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Development of Global Airport Competitiveness Measurement Indicators

using the AHP
Yu-Jin Choi’, Joon-kyu Lee”

ABSTRACT

This study develops a measurement framework to objectively measure Incheon Airport's
global competitiveness amid intensifying hub airport competition. The existing system, based
on limited single indicators per sector, inadequately measures operational performance, peer
benchmarking, and deficiency identification. Drawing on ACI and FAA performance systems,
we created an index with four categories - air transport performance, finance, productivity,
environment, and 11 detailed indicators. The Delphi technique and AHP were used for
indicator selection and weighting. AHP results showed Level 1 weights: air transport
performance (0.434), finance (0.228), productivity (0.124), and environment (0.084). This
framework enables integrated measurement of operational, financial, and environmental

performance, supporting sustainable competitiveness management.

Key Words
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Fig. 1. Performance management process flow
diagram for economic and managerial aspects of
airports(ICAO, 2014)

A ICAO(2013) Doc 9562 (Third Edition), Airport
Economics Manual, Appendix 1. MEASURING AIRPORT
ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE - Performance indicators.
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Table 3. TRB types of airport

performance indicators
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Table 5. Incheon Airport vision 2040 compre-
hensive competitiveness index
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Fig. 2. Global airport competitiveness
measurement indicator derivation procedure

Table 6. The stage of global airport competitiveness
measurement indicators
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Table 7. Candidate indicators proposed for global airport competitiveness evaluation
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Table 8. CVR analysis results for airport com-
petitiveness indicators
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Table 9. Final selection indicator for global airport competitiveness
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Table 10. Results of weight analysis for global air—
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