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Abstract

Port development effects have a positive impact on trade and industry and regional development is influenced accordingly. The port is developed using the public goods and resources of the local community and in turn the port generates wider economic and social benefits to the community by creating jobs and providing logistics infrastructure for the region's economic activities. Therefore, the port as a whole needs to be managed in the interest of the local community. In order to fulfil and share the outcomes of these aims, marketing public relations appear as an effective tool.

This paper analyzes the impact of marketing public relations variables on the local community within the case of a port. The objective of the study was to determine how the people living in a port city and belonging to different demographic groupings realize the importance of the port in the development of the region, their degree of awareness of the port operations and the extent of the marketing public relations functions covered by the port. 

The target area for the study was selected as the city of Izmir, the oldest port town of Anatolia the history of which goes back to the 16th century, a city where the regional development around the port has reached a remarkable potential. The sample was composed of the citizens of the port city who are involved in the outcomes of the port activities. A questionnaire was developed to receive the approaches of the respondents. The questionnaire consists of the statements that were obtained through focus group discussions. The statements were handled with different statistical techniques.

Ports and the economies generated around the ports make use of the public goods and resources of the local community and in turn they produce economic and social benefits to the community and in this manner the port needs to build stronger relations with the local community. The study has proved that marketing public relations and its main functions such as raising awareness, informing, educating, communicating etc. do not only target port users but also aim to reach all parties of interest and the total community in general. In this manner the economic public services created by the port may establish peace with the social and cultural public services. 
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Introduction

When the economic and social factors within regional development are considered, marketing appears to have shouldered a crucial role in linking the major economic industries and the communities. An efficient and effective medium of communication provided by the marketing public relations is most likely to enhance enabling the total marketing power of the public to be effective in the regional development. 

In industrial marketing the leading role of marketing public relations appears in the development of programs that may contribute to the interactive communication environment between the company and the companies and publics that are in contact with the company.

Transport stays at the center of economic development. Without physical access to jobs, health, education and other amenities, quality of life suffers; without physical access to resources and markets, growth stagnates and poverty reduction cannot be sustained. However, inappropriately designed transport strategies and programs can result in networks and services that aggravate the conditions of the poor, harm the environment, ignore the changing needs of users and exceed the capacity of public finances.

When the best location for a firm is considered, main factors that are taken into account are access to the market, raw materials, energy sources, intermediate goods and also access to the transport facilities of the country. Relative distance to road, rail, sea, air and pipeline transport facilities create competitive advantage for the regions and the firms. When the product features and economies of scale allow, maritime transport reflects the minimum transport costs in comparison with other transport modes and this proves the importance of port areas regarding decisions on location of the firms (Dinler 1994:64). 

Regional development influences the increases in trade activities and the related logistics and transport requirements emphasize the necessity of ports. On the other hand port development effects have a positive impact on trade and regional development is influenced accordingly (Bridger et al 1996, OCDI 1996, Misztal 2001, Cerit 2002).

Globalization has accelerated world trade and sea trade that accounts for 90 percent of international transport of goods has reached 5.88 billion tons in 2000. This ends in a total of around 12 billion tons of cargo handled at the ports globally (UNCTAD 2001). Additionally increasing demand for passenger transport ends in new port development necessities. The rapid increase in transport of goods is not the only challenging factor for the ports. Developments in integrated logistics systems create expectations towards cost minimization and maximization of transport quality. Increases in numbers and capacities of ports have led to an increase of private industry involvement in the sector. 

Ports are developed using the public goods and resources of the local community and in turn the ports produce regional and national benefits to the community by creating jobs, providing logistics infrastructure and increasing the wealth of the region. However several parties are interested in making use of those coastal resources and most often debates occur among such parties in how to make use of the coastal areas. Recreational, road traffic and pedestrians requirements, aquaculture, military needs, shipyards and boatyards, residence plans, special industrial requirements all need the resources brought by the coastal areas. Moreover people are interested in the prevention of pollution from all sources and together with other coastal investments, ports also attract the attention of the community in that respect.

Given the extreme economic benefits created by the ports, the community would be supporting the presence of efficient, profitable and socially and culturally satisfying port business and management functions. However since the communities are not well informed and due to the lack of necessary communication between the ports and the communities, globally there exists a lack of “partnership” between the port and the community. The port as a whole needs to be managed in the interest of the local community. Port business and management should be planned interactively by the local community. 

The port is developed using the public goods and resources of the local community and in turn the port generates wider economic and social benefits to the community by creating jobs and providing logistics infrastructure for the region's economic activities. Unlike other private industries, therefore, the port as a whole needs to be managed in the interest of the local community (Inoue 2001). In order to fulfill and share the outcomes of these aims, marketing public relations appear as an effective tool. 

As can be noted in Figure 1, ports are effective in the regional and national economy through their business and management functions. However economy is for the well 

Figure 1. Ports and community effects

 

being of people and especially the well being of those located around the industrial sectors, namely the ports. Accordingly ports need to share the outcomes of their activities with the communities and the tool they are going to use in this process is marketing public relations. In this manner marketing public relations assists port in reaching the port communities, however it should be noted that port community is a collection of people of varying demographic characteristics. Age distribution, educational groups, gender, income levels and occupational groups are effective features of a population. When port communities are considered years of affiliation with the port community in particular and with a seaside community in general, and the degree of closeness of residence locations to the port area are important factors that should be taken into account with regard to demographic considerations.

MARKETING PUBLIC RELATIONS AND PORT PRACTICES 

Public relations is defined as the variety of programs designed to promote and/or protect the image and products/services of a company. Basic public relations functions are stated under the headings, 1. Press relations, 2. Product/service publicity, 3. Corporate communication, 4. Lobbying and 5. Counseling (Kotler 2002:616). 

Marketing Public Relations

Marketing public relations assist these programs to be designed effectively so as to support the marketing strategies of the firm and thus add value to the interactive marketing communications (Harris 1993, Marken 1995). In its marketing support function, public relations are used to achieve a number of objectives. The most important of these are to raise awareness, to inform and educate, to gain understanding, to build trust, to make friends, to give people reasons to buy and finally to create a climate of consumer acceptance (Harris 1993). Public relations is considered as a part of the integrated communication efforts (Miller 1994, Gonring 1994, Wightman 1999, Brody 1994) and depending on this structure the leading functional areas to support marketing appear to be; advertising and contributing to the selection of the message which appeal most likely to succeed with the target audience (Howard 1993, Miller 1994, Howard 1994), communicating with and training the sales force (Watson 1997, Howard 1997, Wightman 1999), relationship marketing (Lindenmann 1998), market positioning (Marken 1997). Marketing public relations plays important roles in assisting in the launch of new products, assisting in repositioning a mature product, building interest in a product category, influencing specific target groups, defending products that have encountered public problems and building the corporate image in a way that projects favorably on its products (Kotler 2002:616).

Public Relations in Industrial Marketing and Port Practices

In industrial marketing the leading role of public relations appears in the development of programs that may contribute to the interactive communication environment between the sales force of the company and the companies and publics that are in contact with the company. The tools used for this purpose are press, public speeches, seminars/congresses/conferences, special exhibitions, annual reports, funds, sponsorships, various publications, state and governmental relations, lobbying and various other activities. 

The target groups for public relations of ports are both port users who are the customers and/or potential customers and also the stakeholders of the port, administrations, authorities, services, financial institutions, labor unions, political parties, groups of environmentalists and ecologists, students, teachers and instructors, university professors and also all of the people in the region who are sharing the benefits and problems of the port. Leading ports all over the world have established independent port promotion or marketing departments (Willemsens 1992, Port of Hamburg Marketing Association 2001), and these units are include representatives of the public and private institutes in the region. Main public relations activities organized by these units are port days, conferences and seminars, open-door days, audio-visual means, exhibitions and fairs, publications, articles and press releases, information and documentation services, instruction and training, promotion of the port logo and annual reports. In addition to these activities, ports make use of advertising through press, radio, TV and billboards (Frankel 1987) and web pages, electronic communications and so forth.

According to the results of a recent focus group discussion on the marketing public relations function of a port, the members of a port community present recommendations that are related with education. It is suggested that port visits of the students starting from the primary school should be organized, in the weekends port days should be realized to let the citizens visit the port, the port should host several scientific and social meetings, from time to time free lunches and dinners should be offered to the visitors, the port should be promoted in all kinds of media and the press, a port press release should be published, close relations should be built with the customers of the port and the people should be informed about all of the activities and the realities of the port (Cerit 2002). 

OBJECTIVE

The main objective of this exploratory study was to analyze the perceptions of a port community regarding the effects of the port operations on regional and national development and the degree of the marketing public relations functions covered by the port that assist the awareness of the community. Depending on the variables of the marketing public relations function, the objective of the study was to determine how the people living in a port city realize the importance of the port in the development of the region. The variables tested have been derived from a recently realized focus group discussion (Cerit 2002). 

Since the community is composed of people of varying demographic characteristics, the analysis was accomplished in a comparative approach among community sub-groups of differing gender, age, education, occupation and income levels and also years spent in the port city, the city of settlement before the port city (seaside or away from the sea) and the district of the city they live in.  

The objectives of the study are included in the following statements:

1. To test each demographic sub-group comparatively with respect to their perceptions of port effects on national and regional development, port business and management functions and port’s marketing public relations functions

2. To search for the factors related to the national and regional development effects of ports

3. To measure the level of importance of each specific variable to the community members regarding the national and regional development effects of ports.

4. To test the results through a reliability analysis.

HYPOTHESES

Three main hypotheses are developed to test the objectives built on the comparative analysis of the populations:

H1 : Perceptions of effects of ports on national and regional development differ among demographic sub-groups.

H2 : Perceptions of port business and management functions differ among demographic sub-groups.

H3 : Perceptions of port’s marketing public relations functions differ among demographic sub-groups.

To support these hypotheses, three sets of sub-hypotheses are defined for both of the main hypotheses, considering the main demographic factors as given in Figure 2. 

Figure 2. Ports, community and demograhics: Model of the study



To support H1, H2 and H3, sub-hypotheses were stated applying for the demographic sub-groups and are given in Appendix 1. 

METHODOLOGY

Questionnaire Development

To test the hypotheses of the research, a questionnaire consisting of four different parts was developed. The first part covered eight open-ended and multiple-choice questions on the profile of the respondents. The second, third and the fourth parts focused on the ports and the community effects measures stated in Figure 2. The variables tested in these parts were developed from the results of the previous focus group discussion that was covered in April 2001 among the citizens of Izmir who constituted a cross-section of the city (Cerit 2002).

In Parts II, III and IV, there were a set of 21 statements on port and national and regional development, 23 statements on port business and management, and 15 statements on port and marketing public relations respectively. The statements were formed on a 7-point Likert-scale (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree) and the opinions of the respondents were proposed to be collected. 

Sample


The target area for the study was selected as the city of Izmir, the oldest port town of Anatolia the history of which goes back to the 16th century, a city where the regional development around the port has reached a remarkable potential. Thus particularly the objective of this study was to determine how citizens of Izmir consider the importance of Port of Izmir in the regional development of the city. Regarding this objective it was aimed to comment on the perceptions of the people in Izmir on the marketing public relations activities of Port of Izmir. 

The city of Izmir is located on 12012 km2 area with a population of 3,387,908 in 2000. In 1998 total exports from the city were USD 5.0 billion, per capita income being USD 4,375 (Ege Ticaret, Ticaret ve Sanayi Odalari Güçbirligi 2000). When distribution of GDP among seven different provinces of Turkey in 1997 is considered, the province of Marmara appeared to be on the first row with 38.1 percent and the Aegean province, Izmir being the leading city, occupied the second row with 16.8 percent (SIS 2001, OCDI 2000). Regarding the contribution of individual cities to GDP, with 1997 figures Istanbul was the first with 22.83 percent and Izmir the second with 7.13 percent of share in total (SIS 2001).

Regarding the foreign trade of Turkey, and considering the commodities shipped by maritime transport, with 1998 figures, the Mediterranean province stood on the first row realizing 37.7 percent of the exports and the Aegean province occupied the second row with 35.3 percent of the exports. Corresponding placement for imports is province of Marmara being on the first row with 39.6 percent and Aegean province the second with 27.0 percent (Denizcilik Müstesarligi 2001). 

The three main port regions involved with Turkey’s foreign trade are Istanbul, Mersin and Izmir. When the leading ports in these regions, namely Haydarpasa, Mersin and Izmir are considered and when the high volumes of oil and oil products are not taken into account, ports of Mersin and Izmir share the leading positions in exports and total amount of cargo handled. However when contemporary door-to-door transport systems and the container transport figures are considered Port of Izmir appears to be the leading port in Turkey, realizing 35 percent of the foreign trade shipments in the year 2000 (Denizcilik Müstesarligi 2001). In 2000 Turkey’s exports through container shipping came out to be a total of 6.8 million tons, 3.0 million tons of which, namely 44 percent, being realized through Port of Izmir (Deniz Ticaret Odasi Izmir Subesi 2001, Denizcilik Müstesarligi 2001).

With its remarkable history and significant role in the foreign trade of the country, Port of Izmir presents an important opportunity for the analysis of marketing public relations variables with regard to economic, social and cultural aspects of regional development. However Port of Izmir is a state enterprise under the administration of Turkish State Railways, a fact limiting the marketing public relations efforts. These activities may be summarized as limited types and numbers of published material, annual statistics published by the General Directorate of Turkish State Railways, individual seminars and participated conferences by the port administrators and visits of university students to the port.  
To comment on the perceptions of the citizens regarding the effects of the port on regional and national development, the degree of their awareness of the business and management functions of the port and the marketing public relations activities of the port, citizens of Izmir were chosen as the study population. As was mentioned above the population of Izmir came out to be 3,387,908 due to 2000 Population Census results. Excluding the villages the city population appeared to be 2,750,000 (SIS 2002). 

It was decided to reach 1/10000 of the city population of Izmir, namely around 300 people, making use of nonprobability sampling procedures and among them quota sampling procedures. Since the study was focused on the perceptions of the citizens on port effects, it was considered that the districts of the city should be categorized according to their distances from the sea and quotas should be developed for those categories.  In this manner three categories were formed: (1) Districts by the seaside (Alsancak, Konak, Karsiyaka, Goztepe, Guzelyali, etc.), (2) Districts closer to the sea (Hatay, Semikler, Balcova, Esrefpasa, Nergis, etc.), and (3) Districts far away from the sea (Bornova, Sirinyer, Buca, Karabaglar, Yenisehir, Cigli, etc.). Taking into account the total populations of those categories, the proportion for the categories were divided as, 28 % for the first category, 32 % for the second category and 40% for the third category. In this manner the quotas for the respondents were determined as 84, 96 and 120 respectively; totalling 300. Although the population of the first category was lower than the second category, due to the objectives of the study, its quota was kept somewhat high to be able to reflect the perceptions of the people living by the seaside in a considerable manner.

Moreover since the study focused on measuring the effects of demographics as well, in each category other demographic factors of gender, age, education, occupation, incomes and settlement details (namely years of settlement in Izmir, city of settlement before Izmir) were also taken into account in sampling. Regarding the low popularity of the port matters and considering the difficulties of receiving responses for related questions, judgment sampling was applied and a relatively higher educated population was targeted.  

The research was carried out during April - June 2002. With the assistance of 30 people from 30 districts the questionnaires were handed in to the respondents personally and those again received the responses. Finally a total of 333 responses were received, the distribution to the three categories being 27.7% for the first category (n=91), 31.6% for the second category (n=104) and 40.7% for the third category (n=134). The profile of the respondents is given in Table 1. Since the aim was to receive 300 responses in total, it may be considered that we had a hundred percent response rate with some additional responders to replace the probable missing participants. Since the distribution of the respondents among the categories match the planned percentages this does not bias the results.

Table 1. Profile of the Respondents

	Variable
	n
	%
	Variable
	n
	%

	Years in Izmir
	
	
	Gender
	
	

	0-3
	41
	12.5
	  Female
	151
	45.8

	4-7
	14
	4.3
	  Male
	179
	54.2

	8-10
	11
	3.3
	Missing*
	3
	--

	11-over
	263
	79.9
	                  Total
	333
	100

	Missing*
	4
	--
	Age
	
	

	                   Total
	333
	100
	  Below-18
	13
	3.9

	Settlements before Izmir
	
	
	19-25
	79
	23.7

	Always settled in Izmir
	163
	48.9
	26-35
	91
	27.3

	Cities by the Sea
	68
	20.4
	36-45
	66
	19.8

	Cities far from the Sea
	102
	30.6
	                     46-over
	84
	25.2

	Missing*
	--
	--
	Missing*
	--
	--

	                   Total
	333
	100
	                  Total
	333
	100.0

	
	
	
	Education
	
	

	Districts in Izmir
	
	
	Primary School
	14
	4.2

	Districts by the Sea
	91
	27.7
	Middle School
	29
	8.8

	Districts close to the Sea
	104
	31.6
	High School
	116
	34.9

	Districts far from the Sea
	134
	40.7
	Undergraduate
	156
	47.0

	Missing*
	4
	--
	Graduate
	17
	5.1

	                   Total
	333
	100
	Missing*
	1
	--

	
	
	
	                  Total
	333
	100

	Income-Million TL** 
	
	
	Occupation
	
	

	Below 100
	30
	9.7
	Entrepreneur
	71
	21.4

	100-200 
	34
	10.9
	Public Sector
	64
	19.3

	201-300 
	50
	16.1
	Private Sector
	14
	4.2

	301-400 
	46
	14.8
	Student
	65
	19.6

	401-500 
	40
	12.8
	Housewife
	48
	14.5

	501-over
	111
	35.7
	Others
	70
	21.1

	  Missing*
	22
	--
	  Missing*
	1
	--

	                   Total
	333
	100
	                  Total
	333
	100


* Missing cases are not included in the relative frequencies (n: number of responses)

** TL/$= 1,700,000 (July 2002)

As can be noted the majority of the respondents have lived in Izmir for more than 11 years, males have responded the survey more. The most crowded age group was between 26-35, most of the respondents were university or high school graduates, around 50% have always settled in Izmir, most of the occupations were for entrepreneurs and public sector employees. The distribution of the categories and other demographic sub-groupings of the sample are consistent with the objectives of the study. 

Data Analysis Procedures


The research covers three sets of comparative hypotheses and the analysis procedures for the data were selected accordingly. The questionnaire consists of different types of statements, all of which need to be handled with different statistical techniques. Data processing is maintained by the SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) Program. Hypotheses based on open-ended and multiple-choice questions ending in nominal data were initially analyzed by relative frequencies.

Hypotheses based on Likert-scale questions, ending in interval data, were comparatively analyzed using t-tests. Means for the sample sizes and the standard deviations were also calculated to support the t-tests. The results of the t-tests were used as a basis for the factor analysis. Finally, to test the reliability of the factor groupings reliability analysis is applied.

EVALUATION AND RESULTS

Results of the Hypotheses Tests

The three hypotheses of the study aimed searching for perceptions of the respondents on (1) the effects of Port of Izmir on regional and national development, (2) business and management functions of Port of Izmir, and (3) marketing public relations function of Port of Izmir. The three hypotheses were tested with respect to the eight demographic sub-groupings of the respondents, namely gender, age, years spent in Izmir, previous city of settlement, district of settlement, education, occupation and income. Regarding the profile of the respondents given in Table 1, for each sub-grouping the leading two groups are compared and Table 2, Table 3 and Table 4 are developed.

Tests for H1 :

Results of the tests for H1 are summarized in Table 2. The comparisons are realized among the leading groups of the sub-groupings. As can be noticed from Table 2, among the hypothesized variables, H111 and H110 received the highest scores with respect to demographics. H111 is confirmed for four demographic variables, namely (1) previous cities before Izmir, (2) districts, (3) education, and (4) occupation. H110 is confirmed for three demographic variables, namely (1) previous cities before Izmir, (2) districts, and (3)education. This means that people belonging to those different demographic groupings have a different consideration of the effects of Port of Izmir on the development of industry (H111) and the development of trade (H110) in Izmir. It is also noted that among the demographic groupings, districts have created the most distinctive variable, due to supporting the highest number of sub-hypotheses of H1, namely six. Respondents of different age groups have considered social effects of the port different (H114) and respondents of different gender (H115) have considered cultural effects different.

Table 2. Comparative Analysis of Community Approaches to Ports with respect to Main Demographic Variables: Port and National and Regional Development 
	Supported Sub-Hypothesis
	Method of Analysis
	Support

	Gender
	
	

	H112: Effects on development of tourism 
	t-test
	t=2.7663 p<0.05

	H115: Effects on cultural development
	t-test
	t=3.1466 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Age (Groups compared: 26-35 AND over 45)
	
	 

	H13: National development
	t-test
	t=2.3965 p<0.05

	H15: Exports through city
	t-test
	t=2.2575 p<0.05

	H114: Effects on social development
	t-test
	t=3.4968 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Years in Port City (Groups compared: 0-3 AND over 10)
	
	

	H118: Providing national economic power against neighbours
	t-test
	t=3.5148 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Previous city before port city (Groups compared: Only port city AND previous cities away from the sea)
	
	

	H11: Development of port city
	t-test
	t=-2.0594 p<0.05

	H110: Development of trade in port city
	t-test
	t=-2.6489 p<0.05

	H111: Development of industry in port city
	t-test
	t=-2.0499 p<0.05

	
	
	

	District (Groups compared: Districts by the sea AND districts at the farthest location from the sea)
	
	 

	H12: Regional development
	t-test
	t=2.7135 p<0.05

	H14: Trade through city
	t-test
	t=2.3389 p<0.05

	H15: Exports through city
	t-test
	t=2.5605 p<0.05

	H16:Imports through city
	t-test
	t=3.1645 p<0.05

	H110: Development of trade in port city
	t-test
	t=2.1394 p<0.05

	H111: Development of industry in port city
	t-test
	t=2.9847 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Education (Groups compared: Highschool AND University)
	
	

	H110: Development of trade in port city
	t-test
	t=2.4363 p<0.05

	H111: Development of industry in port city
	t-test
	t=-2.0053 p<0.05

	H112: Effects on development of tourism 
	t-test
	t=-3.7876 p<0.05

	H113: Effects on employment
	t-test
	t=2.3564 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Occupation (Groups compared: Free enterprise AND state employees)
	
	

	H111: Development of industry in port city
	t-test
	t=2.0131 p<0.05

	H117: Development of trade in port city
	t-test
	t=2.3786 p<0.05

	H118: Providing national economic power against neighbours
	t-test
	t=3.0895 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Income(Groups compared: 201-300 Million TL range AND more than 500 Million TL range)
	
	 

	H119: Serving only the port city
	t-test
	t=2.9918 p<0.05


Tests for H2 :

Results of the tests for H2 are summarized in Table 3. As can be noticed from Table 3, among the hypothesized variables, H210, H216, H217 and H219 received the highest scores with respect to demographics, all being confirmed for two variables. H210 is confirmed for (1) years of settlement in Izmir, and (2) districts. H216 is confirmed for (1) districts, and (2) occupation. H217 is confirmed for (1) education, and (2) occupation. 

Table 3. Comparative Analysis of Community Approaches to Ports with respect to Main Demographic Variables: Port Business and Management
	Supported Sub-Hypothesis
	Method of Analysis
	Support

	Gender
	
	

	H22:  Awareness of port operations
	t-test
	t=-3.5055 p<0.05

	H212: Awareness of port management
	t-test
	t=-2.6859 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Age (Groups compared: 26-35 AND over 45)
	
	 

	H21:National costs due to vessels waiting at port
	t-test
	t=2.9614 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Years in Port City (Groups compared: 0-3 AND over 10)
	
	

	H210: Contentment of port employees
	t-test
	t=-2.5887 p<0.05

	H220:  Adequacy of port area
	t-test
	t=-2.4531 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Previous city before port city (Groups compared: Only port city AND previous cities away from the sea)
	
	

	--------
	t-test
	Sub-hypotheses are not supported

	District (Groups compared: Districts by the sea AND districts at the farthest location from the sea)
	
	 

	H27: Serving container vessels
	t-test
	t=2.0930 p<0.05

	H210:Contentment of port employees
	t-test
	t=-4.0480 p<0.05

	H211: Contentment of customers
	t-test
	t=-3.3734 p<0.05

	H216: Role of Ministry of State Responsible for Maritime Affairs
	t-test
	t=1.9873 p<0.05

	H219:Efficient port operations
	t-test
	t=-2.0927 p<0.05

	H221:Industrial cargo
	t-test
	t=-2.6107 p<0.05

	H223: Mining products cargo
	t-test
	t=-2.0105 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Education (Groups compared: Highschool AND University)
	
	

	H24: Serving all types of vessels
	t-test
	t=2.3479 p<0.05

	H217: Role of Turkish State Railways 
	t-test
	t=-3.6832 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Occupation (Groups compared: Free enterprise AND state employees)
	
	

	H216: Role of Ministry of State Responsible for Maritime Affairs
	t-test
	t=2.2272 p<0.05

	H217: Role of Turkish State Railways
	t-test
	t=-3.0991 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Income(Groups compared: 201-300 Million TL range AND more than 500 Million TL range)
	
	 

	H22: Awareness of port operations
	t-test
	t=2.7499 p<0.05

	H26: Serving dry cargo vessels
	t-test
	t=2.7205 p<0.05

	H219: Efficient port operations
	t-test
	t=2.4474 p<0.05


H219 is confirmed for (1) districts, and (2) income. This means that people belonging to those different demographic groupings have a different consideration of the contentment of port employees (H210), the role of the Ministry of State Responsible for Maritime Affairs (H216), the role of Turkish State Railways (H217), and the efficiency of the port operations (H219). It is also noted that among the demographic groupings, districts have created the most distinctive variable, due to supporting the highest number of sub-hypotheses of H2, namely seven. Respondents of different genders, reflect awareness of port operations and management different (H22 and H212). Age and years of settlement in Izmir prove to be the demographic basis for the different approaches regarding the two major problems of Port of Izmir, namely national costs resulting from the vessels waiting at port (H21) and adequacy of the port area (H220). 

Tests for H3 :

Results of the tests for H3 are summarized in Table 4. As can be noticed from Table 4, most of the sub-hypotheses are not supported. Among the hypothesized variables, H31, H39, and H315 received the highest scores with respect to demographics, all being confirmed for two variables. 
Table 4. Comparative Analysis of Community Approaches to Ports with respect to Main Demographic Variables: Port and Marketing Public Relations
	Supported Sub-Hypothesis
	Method of Analysis
	Support

	Gender
	
	

	H31: Awareness of port area
	t-test
	t=-4.2591 p<0.05

	H32: Awareness of activities in the port area
	t-test
	t=-3.6084 p<0.05

	H39: Promotion of port to schools
	t-test
	t=2.1337  p<0.05

	
	
	

	Age (Groups compared: 26-35 AND over 45)
	
	 

	H31:Awareness of port area
	t-test
	t=2.1315 p<0.05

	H39:Promotion of ports to schools
	t-test
	t=2.0494 p<0.05

	H313:Effects on regional economy
	t-test
	t=2.2543 p<0.05

	H314:Effects in increase in city’s revenues
	t-test
	t=2.0840 p<0.05

	H315: Contentment with the presence of the port
	t-test
	t=2.5530 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Years in Port City (Groups compared: 0-3 AND over 10)
	
	

	--------
	t-test
	Sub-hypotheses are not supported

	
	
	

	Previous city before port city (Groups compared: Only port city AND previous cities away from the sea)
	
	

	--------
	t-test
	Sub-hypotheses are not supported

	
	
	

	District (Groups compared: Districts by the sea AND districts at the farthest location from the sea)
	
	 

	H35:  Port days
	t-test
	t=-2.6306 p<0.05

	H311: Effects of port on road traffic congestion
	t-test
	t=2.8931 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Education (Groups compared: Highschool AND University)
	
	

	H310: Effects of port on pedestrians and passengers
	t-test
	t=-2.3328 p<0.05

	H315: Contentment with the presence of the port
	t-test
	t=-2.0386 p<0.05

	
	
	

	Occupation (Groups compared: Free enterprise AND state employees)
	
	

	--------
	t-test
	Sub-hypotheses are not supported

	
	
	

	Income(Groups compared: 201-300 Million TL range AND more than 500 Million TL range)
	
	 

	--------
	t-test
	Sub-hypotheses are not supported


H31 is confirmed for (1) gender, and (2) age. H39 is confirmed for (1) gender, and (2) age. H315 is confirmed for (1) age, and (2) education. This means that people belonging to those different demographic groupings have a different consideration of the port area (H31), promotion of port to schools (H39), and the contentment with the presence of the port (H315). It is also noted that among the demographic groupings, age has created the most distinctive variable, due to supporting the highest number of sub-hypotheses of H3, namely five. Respondents of different genders, reflect awareness of port area and the activities covered in the area different (H31 and H32). Districts and education prove to be the demographic basis for the different approaches regarding the two major problems believed to be created by Port of Izmir, namely effects of port on road traffic congestion (H311) and effects of port on pedestrians and passengers (H310). 

Factor Analysis

Regarding the above analysis on the three areas through which the community effects of the ports arise, namely national and regional development, port business and management functions and the marketing public relations, it can be noted that the main area of debate for the community arises at the effects of the port on national and regional development. The comparison of the approaches of the respondents with regard to the main demographic groupings proved that demographic factors are important variables when analyzing the community approaches towards the ports.

It is decided to realize a factor analysis in this regard in order to find out the main determinants of the approaches for national and regional development effects.  Table 5 presents the results of the factor analysis for the data received from the respondents. Tables summarize the alpha values (α) corresponding to the reliability analysis, the means, the standard deviations of the means (S.D.) and the factor loadings.

Table 5 analyzes the five sets of factors obtained for the sample representing the citizens of Izmir through the factor analysis of the statements concerning the national and regional development effects of Port of Izmir. The five factor groupings in the order of their grouping are respectively (1) development, trade and industry, (2) macro effects, (3) other transport modes, (4) trade and competition, and (5) services provided. 

The factors extracted explain 65.4 % of the variation in the data. In each of the five factor groupings the highest loadings were found respectively for the regional development (.8242), tourism (.7544), rail transport (.8270), competition with other cities (.7247), and services provided to the city-Izmir (.8054).

In terms of the frequencies of the responses given to the Likert-type statements, trade through Izmir (6.3394) emerges as the most important attribute. The second most important attribute is development of Izmir (6.3142) followed by the exports through Izmir (6.2644), competition with other cities (6.0124) and trade in Izmir (5.9939). As can be noticed, statements relating to the development of the city in general have received the highest attributes.

Reliability analysis

To check the internal consistency of the sample and the scales, reliability analysis was performed for the factor groupings and the results are given in Tables 5 as alpha values. The overall alpha value for the factor grouping is .8739. In Table 5 the factor groups “Trade and Competition” and  “Services” have received low alpha values, and this has effected the overall alpha of the factor grouping.

Table 5. Factor Analysis: Port Effects on National and Regional Development

	
	
	Factor Loadings

	Factors
	Alpha
	Mean*
	SD** 
	I      
	II
	III 
	IV 
	V    

	NATIONAL AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
	.8739
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Development, Trade&Industry
	.9068
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Regional Development
	
	6.1782
	1.2486
	.8242
	
	
	
	

	Trade through Izmir
	
	6.3394
	1.1136
	.8069
	
	
	
	

	Development of Izmir
	
	6.3142
	1.2760
	.7919
	
	
	
	

	Development of Turkey
	
	5.9456
	1.3959
	.7846
	
	
	
	

	Exports through Izmir
	
	6.2644
	1.1894
	.7537
	
	
	
	

	Imports through Izmir
	
	5.9632
	1.3874
	.6230
	
	
	
	

	Industrial Development
	
	5.9021
	1.2761
	.5287
	
	
	
	

	Macro Effects
	.7934
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tourism
	
	5.3131
	1.9037
	
	.7544
	
	
	

	Social Effects
	
	4.5805
	2.0572
	
	.7295
	
	
	

	Cultural Effects
	
	4.0929
	2.1390
	
	.7182
	
	
	

	Employment
	
	5.5927
	1.5474
	
	.5602
	
	
	

	Marine Pollution
	
	2.9065
	2.0365
	
	.5533
	
	
	

	Serving Turkey
	
	5.3373
	1.9789
	
	.4665
	
	
	

	Other Transport Modes
	.8249
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rail Transport
	
	4.4862
	2.0013
	
	
	.8270
	
	

	Road Transport
	
	4.7920
	1.9121
	
	
	.8029
	
	

	Air Transport
	
	3.9848
	2.1137
	
	
	.7001
	
	

	Trade and Competition
	.6803
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Competition with Other Cities
	
	6.0124
	1.4424
	
	
	
	.7247
	

	Trade
	
	5.9939
	1.3859
	
	
	
	.7177
	

	Competition with Other Nations
	
	4.8536
	1.9891
	
	
	
	.3808
	

	Services Provided
	.6454
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Izmir
	
	2.5908
	2.0265
	
	
	
	
	.8054

	Aegean Region
	
	3.3738
	2.1931
	
	
	
	
	.8010


* 7-point Likert scale- 1: Completely Disagree, 7 : Completely Agree         ** Standard Deviation

CONCLUSION

Ports are developed using the public goods and resources of the local community and in turn the ports produce regional and national benefits to the community. However several parties are interested in making use of the coastal resources most often debates occur among those parties in how to make use of the coastal areas. 

The community would be supporting the presence of efficient, profitable and socially and culturally satisfying port business and management functions. The port as a whole needs to be managed in the interest of the local community. Port business and management should be planned interactively by the local community. In order to fulfill and share the outcomes of these aims, marketing public relations appear as an effective tool.

This paper analyzed the impact of marketing public relations variables on the local community within the case of a port. The study aimed to determine how the people living in a port city realize the importance of the port in the development of the region, their degree of awareness of the port operations and the extent of the marketing public relations functions covered by the port. 

The findings of the study carried out in Izmir regarding the community effects of Port of Izmir may be summarized in the following statements:

· Ports and community effects must be analyzed by taking into account the demographic groupings of the community.

· Main demographic groupings take place in gender, age, education, occupation, incomes, district of settlement in port city, year of settlement in port city and the previous city of settlement, if different from the port city.

· Community effects of the ports may be interpreted according to the (1) national and regional development effects, (2) port business and management effects, and (3)marketing public relations. While the first and the second are outcomes of the port activities, these outcomes may be shared by the community only with the assistance of the third determinant, namely marketing public relations.

· When the above mentioned three determinants are tested with respect to demographic groupings, the distinctive points appear at districts, education and age.

· Regarding national and regional development effects, highest scores appear in the effects of the port in the development of industry (H111) and the development of trade (H110) in Izmir. Distinctive demographic groupings of this determinant appear in districts and education. It may be concluded that the districts of settlement and the education levels of the people are effective in their perceptions regarding the effects of the port on development of industry and trade in the city. 

· Regarding port business and management effects, highest scores appear in the effects of the port in the contentment of port employees (H210), the role of the Ministry of State Responsible for Maritime Affairs (H216), the role of Turkish State Railways (H217), and the efficiency of the port operations (H219). Distinctive demographic groupings of this determinant appear in districts. It may be concluded that the districts of settlement of the people are effective in their perceptions regarding the effects of the port on port business and management functions. It is interesting that there was a difference in the approaches of the respondents in being aware of the institute that is responsible for the management of Port of Izmir, namely Turkish State Railways and also the business concentration of Port of Izmir, namely the container handling. Being consistent with the reality, education appeared to be the demographic grouping that reflected this difference.

· Regarding marketing public relations functions of the port, highest scores appear in awareness of the port area (H31), promotion of port to schools (H39), and the contentment with the presence of the port (H315). Distinctive demographic groupings of this determinant appear in age. Due to the lack of an effective marketing public relations function, the statements regarding visiting the port or being content with the presence of the port received varying responses with respect to gender, age and education.

· Factor analysis concerning the national and regional development effects of Port of Izmir ended in five factor groupings (1) development, trade and industry, (2) macro effects, (3) other transport modes, (4) trade and competition, and (5) services provided. In terms of the frequencies of the responses given to the Likert-type statements, trade through Izmir (6.3394) emerges as the most important attribute. The second most important attribute is development of Izmir (6.3142) followed by the exports through Izmir (6.2644), competition with other cities (6.0124) and trade in Izmir (5.9939). As can be noticed, the respondents are aware of the importance of the port in the development of Izmir. 

Ports and the economies generated around the ports make use of the public goods and resources of the local community and in turn they produce economic and social benefits to the community and in this manner the port needs to build stronger relations with the local community. The marketing public relations efforts should be customized with respect to the demographic groupings of the community by constituting target groups and formulating programs for each target group. The study has shown that marketing public relations and its main functions such as raising awareness, informing, educating, communicating etc. do not only target port users but also aim to reach all parties of interest and the total community in general. In this manner the economic public services created by the port may establish peace with the social and cultural public services. 
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Appendix 1      Sub-Hypotheses for the Main Hypotheses of the Study

Appendix 1.1. Sub-Hypotheses for H1: 

H11: Perceptions of effects of ports on the development of the city differ among demographic sub-groups.

H12: Perceptions of effects of ports on the development of the region differ among demographic sub-groups.

H13: Perceptions of effects of ports on the development of the country differ among demographic sub-groups.

H14: Perceptions of effects of ports on the trade through the city differ among demographic sub-groups.

H15: Perceptions of effects of ports on the exports through the city differ among demographic sub-groups.

H16: Perceptions of effects of ports on the imports through the city differ among demographic sub-groups.

H17: Perceptions of effects of ports on the development of highways differ among demographic sub-groups.

H18: Perceptions of effects of ports on the development of railways differ among demographic sub-groups.
H19: Perceptions of effects of ports on the development of air transport differ among demographic sub-groups.
H110: Perceptions of effects of ports on the trade within the city differ among demographic sub-groups.

 H111: Perceptions of effects of ports on the industry within the city differ among demographic sub-groups.

H112: Perceptions of effects of ports on the tourism within the city differ among demographic sub-groups.

H113: Perceptions of effects of ports on the employment within the city differ among demographic sub-groups.

H114: Perceptions of effects of ports on the social structure of the city differ among demographic sub-groups.

H115: Perceptions of effects of ports on the cultural structure of the city differ among demographic sub-groups.

H116: Perceptions of effects of ports on marine pollution differ among demographic sub-groups.

H117: Perceptions of effects of ports on the economic power of the city against neighbours differ among demographic sub-groups.

H118: Perceptions of effects of ports on the economic power of the country against neighbours differ among demographic sub-groups.

H119: Perceptions of effects of ports on serving the city differ among demographic sub-groups. 

H120: Perceptions of effects of ports on serving the region differ among demographic sub-groups.  

H121: Perceptions of effects of ports on serving the country differ among demographic sub-groups. 

Appendix 1.2. Sub-Hypotheses for H2: 

H21: Perceptions of national costs due to vessels waiting at port differ among demographic sub-groups. 

H22: Awareness of port operations differs among demographic sub-groups. 

H23: Awareness of ports serving passenger vessels differs among demographic sub-groups.

H24: Awareness of ports serving all types of vessels differs among demographic sub-groups.

H25: Awareness of ports serving tankers differs among demographic sub-groups.

H26: Awareness of ports serving dry cargo vessels differs among demographic sub-groups.

H27: Awareness of ports serving container vessels differs among demographic sub-groups.

H28: Contentment with the presence of vessels waiting at port differs among demographic sub-groups.

H29: Perceptions about the profitability of the port differ among demographic sub-groups. 

H210: Perceptions about the contentment of port employees differ among demographic sub-groups. 

H211: Perceptions about the contentment of port customers differ among demographic sub-groups. 

H212: Awareness of the managerial structure of the port differs among demographic sub-groups. 

H213: Awareness of the role of the municipality in port administration differs among demographic sub-groups.

H214: Awareness of the role of the governor in port administration differs among demographic sub-groups.

H215: Awareness of the role of the Ministry of Transport in port administration differs among demographic sub-groups.

H216: Awareness of the role of the Ministry of State responsible for Maritime Affairs in port administration differs among demographic sub-groups.

H217: Awareness of the role of the Turkish State Railways in port administration differs among demographic sub-groups.

H218: Perceptions about the speed of the port operations differ among demographic sub-groups. 

H219: Perceptions about the efficiency of the port operations differ among demographic sub-groups. 

H220: Perceptions about the adequacy of the port area differ among demographic sub-groups. 

H221: Awareness of ports serving industrial cargo differs among demographic sub-groups.

H222: Awareness of ports serving agricultural cargo differs among demographic sub-groups.

H223: Awareness of ports serving mining cargo differs among demographic sub-groups.

Appendix 1.3. Sub-Hypotheses for H3: 

H31: Awareness of port area differs among demographic sub-groups.

H32: Awareness of port operations differs among demographic sub-groups.

H33: Interest in printed promotional materials of the port differs among demographic sub-groups.

H34: Interest in newspaper articles on the port differs among demographic sub-groups.

H35: Interest in possible port days differs among demographic sub-groups.

H36: Interest in films on a port differs among demographic sub-groups.

H37: Interest in getting acquainted with the managers of the port differs among demographic sub-groups.

H38: Interest in a special newspaper of the port differs among demographic sub-groups.

H29: Interest in port promotion efforts aiming the schools and the universities differs among demographic sub-groups. 

H310: Perception of the problems caused for the pedestrians and the passengers due to the presence of the port differs among demographic sub-groups. 

H311: Perception of road traffic congestion caused due to the presence of the port differs among demographic sub-groups. 

H312: Perception of the effects of port on marine environment differs among demographic sub-groups. 

H313: Approaches to the state of the city’s economic power due to the presence of the port differ among demographic sub-groups. 

H314: Approaches to the maximization of the city’s wealth due to increases in port traffic differ among demographic sub-groups. 

H315: The level of contentment due to the presence of the port differs among demographic sub-groups.
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