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Abstract : To increase port productivity and efficiency and also to avoid disadvantages of public port management, a port authority system
has been introduced worldwide. The Korea Port Authority Act was enacted in 2003 and Incheon Port Authority was established in July
2005. The objective of this paper is to develop a strategy of Incheon Port Authority using SWOT/AHP method.

Research findings show that possibilities of business expansion and growth as well as geographical advantages of Incheon Port are
identified as its strength. The opportunities of Incheon Port Authority are continuous increase of cargo handling volumes in the Yellow
sea rim and expansion of Free Trade Zone. A government two-port policy and growing its dependence on China and rapid growth of
more competitors in domestic and overseas are considered to be threat. Its weaknesses include superannuated Incheon port facilities and
port hinterland shortages.

Based on SWOT analysis combined with AHP method this paper suggests S/O strategy, W/ O strategy, S/T strategy, and W/ T strategy
as a strategic development plan of Incheon Port Authority.

Key words : Incheon port authority, SWOT analysis, AHP method, Port management, Port policy
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