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Table 1. The distribution analysis of the basic data and characteristics of guests visiting TARI.
Percentage Basic Percentage
Basic information Item (%) information Item (%)
Gender Male 59.1 Visit time Mon. 18.1
Female 40.9 Tues. 26.3
Age 18-30 29.0 Wed. 19.6
31-40 32.6 Thurs. 26.3
41-50 19.6 Fri. 9.7
51-55 11.4 Sat. & Sun. 0.0
55 or above 7.3 Holiday & observances 0.0
Education Junior school 0.0 Detention time 1 h 12.9
Junior high school 0.9 2h 28.5
High school/vocational school 3.7 3h 22.6
College 10.3 4h 12.4
University 355 5h 7.8
Graduate school or above 49.5 6h 4.1
Agriculture-related  Serving and retired personnel 32.1 7h 7.8
occupation Agriculture employee 41.7 8 h or above 4.1
Agriculture-related departments 19.6 Transportation Travel bus 68.9
Student 6.6 Bus 0.0
Other 0.0 Taiwan High Speed Rail 10.3
Non-agriculture-re  Service 12.0 Taxi 4.7
lated occupation  Civil servant 8.0 Car 16.1
Information industry 8.0 Walk 0.0
Finance 8.0 Other 0.0
Household 20.0 Visit partner  Self 1.6
Industry 20.0 Family/relatives 2.6
Medical supervision 0.0 School group 40.9
Student 20.0 Travel group 14.0
Retired 4.0 Colleagues group 37.8
Years of service 1 year or below 17.8 Friends 3.1
2-5 years 243 Other 0.0
6-10 years 19.6 Visit channels  Seek out networks 1.9
11 years or above 383 Get to know the work 51.4
No. of visit 1 time 63.6 Referral by agricultural system 18.7
2-5 times 29.0 Referral by friends/relatives 3.7
6-10 times 0.9 Other 243
11 times or above 6.5

“ Sample size of data is 193.
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Table 2. The analysis for the motivation of guests visiting TARIL

Assay Mean” SD Mean sorting
Academic motivation
Out of curiosity 4.22 0.79 1
To see unique exhibition 4.09 0.87 2
To inspire creativity 3.81 0.96 3
To understand agriculture 3.80 0.97 4
To find fulfillment 3.50 0.97 9
For relaxing 3.32 1.22 10
To seek for inspiration 3.20 1.09 11
Organizational motivation
To experience the unique atmosphere 3.79 0.98 5
To see famous exhibition 3.68 1.13 6
To recall memories 3.04 1.10 12
Recommended by friends and families 2.96 1.11 13
Visit when passing through 2.25 1.01 14
Operating motivation
Work requirements 3.61 1.01 7
Class requirements 3.51 1.02 8

“ Mean and standard deviation (sample size = 193) of scores from 5-point scales of “strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, strongly

disagree” (5, 4, 3, 2, 1) respectively.
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Table 3. Difference between the visitors’ expectation and the real experience after using TARI interpretive devices.

Expectation Real experience
Item Mean®  SD Mean  SD  Diff t-test significance
Design of poster
1. The content is proper for understanding 4.11 0.77 4.09 0.83  -0.02 ns*
2. The content is clear for display 412 0.80 4.10  0.75 -0.02 ns
3. The font of poster is proper 394 0.83 4.11 0.77  0.17 o
4. The color of poster is well-coordinate with the background 3.87 0.8l 3.73 0.83 -0.14 *
Video playing
5. The length of video is proper 4.10 0.81 382 0.84 -0.28 **
6. The video is easy for understanding 4.13 0.80 4.11 0.75 -0.02 ns
7. The content of video is abundant and deep 4.11 0.78 4.08 0.82 -0.03 ns
8. The content is interesting and creative 3.88 0.84 4.05 0.77  0.17 o
Visit guidelines
9. Shows the contents on display 4.01 0.76 394  0.78 -0.07 ns
10. Easy to obtain 387  0.80 379 075 -0.08 ns
11. Easy to carry 3.94 0.82 3.85 0.82  -0.09 ns
12. Worth conserving 4.12 0.87 4.19 091  0.07 ns
The docent
13. Controls guiding time well 4.13 0.78 3.94 0.73  -0.19 wE
14. The guiding matches the exhibition 4.12 0.80 4.11 0.75 -0.01 ns
15. The volume and speed of speaking are proper 4.05 0.79 3.86 0.82 -0.19 *E
16. The guiding is inspiring 379 0.84 409 082 030 ok
17. The docent is friendly 421 0.81 4.15 0.85 -0.06 ns
18. The docent wears identification badge and is well-groomed  4.11 0.84 4.21 0.76  0.10 ns
19. The docent is professional 4.07 0.84 4.13 0.82  -0.06 ns
20. It raises the interest in agriculture 4.02 0.87 4.01 0.83  0.10 ns
Total average 4.04 4.02

“Mean and standard deviation (sample size = 193) of scores from 5-point scales of “very important, important, normal, unimportant,
very unimportant” for expectation or “very satisfied, satisfied, normal, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied” for real experience (5, 4, 3, 2,

1), respectively.

* Diff., difference of mean score between expectation and real experience.
** %% Significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 probability levels, respectively; ns, non-significant at 0.05 level.
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Table 4. The analysis of visitor satisfaction of TARI guiding service.
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Item Mean” SD
Expected service satisfaction 431 0.61
Pre-visiting contact 4.55 0.54
Satisfied after visiting 4.45 0.50
Service Mode

Topic arrangement 437 0.51

Place arrangement 4.42 0.53

Docent arrangement 4.63 0.49
Effectiveness of the service

Personal/working-helpful 4.18 0.64

Willing to visit again 4.51 0.57

‘Would recommend others to visit 4.45 0.57

“Mean and standard deviation (sample size = 193) of scores from 5-point scales of “very satisfied, satisfied, normal, dissatisfied,
very dissatisfied” or “very practical, practical, plain, little help, helpless” or “strongly willing, willing, no opinion, unwilling,

strongly unwilling” (5, 4, 3, 2, 1), respectively.
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Using Importance-Performance Analysis to
Evaluate the Effectiveness of the Interpretive Media in
Taiwan Agricultural Research Institute

Shu-Fen Shiau', Yu-Shih Hsieh’, and Lit-Fu Chan>’

Abstract

Shiau, S. F., Y. S. Hsieh, and L. F. Chan. 2015. Using importance-performance analysis
to evaluate the effectiveness of the interpretive media in Taiwan Agricultural Research
Institute. J. Taiwan Agric. Res. 64(3):213-227.

In addition to the domestic agricultural studies, Taiwan Agricultural Research Institute (TARI)
also focused on the exhibition of research and development achievements to highlight the work
scheme and effectiveness. The five-point Likert scale questionnaire survey of the satisfaction of visi-
tors in 2013 was designed for a better understanding of their views on our exhibition content and
guide service. There were 193 valid returned questionnaires in total, which the effective response
rate was 93.2%. The research results indicated that the main motivation of visit was learning, other
reasons included being attracted by the characteristics of TARI and work requirements. After the visit,
the visitors showed positive response to the guide provided by TARI and felt satisfied with it in com-
mon. Among the 20 service evaluation variables, “design of poster- the font of poster is proper,” “video
playing- the content of video is interesting and creative” and “the docent- the guide is inspiring” were
obviously better than expectation. With the importance-performance analysis, we discovered the
satisfaction of “video playing- the length of video is proper,” “the docent- time control of the guide”
and “the docent- the volume and speed of speaking are proper” were below expectation and worth
improving. As to the overall service, the satisfaction of “the arrangement of docents” was identically
the highest (4.63 + 0.49). The satisfaction of the benefit for work after visiting was 4.18 + 0.64, the
willing for visiting again or recommending to others was 4.51 & 0.57 and 4.45 + 0.57, which revealed
the fruitful achievements of TARI. With data analysis of this survey, we may not only understand the
visitors’ expectation and satisfaction of the quality of our guide service, but also clarify the service
gap for further improvement.

Key words: Importance-Performance analysis, Interpretation media, Satisfaction questionnaire, Moti-
vation analysis, Service gap.
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