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Abstract: In the ever-changing maritime shipping industry, ports, and more specifically, container
terminals, are always on the search for better policy and operational plan developments. As the
maritime shipping sector changes, new areas of research emerge. In this paper, we present a review of
recent game theory applications for seaport cooperation and competition, accompanied by summary
review tables stating the study, the modeling technique used, the methodology and objective, and
summary of the results of each study. In total, we have reviewed 33 studies that used game theory
models that investigated seaport and container terminal competition and cooperation involving
various stakeholders with dating publication years from 2008 to 2019. The paper concludes with a
discussion and proposed future research directions. The purpose of the paper is to serve as a reference
guide to recent game theory applications on seaport cooperation and competition that would allow a
quick understanding of work done in the field.
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1. Introduction

Maritime transportation is a vital piece of global trade, with approximately 80% of commerce by
volume, and 70% by value is transported by sea and processed at ports worldwide [1]. Liner shipping
is the most cost-efficient (and in some instances, the only) way to transfer goods over long distances.
Containerships, especially, have large capacities and can carry a large amount of goods worth several
large warehouses in a single voyage [2]. In accordance with the data presented by the United Nations
Conference on Trade and Development [1], the global seaborne trade came to 11 billion tons in 2018,
where minor bulk experienced the fastest growth from 2017 with 3.7% increase in tonnage, followed
by the containerized market with 2.6% rise in tonnage, and major bulk increased 1.9% in tonnage.
In the past years, the shipping industry has encountered a number of problems including overcapacity,
volatile freight rates, and rising debts. Under these economic conditions, shipping lines alone cannot
provide the same service as before. By entering into alliances, shipping lines could share their resources,
which would result in cost reductions and extended service coverage. As of June 2019, three major
alliances (2M, Ocean Alliance, and THE Alliance) collectively accounted for 78% of the global container
market [3]. Because of the shipping alliance size and the volumes they control, they have increased
their negotiating power over ports and, thus, can pressure for more favorable conditions and improved
services [4]. In addition to the creation of the giant shipping alliances, vessel size has continuously
been increasing in most of the trade routes, with Drewry Maritime Research [5] estimating that 52% of
the aggregated capacity of all containership deliveries by 2020 will belong to the class of ultra-large
container vessels (i.e., capacity over 18,000 Twenty Foot Equivalent Unit or TEU). The introduction
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of mega vessels has helped liner shipping companies reduce operating costs by better allocating
their resources (high-capacity utilization) and being more fuel-efficient (mainly because of vessel
design, optimized engines, and slow steaming), thus reducing shipping costs; although, it has been
difficult to capture the theoretical economies of scale that was (partially) the reason behind the trend
of mega-vessels. Some research has also indicated cascading effects and diseconomies of scale when
port times exceed a certain limit. A study by Guan et al. [6] concluded that a one percent increase
in vessel size would increase the port time by 2.9%. Constrained by capacity expansion limitations
(e.g., lack of land, high cost of expansion, etc.) while trying to accommodate the growing demand,
marine container terminal operators and port authorities have brought attention to the importance of
planning and operations optimization to increase productivity and profits. Game theory has given
the ability to examine the effects of critical port management decisions such as investments [7-12]
and pricing policies [10-23] under situations when service level differentiation [13-16,20,24,25], port
ownership [17,21,22], and port regulations [20,26] are considered. Game theory further enables the
analysis of various competition and cooperation dynamics between port authorities and terminals,
amongst terminals within a port, and between ports and shipping lines. In this study, we seek to present
a review of recent game theory applications for seaport and marine container terminal cooperation
and competition and suggest possible future research directions.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents a review of recent
game theory approaches used to model seaport and container terminal cooperation/competition and
co-opetition, where Section 2.1 discusses port and container terminal cooperation/competition and
co-opetition, Section 2.2 discusses port and container terminal competition, Section 2.3 discusses
government and container terminal competition, Section 2.4 discusses port and shipping line
competition and cooperation, and Section 2.5 discusses other type of maritime transportation
cooperation and competition. Section 3 provides a discussion of the researched literature and
proposed research directions.

2. Game Theory Approaches

2.1. Port and Container Terminal Cooperation/Competition and Co-Opetition

In this Section 2.1, we review the literature on game theory approaches, factors, and conditions that
affect seaports, marine container terminals, and the competition and cooperation dynamics between
them. These studies are summarized in Table 1.

Factors and conditions affecting ports, which serve partially overlapping hinterlands, were
investigated by Wang et al. [13] using a Cournot competition model and a joint profit maximization
approach. The game theory model developed by the authors accounted for the institutional and political
constraints (e.g., port ownership and management; types of contracting, leasing, and concessions;
private profit vs. public welfare) often encountered by ports. Results by Wang et al. [13] suggest
that alliance formation is highly dependent on the institutional and political factors such as mergers,
cross-shareholding, and transfer payments and their authorization to conduct usual business practices.
When institutional and political factors prohibit usual business practices, that would otherwise allow
allocating the benefits of cooperation properly amongst the partners. Alliance between ports will
be established only when there is a balance between increasing prices and switching some of the
throughputs from high-cost ports to low-cost ones. Competition and cooperation between three
leading transshipment ports situated in Malaysia (Port Klang or PKL, Port of Tanjung Pelepas or PTP)
and Singapore (Port of Singapore or PSA) were investigated by Ignatius et al. [27], where the authors
applied Cournot competition and collusion. Results suggested the creation of a strategic alliance
between PSA and PTP, where both the current hub and spoke network would gain more profit, while
PKL should not engage in any cooperative strategies with any of the other ports. Similarly, Wang
and Sun [14] investigated competition and cooperation between ports in the port group based on
geographical location. Additionally, the service level and shipping distance were investigated using the
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Hotelling game model. When the service levels of port enterprises are the same, a cooperative strategy
can significantly improve the level of the port group’s cumulative profit. When the service levels of
the port enterprises are different, the port’s service price, market share, and profit are affected by the
service level before and after the cooperation, the service level of the port enterprise shows a trend of
mutual promotion, and the port group develops into a higher service level. The price strategy of ports
serving partially overlapping hinterlands was investigated by Zhou [15], where the author used a
modified Hotelling model and simulation to analyze the price strategy for three ports from competition
and cooperation perspectives. Research results revealed that, when the service levels were the same,
the critical factor for competitive ports was location, while service level was the critical factor for the
creation of a port alliance. Four types of two-stage games between public/private port authorities
were modeled by Ciu and Notteboom [16]. The authors examined the effects of public/private port
authority-oriented objectives and how the level of service changed with differential capacity, service
price, profits, and welfare when considering competing or cooperating ports. Results concluded that,
under Cournot competition, the formation of an alliance could be successful only when the partial
public port authority (PA) agrees to transfer certain profits to the private PA. Under all other types
of competitions, the highly private-oriented PA will have the highest willingness to cooperate with
the private PA, while under similar conditions, the highly public-oriented PA will have the lowest
willingness to cooperate with the private PA.

Different combinations of coalitions between terminals at a single port were investigated by Saeed
and Larsen [28]. The authors applied a two-stage Bertrand game between three container terminals
situated in Karachi Port in Pakistan. Grand coalition was found to result in the best payoff, while the
terminal at a second port that did not join the coalition earned a better payoff. When discriminatory
fees were considered, the overall profit of terminals in Karachi was found to be lower, while users
gained most when the nondiscriminatory percentage fees were considered. Competition and coalition
between terminals at two ports were investigated by Park and Suh et al. [17], where the authors applied
competition as a Bertrand game and cooperation as a terminal alliance on four container terminals
located in North Port and two terminals in a new port of Busan, Republic of Korea. The goal of the
investigation was to find the equilibrium price and profit between competitive container terminals.
Terminal cooperation was also investigated by Pujats et al. [29], where the authors evaluated and
compared four different cooperation policies, with terminals sharing available demand and capacity.
The authors also proposed two model formulations, one based on volume and one based on vessels
(where the demand shared is measured as the number of TEUs per vessel). Authors concluded that the
commonly used volume-based sharing approach could significantly overestimate total profits while
underestimating profits of terminals with higher volume-to-capacity ratios.
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Table 1. Summary of Port and Container Terminal Cooperation/Competition and Co-opetition.

Study Technique Methodology Objective Results
Investigate the elements that have an effect When institutional and political factors prohibit usual business
Wang et al., 2012 C(?urnot (Eompe.tltl.on/ ) Ports with dlfferentlate{d services decide to on alliance formation for ports in South practlces( the all'lance W111 be formed iny when there is a balance
[13] Joint profit maximization compete or form an alliance. China with parfially overlapping hinterlands between increasing prices and switching some of the throughputs
P Y PPINg " from high-cost ports to low-cost ones.
Invesngat'e whether ;fm alliance between . A strategic alliance between Port of Singapore and Port of
. " . . . . three leading transshipment ports situated in . R §
Ignatius et al., 2018 Cournot competition Transshipment ports in a proximate region . R Tanjung Pelepas would result in greater profit for both the current
. . Malaysia (Port Klang, Port of Tanjung .
[27] Collusion decide to compete or cooperate. Pelepas) and Singapore (Port of Singapore) hub and spoke network. Port Klang should not engage in any
should be formed cooperative strategies with any of the other ports.
Wang and Sun, 2017 . Port enterprises maximize their profit at the Analyze the competition and Cos)peratlog When the service levels are the same, a cooperative strategy can
) Hotelling model : . . among ports based on geographical location, .. . B )
[14] same service level or at a different service level. service level, and shipping distance significantly improve the level of the port group’s profit.
Zhou, 2015 Hotelling model Ports decide on setting prices under Analyze the price strategy for competition When t}.u.e service I'evels are the same, thfz critical factor for B
- R . L. L. and cooperation among ports serving competitive ports is location, while service levels are the critical
[15] Nash equilibrium cooperation and competition conditions.

partially overlapping hinterland.

factor for port alliance formation.

Ciu and Notteboom,

Cournot competition
Bertrand competition

Two-stage game where:

Investigate the effects of competition and
cooperation on public/private Port

Under Cournot competition, an alliance will be formed only
when the partial public PA will agree to transfer certain profits to

2018 R . Port makes quantity or pricing decisions. Authorities (PA) objectives when the level of  the private PA. Under all other types of competitions, the highly
Quantlty—Pnce game . . . . . . . . . . 13s
[16] - . Ports decide to cooperate or compete. service changes with differential capacity, private-oriented PA will have the highest willingness to cooperate
Price-Quantity game . . X . .
service price, profits, and welfare. with the private PA.
Grand coalition was found to result in the best payoff, while the
Two-stage game where: ) . L i~
. . . - L terminal at a second port that did not join the coalition earned a
L. Terminals decide to compete or form a Analyze different combinations of coalitions o .
Saeed and Larsen, 2010  Bertrand competition s . . . . better payoff. When discriminatory fees were considered, the
[ coalition. among three container terminals situated in . . . . .
[28] Bertrand-Nash equilibrium - . - . R . . overall profit of terminals in Karachi was found to be lower, while
Terminals in coalition play cooperatively, Karachi Port in Pakistan. . L
. . users gained most when the nondiscriminatory percentage fees
otherwise non-cooperative Nash game .
were considered.
L. Find the ilibrium price and profi . . . . o .
Park and Suh et al., Bertrand competition . - . d the equilibriu npricea Ad profit In a situation when one container terminal will increase price, all
L . . Terminals make pricing decisions under between four container terminals in Busan, . . . .
2015 Maximize Total Joint Profit ) o, . . e other terminals will keep the current price, when one terminal
e cooperation or competition. the Republic of Korea, in a competitive and . . .
[17] Nash equilibrium X . reduces the price, all other terminals will follow.
cooperative relation.
Nash Bargaining Solution For the volume-based formulation, each . The Nash Bargaining Solution and maximization of total profits
. . . - Evaluate and compare four different - AR L X
. Maximize total profits terminal decides whether to cooperate by . .. - . policies outperform the maximization of minimum profit among
Pujats et al., 2018 L . . . s cooperation policies for sharing capacity and . PR . o
Maximin profit cooperation  receiving or providing the demand. For the all terminals, and maximization of minimum profit increases
[29] compare volume to vessel-based

Maximin profit increase
cooperation

vessel-based formulation, each terminal
decides on which vessels are served.

formulations.

among all terminals when a combined uniformity of profit is
shared among the cooperating terminals and size is considered.
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2.2. Port and Container Terminal Competition

In this Section 2.2, we present a review of the literature on game theory approaches that model
only seaport, marine container terminal competition. These studies are summarized in Table 2.

Effects of service level differentiation in inter- and intra-port competition, in which two ports
compete for cargo transshipment, were examined by Van Reeven [30]. The game was constructed
using the Hotelling and Cournot models. The results showed that the highest profits were achieved
between vertically separated ports. Furthermore, the vertically separated Landlord Port competition
resulted in a Nash equilibrium. A vertically integrated port organization system yields lower profits.
Effects of transition from a multiuser terminal to a fully dedicated terminal on inter- and intra-port
competition between the multiuser terminals were examined by Kaselimi et al. [18]. The authors
used a two-stage game where, at the first level, a Cournot competition was used to model terminal
competition, with terminal capacity as the decision variable, while at the second stage, a Hotelling
model was used to determine the Nash equilibrium prices (port dues and terminal service fees). The
authors concluded that the introduction of dedicated terminals resulted in less profit for the port
authorities and also for the users of multiuser terminals, while multiuser terminals were unaffected by
the introduction of dedicated terminals. Terminal concession awarding in inter- and the intra-port
competition was studied by Yip et al. [31] using a two-stage model, where at the first stage, ports
made terminal award decisions, and at the second stage, terminals engaged in Cournot competition.
Model results suggested that terminal operators preferred to govern more terminals in the region. Port
authorities with considerable market dominance prefer to introduce inter- and intra-port competition.

Instead of product differentiation, Zhuang et al. [24] investigated service differentiation for ports
that managed containerized cargo and dry-bulk cargo, where two non-cooperative games (Stackelberg
and Nash) were used to model competition between the ports. Results highlighted the importance
of proper coordination, as ports may decide on the same infrastructure investments despite that the
demand may not be sufficient. The government should intervene in the port specialization process, as
it may lead to over-investment and excessive competition. Leading ports benefit from making first
moves that result in greater profit and larger traffic volume.
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Study Technique Methodology Objective Results
Two-stage game where: The highest profits were achieved between vertically
Van Reeven, 2010 Hotelling model Port authorities decide whether to integrate Analyze the effects of service level differentiation separated ports. Furthermore, the vertically separated
[30] ’ Courno tgcom etition vertically or to separate vertically. in inter- and intraport competition, in which two  Landlord Port competition results in a Nash equilibrium.
. P All players simultaneously make their final orts compete for cargo transshipment. A vertically integrated port organization system yields
play y p P g P y g P & y y
choices. to lower profits.
;f(‘)/\’n‘:'set;gfz far;l:nﬁi\:feixial :g;esrii(iit;rasﬁon of Examine the effects of the transition from a The introduction of dedicated terminals will result in
Kaselimi et al., 2011 Cournot competition theifca aci tq ¥ & multiuser terminal to a fully dedicated terminal on  less profit to the port authorities and also to the users of
18 Hotelling model . pacity. . . inter- and intraport competition between the multiuser terminals, while multiuser terminals were
g p P
Terminals compete in both prices and . B . . : -
multiuser terminals. unaffected by the introduction of dedicated terminals.
throughput.
Two-stage game where: Terminal operators prefer to govern more terminals in
Yip et al.,, 2014 Cournot competition 8¢ & . ’ - Examine inter- and the intraport competition on the region. Port authorities with considerable market
e Ports make terminal award decisions. . . . ) . . .
[31] Nash equilibrium . A . terminal concession awarding. dominance prefer to introduce inter- and intraport
Terminals set port charges competing in quantity. .
competition.
Port infrastructure investments should be coordinated
Two-stage game where: adequately with other port infrastructure investments
Zhuang et al., 2014 Stackelberg game The le?ader port decides output V'olumes for both Investigate service differentiation for ports that and pot.entlal dc.emand. Governmer?t Intervention may
09 container and bulk cargo operations. . be required, as it may lead to over-investment and
[24] Nash equilibrium . . manage containerized cargo and dry-bulk cargo. . L. . !
The follower port decides output volumes in excessive competition. Leading ports benefit from
container and bulk cargo operations. making first moves that result in greater profit and
larger traffic volume.
.. A two-person game model with .. .. . . Analyze strategic port pricing in a setting of When both the Qemg nd ela§t1c1ty z?nd port capacity
Ishii et al., 2013 ) Ports make pricing decisions in the time of . o . development activities are high, prices should be set low.
stochastic demand o interport competition and at the time when ports .. . -
[9] s capacity investment. o . The actual decision on setting the price made by the
Nash equilibrium make capacity investment decisions.
government was made contrary to the theory.
Two-stage game where: Identify the effects of strategic pricing on portsin ~ Not all ports set prices through strategic interaction
Nguyen et al., 2015 Price leadership Ports make pricing decisions to maximize profit. ~their networks in three Australian regions, namely  between other ports; some set prices independent of
[19] Nash equilibrium Identification of network links between portsin  Queensland, South Australia and Victoria, and each other. Moreover, the pricing strategy of competing
the network and strategic interaction. Western Australia. ports may differ from each other.
Examine port capacity investment decisions Investments should not be undertaken throughout East
Anderson et al., 2008 . Each port makes an investment decision by p pactty . Asia. In addition, governments should be aware of any
Bertrand competition . M- . between ports of Busan, Korea, and Shanghai, .
[7] increasing its capacity. China current or future competitor developments that may
: have a chance to gain a greater share of the market.
Do et al., 2015 A tvvo—Eerson game model with Ports decide to invest under consideration that Examine port capacity investment decisions Shenzhen was found to be the dominant portin a .
uncertain demand and payoff R . . . long-term strategy. Hong Kong should make capacity
[8] o demand is uncertain, or payoff is uncertain. between ports of Hong Kong and Shenzhen. .
Nash equilibrium investments only when Shenzhen does.
Two-stage game where: Examine port capacity investment decisions Both ports would expand with the increasing market
Luo etal., 2012 Bertrand competition Ports mfkegca aci in\./estment decisions between ports of Hong Kong and Shenzhen, when  demand, although the new port with a smaller capacity
[10] Nash equilibrium pacity : the market demand increases and differential will be more likely to expand owing to the lower

Ports make pricing decisions.

service levels.

investment costs and higher price sensitivity.
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Strategic interaction by setting prices between ports in their networks was empirically analyzed
by Nguyen et al. [19]. By considering berth and channel dues, a two-stage game was applied to three
Australian regions, namely Queensland, South Australia and Victoria, and Western Australia, where,
at the first stage, ports estimated price response functions, and at the second stage, ports identified
links in the port network and analyze strategic interactions. The authors concluded that not all ports
set prices through strategic interaction between other ports; some set prices independent of each other.
Moreover, the pricing strategy of competing ports may differ from each other. Port capacity investment
decisions between the ports of Busan, South Korea, and Shanghai, China, were examined by Anderson
et al. [7] using Bertrand competition. The authors suggested that investments should not be undertaken
throughout East Asia. In addition, governments should be aware of any current or future competitor
developments that may have a chance to gain a greater share of the market. Port capacity expansion
was also examined by Do et al. [8], where the authors modeled competition between Hong Kong and
Shenzhen Ports and investigated the decision-making process in capacity expansion investments using
uncertain demand and payoff. Shenzhen was found to be the dominant port in a long-term strategy.
Strategic port pricing at the time when ports make capacity investment decisions were examined by
Ishii et al. [9]. The inter-port competition between two ports was modeled using the Cournot model.
Results indicated setting lower prices when both the demand elasticity and port capacity development
activities are high. The actual decision on setting the price of the government was made contrary to
the theory. Port capacity investment decisions were also studied by Luo et al. [10], where the authors
applied a two-stage game to study container port competition between the port of Hong Kong and
Shenzhen, where, at the upper-level, ports decide on capacity investment, and at the lower level, they
play the Bertrand game. The authors concluded that both ports would expand with the increasing
market demand, although the new port with a smaller capacity will be more likely to expand owing
to the lower investment costs and higher price sensitivity. In a market situation, when demand is
increasing and the new port has higher competitive power, the pricing and capacity expansion, without
any nonmarket protective measures, might not be sufficient to suppress the growth of the new port.

2.3. Government and Container Terminal Competition

This Section 2.3 of the paper discusses the reviewed literature on game theory approaches used to
model government, port, and marine container terminal competition and cooperation. These studies
are summarized in Table 3.

Port regulation modes were examined by Zheng and Negenborn [26], where the authors compared
the centralization mode and the decentralization mode by modeling a Stackelberg game between
the government, ports, and customers. Specifically, the authors investigated how port regulation
mode affected optimal tariffs, port capacities, and port efficiency levels. Under the decentralization
mode, the tariff, port efficiency level, port service demand, and social welfare were found to be higher.
The effects of port regulation mode on port capacity and profit were inconclusive. Port regulation
under centralized and decentralized modes was also studied by Yu et al. [20]. Competition between
ports, where the government of ports makes cargo fee decisions and terminals make service quality
and price decisions, was modeled using a two-stage Hotelling game. Results indicated government
preference towards competitive terminals. Terminals with lower service quality will gain higher profit
under a centralized mode compared to the competition instance.
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Table 3. Summary of Government and Container Terminal Competition.
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Study Technique Methodology Objective Results
Three-stage game where:
Governments make capacity decisions for both . Under the decentralization mode, the tariff, port
. . - Analyze the effects of port regulation . . -
private and public terminals. . : o, efficiency level, port service demand, and social
Zheng and Negenborn, 2014 . . modes on optimal tariffs, capacities, and .
Stackelberg game Governments and the private terminal operator . . welfare were found to be higher. The effects of
[26] - - port efficiency levels for both public and ) - .
engage in a simultaneous duopoly game. . - port regulation mode on port capacity and profit
. . private terminals. ) .
Consumers decide between the public and were inconclusive.
private terminals.
Analyze the effects of port regulation Governments prefer terminals to compete under
Two-stage game where: . . . ;
. - modes on competing ports, when the the decentralized model. Terminals with lower
Yu et al., 2016 Hotelling model Port governments make cargo fee decisions. . . . L .
e ; . . government of ports makes cargo fee service quality will gain higher profit under a
[20] Nash equilibrium Terminal operators make service quality and . . . . o
. . L decisions and terminals make service centralized mode compared to the competition
service price decisions. . . o .
quality and price decisions. instance.
Both ports will be privatized in a setting when
Two-stage game where: Investigate the effects of port privatization  the transshipment market is significant. Private
Czerny et al., 2014 . . - " . .
[21] Hotelling model Governments decide to privatize or not. on competition between two transshipment  ports would set higher port charges, and
Ports make pricing decisions. ports located in two different countries. reduction in operational costs will result in
higher port charges.
Two-stage game where: Analyze the effects of In the case of port coop eration, more rigorous
- .. .. X .. environmental protection should be reinforced,
. Cournot competition Governments make decisions on emission government-introduced emission tax i,
Cui and Notteboom, 2017 . - Lo compared to the port competition. In the case of
Bertrand competition control tax and whether to privatize the port.  charges on vessel and port operations in a .
[22] PN . . L . . port cooperation, revenue from the total
Nash equilibrium Ports make quantity/price decisions in setting of private and Landlord port o : .
competition or cooperation settings, competition and cooperation. emission taxes will always result in greater value
p ' ' than the overall damage to the environment.
The capacity investment would result in reduced
. . i ti h port, it will
Investigate the effects of port pricing prices and congestion at each port, b}l titwi
. . . . . increase congestion at hinterland. Hinterland
Two-stage game where: decisions on optimal investment policies . . A .
- - . . . investment will likely result in increased prices
De Borger et al., 2008 Cournot type competition Governments make decisions on port capacity, and congestion toll decisions on the and congestion at the port. which at the same
[11] Bertrand competition hinterland capacity, and road tolls. hinterland network capacities between 8 port,

Ports make pricing decisions.

competing ports with hinterland
congestion.

time will lead to reduced prices and congestion
at the competing port. The introduction of
congestion tolls will increase both port and
capacity investments.

Wan and Zhang, 2013
[32]

Cournot competition
Cournot equilibrium

Two-stage game where:

Governments make decisions on port capacity,
hinterland capacity, and road tolls.

Ports make pricing decisions while competing
in quantity.

Investigate the effects of port pricing
decisions on optimal investment policies
and congestion toll (both fixed-ratio and
discriminative) decisions on the hinterland
network capacities between competing
ports with hinterland congestion.

An increase in port hinterland road capacity or
tolls may lead to increased ports profits, while at
the same time, by tolling above the marginal
external congestion costs, the competing port
will lose profit. When the discriminative toll
system is introduced, commuters will be tolled at
the marginal cost, while trucks will be tolled
even lower than that price.
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Port ownership, and in particular port privatization, was investigated by Czerny et al. [21].
The authors used a two-stage Hotelling game to model competition between two transshipment ports
located in two different countries. At the first stage, ports simultaneously decided whether to privatize
or maximize social welfare, and at the second stage, ports made pricing decisions. Results suggest
both ports will be privatized in a setting when the transshipment market is significant. Private ports
would set higher port charges, and reduction in operational costs will result in higher port charges.

The effects of government-introduced emission tax charges on vessel and port operations were
investigated by Cui and Notteboom [22], where a private port and Landlord ports either compete
using Cournot or Bertrand game, or cooperate with differentiated services. The authors suggested
more rigorous environmental protection reinforcements in the case of port cooperation than in port
competition. In the case of port cooperation, revenue from the total emission taxes always resulted in
greater value than the overall damage to the environment.

Pricing and investment decisions between competing ports with hinterland congestion were
studied by De Borger et al. [11]. The authors investigated how port pricing decisions affected optimal
investment policies, and how congestion toll decisions on the hinterland network affected hinterland
capacities. Competition between ports was modeled as a two-stage game, where at the first stage,
governments played a Cournot type of game by making port and hinterland investment decisions
while considering the pricing behavior of ports. At the second stage, ports engaged in a Bertrand game
by determining port prices while considering the potential congestion at the port and the hinterland
transport network. The authors concluded that capacity investment would result in reduced prices and
congestion at each port, but it would increase congestion in the hinterlands. Hinterland investment will
likely result in increased prices and congestion at the port, which at the same time will lead to reduced
prices and congestion at the competing port. The introduction of congestion tolls will increase both
port and capacity investments. Hinterland congestion and seaport competition were further studied by
Wan and Zhang [32]. Similarly to De Borger et al. [11], the authors examined pricing and investment
decisions between competing ports with hinterland congestion using a two-stage game, where local
governments make port and hinterland capacity investment decisions, and ports make congestion
toll decisions on the hinterland network. Unlike De Borger et al. [11], Wan and Zhang [32] studied
road tools in a more detailed manner by looking at both fixed-ratio and discriminative tolls. Also,
instead of assuming price competition between ports, Wan and Zhang [32] used quantity competition.
Results suggested that the increase in port hinterland road capacity or tolls may lead to increased ports
profits, while at the same time, by tolling above the marginal external congestion costs, the competing
port will lose profit. When the discriminative toll system is introduced, commuters will be tolled at the
marginal cost, while trucks will be tolled even lower than that price.

2.4. Port and Shipping Line Competition and Cooperation

In this Section 2.4, we review applied game theory approaches on port and liner shipping
competition and cooperation. These studies are summarized in Table 4.

Horizontal and vertical interaction between liners and ports were investigated by Song et al. [33]
in a two-stage game using Bertrand competition and a Multinomial Logit model, where at the first
stage, shipping lines made port-of-call decisions, and at the second stage, ports made port pricing
decisions. The authors found that, when ports and liners were considered as identical players, the Nash
Equilibrium resulted in the lowest possible service charge. When ports and liners were considered as
different players, liners increased container volume and kept the service charge the same. Ports with
constrained geography and limited capacity would benefit from cooperating with neighboring ports,
which would allow redirecting excess demand.
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Table 4. Summary of Port and Shipping Line Competition and Cooperation.

Study

Technique

Methodology

Objective

Results

Song et al., 2016

Bertrand competition
Multinomial Logit model

Two-stage game where:
Shipping lines make a port-of-call decisions.

Examine horizontal and vertical
interactions between liners and

When ports and liners are considered as identical players,
the Nash equilibrium results in the lowest possible service
charge. When ports and liners are considered as different
players, liners will increase container volume and keep

[33] Nash equilibrium Ports make pricine decisions orts the service charge the same. Ports with constrained
4 pricing ’ ports: geography and limited capacity would benefit from
cooperating with neighboring ports, which would allow
redirecting excess demand.
The higher-level transshipment ports that have sufficient
. capacity to handle excess traffic are more attractive to
. Analyze container port P . .
Bertrand competition and Two-stage game where: i . shipping lines. Ports with excess capacity can attract more
Bae et al., 2013 - - . competition and collusion for . - - .
collusion Ports make pricing decisions. . . demand by lowering prices, while the unused capacity
[23] -, A . transshipment cargo in the L . .
Cournot competition Shipping lines make port-of-call decisions. resence of shipping lines can dissipate the congestion effect. The port collusion
P pping ' model will lead to a higher port price compared to the
non-cooperative model.
Develop a mathematical The developed game theory-based model not only could
Two-stage game where: . . . . .
Shipping lines in an alliance make shipping size framework for container assist marine container terminal operators and port
Pujats et al., 2019 Stackelberg game decIi) srion% pping terminal and liner shipping authorities in identifying optimal contractual agreements,
[34] Nash equilibrium company cooperation and but it also could help identify optimal operational plans

Container terminals decide to cooperate or
compete by utilizing their capacities.

competition using the
Stackelberg model.

that support the implementation of such contractual
agreements.

Two-stage game where:Shipping companies make

Develop route network design

Short term is the easiest way to control pricing; also,
change in handling charges gives control over capacity
and competitive power. In the medium term, cooperation

Asgari etal,, 2013 Stac-k‘elblerg gameNash route network design decisions.Hub ports make in a setting of port .and shipping with the dominant shipping line may partially secure
[35] equilibrium . . company cooperation and .
total handling cost decisions. competition market share. In the long run, cooperation between ports
P ’ is beneficial as port capacity may be constrained by
geography and neighboring ports.
Two-stage game where: Examine competition and z:gr: 1(5)1:3 N OOI; ttlsma(l;: rcacfrengyefiiitxesgutlhde lse};gl) tiO;np anies
Tulja-Suban, 2017 Stackelberg game Shipping operators make port-of-call decisions. cooperation between a hub and poke ports, p P

[36]

Nash equilibrium

Spoke ports make handling charge decisions under
one of the cooperation/competition scenarios.

spoke ports in a shipping
network.

reduction in the activities of the weaker port, and port
cooperation between spoke ports could raise incomes and
improve container transshipment services.

Angeloudis et al., 2016
[37]

Bertrand competition
Nash equilibrium

Three-stage game where:

Shipping lines or alliances make fleet investment
decisions.

Shipping lines or alliances make service design
decisions, and the route assignment problem is
solved.

Shipping lines or alliances make freight rate
decisions on each leg.

Determine the optimum set of
liner services modeled as a
monopoly or duopoly.

When a duopoly was considered, shipping lines or
alliances selected different service networks, thus
reducing the competitive pressure.
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Container port competition and collusion for transshipment cargo in the presence of shipping lines
were investigated by Bae et al. [23] using a two-stage game, where, at the first stage, ports engaged in
Bertrand competition or collusion by making pricing decisions while at the second stage, by observing
port capacities, prices, and transshipment levels, shipping lines engaged in Cournot competition and
made port-of-call decisions. The authors concluded that higher-level transshipment ports that have
sufficient capacity to handle excess traffic are more attractive to shipping lines. Ports with excess
capacity can attract more demand by lowering prices, while the unused capacity can dissipate the
congestion effect. In a setting when both ports are congested, which results in increased shipping lines
costs, the high-level transshipment port decreases the price to maintain its demand. The port collusion
model will lead to a higher port price compared to the non-cooperative model. Container terminal and
liner shipping company cooperation and competition using the Stackelberg model were modeled by
Pujats et al. [34]. The developed model considered competition between shipping lines and marine
container terminal operators (MCTOs). The former players are part of an alliance, while the latter
players engage in a capacity-sharing, cooperative agreement. At the upper level, the shipping lines act
as the leader minimizing the shipping costs and terminal fees, while at the lower level, the container
terminals, as the followers in the game, decide to compete or engage in cooperation with the objective
to maximize individual profits.

Route network design in a setting of port and shipping company cooperation and competition
was examined by Asgari et al. [35]. A two-stage game was modeled, where, at the first stage, shipping
companies made route network design decisions by playing the Stackelberg game, and at the second
stage, ports made total handling cost decisions by playing the Nash game. Three types of strategies
were considered: perfect hub competition, perfect hub cooperation, and cooperation between the
shipping companies and the hub ports. Results indicated that the short term was the easiest way to
control pricing; also, changing handling charges gave control over capacity and competitive power.
In the medium term, cooperation with the dominant shipping line may partially secure market
share. In the long run, cooperation between ports is beneficial as port capacity may be constrained by
geography and neighboring ports. Competition and cooperation between a hub and spoke ports in a
shipping network were examined by Tuljak-Suban [36], where the author investigated the relationship
between port container terminal incomes and the shipping operator incurred costs in the North
Adriatic hub and spoke system, where shipowners were modeled as leaders. The author used a
two-stage Stackelberg game, where, at the first stage, the shipping companies acted as leaders and
solved the Vehicle Routing Problem with Pickup and Delivery by taking into account the navigation
and handling costs to make port-of-call decisions, and at the second stage, the spoke ports decided
on handling charges under port cooperation, competition, or cooperation between spoke ports and
shipping companies. Results showed that there was no optimal strategy between the ship companies
and spoke ports, port competition could lead to a reduction in the activities of the weaker port, and port
cooperation between spoke ports could raise incomes and improve container transshipment services.
The optimum set of liner services modeled as monopoly or duopoly was analyzed by Angeloudis
et al. [37] using a three-stage game, where at the first stage, shipping lines or alliances made fleet
investment decisions; at the second stage, shipping lines or alliances made service design decisions,
and the route assignment problem was solved; and at the final stage, shipping lines or alliances made
freight rate decisions on each leg. The authors showed that when a duopoly was considered, shipping
lines or alliances selected different service networks, thus reducing the competitive pressure.

2.5. Other Type of Maritime Transportation Cooperation and Competition

In this Section 2.5, we discuss the reviewed literature on other types of maritime transportation

cooperation and competition that utilizes game theory approaches. These studies are summarized in
Table 5.



J. Mar. Sci. Eng. 2020, 8, 100

Table 5. Summary of Other Types of Maritime Transportation Cooperation and Competition.

12 of 17

Study Technique Methodology Objective Results
Three-stage game where: Investigated government strategic Increased investment in the hinterland
Basso et al., 2013 Governments make packability investment decisions.  investment decisions on inland would decrease charges at both ports, but
v Hotelling model Ports make pricing decisions. transportation infrastructure in the port  the increased investment in a port

[12]

Shippers make decisions on whether to accept the port
of call and demand the product.

catchment area and common hinterlands
with competing ports

catchment area will significantly decrease
its charges compared to the rival port.

Matsushima and Takauchi, 2014

Bertrand competition

Three-stage game where:
Governments make decisions on whether to privatize
or not.

Examine the effects of port privatizations
on port usage fees, firm profits, and
welfare in a setting of port and

Under low (per unit) transportation costs
either both or none of the ports are
privatized, under moderate

38 Cournot competition - N - transportation costs both ports are
(381 P Ports make port usage fee decisions. manufacturing firm competition located 'SP P .
- - ; . . . ; . privatized, and under high transportation
Firms in both countries make quantity decisions. in two countries: home and foreign. L
costs none of the ports are privatized.
Three-stage game where:
Ocean carriers make service charges and delive . - . . .
. - & Ty Investigate pricing and routing decisions ~ Provided a tool to evaluate ocean carrier,
A game model with route decisions. . . . .
Lee et al., 2012 N L. . . between ocean carriers, land carriers, and  terminal operator, and land carrier
Oligopolistic players Terminal operators make port throughput and service . . o ; . . . .
[25] terminal operators in a maritime freight ~ decision-making processes in the freight

Nash equilibrium

cost decisions.
Land carriers make service demand and land
transportation cost decisions.

transportation network.

shipping market.
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Pricing and routing decisions between ocean carriers, land carriers, and terminal operators in
a maritime freight transportation network were investigated by Lee et al. [25]. The authors used a
non-cooperative hierarchical game model, where at the first stage, carriers determined service charges
and delivery routes; at the second stage, terminal operators decided on port throughput and service
cost; and at the final stage, land carriers decided on service demand and land transportation costs.

The effects of port privatizations on port usage fees, firm profits, and welfare in a setting of port
and manufacturing firm competition located in two countries, home and foreign, were investigated
by Matsushima and Takauchi [38]. The authors used a three-stage game, where at the first stage,
governments made a decision on whether to privatize ports; at the second stage, ports made port usage
fee decisions; and at the final stage, firms in both countries determined quantities. Results indicated
that under low (per unit) transportation costs either both or none of the ports will be privatized, under
moderate transportation costs both ports will be privatized, and under high transportation costs, none
of the ports will be privatized.

Government strategic investment decisions on inland transportation infrastructure in the port
catchment area and common hinterland with competing ports were investigated by Basso et al. [12].
The authors used a three-stage Hotelling model, where at the first stage, governments made packability
investment decisions; at the second stage, ports made pricing decisions; and at the final stage, shippers
made decisions on port of call and demand for the product. Results indicated that increased investment
in the hinterland would decrease charges at both ports, but increased investment in a port catchment
area would significantly decrease its charges compared to the rival port.

3. Discussion

In this study, we have reviewed 33 studies that used game theory models for investigating seaport
and container terminal competition and cooperation involving various stakeholders with dating
publication years from 2008 to 2019. Almost half of the studies included some variation of cooperation
strategy with ports and container terminals. Among all game theory approaches used in the studies,
the most applied was found to be the Bertrand type of game, which accounted for 37% of all instances,
followed by Cournot (29%), Hotelling (20%), Stackelberg (12%), and Nash Bargaining (2%). Almost half
of all games were modeled in two stages, followed by one-stage games that accounted for one-third of
all models, and the rest were three-stage games.

In the reviewed literature, the main topics of interest when considering port and terminal
cooperation, competition, or both, were service level differentiation in combination with and without
shipping distances; port ownership with and without level of service differentiation; pricing policies,
capacity utilization, and comparison of various cooperation policies and effects of service level
differentiation in inter- and intra-port competition, when considering transshipment cargo; competition
between multiuser terminals; terminal concession awarding; and port capacity investments when ports
set prices under various types of demand. Reviewed studies also considered seaport and container
terminal competition, cooperation, or both, including government, and some of the topics discussed
were port regulation under different scenarios; port ownership; emission control strategies; and pricing
and investment decisions between ports with hinterland congestion under various scenarios. Also,
the reviewed literature included liner shipping companies and port cooperation and competition,
where studies focused on horizontal and vertical interactions between liners and ports, hub ports, and
hub-spoke ports including game theory network design models.

The growing demand, mega alliances, and increased vessel sizes are some of the main contributing
factors that have shifted the balance of negotiation power between shipping lines and container
ports. The resulting implications have created an increasingly competitive environment between
ports, where container ports compete by increasing their service levels in favor of liner shipping
companies. A number of reviewed studies used service level differentiation between ports to model
port competition and cooperation. Common factors used to model port competition and cooperation
with service level differentiation include service quality, service type, geographic location, capacity,
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price, profits, and welfare. Zhou [15] suggested future research could include a comparison of
competition with cooperation strategies of ports serving partially overlapping hinterlands in a situation
when ports compete in price and geographic location. Incorporation of more practical problems in
the models that would increase the applicability of model at different settings to help robustness was
suggested by Ciu and Notteboom [16].

In order to meet the growing demand, while at the same time trying to comply with shipping
line demands, container ports have experienced pressure to improve productivity and invest in more
capacity and new facilities. This limited capacity has motivated numerous authors to study strategic
port and hinterland capacity investment decisions; a well-researched direction. Luo et al. [10] suggested
that there is an opportunity to investigate optimal pricing strategies when port capacity investments
are made in a setting where competition between terminals serving the hinterland and terminals that
are managed by the same port operator have different operating costs. Also, analysis of the impact
of port capacity investment decisions on both the shipping operations and port development policy
could be explored. Investigation of various coalition formations between local governments when
strategic investment decisions on inland transportation are made in a setting of port competition was
identified by Basso et al. [12] as another potential future research area.

While the increase of capacity is needed, the investment costs are high and have become a
financial challenge for container port authority operators. Privatization of ports and container terminal
privatization were found to be solutions on how to finance investments in ports [39]. A future research
direction considering the effects on port ownership was suggested by Kaselimi et al. [18], where the
authors noted that models should adopt more objectives that maximize welfare or incorporate both
maximizing welfare and profit, as not all port and terminal operators maximize profit. One future
avenue suggested by Czerny et al. [21] could include investigating the impact of scale economies
and carrier market power on port competition and transshipment routes when port privatization is
considered. The effects of port privatization on consumer and social welfare when considering the
competition between international ports, government, and manufacturing firms was one research
direction unexplored by Matsushima and Takauchi [38].

Another potential solution, through port cooperation, to address capacity limitations and increase
port efficiency was proposed by Pujats et al. [29]. The authors also proposed as future research the
investigation of additional costs for transshipment containers (but also inbound and outbound at a
smaller scale) that would have to be moved between terminals or to specific vessels at the port of
origin/destination.

As the demand for containers will continue to increase, so will the shipping emissions.
Environmental control measures and their implications on the maritime industry most likely will
become a critical issue as more regulatory policies are implemented. The evaluation of container
port environment performance will become critical, and game theory could assist port authority
operators by investigating strategic measures that would improve port environmental performance
in settings of port competition and cooperation. Only one study used a game theory approach to
model port competition and emission control (emission tax), a study done by Cui and Notteboom [22],
where the authors, as a future research direction, suggested investigating emission controls in port
areas with a third market (transit market) and their effects on emission tax and port privatization.
Another environmental control solution that can reduce emissions at ports includes cold ironing,
which is a process where shorepower is used to run the ship at the port of call. In a study done by
Zis [40], the author concluded that in the setting of the introduction of new environmental regulatory
measures and an increase in fuel prices, the use of cold ironing could lead to lower ship operating
costs. This result could have a significant effect on port and terminal competition and cooperation and
should be evaluated with further research. The author suggested that future research could include
evaluation of cold ironing berth availability at different port congestion levels or the required cold
ironing berth conversions at a given terminal. Another operational process that could reduce emissions
is the implementation of a Virtual Arrival policy. It is a process that is applied when delay at the port is
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known for vessels to reduce their speeds to meet the required arrival time at the port. A study by Jia et
al. [41] found that the implementation of a Virtual Arrival policy could benefit both the ship operators
and port authorities, which could result in fuel savings for ship operators and emission reductions
for both parties by reducing port wait times. Jia et al. [41] suggested that further research should
investigate the adoption of Virtual Arrival policy through the creation of new contractual arrangements
that would share the fuel savings gained from Virtual Arrival implementation between shipowners,
charterers, and port authorities.

Some of the future avenues to model port and liner shipping competition, cooperation, or both were
considered by Song et al. [33], where the authors highlighted that future work on port and liner shipping
competition, cooperation, or both could involve modeling accessibility to multimodal transportation
and port location to acquire more port capacity. The revenue allocation mechanism between cooperating
ports and liners was another research direction suggested by authors. One potential research direction
suggested by Angeloudis et al. [37] could include exploring network differentiation between shipping
lines or alliances to reduce competition among themselves and optimize costs of their network
structure. From the reviewed studies, one of the most suggested points for future research is to include
uncertain or stochastic demand. Only two studies [8,9] have used this assumption in their research.
Data unavailability is another major issue noted in the reviewed literature, which restrains researchers
from more realistic model development [7,8,17,19,27,28,35,36].

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, K.P,, M.G., and D.K.; methodology, K.P., M.G., and D.K,; formal
analysis, K.P, M.G., and D.K.; investigation, K.P., M.G., and D.K,; resources, K.P., M.G., and D.K.; writing—original
draft preparation, K.P,, M.G., and D.K.; writing—review and editing, K.P., M.G., and D.K.; visualization, K.P.,
M.G., and D.K;; supervision, M.G.; project administration, M.G.; funding acquisition, M.G. All authors have read
and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was partially funded by the Freight Mobility Research Institute (FMRI), a US-DOT funded
TIER I University Transportation Center. The views and opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessarily
reflect those of FMRI or US-DOT.

Acknowledgments: The authors thank the helpful comments and suggestions of four anonymous reviewers on
an earlier version of this study.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design of the
study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, or in the decision to
publish the results.

References

1. UNCTAD. Review of Maritime Transport 2019; Publication UNCTAD/RMT/2019; United Nations Publication:
New York, NY, USA; Geneva, Switzerland, 2019; p. 129.

2. Why Is the Liner Shipping Industry So Important Economically? The World Shipping Council. Available
online: http://www.worldshipping.org/industry-issues/environment/air-emissions/fags-answers/al-why-
is-the-liner-shipping-industry-so-important-economically (accessed on 1 June 2019).

3. Alphaliner TOP 100. Alphaliner. Available online: https://alphaliner.axsmarine.com/PublicTop100/ (accessed
on 1 June 2019).

4. Shipping Alliances: What Do They Do and What Does It Mean? FreightHub. Available online: https:
//freighthub.com/en/blog/shipping-alliances-mean/ (accessed on 1 June 2019).

5. Drewry Maritime Research. Container Forecast December 2018; Drewry Financial Research Services Ltd.:
London, UK, 2018; p. 87.

6. Guan, C; Yahalom, S.; Yu, J. Port congestion and economies of scale: The large container ship factor. In
Proceedings of the 25th Annual Conference of the International Association of Maritime Economists, Kyoto,
Japan, 27-30 June 2017.

7. Anderson, C.M,; Park, Y.-A.; Chang, Y.-T.; Yang, C.-H.; Lee, T.-W.; Luo, M. A Game-Theoretic Analysis of
Competition among Container Port Hubs: The Case of Busan and Shanghai 1. Marit. Policy Manag. 2008, 35,
5-26. [CrossRef]


http://www.worldshipping.org/industry-issues/environment/air-emissions/faqs-answers/a1-why-is-the-liner-shipping-industry-so-important-economically
http://www.worldshipping.org/industry-issues/environment/air-emissions/faqs-answers/a1-why-is-the-liner-shipping-industry-so-important-economically
https://alphaliner.axsmarine.com/PublicTop100/
https://freighthub.com/en/blog/shipping-alliances-mean/
https://freighthub.com/en/blog/shipping-alliances-mean/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03088830701848680

J. Mar. Sci. Eng. 2020, 8, 100 16 of 17

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Do, TM.H,; Park, G.-K,; Choi, K.; Kang, K.; Baik, O. Application of Game Theory and Uncertainty Theory in
Port Competition between Hong Kong Port and Shenzhen Port. Int. . E Navig. Marit. Econ. 2015, 2, 12-23.
[CrossRef]

Ishii, M.; Lee, PT.-W,; Tezuka, K.; Chang, Y.-T. A Game Theoretical Analysis of Port Competition. Transp. Res.
Part E Logist. Transp. Rev. 2013, 49, 92-106. [CrossRef]

Luo, M.; Liu, L.; Gao, E Post-Entry Container Port Capacity Expansion. Transp. Res. Part B Methodol. 2012,
46,120-138. [CrossRef]

De Borger, B.; Proost, S.; van Dender, K. Private Port Pricing and Public Investment in Port and Hinterland
Capacity. SSRN Electron. ]. 2008. [CrossRef]

Basso, L.J.; Wan, Y.; Zhang, A. Seaport Competition and Strategic Investment in Accessibility. In Proceedings
of the 16th Congreso Chileno de Ingenieria de Transport, Santiago, Chile, 21-25 October 2013.

Wang, K.; Ng, AK.Y;; Lam, J.S.L.; Fu, X. Cooperation or Competition? Factors and Conditions Affecting
Regional Port Governance in South China. Marit. Econ. Logist. 2012, 14, 386—408. [CrossRef]

Wang, J.; Sun, S. The Game about Competition and Cooperation in Port Group. In Proceedings of the 23rd
International Conference on Industrial Engineering and Engineering Management 2016, Bali, Indonesia, 4-7
December 2016; Qj, E., Shen, ]., Dou, R., Eds.; Atlantis Press: Paris, France; pp. 215-219.

Zhou, X. Competition or Cooperation: A Simulation of the Price Strategy of Ports. Int. J. Simul. Model. 2015,
14, 463-474. [CrossRef]

Cui, H.; Notteboom, T. A Game Theoretical Approach to the Effects of Port Objective Orientation and Service
Differentiation on Port Authorities” Willingness to Cooperate. Res. Transp. Bus. Manag. 2018, 26, 76-86.
[CrossRef]

Park, N.K.; Suh, S.C. Port Competition Study: Cooperative Game Model. J. Contemp. Manag. 2015, 4, 38-52.
Kaselimi, E.N.; Notteboom, T.E.; de Borger, B. A Game Theoretical Approach to Competition between
Multi-User Terminals: The Impact of Dedicated Terminals. Marit. Policy Manag. 2011, 38, 395-414. [CrossRef]
Nguyen, H.-O.; Chin, A.; Tongzon, J.; Bandara, M. Analysis of Strategic Pricing in the Port Sector: The
Network Approach. Marit. Econ. Logist. 2015. [CrossRef]

Yu, M,; Shan, J.; Ma, L. Regional Container Port Competition in a Dual Gateway-Port System. . Syst. Sci.
Syst. Eng. 2016, 25, 491-514. [CrossRef]

Czerny, A.; Hoffler, E; Mun, S. Port Competition and Welfare Effect of Strategic Privatization.
Energiewirtschaftliches Institut an der Universitaet zu Koeln (EWI). 2013. [CrossRef]

Cui, H.; Notteboom, T. Modelling Emission Control Taxes in Port Areas and Port Privatization Levels in
Port Competition and Co-Operation Sub-Games. Transp. Res. Part D Transp. Environ. 2017, 56, 110-128.
[CrossRef]

Bae, M.].; Chew, E.P; Lee, L.H.; Zhang, A. Container Transshipment and Port Competition. Marit. Policy
Manag. 2013, 40, 479-494. [CrossRef]

Zhuang, W.; Luo, M.; Fu, X. A Game Theory Analysis of Port Specialization—Implications to the Chinese
Port Industry. Marit. Policy Manag. 2014, 41, 268-287. [CrossRef]

Lee, H.; Boile, M.; Theofanis, S.; Choo, S. Modeling the Oligopolistic and Competitive Behavior of Carriers in
Maritime Freight Transportation Networks. Procedia Soc. Behav. Sci. 2012, 54, 1080-1094. [CrossRef]
Zheng, S.; Negenborn, R.R. Centralization or Decentralization: A Comparative Analysis of Port Regulation
Modes. Transp. Res. Part E Logist. Transp. Rev. 2014, 69, 21-40. [CrossRef]

Ignatius, J.; Tan, T.S.; Dhamotharan, L.; Goh, M. To Cooperate or to Compete: A Game Theoretic Analysis on
Ports in Malaysia and Singapore. Technol. Econ. Dev. Econ. 2018, 24, 1776-1800. [CrossRef]

Saeed, N.; Larsen, O.I. An Application of Cooperative Game among Container Terminals of One Port. Eur. J.
Oper. Res. 2010, 203, 393—403. [CrossRef]

Pujats, K.; Golias, M.M.; Mishra, S. Marine Container Terminal Cooperation: A Nash Bargaining Approach.
In Proceedings of the Transportation Research Board 97th Annual Meeting, Washington, DC, USA, 7-11
January 2018.

van Reeven. The Effect of Competition on Economic Rents in Seaports. J. Transp. Econ. Policy 2010, 44, 79-92.
[CrossRef]

Yip, T.L.; Liu, J.J.; Fu, X; Feng, ]. Modeling the Effects of Competition on Seaport Terminal Awarding. Transp.
Policy 2014, 35, 341-349. [CrossRef]

Wan, Y.; Zhang, A. Urban Road Congestion and Seaport Competition. J. Transp. Econ. Policy 2013, 47, 55-70.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enavi.2015.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2012.07.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.trb.2011.09.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1024691
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/mel.2012.13
http://dx.doi.org/10.2507/IJSIMM14(3)8.303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rtbm.2018.03.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2011.588260
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/mel.2015.9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11518-015-5288-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecotra.2014.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2017.07.030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2013.797120
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2013.839517
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.823
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2014.05.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.3846/20294913.2016.1213206
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2009.07.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/40599984
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2014.04.007

J. Mar. Sci. Eng. 2020, 8, 100 17 of 17

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

Song, L.; Yang, D.; Chin, A.T.H.; Zhang, G.; He, Z.; Guan, W.; Mao, B. A Game-Theoretical Approach for
Modeling Competitions in a Maritime Supply Chain. Marit. Policy Manag. 2016, 43, 976-991. [CrossRef]
Pujats, K.; Golias, M.; Mishra, S. A Mathematical Framework for Container and Liner Shipping Companies
Cooperation and Competition. In Proceedings of the Material Handling, Constructions and Logistics, Bar,
Montenegro, 1-2 July 2019.

Asgari, N.; Farahani, R.Z.; Goh, M. Network Design Approach for Hub Ports-Shipping Companies
Competition and Cooperation. Transp. Res. Part A Policy Pract. 2013, 48, 1-18. [CrossRef]

Tuljak-Suban, D. Competition or Cooperation in a Hub and Spoke-Shipping Network: The Case of the North
Adriatic Container Terminals. Transport 2017, 33, 429-436. [CrossRef]

Angeloudis, P.; Greco, L.; Bell, M.G.H. Strategic Maritime Container Service Design in Oligopolistic Markets.
Transp. Res. Part B Methodol. 2016, 90, 22-37. [CrossRef]

Matsushima, N.; Takauchi, K. Port Privatization in an International Oligopoly. Transp. Res. Part B Methodol.
2014, 67, 382-397. [CrossRef]

Yeo, H. Participation of Private Investors in Container Terminal Operation: Influence of Global Terminal
Operators. Asian J. Shipp. Logist. 2015, 31, 363-383. [CrossRef]

Zis, TP.V. Prospects of Cold Ironing as an Emissions Reduction Option. Transp. Res. Part A Policy Pract. 2019,
119, 82-95. [CrossRef]

Jia, H.; Adland, R.; Prakash, V.; Smith, T. Energy Efficiency with the Application of Virtual Arrival Policy.
Transp. Res. Part D Transp. Environ. 2017, 54, 50-60. [CrossRef]

® © 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
@ article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution

(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2016.1231427
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2012.10.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.3846/16484142.2016.1261368
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.trb.2016.04.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.trb.2014.04.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajsl.2015.09.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2018.11.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2017.04.037
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Game Theory Approaches 
	Port and Container Terminal Cooperation/Competition and Co-Opetition 
	Port and Container Terminal Competition 
	Government and Container Terminal Competition 
	Port and Shipping Line Competition and Cooperation 
	Other Type of Maritime Transportation Cooperation and Competition 

	Discussion 
	References

