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Abstract

To strenghthen the brand awareness and images of university becomes an important issue

in Taiwan, and it depends on the informations provided from the evaluation indicators of

the brand awareness and images of university. This study analyses the related theories and

construct some evaluation indicators. The brand awareness of university comprises brand

recall and brand recognition while the brand images of universities include brand

personality associations and brand reputation estimates. A questionnaire was conducted

while applying AHP to survey the principals/vice-principals, deans of the R&D

department, and faculty in 58 universities in Taiwan as well as resulting to our 36 valid

samples. Furthermore, according to the survey results, a weight system for evaluation

indicators was proposed. The positions of personnel showed none significant effect on the

weight of indicators. Moreover, the importance of the four aspects has ranked as follows:

brand recall is the most critical part when brand recognition follows as the second; brand

reputation estimates go as the third and brand personality association is the least. Finally,

fourteen evaluation indicators are redarded as the most important items.
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