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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study were to a) investigate operation of human resource in contract foodservice management
company (CFMC), b) identify the staffing indices for the establishment an labor productivity for CFMC, and ¢) develop
standardized model of staffing demand as foodservice’s scale in CFMC. The data was collected using FS intra-net system
from 138 contract-managed foodservice operations in A CFMC and statistical analysis was completed using the SAS/win
package (ver. 8.0) for description analysis, ANOVA, Duncan multiple comparison, pearson correlation analysis, and
regression analysis. The types of operation were included factory (45%), small scale operation (26%), office (11%),
department store (10%), training institute (4%), and hospital (3%) . The distribution of foodservice scale was classified
by meal served was as follows; ‘less than 500 meals (47%)’, ‘from 500 to 1500 meals (25%)’, ‘from 1500 to 2500
meals (17%)’, and ‘more than 2500 meals (12%)’. There was two types of contract method, fee-contract (53%) and
profit-and-loss contract (46%) . Some variables were significantly high operation indices such as selling price, food cost,
monthly sales, net profit and others were significantly low operation indices such as labor, meal time a day in the small
foodservice on meal scale (p <.001). The more foodservice was large, the more human resource was disposed on die-
titian, cook, cooking employee altogether (p <.001). Foodservice in A CFMC was divided into 2 groups by 500 meals
a day, according to comparative analysis of labor productivity as meal scale per working hour, meal scale a day and ope-
ration indices as meal per foodservice employee, meal per cooking employee (p <.001). The regression equation model
was developed as ‘the number of employees = 1.82 + 0.014 X meal served’ in the operation of less than 500 meals, ‘the
number of employees = 9.42 + 0.013 X meal scale a day — 0.94 X meal scale per working hour’ in the operation over
500 meal scale using labor productivity indices and operation indices. Therefore, CFMC could be enhanced efficiency
of human resource arrangement using the standardized model of staffing demand and would be increased effectiveness of
profit. (Korean J Nutrition 39(4) : 417 ~425, 2006)

KEY WORDS : contract foodservice management company (CFMC), labor productivity, indices, operation indices, stan-
dardized model of staffing demand.
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Table 1. Characteristics of respondent foodservice (N = 138)
Categories Frequency Percentage
Seoul 29 210
Metropolitan area 38 27.5
Location Youngnam 34 24.6
Central Honam 37 26.8
Total 138 100.0
Smalll scale foodservice 35 25.4
Business & industry foodservice 62 449
Training institute foodservice é 4.4
Operation type Office foodservice 15 10.9
Department store foodservice 14 10.1
Hospital foodservice (for staff) 6 4.4
Total 138 100.0
<800 65 47.1
= 500 — <1500 34 24.6
meal scale = 1500 — <2500 23 16.7
> 2500 16 11.6
Total 138 100.0
Fee-contract 74 53.6
Contract method Profit-and-loss contract 64 46.4
Total 138 100.0
One time a day 5 3.7
Twice a day 59 43.1
Meals a day Three times a day 47 34.3
Four times a day 26 19.0
Total 137 100.0
Served 123 89.8
Snack sales Non-served 14 10.2
Total 137 - 100.0
Singular menu 93 67.9
Menu type Plurc.zl menu 42 30.7
Semi-plural menu 2 1.5
Total 137 100.0
Distribution service 60 43.8
Distribution service + buffet style 34 24.8
Distribution & serving type Buffet style 42 30.7
Table service 1 0.7
Total 137 100.0
Plate 127 92.7
Individual tableware 8 . 58
Tableware o
Plate + individual tableware 2 1.5
Total 137 100.0

T4 TEE ¢ d3& 4% A7 (Table 2), 2A
FH]E 25004] o)Ake} FA47}F 1439.69, 1500~2500
2} ojglo} 1461.5¢€, 500~15004] ©]Rle] 1528.69, 500
2 mjgle] 1781.7490F Yeht 7k 78 F43Q1 2ol &
RBelow ALiurt AL4E AAFH|7} Bo] £2QHE
oz e (p<.001).

2 wjZ e 25004 o]4ke) F2l4o] 29 68,4404,

1500~25004] =%t 19 26,370H €, 500~15004) o]
Tk 54,2104, 5004 m]gte} 17,6504 E Vrelwch
(p<.001).

AleF 27he] 739 25004 o]go] 24,7234, 1500~
250041 m]9k 2430.0¢, 500~15004] @]t 2490.3¢, 500
2] o|gto] 2885.6 Y0 GA| AlFfEIF AL K] Aok
A7 A ARHT QIS 4 F AT (p<.00D).

g £5:0)2 25002] o]4do] 28,4209, 1500~25004)
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Table 2. Operation circumstance by foodservice scale (N=138)
Cotogorien Mealsede csmo =g =05 0 Z1O07 200 2 ss00 =100 Fvalue
Meal scale a day (meal) 215.9¢ 902.3° 1.952.6° 3,592.1° 537.33***
No. of medils served/day (meat) 2.4° 2.7° 2.7° 3.4° 9.07***
Selling price on contract (won) 2,885.4° 2,490.3° 2,430.0° 2,472.3° 8.50***
Food cost (won) 1,781.7° 1.528.6° 1,461.5° 1,439.6° 21.83***
Sales/month (1,000 won) 17,652° 54,210° 126,367° 268,442° 207.87***
Net profit/month (1,000 won) 3,096.5° 7.545.2° 20,059.2° 28,414,7° 63.17***
No. of total human resource (persons) 48° 12.8° 26.0° 48.3° 196.54***
*p < .05, #*p <.01, #*+p <001
ebedhyncan multiple comparison
Table 3. Comparative analysis of human resource by foodservice scale (N=138)
Categories <500 =2500~<1500 = 1500 - <2500 = 2500 F-value

Employee no. by job (persons)

Manager 0.0° 0.0° 0.2° 0.8° 1671+

Dietitian 0.8° 0.9° 1.2° 1.5° 1001

Cook 0.3° 1.1° 2.5° 3.6° 57.71%*

Cooking employee 4.0° 1.7° 24.5° 46.0° 209.43***
Employee no. by employment (persons)

Full time labor 1.2° 3.4° 7.9° 20.6° 63.97**

Part timer 1.6° 3.1° 9.0° 14.6° 33.52**

Contract labor 1.5° 4.3® 54° 7.0° 5.34*
Monthly average working hour/person (houn 211.00 233.78 235.76 247.79 2.16
Foodservice operation indices

Meal scale/employee (meal) 47.3° 73.1° 86.1° 81.4° 16.36***

Meal scale/cooking employee (meal) 50.8° 80.1° 91.4° 85.3° 7.92%*+
Labor productivity indices

Meal scale/working hour (meal) 6.8° 8.3%* 9.4° 8.3% 3.47*

Working hour a meal (minute) 10.79° 8.14° 7.09" 7.90° 8.16***

*p <.05, #+p <01, *++p <.001
ebedhyncan multiple comparisons

n]gk 20,0603 ¢, 500~15004) vlrle] 7,5503€, 5002
ojglo] 310wk o2 veh} )] 7jeixr) 25004 o)
o] Fado} ke AME YFkE ATE (p<.001).
Z, A5t AE5E Ak Al 33 AAEH7}
o] £28E Zog Yepton 2% 15089 = 3
& Ro7 ZAGT (p <.001). E3L AFFEs) S5E
2 gAY F5)L . AF7YFIE B Fog FA}
At (p <.001). wabA] e Ak Aol AsFAH
4 SHoME dalse) AlF7useE meisie] AR o
g EEE ANst A5 feAdel uet AlehEalg
Aggro 2 Aol pao] 7hed Ao AlgHT

FALIAE D =FPHY A5E 2

Table 31 vJeRJIiTh

ARz ezl AL 2l e 78 4 24}
& Ay #2)x} = 25004 ol4de] 0.8W o7 UElG:
1500~25004] w9k 0.2%, 500~15002] =lgteo] 0.09
o7 25004 oo dEgd gF= RS FEHOZ )
23R RO YERR T o 9o FAKIH 25004 1|
gk Falhe B3R o] B 5719 §AAE #est
= RA07 ZAEIT (p <.001). B K= 25002] o]ito]
1.5Mo2 vepton 1500~25004] vy 1.29, 500~
15004] =]gt 0.9%, 5004] m]gt 0.8 2 E 15004 ol
Bt 19 ol Ferlrk 258ty 9la, 5004 wiRke] A
S FEAo=7 FHHIAE Y gEZ R ZHE= A
o2 ZAEUY (p<.001).

ZEAR= 25004 olido] 3.6 o ® HiF 39 oo,
1500~25002] mjgte] 2,57, 500~15004) v]gte] 1.1
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5004 w3k 0.39 22 42849 B¢ A} vix| =]
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25002 ool 46.082F YERa, 1500~25004] Bvk
o] 24.57, 500~15004] =]gte] 11.9%, 5004 u]gte] 4.0
Fog ZAEAT (p<.001).

TEHEHER F W SEAJYFT} 25004 o)<
FA2M 7+ 20.6%, 14.682% YERET, 1500~2500

2] wjgto] 7.99, 9.0%°]3 3, 500~15004] wlTte] 3.4,

3.19e)3l e, 5004 "j¥le] 1.2%, 1.6H o2 ZAE A}
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Table 4. Effectiveness of the labor productivity and the operation indices by foodservice scale

Foodserivce employee

Cooking employee

Categories Zg::lnrg;eefe[; Standardized 8 t value Z;:%rgfe;e; Standardized £ fvalue

Intercept 1.82 3.25** 1.08 5.50***

Meal scale 0.014 0.62 6.28*** 0.013 0.62 19.43**
500> R’ 0.50 0.39

Adj. R? 0.49 0.38

F value 30.60*** 40.26***

Intercept 9.42 2.80** 8.37 5.60***

Meal scale 0.013 0.88 15.63*** 0.012 09 19.43***
500 < Meal scale/working hour -0.94 -0.16 -2.94** -0.87 -0.27 —-5.80***

R 0.80 0.86

Adj. R 0.79 0.86

F value 125.45*** 195,68

++p< 01, #p < 001

A BT 19 B At mEshe Z9iAz 71ee] 2
&z HEBAR 1Y AAF7E 93 viAE
SR s BAE 23 /AR 23l Jlow
ALEEU, B A7 Bl 1Y Akt obd dAs
olng ket Az} AR Lwjsk 2w HEH A
o7} Atk F AFTH] A W7t obd AA| vl
FE E83te] e AYAE Bdor)e)| A5H &80t
A7t o] & 202 7ldiEch 8 Choi 59 9779 Cho
Y ATVME e Ao Al ¢ A
HAAZY D AR 23S Foll B el e

T #AE s ol 23te) Ajiue) H) A
B & A7 BPIArE 28E A9 AMeR £
terd] st FAAE BAE AsEAAEAA el
£ olgl 22 Y A 29 A E8ske Ao] v
AEARI ZHoM 5820 889 5 gl g 7

i,
k)

w8 Leed] ATV oL 71E AF A AT
Yi 5o 7ol e 22ele 4% Ao gol Bl
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o

£ 710 4R A £28 BF 44T 4 9k § A
299 el Fold AFHARLA Felde 1 48
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£ ATelM A" Y Y 5] A8EE fslo] 3
Bl AA] FA4 &9 BFE Bl g8l T4
(5004 PIRE5004 o)) AEEFAREEAA A
AHE FAs] AABIRAIL (Table 5, 6) °1E
Bl F o AFAQ] &8ete] Ao g7Enh
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Table 5. Calculation of employee number by standardized staf-
fing demand mode! (meal scale a day: under 500)
persons

Mealscale Foodservice employee  Cooking employee

50 2.52 1.73
100 3.22 2.38
150 3.92 3.03
200 4.62 3.68
250 5.32 4.33
300 6.02 4.98
400 7.42 6.28

Alstim, G214 50024 o)1 el FAAe F9elE 1
& AT Al grale) xpo)7} Axprt glo) ARA &
A5k ARIC.E Y FAAL 29 EA| WE A
ol A H Q18-S AlE3lsle] AAE3AY} (Table 6).

Jalg= 5004] miuke] FA40 TFEQY AME oA
FANEY A zeielE ] AP BF dalgrto] Bl
2 (Table 4) 02 Tdo] AAgH} (4] 1), o8 &3 t}
23} e Q1go] AP ST} (Table 5).

PA% 5004 mRke] FAAoME A 100404 F
Aol zegjqlye zkz} 3.221, 2.389, 20048 F4g1
go] 4,621, Z|Q1Ho] 3.68WOE ALEEglon, dxlg¢
300219 A4 E F41918 6,029, Z2908 4.98%
o7 B 7o AFY mdg s A8 AR A} At
=9t} (Table 5).

AA4 5004] ojake] FAlA9 A= 424 29 BHl
& gg3lo] YA () E 5004)%E 300027k DAl
7F 50088 A5shs xloldl] wel = A Ag (1) 9
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Table 6. Calculation of employee number by standardized staffing demand model (meal scale a day: over 500) persons
FS group Business & industry (B & I Department store® Total
Confract Fee- Profit-and-loss Profit-and-loss Fee- Profit-and-loss
Meal scale method contract contract contract confract contract
a day FE CE FE FE CE FE CE FE CE
500 9.0" 7.9" 8.0° 8.4” 747 8.4" 7.3% 86" 76"
1000 15.5" 13.9" 1457 13.0% 14.9% 13.4° 149" 13.3Y  151Y 136"
1500 22.1° 20.0° 18.2” 164" 18.3% 165" 2217 2007 1827 1647
2000 28.6” 26.0° 24.7" 22,47 24.8% 225" 28.6” 260”7  247° 224"
2500 350" 3207 3477 3167 32,8 299" 350" 320" 328" 209
3000 215" 380" 4127 3767 39.3% 359" N5 380" 3999 3597

@ Meal scale/working hour’s median value using at regression equation model
"7.19,2559,%7.82 7520, 95.84,97.24,711.42,%11.3477.24,'11.38, ' 7.31, 2 7.72, ¥ 9.66, ' 7.31, ¥ 9.66
 Department store’s foodsernvice was contracted profit-and-loss method in full

FE: Foodservice employee

CE: Cooking employee

Al FASE el 7‘401% Fo) 32} HFRol
slo] Ak WH -3 Fodgk
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ARl Aol A0} Slo] s Al ANBOZA
AT AT AE3E Fol 1A Hirk (Table 6)
2E XA

A2 FHAY Fobe] LAFAZ FEER AL 9
SFAARYAL =AY AEE 915le] 7120 e
Zulo] obd FHLYALS REYMY AFE BV &
£ QYNE BAS AT o0, ATAAE
2okshE Tt Pk

L

AR, ZA MY FAAE =S 18 BEE 95 9
o, AdA45%, 23 AHAA 544 25%, 23|29 W
388 22 1% 10% 938k ek =3 5004 ©)
Tke] FAAS 47%, 500~15004 nlT+E- 24.6%, 1500~
25004) 119k 16.7%, 25002 014 FALE 11.6% &
et oy, HulAl Aokl 53.6%, A7 Al
ehiralo] 46.4%<Q1 R o2 FAMEIT

=X, S TEE L3S A A, AeEst
xq_ngj 7;]]ok /\h%_}q].‘f =7 Mx}]ga]y} UJo] Q‘— 74 o
2 vehgon 2 xalge] £ AL Ao A
(p < .00D). =3 AtRrt aji ] ofjEAT} el
B3 A7V B2 Aoz A (p < .001). whet
A Sgaalas] sl AR7UFE 2T AR
AYg T3l 7Y Bgo) 7k Zo R Alsdth

AR, FAA R tﬂr Ay dAs2 AFHEI Falah
FUAL 2L 29 FE 22 AN A9 Bt
=03 44 938 2R dExte] wixE 2 5 9l

AL (p<.001), BUAR= 2500*’ ool 1540 Yet
won 1500~25004] w|9ke 1.29, 500~15004] w)gt
0.9%, 5004] ugk 0.8Hoz FiH ;d_i 2= #AE A
L gEZ o7 ZHER= Zog FAMESS (p <.001). &
AR dAF7E AL A FHAYTE ZAPT wiRH
A B3 X AR dE Aoz vehd wE 2k F
AL Aoz ZAMEAL (p <.001), RYEAM 9A] F4
29 FE7F S5 wiX] Qg7 B2 Zeg AT
(p <.001).

U, T2 XHR
2 115 Al BT Al 5002 =[5k vl

] :LAI)\7}. /}JQ_]_\Q o] z1x ;Laq_e__jo] %L%L‘Ho};ﬁL Al
Fo #7F BARSE FosHAl L AR ¥AHT
(p <.00D). =5 X545 JeplE =5A7HE 2
(A& 147 =5 (Bl disiMe L:%’\]Zl‘% A
5004 w|gte] 6.84]0.2 2 ynz] 2]
Hog AL Qo7 FAMEGlon| 500~1500@1 w9k 8.3
A 1500~25004) v]¥k 9.44), 25002 o4 8.34 0% 1}
ERGTH (p <.05). T3 o]} FAKSH Q) 149 wF A7
Al 5002] tlREe] FAAe AR R FoskAl 14 A
2ol EAZI0) 2.2 A= Ao BRI (p<.00D).
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« 5004 n]g
y1=1.82+0.014 X x
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y1=9.42+0.013 X x,-0.94 X 7,
y,=8.37+0.012 X x,-0.87 X 7,
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