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ABSTRACT

Purpose: This study was to identify customers’ demands in railway services system and then to seek the
way to satisfy the customer expectations.

Methods: We suggest a Quality Function Deployment(QFD)-based approach comprised of three stages. In
first stage, SERVPERF survey was carried out to assess current positions of customer expectations in the
market. Then, factor analysis was incorporated into SERVPERF to classify customer expectations for the
house of quality. In the second stage, the analytic network process was used to prioritize the importance
of the customer attributes. Finally, QFD was performed utilizing customer attributes and their weights.
Results: The QFD identified the most important customer expectations as: accident prevention, swift reaction
to accident, on—time arrivals and departures of the train. It also shows that driving capability, equipment
for safety, and training for disaster are the most critical technical requirements.

Conclusion: The results are useful for identifying the customers’ demands in railway services systems, and

they can contribute to the service quality and customer satisfaction.
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Table 1. Five Service Quality Dimensions

Tangibles Physical facilities, equipment, and appearance of personnel
Reliability Ability to perform the promised service dependably and accurately
Responsiveness Wﬂhpgness to help customers in difficult situation and provide prompt
service
Assurance Knowledge and courtesy of employees and their ability to inspire trust and
confidence
Empathy Caring, individualized attention the firm provides its customers

Source: Parasuraman,

et al. 1988. “SERVQUAL: A Multiple-Item Scale for Measuring Consumer

Perceptions of Service Quality.” Journal of Retailing 64(1):12-37.
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Table 2. User requirements for railway services

Dimension Ttem

Clarity of information given in indicator board

Tangibles Employees are well dressed and appear neat

Modern appearance of railway services

Train departures and arrivals on time

Provided services is trust worthy

Reliability - - -
Goods sold in the train and station are trust worthy

Provide service in the promised time

Employees' explanation is easy to understand

Employees are polite to customers.

Staffs solve customers' complain quickly

Kindness
Handling problems from customers’ view point
Pay attention to individuals at heart
Willingness to help customers in difficult situation
Comfortable railway station
Comfort Clear air in the train

Ride comfort

Easy to buy tickets

Easy to access to railway station

Convenience | Easy to get travel information

Easy to get boarding information

Easy to get food in the train

Accident prevention

Safety - - :
React swiftly in case of accident
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Table 3. Results of factor analysis(FA) for user requirements of railway services

Tnitial Results Factor Loading Cronbach® s
Factors fact from
aclors|pa | Factor 1| Factor 2| Factor 3| Factor 4| Factor 5 Factor 6 a
0.788
Tangibles 3 3 0.767 0.834
0.660
=
. 7
Reliability 4 4 0.687 0.848
0.608
0.729
.
.67
Kindness | O 6 0,632 0.899
0.627
0.584
0.742
Comfort 4 3 0.625 0.775
0.551
0.722
0.715
Convenience| 5 5 0.680 0.805
0.597
0.579
Safety 2 2 T 1 0903
Eigen value 1.314 1.455 | 11.176 | 1.005 1.728 1.125
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AA Mul HEEE ARt AP FEA, HoA, 1A ehdAde] Ao S T Zo® Btk
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= 7 28aH 2 2 WiRe E(node)Rt FEFE Wi Fdid A7]E Fofsigith dE 50, Safetyst

Tangibless, 6719 Ze]~E|7} Service satisfactiono]zbe ZFo] QGae nx&= AstoA, Z}2} Safety9t
Tangibles &8 2F 9l 43 Accident prevention®} Modern facilities & % ©] 5!
(pair-wise comparison)2 &= WAl Efg BE day =t 9 FeAg 71 F8%

YW, 1 93 AAE BN eHE ZAER 4 ANPY Super-matrix”7} FA3 % 3L, o]ol] gk F-at
W Limiting Priority7} =& ®th 2 A tol M= B vl 31427} @o} 2] Alal 3o Htehs

Decision Z213& o]§3le] 11 A4t A%E ©EE T Table 4= ANPE T8 &3 12 2 7ALgHEo o3t
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HRom, a2 tg&og AA &Hx2o] 0.113, $xH3ke] 0.1069 o7 Fa3

Goal
Comport

. Service satisfaction
Comfortable station

Clean air
Ride effort

Kindness

Staffs' explanation is easy to understand

Employees are polite to customers

Staffs solve customers' complain quickly

Handle problems from customers’ view point

Pay attention to customers at heart

Willingness to help customers Reliability

On time departures and arrivals
Services is trust worthy

Sold goods are trust worthy
Timely service from customer

Safety
N
Accident prevention
React swiftly against accident
J
Tangibles
~
Clarity of information
Employees appear neat
Modern facilities
)

Convenience

Easy to buy tickets

Easy to access to station

Easy to get travel information
Easy to get boarding information
Easy to get food in the train

Figure 4. ANP network for prioritizing on customers’ attributes of railway services

Table 4. Priorities on customer attributes resulted from ANP model

Dimension Item Priorities
Clarity of information given in indicator board 0.017
Tangibles Employees are well dressed and appear neat 0.022
Modern appearance of railway services 0.061
Train departures and arrivals on time 0.113
Reliability Services are trust worthy 0.043
Goods sold in the train and station are trust worthy 0.010
Provide service on time 0.016
Employees' explanation is easy to understand 0.015
Employees are polite to customers. 0.012
. Staffs solve customers' complain quickly 0.022
Kindness 7 :
Handle problems from customers’ view points 0.007
Pay attention to individuals at heart 0.005
Willingness to help customers in difficult situation 0.028
Comfortable railway station. 0.020
Comfort Clear air in the train. 0.056
Ride comfort 0.106
Easy to buy tickets 0.021
Easy to access to railway station 0.033
Convenience | Easy to get travel information 0.006
Easy to get boarding information 0.031
Easy to get food in the train 0.008
Accident prevention 0.232
Safety ; : :
React swiftly in case of accident 0.116
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