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aware of complaints does not guarantee success in overcoming them.
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{ and manager motivation were assessed. A profile of the factors important to
effective food service management was also developed.\ Finally, the encouraging
results of a pilot test of recruitment of trained and otivated food service
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PREFACE

This study was conducted by the Behavioral Sciences Division, Science and

Advanced Technology Laboratory (SATL), of the U.S. Army Natick Research and ;
Development Center, in response to the United States Navy Requirement NM 81-22, é
Navy/Marine Corps Foodservice Management Training/Development Program during ?‘

. 1981-1984. The study was conducted at a model Enlisted Dining Facility (EDF) ;
afloat (the aircraft carrier U.S.S. Independence) and a model EDF ashore {at ?

' the Naval Operations Base in Norfolk, Virginia). %
The authors wished to thank LTJG R. J. Stahurski, food service officer of N

the Independence, and LT John Johnson, food service officer at Norfolk, for {?

their cooperation. We also wish to thank all the other USN food service t

managers for their assistance and all the Navy personnel who completed 7
questionnaires and interviews. We also wish to thank Ms. Karen Campetti, Mr. L

Robert Swain, and Mr. Charles Greene for their dssistance with data reduction 'y

and analysis. r
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IMPROVING U.S. NAVY FOODSERVICE MANAGEMENT TRAINING
Part 11: Recommendations for Improving On-Site Training Ashore and Afloat
INTRODUCTION
In aorder to recommend ways to improve the U.S. Navy foodservice

management iraining proéram, participants in this two-part project focused on
these major elements, both ashore and afloat: (1) An evaluation of the
current training system including its strengths and weaknesses;] (2) a
definition of the scope of what an effective management training program

2
should include; (3) an examination of techniques with potential for effective

traim‘ng;2 (4) an implementation of some of these techniques at dining
facilities both ashore and afloat; (5) an evaluation of the effectiveness of
these implemented techniques for improving management training, and (6) an
examination of ways to motivate managers toward superior performance. This
report is concerned with topics (4), (5), and (6).

Rosenthal and Mezoff3 point out these five major benefits of good
management training:

1. It motivates managers.

2. It builds managers' self-confidence and self-esteem.

3. It can help reduce stress.

4. 1t can improve work relationships.

5. 1t can help new managers work through role changes.

Improved training should, therefore, lead to improved managerial

performance on the job. This should, in turn, improve the perfcrmance of sub-

ordinates in Navy dining facilities. Improved dining facilities could have a

major impact on morale throughout the Navy.
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TRAINING WITH VIDEOTAPES

One of the principal problems mentioned repeatedly in Part I of this
series was the lack of opportunity for Mess Specialists (MSs) to attend
centralized training schools. When many Enlisted Dining Facilities (EDFs) are
already undermanned, it is difficult to send personnel away for further
training. As a result, many NCOs reported being thrust into management
positions without adequate training. But if MSs can't always be sent to a
training site, then the training can be sent to them. Certainly correspon-
dence courges, Food Management Team (FMT) visits, and formal training on site

{e.g., the Program for Afloat College Education or PACE) are good measures in

this direction. But in addition, this study sought to explore the possi-
bilities for on-site training inherent in the new videotape technology. This
technology is recognized in the civilian world as the state-of-the-art

4
training technique for food service.

Advantages

Here are some of the advantages of using training videotapes:

1. They are more cost efficient than having training at a central site,
provided that equipment is available at many sites.

2. As with correspondence courses, they allow trainees to proceed at
their own pace, provided they have individual access to the equipment.

3. They are superior to correspondence courses in grabbing students'
attention and lowering resistance to learning.

4. They convey information about procedures, actions, and interactions
better than any lecture or verbal material ever could ("a picture is worth a

thousand words").

5. lhey are readily available. Many companies sell or rent an entire

series of foodservice training videotapes. Some tapes, of course, have little
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direct bearing on military foodservice. Any many uniquely military topics
have no existing videotapes which deal with them.

Implementation

Complete videotape equipment packages were presented to a model EDF
ashore (at the Naval Operations Base in Norfolk, Virginia) and a model EDF
afloat (in the aircraft carrier U.S5.5. Independence). Each package included a
videocassette recorder/player, a monitor with stand, a camera (so that EDF
managers could produce their own training tapes), and a set of already
produced foodservice training videotapes. The project officer of this Study
presented some of the training tapes to assembled groups of MSs and then
distributed a Videotype Questionnaire (see Appendix A), which they could use
to evaluate the concept of training videotapes as well as the value of each of
those presented.

Evaluation

Tables 1 through 6 present the results of the 75 MSs who viewed these

films and completed the questionnaires. In Table 1, the first two means are

TABLE 1. MS Evaluation of Training Videotapes

MEAN
The videotapes presented some information I didn't
already know 1.63
Would like to have more training videotapes available 1.70
VIDEOTAPE TITLE MEAN
Creative Hamburger Sandwich Preparation 5.29
Kitchen Safety: Preventing Machine Injuries 5.08
Basic Nutrition 5.01
Food Poisoning - Preventatives 5.17




based on a 3-point scale where 1 = "agree," 2 = "unsure," and 3 = "disagree."
The means indicate moderate agreement that the videotapes presented new
information (1.63) and that MSs would like to see more training videotapes
(1.70). The remainder of this Table presents mean ratings of four films
shown, based on a 7-point scale where 1 = "very bad," 4 = "neutral," and 7 =
“very good." All four films were rated between 5 (somewhat good) and 6
(moderately good). The film on kitchen safety received the highest rating
(5.68).

When asked to suggest other foodservice topics on which they would like
to see additional videotapes, MSs mentioned several (see Table 2), The

percents in this Table are based only on the 31 MSs who answered question #3

TABLE 2. Food Service Topics Suggested by MSs for Additional Videotapes
1

TQPIC MSs CITING (%)
Sanitation 29
Foodservice Records 26
Preparation of Food/Presentation 16
Creative Cooking 16
Nutrition 16
Baking 13
Accident Prevention 10

1

Percents are based on only the 31 MSs who agreed that more training
videotapes should be made available.

on Appendix A, i.e., the MSs who agreed on question #2 that more videotapes

should be made available. Only those topics cited by at least 10% of this
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sample, i.e., at least three MSs, were included. Sanitation (29%) and
fooudservice records (26%) headed the list.

MSs were also asked to state the stronj points of using videotapes in
foodservice training (see Table 3). In this table, only points cited by at

least 4% of the total sample of 75 MSs, i.e., at least three people, were

TABLE 3. Strong Points of the Videotape Training Technique Cited by MSs

POINT MSs CITING (%)]
Good presentation of detail 20
Technique allows for better understanding IQ
Good to see and hear subject matter 9
Convenient to set up 5
Shows the importance of foodservice 4
Constant repetition improves learning 4

1
Percents are based on all 75 MSs who answered the questionnaire.

included. The most common points mentioned were that the videotape approach
is a good way to piresent details (20%) and that the technique erhances
understanding of subject (16%).

MSs were also asked about the weak points of the videotape technique for
training in foodservice (see Table 4). Only points mentioned by 4% or more of
the total sampl~ are included. The most common complaints, that watching
several at once was boring (19%) and that there was no group discussion (11%),
related merely to the way videotapes were used during the sample session

prior to administering the questionnaires. Ir other words, in normal use

these objections could readily be overcome by an instructor structuring the
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sessions differently. The other complaints were more pertinent to the films
themselves, e.g., some complained that the films weren't realistic (&%), were

somewhat redundant (5%), or had poor humor (4%).

TABLE 4. Weak Points of the Videotape Training Technique Cited by MSs
1

POINT MSs CITING (%)
Boring to watch several at once 19
Lacks group discussion, question and

answer time 1

Not realistic; poor acting 8
Contains material already learned 5

Poor humor 4

1
Percents are based on all 75 MSs who answered the questionnaire.

MSs were also asked how the videotape training technique might be improved
(see Table 5). No suggestions were very common, but some did suggest that the

TABLE 5. Ways to Improve the Videotape Training Technique Cited by MSs
1

POINTY MSs CITING (%)

Need better presentation of material 7

Should be produced in color 4

Should be slower and more specific 4 .
Need more illustrations 4

1
Percents are based on all 75 MSs who answered the questionnaire.

material could be presented better (7%) and that the tapes should be in color

(4%), include more specific detail (4%), and use more illustrations (4%).
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When MSs were asked which training techniques are superior to videotapes
{see Table 6), only one was cited by a majority -- 77% mentioned on-the-job

training. Fifteen percent said videotapes were the best, but between 16-39%

TABLE 6. Training Techniques that are Better than Videotapes Cited by MSs

1
MSs Citing (%)

Better training techniques than videotapes:

: ON-THE-J0B TRAINING 77
OBSERVATION 39

GROUP DISCUSSION 35

LABORATORIES 31

LECTURES 25

FILMSTRIPS 16

VIDEOTAPES ARE BEST 15

‘ ROLE-PLAYING 13
INDEPENDENT READING 11

COMPUTERIZEC INSTRUCTION 9

SLIDES 7

GAMES AND SIMULATION 5

1
Percents are based on all 75 MSs who answered the questionnaire.

cited the techniques of observation, group discussion, laboratories, lectures,

and filmstrips as being better. Ranking all 12 techniques in terms of

@

declining percents of MSs who said they were better, videotapes ranked seventh. gi
In summary, MSs rated positively the videotape technique as a whole and ;3

the sample films used to demonstrate it. They suggested other topics, such as i%
sanitation and foodservice records, on which additional films would be useful. ?%
o
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They listed a number of strong points for the technique and some weak pcints
which could readily be overcome. For example, fewer films per session could be
scheduled and more time for discussion could be allowed. Although MSs rated
the videotape technique highly, they believed other techniques like on-the-job
training, observation, and group discussion were superior. However, these
other techniques are already in use. The videotape technique is not meant to
supplant them bHut rather to supplement them.

Videotape Sources ’

Some sources for videotapes on foodservice training are listed below.

Commercial Sources. National Educational Media, Inc., 21601 Devonshire

Street, Chatsworth, VA 91311.
Culinary Institute of America, Hyde Park, NY 12538.

Department of Defense Sources. Naval Education and Training Support

Center, Atlantic, Building W-313, U.S. Naval Station, Norfolk, VA 23511.
Naval Photographic Center, Washington, DC 20374.
Defense Audiovisual Agency, Washington, DC 20374.
For a list and brief description of some of the relevant films available
through these various sources, see Appendix B.

Original Films

The two model dining facilities were given equipment with which they could
produce their own training films. The value of this approach is that the film
could use actual equipment and settings that would later be used by trainees.
However, the drawback is lack of personnel with expertise in planning,
scripting, and directing such films. 1In this project, the attempts at
producing videotapes locally with untrained personnel proved disappointing.

Therefore, professionals were commissioned to produce a sample film on a

military topic suggested by the Navy Foodservice Systems Office, a topic on

which commerical fiims would not be available, namely, the U.S. Navy System for




Menu Development. See Appendix C for the complete script of this film. Such

films can be produced through the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command's

Training and Audiovisual Support Center (TASC) at Fort Eustis in Newport News,
! Virginia.

Therefore, this important training technique could be implemented on a
wider basis by purchasing commercially available videotapes, obtaining copies
of DoD videotapes, and producing new videotapes on subjects, especially those
unique to the military or Navy, which are not already available.

A CUSTOMER FEEDBACK SYSTEM

Purpose of the System

One of the main problems in the foodservice industry is lack of an
adequate system for foodservice managers to obtain feedback from their
customers.5 Yet managers can only satisfy customers if they become aware of
what customers want and what their complaints are. To improve as managers,
they need continually to keep in touch with customer attitudes. Virtually
everyone is familiar with the common paper-and-pencil questionnaire approach.
But this approach turns many people off. It is time-consuming and by itself

provides no mechanisms by which managers could give feedback in turn to the

customers. Therefore, this project implemented a new system which would (1)

attract the customer, (2) be simple to use, both for the customer and the

manager, and (3) allow managers to report results back to the customers. This
6

system is a revised form of one used earlier by the Air Force,

Design of the System

Rather than use a paper and pencil questionnaire, a sort of balloting box
was devised (see Figures 1 and 2). Closed and packed for carrying, the
Customer Feedback Box was 36 inches long, 7 inches wide, and 7 inches deep.
Set up, it presented a question (about the meal, about the EDF, etc.), a nine-

point response scale with faces expressing different degrees of positive and
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negative attitudes, and slots for casting "ballots", which could be poker chips
or other small tokens. The box could be locked in this position to prevent
tampering, and each slot led to a separate compartment so that the numbers
vepresenting each degree of attitude could easily be tallied later. Then
average attitudes would readily be computed. A Customer Response Form (see
Figure 3) was provided so that managers could report results back to their
customers. This Form was a larg2 blue placard with a cellophane cover so that
responses could be written down with a magic marker and then erased, thus
allowing multiple reuse. The face in the center was left blank so that the
appropriate positive or negative mouth could be drawn in.

Implementation of the System

See Appendix D for the instruction packet on the Customer Feedback System
which was given to foodservice managers at the model dining facilities. This
was accompanied by Form FSMX-1 (see Figure 4), used to tally responses and
calculate a mean score. Also included was Form FSMX-2 (see Figure 5), which
would be used to track progress on a given issue over time, A1l these
materials were presented and explained to foodservice managers by the Project
Officer at a special training session. The Project Officer then administrated
the program in the EDF the first two times, explained the results, and left the
materials for the local managers to use throughout the test period. During

this time the EDF managers reported using the program frequently and finding it

useful.

CUSTOMER EVALUATION OF FOODSERVICE MANAGEMENT
After several months of experience with the videotape training system and
the customer feedback system, customer attitudes towards the EDF were

evaluated. It was assumed that managers interested in feedback would have

relatively satisfied customers.

12
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Method

Food survey cards (see Appendix E) were distributed at four meals -- two
lunches and two dinners -- at each site, resulting in 163 responses at the EDF
afloat and 172 at the EDF ashore. Foodservice customer survey forms (see
Appendix E) were distributed at two meals -- one lunch and one dinner -- at
each site, resulting in 85 responses afloat and 79 ashore.
Results

The average customer ratings for each of the four meals and the overall
average rating are reported in Table 7. These ratings were based on a nine-

point scale where 1 = "dislike extremely" and 9 = "like extremely." The

TABLE 7. Customer Ratings of Sample Meals

MEAL FACILITY LOCATION
ATLOAT ASHORE
Lunch 1 3.93 6.82
Lunch 2 4.05 6.45
Dinner 1 4.4 5.66
Dinner 2 4.12 6.18
Average 4.12 6.27

average rating afloat was "dislike slightly" and that ashore was "like
slightly." The difference between the ashore and afloat scores is related to
the more cramped and less attractive facilities aboard ship, as will be seen
below. But in both cases, there is considerable room for improvement.

The customer survey of the EDF (see Table 8) produced similar results.
Responses in this table were based on a 7-point scale where 1 = "very bad" and
7 = "very good." The afloat EDF averaged an overall 3.70 ("“neither bad nor

good"), while the ashore EDF averaged 5.18 ("somewhat good"). The lowest
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TABLE 8. Customer Survey of Dining Facility

: ITEM AFLOAT MEAN ASHORE MEAN
| A. Hours of operation 3.84 5.03
B. Quality of food 3.15 4.85
. C. Amount of food 3.79 4.74
D. Variety of food at a single meal 3.46 4.98
E. Variety of menu over last two weeks 2.85 4.56
F. Temperature of food 3.38 4.98
G. Speed of service 2.40 5.41
H. Cleanliness of dining facility 4.64 6.01
I. Courtesy of cooks 3.20 5.02
J. Courtesy of mess cooks or contract
foodservice workers 3.36 5.00
K. Appearance of serving line 4.09 5.45 q
L. Cleanliness of mess cooks or civilian
foodservice workers 4.26 5.66
M. Cleanliness of cooks 4.15 SEEH '
N. Appearance of dining area (decor) 4.25 5.70
0. Lighting 5.19 5.89
F. Dining facility overall 3.39 5.33
. Overall Mean 3.70 5.18 !

ratings afloat were for speed of service (2.40) and menu variety (2.85), while
the lowest ashore were for menu variety (4.56) and amount of food (4.74).

These and many other low-rated qualities had constraining factors that were to
a large extent beyond the control of the EDF manager. The two highest ratings

afloat were for lighting {5.19) and cieaniiness {4.64}, while those ashore were

. . e - — W = A ———— -

for cleanliness (6.01) and lighting (5.89). 1In contrast to low-rated

qualities, these and other higher-rated ones were more under the control of the
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EDF manager. In other words, the EDF managers were earning relatively higher
scores for factors more under their control and receiving lower scores for
items with factors they couldn't help. The main exceptions to this were two
factors afloat which scored below the midpoint (3.5) of the scale -- quality of
food (3.15) and temperature of food (3.38). Furthermore, even the better
scores show some room for improvement.

In Table 9 are the responses on the customer survey regarding conditions

in the dining area. These means are based on a four-point scale where

TABLE 9. Customer Evaluation of Dining Area Conditions
ITEM AFLOAT MEAN ASHORE MEAN

Q. How frequently the dining area is:

A. Too noisy 2.72 1.64
B. Too crowded 3.57 2.00
C. Too hot 2.77 1.563
D. Too cold 1.60 1.33
1 = "almost never" and 4 = “"almost always." In every case, the afloat EDF was

rated worse, earning an average overall rating of 2.67 (between "sometimes" and
"often") on the frequency of these negative conditions. By contrast, the EDF
ashore earned an average of 1,63 (between "almost never" and "sometimes"). But
as mentioned earlier, crowding, noise, and temperature extremes are largely
beyond the control of EDF managers, especially afloat. Thus the Tower ratings
afloat reflect the restraints which are inherent in shipboard life.

Overall, the results of these customer surveys indicate that some on-site
training with videotapes and some use of the Customer Feedback System can not,
by themselves, solve all the problems of foodservice management training. The

overall system needs improvement. The two innovations described here are but
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two tools which can help improve the system. More are needed, such as those
discussed by Saltef, Knight, and Symington.2
MOTIVATION OF FOODSERVICE MANAGERS

Effective performance depénds upon good motivation as well as training.
In fact, improved motivation can improve the effectiveness of training as well
as of later implementation of what has been learned. To learn how MSs thought
that managerial motivation could be improved, the brief questionnaire in
Appendix 6 was administered to all the MSs available at the two model dining
facilities. Thus responses were collected from 26 MSs afloat and 38 ashore.

The means in Table 10 are based on a 5-point scale where 0 = "not an
effective motivator" and 4 = "extremely effective motivator". Factors with
ratings of at least 3 ("very effective motivator") by one or both groups of MSs
include recognition, awards, written commendation, customer feedback, flexible
working hours, higher managers taking seriously one's suggestions, NEY award
consideration, the Navy paying for one's civilian training courses, and the
opportunity to earn certification in foodservice. Many of these ideas could be
implemented or further expanded to improve foodservice managers' motivation
and, hence, performance.

TABLE 10. Effective MS Motivators
MEAN OF MS RESPONDENTS

ITEM ASHORE AFLOAT
Recognition 3.40 3.21
Awards , 3.31 3.43
Written comendation 3.05 2.79
Words of appreciation 2.80 2.87
Managers checking cook accuracy 1.85 2.27
Feedback from customers 2.97 3.04
Inclusion in planning and evaluation 2.52 2.73
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TABLE 10. Effective MS Motivators (Cont'd)
MEAN OF MS RESPONDENTS

ITEM ASHORE AFLOAT
Daily inspections 1.77 2.69
Flexible work hours 2.57 3.08
Managers taking suggestions 3.00 3.13
NEY award consideration 3.08 2.78
Short term OJT 2.65 2.86
Navy paying for courses 2.88 3.04
FS certification 2.88 3.04
Taking names 6.47 1.56

EFFECTIVE FOODSERVICE MANAGEMENT

The same MSs who filled out the questionnaire on motivation in Appendix G
also were asked to complete the questionnaire in Appendix H. This
questionnaire asked MSs to rate how important each of 26 factors was to
effective foodservice managment. The results in Table 11 are based on a
5-point scale where 0 = "not important" and 4 = "extremely important.” The
factors which earned ratings of 3 ("very impartant") or better by both groups
were recognition to cooks. preventive maintenance for equipment, customer
satisfaction, managers correctly preparing reports, managers knowing how to
operate equipment, having a sanitary EDF and galley, and havirg managers
clearly define worker tasks. One of these factors, customer satisfacticn, was
specifically addressed earlier in this report, and the Customer Feedback System
was implemented to help managers improve satisfaction among their customers.
The other factors, 1ike properly operating equipment and preparing reports,
could be improved through more comprehensive training, as that suggested in

this report by the use of training videotapes.

20




TABLE 11. Factors Important for Effective Foodservice Management

MEAN OF MS EVALUATION

ITEM ASHORE AFLOAT
Planning meeting which include FS workers 2.88 2.91
0JT provided for cooks 3.30 2.96
School training for cooks 3.22 2.75
Management training for leading MS N 2.41
Management training for watch captain 3.05 2.62
FS training for FS Officer 2.97 2.62
Recognition to cooks 3.47 3.12
Rzcognition to managers 3.05 2.84
Communication between managers and workers 3.69 z2.79
Preventive maintenance for equipment 3.36 3.34
Self inspection-evaluation program for managers 2.94 2.83
Job rotation 3.50 2.95
Customer-personnel relations 3.13 2.91
Submission of reports 3.08 2.75
Customer satisfaction 3.55 3.39
Managers correctly prepare reports 3.23 3.00
Attractive decor 3.41 2.60
Managers know how to operate equipment 3.58 3.04
Managers pointing out mistekes 3.08 2.87
Managers help with personal problems 3.14 2.72
Managers knowing a lot about FS 3.60 2.68 %
Managers emphasize portion controf 3.31 2.39 %
Managers enforce progressive cockery 3.14 2.45 3
Sanitary EDF and galley 3.85 3.00 é
Managers clearly defining worker tasks 3.42 3.00 !
Managers having higher rank than workers 2.20 2.42
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MS RECRUITING

Another way to improve U.S. Navy foodservice managerial effectiveness is
to recruit more personnel with demonstrated interest and experience in
foodservice. A previous report7 identified civilian vocational and technical
schools as a lucrative recruiting source for trained foodservice students, with
about 13% expressing interest in joining the Navy. To test this finding, it
was recommended that the Food Management Teams (FMT) visit selected schools,
make recruiting presentations there, and see how many students actually joined
the Navy as a result.

Subsequent to that report, the San Diego FMT contacted five schools in its
area, while the Norfolk FMT contacted three in its area. A total of 316
foodservice students in the 11th and 12th grades attended the presentations.

At the end of the school year, the number who actually joined the Navy was 26,
of which only three specifically enlisted as Mess Specialists. About half of
the students attending the presentations were only juniors at the time, hence
still in school when enlistments were counted. But 26 out of the other half
{158} equals a percent enlisting of 16.5%, although the rate for specifically
MS was only 1.9%.

This pilot study indicates that vocational/technical schools are indeed a :
lucrative recruiting source for the U.S. Navy. And there are approximately
4,000 such schools in the United States. However, it appears that a single
visit is not enough to convince that many to join the Navy's foodservice
program. Further study would be useful, however, to determine how many of
those entering the Navy in other rates later end up in foodservice, how many of
those attending the presentation as juniors actually join the Navy a year and a
half later, and how successful follow-up recruiting visits and/or mailings

would be in increasing the ratio who join.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Eight recommendations are listed below on training in foodservice,
improving MS motivation, and recruiting trained personnel.

1. Videotape technology has been recognized in the civilian worid as the
state-of-the-art training technique in fcodservice. Navy mess specialists
(MSs) viewing sample training videotapes gave positive ratings to both this
technique as a whole and the sample films shown. Therefore, it is recommended
that the videotape technology be implemented more widely for training on-site,
at large bases and on major ships wo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>