost paid by contractor .74
Percentage of contract management fee S1
Effort of salesperson .84
Presentational abilities .67
Strategic alliance with contractor company .56
Lobby of foodservice company .52
Mene management plan 72
Food cost per meal .68
Sanitation and safety management plan .66
Service management plan .61
Cost per meal .58
Brand image 72
General information .67
Foodservice operation supportive system .63
Renewal plan for interior and environment .50
Eigen value 327 2.47 2.43 2.14
% of Variance 17.19 12.83 12.77 11.24
Cumulative % of variance 17.19 30.02 42.79 54.02
Factor 1 : Cost-related condition
Factor 2 : Contract foodservice management company’s Sales abilities
Factor 3 : Core factor of foodservice operational management
Factor 4 : Brand power and supportive abilities of contract foodservice management company

Item
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