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[Abstract]

In spite of various studies on the service quality of customer center, the previous studies are mainly
focused on the studies on the relationship between customer satisfaction and loyalty, rather than on the
evaluation model of service quality. In this study, we reviewed the service quality of customer center
factors discussed in previous studies and developed a hierarchical model for measuring customer service
quality based on Brady and Cronin's (2001) model. The first level consists of interaction (process)
quality, physical environment (system) quality, and outcome quality, and the second level consists of
kindness, positiveness, professionalism, systematic, convenience, accessibility, accuracy, promptness, and
reliability. In addition, based on the developed hierarchical model, the priority of each factor that
customer center users consider important is analyzed by AHP methodology. As a result, the interaction
quality was important in the first level, and professionalism, kindness, and accuracy were important in
the second level. Such a study can be a guideline for establishing a standard for evaluating the service

quality of customer center or for managing more importantly in practice.
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Fig. 1. AHP Framework for evaluating of
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Table 4. Level 1(weight & Priority)

Goal Factors Weight Priority
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Field Factors Weight Priority
Interacti Kindness 0.384 2
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Table 6. Level 2 : Physical Environment Quality (weight
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Field Factors Weight Priority
Physical Systematic 0.233 3
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Table 7. Level 2 : Outcome Quality (weight & Priority)

Field Factors Weight Priority
Accuracy 0.445 1
Outcome
Quality Promptness 0.257 3
Responsibility 0.298 2
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Table 8. Importance of the evaluation Factors

Level 1 Level 2 Weight Priority
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