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A Research of the Effects of Passengers’ Perception on Congestion and
the Difference of Congestion Time to Their Airport Service Satisfaction

- Focusing on ANCOVA(Analysis of Co-Variance) -
Se-Young Lee’, Kee-Woong Kim"~, Ok-Myung Seo™

ABSTRACT

This study empirically analyzed the service experience by dividing it into three stages
according to the classification of congestion level and objective congestion time zones
recognized by passengers. The service experience of passengers was divided into check-in,
security screening, and immigration procedure to understand how their perception of
congestion affects airport service satisfaction according to the congestion time zone. In
particular, this study systematically verified the effect of independent recognition in the
congestion time zone by dividing the entire process of international passengers into
step-by-step flows of check-in, security screening and immigration procedure, and applying
ANCOVA that controlled the subjective congestion perception experienced by passengers as
covariates. According to ANCOVA, in the check-in stage, the difference in service satisfaction
between the congestion time zone and the non-congestion time zone was not statistically
significant, whereas in the security screening and immigration procedure, satisfaction was
significantly reduced in the congestion time zone.

Key Words : Congestion Time(Z% Al7HH), International Passenger(ZA|4 £78), Service
Experience(AH|A ZE), ANCOVAFEAHEA]), Service Satisfaction(AH]A WHELE)
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Table 1. ANCOVA results at check-in counter

= A8 A AL B AF | F-value | pvalue HE ot AlF
F4 23 52.892 2 26.446 33.309 0.000 0.212
gkl 23.189 1 23.189 29.207 0.000 0.106
T 2w U4 27.862 1 27.862 35.092 0.000 0.124
A R 1.936 1 1.936 2.438 0.120 0.010
3 196.108 247 0.794
A 249.000 250
7 A 249.000 249
R4 QAMEARS] FA/ge] thgt Levene?] S84 7 F 3.685, p-value 0.056

Table 2. Comparison analysis between peak-time and non peak-time at check—in counter
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(0 FARE | () A xEQa} p-value
() SFekgk KiEiz1e
= vlegt -0.209 0.134 0.120 -0.472 0.055
vl eg = 0.209 0.134 0.120 -0.055 0.472
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Table 4. ANCOVA results at security screening
= A1 738 AEe A Hat AlF F-value p-value BE g} AF
F4 23 51.792 2 25.896 32.434 0.000 0.208
gkl 16.559 1 16.559 20.740 0.000 0.077
T 2w U4 20.062 1 20.062 25.128 0.000 0.092
A R 5.530 1 5.530 6.927 0.009 0.027
o 197.208 247 0.798
A 249.000 250
7 A 249.000 249
R4 QAMEARS] BA/gel TSt Levened] 584 A F 3.891, p-value 0.051
# FEWRE 0 B A NEE

Table 5. Comparison analysis between peak-time and non peak-time at security screening
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@) ket gk
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vl est = 0.353 0.134 0.009 0.089 0.617
Table 6. F-test of peak-time and service satisfaction at security screening
AF AR YAl F F-value p-value BE g} AF
o] 5.530 1 5.530 6.927 0.009 0.027
oA 197.208 247 0.798
g o' YEROom(F=25.128, p<.001), °l= 3% 2 WELo] Fefet Aot WAt A5 I8
ol THAPEHAHA Au A WEm)o] FAXCE AlE3e
Rt FEFES VRS Uit SRS AR o]%
SN TR 99% AFSEAN FAHos W 243 SEUEH GHA-F=+E)
% Fo3 Aeow yetydt (F=6.927, p=0.009). AL 30 ERE SAAH ET5E0)A
ol THFY IF= AT AHollAE A T+ zraass Heo] H4 714l sPA SHES A
SEHFY Hat Ao EARYE nlsh, 2 A9 517] 8] ELWL(EIAZHY o)} TR
AF7HE AATe Adfoltt. SHE A FoAEde ZAt BEe BASH
STHIFEHE ST A4S AR SEAEAE o B4 Ad AR 53ks 95% AlEzoA B
Sl SRR F2o] HbAA AH|A RSO vl on e e men e otae
Ae Tl Aolg At 4 23, T Levened] S#4Hd A4S AR 23, Ad 2 &4t
SEHpO] FoURt FFe vAE AeE HEHL 9] Aol EAZHOZ Qol5tA] ke Aoz yeptt
o, TGS SARE ool = THAR 2ol wet (p=0.416). WA A= 7] BA 29E Edi=
SAMCE FsiH. of=Rt A= M H2E Al S84 710l =5 Aow Wit
Ao, ERARI 2] wet Hebg Aol tigk Ay M T-AY I SHA 7hgo] EEgo] ulet



Yol THE 94 U S o] BE FPAHA USE A7 63

737] Table 7~Table 99t Zth A5, SFAI %LTOH EPE} g% 1 TR AfH]
TR A3 Y] avte SAHE fo A Nk ReOfRh Aot ARt A5 A

o Ao2 YERdom(F=15.143, p<0.001), ol &  A&dch

Aol FEUPGETTE ARL U)o SAHL

2 9% JFL VWS uighch THLS A . & £

ofF A T2 99% AlFFEolA EAHL

= e FolRt Ao e (F=9.498, p=0.002). B gL 33} o] IgollA Ll St A4
ol BHYY] FFE AAT AEoAE Hd b SR A o) g, Hobad, 354 o

FEULY] ot Aot TAIRE orlste, £ 79 A viEko] ol YIS FEAS AFHow 7Y

AT7HEE AR eH= Axto|t), stz shoitt. £ oAAEUES AAREFARKde-

TUFGEH U DS BAG %&-‘%—;— sign peak hount& 7|1Z02 Ag-ofsie 724 5
B3] BN TEo| EF4d Aula wEEe] v gy SRS sty 9lon, offst TR ofzie] A
Ao A9l Aol FeAL, B4 A% BULE ok ol wEes 4G 29 244 golo
TEHA] FouRl I vAE AoE YERRS 2 2R23H} BAoAoA] B AE et
Table 7. ANCOVA results at immigration

T A9 AES AR B AF F-value pvalue | F& o AF
+4 =y 1.210a 2 0.605 26.327 0.000 0.176
A4 78.328 1 78.328 3408.232 0.000 0.932
T 2= QA 0.348 1 0.348 15.143 0.000 0.058
AR & 0.218 1 0.218 9.498 0.002 0.037
3 5.677 247 0.023
A 479.854 250
7 A 6.887 249
T4 QAMEARS] FA/gel gt Levene?] 584 A F 0.663, p-value 0.416
X EEWS L Ead AHA TEE

Table 8. Comparison analysis between peak-time and non peak-time at immigration

HyFA} Zpolo] gk 95% A7k
O &7 () EZAIH BERA p-value

() skatgt I
= Hl&gt -0.070 0.023 0.002 -0.115 -0.025
HIER =% 0.070 0.023 0.002 0.025 0.115

Table 9. F-test of peak-time and service satisfaction at immigration
A& e BHAE F-value p-value & olet AlF

el 0.218 1 0.218 9.498 0.002 0.037
o 5.677 247 0.023
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