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Development of Model for the Alternative Selection of Port Privatization
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Abstract

The aim of this study is to develop a model for the alternative selection in port privatization using
Brainstorming, the ISM and AHP methods. For this, 30 detailed attributing factors were identified by both
previous studies and port users, Also, 13 attributing evaluation factors were identified by a group of port
experts using the brainstorming method. These were made into a model of hierarchical structure with 3
levels, taking 1 goal factor, 5 evaluation factors and 7 alternative factors using the ISM method. The
collected date of questionnaires through the AHP method were analyzed with a group of port experts for
an empirical analysis. The result of the hierarchical level 2 shows that profitability is the most important
factor, followed by public interest, management professionality, service quality and financial soundness. The
analysis results of hierarchical level 3 shows that commercialization is the most important factor.
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