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ABSTRACT

Purpose: This study is on the priority for improving students satisfaction in university educational service.
It explores the dimension of service quality and analyzes the relationship among quality elements, service
satisfaction, and loyalty.

Methods: This paper performs empirical studies by questionnaire survey. The Timko model is used for finding
the degree of possible improvement of quality elements, and structural equation and regression models are
used to analyze the effect of them on service satisfaction and loyalty. Also, explanatory factor analysis is
used to investigate the quality determinants.

Results: The quality dimension is composed of curriculum, employment support, interaction with outsiders,
start—up support, learning support, counselling, and administration service. Curriculum, learning support, and
administration service are positively correlated with service satisfaction, and service satisfaction has a positive
effect on loyalty. Counselling service is an attractive element, and curriculum, start—up support, and learning
support are indifferent elements.

Conclusion: Comprehensive analysis shows that curriculum, academic advisor, and administration service

have high priorities for improving educational service satisfaction.
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Table 1. Basic Characteristics of Respondents

Respondents Respondents
Category Category

Freq % Freq %
Male 401 41.8 Humanities 175 18.2

Gender : .
Female 558 58.2 Social Science 200 20.9
1 232 24.2 Business 121 12.6
2 212 22.1 Law 31 3.2

Grade :
3 209 21.8 College Natural Science 64 6.7
>4 306 31.9 Engineering 264 27.5
Art and Sports 53 5.5
Architecture 28 2.9
Undecided 23 2.4

3. ZEAHZ FA A 2 BEE, s B

3.1 gt w59 M|~ F2 A

et Ao T4 Aol #gk 71E AFES A BolA AAEE viel o] Bl Au|& 4 GellA de
AHE-E]&= Parasuraman et al.(1988)¢] 5714 &4 x 58 Brady and Cronin(2001) “s-©] #AAIg+ 37F4] 2He&
2&e A5 tigf o] WS 5A4E 7|9 o R R AT ER Yol & itk Oig us s SA4E 7Ive
2 3 AF S0l A7-EA ) wet ggat] FEAEE skl glot, e Ao ua Y vl , 7
A2, B8] Al o] EATHCho and Lim, 2007; Lim and Song, 2014). o] d7e|M & 7]&9] A4

al
k)
o



Chang et al. :

A Study on Quality Dimension and Improvement Priority for Enhancing University Educational Service Satisfaction 15
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Table 2. Category and Variable for Finding Quality Characteristics
Category Variable
Subject diversity, Relations with social demand, Easy of minor-double
Curriculum majorinterdisciplinary program, Intensive major course, Internet or mobile
lecture
Employment information, Employment class, Employment consulting,
Employment & Startups . . . L
. Employment special lecture, Intern, Exchange scholarship, Enterprise visiting,
Supporting . .. .
Startup Class(Seminar), Startup competition & club supporting
Learning & Service Primary learning ability strengthening, Club for improving major ability,
Program Foreign language training program, Domestic and foreign outreach program
Counselling Advisor counselling, Specialized counsellor consulting
.. . Kindness of staff, Accuracy of business handling, Quickness of business
Administration .
handling
Educational Service . . . . . .
. . Overall satisfaction on university educational service
Satisfaction
Loyalty Readmission intention, Recommendation intention
WA H| 0] TAALG uhe] 7] 918 Table 20|14 WA H| 2 BEE 2 24 T2 A 9)5hal 237) WS Uld
A FA s S5 S84 Q1A S ATl B4 891 A $18] 44 ¥ (principal compo-
nent analysis)& %a 2918 FE381% 3 HgWA(VARIMAX) 3] 4] o]-&3l9lon, A3 A A o] 2%
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Table 3. Result of Explanatory Factor Analysis

Factor Variable Fact.or SS loa.ding Cronbach AVE
loading (cumulative %) alpha
Employment class 740
Employment E. mforma.twn 740 2.779 837 405
Supporting E. consulting 704 (12.083)
E. special lecture .598
Rel. with demand 713
Subject diversity .618 9587
Curriculum Intensive major course .091 i 766 570
(23.329)
Internet lecture .b78
Easy of multi-major .5b6
. Accuracy .856
sAe i:lilcne Quickness 836 (324?45476) 880 561
Kindness .825
Learning & Fo'reign langu?ge y 750
Service Primary learning ability .679 2.15 760 590
Program QOutreach program .557 (43.819)
Major club .502
Exchange scholarship .796 9138
Network Enterprise visiting .648 : 790 446
(53.115)
Intern .637
. Advisor counselling 792 1.734
Counselling | ¢ ialized counsellor 626 (60.656) 690 o4l
Startups Competition and club 7157 1.589 749 715
Supporting Startups class .730 (67.565) ' '

o 344 Yo T
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Table 4. Quality Attribute and PCSI Index
Factor Variable Current | potter | Worse | WY 1 pegp
Stat Attribute

Subject diversity 2.64 0.68 0.80 @) 0.88

Rel. with demand 3.04 0.51 0.48 I 0.48

Curriculum Easy of multi-major 2.95 0.67 0.64 @) 0.67

Intensive major course 3.00 0.54 0.45 I 0.50

Internet lecture 2.70 0.66 0.40 A 0.61

E. information 3.06 0.64 0.72 M 0.66

Employment Employment class 2.95 0.70 0.64 0] 0.69

Supporting E. consulting 2.81 0.74 0.61 0 0.74

E. special lecture 3.05 0.63 0.40 I 0.50

Intern 2.60 0.83 0.72 O 0.93

Network Exchange scholarship 2.69 0.78 0.68 @) 0.84

Enterprise visiting 2.81 0.78 0.64 0] 0.78

Startups Startups class 2.81 0.51 0.37 I 0.48

Supporting Competition and club 2.80 0.52 0.41 I 0.51

) Primary learning ability 3.08 0.47 0.42 I 0.43

Le;;:é?fe& Major club 2.85 0.60 0.47 I 0.58

Program Foreign language 3.07 0.50 0.37 I 0.42

Outreach program 2.99 0.68 0.51 A 0.60

Counselling Advisor counselling 2.76 0.66 0.54 A 0.68

Specialized counsellor 2.89 0.65 0.46 I 0.59

) Kindness 2.77 0.75 0.93 O 0.93

Admin Accuracy 2.84 0.70 | 0.90 0 0.86
Service

Quickness 2.91 0.82 0.89 0 0.90

1) A: Attractive, O: One-dimensional, M: Must-be, I: Indifferent
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Table 5. Result of Regression Analysis

Factor Variable Standardized t p-value
Beta

Subject diversity 0.204 6.580 0.000

Rel. with demand 0.059 2.253 0.025

Curriculum Easy of multi—-major 0.082 3.082 0.002
Intensive major course 0.157 5.142 0.000

Internet lecture 0.047 1.735 0.083

E. information 0.037 1.149 0.251

Employment Employment class 0.032 0.903 0.367
Supporting E. consulting 0.023 0.673 0.501
E. special lecture 0.010 0.331 0.741

Intern -0.045 -1.378 0.168

Network Exchange scholarship -0.016 -0.504 0.614
Enterprise visiting 0.022 0.710 0.478

Startups Startups class 0.020 0.662 0.508
Supporting Competition and club -0.026 -0.828 0.408
) Primary learning ability 0.079 2.705 0.007
Learning & Major club 0.013 0.468 0.640

Service ]
P Foreign language 0.086 3.000 0.003
rogram

Outreach program 0.008 0.264 0.792

) Advisor counselling 0.073 2.462 0.014

Counselling L

Specialized counsellor 0.040 1.298 0.195

Kindness 0.021 0.624 0.533

Admin Service Accuracy 0.072 1.895 0.058
Quickness 0.080 2.145 0.032
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