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ABSTRACT

As the number of cafeterias at universities has increased, studies on student perception of price sensitivity at cafeterias have
gained increased attention. Therefore, the study investigated the relationship between students and university cafeterias according
to price sensitivity measurement (PSM). According to the analysis, the indifference price (IDP) was 3,444.06 Korean Won while
the subsequent cumulative distribution percentage was approximately 17.68%. The optimal pricing point (OPP) was 3,233.73
Korean Won and the stress price (IDP-OPP) was 210.33 Korean Won. The point of marginal expensiveness (PME) was 4,602.24
Koean Won and the point of marginal cheapness (PMC) was 2,036.29 Korean Won. Therefore, the range of acceptable prices
(RAP) was established as 2,565.95 Korean Won. In addition, the study examined differences between price sensitivity measurement
(PSM) for the respondent subgroups. Hence, the results will provide a practical background for development of business plans

for university cafeterias.
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Table 1. General characteristics of respondents by area
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Metropolitan area (n=147)

Homs Non metropolitan area (n=166) Chi square
n % n % value
Male 59 40.1 57 343
Gender 1.124"
Female 88 59.9 109 65.7
Freshmen 27 18.4 39 23.5
Sophomore 29 19.7 66 39.8 .
Grade 31.840
Junior 55 374 52 31.3
Senior 36 24.5 9 54
Less than twice 70 47.6 56 33.7
3 times 28 19.0 22 13.3 n
Number of use 12.320
4 times 37 252 68 41.0
5 times 12 8.2 20 12.0
Less than 2 4 2.7 10 6.0
Average cOst  Qver 2~less than 3 21 14.3 24 14.5 .
at cafeteria 17.126
(unit: ¥1,000) Over 3~less than 4 88 59.9 120 72.3
More than 4 34 23.1 12 7.2
Less than 100 8 54 51 30.7
Monthly dining  Qver 100~less than 200 56 38.1 56 337 .
out amount 73.871
(unit: ¥¥1,000) Over 200~1ess than 300 32 21.8 54 325
More than 300 51 347 5 3.0

*ok

p<0.01.

™ none significance.
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Table 2. Result of validity and reliability
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University cafeteria satisfaction Alternative attractiveness

al. Cafeteria menu price is suitable for lunch. 0.844

a2. I am satisfied with the cafeteria menu quality. 0.881

a3. Cafeteria is first choice for lunch. 0.491

a4. Food quality has a good value for lunch price. 0.879
bl. There are better restaurants than cafeteria. 0.815
b2. I prefer outside restaurants to cafeteria. 0.835
b3. Facility & atmosphere of outside restaurants are better than cafeteria. 0.848
b4. I prefer outside restaurants’ menu and service to cafeteria’s. 0.789
Eigenvalue 2.452 3.080
Variance explained (%) 30.650 38.500
Cronbach’s a 0.790 0.872

S} yp=3 S

Table 3. Result of z-test el 2 el gk vt

Mean
Items t-value
Mertopolitan area Non metropolitan area

bl 5.28 4.34 5.723"

b2 5.49 4.70 5.464"

b3 5.16 4.07 8.428"

b4 5.18 4.48 5.208"

" p<0.01.

Table 4. Result of price sensitivity (unit: W)
Total ~ Metropolitan metrl(\)I:(I)llitan

Indifference price 3,444.1 3,734.8 2,853.3

Optimal pricing pont 3,233.7 32945  2,605.6

Price stress 210.3 440.3 247.7

Point of marginal expensiveness 2,036.3 2,456.9 1,980.2

Point of marginal cheapness 4,602.2 5,482.8 3,937.6

Range of acceptable prices 2,566.0  3,025.8 1,957.4
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Table S. Result of price sensitivity of high and low satis-

faction groups (unit: W)
High Low
satisfaction  satisfaction
Indifference price 3,491.7 3,149.6
Optimal pricing pont 3,233.7 3,099.1
Price stress 258.0 50.5
Point of marginal expensiveness 2,412.1 2,053.5
Point of marginal cheapness 4,972.4 3,968.5
Range of acceptable prices 2,560.3 1,963.0
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