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Port Marketing from a Multidisciplinary Perspective: A Systematic Literature Review
and Lexicometric Analysis

Abstract

This paper aims at a systematic analysis of prevemademic research on port marketing.
First, we posit that port marketing is multidisanalry by essence, and we analyze whether
our assumption is reflected in the academic litematSecond, this paper aims at identifying
the theoretical foundations of port marketing ire tacademic literature. With these two
objectives in mind, we first conduct a large systgmliterature review, and we identify 369
relevant academic publications over the last 40syedecond, we implement an automated
content analysis — a lexicometric analysis — on36@ identified articles dealing with port-
and marketing-related topics to analyze whetheyreeptual field linking port and marketing
appears in the literature.

Despite the large existing academic research dgalith port marketing, our results do not
confirm the expected multidisciplinary embodimertt mort marketing (e.g., involving
combined work done by researchers from both (pgr isdependent fields). Hence,
considering (theoretical) concepts from the donmdimarketing management research might
leverage further research on the value creatiom thgrports.

Moreover, our lexicometric analysis highlights tlaek of a clear theoretical foundation of
port marketing as a holistic concept. We conclut@roposing a pathway towards such a
framework and outline specific topics for furthessearch to foster such a holistic port
marketing concept.

Highlights

Port marketing is assumed to be multidisciplinarynhture.

Current lack of strong and flexible theoreticaldas

Port marketing literature is divergent, and itisrpising to carve out a theoretical framework.

Relational approach based on business-to-businasketimg offers a possible theoretical
framework.

Keywords

Port marketing, multidisciplinary research, busssbusiness marketing, lexicometric
analysis, systematic literature review
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Port Marketing from a Multidisciplinary Perspective: A Systematic Literature Review
and a Lexicometric Analysis

1 Introduction

As ports are important facilitators of internatibirade, they enable an international division
of labor leading to worldwide economic growth. Fustance, more than 70% of global trade
by value is handled by ports (Shi and Li, 2017)crAcial link in international supply chains,
ports reflect a substantial proportion of a manwfiad product’s value chain in terms of
inbound and outbound logistics (Porter, 1985). Agesm obvious geographic boundary
conditions, successfully managing ports requirenporating many internal as well as
external stakeholder groups. Crucial internal dtalaer groups are, for instance, terminal
operators and port authorities. However, ports aked to be considered (and managed) as
parts of business networks that incorporate extstakeholder groups, such as municipalities
and different kinds of intermodal transport conmegiports with their hinterland as well as
companies supplying and/or demanding goods. Thagessfully outstripping competition
among ports means incorporating dynamic businesgonies.

Extensive literature exists on the question of WwHectors drive the competitiveness of ports.
Recently, scholars have published review articlealidg with port-choice in container

markets (Martinez Moya and Feo Valero, 2017), mtargestrategies of port authorities

(Parola et al., 2018), themes and tools of maritiesearch (Shi and Li, 2017) and drivers of
port competitiveness (Parola et al., 2017, Lagoedial., 2017). Generally, all these articles
emphasize the increasing competitive pressuregothrég are facing. Their results highlight the
centrality of maritime and inland connectivity, tledficiency of port operations, and the
endowment of infra and suprastructures (e.g., Raetlal.,, 2017). Moreover, the overall
economic and business-related importance of perteflected in earlier secondary review
articles (e.g., Pallis et al., 2010; Woo et al120

Furthermore, the existing literature deals with #ferementioned topics from a maritime
policy or transport research point of view. Howewse think considering the concept of
marketing to be an integrated management approachceontribute to understanding port
management. The American Marketing Associationngsfimarketing as “the activity, set of
institutions, and processes for creating, commuimgadelivering, and exchanging offerings
that have value for customers, clients, partnerg]l society at large” _(www.ama.org).
According to this definition, we are convinced thedearchers as well as practitioners benefit
from considering all management activities accagdotheir value creation potential.

Nevertheless, to the best of our knowledge, thegrgtsno study that provides an empirical
systematic review of the existing literature instfield. The existing review articles provide
very important first insights, but they remain twe tevel of narrative reviews that summarize
previous research. Against this background, weentethe results of a computerized content
analysis (Krippendorff, 2004) — a lexicometric aiséd —based on a systematic literature
review (Palmatier et al., 2018) on studies dealhity different port marketing-related topics.
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These results enable us to derive fruitful insighishow to contribute to a more rigorous
conceptualization of port marketing as a holistemagement concept.

Therefore, the goal of our paper—our focal reseguastion—is to assess the current state of
port marketing in the academic literature. Morecmely, we want to understand two aspects.
First, we posit that port marketing is multidisanalry in essence, and our intention is to
assess whether this emerges from the academiatliter Second, we aim at assessing the
theoretical background of port marketing by idemtf its current conceptual framework in
the literature. That is why the second part of cantribution aims at strengthening a
conceptual framework of port marketing researchis Ténables us to understand how
marketing can leverage the value ports are creating

In the next section, we summarize the backgrounduwfresearch. The third section is
dedicated to the presentation of our methodology thie main bibliometric results of the
systematic literature review. In our fourth sectiare present the results of our lexicometric
analysis. In the fifth section, we provide managasswell as practitioners with important
implications of our findings. Finally, we provide short conclusion outlining avenues of
further research in the last section.

2 Background of theresearch: Reasoning for a multidisciplinary approach

In 2017 and in the first half of 2018, five litena¢ reviews were published concerning
different port marketing aspects. Lagoudis et 201{7) and Parola et al. (2017) investigate
port competitiveness in a general way. Martinez dMagd Feo Valero (2017) focus on port-
choice in the container market. Shi and Li (20Ef)ew research themes and methodologies
of the maritime transport throughout the publicasiof the 2 century. Finally, Parola et al.
(2018) derive marketing strategies for port autiesi

In their critical review of the literature Parolaa. (2017) highlight main dimensions of port
competitiveness as follows: the centrality of mar& and inland connectivity, efficiency of
port operations, and endowment of infra and supretsires. They also observe a paradigm
shift from maritime-related to hinterland-relateattiors of port competitiveness. Based on the
analysis of 30 years of literature, Lagoudis e{(2017), underline port productivity and port
efficiency resulting in port selection as main dite@ns of port performance and port
competitiveness. The geographical profile of pamnpetition studies indicates that most of
the ports analyzed are European ports, followed\&in ports and North American ports.
Accordingly, the authors point out the lack of papdéocusing on developing regions
(Lagoudis et al., 2017).

Regarding the container market, Martinez Moya agal ¥alero (2017) study the role of port
authorities when shipping and landside actors npakechoice decisions. They conclude that
port-choice criteria are different in function ohether the factors are under the control of
port authorities or not, on the one hand, or whethés a maritime traffic or an inland

shipment, on the other. For interoceanic traffiee primary factors of port-choice are port
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costs, geographical location, hinterland connectmort infrastructure, and port efficiency
(Martinez Moya and Feo Valero, 2017).

Finally, Parola et al. (2018) elaborate in a reweortk on the important role of port authorities
form a marketing perspective. Based on 86 qualgatterviews conducted at port authorities
they derive a multidimensional framework on thatggic positioning of port authorities. The
authors derive five marketing objectives on différéevels of interaction (e.g., business-to-
administration).

Overall, the literature reviews also highlight difént further research questions related to the
competition of ports. Some of the authors’ solwi@oncern operational questions. Lagoudis
at al. (2017) propose investigating the link betweperational and financial performance
whereas Parola et al. (2017) propose studyingdhsexjuences of the growing economies of
scale in shipping. Other future research themesnare related to different managerial fields
like the investigation of the influence of the pauthorities’ strategies on the actors’ decision-
making process to identify theal decision maker (Martinez Moya and Feo Valero, 2017)
Parola et al. (2017) propose studying the instihdl change in port governance due to
pressure imposed by green and sustainability aigdle There are also proposals concerning
competition like the intraport competition (Lagosidit al., 2017) or the rise of co-opetition
among ports in proximity (Parola et al., 2017), tlegwork as the port-choice criteria by the
industry (Martinez Moya and Feo Valero, 2017) a¢ tlevelopment of interfirm networks
(Parola et al., 2017).

These literature reviews show researchers’ inangasnterest concerning the different
guestions and matters of port competition. One ph&ftirther research could focus on firm
level questions. The other part could be directediatds broader elements of port
competition, namely the local or international netks. Marketing, closely cooperating with
other disciplines, seems to be in a good positigoropose some successful solutions to these
and other important questions.

In the fields which are at the intersection of taromore disciplines (McDougall and Oviatt,
2000) researchers may tend to specialize in omgptliee or the other, with the result that
studies are well constructed and theory based énfietd, yet perhaps deficient in the other.
As Coviello and Jones (2004) emphasize resolviegirtibalance in knowledge contribution
from different disciplines, collaboration amongfdient fields is desired and necessary. Thus,
a multidisciplinary approach may combine the crugiaalities of theories and models of
different, but related fields. It may also credte base of a strong and flexible theoretical
framework of port marketing.

3 Methodological approach
3.1 Characteristics of a systematic literature sawi

The systematic literature review approach has ottsr in medical research and is now
considered a powerful tool in other disciplines;liing psychology, information systems,
and business and management (Senivongse et al). kystematic literature review “is

5
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based on a clearly formulated question, identifedgvant studies, appraises their quality and
summarizes the evidence by use of explicit methagol It is the explicit and systematic
approach that distinguishes systematic reviews fri@uitional reviews and commentaries”
(Khan et al., 2003, p. 118). An important charasterof a systematic literature review is that
it takes a concept-centric approach. It means tih@tconcepts determine the organizing
framework of a review (Senivongse et al., 2017).

In a systematic literature review, the researcheays forms the research question before the
beginning of the review (Boell and Cecez-Kecmano215). This provides a solid pathway
to guide what the researcher is looking for, alloyvthe formulation of a meaningful survey
of the literature. With predefined research questiadhe researcher can look for evidence
from the literature. This is considered a more diggpproach to developing a good support-
based literature review (Khan et al., 2003).

Durach et al. (2017) emphasize that regardlessheffield, discipline, or philosophical
perspective, systematic literature reviews commoioljow six steps: (1) defining the
research question, (2) determining the requiredracheristics of primary studies, (3)
retrieving a sample of potentially relevant litena, (4) selecting the pertinent literature, (5)
synthesizing the literature, and (6) reporting thsults. Moreover, Tranfield et al. (2003)
draw on previous guidelines to provide the adaptatf systematic literature reviews to the
management field. We basically follow these two rapphes outlined by Tranfield et al.
(2003) and Durach et al. (2017). In the followingpsection 3.2, we describe the application
of the process from step 1 to step 4. Later, whagkte on step 5 and 6 in the sections 4 and
5.

3.2 Steps in defining the relevant literature base

Step 1: Research question

The goal of our paper—our focal research questianteiassess the current state of port
marketing in the academic literature. More pregisele mainly want to assess two aspects.
First, we posit that port marketing is multidisanalry by essence and our attention is to
assess whether this holds in the academic literat8econd, we aim at assessing the
theoretical background of port marketing by hightigg its conceptual framework.

Step 2: Required characteristics of primary studies

We include in our systematic literature review oalticles published in refereed journals. We
do not consider book chapters, articles in confegeproceedings, Ph.D. dissertations, or
management reports. While these resources alsainontlevant information, we limit
ourselves to peer reviewed journal articles to ensynthesizing work that meets quality
assessments in a comparable way. As we posit & Wuork that port marketing is
multidisciplinary by essence, we do not limit oearsch to the most important field journals.
Instead, we consider all scientific journals refeed in the subsequently described scientific
database.
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Step 3: Sample of potentially relevant literature

We conducted a keyword search on Scopus (Elsetoerdlentify a first set of relevant
articles. We selected the Scopus database in aoomedvith recent literature reviews in the
field (see, for example, Parola et al., 2017). Ssap recognized as one of the databases with
the largest coverage, which is of key interest wt@mducting multidisciplinary research. We
limit our search to the articles published from 83@ 2017 to reflect the last 40 years of
research on port marketing.

A group of experts from different disciplines (inding maritime economics, transport
geography, operations management, marketing, aechational business networks) agreed
on the most relevant keywords to include in thedeaFirst, we determined the keywords
related to marketing. Our starting points wereghevementioned marketing definition of the
American Marketing Association and the definitiohWeitz and Wensley (2002) in their
Handbook of Marketing. They claim that “marketirggthe study of relationships between
buyers and sellers, between firms and their markedsketing managers and their customers.
Clearly effective marketing is based on a thorouglderstanding of the needs and buying
behaviors of customers, both consumers and orgamah buyers, and both as collectivities
and as individuals” (Weitz and Wensley, 2002: 3)e Thoice of “Marketing” as a keyword is
evident. “Value creation” is the essential partaofy marketing activity. “Competitiveness”
(completed by “Competition”) is, on one hand, origh® general characteristics of market
economy (Hunt, 2000) and consequently of the enumment on which the marketing activities
are happening. On the other hand, from a focal emyip point of view “Competitiveness”
means the efforts to satisfy their target custonféas, 2013) and at the same time to cope
with their competitors. “Attractivity” (completedyld'Attraction” and “Attractiveness”) is the
other side of the competitiveness, as it means ti@vcustomers perceive the marketing
activities of the competing companies (Ellegaardl 2003, Wilkinson et al., 2005).

Second, we selected keywords related to port. "Rera straightforward choice. Then, we
reflected the two sides of the port interface byedeng “Maritime” (completed by
“Shipping”) for the foreland side of port operatoomand “Hinterland” to account for the
growing importance of inland operations.

We then conducted a search in Scopus for those deelgnin the articles (including title,
keywords, and abstract) by combining one word eelab port and one word related to
marketing. For instance, we searched for (“Maritim®R “Shipping”) AND
(“Competitiveness” OR “Competition”). This results 12 lists of articles (by combining one
of the three port related keywords and one of the fnarketing related keywords) including
in total 1,945 occurrences. The number of occuesnior each of the 12 combinations
appears in Table 1.
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Port Hinterland Maritime or Shipping

Marketing 113 14 255
Competitiveness or 621 116 644
Competition

Attractivity or Attraction or

: 86 31 50
Attractiveness
Value Creation 7 1 7
Table 1 The number of occurrences for each cortibmaf keywords

Step 4: Selecting therelevant literature

Note that some articles appear in several listditgato several occurrences of the same
article. The database includes 1,502 individuatled with an average occurrence of 1.29 per
article. For each of the 1,502 articles, two merabmrthe team of authors were randomly
assigned to decide for inclusion in the follow upges. We can notice form Table 1 that
Competitiveness” OR “Competition” combined with @rfprelated keywords generate 71% of
the occurrences.” Many articles were rejected ay there not related to port logistics (i.e.,
port is used with a different meaning in computgeisce and medicine for instance). Then,
we excluded articles not dealing with a maritimetge.g., a dry port or an inland port). We
also excluded articles not mentioning any of theerimal port stakeholders in the title,
keywords or abstract. For instance, articles dgakiith marketing activities of shipping lines
were excluded if the connection with port marketwgs not made. Finally, in several
consensus meetings, conflicting assignments weselwed to obtain a final list of 369
articles. The references of the 369 articles setkeppear in Appendix 1. Table 2 below
highlights the results for each keyword search.eNbat some articles appear as the result of
several combination of keywords as seen in Table 1.

Port Hinterland Maritime or Shipping
Marketing 24 2 10
Competitiveness or 319 59 150
Competition
Attract|V|'Fy or Attraction 21 5 9
or Attractiveness
Value Creation 5 1 0
Table 2 The results for each keyword combination

Table 2 includes 605 occurrences, i.e., an avavagerrence per article of 1.64. The increase
in the average occurrence per article is a sigrooistency as we can expect that the relevant
articles often include several keywords relatedptot and several keywords related to
marketing in the title, keywords, and abstract. &wer, the combination of the two
keywords “Port” AND “Marketing” is apparently nabté most predominant result. These two
keywords appear together in only 24 of the 369csetearticles. This low proportion may
have several explanations. The marketing concegeneral is perhaps more focused on the
operational aspects of marketing, namely on the different etk mix parameters
(McCharty, 1960; Show and Jones, 2005) and, ambeq,t particularly on the pricing
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parameter. Consequently, the literature covers reategicaspects of marketing (Lambin,
2007) as market knowledge, segmentation or targédim lesser extent.

Compatratively, “Port” AND (“Competitiveness” or “@upetition”) appear in 319 of the 369
selected articles. We refer to Parola et al. (2G@7)an in-depth literature review on port
competitiveness. However, limiting port marketimgport competitiveness does not enable a
more general conceptualization of port marketing.

3.3 Descriptive bibliographic results

Figure 1 below illustrates the number of publicasigper year in our dataset from 1978 to
2017. We notice that the number of publicationsygar has rapidly increased during the last
decade. This can be partly related to the globphesion of the number of articles published
in peer reviewed journals during the last decadgeaneral as well as partly related to an
increase in the economic and business importanperbfnarketing elements.

Number of publications per year

50
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
B et L L EEE e FE L EE LR EEE T
A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A NNANANANNANANNNANNNANANNNN
Figure 1 Number of publications per year in ouadsdt from 1978 to 2017

Table 3 provides the most well-represented jouraalsvell as the number of occurrences in
our database of 369 articles. Note that this tabddudes all journals with at least three
articles listed. Not surprisingly, the journals rfrothe area of Maritime Economics and
Transport Geography are the most represented bioggever, we can notice that 27% of the
articles in our database are published in journdtls less than three occurrences. This shows
the variety and the multidisciplinary nature of theues related to port marketing.

Maritime Policy & Management 61
Maritime Economics & Logistic 33
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The Asian journal of shipping and logistics 20

Research in Transportation Business & Management | 18

Journal of Transport Geography 16
International Journal of Shipping and Transportitgs 13
Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice 12

Transport Reviews 10

International Journal of Transport Economics

Pomorstvo: Scientific Journal of Maritime Research

Transport Policy
Transportation Research Part E: Logistics and Pramation Review
PROMET-Traffic&Transportation

Transportation Journal

Transportation Research Part B: Methodological
Growth and Change
International Journal of Logistics Research andlispfions

Research in Transportation Economics

Transportation Planning and Technology

Asia Pacific Viewpoint

European Transport Research Review

Polish Maritime Research

Tijdschrift voor economische en sociale geografie

W W W wWww(h~|d{d]|dlOjJOW|0|©O©|©O| ©Of ©

Transport
Table 3 The most well-represented journals

In our database, there are 52 articles with fouh@s or more (up to 7 authors) and an
average number of authors per article of 2.5. Tdllewing Table 4 highlights the authors

who appear the most in our database. All the astivih at least five publications included in

our database are listed. We additionally provide dbuntry of their current affiliation based

on further screenings on their institution websites

Name Number of publication | country of affiliation
Lam, J. S. L. 15 Singapore
Notteboom, T 12 Belgium
Pallis, A. A. 8 Greece
Yeo, G. T. 8 Korea
Zhang, A. 8 Canada
Parola, F. 7 Italy
Song, D. W 7 UK
Cullinane, K. 6 Sweden
Yap, W. Y. 6 Singapore
Chang, Y. T. 5 South Korea
Ng, A. K. 5 Canada
Twrdy, E. 5 Slovenia
Wang, Y. 5 USA

10
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Table 4 The most active authors in the field oft poarketing
3.4 Lexicometric analysis procedure: Lexicometnelgsis with Iramuteq

Lexicometric analysis is a powerful approach to ghely of textual data. It has been used in
different scientific domains, as well as profesalodomains, for example in companies
conducting market studies (Helme-Guizon and GaWadet, 2004). Through analyses
carried out with the aid of software such as Aleest Iramuteq, this method allows
researchers to make inferences about qualitatktedkedata in a systematic and quantitative
manner (Abhayawansa, 2011). In essence, theseapneglink qualitative and quantitative
methods (Giannelloni and Vermette, 2001). The dta#il analyses (Reinert, 1990) of the
texts (i.e., the included articles) carried outtbg programs can reveal existent clusters of
concepts in the texts (Krippendorff, 1989), allogveutomated textual analysis to code words
in a systematic fashion and one that reduces biiaset al., 2014; Macke et al., 2018).

While this method may be new to the port domaihgptsocial sciences and management
sciences have exploited its capacity to conce@edhemes that emerge from a corpus — a
set of texts collected for analysis —thanks to stagistically created classes of words which
the authors of the corpus frequently link togettran example, Chanel et al. (2014) use this
method to extract factors motivating land-use pedién the South of France from a corpus of
semidirective interviews. Guerrero et al. (2008plghis method to transcriptions of focus
groups in order to understand the cross-culturieréinces in definition and innovation
concerning traditional food products. While theds#s cited are two of many that have used
this tool on original textual data in managemenerstes, several research groups have
exploited this tool to study a corpus of acadenterdture. Mathieu and Roehrich (2005)
chose this method to study researchers’ definitainaarketing throughout the history of this
management science. Plumecocq (2014) uses thisocthaihstudy the evolving discourses in
the field of ecological economics in a substard@pus of abstracts. Finally, in the domain of
entrepreneurship, Macke et al. (2018) used thihoaeas part of their systematic literature
review process. Thus, for our study, lexicometmalgsis seemed a promising method for
understanding the structure and the tendencies oof marketing in multidisciplinary
academic literature—such as maritime economics, ketiag, logistics, supply chain
management, and transport geography.

Iramuteq is an open-access software based omipgdiic method outlined in Reinert’'s 1990
article (Smyrnaios and Ratinaud, 2017). Reinertsthond aims to discover representations
found in a specific corpus or body of texts by a&ting the statistical distribution of lexical
elements such as nouns, verbs, adjectives, andrbsd(&einert, 1990). The linguistic
assumption behind this method is that when an ayilazes two lexical elements within a
certain distance, generally that of a clause, sloedating a representation that connects these
two elements (Reinert, 1990). Following this reasgnin a corpus containing texts from
various authors, the reoccurrence of two or moxiedd elements together indicates that these
two or more elements formanceptual field Conceptual fields differ from lexical fields in
that the latter are words that are always assatiaith certain representations whereas the
former emerge from the specific lexical distribatiom a given corpus (Reinert, 1990). For
instance, the wordgort and maritime belong to the same lexical field. The connection

11
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between these two words is generally accepted, without any context. The worg®rt and
marketing however, belong to two different lexical fields.

The aim of this study is therefore to verify whetkigey belong to the same conceptual field
in the corpus used for this study. In fact, a cpheal field emerges from the analysis of a
specific corpus in which the authors choose to Bfments by placing them in the same
segment. A segment is a small part of the text tinadretically corresponds to a clause (a
subject and its verb). Iramuteq measures the ligton of words in segments in order to
build a representation of these conceptual fidkds.this reason, this method was adapted to
our study. It allows us to test for the associabbwords traditionally linked to the domain of
ports with words traditionally linked to the domain afarketingto discover whether the
conceptual field oport marketingexists in our corpus.

The articles identified were imported into Iramut@dpen each article was coded a¥$ext
with variables. Variables are the name of the aytti@ year of publication, the marketing
keyword as well as the port keyword through whibleyt were mined from the Scopus
database. Subvariables were also added to theaedentify the title, the abstract and the
body of the article. Results are describedf@ass which is the term Iramuteq uses for
lemmatized content words that include adjectivelyeebs, nouns and verbs. Lemmatization
means that the words suchrass, ran, run are all counted under the active forum. Active
formsare forms that appear more than once. Finalhg@axis a word that only occurs once
in a corpus. In this article, the corpus is theugrof written academic articles gathered for the
lexicometric analysis.

4 Results of the lexicometric analysis
4.1 Results concerning the frequency of most offed words

The lexicometric analysis was performed on a cogumposed of the 36Bextsincluding
2,617,224 occurrences of words with an averageQ&47/51 occurrences per text (i.e., around
7,054 words per article). These occurrences areenudd39,982 forms including 18,254
hapaxes (0.70% of occurrences and 45.66% of fori®re were 18,221 active forms used
for the analysis.

These active forms can be divided into four maiegaries:

* First, the wordport represents almost 5% of active occurrences, slgpisncentral
importance in the overall corpus of all texts.

* Second, nine words each account for more than 0.4% ofaatlve occurrences.
Altogether, these nine words represent anothergereent of all active occurrences.
They includecontainer, terminalservice cost, ship, market, moddtansport and
competition (market being the lemmatization oimarket 4,709 occurrences;
marketing 526 occurrencesmarkets 808 occurrencesmnarketed 4 occurrences).
These words represent the core of the overall srpu

» Subsequently, theéhird group is composed of another 82 words that reptese
together with the first two groups, the top tiettlod active occurrences.
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* Finally, thefourth group represents the rest of the words and amdonts/o-thirds
of the overall occurrences and 99.69% of all forms.

In sum, 93 words (0.31% of all forms) represent tmed of all active occurrences of the
overall corpus. The ratio of this small subset @irdg in the overall corpus shows that we
have a consistent corpus. Indeed, these activesf@entrally characterize this corpus: all
authors of the 369 academic articles included chibese 97 active forms to write their
various studies related to port and marketing. Gitleis consistent corpus, a statistical
method that studies their co-occurrences (i.e.ptiweirrence of combinations of those words),
by means of a lexicometric analysis using Iramuitedjcates links or conceptual connections
the authors intended to make between the underbpngepts represented by these words.

Therefore, the words from the three first groupsenselected for the main analysis. Figure 2
shows the logarithmic distribution of active formghe overall corpus. Concerning the words
for selection of the articles, they are predictaphgsent in the top occurrences, with the
exception ofattractivenessWe notice also that marketing-related words appéi&r port-
related words rather than appearing interspersed.

share on total
Rank Form Occurrences
occurrences
» 1 |port 63080 4,8%
¢ ®oce 2 |container 11723 0,9%
- ‘ 3 [terminal 9248 0,7%
S 4 |service 8829 0,7%
s 5 |cost 8475 0,6%
’g 6 |ship 7816 0,6%
b 7 |market 6047 0,5%
§ 8 |model 5860 0,4%
f.__’ 9 |[transport 5571 0,4%
s S 10 |competition 5119 0,4%
22 |value 3906 0,3%
27 |hinterland 3537 0,3%
2,

- 46 |competitiveness 2934 0,2%
- : : : : h— 68 |competitive 2492 0,2%
1 10 100 1000 10000 554 |attractiveness 485 0,04%
log(rangs) 984 |attractive 242 0,02%

Figure 2 The logarithmic distribution of active ffies in the overall corpus

4.2 Results on the occurrence of combinationsefithst often used words

As explained in the previous section, Iramuteq ksedown texts into smaller parts called
segments. These segments are based on punctuati@nasize criterfa Iramuteq classifies
these segments into clusters based on the distribat words. The analysis of the proximity
of words in segments and the recurrence of thiximity indicates the existence of a
conceptual field. Moreover, the closer two wordpesy together in segments, the stronger

! The authors used the size of segment given asldefahe software: 40 words per segment. Thisesponds
to the general length of a clause, a subject anekitb.

13



the indication of the existence of an underlyingaaptual field. Even though two concepts

may belong to different lexical fields, a high fuemcy of occurrence in the same segment
indicates that a conceptual field containing botists for the authors. This method is called

similarity analysis.

H W N

First, a similarity analysis was run with the wapdrt (Figure 3). This analysis provides a
representation centered on this concept and a feupg of concepts that are strongly enough
interlinked to be independent froport. These groups arsupply chain, Hong Kongnd
ship(ping) line There is no marketing-related concept forminghsa@roup that is strongly
enough interlinked to be independent frport. This latter point tends to show that the two
10 concepts ofport and marketing are not considered as equally important concaptthe

11 literature. Obviously, it seems that previous redeapplies marketing to port rather than
12 considering ports as a subfield of marketing stsidie
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14  Figure 3 Similarity analysis centered on the woodt

15  Second, conducting this lexical similarity analysis oretbubset of the second most often used
16 words (i.e., container, terminal, service cost, ship, market, modelransport and

17  competition, but without the central concept of port, enablissto look deeper into the
18 underlying conceptual fields (Figure 4). There a&nelve groups of concepts that are
19 interrelated around six of the main concepts (centainer, terminal,service cost, ship,

14



N

O 00 N O 0 b W

10
11
12
13

14

market, modeltransport and competitior). Containet being the most occurring word is at
the center of the mapping with eight connected gsou

three of these eight groups are related to metloggobf researchsfudy, case,
research — table, result, datum — model, variatsisior;

one of these eight groups concerns a specific(plamg Kong;

one of these eight groups concerns marketimgyket, share, competitiye

one of these eight groups concerns $ys(em, development, information, progess
and

one of these eight groups concerns econateydglopment, economic, actiyity

Then, there is a branch of groups going froomtainerto ship, next toservice and finally
leading tocost Within this chain of concepts, the group arosedvicecontains concepts of
marketing Yalue, price, demandand two subbranches, one towasdgply chainand the
other one towardfactorsof competitiveness
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Figure 4 Similarity analysis centered on the wocdstainer, terminal service cost,
ship, market, modglransport,andcompetition

Third, to identify conceptualizations of marketing inisthdomain, i.e., based on the
recurrence of proximity between two words indicgtthe existence of a conceptual field, we
usedmarket (being the lemmatization aharketing markets and marketedl in our lexical
similarity analysis (Figure 5). As a result, twoabches emerge. The first one leads to
competition which divides into one sub-twig guice and another sub-twig dime operators.
Further,competitionleads tomodelthat is split into a group connecteddimdyanda group
connected taresult The second branch leads viereaseof markets with one sub-twig
concerningincreaseof capacity (investments, infrastructure, government, pgliand the
other sub-twig concerning increaseti@ffic, volumeandcarga Thisincreaseof cargoleads
then to groups concernittigansport, development, tradandsupply chain
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Figure 5 Similarity analysis centered on the wararket
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4.3 Factorial correspondence analysis

While similarity analysis shows an interesting atatf the corpus organization of main
concepts, Reinert (1990) recommends the use of ctorfal correspondence analysis
(Hirschfeld, 1935) in order to identify the mainogps of relations in the corpus in detail.
Carrying out a factorial correspondence analysabkss us to show (a) a dendogram based on
the hierarchical clustering of words and (b) a greal visualization of clusters of words in a
two-dimensional graphical form. As a multivariatdatsstical technigque—somewhat
comparable to factor analysis—AFC enables us tp oel categorical data. Calculating chi-
squared statistic-based on contingency tables ¢pents of the recurrence of the proximity of
words indicating the existence of conceptual figldprovides a means of displaying and
summarizing a set of data in a two-dimensional lgicg form (Greenacre, 2007). In our case,
the results show six classes of words on two aixigsife 7).

Prior to the interpretation of the two axes, wetfinspected a dendrogram to illustrate the
hierarchical clustering of the words which enahlsgo interpret the six identified classes of
words. The six classes were divided into two maenbhes in the dendrogram. In order to
reduce bias, the naming of these categories was ihotwo steps between a port scholar, a
marketing scholar, and a linguist. First, a bliradning of each category by each scholar was
done and, second, iterations were conducted unthgromise was found.

The first class to be generated by the model (Eidgi)y meaning the most significant, is

composed of business logistics words, as opposedatss 4 that is composed of port

operations words. Class 2 regroups research-agprested words while class 6 regroups

methods, names, and concepts. Class 3 gathersapbomal areas and concepts related to port
and sea. Lastly, class 5 regroups governance ctscep

An interesting observation from this analysis iattmarketing does not appear as a class
while port (operations) does. The marketing coneeptains in the background with words
appearing in most of the classes (circled in Fig)rel'his might indicate a potential lack of a
theoretical foundation for port marketing as a dtalone concept.
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Figure 6 Dendrogram with named classes of the wbarlpus

Factorial correspondence analysis statisticallygsowords on two axes depending on the co-
occurrences of words in segments. The results sinowlasses of words on two axes (Figure
7). In the same manner as the six different clabses been labelled, the axes have been
interpreted in two steps by the same set of inderplinary scholars. It appears that the first
axis (factor 1) opposes abstract and concrete w@ughe negative side of the axis, there are
words related to modelization of reality and reskaf hen, closer to 0, management concepts
appear. On the positive side, words go from modesamsportation, cargo, handling to
geographic places. This factor 1 can be interpratespreading words on an abstraction axis.
The second axis (factor 2) appears to distributedlsron an opposition between operation and
management. On the negative part (operation), thsretwo clouds of words constituting
class 6 on methods and class 4 on port operatidethods being operations of research goes
from concepts (application of methods, names ofhoud, etc.) to management of research
(from conclusion to review, to context until understanyl The other side of the graph goes
from port operationsdischarge berth handle transport ...) to trade ¢anal export trade,
international ...), then business logisticsdrvice, improve, supply, organizational) to
finally governancedontract, concession, private, public, dialojue

Marketing concepts do not represent a significdasscby themselves, but they are located
around the center of the graph, which is consistattit the methodology of our research since
marketing is central to the literature reviewed.
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Figure 7 Clusters of the whole corpus

The graphical representation shows a propellereshaih three blades. One blade deals with
methods of research. Another blade deals with pr@amgyeography and operational logistics.
The last one deals with logistics management. Ifewaude the methodological aspects that
are intrinsic to such literature reviews, thera idichotomy between operations logistics and
management logistics of ports. Such a dichotonsaaly exists in the literature on logistics as
well as in research communities. For example, tl@eetwo branches of development in
logistics literature. On the one hand, marketingtesl literature investigates distribution
channels and the buffer effects of inventory toveanarkets. On the other hand, production-
related literature investigates the optimization ppbcesses and costs through inventory
management and route planning.

In that sense, Dornier and Fender (2007) providenaplete overview of the evolution of the
definition of logistics—departing from the early dmtieth centuries’ authors (Clark, 1922;
Crowel, 1901). These authors identify a functiorpbf/sical operation management without
having a very clear definition of it. Ballou (200@xplains the fact that the domains of
marketing and production both claimed responsybitir physical distribution, even though
distribution now belongs to the field of logistids.1973, however, logistics was identified as
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a strategic function by Heskett (1973). Supply @Ghilanagement attempts a theoretical
reconciliation of these two approaches through suppd demand management. It seems,
however, that this dichotomy still appears in tieédfof port studies.

In a further step, factorial correspondence analy&s performed using only the abstracts of
the selected articles in order to extract the @iréhe research linkingort and marketing

This second factorial correspondence analysis shewmse similarities. However, overall
there are more significant classes (Figure 8). Ggatyy does not appear while economy,
transport and trade emerge from the factorial spoadence analysis as classes. Cruise also
appears very clearly.

I
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Figure 8 Dendrogram with named classes of the adistr

The factorial correspondence analysis shows aaimiopeller shaped distribution of words
with different elements (Figure 9). On one bladegré are international trade concepts
(cruise, transportandtrade), on another one the research and methods wordierathe last
one strategy, management and economy appear.sTtamsistent with the construction of an
abstract with three categories: the domain (intevnal trade), the methods and the
recommendations (economy, strategy, and management)

The other important fact to highlight is that désghe growing number of classes, there is
still no marketing class. Cruise appears as a puhtdut there is still no explicit port
marketing subtopic.
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Clusters of the abstracts

4.4 Evolution of occurrences of words across time

Finally, we analyze the evolution of occurrencesvwajrds across time. This adds an
interesting component to the associatiopaift andmarketing First, the identification of the

10 most used words per annum is an interestingamali. Since 1979, every yeaqrt is the

top occurrence, except in 1991 where it is thetfoaccurrenceMarketappeared only eleven
times out of thirty-three years. Once in the eightitwice in the nineties, four times in the
first decade of the twenty-first century and foumds in the present decade. There is,
therefore, an increasing importance. It howevereappin top occurrences in the past and has
dropped to the end of the top ten since then.
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Rank 1979 1981 1983 1986 1988 1989 1990 1991 1994 1995
1|port port port port port port port cruise port port
2|trade competition|seaport _economic new zone _trade competition
3|canadian service state miami community |[share free passenger |west terminal
4lexport area seattle trade marine coast trade port south authority
5leffect seaport local traffic developmer]import terminal ship uk traffic
6|share public authority  |export cargo york productivity|industry gripaios mombasa
7|variable authority |container |cargo activity equipment [nation age ro trust
8| cargo transport  |merger import authority  |machinery [developmer|survey channel es
9|canada range tacoma teus industrial |east authority |economic |plymouth [privatisation
10]import policy public facility function los example population |sea salaam
Rank 1996 1997, 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
1|port port port port port port port port port port port
2|rotterdam |industry transport  |pp cost factor cost cost container [terminal service
3|transport [bunker container |greek location container |service model terminal container |container
4fuk policy hong investment |price reputation |infrastructurjcontainer [cost service competition
5|plan transport  |kong price ship trust hong china efficiency |east
6|good eu ship major transportatidantwerp kong service operator ship
7|sea european |china revenue hong relationship]|price transport  [mainland  |model asia
8larea developmer]service piraeus kong firm efficiency |time table operation |[trade
9lnew state hinterland [greece risk al transport |variable transhipmer]ship china
10|ship _Iine term hub seaport commission |trade criterion cargo capacity
Rank 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
1|port port port port port port port port port port port
2|container |service container [container |terminal container |terminal container |container [service service
3|terminal terminal terminal container |[cost container |[ship service cost terminal
4]service |cost time cost service model service terminal competitive|container |[container
5|transport |model ship ship ship ship ship service ship terminal cost
6|ship container |model system capacity model cost cost ship al
7 system efficiency [time cost time al al al study
8|traffic opportunity|cost cargo operator transport competition transport  |ship
9lincrease |efficiency [service service capacity service study terminal increase time
10| cost logistic transport  |efficiency [transport |price developmer|study model maritime
Table 5 Top ten words by year

From the yearly analysis of the top 10 occurrensesje remarks can be made. In certain
years, we observe a concentration of words fromstrae branch of a port sector, such as
cruise(1991) anccontainers(2013, 2014, 2015). This latter concept gainsripartance with
time. This shows a segmentation of the analysgodf marketing. There are also years with a
concentration of operation management and macroesc-related topics (2004, 2005,
2009, 2016). Furthermore, there is also a stramgbetween costs and services (2003, 2007,
2008, 2011, 2016). In sum, there are either maormmuic and operations management
approaches or business-to-consumer (B2C) approaeiibs segmentation, clients, and
costs/services trade off. There is, however, narclombination of business-to-business
(B2B) keywords among the top 10 occurrences dutimat period. This constitutes a
surprising finding since a port is an industry, aa® such, we would expect most of the
marketing topics related to ports to be at the B2RI.

To analyze to what extent port-related topics aomnected to B2B tendencies, we
investigated in detail the overlap between keywamsided by a Delphi study of the leading
U.S. business market researchers organized by #meC of Business and Industrial
Marketing at Penn State University. The most citedrds areservice customerand
relationship The latter, which is probably the strongest B2Bted keyword, has most of its
occurrences in only one of the years (2015). Therdowever, no trend concerning B2B
keywords.
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Figure 9 Marketing keywords

The same analysis was conducted with the five megmcepts identified by Parola et al.
(2017) about port competitiveness. These conceaptdeas represented than the B2B ones.
There is, however, a positive trend starting frdd@2 Network, Scale, and Governance are
the major key concepts developed in Port and Margestudies. Green and Coopetition
rarely appear.

Evolution of occurrences of trendy port competitiveness keywords
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Figure 10 Competitiveness keywords

Finally, the yearly evolution of the seven keywomlsthe present study provides some
interesting data. Port-related words have more roenoes. However, if we excludeort,
marketing-related keywords are of a growing impacgaand become more important starting
from the year 2014.
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Figure 11 Port marketing keywords
5 Implications of the findings
5.1 Multidisciplinary nature of the port marketiagademic literature

First, we notice that marketing-related words appedependently from port-related words.
This tends to show that both conceptpoit andmarketingare not yet well-connected within
the literature. On the contrary, transportationed &ogistics-related topics are more clearly
linked while marketing and service concepts areoainndependent from other concepts. For
instance,market (marketbeing the lemmatization oharketing markets and marketedl is
associated witkompetitive, share, relationshipndpositionconstituting marketing concepts.
However,serviceis related tdevel, quality, customerstc. and is linked tship because of
the idea ofshipping line servicesOverall, through comparing business management and
operations management concerning logistics topies can confirm the existence of a
dichotomy in the literature on logistics as welliagesearch communities. Our confirmation
of this structural dichotomy is especially basedtmresults of analyzing the full texts.

Second, there is a dominant approach of markesraytaol for port research areas rather than
a subfield of marketing research in port managenigme very low number of articles in this
systematic literature review that are publishedtone marketing journals is a first piece of
strong evidence. Moreover, the marketing semandilc fappears in conceptual fields of
transport geography, transport economy, port garera and policy, and marginally, in port
operation.

Third, we cannot observe clear combinations of B2Bwords in the top 10 occurrences of
the time interval observed. However, a port israfustry, and as such, most of the marketing
related to ports should be at the B2B level. Initwltl container-related topics are more
present than bulk-related. In terms of marketingk s more likely to be a field for B2B
marketing than container. We will elaborate on thisk of B2B-related words in the next
section to conceptualize existing research onrmparketing.

5.2 Proposed theoretical framework for port mankgti

Based on the results of the lexicometric analysis,try to conceptualize port marketing
research as an integrated approach. Our study asegilon a systematic literature review by
means of a lexicometric analysis. The main contidlouof this methodology is to show an
overall picture of the summarized past researchs Fludy observes that port marketing
research is at the intersection of business madgetnaritime transport (including both goods
and persons), service management, logistics, applysghain management. Port marketing
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contributes to the actors’ value creation process @ the competitiveness of ports. The
increasing importance of the hinterland-relateddigcin the port competitiveness (Parola et
al., 2017) strongly draws attention to the roldosiness networks and the importance of the
capabilities of the management in a network (Fdral.a2011). The multidisciplinary nature
of port marketing draws attention not only to tleemplexity of the phenomenon but also to
the necessity of a balanced application (Coviellml a@ones, 2004) of the knowledge
contribution of the different involved fields. Thughe multidisciplinary nature of port
marketing should require a joint effort of businesarketing, maritime transport, service
management, logistics, and supply chain managerasearchers.

Particularly, another interesting finding is that tbusiness/marketing approach is not the
main approach to port marketing research. It iprssing not only because most of the actors
in the field are organizations, but also becausé thusiness always takes place in a certain
type of business relationships which, being strpingerrelated, form business networks.

We believe that “the real purpose of marketing rsmethus should be to know, to describe,
and to understand marketing phenomena rather thiag lable to predict them, and that may
be more important to marketing scholarship” (TaaiR011: 510). Accordinglyp frame and

to develop the research efforts in the field, oolugson is to place the port marketing on a
relational base.

From a relational marketing point of view, we calesi the port itself as a complex
embodiment of all economic, technological, socatd geographical components of the
exchange (Bagozzi, 1975; Hunt, 2013) and the intiena (Hakansson, 1982; Hakansson et
al., 2004) between involved professional actors.

Bagozzi (1975) argues that the exchange is a congpld multidimensional process, which is
one of the critical concerns in marketing. He catemgs exchange into three forms of
transactions: restricted, generalized, and comelehange. Restricted exchange is a simple
transaction between the buyer and the seller basethe give and take (quid pro quo)
principle. In generalized exchange, the socialractiorm a system in which each actor gives
to another but receives from someone other tharmhiom he gave. ... Complex exchange
refers to a system of mutual relationships at ldase parties. Each social actor is involved in
at least one direct exchange, while the entireesyss organized by an interconnecting web
of relationships” (Bagozzi, 1975: 33).

Interactions are different to transactions, as threynot based on the quid pro quo principle.
Instead, they are based on the mutual interdependerd influence of the exchange partners,
i.e., the buyer and the seller (Ford et al., 2M&kansson and Snehota, 2002). Interactions,
more precisely the frequency of interactions (Hakan et al.,, 2004), build business

relationships between the buyer and seller. Theseaeéss relationships, where we have the
same type of actor on both sides — both the sedimd) buying side are companies or other
professional organizations, create the peculiafitlyusiness markets. This similarity of actors

has far-reaching consequences for the market mesg¢bliakansson and Snehota, 2002).

The formation of relationships follows an econotaigic and plays an important role both in
the achievement of economic efficiency and in fuglinnovation (Anderson et al., 1994).
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Given the prominence of relationships in busineaskets and their impact on the economic
performance of business organizations, the taskmafketing management in business
markets can be framed as action in relationshipgléfson et al., 2009; Ford et al., 2011).
The development of business relationships, whichihes core of marketing in business
markets (Hakansson and Snehota, 2002), entaildapévg new patterns of connections and
interactions (Hakansson et al., 2017).

This framework may include at the same time thdiegion of the Industrial Marketing and
Purchasing (IMP) approach (Hakansson, 2006) andefadionship marketing management
(El-Ansary, 2005). The IMP approach serves to descand consequently to more deeply
understand the port marketing phenomenon. In theyelationship marketing management,
which is a more normative approach (Hunt, 2013)ussful in facilitating the relational
managerial activities. Although these two approadh® not have the same theoretical bases,
their application to different types of researckl amanagerial questions might be fruitful and
lead to cross-fertilization.

The IMP approach for instance, seems to be adefpratmderstanding the intra and the inter
port competition claimed by Parola et al. (2017cduse IMP describes the business as
networks of related relationships (Axelson and &asti992). The business network is the
outcome of the activities of the actors who mobiliaeir own and their partners’ resources to
achieve their goals. These goals are always infieey their direct and indirect partners. In
this way, actors simultaneously create cooperatiod competition amongst themselves
(Hakansson and Snehota, 2017).

The IMP approach may be also useful to understaadiécisions of the decision makers by
application of the circular management in the nekwuoodel (Ford et al., 2013). This model
explains that managers make decisions based annigtgvork picture. Based on this picture,
they interact in the network. These interactioreats the network outcomes, which, in turn,
influence the managers’ network picture. However,better understand the companies’
decision-making process itself, the relationshipketng approach seems better (Sheth and
Sharma, 2006).

A similar situation exists for the value creatiamgess. The IMP approach may be helpful in
understanding what value means for the customeausecit points out that the value of any
resource depends on how it is perceived as a us@fution to resolve the customer’s problem
in a particular relationship (Harrison and Hakamss2006). At the same time, relationship
marketing management may be an interesting appr@auderson et al., 2009) if the question
iIs more operative, namely how to develop, offerd aleliver a value proposition to the

customer.

6 Conclusion

The contributions of this article are twofold. Ejrere perform a systematic literature review
and a lexicometric analysis of the port marketinggrature. Our results show the

predominance of port-related words compared to svoethted to marketing. This leads us to
conclude that port is at the center and markesnguiside the core discussion of the existing
port marketing research. Moreover, we notice thiéth@s latently assume that port marketing
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exists as a conceptual field, yet they fail to foam port marketing in their research topics.
This shows the lack of a theoretical foundatiorpoft marketing. Second, we posit that port
is an industry and, as such, most of the marke®taged to ports should be at the B2B level.
Therefore, we argue that relational-based busimesiketing offers a possible theoretical
framework for port marketing research.

Our approach has several limitations. First, weitéth ourselves to including only peer-
reviewed journal articles. Thus, particularly img@ot recent, new aspects—from
presentations at conferences and their proceedingstd- be overlooked. Second,
lexicometric analysis provides a means to quarthify connectedness of concepts, but this
method cannot reveal more abstract facets, for pkarstorylines or argument structure.

More generally, returning to our research findingdyy is placing port marketing on a
relational base interesting? The application of ftnelamental business marketing concepts
may offer a possible solution to link port and nedikg concepts that are not yet related to
each other in the port marketing literature. Itoatan help to rethink and restructure the
relations between market-based and service-basexpts. Such a framework may make the
application of different marketing concepts to tphert industry more concrete. More
interestingly, this framework may contribute to #rmaerging development of port marketing,
offering it a broader, more holistic and integratezlv and way of conducting research.

This approach to port marketing does not aim tatera new silo (Tamilia, 2011). In fact, its

goals are the opposite. It broadens the marketieg/ \and practice in a field of huge

complexity and strong interconnections by bringm@ multidisciplinary approach. We think

that the different levels of analysis in businesgkating (Wilke and Ritter, 2006) create the
possibility and the opportunity for many marketiaghools of thought (Shaw and Jones,
2005) to study different perspectives of ports’ ke#ing activities and behavior. More

importantly, the complexity of ports and their &ities create an interesting platform for the
cooperation and coevolution of different marketaqgproaches, potentially cross-fertilizing

the theories involved. We hope that our researclepahe way for developing a stronger
theoretical framework of port marketing research.
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