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Abstract :Flag of convenience(FOC) is one of the general management
toals in the modern international shipping industry. However, the Korean
government do not allow Korean shipping lines to use the FOC according
to the Customs Law.

Thus the main objective of this paper is to examine some practical
applications of FOC in terms of strengthening nationa shipping
companies' international competitiveness. To this am, this paper
examined the current situation and some problems, when national
shipping companies use the FOC. And an estimation for current FOC
fleets of the Korean shipping lines was executed to evaluate the extent
that how much they use the FOC system. Especially, two- sector general
equilibrium model for international shipping industry was introduced as
a theoretical background for application of FOC. Futhermore, the
expected effects of FOC are also examined by comparing various flag




systems.
As a conclusion, this paper gave some policy suggestions for
introducing FOC to the Korean shipping industry.



(BBC/HP)
18 ,

7 5000 (G/T)
2 4 8700 (GIT) 65%
10 70%

70%



model)

1996
377 ,1087 G/T
1997

1999

.3
, 4
(two- sector general equilibrium
6
1990
, 1998
1998
200%

1998



< -1>

GIT GIT GIT
1994 369 | 9715 54 1473 52 612
1995 372 | 10536 | 42 1330 39 514
1996 389 | 11529 | 29 1352 13 360
1997 392 | 11554 | 51 1,137 53 1281
1998 377 | 10872 | 23 808 37 1382
1999 398 | 11131 | 44 569 19 304
2000. 11 | 431 | 12119 | 49 1,118 8 29
1990
149 |, 745 ,
30 , 100
(KFX)
, BBCHP
109 , %
< -2> (1990 2000 )
( GT) (
BBCHP 149 7445 9,504
30 1,003 1093
109 964




2)
(1)
2000 7 29550 ,7 5323  (DWT)
: 2
4 4209 (DWT) 61.8%
10 68%
1990
, 199
53.7% 2000 62%
2000 2,500
72%
< -3> 10 (2000. 7. 1 )
DWT DWT DWT| %
745 408| 2422 99| 3167 1317 690
735 180| 2,128 773| 2863 952| 811
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1 ISL, Shipping Statistics Y earbook, 2000.
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2) UNCTAD, Review of Maritime Transport, 2000. p. 32.
3) : , 2000.
4) Martin Stopford, Maritime Economics, 2nd edition, 1999. p.526.
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: G. K. Sletmo & S. Halste, Shipping and the competitive advantage d
nations: the role d international ship registers, Maritime Pdlicy and
Management, Vol. 20, No. 3., 1993.

5) G. K. Sletmo & S. Halste, Shipping and the competitive advantage d nations:
the role d international ship registers, Maritime Policy and Management, Val.
20, No. 3., 1993.
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2806 741 3391 695 4,52 736| 7,183 836 680 84
)] 441 114 547 1120 698 108 1137 132 8B 97
2 1975 511 2259 463 3205 49.7| 5182 603 5281 638
3 451 116 5% 120 849 131 85 101 815 99
1000 259 1487 05 1/01 264 1410 164 1374 166
)] 248 64 20 53 312 48 316 37 3B 37
2 82 21 M™ 16 7/ 12 90O 10 & 07
3 5 43 161 33 175 27 184 21 180 22
4) B3 91 455 85 420 65 56 64 517 62
5) B2 40 520 18 717y 1120 274 32 312 38
38060 100 4878 100 6453 100 8594 100 8274 100

(international costs)
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: ESCAP, Framework for the Develgoment d National Shipping Policies,
1999. p. 53. T.P. Mayr & R. H. McGrath(1997), 'Tramp Shipping : The

role d taxation in international resource allocation', Maritime Policy and
Management, Vol. 24., No. 3., p.263.
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6) Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions, British Shipping:
Charting a N ew Course, 1998, 12.
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13)

13) Goss, “Social cost, Transfer Payments and International Competition in
Shipping”, Maritime Policy and Management, Vad. 12, No. 2, 1985, pp.
135-143.
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equilibrium model) Y annopoul 0s(1988)
15)
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15) R. Jones, “The Structure of Simple General Equilibrium Models”, Journal of
Palitical Economy, , 1965  G. N. Yannopoulos, “T he Economics of Flagging
Out”, Journal of Transport Economics and Palicy, Vol. XXII, No. 2, 1988.
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