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From a macroeconomic point of view, Egyptian state-owned container handling companies (ESOCCH)
play a fundamental role in supporting the national economy, so it is vital to maintaining their compet-
itive advantages among other competitors, in this context price competition is one of many ways that
companies can compete in the marketplace, take into account that pricing is one of the challenging de-
cisions; it is not a straightforward task, because of the existence of many pricing approaches, strategies,
and capabilities, besides taking into consideration internal and external factors affecting pricing deci-
sions. Consequently, in this paper, we analyze the pricing process in ESOCCH to understanding current
pricing process, in order to determine if it is necessary to improve it. Second discover if there is a link
between the pricing process and companies? vision and mission, to ensure sustainable development of
these companies in the long term. Third figure out the degree of integration among ESOCCH in general
and in pricing process particularly, thus enhance their role in developing the Egyptian economy. Based
on that we used a concurrent triangulation approach, through collecting and analyzing both quantitative
and qualitative data concurrently, then comparing the results to determine if there is convergence, dif-
ferences, or some combination. That will be done via interviewing Chief Financial Officer at ESOCCH
to understand for instance the pricing process, who sets the price, and internal and external factors af-
fecting pricing decisions, meanwhile analyzing companies? mission and vision statements, and their
current tariff.
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1. Introduction.

In maritime transportation system, there are several parties
working together to get the job done. For example, port author-
ity, agents, shipper or consignee, carrier, stevedores, govern-
ment, and other service providers. So the question is “how each
party pricing his service?” take into consideration that pricing
decision can lead to either prosperity and growth or extinction
and inefficiency, especially when searching for competitive ad-
vantage among same service provider, nowadays competition
among container terminals around the world has increased dra-
matically, hence pricing is one of the challenging decisions; it
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is not a straightforward task, because of the existence of many
pricing approaches, strategies, and capabilities, besides many
factors affecting pricing decisions, like market structure where
the company operate. On the same context by looking pre-
cisely in port services and by whom they provided, we will find
that aids to navigation, pilotage, towage, berthing /unberthing,
fire fighting, weighing, and tallying of goods provide by port
authority mostly in developing countries, on the other hand
cargo-handling on quay, storage, stevedoring, repair of ships,
and surveillance of cargo provided by other public bodies and
private undertakings (UNCTAD, 1975). Considering Egyptian
maritime transport sector in the light of that, we will find Egyp-
tians port authorities providing the same services other port au-
thority in developing countries proved, furthermore container
and cargo handling are provided by both other public bodies
and private undertakings. There are six container and cargo
handling companies in Egypt, three of them are state-owned
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companies, and considered subsidiaries companies for Hold-
ing Company for Maritime and Land Transport, these three
companies are: Alexandria Container and Cargo Handling Co.
(ACCH), PortSaid Container and Cargo Handling Co. (PCCH),
and Damietta Container and Cargo Handling Co. (DCCH). Fur-
ther, the other three companies are operated through Build oper-
ate transfer (BOT) concession agreement between Egypt gov-
ernment and Top Global Operators (TGOs), these companies
are Suez Canal Container Terminal (SCCT) - Alexandria In-
ternational Container Terminals (AICT) - DP WORLD Sokhna
(DPWS). From the macroeconomic point of view, these state-
owned container handling companies play a vital role in sup-
porting the national economy, through contributing in enhanc-
ing Gross National Income (GNI), facilitate national trade move-
ment, providing a source of foreign currencies, reduce unem-
ployment rate . . . . etc. Based on the importance of pricing
process, and the role ESOCCH in the Egyptian economy, this
paper aims to, Frist understanding current pricing process in
ESOCCH, in order to determine if it is necessary to improve
it. Second discover if there is a link between pricing process
and companies’ vision and mission, to ensure sustainable de-
velopment of these companies in the long term. Third figure
out the degree of integration among ESOCCH in general and in
pricing process particularly, in the context of container market
structures, thus enhance their role in developing Egyptian econ-
omy. To achieve paper aim this article is organized as follows.
Section 2 clarify several issues identified in the literature re-
lated to pricing concepts, such as pricing definition, objectives,
and approaches, also factors affecting pricing decisions, besides
market structure and its consequence in terms of pricing. There-
after section 3 illustrate pricing concept in container handling
market. Subsequently, section 4 discusses research methodol-
ogy and methods. Then section 5 reports the research findings
and discussion. Finally, section 6 presents the conclusion..

2. Theoretical Framework.

2.1. Definition of Price.

Generally price concept revolves around what is given up or
sacrificed to obtain a product or service (Zeithaml, 1988; Chap-
man, 1986; Mazumdar, 1986; Monroe, and Krishnan, 1985;
Khoso et al., 2014) based on this concept some authors argue
that there are two types of price, first one is the actual price
of a product which called objective price and the other one
is the price as encoded by the consumer, which refers to per-
ceived price (Jacoby et al., 1977; Allen et al., 1976; Gabor and
Granger, 1961; Progressive-Grocer, 1964), so from customer
point of view money is one of many components of the price
exchange for acquiring a product or service, consequently com-
panies compelled to have comprehensive view about its prod-
uct and service, and take in consideration for instance Garvin’s
eight dimensions of quality which are performance, features,
reliability, conformance, durability, serviceability, aesthetics,
and perceived quality. As a result, there are numerous factors
affecting pricing decision.

2.2. Factors Affecting Pricing Decisions.

Factors that affecting pricing decision can be classified sim-
ply as internal and external company factors, (Khoso et al.,
2014; Brian and Lynn 2014) for instance internal factors af-
fecting pricing decisions include company’s marketing objec-
tives, marketing mix strategy, costs and organizational consid-
erations, besides company’s strategy, mission, vision, and val-
ues. Also, external factors affecting pricing decisions involve
the market and demand for the product or service, competi-
tors’ activities and other external factors. Furthermore Haron
(Haron, 2016) stated a comprehensive review of factors influ-
encing pricing decisions, he classified this factors to five groups,
which are factors that affect price in any market and pricing de-
cision, factors relating to product characteristics, factors relat-
ing to company characteristics, factors relating to market char-
acteristics, and factors relating to intermediaries considerations.
Each group includes many factors. Fig. 1 summarized Haron’s
review of factors affecting pricing decisions.

2.3. Pricing Objectives.

After the company examining factors affecting its pricing
decisions, and determined its mission, vision and values state-
ment, it has to set its pricing objectives before Initiate pricing its
products and services (Weber et al., 2000) , pricing objectives
provide directions for action(Avlonitis, and Indounas, 2005), it
must be integrated with mission, vision, and values, without
this integration not only the pricing process loses its meaning,
but also it threaten the company’s ability to achieve its strate-
gic goals, Hence the company must determine its pricing ob-
jectives carefully, which can be short term and long term, ac-
cordingly many authors tried to summarise companies pricing
objectives. for example, Pennsylvania (Roth, 2007) state that
company pricing objectives may be partial cost recovery, profit
margin maximization, profit maximization, revenue maximiza-
tion, quality leadership, quantity maximization, status quo and
survival.

Further, Avlonitis (Avlonitis, and Indounas, 2005) summa-
rized pricing objectives in profit maximization, achievement
of satisfactory profits, sales maximization, achievement of sat-
isfactory sales, market share maximization, achievement of a
satisfactory market share, market share increase, cost cover-
age, return on investment (ROI), return on assets (ROA), cover-
age of the existing capacity, liquidity maintenance and achieve-
ment, price differentiation, service quality leadership, distribu-
tors’ needs satisfaction, creation of prestige image for the com-
pany, price stability in the market, price wars avoidance, sales
stability in the market, market development, discouragement of
new competitors’ entering into the market, price similarity with
competitors, maintenance of the existing customers, customers’
needs satisfaction, determination of “fair” prices for customers,
attraction of new customers, long-term survival and achieve-
ment of social goals.

2.4. Pricing Approaches.

In accordance with company determination of its pricing
objectives, it has to find the way to achieve this objective; here
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come the debate among authors, some authors call this process
pricing strategies, so defining pricing strategies as a generic ap-
proach to pricing (Johansson et al., 2012; Cavusgil et al.,2003;
Ingenbleek et al., 2003), others defining pricing strategies as “a
reasoned choice from a set of alternative prices (or price sched-
ules) that aim at profit maximization within a planning period
in response to a given scenario” (Tellis, 1986 pp.147). Further-
more, some authors call this process pricing approaches, others
called it pricing methods. For example, Oxenfeldt (Oxenfeldt,
1983) defines pricing methods as “the explicit steps or proce-
dures by which firms arrive at pricing decisions”.

Consequently the way to achieve company objective un-
der each point of view differs, Johansson (Johansson et al.,
2012) assert that there are three pricing strategies which are
cost, competition, and customer value (Johansson et al., 2012;
Cavusgil et al.,2003; Ingenbleek et al., 2003) in the same man-
ner (Khoso et al., 2014) state that there are three general pric-
ing approaches which are cost-based pricing, competitive-based
pricing, and value-based pricing, on the other hand (Liozu et
al., 2014) claimed that there are six major pricing strategies,
which are skimming, penetration, opportunistic, leader, neutral
and cost-plus. Too (Roth, 2007) emphasize that skim pricing,
product line pricing, product bundle pricing, penetration pric-
ing, premium pricing, optional product pricing, multiple pric-
ing, good, better, best pricing, loss leader and competitive pric-
ing are some of the pricing strategies.

Based on that we will follow (Khoso et al., 2014) classifi-
cation that there are three main pricing approaches which are
cost-based pricing, competitive based pricing, and value-based
pricing the company can use to achieve its pricing objectives,
complement to this classification we will adapt (Avlonitis, and
Indounas, 2005) assertion that there are twelve pricing methods
falling into three main approaches.

• Cost Based Pricing approach
Generally in cost based pricing the company first designs
a product or service, second figures out the total costs to
make the product or provide the service, then determine
a factor for profit, and finally, sets a price which covers
its cost and profit. (Brian and Lynn 2014; Bateson and
Hoffman, 1995; Zeithaml and Bitner 1996) Based on that
this approach is simple and widespread use, however it
ignores demand and market conditions, competitors and
competitive considerations, target marketing, and posi-
tioning, and potential substitutes.

• Competitive Based Pricing approach
Competitive Based Pricing approach the company will
start with its competitor‘s price as a commencement point
for price setting (Khoso et al., 2014; Avlonitis, and In-
dounas, 2005; Roth, 2007; Blythe, 2001) companies use
this approach mainly when differentiating its product from
other competitor‘s products is difficult, or it provides the
same service its competitors provide. That doesn’t mean
that the price has to be the same, the company may seek
to keep its prices lower or higher than competitors be-
cause it does not seek a rigid relation between its price

and its own demand, so according to Avlonitis (Avlonitis
and Indounas, 2005) the company may Pricing its prod-
ucts and services similar to competitors or according to
the market’s average prices, above competitors, below
competitors, or according to the dominant price in the
market. The fundamental advantage of this pricing ap-
proach is avoiding price wars among companies in the
market, which start when companies continuously lower
prices to undercut the competition, on the other hand,
protect companies from falling sales, when pricing above
the competition. The main disadvantage of this approach
it does not take the consumer perspectives into consider-
ation.

• Value Based Pricing approach
In contrast, to cost-based pricing approach value-based
pricing approach start with the customer, not the cost the
company incurred (Zeithaml and Bitner 1996; Channon,
1986; Lovelock and Patterson 2015; Hoffman and Bate-
son, 1997; Zeithaml et al., 2006), so the price is deter-
mined according to the value that a product or service
delivers to a segment of customers (Hinterhuber, 2008).
In spite of many authors refer to value-based pricing as
one of the best pricing approach (Docters et al., 2004) it
is not widely adopted approach (Avlonitis, and Indounas,
2005; Calabrese and De Francesco, 2014; Kimes and
Wirtz, 2003) for many reasons, for instance difficulties in
making value assessments, communicating value, market
segmentation, sales force management, and senior man-
agement support (Hinterhuber, 2008).

2.5. Pricing and Market Structure.
In the light of what mentioned above, choosing pricing ap-

proach is linked to market the company operates in, as a result
determining market structure is a key factor in understanding
how much freedom a company has to set prices. Correspond-
ingly the following part will demonstrate this link.

Market structure classified into 4 main types; perfect com-
petition, oligopoly, monopolistic competition and monopoly mar-
ket. Each of them has different characteristics regarding the
number of firms, the similarity of the products they sell, and the
ease of entry into and exit from the market (Ntiamoah, 2009).
For instance perfect competition market characterized by (a) a
large number of small firms, so each firm is so small relative to
the total market, hence no single firm can influence the market
price it is just a price taker (Hillman, 2014), and the price is
determined by market supply and demand conditions (Nguyen,
2010), (b) selling a homogenous product where all firms pro-
duce a standardized product or provide the same service, and
(c) it is very easy to enter or exit the market. On the other
hand monopoly market is the opposite form of perfect compe-
tition market, for example entry barriers in a monopoly market
is very high (Humphries, 2003) so there are only one provider
of the product or service, as a consequence this monopolist is
considered a price maker and has the power to increase prices
without losing all of his customers.



A. A. El-Sakhawy & M. M. Awad. / Journal of Maritime Research Vol XVI. No. II (2019) 67–77 70

Figure 1: Factors affecting pricing decisions.

Source: Prepared by researchers based on Haron?s review of factors affecting pricing decision.

Figure 2: Summarized pricing approaches and methods.

Source: Prepared by researchers based on previous studies.
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The other two markets types lie between these extreme cases
(Tremblay and Carol, 2012). In oligopoly market structure there
are only a few companies, these companies sell a product or
provide service that relatively standardized, but is similar enough
that they’re in competition. There are some significant natural
or created barriers to entry; also the demand is static in the short
term, so if one company decrease its product or service price
will usually be matched by another’s price decreases, but the
opposite isn’t true (Brian and Lynn 2014), therefore companies
in this market face kinked demand curve (Karlan and Morduch,
2014).

The last type of market structure is monopolistic competi-
tion which described as a market with many companies, sell
goods and services that are similar, but somewhat different, be-
sides consumers might be willing to pay a bit extra for their
preferable brand, but if the price differential is too large, they
will choose a substitute brand instead, so there are non-price
competition such as advertising, service provided after the sale,
and emphasis on trademark quality (Hillman, 2014), table (1)
summarizes different market structure.

2.6. Pricing In Container Handling Market.

2.6.1. Container Shipping Market.
Maritime transport is the backbone of world trade and glob-

alization, through transporting about 90% of total world trade
in 2016 (International Maritime Organization, 2013), UNCDAT
(UNCTAD, 2016) recorded an expansion in world seaborne
trade by 2.1% as a result of growing world GDP by 2.5%, In
this context, the containerized trade has witnessed increasing
attention over the past decades due to its advantage, for in-
stance it represent 17 % of global seaborne trade by volume
in 2015, after representing only 3% of total seaborne trade in
1980 (UNCTAD, 2016). This upsurge has been concurrently
matched with massive investments in new container terminals
worldwide; also shipping lines has also invested heavily in the
container vessels, in 2016 world container fleet reached 244,274
vessel, representing 13.5% of the world fleet, Container ship
increased not only in number but also in capacity, e.g. Con-
tainer ship capacity increased from 1,500 TEU in 1968 to al-
most 20,000 TEU in 2015. Depend on these on-going changes
in container shipping market, the pattern of demand and sup-
ply for different parties in this market differs over time. Corre-
spondingly the following part will discuss demand and supply
in container handling market to determine its structure and its
effect on pricing process in the container and cargo handling
companies.

2.6.2. Demand and Supply in Container Handling Market.
In container handling market there are two main players,

container liner shipping (represent the demand side) and con-
tainer handling companies (represent the supply side). Accord-
ing to Sys, (Sys, 2009) results of studying concentration in con-
tainer liner shipping market from 1999 to 2008, using indicators
of concentration such as cumulative share of container liner
operators, Herfindahl-Hirschman Index (HHI), and Instability
Index devised by Hymer and Pashigan (Hymer and Pashigian,

1962), she concluded that container liner shipping industry op-
erates is an oligopolistic market, table (2) summarised container
liner operators acquire 50% of total capacity in service from
1995 to 2017, from table to in 1995 only 16 container liner op-
erators controlling 50% of the market, however in 2017 only 5
carriers have this market power. (Sys, 2009; Alphaliner, 2017).

In the same context according to Abo Shabana and Awad,
(Abo-Shabana and Mona, 2015) the supply side of container
handling in also highly concentrated, only 5 operators control
50% of total market share for container handling in 2013, these
operators called global terminal operators and they are Hutchi-
son Port Holdings, APM Terminals, PSA International, Cosco
Group, and DP World, so container handling market is an oligo-
polistic market.

Considering Egyptian container handling market, we find
that there are only 6 container handling companies operate in
Egypt, 5 of them in Mediterranean and the other one in Red sea,
also three of them are state owned companies (DCHC, ACCH,
and PCCH) other 3 container handling companies are operated
through Top Global Operators (DPWS, AICT, and SCCT). So,
a container handling market in Egypt is an oligopoly market
in which only a few terminals are providing services and these
services are relatively standardized, but is similar enough that
they’re in competition. In addition to that there are some bar-
riers to entry considering expensive infrastructures, so we can
claim first pricing process will be affected by this market struc-
ture, second pricing process in the state-owned companies are
the same, also there is integration among them, finally there
isn’t a significant difference among their tariff. So the follow-
ing part will discover the validity of these claims.

2.7. Methods.

To achieve research aim concurrent triangulation approach
will be deployed, through collecting and analyzing both quanti-
tative and qualitative data concurrently and then comparing the
results to determine if there is convergence, differences, or some
combination among ESOCCH in pricing process, and finding
out if there is any kind of integration among them. That will be
done via semi-structured interviews with Chief Financial Of-
ficer in ESOCCH to understand for instance the pricing pro-
cess, who sets the price, and internal and external factors affect-
ing pricing decisions, meanwhile analysing companies’ mission
and vision statements, meantime statistically test research hy-
pothesis which is “there isn’t a significant difference among ES-
OCCH’s tariff”, then compare the results of quantitative and
qualitative data analysis, so we expect to find harmony among
the results of this three steps analysis. To analyse interviews
data and companies’ mission and vision we will use qualitative
content analysis, further to test research hypothesis we will start
with both Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk test of nor-
mality, to assess the normality of data and determine either we
will use Analysis of variance (ANOVA) which assume the nor-
mality distribution of the data or The Kruskal-Wallis test which
does not assume normality.
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Table 1: Types of market structures.

Source: Prepared by researchers.

Table 2: Liner operators making up 50% of total capacity in service.

Source: Prepared by researchers based on Alphaliner, (Alphaliner, 2017) and Sys, (Sys, 2009).
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2.8. Semi-Structured Interviews.

We conduct semi-structured interviews with Chief Finan-
cial Officer in ESOCCH, these interviews revolve around three
pillars, first asking about current pricing process in these com-
panies, second find out the link between pricing and company’s
mission and vision statements, finally discover the degree of
integration among these companies. To get a clear idea about
each pillar the interviews was undertaken with ten questions -
classified into three groups according to pillars -; also partici-
pants were given a degree of freedom in answering these ques-
tions. Table (3) summarize semi-structured interview questions.

2.9. Companies’ Mission and Vision Statement.

To have the three Companies’ mission and vision statements,
their official website was reviewed, based on that table (4) sum-
marize mission and vision statements for them.

2.10. Tariff Data.

To obtain accurate data about the current tariff of the ES-
OCCH, we asked the three companies to provide us with its
current tariff, through completing the questionnaire (Appendix
1) includes the tariff of main container and cargo handling ser-
vices they provide. According to data confidentiality for some
companies, we will review the result of the tariff analysis only.
After analyzing the responses of the three ESOCCH, we clas-
sified companies’ services according to the questionnaire to 43
services, for example, we count discharging import full/empty
containers using terminal’s cranes’ service for 20 feet Full/Empty
container as 2 different services, and so on.

3. Results.

3.1. Companies’ Mission and Vision Statements Analysis Re-
sults.

The aim of this step of the analysis is to discover if there
is a link between pricing process and companies’ mission and
vision because if this link exists that means the company is giv-
ing pricing process great interest as one of long-term key suc-
cess factors. On the other hand companies’ mission and vi-
sion must be reflected in the pricing process of the company
which we will analysis through semi-structured interviews in
the next part. As above-mentioned qualitative content analysis
will be used to analysis mission and vision statements, by read-
ing through the statements and looking for any words related
to price, based on that related words appear in bold, italics and
underlined in table (??).

The content analysis shows that PSCCHC and ACCH ex-
plicitly stated that they seek to achieve competitive prices for
their services; However, DCHC doesn’t mention pricing either
in mission or vision statements. Consequently, we expect to
find a link between pricing process and company’s mission and
vision in semi-structured interviews analysis results, especially
for PSCCHC and ACCH.

3.2. Semi-Structured Interviews Analysis Results.
Through semi-structured interviews we want to understand

current pricing process in ESOCCH, also figure out if pricing
process connected with company’s mission and vision, as we
concluded from the companies’ mission and vision statements
analysis, furthermore reveal the degree of integration among
the three companies, so the following part will review semi-
structured interviews analysis results.

3.3. Understanding current pricing process in ESOCCH.
Participants from the three companies agreed that there are

only general policies guiding pricing process, and there is no
specified written policy, thus there is a degree of freedom to
determine the tariff according to economic situation and price
changes in the market, also The Holding Company of Maritime
and Land Transport doesn’t interfere in company’s pricing pro-
cess, it give the companies the freedom to determined its tariff,
but the companies have to inform The Holding Company of
Maritime & Land Transport with the change in tariff and the
reasons for this change, and how this changes will affect com-
pany profit. Pricing process depend on fundamental principle
which cover the company’s costs, meanwhile achieving com-
petitive tariff, these two principles consistent with oligopolistic
container handling market structure, where the companies are
trying to avoid price wars among them, so they follow compet-
itive based pricing approach, while trying to provide some ad-
vantages to attract shipping lines, thought entering into a long-
term contracts with them, these contracts depend on offering
some privileges to the shipping lines, in return for guaranteed
a certain volume of container throughput. Generally, pricing
decision takes place through specialized committee in the com-
pany called “Tariff committee”, this committee is responsible
for studying all internal and external factors associated with
pricing and also studying the competitors’ tariff, then the rec-
ommendation of this committee is reported to the Board of Di-
rectors to make the final decision. Participants emphasized the
role of companies’ ownership -as a state-owned enterprise- in
the pricing process. They indicate that their companies have a
social responsibility towards Egyptian economy, through sup-
port Egyptian exports, by giving loading export containers with
Egyptian products 50% a discount, comparing to the tariff of
loading export containers with non-Egyptian products. Also
increase the grace period for storage containers with Egyptian
products, besides giving a discount for storage container with
Egyptian products.

3.4. Determine the link between pricing and company’s mis-
sion and vision statements.

When participants were asked about the link between pric-
ing and company’s mission and vision, they confirmed that this
link exist, for example (Interviewee #1) indicating that his com-
pany mission include achieving competitive prices for its ser-
vice, and that is reflected in tariff committee activities, when
it start with studying competitors’ tariff before signing a long-
term contracts with a shipping line. So this is consistent with
company’s mission and vision statements content analysis re-
sults.
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Table 3: Semi-structured interview questions.

Source: Prepared by researchers.

Table 4: Mission and Vision statements of ESOCCH.

Source: Prepared by researchers based on companies? websites.
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3.5. Discover the degree of integration among ESOCCH.

Participants assert that the degree of integration among the
three companies differs according to many factors, first from
market share point of view, there is competition among them
especially in transhipment container handling, this competition
exist due to the oligopolistic market structure, and the sepa-
ration among them in day to day management activities, for
instance, each company has its own board of directors, orga-
nization structure, and accountable for its performance in front
of The Holding Company of Maritime & Land Transport. Sec-
ond, from the macroeconomic viewpoint, they integrate to par-
ticipate in achieving the different goals and objectives of Egyp-
tian Sustainable Development Strategy 2030, through following
The Holding Company of Maritime & Land Transport strategic
instructions, for instance collecting tariffs in US dollars to help
in increasing the level of foreign exchange reserves. On the
other hand, participants agreed that there isn’t difference among
ESOCCH tariff, so in the next part, we will statistically test this
claim.

3.6. Statistical Analysis Results.

To test research hypothesis first descriptive statistics were
used to describe the data, table (5) summarize main descriptive
statistics for the three companies’ tariff data. From table (4)
positive values for the skewness for the three companies indi-
cate that their tariff data are skewed to the right, also positive
kurtosis for ACCH and DCHC indicates a heavy-tailed distri-
bution for their tariff data, and negative kurtosis for PSCCHC
indicates a light tailed distribution for its tariff data. As a re-
sult, data are not normal. To make sure about this result we will
test the normality of the data using Kolmogorov-Smirnov and
Shapiro-Wilk.

Table 5: Descriptive statistics.

Source: Prepared by researchers.

The statistical results of Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-
Wilk (Table 6) show that a sample of tariff data didn’t come
from a normally distributed population, at significance level p
=0.05, So we will use Kruskal-Wallis.

Table 6: Tests of Normality.

Source: Prepared by researchers.

The statistical results of Kruskal-Wallis (Table 7) show no
significant differences among the three ESOCCH’s tariff at sig-
nificance level p =0.05.

Table 7: The Results of Kruskal-Wallis test.

Source: Prepared by researchers.

Conclusions

The paper has shown that there are two types of price, first
one is the actual price of a product which called objective price
and the other one is the price as encoded by the consumer, also
there are three main pricing approaches which are cost-based
pricing, competitive based pricing, and value-based pricing the
company can use to achieve its pricing objectives, in cost based
pricing the company first designs a product or service, second
figures out the total costs to make the product or provide the
service, then determine a factor for profit, and finally sets a
price which covers its cost and profit, on the other hand in com-
petitive based pricing approach the company will start with its
competitor‘s price as a commencement point for price setting.
In contrast to cost-based pricing approach value-based pricing
approach start with the customer, not the cost the company in-
curred. Furthermore, pricing decision depends on the market
structure the company operates in, for instance, perfect com-
petition market structure the company is price taker while in
monopoly market company is the price maker; However in an
oligopolistic market like container handling market companies
have some power over the price.

Container handling market in Egypt is an oligopoly market
in which only a few terminals are providing services (three of
them are state-owned companies {DCHC, ACCH, and PCCH}
other 3 are operated through Top Global Operators {DPWS,
AICT, and SCCT}) and these services are relatively standard-
ized, but is similar enough that they’re in competition. In addi-
tion to that, there are some barriers to entry considering expen-
sive infrastructures. By analyzing pricing process in ESOCCH
we find that PSCCHC and ACCH explicitly stated that they
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seek to achieve a competitive prices for their services, how-
ever, DCHC doesn’t mention pricing either in mission or vision
statements, too there are only general policies guiding pricing
process, and there is no specified written policy, besides pricing
process depend on fundamental principle which are cover the
company’s costs, meanwhile achieving competitive tariff, also
pricing decision takes place through specialized committee in
the company called “Tariff committee”. Over and above ES-
OCCH have a social responsibility towards Egyptian economy,
through support Egyptian exports. Further, there is a link be-
tween pricing and company’s mission and vision. Also, there is
competition among them especially in transshipment container
handling from the market share point of view, however from
the macroeconomic viewpoint, they integrate to participate in
achieving the different goals and objectives of Egyptian Sus-
tainable Development Strategy 2030, more there are no signifi-
cant difference among the three ESOCCH’s tariff.

Based on these findings we recommend the followings: first
each company must have a written pricing policy determined
general rules and principles so the performance of tariff com-
mittee can be easy to evaluate, second there must be more inte-
gration among the three companies to increase their compar-
ative advantage, for instance, more knowledge share among
them. Finally, their pricing decision must be complemented
with their social responsibility by increasing their role in achiev-
ing national development and integrating with Civil society and
economic organizations.
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Appendix 1. Questionnaire about companies’ tariff.


