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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to a) examine IC (intellectual capital) circumstance of CFMC (contract foodservice
management company), b) identify the correlation between IC of CFMC, ¢) analyze the cause and effect of IC in the
viewpoint of contractor, client, and customer. The questionnaires of IC measurement were handed out to 108 CFMCs,
there composing of main office employees, foodservice managers, customers, and clients of 207 school, 38 hospital,
and 86 business/industry foodservices. The statistical data analysis was completed using SPSS Win (ver 12.0) for
descriptive analysis, correlation analysis, simple linear regression analysis. First, CFMCs had operational experience
for an average of 8 years and 8 months, and served an average of 38,540 meals a day. Most of the respondent com-
panies operated ‘food supply/distribution (50%)’, ‘catering (46.7%)’, and restaurant business (43.3%)’ except for ins-
titutional foodservice and managed an average of 66 clients for the contract period of 2 years and 3 months. Second,
there was positive correlation between Tsales of foodservices and ‘market ability’, Fclient satisfactions and necessary
intellectual capital for managing branch/chain foodservice offices, and Fcustomer satisfactionsand 'renewal and
development |, ‘market ability’, ‘infrastructure support for foodservice operation’, ‘employee satisfaction’, respectively.
Finally, the result of the cause and effect analysis on CFMCs, clients, and customers was positively influenced by
‘client satisfaction’ with ‘customer satisfaction’, ‘infrastructure support for foodservice operation’ and ‘customer satis-
faction’ with ‘employee satisfaction’, and ‘infrastructure support for foodservice operation’. In conclusion, if CFMCs
were to perform a routine checkups by utilizing CFMC’s IC measuring tool, improvements in CFMC operational ca-
pacities as well as foodservice quality can be noted. Additionally, CFMCs can satisfy their client-customer relationship
by employing internal marketing thechniques for employee, a more efficient infrastructure support system, and construc-
tive infrastructure utilization. Therefore, CFMCs can show significant improvement in their sales and foodservice quali-ty
though continuous maintenance of the client and customer satisfaction. (Korean J Nutrition 38(9): 765~776, 2005)

KEY WORDS : contract foodservice management company (CFMC), intellectual capital, indicator, correlation analysis,
contractor, client, customer.
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Table 1. Measurement tool and respondent
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3 Mz AEA MM
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Measurement type and content

Respondent (persons)

A Operation and management of CFMC Official-man (1)
Headquarters B System for operating and managing branch office of CFMC  Officer (1)
C Job satisfaction of CFMC’s employee Random sampie (30)
D Job satisfaction of foodservice manager Foodservice manaager (official leader,
dietitian, cook) (5)
School E System for operating and managing branch office of CFMC  Official leader (1)
F Customer satisfaction on school foodservice Customer (20)
I Client satisfaction Client (3)
D Job satisfaction of foodservice manager Foodservice manaager (official leader,
dietition, cook) (5)
Branch Hospital E System for operating and managing branch office of CFMC  Official leader (1)
office G Customer satisfaction on hospital Customer (20)
| Client satisfaction Client (3)
D Job satisfaction of foodservice manager Foodservice manaager (official leader,
) dietitian, cook) (5)
B;sg‘;:sry& E System for operating and managing branch office of CFMC  Official leader (1)

Customer satisfaction on B & | foodservice

Customer (20)

Client satisfaction

Client (3)
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Table 2. Demographic factor of CFMC
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o 24RE v S8R AEdAEe] ARENt
90t Frtef] FA3] A717] AlAd Ao g ek, ¥

7 8 8/1ET 29E FoE AU Y ARFE
Bt 45908 Ha 5HTN Ho ALYIHY AEF

o] B 3 81044 FA% A3t F wHEARe
I oF 5790l3lom, A 23 wiRkeld Hoh o 74 6
Holae viEels 22y Vs Al BE A
38,540401031, #Ha 5004114 Hef 48474 719
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ARG e ABEYAY DAEY o9 ARl
oz AR 7 4 FF G0%), eoZe ATF
AAsARIR el2AjlE AAEtL gl dAIE0] B2 A
o= ZAMYT (Fig. 1.

A AEEA ARGATE ¥9FA 28 R B

’] o)

66702 #HAi 17178 Hd 630747k

Categories Frequency (%) Mean SD

1984 2 (63
Foundation year (yr) 1985~1989 4 (125

1990~1995 9 (281

1996~2000 17 (83.1)
Total 32 (100.0
Operation period (year, month)"” 32 8yr 8mon Syr émon
Capital (won)? 4,512,570,968 14,729,012,560
Net sales” 56,953,241,379 151,132,667.273
Foodservice sales out of net sales” 32,636,541,667 68,780,551,140
Average total meal volume a day (person)® 38,5640.00 95,163.53

"median: éyr,

Zmininmnum: 50,000,000won, maximum: 81,000,000,000won, median: 250,000,000won
®minimum: 21,000,000won, maximum: 755,705,000,000won, median: 5,306,000,000won
“minimum: 270,000,000won, maximum: 259,022,000,000won, median: 4,213,500,000won

“minimum: 500, maximum: 479.680, median: 8,600.00

Food supply/distribution

Restaurant

Catering

Consulting

] operation
Fig. 1. Other business line of res-
pondent CFMCs.

B non-operation
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Table 3. CFMC's contract status with client

Categories N Mean sD Minimum Maximun
Client (eay 32 66.34 139.778 1 630
Average contract period atf 1st contract 32 2yr 3mon 8mon 18day 6mon 3yr
Average contract period of recontract 32 lyr 9mon 8mon 16day é6mon 3yr
Average marketing cost a year on new client (won) 21 854,785,714 1.789.216,453 3.000.000 6,800,000,000
New client no. contracted yearly (ea)” 32 19.04 29.73 0 106
Annual recontract ratio (%) 32 94.66 8.52 70 100
"median: 4.50
®median: 100,00

calculating equation: (client no. recontracted /client no. expired) x 100

ATt 0|9} e T LG S ABH RE HlE
B 89 5oL, Ha 3WRtAelA o) 63
A Esh= ASE Ik (Table 3). oj= 27] Alekr9
Z715FAp0] o] ZFE o] 7)A 7] o]} 22 H] £o]
AEE Zog AlgE,

7AAkS} AlRRA] 27] Az Hd 29 3Ll
o AAIAAE FH 1d 9/NER AAleko] 27) Ak
717l vla] D7VARS AT R o2 ety 2714
oF 9 AAleF 25 Hu 39 o] AR g Ao
ZAER) =3 A7 A Al 43 H4 004 Ho
106702 H+t 197] 433 Asision Azt AALE
£ 94.7%33t} (Table 3).
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mer satisfaction)’ ol 22 Ad#Ado] gl e AE
A AR 24 £4E& AR Y8lA pearson’s
correlationg AAIEF A= ok Table 49+ Zth
g AEGAL DAFA 2R dzt miEael g
A eyt dadol Qe AR FEo2E T
Ay g AEAE (p <.00D7, ‘1Y€ F4 @
<.001)’, ‘ABARE (p <.001), AFu2A} E74H8
<.001)' ¥ TIAAE, 5ol Adg Hd I5H]E (p
<.01), ‘B 595 <0, €A ¢ 7, =
2 A7 AFEHE (p<.001), ‘AT §39 93 Al
o] (p<.0D)’°] %Y FATAVT Qe RoE FANH
Act. &, AEE S 1Y ‘DAAG, ‘Al
TR} F7H8 7 2
2E & 5 e FEoln, o]g) e FEo dis B
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‘AT B mHEE, a7k Aydu)g,
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=T,
Y=L AeFA WEA 7

AT 3 47 el v & FAE F e HEE
2 AR A2 AT} destd o7]sis 2ol
Ao Qe PAEC] tF-Fo| 0B R o] AA A13Y
o] Sl YEFA AEYALFE vEds wole AR
Ze W2l Zlog AlgHnh
TuzZAL 55,9 A$ols Tu, 352 ‘AFAeE
AL E7HE (p < .01’ F &9 AHIATE v RoE
Uepgon, ‘aANEL (p < .01) 4= % AadATL
B, T3y, gEeAe FY
2 9%t infra F]E (p <.01)' 9} %o AuaA
Rnog BNt ‘ARNEL 9 FAA
3 infra BE% ¢} 22 FEof 2 Faido
2 Rol A9 298 F&Fo)n Ao
uAALS) B QI AA I} Q& ACE Al HE
o7 9EE;8 A9ols TAF) FERde Tk
0]E (p<.001), ‘miEAEolelE (p<.00D), “f
v (p<.05)° °] &2 AHAAE YeriQa, Tud, &
o= A AAR-& (0<.001)’, 195344 (p<.001),
‘TG (p <.001)7, AFALLAASG, DAAEE
(p<.001)", FEAALIZ (p<.001) o] ¥ Jasd
AL e RAog BoFon, AFALRAAETIHE
<.001), “QA7AALE (b <.001) o] & AJaaAs}t
RE Aoz ZAEL: T3y, FEL ‘A 292
A% infra FES (p <.00D°7, AT
<.001) " ¢} o] AaaAQ Aoz BAHAL, AR
Fdw-S vE (p <.001)°, A4y
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B, gL g
ARNELT (p <.001)', FaEIEdF p<.001) ¢ %
o] AATAYY, olAE (p<.05) = &9 AHBAT A

el

Rog Bt ¥ 9 7y 385 Qz dF
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Table 4. Correlation analysis by measuring attributes of CFMC's intellectual capital correlation coefficient

Foodservice Client Customer
Categories Indicators Aftributes sales” satisfaction  satisfaction
(N = 44) (N = 263) (N = 1968)
L Return on total assets (%) 0.271 —0.001 0.178**"
Profitability wa
Return on sales (%) -0.016 0.111 0.193
Activity Total assets turnover (time) -0.082 0.074 -0.072
Growth rate of sales (%) -0.115% 0.056 -0.039
. Growth
Finance Growth rate of net income (%) -0.075 —0.060 -0.038
Flexibility current ratio (%) -0.136 0.014 0.059"
Debt rati b —-0.04 -0.091 —-0.02
Stability ebt ratio (%) 0.045 0 028
Interest coverage ratio (times) 0.143 —0.067 0.001
Capital Capital {(won) 0.251 0.067 0.055
Marketshare 1.000™*" -0.004 0.288™*"
Market ability Meal number a day 0.988™* 0.036 0271
Client number 0937 0.038 01817
! ) New contract client number 0.809"*" 0.024 0.189**"
Client security . .
Growth rate of new contract client number -0.306 -0.280 -0.187
Customer  Client and Client satisfaction 0.408 1.000 0.119™"
customer satisfaction  Customer satisfaction 0.007 0.196™ 1.000
Mean recontract term —-0.131 0.050 0163
Client maintenance Mean contract term -0.263 —-0.010 -0.128"""
Recontract ratio a yr” -0.210 —-0.166 -0.031
Client profitability Mean sales per client 0.374 -0.115 0.192
. lnfros‘rruc.furi s support for foodservice 0.008 0.080 0.050
Business and operation
Process operation Infrastucture’s application for foodservice 0.077 0.190™ 0111**
infrastructure sysfem  Operation
operation period 0.326 0.152 0.223"*
Employee abilfy Average education cost per employee 0.736™ 0.123 0.358""
Average education time per employee -0.095 -0.039 0.007
Meal volume per net employee 0.225 0.136 -0.011
Meql volumg per r;et employee 0.135 ~0.002 0.060
with experience
Human Human resource” Meal volume per net dietitian -0.227 -0.030 —0.001
resource Medadl volume per net cook 0.100 —0.083 0.001
Meal volume per foodservice productor 0.093 0.127 -0.049
(dietitian, cook, cooing emplyee)
Employee satisfaction  Job satisfaction of employee —-0.166 0.048 0.103™*
Employee Employee furmover rafio (%)° 0.209 0.147 -0.076
maintenance Average job tenure 0.608™ ~0.058 0.319™"
R Research and Research and Development cost” a yr 0.851™"" 0.138 0.310""
eg:(‘j"’o" Development Growth rate of R & D" cost (%) 0376 0.076 0.283™"
develop- New business/ Marketing cost for operating new 0.759™ 0.024 0.194*"
ment Market development foodservice store (hopital, school, B & )
Extra business except instifufion foodservice” 0.403 0.138 0.130**

*+p < .01, #++p < 001

12002 annual sales of the foodservice (12/31/2002), “client no. recontracted / client no. expired) % 100

®Procurement & distribution system, Menu operation system, Sanitation management system, Education and training system for
human resource, Information and computer system, Facility and equipment support system, Customer satisfaction operation
system, Evaluation analysis of Foodservice operation

‘“Legcﬂ and contract employee, *Employee worked over 5 yr in foodservice co.

¢ (employee no. changing occupation/total employee no.) x 100

"Menu development, improvement of productivity, event plan, sanitation system, catering eta.

8’Consul'ring, catering, restaurant, interior, vending machine, kitchen equipment, food procurement, food distribution, etc.
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3 g BHEArt Qe AR BHEI. TuAUs
S A AEGA QEAEY 2R g RE

o] AR, dEIE= BHs Zoz zAEHoH, Jeg
2 AEAAY rEA 9 A 283 AR, QoA
9] infra &¢ FE} Y2 AR UELI} 55 1
ANETT} Fold ZloZ oAtEy, AuF4 AEPAY
o)F o] FETE IAVELI) Yol RAow &g}

o] ¥7] wWeolglod, weh 49
SRS Zedn FARIGY Fucke o)
o 252 PaAle 990 2 4 9

3. HE

M) HEE A3 48] MeE AR thE
o]Z QA YAt 7t tEEE 747t gy 3AHEA
(simple linear regression) & AAJ3le] o) 719] <luja
AE HE3Itt (Table 5~7).

1) SEfFA M2IM (Contractor) Z2: TNZA! 0fZeyn}
1 S YA EROf| Ot 1M T
EA7 BH AT FARE AR DA} BE
T 9 wAREEE 2003950 B Aoy, F&Huae
o HFshs WEASE AAE AR F3lo] 20029
5 ZAgo|E R 3AEE 07 Al AJH) (time lag) &
3 eR7T B A FEE vIHE Ao AFEt =
Al gl YA AFAAY A 543 EAl AAEA

Table 5. Simple linear regression analysis of hypothesis 1 testing

74

AxAde] FA e B AE 1Y AFEA 2

g FAE YE dAlE ARV A SelA di7ld
570 QAL F4719 270 GAEeln, F71 zkRe] FSol
Erbsstol B Agnte g #4418 FW3IGT} (Table 5).

ARE] tZko] 1.8958 ©AIFA] wWiEHe] kel 4
FHL Qg Ao AuEY, BAHCR FAAE &
Fig=1

AT Aol eagAghs g8 4 U E L
Mo 2 3= captive marketS IO R = AljolE=R
Ao AL BSei o] ule} 1Y FAlSe} Zo] &
AF2 WEde] Fgo] & &2 I AsEades 5
3 =3 AA 295 nAAR] B 4FE 9 2
A FAE ATEE w42 WFo] iy M FAY
o] & FolZlele A Ao 45714 HolEol
AT TR Y] s Rths 7|EY e
G5 FAGAF] AAol e egA AEGA o
A 2952 AU AAE A7 LBt Ao
o7 FA%e] St 7] Az Alke] A%
S AT RS e Esty dnEs 218A
< Fdhedle AR A0 eFEHER HAA 7
Axe) miEde] Fpols Audo] F53 08 4F
ok 22U, B 1959 ARE B8 AT FF
olg} Zre ATVt F71Ho T o]FoiA FAE A} A
& Aol AT 34 SR 5555 AAGEY
F5 o ol 3 Kt o)9} T2 AL NEEFF 1

o

K- )

e

L 1), EEA AR 379 FREA B ¥
B9 2% 34 (oya) TANEY BARY] 75T

oz ARHDE, 14 U T} BES 9% 9834 A

Dependent variable (H) Independent variable Standardized 8 t F value R
Sales (h1 - 1)Customer satisfaction 0.408 1.895 3.592 0.166
(h1— 2)Client satisfaction 0.007 0.028 0.001 0.000
Table 6. Simple linear regression analysis of hypothesis 2 testing
Dependent variable (H) Independent variable Standardized 8 t F value R
(h2- 1) Customer satisfacton 0.196 3163 10.004™ 0.038
Client satisfaction (h2 - 2 Infrastucture’s application for 0.190 2.885™ 8.321™ 0.036
foodservice operation
**+p <01
Table 7. Simple linear regression analysis of hypothesis 3 testing
Dependent variable (H) Independent variable Standardized B t F value R
(h3-1) Job satisfaction 0.103 4519 20.423"" oon
Customer (h3-2) Infrastucture’s application for 0m 4595 21118 0.012

foodservice operation

*xx0 <, 001



YA BAYE Yol L7F= vlolth o) & /M
9 W opglon, A7) A B e B8k ok vt
T BTES IR AATAE AAEE A9, diE
Aol Fe} FFHo) Sl Aoz BAE AFudilg, 1
] AR 2 APEY B Ase] B

2) WAL (Client) 5Pt WA BISTE THEIS 9 AL 2
T2 At infra AIAE BT TP 1Y HF
DAL MEEE WA FAE B 2] HELSS
DAL RSS2z BAHeH (<01 ol% 2
o) WAL WENNE dol AE VEAZIE 23

FAsP) FHYPIN AT AR Bl A4

“— AL |
9 (p<.0D. F AFHAA F4 P s WHA
o]

o, ol % AAIFe R oloid
Aoz gk I, AN RELE A
ZA 2 A ARGA AldEe] AgEe 7
R g e} (Table 4). o) 1MARIEL HE-S
W DAAeA FA 4 B §RAER o

4 AEAA diF DA Bk JEEA AEGA
o Aeke dAR didhs F7HAl 21lo] AL 2

PN
713 o] 2 Qlal DAL o] WIS 4 Q)
/_'[:

& Bo% ApmdEc #ut ohjel, F42 slgteke 14

Table 8. Hypothesis testing
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tlo

S ) WAk she AEvt e A% Gl A

3) 11 (Customer) Z0: MWOorEN FAY ATME U g
ML 2F8 Btinfra AIAH HRZO OfFt MY HF

e AEGA 2] AFNEES} infra AAHY
LT} 525 E pANETL B2 Hog BAEg oY
(p <.001), o37]0llA) ZAMN S SERTA AEUA 24
< BEAR A9 W FA98 FARE gdcke 99
AF gl zeAlGid RS AREEh, 2AMIA §44 €98
AEHO07 & 4 9l infra AIAENE AP Qo] &
ol gHE3har AelA o] & 83k AAARde] Ao
TSk aaAQl FAg o7 ololr Aol o]F QI3
IAEEYe| 71 = Q& AE e 4 vk ¥Rt
ollet 4] Aollis AA nAHe] FHoM AFE
k= Qlgolu g o]Fe] AFYEL & A
Al ggFo] l& Zo|al 0|7 ) AT AT
o] & Ao AlgHth

webA, HEEA] AR AR FE FolA B
A2 AENES 98 YRR H o]50] EEA S
2 ALE £33 4 Y= infra A1AEY 2E L o]9] A
991 42 g ATPAS] 9o FAE e
9] w1l o] #sta Ak AR FAU
ARE TEEAI = Q1S B0 AlaE o9} 2 1
2 ALY A71AQ gFo] A& Aol el A
AA F4 9 AFZ A3 vjFde] Ad5o] ZldiEh

4) YEGA I AFARRS] ORI OjSt 1Y T Hi}

AR g Mol digt 4 A3} (Table 8), A&+
2 AEAAS Y GAlgd] B dEde e A
AAAA} & R ASHAT nANE P 1-1)
I} yAA} 9 (FFE 1-2) W& AR Q7T
A BAHC R feoldol g Ao wAso] vzt
Ack.

DAL BEERE 7P aAREE PR 2-1D 7t

RN
NN

ST
o

o

Hypothesis Accept/reject

Contractor h1-1 Customer satisfaction would be positively effected sales of CFMCs Rejected
h1-2  Client satisfaction would be positively effected sales of CFMCs Rejected
h2-1 Customer safisfaction would be positively effected client satisfaction. Accepted

Client z icati i i iti
h2-2 Infrastucture s opplngchoq for foodservice operation would be positively Accepted

effected client satisfaction.

h3-1 Employee satisfaction would be positively effected customer satisfaction. Accepted

Customer , eati i i i
h3-2 Infrastucture’s application for foodservice operation would be paositively Accepted

effected customer satisfaction.
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22 RS B8l AEFAREUA (contractor),
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T ST oo AgaArt e Aog EAE
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(p<.001).
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