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Abstract - Port Gyeongin was developed as a multi—fimctional port equipped with container and general port ficilities and could be linked
with nearby tourist attractions. However, it has experienced difliculties from the limitation of being a small port, duplicating finctions,
and lacking an interlink with nearby ports. Nonetheless, resident companies that need logistics facilities in Port Gyeongin or nearby ports
process specific import and export goods such as wood, steel, and industrial products through Port Gyeongin because of the characteristics
of the port. From this perspective, it Is critical to establish a measure to promote Port Gyeongin through utility analysis of the
stakeholders in Port Gyeongin. In this regard, the purpose of this study was to analyze the preference of stakeholders in Port Gyeongin
using conjoint analysis and propose a difierence in the preference of the stakeholders. Study results show that the terminal group, shippers,
and tenant companies considered the berthing capacity, incentive scale, and port logistics cost as the most critical matters, respectively.
The stakeholders in Port Gyeongin should recognize the difference in critical matters, and be equipped with shipper discovery and
Institutional arrangement according to the characteristics of Port Gyeongin such as cooperation with related institutions and
Inter—collaboration between operating companies to promote Port Gyeongin.

Key words - Comjoint Analysis, Gyeongin Port, Port Stakeholders, Preference, Difierence Analysis
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Level of each factor Importance
value
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Table 9 Results of Tenant Companies

Level of each factor Utility value | Importance
Port 12,000~ 14,000 -1.788
Logistic Fee | 14000~16,000 ~3.576 50.6%
(Won/RT) | 16,000~18,000 -5.364
Berth 2,000~4,000 0.379
capacity 4,000~6,000 0.758 14.73%
(DWT) 6,000~8,000 1.136
Productivity 620740 ~0.322
. 740~ 860 -0.644 14.4%
(RT/Shith) ™355 "a80 ~0.96
Incentive 480~570 0.432
scale 570~670 0.864 20.3%
(Won/RT) 670~760 1.295
(Constant) 7.598
Pearson’s R. 0.945 -
Tau of Kendall 0.889
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Table 10 Results of eliciting simulation alternatives for each

group
Port Logistic Berth Produc- | Incentive
Fee capacity tivity scale
(Won/RT) (DWT) (RT) (Won/RT)
Al| 16,000~18000 | 2,000~4,000 | 80~980 | 480~570
A2| 12,000~14,000 | 6,000~8000 | 80~980 | 670~760
A3| 12,000~14,000 | 6,000~8,000 | 620~740 | 670~760
A4| 14,000~16,000 | 4,000~6,000 | 740~860 | 570~670
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Table 12 TOC’s criteria simulation analysis results
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Table 13 Shipping Company Based Simulation Alternatives

Port Logistic Berth Produc- Incentive

Fee capacity tivity scale
(Won/RT) (DWT) (RT) (Won/RT)
Al| 16,000~18000 | 2,000~4,000 | 860~980 480~570
A2 12,000~14,000 | 6,000~8000 | 620~740 670~760
A3| 14,000~16,000 | 4,000~6,000 | 740~860 570~670
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results
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