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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 (* #4¥4)

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 in 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 is 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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3.4. # & (Reliability) £ 3x& A+ (Validity Analysis)
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4.2, 2 A RFEFER L BEEN BEHE
This 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 Yi, 1988; Joreskog, 1989; Bentler, 1990; Joreskog and Sorbom, 1982;

2
Danes, 1984; Gefen et al., 2000). Moreover, it not only used chi-square (y ) as an

2
index, 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 (Xz/df) 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: A » KiE



2
The study shows that the fitness index of model I (y ) is 511.04; p value is 0.00;

2
y /df value is 1.494(under 3); RMR is 0.081; RMSEA value is 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 }%%}iﬁ@ﬁ%ﬂ and %ﬂ‘?*,ﬁ;'\ﬁgﬁzj ]’EF'? (H2), between
the %z ,E;LEIU‘[‘SFT,ES‘\’@ & and%fEH ,E;LHUEEI‘E (H4), and between¥ {7 ,E;LEIUFEI‘ f'%]‘ and
the %ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁlﬁ'}%@(Hﬂ — don’t have significant relation, other paths have significant
and positive relationship. Especially, there is a strong relationship betweeni# EJ%MFWEI*J?*
,E;Landé“ﬁfr?*,ﬁ;[\ﬁlfi‘[‘ﬁ@@ &, 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 H1. Meanwhile, there is a positive relationship between$} ﬁ%ﬁﬁgﬁ? EL
and éﬁﬁﬁ B A lﬁ .. The coefficient of its relationship is 0.575 (p<0.01) that
demonstrate the more message informing, the stronger [ﬁ 4. is. This result stands for
the hypothesis H3. The ¥%fi# ,F;,LEI'\’J‘[ﬁ’Eg‘\@ & has a significant positive effect on ?ﬁﬁ
FIAVEER, and the coefficient of its relationship is 0.240 (p<0.05). This result stands
for the hypothesis H5. The%ﬁﬁéﬁﬁﬁ [ﬁ 4.exist significant positive effect on‘éﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁfjfgf
7, and the coefficients of their relationships is 0.581 (p<0.01). This result stands for
the hypothesis of H6. As both 7+ E,LEIfJF;f IE and’iﬁﬂﬁ?ﬁﬁ@%@ have significant
positive effect on the‘if%?iﬁ‘*}ﬁl@ , 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 H9. Finally, the‘ifé‘?iﬁ FOEVE strongly affects the B([E=2%2 /1L, and the
coefficient of the relationship is 0.717 (p<0.01). The result stands for the hypothesis
H10. Thed/[F==== Fihas a significant influence on the iﬁ?ﬁ“}'f@\' F:‘if%?, 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 p # F4r3fhas E*[ﬁjﬁlff[ﬁ’,ﬁgi and ['% A

due to the £ #HiF L and the ffjd and (5 Swill indirectly affect the 2=y
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HUEE through the%ﬁﬁéﬁﬁffﬁg@, In sum, the higher i’éﬁiﬁﬁﬁ‘ﬁﬁﬁ is, the more Ef[E

s

% E2and better evaluation to activity effects are.

4.2.2. Model Il: # » 2 g #

2
The study shows that the fitness index of model II (y ) is 561.67; p value is 0.00;

2
y /df value is 1.642(under 3); RMR is 0.064; RMSEA value is 0.047(tiny difference
with 0.05) » GFI is 0.890, AGFI is 0.851 (near 0.9 ), NFI is 0.906, IFI 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 %} 7 LY ‘[‘ﬁ &~ jEEand é“’:'q‘iﬁ FIFVEEE  (HS),
between the’éﬁ?*,ﬁ;tﬁfiﬁﬂﬁﬁ and%ﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁ'lﬁ'ﬁi@(Hﬂ, and between Hf[F2 =1, and
iﬁéﬁifﬁ'\[ﬁﬂ FF']'(HI 1) — don’t have significant relationship; other paths have significant
and positive relationship. Especially, there is a significant relationship between$¥ E%Jiﬁ
FhFt fland %T?*,E;LEIU‘[‘??’E?@ I&, 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 H1. Meanwhile, there is a positive relationship between thef#
@%ﬁﬁéﬁ% Fland the¥fH ,E;LEIU?“ ]’Eﬁ. The coefficient of its relationship is 0.208 (p<0.05)
that demonstrate the more message informing, the positive¥fi# ,E;LEI(’JF:’I I'Eis. This result
stands for the hypothesis H2. There is a strong relationship between thef @%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ﬂﬁﬂ
and the’iﬁﬂﬁ FIfiy lﬁ 4. The coefficient of its relationship is 0.937 (p<0.01) that
demonstrate the more message informing, the positive beliefs is. This result stands for
the hypothesis H3. The¥f# /E,I\Elfi‘]‘ﬁ "~ iEhas a significant positive effect on the %7
/E,[\ElfJ?j ['?j, and the coefficient of its relationship is 0.606 (p<0.01). This result stands
for the hypothesis H4.However, the 3551 ,E\JLEI@‘[‘ﬁ’ESiE' 'ehas not a significant effect on
the ‘j‘:ﬂﬁgﬁjﬂﬁ'ﬁf@ , the coefficient of its relationship is -0.055 (p>0.05). This result can

A =

not support hypothesis HS5. The %ﬁﬁgﬁpfj % J.exist significant positive effect on‘éﬁfl

FI*JEIUFE@, and the coefficients of their relationships is 0.746 (p<0.01). This result
stands for the hypothesis of H6. As both%ﬁ?*ﬂﬁ@ﬁ;ﬁ ]"F]‘,and theé*éﬁﬁglﬂﬁg'rl:\@ have

-11 -



significant positive effect on the %= = iﬁ Fi B, and the coefficient of their
relationships are 0.551and 0.338 (p<0.01, p<0.05), respectively. The results stand for
the hypothesis of H8 and HO. The%?iﬁ?ﬁﬁlr&@strongly affects the H{fF=Z=5 1y,
and the coefficient of the relationship is 0.873 (p<0.01). The result stands for the
hypothesis H10. Finally, the®/[§%£=* 5 £} has not a significant influence on theiﬁgﬁj
¥l ]?—“['%?, and the coefficient of its relationship is 0.078(p>0.05). Therefore, the

hypothesis H11 is not valid.

The results indicate that thef} E’%Z}iﬁ?ﬁ?*ﬁl can influence on students’ S5 ELY
'[ﬁ W, S /ELE'@]:?‘F I"?J’, and’iﬁﬁﬁéﬂﬁﬂ [’ﬁ 4., on student of?F i % g8.2%: and the%[F
RS T, iéff?*,ﬁ;tﬁ’m? (Etand 335 (ﬁ . will indirectly affect the £
FUEE through the ?ﬂﬁ?ﬁﬁuﬁ}@ In sum, the higher%?iﬁﬁﬁﬁl@is; the more 8 =5

Zbut not influence on iﬁgﬁﬁ'ﬁ)\' F:'I [E'j

4.2.3.Model N1l: & /75 #

2
The study shows that the fitness index of model II (y ) is 592.73; p value is 0.00;

2
y /df value is 1.733(under 3); RMR is 0.068; RMSEA value is 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, CF1 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 —betweenEf 7+ LAY [ﬁ SR T%andéﬁ?ﬁ FIAYRE " (HS) and
between the £f 4 LY FE’I ]Ef and the %f ?ﬁ FI AV S (H7) don’t have significant
relationship; other paths have significant and positive relationship. Especially, there is a
significant relationship between £ i iﬁ ek EL and P ELRY [ﬁ B s | 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 %%iﬁéﬁ%ﬂ and the EET?*FJELJF:’I ]Eﬁ

The coefficient of its relationship is 0.517 (p<0.01) that demonstrate the more message
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informing, the positive ’éﬁf?*,ﬁ;tflfiﬁzi‘@ is. This result stands for the hypothesis H2.
There is a strong relationship between thef$ E%ﬁiﬁéﬁ?*,ﬁland the é“’éﬁﬁgwﬁfj fﬁ . The
coefficient of its relationship is 0.911 (p<0.01) that demonstrate the more message

informing, the more positive beliefs is. This result stands for the hypothesis H3.

Second, thes 51 ,E;[\Elfl‘[‘ﬁ’,ﬁgt’f' ehas a significant positive effect on the¥[F+ ,E;LEIQFEI‘
FF']', and the coefficient of its relationship is 0.456 (p<0.01). This result stands for the
hypothesis H4. However, the %T?*/E;Lﬁlfl‘[‘ﬁ’,ﬁgﬁ’zf & has not a significant effect on the
?ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁf@ , the coefficient of its relationship is 0.120 (p>0.05). This result can not

support hypothesis HS.

Third, the%ﬁpgﬁjﬁﬁ ]'ﬁ J.exist significant positive effect on%ﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁfg@ , and the
coefficients of their relationships is 0.707 (p<0.01). This result stands for the
hypothesis of H6. As both %ﬁ?{ﬁlﬁf}ﬁ;’—“ ]'FF]' and the ‘j'i%ﬂﬁﬁ*JEUF,E@ have significant
positive effect on the‘%’é‘??ﬁ?ﬁﬁl@, and the coefficient of their relationships are
0.438and 0.494 (p<0.05), respectively. The results stand for the hypothesis of H8 and
H9. Thei%‘?iﬁéﬁﬁl’%@sﬁongly affects the H[E252 /=%, and the coefficient of the
relationship is 0.866 (p<0.01). The result stands for the hypothesis H10. Finally, the #f
[F2:%2 5 £ has a significant influence on theiﬁglﬁ}kéfﬁ)\'?‘j [,E’ and the coefficient of its
relationship is 0.53(p<0.01). Therefore, the hypothesis H11 is valid.

The results indicate that the }%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ,?* flcan influence on students’ S5 ELAY
(NS S Gl Ui FEI i, and‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁéﬁﬁfj [’ﬁ i, on student of & ¥ #%; and theX[F Ll
F[fi‘]ﬁ’ﬁgi’:’ Tewill impact on¥[FH ,E\JLEI@F?J fEand will indirectly affect the éﬁé‘?iﬁﬁlﬁﬁl@
through the‘j'i%ﬂﬁgwﬁffrﬁ@. While, ’iﬁﬁﬁgﬁjﬁ@ [ﬁ 4. will directly affect the ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁp%ﬁ?
7 then impact on the%%?iﬁ?ﬁﬁl’%@ In sum, the higher%%?iﬁéﬂﬁl@is; the more

E2E and influence on ﬁﬁ*ﬁ?ﬁ'\' FEI[%]’

4.3. Difference Analysis

In order to understand the difference in activity efficiency among the students of

different clusters, this study utilized the multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) and
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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 }%ﬁ%ﬁﬁéﬁ?’*ﬂ were below 4, the
other aspect’ averages are near or above 4 for three clusters. That mean the three
clusters’ student have positive ‘]‘ﬁ{ﬁ%’@ i, ?*FJFEI [,E’ iﬁéﬁ [ﬁ o ‘j‘:ﬂﬁﬁﬁp%%@ and
ZEEHUGE 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 offf E%HF'IEI*J?* EL,

the students of Jf [ﬁj%@[?ﬁ are the one who exposed to message most, and who most
familiar with the message. As to‘[‘ﬁj{ﬁ‘ﬁi’ff zaspect, the students of [‘j[ﬁjﬂ*j{lﬁiﬁmost

agree that the messages of campus cultural and artistic activities are attractive,

interesting, impressed visual effects that induce the enthusiasm discussion. As to the¥f
fﬁéﬁf{@ [’% Zaspect, the students of 7[[i|*f**!f¥most regard the campus cultural and
artistic activities as student welfares, and that has relieve effect and can change a
person’s temperance. As to theé%ﬁﬁgwﬁﬁﬁi@ aspect, the students of [*|[f]***!i# and
It [ﬁj%‘?’ﬁ@fﬁf 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
o aspect, the students of [*J[fi)**#™# most like cultural activities after reading
the message. As to thed/[F=52 /51, the students of } [F[J%Elﬁ%‘ﬁ‘fare 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 ﬁﬁﬁfﬁ)\[ﬁzj |? , the students ofﬁj[ﬂj,\‘ﬁiﬂﬁibelieve 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 the }%@%Hﬁﬁ*}?* El exists among the students of different

clusters (H12 supported).
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A significant difference in ¥fFEl El[ﬁ W~ e exists among the students of
different clusters (H13 supported).

A significant difference in %74 LI I,EF'? among the students of different clusters

it

(H14 supported).

A significant difference in the é“":’ﬁﬁ Fp ['% 4. exists among the students of
different clusters (H15 supported).

A significant difference in %ﬁiﬁ;ﬁﬁ@ﬁg@ exists among the students of different
clusters (H16 supported).

A significant difference in ‘if%??ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ exists among the students of different
clusters (H17 supported).

A significant difference in #3255 £}  exists among the students of different
clusters (H18 supported).

A significant difference in iﬁéﬁiﬁ'fﬁ[? ; fEl after participation exists among the

students of different clusters (H19 supported).
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