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Abstract

In this paper, four express companies providing express services in the university town, SF ex-
press, YUNDA express, YTO express and EMS, were selected as the research objects to study and
investigate the factors that affect customer satisfaction of the four companies and their weights,
and the questionnaire samples in the university town were analyzed with analytic hierarchy
process. The samples were analyzed through building a satisfaction assessing system of three le-
vels with five indicators on the criterion layer and ten indicators on the sub-criterion layer. The
results show that the influence of price level on satisfaction is not the primary factor, and the
weight of transportation speed, loss of goods in transit and delivery coverage reaches the first
three of the ten index factors. At the same time, there is a certain gap between the customer's ex-
pectation of each indicator factor and the actual performance of these factors. Therefore, it can be
concluded that in addition to focusing on the traditional indexes such as price that affects custom-
er satisfaction, the three indexes above, such as transportation speed, which account for a large
proportion and are related to the quality of express service, should also be given priority attention
by enterprises when they are trying to improve customer satisfaction and enhance competitive-
ness. Finally, based on the survey data and analysis in this paper, paying more attention to the
change of customer demand as well as narrowing the gap between customer expectation and the
actual performance of relevant indicators and factors will become the first task of the express
companies.
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Table 1. System for the assessment of private-owned express company’s customer satisfaction
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Table 2. The relative importance of the factor and its assignment
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Table 3. Mutual factor weights of sub-target layer A to total index layer O
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A4 8 8/5 8/4 1 8/6
A5 6 6/5 6/4 6/8 1

(Al: K&K A2: IR KT A3: W55/KF Ad: 224t AS: IFRkiE. )
Table 4. Mutual factor weights of criterion layer C to sub-target layer Al
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Table 5. Mutual factor weights of criterion layer C to sub-target layer A2
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Table 6. Mutual factor weights of criterion layer C to sub-target layer A3
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Table 8. Mutual factor weights of criterion layer C to sub-target layer A5
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Table 9. Average random consistency index
F 0. FHREN—HEIERR
i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
RIfE 0.00 0.00 0.58 0.90 1.12 1.24 1.32 1.41 1.45
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Table 10. Index weight coefficient of each level
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Table 11. Satisfaction scores of four express delivery companies in university town
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Table 12. The comparison between degree of satisfaction and importance of each index factor
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7 Tl R S BRR BILG D5 2 B R R ZE BT AR, I LI A AN AR ) SE B B4 051 2 0 22 2 [ ) 22
FRRE A ST H O K a3 . IX AR AT ARIE AT ML T RE AT SR AR AL s 1 82 5 Al SEBREGTRR T 3K A
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