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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

A problem which faces all colleges and universities, regardless of 

their size, type, or location, concerns the feeding and housing of the 

students who will attend the school. Every school works out its own 

system for feeding its students. The attitudes and expectations of the 

administrators of the school are reflected in the type of food service 

that is available. 

The ultimate purpose of the college food service is ••• "to serve 

high quality foods, in a pleasant and refined atmosphere, at a price 

that the students and faculty can afford to pay.n· (22, p. 82). The 

nutritional needs of the student should be met. Eating can and should 

be made a part of the student's education. To what extent these factors 

influence the food service is up to the school's administration. 

There are three patterns which form the basis for most types of 

college food service. The first is the family-style food service in 

which the meais are served from serving dishes at the table. Meal tick

ets are procured in advance. This type is designed to give the student 

a good deal of social education along with his meal. 

The cafeteria line comes into use in most other types of food serv

ice. The student may purchase a meal ticket in advance and eat what

ever food is served him ashe comes through the line. This is generally 

known as the contract plan. 

1 
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The a la carte system also uses the cafeteria line. In this ease 

the selection is wid$ and each item is priced individually, so that the 

student pays for only those items he selects. The a. la carte tood serv-

ice is an ordinary commercial enterprise and the student is responsible 

for his own nutritional and financial budgeting. 

A vast number or modifications for these three types of food serv-

ice are being used. The commercial contractor who has an agreement with 

the school to provide the food service is another possibility. This, o:t 

course, relieves the school of all the problem5 of managing its own food 

service. Even under these circumstances any one of the above types ot 

service may be used. 

Statement of the Problem 

, On the Oklahoma State University campus two types o:t food service 

are avaiiable to the student. One is a contract operation for which the 

student purchases a meal ticket in advance and then selects his food 

from a limited number of items on the cafeteria linee The other is the 

a la carte cafeteria line where each item is priced separately and the 

student pays for only the foods which he selects. This study is con

cerned with a comparison of these two types of food service. 

Need for the Study 

The a la carte cafeteria is a fairly recent installation on college 

campuses. It first appeared at Oklahoma State Universi'ty in 1957 in 

a women's dormitory. It was championed by the late Edward Morrisonl 

lEdward Morrison served as Director of Auxiliary Enterprises at 
Oklahoma State UniTersity from December 1, 1952 until his death in 
October, 1961. 



3 

who reasoned that the students would be happier with the college food 

service if they could be allowed to select their own meals, and pay 

accordingly. Since that time there has been much comment, both pro and 

eon from the administration, as well as from the students, about the 

effectiveness of this type of food service. The comments are concerned, 

with such matters as which operation is more economical for the student, 

which is more economical for the university, and which is most satisfae-

tory to the students. 

Sirice 1957, two more dormitories have been changed to the a la carte 

system, leaving one women's and one men's dormitory on the contract plan. 

It is the policy that as long as space remains in the dormitories, the 

student is allowed complete freedom in his choice of dormitory. Thus 

when he chooses the dormitory in which he will live he also chooses the 

type of food service in which he will participate. 

The author found no research which had been done to prove or dis

prove the effectiveness of either or both of these types of food serv-

ice. Such research could be o! value to the administration, and to the 

student, as well as to other colleges and universities who have express

ed an interest in the a la carte system as it operates at Oklahoma State 

University. 

Purpose and Assumptions 

The purpose of this study is to compare the a la ea.rte and contract 

food services as they now exist on the Oklahoma State University campus. 

The plan for the study is based on the following assumptions: 

1. The two dormitories used in the study are normal 
representatives of the two types of food service 
as they exist on this campus. 



2. The two types of food service operate under the 
same policies, therefore their records will be 
comparable. 

3. There will be some variations due to efficiency 
of personnel but these cannot be evaluated and 
since they will be present in both areas, they 
will not seriously alter the findings. 

li.. The physical properties, such as layout of kitchen 
and dining room, are sufficiently alike so that 
comparisons are possible. 

5. The clientele of the two areas are comparable from 
the standpoint of age, sex, occupation, and number. 

6. Variations such as cost of food, amount of food 
used., and number of employees needed are due to 
differences in the two syste:ms. 

7. Fringe benefits are the same for employees in 
both areas and therefore will not alter the 
labor cost picture. 

In this study the comparison of the contract and a la carte types 

of food service will include: 

1. A eompa.ris on of the raw .food costs. 

2. A comparison o.f the labor costs. 

3. An evalua.tion'·'o.f the students' attitude t.owa.rd 
the type of food service. 

It is the desire of the author to compile information which will 

be helpful to the Director of Residence Halls Food Service, and to the 

administrators concerned with the dormitory food service at Oklahoma 

State University. 

4 



CHAPTER II· 

REVU,'W OF LITERATURE 

The review of literature related to this study will be divided into 

three phases. The first area to be considered will be college food 

service in general. This will be followed by a discussion of literature 

related to food and labor cost. The final consideration will deal with 

attitudes and preferences as they pertain to the ea.ting habits of the 

college studento 

The College Food Service 

The earliest types of college feeding were patterned after family 

feeding. Many college food services are still planned for this type of 

feedingo In the present day version the meal is served in courses, from 

~erving dishes at the table. The students take turns serving as hosts 

and hostesses. Meals served in this leisurely fashion require acer

tain amount of the student's timee Shaw (29), among other authorities, 

insists that this type of food service is a very necessary part cf the 

student's social education. Students, however, are inclined to feel that 

meals served in this fashion are too time consuming. 

The administrators responsible for college food service are also 

finding :i,.tdifficult to maintain this family type of service. Increased 

enrollments are taxing facilities now in usee Shaw (29) noted that 

recent trends have been toward speed of service, speed of consumption, 



automation techniques of service, and an elimination of the niceties 

that went with the former type of serviceo According to Wilson (36) 

some college cafeterias are presently serving 12 students per minute 

and meals are often eaten in ten minuteso Minah (22} expects the 

situation to become worse in the next ten yearso There will be in

creased enrollments, increased costs of labor, food, and supplies. 

There will also be increased competition within the institution for 

any available fundso 
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In recent years the contract board cafeteria line has become the 

popular type of college food service. This type also presents its prob

lems. The student receives less attention and less personalized serv

ice, and there is a lack of personal contact with the student. As 

these things increase the student is likely to grow more dissatisfied 

with the food service. His dissatisfaction may have a variety of causes. 

Epprtght (9) gives us an idea of some of the factors which influence 

food acceptance. The biochemical condition of the body is one. This 

brings to light the difference between hunger, which is a contraction 

of the empty stomach, and appetite, which is more differentiating than 

hunger. 

The response of the sense organs influences the acceptance of foodo 

There are many individual variations in the sense of taste and in most 

eases there is no accounting for the difference. 

The mental state of the individual is an important factor in food 

acceptance. Social aspects, such as group influence, and educational 

aspects also play a part. 

These factors vary in each student and thus the problem of feeding 

large numbers becomes a difficult one. In an effort to keep the student 



happy, :many schools offer a choice in foods. This is the beginning of 

the a la qarte eafeteria line in college food service, although in

creased choices are also becoming characteristic of the contract board 

type or service. (22) 

A choice of salads and desserts takes the sting out of no ehoiee 

in entrees., according to Adams (1). 

7 

There are other procedures which may be used in an effort to appeal 

to the student. Leistner (18) reminds us that the student is a eaptive 

customer; he must eat what is put before him whether he likes it or not. 

She suggests that good looking, good tasting foodis the prime respon

sibility or the food service. Pleasant service and attractive sur

roundings will add to the etudents' satisfaction. 

Warner (32) lists some requirements for planning items for student 

menue., These include u~ing :familiar foods, eye appeal, and food that 

will satisfy hunger. Wylie (37) suggests food merchandising. 

The problem is summed up by Groth (13) in her list o! factors which 

affect food acceptance in college food service. She lists (1) admin

istrative policies 9 wh:i.eh my affect everything from quantity of food to 

decor, (2) direct contact between food service personnel and the 

students; (3) the food service manager's ability to coordinate; and 

(4) the students• trend in food taste. 

A.ceeptabili ty is one problem 0.f the .food service.· ·Adequaoy is 

another. Nygreen (2h) did a. study at the University of Washington on 

the acceptability., adequacy, and cost or the diets of some women stu

dents. This study brings into .focus the .full responsfbilities of the 

food. service toward the student. Her study revealed that the 76 per 

cent who were present at all meals received full y.i.lue for their daily 
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food dollar. This leaves 24 per cent whose needs were not being met by 

the food service. 

Food and Labor Cost 

Financial records are essential in every type of food service. An 

analysis of financial records is the best method of obtaining indieations 

of what is occurring in the food service. Records are tools for cost 

control. Radell (25, p. 773) says, ttReeords are not controls in them

selves. It is their effect on the thinking and planning by management 

as their interpretation reveals what has happened, that provides the 

controls." Ha.rt (15~ p. 264) defines cost control thus: 

Cost control is a phase of the general accounting pro
cedure by means of which details of the costs of mate
rial, labor, and overhead, necessary to produce and 
sell an article are recorded., smmnarized, analyzed, 
and interpreted. 

The value of records is threefold. They are a summary of what has 

gone before, an indication of what is happening now, and a guide for the 

future. 

There are three types of records. According to Rappaport ( 26) they 

are the daily report, the monthly rep0rt, and the annual report. F.a.ch 

of these serves a definite purpose. The daily report contains the data 

for the dayt s business. Its responsibility is to provide forewarning. 

The monthly report is a more accurate record of what has happened. The 

annual report covers the operation for a year. 

In addition to records, there are ether tools !pf cost control~ 

Hart (15) lists the following: 

1. Sound menu construction. 

2. Controls for purchasing, receiving, requi~itioning, 
and storing. 



,;. Clear, concise, standardized recipes •. 

4. Complete job descriptions and work schedules. 

5. Alert supervision. A training program. 

6. Preventive :maintenance for equipment. 

7. Comparative food and labor cost reports. 

Another tool for cost eontrol is the cost figure itself. MoNutly 

(20) considers the food cost figure an accounting control 'Nhich shows 

the current trend of the operation. 

Baker (3) discusses the financial management of a contract type 

food service. She explains food cost per cent as that percentage of 

income which is budgeted for raw food. In the contract type of food 

service the budget usually provides for 40 per cent food cost. The 

actual raw food cost per person will far exceed this number due to 

absenteeism. She gives a.sher objective for food ce>st ~ontrol, more 

and better food for her customers. 
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Food cost control is a process that must be recognized in every 

phase of food production. The foundation for food cost.control is based 

on purchasing, storing, and issuing procedures. (10) Building blocks 

for the foundation are specifications, purchase orders, inspection of 

food deliveries, receiving reports, requisitions, inventories, and pay

ment orders. 

The menu presents another phase of food cost control. Standardized 

recipes, cost calculations, production plans and standard portion sizes 

are the factors that go into this phase of cost control according to 

Weaver (33). 

Aecording to Sanders (27) portion control is easy. It requires only 

that everyone be familiar with a set of scales. Portion control does not 
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mean skimpy portions. It does mean that the same amount of food will 

yield. the same number of p©rtions each tims. It means that all portions 

will be of uni.form size. This is a very important factor in precesting 

recipes. 

Labor costs a.re another area in which careful eontrol must be exer

cised. Fairbrook (11) warns that in controlling labor costs one is 

controlling human beings and human beings have feelings, desires, and 

independent minds. In order to control labor costs ~he characteristics 

of the operation, the physical conditions, the efficiency and produc

tivity of the organization and the preplanned use of labor must all 

receive due considerati@n. Strategic payroll planning involves crit

ical analysis of the over-all payroll needs, evaluation of individual 

jobs and budgeting of the future payroll. 

Northrop (23) stresses the importance of the physical conditions 

as they affect labor costs. She points out that in food service, 

employees are responsible for expensive equipment and the people who 

are hired should be able to carry out this responsibility. Her list 

of "thou shalt not' sn is headed by "thou shalt not pay people for less 

than their best 0 u 

Bakken (4) performed a study of hospital dietary departments. She 

broke the labor dotm. into departments and analyzed it on a basis of min

utes per meal serv·ed. She felt, this 'h"B.S a good method of comparing effi

ciency; but it does not take into acoount the scope of the work done, 

nor the architectural factors involved. 

Burritt (6) also analyzed labor by breaking it down into areas o:t 

work. He then ca.leulated payroll per person served and persons served 

per employee. He suggests a. personnel ratio of one preparation employee, 
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three service people, and one elea.ning ud administrative person. 

A study to determine why the student payroll of one residence hall 

food service was greater than in another similar unit is described by 

Wilson (35'). She used a rand001 ratio-delay sampling method. The 

process allowed her to sample machines or workers whose activity was 

divided into several categories. Large numbers of instantaneous, random, 

and independent observations were made of the work. The theory was that 

the ratio of a random sampling of observations to the total would yield 

a reliable estimate of time expended. 

Kaiser (16) discussed the use of student employees. in college food 

service. The student can be used to help in peak; or rush periods. The 

positions students may hold are tmlimi ted. Remuneration depends on the 

school. Qualifications should be the need of the student, the suit-
@ 

ability of his class schedule and his attitude. 

Fringe 'benefits and la.bor turnover are other factors which must 

be recognized as contributors to labor cost. 0 

Gould a.nd Ha.rt (12) found fringe benefits to be the largest factor 

in increasing labor costs. In order to get an accurate picture of the 

part fringe benefits play in the cost of labor they should be calculated 

in dollar value per employee as well as per person served. Fringe bene

fits may contribute directly to labor costs as in the case of paid 

vacations, or they may contribute indirectly tnrough benefits such as 

health plans. Fringe benefits are estimated to contribute 18.49 per 

cent of the labor cost. This amounts to more than nine weeks pay at 
Q 

average rates. 

Turnover costs are hard to detect. Canfield ( 7) points out some of 

the factors in labor turnover which increase the ~abor cost. They in-



elude time spent in interviewing and training as well as time lost b7 

not having the position filled. 
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An analysis of payroll oosts is the wa7 to cut labor costs accord

ing to Harmon {14). The analysis begins with a look at last ,.ear's 

records. Setting up dail7 and hourl7 payroll charts shOWB what is hap

pening now. This is the foundation needed for pl.arming for the future. 

Stumpf {30) rec0llllft8nds a time stuq which anal115es or studies each job in 

an effort to standardize time, effort, and cost in each area. This type 

of study- may also show up needed changes such as better equipment, and 

better arrangement of equipment. The results of the stud)r are a sum-

mary of the time spent, distance traveled, and the cost or the time in-

volved. The amount of labor used per meal serYed is a method of tor- . 

ther analysis. 

Iardarian (8) gives a process whereby each area of production is 

analyzed. It begins with the product, the number and nature of iteffl8 

to be pr•rred. The labor costs should be able to produce the menu 

iteu, bu the labor costs should never determine the menu items. The 

layout of the production area is important. A. large scale drawing on 

which the production process can be traced is an aid in seeing what 

really happens. The equipment must be located conveniently' and the 

whole layout nrust minimize handling, hauling, and carrying. Proper 

equipment and proper utilization of equipment will lower labor coats. 

Careful consideration of the raw materials to be used may- lead to labor 

cost cuts. Prefab materials should be given due consideration as com-

pared to labor costs and the quality desired and attainable from the 

available labor source. Supervision should provide for maximum usage 

of available labor. Attitudes and understanding of the organization 
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toward the employee as well as ot the employee toward the organization 

should be evaluated in terms ot labor coats. Careful consideration ot 

processes used may eliminate those which do not pay oft. Pa,roll coats 

as compared, percentagewise, to Tolume will give an idea or what is hap

pening. C.re.f'ul evaluation ot the individual employee, in terms of' the 

tuture plans of management, will aid in an understand:l.ngot labor costs. 

Attitudes or College Students Toward Food 

There is a vi.de variety or ways in which .f'ood acceptance surveys 

can be conducted. The two most common ones are the interTiav and the 

questionnaire. The questionnaire was used in the present study'. 

Trulson (.31) did a comparison or dietary' surTe7 methods. She lists 

so• ot the lifflitations of the usual Jl8thods. In· trying to compare 

dietary records written b7 the subjects themselves, there is the problem 

ot literacy. Procedures that are used are lind.ted by the time and effort 

required from the people being studied. 

Questionnaires are best suited .f'ar people accustomed to desk wark, 

according to Trulson (31). And in the case of' interrtewa where the in-

tormation is an estimate of' what the subject does; she tound them to be 

grossly inaccurate at tillea. She felt that an i.JlprOT'elll8nt of survey 

techniques is detini tel7 needed. 

Adelson (2) also encountered some proble• in collecting dietary' 

data from indirtduals. She pointed out that the qualit7 ot the data 

depends on the abilities of the participants as well as •. those ot the 
.-., 

surveyor. The data is greatly influenced by the understanding the par

ticipants have and the care the7 use. She compared two methodlJ ot re-

cording information-that of recall and that of records. Her at,udy' 



showed that either method would serve as well as the other. She found 

the recall method cheaper. 

The most important factor in any study is the questions that are 

used to obtain the i.nformtion. Medlen (21) gives some reminders to be 

considered when asking questions. The stage should be set for the quea-

tion brietly but adequately, and the respondent should be given some 

time for thought. The question should be geared to the intellectual 

level of the respondent. Some questions are so thought provoking as to 

challenge the best of minds. The objective of the questioner should be 

to keep the discussion maving with a minimum amount of comment on his 

own part. 

Macurda (19) maintains that questions pack power. The power of the 

question lies in the answer that is required. Questions may be used for 
• 

a variety of purposes. They may be used to probe _weaknesses and 

strengths. They may be used to plan, organize, or direct. In any case 

questions should be short and to the point. Questions can be classified, 

for inetance, there is the closed question, usually answered by yes or 

no, in which the questioner controls the respondent to a certain degree. 

Certain words are provocative when used in questions,. these include why, 

who, what, where, when, and haw. Unanswerable questions should be 

avoided. When digression occurs the subject can be reopened with a 

question. In all cases it is wise to remember that questions that 

offend undermine the personal dignity of the respondent. 

Although no literature could be found relating to the exact ave

nue of thought in this study, studies have been done i.nTolving the food 
J 

habits of college students. Lamb (17) did a study on the food pref-

erences of college women. Her study analyzed the food preferences and 



eating habits or women students or Texas Technological College, to 

determine how regularly the students ate in the residence hall, what 

their reactions were to the food, and what their between-meal eating 

habits were. The students were participating in a contract board type 

food service. She took attendance for three meals a day for two weeks 

15 

in an effort to determine percentage attendance. Food and between-meal 

eating habits were determined by a questionnaire. The questionnaire 

included a list of 116 common foods and the students were asked to check 

' their reactions to them. 

Results of the study showed that 54 per cent attended breakfast, 91 

per cent attended lunch, and Bl per cent attended dinner. The results 

of the food lists showed that 37 of the ll6 foods were liked by nine out 

of ten of the students. ~ (17, p. 1124) said, 

Any •captive group" paying for its meals should have a 
chance to express choices or preferences. · Authorities 
recommend that even the infant and preschool child be 
allowed choices in food. Numerous techniques have been 
employed to give students a choice in food selection, 
which include such devices as suggestion boxes, student 
committees on menu-making, discussion groups on food 
problems, and the popular cafeteria-style food serrtce 
in which several similar foods are offered. 

Another study concerned with the food intake of college women was 

done by Scoular (28). In this study the students kept records of their 

intakes and the results were analyzed for their nutrient content. The 

calculated values exceeded the Reconunended Daily Allowances. Eighty-one 

per cent ate breakfast regularly. 

At Cornell University, Young (38) also did a· study on the food 

habits of women students. This study was concerned with nutrient intake, 

the frequency of occurrence of certain foods in the diets and the eating 

habits of the subjects. Again the students kept their own diet&r7 



]6 

reemrds. All nutrients were represented in amounts within the minimum 

requirements. Dietary patterns included the following: 

1. All drank some milk. 

2. TwQ-tllirds ate one or more servings of meat daily. 

3. One-fi~h ate no eggs, four-fifths ate one to three 
per week. 

4. One-third had one serving of cereal per day, one
fourth had none the whole week. 

5. All had three servings of fruits and vegetables 
per day. 

6,. One-half never missed breakfast. An additional 
one-third missed only once or twice a week. 

7. Every student did some between-meal eating. 

Comparing the eating habits of men and women students was the pur

pose of a study by Blewett and Shuck (5). It revealed that all students 

had an adequate intake of green and yellow vegetables. Men students 

consumed more milk than the women studemts, and. twice as many men as 

women ate breakfast. As a whole the mem had better diets than the 

women. 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD OF PROCEDURE 

An effective college food service has certain characteristics~ 

In the first place it must be economical to the students, many of whom 

are on limited budgets. In the second place it must be economical for 

the institution, which in most cases means that it must be self-sustain-

ing. But possibly one of the most important characteristics of a 

college food service is reflected in the satisfaction or dissatisfaction 

of the students who are its captive customers. The purpose of this 

study is to compare the economy of contract and a la carte food services 

from the standpoints of food and labor costs. The most extensive part 

of the study, however, deals with the attitudes of the students who 

participate in these food services. 

The methods of procedure used will be described in the following 

sequence: 

1. Food cost analysis. 

2. Labor cost analysis. 

3. Evaluation of the students' attitudes toward the 
food service. 

The study was done in two women's dormitories on the Oklahoma State 

University campus. One dormitory feeds 426 women students on a contract 

board basis. It serves three meals a day six days a week, and on Sunday 

it serves breakfast and the noon meal, which is served family style. 

The students living in this dormitory are largely freshmen, although any 

17 
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upperclassman who desires to do so may live there also. Meal tickets are 

purchased in advance at regular intervals. The cost of the meals is 

$1.30 a day which is divided so that 30 cents is allowed for breakfast, 

45 cents for lunch and 55 cents for dinner~ The actual cost of the 

meals that are served is higher than these figures, the remaining cost 

being absorbed by absenteeism, since the students receive no remuner-

ation for meals missed. 

The other dormitory feeds 410 women students by way of an a la carte 

cafeteria line. The students are required to purchase $140.00 worth of 

meal coupon books per school semester. This is done to assure the cafe-

teria of a minimum amount of income. The students pay for their meals 

with the appropriate coupon value as long as the coupon books last, at 

which time the students may purchase another book or pay for their meals 

with cash. Meals are served three times a day five days a week. On 

Saturd~y, breakfast and lunch are served, and on Sunday lunch and dinner 

are sf3rved. Thus the cafeteria is .. closed from lunch on Saturday until 

lunch on Sunday. Needless to s~y, meals missed by the students affect 
"• • ·- C. '~ ,• 

the cafeteria as loss of i~come. 

The study was carried on during the month of October, 1961. Finan

cial r~cords used were those 'cfor the whole month of October. The ques-

tionrulire used to obtain .student attitudes was sent out in the middle 

o.f the month and returnecl by tlle first of November. 

'Fbod Cost Analysis 

The common method of analyzing food cost on the Oklahoma State Uni-

varsity campus is the food cost per cent. As we have previously noted, 

Baker (3) defines this as that part of income which is budgeted for raw 
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food. The objective of the contract .fQod service is to maintain a 4.2 

per cent food costJ however, the actual cost of food sold should amount 

to approximately 50 per cent or the income. The lower figure is used to 

allow for absenteeism. The student pays for all meals served by the 

cafeteria and receives no remuneration for those meals that she misses. 

Attendance never reaches 100 per cent so the cafeteria actually receives 

money for meals not served. The income from meals not served is the 

basis for the 42 per cent food cost. 

Since the income for the contract dorno.tory does not reflect the 

actual food sold, the income figu:re used in this analysis of food cost 

percentage was obtained by evaluating the meals actually served at 30 

cents for breakfast, 45 cents for lunch, and S5 cents for dinner. Thus, 

in order to arrive at the income figure for any specific meal, one mu.st 

know the customer count, multiply it by the appropriate. ,valuation, and 

add to it the a.sh meals sold. Cash meals refer to guests who may come 

into the cafeteria and purchase meals at the rate of 50 cents for break

fast, 75 cents for lunch, and. $1.00 for dinner. 

The a. la carte cafeteria. strives t.o maintain a food coat per cent 

of 45. 'this figure is based on the income from actual meals served and 

thus represents the true picture. 

Another item which was considered income in these analyses was 

that of empl0yee meals. Although. no income n.s received for the em

ployee meals, this method was used. to offset the faot·that the value 

of the employee meals is reflected in the cost of food figure. Thus., 

their value will be reflected as waste if it is not deducted from the 
- -

cost of food. The method of doing this is to show the value c,f the 

meals as income. 
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It must be remembered that food costs given in this discussion are 

objectives to guide the dietitian in evaluating her operation. The fig-

ures are set with the clientele, standards, objectives, type of service, 

and menu policies of the cafeteria in mind. West and Wood (34, p. 480) 

state that: 

It is the responsibility of every t'ood directer to 
· understand the local situation and to know within 

narrow limits the percentage of the income which 
should wisely be spent for food under existing con
ditions. This percentage may be determined by 
analyzing past expenses of the food unit and compar
ing these figures with those of other institutions. 

West and Wood (34 Ji list an example of how the type of food service 

may affect the amount that is budgeted.for raw food. Their example 

concerns an institution where .fixed menus are served. In such an insti-

tution a stable relationship will exist between daily cost of each item 

and the total. This relationship does not exist in institutions where 

the guest chooses his food item by item. Thus it can be seen that set-

ting the food cost figure for either of these types of.food service 

involves all the factors listed above as well as ,n analysis of the 

\ records of past performance. 

The contract cafeteria used in this study aims for a 42 per cent 

food cost. This falls within the 40 to 46 per" cent suggested by West 

and Wood (34) in their list of percentages for different types of 

food service. The a la carte service with its 4.5per cent .food cost 

is lower than the suggested 50 to 55 per cent. 

Two figures are needed to calculate the food cost for any partic-

ular period of time. The first is the income figure which was discussed 

above. The second .figure is the eost of the .food used •. The cost of' 

food used will be an accumulation of the values of items charged directly 



to the kitehen an.d those checked out of the storeroom. This is based 

on the customary procedure of charging fresh produce and all similar 

items to the food coat on the day they are received. Canned products 

are generally held in a storeroom and their value does·not appear in 

the food cc~t until they are used. 

When both the cost or food and income f'i.gure~ are available the 
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food cost percentage can be obtained by dividing the income figure by 

the food cost figure a.nd multiplying by 100 to convert it to per cent. 

Cost of food x 100 = Food eost per cent 
Income 

In com.pa.ring the two types of food service, the·food cost per cent 

will show what pa.rt of the income of each is spent for raw road. Fur-

ther informa.tion can be gained by breaking the £ood cost per cent down 

into the a.mount that was spent for the different types of food such as 

dairy products, fruits and vegetables., a.nd others. This requires the 

same simple division that was used above. 

Cost of dairy products x 100 ,.. Food cost per cent apent 
Income for dairy products 

When each group has been divided in this fashion the sum, of the 

percentages obtained should equal the over all food cost per cent. 

Another method of breaking down the food cost into classifications 

is the commonly used per cent of the total cost or food~ If this 

method is used the total of the percentages found will be 100. 

C~st of dairy prO<iucts x 100 .., Per cent of total food cost 
Total cost of food spent for aair7 products 
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The figures obtained by the use o:f the :formulal!I prel!lented here will 

be used to gain an iuight into the. food expenditurel!I of the two types 

ot food serrtce. 

labor Cost .lnalysia 

Since the food cost per cent is that part ot income which is budg

eted tor tood1 then it follows that labor col!lt per cent is that part ot 

income which is budgeted tor labor. 

Cost ot labor x 100 a labor col!lt per cent 
Income 

Labor cost ot course does not vary as much .t'rom day to day as does 

the food cost. Labor col!lts are determined by the type ot ·operationt its 

size, the arrangement ot units, the amount and kind· of labor saving equip

ment, the etticienoy of the employees and the wage rate. The contract 

food se?Tice strives for a labor cost of 25 per cent and the a la carte 

tar 33 per cent. .ls was noted before, the income figure :for the contract 

food se?Tice is aost accurate when it is based on the meals aotuJ.17 

eaten. Therefore this is the figure that will be used in this 1t.ud1'. 

labor cost •Y be broken down into areas such as range, bakery, and 

others, tor further analysis. The cost may then be attributed to aoney 

spent per meal served tor the particular area. From this it ia easy to 

obtain the total amount ot money spent tor each meal. 

The time spent per meal served il!I perhaps a more accurate :method ot 

cOllp&J'ing the amaunt ot labor Ul!led in the two types of food service, tor 

in this way one can by p&l!ls the wage scale which is based. on nriables 

such as tenure and capabilities ot the employees. 
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The employees of the two food services in question are paid a month

ly wage. They work 48 hours a week and are scheduled into two rotations, 

one of which works on Saturday, the other on Sunday., The rotations 

alternate so that the employee works on Sunday one week end and on Sat

urday the next week end. The employees are only paid. for days worked, 

but over the period of' a school year this averages out to be the number 

of days in the month minus the number of Sunday& in the month. In 

October the employees were paid for 26 days, consequently their daily 

wage consisted of their monthly wage divided by 26. 

Employees on supervisory levels work only 44 hours per week. Thus, 

their daily wage was obtained by dividing their monthly wage by twenty-

three and one-half'. 

In order to determine the cost per meal served for each area of the 

food service, the daily wage of the employees in the area was totaled 

and divided by the number of meals served on that day. When an employee 

was not present his wage was left out of' the computations. In the same 

manner, hours worked by the employees im a particular area were totaled 

and divided by the meals served on that day so as to-g:i.ve the time spent 
,: .: . 

per meal served., Since the records were kept for a whole month it seemed 

advisable to determine the average day's labor. The figures for the 

average day were obtained by totaling the figures for all 31 days and 

dividing by 31. 

Since frimge benefits are the same for both the contract and the 

a la carte food service, they were not included in the computations of 

labor cost for the two places. There is, however, some value in knowing 

just what the fringe benefits are. 

The employees are furnished uniforms and the laundry of these uni-
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forms~ This includes the male employees who are furnished bus jackets, 

aprons, and caps. The meals eaten while on duty are given to the 

employee at no charge. However, the employee is not paid for the time 

spent eating the meals. Twen.1-y minutes are allowed for each meal so 

the employee is actually- scheduled to be at the cafeteria for eight hours 

a.nd 40 minutes each day. · 

The employees are hired on a nine month basis. This is due to the 

fact that the .food services are closed during the summer months. Since 

this is the ease they accumulate annual leave rather than vacation time. 

Annual leave is accumulated at the rate of two days for every 26 days 

worked. The annual leave is broken down to represent . one day of sick 

leave or one day of annual leave for each 13 days worked. The annual 

leave time is generally given to the employee during the school vacations 

and any time that has accumulated in excess of these vacations is paid 

for when the school session ends in the spring. Employees who quit 

without giving due notice f'orfeit their annual leave time. It might be 

well to note here that during the period in question enly one day of 

a.miual leave was taken by- any of the employees involved. In this ease 

the employee's salary was added into the computations but there were no 

corresponding hours worked. 

Another fringe benefit is the health plan available to the employee. 

At the time of employment the person is allowed to decide if he or she 

wishes to participate in the Blue Cross Health Insurance Plan. If the 

employee chooses to do so the cafeteria is billed for a pa.rt of the 

premiums. 

Another factor which affects the study is that of overtime. 

:&n.ployees, regardless of who they are or why they wo:,:-ked overtime, are 



not paid for extra time. The lay employees put in very little overtime. 

The dietitians and supervisors, however, frequently put in extra time. 

Since they receive no remuneration, their time spent was added into the 

computations but their wages were not. This shows up in the form of 

increased time spent per meal but decreased wages per meal on the 

supervisory level. 

The analysis of labor cost in this study was based on the factors 

discussed above. 

Evaluation of the Students• Attitudes 

Toward the Food Service 

The student's attitude toward the food service is a difficult thing 

to analyze. It is affected by all the many factors that are a part of 

the individual student's personality, habits, and, in fact, his whole way 

of life. Even so it can not be ignored. Possibly the food service comes 

in for more than its just share of criticism, for it is the one factor 

that all students living in a housing unit have in comm.om.. Knowing how 

these students actually feel can be of great assistance to the dietitian 

in charge of the food service. 

In this study a questionnaire was used to gain an insight into the 

attitu.des of the students toward the food service§ The questionnaire 

was given to 406 women in the contract dormitory and 3'12 women in the 

a la ca.rte dormitory. A preliminary questionnaire was given to six 

women students in each dormitory to determine the effectiveness of the 

questions. Only a few minor changes were made after the preliminary 

study. These consisted of changes in the wording of the questions to 

gain increased clarity. In the majority of cases the questions were 
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worded so that the student needed only to cheek a particular answer. 

Topics covered in the questionnaire included sueh things as classi

fication. of the student, length of time the student had lived in the 

particular dormitory and thus participated in its food service, frequency 

of missing meals, between-meal eating ha.bits, satisfaction with the food 

sel"riee, and preference as to type of food service. 

In tabulating the results of the questionnaire, the author found it 

convenient to divide the questionnaires into groups accor~ng to the 

dormitory- they represented. They were then further divided into groups 

according to classification of students. Then as each question was ana

lyzed they were further divided into groups according to tlie answer that 

was checked. In this way the author could count each group and by quick 

addition cheek to see that no error had been made in the tabulation. 

When questions were improperly answered, those particular questions 

were discarded. No questionnaire was completely discarded. 

Two cf the questi0ns required the student to rank her answers one, 

two, or three in the order of importance. This type of question. presents 

difficulty i1'l tabulating. The method that was used involved weighting 

the answers. Answers ranked one b7 the student were given a weight of 

threei answers ranked two by the student were given a weight of two, and 

answers ranked three were given a weight of one. Thus a total 0f all the 

weights for one answer was the final result. The answer having the 

largest weighted total was accepted as the most important. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Chapter four ©ontains (1) the comparison of the food cost, (2) the 

comparison of the labor cost, and (3) the results of the analysis of the 

questionnaire which ·W<'.l.s administered to women students who participated 

in contract and a 1a carte .feeding on the Oklahoma. State University 

campus~ 

Compa7ison of Food Cost 

In setting th12i food cost per cent for any food operation, all the 

charaeteristic~ of the Qperation 1Tr11st be given due consideration. The 

figure which i~ seit reflects the.c:lientele that is eXpeeted as well as 

the quantity and quality of food that will be served. Unless the char= 

acteristics of th~ !!iperation''cliangeg the food cost figure must be main

tained.. A .food cost, per cent figure that is too low indicates the cus-

' 
tom@r~ are not rec®iving adequate food value. A figure that is higher 

than the budgeted figure indicates that too much money is being spent 
. . -· 

on food and there will be a shortage of funds to eover the other ex-

penses of the operation. The excess, of course, may be due to the 

quality of food uaedll the amomit of food given per serving., the amount 

of waste, or a vast number ~.f other f'actors which are a part o.:t -hhe 

food produ.c:tion prottess" , 

As has been previously noted, a 42 per cent food cost is th.e aim of 

27 
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the contract food service which includes an allowance for absenteeism. 

Since this comparison is based on actual meals served, a 50 per cent fig-

ure, which does not include the allowance for absenteeism, is the one 

which will be of value to the study. The a la carte food service, it 

will be remembered., strives for a 45 per cent food cost. 

The first figure needed to determine food cost is that of income 

received. Table I contains this information. 

TABLE I 

MEALS SERVED AND INCOME RECEIVED FOR OCTOBER, 1961 

A LA CARTE CONTRACT 

TOTAL AVERAGE TOTAL· AVERAGE 

No. No. No. No. 
Customer count 24,474 789 24.,675 796 

$ $ $ $ 
Income 

9.39 Cash customers 16,042.47 517 .. 50 · · 291.25 
Contract customers • .. 0 • • • • • 10.,1,0 • .55 .346.79 
Employee meals · 746.5.3 24.oB 519 • .35 1.67 
Total cash received 16,789.00 541.58 11.,561.15 357.85 

Meal costl 
Breakfast • • • • .33 • • • .:;o 
Lunch • • • .77 • .. • .45 
Dinner • • • • 74 • • • .55 

lThe fixed price of contract meals is given while the check 
average is given for a la carte mealse 

The other figure which is needed to calculate the food cost per 

cent is the cost of the raw food for the period in question, in this 

case the month of October, 1961. This figure was $6,684.99 for the 

a la carte food service and $7,963.27 for the contract food service. 

See Appendix Ao Thus, the food cost per cent for the two food services 

.. .- ·• V' 



is calculated as follows: 

CON'l'RAcr 

A LA CARTE 

$7,963.27 / $11,561 .. 15 x 100 = 68.9% 

$6,684.99 / $16,689.00 x 100 = 39.8% 
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The budget for the two food services allowed for a difference of 

three per cent in the food costs. The above analysis shows that a 

difference of 29.1 per cent actually existed in October, 1961. The 

contract food service operated 18.9 per cent above the SO per cent food 

cost allowed when absenteeism is not considered. The a la ca.rte food 

cost was 5 .. 2 per cent below the allowed h5 per cent.; 

The most apparent factor which comes to light through this analysis 

is the fact that neither food service maintained its budget during the 

period in question. This suggests that a careful ~lysis of the whole 

production process is needed. Also a look at past records may be help.. 

f'ul to determine whether this represents an m1usual month or whether it 

is consistent with past performance. 

The average cost of meals presented in Table I would lead to the 

conclusion that the meals served in the contract food service are far 

more economical to the student than are those served in the a la carte 

food service. It must be remembered, however, that the students in the 

cm1tract dormitory pay the rates listed whether they are present to eat 

the meal or not. Some of the students are of the opinion that this is not 

unreasonable, for when they do eat they receive more1'good quality food at 

a very economical rate. For students who seldom miss a meal this is 

truly an economical rate. 

The cheek average listed for the a. la carte food service is affect

ed by the customer count. In this food service this ineludes everyone 
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who goes through the line regardless of whether they choose a full meal 

or merely have coffee and a roll, as might be the case at breakfast time. 

Thus, it is quite possible that students eating a full meal pay more than 

the listed check average. However, in the case of the a la carte service 

the student pays only for the meals she actually eats. 

Further analysis of the food cost can be achieved by breaking the 

food cost down into the types of foodo Percentages of the total food 

cost spent on the different types of food are shown in Table II. The 

percentages revealed that the expenditures on the different types of 

food were only approximately two per cent different in the two food 

serviceso The greatest percentage was spent for meat, eggs, and cheese. 

Fruits and vegetables were responsible for the second greatest percentage. 

The contract food service spent larger percentages for fruits and vege-

tables, and meats than the a la carte service. The a la carte food serv-

ice, on the other hand, spent larger percentages on dairy products, 

cereals, and miscellaneous foods. 

TABLE II 

CLASSIFICATION OF RAW FOOD COST 
FOR OCTOBER, 1961 

A LA CARTE 

$ J -----
Dairy products 870009 13.0 

Fruits and vegetables JliJJ.00 21.1 

Meat, eggs, and cheese 3158.61 47.2 

Cereals 37.3.55 5.6 

Other foods 875.74 13.l 

Total 6684.99 100.0 

CONTRACT 
$ 

988.43 

1864.87 

3886.47 

352.79 

870.71 

7963.27 

% 

12.4 

23.4 

48.8 

4.5 

10.9 

100.0 
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Since the breakdown of the total food cost of the two food services 

is so nearly alike there is an indication that the differences in meal 

pattern in these two places does not greatly affect the expenditure tor 

. food. The likeness in percentages was not expected. It would seem that 

the a la. carte service with its numerous items of meat, vegetables, and 

dessert would have greater percentages in these areas. On the other hand, 

the contract service, which ~oes not charge extra for milk, was expected 

to have spent a larger percentage for dairy products. 

This study reveals how vita.I the procedures and controis-used. in 

:the i,;~duction process are t~--tb.;,,_:rood service. 

Comparison of Labor Cost 

Possibly the hardest ex_i:>enditure to control in a. food. service is the 
.... ,:..... '(; 

. labor cost, for in doing so one is controlling human beings. The em-

ployees involved in this study are not exactly typical o.f employees in 

the food field as a whole. These employees are hired on a nine month 

basic which puts the food service at a disadvantage, for people are not 

inclined to remain on a job that will support them for only a part of 

the year. Since Oklahoma State University is not in a metropolitan 

area, the field of prospects becomes even smaller. Many- of the people 

involved in this study drive as many as 30 or 40 miles each day to work 

in the food service. Frequently car pools are formed and days off must 

be coordinated so th.at employees ean eatch. a ride. The wage scale is 

low. Monthly salaries range f'rom $110.00 to $185.oo, but only .four 

. employees out of 35 were paid more than $160.00 per month. Employees for 

the contract food service have more tenure than those for the a la carte 

food service, therefore they have a higher wage scale. 
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When an employee is hired, his starting wage is dependent upon sev

eral factors. The first consideration is concerned with any special 

training the employee may have had. As a rule they have had none. 

other considerations involve the difficulty or responsibility of the 

position the person will fill. 

In the total wage comparison study it is wise to place no great 

amount of emphasis on the figures for the weekends. This is because the 

week end serving patterns differ in the two food services. 

It is expected that the labor costs for the a la ca.rte fGod service 

will be greater than that for the contract food service. This is due to 

the fact that the a la ca.rte .food service must prepare more items, and 

must put forth greater effort to sell these items. This generally re

quires that more time be spent in. preparation. It will be remembered 

that a 2$ per cent labor cost is budgeted .for the contract food service 

and 33 per cent for the a la carte food service. 

In order to determine the overall labor cost two figures are needed. 

The first is the total expenditures for wages, the second is the income 

figure. The income figure will again be ta.ken from Table I. The total 

wage figure includes the wages of the full-time employees, student 

emplGyees, plus $10.00 per full-time employee which is an evaluation 

of' fringe benefits .for tax purposes. The labor cost of the two food 

services is as .follows:: 

CONTRA or 

A LA. CARTE 

$3,935 .. 'ir:3 / $11,.5.52 .. 72 x 100 .., 34.0% 

$4,931.91 / $16,789.00 x 100 • 29.3% 

It will be noted that the contra.et figure again exceeds that of' the 

budgetJ the a la carte figure is again below the budget. 
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Table III is a compilation of the daily labor expenditures or the 

two food services. Total nours worked and total wages paid are listed. 

The quickest comparison. involves the average-day figure given at the 

bottom of the table. This indicates that there is a daily difference or 
approximately 29 hours of labor in the two types of food service. This 

is as expected. The wages paid for the average day, however, differ 

only by approximately $17 •. 00" As has been noted, this is due to the 

higher wage scale in the contract food service rather than to greater 

number of hours worked. 

Minutes tpent per :meal served va-ry by approximately four :minutes 

with more time being spent in the a la carte food service. Wages per 

meal vary by three cents with the higher cost again ~eing attributed to 
( 

the a la carte food service. 'The a 4.~Q~:i:::t.,Lft:>_qd, service employs 23 
.....,...,._,.. ............. ~---.-· - - - -- . , ...... -,, .... , ,.·-.-~·-- ··-·, .. -- .. ·- . 

full-time people while the contract food service employs only 18. 
""•-~,.--•·"'"-'·-~-.~-~·,----••"~-r.-.-'. -••-•-••·v,,.. .._,., •' ,, •.-•,.:"·,.._. '•< i".l'),,.,.- ,<.•.··-"•·•'"'.,..,._.._, . ......-7.,,.._,,~ ... , .-~·-··'-<,'JI<~•·.:_..:.;'"'' •,'c .•.;,, .,_,., • ..)M:.....,..,.,..,_ ______ ..._..,...,.-. 

The overall labor cost was broken down into areas of work for fur-

ther analysis. See Appendix B. For purposes of analysis the average-

day figures shown in Table IV are most meaningful. These indicate tha.t 

the greatest expenditure in the contract feod service was for range 

labor. In the a la carte food service the expenditure for range labor 

was exceeded only by tha.t' f0r the dietitian and supervisory employees. 

The high staff level wages are caused by the fact that the dietitian in 

· the a la carte food service has considerably more tenure than the one in 

the contract rood service., Also the a la carte food service employs 

two supervisors while the eon.tract !ood service employs enly.one. The 

a la carte food service employs one more range cook ~nd one more baker 

than the contract food s~rviee. These employees -.re needed to take 
... , .. ,. ~--· ~---,-+-·---· - . .,.__ ·-·-..--= .. -.:,c..:,.- "-·=-<"-'G••.,.,. ..... ...,., ...... _ 

-'<.-:·o• •, - • • • --~-•--.~-~--- --~ ... -, 

ca.re J>f.~,the.~ex.tra.-it~l1U:!,_ '!,.liat must be prepared., and they a re the cause 
~· - ···-- -- J.,··--·--··----, ....... ~, ....... ·-~--· 
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TABLE III 

DAILY WAGE COMPARISON 

TOTAL HOURS TOTAL WAGE MINUTES PER ,k; WAGE PER 
1IDBKED PAID MEAL MEAL 

A.L. C. CONT. A.L.C. CONT. A.L. C. CONT. A.L. C. CONT. 

Date 
Sun .. 1 126 60 97.20 114.47 20.00 15.00 .257 .184 

2 178 144 129.29 111.96 10.98 B.30 .130 .107 
3 178 142 132.90 94.51 10.34 8.82 .132 .097 
L. 178 144 132.90 111.96 10.24 8.59 .128 .111 
5 176 144 13?-?0 +11.96 10.48 8.77 .13,,3 .114 
6 165 139 127.32 106.74 11.96 ·9.21 .155 .117 

Sat. 7 101 75 78.89 55.82 17.59 8.24 .227 .100 
Sun. 8 112 68 86 .. i9 55.08 15.11 14.87 .193 .200 

9 174 143 129.?9 111.96 10.52 9.29 .iJe .122 
10 177 144 133.37 111.96 10.70 8.64 .135 .112 
11 175 144 132.~Q 111.96 10.54 8.33 .134 .108 
12 176 144 lJJ.37 .111.96 10.80 8.26 .13.5 .108 
13 164 140 l+Q .. l7 101.,1 11.90 9 23 .:i.34 .111 

Sat. 
. . :··~ 

14 96 80 Bo.14 66.89 21.49 10.72 .300 .149 
Sun. 15 116 52 82 .. 64 37.56 15.93 11.18 .189 .168 

16 169 141 1?9.29 ... ~4.51 10.48 9.34 .13j .104 
17 174 144 132.90 :i.11.96 10.36 B.69 .ij4 .113 
18 177 144 1)3.37 111.96 10.91 8.69 .136 .114 
19 179 145 13~.99 1;1.1.96 10.63 7.98 .132 .102 
20 168 140 121'.J? 101.51 11.86 9.10 .149 .110 

Sa~ .. 21 106 89 81.13 98 .. 98 11.00 8.09 .142 .lOh 
:. ·'1 ' : 

10.64 .isj Sun. 22 108 56 79.2J 49.58 12.,1 .157 
23 161 143 114.00 111.96 10.26 9.24 .119 .119 
24 168 144 117.61 111.96 10.92 8.82 .126 .114 
25 l70 144 107.e,5 J,.:J.1.96 10.44 8.28 • ::J.09, .108 
26 168 144 96.76 . 111.96 10.18 8.64 .098 .112 
27 159 135 97.27 83.00 11.05 11.12 .117 .123 

Sat .. 28 95 BO l::t~ 64.97 25.65 10.61 •?99 .146 
sun;· 29 105' 64 L.6.99 17.54 17.05 .193 .208 

30 152 144 9.5.11 111 .. 96 9.59 9.67 .099 .123 
31 160 145 98.25 111.96 10.08 8.05 .102 .110 

Total 4711 3765 3391.82 2863.48 392.04 301.46 4.723 3.875 

Average 
Day 152.0 121., 109.41 92.37 12.65 9. 72 .152 .12, 



AREA 

Range 

Bakery 

Salad, Vegetable 

Counter 

Dining Room 

Dishmachine 

Cashier, Bookkeeper 

Storeroom 

Supervisors 

Pot and Pans 

Janitor 

Dietitian 

Student Labor 

Total 

A.L. C~ 

24 • .5 

17 .. 3 

17.8 

13.7 

,.7.2 

13 .. 7 

13.9 

. .. .. 
16.1 

13.7 

6.7 

9,,6 

66 .. 7 

220.9 

TABLE IV 

LABOR FOR WORK AREAS FOR AVERAGE DAY 

HOURS 

CON'r .. 

19.9 

13 .. 9 

20.4 

7.0 

6.7 

13.4 

••• 

6 .. 7 

13.0 

7.0 

6.7 

6.5 

h3.0 

164.2 

C 

A.L. G. 

lh.83 

11.4.5 

8 ,,Q. 4 

7.57 

3.83 

8.38 

10.22 

. -· '. 
15.64 

9,.p5 

4.03 

20.84 

42.74 

158.42 

WAGE 

CONT. 

14.52 

10.89 

12 .. 27 

4.02 

3.87 

9.3.5 

• • • 

.5.96 

9.54 

4.50 

4.35 

13.23 

28.78 

121.28 

MINUTES P B.:R MH;AL 

A.L. c. 

2.01 

1.49 

1.47 

1.10 

.57 

1.10 

1.14 

• •• 

1.33 

1.10 

.64 

.93 

• • • 

12.88 

CONT. 

1 • .53 

1.20 

1.67 

.61 

.53 

1.01 

• • • 

.47 

.98 

.63 

.,1 ·· 

.52 

9.27 

WAGE PER MEAL 

A.L.C. CONT. 

.020 

.016 

.013 

.010 

.005 

.011 

.014 

• • 

.022 

.012 

.006 

.030 

• • 

.159 

.019 

.016 

.017 

.006 

.oo.5 

.012 

• • 

.007 

.ol.4 

.006 

.oo, 

.017 

• • 

.124 \.,.) 
\J\ 



of the increased time spent in this area. The contract food service has 

less hours or work in all areas except that of salad and vegetable prep-

aration. Although the same number of employees are used in this area in 

both f'ootd. services, one of' the employees in the a la carte·. f'ood service 

works only 28 hours a week. Some of the areas in the contract food serY

iee showed greater expenditures for wages than those in the a la carte 

food service. This has been e:icplained as due to tenure which raises the 

wage scale • 

.Another part of the labor eest comes from student employees. Stu

dent salaries make up approximately 2$ per cent of the labor cost of 

these two food services. The students are paid from60 to 85 cents an 

hour, depending on the positions they fill and the length of time they 

have worked for the food service. The student payroll f'or the contract 

food service includes 2.3 students,. 15 of whom are wotking for the second 

year a.1'ld thus have received a five cent an hour raise. In the a la carte 

food service JO students are employed and only nine are receiving more 

than 60 cents an hour. Table V gives an analysis of' the student labor 

in the two food services. 

When food and labor costs are both available, it is possible to 

determine the total cost per meal served. This is shown in Table VI. 

The cost of meals per person served is two cents greater in the contract 

.food serYice than in the a la ea.rte service. It must be remembered that 

the contract food service exceeded its bud.get for both food and labor. 

The total excess for the contract food service repre~ents 27.9 per cent 

or its income as based on actual meals served. The a la carte food 

service operated at 8.9 per cent below the budget for food and labor. 

When the excess is subtracted from the contract food and labor cost, 
~S,.•• ,.,-F~~•.,·,s<.>C•=··,·e,«, .. , ... ·. • • .,, ·.•··· ,( •. ,,, .... "·'"·'·'"·.,:,., . ,, , •· "' C• • ••. 



TABLE V 

COST AND HOURS OF STUDEN'r LABOR 
FOR OCTOBER, 1961 

Cost of student labor 
Range of rates of pay 
Student labor cost for average day 
Total student wages 
Total spent for labor 

, ,. 

Per cent of labor cost 
attributable to students 

: ': ,',·',"" 

• ,;. -· ~ ,·i , ,~ • 4"J.,, 

Hours--of student labor 
Hours of student labor for average day 
Total hours of student labor 
Total hours of labor 

Per cent of hours of labor 
attributable to students 

TABLE VI 

A LA CARTE 

$ 

.60 to .85 
42.7h 

132.5.09 
4716~91 :t 

28 
Hours 
66.7 
2067 
6778 

% 

30-. 

FOOD AND LABOR COST PER MEAL SERVED 

TOTAL FOR MONTH 

CONTRACT 

.60 to .ao 
28. 78 

892.25 
3755.73 

"' % 

24 

Hours 
•• ··' 1 

43.0 
1335 
5100 

% 

':26. 

AVli.'RAGE DAY 

37 

A LA CARTE CONTRAC'l' A LA CA.RTE CONTRA.CT 
No. No. No. No. 

~umber of meals served 24,474 24.,~75 789 796 $ . $ $ $ 
Income. 16,789.00 11,561.1; 541.58 357.85 

Cost of raw food 6,684.99 7.,963.27 215.64 256.88 
Cost of la'bor 3,391.82 2.,863.48 109.41 92.:37 
Total cost of meals served. 10,076.81 10,826 .. 75 325.05 349.25 

Cost of meals per person served .418 .438 .412 .L.39 
% % % % 

Per cent of income spent for 
.f'ood and labor 60.0 93.6 60.0 97.6 
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and the shortage is added to the ala_ ca:rt,e food and labor cost, the 

figures d:lf:fetr J>y ],2 cents with_ the a la carte meals being higher. This 
,., .. ~·-···· . , " 

then would have been the result of the study if the budgets had been 

maintained in the two food services. 

In determining the economy of these food services as they relate to 

the student, it will be noted that the habits of the students are of 

prime importanee. The student who misses many meals is likely to find 

the a la ca.rte service most economical. For the student who rarely 

misses a meal the contract service is most economical. 

From the standpoint of the institution, the contract food service 

will, of course, bring in more money since meals paid for are not al~ays 

eaten. The a la carte food service can be operated economieally but it 

will take greater controls and salesmanship for it to be successful. 

The fact that students are given a choice is its most favorable char-

acteristic~ Results of the questionnaire will show how students regard 

this choice. 

Attitudes Toward the Food Service 

The a la carte food service was originally established in the hope 

that students would be more satisfied if they were given a choice of 

foods. In this study a questionnaire was given to women students in 

both types of food service to determine whether the a la carte food 

service actually does result in greater satisfaction than the contract 

food service. 

Results from the questionnaire represent the at~itudes of 47 per 

cent of the students living in the a la carte dormitory and 53 per cent 

of the students living in the contract dormitory. 
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Students were asked to give their classification (freshman, soph

omore, etc.) and the length of time they had lived in their present 

dormitory. The greatest percentage of students who replied to the 

questionnaire were freshmen. See Table VII. The percentage of fresh

men in the contract dormitory who responded to the questionnaire was 

greater than that of all the other three classifications who responded. 

The length of time each student had lived in her present dormitory 

was of interest because students are given a choice of dormitories; thus, 

if dissatisfied with the food service, they can move as.soon as space 

becomes available elsewhereo It is apparent that sophomores who have 

lived in their present dormitory less than one year, juniors who have 

lived in their present dormitory one year or less, and seniors who have 

lived in their present dormitory two years or less have all moved from 

somewhere elseo 

The a la. carte food service is in its second year of operation in 

the dormitory represented in this study. This being the case, the soph

omores, juniors, and seniors who have lived in this dormitory for two 

full years have seen it operate on both the contract: and a. la carte plan. 

Fifty-six of these students responded to the questionnaire. 

Since students are free to choose their dormitory as long as space 

is available, it was assumed that the type of food service might influ

ence their decision~ However, Table VII indicates that this is true 

only in a relatively small percentage of cases. Only 36 per cent of the 

students in the a la carte dormitory and only 33 per cent in the eon

tract dormitory said they were in£luenced by the type of food service. 

The choice of food service is affected by two o~posing schools of 

thought. Some students apparently choose the contrac1; type of service 



TABLE VII 

CHOICE OF DORMITORY AND RELATIONSHIP TO TYPE OF FOOD SERVICE 

TOTAL 
FRESHMEN SOPHOMORES JUNIORS SENIORS NUMBER PER CENT 

A.L.C. CONT. A. L. C. CONT. A. L. c. CONT. A.L.C. CONT.A.L.C. CONT. A.L.C. CONT. 

Students who replied to 
questionnaire 

Number 85 145 46 44 29 30 33 9 193 228 • • • • 
Per cent h3,6 63.5 23.6 19.2 14.8 13.l 17.0 3.9 • • • • 99.0 99.7 

Years lived in present 
dormitory 

Less than one 84 144 10 10 4 4 0 0 98 158 ,0.1 69.6 

One 1 1 29 22 2 1 7 0 39 24 20.2 10.6 

Two 0 0 7 11 18 23 4 1 29 35 1,.0 15.4 

Three or more 0 0 0 0 5 2 22 8 27 10 13.9 4.4 

Did the type of food 
service influence 
desire to live in 
this dormitory? 

Yes 43 48 14 16 6 8 5 3 68 75 36.1 33.9 

No 39 92 30 27 23 21 28 6 120 146 63.8 66.0 
.i::-
0 
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3ec~~s~e __ ~he! .. t,~e~. U1at ,the lower co~t of cont;ract meals_ of~sets the pay

ment for IlleaJ.s ~:t:lt;iy m:ts!\'I... Op the ,qt~El:t', h.and, some students choose the 
.. .._,._.=.-::.:,::;.:.;;;;-:.,rs;<,>··::·- --· ·---·· - - · · • '"• ' ··,,.-·.·.·· ·• .~: i -

:more expensive a la ea:rt,~ ... meals.be.eaus.e th.ey f'.e.el, tha.t since they must 
---·~,_........,.._--.-.·~.,;.-·,c_,.-,·-•·v"'~ .. ~,.-.. -• ..-.... -.. , ... .---~----"-'-"-c.,,'"~ .,--- ••. - : ·- -- .. - . . • ·, 

pay only for meals they eat they are saving in the long run. 

The frequency with which students missed meals is shown in Table 

VIII. The results do not indicate that attendance for meals of one type 

of service was consistently greater than for the other type. In some 

instances the percentages of missed meals are greater for the contract 

service whiie in other eases they are greater for the a la carte service. 

The economy of the food service as relateq to missed meals apparently 

has little effect on the students' choice of food services or on how 

frequently they miss meals. 

TABLE VIII 

PARTICIPANTS INDICATION OF FREQUENCY 
OF MEALS MISSED 

BREAKF'.AST LUNCH DINN'ER 

A LA. CARTE CONTRACT A LA. CARTE CONTRA.CT A LA. CARTE CONTRACT 

% % % 
49~1 

% % 
Never l5o9 18.1 40.2 23.l · 31.0 

Occasionally 20.2 42.2 42.6 36.8 59.1 ,o.a 
Often 20.2 20.3 11.s 5.3 9.1 7.4 
Always 29 • .3 5.8 .6 1.6 1.a 2.1 

On week ends 13.5 13.3 4.8 6.9 6.o 8.5 

Student estimates of. the number o:f' meals they missed per week 

~anged from none to 16 for students in the a la carte food service and 

from none to 18 in the contract food service. See Table IX. However, 
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an average of the meals missed indicates that the students in the con-

tract food service missed four meals per week while those in the a la 

carte food service missed slightly more than five. 

TABLE IX 

PARTICIPANTS INDICATION OF MEALS MISSED PER WEEK 

CLASSIFICATION A LA CARTE CONTRACT 

Freshmen 
Average 5.2 4.4 
Range 0 to 16 0 to·•J..h 

:, 

ppphomores 
Average 6.9 4.2 
Range l to 16 0 to,18 

.~uni ors 
. ' Average 6.o 3.9 

Range l to ll Q to:10 
·' 

.Seniors 
Average 5.9 L..o 
Range 0 to 15 0 to 10 

Total 
Average ,., 4.J., 
Range 0 to 16 0 to'l8 

The students were asked to indicate reasons for missing meals. 

Seven answers were available for marking and space was provided-to write 

in other responsese The students were asked to mark three reasons in 

the order of their importance. nTrips off campus" were ranked as the 

most important reason for missing meals in the contract food service. 

See Table x. The students in the a la carte food service listed "too 

little time" as their most important reason for missing meals. When 



43 

the answers were weightedj 11 too little time" was the most important reason 

why students miss meals in both types of' food service. 

TABLE '1/..· 

PARTICIPANTS' REASONS FOR MISSING MEAI.S 

-- ORDER OF IMPC)RTANCE WEI TED 
REAS OMS ONES TWOS THREES TOTALl ----~---""""'~'1-~~-·~ .. ,,,,..~ .... ~=~~:W~" 

Ao Lo O. CON'I' o A.L.C.CONT. A.L. C. CON'l' C A.L .. Co CON'I'. 
~ 

Go off campus 22 35 19 25 27 21 131 176 

Work away from dorm 2 1 6 2 l 0 19 7 

Inconvenient serving 
hours 15' 17 19 25 16 19 99 120 

Too little time 52 34 33 21 13 34 2.3.5 178 

Like to eat out 6 9 12 15 31 21 73 78 

Not hungry 19 12 19 24 27 14 122 98 

Dislike food 7 15 18 12 12 25 69 94 

1Reasons ranked first in .importance were given a weighted value 
of three .. Rea.sons ranked second in importance were given a 
weighted value of two. Reasons ranked third were given a weighted 
value of one,. Largest figure is of greatest importance. 

'.I'w'o questions on the questionnaire referred to between-meal eating 

habits of the students& The results are listed in Table XIo Although 

the resulte of the two questions were not particularly important, the 

reason for their inclusion was important. Meal coupons purchased by 

the students in the a la carte food service may also be redeemed in the 

dormitory canteene Table XI indicates that students in the a la carte 

dormitory purchase more snacks in their dormitory canteen than are pur-

chased by students in the contract dormitory canteen. The coupons may 



TABLE ll 

SNACK HABITS OF PARTICIPANTS 

FRESHMEN SOPHOMORES JUNIORS SENIORS TOTAL NUMBER PER CENT 

A.L.C. CONT.A.L.C. CONT.A.L.C. CONT.A.L.C.GONT. A.L.C. CONT. A.L. C. CONT. 

How often do you eat 
between meals? 

Never 2 7 3 4 l 2 l 0 7 13 3.6 5.7 

Once a. day 12 15 10 9 5 7 10 2 37 33 19.2 14.5 

Twice a. day 17 18 6 6 5 l 6 0 34 25' 17.7 11.0 

Three or more 
times .a day 6 11 h 2 2 l 2 0 14 . 14 1.2 6.o 

~" 

Occasionally 48 93 22 23 16 19 14 7 100 142 52.0 62.s 
"':~ ·-;·.., 

Do you buy between-meal 
snacks in your dormitory 
canteen? 

Never 0 5 1 5 0 3 l l 2 14 1.0 6.2 

Occasionally 40 74 16 27 11 11 14 5. 81 117 42.l 52.0 

Often 38 33 24 6 12 7 14 0 88 46 45.8 20.h 

Seldom 7 30 4 6 6 9 h 3 21 48 10.9 21.3 s= 
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also be used to purchase cosmetics, paper, pencils, soaps, and other 

items available in the canteen. Extensive use of the coupons for can-

teen purchases is of concern because it may deprive the student of 

well-balanced meals. 

Satisfaction with food service is influenced by physical conditions 

and t.he atmosphere at meal times. Several factors which affect the 

meal-time atmosphere were listed on the questionnaire and the students 

were asked to rank them as satisfactory, unsatisfactory, or unimportant. 

Table XII indicates that all of the factors listed were ranked as sat-

isf'actory by the greatest percentage of students in both types of food 

service. Serving hours.and temperature of food received the greatest 
' ' 

. amount of eri ticism. Noise w:as: ,·ranked ,unimportant in both food serv-

ices. Attitude of personnel and appearance of food received the highest 

ranking in both places. 

TABLE XII 

PARTICIPANTS' SATISFACTION WITH CAFETERIA 

MAKES NO 
l}lEFERENQI SA'tISFAQIORY UHSATISFACTORY 

A.L. Co CONT. A.L.c. CONTo A.L.C. CONT. 

% % % % % % 
Noise 46.l 47 .. 6 33.9 44.3 19.8 a.o 
Music 24.5 9.9 54.9 80.6 20.4 9.4 
Qdors 1$.7 15.,5 67.8 63 .. 2 19.J 21.2 

! ,, 

Appearance or food 2.3 1 .. 4 83.6 84.4 lh.o 14.l 

Serving hours 5.2 1.B 73.0 66.9 21.6 31.1 

Attitude of personnel 7.6 2.3 87 .. 7 85 • .3 4.6 12.2 

'Temperature. of food 1.7 0 66.6 61.3 31.5 38.6 
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Finally, students were asked which type of food s,rvice they pre-

!erred. Ninety=seven per cent of the students in the a la. carte food 

ser·vice listed it as their preference. See Table XIII. Sixty-eight 

per cent of the students participating in the contract food service 

preferred this type of service. Students in the a la carte service 

listed. choice of food as the most important reason f•r preferring that 

type of service. Ease of obtaining a well-balanced meal and the cost 

of food were listed as most important by contract food service students. 

The questionnaire of the 56 girls who have participated in both the 

contract and the a la carte food service in their dormitory were analyzed 

to see if they differed from the overall results of the questionnaire. 

Forty-three out of the 56 stated the type of food service had no effect 

on their choice of dormitory. This group ranked the factors noise, music, 

and serving hours as satisfactory. Only "temperature of food" received 

the unsatisfactory rank8 :fifty-four of' the 56 girls preferred the a la 

carte food service. "Choice of foodn was the reason for their preference. 

This study seems to indicate that_t,here is some validity in the use 
. c · , s. -:,~-'. -,v,>o .. ''.·. . .-. ·.,,,;••,'s.~,':- ..• "c" _ •• __ •. ,. •' • ·;,,., ""::':'"".·, "'-~" ~~ -· <·-'-~" . 

of' -~c1:~~-~ ~ c~r-~_e_ ~.ood ~~~~~~--~~=,~-Ill:a.ans of inc:_:.~:9:~,~~~ student satisfac- ~ 

tion. The contract food service, however, also serves a definite need 
. -·--,- --~--••-=•--""~--,-·-e.- . 

in that it.provides well-balanced mea3:s at a. rate that is very economical, 

especially for the s·tudents who eat regularly. 
' -.. -- .-.. -.... .. -.. -~,· ~ 



Which tyoe of food service 
do you prefer? 

Number 

Per cent 

Reasons for preferencel 

Choice of food 

Ease of obtaining a 
well-balanced meal 

Cost of .t'ood 

Easily accessible 

Speed of service 

Manner of dress 

Freedom to choose 
associates 

TABLE XIII 

PARTICIPANTS' PREFERENCE AND REASONS 
FOR CHOICE OF FOOD SERVICE 

A LA. CARTE 
STUDENTS IN STUDENTS IN 

CONTRACT 
STUDENTS IN STUDENTS IN 

A LA CARTE DORM GQNTBA err DQRM A LA CABTh, DQBM CONTRA QT DORM 

184 

97.3 

415 

139 

100 

86 

51 

17 

90 

70 

31.l 

., 
105 

22 

70 

17 

23 

27 

8 

5 155 

2.6 68.8 

3 94 

7 250 

10 195 

l 103 

6 74 

0 29 

0 19 

lThese figures are weighted totals obtained by giving reasons ranked first in importance a value 
of three, reasons ranked second a value of two, and reasons ranked third a value of one. 

.i:::
-.::1 



CHAPTER V 

\~ [_, 
{( \ 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

\ ' 

An analysis was made of the food and labor expenditures of a con-

tract and an a la carte food service. Budgets for both types of service 

were discussed and compared with actual expenditures. The food and 

labor cost.of the contract food service in this study exceeded the 

budget while those of the a la carte food service were less than the 

budget. 

Food expenditures were broken down for each type of food. The per-

centages spent for the different types of food were approximately two 

per cent different in the two food services. This indicates that dif-

ferences in meal patterns in the two food services do not affect the 

expenditure for particular types of food to any great extent. 

Labor costs were broken down into areas of work. The a la carte 

food service required mere hours of work than did the contract food 

service. This was expected since the a la carte food service must pre-

pare more food.itemso The labor cost for the a la carte food ~el"!iee 
,,,,_~_·."" . ---:_:. .. : .· . 

was not proportionately higher, however.· This was because the pay scale 

for a la carte employees was lower thB:n that for contract employees. f\ In 

this study the latter had greater tenure, thus were paid more. 

Labor and food costs ma.de little difference in t,he final costs of 

the two types of meals. The total difference amounted to only two cents 
. .· ,.., 

per meal. It must be remembered, however., that budg!ts'°~~e not maintain
t 

48 
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ed. The contract service spent 27.9 per cent more for food and labor 

than their budget allowed. Had the budget been maintained, the cost of 

the contract meals would have been much lower and thus they would have 
"" ,:FC:.,{ "'-'i 

been the cheaper of the two types of meaf~~'f~~It should also be remem-
-is--;",,'(;-.} .. , 

bared that the contract food service was paid for many meals which were 

not eaten. Thus, this type of service is much more secure financially 

than the a la carte operation. 

The a la carte service operates on a minimum of guaranteed income 

and for that reason food production controls are of vital importance. 

The fact that the a la carte ser~ice operated below its budget shows that 
" ./ ,/) :;;' !7 ~JJ/ f.i. .. J,, ,,.-3- f.,) 

this type of service can be operated economically. However, if it con
.dJ 

sistently operates below the budget an analysis should be made to deter-

mine why. An operation which spends less than is set up in its budget 

is frequently guilty of giving the customers less food value than they 

deserve. 

Results of the questionnaire used in this study indicate that both 

types of food service are acceptable to students. However, students 

using the a la carte service were much stronger in their support of the 

a la carte service than contract students were in support of the contract 

service. Thus, the establishment of the a la carte service appears 

sound since its purpose was to provide greater satisfaction by offering 

a choice of food. 

Y\ ·:,~~i 
nesults of the questionnaire also indicate that the type of food 

' 
service does not influence the students' choice of dormitories. 

Students in both types of food service listed "lack of timen as the 

most important reason for missing meals. "Trips off campus" was the. 

second most important reason for missing meals. 



Students participating in the contract food service listed ''low coe,t 

of food" as th® most important reason for preferring the contract service. 

This is questionable reasoning when the number of meals missed is consid-

ered. Figur.es I.ll II,j:,,and,:TII presen:t the customer count for the contract 

food service for ea.eh meal for a month.,, Figwe>:l> indicates that at least 

16 per cent of the students missed breakfast every morning. Attend.a.nee 

was highest at lunch, but dropped somewhat for dinner. Highest attend-

ance for any meal duri.ng the month was 89 per cent. 

To select the type of food service that will be the most economical, 
..:f:-J 

students must carefully consider their eating habits. §tudents who 

expect to be away from the dormitory a great deal during meal times will 

find the a la carte service more economical. Students who miss a min-

imum number of' meals will find the contract service more economical. 
,.I/_-~,, ;. ~- "t:-:"' ::;; 

·,Establishment of the a la carte service is favored by two factors: 

(1) its labor and food costs are only slightly greater than those of 

the contract service, and (2) students greatly prefer it to the contract 

sex"V'ice. Hcniveiver, as to whether one type of service is more economical 

for a student than the other type, still depends upon the student's 

eating habits. 

Suggestions For Further Study 

The results of the analysis of food and labor costs in this study 

were affected by the fact that the budgets were not maintained. 

Duplicating the study at another time in the school year would be of 

value. Also the study could be developed further by observing the 

employee efficiency or by analyzing the needed equipment and determining 

its most efficient use. 
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In 'the ~.u.tho:rrr all op:1.nion» the rea~tions of the students to the f eod 

servict:J we.re the most intere::rting phase of the study o There are many 

area~ related to this part, of the study whieh ccmld be explored further. 

Knowing hew fa©tors such as classification, grade point average, or major 

field of study aff~©t the eating habits of the students would help the 

dietitian understand her clientele. Nutritional adequacy of diets as 

they are s~le©ted from the a la carte line is another area where further 

st1-,dy is needed. 
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TABLE A 
1• CASH RECEIVED AND CUSTOMER COUNT FOR A IA CA.RTE FOOD S.l!:RVICE 

0Cl'OBER1 1961 
CASH RECEIVED CUSTOMER COUNT CHECK AV~GE EMPLOYEE MEAIS TOTAL 

DATE Bk. Lunch Dinner Total Bk. L. D. Total Bk. L. D. Bk. Lunch Dinner Total SALES 
1 • • • 251~96 63.72 335.68 ••• 251 l27 378 ... 1.38 .66 • •• 11.25 5.,18 11.03 j52.?1 
2 79.hO 276;12 22S.9S 581.47 249 .387 331 973 .32 .11 .67 4.69 lf>.24 6.85 27~78 609.25 
3 79.64 272~50 273.26 625.40 253 398 374 1025 .31 .68 • 73 3. 78 17.45 6.95 28.18 653.58 
h 88.61 314~81 270.50 673.92 268 411 361 1040 .33 .11 • 75 3.31 16. 76 6.27 26.34 700.26 
5 8h.83 286.50 296.64 667.99 266 402 339 1007 .32 .11 .88 3.92 16.94 5.87 26.73 694. 72 
6 8L.42 274. 78 136.93 496.13 253 383 191 627 .33 • 72 • 72 3.41 16.27 6.67 26.35 522 . 46 
1 ?h.69 192.36 217.05 Bo 266 46 .30 • 72 5.27 8.84 14.11 231.16 • • • ••• th; • •• • ••• 
8 • • • 277.68 10.3.09 380.11 ••• 295 150 ••• .94 .69 • ••• 13.07 5.85 18.92 399.69 
9 AR.43 259.o6 248.81 596.30 262 366 366 .. 994 • .34 .11 .68 3.96 16.34 6.74 27.04 623.34 

10 RO~li4 ?89.94 253.70 624.08 243 414 336 993 .33 • 70 .76 4.04 14.93 1.19 26.16 650.24 
11 87.~3 283.94 231.55 602.72 262 387 346 995 .33 • 73 .67 4.58 15.79 6.42 26.79 629.51 1, 91.57 ,s2.10 311 .oa 690.75 269 384 325 978 .34 .73 .98 3.71 16.69 6.60 21.00 717.75 il 85.13 279.75 138.61 503.49 260 380 186 626 .33 • 74 • 75 3.60 17.88 1.11 28.65 532.14 

17~52 171.67 • • • 189.19 50 218 ••• 268 .35 .79 • •• 4~42 ll.52 ~··· 15.94 205.13 
15 • • • ?65.45 103.05 368.50 ••• 286 151 437 ·~· .93 .68 • ••• 11.98 5.12 17.10 385.60 
16 88. 76 ?6h.96 233.69 587.41 268 361 336 965 • .3.3 • 73 .69 3.89 15.55 5~65 25.09 612.50 
17 83.86 ?87.84 281. 70 653.40 252 406 347 1005 .33 .11 .Bl 3.72 16.33 5.75 25.80 679.20 
18 86.08 ?69.09 256.89 612.06 259 382 331 972 .33 • 70 .78 4.01 16.oB 7.66 27.75 639.81 
19 87.91 ?86.18 258.15 632.24 261 404 344 1009 .34 .11 • 75 3.82 16.35 7.35 27.52 659.76 
20 73.73 276.09 184.17 5.33.99 226 319 245 850 • .33 • 73 • 75 4.04 17.62 8.31 29.97 563.96 
21 58.39 368.97 • • • 427.36 154 425 ••• 579 ~38 .87 • •• 4.98 10.30 • ••• 15.28 442.64 
22 • • • 312.03 113.84 425.87 ••• 351 167 518 ••• .89 .68 • ••• 12.06 5. 75 17.81 443.68 
23 87.63 233.17 242.60 563.40 254 354 333 941 ..34 .66 .13 3.51 14.39 4.95 22.85 586.25 
2h 8?;45 279.38 230.54 592.37 234 375 3llJ 923 .35 .74 .73 3.00 17.15 7.79 27.94 620.31 
25 94;52 272.90 296.26 663.66 267 364 344 975 .35 • 75 .86 3.88 19.62 5.89 29.39 693.07 
26 67~80 296.59 340.80 725.19 243 405 341 989 .36 .73 1.00 4.27. 16.82 1.12 28.21 753.40 
27 77;08 283.00 94.17 454.25 226 357 llJ7 130 .34 .79 .64 5.02 16.86 5.28 27.16 481.41 
28 24~52 115.42 • • • 139.94 65 157 ••• 222 .36 • 13 • •• 6.37 13.04 • ••• 19.41 159.35 
29 • • • 196.65 89.53 286.18 ••• 222 137 359 • •• • 88 .65 • ••• 11.87 6.64 18.51 304.69 
30 86;41 277.48 229.65 593.54 249 381 321 951 .35 • 73 .71 4.23 15.32 5.13 24.68 618.22 
31 88.29 281.88 227.98 598.15 249 389 316 954 .35 .12 • 72 3.83 15.27 5.94 25.04 623.19 
Total 16,042.47 24,474 746.53 16,789.00 

°' 0 



TABLE B 

CASH REOETvED AND OUS'fOMER COUN'r F'OR CONTRACT ii.,oOD SER\i':r:CE 

OCTOBER 1961 
-·coNTRACT BREAKFAST CONTRACif, LUNCHl ·=- . CON~RAC'.!' DINNER2 - TOTAL TOTAL 

.30 _.,4; ·= =-= 4055_ ~ TOTAL CON'rRACT CUSTOMERs3 SALES3 
DA.TE STUD. HOST VALUE STUDENT HOSTESS VALUE S'I'UDEN'I' HOS'l' VALUE CUS'rOMERS . SALES 
·1 79 2 24~30 ·-152 l 817:'Yf l>H • ·= • " .. 234 108.45 240 123.75 
2 280 2 Bh.60 383 3 173.70 363 3 201.30 1034 459.60 1038 486.9.5 
3 259 3 78.60 36.3 3 164"70 3.32 3 184.25 963 427.55 965 447.20 
L. 280 3 Bh.90 379 l~ 172$35 334 .3 185.35 1003 442.60 1005 461.55 
5 279 3 8Lt .. 60 382 3 173.25 314 3 174.35 984 432.20 987 45.3.70 
6 264 3 80 .. 10 357 3 162@00 263 .3 146 .. 30 893 .388.40 904 419.15 
7 109 3 33.60 246 3 136.95 157 4 72.45 522 243.00 547 280.30 
8 , 72 3 22-,0 179 3 100.,10 @U O 8 • e 257 122.60 274 142.20 
9. 270 3 81.90 380 3 112.35 264 3 146.85 923 401,10 924 415.95 

10 282 3 85 .. 50 .380 3 172.35 J25 3 180.40 996 h38.25 1000 461. 75 
11 290 J· 8 7 .90 379 3 171 .. 90 356 3 197 .45 1034 457 .25 1036 4 76. 75 
12 357 3 108.0Q 376 3 170"55 303 3 168.JO 1045 446.85 1048 468 .. 5'0 
13 29L 3 89.lO 375 3 170.,10 2.28 3 . 127 $05 906 3ffi .25 910 409.BO 
lh 103 3 31.80 156 3 87.45 167 3 76 .. 50 435 195. 75 hh.7 215.27 
15 69 3 21.60 136 h ·n/Boo • ..., • .. • .. 212 98.,60 221 111.55 
16 270 :3 81.90 371 3 17B,,30 2S4 4 141 .. 90 905 402.10 906 422.80 
17 269 3 81.60 374 4 170©10 339 3 188.10 992 439.80 994 459.05 
18 2h~ 3 7h.h0 380 3 172.35 354 3 196e35 988 443.10 992 464.BO. 
19 3~8 3 16B • .30 375 , 171 .. 00 341 .3 189.20 1085 . 468.So 1087 489. 70 
20 261 .3 79.20 360 .3 163.,35 280 .3 1.55 .. 65 910 398.20 922 427.50 
21 171 3 52820 223 4 124 .. 85 121 3 54.80 525 231.85 660 367.65 
22 84 3 26.10 174 3 97e35 uo " • " ,. 264 1,23.45 315 175.75 
23 287 3 87 .oo 372 · 3 168~ 75 258 3 11+3.5.5 926 399 • .30 927 422.95 
24 258 3 78.30 372 4 169 .. 20 337 2 186.45 976 433.95 .· 978 455.60 
25 294 3' 89.10 379 3 171.,90 361 3 200 .. 20 1043 461.20 ' 10h5 481 • .55 
26 287 3 87.00 372 3 168075 328 3 182.0, 996 437.80 999 458.85 
27 277 3 8h.OO 344 3. 156.,15 147 3 82.50 727 322.65 729 343.30 
28 125 2 38.10 164 2 91.,30 147 2 67.05 442 196.l.i, 451 215.55 
29 68 2 21.00 151 2 84015 C""' • 0 e • 223 105.15 225 113.15 
30 2~6 · 3 77. 70 374 3 169065 255 2 141.35 893 388. 70 894 410.00 
31 282 2 s,.20 376 .3 110055 350 3 194.,15 1016 · 449.90 1017 471.B-.; 
!..£.ta\-s . . ,~-,··--~,.-~- . . ==, . ~"~---. ___ 101750~~ ~ IT;561.15 

atnrda:v and Sunday lunches are charged out at .,55. .::Saturday dinners are · · · 5 

3Includes employee meals and cash customers from following page. °' t-' 



TABLE B 

CASH RECEIVED AND CUS'l'OMER COUNT FOR CONTRAG'l' J:i'OOD SERVICE (Cont.) 

OCTOBER 1961 
EMPLOYEE- MEAI.S - ,----TO'l'AL L - . . CASH CUS'I'OM.ERSI TOTAL 

BREAKFAST ~JO .. LUNCH .t4..2~_J.J.]NER.~$ ~~ BREAKFAST .50 LUNCH ., 75 DINNER 1.00 VALUE 
DATE ~TO, iTAL~ __ ,N01 __ JATJJ.E .,J:!Q,._. ~JALUE __ _ NO, VALUE N(;. VA_LUE NO. VALUE 
1 · 9 2.70 12 6.60 ~• •ooo 9@30 1 0 6.00 6.0Q 
:, 16 h.80 19 8.55 20 11.,00 24.35 l .50 2 1.50 1 1.00 3.00 
3 lL. !J.,20 20 9o00 9 4o9$ 18.15 2 1.50 1.50 
u 12 3.60 21 9.45 8 4.40 17.4, 2 1.50 1.50 
5 10 3.00 19 8.,$ 14 7.70 19.~5 3 2.2, 2.25 
6 10 3.00 20 9.00 15 8,.25 20.25 :, 2 1.,0 9 9.00 10.50 
7 10 3.00 11 6.65 10 h.,50 1.3.55 i .,o 21 21.00 3 2.25 23.75 
8 7 ?.10 10 ~ .. 50 "° 60... 7 .60 8 4 .. 00 9 9.00 13 .. 06 
9 11 3 .. 30 20 9.00 9 4 .. 95 1.4.lO 1 • 75 • 75 

10 11 3.30 ~o 9 .. 00 14 1 .. 10 20 .. 00 2 1.,0 2 2.00 3.50 
11 11 3.30 16 8.10 12 6.60 18,.QO 2 lo50 lo50 
12 12 3.60 18 8 ... 10 14 7. 70 19 ... 40 3 2.25 2.25 
13 14 h.20 18. 8.10 1$ 8.25 20.,55 4 3o00 3o00 
14 7 2.10 1,1 9.35 8 J.60 15.05 + · .5o 5 ,.oo · 6 4.50 10.00 
15 6 1.80 7 3.85 • .. .. u 5e65 2 1.00 7 7 .oo 8.oo 
16 12 3.60 18 8.,10 15 8 .. 2, 19.95 l • 75 • 75 
17 12 3.60 18 e .. 10 11 6 .. o, 17. 7:> 2 1.50 1.50 
18 10 3.00 19 8.55 13 7 .1, 18. 70 4 .;.,oo 3.00 
19 11 3.,30 20 9.00 13 1 .. 1, 19.45 1 ~75 1 1.00 1.15 
20 11 3.30 18 8.:J.O 13 7 ~15 18.5, 5 3. 75 7 7 .OO 10. 75 
21 12 3"60 l'.7 9.35 8 3.60 16 .. $5 19 9.50 100 100.00 13 9. 75 119.25 
22 , 8 2$/JO 8 4 .. ho .,. ..... 6.80 11 5.50 40 40.00 45.50 
23 lh ti.20 22 9 .. 90 16 8.,80 22.90 1 .• 75 • 75 
24 13 3& 90 19 8 .. 55 14 1. 70 20.1, 2 1 .. 50 1 • .50 
25 12 3.6o 18 -- 8 ~ 10 13 7 .15 1H.8S 2 1 .. ,0 , , ... , ,, 1.,0 
26 11 3.30 18 8,,10 13 7.1.5 18.SS 2 1.,50 l 1.00 2oSO 
27 1.3 3.90 18 8 .. 10 13 7 .. 15 19.15 2 1.50 1.50 
28 7 2.10 12 6.60 7 3.,15 11.85 1 .. so 5 5.oo 3 2.25 1.25 
29 , 1 ? .. 10 8 4.Lo .,., .... 0. 6.So 1 ~5o 1 1.00 1.so 
30 lh L,.20 18 8.10 15 8,.25 20.55 l • 75 • 75 
31 10 3.00 18 8.,10 17 9.35 20.45 l l~OO 1.00 
Total . 519:15 . 291.25 

lrhe eharge for lunch an dinner-is,_rr.rversed on week ends so that lunch costs $1:oo and(linner $. 7.5. 
°' I'\) 



DAIBY 
PRODUCTS 

TABLE C 
DAILY POOD EXPENDITUR.1£8 li'OR OC'fOBER, 1961 

FRUITS AND 
VEGETABLES 

MEAT, EGGS, 
AND CHEESE CEREALS 

--FAYS AND 
CONDIMENTS TOTAL 

DATE A.L.c. CONT. A.L.c. CONT. A.L.C. CON'l'. A.L.c. -CONT. A.L.C. CONT. A.L.G. GONT. 
-- -- - -- -- .-- _,:; µ_ J _; i -.-. ... _ -- fl ..»- ""I -- ;..; xa 1 2. ·ro 2.91 13.02 15.52 • • • • • • 6.36 4.30 12.12 .. 8.50 34.20 Jl.23 

2 16.25 
3 26.12 
4 h0.11 
5 30.31 
6 62.~7 
7 32.60 
8 .28 
9 18.R2 

10 h6.:?2 
11 ,s.68 
12 3R.75 
13 26.16 
lh 31.18 
15 ••• 
16 3.5.95 
17 ?9.62 
18 hR.16 
19 30.59 
20 89.60 
21 ••• 
22 ••• 
23 25.!,o 
24 26.00 2, 26.98 
26 28.53 
27 28.20 
28 39.81 
29 ••• 

· 30 19. 70 
31 40.80 
Total 870.09 

9.11 
40.50 
54.03 
33. 72 
31.26 
61.95 
31, .33 
28.66 
• • • 
39.09 
• • • 
79.93 
ti9.28 
2~.85 
?.h6 

38.,95 
3h.52 
hl.39 

112.89 
• • • . . ~ 
17.01 
33.99 
40.98 
81.64 
• • • 
32.55 
• • • 
26.66 
Jh.77 

988 .43 

104.07 
43.94 
59.03 
56.53 
41.11 
37.33 
34.42 
h9.96 
37.37 
57.90 
24.39 
17.45 
50.81 
21.lh 
69.83 
17.62 
66.oo 
26.20 
58.lh 
45.31 
23.54 
53.33 

.45.43 
37.38 
93.60 
2h.12 
12.13 
15.29 

106.95 
69.66 

ih13.oo 

87.28 
36.27 
24.41 
42.33 
89.55 
6S.53 
• • • 
98.08 
% .• 85 
85.,o 
40.73 
70.38 
52.21 
• • • 
76.23 
9?.19 
Lt2.61 
53.22 

107.81 
35.25 
• • • 

119.96 
64.83 

204.20 
47.74 
37.79 
32 .. 73 \ 

146.33 
127.29 
143.22 
80.84 
77.10 

221.38 
8.10 

116.82 
50.85 

121.62 
88.34 

128.61 
50.49 
• • • 

136.74 
107. 72 
109.99 
86.57 

116.53 
98.14 
• • • 

181.10 
198.88 
155.30 

• • • 
139.99 
189.50 

177.33 
117.64 
207.81 
136.07 
152.91 
2u1.25 
·.13.86 
1~S.2Q 
153.75 
• • • 
,. ' .. 

196.93 
214.99 . . ~ .. 
152.93 

l.17.93 
• • • 
78.16 

160.34 
326.67 
• • • 

120.30 
.186.40 
·125.93 

45.15 
184.85 
247.84 

• • • • • • • • • 
105.40 157.59 262.93 
42.27 119.57 73.30 

1864.81 3158.61 3886.47 

14.26 
20.30 
2.28 

14.16 
'9.17 
9.76 . ,. . 

24.27 
15.46 
1.62 

19.92 
11.61 
4.16 
8.61 
4.31 

10.76 
4.79 
. 9.81 
5.01 
2.04 

J.6.56 
:,.62 
20.20 
21.02 
8.54 

10.32 
12.78 

.66 
16.95 
56.24 

373.55 

22.25 
8.15 

16.30 
11.20 
17.56 
8. 78 

• • • 
25.79 
9.48 
6.47 

12.00 
24.57 
9.45 

• • • 
13.16 
13.61 
18.50 
19.07 
6.56 

10.12 
• • • 
1.87 

24.29 
11.76 
9.69 

13.64 
11.04 .. ·'.· 
11. 78 
10.80 

352.79 

16.52 
25.45 
16.30 
36.58 
48.15 
3.76 

10.67 
5i.82 
36.77 
35.91 
13.84 
21.28 . . ...• 
4.43 

15.88 
33.49 

129.59 
29.32 
25.99 
26.38 
10.13 
4.26 

60.09 
23.08 
10.99 
50.60 
1.55 
4.24 
1.20 

109.35 
875.74 

142.07 
71.96 
20.66 
30.67 
19.64 
19.25 
• • • 
33.80 
36.45 
6.38 

27.90 
29.40 
10.08 
• • • 
36.55 
37.02 
13.58 
68.30 
19.95 
10.51 
• •• 
8.23 

11.78 
:7,49 
32.33 
51.03 
2.26 ..... 

24.44 
30.48 

B"10.11 

297.43 
243.10 
260.94 
218.42 
238.10 
304.83 
53.47 

261.69 
186.67 
245.73 
185.24 
176.38 
165.37 
34.18 

262.71 
199.21 
358.53 
182.49 
295.27 
171.87 
50.23 

269.71 
350.60 
263. 76 
141.66 
253.23 
255.77 
20.19 

308.39 
395.62 

6684.99 

438.04 
274.52 
323.21 
253.99 
310.92 
402.76 
48.19 

371.53 
294.53 
137.44 
80.63 

401.21 
336.0l 
25.85 

281.33 
299.70 
109.21 
260.14 
407.55 
383.15 
• • • 

267.37 
381.29 
390.36 
216.55 
287.31 
326.42 

• • 0 

431.21 
191.62 

7963.27 

°' w 



APPENDIX B 



TABLED 

HOURS AND COST OF LABOR PER AREA PER DAY 

OC?OBElla119(,l 
A LA CARTE RANGE CONTRA.CT RANGE A LA. CARTE BAKERY CONTRACT BAKERY 

TOTAL PER MEAL TOTAL PER MEAL TOTAL PER MEAL TOTAL PER MEAL 
DATE HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. HR. WAGE WAGE MIR. 
1 16 B.94 .02h 2.54 •• • • • •••• •••• 16 9.52 .025 2.54 16 12.50 .052 4.oo 
?. ?8 17.07 .017 1.73 24 17.31 .017 1.39 20 13.23 .013 1.23 16 12.50 .012 .92 
3 ?8 17.07 .017 1.64 24 17.31 .018 1.49 20 13.23 .013 1.17 16 12.50 .013 .• 99 
4 ?8 17.07 .016 1.61 24 17.31 .017 1.43 20 13.23 .013 1.15 16 12.50 .012 .95 
5 28 17.07 .017 1.~7 24 17.31 .017 1.46 ?O 13.23 .013 1.19 16- 12.50 .013 .97 
6 28 17.07 .021 2.03 24 17.31 .019 1.59 12 7.65 .009 .87 16 12.50 .014 1.06 
7 13 7.54 .022 2.25 16 11.73 .021 1.75 12 7.46 .021 2.08 8 6.15 .011 .BB 
8 16 10.00 .022 2.16 8 5.58 .020 1.75 16 11.35 .025 2.16 8 6.35 .023 1.75 
9 28 17.07 .017 1.69 24 17.31 .019 1.56 20 13.23 .013 1.21 16 12.50 .013 1.04 

10 29 17.54 .018 1.75 24 17.31 .017 1.44 20 13.23 .013 1.21 16 12.50 .013 .96 
11 28 17.07 .017 1.69 24 17.31 .017 1.39 20 13.23 .013 1.21 16 12.50 .012 .93 
12 29 17.54 .018 1.78 24 17.31 •• 017 1.37 20 13.23 .013 1.23 16 12.50 .012 .92 
13 28 17.07 .021 2.03 24 17.31 .019 1.58 16 11.35 .014 1.16 16 12.50 .014 1.05 
1u 16 10.00 .031 3.58 16 11.35 .025 2.15 12 7.46 .028 2.69 8 6.35 .014 1.07 
1, 16 8.94 .020 2.20 8 5.96 .027 2.17 12 7.65 .017 i.65 8 6.15 .028 2.17 
16 28 17.07 .018 1.74 24 17.31 .019 1.59 20 13.23 .014 1.24 16 12.50 .014 1.06 
17 28 17.07 .017 1.67 24 17.31 .017 i.45 20 13.23 .013 1.19 16 12.50 .013 .97 
19 29 17.54 .018 1.79 24 17.31 .017 1.45 20 13.23 .014 1.23 16 12.50 .013 .97 
19 ?8 17.07 .017 1.67 24 17.31 .016 1.32 20 13.23 .013 1.19 16 12.50 .011 .88 
20 ?8 17.07 .020 1.98 24 17.31 .019 1.56 12 7.65 .009 .• 85 16 12.50 .013 1.04 
21 13 7.54 .013 1.35 16 11.54 .017 1.45 16 11.35 .020 1.66 8 6.15 .009 .73 
22 16 10.00 .019 1.85 8 5.77 .018 1.52 15 B.87 .017 1.74 8 6.35 .020 1.52 
23 ?.8 17.07 .018 1.79 24 17.31 .019 1.55 20 13.23 .014 1.27 16 12.50 .013 1.03 
2h ?8 17.07 .018 1.82 24 17.31 .018 1.47 20 13.23 .014 1.30 16 .12.50 .013 .98 
?5 29 17.54 .018 1.78 . 24 17.31 .017 1.38 20 13.23 .013 1.23 16 12.50 .012 .92 
26 ?8 17.07 .017 1.10 24 17.31 .017 1.44 20 13.23 .013 1.21 16 12.50 .013 .96 
27 28 17.07 .023 2.30 24 17.31 .024 1.97 12 7.46 .010 .99 16 12.50 .017 1.32 
2B 16 10.00 .045 4.32 16 11.73 .026 2.13 12 7.65 .034 3.24 8 6.35 .014 1.06 
29 16 8.94 .025 2.67 8 5.58 .025 2.13 16 11.35 .032 2.67 8 6.15 .027 2.13 
30 29 17.54 .018 1.83 24 17.31 .019 1.61 20 13.23 .014 1.26 16 12.50 .014 1.07 
31 28 17.07 .018 1.76 16 17.31 .017 .94 20 13.23 .014 1.26 16 12.50 .012 .94 
Total~ h59.79 ~ 62.37 6Io' 450.66 ~ 47.4H !.39 354.91 ~ 46.28 432' 337.50 :1iB! 37.24 °' 
Avg. 24.5 lh,83 1020 2.0119.9 14.52 .019 1.53 17.3 11.4$ .016 1.49 13.9 10.89 .016 1.20 \.I\ 



TABLED 

HOURS AND COST OF LABOR PER AREA PER DAY (Cont.) , ( ., 
A LA CARTE SAIAD,.VEGETABLE CONTRACT SALAD-VEGETABLE A LA CARTE CUUNT.l!:R CONTRA CT COUNTER 

TOTlt I PER MEAL TOTAL PER MEAL TGrAL PER MEAL ;TOTAL · PER MEAL 
DATE HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. HR. WAG}!; WAGE MIN. HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. 

1 16 9.li2 .025 2.54 8 5.19 .022 2.00 8 4.62 .012 1.27 8 4.62 .019 2.00 
2 20 11.11 .011 1.23 24 14.43 .014 1.39 16 8.85 .009 .99 8 4.62 .004 .46 
) 20 11.11 .011 1.17 24 l.li.43 .015 1.49 16 8.85 .009 ' .94 8 4.62 .005 .50 
L ?O 11.11 .011 1.15 24 14.43 .014 1.43 16 8.85 .009 . • 92 8 4.62 .005 .48 
5 20 11.11 .01-1 l.l9 24 14.43 .015 1.49 16 8.85 .009 .95 8 4.62 .005 .49 
6 20 11.11 .013 1.45 24 14.43 .016 1.5.9 16 8.85 .012 1.16 8 4.62 .oo5 .53 
7 8 4.42 .013 1.39 8 5.19 .009 .86 8 4.62 .013 1.39 8 4.62 .008 .88 
8 16 8.37 ~019 2.16 16 9.24 .034 .3.5Q .8 4.23 .010 1.o8 • •••• •••• • •• 
9 20 11.11 .011 i.21 24 14.43 .016 +-56 i6 8.85 .009 .97 8 4.62 ,oo5 .52 

10 20 11.11 .011 i.i1; 24 14.43 .014 1.4h 16 8.85 .009 .97 8 4.62 .005 .48 
11 20 11,11 .on 1.21 24 14.43 .014 1.)9 16 8.85 .009 .96 ·6 4.62 .004 .46 
12 20 11.11 .Oll 1.i3 24 14.43 .014 1.37 16 8.85 .009 .98 8 4.62 .004 .46 
13 20 11.11 .01.3 l.45 24 14.43 .016 1 • .56 16 8.85 .on 1.16 8 4.62 .005 .53 
1h a 5.00 .019 1.79 16 9.24 .021 2-.15 8 4.23 .016 i.79 • •••• •••.• • •• 
15 16 7.79 .018 2.20 8 5.19 .023 2.17 8 4.62 . 011 1.10 8 4.62 .020 2.17 
16 ?.O 11.11 .ou 1.~h 24 14.43 .016 l-59. 16 8.85 .009 .99 8 4.62 .005 .53 
17 ?.O 11.11 .011 1.19 24 14.43 .015 +•4S 16 8.85 .009 .95 · 8 4.62 .oo5 .48 
18 20 11.11 .011 i •. 23 24 14.43 .016 1.45' 16 8.85 .009 .99 8 4.62 .005 .48 
19 20 11.11 .011 1.19 24 14.43 .013 1.32 16 8.85 .009 ,95 8 4.62 .004 .44 
20 ?.O 11.11 .013 1.41 24 14.113 .016 l..56 16 8.85 .010 1.13 8 4.62 .005 .52 
21 8 3.37 .006 .83. 16 9.81 .015 1.45 8 4.62 .ooe .83 8 4.62 .007 • 73 
22 16 9.42 .018 1.e$ 8 h.62 .015 1.52 8 4.23 .008 -.93 • •••• •••• • •• 
23 ?O 11.11 .012 1.27 24 14.43 • 015 l • .55 16 8.85 .009 1.02 8 4.62 .oo5 .52 
2h 20 11.11 .012 1.30 24 14.43 .015 -1.47 . 1.6 8.85 .009 1.04 8 4.62 .005 .49 
25 20 11.11 .011 1.23 . 24 14.43 .014 1.38 . ' 16 8.85 ,009 .98 8 4.62 .004 .46 
26 20 11.11 - .011 1.21 24 14.43 .. 014 1.44 :·16 8.85 .009 .97 -e ,4.62 .oo5 .48 
27 ?.O 11.11 .015 1.64 24 14.43 .020 1.97 16 8.85 .012 1.31 8 4.62 .006 .66 
28 8 5.00 .023 2.16 8 4.62 .012 1.06 8 4.23 .019 2.16 • •••• • ••• • •• 
29 16 7.79 .022 2.67 16 9.81 .044 4.27 8 4.62 .013 1.34 8 h.62 .020 2.13 
30 20 11.11 .. 012 1.26 24 14.4.3 .016 1.61 l.6 8.85 .009 1.01 8 4.62 .oos .54 
)1 20 11.11 .012 1.26 2l1. 14.,4.3 .014 1.41 16 8.85 .009 1.01 8 4.62 ~ .47 
Total~ 305.00 :rii9 45.52 632 380.37 ~ 51.90 42'Ii 234.72 :3I7 34.24 2J1> 124.74 .l O 18.89 ~ Avg. 17.JL~- 9.84 .Ql3 . 1.h7 20.4 __ 12 .. 27_ .017 __ 1.67 13. 7 7.57 .010 1.10 1.0 4.02 .006 .61 

- ( 



TABLED 
HOURS AND COST OF LA.BOR PER AREA PER DAY (Cont.) 

A LA CARTE DINING ROOM CONTRACT DINING ROOM A LA CARTE DISHMACHINE , CONTRACT DISHMI\.CHINE 
TOTAL PER MEAL TOTAL PER MEAL TOTAL PER MEAL TOTAL PER MEAL 

DATE HR •. WAGE WAGE MIN. HR. WAGE WAGE MINo HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. 
1 8 h.?3 .. 011 1.27 • 8" tt O • •••• •••• 8 4.81 .013 1.27 8 5.38 .022 2.00 
! 8 h.23 .004 .49 8 h.62 .ooh .46 16 9.81 .010 .99 16 11.15 .011 .92 
3 8 4.?3 .ooh .47 8 4.62 .oo5 .so 16 9.81 .009 .94 16 11.15 .011 .99 
4 8 4.23 .oo4 .46 8 4.62 .. 005 ".48 16 9.81 .009 .92 16 11.15 .011 .95 

' 8 h.?3 .004 .48 8 4.62 .oo5 .49 16 9.81 .010 .95 16 ~11.15 .011 .97 
6 8 h.23 .oo5 •• 58 8 4.62 .oos .• 53 16 9.81 .012 1.16 16 11.15 .012 1.06 
7 8 h .. 23 .012 :t..39 • ec,-ee •••• •••o 8 4.81 .014 1.39 8 5.38 .010 .88 
8 • •o•• • • o,e •••• 8 4 .. 62 .017 1.75 ,8 5.00 .011 1.08 8 5.77 .021 1.75 
9 8 h.23 .ooh .'-1.$ 8 4.62 .oo5 .5:? 16 9.81 .010 .97 16 11.15 .012 1.04 

10 8 h.23 .004 .48 8 4.62 .005 .48 i6 9.81 .010 .97 16 11.15 .on .96 
11 8 h.23 .004 .48 8 4.62 .004 .46 16 9.81 .010 .96 :J.6 11.15 .011 .• 9.3 , 
12 8 h.23 .004 .49 8 4.62 .. 004 .46 i6 9.81 .010 .98 16 11.15 .011 .92 
13 8 4.23 ~oo, .58 8 4.62 .oo5 .53 16 9.81 .012 1.16 16 11.15 .012 1.05 
11 •• • ••• •••• • ••• 8 4.62 .010 1.07 8 5.oo .019 1.79 ,8 5.77 .013 1.07 
15 8 4.23 .010 1.10 •• •••• •••• • ••• 8 4.81 .on 1.10 • ••• •••• • ••• 
16 8 4.23 .004 .50 8 4.62 .005 .53 i6 9.81 .010 .99 16 11.15 .012 1.06 
17 8 4.23 .ooh .48 8 4.62 .005 .· .48 ;j..6 9.81 .010 .95 16 11.15 .011 .97 
18 8 4.23 .004 .49 8 4.62 .oo5 .48 16 9.81 .010 .99 16 11.15 .011 .97 
19 8 h.23 .004 .47 8 4.62 .ooh .44 16 9.81 .010 .95 16 .. 11.15 .010 .88 
20 8 h.23 .oo, .56 8 4.62 .oo5 .52 16 9.81 .011 1.13 16 11.15 .012 1.04 
21 8 L.23 .007 .83 •• •••• •••• •••• 8 4.81 .008 .83 8 5.38 .008 .73 
22 • • ••• •••• ··~· 8 4.62 .01, 1.s2 8 5.oo .010 ,93 8 5.77 .018 1.52 
23 • • ••• •••• ..... 0 8 4.62 .005 .s2 16 9.81 .010 1.02 16 11.15 .012 1.03 
24 .. ••e• •• Ill • . ·-· •... ~ 8 4.62 .oo, .49 16 9.81 .011 1.04 16 11.15 .011 .98 
25 ,, ' 8 4.62 .004 .46 16 9.81 .010 .98 16 11.1, .011 .92 • •o•• ···~ 4t060 

26 0 t.t O O 0 • o· o • 6•00 8 h.62 .oo5 .48 . 16 9.81 .010 .97 16 .11.15 .011 .96 
'27 • 19 CJ• b o e • et & ct, 0 0. 8 h..62 .006 .66 16 9.81 .013 1.31 16 11.15 .015 1.32 
28 . •••• o e o o ... ,,. 8 4.62 .010 1.06 8 5'.oo .023 2.16 8 5.77 .013 1.06 
29 .. • • • • Ill., •• 0. 0 O •• eoos 0 8' •• e&oe 8 4.81 .013 1.3h 8 5.38 .024 2.13 
30 • •• 0. 0 '9 0 $ •• 0"" 8 4.62 .oo5 .54 16 9.81 .010 1.01 16 11.15 ,012 1.07 
31 • • • • 0 • ••• eoo• 8 4.62 .005 .47 16 9.81 .010 1.01 16 11.15 .011 .94 
Total 152 Bo:Jr · .103 12.0"8'""2'5'8' 120.12 :i58' 16.38 m 2s9.B1 .349 34.24 m 289.90 · .381 33.07 
Avg. b .. 9 ? .. 59 .003 .39 6.7 3.87 .oo, .53 13.7 8,38 .011 1.10 13.4 9.35 .. 012 1.07 °" -.J 



TABLED 

HOURS AND COST OF L.~BOR PER AREA PER DAY (Cont.) ' :~ 

. --

A LA. CARTE POT WASHER CONTRACT POT WASHER A LA CARTE JANITOR ----~' .. CONTRA..Q'l'__JANITOR 
TOTAL PER MEAL TOTAL PER MEA.L TOTAL PER MEAL . TOTAL PER MEAL 

DATE HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. HR. ":AGE ~GE MIN._ HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. HR, WAGE WAGE MIN, 
1 B 5.58 .ois' 1.27 B s.oo .021 2.00 e, 3.60 .009 .9.5 • .. • • .... ... 
2 16 10.58 ~011 .99 8 s.oo .oo4 .46 2 1.20 .001 .12 8 5.19 .oo, .46 
3 16 10 •. 58 .010 .94 8 s.oo .oo, .5o 8 4.81 .oo; .47 8 ,.19 .oo, .;o 
L 16 10.,s .010 .92 8 5.oo .. oo, .48 B 4.81 .oo, .46 8 ,.19 .oo, .48 .· 
s 16 10~,B .011 .~9, a s.oo .. oo, .4~ e 4.s1 .oo, .4s a ,.19 .oos .49 
6 16 10.58 .013 lol? 8 5.,00 .,005 · .• 53 8 4.81 .006 ..$8 ~ 5.19 .006 .53 
7 8 5.58 .016 1.39 • •••• •••• 0000 ~ 4.81 .014 1.39 8 5.19 .009 .88 
e B · 5'.oo .. 011 1.,08 s s·.oo .018 1 .. 75 6 3.60 .008 )n,. • • • • • • •• • • •• 
9 16 10.S".B .011 .• 97 8 5.00 .oo, .. 52 t 1.,20 .001 .• 12 8 5.19 .006 .52 

10 16 10~,B .011 .97 s s.oo .oo, .48 e 4.81 .oo, .48 a 5.19 .oo, .48 
11 16 10~58 .011 .96 8 s.oo .oo, .46 ~ 4.81 .oo, .48 6 · 5.19 .oos .46 
12 16 10o5B .011 .. 98 8 5.bo .oo5 .46 8 4.81 .oo, .49 8 5.19 .oo5 .46 
13 16 10.,s .. 013 1 .. 16 s ,.oo .oos .. ,3 a 4.Bl .006 .,a a ,.19 .006 .53 
lh 8 5.oo .019 lo 19 8 5.oo .. 011. 1.07 8 h.81 .018 1. 79 '; • •• • •• •• • •• 
15 8 5 ... 58 oOlJ +o:LQ o oooe ooe~ ••oil 6 J.60 .,008 .82 6 5.19 0023 2.17 
16 16 10 .. 58 .ori · .99 8 5 .. oo .oo, .53 2 1.20 .001 .12 6 ,.19 .006 .53 
17 16 10.58 .011 ,S5 B 5.oo .005 .48 8 4.81 .005 .48 8 5.19 .oo5 .48 
1s 16 10.58 .011 .99 s 5.oo .. oos .48 8 4.81 .oos .49 8 ,.19 .oo, .48 
19 16 10 .. ss .010 · .95 s ,,,oo .oo.5 .44 B 4.81 .005 .47 .8 s .. 19 .oo, .44 
20 16 10 .. 58 .012 lol3 8 5.oo .oo, .. .52 ~ 4.81 .006 .56 6 5.19 .006 .52 
21 8 S.58 .010 .83 • • ... .. •• u .. ... 6 4.81 .008 .83 6 5.19 .008 • 73 
22 8 5.00 .010 · .93 8 5'.00 0016 lo.52 6 3.60 0007 069 i! •••• ••oo ••• 
23 16 10 .. ss .o:L+ 1 .. 02 s 5.oo .oo.5 .,2 2 1.20 .001 .13 I ,.19 .oos .,2 
24 16 10.58 .o:i.1 1.04 s 5.oo .oo5 .49 8 4.81 .005 .,2 8 _5.19 .005 .49 
25 16 10 .. 58 .0:11 .98 s ,.oo .oos .46 8 4.81 .oo, .49 8 . :;:5.19 .oo.5 .46 
26 16 10.58 .011 .97. s ,.oo .005 . . .48 s 4.81 .. oo, .49 :.a ,.19 .00.5 .48 
27 16 10.58 .014 1.31 8 s.oo .001 .66 8 4.81 .007 .66 8 .5.19 .007 .66 
28 8 5000 .. 023 2.16 • 0000 .... ..... 8 4.,81 .002 2.16 8 5.19 .011 1.06 
29 8 5 .. 58 .015 1.34 8 SoOO .. 022 2.13 6 3.60 .010 1.00 • .... •••• ••• 
30 16 · 10 .. 58 .011 1.01 8 ,.oo .,005 .,4 2 1.20 .001 .13 8 5.19 .006 .,4 
31 16 l0 .. 58 .011 loOl 8 5 .. 00 .005 .47 8 4.81 .005 .50 8 5.19 .00.5 .47 

-Total h?l.t ~ :-379 3JT .. 24 216 IJs:·oo :I99 19':iis 208' i2s .. "01 .199 19. 74 208 134.94 .169 15.82 
Avg. 1.3. 7 9.0~ .. 012 1~ 10 7 .. o 4 .. 50 .006 .63 6. 7 4.03 .006 .64 6. 7 4.35 .oo.5 .51 -----·~-·-.... ----------------------------------------------·---------- °' 0) 



TABLED 
HOURS AND COST OF LABOR PER AREA PER DAY (Cont.) , .. 

A. L. C,. CASHIER. BOOKKEEPER I OONTRACT STOREROOM2 A LA CARTE SUPERVISORS CQNTRA.CT SUPERVISORS 
TCY.l'AL PER MEAL TOTAL PER MEAL TOTAL PER MEAL TOTAL PER MEAL 

DATE HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. HR. WAGE WAGE MIN. 
1 B s.oo .013 1.21 • •••• •••• ••• 17 20.63 .055 2.70 12 ii.51 .oliB 3•00 
2 16 11.73 .012 . • 99 8 7.11 .007 .46 22 20.63 .021 1.36 16 12.56 .012 .92 
3 16 11.73 .011 .94 8 7.11 .001 .50 20 20.63 .020 1.17 16 12.58 .013 .99 
4 16 11.73 .011 .92 8 1.11 .007 .48 21 20.63 .020 1.21 16 12.58 .013 .95 
5 16 11.73 .Ol? •• 95 8 7.11 .007 .49 19 20.63 .020 1.13 16 12.58 .013 .97 
6 16 11.73 .014 l.l~ 8 7.11 .006 .53 17 20.63 .025 1.23 12 7.36 .(X)8 .Bo 
7 8 5.00 .014 1.39 8 7.11 .013 .88 11 9.57 .028 1~97 11 10.45 .019 1.21 
8 B 6.73 .015 1.06 • •••• •••• ••• 13 11.06 .025 1.75 4 1.07 .004 .87 
9 16 11.73 .012 .91 8 7.11 .008 .52 21 20.63 .021 1.27 16 12.58 .014 1.04 

10 16 11.73 .012 .97 8 7.11 .007 .46 18 20.63 .021 1.09 16 12.58 .013 .96 
11 16 11.73 .012 .96 8 7.11 .007 .46 19 20.63 .021 1.15 16 12.56 .012 .93 
12 16 11.73 .012 .98 8 7.11 .007 .46 19 20.63 . 021 1.17 16 12.58 .012 .92 
13 16 11.13 ;o14 1.16 a 1.11 .ooB .53 18 20.63 .025 t.Jl 12 2.13 .002 .79 
14 ~ 6.73 .025 l.7.9 8 7.11 .016 1.07 10 11.06 .041 2.24 •• ••••• •••• • •• 
15 8 5.oo .011 1.10 • • • •• •• • • • • • 13 9.57 .022 1.18 12 10.45 .047 .JJ 
16 16 11.73 .012 .99 8 7.11 .008 .53 18 20.63 .021 1.12 16 12.58 .014 1.06 
17 16 11.73 .012 ~9~ 8 7.11 .007 .h~ 18 20.63 .021 i.07 16 12.58 .013 .91 
18 16 11.73 .012 .99 8 7.11 .007 .48 19 20.63 .021 1.17 16 12.58 .013 . • 97 
19 16 11.73 .012 .95 8 7.11 .001 .44 21 20.63 .020 1.25 16 12.58 .011 .86 
20 16 11.13 .014· 1.13 8 1.11 .ooB .,2 18 20.63 .024 1.21 12 2.13 .002 .78 
21 8 5.oo .009 .BJ B 7.11 .011 .73 11 9.57 .017 1.14 15 10.45 .016 1 • .36 
22 9 6. 73 .013 1.04 • • • • • • • • • • •• 13 5.53 .011 1.51 ~. • • • • • • • • • • •• 
23 16 11.73 .012 l.Q2 B 7.11 .008 .52 20 9.57 .010 1.27 16 12.58 .013 1.03 
2h 16 11. 73 .013 -1.04 B 7.11 .007 .49 18 9.57 .010 1.17 16 .. 12.58 .012 .9e 
25 11 11.13 .012 1.os 8 1.11 .001 .46 19 9.51 .010 1.11 16 12.5s .012 .92 
26 17 11.73 .012 1.03 B 7.11 .007 .48 20 9.57 .010 1.21 . 16 .12.56 .013 .96 
27 16 11.73 .016 1.31 B 7.11 .010 .66 17 15.85 .022 1.40 B 1.07 .001 .66 
28 9 6.73 .OJO 2.43 8 7.11 .016 1.06 9 11.06 .050 2.43 B 2.13 .005 1.06 
29 11 11.73 .032 1.84 • •••• •••• ••• 3 11.06 .031 .50 8 10.45 .046 2.13 
30 16 11.13 .012 1.01 8 1.11 .oos .54 9 11.06 .012 .51 16 12.5e .014 1~01 
31 16 11.73 .012 1.01 8 7.11 .001 .47 9 11.06 .011 .57 16 12.58 .012 .94 
Total tJ! 316.71 ~ 35.25 20B" 184.86 .220 14.72 500 484.81 :?587 41.35 402 295.64 .427 J0.45 
Avg; 13.9 10.22 .014 1.14 6. 7 5.96 .007 .47 16.1 15.64 .022 1.33 13.0 9.54 .014 .9e 
!contract dorm has students filling these. positions • . 2A la carte dorm has students filling this position. °' \() 



TABLED 
, HOURS AND COST OF LABOR PER AREA PER DAY (Cont.) 

A LA CARTE Dlfil:lilA.l! QQNTRAQI 12Ir.tllIAli A J;I. QARTi IOTAl. CONTRA.a.£ :CQ:l:A,L 

DATE TOTAL PER MEAL TO'l'AL P.l!:R MEAL TGrAL PER ~L TOTAL PER MEAL 
RR. WAGE WiE B HR. WA.Gi ilA'1i HII. ~ "~ ~~~ la~oo 1'a ?t?f? ~!«~ 151!m· 1 15 20.85 .5 7~ • • •••• •••• ••• 

2 1L 20.65 .021 .66 8 17.45 .017 .46 178 129.29 .1.30 10.98 144 111.96 .107 8.30 
.3 10 m.B5 .02.3 • 59 6 ••••• •••• .37 178 132.90 .1.32 10 • .34 142 94 • .51 .097 8.82 . 
4 9 20.85 .020 .52 a 17.45 .017 .48 178 1.32.90 .128 10.24 144 111.96 .111 8 • .59 
5 9 ,o.85 .021 .,u ~ 17.4.5 .018 .42 176 l.32.90 .1.33 10.~8 144 lll.96 .114 8.77 
6 B 20.85 .025 .• 5~ 1 17.4.5 .019 .46 165 127.32 .15.5 11.96 1.39 106.74 .n1 9.21 
7 9 20.e5 .060 1.56 • ••••• •••• ••• 101 78.89 .227 17.59 75 55.82 .100 8.24 
e 1.3 20.e5 • 047 1.75 8 17.45 .06.3 1. 7.5 ll2 86.91 .19.3 15.ll 68 .55.o8 .200 14.87 
Q 11 20.65 .021 .96 7 17.45 .019 .45 174 129.29 .130 10.52 143 lll.96 .122 9.29 

10 10 20.e5 .021 .60 e 17.45 .017 .h8 171 1.3.3 • .37 .1.3.5 10.70 14h 111.96 .ll2 8.64 
11 B 20.85 .021 .tie B 17.4.5 .017 .46 175 132.90 .1.34 10 • .54 144 · lll.96 .lo8 8 • .3.3 
12 e 20.e5 .021 .49 B 17.45 ,017 .46 176 1.3.3 • .37 .1.3.5 10.60 144 lll.96 .lo8 8.26 
1.3 2 ••••• •••• .15 6 17.45 .019 • .53 164 110.17 .134 n.90 140 101 • .51 .ill 9.2.3 
14 10 20.e5 .016 2.24 8 17.45 .0.39 1.01 96 80.14 • .300 21.49 60 66.89 .149 10.72 
15 1.3 20.65 .046 1.18 • ••••• •••• ••• 116 82.64 .189 15.9.3 52 37 • .56 .168 n.1e 
16 9 20.e5 .022 .56 ; ••••• •••• .33 ;169 129.29 .1.33 10.46 141 94.51 .104 9 • .34 
17 e 20.85 .021 .48 e 17.45 .017 .48 · 174 1.32.90 .1.34 10.36 144 -lll.96 .11.3 8.69 
1e 9 20.e5 .021 .55 8 17.45 .017 .48 177 13.3 • .37 .1.36 10.91 144 111.96 .114 8.69 
19 10 20.85 .021 .59 9 17.45 .ol.6 .,o 179 1.32.90 .1.32 10.6.3 145 lll.96 .102 7.98 
20 10 20.85 .025 .71 8 . 17.45 .019 • .52 168 127 • .32 .149 11.86 140 101.51 .no 9.10 
21 10 20.es .o.36 1.04 2 8.7.3 .013 .18 106 81.7.3 .142 11.00 89 68.98 .104 8.09 
22 9 20.85 .040 1.04 8 17.45 .o55 1.52 108 79.2.3 .15.3 12.51 .56 49 • .58 .1.57 10.64 
2.3 7 20.65 .022 .4S 7 17.4.5 .019 .45 161 114.00 .ll9 10.26 14.3 111.96 .ll9 9.24 
2h 10 20.e, .02.3 .65 8 17.4.5 .018 .49 168 ll 7 .61 .126 10.K2 144 lll.96 .114 8.82 
25 9 10.42 .010 .55. 8 17.4.5 .017 .46 .170 ·--:,..01.65 .109 10. 4 14h lll.96 .108 8.28 
26 ·,7 ••••• •••• .42 8 17.45 .017 .48 168 96. 76 .098 10.18 144 111.96 .112 8.64 
27 10 • • • • • •••• e'82 7 ••••• •••• .58 159 97.27 .117 ll.05 1.35 8.3.00 .12.3 11.12 
28 9 ••••• •••• 2.4.3 6 17~45 • 0.39 1.06 95 59.48 .269 25.6S Bo 64.97 .146 10.6L . 
29 1.3 ••••• •••• 2.17 .. ••••• •••• ••• 105 69.48 .19.3 17.54 64 46.99 .208 17.05 
.30 e ••••• •••• .5o B 17.45 .019 .54 152 95.ll .099 9.59 144 lll.96 .123 9.67 
.31 11 ••••• •••• .69 9 11.45 .011 .5.3 160 ~ .102 10.oe 145 1n.96 .110 8.05 
Total~ L89.97 ~ 2B.B3 203 410.oB ~ 16.66 47!! .3 • 4.723 392.04 .3765 286.3.49 .3.875 .301.46 
Avg_.~J_.6 15.81 .02.3 .93 6.5 1.3.2.3 .017 .52 152. 109.41 .152 12.65 121._5_ -~_92 • .37 .125 9. 72 -.I 

0 



APPENDIX C 



Women students who eat their meals in Murray and Stout 

are requested to complete the attached questionnaire and mail 

in the return envelope not later than November 4, 1961. 

This questionnaire forms a portion of work being done to 

fulfill requirements for a master's degree in the department 

of Food, Nutrition» and Institution Administration. It is 

necessary that each question be answered. 

This study involves a comparison of the satisfactoriness, 

'food cost and labor cost of' meals served in an a la carte and 

a contract dining hall on the Oklahoma State University campus. 

Your cooperation in this study is appreciated. 

Josephine Mitchell 

FNIA. Graduate Student 
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(Murray) Stout Hall 73 
October, 1961 

Questionnaire to compare a la carte and 0ontraet food service 

1. How are you classified? 

Freshman Junior Graduate --- ---- ----
Sophomore --- Senior ----

2. How long have you lived in your present dorm? 

Less than a year --- Two years ----
one Year Three years or more ----

3. Did the type of food service influence your desire to live in this 

dorm? Yes No ----- ----
4. Check the column which most accurately describes how frequently you 

.!!!! meals. 

Never Occasionally Often Always On Week Ends 

Breakfast 

Lunch 

Dinner 

S. Write in the approximate number of meals you miss per week -----
6. Indicate the reasons why you miss meals. Number reasons l, 2, and 3 

in order of their importamce. 

a. Go off campus ----
b. Work away from dorm ----
c. Inconvenient serving hours ----
d. Too little time ----
e. Like to eat out ----
£. Mot hungry ----
g. Dislike food ----
ho Other ~------- ~~~~~~~--~--~--~~--~~~~--~~~ 



7. How often do you eat between meals? 

Never Twice a day --- Occasionally ----
Once a day Three or mere times a day ------

8. Do you buy between-meal snacks in your dormitory canteen? 

Never --- Occasionally --- Oft.en Seldom ---
9. Check the terms which most accurately describe your satisfaction 

with your cafeteria. 

Makes no 

74 

difference Satisfac:tory Unsatisfactory 

a. Noise 

b. Odors 

e. Appearance of' food 

d. Music 

e. Serving hours 

f. Attitude of personnel 

g. Temperature of food 

10. Which type of food service do you prefer? 

A la carte, as in Murray Hall ---
---Contract, as in Stout Hall 

11. Indicate the reasons for yo'UI' preference given in question 10 in order 

of their importance. Number choices 1, 2, and 3 in order of importance. 

a. Choices of food ---
b. Ease of obtaining a well balanced meal ---
c. Cost of food ---
d. Easily accessible ---
e. Speed of service ---
f. Manner of. dress ---
g. Freedom to choose associates ---
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