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Relationship between Customer Satisfaction with Service Quality
and Repurchase Intention for Apartment Houses
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Abstract

In increasingly competitive market conditions, domestic construction companies are struggling to secure a
competitive edge by increasing consumer satisfaction. In these circumstances, a greater emphasis needs to be put on
providing an upgraded level of quality in the area of addressing defects to the satisfaction of customers, which is
considered to have a great impact on customer satisfaction. This empirical study of the relationships among service
quality, customer satisfaction, and repurchase intention aims to provide basis data for increasing service quality,
particularly in dealing with the defect issues facing construction companies. To this end, a literature review was
carried out on the concept of service quality along with defect issues, and customer satisfaction and influential factors
were identified. Building on these foundations and findings, a survey was administered to residents in housing
dwellings such as apartments. The results of this study are expected to heighten awareness of the need for increased
service quality, which may have a critical influence on customer satisfaction and repurchase intention, and will
thereby contribute to enhancing competitiveness and other aspects of the current construction industry.
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Table 1. Literature review
Author Title Research Summary
A Study on the Development of
Development of Quality =~ Web-based checklist is
Ahn KH et al Management System by suggested, improving
(2002)6] : utilizing the Defects accuracy quality
Information information, faster
-With checklist in processing and higher
fucus— productivity.
Proposed the improved
quality—defect
Business Process management integrated
Oh JH Improvement in Defect  business process model
(200971 Management of and To—be defect
Apartment Housing management business
Project process to improve
customer’s value and
satisfaction.
Study on Classification Th{ﬁestéjgfyecl{]trrgdupes
. System of Defect pair
Shin JH et al. Repair Request request document
(2005)[8] P 4 classification system
Documents using Case using C based
Based Reasoning g Lase base
Reasoning.
Defect Classification .
| and Wapmgerent 11, S proposed 2
Kim GH et al. System Using CBR system with automatic
(2008)[9] technique Based Y

Internet in Apartment
Housing Project

classification system
using CBR.
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Table 2. Major factors of the SERVQUAL model

Configuration factor Configuration factor

Tangibles Tangibles
Reliability Reliability
Responsiveness Responsiveness

Competence
Courtesy Assurance
Credibility
Security
Access
Communication Empathy

Understanding the customer
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Table 3. Service quality components

Components Definition
; Assets such as physical facilities, equipment,
Tangibles and workforce
The degree of trust in the ability to perform
Reliability the promised service related to defect issues
dependably
" The degree of how much the service provider
Responsiveness respects inquiries and demands
Speed Willingness to deliver services immediately
Ability to convey knowledge and expertise in a
Assurance polite and reliable manner
Ability to pay personal considerations to
Empathy customers
Status The degree of importance by service quality

element
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Table 4. Frequency of defects
Defects ReNs%og;e Defects Rg‘sobogge
Water leak 26 Plastering defect 17
Windows defect 17 Painting defect 16
Tile debonding 4 Staining at fittings 24
Wallpaper defect 27 Floor defect 20
Framework defect 8 Other defect 17
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Table 5. An explanation about SQ

Factors An explanation

procedures(SQ1), tools(SQR), diverseness(SQY), simplicity(SQ4),

Tangibles - diness(SQB),  simpleness(SQB)

accuracy(SQ7), visit time(SQ8), schedule(SQQ), finish time(SQ10),

Reliabilty completeness(SQ11)

explanation of preprocess(SQ12), processing information(SQ13),
information on time expected(SQ14), reflecting views(SQ15),
explanation after processing(SQ16)

Respon-
siveness

answers for questions(SQ17), addressing complaints(SQ18), visits
after application(SQ19), reporting to dispose of defects after a
Visit(SQ20), whole process(SQ21)

Speed

examining employees for relating knowledge(SQ22),  accuracy of
employees’  knowledge(SQ23), questions and answers among
employees(SQ24), kindness(SQ25), tidiness(SQ26), courtesy(SQ27),
identification(SQ28), ffering accurate service(SQ29),  security(SQ30)

Assurance

using easy terms to understand(SQ31), confirmation(SQ32),  individu-
alized attention(SQ33), grasping demands(SQ34), having a conversation
for better understanding(SQ35), information on waiting time(SQ36)

Empathy
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Table 6. Factor analysis of service quality

Factors  Code  pagir COTIWT UL \otance <O

sQs 877 818
_ sQ3 849 807

Tangibles 3.201 14.549 884
sq4 841 79
sae 683 650
sQ9 860 g5

Reliability sQio - 810 & 3067 13941 831
sqQs 764 671
sQi1 4% 462
sQl9 872 840

Speed s@t 787 2000 13274 863
sQi7 677 6%
S0 664 689
s394 g7

Assurance SQ24 856 808 2698  12.265 889
SQ2 832 783
sQi4 838 840

Respon SQI3 AT e am
sQi5 728 740
sQie 60 685
sq 878 806

Empathy SQ36 756 750 2215 10067  .790
sSQ33 714 763
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Table 7. Correlation analysis of service factors

Inter-Construct Correlations

Std.

Factors Mean Deviation Tangibles Reliability Speed Assurance gszggg; Empathy  Satisfaction  Repurchase
Tangibles 3.1293 0.6741 1.00 0.499++ 0.506+ 0.142 0.118 0.164 0.647+ 0.626
Reliability 3.2931 0.7302 0499 1.00 0.547+ 0.127 0.248 0.302+ 0.499+ 0.487
Speed 3.2069 0.6885 0.506+ 0.547+x 1.00 0.195 0.337x 0.409++ 0.660+* 0.419+
Assurance 34770 0.6121 0.142 0.127 0.195 1.00 0.331+ 0.345+ 0.255 0.262+
Responsiveness  3.1810 0.6636 0.118 0.248 0.337++ 0.331+ 1.00 0.321 0.302« 0.213
Empathy 29770 0.7541 0.164 0.302+ 0.409+ 0.345+ 0.321+ 1.00 0.324+ 0.283+
Satisfaction 3.2931 0.5301 0.647 0.499++ 0.660+ 0.255 0.302+ 0.324+ 1.00 0.489+
Repurchase 3.2586 0.5481 0.626++ 0.487+ 0419 0.262+ 0213 0.283+ 0.489+ 1.00

«+Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level(2—tailed).

«Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level(2—tailed).
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