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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to identify a suitable organizational diagnostic model for analyzing the management efficiency
of food service firms. We used the three-iteration Delphi technique on a panel of 19 business employees, 7 industry experts,
and 4 employees in the food service industry. A total of 36 assessment indicators were developed through this panel, with
numerous major findings. First, it is important to evaluate the leadership qualities of employees in terms of their motivation
and competency. Second, it is important to evaluate the ability of employees to interface well with other employees. Third,
it is important to evaluate and manage the brand image recognized by customers. Fourth, it is important to evaluate the
fairness and regularity of the rewards given for an excellent job performance. Fifth, it is important to evaluate the level of
communication and information distribution in the organizational culture. Last, but not least, it is important to evaluate the
transparency and fairness of an organization in its human resource management (HRM) and the efficiency of its
organizational structure. In conclusion, this study empirically shows how food service firms can develop an organizational
diagnostic model to increase their managerial efficiency.
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An Organizational Analysis Items Development on Restaurant Firms

<Figure 1> Research Model
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<Table 1> First round Delphi’s Frequency Result

Domains Frequency Rate(%)
Leadership 19 23
Employees 15 18
Tasks 10 12
Performance and Rewards 11 13
Organization Culture 9 11
Organization Structure 7 8
Etc. 13 15

Total 84 100
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<Table 2> Second round Delphi’s Result
Domains N Items Mean SD  Mean rank Kendall’s W
11 Do the managers share the organization’s vision or value in a proper 413 0% 59
manner with others?
1-2 Do the managers set a clear financial performance goal to others? 440 0.62 6.9
13 Do the managers have a enough competencies such as knowledge or 420 071 59
skill to achieve the goal of organization? ’ ’ ’ N?(l)
e Kendall’s
14 Do .the managers .ha\{e a}n effort to strength the staff’s capabilities to 407 064 56 W=0.191
. achieve the organization’s goal? :
Leadership 1-5 Do the manager make a decision through rational procedures? 3.63 1.00 44 =51.479
1-6 Are the decisions from managers sensitive to the environmental change 417 079 6.0 4f=9
around the firm? $ig=0.000
1-7 Do the managers make an effort to motivate employees 420 085 6.2 ol
1-8 Do the managers try to communicate with employees? 423  0.68 6.3
1-9 Do the managers try to communicate with clients? 397 081 5.1
1-10 Does the board properly supervise and control the managers? 330  0.79 2.8
2-1 Do the employees have knowledges enough to achieve the goal? 393 0.83 7.92
2-2  Are the employees motivated enough to achieve the goal? 413 082 8.67
2-3  Does each employee work under proper work load at his/her best position? 377 0.86 7.02
24 Do 'Ehe employees participate and treated properly during the decision 353 097 635 NS30
making process? >
2-5 Do the employees fulfill and themselves as working? 347  0.73 5.65 Kefdall S
ol 2-6 Is a training for improving the employees’ strength carried out consistently? 3.67 0.1 6.52 W=0.113
MPIOYEES 57 Does the company have its own training program? 337 0.85 5.20 =37382
2-8 Is the employees’ work satisfaction increasing consistently? 357  0.86 6.03 d%il
2-9 Is the employees’ self respecjc increasing consistentl}.f? 370 0.92 6.82 sig=0.000
210 Is the average length of service and turnover rate higher than the average 340 081 5.40

in the industry?

2-11 Are the employees’ schedules managed efficiently?
2-12  Are the right individuals hired and placed in time?

350  0.86 5.55
374 0.78 6.88




<Table 2> Second round Delphi’s Result (Continued)

cdobo] 7oz 287

Domains N Items Mean SD  Mean rank Kendall’s W
3-1 Is the standardization level of manufacturing and service process proper? 390 092 5.60
3-2 Is the specialization level of manufacturing and service process proper? 373 083 497
33 Is the manpower arrangement on each manufacturing and service 383 09] 5.40
process proper? N=30
3-4  Does the main menu and service fit the current trend and external condition? 397 093 5.73 Kendall’s
3-5 Does th main menu and service sensitive with the external condition? 3.67 084 443 W=0.080
Tasks 36 Are new menus and technlques. keeping up with the trend and external 407 083 6.30 L
condition being developed consistently? x=21.731
3-7 Do the consumers have positive image on the brand? 417 083 6.53 df=9
3-8 Is the managing and developing the brand carried out consistently? 410 0.88 6.30 sig=0.010
3-9 Is the management system being computerizing and used efficiently? 377 082 5.08
3-10 Do the physical environment such as equipment or store interior support 367 061 465
to perform the tasks proper?
4-1 Is each department and individual evaluated fairly? 420 089 6.02
4-2 Is each department and individual evaluated and compensated periodically? 380 092 4.70 N=30
4-3 Is the acceptancy of the evaluation result high? 370  0.99 428 Kendall’s
Perf & 4-4 Is the compensation level proper? 397 093 522 W=0.200
¢ R(; rivnaa;:lcse 4-5 Is the achievement and capability evaluation simultaneously? 377 097 471
4-6 Is the perform-oriented culture spread in the organization? 353 082 3.83 x*=41.932
4-7 Is there a right action (education or training) to the low performers? 323 094 3.12 df=7
; sig=0.000
48 Does 'the‘ ﬁnanc'lal' performance% outperform compare to other 353 094 407
organizations within the same industry?
5.1 How is the organization’s own enterprise culture and emotion shared 367 088 333 N
among members?
5-2  How high is the level of reliance and relationship among members? 380 0.85 3.63 Kefda“ S
Organ. 5-3 Is the communication among members active? 403 0.89 428 W=0.132
Culture 5-4 Is the information flow within organization active? 393  0.78 3.92 219,855
5-5 Does the organization has organizational diagnosis in a regular basis? 350  0.86 2.98 X d%.S
5.6 Does the' orgamzfatlofl focus on the social rc?spon51b111ty issue such as 337 096 285 sig=0.001
community contribution or management ethics?
6-1 Does the organization structure support achieving its goal efficiently? 393 087 5.57
6-2 s the size of the organization proper to carry out its task? 370  0.79 4.73 N=30
6-3 Is the delegation authority made on proper level? 397  0.67 5.60 Kerall s
Organ. 6-4 Does the organization have a own developed brand? 3.00 0.87 2.87 W=0334
Structure 6-5 Does the organization managed by owner or executive officers as experts? 3.07 087 3.28 270,145
6-6 Does the organization secure the transparency and the fairness? 397 0.85 5.75 X df=.7
6-7 s the rate of franchisees to company-operated store proper? 310 0.88 3.15 sig=0.000
6-8 What about the relationship between franchiser and franchisee? 377 097 5.05
B e 4E s Ao AN 5 Ak 2719 2509 e 9 Bmg delated sldel
<Table 2>= &2 PA| XA ol gt 22} 2APE e BAEIATE T2l <Table 3> ]9} 7+ 33} A}
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o] S T8%= =90l o] AT dAske o= HilY. ZALlA o] Wrke] BE dsete] HE7kee] S8l 3o
BT FAEIE SRR A & ATk
3) 37 24 B4 E% A4 JAA 2D B2 =252 98 374 24}
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<Table 3> Third round Delphi’s Result

Domains N Mean SD  Mean rank Kendall’s W
141 Do the managers share the organization’s vision or value in a proper 413 043 622
manner with others?
1-2 Do the managers set a clear financial performance goal to others? 440 050 7.27
Do the managers have a enough competencies such as knowledge or
13 skill to achieve the goal of organization? 417053 6.32 N=30
e Kendall’s
14 Do .the managers .ha\fe a:n effort to strength the staff’s capabilities to 400 026 563 W=0.423
. achieve the organization’s goal? :
Leadership 1-5 Do the manager make a decision through rational procedures? 343  0.63 3.48 22114338
. .- . x=114.
1-6 Are the decisions from managers sensitive to the environmental change 420 066 6.62 4E=9
around the firm? 5i2=0.000
1-7 Do the managers make an effort to motivate employees? 403 061 5.78 Sl
1-8 Do the managers try to communicate with employees? 420 048 6.48
1-9 Do the managers try to communicate with clients? 383 046 493
1-10 Does the board properly supervise and control the managers? 313 0.64 227
2-1 Do the employees have knowledges enough to achieve the goal? 397 061 8.20
2-2  Are the employees motivated enough to achieve the goal? 413  0.63 8.92
2-3  Does each employee work under proper work load at his/her best position? 370 0.53 6.70

Do the employees participate and treated properly during the decision

24 making process? 350  0.51 5.48 N=30
2-5 Do the employees fulfill and themselves as working? 333  0.55 4.68 Kendall’s
2-6 Is a training for improving the employees’ strength carried out consistently? 373 045 6.83 Ww=0210
Employees 2-7 Does the company have its own traning program? 343 0.63 5.18 269,156
2-8 Is the employees’ work satisfaction increasing consistently? 3.63 0.6l 6.18 x df=i1
2-9 Is the employees’ self respect increasing consistently? 373 0.58 6.87 sig=0.000
710 Is the average l.ength of service and turnover rate higher than the 350 0.63 5.68
average in the insdustry?
2-11 Are the employees’ schedules managed efficiently? 350  0.57 5.65
2-12  Are the right individuals hired and placed in time? 387 043 7.62
3-1 Is the standardization level of manufacturing and service process proper? 387 057 547
3-2 Is the specialization level of manufacturing and service process proper? 377  0.68 5.03
33 Is the manpower arrangement on each manufacturing and service 380 055 515
process proper? N=30
3-4  Does the main menu and service fit the current trend and external condition? 397  0.56 5.93 Kendall’s
3-5 Does th main menu and service sensitive with the external condition? 3.63 0.6l 4.47 W=0.143
Tasks 36 Are new menus and techniques keeping up with the trend and external 410 061 642
condition being developed consistently? ’ ’ ) 1*=38.633
3-7 Do the consumers have positive image on the brand? 413 063 6.68 df=9
3-8 Is the managing and developing the brand carried out consistently? 410 0.61 6.50 sig=0.010
3-9 Is the management system being computerizing and used efficiently? 373 0.69 4.85

3-10

Do the physical environment such as equipment or store interior support

to perform the tasks proper?

3.67 048 4.50
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<Table 3> Third round Delphi’s Result (Continued)

off &5t A+ &

oto| 7|He= 289

Domains N Items Mean SD  Mean rank Kendall’'s W
4-1 Is each department and individual evaluated fairly? 430 0.70 6.27
4-2 Is each department and individual evaluated and compensated periodically?  3.90  0.66 497 N=30
4-3 Is the acceptancy of the evaluation result high? 373 0.78 428 Kendall’s
Performance & 4-4 Is the compensation level proper? 390 0.61 493 W=0.246
Rewards 4-5 Is the achievement and capability evaluation simultaneously? 380 0.71 4.57 ,
4-6 Is the perform-oriented culture spread in the organization? 363 0.72 3.92 % =51.602
4-7 Is there a right action (education or training) to the low performers? 340 0.72 3.08 df=7
Does the financial performance outperform compare to other sig=0.000
4-8 L i . 3.60 0.62 3.98
organizations within the same industry?
5.1 How is the organization’s own enterprise culture and emotion shared 377 063 353 NS30
among members?
5-2  How high is the level of reliance and relationship among members? 377 057 3.52 Kendall’s
Organ. 5-3 Is the communication among members active? 410 055 4.50 W=0297
Culture 5-4 Is the information flow within organization active? 393  0.58 3.97 =41.778
5-5 Does the organization has organizational diagnosis in a regular basis? 3.60 0.67 3.12 df=5
556 Does the. orgamz?tlop focus on the social r§spon51b111ty issue such as 333 066 237 sig=0.000
community contribution or management ethics?
6-1 Does the organization structure support achieving its goal efficiently? 397 049 5.82
6-2 Is the size of the organization proper to carry out its task? 380 0.55 5.25 N=30
6-3 Is the delegation authority made on proper level? 393 025 5.73 Kendall’s
Organ. 6-4 Does the organization have a own developed brand? 313 0.63 2.95 W=0485
Structure 6-5 Does the organization managed by owner or executive officers as experts? 313 057 297 £=101.936
6-6 Does the organization secure the transparency and the fairness? 397 049 5.78 df=7
6-7 Is the rate of franchisees to company-operated store proper? 3.00 0.64 2.53 sig=0.000
6-8 What about the relationship between franchiser and franchisee? 370 0.70 497
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<Table 4> The Final Result as Organizational Diagnosis Development Items for the Food Service Firms

Domains N Items

Mean SD  Mean rank Kendall’s W

1-1 .
manner with others?

Do the managers share the organization’s vision or value in a proper

413 043 2142

1-2 Do the managers set a clear financial performance goal to others? 440  0.50 25.40

13 skill to achieve the goal of organization?

Leadership 14 achieve the organization’s goal?

Do the managers have a enough competencies such as knowledge or
Do the managers have an effort to strength the staff’s capabilities to

Are the decisions from managers sensitive to the environmental change

417 053 21.65

400 026 19.33

1-5 around the firm? 420  0.66 23.02
1-6 Do the managers make an effort to motivate employees? 403 0.61 20.10
1-7 Do the managers try to communicate with employees? 420 048 2243
1-8 Do the managers try to communicate with clients? 330 046 16.62 NS30
21 Do the empIO}./ees have competencies such as knowledges or shills 397 061 18.83 Kendall’s
enough to achieve the goal? W=0.127
2-2  Are the employees motivated enough to achieve the goal? 413  0.63 21.40
Employees 2-3  Does each employee work under proper work load at his/her best position? 370 0.53 14.67 ¥*=133.663
2-4 Is a training for improving the employees’ strength carried out consistently? 373 045 14.88 df=35
2-5 Is the employees' self respect increasing consistently? 373 058 15.10 sig=0.000
2-6  Are the right individuals hired and placed in time? 387 043 17.08
3-1 Is the standardization level of manufacturing and service process proper? 387 057 17.23
3-2 Is the specialization level of manufacturing and service process proper? 377  0.68 15.62
33 Is the manpower arrangement on each manufacturing and service 380 055 16.15
process proper?
Tasks 3-4  Does the main menu and service fit the current trend and external condition? 397  0.56 18.87
Are new menus and techniques keeping up with the trend and external
35 condition being developed consistently? 41006l 20.65
3-6 Do the consumers have positive image on the brand? 413  0.63 21.33
3-7 Is the managing and developing the brand carried out consistently? 410 0.1 21.03
3-8 Is the management system being computerizing and used efficiently? 373 0.69 1522
4-1 Is each department and individual evaluated fairly? 430 0.70 24.07
4-2 Is each department and individual evaluated and compensated periodically? ~ 3.90  0.66 17.80
PerfRorman(ci:e & 4-3 Is the acceptancy of the evaluation result high? 373 078 15.32
ewards 4-4 Is the compensation level proper? 390 0.61 17.73
4-5 Is the achievement and capability evaluation simultaneously? 380 0.71 16.12 N=30
5.1 How is the organization’s own enterprise culture and emotion shared 377 063 1532 Kendall’s
among members? W=0.127
Organ. 5-2 How high is the level of reliance and relationship among members? 377 057 1533
Culture 5-3 Is the communication among members active? 410 055 20.87 ¥*=133.663
5-4 Is the information flow within organization active? 393 058 18.25 df=35
6-1 Does the organization structure support achieving its goal efficiently? 397 049 18.80 sig=0.000
6-2 Is the size of the organization proper to carry out its task? 380 0.55 16.08
Sgtrl%at:llr.e 6-3 Is the delegation authority made on proper level? 393 0.25 18.18
6-4 Does the organization secure the transparency and the fairness? 397 049 18.95
6-5 What about the relationship between franchiser and franchisee? 370  0.70 15.15
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