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Many indicators have been developed over the years to measure the quality of logistics, but it is not
easy to capture the essence of the whole maritime system. To partially bridge this gap, a new index
called Maritime Logistics Index (MLI) is proposed. This index captures the information related to
the maritime system, such as maritime connectivity, port throughput, logistic performance and gross
domestic product. It is widely accepted that the access to the global markets depends largely on all
these facets, which are now bring together to measure the strength of maritime logistics at a country
level. Additionally, the paper brings a brief discussion about the consequences of covid-19 pandemic
and reveals the best performing countries after the crisis, in terms of maritime logistics.
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1. Introduction.

Maritime logistics is a direct contributor to production and
consumption activities and is of critical importance for social
and economic development (Avni et al., 2018). Today, mar-
itime transport connects ports, countries and markets, facili-
tating container trade on a scale never seen before (Figure 1).
In addition, the associated logistics chains are a source of em-
ployment worldwide and play a crucial role in the globalization
process. It is not only crucial in contributing to the economic
development of countries, but also contributes significantly to
their stability and security.

To better understand the logistics environment of countries,
it is first necessary to ask local experts. Usually, valuable in-
formation is obtained from interviews with leading logistic en-
trepreneurs, academic researchers, and policy makers, see for
example Tansakul et al. (2018). Additionally, knowledge can
be obtained through annual reports of multinational corpora-
tions, see Göpfert et al. (2016). In this sense, some international
organizations and research centers develop annually composite
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Figure 1: Maritime logistics index (MLI: 2010-2020).

Source: Rodrigue J.P. (2020).

indexes to understand logistics at a country level. These mea-
surable indexes are the bedrock of this study, which aims to
bridge the existing gap amongst the indexes related to economy
and maritime transport.

The paper has two goals. The first one is to develop a com-
posite index for measuring logistics worldwide. This index
namely Maritime Logistics Index (MLI) should use the exist-
ing information related to the economy, overall logistics perfor-
mance, maritime connectivity, port throughput, etc. of coun-
tries. The second goal is to analyze the covid-19 pandemic and
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its effect on the logistics of countries from the perspective of
the new index. To that end, two scenarios should be studied,
one representing the precovid year and the other representing
the situation after the pandemic disease.

The article is organized as follows; a literature review is
included in Section 2. Then the specific components of the new
index are proposed in Section 3. The methodology to build the
new index and the main results are presented in Sections 4 and 5
respectively. And finally, conclusions are presented in Section
6.

2. Literature review.

The improvement of ports and maritime services has be-
come an essential driver for the economic growth of countries.
In this sense, a well-defined logistic environment leads to cost
savings and hence competitiveness of the country, see Digiesi
et al. (2016). Several complex indicators have been developed
over the years to measure economic variables and competitive-
ness of logistic systems. A performance index refers accord-
ing to OECD (2008) to a composite indicator, which is formed
when individual indicators are compiled into a single index on
the basis of an underlying model. The composite index should
ideally measure multi-dimensional concepts which cannot be
captured by a single indicator, e.g., competitiveness, industri-
alisation, sustainability, single market integration, knowledge-
based society, etc. In total more than a dozen indicators of
trade facilitation have been developed testifying the importance
of the subject as well as its complexity, (Auboin et al. 2015).
Some of these composite indicators are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Country level indicators.

Source: Author.

It is important to note that not all the previous indicators are
developed structurally and made publicly available. There are
also cases of public entities like OECD that include benchmark
of port performance indicators, but the database behind these
indicators is not publicly available, see Ducruet et al. (2014)
and Langen (2016). In general, when the data is made publicly
available, such as the case of LSCI of unctad, researchers may
use it as a primary source to analyse specific maritime networks,
from a regional or global perspectives, see the case of LSBCI
(Ansorena, 2018) or port throughputs (Ansorena, 2023). This
is more difficult when data is not open or there is not a public

organization behind the report, see for example the case of DHL
(Ghemawhat and Altman 2014).

In regard to performance it is also important to remark that
the logistics factor affects not only the competitiveness of a na-
tion, but also the competitiveness of its firms. Poor performance
is a barrier to maritime trade and foreign direct investment and
thus to economic growth, see Jhawar et al. (2017). In this sense,
covid pandemic made a huge impact on the logistics chains all
over the world and the response of countries was different. The
main reason behind that impact was the reproductive number –
the number of secondary infections generated from one infected
individual – of the disease. According to the World Health Or-
ganization (WHO, 2000), this number was estimated to be be-
tween 2.0 and 2.5 for COVID-19 virus, higher than for seasonal
influenza whose reproductive number typically ranges from 1.3
to 1.80.

Although the Covid crisis clearly marks a “before” and “af-
ter” in logistics worldwide, in the past couple of decades, a
plethora of catastrophic natural and manmade disasters have
resulted in millions of deaths and billions of dollars of eco-
nomic loss (Adnan et al. 2022). In the case of COVID-19
pandemic, many countries had severely faced difficulty in oper-
ating routine business and supply chain activities. Operational
challenges included liquidity crunch, delay, or halts in produc-
tion activities due to long time shutdown of production sites,
resizing the labour workforce, non-availability of raw material,
and low demand. These issues brought many companies into a
critical situation towards the right balance between survivabil-
ity and sustainability, from a long-term perspective (Joshi and
Sharma, 2022). More recently, Min (2023) has made one of the
first attempts to propose crisis management strategies for en-
hancing supply chain resilience in the aftermath of the COVID-
19 pandemic using a strategy map. Given a dearth of this line of
research, Min (2023) developed a conceptual framework of cri-
sis management in business-friendly terms. The question now
is: how can we measure the logistic strength of countries to deal
with pandemic problems?

It is clear that transparency and availability of data are cru-
cial factors to make logistics work. In the case of supply chains,
transparency have slowly gained prominence because of its util-
ity in resolving sustainability concerns and improving opera-
tional efficiency and decision making (Chatterjee and Chatter-
jee, 2022). In this sense, identifying the quality of the logistics
system from the international perspective is a basic step to elim-
inate barriers and mitigate the impacts of natural or manmade
catastrophic disasters.

In sum, the literature review has presented a brief back-
ground on logistics indicators at a country level and the impact
of covid on logistic systems. With this general picture in mind
we propose a new Maritime Logistics Index (MLI) to monitor
the quality of the maritime system from the global perspective.
The composite index is computed using four recognized indica-
tors, which are published annually by the United Nations Con-
ference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) and the World
Bank. On one hand, Liner Shipping Connectivity Index (LSCI)
and Port Throughput (PT) of countries will be collected from
UNCTAD. On the other hand, Gross Domestic Product (GDP)
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per capita and Logistics Performance Index (LPI) will be col-
lected from the World Bank. The following section briefly de-
scribes the main characteristics of the selected components.

3. Components of the Maritime Logistics Index.

The access to the world market depends largely on the mar-
itime connectivity of countries. The maritime connectivity is
provided through liner shipping services which transport goods
by means of containerships that transit regular routes on fixed
schedules. Within this context, the LSCI developed by UNC-
TAD aims to capture the level of integration of countries into
the global liner shipping network. It measures annually the
competitiveness of nations with respect to logistics and trans-
port and is generated from five components (Hoffmann 2005):

• The number of ships.

• The total container-carrying capacity of those ships.

• The maximum vessel size.

• The number of services.

• The number of companies that deploy regular services
from/to a specific country.

The LSCI is focus on shipping capacity but ideally it is more
interesting to reflect the actual number of containers carried.
Unfortunately, data at this level of detail is not easily available
(Bartholdi et al. 2016). In addition, the LSCI does not look
to the ports of the country (infrastructure, quality of service,
turnaround times, etc), although it considers the level of com-
petition on services that connect ports in country A to ports in
country B. To bridge this gap we have considered a second com-
ponent, the Port Throughput (PT). This measure of port com-
petiveness reflects the crucial role that ports play in the con-
figuration of maritime networks. The third component of the
composite index is the LPI, which is based on a worldwide sur-
vey of operators on the ground that provides feedback on the
logistics “friendliness” of the countries; see Arvis et al. (2007)
and Arvis et al. (2012). Thus, LPI ranks countries on the fol-
lowing six dimensions of maritime trade:

• The efficiency of customs and border management clear-
ance.

• The quality of trade and transport infrastructure.

• The ease of arranging competitively priced shipments.

• The competence and quality of logistics services-trucking,
forwarding, and customs brokerage.

• The ability to trace consignments.

• The frequency with which shipments reach consignees
within scheduled or expected delivery times.

It is important to note that the LPI is focus on several aspects
of maritime logistics, but it does not bother about the forces
behind them. To partially bridge this gap we have included the
port throughput (PT) and the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) as
the third and fourth components of the new index. On one hand,
PT is the most visible variable to describe port function. On the
other hand, GDP is an important driver for the logistics chains,
since it represents the sum of value added of all producers in
each country. The World Bank provides GDP data in current
U.S. dollars, although dollar figures for GDP can be converted
from domestic currencies using single year official exchange
rates. Finally, the links to the primary information sources are:

• LPI: Logistics Performance Index. Data from the World
Bank national accounts data, and OECD National Ac-
counts data files. https://lpi.worldbank.org/report.

• GDP: Gross Domestic Product per capita (current US$).
Data from the World Bank national accounts data, and
OECD National Accounts data files https://data.worldbank-
.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.CD.

• LSCI: Liner Shipping Connectivity Index. UNCTAD,
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development.
Data from: http://unctadstat.unctad.org.

• PT: Port Throughput of the country (Annual container
traffic in TEU). UNCTAD, United Nations Conference
on Trade and Development. Data from: http://unctadstat.-
unctad.org.

4. Methodology.

In total, three scenarios are analysed: Past decade (2015),
Precovid (2019) and Post covid (2022). After the collection of
data, the index is generated as follows: For each of the four
components (LPI, LSCI, GDP and PT), a country’s normalized
value is computed. To that end we use:

Zi =
xi −min (x)

max (x) −min (x)
(1)

where:
“xi” is the measured value of the component in ith country.
“min (x)” is the minimum measured value of the component

x=(x1,...,xn).
“max (x)” is the maximum measured value of the compo-

nent x=(x1,...,xn).
“Zi” is the normalized value of the component in ith country.
Then MLI for country “i” is computed as the average of the

four normalized values:

MLIi =

∑4
j=1 Zi j

4
(2)

To better understand how the MLI value is computed we
now present as example the case of Spain in the precovid sce-
nario (year 2019).

First we normalize the LPI value of Spain (ith country=139):
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“xi” is the measured value x139 = 3.83 (LPI Spain)
“min (x)” is the minimum measured value of x=(x1,...,xn):

Minimum value of LPI = 2.04
“max (x)” is the maximum measured value of x=(x1,...,xn):

Maximum value of LPI = 4.20
“Zi” is the normalized value of the ith country. Z139:

Zi =
xi −min (x)

max (x) −min (x)
=

3.83 − 2.04
4.20 − 2.04

≈ 0.828

Then the same procedure is applied to the other variables
(LSCI, GDP/capita and PT), see Table 2:

Table 2: Calculation of Spanish MLI (ith country=139).

Source: Author.

And finally MLI is computed as the average of the four nor-
malized components:

MLI139 =

∑4
j=1 Z139 j

4
= 0.424

This procedure is applied to all the countries in order to
reflect the past decade (using data of the year 2015) and the two
other scenarios: precovid (year - 2019) and post covid (year -
2022).

5. Results and Discussion.

The experiment data-file, with the detailed calculations to
aggregate the components into the MLI, was uploaded to the
Mendeley repository (DOI: 10.17632/8gx3rb5dc3.1). Since the
dataset includes some missing data it was not possible to com-
pute the exact values for all the countries. However, a general
and detailed picture of MLI for the past decade was obtained,
see Figure 2.

Figure 2: Maritime logistics index (MLI: 2010-2020).

Source: Author.

The above figure represents the situation of logistics in the
middle of the last decade. Here a bigger node means a higher

MLI value which ranges from 0.0 (theoretical minimum value)
to 0.72 (theoretical maximum value in China) In broad terms,
high values of MLI (MLI > 0.290) are strongly correlated to a
GDP per capita over 25,000 US$, a total port-throughput over
6-7 million containers (TEU size) and a high profile country in
terms of UNCTAD and World Bank indicators (LSCI > 3.812
and LPI > 3.43). On the other, hand, low values of MLI (MLI
≤ 0.290) are strongly correlated to a GDP per capita between
10,000 and 25,000 US$, and low levels of LSCI and LPI. Figure
2 proves that MLI is able to measure the quality of maritime
logistics in countries all around the globe.

In the second step, the same procedure is developed to un-
derstand the effects of covid disease on maritime systems. A
pre-covid scenario with data of the year 2019 and a post covid
scenario with data of the year 2022 were designed. Following
the same methodology the normalization of MLI for both sce-
narios shows how the maritime systems (economy, logistics,
ports and connectivity) evolved all over the world. In this re-
gard, Figure 3 clearly shows the countries that have improved
their MLI after the pandemic (in green) and the countries that
had not yet recovered their pre-pandemic MLI value by the end
of 2022 (in red). It is beyond the scope of this article to dis-
cuss what causes one country to perform better or worse than
another. Generally speaking, a larger difference between the
post-pandemic and pre- pandemic MLI means greater country
resilience of its logistic systems.

Figure 3: Countries performance after covid pandemia.

Source: Author.

The MLI scores of each country, as well as their compo-
nents are included in the Appendix, (also available at www.mendeley.com).

Conclusions.

Traditionally, research centers and trade organizations have
developed country-level indicators to measure the quality of
transport, trade and logistics. These indicators are usually based
only on a single facet of the logistics system, instead of multiple
facets. For example, the International LPI provides the quali-
tative evaluation of countries from the perspective of logistics
and trading partners. These evaluations are mainly based on
surveys from industry leaders’ opinions, which are a subjective
opinion after all. LSCI measures facts and indicates the integra-
tion level of countries into the global liner shipping network. It
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definitively adds value to the LPI measure, but there are sev-
eral crucial characteristics with strong ties to ports and logistics
that are not considered by LSCI, nor LPI, e.g., port throughput,
hinterland’s economy, etc. To partially bridge this gap PT and
GDP are added as components of the MLI. The proposed new
index captures the overall structure of logistic services (mar-
itime services as well as on-land services) and is able to rank
nations according to the strength and reliability of their logistic
systems. MLI is relevant in terms of its components: PT, LSCI,
LPI and GDP and it is also an accurate measure since the basic
data is annually provided by recognized International Organi-
zations. Since the components of MLI are publicly available,
the new index has an easy implementation and a high potential
to properly rank countries all over the world.
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Appendix.

Table .3: Past decade scenario.

Table .4: Precovid (2019) vs. post covid (2022) scenarios.

The results of the experiment are also available at: Mende-
ley Data, V1, doi: 10.17632/8gx3rb5dc3.1.


