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Abstract 
 

This study adopts the theoretical perspective of the service-dominant logic (SDL), identified by 

Vargo and Lusch. It investigates how network actors interact in the service ecosystem of the Port 

of Hamburg to co-create value for their customers. The maritime actors of Germany’s largest port 

in many ways integrate their services provisions into global logistics systems. Due to the global 

interdependence of operations in logistics systems, the activity of one actor in the supply chain 

may impact the performance of other actors and also the outcome of an entire logistics system, 

for better or for worse. Hence, the more proficient maritime actors in the Port of Hamburg are 

able to sense and respond to customers’ needs, the more proficient is not only the performance of 

the individual maritime actor but also the competitiveness of the Port of Hamburg in its maritime 

logistics system. 

 

The need for the actors of the Port of Hamburg to interact through information technology and 

institutions to co-create maritime logistic value (MLV) for the port’s customers is the result of 

many factors. Most notably, there is, on the one hand, the ever more globalized flow of goods and 

services. This combines, on the other hand, with the ever more strained operand resources (i.e. 

infrastructure, physical resources) of the Port of Hamburg. It is anticipated that the container 

throughput will nearly double from 9.7 million Twenty-foot Equivalent Units (TEUs) containers 

in 2014 to 18.1 million TEUs in 2030. Thus, the maritime ecosystem of the Port of Hamburg is 

experiencing difficulties in managing the current cargo volumes. To avoid capacity constraints 

and even loss of competitiveness in the future the maritime actors ready themselves to make ever 

more efficient use of the port area through intelligent operational solutions for interconnecting the 

port’s actors and improving the information flow among all involved actors. 

 

The study identifies that the port’s actors make extensive use of infomediaries as platforms to 

exchange and co-produce service offerings to operate their businesses more efficiently and to use 

the port’s operand resources more effectively. It is found that the efficient and effective 

combination of operant resources (e.g. knowledge, skills, operational processes) and of the port’s 

operand resources (e.g. harbor basins, roads, bridges) leads to superior MLV for the port’s 

customers.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

International trade liberalization and major advancements in information technology (IT) and 

information systems (IS) have lead to interconnected logistics systems worldwide. Firms today 

have globally integrated operations with production and consumption of goods and services 

dispersed across the globe. Due to the global interdependence of organizations, the activity of one 

actor in the supply chain may impact on the performance of other actors and also on the outcome 

of an entire logistics system, for better or for worse (Song & Panayides, 2012). As a 

consequence, organizations worldwide have developed significant interest in managing their 

transportation flows and logistics systems. 

 

Maritime transportation is a central component of global logistics as it links sea transportation 

services with overland traffic and vice-versa. The importance of maritime transportation is 

evident as seaborne traffic amounts to about 90% of total global trade in tonnage, and to about 

72% of its value (see Appendix B.1)(Rodrigue, 2013). In the European Union the share of sea 

traffic is particularly important. In 2004, seaborne traffic, by tonnage, accounted for 71.7% of 

total external EU-trade  (Berenberg-HWWI, 2005). 

 

The objective of logistics is to meet the customers’ requirements by planning, implementing and 

controlling the efficient and effective forward and reverse flow and storage of goods, services and 

related information between the point of origin and the point of consumption (Song & Panayides, 

2012). In the maritime context, the ability of the system to fulfill customer requirements is 

assessed by the maritime logistics value (MLV). MLV is defined as “the extent to which the 

maritime logistics system responds to customers’ demands through successfully managing flows 

of goods, services and information in maritime logistics” (Song & Panayides, 2015).  

 

It has become a strategic objective in the maritime industry to enhance the MLV by integrating 

the services provisions into global logistics systems. It is observable that customers request 

maritime operators to become an integral part of their supply chains. The trend towards just-in-

time manufacturing requires the integration of the transport business into the production business. 
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Accordingly, the role of ports has changed from being places providing loading and discharging 

operations to intermodal terminals that provide value to the port users and final customers at the 

point of origin and the point of consumption (Song & Panayides, 2012). 

 

In order to create value to the customer port actors offer differentiated value-adding logistics 

services and aim to optimize the efficiency of port operations by integrating their operations in 

the maritime logistics system. The better maritime actors in a port are able to sense and respond 

to customers’ needs, the better is not only the performance of the individual maritime actor but 

also the competitiveness of the respective port in its maritime logistics system. 

1.1 Problem Identification 
Based on the understanding that fulfilling customer needs in maritime logistics requires an 

interdependent process that spans across globally interconnected operations, the overall objective 

of this study is to understand how the maritime actors in one specific ecosystem interact to satisfy 

the needs of their customers at the point of origin and the point of consumption. The chosen 

ecosystem for the analysis is Europe’s second-largest container port and Germany’s largest port – 

the Port of Hamburg (Fehrs, 25.08.2015). The aim of the study is to understand the interactions 

of network actors in the Port of Hamburg and how their interactions help to enhance the port’s 

maritime logistics value. Thus, this study answers the following research question: 

 

RQ: How do the network actors of the Port of Hamburg interact to enhance the 

port's maritime logistics value? 

 

To break down the problem statement four investigative questions have been formulated. To 

begin, an understanding of the subject of investigation needs to be developed. This study argues 

that the network actors of the Port of Hamburg operate in a service ecosystem. Vargo and Lusch 

(2011:15) define a service ecosystem1  as a “spontaneously sensing and responding spatial and 

temporal structure of largely loosely coupled value proposing social and economic actors 

interacting through institutions and technology, to: (1) coproduce service offerings, (2) exchange 

service offerings and (3) co-create value.” To gain a better understanding of the concept 

ecosystem with respect to the Port of Hamburg, Sub-question 1 examines: 

                                                
1 Hereafter mostly referred to as ‘ecosystems’. The key concepts of ecosystems are further discussed in section 3.1. 
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Sub-Q1: Who are the network actors of the service ecosystem Port of Hamburg and 

how are the actors organized? 

 

Since ecosystems are characterized by complexity, heterogeneity and non-linear 

interdependencies among network actors (Frow, McColl-Kennedy, Hilton, Davidson, Payne, 

Brozovic, 2014) it can be seen as a challenge for network actors to integrate their operations with 

each other to provide customers with differentiated value-adding logistics services. Therefore, 

Sub-question 2 investigates how maritime actors of the Port of Hamburg use institutions and 

technology to co-create services provisions for their customers in the ecosystem and along the 

supply chains. Sub-question 2 may thus be formulated: 

 

Sub-Q2: How do network actors use institutions and technology to exchange and 

co-produce service offerings for the port’s customers? 

 

Ports need efficient operations not only to enhance the MLV for future growth but also to handle 

current conditions of the ecosystem. This is particularly true for the Port of Hamburg. The port 

expects to nearly double its container throughput from 9.7 million Twenty-foot Equivalent Units 

(TEUs) containers in 2014 to 18.1 million TEUs in 2030 (StratDept,PortD;HPA)(see Appendix 

B.2 for graph). In principle, growth in cargo is good news for the maritime actors of the Port of 

Hamburg. However, the ecosystem is already today experiencing difficulties in managing the 

current cargo volumes. This is because the spatial expansion of the port is limited due to the 

port’s strategic location in the City of Hamburg (see Appendices B.3 and B.4 for a map). Current 

problem areas, resulting in bottlenecks in the movements of goods, arise from the port’s 

especially complicated waterside and landside accessibility. Sub-question 3 investigates this 

complication in depth and describes potential solutions to it. 

 

Sub-Q3: What are the current problems in the Port of Hamburg and how do the 

network actors address and respond to them? 

 

With regards to the expected increase in cargo volume, the port community prepares to make 

optimum use of the port area in order to avoid capacity constraints. This involves finding 

intelligent operational solutions for interconnecting the port’s maritime actors and improving the 



 5 

information flow among all involved actors. One port actor, Hamburg Port Authority (HPA), has 

investigated how digital megatrends can be of use to optimize cargo and traffic flows. HPA’s 

ideas have been developed since 2012 in a project called smartPORT  (Website HPA: 

smartPORT, 2015). SmartPORT has been officially presented within the program of the 29th 

World Ports Conference that took place in Hamburg in June 2015. Sub-question 4 describes one 

of smartPORT’s subprojects, namely smartPORT Logistics (SPL), and provides opinions of the 

port community on the project. Since SPL is an addition to the port’s existing structure it is also 

investigated to what extent the new project fits into the ecosystem. 

 

Sub-Q4: What is smartPORT Logistics, how does the port community respond to 

the new project and how does the port’s structure influence its reaction? 

1.2 Scope and Delimitations 
The main purpose of this paper is to explore the different interdependencies that exist between 

maritime actors in the service ecosystem of the Port of Hamburg to enhance the port’s MLV. The 

concept service ecosystem is embedded in a new theoretical perspective (identified by Vargo and 

Lusch) which is known as the service-dominant logic (SDL). SDL describes the shift from a 

product-centered mindset to an emerging service-centered mindset (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). SDL 

thinking transitions away from the central focus on transactions of tangible materials for 

manufacturing and opens up for a broader, non-linear perspective, including partnerships, 

relationships, value networks and co-creation among network actors (Lusch, Vargo, Tanniru, 

2010). So far previous research in SDL has mainly been focusing on the conceptualization of the 

new perspective (Lusch, 2011; Tokman & Beitelspacher, 2011) so that to date the propositions of 

the theory have been applied only rarely in empirical research (Randall et al., 2010 cited in 

Chakkol, Johanson, Raffoni, 2014). Therefore, this study advances the understanding of SDL 

theory by investigating the interactions of network actors in the Port of Hamburg through an SDL 

lens. 

 

The scope of this study is insofar limited as it is focused on developing a thorough understanding 

of the interactions of network actors which are closely interlinked with the operations that take 

place within the physical boundaries of the Port of Hamburg. This focus must be set because 
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service ecosystems encompass a wealth of potential network actors.2 This is because service 

ecosystems are “fluid, agile and adaptable” by nature as they are made up of seemingly unrelated 

organizational networks that together form a larger macrostructure (Lusch et al., 2010). Since 

ecosystems are part of a complex evolving system (Frow et al., 2014), setting a focus of 

investigated actors is not meant to be a clear-cut distinction; instead it should be seen as a 

directional indicator for the study. 

 

Customers have an important role in SDL theory because they are endogenous to the value 

network and therefore their interaction with the ecosystem is key to create superior value 

proposals (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). Since this study focuses on actors that are operating in the Port 

of Hamburg, it only refers to the customer perspective within the boundaries of the actual port 

operations; thus the end-customer (end-user) perspective on the service ecosystem of the Port of 

Hamburg is outside the scope of this study. 3 To clarify this: This study investigates how network 

actors interact to provide their end-users at the point of origin and the point of consumption with 

value-adding logistics services. The perspective of how the end-user perceives this co-created 

service provision of the ecosystem of the Port of Hamburg is not elaborated. 

 

In the following, Chapter 2 describes the methodological choices that have been made to explore 

the problem statement. Chapter 3 presents the theoretical considerations of this study which are 

used to formulate an initial analytical framework for the subsequent analysis. Chapter 4 sets the 

scene for the analysis by answering Sub-question 1. Chapters 5 and 6 answer Sub-questions 2 and 

3 respectively and investigate how network actors interact through institutions and information 

technology to enhance the port’s MLV. Valuable lessons can be learned from Chapter 7 which 

answers Sub-question 4. It describes how one network actor aims to benefit the ecosystem by 

developing a project single-handedly instead of co-creating it with other network actors. Chapter 

8 discusses the findings of the analysis, answers the problem statement and suggests managerial 

implications. Chapter 9 concludes with final remarks and suggests direction for future research. 

                                                
2 The terms ‘network actors’ and ‘actors’ are used interchangeably. 
3 The role of the customer is illustrated in Figure 2 and is further elaborated in Section 3.1.2. 
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2. METHODOLOGY 
The following exposes the research design, elaborates on the nature of the data and the method 

used to collect and analyze the data. It further comments on the quality of the research. 

2.1 Research Design 
Service ecosystems are characterized by complexity, heterogeneity and non-linear 

interdependencies among network actors (Frow et al., 2014). Thus, an inductive research 

approach was chosen for analyzing the Port of Hamburg. Induction permits changes of research 

emphasis as the research progresses which ensures a thorough exploration of the data (Saunders 

et al., 2012). This is necessary in order to understand the research context and find answers to 

why and how questions (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2012). Saunders et al. (2012) argue that it 

is often advantageous to combine deduction and induction within the same piece of research 

because involving an established theoretical construct aids to structure the analysis and make 

sense of the findings. Thus, this study adopts a hybrid research approach, making use of the 

combination of deduction and induction. 

 

Figure 1 below represents the research cycle: The research commenced with reviewing academic 

literature and secondary data (e.g. industry reports, company material) to deduct an initial 

analytical framework (Step 1). Then, a preliminary investigation with experts of the focal 

ecosystem was conducted to gain a better understanding of the researched phenomena (Step 2). 

As a main data collection step, qualitative semi-structured in-depth interviews were conducted in 

order to explore the data and to investigate the meaning humans attach to events (Step 3). 

Subsequently, patterns and relationships in the data were identified (Step 4). Then, the obtained 

primary data were reviewed and supplemented with secondary data (both newly collected and 

from Step 1). The initial analytical framework served as a guide for the writing process of the 

analysis (Step 5). In the discussion part, theoretical and managerial implications were developed 

(Step 6), building on the data collection process and the analysis. The research cycle ended with 

conclusions and suggestions for future research (Step 7). 
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Figure 1: Research Cycle 

 
Source: Own conceptualization. 

 

As understanding the connections and relationships in the Port of Hamburg is a complex 

undertaking, the unit of analysis is a single case study. Robson (2002) defines case study as “a 

strategy for doing research which involves an empirical investigation of a particular 

contemporary phenomenon within its real life context using multiple sources of evidence” (cited 

in Saunders et al., 2012). In order to adequately answer the research question, a holistic, 

comprehensive and contextualized understanding needed to be developed because a single 

perspective could not provide the full account or explanation of the research issue (Ritchie, 

Lewis, McNaughton & Ormston, 2014). Therefore, a case study approach was chosen as it allows 

the researcher to gain a rich understanding of the wealth of detail in the studied phenomena 

(Seale, Gobo, Gubrium & Silverman, 2014). 
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Saunders et al. (2012) suggest completing an inductive research approach predominantly with 

qualitative primary data. Qualitative data focuses on events in natural settings which have a 

strong emphasis on what happens in ”real life” (Miles, Huberman & Saldaña, 2014). Since the 

focus of the study is a specific case  in its context, qualitative data collection seemed adequate to 

explore issues in-depth and from different perspectives (Ritchie et al., 2014). 

2.2 Data Collection Method 
To ensure an exhaustive approach to the problem both primary and secondary qualitative data 

were collected. Primary data are generated for the purpose of addressing a specific research task, 

whereas secondary data have already been gathered for other purposes than the problem at hand 

(Saunders et al., 2012). In this study, secondary data complement primary data in order to 

triangulate the findings. Triangulation refers to the use of different data collection techniques 

within one study to ensure the correct interpretation of the meaning of the sources (Ritchie et al., 

2014). 

2.2.1 Interview Design and Content 
Choosing a data collection method depends on the subject matter under investigation (Ritchie et 

al., 2014). Ritchie et al. (2014) suggest investigating very complex processes or experiences in 

one-on-one exchanges. In Step 2 unstructured interviews with experts were used to gain an 

overview of the research problem. The two respondents were informed about the general 

direction of the research but no sample questions were sent prior to the interviews. 

 

The main sources of data were semi-structured in-depth interviews used in Step 3. There are three 

reasons why this method was particularly applicable for answering the research question. First, it 

created the opportunity to have unanticipated discussion and explanations which was useful for 

grasping the subject’s complexity. Second, it was possible to design the interview specifically to 

the needs of each respondent which was appropriate due to the population’s heterogeneity. Third, 

it created the room to address sensitive issues concerning motivations and decision-making which 

was needed to understand the prevailing challenges in the Port of Hamburg. 

 

Prior to the interviews all thirteen respondents included in Step 3 received both a general 

explanation of the research topic and sample questions that were adapted to each of the 
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respondents’ organizations. Eleven interviews were conducted face-to-face. One interview was 

taken on the phone and one respondent submitted answers in written form. Appendix C.1 

documents the interview questions of all thirteen interviews. 

2.2.2 Population sampling 
Sample size & time horizon: Qualitative samples are usually small in size because they need to be 

properly analyzed and there will be a point where little new evidence is obtained from each 

additional fieldwork unit (Saunders et al., 2012). This is because phenomena need only appear 

once to be part of the analytical map. A total of fifteen interviews were conducted which are 

perceived to provide sufficient breadth and depth to the investigated issue. Appendix A.2 

provides a table with details of each respondent, including their names, organizations and 

positions as well as the date and location of the interview. All interviews were conducted 

between August 10 and September 8, 2015 and were between 40 minutes and 1.5 hours long. 

 

Selection criteria: A non-probability method was used to ensure that the sample is as diverse as 

possible within the boundaries of the defined population. On the one hand, this increases the 

chance of identifying the full range of factors associated with the phenomenon under study, and, 

on the other hand, it allows the identification of interdependency between different 

characteristics, so that those that were most relevant could be explored more rigorously (Saunders 

et al., 2012). More specifically, purposive sampling was used which means that respondents were 

selected based on their roles and tasks as well as their specialized knowledge of the subject 

(Zikmund, 2003). The selection criteria for the targeted respondents were developed in 

consultation with the industry insiders interviewed in Step 2. 

 

The sample criteria were the following: 

• Respondents represent an organization that fits into one of the categories of Appendix C.2 

that map the ecosystem of the Port of Hamburg. 

• Respondents are entrusted with a managing function in their organization, as this is believed 

to be a pre-condition for the respondent’s ability to assess the tasks and roles of his/her own 

organization within the broader understanding of the whole ecosystem. 

• The duty of the respondent/or of the organization preferably focuses on the container business 

or has operations relating to the container business. 
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• The population presents at least one representative of the following categories of the maritime 

logistics system: authorities, container terminals, shipping lines and forwarder. 

 

In addition, snowball sampling was used to ensure a holistic understanding of the ecosystem. 

This involves asking already interviewed people to identify other people whom they know that fit 

the above-stated selection criteria or who may have knowledge that fits the content of the subjects 

covered in the interviews (Ritchie et al., 2014). This allowed identifying respondents whose work 

is related to but not exclusively bounded by the predefined selection criteria and anticipated 

contents of the study. 

2.2.3 Secondary data 
Secondary qualitative data are both more accessible and more transparent than primary data so 

that they can augment the credibility of primary research (Saunders et al., 2012). Accordingly, 

secondary data were used in the preliminary screening process to gain a general insight into the 

interactions of organizations in the Port of Hamburg. This involved company and industry reports 

as well as newspaper articles. In addition, secondary sources were used to supplement primary 

research after the data collection process in order to provide further insights and background 

information. Particularly helpful was that some respondents sent company material (i.e. power 

point slides) on the topics discussed in the interviews to the researcher. 

2.3 Data Analysis Method 
To analyze the content of the collected primary data, coding was applied to organize, reduce and 

structure the data (Miles et al., 2014). Coding describes the transition process between data 

collection and more extensive data analysis and is therefore a crucial step toward a rigorous and 

evocative analysis and interpretation of a report (Saldaña, 2009). In this study holistic coding was 

used which is an exploratory problem-solving technique that applies a single code to larger units 

of data to thereby identify the essence of the overall contents. In other words, holistic coding 

aims to grasp the broad topic areas in the data by absorbing them as a whole (Saldaña, 2009). 

 

The motivation behind coding is to find objective knowledge in the expressions of subjectivity 

(Packer, 2011). This is a complex undertaking that requires the researcher to review the initial 

labels repeatedly throughout multiple coding cycles to further filter, highlight, and focus on 
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salient features of the qualitative data. The goal is to attain a systematic order of data which 

grasps the underlying meaning and can then be used for theory building (Saldaña, 2009).  

 

Packer (2011) points out that coding involves the twin practices of abstraction and generalization. 

In abstraction, the whole is divided into elements that are distinct from one another and from their 

original context, whereas generalization describes the practice of finding what is common or 

repeated among these elements. Accordingly, this method has been applied to the collected data. 

For achieving abstraction, the interview transcripts were divided into separate units to gain a 

better overview of the pertaining problems. Subsequently, these units were removed from their 

context by gathering data from all interviews under respective codes in one aggregated file in 

Microsoft Excel. In order to be able to generalize, the meaning of data was condensed into fewer 

words by formulating abstract categories. As a next step, the broad topics in the previously 

defined categories were identified and labeled as overarching themes. Appendix C.3 provides an 

overview of the logic tree for the abstraction to generalization analysis, also termed ‘codes to 

theory’ process by Saldaña (2009). 

2.4 Quality of Research 
Both reliability and validity are important measures to assess the quality of the research. 

Reliability is concerned with the replicability of the research findings. That is the extent to which 

the data collection techniques and analysis procedures yield consistent findings (Ritchie et al., 

2014;). Validity refers to the extent to which findings are well founded and accurately reflect the 

phenomenon being studied (Saunders et al., 2012). 

2.4.1 Reliability 
Some academics argue that non-standardized interview research is not intended to be repeated as 

it reflects the reality at the time the data were collected and is thus context and time bound 

(Marshall & Rossman 1999, cited in Saunders et al., 2012). The strength of this type of research 

is its flexibility which allows exploring the complexity of a topic dynamically. Therefore, it is 

argued, replicating non-standardized research would not be realistic or feasible without 

undermining the strengths of this type of research (Saunders et al., 2012). While acknowledging 

this line of reasoning, it is intended to portray the sense-making process of the raw data 

transparently to increase the reliability of the findings. For this, as above mentioned, the 

questions sent to the respondents are documented. A detailed documentation of all contributions 
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of the interviewees relevant to the coding process can be found in Appendix C.4.  In addition, the 

interviews have been recorded; the audio files are available on the CD attached to the report.  

 

It is important to note that certain biases may have arisen from the data analysis method. This is 

because “all coding is a judgment call” since every code and category is a construct of a selection 

of choices from a wide range of possible options (Saldaña, 2009). In order to counteract and to 

warrant the reliability, special attention was put on including all statements in the analysis that 

were relevant for answering the research question. In addition, the respondents are frequently 

cited throughout the analysis to illustrate the variety of opinions and knowledge of the sample 

population. To clearly indicate the authorship of each quote, the respondent has received a label 

that is based on the respondent’s position and his or her organization (see Appendix A.1). An 

overview of how the labels were compiled can be found in Appendix A.3. 

 

It could be argued that there might be a researcher bias because the primary data collection was 

mostly conducted in German and then translated into English by the researcher. In order to 

refrain from steering the translation in a specific direction, the raw data were translated into 

English before starting the coding process. As the content area of this study was new to the 

researcher, the researcher was not biased from studies previously conducted in this field. Thus, it 

is believed that the translation process does not undermine the reliability of the study. 

2.4.2 Validity 
There are two types of validity: internal and external validity. Internal validity investigates 

whether the findings are really about what they appear to be about. The internal validity of this 

study is argued to be high because one-on-one interviews allow asking clarifying questions 

immediately about issues that arise throughout the interview process. In addition, Sub-question 4 

uncovers a negative case result. Brodsky (2008) emphasizes that “negative cases are integral to 

strengthening findings” because it protects “against researcher bias in what and how data are seen 

and reported” (cited in Given, 2008). It is thus argued that the findings of this study are more 

credible because the emerging pattern (Sub-question 1 – 3) is amended with new insights (Sub-

question 4), thereby taking aspects into account that initially have been less obvious. 

 

The external validity refers to the generalizability of the findings to other groups within the wider 

population, to other settings and contexts, and to the general applicability of the theoretical 
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statements (Ritchie et al., 2014). This study intended to design the population sampling as 

representative as possible. However, due to the nature of non-probability sampling, some 

elements of the population might have been left out so that it is refrained from generalizing the 

findings across the whole population. Also, it is not likely that the findings are equally applicable 

to other research settings as the unit of analysis is a case study. Case studies are often accused of 

having too narrow a problem set, making the research weak in terms of generalizability. Still, 

Flyvbjerg (2001) argues that concrete, context-dependent knowledge is often more valuable than 

the vain search for predictive theories. Therefore, this paper refrains from making 

generalizations. Instead it provides in-depth knowledge about one specific issue. 

2.5 Chapter Summary 
To adequately answer the research question certain methodological considerations have been 

taken. A predominantly inductive research approach was chosen as it permits changes in research 

emphasis as the research progresses and thereby allows an in-depth exploration of the data. More 

specifically, the research design chosen is a case study because the problem statement demands to 

investigate a particular contemporary phenomenon within its real life context. Primary qualitative 

data were collected in the form of fifteen in-depth interviews, of which thirteen were semi-

structured and two were unstructured. To select the sample population both purposive and 

snowball sampling was used. The method of analysis was holistic coding which was applied to 

organize, reduce and structure the primary data. Subsequently, the findings of the coding process 

were triangulated with secondary qualitative data. The sense-making process of the raw data is 

presented transparently in order to increase the reliability of the research. The internal validity of 

this study is argued to be high because one-on-one interviews allow asking clarifying questions 

immediately about issues that arise throughout the interview process. In terms of external 

validity, the study refrains from making generalizations as the purpose of a case study is to 

explore one specific issue in in-depth within its context. 
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3. THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
This chapter first provides an overview of the service-dominant logic (SDL) theory and explains 

the process of value co-creation in service ecosystems (3.1). The following sections discuss 

theoretical concepts that are relevant for answering the sub-questions (3.2 – 3.4). The theoretical 

concepts are then used to develop an initial analytical framework to provide structures to the 

analysis and link theory with the problem statement (3.5). 

3.1 Key Concepts 

3.1.1 Service Ecosystems 
SDL theory describes the shift from a product-centered mindset to an emerging service-centered 

mindset (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). The traditional perspective in Supply Chain Management is the 

goods-dominant logic. It views organizations as entities of supply chains that work independently 

to move materials from suppliers downstream to end-users in order to generate revenue for 

themselves (Tokman & Beitelspacher, 2011). SDL drives managers to ask different questions. It 

aims to understand the roles of actors in the wider supply network through a relational instead of 

a transactional perspective (Tokman & Beitelspacher, 2011; Peltoniemi & Vuori, 2008). 

 

In service ecosystems seemingly unrelated organizational networks come together to form a 

larger macrostructure (Lusch et al., 2010). Businesses in ecosystems are free of hierarchical order 

and rigid ties as they are part of a complex evolving system which encompasses different 

industries and in which organizations have both horizontal and vertical actor bonds (Moore, 

1998; Frow et al., 2014). Ecosystems consciously discard the idea of industry boundaries. It is 

argued that in the increased complexity of today’s business environments, business activities 

cannot be divided into specific industries anymore (Moore, 1993). Hence, service ecosystems 

address a heterogeneous group of organizations which are composed of many different supply 

chains (Vargo & Lusch, 2011). 

 

In service ecosystems, economic activity takes place in the process of service so that service is 

exchanged for service in all economies, not only service economies (Vargo & Lusch 2004). 

Accordingly, service in SDL theory is defined as the “process of applying one actor’s skills and 

competences for the benefit of another actor” (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). Therefore, the concept of 



 16 

“service” should be seen as a transcending concept that first and foremost refers to resources that 

are associated with a process while also capturing both the more traditional terms “goods” and 

“services” (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). 

 

Vargo and Lusch (2004) differentiate between two types of resources; namely, operand and 

operant resources. The former describes tangible, static resources that require actions to produce 

effects (e.g. raw material and physical resources), whereas the latter refers to intangible, dynamic 

resources that act on operand resources to produce effects (e.g. skills, knowledge, relationships, 

technology, organizational processes) (Lusch, 2011). Operant resources assume a prominent role 

in SDL: They are a source for competitive advantage as they both can be integrated with other 

resources and can be passed on within the service ecosystem (Lusch & Vargo, 2004; 

Kowalkowski, 2011). In contrast, operand resources are exchanged for a “negotiated evaluation 

that buyers and sellers offer and receive among themselves” (Kowalkowski, 2011). 

3.1.2 Value Co-creation 
Organizations no longer compete as single entities but as entities within collaborative networks in 

which network actors co-create value (Christopher, Payne & Ballantyne, 2002; Tokman & 

Beitelspacher, 2011). A service ecosystem is always more that the sum of its parts because all 

actors have stocks of resources and no single actor has all the resources needed to operate in 

isolation (Frow et al., 2014). Thus, those network actors that can “best structure, coordinate and 

manage relationships with their partners” and that are “committed to create value through 

collaboration” also achieve competitive advantage (Christopher et al., 2002). 

 

The ultimate goal of service ecosystems is to provide customers with service experiences which 

they perceive as superior value-in-use over other providers (Tokman & Beitelspacher, 2011). The 

provision of value-in-use involves the following steps (see Figure 2). Network actors (e.g. 

suppliers, manufacturers, infomediaries) collaborate to integrate their operant resources (e.g. 

knowledge) with other network actors in the service ecosystem both to advance their own operant 

resources (light blue circles) and to benefit the network as a whole (bi-directional blue arrows). 

The outcome of the collaboration is a co-created value proposal (blue box on the right of the 

“house”). Then the determining step is whether the customer perceives the co-created value 

proposal to be superior. If there is an affirmative perception this may lead to “higher levels of 
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collaborative value-creation behaviors from end-users such as loyalty, positive word of mouth, 

brand promotion and further dialogue with network actors” (Tokman & Beitelspacher, 2011). 

 
Figure 2: Value Co-creation in Service Ecosystems 

 
Source: Own interpretation of Tokman & Beitelspacher (2011). 

 

Customers are endogenous actors of the value network and therefore their interaction with the 

ecosystem is key to create superior value proposals (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). Ecosystems can 

improve their value proposals according to the needs of the customers if they take on an active 

role as a medium for information exchange. The backwards integration (green arrows) helps 

network actors to better respond to the changing needs of their customers. In case the flow is 

interrupted, it may be more difficult for the network actors to adjust the value proposal to the 

customers’ requirements. Independent of the customers’ perception of the co-created value 

proposal, network actors of an ecosystem strive to exchange service offerings to provide the 

customer with the best possible value proposal (indicated in shades of blue). This study focuses 

on those elements in Figure 2 that are colored in shades of blue. 
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3.2 Integrated Operations 
The following section describes the maritime logistic functions of a port and emphasizes the new 

roles of port authorities. This chapter helps to structure the analysis of Sub-question 1. 

3.2.1 Maritime Logistics – An Integrated System 
A port is defined as “the interface between land and a sea or a waterway connection, providing 

facilities and services to commercial ships and their cargo, as well as the associated multimodal 

distribution and logistics activities” (Bichou, 2009 cited in Song & Panayides, 2015). The main 

function of a port is the reception of vessels with the purpose to load and discharge cargo 

(primary activities). In addition, ports provide logistics services (secondary activities) such as 

warehousing, material handling, packaging, inventory distribution planning, order processing, 

transportation and customer service (Song & Panayides 2012). 

 

More specifically, the functions of port operations encompass multiple processes which are 

embedded in the maritime logistics system. Maritime logistics is defined as “the process of 

planning, implementing and managing the movement of goods and information involved in the 

ocean carriage” (Song & Panayides, 2012). The system is composed of three major elements; 

namely shipping, port and organizing. Actors in primary functions of the maritime logistics 

system are shipping lines, port operators and freight forwarders. Shipping lines, also called 

carriers, move cargo between ports. Port operators load and unload the vessels and make all the 

preparations necessary for further transportation. Freight forwarders have an organizing role and 

arrange all processes and communication needed for international transport (Song & Panayides, 

2012). 

 

Each of these three elements, in their function as pillars of the maritime logistics systems, also 

offers value-adding services known as secondary activities. These support the primary activities 

in their functions and help to run processes more smoothly. Shipping lines for example offer 

pick-up services of freight. Port operators provide logistics services such as the arrangement of 

inland transportation modes, warehousing, storage and packing. Freight forwarders arrange other 

logistics services like inventory management, packing and warehousing. 
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In addition to the three, there are third party providers that have gained in significance. They 

offer additional logistical services to maritime operators as part of secondary activities. These 

logistical services enhance the organizations’ coordination skills with services such as 

administrative and financial support, the provision of information systems and human resource 

management (Song & Panayides, 2012). 

3.2.2 New Roles of Port Authorities 
The new approach to view ports as an integrated element in global supply and logistics chains 

also places new areas of responsibility on port authorities. In addition to their roles as landlord, 

regulator and operator, ports have assumed the roles of coordinator, facilitator and integrator 

(Song & Panayides, 2015). This includes economic duties such as “solving hinterland 

bottlenecks, coordinating port stakeholders, providing training and education, providing 

information and communication technology (ICT), port promotion and lobbying activities” (Song 

& Panayides, 2012), and social duties such as “promoting positive externalities and 

accommodating conflicting interests” (Dooms, Verbeke & Haezendonck, 2013). 

 

It is the responsibility of port authorities to ensure efficiency in day-to-day port operations and 

effectiveness in implementing long-term port development plans. Therefore, port authorities are 

often referred to as “port community and clusters managers” or also “mediators” (Song & 

Panayides, 2012).  

3.3 Infomediaries 
It is crucial for answering sub-questions 2 and 3 to understand the concept of “infomediaries” 

because they are the institutions that enable interaction among network actors (3.3.1). It is also 

elaborated on the potential strategic roles that actors can adopt (3.3.2) and on the propositions 

that are important to achieve organizational effectiveness in ecosystems (3.3.3). 

3.3.1 Information Technology: The Nerve System of Ecosystems 
Customers request ports to form an integral part of their supply chains (Song & Panayides, 2012).  

Ports attempt satisfying these needs by offering differentiated value-adding logistics services. 

These are designed to improve the efficiency of supply chain actors by improving the supply 

chain management. To achieve synergies network actors exchange information and business 

knowledge through the help of IT and IS. 
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Technology holds service ecosystems together (Vargo & Lusch, 2011). Therefore, IT is seen as a 

nerve system that allows the rebundling and integration of operant resources from different 

sources in service ecosystems (Lusch, 2011). Ecosystems can develop competitively compelling 

value propositions when integrating data, information and insights with the use of IT. More 

specifically, IT enables network actors to sense and respond to changes, provides actors with 

exchange platforms for service offerings and facilitates the value co-creation by enabling 

interaction independent of space and time (Lusch, 2011). 

 

Even though per-unit communication and information costs approach zero most organizations do 

not need to develop core competency around IT  (Lusch et al., 2010). Infomediaries uniquely and 

specifically integrate, process, distribute, and sell information separate from tangible goods 

(Lusch et al., 2010). Network actors can enhance their value propositions to their customers by 

using services of infomediaries to reconfigure information sources, abstract from its form, time, 

place and possession (Lusch et al., 2010). Infomediaries play an important role not only for 

logistics, finances, and information management but also for accessing resources, innovations, 

and markets within the value network (Ross et al., 2007 cited in Maas & Hartmann, 2014; Lusch 

et al., 2010). 

3.3.2 Strategies of Network Actors in Ecosystems4 
A powerful way to conceptualize business ecosystems is to compare them to biological 

ecosystems. Biological ecosystems are characterized by a large number of loosely interconnected 

participants in which changes in one species offset the development in other species (Peltoniemi, 

Vuori, 2008). Since organizations are simultaneously influenced by their internal capabilities as 

well as by their complex interactions with network actors, they share their fate with the rest of the 

ecosystem. Thus, the overall health of the ecosystem impacts on the individual: if it is healthy, 

individuals thrive, if its unhealthy they suffer. 

 

Organizations in business ecosystems can adopt different strategies. Each of them affords 

different opportunities to shape the network’s health and the firm’s own well being. Iansiti & 

Levien (2004) differentiate between keystones actors, dominators and niche players. An effective 

keystone strategy improves the overall health of the ecosystem as it both creates value and shares 

                                                
4 Section 3.3.2 builds on Iansiti & Levien (2004) unless stated differently. 
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value with the ecosystem. Keystones are richly connected and lie at the network’s core. Their 

influence is based on relationships. Keystones use their network connections as collective 

platforms to integrate and share resources with a broad set of actors in the network. Instead 

dominators capture most value for themselves and exert influence over the size of their network.  

When keystones take too much value out of the network (value capturing) without giving it back 

(value creation) they take on the role of a dominator. The bulk of the ecosystem both in terms of 

total mass as well as variety is made up of niche players. Niche players have specialized and 

differentiated capabilities and therefore only occupy a narrow part of the network. Iansiti & 

Levien (2004) summarize: “Keystones shape what an ecosystem does, whereas niche species are 

what it does.” 

 

The impact of keystones often extends far beyond the evident connections that they have with the 

network actors. Keystone strategies provide a platform on which other companies can reply on 

and simplify the complex task of connecting network participants with each other. Keystones also 

often serve as the platform for innovation and operation in an ecosystem (Lusch and Vargo, 

2010). Keystones assume the role of a team leader that drives and coordinates the development 

and delivery of customer value in the ultimate marketplace (Christopher et al., 2002).  

 

When more actors use the platform to share information, more network actors become dependent 

on the information provided and thus the relevance of the keystone strategy rises. This however 

only happens if there is a buy-in from most actors (Christopher et al., 2002). If ecosystems 

become unhealthy, network members abandon keystones’ architectures and seek new orientation. 

The most direct way for a keystone to ensure its continued survival is to maintain the stability of 

the ecosystem. Keystones can defend their position by continually developing new products and 

capabilities which provide the network with value. 

3.3.3 Responsiveness to Change  
Service ecosystems are subject to constant change so that network actors must learn how to adjust 

to changing market environments (Lusch et al., 2010). Those actors that continuously adapt to 

sustain and grow their organizations are rewarded by firm survival whereas inefficiency leads to 

firm extinction (Lusch et al., 2010; Rothschild, 1990 cited in Peltoniemi and Vuori, 2008). The 

concept of organizational effectiveness allows assessing the ability of ecosystems to adapt to 

changes in the environment. Organizational effectiveness considers both an internal and external 
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perspective (Song and Panayides, 2012). Such holistic view is suitable because value is created 

outside as much as inside due to the ports’ embedding in complex logistics and value chains 

(Gratton, 2006, cited in Song & Panayides, 2012). 

 

The ecosystem of the Port of Hamburg is challenged by changes in its market environment. 

Organizational effectiveness helps to assess the ability of the ecosystem to respond to the 

changes. Internal and external parameters of maritime logistics theory have been identified in 

Figure 3 to guide the analysis to Sub-question 3. 

 
Figure 3: Key Determinants of Organizational Effectiveness 

 
 

Source: Own abstraction of Song & Panayides, (2012; Ch. 2 & 14); Asgari et al. (2013); Christopher et al. (2002); 
Interview input (EngD;FormerHPA). 
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3.4 Dynamics in Ecosystems 
This section provides the background for Sub-question 4. It is pointed out that collaboration and 

competition (or also conflict) are often closely related in service ecosystems (3.4.1 and 3.4.2). In 

addition, best practice principles and common pitfalls for managing change are outlined (3.4.3).  

3.4.1 Collaboration 
In service ecosystems effective service exchange takes place inspite of the sometimes competing 

and conflicting priorities and preferences among network actors (Frow et al., 2014). To open the 

way for collaboration and to overcome the potential for conflict, the alignment of goals and 

benefits of co-creation among supply chain partners is essential (Butler & Butt, 2014). So far it is 

still one of the most challenging tasks to gain the participation of all actors in a complex and 

interdependent value network because supply chain actors often do not trust each other (Mentzer 

et al., 2000 cited in Lusch et al., 2010). Co-productive relationships are a two-way street: the own 

delivered service level is partially limited by the willingness of other actors to share and integrate 

resources (Maas & Hartmann, 2014). Actors’ willingness is often confined by the fear of 

opportunistic behavior of those actors with more power (Christopher et al., 2002). This is 

particularly true in short-term transactions where actors fear that the required relation-specific 

resource investments might not pay off (Anderson et al., 2011 cited in Maas & Hartmann, 2014). 

 

Despite the potential for conflict, the most compelling value propositions are developed if 

suppliers, buyers, end-users and other service ecosystem users align their competencies (Lusch et 

al., 2010). Interaction among all kinds of actors and across multiple supply chains provides 

resilience to an ecosystem (Frow et al., 2014). To foster the willingness to exchange knowledge, 

the coordination of decision-making processes, of operating systems and of organizational 

cultures is beneficial (Dyer & Singh, 1998; Flint & Mentzer, 2006 cited in Maas & Hartmann, 

2014). Christopher et al. (2002) suggest that sharing similar values, having a healthy 

communication and commitment to the relationships cultivate trust. 
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3.4.2 Co-opetition 
Collaboration is needed for co-creation, whereas competition appears in the race for extracting 

economic value (Frow et al., 2014). In this context, Christopher et al. (2002) introduce the 

concept of co-opetition which describes the phenomenon of collaborating to compete. Co-

opetition suggests that organizations may benefit from collaborating to “grow the cake” and then 

compete over “how to slice it” (Christopher et al., 2002). Brandenburger and Nalebuff (1996) 

take up this line of thinking and argue that a complementor is the natural counterpart to a 

competitor. Companies are complementors when they are creating markets together, whereas 

they are competitors when dividing the markets. By adopting a complementing way of thinking, 

organizations can “find ways to make the pie bigger rather than fighting with competitors over a 

fixed pie” (Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1996). This is because with complementing companies, 

customers “value your product more when they have the other player’s product than when they 

have your product alone” (Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1996). 

3.4.3 Guide to Successful Change Management 
When ecosystems experience challenges in their external port environment (see Section 3.3.3) 

there is sometimes the need for developing new projects that may change the ecosystem’s 

configuration. In order to successfully manage the transition phase from the initiation of a project 

to its adoption a rigorous implementation process needs to be followed (Kotter, 2007). Kotter 

(2007) differentiates between eight stages that managers are to follow to be successful in their 

efforts, of which five are described in this study (see Appendix B.5 for overview of all stages). 

Kotter’s stages are complemented by insights from a practical guide to change management 

authored by The Boston Consulting Group (BCG, 2012). The five stages: 

 

1) Establishing a sense of urgency:  

The first stage is about creating momentum and motivating stakeholders to help and 

cooperate in order to start the transformation program. 

2) Forming a powerful guiding coalition:  

The second stage requires forming a supportive coalition which is powerful in terms of “titles, 

information and expertise, reputations, and relationships” (Kotter, 2007). In order to gain 

support for the project it is necessary to engage with key stakeholders (BCG, 2012). This 

enables stakeholders to voice concerns and leaders to learn about them and to develop 
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strategies to address major objections. It is a time consuming step but it is essential to bring 

along stakeholders on the journey (BCG, 2012) because without achieving a minimum mass 

early in the project nothing much worthwhile can be achieved (Kotter, 2007). 

3) Creating a vision:  

A vision is “a picture of the future that is relatively easy to communicate and appeals to 

customers, stockholders, and employees” (Kotter, 2007). 

4) Communicating the vision: 

To spread the “gospel” throughout the organization and embed change “it takes persistent, 

concerted effort” (BCG, 2012). All possible channels for communicating the change should 

be used and important individuals should consistently display the new behavior to avoid 

confusion. 

5) Planning for and creating short term wins: 

Quick-wins should be sequenced within 12 – 24 months of the project roll-out to build 

positive momentum and demonstrate to stakeholders that change really is happening and that 

success can be achieved (BCG, 2012). Quick wins motivate stakeholders and make them less 

likely to be resisting the change (Kotter, 2007). Quick wins buy project developers time to 

work on the big reforms (BCG, 2012). 

 

In sum, good intentions are a good start but not sufficient to succeed. Managers need to 

understand that change management is a process which requires carefully sequenced and rigorous 

implementation (Kotter, 2007). The implementation should be a structured approach including 

consistency of intent, execution, communication and behavior (BCG, 2012). 
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3.5 Chapter Summary & Initial Analytical Framework 
According to SDL theory, organizations are referred to as network actors that are part of a 

complex evolving system that is called service ecosystem. Service ecosystems are characterized 

by partnerships and relationships in which network actors exchange operant resources to co-

create superior value-in-use for their customers. Hence, organizations no longer compete as 

single entities but act as actors of collaborative networks. The following summarizes the most 

relevant concepts for answering each sub-question: 

 

Sub-Q1: Maritime actors are organized in the maritime logistics system which is composed of 

three major elements, namely shipping, port and organizing. The main function of a port is the 

reception of vessels with the purpose of loading and discharging cargo (primary activities). In 

addition, ports provide logistics services (secondary activities). 

 

Sub-Q2: Port actors integrate their operations with those of other actors to offer differentiated 

value-adding logistics to their customers. Information technology and institutions are mediums 

for interaction in service ecosystems. IT is the enabler to integrate operant resources, and 

infomediaries are the institutions that integrate, process, distribute and sell information separate 

from tangible goods. Network actors can adopt different strategies in ecosystems; it is 

differentiated between keystone actors, dominators and niche players. Independent of the adopted 

role, network actors share their fate with the rest of the ecosystem because the overall health of 

the ecosystem impacts on its actors, for the better or for worse. 

  

Sub-Q3: Service ecosystems are subject to constant change so that network actors must learn how 

to adjust to changing market environment. Maritime actors need to continuously adapt to sustain 

and grow the MLV of their ecosystems. Organizational effectiveness allows assessing the ability 

of ecosystems to adapt to changes in the environment, taking both an internal and external 

perspective of the ecosystem into account. 

 

Sub-Q4: In service ecosystems effective service exchange takes place inspite of the sometimes 

competing and conflicting priorities and preferences among network actors. Conflict between 

network actors still often arises because actors do not trust each other. The actors’ willingness to 

engage in collaborating with others is often confined by the fear of opportunistic behavior. To 
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overcome negative competitive dynamics in an ecosystem, the concept of co-opetition suggests 

the strategy of collaborating to compete. When ecosystems experience problems there is 

sometimes the need to develop new projects that alter the ecosystem’s configuration. In order to 

successfully manage the transition phase from the initiation of the project to its adoption, a 

rigorous implementation process needs to be followed.  

 

The main purpose of this paper is to explore the different interdependencies existing between 

maritime actors in the service ecosystem of the Port of Hamburg to enhance the port’s MLV. It is 

investigated how the actors “under the roof of the service ecosystem house” interact to meet 

customers’ needs. The focus of this study is the value co-creation process among network actors 

within the “house” from the perspective of the four sub-questions. Figure 4 illustrates how the 

problem statement is linked with the theoretical concepts and serves as a guideline for the 

subsequent analysis. 

 
Figure 4: Initial Analytical Framework 

 
Source: Own conceptualization. 
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4. INTEGRATED OPERATIONS 
This section introduces the different actors of the ecosystem of the Port of Hamburg. Their roles 

in the port’s maritime logistics system are described which includes explaining their services, 

depicting their customers and commenting on their competitive positions. To gain an overview, 

Figure 5 matches the interviewed organizations in their respective functions. 

 
Figure 5: Overview of Interviewees in the Maritime Logistics System 

 
Source: Own Interpretation of Song & Panayides (2012; Ch. 2); Song & Panayides (2015; Ch. 14); Information 
material from HPA (StratDept,PortD;HPA); Alphaliner Website: Top 100 (08.11.15). 
 

It is to be noted that third-party providers (infomediaries) are discussed separately in Chapters 5 

and 6 due to their important role as service integrators and examples for value co-creation in the 
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Port of Hamburg. The following identifies the maritime actors in each of their respective roles in 

the maritime logistics system. 

4.1 Shipping 
Liner shipping companies can be categorized into container ships, ro-ro vessels, general cargo 

vessels, bulk carriers and tankers. Both Hapag-Lloyd (the world’s fifth largest container carrier) 

(Alphaliner Website, Top 100, 08.11.15) and Rickmers (a provider of project and heavy-lift 

general cargo services) are liner services meaning that they are operating on fixed routes with 

fixed schedules. Ulrichs explains that customers “count on that” because they are producing just-

in-time (CEO-Line;Rick). To be able to provide a weekly service with enough volume, container 

lines often form vessel sharing agreements, also known as consortiums (GlobDirE-Bus;PM-IT-

consult;HL). While members in consortiums share volume, each carrier and its customers 

negotiate prices individually. On the other side of the supply chain, members of a consortium 

have single contracts with container terminals providing the carriers with a certain bargaining 

power over the terminals (GlobDirE-Bus;PM-IT-consult;HL). 

  

The customers of carriers are “forwarders and sometime companies themselves” (GlobDirE-

Bus;PM-IT-consult;HL). They determine where the carriers need to sail. Ulrichs comments: That 

is “where the freight is waiting for us” (CEO-Line;Rick). Concerning the choice of a terminal, 

carriers pay attention to choose terminals that are “competitive on both ends of the transportation 

chain” (CEO-Line;Rick). Thus, the terminal has to offer attractive conditions such as price and 

guaranteed berth, and also serve their customers’ needs with for instance space to store cargo. 

4.2 Port 
In Hamburg, the Hamburg Port Authority (HPA) has a landlord function, meaning that it owns 

the land whereas the terminals only rent the space on which they operate (StratDept,PortD;HPA). 

HPA has the duty to “take care of the infrastructure which includes providing and maintaining 

waterways, bridges, waterway locks, roads, railroad systems and waterfront structures” 

(CDO,CIO,ManCo;HPA). Furthermore, “HPA is the planner for the port concerning strategic 

decision-making and, so to say, the integration platform for the actors” (CDO,CIO,ManCo;HPA). 

As an institution HPA is close to politics and has the task to act in the interest of Hamburg as a 

location (EB-SegCon;HHLA). Dr Saxe describes the relationship between HPA, the port 

companies and politics as a “triangular relationship”. He explains: “If you work in HPA then you 
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feel like working in a lion’s cage. It makes it exciting but also very challenging. In other 

industries this job is not so much in the spotlight. The Port of Hamburg is at least twice a week 

covered in the press. It is the heart of Hamburg and therefore the intermediary role isn’t an easy 

job” (CDO,CIO,ManCo;HPA). 

 

In Hamburg the terminal operators supply the superstructure which refers to the “van carriers, 

fork lifters, asphalt, industry facilities and buildings and flood protection systems” (OM;E). 

Hamburg’s two container terminals Hamburger Hafen und Logistik AG (HHLA) and Eurogate 

operate in a duopoly (EB-SegCon;HHLA). “Both are approximately equally well equipped but 

the volume differs” (OM;E), i.e. “HHLA holds 75% of the container handling volume and 

Eurogate 25%” (EB-SegCon;HHLA). Above all, both container terminals and HPA (and the city) 

cooperate closely.  Naujoks comments: “The exchange of information is very intensive. We do 

not only talk to HPA but also to the city of Hamburg and its senators. We talk to HPA on a daily 

basis” (OM;E). 

 

The pure function of terminals is to “turn cranes – more, we don’t do”, says Bonz with modesty 

(EB-SegCon;E). The carriers pay the terminals for every turn (EB-SegCon;E). However, carriers 

not only choose terminals according to price but also based on time-management, security and 

the availability of transshipment facilities and intermodal services (EB-SegCon;E). In this 

context, Naujoks says: “Eurogate’s competitiveness is mainly determined by price however this 

also includes the delivery of service such as reliability, punctuality and speed. Small things like 

storage fees also matter […] Thus, next to the actual price it is possible to do a lot for the 

customer through services. However in the end, price is still the most decisive criteria” (OM;E). 

 

The carriers hold first priority for the terminals. Bonz explains that “Eurogate has only contracts 

with the shipping lines, all other forwarders, e.g. rail, trucker and feeder, are agents of the carriers 

to whom Eurogate has no contractual relationship” (OM;E). Dr Behn also states the same for 

HHLA: “Our first priority are the shipping lines, with whom we only make contracts. 

Unfortunately we have very little contact to the end-consumer because all communication is 

directed over the shipping lines” (EB-SegCon;HHLA).  
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The port also provides other infrastructural services, such as the tugboat provider Bugsier. 

Bugsier is a secondary activity provider and helps to maneuver the ships within the harbor basin. 

The company is highly dependent on the steady arrival of ships in the port of Hamburg. Schröder 

says: “Even if we would serve our customers for free, then they would not come more often to 

Hamburg. We are second in order demand in the transportation chain” (BDMgr;Bug). Price is the 

determining factor in the choice of the tug company but providing a reliable service is also 

important. Despite the competition for market share, Hamburg’s four tugboat companies 

cooperate on an operative level. Bugsier and FairPlay share one operations center. Schröder 

explains: “We cannot operate alone. We need to cross-charter our boats to master bottlenecks”, 

just like taxi service companies do it on land (BDMgr;Bug). 

4.3 Organizer 
In the maritime context the forwarder’s role is to manage and control all processes between the 

customer and the carrier for both import and export cargo, e.g. book vessels and arrange all 

documentation needed for ocean carriage and trade. As Kleine-Lasthues from Hellmann puts it: 

“We are the intelligence that manages the transportation chain” (GlobDir-MS;Hell). Hellmann is 

to 100 % a service provider and additionally owns a few warehouses and truckers. 

 

With the market being very competitive, Hellmann follows a distinct strategy: “We do not want 

to be the largest forwarder. But for those segments we specialize in […] we want to be one of the 

best to deliver quality. This also allows us to compete on quality instead of just price” (GlobDir-

MS;Hell). To keep the quality high Hellmann aims to have win-win situations with its sub-

contractors. Kleine-Lasthues states: “We might face quality problems if we change partners too 

frequently” (GlobDir-MS;Hell). Kleine-Lasthues explains: “The entire package has to work. 

Customers book Hellmann because of the quality and customer service. For this customers are 

willing to pay extra fees” (GlobDir-MS;Hell). 
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4.4 Chapter Summary 
Figure 5 (see Section 4.1) provides an overview of the network actors in the ecosystem of the 

Port of Hamburg. Service provisions by maritime actors in the Port of Hamburg are interlinked. 

Both primary and secondary activity actors have expressed their awareness of how their 

operations are interconnected with those of other actors in the maritime logistics system. 

 

Individual actors integrate their services horizontally and vertically with other actors with the 

rationale to co-produce service offerings that enable the actor to provide the own customer with 

added value. An example for horizontally integrated operations are shipping lines (i.e. Hapag-

Lloyd) that operate in consortiums with other shipping lines to be able to offer regular services to 

a port while ensuring that their volumes and costs are covered. An example for vertically 

integrated operations is forwarder Hellmann who shares knowledge with its sub-contractors to 

create win-win relationships for all parties involved.  

 

Individual actors of the Port of Hamburg aim to offer competitive market prices and value-adding 

logistics services to meet the needs of their customers. Nonetheless, as in most industries price is 

still the most determining factor for competitiveness. 
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5. OVERARCHING INSTITUTIONS   
The following investigates how actors of the Port of Hamburg use information technology and 

institutions to exchange and co-produce service offerings. It is elaborated how the two 

institutions DAKOSY (in German: Datenkommunikationssystem AG) and the Port of Hamburg 

Marketing (in German: Hafen Hamburg Marketing; abbreviated: HHM) use IT to integrate, 

process, distribute and sell information operant resources. Through their activities as 

infomediaries they aim to offer the other actors  of the Port of Hamburg differentiated value-

adding logistics services that are designed to improve the overall supply chain management and 

thereby enhance the port’s MLV. First DAKOSY is discussed and then HHM. 

5.1 Infomediary: DAKOSY 

5.1.1 Platform to Exchange and Co-produce Service Offerings 
DAKSOY provides the port actors with a platform to exchange service offerings. To exchange 

information in real-time among port actors and to speed up documentation data ahead of the 

physical transportation of cargo, the port organizations have founded DAKOSY in 1983 as their 

Port Community System (PCS)5 (DAKOSY, unknown). In its function as PCS, DAKOSY 

facilitates and accelerates operational processes by using its customers’ data input, bundling the 

information and then transmitting relevant information to the respective target groups. DAKOSY 

is known as the IT nerve system of the Port of Hamburg. Its shareholders describe DAKOSY as 

the “data junction” of the port (GlobDirE-Bus;PM-IT-consult;HL) or also the “socket for data 

and information” (EB-SegCon;HHLA). DAKOSY connects terminals, forwarders, carriers, 

warehouses, authorities (e.g. HPA) etc. (see Appendix B.6).  

 

DAKOSY has extended its Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) and IT services along the 

transportation chain into the hinterland to integrate its processes (DAKOSY, 2015). As a part of 

its services, DAKOSY develops software solutions and provides applications both for transport 

and logistics companies (DirBD;Dak) (see Appendix B.7 for an overview of all services). 

DAKOSY expands vertically and horizontally into new business areas to improve its EDI 

                                                
5 Defined as: “an electronic platform that connects the multiple systems operated by a variety of organizations that 
make up a seaport or airport community. It is shared in the sense that it is set up, organized and used by firms in the 
same sector – in this case, a port community” (IPCSA Website; Port Community Systems, 2015). 
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services alongside the whole transportation chain (Eggers, 2005). When doing so, DAKOSY 

always keeps in mind to undertake nothing “that endangers the competitive position of the ”home 

base” (DirBD;Dak). This means that DAKOSY for example cooperates with other ports and 

other PCSs, however only with those that are not in direct competition with Hamburg 

(DirBD;Dak). Hence, DAKOSY would support the Port of Kiel with data and intelligence but not 

Hamburg’s competitor Antwerp (DirBD;Dak). The latest business expansion is a cooperation 

with the airport of Frankfurt following a request of forwarders who needed a service for the 

airport (DirBD;Dak). 

 

The IT services and software solutions of DAKOSY are attractive to others. For example, the 

FLZ/NTK6 consulted DAKOSY for software support. Hirt explains: “We asked DAKOSY to 

build a custom-made IT software solution because so far a lot of the processes are still paper-

based” (OM;FLZ,NTK). They chose DAKOSY because it “already has so much information that 

we can use for the benefit of our services. We can build synergies with DAKOSY because we 

[HHLA/Eurogate] provide DAKOSY with so much operative information from other parts of the 

businesses” (OM;FLZ,NTK). 

 

DAKOSY also provides its shareholders (most of the port’s actors) with a platform to co-produce 

service offerings. The shareholders of DAKOSY are the main user groups of the services. 

Forwarding agents, terminals, and shipping companies of the Port of Hamburg each hold a third 

of the shares in DAKOSY (DirBD;Dak) (see Appendix B.8). Dr Behn emphasizes that DAKOSY 

is a very special institution, as it is the only one in which these three interest groups meet and 

work together (EB-SegCon;HHLA). 

 

Shareholders regularly meet in working groups to discuss new ideas for service solutions of 

DAKOSY and to brainstorm on development plans. In fact, “the system is constantly evolving 

through the help of the port community” (HoD;VHSp). To foster the willingness of smaller actors 

to engage in the co-creation, one of DAKOSY’s principles is that all members have the same 

rights, irrespective of the size or importance in the Port of Hamburg (DirBD;Dak). Eggers 

explains: “In a pluralistic community, like we have in Hamburg, we live in consensus” and this is 

                                                
6 FLZ/NTK is introduced in Section 6.2.1. 
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because “DAKOSY is a service provider created by the port community and for the benefit of 

them” (DirBD;Dak). 

5.1.2 Set-up: Historical Development 
The early establishment of DAKOSY, in 1982, and the relatively late founding of HPA, in 2005, 

is important to understand why DAKOSY has the role as the port’s PCS. Eggers explains: “HPA 

was founded relatively late. In other ports built later in time, the port authorities have taken the 

initiative to build a port community system. In Hamburg DAKOSY existed before HPA; it was 

founded in 1982” (DirBD;Dak). 

 

It this context it is noteworthy that the private sector of the port community finances its PCS 

(UN/CEFACT, 2005). There is a membership fee which is paid to one of the three shareholder 

groups. All additional services are directly charged by DAKOSY. Dr Geisler comments: “Every 

port has something like this [PCS]. In Germany, it is mainly developed by the private sector, e.g. 

Bremerhaven and Hamburg, whereas abroad it is often provided by the port authority” 

(CX;VHSS). Dr Behn points out that DAKOSY is a profitable organization. He explains: “They 

make money because they provide the linkages and also develop their own software” (EB-

SegCon;HHLA). Therefore, private actors often become shareholders in DAKOSY. Eggers says: 

“It is not compulsory as a port community actor to be a shareholder in DAKOSY, however they 

make good money with us” (DirBD;Dak). 

 

“DAKOSY has an old history in the port. It is supported by the port community”, states Eggers 

(DirBD;Dak). She explains why the companies in the port support DAKOSY: “We don’t have 

the money to develop visions. We only do what the community demands” (DirBD;Dak). In fact, 

“all developments are needed by the market” and “will be used later on” (DirBD;Dak). Eggers 

describes how decisions are taken in DAKOSY: “We have a very critical community. We have 

regularly meetings with our customers and our shareholders. These tell us: Great that you’re 

developing a vision however we want something that supports the harbor and for this do project 

a, b and c” (DirBD;Dak).  

 

It is a step-by-step process to optimize the maritime logistics systems. Since all of DAKOSY’s 

members are equal “this sometimes means that the development phase is sometimes longer 

because we need to find the least common denominator”, explains Eggers (DirBD;Dak). Eggers 
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emphasizes the importance of on-boarding all of DAKOSY’s shareholders when launching a new 

initiative. For example, “the concept for the slot management with the trucks7 was ready in the 

1990s however the community didn’t want it. Then we had to accept that we could not roll it out” 

(DirBD;Dak). Now the actors found a compromise but previously the problem has been that the 

forwarders had objections to transmit their data to the terminals (DirBD;Dak).  

 

Over the decades, DAKOSY has learned three crucial success factors for developing projects: 

one, “keep it simple and cheap” (Eggers, 2005), two, “eat the elephant piece by piece” (Eggers, 

2005) and three “the urgency for a tool needs to be big enough, and the available time needs to be 

there, and the right conditions need to happen” (DirBH;Dak). This implies that even though 

DAKOSY “is innovative and on top of all trends” costs are aimed to be kept low, the right timing 

for the implementation of the ideas is considered and the execution of ideas is not rushed 

(DirBD;Dak). 

5.1.3 Appreciated Service Provider 
DAKOSY is richly connected with over 2,000 users in the transport and logistics companies, and 

daily handles over a million transactions in its computer centers (DAKOSY, unknown). 

DAKOSY can guarantee a high reutilization of data as multiple receivers can benefit from one 

data input. In addition, the use of the PCS creates transparency in the port as it provides tracking 

and tracing services along the transportation chain (Eggers, 2015). 

 

DAKOSY’s data resources are comprehensive because almost no processing in the Port of 

Hamburg is done without using any of its channels (DAKOSY, 2015). In fact, “many 

applications have developed into standard processes”, such as the interface that handles import 

and export data for logistical companies and authorities (DAKOSY, 2015) (see Appendices B.9 

and B.10). Kleine-Lasthues points out: “everyone who wants to export through the Port of 

Hamburg needs to use DAKOSY” (GlobDir-MS;Hell). DAKOSY is involved in almost 100% of 

all export-related procedures. On the import side, DAKOSY has connections with almost 100% 

of the carriers and terminals, however only approximately 30% of the forwarding agents 

(CX;VHSS). Dr Geisler reasons: “This is often because they don’t have the IT capacity 

established yet. They want to call someone” (CX;VHSS). 

                                                
7 The Trucker Slot Management System is introduced in Section 6.2.2. 



 37 

 

In international comparison, the performance of DAKOSY is outstanding. In 2005, the 

International Association of Ports and Harbors (IAPH) made a benchmark study on PCSs in 

which DAKOSY’s services were recommended (DirBD;Dak). Eggers proudly says: “There is no 

other port communication service company that is so interlinked as we are”, and adds: “In terms 

of intelligent interconnections the Port of Hamburg is well ahead” (DirBD;Dak). As a matter of 

fact, DAKOSY states that the Port of Hamburg is one of the most efficient and transparent ports 

in the world because the seaport industry uses its services (DAKOSY, unknown). 

 

DAKOSY’s importance is acknowledged by the companies in the port: Bonz says: “In Europe, 

DAKOSY has the highest standards” (EB-SegCon;E). The association of forwarders in Hamburg 

emphasizes its value: “DAKOSY is one of the most advanced sector overarching communication 

systems and is known in the international seaport and logistic community as a benchmark” 

(HoD;VHSp). Dr Geisler concludes: even though “it is not a binding offer yet [… ] compared to 

other ports in Europe, it’s really far ahead” (CX;VHSS). 
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5.2 Infomediary: Port of Hamburg Marketing (HHM)8 

5.2.1 Responsibilities 
In the globalized world of today, the role of a port authority is to promote the port (Song & 

Panayides, 2012). In the Port of Hamburg, HHM has “received the task to represent the harbor to 

the public.” HHM is worldwide active to advertise the location Hamburg as a whole, including 

the Port of Hamburg, its regional area, neighboring ports and the companies involved in the 

transportation chain to and from Hamburg. This involves telling “the story about DAKOSY, 

FLZ9, the HPA etc.” in marketing and networking events. The goal of HHM is to strengthen 

Hamburg’s position in international competition by integrating the service provision of the port 

within the global supply and logistics chains. 

 

Chairman Mattern describes HHM “like a foreign ministry” which promotes the location 

Hamburg “collectively together and in unity.” This is possible because HHM is set up as a 

public-private-partnership; public refers to HPA and private to the members of the association 

which are companies and organizations that operate in the port, the metropolitan region and along 

the transportation chain. Mattern explains: “When it was founded in 1985, HHM was consciously 

not integrated into HPA in its previous form. This was intentional because by being an 

association we are both supported by the city and the companies in the port.” 

 

Matterns stresses the integrating role of HHM in the Port of Hamburg. He says: “We are the 

bracket around the City of Hamburg, HPA and the companies in the port. Our duty is to bring 

together these actors.” He continues: “The setup of our function as an association is unique in the 

world. At least I don’t know a comparable case […] We think this is ideal because if we would 

be a 100% subsidiary of the city then this would also mean that we would not be competitively 

neutral.” 

5.2.2 Service Offering 
HHM provides marketing services “across all modes of transportation” and “along the 

transportation chain.” HHM has thirteen offices which are mainly located abroad (e.g. Shanghai, 

                                                
8 Section 5.2 builds on interview input from Chairman Mattern (CoXB; HHM), unless stated differently.  
9 The FLZ is explained in Section 6.2.1. 
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Mumbai and Saint Petersburg) but also in other German regions (e.g. Munich). In these offices, 

HHM conducts research with the goal “to know the markets for our members.” HHM is in 

“permanent exchange with all actors because only a complete package of the services that the 

port is offering is meaningful and useful for promoting the port to the outside.” 

 

Due to its comprehensive knowledge, HHM is able to consult its members independently and 

competitively neutral with the goal to convince major import and export companies to handle 

their cargo through Hamburg. Mattern elaborates: “Normally companies buy this service from 

forwarders/agents and thus never have a competitively neutral perspective on the transportation 

chain” because the forwarders “will always want to reach a payoff for acquiring the client.” 

HHM has a different take on this. Matterns says: “We will suggest the optimized solution. 

Customers appreciate this.” 

5.2.3 Complementing Service Provider 
Mattern argues that HHM co-exists with HPA and forwarders without conflict even though HHM 

has partly overlapping tasks with other ecosystem actors. With respect to HPA, Mattern refers to 

the smartPORT10 project to explain the different approaches of HHM and HPA. He says: “HPA 

is mainly promoting the initiative in exchange with their colleagues, namely the other port 

authorities. We go more into the direction of the clients and the carriers.” With regards to 

overlaps with forwarders that provide services through the Port of Hamburg, Mattern argues that 

HHM does not take away business from them. He reasons: This is because “the industry is so 

diverse, and there is a great diversity of opportunities.” 

 

 

                                                
10 SmartPORT is discussed in Chapter 7. 
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5.3 Chapter Summary 
This chapter introduces two institutions that act as infomediaries for network actors to exchange 

and co-produce service offerings in the ecosystem of the Port of Hamburg. 

 

DAKOSY is the provider of the PCS in the Port of Hamburg which means that it provides 

network actors with a platform to exchange real-time information through one connected channel 

(exchange of service offerings). DAKOSY is also a platform where its members (most of the 

network actors) meet to discuss and develop the port’s future service solutions (co-production of 

service offerings). In addition, DAKOSY sells IT services and software solutions to actors of the 

Port of Hamburg. DAKOSY is created by the network actors and for their benefit. DAKOSY was 

founded in 1982 and has since established a strong foothold in the Port of Hamburg. Today 

almost no processing is done in the port without using one of DAKOSY’s channels. Unlike most 

ports abroad where the port authorities assume this task, the private sector finances the PCS in 

Hamburg. DAKOSY is also known for its excellence in intelligent interconnection, both in 

international comparison and also as by its users. DAKOSY has also learned valuable lessons in 

its long history in the port on how to initiate projects successfully. Three major insights are: a) 

keep it simple and cheap, b) eat the elephant piece by piece and c) the urgency for a tool needs to 

be big enough, and the available time needs to be there and the right conditions need to happen. 

 

HHM represents and promotes the Port of Hamburg with all its different actors to the outside to 

strengthen the location’s international competitive position. Since the task of HHM is to integrate 

the global supply and logistics chains, HHM helps HPA to fulfill some of the “new roles” of port 

authorities; namely, port promotion and creation of positive externalities. HHM is in permanent 

exchange with all actors to integrate information from different sources in order to consult its 

members independently and competitively neutral. Its overarching goal is to convince major 

import and export companies to handle their cargo through Hamburg. HHM operates collectively 

and in unity with private and public actors, as there is a great diversity of opportunities to do 

business. 
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6. AREA-SPECIFIC PROJECTS 
This chapter describes three problems that have altered developments relating to the external 

environment of the Port of Hamburg each having the potential to negatively influence the port’s 

MLV (6.1). In order to continuously provide MLV to the port’s customers, network actors have 

designed area-specific projects to address these problems (6.2). 

6.1 Challenges from External Port Factors 
There is a distinct need for operational efficiency in the Port of Hamburg.  The port expects to 

nearly double its container throughput from 9.7 million TEU, in 2014, to 18.1 million TEU, in 

2030 (StratDept,PortD;HPA). However, the Port of Hamburg already today struggles to manage 

its current cargo and traffic flows. Most critically, the size of the port area is limited. The port is 

located in the center of the City of Hamburg and covers up to 10% of the city’s total land area 

with a size of 7,200 acres (StratDept,PortD;HPA). Fehrs stresses: “We need more efficiency in 

the system”, and adds: “If we expect our container throughput to double, this does not mean that 

we are planning to build double the amount of roads, or rail tracks, or bridges. This is simply not 

possible” (StratDept,PortD;HPA). The following describes three problems areas that are causing 

bottlenecks in the port’s cargo flows. 

6.1.1 Problem I: Mega Ships 

Nautical conditions and ship size 

The purpose of sea transportation is to transport cargo to a destination, discharge and load new 

cargo at the terminal and then leave the harbor for a new destination (Song & Panayides, 2012). 

In Hamburg the delivery of goods is especially complicated due to the port’s waterside 

accessibility. To reach Hamburg, vessels need to sail from the German Bight for 130 km up the 

river Elbe which is a narrow navigation channel characterized by specific nautical conditions. 

High tidal fluctuations and restricted draught in the fairway are omnipresent challenges. 

Recently, entering the Port of Hamburg has become even more complicated as ocean carriers 

increasingly deploy larger and wider vessels to take advantage of economies of scale 

(StratDept,PortD;HPA). These vessels, known as mega-ships or ultra-large vessels (ULVs) are 

over 400 m in length, can carry up to 19,000 TEUs and have, at maximum load, a draught of 16 

meters  (HHLA Annual Report, 2013) (see Appendices B.11 and B.12 for ships size development 
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illustration). In 2014, 989 ULVs entered the Port of Hamburg. This is an increase of about 250 % 

since 2008 (HHLA, 2015a). 

 

The width and draught of mega ships in conjunction with Hamburg’s particular nautical 

conditions confront the port actors with specific challenges. The extended draught of the new 

generation of vessels has reduced the time window to maneuver the ships to and in the port basin. 

Tamminga explains: “On the Elbe everything happens within two to three hours around the high 

water. The ships are leaving the quays in the port while the next ships are already coming in. The 

berth is only free just-in-time.” He further adds: “The ships need the tidal wave both for coming 

into the harbor and going out as there are some areas along the Elbe that can only be passed at 

high water heights” as they would otherwise be in danger of running aground 

(EngD;FormerHPA). 

 

The trend towards larger ships complicates the schedules that manage the approach and departure 

of ships to and from Hamburg. Once mega ships have entered the estuary of the Elbe they can 

only reduce speed but cannot go out or anchor due to space constraints (EngD;FormerHPA). In 

addition, most parts of the Elbe ULVs cannot pass each other because the width of the navigation 

channel is too small. Therefore, operational coordination for the entire length of the Elbe 

navigation channel and the harbor basin is needed. Parameters to respect in the schedule include 

ship width, draught and length, the position of the ships and the prevailing nautical conditions of 

the Elbe. 

 

Attractive despite challenging waterside accessibility 

Even though sailing up the estuary is sometimes called a “nightmare” (BDMgr;Bug), ocean-

going vessels can transport cargo in a timely, inexpensive and environmentally-friendly way right 

into the heart of Germany by calling on the Port of Hamburg. Despite the obstacles “it is the most 

ecological way to transport cargo with the seagoing vessel nearly all the way to the targeted 

market” (EngD;FormerHPA) (see Appendix B.13). The ”green label” of ocean carriage also pays 

off: it costs about one tenth of land transportation modes in Germany (EB-SegCon;HHLA). Dr 
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Behn thus argues: “If you would be able to sail with the seagoing vessels to Magdeburg, then 

they would do that” (EB-SegCon;HHLA).11 

 

To avoid the challenging nautical conditions of the Port of Hamburg, container ships can call on 

the newly constructed deep-water port of Wilhelmshaven (Jade-Weser Terminal). In the future, 

Fehrs expects Wilhelmshaven “to capture market share and levy up to its full potential” 

(StratDept,PortD;HPA). Until now, Wilhelmshaven is not an alternative yet because more 

hinterland connections and linkages are needed (CX;VHSS; GlobDir-MS;Hell). Eggers explains 

the importance of hinterland connections through an analogy to the air industry: “To build a giant 

airport in the middle of nowhere in the desert is not useful if just one airline is serving it and once 

you’re there you’re stuck and don’t have any transportation to the next destination” (DirBD;Dak). 

“The linkages with the local content freight in Hamburg will always provide Hamburg with some 

important container volume” (OM;E). These could “also be served by other types of ships if the 

situation with the megaships increasingly complicates” (EB-SegCon;E). Dr Geisler warns: “If 

you want to play in the big league of ports then you have to be able to load and discharge the new 

generation of ships. And this means that we need efficient structures” (CX;VHSS). 

6.1.2 Problem II: Cargo Peaks 

Delayed truckers and congested terminals 

In addition to the challenges resulting from increased width and draught of mega ships, the ships 

today load more TEUs. Higher cargo volumes lead to cumbersome container handling peaks 

which affect all players along the transportation chain. Bonz says: “No one is happy with the 

container handling peaks” (EB-SegCon;E). Kleine-Lasthues explains the situation: “Today we 

have one big wave of freight whereas a few years ago we had three small waves spread over one 

week” (GlobDir-MS;Hell). The share of mega ships is significant: In 2013, nearly 40% of all 

containers handled in Hamburg arrived on ULVs (HHLA Annual Report, 2013). The following 

describes some of the challenges that truckers and terminals face because of the cargo peaks. 

 

Truckers face congestion in the port area because all terminals require the delivery/pick up at 

similar times since the tidal conditions have a cyclical impact on port operations 

                                                
11 In Magdeburg is the most important port for inland navigation in Eastern Germany. It is located approximately 
250 km down the river Elbe from Hamburg; thus about 380 km from the German Bight. 
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(CDO,CIO,ManCo;HPA). The situation is aggravated by insufficient infrastructure in the port 

area. Fehrs explains: “The trend towards mega ships developed so suddenly that the infrastructure 

could not be changed accordingly” (EngD;FormerHPA). As a result, when truckers are delayed, 

terminals can store containers only with difficulty in the terminal as capacities are limited. 

Naujoks says: “If containers do not make it on time for the departure of their carrier, then it is in 

the first place the problem of the forwarder. It becomes our problem if we cannot take care of the 

volume of truckers at the terminal” (OM;E). 

 

Terminals can already face capacity constraints when a ship is staying longer than intended. 

Terminals quickly accumulate containers when new export containers are already delivered while 

the import containers of previous ships are not hauled away yet. As a consequence the terminal is 

congested as it happened in 201412 (EB-SegCon;HHLA). Dr Behn elaborates: “You have to think 

of a terminal like a hotel for containers. In a hotel you have a checking in and checking out time. 

Otherwise you have to find an other hotel. This is not the case at a terminal. Containers are 

delivered to the terminal but we cannot manage them like a hotel, we cannot reject them. 

Therefore, fluctuations can only be compensated to a certain degree” (EB-SegCon;HHLA). 

Need for cooperation  

Network actors need to cooperate to find solutions to smoothen out cargo peaks as all their 

actions are interlinked (CDO,CIO,ManCo;HPA). Schröder from Hapag-Lloyd underlines the 

urgency for cooperation: “Due to the size of the ships we have more containers. Thus, the 

timeframe a ship is in the harbor also stretches up to 40 hours. It would be good if the first 

containers could already be transported away while the others are still discharged from the ship 

[…] However there is no parallel working yet” (GlobDirE-Bus;PM-IT-consult;HL). 

6.1.3 Problem III: Congestion 

Importance of the hinterland 

With ports having become gateways for global supply chains the value propositions of ports 

increasingly depend on the quantity and quality of transportation possibilities to the hinterland  

(Song & Panayides, 2012). Industry insider Mattern explains: “We are convinced that the port of 

the future can only exist and can only play a meaningful role in the transportation chain if the 

                                                
12 Explained below in Section 6.1.3 (paragraph: “ambiguous outlook”) 



 45 

questions about the seaport hinterland connections are developed in an optimal way” (CoXB; 

HHM). Schröder brings it to the point: “Every port is only as good as its hinterland connections” 

(BDMgr;Bug).  

 

One of Hamburg’s key advantages is its well-established hinterland connection (CoXB; HHM). 

The Port of Hamburg is known for its function as a transshipment hub: 5.8 million TEUs, out of 

the total container throughput of 9.7 million TEUs, i.e. approximately 60 % is transported via 

truck, rail and inland navigation to the hinterland. The modal split in these transportation 

possibilities, in rounded numbers, is 60% truck, 39% rail and 2% inland navigation (Fehrs, 

25.08.2015) (see Appendix B.14). The share of rail connections deserves extra attention: 

Hamburg is Europe’s biggest traffic junction for rail freight; more than 1,200 freight trains arrive 

and depart each week (Chamber of Commerce Hamburg, May 2015). The remaining 3.9 million 

TEUs of the total container throughput, i.e. approximately 40 %, is transshipped via the Kiel 

Canal to Scandinavia, the Baltic States and Russia. In addition, the Port of Hamburg has a strong 

economic “catchment” area with its location in a region with both high consumption (end-

customer) and high production (industry) (EB-SegCon;E). 16% of the hinterland cargo, i.e. 928 

thousand TEUs, stays in the immediate metropolitan area of Hamburg (see Appendix B.15 for a 

map and Appendix B.16 for an overview of all modes of transportation). 

Fragile landside infrastructure 

Cahoon, Pateman & Chen (2013) point out that ports and their hinterlands are interdependent in 

terms of mutual development and growth. To be able to manage the current and expected cargo 

growth the limited space in Hamburg for new infrastructure is a challenge. Fehrs says: “If we 

keep the modal split as it is, then we won’t make it.” He adds: “We need to decrease the 

percentage of truck transportation” because the port neither has the space to build enough roads 

nor is it sustainable from an ecological perspective (StratDept,PortD;HPA). 

 

Fehrs describes the current conditions in the port area: “It is a dramatic traffic situation in 

Hamburg. If there is just one problem on the highway A713 then this immediately has an impact 

on the traffic flow in the harbor” (EngD;FormerHPA). Dr Geisler explains that the maintenance 

and expansion of infrastructure has stagnated for a couple of years even though they needed 

improvement (CX;VHSS). Naujoks comments: “The infrastructure capacity needs were always 
                                                
13 The A7 is the most important highway in Northern Germany for North/South connections. 
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reactive and thus do not buffer growth. But also maintenance is behind the actual need of the 

port. Money was saved for a long time” (OM;E). Dr Saxe from HPA justifies the situation: “The 

city would have the financial resources to build new infrastructure however from the federal side 

these projects take too long planning time” (CDO,CIO,ManCo;HPA). Even if the appropriate 

financing and planning capacities would be in place, Fehrs reminds that “it is not possible to 

build enough roads according to the expected growth in the container throughput” 

(StratDept,PortD;HPA). 

Ambiguous outlook 

Ulrichs describes potential consequences of the problematic infrastructure: “If Hamburg cannot 

provide the infrastructure for the industry, then the freight will find its way to an other seaport, 

however this does not necessarily need to be located in Germany” (CEO-Line;Rick). The Port of 

Hamburg recently experienced a response of this sort from its customers. Kleine-Lasthues recalls 

that in 2014 truckers could not get enough tours per day because of the traffic situation in the port 

area and ended up filing insolvency. As a result Hellmann could not find enough truckers to 

transport its orders. Hellmann had to inform its customers about the delays and potential longer 

transportation chains. As a response, customers asked Hellmann to unload containers in 

Rotterdam, instead of Hamburg. They paid additional costs for the longer the road transportation, 

however they wanted to make sure that the freight was accessible and could be delivered on time 

(GlobDir-MS;Hell). 

 

This example demonstrates the customers’ clout: “The customer is the one that makes choices 

concerning the transportation chain […] He will have to pay for the logistical services to 

transport his fright from A to B. The customer is not the carrier, not the port itself, not politics, 

but in the end the customer is the one that pays for the logistics chain” (CoXB; HHM). So far, the 

ships are still coming to Hamburg because “our clients are simply located in Hamburg.” 

(GlobDirE-Bus;PM-IT-consult;HL). Ulrichs agrees and says: “They have their production 

facilities in the greater area of Hamburg and thus need a port to do their exports” (CEO-

Line;Rick). However, “at the bottom line every ship call in Hamburg needs to pay off” 

(CX;VHSS), and if freight cannot be delivered/picked up on a reliable schedule due to traffic 

congestion, it is a serious problem for the competitiveness of the Port of Hamburg. Kleine-

Lasthues warns: “The infrastructure in Hamburg is not optimal […] at some point companies will 

change to other ports if it doesn’t work in Hamburg” (GlobDir-MS;Hell). 
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6.2 Responses with Internal Port Factors 
The two terminal operators HHLA and Eurogate are important elements in the maritime logistics 

systems: they connect the waterways with the landside infrastructure. Therefore, Dr Geisler 

argues: “The efficient use of the infrastructure and terminals requires a structured exchange of 

information and coordination between the terminals” (CX; VHSS). The two terminal operators 

have initiated two joint ventures to address the above-explained problems. At the waterside, the 

project Feeder Logistics Center (in German: Feeder Logistik Zentrale; abbreviated: 

FLZ)/Nautical Terminal Coordination (in German: Nautische Terminal Koordination; 

abbreviated: NTK)14 aims to take advantage of all possibilities there are on the waterways of 

Hamburg to steer ship movements according to the most efficient schedules from an operational 

perspective. At the landside, the project Trucker Slot Management System aims to “streamline 

procedures across the terminals towards the handling of truck deliveries” (EB-SegCon;HHLA) in 

order to use terminal and infrastructure capacities more efficiently. 

 

The projects are unusual because the competitors HHLA and Eurogate initiated them together. 

Naujoks explains: “We are competitors and both follow our own strategies. However there is 

nearly a compulsory exchange with HHLA. Actually it should be called collaboration instead of 

exchange because we have worked together in two projects that we have developed for the 

benefit of the location Hamburg” (OM;E). Hirt comments for the FLZ/NTK project: “We say that 

this project is unique in the world because two competitors in one port are cooperating to solve a 

concrete operative issue by forming an institution” (OM;FLZ,NTK). Similarly, in the Trucker 

Slot Management System, “the two main terminals work together, however they will still manage 

their own sites” (OM;E). 

 

The following describes both projects (6.2.1 and 6.2.2). Subsequently, reasons are presented how 

and why network actors engage in these projects and where the initiators still face challenges 

(6.2.3). 

                                                
14 It is to be noted that FLZ/NTK changed its name to Hamburg Vessel Coordination Center (HVCC) on November 
1, 2015 which occurred after the interviews had been conducted (HVCC Website, 2015). Thus, in this study the 
previous name is used. 
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6.2.1 Waterside: Centralization (Feeder Logistics Central/Nautical Terminal 

Coordination) 
It is “an enormous logistical puzzle to achieve a smooth and trouble-free arrival and departure of 

very large vessels in the Port of Hamburg” (OM;E). To work out the best solution for every 

situation, it is the task of FLZ/NTK to manage the ship traffic in the harbor basin and on the Elbe 

river from an operational business-based perspective. To achieve this, it is endeavored to 

coordinate operative processes and to centralize communication flows of network actors. The 

following presents the tasks and goals of FLZ and NTK respectively.  

Portrait: Feeder Logistics Center 

What? In 2004 the two container handling and logistics companies HHLA and Eurogate founded 

FLZ of which HHLA controls 67% and Eurogate 33% of the shares (Hirt, August 2015) (see 

Appendix B.17). The idea of FLZ is to increase the efficiency by centrally planning the rotation 

of feeders in order to match their movement with the actual progress being made at the terminals 

and the arrival/departure of the container ships in the port. 

 

Why? The problem with the feeders is the following: There is a lot of movement on the port’s 

waterways with feeder vessels, as they “move like postal boats between the terminals to collect 

containers” from oceangoing vessels and then transport them via the Kiel Canal to the Baltic 

region – and vice versa (EngD;FormerHPA). Previously, every terminal arranged the pick-up and 

delivery of containers individually through two-way communication. This is considered 

inefficient because it requires a lot of “cross-chatting” between all actors. In addition, the 

scheduled pick-up of a container at a terminal by a feeder does not necessarily match the 

operating progress at the terminal so that waiting times for the feeders may arise. Terminals may 

also suffer from waiting times if feeders are delayed because they are still loading/discharging at 

other terminals. Since the port area, on water and land, is limited waiting times lead to congestion 

of the infrastructure. 

 

How? To solve this problem, the FLZ team maintains 24/7 contact – meaning 24 hours of service 

for 7 days a week – with shipping companies, shipmasters and the terminals to gain an overview 

of the current situation and to centralize information on operational processes in one institution 
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(OM;FLZ,NTK). As another real-time information source, FLZ has direct access to the terminal 

operational systems and also some of the feeder carrier’s stowage plans. 

 

Outcome: Based on the collected information, FLZ can steer the movement of a feeder in a way 

that allows the best utilization of the port and terminal infrastructure from an operational 

perspective (Hirt, August 2015). 

Portrait: Nautical Terminal Coordination 

What? In 2014 NTK has complemented the services of FLZ in order to to optimize the 

coordination of mega ships to make their approach/departure as smooth as possible (Hirt, August 

2015). 

 

Why? The challenges arising from the increased number of mega ships are believed to be the 

reasons that got “the ball rolling” for an institution such as NTK (BDMgr;Bug). Hirt explains: 

“Not to have coordination was not a problem before the change in ship size. Today this causes 

problems because all ships are in interplay with the other ships, however the individual shipping 

company or the specific terminal is not informed about the plans of the other terminals and ships 

that are also using the port. Therefore, we take an overarching position, bundle information and 

make it available to all stakeholders” (OM;FLZ,NTK). This is necessary because every situation 

is new and therefore it needs to be considered: “What is the best possible outcome for the port in 

that specific moment? Which resource is limiting?” (OM;FLZ,NTK). It can be a delayed ship, 

capacity constraints at the terminals or congestion at berth. 

 

How? NTK proactively observes very large vessels with deep-draughts calling on the Port of 

Hamburg as soon as they pass Gibraltar in order to make sure that ships traverse the narrow 

passage of the Elbe river at the right time (Appendix B.18 for NTK’s reach). To develop the “best 

solution according to the given parameters” the dimensions of the ships, their current positions in 

the approach to Hamburg and potential delays in previous ports, changing weather conditions, 

overlaps with other ship arrivals/departures, as well as prospective lay days for cargo discharging 

and loading in the port all need be taken into consideration (OM;FLZ,NTK). 

 

Outcome: With the available information, NTK develops a plan that avoids problematic 

encounters on the shipping lane of the Elbe river by anticipating potential bottlenecks ahead of 
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time (Hirt, August 2015). This plan is adjusted and updated on an on-going basis. Depending on 

the traffic situation in Hamburg and actual operational statuses, NTK recommends carriers for 

instance to leave a previous port earlier or also to slow down to save bunker costs (Ingenious 

Solutions, 2015). Once the ships are in the port, NTK could then advise terminals to speed up 

operations so that ships can leave berth one tide earlier if it fits the movement of the other ships. 

Thus, NTK aspires to improve the use of terminal capacities by centralizing the berth planning 

and scheduling system. 

Impact summary: FLZ/NTK 

To increase the responsiveness to changing schedules, “a higher level control center with an 

overview of all logistic activities in the harbor can deliver added value” (OM;FLZ,NTK) (see 

Appendices B.19 and B.20). Therefore, the port actors founded “one single coordinating 

institution for the entire harbor which works in cooperation with all involved stakeholders. It 

makes arrangements for them and makes a proposal for the optimum logistical solution under 

consideration of all facts” (OM;E). As a result, FLZ/NTK reduces expensive and time-consuming 

two-way communication between actors and optimizes the use of the infrastructure by steering 

vessels in the port and on the Elbe river based on real-time operational information and data 

about other constraining factors such as the port’s nautical conditions. 

 

Operations Manager Hirt is convinced about the added value of FLZ/NTK: It is “an entirely new 

concept which will bring about a major change of culture here at the port” (Hirt cited in 

Ingenious Solutions, 2015). The network actors appreciate the service offered as in 2014 alone 

FLZ coordinated about 1,200 feeder vessels (Ingenious Solutions, 2015). For the new NTK 

services Hirt also hopes to attract many customers. He points out: “The more ships that are part in 

our coordination system the more we can optimize in the port” (OM;FLZ,NTK). 
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6.2.2 Landside: Transparency (Trucker Slot Management System) 
The infrastructure operates closely to its capacity limits because of cargo peaks and roadwork. 

Thus, network actors suffer from congestion in the landside port area which in turn negatively 

impacts on the flow within the maritime logistics system. The following describes how the 

network actors respond to this challenge. 

Portrait: Trucker Slot Management System 

What? To overcome bottlenecks and to smoothen the transportation flow, Eurogate and HHLA 

have initiated a mandatory Trucker Slot Management System. Its implementation is planned for 

early 2016. It will manage the arrival of trucks at the terminals (StratDept,PortD;HPA). The goal 

of the project is to “streamline procedures across the terminals towards the handling of truck 

deliveries” (EB-SegCon;HHLA). 

 

Why? There is an uneven distribution of traffic at the container handling facilities. While the 

normal handling capacity of a terminal is 100 trucks per hour; the number of trucks waiting in 

line may, during lunchtime, go up to 300 trucks per hour. At other times the number can drop to 

10 trucks per hour (OM;E). It simply depends on the time of the day or night as illustrated in 

Appendix B.21. 

 

The shift schedules of terminals are not developed for such peak times so that truckers face 

waiting times when terminals have backlogs. It would be beneficial for the terminals if trucks 

could deliver freight around the clock. Naujoks says: “24/5 would work, or even better 24/7. This 

would drive down costs and improve efficiency on the terminal. It would be a win-win situation 

both for the truckers and also Eurogate” (OM;E). The problem is that truckers are dependent on 

the opening hours of the warehouses, distribution centers and companies where freight is picked 

up/delivered (StratDept,PortD;HPA). Dr Geisler explains: “Truckers would be willing to pick up 

the containers at the terminals in the evening however they can’t deliver them at the point of 

destination” (CX;VHSS). To reduce peak times it would be helpful if the warehouses would 

extend their opening hours. Fehrs says: “24/7 work would be the ideal, however 18/6 would 

already relax the situation significantly” (StratDept,PortD;HPA). 
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How? The terminals cannot control the opening hours of the warehouses but they can indirectly 

influence them by only admitting deliveries/pick-up of containers at pre-arranged times. In 

practical terms, the Trucker Slot Management System requires terminals and haulage companies 

to agree on a time for the container delivery or pick-up. Thereby, it will be avoided that “trucks 

are coming as it suits them” which in turn helps terminals to improve their capacity planning 

(StratDept,PortD;HPA).15 

 

Outcome: Improved coordination and management is expected to benefit both the terminals and 

the truckers. Terminals will be able to achieve more cargo handling for assigned capacities and 

will have more parking area for freight at the terminals because of better container management 

(DAKOSY, Eurogate, HHLA, 15.07.15). The advantages for truckers are expected to be quicker 

delivery and pick-up of containers at the terminals, reduced waiting times at the terminals and 

fewer empty runs because of improved transmission of electronic data (DAKOSY, Eurogate, 

HHLA, 15.07.15). The system creates transparency along the transportation chain to the 

companies at the point of destination. Fehrs says: “Often the medium-sized businesses would be 

willing to cooperate. It is often an issue of lacking transparency of information. They ask a 

forwarder to arrange the transportation chain and how they do this the company is not interested 

in” (StratDept,PortD;HPA).  

Impact summary  

To smoothen the container handling process there is a need for improved technical infrastructure 

and information flow among all involved stakeholders (StratDept,PortD;HPA). The Trucker Slot 

Management System creates transparency in the operations of truckers and terminals. However, 

Naujoks points out it “solves current problems but cannot provide further solution for the 

forecasted rise in container handling in the Port of Hamburg” (OM;E). The transportation flow 

between terminals, truckers and warehouses/forwarders can be improved with this project, 

however network actors also need to seek other measures to achieve efficiencies. 

                                                
15 The system also includes other features like the electronic data transmission prior to the truck’s arrival at the 
terminal which are not elaborated due to the scope of this study. 
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6.2.3 Approach of Area-specific Projects to Gain Actors’ Support 
Beyond, various challenges to efficiency have led to area-specific projects. The following 

provides reasons why network actors are willing to engage in business-based projects.16 

Delivering operational efficiency 

Integrating services in ecosystems can benefit all network actors and create value. For example, 

Bugsier, a port tug services provider, sees a possibility to outsource its communication network 

by creating linkages to the communication flows of the primary actors. Schröder says: “We could 

create our own communication flows but why should we if it already exists? It would simply not 

deliver any added value”. He adds: “We should join them in their systems. And they should be 

interested in a cooperation with us because our services [the tugboats] are also one element in the 

transportation chain that is necessary to fulfill the greater needs of an incoming ship: to load and 

discharge it and then send it out again” (BDMgr;Bug). 

 

Schröder says: “What is needed is a central intersection that verifies the information and then 

passes it on” (BDMgr;Bug). Schröder finds that “there is already so much communication 

between the terminals, agents, pilots, and tugboats” so that communication should be less parallel 

and more bundled. He expects FLZ to “create an enormous added value for the port community” 

(BDMgr;Bug). 

Benefiting the location as a whole 

The rationale of FLZ/NTK is to enable all stakeholders to ultimately operate more profitably as it 

is designed to benefit the location Hamburg as a whole (OM;E). This means that operational 

processes in the port should not be determined by actors who are pushing their individual 

interests and dominate others (OM;FLZ,NTK). Accordingly, FLZ/NTK makes schedules where 

“shipping companies must accept an occasional waiting time so everybody can ultimately operate 

more profitably” (Hirt, cited in Ingenious Solutions, 2015). Hirt elaborates how his team 

proceeds: “We always have two perspectives: on the one hand, we aim to optimize the stay of a 

vessel in the port. On the other hand, we are accountable to the local terminals for which we 

optimize the capacity of their quay walls. Neither party is favored; it is always a dynamic 

process. For example, if the harbor is packed with ships, then we are deciding according to the 

                                                
16 Reference is made mainly to FLZ and NTK because the Trucker Slot Management System will only be introduced 
in 2016. 
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terminals, because then this is the limiting factor. If the port is empty then we are focusing on the 

ship to speed up their efficiency” (OM;FLZ,NTK). 

 

All waterside actors can use the services of FLZ/NTK but it is not mandatory. Nevertheless, since 

all operations are interconnected, NTK considers all ships, also those that are not its clients yet. 

Hirt says: “They will be part of our plans, our puzzle” (OM;FLZ,NTK). In the future all terminals 

serving large vessels will ideally use the service of NTK because this would allow the planners to 

“get a greater optimum of the situation” (OM;FLZ,NTK). 

Complementing existing structures 

FLZ/NTK solves concrete operative issues and thus complements the work of the public 

institution called Vessel Traffic Service Center (in German: Nautische Zentrale; abbreviated: 

VTSC). The VTSC, in contrast, is the traffic management system at the waterside, sometimes 

also called “the traffic light system” (DirBD;Dak). It is responsible for all nautical directions and 

safety decisions. In contrast, the FLZ/NTK is described as a neutral service provider with direct 

and real-time access to operational terminal systems (Hirt, August 2015). 

 

The port community has emphasized that the tasks of FLZ/NTK do not collide with those of 

VTSC (BDMgr;Bug; DirBD;Dak; EB-SegCon;HHLA; StratDept,PortD;HPA; OM;E). Instead, 

FLZ/NTK assumes the role to “make the location Hamburg more competitive and create an 

institution that the city cannot provide from its side” (OM;E). Thus, NTK can be seen as a 

facilitator that manages “the inflow and outflow of ships with respect to the difficult nautical 

conditions” from a business-side perspective, whereas VTSC is responsible “for the ease and 

safety of the traffic on the Elbe and in the port” (OM;E). 

Challenges to onboard network actors remain 

It is still one of the most challenging tasks to gain participation of all parties for value co-creation 

in service ecosystems. To expand the services of FLZ, Operating Manager Hirt basically speaks 

to “everyone who owns a feeder”, however the response is often skeptical, or even negative 

(OM;FLZ,NTK). Hirt explains: “There are different reasons: Either the feeder only works with 

two terminals and therefore has no problem to coordinate this process in-house, others believe 

that it is just a cooperation of the main feeder shipping companies [Unifeeder and Teamlines] and 

therefore do not want to participate. Again others do not trust FLZ to act in the best interest of the 
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own service and therefore want to keep full control over their own services” (OM;FLZ,NTK). In 

order to foster trust Hirt approaches “the stakeholders over and over again to convince them 

about the added value of the initiative” (OM;FLZ,NTK). 

 

With respect to the services of NTK shipping companies have pointed out that the required 

resource investment might not pay off. Hapag-Lloyd explains why they do not use NTK yet: 

“You know each other. We seldom have new clients. The process is quick on the phone” 

(GlobDirE-Bus;PM-IT-consult;HL). Similarly, Ulrichs says of the operations at Rickmers: “We 

do most things manually” because “the synchronization of these information flows is often so 

expensive and complicated that the cost outweighs the benefit” (CEO-Line;Rick). 

6.3 Chapter Summary 
The Port of Hamburg is still well positioned in international comparison with a strong source of 

cargo in the hinterland and immediate metropolitan region and extensive value-adding intermodal 

services. However, strong pressures are mounting from external port factors impacting on the 

port’s water and land accessibility. The three main challenges are: 

• Mega ships: At the waterside, port actors increasingly need to coordinate approaching and 

leaving and in port ship traffic. The Elbe’s particular nautical conditions and the trend to even 

larger vessels combine to make the waterside accessibility of the port. 

• Cargo peaks: The use of mega ships causes cargo peaks, Truckers experience congestion in 

the port area because all terminals require the delivery/pick up at similar times. Terminals 

often reach maximum capacities when either ships or trucks cannot adhere to scheduled 

arrival/departure times. 

• Congestion: The current and expected growth in container cargo volumes is not in line with 

the available landside infrastructure. Thus, congestion in the port area is frequent. Both 

maintenance and expansion of infrastructure is behind actual need. As a result longer cycle 

times prolong the port user transportation flows. 

 

If the Port of Hamburg wishes to continue playing in the “big league” of ports it needs to achieve 

efficient structures able to discharge the new generation of ships. If freight cannot be 

delivered/picked up on a reliable schedule due to congested waterways, terminals or roads, this 

will become a serious problem for Hamburg. To make the transportation flow in the Port of 

Hamburg more efficient, HHLA and Eurogate have initiated two joint ventures to address the 
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problems at the waterside and landside. The overarching goal of these business-based initiatives 

is to create more efficient traffic and cargo flows by centralizing communication flows and 

providing transparency to the port’s operations. 

 

The aim of FLZ/NTK is to take advantage of all possibilities there are on the waterways of 

Hamburg (harbor basin and Elbe river) to maneuver ship movements according to the most 

efficient schedules. To achieve this, FLZ/NTK centralizes communication flows of network 

actors in order to develop schedules for ship movements according to real-life information. FLZ 

centrally plans the rotation of feeders in the port to match the actual operative progress at the 

terminals with ship schedules, whereas NTK concentrates on the organization of mega ships to 

minimize bottlenecks. The Trucker Slot Management System will streamline procedures across 

the terminals towards the handling of truck deliveries in order to even out traffic peaks at the 

landside port area. The expected benefit is that both terminals and truckers can improve their 

capacity planning and thereby become more efficient. 

 

Network actors engage in business-based projects like FLZ. All actors can benefit from the 

centralized services. FLZ does not favor specific actors as it aims to create the greater optimum 

of the situation. Furthermore, FLZ complements the existing services of the port, in particular 

those of VTSC.  



 57 

7. TENSION IN THE ECOSYSTEM: SMARTPORT LOGISTICS 
HPA wishes the port to leverage on the new digital trends to achieve higher levels of operational 

efficiency. Dr Saxe says: “The wheel is spinning fast. The speed of the market and the 

digitalization is high. In my point of view we need more development in these new trends” 

(CDO,CIO,ManCo;HPA). He further argues: “So far the digitalization has not advanced long 

enough” because “many companies in the harbor still think in traditional business terms” 

(CDO,CIO,ManCo;HPA). 

 

This chapter describes the smartPORT logistics (SPL) project (7.1) followed by critical 

perspectives from the port companies (7.2). Subsequently, reasons are provided why the port 

companies are skeptical and how SPL could adapt its strategy in order to complement existing 

port structures and thereby resolve the tension among the port’s network actors (7.3). 

7.1 What is smartPORT Logistics? 
HPA responded to the need for digitalization by initiating SPL. It is a project aimed to merge 

various traffic and information flows to ensure efficient port operations. In 2015, HPA has 

developed SPL with the objective to improve the ability of the Port of Hamburg to handle the 

expected cargo and traffic growth. This involves improving the use of the port’s infrastructure by 

leveraging on digital trends (HPA, 2015a). The project has four overarching goals: (1) to expand 

the transport network and use of existing routes more efficiently to be able to encounter the 

associated traffic volumes, (2) to use the latest IT mega-trend technologies (i.e. cloud, Big Data, 

mobility, social network, Internet of Things) to develop intelligent infrastructure that smoothens 

the traffic in the port area, (3) to optimize the flow of information and thereby manage trade 

flows more efficiently, and (4) to reduce traffic related emissions of air pollutants and greenhouse 

gases (HPA, 2015b). 

Portrait: SmartPORT Logistics17 

What? SmartPORT Logistics (SPL) aims to optimize the traffic and trade flows by 

interconnecting all parties involved in the port’s logistics chains (HPA, 2015b).  

 

                                                
17 SmartPORT has four areas of which this paper only focuses on SPL. See Appendix B.22 for an overview of all 
areas. 
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Why? Dr Saxe envisions SPL to become “one digital pilot in the control center that can be 

managed from a tablet which can see both the traffic situation at the water and also on the road” 

(CDO,CIO,ManCo;HPA). 

 

How? HPA is in the process of developing the ”intelligent application of tomorrow” that bundles 

all information in one integrated platform and thereby can manage the services and functions 

offered by different providers (HPA, 2015b; CDO,CIO,ManCo;HPA). The app will have various 

functions (illustrated in Appendix B.23) of which some are “partly a vision” and some are 

“already running projects” (StratDept,PortD;HPA). In order to foster the dialogue with future 

users HPA has built a prototype of SPL so that users can experience the product 

(CDO,CIO,ManCo;HPA). 

 

From the technical perspective, HPA cooperates both with SAP and T-Systems18 to build a cloud-

based information and communication system (HPA, 2015c). It is planned to interlink SPL with 

already existing IT platforms (HPA 2015b). In consultation with DAKOSY, HPA is 

contemplating to make use of cargo-related data so that the new smart services are based on all 

three types of information – traffic, infrastructure and cargo data (HPA 2015b). 

 

Outcome: The app processes all relevant transport, infrastructure and logistics data collected in 

the Port of Hamburg and shares it with the port’s network actors. Hence, traffic participants are 

expected to be able to navigate “through the port more quickly, safely and efficiently” as they 

will be able to choose the fastest and most favorable mode of transport to get their goods to their 

final destination based on the information provided by SPL (HPA, 2015a, 2015b, 2015c). 

 

It is argued that SPL has the potential to optimize the transportation of goods of an entire system 

(HPA, 2015c). HPA expects a 12% increase in the port’s efficiency as utilization rates of 

resources are improved (Die Welt, 2015). For example, truckers will receive live traffic 

information as well as information about free parking bays which can be called up even before 

they depart for Hamburg and thereby shorten truck delivery times (HPA, 2015a). 

                                                
18 Deutsche Telekom’s corporate customer division 
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7.2 Critical Perspectives on smartPORT Logistics 
The companies of the Port of Hamburg have questioned the purpose of SPL and have expressed 

criticism on HPA’s approach to develop and implement the project.  

Confusion about the actual purpose of smartPORT Logistics 

The port companies are uncertain of the actual purpose of SPL. Bonz questions: “What is the 

meaning of smartPORT?” (EB-SegCon;E). Dr Behn refers to smartPORT as a “consulting or 

marketing gag” (EB-SegCon;HHLA), whereas Dr Geisler says: “I think of it as a big image 

campaign for which I’m not sure what the purpose should be” (CX;VHSS). He further adds: “We 

have what we want and then HPA introduced smartPORT. We don’t really know what it’s 

supposed to be […] in fact the goal of it altogether is not really clear” (CX;VHSS). Bonz adds: 

“It is a good marketing phrase but from a technical perspective there is nothing behind it” (EB-

SegCon;E). 

 

Forwarder Hellmann also seems uncertain about smartPORT. Kleine-Lasthues argues: “It’s 

probably more for the truckers” because he can imagine that SPL is an approach to overcome the 

image damage to the Port of Hamburg from to the congestion problems in 2014 (GlobDir-

MS;Hell). He reasons: Hamburg “needs to start an initiative to stay competitive. Other ports 

along the North Sea are taking over volume, maybe the smartPORT initiative is a measure to 

stemm the damage” (GlobDir-MS;Hell). 

Questionable added value of SPL 

There is skepticism about the actual added value of SPL. HPA expects to shorten delivery times 

by optimizing traffic flows and thereby raise efficiency levels. Dr Geisler criticizes: “How can 

HPA claim to raise the efficiency level of terminals by 12%? They don’t own a terminal” 

(CX;VHSS). He adds: “HPA wants to develop a plan how to use the infrastructure in an 

intelligent manner. But this has nothing to do with the actual transshipment processes” 

(CX;VHSS). Dr Geisler further argues: “There is no use for an other system that organizes the 

transshipment because it is already there” (CX;VHSS). 

 

Furthermore, the question is raised whether there is any use in SPL altogether. Dr Behn says: 

“Information is great to have however what if there are no alternatives? The main road in the port 

has no alternative. And this is the criticism that we’re having. It is a great initiative but it doesn’t 
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help because I don’t have an alternative” (EB-SegCon;HHLA). Bonz goes one step further and 

argues: “A linkage to HPA’s SPL system is not necessary because a traffic jam indicator/software 

is not needed” (EB-SegCon;E). He clarifies: “HPA’s SPL system is not needed” because “the 

trucker can see this information anyways on Google Maps. Why should a trucker purchase the 

app by smartPORT?” (EB-SegCon;E). 

Lacking co-creation with the companies 

The industry criticizes HPA for the low involvement and consultation of both DAKOSY and the 

operating companies in the development of SPL. Bonz says: “HPA drives its own strategy in 

this” and points out that “there haven’t been any talks before HPA initiated smartPORT” (EB-

SegCon;E). He further describes: “We - the port community - are wondering why HPA has 

developed and then also rolled out the concept of SPL, however has not talked to those actors 

beforehand who know the most about the container situation, namely the terminals” (EB-

SegCon;E). 

 

Bonz explains that added value could be created in specific projects if network actors would 

cooperate. He refers to the Trucker Slot Management System: “In fact, HPA should coordinate its 

SPL initiative to this system because then HPA would know how we do our slots and then know 

how many trucks to expect. For example, then it would be good to manage the traffic light system 

accordingly” (EB-SegCon;E). 

Missing linkages with existing solutions  

The seaport industry is concerned with HPA’s approach to not use DAKOSY as a service 

provider for smartPORT. Bonz explains: “There is one IT-heart, and everything that comes as an 

additional service into the port should preferably be arranged through DAKOSY. However HPA 

has used another provider which does not make sense. It should have been developed with 

DAKOSY and us [the terminals] to find a solution for the traffic volumes together” (EB-

SegCon;E). Schröder summarizes: “The success of SPL is strongly dependent on the willingness 

of HPA to focus on the provision of traffic and infrastructure data instead of developing a 

rivaling system to DAKOSY” (HoD;VHSp). 

 

In the eyes of the companies “the trend to more cooperation in the port industry is DAKOSY”, 

understandably as they “completely support the services of DAKOSY” (CX;VHSS). Thus, more 
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co-creation in the development of the SPL project between the port companies and HPA would 

help to avoid linkage problems. Bonz explains: “If HPA would use our insight in the expected 

traffic volume together with us, then this would mean that the initiative is connectable to our IT 

systems and not something new again. Otherwise we again face linkage problems” (EB-

SegCon;E). 

7.3 Existing Structures shape Port Dynamics 
The following provides reasons why the port companies view SPL critically (7.3.1). Furthermore, 

it is suggested how SPL could complement existing structures (7.3.2). 

7.3.1 Path Dependency 
The early establishment of DAKOSY in 1982 and the relatively late founding of HPA in 2005 are 

important factors to understand the division between the private and the public sector in the Port 

of Hamburg. As a provider of the port’s PCS, the private service offering of DAKOSY is broad 

and embedded in the ecosystem. Eggers stresses: “I have to say we didn’t leave so much for them 

[HPA]” (DirBD;Dak). In Hamburg, the private sector has taken on the task to develop services 

collaboratively to address common problems. For example, FLZ (and recently also NTK) aims to 

improve “the coordination of traffic on the waterside” which is done “in a private initiative which 

would actually be a public duty” (EB-SegCon;E). 

 

HPA and the private sector have diverging opinions on the port’s need to improve its use of 

digital trends. Dr Geisler states: “For the infrastructure we still have to make a few adjustments 

but with our digital progress I am convinced that we are with DAKOSY and the current digital 

progress of the terminals on the right track” (CX;VHSS). Dr Saxe disagrees and says: “The 

players of the port work together however they have not yet reached the optimum of 

coordination.” This is because they “are stand-alone organizations.” However, in order to take 

advantages of the developing IT megatrends “the port must be looked upon from an overarching 

economic perspective, not only from a perspective of an individual company – that is too little” 

(CDO,CIO,ManCo;HPA). For this, Dr Saxe believes that HPA should play a central role in “the 

integration of all stakeholders” because HPA can act as a “hub or turntable that bundles 

information” (CDO,CIO,ManCo;HPA). 
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According to theory, port authorities should take on the role of a coordinator, facilitator and 

integrator; also referred to as cluster managers or mediators. Since DAKOSY has been offering 

facilitating and integrating services since the 1980s it can be argued that the role division between 

private and public actors differs in the Port of Hamburg from theory. With respect to SPL, it is 

argued that “on the bottom line, the port industries already have had a version of a digital smart 

port since the 1980s” (CX;VHSS). Dr Behn explains: “If you go to DAKOSY you see the true 

smart port. For twenty years it has been the overarching sector cooperation” (EB-

SegCon;HHLA). In other words, “in the end what DAKOSY has been doing for twenty years has 

been ‘smart port’ because they connect the different partners of the transportation chain” (EB-

SegCon;HHLA). 

7.3.2 Suggestion: Overcoming Tension 
Both the companies of the port and HPA have similar visions about the port’s future. There are 

however the diverging perspectives on who should be leading the way into the future. The private 

sector wants to cooperate with public institutions to co-create value, whereas HPA aims to lead 

the way in a manner and function similar to the port’s PCS which is administered by DAKOSY. 

The two examples illustrate this: 

 

• Operating Manager Hirt states his vision for FLZ/NTK: “My vision is it to have one higher-

level control center that is monitoring and coordinating traffic flows from an operational and 

commercial terminal perspective in close cooperation with the authority and pilots that are 

responsible for safety in the port of Hamburg and on the river Elbe - just like a control tower 

in an airport” (OM;FLZ,NTK). 

• Dr Saxe from HPA envisions to set new standards for ports by coordinating actions with other 

port authorities with the goal to standardize PCSs. He says: “There is no port where the 

authorities have a central actor position yet because the digitalization has not advanced to that 

degree. But authorities worldwide are working on advancing on PCSs.”  

 

There are also less opposing opinions expressed. Dr Geisler points out: “It is not a competition” 

between DAKOSY and smartPORT (CX;VHSS). Fehrs agrees and says: “DAKOSY manages the 

flow of goods, whereas we manage the traffic” (StratDept,PortD;HPA). Fehrs explains that the 

intention of smartPORT is not to compete with existing structures. He says: SmartPORT is “what 
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we can do to contribute our share in the development of IT solutions,” and he adds: HPA wants to 

“motivate and inspire stakeholders” (StratDept,PortD;HPA),  

 

Fehrs adds: “We can only do things that the private sector isn’t doing” (StratDept,PortD;HPA). In 

other words, “we can only step in when there is a failure of the market” (StratDept,PortD;HPA). 

This means that “if the players of the market find a solution for themselves, it is always the better 

solution”; for example, “FLZ is a great initiative” (StratDept,PortD;HPA). With respect to SPL 

Fehrs says: “If they say (the truckers, the drivers, and the medium-sized companies) we don’t 

understand the added value of the app and SPL then maybe their problems are not yet big 

enough” (StratDept,PortD;HPA).  

 

Schröder explains where the companies of the port see opportunities for SPL to contribute value 

to the ecosystem: “Our members have the opinion that the SPL initiative can contribute true 

added value if HPA links its traffic and infrastructure data to the information that is bundled by 

DAKOSY. Thereby it would be possible to use the existing infrastructure in a better way and 

achieve a higher reliability in transport services” (HoD;VHSp). Eggers agrees and says: “What 

HPA could contribute is the specific traffic information that they are generating here in the harbor 

[…] This could add value to the existing systems” (DirBD;Dak). Furthermore, Eggers points out: 

“It is important that HPA has visions because DAKOSY doesn’t have the money to realize them” 

(DirBD;Dak). Nevertheless, she emphasizes the need for cooperation: “HPA has to supply the 

infrastructure, and should develop visions. However, it is only possible together with the 

companies of the port” (DirBD;Dak); thus emphasizing that SPL should not be a solo-handed 

attempt by HPA. 

7.4 Chapter Summary 
To prepare the Port of Hamburg for the future and enable the ecosystem to benefit from new 

digital trends, HPA has initiated the SmartPORT project. Its sub-project SPL aims to optimize the 

traffic and trade flows by interconnecting all parties involved in the port logistics chain. The 

benefit is expected to improve the use of the port’s infrastructure. The SPL application is 

envisioned to become a digital pilot in a control center that overviews both the traffic situation on 

the water and also on the road. For the technical side, HPA cooperates with SAP and T-Systems 

and further plans to interlink SPL with already existing IT platforms like DAKOSY. HPA 

expects to increase the port’s efficiency by improving the utilization of resources. 
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The seaport industry is critical of the SPL concept for four reasons:  

• Actual purpose: The businesses seem uncertain of the actual purpose of SPL; some actors 

perceive it as a pure marketing campaign without technological depth. 

• Questionable added value: The proclaimed added value of SPL is questioned, as HPA has no 

influence on transshipment operations. In addition, it is pointed out that even if SPL could 

help to manage processes in the port, there are not sufficient alternatives in the port area 

available to make use of the recommendations. 

• Lacking co-creation: There is confusion why HPA has not developed SPL together with the 

port businesses, as they are insiders of the port’s operations. 

• Missing linkages: Linkages of SPL with existing solutions are lacking. Thus, it is feared that 

it might develop into a system in rivalry to DAKOSY. 

 

To understand why the companies of the port are critical of SPL it is vital to understand the role 

division between the private and the public sector in the Port of Hamburg. It is important to note 

that the early establishment of DAKOSY in 1982 as the port’s PCS and the late founding of HPA 

in 2005 have shaped the port’s dynamics. Over the years, DAKOSY has become the platform 

through which companies of the port exchange service offerings and through which they co-

develop solutions to address problems. SPL is a project that has been developed without the 

port’s network actors which is also their main criticism. It is believed that SPL can add value to 

the existing structures of the ecosystem if HPA links its traffic and infrastructure data to the 

information bundled in DAKOSY. HPA is further encouraged to develop visions like SPL only 

together with the companies of the port. HPA and the port companies emphasize that SPL and 

existing institutions, like DAKOSY should not be seen as competing actors. 
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8. DISCUSSION 
This chapter answers the research question by drawing on the findings relating to Sub-questions 1 

– 3 (8.1). A model abstracts the observed patterns of interaction in the Port of Hamburg in Figure 

6. The findings to Sub-question 4 provide insights on how the suggested model can be refined 

(8.2). Subsequently, managerial implications of the findings are developed (8.3). 

8.1 Interactions through Infomediaries 
The study finds that network actors in the Port of Hamburg interact through infomediaries. In the 

Port of Hamburg infomediaries have two pivotal functions. In the function of overarching 

institutions they provide network actors with platforms to exchange and co-produce service 

offerings. Infomediaries further provide network actors with services that enable the ecosystem to 

operate more efficiently and use the port’s operand resources more effectively, through area-

specific projects. By using the services of infomediaries, individual network actors are able to 

provide their own customers with improved value-adding logistics services. Since in maritime 

logistics systems all operations are interlinked, the satisfaction of customers’ needs within the 

ecosystem also improves the ability of the ecosystem as a whole to meet the needs of outside 

customers at the point of production or consumption. Thus, the data suggest that infomediaries 

enable network actors to co-create superior value proposals for all customers of the Port of 

Hamburg. 

 

Four steps have been identified that describe in detail how the network actors in the Port of 

Hamburg interact through infomediaries. This is illustrated in Figure 6 below. The following 

steps are significant: 

Step 1: Need (purpose for interaction) 

The data suggest that service provisions of network actors in the Port of Hamburg are interlinked. 

Individual actors integrate their services horizontally and vertically with the rationale to co-

produce service offerings that enhance the operative efficiency of their own businesses. When 

actors experience barriers that cannot be overcome individually or by engaging in small group 

cooperation, network actors seek to address these needs in a broader audience of the ecosystem, 

namely through the development of area-specific projects and overarching institutions. 
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Two types of “needs” are found that initiate the development of infomediaries. Network actors 

develop overarching institutions to satisfy the “need” for tools to exchange information 

independent of its form, time, place and possession. Thus, it can be argued that overarching 

institutions are the “soft infrastructure” of the ecosystem for operant resources. Furthermore, 

network actors develop area-specific infomediaries to address problems in the port’s external 

environment by configuring the port’s internal factors. There is a need for cooperation because 

single-handed action would not be able to solve the problem due to the actors’ common 

dependence on the same operand resources, e.g. waterways, roads and bridges. 

 
Figure 6: Model for Interaction Patterns in the Port of Hamburg 

 
Source: Own conceptualization. 

Step 2: Development (willingness to address the need) 

It is found that network actors are willing to develop infomediaries if the ecosystem as a whole 

can benefit from such service (overarching institution), or if the performance of a large part of the 

ecosystem is exposed to a common problem (area-specific project). 

 

The development of overarching institutions occurred gradually. Both DAKOSY and HHM were 

founded in the 1980s, and since then they have upgraded their service provisions in accordance 

with the port’s development. Interesting is the development of area-specific projects. Actors from 

the private sector, even competing actors, have cooperated to develop solutions to problems with 

the potential to endanger the performance of entire elements of the port’s maritime logistics 

system. The interconnection of actors can be shown by the example of Eurogate and HHLA. The 

two container terminals share operand resources such as roads to access their terminals. Through 
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the trucker problems in 2014, the operations of both companies were affected even though the 

problems originated at the HHLA terminals. Therefore, it is argued that the health of an 

ecosystem impacts the health of all network actors, even when the involvement in one particular 

problem of another actor is only marginal. 

Step 3: Adoption (other actors’ willingness to engage and share resources) 

The data suggest that infomediaries can enhance the MLV of an ecosystem although they are 

dependent on the provision of information and knowledge by its users – the network actors. In 

order for actors to be willing to engage, infomediaries need to contribute value to the individual 

actors’ service provisions. In other words, infomediaries need to “pay back” actors for sharing 

operant resources with the ecosystem. 

 

The four discussed infomediaries have been able to convince network actors to share information. 

DAKOSY provides the ecosystem with a platform to exchange real-time information through its 

interconnected channels so that the network can operate more efficiently. HHM bundles 

information from all actors of the ecosystem to promote the Port of Hamburg to the outside so 

that network actors can focus on their core activities. FLZ/NTK centralizes communication 

flows, and the Trucker Slot Management System aims to create transparency in the maritime 

logistics system so that network actors can optimize their available resources in the ecosystem. 

Step 4: Survival of infomediaries 

The data suggest that overarching institutions have ”survived” in the ecosystem because they 

capture value for their own but also give back value to their users, just like in theory it is the 

strategy of keystone actors. The objective of both DAKOSY and HHM is to serve their members. 

Thus, DAKOSY only engages in projects that the companies of the port request, while HHM 

amplifies knowledge on the markets for its members and consults them independently and in a 

competitively neutral manner. In addition, overarching infomediaries aim to make port operations 

more efficient and effective. Thus, DAKOSY continuously updates its services to network actors 

with the latest IT interfaces to speed up operations, and HHM promotes the location Hamburg at 

the points of origin and/or consumption to incentivize major import and export companies to 

handle their cargo through the location Hamburg. Both DAKOSY and HHM are widely accepted 

by the network actors in the Port of Hamburg for their supportive services. Their stable and 

embedded position serves the infomediaries, as their continued survival is secured by maintaining 
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the stability of the ecosystem; for example, almost no processing is done without using one of 

DAKOSY’s channels leading not only to interconnection but also to interdependence between the 

infomediary and the network actors. 

 

The data suggest that network actors support the area-specific project FLZ 19  because it 

complements existing services with specialized and differentiated capabilities (similar to niche 

strategies). FLZ benefits, on the one hand, the feeders because they can concentrate on their core 

businesses and, on the other hand, it helps the ecosystem as a whole as FLZ aims to create the 

greater optimum of the situation for all port actors. Area-specific projects have the potential to 

have a big impact, even though the objective of area-specific projects is to solve a specific 

problem. By steering the rotation of feeder vessels in the Port of Hamburg, all waterside actors 

benefit because operand resources are used more efficiently. Thus, it is argued that healthy areas 

in an ecosystem positively contribute to the overall health of the ecosystem. 

 

Since area-specific projects are infomediaries designed to solve specific problems, it should be 

noticed that the willingness of network actors to engage might contract if the need for the service 

diminishes. For example, if ship owners should in the future decide to call on Hamburg with 

smaller ships, the need for NTK (and FLZ) would likely diminish. Therefore, it is implied that the 

supply from infomediaries is determined by the degree of demand of the network actors for such 

services. 

                                                
19 It is mainly referred to FLZ because NTK and the Trucker Slot Management System are too new for judgment. 
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8.2 Refined Model of Interaction Patterns 
The analysis discusses HPA’s attempt to initiate SPL in the Port of Hamburg with the goal to 

optimize the use of the port’s limited operand resources by merging various traffic and 

information flows. Despite its good intentions, the research indicates that the targeted users are 

very skeptical about the project. It is not the purpose of this study to judge the potential of SPL so 

that it is assumed that there is a need for the project (Step 1). The analysis indicates that the 

actors’ criticism primarily originates from the way HPA has developed and rolled out SPL (Step 

2 and 3). The following investigates what lessons can be learned from the approach of HPA, 

criticized by the port companies, and then apply the new insights to the suggested model for 

interaction. 

Lessons learned from missteps 

SmartPORT has been developed top-down, as HPA has initiated the project single-handedly and 

then aimed it for broad adoption by its targeted users, the companies of the port. The analysis 

provides examples of successfully initiated projects in the Port of Hamburg which have been 

developed bottom-up, meaning that network actors have been involved in the development of the 

projects. It is argued that the current tension between HPA, as the “initiator”, and the port 

companies, as the “others”, goes back to the circumstance that the port companies perceive 

themselves as “overlooked” in the development of SPL (Step 2). Network actors have reported 

that it is important to them to have a say in the development of projects, as this ensures that the 

service of the project is adapted to their needs. With SPL, users face linkage problems to their IT 

systems and therefore cannot integrate SPL services. It is inferred that dialogue between the 

initiator and the targeted users early in the project’s development (Step 2) positively influences 

the users’ willingness to adopt a project later on (Step 3), as users’ objections have a place to be 

discussed before the project’s roll out. 

Implications for the model 

For the success of infomediaries the users’ willingness to share operant resources is a pre-

condition because projects like SPL can only offer the platform to the ecosystem but it is up to 

the users to fill them with information. It is argued that initiators of projects should interact with 

network actors in the development phase in order to secure their willingness to engage in the 

project at an early stage (Step 2). Thereby, the rollout and adoption phase (Step 3) is mainly 

concerned with convincing actors to share resources. Further, it is reasoned that due to the users’ 
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early involvement, they become more informed about the project which fosters trust and 

confidence in the idea of the project. Thus, through early engagement users are expected to 

become more willing to share resources. It is inferred that well pursued change management 

activities in Step 2 facilitate the adoption in Step 3.  

 

Figure 7 shows how the model from Figure 6 for Interaction Patterns should be refined  in respect 

of the critical steps of development (Step 2) and adoption (Step 3). To emphasize the importance 

of Step 2, this step is highlighted in yellow. 

 
Figure 7: Refined Model for Interactions in Service Ecosystems 

 
Source: Own conceptualization 
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8.3 Implications to Managers of the Port of Hamburg  

General Advice 

The data show that the end-customer at the point of consumption or production is the one that 

pays for the logistics chain so that all services offered by network actors within the ecosystem are 

determined by this critical aspect. Thus, network actors of the Port of Hamburg should strive to 

enhance the port’s maritime logistics value (MLV) by co-creating value with other network 

actors. In light of the expected increase in cargo volumes and the anticipated traffic 

complications, the need for engaging in co-creation as a mean to increase the port’s operational 

efficiency is high. Engaging in value co-creating activities enables network actors to use the 

port’s operand resources (e.g. roads, bridges) more efficiently and enables managers to make 

more informed choices concerning their capacity schedules.  

 

Collaboration between network actors addressing common problems provides resilience to the 

entire ecosystem because all operations are interlinked. This implies that problems in one specific 

area of the ecosystem have the potential to endanger the performance of other seemingly 

unrelated areas in the ecosystem. The port currently experiences problems originating from issues 

that have remained unattended for too long. These issues urgently need to be addressed as they 

have the potential to negatively impact the performance of all actors when the effects of the 

problems are passed on in the ecosystem’s maritime logistics system. If the Port of Hamburg 

becomes unable to meet the needs of its end-customers this would manifest in a loss of the port’s 

competitiveness. 

 

The study suggests that it is advisable in the Port of Hamburg to approach the development of 

infomediaries bottom-up as they are dependent on the users’ willingness to share operant 

resources. Through a bottom-up approach actors are engaged in the development phase of an 

infomediary. This fosters their willingness to adopt the infomediary when it is rolled out. The 

likelihood of adoption necessitates that the services of the new infomediary can be integrated in 

existing structures. 

SmartPORT Logistics: Complementing the ecosystem 

It is argued that SPL has the potential to become the third overarching infomediary in the Port of 

Hamburg.  The coexistence of the three overarching infomediaries, namely DAKOSY, HHM and 
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SPL, is possible and desirable. As illustrated in Figure 8 it would enhance the port’s MLV since 

each institution optimizes different processes. DAKOSY and “its” area-specific projects improve 

the operations in the port. SPL arranges the data exchange concerning infrastructural data and 

traffic flows. HHM promotes the port externally by strengthening the link between the 

ecosystem’s value proposal and the end-customer. 

 
Figure 8: Desired Interactions of Network Actors in the Port of Hamburg 

 
Source: Own conceptualization  

 

Resolving the Tension 

Before SPL can take on the position indicated in Figure 8, HPA’s approach would need to 

change. Currently SPL appears to pursue a dominating strategy that competes with services 

offered by DAKOSY as the established infomediary. For the benefit of the ecosystem the 

infomediaries should aim to complement each other to “grow the cake” instead of competing 

over it. Further, unlike it is suggested in the concept of co-opetition, the various infomediaries 

would not even need to compete over “how to slice the cake” as the institutions already have their 

respective areas of expertise. As indicated by the bi-directional arrows, information exchange 

between the infomediaries is desired. 
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In order to resolve the tension, HPA would need to clearly communicate its vision and develop 

the dialogue with the port companies. HPA has presented its plans to other port authorities at the 

Worlds Port Conference in June 2015. However, HPA should more vigorously promote SPL 

within the Hamburg port ecosystem. A structured approach including consistency of intent, 

execution, communication and behavior is needed to turn SPL into a successful project that is 

able to enhance the port’s MLV. In practical terms, the port companies would need to hear how 

SPL differs from DAKOSY and what potential services SPL can offer individual actors in return 

for their engagement and sharing of resources. A good idea and the goal to benefit the entire 

ecosystem are not enough to succeed in ecosystems that are composed by heterogeneous actors 

with diverging interests. 
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9. CONCLUSIONS 
The following briefly concludes the study (9.1), and comments on the study’s limitations and 

indicates areas for future research (9.2). 

9.1 Concluding Remarks 
This study has investigated the research question: How do the network actors of the Port of 

Hamburg interact to enhance the port’s maritime logistics value? It is found that network actors 

of the Port of Hamburg interact through infomediaries to exchange and co-produce service 

offerings with the goal to enhance the port’s maritime logistics value. Infomediaries enable 

network actors to use the port’s limited operand resources more efficiently. They also help 

managers to make more informed choices because they provide actors with information and 

knowledge of other actors’ operations in the ecosystem. 

 

Since logistic operations are globally interlinked and interdependent, the study suggests that 

when actors engage in value co-creating activities, they not only satisfy their own customers but 

also the needs of the other customers of the ecosystem at the point of origin and the point of 

consumption. It is found that actors are willing to engage in and share operant resources with 

infomediaries, when there is demand for the services offered by the infomediaries. In the Port of 

Hamburg, since long there has been demand for services from common institutions that serve as 

“soft infrastructure” (overarching institutions), and for services that enable actors to address 

problems which they were not able to solve individually (area-specific projects). 

 

The findings of the analysis of interaction patterns in the Port of Hamburg are abstracted in a 

model which identifies steps that should be considered when developing infomediaries in service 

ecosystems. First, there must be a need for the service provision. Second, the development should 

be pursued in collaboration between initiators and targeted users. When targeted users are 

engaged in the development, the data show that they are more likely to adopt the project and 

share operant resources in the project’s third step, the rollout and adoption phase. The willingness 

of network actors to share resources is crucial for the success of infomediaries because value co-

creation is a two-way street: infomediaries can offer users a platform (also a “shell”), however 

they in turn are dependent on the willingness of actors to use it to share and integrate resources 
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with other actors. The data show that an early involvement fosters actors’ trust in the purpose of 

the project which is a crucial pre-condition for the willingness to share sensitive information with 

others outside the own organization. Furthermore, infomediaries are more likely to succeed (and 

survive) when they complement existing structures, most importantly established IT systems. 

This is particularly true for highly complex ecosystems, like the Port of Hamburg, as users only 

benefit from their engagement in infomediaries when they are able to integrate the service 

provisions of the infomediaries with their own service offering. 

 

Interaction through infomediaries is the approach of the network actors of the Port of Hamburg to 

increase the port’s operational efficiency. This is currently of high significance because the port 

experiences challenges in areas of its maritime logistics system which confine the port’s ability to 

deliver superior cargo handling services. It is to be seen how the external environment of the Port 

of Hamburg develops in the future, and whether this will translate into the need to adapt the 

internal configuration of the ecosystem. So far, the Port of Hamburg expects a significant 

increase of cargo volumes in the years to come. As the port’s operand resources are limited, a 

trend toward even more collaboration between the network actors will likely develop in the 

attempt to create additional capacities. Network actors are remembered that this development will 

be steered by the needs of the port’s customers which the actors of the ecosystem must satisfy in 

order to sustain the port’s competitive position in global logistics systems. 
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9.2 Limitations and Future Research 
The study investigated how the network actors of the Port of Hamburg interact to co-create value 

and thereby provide their customers with superior service provisions. In SDL theory the 

customers’ perception of co-created value propositions is of significant interest. It informs 

whether the ecosystems’ collaborative efforts to provide attractive MLV to its customers have 

been successful. Beyond, the customer’s perception may feed back, and in fact this is desired, 

into the ecosystem as data leading to ever better MLV provisions. Therefore, it is suggested in 

future research to direct the population sample to the customers at the points of production and 

consumption in order to understand their perception of the service provisions of the Port of 

Hamburg. Such a change of focus on the population sample – namely on the customers - would 

help to evaluate the network actors’ efforts to address the port’s prevailing problems and their 

endeavor for more operational efficiency. 

 

Furthermore, it is suggested to investigate other prevailing issues in the Port of Hamburg to 

understand whether and how they have been addressed by network actors in co-developed 

projects. Potential subjects for investigation could be the intensely discussed adjustments in the 

river Elbe navigation channel’s, the necessary overhaul of the Kiel Canal and the emerging 

problems of sedimentation in the harbor basin. Such investigations would provide further insights 

into the dynamics between network actors of the Port of Hamburg. This would allow further 

refinement of the suggested interaction model. It would be interesting to challenge the model 

with case studies of comparable ecosystems. This might deepen the understanding of interactions 

between network actors. It is suggested to begin with research by examining interactions between 

network actors in other North Range ports. 
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11. APPENDICES 

11.1 Appendices A: Overview Material 

11.1.1 Appendix A.1: Interviewee Label Key 
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11.1.2 Appendix A.2: Interview Matrix 
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11.1.3 Appendix A.3: Abbreviation Interviewee Key 
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11.2 Appendices B: In-text Material 
 
Appendix B.1: Modal Shares of World Trade by Volume and Value, 2008 
 

 
Source: IHS Global Insight, Inc., Website (2015) (Note: Does not include intra-EU trade.) 
 
 
Appendix B.2: Container Cargo Volume Forecast 

 
Source: Fehrs, August 2015. 
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Appendix B.3: Map of Hamburg 
 

 
Source: Google Maps Website: Hamburg (2015) 
 
 
Appendix B.4: Map of the Port of Hamburg in the City of Hamburg  
(The red, green and orange fields are terminal areas) 

 
Source: Hafen Hamburg Marketing Website: Hafenplan (2015) 
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Appendix B.5: Successful Transformation Effort 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Kotter, 2007. 
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Appendix B.6: DAKOSY portal connections 

 
Source: DAKOSY Website: Lösungen, Port Community System (2015) 
 
 
Appendix B.7: DAKOSY’s services 
 

 
Source: Eggers, 2015. 
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Appendix B.8: Shareholder of DAKOSY 
 

 
Source: Eggers, 2015. 
 
Appendix B.9: Export Messaging Platform  
 

 
Source: Eggers, 2015. 
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Appendix B.10: Import Messaging Platform 
 

 
Source: Eggers, 2015. 
 
 

Appendix B.11: Ship size development between 2008 and 2015, Forecast for 2017 
Translation: Cargo peaks develop. At ultra large vessel up to 7,000 TEU are loaded/discharged which means that 
more containers are delivered/picked up within few days 

 
Source: DAKOSY, Eurogate, HHLA, July15, 2015. 
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Appendix B.12: Development of Ultra large Vessels 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Hirt, August 2015. 
 
 

Appendix B.13: Emissions of CO2 by Transport Mode 

 
Source: Song & Panayides 2012, p. 216. 
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Appendix B.14: Modal split in Container Hinterland Traffic 2014 

 
Source: Fehrs, 2015. 
 

Appendix B.15: Transshipment, Hinterland and Local Content Freight Split 

 
Source: Fehrs, 2015. 
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Appendix B.16: Hinterland Connections of the Port of Hamburg 

Translation: Feederschiff = feeder; Eisenbahn = rail; Binnenschiff = barge; Fähre = ferry 

 
Source: HPA, 2012a. 
 
Appendix B.17: Organizational Structure FLZ GmBH  

 
Source: Hirt, August 2015. 
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Appendix B.18: Overview of Responsibilities 

 
Source: Hirt, August, 2015. 
 
Appendix B.19: FLZ established communication platform  
 

 
Source: Hirt, August 2015. 
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Appendix B.20: NTK’ Aim: Optimized Mega-Ship Coordination  

 
Source: Hirt, August, 2015. 
 
Appendix B.21: Arrival of Trucks (with containers) at the Terminals (per hour) 
 

 
 
Source: DAKOSY, Eurogate, HHLA, July 15, 2015. 
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Appendix B.22: SmartPORT has Several Focuses  

 
Source: Fehrs, 2015. 
 
 
Appendix B.23: SPL Application  
 

 
Source: Fehrs, 2015.  
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11.3 Appendix C: Documentation of Interview Material 
 
 
 

11.3.1 Appendix C.1: Interview Questions 

 
The questions are documented in the following order:  

 

Interview  1: Hellmann - Hr. Kleine-Lasthues 

Interview  2: Eurogate - Fr. Naujoks 

Interview  3: Eurogate - Hr. Bonz 

Interview  4: HPA - Hr. Dr. Saxe 

Interview  5: Bugsier – Hr. Schröder 

Interview  6: Feeder Logistik Zentrale (FLZ) - Hr. Hirt  

Interview  7: Rickmers Line - Hr. Ulrichs 

Interview  8: HPA - Hr. Fehrs 

Interview  9: Hapag Lloyd – Hr. Riecksmeier und Hr. Schröder 

Interview 10: HHLA – Hr. Dr. Behn 

Interview 11: DAKOSY – Fr. Eggers 

Interview 12: Hafen Hamburg Marketing – Hr. Mattern 

Interview 13: Verein Hamburger Spediteure e.V. - Hr. Schröder 
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Interview 1: Hellmann - Hr. Kleine-Lasthues 
24.8.15 14.00-16.00 Uhr 
Global Director, Maritime Solutions 
 
 
Allgemein: 
 

1. In ihrer Präsentation (siehe Anhang), die im Internet herunterzuladen ist, stellen sie 

graphisch vier unterschiedliche Verkaufsmodelle (Seite 13-17) dar. Können Sie mir 

anhand dieser die unterschiedlichen Angebote von Hellmann Marine Solutions 

erklären? 

 
Strategie: 
 

2. Mit welchen Unternehmen (z.B. Linienagenturen, Speditionen) arbeitet Hellmann 

zusammen um strategische Vorteile für sich und seine Partner zu ziehen? Gibt es eine 

gemeinsame Wertschöpfung mit sowohl downstream als auch upstream Unternehmen 

des Hamburger Hafen? 

3. Als Speditionsunternehmen ist Hellmann Dreh- und Angelpunkt des 

Containergeschäfts, und kommuniziert und arbeitet daher mit vielen unterschiedliche 

Interessenvertreter der Branche zusammen. Demnach interessiert mich, wie Hellmann 

den feinen Unterschied zwischen Kooperation, Wettbewerb und auch Konkurrenz 

bezüglich seiner Kunden handhabt? 

 
Operatives: 
 

4. Wie gewährleistetet Hellmann seinen Kunden den reibungslosen Ablauf der 

Bestellungen? 

5. Wo bestehen, aus Sicht Hellmanns, Potentiale für effizientere Arbeitsabläufe in der 

Logistikkette des Hamburger Hafens? (z.B. Investitionen in die Infrastruktur, 

Digitalisierung) 

 
 
Informationsflüsse: 
 

6. Auf welche Drittanbieter für Daten (z.B. DAKOSY) greift Hellmann zu und welche 

Daten leitet Hellmann selber weiter? Bestehen Informationslücken? 

7. Welchen Nutzen verspricht sich die Hellmann von der smartPORT Initiative für seine 

Dienstleistungen?
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Interview 2: Eurogate - Fr. Naujoks 
26.8.15 um 9.00-10.00 Uhr 
Betriebsleitung, Operations Manager 
 
Operative Fragen:  

1. Wie organisiert Eurogate das Laden und Löschen der Containerschiffe im 

Zusammenspiel mit externen Akteuren? 

2. In welchen Bereichen gibt es, aus der Sicht Eurogates, das Potenzial effizientere 

Arbeitsabläufe zu etablieren? (spezifisch bei Eurogate und außerdem in der gesamten 

Logistikkette)  

3. Welche Daten leitet Eurogate an Drittanbieter (z.B. DAKOSY) weiter und auf welche 

Daten greift das Unternehmen zu? Bestehen Informationslücken? 

4. Welchen Nutzen verspricht sich Eurogate von der smartPORT Initiative? 

  

Strategische Fragen: 

5. Mit wem arbeitet Eurogate zusammen um strategische Vorteile für sich und seine 

Partner zu ziehen? (z.B. Linienagenturen, Speditionen) 

 

6. Wie bereitet sich Eurogate auf den prognostizierten höheren Containerumschlag im 

Hamburger Hafen vor? (z.B. Investitionen in die Infrastruktur, digitale Anpassung) 

 

7. Als Dreh-und Angelpunkt ist Eurogate ein zentraler Player des Containerumschlags 

und setzt die Zusammenarbeit mit den unterschiedlichen Interessenvertretern voraus. 

Demnach: wie handhabt Eurogate den feinen Unterschied zwischen Kooperation, 

Wettbewerb und Konkurrenz?  

 

8. Konkurrenzgeschäft: Bremerhaven und Wilhelmshafen ! intermodal Bahnverkehr 

 

9. Abhängigkeit vom Hamburger Hafen 

 

10. Containerumschlag, Intermodal Transport, Depot & Repair (Leer-und Vollcontainer, 

REMAIN) 
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Interview 3: Eurogate - Hr. Bonz 

26.8.15 um 10.00-11.00 Uhr  

Präsident Unternehmensverband Hafen Hamburg 

Aufsichtsrat DAKOSY 

 

 

Mich würden besonders interessieren von Ihren Erfahrungen als Präsident des 

Unternehmerverbands Hafen Hamburg und ihre Aufgaben im Aufsichtsrat von DAKOSY 

interessieren. 

 

1. In welchen Bereichen der Logistikkette des Hamburger Hafens besteht das Potenzial 

effizientere Arbeitsabläufe zu etablieren? Und wie würden diese aussehen? 

 

2. Mit wem arbeitet Eurogate am engsten zusammen um strategische Vorteile für sich 

und seine Partner zu ziehen? Anders ausgedrückt, gibt es gemeinsame Projekte 

entlang der vertikalen Supply Chain? Gemeinsame Wertschöpfung? 

 

 

3. Welche sind die tonangebenden Unternehmen und Institutionen im Hamburger Hafen, 

die Entwicklungsvorhaben beeinflussen? 

 

4. Bitte erläutern Sie mir die Spannungsverhältnisse unter Entscheidungsträgern des 

Hafens, die strategische und wirtschaftliche Entscheidungen der im Hafen ansässigen 

Unternehmen beeinflussen.  

 

 

5. Wie bereitet sich der Hafen auf den prognostizierten höheren Containerumschlag vor? 

Zukunft? 

 

6. Welchen Nutzen verspricht die smartPORT Initiative? Und inwiefern ist smartPORT 

in bestehende Informationssysteme des Hafens (z.B. DAKOSY) integriert?  
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Interview 4: HPA - Hr. Dr. Saxe 

26.8.15 um 12.00 – 13.00 Uhr  

Leiter Services, Geschäftsleitung (Leiter der digitalen Transformation) 

 

Mich interessiert wie die Akteure des Hafens miteinander agieren, kooperieren und ihre 

Leistungen miteinander koordinieren sowie auch im Wettbewerb zueinander stehen. Um dies 

zu ermöglichen sind innovative IT-Solutions notwendig, über die ich gerne mit Ihnen 

sprechen würde.  

 

 

Weiterhin würde ich Sie gerne zu diesen Themen befragen: 

1. In welchen Bereichen der Logistikkette (Wasser- und Landseite) des Hamburger 

Hafens gibt es, aus der Sicht der HPA, das Potenzial effizientere Arbeitsabläufe zu 

etablieren? Und wie würden diese aussehen? Problembereiche? Fließender Verkehr? 

 

2. Wie bereitet die HPA den Hafen auf den prognostizierten höheren Containerumschlag 

im Hamburger Hafen vor? (z.B. Investitionen in die Infrastruktur, Digitalisierung); 

Zukunft? 

 

 

3. Welchen Nutzen verspricht sich HPA von der smartPORT Initiative? Und inwiefern 

ist smartPORT in bestehende Informationssysteme des Hafens (z.B. DAKOSY) 

integriert?  

 

4. Nächsten Schritte: smartPORT 

 

5. Bitte kommentieren Sie ihr Interview zum „Digitalen Lotsen für alle Verkehrswege“ 
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Interview 5: Bugsier - Sven Schröder 

26.8.15 um 15.00 – 17.00 Uhr 

Business Development Manager 

 

Bitter erläutere mir kurz das Geschäft von Bugsier:  

• Wer beauftragt Bugsier?  

• Wie sieht der Ablauf aus wenn das Schiff in den Hafen einläuft und aus dem Hafen 

ausläuft?  

• Gibt es noch andere Arbeitsabläufe bei denen Bugsier involviert ist?  

• Mit wem kommuniziert Bugsier? Etc.   

 

Wettbewerb/Kooperation: 

1. Mit wem arbeitet Bugsier im Hamburger Hafen zusammen um strategische Vorteile 

für sich und seine Partner zu ziehen? Gibt es eine gemeinsame Wertschöpfung? 

 

2. Inwiefern ist Bugsier abhängig bzw. dominiert von den großen Unternehmen und 

Institutionen des Hafens, z.B. Hafenbetreiber, Linienreedereien, HPA. 

 

 

3. In welchen Bereichen der Logistikkette des Hamburger Hafens gibt es, aus der Sicht 

Bugsiers, das Potenzial effizientere Arbeitsabläufe zu etablieren? Und wie wären diese 

erreichbar? 

 

4. Abhängigkeit vom Hamburger Hafen? Von der Landseite? 

 

Informationsflüsse: 

5. Welche Dienstleistungen bezieht Bugsier von Drittanbieter? 

 

6. Auf welche Daten (z.B. DAKOSY, Oberhafenamt) greift Bugsier zu und welche 

Daten leitet Bugsier selber weiter? Bestehen Informationslücken? 

 

7. Welchen Nutzen verspricht sich Bugsier von der smartPORT Initiative? 
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Interview 6: Feeder Logistik Zentrale (FLZ) - Hr. Hirt  

27.8.15 10.00 – 12.00 

Operations Manager 

 

Da die Initiative der FLZ parteiübergreifend arbeitet ist die FLZ besonders spannend für 

mich, denn es interessiert mich ob und wie Unternehmen im Hafen gemeinsame 

Wertschöpfung betreiben. Das heißt, ich beschäftige mich damit herauszufinden wie 

Informationen unter den unterschiedlichen Akteuren der Akteure des Hamburger Hafens 

geteilt werden und was der Nutzen davon ist. 

 

1. Bitte erläutern Sie mir kurz die Aufgaben der FLZ. 

 

 

2. Inwiefern ermöglicht die FLZ seinen Kunden ihre Arbeitsabläufe effizienter zu 

gestalten? Wo bestehen Potentiale für noch reibungslosere Arbeitsabläufe in der 

Logistikkette des Hamburger Hafens? 

 

 

3. Welchen Nutzen verspricht sich die FLZ von der smartPORT Initiative? 

 

 

 

4. Gibt es noch andere Unternehmen und Initiativen, die die Verkehrssteuerung im Hafen 

optimieren? 
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Interview 7: Rickmers Line - Hr. Ulrichs 

27.8.15 um 15.00 – 17.00 Uhr  

General Manager/CEO, Rickmers Line 

 

Insbesondere interessiert mich mit welchen Unternehmen Rickmers Line agiert und 

kommuniziert, wenn die Schiffe den Hamburger Hafen anlaufen.  

• Das heißt, wie sehen die operativen Prozessabläufe aus? Mit wem arbeitet Rickmers 

Line zusammen?  

• Von welchen Akteuren ist eine erfolgreiche Ausführung der Aufträge abhängig etc.  

 

Gemeinsame Wertschöpfung/Value co-creation: 

1. Mit wem arbeitet Rickmers im Hamburger Hafen zusammen um strategische Vorteile 

für sich und seine Partner zu ziehen? Gibt es eine gemeinsame Wertschöpfung mit 

externen Unternehmen? 

2. In welchen Bereichen der Logistikkette des Hamburger Hafens gibt es, aus der Sicht 

Rickmers, das Potenzial effizientere Arbeitsabläufe zu etablieren? Und wie wären 

diese erreichbar? 

 

Vermittlung/Bindeglied: 

3. Welche Dienstleistungen tätigt Rickmers als Drittanbieter zwischen den Akteuren des 

Hamburger Hafens? Wo Stauplatz? 

4. Als Anbieter von Beratungsleistungen für unterschiedliche Interessenvertreter des 

Hafens, wie handhabt Rickmers den feinen Unterschied zwischen Kooperation, 

Wettbewerb und auch Konkurrenz? Haben Sie Einzelaufträge oder feste Verträge? 

 

Informationsfluss: 

5. Auf welche Daten (z.B. DAKOSY) greift Rickmers zu und welche Daten leitet 

Rickmers selber weiter? Bestehen Informationslücken? 

6. Welchen Nutzen verspricht sich Rickmers von der smartPORT Initiative? 

7. Abhängigkeit vom Hamburger Hafen 

8. Interaktion mit öffentlichen Interessenvertretern. 
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Interview 8: HPA - Hr. Fehrs 

28.8.15 um 10.00 – 12.00 Uhr 

Strategie Abteilung 

 

Mich interessiert wie die Akteure des Hafens miteinander agieren, kooperieren und ihre 

Leistungen miteinander koordinieren sowie auch im Wettbewerb zueinander stehen. 

 

 

1. In welchen Bereichen der Logistikkette (Wasser- und Landseite) des Hamburger 

Hafens gibt es, aus der Sicht der HPA, das Potenzial effizientere Arbeitsabläufe zu 

etablieren? Und wie würden diese aussehen? 

 

2. Mit wem arbeitet die HPA am engsten zusammen um strategische Vorteile für den 

Hafen zu erreichen? Anders ausgedrückt, welche Stakeholder des Hafens sind 

tonangebend in der Planung von Entwicklungsvorhaben? (z.B. Hafenbetreiber, Politik, 

Linienagenturen) 

 

 

3. Wie bereitet die HPA den Hafen auf den prognostizierten höheren Containerumschlag 

im Hamburger Hafen vor? 

 

4. Welchen Nutzen verspricht sich HPA von der smartPORT Initiative? Und inwiefern 

ist smartPORT in bestehende Informationssysteme des Hafens (z.B. DAKOSY) 

integriert?  

 

5. Zukunftsvision Hamburger Hafen 

 

6. Kommunikationsschwierigkeiten unter den Akteuren im Hafen 

 

7. Funktion Hamburg Hafen Marketing: Schnittstelle? 
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Interview 9: Hapag Lloyd  
28.8.15 um 13.00 – 15.00 Uhr 
Hr. Uwe Riecksmeier, Director Global E-Business 
und Hr. Michael Schröder, IT Consulting  

 

Insbesondere interessiert mich, inwiefern Informationen mit den unterschiedlichen Akteuren 

der Supply Chain geteilt werden und was der Nutzen davon ist. 

 

Gemeinsame Wertschöpfung/Value co-creation: 

1. Mit welche Unternehmen und Organisationen arbeitet Hapag Lloyd im Hamburger 

Hafen zusammen um strategische Vorteile für sich und seine Partner zu ziehen? Das 

heißt, gibt es gemeinsame Projekte die Hapag Lloyd für eine gemeinsame 

Wertschöpfung mit anderen Unternehmen (z.B. Hafenbetreibern, 

Logistikunternehmen) durchführt? 

 

2. In welchen Bereichen der Logistikkette des Hamburger Hafens gibt es, aus der Sicht 

Hapag Lloyds, das Potenzial effizientere Arbeitsabläufe zu etablieren? Und wie wären 

diese erreichbar? 

 

 

Informationsfluss: 

3. Bitte erläutern Sie mir ihre Dienstleistungen bezüglich des elektronischen 

Datenaustauschs (insbesondere interessiert mich INTTRA). 

 

4. Auf welche Drittanbieter für Datenservice (z.B. DAKOSY) greift Hapag Lloyd zu und 

welche Daten leitet Hapag Lloyd selber weiter? Bestehen Informationslücken? 

 

5. Welchen Nutzen verspricht sich Hapag Lloyd von der smartPORT Initiative? 

 

6. Abhängigkeit vom Hamburger Hafens 

 

7. Laufzeit der Verträge für Kunden und Terminals 

 

8. Interaktion mit öffentlichen Vertretern 
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Interview 10: HHLA – Hr. Dr. Behn 
2.9.15 8.30-9.30 Uhr  
Vorstandsmitglied, Informationssysteme Segment Container 
Mitglied Unternehmerverband Hafen Hamburg 
 
 
Gemeinsame Wertschöpfung/Value co-creation: 
 
1. Wie organisiert die HHLA das Laden und Löschen der Containerschiffe im 

Zusammenspiel mit externen Akteuren? 

2. In welchen Bereichen der Logistikkette des Hamburger Hafens gibt es, aus der Sicht der 

HHLA, das Potenzial effizientere Arbeitsabläufe zu etablieren? Und wie wären diese 

erreichbar? 

 
 
Vermittlung/Bindeglied: 
 
3. Mit wem arbeitet die HHLA zusammen um strategische Vorteile für sich und seine 

Partner zu ziehen? (z.B. Linienagenturen, Speditionen) 

4. Als Dreh- und Angelpunkt ist die HHLA ein zentraler Player des Containerumschlags und 

setzt die Zusammenarbeit mit den unterschiedliche Interessenvertreter voraus. Demnach: 

wie handhabt die HHLA den feinen Unterschied zwischen Kooperation, Wettbewerb und 

auch Konkurrenz? 

5. Sie treffen sich in den unterschiedlichen Gremien wie zum Beispiel dem 

Unternehmerverband Hafen Hamburg und DAKOSY. Wie ist der Umgang? 

6. Wie ist die Kooperation zwischen mit den drei HHLA Terminals? 

 
Operative Fragen: 
 
7. Wie bereitet sich die HHLA auf den prognostizierten höheren Containerumschlag im 

Hamburger Hafen vor? (z.B. Investitionen in die Infrastruktur, digitale Anpassung) 

 

Informationssysteme: 

8. Welche Daten leitet die HHLA an Drittanbieter (z.B. DAKOSY) weiter und auf welche 

Daten greift das Unternehmen zu? Bestehen Informationslücken? 

9. Welchen Nutzen verspricht sich HHLA von der smartPORT Initiative? 

10. Bitte erläutern Sie mir das Konzept des vollautomatisierten Container Terminal 

Altenwerder (CTA). 
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Interview 11: DAKOSY - Frau Eggers 
2.9.15 um 15.00 Uhr 
Director Business Development 
 

Mich interessiert, inwiefern Informationen unter den unterschiedlichen Akteuren der Supply 

Chain geteilt werden und was der Nutzen davon ist. Da DAKOSY Dreh- und Angelpunkt der 

Debatte ist, würde ein Interview mit Ihnen meine Arbeit sehr bereichern. 

 

1. Inwiefern ermöglicht DAKOSY seinen Kunden ihre Arbeitsabläufe effizienter zu 

gestalten? Wo bestehen Potentiale für noch reibungslosere Arbeitsabläufe in der 

Logistikkette des Hamburger Hafens, die durch IT Solutions behoben werden 

könnten? 

 

2. Welchen Nutzen verspricht sich DAKOSY von der smartPORT Initiative? Und 

inwiefern ist smartPORT in DAKOSYs Informationssysteme integriert? 

 

3. Gibt es noch andere Drittanbieter für Daten und Informationen? 

 

4. Mit welche Unternehmen und Organisationen arbeitet DAKOSY besonders eng 

zusammen? Anders ausgedrückt, macht DAKOSY Projekte mit anderen Unternehmen 

und Institutionen (z.B. der HPA oder den Hafenbetreibern) um strategische Ziele in 

Kooperation zu erreichen? Besteht eine gemeinsame Wertschöpfung? 

 

5. Wie sehen Sie die Zukunft DAKOSY? Welche growth opportunities gibt es? 
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Interview 12: Hafen Hamburg Marketing - Herr Mattern 
8.9.15 um 15.00 Uhr (Telefonanruf!) 
Vorstand 
 

Mich interessiert wie die Akteure des Hafens miteinander agieren, kooperieren und ihre 

Leistungen miteinander koordinieren sowie auch im Wettbewerb zueinander stehen. 

 

1. Bitte erläutern Sie mir kurz die Tätigkeitsbereiche der HHM. Wer nutzt HHM? 

 

2. Inwiefern ermöglicht die HHM seinen Mitgliedern ihre Arbeitsabläufe effizienter zu 

gestalten? Wo bestehen Potentiale für noch reibungslosere Arbeitsabläufe in der 

Logistikkette des Hamburger Hafens? 

 

 

3. Für welche Unternehmen und Organisationen erarbeitet die HHM Projekte um die 

Wettbewerbsposition des Hafens als Ganzes zu stärken? 

 

4. Inwiefern gibt es eine gemeinsame Wertschöpfung der Unternehmen im Hafen? Wer 

kooperiert und in welchen Bereichen bestimmt der Wettbewerb das Geschäft? 

 

 

5. Welchen Nutzen sieht die HHM in der smartPORT Initiative für die 

Interessenvertreter des Hamburger Hafens? 

 

6. Wie sieht die HHM die Zukunft des Hamburger Hafens? 
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Interview 13: Verein Hamburger Spediteure e.V. - Hr. Thomas Schröder 

11.09.15 (Schriftliche Antwort) 

Head of Division 

 

Einige Fragen, die mich interessieren, lauten wie folgt: 

1. Bitte geben Sie mir einen Einblick über die Funktionen des Vereins. 

 

2. Inwiefern tauschen sich die Mitglieder des Vereins aus? Gibt es gemeinsame Projekte 

bzw. eine gemeinsame Wertschöpfung mit anderen Unternehmen des Hafens um z.B. 

Synergien in Prozessen oder Knowhow zu erreichen? 

 

 

3. Mit welchen externen Institutionen und Unternehmen fungiert der Verein als Sprachrohr 

für die Spediteure des Hamburger Hafens? (z.B. HPA, Terminalbetreiber) 

 

4. Welchen Nutzen sehen die Mitglieder in der smartPORT Logistics Initiative, die von der 

HPA entwickelt wird? 

 
 



 

 111 

11.3.2 Appendix C.2: Overview of Actors in the Port of Hamburg 
Detail to each categories can be found on: http://www.hafen-hamburg.de/de/portlog 
 

 
Source: Hafen Hamburg Marketing Website: PortLog, 2015 
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11.3.3 Appendix C.3: Logic Tree – Codes to Theory 
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11.3.4 Appendix C.4: Contribution of Interviewees – Interview Coding Process 
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