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Abstract

The principal objective of this study was to reveal the relationship between the menu management indicators and menu
performance indicators in contract-foodservice operations. Menu indicators differed according to the type of business, type
of contract, type of serving, and number of service lines. In accordance with the results of our correlation analysis, we
noted significant correlations between menu performance indicators and menu management indicators. The first of these
was the correlation between the food cost ration and meal counts, food loss, and the use of prepared vegetables. The second
of these was the correlation between food cost per meal and forecasting error, food loss, and inventory turnover. The last
of these correlations was the negative correlation between menu CSI(customer satisfaction index) and the use of prepared
vegetables. According to the results of our canonical correlation analysis, 2 significant functions were identified. In the first
function, we noted significant correlations between meal counts, use of prepared vegetables, food loss, and food cost ratio.
Additionally, we noted significant correlations between forecasting error, inventory turnover, food loss, and food cost per
meal in the second function. Menu management indicators had no influence on customer satisfaction.
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Fig. 1. Research model.
Menu CSI : Menu customer satisfaction index.
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Table 1. General characteristics of samples

Classification N=137 %
Type of Office 92 67.2
business  Factory 45 32.8
Type of Fixed price 95 69.3
contract Fixed fee 42 30.7
Type of Self-service 109 79.6
serving Standard service 28 20.4
1 line 8 5.8
Number of 2 Jines 36 263
service
line 3 lines 43 314
Above 4 lines 50 36.5
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Table 2. General characteristics of variables
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Classification Mean S.D. Min. Max.
Meal counts Person 7,661 5,192 1,320 30,228
Forecasting error % 12.9 8.4 1.0 45.0
Menu Food loss g 70.8 28.7 13 144
management
variables Use of prepared vegetables % 23.1 9.7 1.0 45.0
Inventory turnover Times 13.8 7.9 35 54.6
Number of menu items ea 1,307 634 315 3,415
M Menu CSI Point 3.6 0.4 24 4.4
enu
performance Food cost ratio % 52.0 6.6 34.0 68.0
indices Food cost per meal Won 1,642 424 1,106 3,839
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Table 3. Difference of variables by general characteristics of samples

Menu management variables

Menu performance indices

Classification Meal Forecasting Food plrj:;aroeil Inventory gmﬁ:z: Menu 1::(())(;? cti(t)OSer
counts error loss vegetables turnover items CSI ratio meal
Person % g % Times €a Point % Won
Fixed price  7,855+4,772  13.6£83  72.8£259 232+ 94 132+ 56 13384659  3.6£04  52.9464  1,524+297
lei:i;efss Fixed fee  7,22446,078  11.6£8.5 6634340 22.7+10.4 152113 1,238+575 3.8:04  49.946.5  1,908+538
t-value 0.655 1.299 1.230 0313 -1.060 0.849 -2.949" 2453 -4.345"
Self-service  7,111+4,876  13.0+482  68.6+27.9 233+ 93 138+ 80 12804637  3.6204  51.846.7 16524423
Type of - Standard g 0005001 127493 7934305 223£113 137+ 69 1412624 37504 S27+61  1,602:436
serving service
t-value -2497 0.180 -1.768 0.527 0.137 —0.873 ~0.687 ~0.610 0.550
1 line 2,338+ 660° 56.0£3.0 8224459 223+ 74 100+ 53 473x125° 36404  484+53%  1,956x986°
Number 2 lines 537942,738° 127484 7424272 21.6:114 149+ 99  771£262° 35:04 52358 17714457
:jwice 3 lines 7,13144,556°  13.1£7.2  655829.1 2224103 127+ 5.5 1287355  3.7+0.3°  50.6+7.6" 1,629+342°
line > 4 lines  10,61245,834° 141494 7124259 249+ 7.9 147+ 79 18584559  3.6503°  53.6£59" 1,508+269"
F-value 13.618"" 2,517 1.094 0.978 1.386 59.047" 2687 2617 45737
T p<0.05, " p<0.01.

Different alphabets are significantly different by Duncan's multiple range test at p<0.05(a<b<c).

Table 4. Results of correlation analysis between menu management variables and menu performance indices

Menu management variables

Menu performance indices

Classification Meal  Forecasting  Food Use of Inventory Number Menu  Food cost Food cost
counts error loss prepared turnover Of. et CSI per meal ratio
vegetables items

Meal counts 1.000

Forecasting error 0.047 1.000

Food loss 0.162  —0.071 1.000

Use of prepared vegetables 0.205" 0.106 0.011 1.000

Inventory turnover 02377 -0.141  —0.020 -0.054 1.000

Number of menu items 0599 0079  -0.022 0.000 0.148 1.000

Menu CSI -0.033  -0.143  —0.028 -0.190"  0.136 0.041 1.000

Food cost per meal -0.074  —0.188" 03067 —0.080 0.186°  —0.105 0303 1.000

Food cost ratio 0.502"  0.105 0.294" 0314”7 0.036 0.146  —0.084 0.056 1.000

" p<0.05,

" p<0.01.
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Table 5. Results of canonical correlation analysis between menu management variables and menu performance indices

Standardized canonical coefficients

Canonical loadings

1 2 3 1 2 3
Meal counts 0.875 -0.330 -0.561 0.805 -0.161 -0.563
Forecasting error 0.165 -0.273 0.335 0.213 —0.424 0.372
Number of menu items —-0.289 —0.093 -0.183 0.226 —0.257 —-0.539
Inventory turnover —0.105 0.491 -0.274 0.012 0.424 —0.517
Use of prepared vegetables 0.342 —0.036 0.553 0.548 -0.150 0.491
Food loss 0.310 0.792 0.272 0.452 0.750 0.173
Menu CSI -0.154 -0.078 -1.041 —0.247 0.230 -0.941
Food cost ratio 0.975 -0.010 -0.253 0.986 0.074 -0.151
Food cost per meal —-0.037 1.020 0.259 —-0.029 0.997 -0.071
Canonical correlation 0.618 0.424 0.198
Wilk's lamda 0.487 0.788 0.961
Chi-square value 94319 31.220 5.264
df 18 10 4
Sig 0.000" 0.001" 0.261
p<0.01
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