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Abstract : The number of calling ports has been decreased and the degree of inter- and intra-port competition has been increased, which
is caused by the market trends that shipping liners have and operate their own terminals, strategic M & A frequently occurs among
shipping liners, and container vessel size is increasing. The trends also cause shipping liners to change the evaluation factors for decision
to call a particular port such as port preference, potential for growth, port competitiveness, etc. Since the decision of liners greatly
influences the policies for port and terminal development, it is worth having interest in the evaluation factors. Therefore, this work
intended to evaluate 8 major ports (Port of Singapore, Hong Kong, Shanghai, Busan, Rotterdam, Kaoshung, and Tokyo) with regard
to liners’ evaluation factors (calling port preference, potential for growth and port competitiveness) and to classify ports by similarity of
evaluation factors with the methodologies of ANOVA analysis and Duncan test. The result shows implications for liners’ viewpoint to
evaluate major ports in the world.
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Table 2 The collection result of questionnaire and the

investigated countries
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Table 3 The characteristics of respondents
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Table 4 The results of ANOVA on port preference
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Table 5 The results of Duncan test on port preference

Duncan Grouping Mean ghaty =9
A 4274 gaa 1
A IF A 4.268 HITEE 1
A 4181 3y 1
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CooDIE|D|C 3539 =g 6
D 3.369 2% 6

D 1%

D 3312 o3 6
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3 121754 |- 7 17393 Table 6 The results of ANOVA on potential for port growth
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Table 8 The results of ANOVA on port competitiveness
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Table 9 The results of Duncan test on port competitiveness
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Table 10 Classification of port similarity by Duncan
grouping
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