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Abstract

This study takes Company Y, an international education and training company, as the research ob-
ject. Based on the CCSI model, a customer satisfaction evaluation system is constructed. Data is
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collected through questionnaires, and the structural equation model is used for empirical analysis.
The influencing factors are analyzed using SPSS 25.0 and Amos software, and then strategies for
improvement are proposed based on the analysis results. The research finds that perceived quality,
brand image, expected quality, and perceived value have a positive impact on customer satisfaction,
with perceived quality having the greatest influence. Accordingly, strategies such as shaping the
brand image and improving business levels are proposed, providing a reference for international
education and training institutions to enhance customer satisfaction.
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2. HRGRIR
2.1 HihEFPHEEAZEWHRIIR

IR A R I R P R R SR T AL . Kurdi KI5 5 TR H8), SRR 0 T TR =%,
R R A R [ FEMA[1]. Sao Mai DAM F 783 B IR 35 J52 5 Rl il U S RE A AL E 2 P o 8 P24
T, BETTRZ MR B [2] . (VT S B RN O E A TR, A B b AR S O Ex
WM R R3] PO LA DR FUJG T, E 2R PR A SR RO 25 75 2 2 R B ) — K i L
[4]0 FUREEE I VA R BE V8 ROOUEA] 7 B AR PR R 55 2R 1R S ARt RO, 318 Hh il S AR A R LA i
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V75 3% [ 2 K 2 7 W e FE DN VPR U380 i . Fornell 7E SCSB &4l 157 ACSI B2, &
JEEC PN AE BRI R IR 5% R ST R R S B R, DALl B e B BRI R Ak U 7% [6]. 2001
A, JRE PR R IO SR FIE R T CCSI AR, S rh [ AL 7S . HEFRAEXT EE ECSI
A1 CCSI Y, g T 108 ey 77 il 2 B2 B HY B [7] o AR AL T- CCSI AL ) LK E SREE ML AL i 2 2 T 4
FREA[8]. Bl 2 e A IS B 0 AR FEBCTE RO, S SRS TR T 7 ot 2 15 JROxe it i L DM R R RS R [ 9]« BRI 3t T IR
KOO TE AR A A AR IR RS S BCSS APP T P il 5 Rl R 3R 1 )2 06 &R [10]
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2.3. BT HBERFTIR
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S R 3% FH T b B )1 = RE[15]

3.Y REBFPHEEIR S
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Table 1. Company Y customer satisfaction evaluation system indicators
# LY RRBFHEENTARIERR

B s UL AL IR S
T o2 F] RS TE R BV Iﬁﬁ&wnnq@@%ﬁ%i
S ] 7 2R A (A GEEVEELEY AT TIERD
XA 58 R B AR TN W EOK A BRZE 3 (2024) [17]
TG & EQ EQ2 AT, FTARA R Z /KT i T FIES LA EEESEETE Y &
EQ3 AT, XA 7 BRI B TN RLRR
PQL X 24 &) Jil i 22 I (4 B ) Vg e JIR 45 1) B2 2 o [ 2 7 % 4 0 e B

I E PQ

PQ2 KA AIFHR B, SALKT . HREIET ok RIS A LA
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Figure 1. Company Y customer satisfaction model
E LY EREFHEEERE

5. Y AREFHREESESRS S

AR IES )5 A A 2% W 45T 6 S BT, REE Y AR A RKEE, BIEWEZR KX
N FRAS R T T SRR SR B . T BRI 2 330 4, ONRRER B R, W AT BT ISR B 1 R 3
BEAT TN, BIBR T o 8 4, BIUIAS A BeEA HEEEIN NG, &%, FEAREAR
322 iy, ARG FISCRIE 97.6%, H HAEAE R 22 AN B 10 £ E H/NT 500 4, fF&45
P FEAS R REA B I ER,  [RI oA J5 SR80 i B it T mT S (9 37

EREERIIES, RENSHERER 1=FFEARE, 2= AAXE, 3=LEAE, 4=F&, 5=
e[S A=

5.1. BRI

BT, AR Y A F R LAY (R R PG i 4 R n] DU, B A AR B I AE A A UK,
RZ X RBIE S, BURRE . BEITE . BAME . %l AN R A SN T T AR A AT
Bim. BAMKRE, MM RIIIMERIK(2.042), KEEE XY AFFGEIERIEFE N, $HY AF
FE SR RN BE . SRS )55 7 T C & YRS TR & P VT, SR T FUAE R T T T A 5
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PRI R 45 o B R AR AR 25 N (L R VAN, IX BT RE MRS Y A RITE RS UIRAE AN 4 3 AR 25 5 T EUAS T
BRI ZINE .

ERERERE, SE5WRRMPREZED MB35, WE 1.097 £ 1.141 Z (8], SR R bR 2
e (1.141), ULEAR R SRR ST T G AL — B £ R, 1K AT BB R AN [F) 2 A0 R A
JE © SRVE A AN - 10 %5 P RS bR v 22 B A6(1.097), BEIAZE & S HERE Y A R GE S Y AR 51 ,
A TEAN B, XERUY ARER P LW R R, WA TR R A RTRIRRSE SR,
2 FiR.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of sample variables
2. AT EHRA MG

mER BHRE BRAE BENE FOWE RS

FEAHL 322 322 322 322 322 322

FHIME 2.042 2.059 2.080 2.083 2.066 2.065

P22 1.141 1.108 1.109 1.139 1.112 1.097
5E RSN R (BURBMRE)  0.35(*%)  0.42(***) 0.58(***) 0.55(***) - 0.62(***)
of 7 I T FE 1R TR (b A [R1 U 2 40 0.15 0.20 0.30 0.25 - 0.40

T **RIRAE 0.01 P (OO E R ZE AR +*3Ro=AE 0.001 /K- (OO & 2 AR 5% o

IR AR AR DR 2R i i P PR R DR A B (B R A 5% 2R ) A BRI L P T R (o
IR E R H), %o S RS R 36 ARG B R EATHE T o 45 R, &P RB0S 2 3 R P I DT R B o K (B
HEALIRIH R ECH 0.40), UiHI% T —HXE Y ARPAERW, XK SRRHIRTIE PR ORI
R (TTERE Y 0.30), LB AIIRSS BRI & il e IR R . £ Y AFKEELRES, &FOE
550 F) 28 EL AR R RS2 B KB ) 2 VA B AR 5 THE TR SR BV L AR IR R K T STy
T, S ELEERE M AT TN 2 B B3 R BE VAN o IR A RES RRER IR TR AR &, ToRE R N
B FE B TR AL RS (K ORI o BN B (TR FE A 0.25) R TIUIA o 2 (T k5 Ay 0.20) th e 75 i 5 Jo A A 22
SN o AN, b BT GO 20 7 1 i L ) DR FE A BN (TR 0.15) 0 BRARAE % BRI A B
EXIFAEIRE CIIE R DB RN X AR AR, SRS, P
Jim, RRAE R LR R R . RIS RN N R S ST AR L BT, AR SS
JREAMHARKAFAR LGOS, A B TRT & R

AT S, BRI a REIR Y 7 AE TR QAR & R E 7 TS TR R

BV, BRI RK, Y AR R LU D5k i AR B, DAL LA 2 0 R ) i
G A, AT R A e AR S6 A HR 55 4 RS- T B P IR IR R, AN T 3E — 25 8 i ) i i JEE AT
BV -

5.2. [REMME S

5.2.1. (SES#Hh

B R A A (1 77 vo6) ) — %ot R BB ST AT IR, AT TS R — B R . AR I i A5 15
JEE R F B YR RN PN 35— BIOPE A5 B W b 7 ¥ o A8 SIUERE 7835049 32 2 LA Cronbach’s a RECR I B3R KIS,
Cronbach’s a Z¥UNT 0.7 A H 5 B 4KH 55 2% CITC /NF 0.5 (I SO B, 15 1E 1248 2 (1K) ) B 7t
T, AAFEWEE 3 Fis.
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Table 3. Reliability coefficient value analysis

# 3. FERRESH

A JE I CITC #3015 ) Cronbach’s o Alpha &%

IM1 0.820 0.876

mETE S IM IM2 0.805 0.889 0.912
IM3 0.845 0.855
EQ1 0.656 0.811

T iR EQ EQ2 0.739 0.730 0.835
EQ3 0.701 0.768
PQ1 0.727 0.851
PQ2 0.635 0.866

AT & PQ PQ3 0677 0859 0.879
PQ4 0.701 0.855
PQ5 0.671 0.861
PQ6 0.709 0.854
PV1 0.813 0.894

EAME PV PV2 0.844 0.869 0.916
PV3 0.836 0.875
cs1 0.692 0.759
X Cs2 0.646 0.781

&= CS 0.824
CS3 0.605 0.797
CS4 0.655 0.774
cL1 0.739 0.772

7% R CL CL2 0.672 0.834 0.849
CcL3 0.746 0.761

5.2.2. MEZHh

(1) HRWERTF

AN 1) 4 FIE5 AU R AR R AR T M (EFA)REAT 55— 2B A 56, dn SR 44745 8 10 0 F 8] - 3 vy o
KT 0.6, XK FEAEE 0.4 LR, WYCNZIEE ML RGVID RS E. T2, &
BGHREA AT KMO Ao B AR ER ARS8, 47 KMO KT 0.7, Bartlett FIBRIE A6 /N T 0.05 7K
R, CAREARBE E S TR T8, HARE LR 4.

Table 4. KMO test and Bartlett’s test of sphericity
= 4. KMO #3850 Bartlett BTk QL8

KMO HUFfi&E b 1t E 4 0.889

EALRTT 4047.642

Bartlett [rIERAE B H 231.000
BEM 0.000

WRIGWCERRI B, BATR Y A= % R AT TIRR LR T T (EFA),  LORAITE LRI 454
AN ERGHR L HHIC R LUR R BT R B 4
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KMO {4 0.889, X —&5 REMHFHE G HATHF 4. — Mk, KMO fE1E 0.6 LA F3R B IE
BT F 20T, 17 0.889 [HELIZE Ry Fax —AnifE, o AR 1) RAFIE N, Bk AR R AF AR R )
FEME, BHRITHRIAT. HIK, Bartlett BREFERIG M4 R R, TR 7E AN 4047.642, FH HE ()N
231, REME p 54 0.000. p {HIE/NT 0.05, FRIAR T 2 [AIAFE W35 A, 3 —0 SCRpilt AT IR 740 it
G . X EWERA T DR AT B AR R, Fl RS AR, 25 BTk, 2T KMO
F Bartlett Kr 30145 4, ARUIRRMEE F M 2 A 2.

(2) BAEYER-F o

B AUE M H 72 T (CFA) # T VP4l 2= v R i R AU A0 IR AR 2 2 (R R 5 &R, JERRIABE B A &K
PE, SRR AR KR SR I UE 7 A7 1) 5 B SRS M R D, BE NG R RSB RIN NCR, &
R AR R LR BRS80Sk E RS .

A8 T 58 E 14 PR B 3R A R ) PR - A & (Factor loading) . 78 & 1) 2H B A5 B2 (Compo-
nent reliability). AVE {8, K FIBi20% /& 75 & ko 8 F 6t b AR S A6 UE 1 R 140 BT 2 Wi &5 SR e
5 7R e

Table 5. Convergent validity
5. WS

Galia] BT FrE R 25 4747 CR AVE
IM1 0.872

IM IM2 0.861 0.913 0.777
IM3 0.911
EQ1 0.725

EQ EQ2 0.87 0.838 0.634
EQ3 0.786
PQ1 0.793
PQ2 0.683
PQ3 0.733

PQ 0.88 0.551
PQ4 0.752
PQ5 0.729
PQ6 0.758
PV1 0.861

PV PV2 0.905 0.916 0.785
PV3 0.892
cs1 0.775
CS2 0.741

CS 0.827 0.544
Cs3 0.683
Cs4 0.749
cL1 0.832

CL CL2 0.756 0.853 0.659
CL3 0.845
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THEHE.

HHE

LU AR, SEM BRI B A A MR I 2 Horh, I B AR R AT

BAER T HroR BRI B Fe bR 5 BB Z RO R, AR AU 8L SEM #4270 R JE I
BREMFERRR, FREMMERE. MORSER SEM, THEERABKAMGTHE, ARIEAHE TR oe
o, MESHITIEER, 2 p {E/NT 0.05, WA NIZAFBRAEEOL. (] AMOS M@ iRy, fnlE 2 pox,
DA R () BAR R AR

Figure 2. Customer satisfaction evaluation model
E 2. BERHEENITRE

g o7

@ R

(3| IM3

® ‘
@~ {E"

(69| E03 |

9

© @ @

[Pos | [Pas| [Pa¢] [Pa3] [Pa2] [Pat]

TB\73

86

&

15 74 68 / 79

BAGE

83
91 .89

SN &

48

75 \%
o3
? @

FEIGAIE AR B 8] B{ AR R EUE 75 L AN R e AR A B 2 A%, 7 SR I S T R 5 3,
A REAKSEIRTEBR AR R G B ROL, BRSNS L AEREIE, RABRIE % 6 fix.

Table 6. Model fitting index
= 6. EEHI SR

WHiERE X2 df p  FHAHE x¥f GFI RMSEA RMR CFI NFl  NNFI
S WAz - - >0.05 <3 >0.9 <010 <0.05 >0.9 >0.9 >0.9
{1 250.341 198 0.007 1.264 0.913 0.035 0.045 0.972 0.882 0.968
HE#HEtr  TLL AGFI IFI PGFI PNFI PCFI SRMR RMSEA 90% ClI
FWbr#E  >09  >09 >0.9 >0.5 >05 >05 <01 -
1 0.968 0.889 0.973 0.714 0.756 0.833  0.039  0.019 ~0.047
4% 7E: Default Model I x2 (231) = 2124.710, p = 1.000
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SER TR A R B T RE TR E BCHEEU(GRN) . S 1 RE M E T BU(AGFI) . Witk 2105
7R (RMSEA) . HHRAE G BC R ZUECVI) JEHIAE G BCFR ZU(NFI) . B EBCFR ZL(IFN) . FERNAEEBL
FRE(TLD. Peed B F8 BU(CF) &R IE I B2 1 A i 5 2 A O 2 33 [22]

Table 7. Customer satisfaction evaluation model path coefficient table

T BPHBEMNTREREREE

FEpriEAL

BRK R PRkt R 3L P WdERZE T p B BE BT S HE
HiyRE €< AFSMIEZR 0.378 0.293 0.05 5.899  **x XHF
BEE € AFMMIES 0.52 0.435 0.054 8007 *** P&
BrRE € T 0.078 0.084 0.067  1.259 0.208 AH
BEME € AFRSMIEL 0.299 0.303 007 4336 *** Fac
Bl € T & 0.216 0.284 0.079 3573 *** X
BaE €< RSN = 0.216 0.262 0.081  3.234 0.001 XHF
wpE € T 0.177 0.178 0.067 2.66 0.008 HFE
BwmE € AT & 0.24 0.223 0.068  3.261 0.001 XHE
BPHE € RAME 0.289 0.221 0.055  4.046 *** P&
EPOWE € AFRMIEZ 0.043 0.033 0059 0568 0.57 A
BB € B 0.485 0.542 0075 721  *** a5

e KW p /T 0.001 (0.1%5: 3 MK ).

A5 7 HIBRAE RECC REER, WHRIMAY Y 2 )% 77 i 5 SN PP R BER R AT B0 IE -

Y1:
Y2:
Y3:
Y4:
Y5:
YG6:
Y7:
Y8:
Y9:

A F] T G5 % 7 U 2 AR IE 7] S35 500, SR

ON ) TR G5 TR 5 R (A AR IE TR S 35 R o STHF
N T G5 B Z IAF AR IR ) B R, AN SCHY
/)

N i BT GO0 8 P I T R AR R ) B 3 5, SO s
P P TR o TR A L AR 2 R, AN SR
T TS A 2 IR AR IR 1R 5 52, STHF
BN e R L AR IR LR R, ST
SR B S5 IR 2 A AR IR TR B 5 R0, STHF
SRR B 2 i o L IR AR IR TP S 2 R, SR

pul

Y10: BRI BN B IR L AR AE IE ) B 35 5, SCHF s
Y11: Z/HE SR B WA IR R R, SR

6. HIRSEW

AHFRET Y HERBE R AF, @EEIZA A & RN AR, 2SR AR
fia, FFAE B R 7 REAR AL (SEM)REAT SIIE 70 BT Fe JE R BRI B o BT B 0 it B AR S A 1 )
SN PR, H PRI K . B AU S BISCRE, WA E L RS % I
JRE . i L (B AEAE IR [ 2 R (B B B R A B IRAIE, A0 B B 55 AN (B 2 [R]
AFAEIE [ 52 2E RO, 207 T T R o e (B AN A LR ) 2 28 M o 0 245 B 0 R At 1 AR 32
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1) FRRIY AR T

N I SO B T R L S 2 B E L B, (B A (B I A T
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