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ABSTRACT

Today, high-speed rail is gradually increasing in importance as an eco-friendly means of transportation responsible for the movement
of people between regions. In the past, problems of inefficiency continued due to monopolistic operation of the railway industry, and
with the introduction of a public enterprise competition system, KTX and SRT operating organizations are making efforts to expand
service quantity and improve quality. However, the high-speed rail service quality evaluation was limited to modifying and supplementing
indicators from the operator's perspective suitable for past quality evaluations, and the evaluation target or method was not specific.
Therefore, in this study, we developed a hierarchical model to measure high-speed rail customer service quality based on the model of
Brady and Cronin(2001) and applied the analytical hierarchical decision-making method(AHP) to derive the priorities of Korea's
high-speed rail competitiveness factors. Based on the results, it is believed that introducing reasonable and standardized service quality
indicators will contribute to establishing a marketing strategy to improve the customer service competitiveness of high-speed rail operators.
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Fig. 1. AHP Framework for Evaluating of Service Quality in High Speed Railway
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Table 1. Evaluation Factors and Contents

Level 1 Level 2 Contents
) Staff Kindness Friendly attitude and politeness of the staff
Inée;;ci?}(/m Staff Active Response Immediate response to my requests
Staff Professionalism Respond with accurate knowledge and information

Train cabin Comfort

The train cabin environment is clean and the seats are comfortable.

Physical Environment

Quality Station Accessibility Convenient travel routes and a variety of transfer connections
Ease of Ticketing Convenience of ticket reservation and issuance
On-Time Operation Be punctual and running on time
Outcome o .
Quality Adequacy of Rate Reasonability of fees compared to services
ali
Safety and Security Travel safely to your destination

4. IAHT MEAZN0 LI AHP 241 2}

4.1 MIAS H7k5He| 715X E2%

E IFE 3 Feg3k SAE wHe SPSS Statistics 267}
Microsoft Excel 3658 83191, 524 0.058 7|50
EAA frold oR-E Adsisith

AERTFE dPde = sle] Je At Afss e
AHP £4-& AAJsE 3} U3 v]S(Consistency Ratio, C.R.)
0.064= 71|21 0.1 WRte]Sint. 5 SHAke] Hej&do) gk
HE o] itk Ao g E 4 ik

wfeb] AHP 2418 53)) Table 29] =34 715 Al#4o]
= o2 el ¢ Qlan, Auisy iR 7leXE SISk
1 A3} AIEES] 7 APE 0527 7P 9L, the o B B
A 3H3E40] 0.2530]900H, FeeEo] 0.2200.F 71
= AH|SE MeiskEt] glo] AEde] 7V sa%t
ZO0F B 7 Il Ugo 2 BEfr] EEH, JsAEEd w02
TOET} B2 AoE ¥ =

oft

o

]

facs

ES
42 MRAIS TWISMo| T7IEK| ST

oo uaHE Hesyel JEASEY, BeE BHEL
ATREDS TSRS YR AHP B4E AE Ak JERE

Table 2. Level 1 Customer Service Quality Evaluation Factors
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Table 3. Level 2 Interaction Quality (Weight & Priority & CR)

. . Consistency
Category Factors Weight | Priority Ratio
Staff Kindness 0.174 3
Interaction| Staff Active Response | 0.458 0.014
Quality | Staff Professionalism | 0.368 2
Total 1

Table 4. Level 2 Physical Environment Quality (Weight & Priority &

CR)
Catego Factors Weight | Priori Consistency
oy & vy Ratio
. Train cabin Comfort 0.165 3
Physical - P
Environment Station Accessibility | 0.650 0,082
Quali Ease of Ticketing 0.185 2 '
v Total 1

(Weight & Priority & CR) Table 5. Level 2 Outcome Quality (Weight & Priority & CR)
. . Consistency . . .. | Consistency
Category Weight | Priority Ratio Category Factors Weight | Priority Ratio
Interaction Quality 0.220 3 On-Time Operation 0.298 2
- - - Outcome | Adequacy of Rate 0.283 3
. . . . .014
Physical Environment Quality 0.253 2 0.064 Quality | Safety and Security 0419 1 0.0
Outcome Quality 0.527 1 Total 1
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Table 6. Importance of the Evaluation Factors
Total
Category Weight Priority Factors - —
Weight Priority
Staff Kindness 0.038 9
Interac.tion 0220 3 Staff Active }.Qesp(.)nse 0.101 5
Quality Staff Professionalism 0.081 6
Total 0.220
Train cabin Comfort 0.042 8
Physical Environment 0253 ) Station ACCeSSibility 0.164
Quality ' Ease of Ticketing 0.047 7
Total 0.253
On-Time Operation 0.157 3
Outcome 0.527 . Adequacy of Rate 0.149
Quality ' Safety and Security 0.221
Total 0.527
Consistency Ratio:
Interaction Quality=0.014
Physical Environment Quality=0.082
Outcome Quality=0.014
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