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Abstract - In point of fact, there Is a lack of explicit models that explain how services are perceived and evaluated by consumers who
use them, present research on service quality has begun as a measure to complement this development. In this study, we applied the
service quality model of PZB model based on Parasuraman et al.(1958) and the BNC model based on Brady and Cronin(2001), and
compared the superiorities of each model. As a result of analyzing the questionnaire provided or terminal users, the BNC model is more
superior than the PZB model. The increase in the number of factors led to an increase in the provided information, as a result of this,
the model’s explanatory power seems to be high The results of this study may be diflerent according to the characteristics of the industry,
but we hope that the results presented in this study will lead to the expansion of the scope of research for the port loading and unloading
business in the future.
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Table 3 Operational definition of PZB model

Factor Operational definition

ST Physical facilities, equipment, and appearance
Tangibles of personnel
Reliability Ability to perform the promised service

dependably and accurately

Willingness to help customers and provide
prompt service

Knowledge and courtesy of employees and

Responsiveness

Assurance their ability to inspire trust and confidence
Caring, individualized attention the firm
Empathy provides its customers
Source : Parasuraman et all. (1988)
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Fig. 1 The research model(PZB model)

intention of
renewal

service quality

performance

responsiveness
tangibles

interaction
quali

service intention
quali of renewal

physical
qualit

performance

outcome
quali

Fig. 2 The research model(BNC model)
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Table 4 Reliability Analysis(PZB model and BNC model

Cronbach’a

Factor

PZB model BNC model

Rell
Rel2
Rel3
Rel4
Resl
Res2
Res3
Res4
Assl
Ass2
Ass3
Assd
Empl
Emp2
Emp3
Emp4
Tanl

Reliability

0.849 0.849

Responsiveness 0.859 0.859

Assurance 0.889 0.889

Empathy 0.870 0.870

Tangible 0.797 0.797

Tan2
Tan3
Tand
Accl
- Acc2
Accessibility A3 0.865
Acc4d
Sigl
Significance |22 - 0.826
Sig3
Sig4
Vall
Val2 .
Value Va3 - 0.873
Vald
Satl
Satisfaction Sat?2 0.887 0.887
Sat3
Sat4
Perl
Performance Per2 0.873 0.873
Per3
. Intl
Intention of ™55 0913 0913
Int3
BRG] 9N FRREAL AN 2 29
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Table 5 Exploratory factor analysis of PZB model and
BNC model

PZB model
CR AVE

BNC model
CR AVE

Factor

Rell
Rel2
Rel3
Rel4
Resl
Res?2

Res3
Res4
Assl
Ass2
Ass3
Assd

Reliability 0.871 0.629 0.855 0.597

Responsiveness 0.867 0.622 0.867 0.622

0.889 0.667 0.878 0.643

Assurance
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Empl
. Emp?2
Empathy - 0.865 0.617 0.865 0616
Emp3
Emp4
Tanl
Tangible Tan2 0.800 0.500 0.761 0.450
Tan3
Tan4
Accl
Accessibility |22 - - 0.866 0621
Acc3
Accd
Sigl
Significance Sig2 - - 0.766 0.457
Sig3
Sigd
Vall
Val2
Value Vi3 0.839 0567
Vald
Satl
Satisfaction Sat2 0.867 0.621 0.877 0641
Sat3
Sat4
Perl
Performance Per2 0.804 0.579 0.810 0.587
Per3
. Intl
I“[tfc':fézf;aff imi 0915 0.782 0.906 0.762

nte

PZBE3  KMO : 0.954, Bartlett : 8758.724(A-1%==435, p=0.000)
BNCE3 KMO : 0.965, Bartlett : 12310.978( A} %==861, p=0.000)

=4

4.2

o
ol

g a1 A4S 58 mEd d9=

GFI, AGFI, TLI, CFI, RMSEA %

PZBEE ] 1A Q%A A¥} x2 = 956403, DF = 394,

RMR = 0040, GFI = 0.852, AGFI = 0826, TLI = 0.925,

CFI = 0932, RMSEA = 0.059%] Aoz eyt ole

PZBEE 9 14 Q1w EEH BE Flo]
al

$71%e wEs du

-

x
©
i)
o
fr
iy

Table 6 Confirmatory factor analysis(PZB model)

Chi-square | DF| RMR | GFI AGFI | TLI CFI | RMSEA
956.403 394] 0.040 | 0.852 | 0.826 | 0.925 | 0.932 0.059
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BNCEF 9 2He1% a9l%4 A% x2 = 1591001, DF =

803, RMR = 0.031, GFI = 0.829, AGFI = 0.808, TLI =
9

0929, CFI = 0934, RMSEA = 0.049%1 FHo2 el o}
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Table 7 Confirmatory factor analysis(BNC model)

Chi-square | DF| RMR | GFI | AGFI | TLI CFI | RMSEA
1591.001 803] 0.031 | 0829 | 0.808 | 0.929 | 0.934 0.049
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Table 8 Structural equation model(PZB model and BNC
model)

Chi-

DF | RMR GFI AGFI TLL CFI
square

RMSEA

PZB | 986.306 | 396| 0.040 | 0847 | 0.821 | 0921 | 0929 | 0.061

BNC | 1610928 | 805| 0.032 | 0827 | 0.806 | 0.928 | 0932 | 0.050
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Table 9 Comparison of path coefficient(PZB model and

BNC model)

PZB model
standard estimate S.E. CR. p
Serv-Sat 0.864 0.104 11.898 ok
Serv-Per 0.769 0.103 11.203 ok
Sat-Int 0.381 0.065 6.539 ook
Per-Int 0.487 0.065 8.120 okok

BNC model
standard estimate SE. CR. D
Serv-Sat 0.916 0.113 12.040 okok
Serv-Per 0.835 0.114 12.016 ok
Sat-Int 0.386 0.079 5.570 ok
Per-Int 0.468 0.072 6.661 sk

sk p < 0,001

o 0o

PZBEE 7} BNCEFHe AL HlwZzfolt) &
AE ARPs 7EeE Eud PZBEYE GFI0.847),
AGFI(0.821)= BNCE3<] GFI(0.827), AGFI(0.806)%.t} T
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Table 10 Goodness of fit of PZB model and BNC model

Chi-
square

DF | RMR AGFI TLI CFI RMSEA

986.306 | 396| 0.040 0.821 | 0921 | 0929 | 0.061

BNC | 1610928 | 805] 0.032 0.806 | 0928 | 0932 | 0.050
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