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ABSTRACT: As various people use the cafe for various purposes, it is difficult to hear conversations with the
accompanying people due to the noise and background music of people around the respondents. In addition, there
is a need for improvement related to the noise and sound inside the cafe, such as making it easier to hear the
conversations of nearby users. 212 adult men and women participated in the questionnaire on the survey on cafe
acoustics and noise conditions. As a result of the survey, about two-thirds of the respondents said that they did not
prefer noisy cafes, and that the noise of cafes had a negative effect. The major source of noise in cafes is the sound
of people around users, and more than 40 % of the respondents said that they could not hear well the sound of
conversations with their accompanying people due to the sounds of those around them, or that they were concerned
about their own conversations being transmitted to those around them. As a result of the survey on cafe sound and
noise, it was found that improvements were needed to secure the voice privacy of cafe users as well as the voice
intelligibility.
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Table 1. Gender of the respondents (R1),

Gender Number of respondents
Male 106
Female 106

Total 212

Table 2, Ages of the respondents (R2).

Ages Rate of response
20’s 33.8%
30’s 17.8 %
40’s 451 %
Over 50’s 33%

Table 3. Preferred cafe brand (A1),

Cafe brand Rate of response
A 432%
B 113%
C 20.7 %
D 4.7 %
E 33%
F 0.5%
G 1.9%
H 3.8%
Etc. 10.8 %
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Table 4. Visiting time of cafe (A3),

Time zone Rate of response
06~ 09 47 %
09~12 9.4 %
12~ 14 21.1 %
14~17 24.4 %
17~20 28.6 %
20~23 8.5%

Etc 33%

Table 5, Purpose of Case visiting (A4).

Purpose of visiting Rate of response
Meeting or Group study 8.0 %
Conversation with friends 63.4 %
Work (e-mail, Internet searching) 52%
Study 8.9%
Reading 13.1%
Etc. 1.4%

Table 6. Number of cafe visiting people (A5).

Number of people Rate of response
Alone 20.5 %
2 people 48.6 %
3 people 19.0 %
More than 4 people 11.9%
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Fig. 1. (Color available online) Comparison of the
number of cafe visitors by the gender.
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Table 7. Reasons to prefer the chosen cafe (A2).

SEERREESY 665

Table 8, Preference of loud cafe (N1).

Reason Rate of response Responses Rate of response
Taste of coffee 272 % Agree 1 0.9 %

Music, interior design 20.7 % 2 0.9 %
Calmness and easy to concentration 9.9 % 3 12.7%
Convenient facilities (ex : internet) 6.6 % 4 30.0 %

Transportation 19.7 % Disagree 5 554 %
Price 11.3%
Etc. 4.7 % Table 9. Did the sound or noise adversely affect your
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Fig. 3. (Color available online) Comparison of visit
purpose by cafe preference factor,
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use of the cafe? (N2).
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17.4 %
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Table 10, Did the noise make conversation difficult?
(N3).

Responses Rate of response

Agree 1 20.8%
2 325%
3 23.6%
4 16.0 %
5 7.1%

Disagree
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Table 11. Have you ever thought about not visiting
the cafe again because of the noise? (N4).

Rate of response
344 %
212 %
142 %
20.3 %

9.9%

Responses

Agree

WD || W N =

Disagree

Table 12, How busy were you when you visited the
cafe? (N5).

Rate of response
0.5%
9.9%

357 %
39.0 %
15.0%

Responses

Empty 1

(ST S VS I )

Full

Table 13. How loud was the music when using the
cafe? (6).

Responses Rate of response
Very lound 1 1.4%
2 17.9 %
3 58.0 %
4 21.7%
Hard to heard 5 0.9 %
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Table 14, What is the loudest sound in a cafe? (N7).
Noise source Rate of response
Kitchen noise 9.9 %
Music 16.0 %
Outdoor noise (Traffic) 2.8%
Conversation 71.2%
Table 15. Did you enjoy the conversation with your
accompanying people? (N8).
Responses Rate of response [%o]
Agree 1 42
2 26.3
3 51.2
4 16.9
Disagree 5 1.4
Table 16. Did you find the conversations of people
around you annoying or noisy? (N9),
Responses Rate of response
Agree 1 8.1%
2 324 %
3 33.8%
4 224 %
Disagree 5 33%
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Table 17. | was concerned about the sound of the
conversation with the party being transmitted to the
people around me (N10),

Responses Rate of response
9.4 %
31.5%
362 %
16.9 %

6.1 %

Agree

Disagree
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Table 18, Differences in cafe noise response by
gender,

Average Standard | Significance
Male | Female Error probability

N3 2.7429 | 2.3868 | 0.16252 0.030*

NS 34057 | 3.7642 | 0.11864 0.003**
* p<.05, ** p<.01
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Table 19. Differences in preference for noisy cafes
by age.

Sig.

Ages N Average |Std. Dev. F Prob,

20°s 72 4.1111 | 0.96763
30’s 38 4.6053 | 0.67941
40’s 96 4.5104 | 0.69577
50‘s ~ 7 4.3803 | 0.81321
* p<.05, ** p<.01

4.870** | 0.003

Table 20. Difference in music playback volume by
cafe usage time.

Time Sig.
Zone N Average |Std. Dev. F Prob.

06 ~09 10 3.1000 | 0.56765
09~12 19 2.7368 | 0.73349
12~14 45 3.0000 | 0.67420
14~17 52 3.0192 | 0.67127 | 3.075** | 0.007
17~20 62 2.9355 | 0.72136
20~23 17 3.5294 | 0.51450

Etc 7 3.5714 | 0.78680

* p<.05, ** p<.01

Table 21, Differences in conversation difficulty by
cafe visiting purpose.

Visiting
Purpose
Meeting 16 | 2.5625 | 1.03078
Conversation | 135 | 2.5037 | 1.20245
Work 11| 1.8182 | 0.87386
Study 19 | 3.5263 | 1.07333
Reading 28 | 2.5714 | 1.06904
Etc. 3| 1.6667 | 1.15470

* p<.05, ** p<.01

Sig.

N | Average |Std. Dev. F Prob.

4.038** | 0.002
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Table 22, Statistical analysis results of responses for
10 noise sensitivity questions,

Average 442723
Median 45.0909
Mode 44
Standard deviation 10.20826
Skewness -0.496
Kurtosis -0.135

Table 23. Distribution of noise sensitivity groups by
age and gender,

. e .. Less sensitive
Noise Sensitivity Sensitive group aroup
Gender M F [Sum| M F | Sum
20’s 10 8 | 18 | 31 | 22 53
30’s 10 3013 | 14| 11 25
Ages
40’s 14 | 30 | 44 | 23 | 29 52
Over 50’s 2 2 4 2 1 3
Total 36 | 43 | 79 | 70 | 63 | 133

Table 24. Differences in cafe noise response by
noise sensitivity,

Average o
Q — — Standard | Significance
Sensitive | Less sensitive Error probability
group group
N1 4.5316 4.2910 0.11443 0.037*
N3 2.2436 2.7463 0.16613 0.003**
N4 2.2532 2.6466 0.19686 0.047*
N10 2.5190 2.9478 0.14364 0.003**

* p<.05, ** p<.01
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