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This study attempts a comparison between AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process) in which the importance weight is structured

by individual subjective values and regression model with importance weight based on statistical theory in determining the im-

portance weight of casual model. The casual model is designed by for students’ satisfaction with university, and SERVQUAL

modeling methodology is applied to derive factors affecting students’ satisfaction with university. By comparison of importance

weights for regression model and AHP, the following characteristics are observed. 1) the lower the degree of satisfaction of

the factor, the higher the importance weight of AHP, 2) the importance weight of AHP has tendency to decrease as the standard

deviation(or p-value) increases. degree of decreases. the second sampling is conducted to double-check the above observations.

This study empirically checks that the importance weight of AHP has a relationship with the mean and standard deviation(or

p-value) of independence variables, but can not reveal how exactly the relationship is. Further research is needed to clarify the

relationship with long-term perspective.
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<Figure 1> The Basic Concept of Causal Model
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<Figure 2> Structured Satisfaction Model
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Definition of Service Quality
!

Identification of 10 dimensions

1

Generation of 97 items representing the 10
dimensions

!
Data from a sample 200 respondents
l
Scale purification

!

Identification of 34 items 10 representing 7
dimensions

Collection of expectation and perceptions
data from 200 respondents
!
Evaluation and nurtured purification of the
34 items scale by iterative scale purification

Identification of a more parsimonious 22
items scale representing 5 dimensions
!
Evaluation of reliability for the 22 items scale
representing 5 dimensions

Assessment of SERVQUAL's validity

<Figure 3> Summary of Steps Employed in Developing the SERVQUAL Model[21]
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<Figure 4> Deriving University Satisfaction Dimensions
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Facilities: Convenience such as cleanliness, space, and distance of school facilities
Service: Services provided by he school to make school life convenient, sounseling and suggestion system,

etc.
Facilities Service
(®) (@) (®) (@) (@) (®) (@) (®)
Very . . Very
strongly 'Strongly Important . Slightly Equal . Slightly Important 'Strongly strongly
. important important important important .
important important
<Figure 5> A sample of Pairwise Comparison Questionnaire
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{Table 1> Regression Analysis_step 1

coefficient t p-value weight mean std. dev.
(constant) 1.263 5.213 0.000
Facilities 0.178 3.521 0.000 0.267 3.397 0.880
Service 0.025 0.533 0.594 0.038 3.251 0.929
Job search support 0.194 4.015 0.000 0.291 2.744 0.899
Economical efficiency 0.084 2.032 0.043 0.126 2.703 1.046
Program 0.186 4.046 0.000 0.279 3.323 0.961
{Table 2> Regression Analysis_step 2
coefficient t p-value weight mean std. dev.
(constant) 1.306 5.721 0.000
Facilities 0.184 3.706 0.000 0.280 3.397 0.880
Job search support 0.197 4.113 0.000 0.301 2.744 0.899
Economical efficiency 0.084 2.042 0.042 0.129 2.703 1.046
Program 0.190 4.164 0.000 0.290 3.323 0.961
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<Table 3> Pairwise Comparison Matrix and Weights by AHP

Facilities J°Stzjsggrrt°h ng‘f’ir(‘)‘i’e”r“]?y""' Program weight

Facilities 1 0.546 0.842 0918 0.191

Job search support 1.833 1 2.192 2.088 0.403
Economical efficiency 1.187 0.456 1 1.237 0.215
Program 1.089 0.479 0.808 1 0.191
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{Table 4> Regression Analysis of 2nd Samples

coefficient t p-value weight mean std. dev.
(constant) 0.580 3.799 0.000
Facilities 0.167 3.822 0.000 0.194 3.469 0.869
Service 0.169 3.924 0.000 0.196 3.390 0.893
Job search support 0.167 4.152 0.000 0.193 2.812 0.757
Economical efficiency 0.047 1.696 0.091 0.054 2.793 1.062
Program 0.312 8.220 0.000 0.362 3.538 0.803
<Table 5> Pairwise Comparison Matrix and Weights by AHP of 2nd Samples

Facilities Service Joszssgﬁfh ng?g?e?ffl Program weight
Facilities 1 0.970 0.369 0.910 0.888 0.145
Service 1.031 1 0.451 1.085 1.170 0.167

Job search support 2.712 2217 1 2314 2.352 0.374
Economical efficiency 1.098 0.922 0.432 1 1.062 0.160
Program 1.126 0.854 0.425 0.942 1 0.154
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