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An Empirical Study on Evaluation for Administrative
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Abstract

As the service quality has been reconsidered in public sector as well as private enterprises, the
need for public sectors to adopt principle and practices of private sectors is concerned with
customer—focused approach. the different business culture of public service organizations makes it
difficult to improve service quality. Also, Since concept of service contains intangibility,
heterogeneity, Simultaneousness and perishability, it makes peoples more difficult to measure
service quality. Therefore, this study proposes synthetic Administrative Service Quality
Index(ASQI) using fuzzy set theory and analytic hierarchy process to evaluate the service quality
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in subjective environment. In ASQI model, Fuzzy set theory helps to measure the ambiguity of

concepts that are relative to human being’s subjective judgement. Also, this study utilizes AHP

method to evaluate the preference weights of service quality dimensions(tangibility, reliability,

responsiveness, assurance, empathy) for customers.
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Table 3. Administrative service quality dimensions by researchers
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Table 6. Customer information of district office A

ATH = H1=(%)
67hHazt 11(27.5%)
67igdo|Ak-1Aojgk 5(12.5%)
e 10 A-3Ln|et 3(7.5%)
op) 3dojA-BAnEt 8(20%)
= BiojA-7n Bt 11(27.5%)
7 H0jA-10AD Rt 2(5%)
100} 0(0%)
g A 40(100%)
714 0(0%)
13| 21(52.5%)
euis 23] 7(17.5%)
G 33 3(7.5%)
43 2(5%)
53olat 7(17.5%)
ER 40(100%)
g = 13(32.5%)
== ol 27(67.5%)
B 40(100%)
20405t 1(2.5%)
21A4F304] 5(12.5%)
s 31AH40A| 17(42.5%)
=< A1MFB0M| 10(25%)
51460 5(12.5%)
614t 2(5%)
B 40(100%)
1Zofst 9(22.5%)
&= CHSHEZOH) RHE 1(2.5%)
o & 29(72.5%)
ChstelE 1(2.5%)
ER 40(100%)
150202t 3(7.5%)
= e 1502 k=I0A-3002kI0]at 15(37.5%)
= 3002kl0[A-450ak2in|at 15(37.5%)
4502kl0jAt 7(17.5%)
g A 40(100%)
e N 18(45%)
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Xjede] 5(12.5%) 3t Al 61(100%)

n2E| 2(6%) 1502ki0[at 17(28%)

e 7(17.5%) b 1502k |A-3008 k0 19(31%)

=Y 1(2.5%) s 3002kl jA-4508keln gt 19(31%)

7Iet 7(17.5%) 4502kl0jAt 6(10%)

il 40(100%) | 61(100%)

siAel 25(41%)
i ) i Xpied 5(8%)
TAo] AERFE 13(57%)7F 7P B Ao = v ot x| 12(20%)
Wk SuAe] AMEEE ool AAGHAY 12%8 A e 9(15%)
. et By 6(10%)
ARG, e 28%F AAshE Aom ekt $urt il (%
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Table 7. Customer information of district office B

BT = HIZ(%)
67Hojgt 12(20%)
67HoAk-1nat 8(13%)
Sy THojAk-3Hm [t 10(16%)
St 3udofAk-Bidojgt 17(28%)
= BidofA-7idn|gt 9(15%)
7id0AR-10AD R 3(5%)
1004k 2(3%)
ER 61(100%)
7184 1(2%)
13| 35(57%)
eats 23| 15(25%)
315 33 6(10%)
43 3(5%)
bajofAt 1(2%)
B 61(100%)
st A 17(28%)
= oA 44(72%)
ERl 61(100%)
204olst 1(2%)
214304 23(38%)
ot 31A4H40A] 20(33%)
=e A1MHB0A 10(16%)
51460 7(11%)
6140At 0(0%)
ERl 61(100%)
TZolst 7(11%)
o ChEH(EE ) RHEH 9(15%)
o tHE 37(61%)
ChetIE 8(13%)

npxeko 2 0] ASdlE S8Rt AF7Izke] 5do]
Z-Tdunto] SRl AA|Q] 28%2 AA|ohE Ao & Vel
3, O ggogE 3dold-5dnlito] AAQ) 21%E A=A 8}
E 3R YRt
T4 iHRSIFE 13)(37%) 7 7P Be Ae® Ve
Yt Sk AEEEE o] AASHAL] T2%E A
A3, AL 28% 5 AAFhe Aoz Yedt A
o ARRBIEZE 314504 ALol(70%) 7} 7V B Zo =
, FEFEL UEo] HAY 63%E AXshe
2 Uehgn, 997345 1508H-4507H Ato]7} A o]
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Table 8. Customer information of district office C

cTE 72 "I (%)
67ojat 5(12%)
67olAk- 1ot 6(14%)
-~ HojA-30[at 5(12%)
7; 3dojak-BAngt 9(21%)
= BLA0 AT AR 12(28%)
7iH0jA-10AD Rt 3(7%)
1054014+ 3(7%)
g A 43(100%)
7184 0(0%)
13| 16(37%)
guis 23 10(23%)
35 33 8(19%)
43| 2(5%)
53(0}At 7(16%)
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3t Al 43(100%)
st =M 12(28%)
== ofM 31(72%)
3t A 43(100%)
20AM0[5t 0(0%)
214304 7(16%)
ot 31A-40A| 15(35%)
=< A1MFB0A| 15(35%)
51460 5(12%)
6140t 1(2%)
A 43(100%)
TZo|st 12(28%)
o CHet (2o Khet 4(9%)
o thE 27(63%)
CHEtiE 0(0%)
3t 7| 43(100%)
1608keio|gt 4(9%)
gy 1502kl0A-3002 oot 16(37%)
s 30020 Ak-4500kojok 21(49%)
4502k2lofAat 2(5%)
3t A 43(100%)
N 12(28%)
AEA 7(16%)
ol HEE| 3(7%)
F5 16(37%)
Sk 1(2%)
7|et 4(9%)
3t A 43(100%)

A, B, CTHE 30
slo] B Aol Aeter dar
<= o

(E 9= A B, CTHEo tig 1A EC] PPAMH~F
AE 7t AR AIRPIAF B) & AR |
231 Azjo|r},

ZAF(ASQIAIF) & 1HET]
ZE5E 0|83 =% A

o

9. A B C THe| MAH|IAZR Z5uiso]| Clish AZImHR =
Table 9. Administrative service quality variables” TFN by
district office A,B,C

A B C

vl (3.10, 5.10, 6.85)  (2.92, 4.95, 6.6)  (3.77, 5.77, 7.44)
V2 (3.30, 5.30, 7.10)  (3.48, 5.48, 7.08)  (4.05, 6.05, 7.49)
V3 (2.00, 4.00, 5.90) (3.08, 5.08, 6.82)  (4.37, 6.37, 7.63)
V4 (1.85, 3.85, 5.80)  (3.05, 5.05, 6.82) (3.81, 5.81, 7.53)
vb (8.15, 5.15, 6.95)  (3.51, 5.51, 7.18)  (3.77, 6.77, 7.40)

Al (268 4.68 652 (3.21,5.21,6.90) (3.95 5.95, 7.50)

V6 (3.40, 5.40, 7.10)  (3.38,5.38, 6.98)  (4.28, 6.28, 7.72)
v7 (3.45, 5.45, 7.10)  (3.48, 5.48, 7.11)  (4.37, 6.37, 7.67)
v8 (3.40, 5.40, 7.10) (351, 5.51, 7.15)  (4.14, 6.14, 7.67)
Vo (3.20, 5.20, 6.95)  (3.61, 5.61, 7.18)  (3.95, 5.95, 7.44)
vi0  (3.35 56.35 7.10) (3.34,5.34, 7.11)  (4.09, 6.09, 7.63)

A% (336,536 7.07) (346,646 7.11) (4.17, 6.17, 7.63)

V11 (8.45, 5.45, 7.10)  (3.70, 5.70, 7.21)  (4.19, 6.19, 7.58)
v12 (340, 540, 7.10) (3.57, 5,57, 7.21)  (4.14, 6.14, 7.67)
vi3  (3.65, 5.65, 7.25) (3.48,5.48, 7.11) (4.00, 6.00, 7.63)

A% (350,550, 7.16) (3.58, 5.58, 7.18) (4.1, 6.1, 7.63)

vi4  (2.85, 4.80, 6.55) (3.34,5.34, 6.95) (3.58, 5.95, 7.49)
vi6  (3.25,5.20, 6.95) (3.28,5.28,6.92) (3.95 5.95, 7.49)
vie  (2.85, 4.85 6.70) (3.41, 5.41, 7.06) (3.86, 5.86, 7.44)
vl7 ~ (2.80, 4.80, 6.70) (3.54, 5.54, 7.06)  (3.44, 5.44, 7.26)
vi8  (3.10, 5.10, 6.90) (3.44, 5.44, 7.08) (3.86, 5.86, 7.58)
v19  (2.85 4.85 6.75) (3.67, 5.67, 7.18) (3.67, 5.67, 7.26)
v20 (2,55, 4.45,6.30) (3.48,5.48, 7.08) (3.26, 5.26, 7.07)

A (289, 486, 669 (345 6545 7.04) (3.66,5.71, 7.37)

v21 (3.20, 5.20, 6.90)  (3.77, 5.77, 7.28)  (4.28, 6.28, 7.77)
v22  (3.00, 5.00, 6.80) (3.67, 5.67, 7.38)  (4.00, 6.00, 7.72)
v23  (2.70, 4.65, 6.50) (3.57, 5.57, 7.25)  (3.81, 5.81, 7.49)

A® (297,495 673 (3.67,5.67, 7.30) (4.03, 6.03, 7.66)

A, B, CTFAHE e N (ad) &9 PPAH|AF

2 Eﬂﬂ&tﬂ— o et F9 = (weight)= (& 10)7 2th. 3
A=A HrkeRls F U Ee] 7 Fed Frt

= ﬁ?l% -34(0.29D)Q1 Aoz Yelda, I thge R

Eﬁﬂ*é(O.ZSS) Q’é (0.153), +%474(0.148), 344
(0.125) &A% ez yelyltt, &, 1ddEL A&

27129) vlgel YA ~FD QoiA 71 7 Bohe)

£ Aoz et
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E 10. AHIAZE X2 7ESR|(Weights)
Table 10. The Weights by administrative service quality
dimension

Data Matrix 71=x|
SEM Mz oigM =AM Zzy  (Weights)

784 1.0000 0.5083 0.4986 0.9349 1.2810 0.148
AlZM 1.9674 1.0000 0.9809 1.6713 2.3944 0.283
ChsAd 2.0058 1.0195 1.0000 2.0329 2.1745  0.291
MM 1.0697 0.5983 0.4919 1.0000 1.1421 0.153
344 0.7807 0.4176 0.4599 0.8756 1.0000 0.125

Amax = 9-007, Consistency Index = 0.0018,
Consistency Ratio = 0.1604%

(F 1D (F 99 Pgru=Fd Frhased dg
AAAAFE HAE ghos &%I} 435 (F 10yelA
AeE PRI =FE HrreEd g SeECksA)E
olgsto] FFAEE A B, C7e A~
(ASQD eItk A&l 2418 3R] 7491 A, B, CTHE
SOl A =FdA7E 7P B4 97k 7L C7A
(73.89)%1 A& Yega 1 tFoZe B7H(67.62),
ATH(63.00) =% Ae® JEETH Y3, 4 #x).

FAAF

11, A, B C 78| dgnplatisol et vlmixisiZint ASQ

Table 11. defuzzy value and ASQ of administrative
service quality by district office A,B,C
VC;TLé weights  ASQl No;\rgaglzed
REM 464 0.148
A= 529 0.283
A | =8 547 0.153 5.04 63.00
3N 4.83 0.125
osd  4.90 0.291
7EM 513 0.148
A= 537 0.283
B | &M 548 0.153 5.41 67.62
S 535 0.125
th3d 558 0.291
7Y 584 0.148
AEM - 6.04 0.283
C |&ad 599 0.153 591 73.89
344 560 0.125
8 592 0.291

7.000

6.000 +

s57% ; 3
5508 W 5578

5.000
540 .

4.000

3.000

2,000 —s—wieights

1.000

0.000 e o : -

021 3. A, B, C F&9| SiMMH|ARLQIH defuzzy value
2! \weights 2%
Fig 3. Defuzzy value and weights of administrative
service quality Dim. by district office A,BC
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Fig 4. The ASQl by district office A,B,C
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