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Abstract

The subject of port efficiency is one of the important issues facing port authorities and
policy makers today. A number of studies have been undertaken which compare ports in
terms of their efficiency. But any port comparison can only be valid and meaningful if a
port’s efficiency is compared with a similar port.

The main objective of this paper is to introduce a systematic approach to identifying
similar ports based on the technique of principal component analysis and cluster analysis.
And it seeks to identify the most important factors underlying the port classification.
Lack of awareness of which factors differentiate ports has resulted in an unnecessary
collection of data which are of limited use in port classification.

This paper has identified five groupings of similar ports within which port comparision
can be justifiably made. This approach can be used for any future port comparision.
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Table 2.1 Classification of Containerports by Characteristics
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Table 22 Throughputs and Transhipments of Major Containerports(1996)
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Fig. 21 Classification of Containerports by
throughputs and transhipment cargoes
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Table 3.1 Data for Analysis

FL 3T X1 X2 X3 X4 | X5 X6
1| Antwerp |29| 2329135 0 | 15618| 149| 8
2| Bangkok |12| 1432844| 0 | 2549| 562| 8
3| Barcelona | 8 689324 0 | 64%4| 16| 4
4] Busan 21| 45025%| 0 | 689 267 7
5| Colombo |10| 1,049044f 0 | 3251| 323| 9
6| Felixstowe |61 | 18982011 1 | 6244| 304| 8
7| Hamburg |39| 2830181| 0 | 12027] 240| 28
8| Hong Kong | 54 | 12549,746| 1 | 368%| 340| 16
9| Inchon 3 236641 0 | 4965 48| 4
10{ Kaohsiung |21 | 5232000{ 1 | 13127 39| 23
11| Keelung |12| 216983 0 | 8026 270| 7
12| Le Havre |12 970426/ 0 | 739%| 131 12
13| Long Beach | 38 | 2843502| 0 | 5036| 56| 27
14| Los Angeles | 25| 2555204| 0 | 2870 83%0| 22
15{ Marseilles | 10 4980411 0 | 7978 62| 12
16| Nagoya |[14| 1477359 0 | 43983 34| 11
17| Oakland 41 1549800( 0 | 1597 970 2
18| Port Kelang | 10 | 1,133811| 0 | 7,286 156 | 12
19| Rotterdam | 32| 4,786897| 1 | 26602 180| 21
20| Singapore |59 | 10,800,300 1 |101,107{ 107| 19
21}  Tokyo 16| 2177407) 0 |50213] 43| 12
22| Yokohama |34 | 2756811 0 | 56943 48| 20
2} 8. : Shipping Statistics Yearbook(1995), Ports of The

World(1997), Containerisation International
Yearbook(1997)
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Table 3.2 Descriptive statistics(Mean & SD)
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X1 238 175

X2 3,024,052.9 3,111,470.7

X4 19,8667 24,4432

X5 215 260.7

X6 133 76
284 - 2
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Table 3.3 Correlation matrix

X1 X2 X4 | X5 | X6
X1 | 1.0000
- X2 | 701 |1.0000
A X4 | 4A 609 | 1.0000
X5 | -026| .016 | -.419 |1.0000
X6 | .521 392 | 284 076 |1.0000
X1
s X2 000
- X4 010 .001
"E X5 453 472| 026
X6 006| 03| .100| .369
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Table 34 Inverse of correlation matrix

Table 35 Communality

1| X1 X2 X4 X5 X6
X1 | 231706
X2 | -1.30212 | 277343
X4 | -12098 | -1.35810 | 237223
X5 08169 | -65263 | 1.02968 | 1.46074
X6 | -65554 | -.00189 | -.12274 | -.17444 |1.38450
-KMO &% = 065

- u}E-9 E(Bartlett)?] 73474 x]= 33945

- o4& = 0000

o024 o] Zx9 o] o aJ¥HE A
1450 AAo] FA £¢E vehdch

gupd o2 KMO #te] 09 olAte|d A3 ¥
£ o], 06 o|Ateld HFolx, 05 o|ieldd
vl &z 23 Aeg a2y 05 viwte|d ¥
ol=d & e Ao BAR o] =EAAM
A KMOY 32 0625 ol22 8713 a2
24 % $£F5YE ¢ F A
e, FALEA 23] AP S55 ey
u}E ) E(Bartlett)?] 34174 X (sphericity)
A@ARLo] el gdol AFIMEE A
7 Sl Aoz, AF o] 7IAHA o™
AyrAdede A4 £ itk 9714 5749
ol iy EA A A7t 33945 |3 °]
9] foj4F0] 0000 o=z AF/HMES 7174
o}, b FAEEA S S-S Zo] A,
FTEARE EFAFE ¢ F

Table 35 3% (communality)el]l & W&
o2 7} wige 2|t FAEEA A% 4
Wao] ARdeegE Bolx gled, oy AR
Jelels 229 89ld osf AgsE viEE Y
ehiich |2 S99, X1 9 ARLEs} 77 ol=
2 olE E JiY g2 oF 78%7F AHrhsdt
o, UmA] 2% & A9=R dech g2, A
A Er 3 Aee EA0A Aol ke
d), Qubg e g 04 olste|d Yrtxw WA

223 T4 FAAEY 3fX(eigen value)=
Zt7k 2545, 1.233 224 oA FAEFE V1T

@ hhu

R N XA dr

x 7 F %
X1 1.00 an
X2 1.00 %6
X4 1.00 811
X5 1.00 868
X6 1.00 565
o2 AAY 1HA 1 o4 FAET 329 A
P& ¢ F Atk 2HAE 2 FAL] A==
BAre] g vehng o] gle] & FARC] F

2% FA) o] =t} Table 36¢l o]} o] A
2 FPARS BT

o] % sfo] 29l 7tz utRFet B
FAE 18 509%, FAE 28 UT%E AEEe
24 AAFH) 756%S Ad4dsix ok 28 F
A 10] 7R & AL 3w 9led, FAES
o] o] &t o AGYL 56%ETY ¥
ol o)A wk FAEL F7} WelA o5 43}
£ do FA7F AZlge 9A3E

Table 36 Total Variance Explained

= A A
°© ) 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
1 |2545|509| 509|2545| 509|50.9|2.405| 431 431
2 |1.233]| 247| 756|1.233| 24.7| 56| 1372| 27.5| 756
3| 642)128| 384
4| 360| 72| b6
5| .220| 44|1000

Table 37 W4} FAETY] AL RHolxn
ed, o] ¥AdMEe T FARe] FEHA
t}. o]2lg BAARs} oulste vl X1 9 Y
A7t FAE 1, 2 o disl 22 0861, 0.190 THF
d3kg vk Aotk F, Wy X1 & FAE2
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Table 3.7 PRIN matrix ol t&lAl 571x] W] HFoe A, A F
¥ 4 | FHEIPRIND | $4E2PRIND) 2% F49¥< PRINIE U858 Pz
X1 861 .190 Yehd 4= 9le 3k (port performance) %]
X2 861 123 T2 o]4¥ 4 it} o)z FAE PRINIL o}
X4 783 - M5 £+ AFE Zert
X5 -187 913
X6 644 387 PRINI = 0.861X1 + 0.861X2 + 0.783X4

- 0.187X5 + 0.644X6
Hop FAAEISH J4Q o UAHY BAAo] Qlhe

A& Jehic} & PRIN12 A4 139 3HEA2)3g Yehlle
o) = Sao02 vehy = the 3w} 2t} X5 & AYstae =& 39 AritE 1+ 7
X1 = 0861(PRIN1) + 0.190(PRIN2) 3 Sl7) el b el A Ak A5
X2 = 0861(PRINI) + 0.123(PRIN2) 2 2 T Y
X4 = 0.783(PRIN1) - 0.445(PRIN2) = 5 WA FAEQ PRIN2E ohg9 AS4E
X5 = -0.187(PRINI) + 0913(PRIN2) 73 sleh
X6 = 0644(PRINI) + 0387(PRIN2)

PRIN2 = 0.190X1+ 0.123X2 - 0.445X4

Table 3.8 A9 FAE P4 (rotated com- + 0913X5 + 0.387X6

ponent matrix)$ ®Roled|, wZWAye) 23}k 3
Aele) W AL Fol QiR HR A AA 1o PRINZ S48} S48 &7 44 2

Sof ek o) el sfald Ao e 2y NTE ARG, £ @8 o0 Sle x4 o
wiA] gk} gke) vt %3] A7 2 X5 o) wlm
3 & gtk 5 X4 € JFAF, X5 = Al
A% BEAARE dehizz TY PRINZS) 3}
o kel YA vl A SEA o) ¥
ohe g olelshe Dol PRIN2S) gl Aohd

19] A% 3709 289 X1, X2, X6, 8]z FAE2
= HY 849l X5 2 BZ &L o 4 gk

Table 3.8 Rotated Component Matrix

W = q% = .]_"):_l._

He | FAEINPRIND | 34 E2(PRIN2) 2 el nz, ool PRINZS] he Sus e

X1 876 -.101 —

X2 354 161 Z]4=(mobility index)Z ola| & 4= 9t}

<6 '735 '156 Fig. 3.1 PRIN13} PRIN2E 7|8 202 3§

o 1 oo A2 ELYVE] FEE vl o)z gl
. - OLZ/‘“%%A%%ﬁ ]_7 XA-]__E'_O‘ }_

- = gy & FAERAE Fo T8 2 FY2e) B

S T3] Zolth o] 1YoA PRINIo] &
AN Ay o] FAMD FAAL dHsin
Acka & 4= gl PRINI £ wehd gt
FgrrEo] 29l (clustering) & 4 Qi) o]
¢ EEE PN FANY FANL 1Fez
o] ¥AE F¥s B, & W$e 56% & 71&9] FHEFYs vxsly) e £ 9

Hehde 2719 F48e] Wiz 4L F 3 aF3hqe] "asith o1& s 7oA
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T 1 AW - Kaiser A3} ole w2iga
2. 33 WHEANRS B3 23] Ae] S|

34 &42| 2jo|



PRIN2

PRINt
Fig. 3.1 Distribution of Containerports by Prin-
cipal Components

v FAEEH 2N 7 FAEHTES °)8

sl ZREAL BT

i’*] A7k ]'°]E v &3] 3]-t- ‘ﬂ"ﬂ Ao,
o]2|3t #A 9 FAL FAAQL Fdoly TAS

Fale o Utk

TA A9 7184q 4zl Ael(distance) 2}
2 AR NEE ol &3l fAE SA =
dlel gtk A=le F diade] dehg He] deiA
7k A Hxolx, FAMIS ZAHAY ’35
g & § ok RN E olE NS
o] g3ty o] Alo|AE(o] wENAE H¥ o‘il)
< Adstd 5 ok A SACA diH o=
AHgsheE Age AFE FFEYd Al (squared
Euclidean distance) 241, o] ZE W59 Aol
A Fsle gAgE Aot

71l ME ol FAEAHS He, *A AT
FAEEAE 58 7 FAEEE °J"4‘ﬂ"?‘i o]
L3t & FAEHTE iR TAHEAE 3
3 Fig. 3.1 Role nie} Zo) E.%ﬂ“}—'é- ]
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FARAE 014 AR 2

g A FA=H e 71E B H#{3 & 5 3l
A ek A FAREA D olRIIA 2 A9
4E92g SPSS 80 EZ2adE olstd uE
22709 BEJWAEE A3 &F 4 2€%
s 2k fEE’t AgAY EYAA 24
A PAL AR F, o] 5 o) g3l 7 ) ¥
q2re) A=zt 4R e ASe B 9 As
£ sl o|FA TRIWES A} st
<+ 82578 2o g e FALR YE
A €k

Table 39 A3 YARXE Hole A22A,
7zt R3] FAsIEY st HAHE vE

Table 3.9 Agglomeration Schedule

zg3 WA 24l |,
24 A & Agee vy T

oA |23 1|2 2 A FA 2|
1] 12 [ 18 | ooo2] o 0| 3
2116 | 21 | 0027] o0 0| 14
3|11 |12 |o0s3] o 1| 6
4 3 9 0.084 0 0 15
5 7 10 0.137 0 0 12
6| 11 | 15 | 0219] 3 0| o
7] 1] alo3i2] o 0] 10
8| 6 |19 |o043] o 0] 12
9| 5 | 11 | o661 0 6| 10
0] 1] 5 | oo 7 9| 15
11| 13 | 14 | 134 o0 0| 17
12| 6 | 7 |1m8| 8 5| 19
13| 2 |17 | 219 o 0| 17
14|16 | 2 | 2827] 2 0| 18
15| 1| 3 | 3897 10 4] 18
16| 8 | 20 | 538 0 0] 20
17 2 13 7845 13 11 19
18] 116 [nos2] 15| 14| 2
9] 2| 6 [15231] 17| 12| 2
20| 2 %115 19| 16| 21
| 1| 2 [4200] 18] 20| o
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£ Ag@E ol ok @A 1839 ©A 194}e]
oA Alggte] F71sl7] Alatsle, @A 199 24
20 Abol9] Algzt zels A 203} ©@A 21 Alo)
o Aagte]l A FUIBIER o] =FeAe
Mo FAHLE e Aol v E#E & 3l
o} 2y 71E€ R e denaE A8 53
A9 A= ¥A43ksch

Table 3102 &£573& Jebie X224, 7
ERYTEe] 4 TAH Fo o= el FaslS
€ Bolm gt} o] Hl o3 3T, Artxes)
el FAE o]Fo] ‘FA Vel 43y, "Yyx
ES$ =3 2HEd, 7w 5ol ‘A I,
W= 2o|x], 2AQAHA eFWT Fo] ‘FA
II, 28]l 873}, &1, L EAZY 0o} ql=2
Alolf, 2eotr= 7§, UAA, ¥4 FTFE, ¢E
Az, vpzA 2y Fo] ‘FF I £3¢E 4 5 3

Table 3.10 Cluster Membership

U PERDIEEED
il Ae | A
1 Antwerp 1 1
2 Bangkok 2 3
3 Barcelona 1 1
4 Busan 1 1
5 Colombo 1 1
6 Felixstowe 3 4
7 Hamburg 3 4
8 Hong Kong 4 5
9 Inchon 1 1
10 Kaohsiung 3 4
11 Keelung 1 1
12 Le Havre 1 1
13 Long Beach 2 3
14 Los Angeles 2 3
15 Marseilles 1 1
16 Nagoya 1 2
17 QOakland 2 3
18 Port Kelang 1 1
19 Rotterdam 3 4
20 Singapore 4 5
21 Tokyo 1 2
22 Yokohama 1 2

®
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>
C

PRIN2

4 23 A9

Fig. 3.2 Classification of Containerports by Clus-
tering Analysis(4 Cases of Clustering)

t}. Table 3.108] EE-3}vbol] tigt 2474l o}
2} g ¥R Fig. 329 ek

olsh Ze AsE 71EY FREFYH 2 B
oA weuleted Annm, 2H Vel 53
3T 9 AZMEE So] 2AUFARLA AP
stol, ‘A el &34 2el=gt S9 gato] 7
dEAR, 23 Te $¥A 2 3= 5o
gto] AN, 22l7 23 Iel TRHE
3ol ¥4 Zohpz So| AAFAYT 2
Aol $¢& & 4 3ok

23] slee) FLEFES He A7) 98 57
ez FAEAL W& 2 1 A AT
323 Ie) 24 PHe2 YHe ¢ 4 Aok =
P Tol S3he YV B4, TR, QA 2o}
Be, chzAjold, vz, FEAL S shi
o FRe2 @ AAgoltn B 4 Al W
o, Umx) s ol £2, az80 58
AAFAGTE Eahe FAolT ¢ + e

22} Fig. 33614 Mol& uhe} o), ZA2A
£ 54 Q& PVTE /12 BeEFY P
FRZse Aolr} AL T 4 AUk FLALA




74

511

PRIN1

Fig. 3.3 Classification of Containerports by
Clustering Analysis(5 Cases of Clus-
tering)

< F Ygo= s FA4¥ PRINlC #d=y=
gabFo] YA =X, HFEANAFE rldte
FAFEAAXF FAE PRIN2Y oA = &t
o] PAET 9SS & & sk F FHANA
o] 453 Hold T, FTANA H FMFF
Ho) vlxstA Hold FbZ, IR}
THEAe) o Y2 AT, 3}
ARAe] © vhe T, FUALA B FDHF
A RE FE U Felth

o)Z Aol WF3] Holhd FLHFo] 7]
E Egeld & o 2ANEAYT, 28
A Y FfEA o] B&EHA
o] AtFAYL Sy ¥ F Aok 2e
Uex) G 71Ee) EREE e o
s)4jo] ot

webA], Table 31114 & A4 A2E nie}
o2 P A2 Fo] F3¥E 54 Bt

Table 311914 FE3tedo} & A2 7]&9 £
FadlA AGANGE Ao FRAY

HAg o] AAMIA S, fE5AAS, 282 A
A deld g e 539 AgPgner ¥iH

ke o]k
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Table 3.11 Classification of Containerports by
Kind

AR |54 | AR S
2AYNFAY
(ZHYEF | 22 | 32| =5 | 32 AhxE
AR
AREAY | o | yg | po | 22T 0%
(%24_?.]2":‘3}) '{]—_‘?__a_:,_ %_
gAY o . e
(47183 BE | ¥ | 98 |3, 239§
A g FAle ] C
(z_]ﬂs-o].s}) 5’_%— ‘4’3 ‘é‘% _g.iﬁ}ﬂ}, 3 -
A g3t o o L
(A8 g3 | 4 (U4, 1E S

* : Table 22 =

Table 3.12 World Major Containerports

eee | Taees]
o | AHEER | L, | HEEF

g = &9 (TEU) 9 (TEU) (%)
A7Ez | 2 14135200 1{15100000 | 68
2 F |1 ]1438600 2114700000 | 22
b &% |3 | 5893339 3| 6270000 | 64
2dag | 4 | 544544 4| 6032000 | 108
24 |5 | 52380 5| 5735000 | 96
¥ A | 6 | 3504603 6| 4098000 | 169
graz | 7 | 3337477 7| 3546940 | 63
2rfAdgA| 9 | 2959715 8| 3400000 | 149
JEgdE | 8 | 2969189 9| 3265750 | 100
Aol (11 | 2520000 10| 3050000 | 210
Fubol |10 | 2600102 11| 280000 | 77
¥ & |12 | 24%686 12| 2520000 | 26
dAYre$ |15 | 2251319 13| 2500000 | 11.0
T 2 |13 | 23065 14| 2390000 | 03
Agolo} 42 | 20 | 1448492 15| 2121000 | 464
78l |14 | 2327932 16 | 2120000 | -89
Z 2% |18 | 1671074 17| 1940000 | 161
T W |16 | 194208 18| 1858000 | -47
asAgka |19 | 1537627 19| 185614 | 187
Byd-2aels | 17 | 1,703,219 20| 1812441 | 64

Z}&. : Containerisation International Yearbook, Port of
Hamburg website
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Table 3.12¢) o] nle} 7o), HZ A7 A
goluv e EFFAolA AAA A 5918 253}
I e Wyl FAtglo] vy EFHE A

23te 7tes, 2H293} "2’\‘1'”‘6‘ 54, B34
9 =& HllA FHHA ASS & 5 sk ole
A AFF Y ARAHEFTHF % JAu)g
< vpez ¥ ke FAA, FAA AelAM9
FHEFe G S EFel AA] oS
< W3 & § glod, Aol #3 il
A Ae2A AZA 5T B o9
&= ke AEHIHQ F, FU3 Aty F
T AR 3}EF, AHS 5 2eskdr] Wil
o dAAolzta & 4 glch

53] FEFAHAA FAguct WA HAx|
© BY2 5%, 8330t 59 Fho] 2 QFAlF
Ee AdSARLE FFRFAAThs AMS )
WA R oyl W FAE 41 Qe
Aoz Btk & AELHIFHLY ¢, A F
oA o5 &e] «7lo] M} YFo= U §F
ghe] A 8l f-3Ade]l AbEel wlal E3t7)
HFoz FA=)

o] AFelA= e A gA ¥4 'B]FL/‘]
+A7F He fARMTY F¥(Grouping) 5§
v} g3 317 91§ AJ=24], Tongzon?] 3
A7 5702 Mg =98t FAEEY
3 FAES T3 oA o] WHFE 3o
AL Pgozy gy F3& AEsgich
olgi¥dt TAXAY AINE A FAAH FAA
olgl= F 7HA 8o A7 71E9 FUEF
el 23 Aste}l wlwste] ngtov) EFAHZY
A ANFAG T 2ANFA L] gl v
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