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Abstract

The price hike of university meal service hasn't increased as much as the rise in prices. Accordingly,
it is necessary to make the school meal service better and make its image students think of improved,
and it needs a proper increase. This study examines the permission evaluation of price hike of university
meal service by analyzing students' behavior of using school meal service, restaurants they use, the price
range of the meal service. It also investigates how the management of university meal service influences
its price hike rate. The result of the study is as follows. Students are sensitive to price increase of school
meal service because it hasn't been improved compared with its price. As a result of the evaluation of
satisfaction with price in school meal service, its quality is bad compared with the restaurants outside
school even though there isn't much difference between their prices. In addition, the cross tabulation
analysis shows that there is significant difference between the restaurants students use and the price
hike rate; there isn't significant difference between the price range of the meal service and the price
hike rate; there is significant difference between the proper management of the meal service and the
price hike rate. This study has a limit because it analyzes proper price and the quality of the
restaurants comapring school cafeterias and the restaurants outside a university; however, it should be
basic information for the improvement of university meal service in that the second most important
reason why university students use a school cafeteria is price.

Key words: university meal service, price hike permission rate, the price rage of university meal
service, the price upward revision rate, a reason to object to by price hike.
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{Table 1> The general characteristics of the res-
pondents (Sex)
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{Table 3> The consumer use of university meal

service
Classification Number  Ratio(%)
Outside school 189 38.5
f
Use O_ a School cafeteria 302 61.5
cafeteria
Total 491 100.0

{Table 4> The average use per week & frequency
of use per day

Classification Number Ratio(%) - - -
Classification Number Ratio(%)
Male 281 57.2 -
Less than two times 139 28.3
Sex  Female 210 42.8 T three i 137 279
wo - three times .
Total 491 100 Average ,
number Four - five times 103 21.0
of using  Six or seven times 38 7.7
{Table 2> The general characteristics of the res- per week  \fore than eight times 74 15.1
pondents (Grade) Total 491 100.0
Classification Number Ratio(%) Nothing 115 234
Freshman 93 19.0 Average One time 261 53.2
Sophomore 144 29.3 number Two times 101 20.6
Grade  Junior 169 34.4 of using  Three times 13 2.6
Senior 85 17.3 per day More than four times 1 0.2
Total 491 100.0 Total 491 100.0
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{Table 5> A desirable management form of the university meal service

Classification Number Ratio(%)

Direct administration 126 25.7

A desirable Trust management of a group lunch company 174 354

management Personal manufacturer administration 29 59
form of the ) . )

. . Outside restaurant introduction 155 31.6

university
meal service Others 7 1.4
Total 491 100.0
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{Table 6> The price standard of the wuniversity
meal service

Classification Number Ratio(%)

1,500~1,700 159 324
The price 1,800~1,900 170 34.6
standard of  2,000~2,200 128 26.1
the university More than 2,300 5 1.0
meal service Others 29 59

Total 491 100.0
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{Table 7> The desirable price standard of a
university cafeteria

Classification Number Ratio(%)

Less than 1,500 175 35.6

1,500~1,700 228 46.4

The desirable 1 g9~ 1,900 44 9.0

price standard ., 3 200 30 6.1
of a university

cafeteria More than 2,300 3 0.6

Others 11 22

Total 491 100.0

{Table 8> The pros and cons of price increase

Classification Number  Ratio(%)
The pros and  Yes 225 458
cons of price No 266 54.2
increase Total 491 100.0
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{Table 9> Price hike permission rate

{Table 11> The form of giving food in a cafeteria

Classification Number  Ratio(%) Classification Number  Ratio(%)

Less than 5% 252 51.3 Free offer 60 12.2

5~10% 160 32,6 Fixed offer 231 47.0

Price hike 10~15% 28 5.7 The form of Mixed offer 189 385
permission  15~20% 13 2.6 giving food  Take out 3 0.6
rate More than 20% 3 0.6 in a cafeteria  Delivery 4 0.8
Others 34 6.9 Others 4 0.8

Total 491 100.0 Total 491 100.0
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{Table 12> A favorite form of offering food

(Table 1104 @A) FmZ2le] vl Fe)= Classification Number  Ratio(%)
g Hj2lo] 47.0%E 1A Woka, Ag )2} Ffee offer 211 43.0
Q% WAe) T el 38.5%E AAeL A pedeflr B A
T} Q)E HjAlL HiAte] 229 ol Ho] 34 A favorite Mixed offer 201 40.9

: form of Take out 18 3.7
gelloF sk g QIR 7E 2HA] O]'l: H &2 oA offering food  Delivery 15 3.1
S T AT, S E RS AlFEeT S Others 3 0.6
oAM= A HiAET A2 VS =T A Total 491 100.0

{Table 10> A reason to object price hike

Classification Number Ratio(%)
Lack of money 163 332
Lack of quality improvement compared with price rise 233 47.5
A reason to Because of a university cafeteria 23 4.7
object price hike  Price of a school cafeteria is not cheap 58 11.8
Others 14 2.9
Total 491 100.0
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{Table 13> Frequent meal time of the university sl S o] wWol| o]&3= fﬂ,—ﬂ 210] A7+
students A 1AGIN 2F 34747} AR §7.1%
Classification Number Ratio(%) L]—E]-‘;’}'ﬂ'
am 9~11 13 2.6
am 11~pm 1 312 63.5 2. 0|2 SHEHo] = T4 AL 3 o cH
Frequent pm 1~3 116 23.6 st EAMAD}
meal time  Pm 375 13 2.6 StulgAS ol8she sHIE9] o8 e u}
ofthe  pm 5~7 17 35 214 4 888 Og BAATY
university  pm 7~9 4 0.8
students pm 9~11 1 0.2 1) o] Alct
After pm 11 15 3.1 o] Atto| wWE 714 A& 3]s B4
Total 491 100.0 - ’C <Table 14> oﬂ xﬂ /\]Q /\AE]'-
{Table 14> Cross tabulation analysis with the permission rate
Using a cafeteria
- - - - Total
Outside a cafeteria Inside a cafeteria
No 82 170 252
?f/:s than mission rate(%) 25 675 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%) 434 56.5 51.3
No 76 84 160
5~10% Permission rate(%) 47.5 52.5 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%) 40.2 27.9 32.6
No 11 17 28
10~15%  Permission rate(%o) 393 60.7 100.0
Permission Using a cafeteria(%o) 5.8 5.6 5.7
rate No 6 7 13
15~20%  Permission rate(%) 46.2 53.8 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%) 32 2.3 2.6
No 2 1 3
More than ..
20% Permission rate(%) 66.7 333 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%) 1.1 0.3 0.6
No 12 21 34
Others Permission rate(%) 353 61.8 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%) 6.3 7.0 6.9
No 189 301 491
Total Permission rate(%) 38.5 61.3 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%o) 100.0 100.0 100.0

The degree of

Asymptotic intentionality

A price of data probability
freedom .
(Both official approval)
Chi-square of pearson 24.759 12 0.016
G2 16.912 12 0.153
Fan-shaped stand sector combination 0.360 1 0.549
The number of use data 491
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{Table 15> Price range and cross tabulation analysis of the permission rate

Price range (W)

1,500 1,800 2,000 More than Total
<1700 ~1900 ~2200 2300  OWeS
Rate 77 93 67 1 14 252
Is“;fs than—p mission rate(%) 30.6 36.9 26.6 0.4 56 1000
Using a cafeteria(%) 484 54.7 52.3 20.0 48.3 S51.3
Rate 50 58 40 4 8 160
5~10% Permission rate(%) 313 36.3 25.0 2.5 5.0 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%) 314 34.1 31.3 80.0 2706 32.6
Rate 11 8 7 2 28
10~15%  Permission rate(%) 39.3 28.6 25.0 7.1 100.0
Permission Using a cafeteria(%) 6.9 47 5.5 6.9 5.7
rate Rate 9 3 1 13
15~20% Permission rate(%o) 69.2 23.1 7.7 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%) 5.7 1.8 0.8 2.6
Rate 1 2 3
2/([)2/26 than —  mission rate(%) 333 66.7 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%) 0.6 1.6 0.6
Rate 11 7 11 5 34
Others Permission rate(%) 324 20.6 324 14.7 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%o) 6.9 4.1 8.6 17.2 6.9
Rate 159 170 128 5 29 491
Total Permission rate(%) 324 34.6 26.1 1.0 59 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
. The degree of Asymptotic in'te.:ntionality
A price of data probability
freedom .
(Both official approval)
chi-square of pearson 27.500 24 0.282
G2 27.560 24 0.279
Fan-shaped stand sector combination 0.426 1 0.514

The number of use data 0491
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{Table 16> Relationship analysis of a reasonable
permission rate in using a school cafeteria

° 2 et

(Table 15)< 7HEdlol] W& 714 75 38&-&
o] Fo|zHo] AT AHRZA F5F 0.05 o3t
oMM BAHOE FoJatA| & AL E UERTH

23} 2==%0
KN T —

i

3 Mesickn Y2isis SMel 2 HeY
sy Eo] Adtsitta Ayztshs FAle Ay

dloll whe 712 < 58-83te) BAA
2w, 71909 Aol Agsiria &

So] 714 A F8-80lA 5% \|ek 5~10% AF

management form and cross tabulation of the price hike

A management form

- - Total
Direct  Company Personal  Outside Others
Rate(%) 76 79 18 77 2 252
Less than .
5% Permission rate(%) 30.2 313 7.1 30.6 0.8 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%o)  60.3 454 62.1 49.7 28.6 51.3
Rate(%) 37 64 6 52 1 160
5~10% Permission rate(%) 23.1 40.0 3.8 325 0.6 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%0)  29.4 36.8 20.7 335 14.3 32.6
Rate(%) 2 12 2 11 1 28
10~15% Permission rate(%) 7.1 429 7.1 39.3 3.6 100.0
Permission Using a cafeteria(%) 1.6 6.9 6.9 7.1 14.3 5.7
rate Rate(%) 6 3 3 1 13
15~20% Permission rate(%o) 46.2 23.1 23.1 7.7 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%) 34 10.3 1.9 14.3 2.6
Rate(%) 1 2 3
More than -
20% Permission rate(%) 333 66.7 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%) 0.8 1.3 0.6
Rate(%) 10 13 9 2 34
Others Permission rate(%) 294 38.2 26.5 59 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%) 79 7.5 5.8 28.6 6.9
Rate(%) 126 174 29 155 7 491
Total Permission rate(%) 25.7 354 59 31.6 1.4 100.0
Using a cafeteria(%)  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
' The degree of Asymptotic in‘te'ntionality
A price of data freedom probability
(Both official approval)
chi-square of Pearson 39.762 24 0.023
G2 41.090 24 0.016
Fan-shaped stand sector combination 1.554 1 0.213

The number of use data 491
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{Table 17> Mean analysis of using a cafeteria

The quality
. . A reasonable o
Using a cafeteria of a university

price

cafeteria

Outside Mean+SD 2.65+0.75 2.15
cafeteria N 189 189
Inside Mean+SD 2.58+0.73 2.49
cafeteria N 301 301

Mean+SD 2.62+0.76 2.35
Total

N 491 491

{Table 18> Mean analysis by the price standard
of the university meal service

The quality
. A reasonable . 8
Price range () of a university

price

cafeteria

1500~ Mean+SD 2.47+0.80 2.35
1700 N 159 159
1800~ Mean+SD 2.5240.70 245
1900 N 170 170
2000~ Mean+SD 2.88+0.79 2.30
2200 N 128 128
More than MeantSD 2.60+1.00 2.00
2300 N 5 5
Mean+SD 2.76+0.59 2.07

Others
29 29
Mean+SD 2.65+0.76 2.35

Total

491 491
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{Table 19> The mean analysis by a reasonable management form of the meal service

Price range (W)

A reasonable price

The quality of a university cafeteria

Mean+SD 2.72+0.74 2.53
Direct administration
N 126 126
Trust management of Mean+SD 2.56+0.76 2.39
a group lunch company N 174 174
Personal manufacturer Mean+SD 2.41+0.62 221
administration N 29 29
Outside restaurant Mean+SD 2.63+0.76 221
introduction N 155 155
Mean+SD 2.57+0.90 2.14
Others
N 7 7
Mean+SD 2.62+0.76 2.35
Total
N 491 491
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