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The Importance-Satisfaction Analysis of
Service Quality in University

Kim, Myung Kyum - Park, JongwooT

The Dept. of Business Administration, Soongsil University

ABSTRACT

Purpose: To increase the competitiveness of the university and improve the quality of education by providing
education services that meet the student's satisfaction needs based on the education service quality survey
of university students.

Methods: A questionnaire consisting of 6 elements and 38 questions was prepared and students were surveyed.
The importance and satisfaction ISA analysis was conducted.

Results: The results of this study are as follows; there was a difference in the perception of importance
and satisfaction by student characteristics regarding the results of educational service quality measurement.
Working students need an extra effort in the educational environment and foreign students in student services.
Conclusion: The importance of educational service quality—satisfaction survey should be used to identify the
factors of educational service quality by student characteristics to improve student satisfaction, improve the

quality of education, and support educational services with a strategic approach.
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Satisfaction Analysis
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tjste] diul-9le] 34 & EE WL Ha glon, Ao TEF $AN A 24, HAuS] S, AR
W T 718 e s AE O Y US| Fa4o] Kzhwo] k. ST hAet A7e
AR Eol A =] dgES dgto] stAS Melsh= Zlo] et Ao tishs MelshA H= A7 =8 =9
i gighalso] (Faak FAeIA (et A o2 AEE WA wGUHHETL vigte] AAE Alas gl AlF
&= AR ddol| A Al ZkE of o StHWoo-Geuk Shim, 2015). A2 2o A moe W] nAZ T 9} f-4,
A sl 7199 Fols TUlAZIE o] Au|z FHoln, wiAY sdoe] EYge] whE} a&g AH] =9
MAoR His dutsl Ao Aol wAu| = F4& dsto] AlFats Zlo] 87t F4l dlghalgol A
AAE g7t d54A Heo] =1 9 tiKyung Cheol Lee, 2004).

gighAu] 9] n|Rbe] M= ThE AH| °ﬂ°:‘°ﬂ ﬂ%fz H] } é—gl A3 A= th2 w, P4, A,
A, e S o] 2

99 us, % A7 ENR Arle] AH8A Wsks BAsE
s 2008 E AASEAE 918 veke] BALKAA A

A AEE FR8k0] gor] 2012 A HY F A3 A A, 20151300 = FAEE AU A9 AR e 39
73 shabe] AA pAs AHASEAG A3E Fol FRAHAHASR, 2017). =3t Ank thshel] A 2=
ot = 2003\ 3,348™0l14 2018'd 99,573 2= oF 304 7H7ko] S7FHUTHKESS, 2019). 34 3h<5Akot
o=l fro AL dntst s vEd =84k S o] thete] Age] Hglon, ofef 3 StAEe] FEe SR tist
& A2 W Mu AT ko] A= WA AdEa} Jjrgele] mAjsofof g,

& A7 wiete] AEA]l At sk SR L gl ARl A A etk 9=l FE ] wfo] T80l
Gofs= Aol neuEE Fashs e wgMu s FH] et Tk Zooh YR AolE w4
ko] oSt aAfu] s et wgwke) JhA ekt tiske] AR S Grety] 1 FE89 AP E Alx stk

2. o124 W7 % ARAT

2.1 dstESAu|A g 2 EA4

Az ol ] WA B =

o
flo

Au| ol Srjsle] 249 443 43 A% Fod Ndow B8
[e]

i gtk Au|aEde AoJet A st ATAE Oliver(1980)8 7ti-A3 £d9x RS nwgoz
Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry(¢]&} PZB)(1985,1988,1991)= Au]~ E48 Au|xp7} AU S ojd A
27} 3= AR upel 24w ook shtha wgete] 10742 AFPo® F4%H SERVQUALS g izsly 245

TE Nl o] 4B dste] 57 2o 2271 S oz AAISHSIT
Cronin & Taylor(1992)= PZB(1991)0] AAI3F 7 th-A ¥ &<l SERVQUAL E& o] FAHS A|A st AH]
29 $88 AHE 7uloz MH|~ AL =Ao| g9sltt SERVPERF(PERFormance-based measure of
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SERVice Quality) X3S #19F8}3{th. Bitner & Hubbert(1994)+= AH] 22 48 An|AlEo] X|7bek An] 9] Fa1

LHES] AWl Qi dolekal A ostqlet. Mu|aFd e 54& wrstal 489 §olata Hrhe] Wyiow &8st

7] 18] viAIY dEF TR S8 %=-A3 FA(IPA: Importance Performance Analysis)©] AR5 aL 1tk

(Ortinau, 1989; Joseph, 1997; Ford, 1999).
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FA SA4S T G o2 A= F27F i Man-Su Kang, 2011). XEA ]2 AFAES wS7] 3
= YA Ql o) & W vhEn, okt dhdell A w2 A7 F astrkal Sk tHLI-Wai, 2005). il
SaSoll A wSAu|aF A gk theke] S w3t 9 Ao B wmdko] AL 9lon =4 g Al
oA o] Agejet F4, FEAG = AR, wSAn|aTE ARy AR Bl g uSEoko A a7
S AHA ol wgk FA7E SASHAIRE WA H| 20 5A]L M| 20 Ak EA I} fAFeke] thE A4t
Ay w2 38 A (Intangibility), ©] 24 (Heterogeneity), 284 (Perishability) @ A4 (Simultaneity)%
AH| 29 54o] adjE AgHrtal 748 thSung Kang, 2011).

et L9 B sh5a3S SAAA 53 AAE sjEsE A2 Z(Man-Su Kang-Sang-Kyu Park, 2011),
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BFEAT 9 el SAG] o) YR 24 A SAws} AN EE 2ol 67149 A QY Z1 AR
el e AP P ERAYS THSPI AR AR Yokl i FRE ATsHlok FrhKorean

Council for University Education = Admission Information Framework, 2019). 2] #3828 Aol ujgbA t}

2.2.1 ¥ukdg

AMAY L AL o B wg7 7)Fe] e} S dutshe AP oRA e whEao
A3k gt e 71 9 il weh 3AE AAel oJste] TN OR Algshe AP olthalE S A34%)
getistdgdon ugasy AdH A41zd oste] B3 Ao b FARY AR FIEHoR TS5
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(High)
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(High)

Possible

Low priority overkill

Importance
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Figure 1 ISA Importance—Satisfaction matrix

source - Joanna Tonge and Susan A. Moore, Importance-satisfaction analysis for marine—part hinterlands: A
Western Australian case study. Tourism Management, vol.28, (2007). p.771.
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B Aol SE Aol 9128 Suste] SIS 3509S Ao shelon, A 142 918 HEAR
& BESfol U HERAE AAS, AEA PR, HEA FA B TS A ARl v
74 wel B4e ket gt
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Table 1. Profile of Survey Participant Characteristics

Category Frequency Proportion(%)
Gender Male 148 42.3
Female 202 57.7
20~29 313 89.4
Age 30~39 17 4.9
40~49 11 3.1
50 o« up 9 2.6
Rolling admission 75 21.4
Regular admission 100 28.6
Student types An incumbent 64 18.3
Foreign 108 30.9
Etc. 3 0.9
Total 350 100.0
3.2 A=
Ao A= Abdullah(2005) & Dennis(2013)9] A7 55 vlg oz wHAH|~E oo Ui AE-FAH

HEdPERF9] A& o] &3lo] 1Y. Lee(2017)°] 7Id® 570 8213 HK. Jin(2017)9] n&374-& F7} 1 ¢35}
6709] 891, ME FROE TPl Aea, FH-LAT Fol thate] WK} 3900 g B A
FE wgor], AR Y 100 FF oldE % FFL HE wol SRR FAH 212

(exploratory factor analysis) A% 9 E}JFAAS AFH o2 HAES G wHAHAEH 4 E5=24 367
S W4, WS A FAAY, FAAMR A, AT ZaR o R LR 671K YL o] &8k Belsiar
2} gtk

AEzAbe] B wEEel o 5ol g 53 AER FAste] WSAH|AFH ] AA A o] T
A e FRE Q1 AES FAEIT 6719 Gl Eﬂ?ﬂ A¥ % cronbach afto] M=} T4
5 olds

Lk
Helow, AA AFEAAN FREE 956, HEEE 9515 YERo] HHe ¢#F8 Holx dth

Table 2. Result of Measurement reliability

Factor Number of questions Reliability - -
Importance Satisfaction
Professor 9 .865 .889
Educational environment 6 .862 .823
Reputation 5 793 785
Administrative support 7 .902 922
Student service 6 .880 .856
Educational program 3 .870 .840
Total 36 .956 951

WA AFH ] Q913 FaEo] QTS EFFSA WEEEtaL Qe Lol ] 915ke] 6712] f.old ek &
A Ete] A0S &5 Y8t FAAE B (Principle Component analysis)S AF&-3F91 3L, 891 2

=
A o] Seste fs) Aas] A}l Varimaxs ARSI a1 23, A9AdS Yehll= Kaiser-Meyer-

il
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Olkim(KMO)®] %435 938, Bartlett 7384 74 fFe]&E<] .00001H AA +4+e] 61.9%7F A= 1 gl o
6719 Qoo @A s F3ko] EFHAUTE QAT BF 4004 Ve on FEAL 486 ~ 768714
<l

REAG, ¥ 24 BE A EPE NG RN AT AL ¢ 5 Ak

Table 3. Exploratory Factor Analysis Result

Factor Analysis Reliability
com 1 oha if| Cronb
Variabl It ti i -
ariables em Questionnaire 1 9 3 4 5 6 mun ftem | ach's
alities
Deleted a
Handling and
A4 responding to 796 729 .907
inconveniences
A2 Personal.mterést and 789 756 905

consideration

Al Smcer'e attention and 789 736 907
resolution for students

Administrafi Response to a request
ve A3 | P d 778 768 | 908 | .922
for help
support C . h
A | Communication With |- 7o 713 | 907
administrative staff
Confidence of

A5 Administrative .629 .634 916

Service
a7 | Knowledge of regu- | - 577 | 919

lations and procedures

P2 Consideration for stu-— 757 691 875

dents

Response to the
P3 | Request for Student 739 .635 874
Help

P6 | Communicative ability 721 .594 874
P5 Professors positive 703 594 874

attitude
P K“"Wlsffgctof the 689 568 | .882

Professor ! .889

Knowledge and
P9 respect of a pro— .685 .563 .876
fessor's field of study

professor's interest in
P4 and guidance of .662 .609 .873
students

pg | Sufficient and con- 607 557 | 880
venient consultation

p7 Feedt.)ack on the 559 505 885
learning process
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Factor Analysis Reliability
Com I ha if| Cronb
Variables |Item Questionnaire ) 9 3 A 5 6 m.u.n— ftem | ach's
alities
Deleted a
Suitable environment
E4 | for the purpose of a .698 641 778
class
) E2 Resting Facilities 675 .630 792
Educgtlonal E1 | Educational Facilities .669 .607 784 893
nviron- .
cnviro E3 | Class equipment 655 590 | 789
ment
pe | School Safety and 649 531 | 803
Security Facilities
E5 Pleasant surroundings 556 486 818
of the lecture
S1 Fair service .694 725 .826
3 Mamtgmmg qassmed 645 611 833
information
4 Service Access and 643 581 849
Request
Student Ensuring the 356
service S2 | autonomy of student 634 649 | .826 | °
activities
g | Respect for student 471 578 | .831
activities
g | Career counseling 462 553 | 832
services
1 Diversity education 749 706 803
program
Educational P3 prof§551onahsm 701 710 749 840
program education programs
) Flexibility and.fldehty 595 639 785
of education
R5 Excellent educational 633 | 685 793
program
R4 Enter and co_ntnbuﬂon 579 | 595 753
of society
Reputation | R3 | xcellence of the 543 | 589 | 742 | 785
curriculum
Effective Composition
R2 of Facilities for 529 | 579 766
Classes
R1 Professional image 447 | 525 743
Eigen-value 5.165 | 5.143 | 3.769 | 3.048 | 2.746 | 2.429
Variance explanation 14.347 | 14.287 | 10469 | 8.467 | 7.627 | 6.746
power(%)

KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkim) : .940
Bartlett’s test: 6363.198(p=.000)
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3.3 A=EA

SAH| A XN Y3 ARE AT
ko] A 1A A=A (Keep up the good work), #|2AHEH-S HF(Concentrate here), #|3AFEHL §-44=
71 %v:(Low priority), A4EH-& 7l (Possible overkil) 2 3o A7} A% Qo] dHo] AHE A|F3}o]
Sy

r—{m
rlo

4. ASeA

WwEAH|2FA 3 Y Ak FRE-TFEY] A Fake FEHFT 4.248% tF-E &
ol tizte] Fasiths A4S 6}1 9}3&1, A gol

o7 WA (4.329), WFH(4.327), BEH4.242), A
ol

H2(4.203), H8AA(4.196), wFZ2I9(4.193) L7 Yepston] wg3la w7 o] Pkt Tk Q14
o] &/ Yehkt). wro] ﬁﬁuTL 3.709% TR&= o] BE 247t frouldh zfe]7t o, AlFAow
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Table 5. Importance—Satisfaction Analysis of Student Characteristics on Admission Type

Factor Category Importance Satisfaction Implortan?e— . o
M SD M SD Satisfaction
Rolling admission 4.295 0.522 3.674 0.621 0.621 8.934 | 0.000
Professor Regular admission | 4.334 0.491 3.879 0.594 0.456 7.621 | 0.000
An incumbent 4490 | 0.515 | 4.380 | 0.560 0.109 1.816 | 0.074
Foreign 4.190 | 0.607 | 4.040 | 0.625 0.150 3.688 | 0.000
Rolling admission 4402 | 0597 | 3.642 | 0.707 0.760 9.183 | 0.000
Educational Regular admission | 4.277 | 0.625 | 3.700 | 0.651 0.577 7.253 | 0.000
environment An incumbent 4.341 0.571 3.896 | 0.695 0.445 5.569 | 0.000
Foreign 4.296 | 0.607 | 4.054 | 0.596 0.242 4.611 | 0.000
Rolling admission 4.224 | 0.563 3.400 | 0.663 0.824 9.482 | 0.000
. Regular admission | 4.220 | 0.588 | 3.390 | 0.595 0.830 11.294 | 0.000
Reputation -
An incumbent 4.300 | 0.627 3.881 0.648 0.419 5.154 | 0.000
Foreign 4.226 | 0.660 | 3.831 | 0.590 0.394 6.790 | 0.000
Rolling admission 4.171 0.604 3.048 | 0.802 1.124 9.471 | 0.000
Administrative | Regular admission | 4.204 0.642 3.117 0.844 1.087 9.870 | 0.000
support An incumbent 4.179 | 0.750 | 3.775 | 0.779 0.404 3.829 | 0.000
Foreign 4.229 | 0.619 | 3.811 | 0.645 0.418 6.861 | 0.000
Rolling admission 4,116 | 0.610 | 3.527 | 0.696 0.589 6.083 | 0.000
Student Regular admission | 4.208 | 0.636 | 3.542 | 0.685 0.667 8.760 | 0.000
service An incumbent 4.240 | 0.714 | 3.974 | 0.716 0.266 3.176 | 0.002
Foreign 4.248 | 0.653 3.775 | 0.714 0.474 6.895 | 0.000
Rolling admission 4,076 | 0.722 | 3.498 | 0.665 0.578 5.627 | 0.000
Educational Regular admission | 4.250 | 0.654 | 3.503 | 0.821 0.747 7.801 | 0.000
program An incumbent 4.281 0.742 | 3.917 | 0.797 0.365 3.826 | 0.000
Foreign 4.164 | 0.777 | 3.772 | 0.733 0.392 6.941 | 0.000
A Qetdel He BgANAELY) Fare MER B4 2% $ARge 1887, 250 4
FYGoR Aol WK PROE TP, FYMH, WELZ Y, BYAY, BB A &9 Jgoz 2
FHIL FA e ool alow vehtA] edth(Figure 2 Ref.) AA YL w3l F417F 2o
Qgofol, BT WELR AL FFY 02 AHo] WraH, APA AT AL e A ¢9] ooz,
e ielodele) e R9lo] XA skeh (Figure 3 Ref) AZHAe] 44 M4, L4874, B, L4 w23
& A7) Aad ool s, AHA Qe Hdele AgHE aslow Yeon], the AEde A
T g Aol aQloll= A ekt (Figure 4 Ref.) 9= F3t8L FAQG R e ol ym#| BF7}
Ao B Qoo 247k LA etk Figure 5 Ref) 0|5 2ol I3t 498 WAAMAFA F8
Eoh wEwsh thel e QAR EO) e SISl maAul s Ak mastelok sk
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