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ABSTRACT

In this study, the service qualities of the Customer Broker were identified by the
survey of its employees and customers. Also, the difference of service qualities was
measured by the viewpoints of employees and customers. The [PA(the
Importance-Performance Analysis) and the Conjoint analysis were introduced. As a result,
the service qualities of “Employees who are trustworthy”, “Could help to take credits’,
and “Employees’ prestige” are found to fall on the quadrant 11 (Keep up the good work).
Other attributes were found on the Quadrant | (Concentrate here). As considered budgets,
the “Fair transactions fee”, “With the ability to handle the accidental situation”, and “Help
to fill emergency orders’ should be improved in the first priority. Furthermore, the total
utility value of preferred brokers is 5.15. The most important factor is the “transaction
fees’, however the number time of communication” is the least important factor in service
qualities.
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1. ( 1.73(0.51) 2.17(0.65)
2. 1.79(0.36) 2.26(0.27)
3. 2.10(0.45) 2.30(0.24)
4. 1.51(0.30) 2.20(0.36)
5. 1.45(0.25) 2.27(0.41)
6. 1.26(0.20) 2.17(0.33)
7. 1.21(0.17) 2.15(0.40)
8. 1.19(0.20) 1.65(0.30)
9. 1.67(0.42) 1.99(0.42)
10. 1.40(0.29) 2.17(0.33)
11. 1.77(0.32) 2.20(0.38)
12. 1.95(0.50) 2.36(0.47)
13. 1.30(0.21) 1.96(0.42)
14. 1.49(0.30) 2.01(0.47)
15. 1.45(0.32) 2.04(0.44)
16. 1.82(0.37) 2.48(0.52)
17. 2.02(0.48) 2.52(0.59)
18. 1.69(0.39) 2.27(0.54)
19. 1.70(0.33) 2.11(0.41)
20. 1.31(0.24) 2.07(0.40)
21. 1.37(0.26) 1.87(0.26)
22. 1.31(0.22) 2.17(0.53)
Vijays & Bush, 1998
“ " 3
()
() “ v v
" 3

IPA

259



260

(

NNNRERRRRRRERERR R
NP O®OV®NO~wDNREO

© O N OAM®ODNPRE

2.02(0.67)
1.54(0.41)
1.46(0.36)
1.32(0.26)
1.31(0.26)
1.23(0.20)
1.24(0.23)
1.18(0.19)
1.39(0.34)
1.50(0.36)
1.51(0.35)
1.81(0.61)
1.26(0.21)
1.41(0.36)
1.56(0.39)
1.94(0.78)
1.97(0.62)
1.76(0.53)
1.66(0.49)
1.39(0.26)
1.35(0.25)
1.33(0.23)

2.58(0.65)
2.17(0.46)
2.53(0.51)
2.10(0.50)
2.12(0.53)
2.10(0.59)
2.12(0.53)
1.99(0.39)
2.39(0.54)
2.28(0.46)
2.24(0.47)
2.44(0.51)
2.29(0.51)
2.25(0.55)
2.28(0.54)
2.56(0.55)
2.63(0.57)
2.47(0.72)
2.41(0.65)
1.96(0.57)
1.93(0.43)
2.04(0.59)




IPA

261



262

5
t

1 ( ) 0.37 -0.42

2. -0.10 -1.23

3. 0.23 3.35**

4. -0.12 -1.26

5. -0.16 -1.64

6. -0.08 -0.81

7. ( ) -0.05 0.33
10. 0.11 1.41
11. 0.04 0.43
12. 0.09 0.95
13. 0.33 3.82%*
14. 0.23 2.63**
15. 0.23 2.85%*
16. 0.08 0.90
17. 0.11 1.11
18. 0.19 2.02%*
19. 0.30 3.43**
22. -0.13 -1.37
**p 01 % 0.01
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