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Customer Satisfaction Analysis for Urban Railway Service Quality by IPA Analysis
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Abstract The purpose of this study is to prioritize the importance of urban railway service quality through statistical anal-
ysis. This was done to maximize customer satisfaction by providing customers of urban railway services (including LRT),
operated by the local government, with a better customized service quality. It was hoped that this project would boost the
need for public transportation by increasing customer satisfaction, which would eventually lead to more profitable revenue.
The results of validity certification of expectations and perceptions before and after the use of government funded urban
railway and private sector invested urban railways show that there are gaps for 18 items for the government funded urban
rail projects (p<.01), while there is no significant difference for 2 items between expectation and perception (p>.05); private
sector invested urban railway projects show differences for all 20 items (p<.001). Therefore, IPA analysis is conducted to
improve the service quality; this should lead to a remedy that focuses on service quality. The findings of this study will con-
tribute to providing management strategies for boosting customer satisfaction and creating revenue through customized ser-
vice quality in the urban railway operating industry (including LRT), which is currently suffering from chronic deficits.

Keywords : Urban Railway Service(including LRT), Customer Satisfaction, Service Quality, Expectation and Perception, IPA
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Table 1. The study of service quality.

Researchers Research title Evaluation items

J. S. Park, ef al. | The analysis of service characteristics for subway passengers | Accessibility, punctuality, comfort, convenience, safety,

(2007) using the importance-performance analysis(ipa) kindness, information[4 ]
Nathanail, E | Measuring the quality of service for passengers on the hellenic | Itinerary accuracy, system safety, cleanness, passenger
(2007) railways comfort , servicing, passenger information[10]
H. J. Lee, et al. | A study on the service quality, customer satisfaction and loyalty | Employee service, station equipment service, operations
(2009) of the urban railway & train driving[5]
J. H. Han, et al. The relation among service quality, customer satisfaction and Tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance,

customer loyalty in public sector; focusing on the daegu metro-
(2012) ) velly i pu® ¢ g empathy[6]
politan transit corporation

J. W. Kim, et al. | Characteristics comparison of railway behavior analysis using | Travel time, accuracy train intervals, cost, safety, accessi-
(2013) the IPA bility, service kindness[ 8]
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Fig. 1. Study process.
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Table 2. Expectation characteristics of response personnel.

Construct Frequency(persons) Percent(%) Rank
Sex Man 382 78.9 1
Woman 102 21.1 2
10's 10 2.1 6
20's 101 20.9 3
Age 30's 154 31.8 2
40's 163 33.7 1
50's 44 9.1 4
More than 60's 12 25 5
Office worker 335 69.2 1
Business owners 17 35 4
Tob housewife 30 6.2 3
Unemployed people 6 1.2 6
Students 79 16.3 2
Etc 17 35 4
Go to work and go home 237 49.0 1
School 30 6.2 5
Purpose Business 49 10.1 3
Everyday life 126 26.0 2
Etc 42 8.7 4
Daily use 148 30.6 3
Frequently used 156 322 2
Frequency
Occasional use 175 36.2 1
Use free 5 1.0 4
Before 07:00 34 7.0 4
07:00~09:00 204 421 1
Time of use 09:00~18:00 164 12.6 3
18:00~20:00 61 339 2
After 20:00 21 43 5
Sum 484 100.0 -

42 MEIN AE W MBI 24
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B AT BAHE HEAAE 5] tieh 24 7o) HAURA H5E 91 Cronbach's gk o185t0] Table
30} ol Aleae SASHATL T, Table 49H0] AHAE &

Table 3. Cronbach's « value.

Item Measured variable Cronbach's
Tangibles 4 770
Reliability 4 812
Responsiveness 4 .863
Convenience 4 .658
Safety 4 841
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Table 4. Correlation analysis.
Item Tangibles Reliability Responsiveness Convenience Safety
Tangibles 1
Reliability .862 1
Responsiveness 726 878 1
Convenience 715 704 736 1
Safety 710 756 720 821 1
*p<.05
Cronbach's agfo] 0.70]o]d WA AYIo] &2 o2 & 4 Y= ol & 79 Aol digh A=e #4245 Held
(0.658y& A3t 2= 221¢] Cronbach's oAl=7F 0.7010.2 ZAH40] Aol &7 vehgten Held 352 Cronbach's
Agte 0.60139] = Hoj Felong, ARre] WA dwdols Fei7t fle2 lskeint. o, Aol it f-94 A4

© RO5E 00531014 HABKATE. TAAE ZF ATEAL 09 olelH T FAAS A & 4 gl BE 09 njgow
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Table 5. Expectation - perception GAP analysis.
Customers
ftem Measured variable Expectation Perception GAP t p
(EP-PS)
1. Amenities 5.79 5.37 42 7.607*** .000
Tangible 2. Environment 5.75 533 42 7.161%*%* .000
(9.095%%%) 3. Staff tidy 5.72 5.46 26 5.191%%* .000
4. Facilities 5.70 5.30 40 7.583%** .000
5. Punctuality 6.14 5.87 28 5.461%** .000
Reliability 6. Solution 5.76 5.32 44 8.086*** .000
(8.422%%%) 7. Response 5.48 5.07 40 7.924%%* .000
8. Hours 6.03 5.85 .18 3.729%** .000
9. Service 5.75 5.35 .39 7.308%** .000
Responsiveness 10. Information 5.67 513 55 9.579%*** .000
(11.833%%%) 11. Availability 5.40 4.65 75 12.016%** .000
12. Needs 5.45 4.88 .56 9.834#** .000
13. Distance 5.41 4.92 49 7.990%** .000
Convenience 14. Transit 5.59 5.25 34 5.212%** .000
(8.827%*%) 15. Utilization 5.77 5.42 35 6.691%** .000
16. Facility 5.51 5.12 .39 6.665%** .000
17. Adaptability 5.86 5.39 46 3.935%** .000
Safety 18. Safety 5.92 5.65 27 5.543%*%* .000
(8.448%*%) 19. Operability 5.88 5.50 .39 7.057%** .000
20. Evacuation 5.66 5.06 .60 10.768*** .000

6% p2 001
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Fig. 2. Model analysis.

AAES] 2od7lato] ek MHIAEA] 49l ST 2 f4. A=A, STHAL B, et s19) 2098 AleE
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Table 6. Government funded urban rail GAP analysis.

Item Measured variable Expectation Perception GAP Frequency(N) t p

Amenities 5.83 5.46 0.37 278 5.249%** .000

. Environment 5.73 5.31 0.42 278 5.276%** .000
Tangible -

Staff tidy 5.76 5.50 0.26 278 3.799%** .000

Facilities 5.73 5.36 0.37 278 5.443%x* .000

Punctuality 6.10 5.89 0.21 278 3.247%x* .000

o Solution 5.82 5.44 0.38 278 5.431%** .000

Reliability

Response 5.56 5.18 0.38 278 6.026%** .000

Hours 6.03 591 0.12 278 1.918 .056

Service 5.82 5.37 0.45 278 6.673%%* .000

. Information 5.77 5.23 0.54 278 7.213%%* .000
Responsiveness —

Availability 5.45 4.79 0.66 278 7.886%** .000

Needs 5.51 4.97 0.54 278 7.326%** .000

Distance 5.34 4.86 0.48 278 5.847%¥* .000

. Transit 5.62 537 0.25 278 2.998%** .001
Convenience —

Utilization 5.77 5.50 0.27 278 4.180%*** .000

Facility 5.53 5.19 0.34 278 4.585%** .000

Adaptability 5.98 5.63 0.35 278 1.837 .067

Safety 5.99 5.74 0.25 278 4.125%** .000
Safety —

Operability 5.96 5.60 0.36 278 5.129%** .000

Evacuation 5.68 5.16 0.52 278 7.189%** .000

#ix p< 001, ** p<.01
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Table 7. Private sector invested urban rail GAP analysis
Item Measured variable Expectation Perception GAP Frequency(N) t P
Amenities 5.73 5.26 0.47 206 5.540%** .000
) Environment 5.77 5.35 0.42 206 4.850%** .000
Tangible
Staff tidy 5.68 5.41 0.27 206 3.539%** .000
Facilities 5.67 5.22 0.45 206 5.278%** .000
Punctuality 6.21 5.84 0.37 206 4.531%** .000
Solution 5.69 5.16 0.53 206 6.047%** .000
Reliability
Response 5.36 4.93 0.43 206 5.151%** .000
Hours 6.03 5.78 0.25 206 3.461%** .000
Service 5.66 5.33 0.33 206 3.670%** .000
) Information 5.54 4.99 0.55 206 6.289%** .000
Responsiveness
Availability 5.33 4.46 0.87 206 9.351%** .000
Needs 5.35 471 0.58 206 6.547*** .000
Distance 5.50 5.00 0.5 206 5.449%** .000
) Transit 5.56 5.10 0.46 206 4.455%** .000
Convenience
Utilization 577 5.31 0.46 206 5.304%** .000
Facility 5.49 5.01 0.48 206 4.844%** .000
Adaptability 5.68 5.06 0.62 206 5.862%** .000
Safety 5.83 5.51 0.32 206 3.728%** .000
Safety —
Operability 5.78 5.36 0.42 206 4.841%** .000
Evacuation 5.63 491 0.72 206 8.146%** .000
*HEp<.001
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