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The cultural activities include nine categories - art, music, theater, dance, folk, movie,
lecture, research and study, and others (Taiwan Council for Cultural Affairs 2002). The
cultural activities on university campus are not beyond the scope. This study defined “campus
cultural activities” as free activities (lecture, music, theater, opera, dance, visual art, etc.)
which are provided by non-profit organization  “University
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2.1. Influence Factors of activity effect
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2.2. Personal Character ( * F‘ﬁj E3)

Personal character is an important influence factor on behavior intention and real
behavior. Based on casual observation, many marketing managers believe that consumers’
behavior intention is congruent with their lifestyles and personalities [43]. A consumer s
lifestyle and personality influences their attitude and purchase behavior [67]. A major field in
behavior research is the prediction of behavioral intentions and real behavior with personality
or lifestyle traits. The articles found individual behavior to be influenced by personality traits
and the personal characteristics of the person [62,35,36,20]. McAdams [50,51] suggested that
personality psychology should study the person in terms of a three-tiered framework involving
three separate but overlapping levels of analysis: personality traits, personal concerns, and life
stories [12] that was included 1n personal character. Thus, in order to understand college



students’ involvement intention and behavior at cultural activities, we must explore
students’ personal character. This study based on McAdams [50, 51] to design questionnaire
of students’ personal character.

The personal character 1s a useful segmentation variable. In order to find behavioral
differences, some articles segment the market by consumer personal character [71,73,42].
Personal character takes into account many individual characteristics, such as personality and
lifestyle [52,65]. The personality and lifestyle variables are significantly related to
characteristics of decision, which aids and impacts decision makers’ . behavior [58,48]. Many
articles show consumer behavior has been linked to personality and lifestyle [40,53,49]. Thus
this study identified personal character as the combination-of ‘an individual’ s lifestyle and
personality. In this study, personal character which included personality traits, lifestyle and
personal concerns were chosen as the bases. for segmentation because of their impact on a
wide range of specific everyday individual behaviors. Then the study focus on different
personal character clusters to evidence the difference of cultural activities effect-among these
clusters. Finally, make a comparison of relationship structure among. different character
clusters that the results. can-offer to universities for strategy planning of cultural activities.
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4.2.F5 * AEF PR R DR AR R A
his study used AMOS software to establish relationship structures (See fig.2). Because
of different cluster of personal character, this study conducted a research in three modeling.

The study strictly followed the scholars’ suggestion that the most optimistic model
must conform to the principle that the index of GFI, AGFI, NFI, IFI, CFI exceed 0.9; RMR
lower 0.05; RMSEA lower 0.05 (Bentler, 1986; Chau, 1997; Bagozzi-and Y1, 1988; Joreskog,
1989; Bentler, 1990; Joreskog and Sorbom, 1982; Danes, 1984; Gefen et al., 2000). Moreover,

2 2
it not-only used chi-square (¥ ) as an indexs-but also chi-square test (y ) and degree of
freedom (df) to measure. It also followed the suggestion proposed by Carmines and Maclver

(1981) that the value of Chi-square/df ( x 2/dD should not larger than 3.

By following the above-mentioned principle to examine the fitness index of three models,
the study obtained the following results:

4.2.1. Model I: T']pjsf-p

The study shows that the fitness index of model I ( x 2) 1s 511.04; p value 18 0.00; x z/df
value 1s 1.494(under 3); RMR is 0.081; RMSEA value 1s 0.046(tiny difference with 0.05) GFI
is 0.877, AGFI is 0.832, NFI is 0.886 (near 0.9 ) ;IFI is 0.959, CFI is 0.958 (exceed over 0.9).
In model I, there are significant relationship between the measured variables and the latent
factors. The results show the relation structure of model I is acceptable (See table 4 and 5)

From the relation path analysis of model I, it discovery that:

Three relation paths - between % 3f P EL and SPERELRYVIE (T (H2), between the
%TMFIEJ?E’%“@” and > ELEUEE T (H4), and between>[ P ELFYEE (/T and the 5“]‘3(*11
EJ*@(HD - don’ t have significant relation, other paths have significant and posmve
relationship. Especially, there is a strong relationship betweenf fl iF mpit Eland i ELF UFFF
WA the coefficient of relationship is 0.980 (p<0.01). The result shows that the more
messages informing, the more positive feeling. The result supports the hypothesis HI.
Meanwhile, there is a positive relationship between%fijﬂliﬁﬂli”,ﬁland *ﬂﬁ?\i}ﬁ'm fﬁ &. The
coefficient of its relationship 1s 0.575 (p<0.01) that demonstrate the more message informing,



the stronger (5 & is. This result stands for the hypothesis H3. The >+ ELpY I?F@”@ "’ has a
significant positive effect on V“ﬂﬁ*i’ﬁ”?@, and the coefficient of its relationship is 0.240
(p<0.05). This result stands for the hypothesis HS. The f ﬁﬁlﬁlﬁ (5 dhexist significant positive
effect on>f if Zpp A, | and the coefficients of their relationships 18 0.581 (p<0.01). This result
stands for the hypothesis of H6. As both *ftHEIFUEE{fT and>f iﬁ?\ilﬁfi X% have significant
positive effect on the‘l“FJ?F[*ilﬁL’E{, and the coefficient of their relationships are 0.688 and
0.330 (p<0.01, p<0.05), respectively. The results stand for the hypothesis of H8 and HO. Finally,
the‘ifﬁfﬁ?\ilﬁl R strongly affects the S[=%2£5 =7~ and the coefficient of the relationship
is 0.717 (p<0.01). The result stands for the hypothesis H10. The.[= 225 /= “~has a significant
influence on the iF ZPFF T and the coefficient of its relationship is 0.293(p<0.01).
Therefore, the hypothesis H11 is valid.

The results indicate that the student of[ Al Ehas TRV @ and (5 due to
the £ Al ?F' P EL; and the 17 W and) {5 Zwill indirectly affect the J‘“éj ? [*il:f R
through the*ﬁF ZppS A In sum the hlgger ‘%*FJ?F[*P%L’E{ is, the more %ﬁv‘xﬁand
better evaluation to activity effects are.

4.2.2. Model II: ‘JHf {ES SR
The study shows that the fitness index of model II ( x ) 18 .561.67; p value 1s 0.00; x

2/df value 1s 1.642(under 3); RMR is 0.064; RMSEA value 1s 0.047(tiny difference with
0.05) *GFI is 0.890, AGFI is 0.851(near0.9.), NFI is 0.906, IFT is 0.961, CFI is 0.961 (exceed
over 0.9). In model II, there are significant relationship between the measured variables and
the latent factors. The results show the relation structure of model II is acceptable (See table 4
and 5)

From the relation path analysis of model II, it discovery that:

Three relation paths — between > i LI’ Iﬁlf T and*ﬂ{*ilﬂ VS (HS), between the
Sep LA 1T and*j‘if**ilﬂf‘\@(Hﬂ and between [=52 L5 5 andiF P FFR AT ]
(HI11) - don” t have significant relationship; other paths have significant and positive
relationship. Especially, there is a significant relationship betweent} EJEHF??\P’}“ Fland SR EL
Elfi‘lﬁ’ﬁgi’ff -, the coefficient of relationship is 0.531 (p<0.01). The result shows that the more
messages informing, the more positive feeling. The result supports the hypothesis HI.
Meanwhile, there is a positive relationship between thes Al EiF mpitEland thesfiH ELFEE 77,
The coefficient of its relationship 1s 0.208 (p<0.05) that demonstrate the more message
informing, the positive*f+* ELAYUET [fis, This result stands for the hypothesis H2. There is a
strong relationship between thef$ Ejﬂliﬁf‘ﬂi” kL and the®} iﬁ?\ilﬁfi (5 4. The coefficient of its
relationship 1s 0.937 (p<0.01) that demonstrate the more message ingorming, the positive beliefs
is. This result stands for the hypothesis H3. The*f+H ELAY I?E’dy*?’” has a significant positive
effect on the *FAHUEIFYTE(T) and the coefficient of its relationship is 0.606 (p<0.01). This
result stands for the hypothes1s H4. However, the »fiXElL Eilﬁ’dﬁ ’> M has not a significant
effect on the »fi (*ilﬂ Vx| the coefficient of its relatlonshlp 1s -0.055 (p>0.05). This result
can not support hypothes1s H5. The *} ifﬁilﬁ y [f' Aexist significant positive effect on*ﬁfﬁil



A3 and the coefficients of their relationships is 0.746 (p<0.01). This result stands for the
hypothesis of H6. As both "% ELFUE {77 and the > 3‘ (ZPp 3 A have significant positive effect
on the‘—’*FJifﬁiJ:ﬁ’EL and the coefficient of their relat10nsh1ps are 0.551and 0.338 (p<0.01,
p<0.05), respectively. The results stand for the hypothesis of H8 and H9. The xﬁi{rﬁﬁ@
strongly affects the S [=52£5 77~ and the coefficient of the relationship is 0.873 (p<0.01).
The result stands for the hypothesis H10. Finally, theS [ £5 /%"~ has not a significant
influence on the?F ZpIFP AT and the coefficient of its relationship is 0.078(p>0.05).
Therefore, the hypothesis H11 is not valid.

The results indicate that the i i::‘p*” EL can influence on'students” Rt F'IEILJ‘Iﬁ
R R OSPERLEE( and S SPRY S 2, on student of SAPSEIEE and the s T LY f
ST v\jﬁwliFlpﬁTprandV\ﬂ faPpufE A will indirectly affect the J“FJ?F[*P%*L’E{ through
the V\jL IEZbpY 3% | In sum, the h1gher f*ﬁifﬁiﬁﬁ’ﬁ{ls the more3[= % E5but not influence
on if |"7‘J}"TF7\[ "T [Jr.

4.2.3. Model ITl: —~ njl[
The study-shows-that the fitness index of model II ( ) 18 592.73; p value 1s 0.00; x

2/df value 1s +1.733(under 3); RMR is 0.068; RMSEA value 15~ 0.058(tiny difference with
0.05) GFI is 0.847, AGFI is 0.792, NFI is 0.876 (near.0.9); IFI is 0.944, CFI is 0.943 (exceed
over 0.9). In model III, there are significant relationship between the measured variables and
the latent factors. The results show the relation structure of model III is acceptable (See table
4 and 5)

From the relation path analysis of model III, it discovery that:

Two relation paths - between>f *”F_ UI?F’@”@” and*ﬂ(*ilﬂﬂ\@(HS) and between
the <R RLFUEE {fTand thef 3‘ (ZPEY A (HT) don” t have 51gn1f1cant relationship; other paths
have significant and positive relauonshlp Especially, there 1s a significant relationship between
EﬁEI?ﬁfi@”F& and *j‘i”,létﬁfi‘lﬁ’ﬁgﬁ’@&f', the coefficient of relationship is 0.742 (p<0.01).
The result shows that the more messages informing, the more positive feeling. The result
supports the hypothesis H1. Meanwhile, there is a positive relationship between the %%Eliﬁ?\il
HEL and the [N ELFYEE (T, The coefficient of its relationship is 0.517 (p<0.01) that
demonstrate the more message informing, the positive [ EIFIEE (/7 is, This result stands for
the hypothes1s H2. There is a strong relationship between thed i iF it Eland the *ﬂ* ZppY

.. The coefficient of its relationship 1s 0.911 (p<0.01) that demonstrate the more message
mformmg, the more positive beliefs 1s. This result stands for the hypothesis H3.

Second, the*fiHEl Eilﬁ @~ M has a significant positive effect on the<fi™ RIFIEE (/7]
and the coefficient of its relationship 1s 0.456 (p<0.01). This result stands for the hypothesis H4.
However, the fTHELIUTH @™ T has not a significant effect on the *ﬂﬁfﬁﬂli\@, the
coefficient of its relationship 18 0.120 (p>0.05). This result can not support hypothesis H5.

Third, the>f ifrilﬁiir, A.exist significant positive effect on>f iFﬂJﬂJ A and the



coefficients of their relationships 1s 0.707 (p<0.01). This result stands for the hypothesis of Hé.
As both RHEIFUEE(/T and the *f ?ﬁﬂlﬁm A have significant positive effect on the® £~
iﬁ?\ﬁﬁl 'L, and the coefficient of their relationships are 0.438and 0.494 (p<0.05), respectively.
The results stand for the hypothesis of H8 and HO. The‘ifﬁiﬁ?\ilﬁl Ristrongly affects the [
%[5 759 and the coefficient of the relationship is 0.866 (p<0.01). The result stands for the
hypothesis H10. Finally, the 3[=%2£5 /%%~ has a significant influence on theiﬁﬂl}k'ffy'i Y
and the coefficient of its relationship 18 0.53(p<0.01). Therefore, the hypothesis H11 is valid.

The results indicate that the £ fHiFi=h " Elcan influence on students” KT RAYTH
oM ORPERELISEE (AT, and S HEEbEY (F A, on student of = {jfff and the# RIS~
Mrwill impact on*f+H% RLAYEE [T and wiEI indirectly affect the) 2 E535Z0EURL through the*ﬁﬁ
PSR While, %} ﬁfﬁﬁﬁ (54 will directly affectthe N zZPEY a4 then impact on the
2 DAAEDECRL In sum, the higher® B iFzlRURLS; the more (=2 £ and influence on
3ﬁﬂ’ ST AT

4.3, Difference Analysis

In order to understand the difference in activity-etficiency among the students of
different clusters, this study utilized the multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) and analysis
of variance (ANOVA) to conduct the difference analysis among different clusters. The results
demonstrated that all aspects presented significant difference among these three clusters (See
table 6).

Table 6 showed that except the average of %%Elfﬁfﬁi”,;'\ were below 4, the other
aspect’  averages are near or above 4 for three clusters. That mean the three clusters’  student
have positive ‘Iﬁﬁgﬁ’z’r‘i’, RN T ﬁﬁi S *T?ﬁfﬁﬁ@f&@ and = 5 HURL toward
cultural and artistic activities. Then lead to actual participation and positive effect evaluation.
However, the different clusters have significant different on eight aspects.

The results of difference analysis noticed that focus on the aspect of$$ E?Eliﬁﬁii“ EL, the
students of 9} [Fljﬁﬂﬂi‘ﬂ‘ﬁ are the one who exposed to message most, and who most familiar
with the message. As to‘l‘?j!ﬁgﬁ’z’ M aspect, the students of [ﬂ[ﬁjﬁ*ﬂ"ﬂi‘most agree that the
messages of campus cultural and artistic activities are attractive, interesting, impressed visual
effects that induce the enthusiasm discussion. As to the ™HF=PRY{E daspect, the students of
[LJ[FIJTP';\D%'&':mc)st regard the campus cultural and artistic activities as student welfares, and that
has relieve effect and can change a person’ s temperance. As to the <[y =PRI~ a4 aspect, the
students of [*][p]f**H# and IF [V both agree that the campus cultural and artistic
activities are important, positive and valuable. Therefore, they like to receive the relevant
information. As to the® £ #i/Rlaspect, the students of [*[[f|f**{1F# most like cultural
activities after reading the message. As to the3].[= %2 £5 (%>~ the students of ¥t [F[J%%‘ﬁg‘ﬂiﬁiare
the one who actually attend campus cultural and artistic activities most, and they also invite
their friends to join together. They are willing to join these kinds of activities in the future. As
to the iﬁﬁiﬁfﬁ'\‘ BE{fT, the students of["[[fi|***{"¥believe that participate these activities can



improve the evaluation of activities and school most.
From the above-mentioned information, this study proposed the following results:

A significant difference in thef} EJEHF? Zhi% Elexists among the students of different
clusters (H12 supported).
A significant difference infiH ‘E;[\Elfi‘[ﬁ{ﬁsﬁ’zf@ exists among the students of different
clusters (H13 supported).
A significant difference in>*f+"EIFYE% {ffamong the students of different clusters (H14
supported).
A significant difference in the f ?ﬁﬁlﬁ@ fﬁ &, exists among the students of different
clusters (H15 supported).
A significant difference in >} ﬁ?\ilﬁlfi x3- exists among the students of different clusters
(H16 supported).
A significant difference in‘ifﬁiﬁ?\ilﬁl 'Rlexists among the students of different clusters
(H17 supported).
A significant difference in3 =3 £5 /57> exists among the students of different clusters
(H18 supported).
A significant difference inlFiz=P ¥ 2T {fafter participation exists among the students of
different clusters (H19 supported).
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