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Abstract - Strategic partnerships of alliances and large shipping companies have been steadily launched in shipping market. Converting
these alliances into customers and maintaining them important hub port status. The cases of container terminals to establish a political
strategy based on. On the other hand, bulk terminals are relatively unexplored container terminal and bulk terminal are included in the
same category of port empirical research fiom the overall perspective. Therefore, analysis of structural equations was utilized in this
study. Analysis of the entire measurement model showed that all items except “Results — Intention of renewal” on bulk terminals were
significant. This study 1s expected to contribute to promotion of empirical studies in various levels by compare container terminals and
bulk terminals.
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*ﬂ«l zto] Aol kA SFA LT WAHLAAG EE 9
3 Cronbach'as &3k 212 EAS XS o] & 9
3k SPSS 19.05 AH&-3Fi T} Cronbach’a#k-2 0.00~0.309!
A5 $rS 0.30~0.6920 H$- —1];]' 0.70~0.89%1 4% =2,
0.90~1.00%1 -5 ¢ =58 © o

Aoz 0701731 45 Aol A
(Nunnally, 1978). ¥ 72 A1g

grol AME7IEE FF6kal 7] del B Ave AEA ol
=L d#Agdo] qivtal B 4 gloh
Table 2 Reliability analysis
Demension question Cronbach’'a
Rell
Reliability Rel2
(Rel) Rel3 4 0.849
Reld
Resl
Responsiveness Res2
(Res) Res3 4 0.859
Res4
Assl
Assurance Ass2
(Ass) Ass3 4 0.889
Assd
Empl
Empathy Emp?2
(Emp) Emp3 4 0.870
Emp4
Tangibility Tanl
(Tan) Tan2 4 0.797

RESS
Tan3
Tan4d
Accl
Accessibility Acc2 -
(Acc) Acc3 4 0.865
Acc4
Sigl
Significance Sig2
(Sig) Sig3 4 0.826
Sig4
Vall
Value Val2 )
(Val) Val3 4 0873
Vald
Satl
Satisfaction Sat2
(Sat) Sat3 4 0.887
Sat4
Perl
Pelf(o}l;g;mce Per2 3 0873
Per3
. Intl
Intent1on(Icr>]ft )Renewal ) 3 0913
Int3
Ggen S G e Gkt AR 53

e T

S 213 A (Composite  Reliability, CR)¥} #HiEA53%
(Average Variance Extracted, AVE)S A FA S HA53
flal &8E= Aoz, 1219 A5 070184 o
(Bagozzi and Yi, 1988; Hulland, 1999), Hit #4552 45
0.4°]4 ul(Gerbing and James, 1988; Peter et al., 2000)
A5 Algde] EAgtia & 4 rh & AFelA B
T Adgre] ol VIEAE A3lEhe AoE e AT
o] A=A 9 el o] EAtE Ao 2 YET

sL )\4 /\

Table 3 Exploratory factor analysis

Demension CR AVE
Rell
R Rel2 N
Reliability Rel3 0.855 0.597
Reld
Resl

2
Responsiveness Res 0.867 0.622
Res3
Res4
Assl
Assurance Assd 0878 0643
Ass3
Assd
Empl
Emp2
Empathy Ermp3 0.865 0.616
Emp4
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Tanl
Tangibility Tan? 0.761 0.450
Tan3
Tan4
Accl
Acc?
Accessibility cc 0.866 0.621
Acc3
Acc4d
Sigl
Sig2
Significance 8 0.766 0.457
Sig3
Sig4
Vall
Val2 _
Value Va3 0.839 0.567
Vald
Satl
Satisfaction Sat? 0.877 0.641
Sat3
Sat4
Perl
Performance Per2 0.810 0.587

Per3

Intl
Intention of Renewal nt2 0.906 0.762

Int3
KMO : 0.965, Bartlett : 12310.978(DF=861, p=0.000)

4.2 Mgtz A=
B oo HIe HAZS 9 AMOS 21.0% g8351o 3
A4 QRS AAEAL Y QRS B =
AR Fe a7 wel JdA4 oJ5E gad 4 9l

Residual), GFI(Goodness of Fit Index), AGFI(Adjusted GFI),
TLI(Tucker-Lewis Index), CFI(Comparative Fit Index),
RMSEA(Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) 5 ©]
nyo] A3t Frias &8 44 F871ES o

23 24,

Table 4 Acceptance criteria

index X f,naigfegf acceptance criteria
p=% 3T
X2 Chi-square X%ﬁ ;ﬂ?j]’“ X2 #3 AAA Wl
RMR Root Mean square B 0.05 or less is
Residual considered good
GFI Goodness of Fit 0~ 1 0.8 or higher
AGFI Adjusted GFI 0~1 0.8 or higher
TLI Tucker-Lewis Index 0~1 0.9 or higher
CFI Comparative Fit 0~1 0.9 or higher
medioc
Root Mean Square re 0.1~0.08
RMSEA A O eon - normal | 003005
good 0.05 °]3}

ghol & QolEA S HAE Ay} g o] =7 o] 2~ (Heywood
case)9] AL FQE 4 QTh o= xMEsle] =

golderdat Hasvde] Aqujagd e dek AT

ol QabEAbe] SgEte AL ASWF QR 0xTh
olmzit}, o]#d AL ahE & A FRYAHAE
A% o) & sHeAdo] EAg
WAl @ AHEARRES 0.0052 X8t
was B olyd FAE s 43skthRindskopf, 1984;
Dillon et al., 1987).

o1z @ol®A Ay x? = 1591.001, DF = 803, RMR =
0.031, GFI = 0.829, AGFI = 0.808, TLI = 0.929, CFI = 0.934,
RMSEA = 0.049% A§AF9 $4715S 53 2oz Y
237e=4

Table 5 Confirmatory factor analysis

Chi-square | DF | RMR | GFI | AGFI | TLI | CFIL
1591.001 803 | 0.031 | 0.829 | 0.808 | 0929 | 0934 0.049

4Ryt o ERYS Bl 2Y qbe] ARPAE sho}
37] Slste] TEMAARAL ANster ATRYe] A3

i X = 1610928, DF = 805, RMR = 0.032, GFI = 0.827,
AGFT = 0.806, TLI = 0.928, CFI = 0.932, RMSEA = 0.0502
2 et oled Adgke B 1FS AgHA 1

o) =
T ARE oz B 5 Aok

Table 6 Structural equation results

Chi-square | DF | RMR | GFI | AGFI | TLI | CFI | RMSEA
1610.928 805 | 0.032 | 0.827 | 0806 | 0928 | 0932 0.050
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CMIN/DF#ke] 49 ‘x> /A= S onahs Aoz Ay
How bHT #ow Y RyPo] Htsitia dATIT)
(Marsh and Hocevar, 1985, Halbana, 2008; Paswan, 2009;).
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7 HAEAE o] x|t F A3 Tl s FUg A container torminal
Ztom gdalal vkl & & vk ol AdE EgE standard estimate | S.E. CR. D
Serv-Sat 0.883 0.184 8523 HAk
1 =] 1= 1 =]
AeleliEnld ol abdest WA o §AHw 1he) Serv—Per 08383 0190 | 8500 | v
vzt 7bseks shelsksitt Sat-Int 0.314 0.078 4156 i
Per-Int 0.569 0074 | 7313 e
bulk terminal
Table 7 Metric equivalence test standard estimate | SE. CR. D
Serv-Sat 0.995 0132 | 8613 ok
7 57 || @ || mEn || e | s Serv—Per 0.839 0129 | 82% o
Sat-Int 0.754 0198 | 4936 o
Unconstrained | 2679.797 | 1610 | 0913 0.041 1.664 - Per-Int 0.049 0.169 0.335 0.740
Megsurement | y716766 | 1641 | 0912| 0040 1,656 0213 container terminal-bulk terminal
3 D
ctructural | 5771318 | 1653 | 0909 | 0041 1677 0.001 Serv—Sat 0.060%
Measwrement | ap8231 | 1708 | 0892 | 0.044 1773 0.000 Sgrv—IPcr (;)&%1;** wEE D <*0-8L<*(*) P < 0.05,
Sat-Int 008533 ¢ g
Per-Int 0.032:x
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Table 9 Comparison of path coefficients by detailed

attribute

container terminal
standard estimate | S.E. CR. p
Serv-Rel 0.790 - - -
Serv-Res 0.847 0.143 | 889 ook
Serv-Ass 0.906 0.164 | 9.354 ook
Serv-Emp 0.920 0.180 | 9.586 ook
Serv—Tan 0.927 - - -
Serv-Acc 0.970 0.090 | 11.177 ook
Serv-Sig 0.885 - - -
Serv-Val 0.931 0.148 | 8340 ook
Serv-Interation Quality 0.869 - - -
Serv-Physical Quality 0.871 0.185 | 7.659 ook
Serv-Outcome Quality 0.989 0.154 7124 kK

X2=1425.161, DF=805, RMR=0.045, GFI=0.737, AGFI=0.704, TLI=0.914,
CFI=0.920, RMSEA=0.062

bulk terminal

standard estimate | S.E. CR.
Serv-Rel 0.893 - - -
Serv-Res 0.896 0.112 | 9.051 ook
Serv-Ass 0.839 0.106 | 8478 ook
Serv-Emp 0.851 0.100 | 7.834 ook
Serv-Tan 0.938 - - -
Serv-Acc 0.910 0.136 7413 kol
Serv-Sig 0.963 - - -
Serv-Val 0.934 0.119 8.645 ok
Serv-Interation Quality 0.878 - - -
Serv-Physical Quality 0.927 0.135 7.421 ook
Serv-Outcome Quality 0.991 0.135 8.308 ok

X2=1254.639, DF=805, RMR=0.031, GFI=0.778, AGFI=0.754, TLI=0.894,
CFI=0.901, RMSEA=0.053
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