
 
CHAPTER XXII of the book  
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See September 2010 postscript at the end. 
 
WHAT IMPACT WILL THE MEGA-SHIPS HAVE ON PORTS IN THE 
REGION ? (EAST COAST SOUTH-AMERICA) 
 
In the beginning of this book I mentioned the changes in world shipping, which 
began in the sixties and seventies in industrialized countries: the first was 
mechanization of cargo-handling with the unitization of loads, which could then be 
handled with forklifts ( placing several packages on pallets or skids, or joining 
small units in larger packages, with the use of special straps or slings). The second 
and more important, was the containerization of cargoes. In this new 
transportation system, small packages or cargo units we described above, are 
placed within larger load-units of standardized construction and sizes, which were 
called “trailers” first and later “containers” which can be loaded, unloaded and 
transported in specially prepared vessels, with special cranes while handling on 
land is done with large machines, so that the containers can go from “house to 
house”. Containerization began in 1956 in domestic trades in the United States and 
around 1965 in the lines between the United States and Europe (then the most 
important in the world). After proving its effectiveness in the traffics between these 
two economic blocs, it went with much success to the Far East and then moved on 
to all global traffic. Now, those big metal boxes are known all over the world. The 
recent history of Argentine ports clearly shows that, in our country, neither of these 
very important changes was observed in due time and nobody anticipated the 
possible impact of the use of containers on the internal transport system. Little has 
been written about the great damage that this lack of awareness has done to our 
producers and the damage that this delay has caused to our foreign trade.  
Only after decades the port of Buenos Aires was adapted for the movement of 
containers, and this port continues to concentrate all the container-movements in 
the heart of the city, against all the global trends. Now (written in 2000) again 
there are indications that few people in our country are paying due attention to a 
new phase of the development in world shipping, which is a logical consequence 
of what we've seen so far in this book: the formation of “hubs and feeder-ports”, 
the use of large container ships that choose a few important ports in a region, 
where all the containers are unloaded for an entire region, (the hub port), and then 
distributed to their final destination ports, (feeder ports), and vice versa for exports. 
At the moment rumors say that a “Strategic Plan” for the Port of Buenos Aires will 



soon be developed and port policies for the coming decades will be drawn, so we 
must pay special attention to what is happening in the world. It is important to 
stress that the world has globalized rapidly and now it will not take ten or twenty 
years before we will feel the effects of major changes in maritime transport in 
other regions, as was the case in the decades of 1970 and 1980, when all the 
changes happened far away. In 1998 we could read official publications that 
Buenos Aires would soon be prepared to be the hub-port for the whole east coast of 
South America. This declaration was supposed to prove that the authorities were 
preparing a “ports-policy” by making the port of B.A. much bigger but leaving it in 
the same place. Fortunately after 2 years of debate, many begin to recognize that it 
is totally impossible that B.A. will be the principal hub-port for this region. But 
this does not mean that due attention is being paid to the changes that soon will 
start. The authorities must understand that it is time to begin an extensive 
discussion on the possible impacts that the use of bigger ships will have on the port 
systems in the region. In this chapter I shall try to give my point of view, which I 
published in a magazine in February of 1999, that received wide support from 
international experts. Several points which were predicted in that article are 
already occurring and things may go even faster than expected. The recent changes 
in maritime transport in the important East-West lines of the northern hemisphere, 
where now a large number of vessels over 6,000, and even more than 7,000 TEUs 
are entering the trades between Europe and the Far East, are having an impact 
already on our region. It is advisable that we start to analyze how this trend may 
affect the development of our ports in the future. We must closely observe the 
developments in other parts of the world, see what has happened to other ports and 
build on the lessons that the varied experiences of others may contain for us. In this 
context I think we should observe the following points:  
It has been proven that ship-owners obtain a reduction in transport costs with the 
use of larger ships that call at a limited number of ports. So this trend certainly will 
reach our coast when cargo-volumes rise. Then we should put the following 2 
questions: 
First: Is it convenient or not for our foreign trade, that transshipment ports (hubs) 
are developed in Brazil? Second: Can we take advantage of our great river system 
and introduce a “river-sea transport-system” for the benefit of our foreign trade?  
   
A "review" of the recent past can be useful to get a clear picture.  
In the last three decades we have seen profound changes in world shipping. In the 
'70s, the U.S.A. still had the largest merchant fleet in the world. Then we saw how 
new Asian shipping companies entered the scene, hoping to compete strongly with 
the 'traditional' ship-owners of the United States, Europe and Japan. Also the 
maritime policies of the former Soviet Union had a strong impact. The times that 



most traffics were completely dominated by Freight Conferences, whose motto 
was to keep a balance between supply and demand, came to an end and a new era 
began, with much excess capacity in almost all traffic, which increased the already 
stiff competition. Many great traditional ship-owners, often family-based, could 
not withstand the competition and disappeared. To survive, others joined in 
consortia or merged and formed new, stronger companies. As a result, now there 
are several shipping companies that connect all corners of the world, called mega-
carriers. Until the mid-nineties, this development went unnoticed by most South 
American countries, which did not allow the mega-carriers in their trades, using all 
kinds of regulations and flag-protections for their State-fleets, because they knew 
these could not withstand the competition with them. Freight-rates for S. America 
were usually much higher than in other trades with much longer distances and 
more valuable cargoes, but even so the State fleets suffered heavy losses and 
required huge subsidies to survive. These flag-protections did not create any 
efficient merchant fleet, it only served to maintain very high rates, to the detriment 
of Foreign Trade and caused strong damages to the countries themselves.  
This phenomenon not only occurred in South America, also in the U.S., which had 
for many years the largest merchant marine in the world which operated with cargo 
reservation. The Maritime Administration made bilateral agreements with many 
countries. However, because of their very high operating costs, north American 
Steamship companies could only operate with heavy subsidies, but finally these 
were not enough to keep them going in the new global competition. Most overseas 
shipping companies in the U.S. disappeared or were sold to foreign companies and 
there are very few vessels left sailing internationally under the U.S. flag. In South 
America, the worst examples were the Argentine state fleet ELMA and Lloyd 
Brasileiro. But after deregulation and the removal of cargo reservation in some 
countries, which occurred between 1992 and 95, the mega-carriers began to open 
lines to South America and thus the first real competition began in this region. This 
fierce competition soon changed the local landscape and freight rates fell sharply 
for the benefit of our Foreign Trade.  
At present, we are again on the threshold of some major changes, which most 
likely will again be led by the mega-carriers which within a few years will try to 
force the formation of hub-ports in our region, like those existing elsewhere. 
Because of their great distances and large volumes of cargo, the lines connecting 
the Far East with the United States and Europe have always been those that used 
the largest container ships. Now there are many ships of over 6,000 TEUs coming 
into those services and are already ships of more than 7,700 TEUs are under 
construction. (Remember that: the capacity of ships and container terminals is 
expressed in TEUs, which is the equivalent of a 20-foot container, or 6 meters, and 
a 40-foot container counts as 2 TEU).  



Also the largest container ports began to be developed in the region of Southeast 
Asia and Hong Kong, Singapore and Kaoshiung became major transhipment ports 
(hubports) and quickly moved the ports of New York and Rotterdam from the top, 
with several times greater volumes. Ship-owners always try to increase the 
capacities of their ships, since the use of larger vessels can significantly lower the 
cost per container that is moved. Obviously, the cost of construction of a 3,000 
TEU ship is much higher than one of 1,000 TEU, but the cost per slot is less and 
the cost of operation of both ships is practically the same. Up to the middle of the 
seventies, the size of the vessels increased gradually, without presenting 
construction problems, first from 1,000 TEU to 2,000 TEU, primarily in response 
to increased volumes that were offered. In 1979 Hapag-Lloyd built the first ship of 
3,000 TEU, the "Frankfurt Express" and at that time it was thought that the limit 
had been reached for technical reasons. But in 1980, an American owner, United 
States Lines, wanted to prove that this was far from the limit and made a great 
leap, building a series of twelve vessels of what had seemed unbelievable: 4350 
TEU for their " around the world service." These ships had to cross the Panama 
Canal and thus have a beam (width) of 32.2 meters, which is the maximum 
allowed for this channel, i.e these are Panamax-vessels 
Shortly after USLines´ initiative, which proved that its larger vessels significantly 
reduced the cost per transported container, other ship-owners began to build large 
quantities of 3,900 TEU Panamax-vessels, which at this moment (written in 2000), 
are dominant on Far East lines. (Notwithstanding that the bigger ships had reduced 
transportation costs, USLines had many mishaps because of the type of engines 
that were selected and a few years later went bankrupt and the vessels were sold to 
Sea-Land, which shortened them from 290 meters to 261 meters and lowered the 
capacity to 3,600 TEU). For several years, 3900 TEU was considered to be the 
maximum capacity, as most owners wanted their ships to be able to pass through 
the Panama Canal with the restriction of the width (beam) of 32.2 meters. The 
example of US Lines´ vessels had demonstrated that building ships with more 
capacity would sacrifice operational efficiency. But in 1986, American President 
Lines, APL , which has all of its lines in the Pacific Ocean only and has no need to 
go through the Panama Canal, decided to build six vessels of 4,340 TEU with a 
width of 39.4 meters. These were the first Post-Panamax-vessels, which can not 
pass through the Panama Canal. They have a length of 275 meters and a draft of 
12.5 meters, do not have the stability problems that US Lines  ́ships had and are 
more efficient and consume less fuel. The results were very good and very soon 
others began building post-Panamax vessels. Now it's just a matter of whether the 
lines can attract enough cargo to fill these monsters and solve major logistical 
problems that create such large volumes. The new round in the career of ever 
bigger vessels began in 1996 when the Danish company Maersk, launched a series 



of twelve vessels with 6,500 TEU capacity, the Regina Maersk type, which have a 
length of 318 meters, a beam of 42 8 meters and a draft of 14 meters. (Maersk 
bought SeaLand and is now the largest operator of container ships in the world). 
For a very short time these vessels have had the scepter of being the largest, but in 
early 1998, P & O, Nedlloyd introduced four vessels of 6,900 TEUs that however, 
were soon overtaken again by Maersk with the construction of vessels with 
capacities greater than 7000 TEU , the Sovereign Maersk-class. Many other 
owners have followed and now (2000) there is an impressive number of these 
vessels under construction. In a few years, the predominant size in the lines of the 
Far East, which now is 3,900 TEU, will be between 5,500 and 8,000 TEU.  
But things do not stop here: builders are convinced that technically vessels of up to 
15,000 TEU the Malacca-max, can be constructed, something which a few years 
ago was thought to be entirely impossible.  
When at the end of 1998 the first owners began introducing new vessels of 5,500 / 
6600 TEU on its lines between Europe and the Far East, I predicted in an article in 
a magazine that they soon would seek other routes for some of their ships of 3,900 
TEUs and that soon these vessels would appear on our shores, where at that time 
the biggest vessel was only 2300 TEU. Very few people believed that I would be 
right but already at the end of 1999, Evergreen passed a series of 3,500 vessels, 
built in 1989, from its line between the Far East and Europe to their line to South 
America and Hamburg Sued bought four new ships of 3,800 TEUs that at the end 
of 2001, will enter into its line between the East Coast of South America and the 
U.S. East Coast.  
All megacarriers who now (written in 2000) are building new larger ships, are 
operating on the lines of the East Coast of South America with vessels of 1200-
2300 TEU, which call at a large number of ports, especially in Brazil. When the 
region returns to its growth and provide greater cargo-volumes they probably 
decide to operate ships of 3,900 TEU, in their traffic with the Far East, where they 
can lower their cost per moved container considerably, which however is only 
possible if they can be traveling filled to at least 70 or 80% of capacity. So they 
will restrict the calls of these 3,900 TEU-vessels to a few ports of the region where 
the cargo will be transshipped to (and from) secondary ports, which will be served 
with smaller vessels. And here begins a complicated calculation: how to form an 
efficient circuit with the least amount of large vessels covering in the shortest 
possible time, the long distances between a few ports at both ends and transfer their 
cargoes to other vessels which serve the other ports in the region. Considering the 
geographical configuration of the East Coast of South America and the trades with 
Europe and the United States, we can see that these are particularly well adaptable 
to this system and there are great opportunities to develop hub ports and feeders-
services. It is indisputable that the region is excellent for the development of “river 



and sea services” and we could take some lessons from what happens on the Rhine 
River, with seventeen river ports which offer services of “river-sea ships” that 
carry goods, from both direct and transshipment services, between Germany and 
seaports in the North Sea, the Baltic and Mediterranean. These river-sea vessels 
work together in the River Rhine with heavy traffic of inland vessels and barges 
carrying cargoes from and to Germany to be transshipped in ports of Amsterdam, 
Antwerp and Rotterdam. Duisburg, in the heart of the industrial area along the 
Rhine-Ruhr, is the biggest inland port in the world, with direct “river-sea liner-
connections” as far north as the most northern port of Norway, to many 
Mediterranean ports, from North Africa to Turkey. 
The Parana River is by nature a much better navigable river than the Rhine is, and 
it is perfectly possible to develop an efficient system of “river-sea transport” in 
what is called “la Cuenca del Plata”(The River Plate Basin). To achieve this 
objective we should create conditions for the development of inland ports and stop 
thinking that the port of Buenos Aires will always be the only container port in 
Argentina, as is the policy advocated so far by the authorities.  
Now let us try to find out which ports of the East Coast of South America are 
likely to become hub ports. For that we must start with the main requirements that 
ship-owners have, before they consider a port as a candidate. 
The hub-port must: 
1. have a convenient location within the line, which means the lowest possible 
diversion of the ship and cargo.  
2. have sufficient depth in the port and its approaches, and modern systems of 
navigation, (VTMIS), allowing the vessel to enter and leave at any time in almost 
365 days a year without interruption due to weather or fog, with the mother ship 
loaded with all the cargo for the region for which it is acting as a hub.  
This means that the first hub-port of discharge in the region and the last of the 
loading ports, must be able to serve the ship fully loaded to her maximum draft and 
for those ports, the required depth is between about 13.5 meters to 14.6 meters. 
(44-48 feet)  
3. must be totally reliable and ensure regularity of service, with no interruptions or 
conflicts.  
4.There may be no congestion.  
5. The port should be well equipped and provide prompt service, with costs low 
enough so that the transfer of containers from large ships to other vessels (feeder 
vessels and vessels of their other lines) is economically justified.  
6. And finally, we can say that a port that has a large volume of its own, has a huge 
advantage, especially if it concentrates in one call an important part of both the 
total cargo to be discharged and to be loaded in the region.  



 
The larger the ships, the greater the requirements will be which ship-owners will 
put on the hub-port: these will be much greater for vessels of 5,500 TEUs which 
sooner or later will come to this region after the 3900 TEU vessels, as occurred in 
other lines in the world. At this time, there is no port on the East Coast of South 
America that comes close to the basic requirements to aspire to become a hub port. 
Until recently, some officials claimed that the port of Buenos Aires could be the 
main candidate but, when these major requirements were brought to their attention, 
they realized that this was highly unlikely, since this port does not satisfy sufficient 
points. If we do this analysis of the points we mentioned, Buenos Aires would 
probably receive the following notes:  
Position: its position at the end of all the lines, completely exclude it as a 
candidate to be the main hub-port in the region. It is hard to believe that, under 
normal circumstances, the owners of cargoes for Brazil will accept to lose more 
than seven days and let the vessel pass by the natural port of the State of Sao 
Paulo, Santos, to go first to BA and from there send the cargo back to Santos. If the 
rules of economics prevail, Buenos Aires should not even maintain its status as the 
only container port for Argentina.  
Draft: BA has draft problems and although there are long-term plans to dredge the 
very long access channels to 36 feet (11 meters), this would not be enough to 
aspire to be the main hub-port in the region, which requires a depth of at least 
between 13 and 14 meters. On the other hand, to remain what it is, a direct port of 
call at the end of the line, a depth of 32/33 feet in the access channel, is sufficient 
for up to 3900 TEU vessels which arrive or leave Buenos Aires, having on board 
only a fraction of their total cargo capacity. If the owner wants to give weekly 
departures, which is now the minimum acceptable in this highly competitive 
environment, it is estimated that the future cargo volume of Buenos Aires will be 
just enough to keep direct calls of ships of 3,000 TEUs, so there does not appear to 
be a justification to dredge to 40 feet and build new piers which can have that draft. 
(Present construction allows only 32 feet and such a change would mean an 
enormous expenditure).  
Confidence: BA still is a "reliable" port with efficient facilities.  
Rates: Rates have increased steadily in recent years, which raises doubts if BA can 
maintain its reputation as a cheap port for long. The merging of terminals, with no 
real competition yet in the area, gives rise to justified fear of formation of cartels in 
the future.  
Cargo-Volumes: if Argentina comes out of its deep recession, we can generate 
enough volume to justify direct calls of ships of 2,300 TEU/ 3000 TEU, but is 
unlikely that there will be sufficient volume to attract larger vessels with direct 
calls.  



No Brazilian port still has the condition of a hub-port, because, although there were 
improvements in the last year, none is yet reliable, none is efficient enough and all 
have high costs. Brazil, with a poor Ports Act of 1993, has not yet solved its labor 
problems and the cost of port-labor is still very high. In addition, the continued 
resistance against the necessary changes produce many conflicts and strikes. 
However, in the future Brazil has the best chance to develop ports that meet all 
requirements. Some ports are being developed outside the areas where unions have 
maintained their power. These new ports will work with their own staff, hiring the 
number of employees according to the needs of operations, and payments will be 
fixed as in an industry, instead of the absurd rules of the Brazilian port unions.  
Brazil's economy is very large, the country has many deep-water ports, 
privatization is advancing and without doubt, in a few years, the panorama of 
Brazilian ports will change. The hub port in northern Brazil will be Suape, near 
Recife. The port of Vitoria in the State of Espirito Santo is a candidate halfway 
between Suape and Santos. It has the largest iron ore port in the world with a depth 
of 62 feet, and good rail connections with the main areas of central eastern Brazil.  
The Brazilian authorities are very confident that the port of Sepetiba, a new port 
near Rio de Janeiro, will be developed as a major hub-port. But Sepetiba does not 
have everything that is required to be a hub-port. Not only roads and rail links are 
still missing, but also logistics structures, commercial activities and banking. While 
Maersk-Sealand already uses the port, Sepetiba could end up as a white elephant, 
when the port of Santos finally finds its destiny. Although Brazilian authorities 
themselves still doubt it, it is more than likely that Santos will be the port that in 
the future will meet most of the requirements to become the main hub-port in the 
region. The main “hub” of the ECSA will be at, or near to Santos. The advantages 
of Santos are very great: it is by far the most important port for general cargo of 
South America, has all the software needed in a large port, freight forwarders, 
logistics companies, specialized shipping agents, brokers, banks and specialized 
insurance and it also has all the basic infrastructure, of road and rail to serve Sao 
Paulo, the main industrial area of Brazil, which generates about 40% of all general 
cargo traffic on the east coast of South America. It has its main container port 
facilities outside the city, with room for expansion, without conflicting with the 
interests of citizens and without the unpleasant consequences that the heavy traffic 
of a port means for a city.  
At the moment we can say that, the container terminal which is operating in areas 
of the steel company Cosipa, is emerging as a serious candidate to be the main 
hub-port on the East Coast of South America. Cosipa was privatized several years 
ago and developed its port as an independent business. The port company is "Rio 
Cubatão" near Santos, involving one of the largest logistics companies in Brazil, 
Columbia and argentine port operator Exolgán. It has an excellent location just 



outside the city, with direct road and rail connections to the hinterland of Sao 
Paulo, without suffering the congestion that characterize the old streets around the 
port of Santos. Is not subject to excessive union demands and has the potential to 
prepare large areas for port use and can have sufficient draft for ships of 3,900 
TEUs or more. Not all owners will choose the same hub-port. The chances of all 
the ports south of Santos are less clear, as by lengthening the travel time of the 
mother-vessel, it could complicate the calculation of the number of large vessels 
that are needed in the long run between the hub-ports at both ends of the line and 
that finally the saving of larger vessels, do not cover the extra-costs of 
transshipments.  
The big question is: Does it benefit the Argentine Foreign Trade to develop hub 
ports in Brazil and that some of our cargo is transshipped? The answer can be very 
positive, depending on the ports policy which the authorities make these days in 
Argentina. So far, they continue their policy to centralize all container-traffic in the 
port of Buenos Aires. The only thing we read about port issues, relate to expansion 
of the port of Buenos Aires and expensive proposals for solutions to growing 
problems of road and rail-access.  
Perhaps the reader will wonder why there are objections to the way things are done 
now. It seems fully justified to seek urgent solutions to improve land and water 
access to the port of the Federal Capital.  
However, there is a substantive issue and the story of the unwarranted hegemony 
that the Port of Buenos Aires always has maintained over other ports of the 
country, is very fresh in the minds of many port operators. Especially many 
operators of inland ports claim that it should seriously be assessed if the time has 
not come to put a clear limit to the expansion of the Port of Buenos Aires and to 
begin shifting some of its facilities to other areas which are better located for our 
Foreign Trade, with better road and rail connections, where the heavy traffic 
generated by the port, does not affect the quality of life of the inhabitants of the 
city. The creation of new ports outside Buenos Aires is strongly resisted by a group 
that wields highly controversial figures on the economic importance of the port for 
the city of Buenos Aires, mentioning jobs and wealth it generates, as if these would 
be lost if the port would be moved out of town!  
Plans are being proposed, with enormous landfills close to the center of the city, in 
order to create the possibility to increase the capacity of the Port of Buenos Aires 
to 3,000,000 TEUs per year .All this traffic would have to cross the already 
congested city. The conditions of the 1994 privatization-rules, which were based 
upon the widest possible competition, preventing mergers, have been changed. 
(Resolution 215/2000 of the Ministry of Infrastructure and Housing)  
These steps can mean a dangerous diversion of the Port Law 24 093 and should be 
subject to broad debate before its completion. The renewed policy of centralization 



and the measures that are taken, create the justified fears in the inland port 
operators, that this will jeopardize their development and will put the investments 
they have made in expensive facilities for containers-operations at risk, while an 
over-capacity in the port of Buenos Aires is created, subsidized by expensive new 
road and rail access, which may never be used. Unfortunately, if the authorities 
do not issue clear rules on this issue, we run the risk of maintaining this centuries 
old hegemony of the port of Buenos Aires, which we all know and that is clearly 
detrimental to our foreign trade.  
On the other hand, it is very likely that announcing a policy of decentralization and 
promotion of the development of other ports located on the Rivers Parana, 
Paraguay and Uruguay, will result in a healthy development of river and sea 
services. We should imitate the best examples of what happens on the river Rhine, 
with more than seventeen ports, as noted before. If we do this, the development of 
"hub-ports” in Brazil can be very positive for our foreign trade, especially for 
exporters, who may use the river ports near their production areas instead of 
having to send their trucks through congested urban roads around the port of 
Buenos Aires, which never can have a good rail-access. With a good system of 
river-ports, ships come closer to the origin of the export cargo and will reduce the 
high costs of land transport and improve the competitive position of Argentine 
exporters.  
Another advantage is that it will draw a lot of truck away from roads in and around 
the city of Buenos Aires. There are no risks that transshipment will increase ocean 
freight, because the volume that is offered by Argentina, will guarantee that direct 
services will be maintained and there always will be a strong competition between 
the two systems, the direct and indirect services. (Transshipment costs are charged 
to those countries that have no competing direct services)  
 
The Argentine Ports Law has proven its efficiency beyond any doubt in the case of 
the construction of private “Grain-loading-ports", which are always a step ahead on 
demand, which always has been fully covered. Only this made it possible that 
exports of grain reached the rising goals set by the successive governments, with 
conclusively evidence that the policy of decentralization and the promotion of 
competition between ports, is best. The biggest grain elevator of the country in the 
center of the city of Buenos Aires is now standing idle for several years already. 
No one has given a compelling reason why we have to maintain the port of Buenos 
Aires as the only one for loading and unloading containers.  
The "scaring story" about the loss of labor occupation in the Capital is completely 
far-fetched, as nearly 70% of people working in terminals in Puerto Nuevo live in 
the province. No one can discuss the advantages of the Zarate / Campana region, 
where big terminals are being developed. These will compete without any 



problems with the port of Buenos Aires, provided that the rules of the game are 
clear. They are located relatively close to Buenos Aires and the new industrial 
areas north of the city, and a comparison of cargo flows to and from the Port of 
Buenos Aires, and to and from the ports of Zarate and Campana, will clearly show 
the benefits of the latter arising from their position in relation to the main exporters 
and importers, which are all north of Buenos Aires. They are away from urban 
congestion. To reach the port of Buenos Aires, most cargoes have to cross the 
General Paz Avenue, which cannot be expanded and which is used to its maximum 
capacity already.  
Almost all terminals of Zarate / Campana also have the advantage of having large 
open areas near the railroad tracks and circuits can be built for truly efficient 
intermodal transport, combining all modes of transport in a port unit, which will 
reduce transportation costs for large exporters and importers of the interior. 
However, if the authorities show only interest in the port of Buenos Aires, it will 
mean that new investments in the area Zarate / Campana will be cut, wasting a 
great opportunity to make our Foreign Trade more competitive. Proponents of 
centralization in the port of Buenos Aires, argue that their position is the best and 
try to compare the cost of inland transport of import cargo for the port of Buenos 
Aires with that of Zarate / Campana, which is only true for less than 30% of the 
total imports. But they never mention a comparison of export-cargoes, which all 
have proven lower expenses using ports or terminals in Zarate / Campana. We can 
go one step further: if you take the total actual figures for import cargo and add to 
these the so-called external costs, caused to others by excessive vehicular traffic, 
the cost of road maintenance, accidents, etc., no doubt one will come to the 
conclusion that the cost comparison of ground transportation for the Port of 
Buenos Aires is only favorable for a very small portion of the imports that are 
consumed right in the center of the Capital.  
The country should begin an extensive discussion on this subject: we should 
observe the development of ever larger container ships, that have brought large 
reductions in freight rates worldwide and is very clear that this trend will continue. 
With a correct ports policy, the Argentine Foreign Trade, and especially the 
export sector will have much to gain from this development, and their 
representatives would do well to demand a full debate on this issue with 
national authorities.  
In this way, Argentina could finally take advantage of the “container” as a new 
transport-system, which this book is all about, but which so far has not been 
understood. 
 
Postscript September 2010  



Many will try to point out that my predictions were not correct, because today the 
situation is still exactly the same as in 2000, when this book was written. But it is 
important to make a good analysis and observe what has happened during these 10 
years. In 2000 Argentina was seeing the first very important improvements 
brought by the application of the Argentine Port-Law, both for Grain-Ports and 
general cargo ports. This very clear law permits the construction of fully private 
ports, which could apply new labor-systems like industries and as a result private 
ports had “jumped up” and in an unbelievable short time the efficiency of the 
argentine ports reached levels of N. Europe. But Argentina is a country where 
everything seems to move like a pendulum and I shall leave it to others to explain 
what happened later and how we have come to our present situation, which I 
believe to be far from efficient.  
On the other hand, the very much disputed Brazilian law of 1993 did not make 
enough changes in the system and moreover the powerful labor-unions did not 
accept to reduce their demands, which is their good right. But from the perspective 
of a country’s policy it is disputable if the inflexibility of several thousands,( which 
could be offered other even more attractive alternatives), should be favored over 
the much higher interests of the many more millions of citizens who would after all 
benefit if better changes would be accepted. But it should be clear that this must be 
studied from both positions and in no way do I intend to say that the labor-unions 
should leave their members adrift. 
Because of political reasons, the efficiency of the port of Santos did not advance at 
the same pace as the argentine ports did between 1994 and 2000 and till today 
regulations of private-terminals and of labor-rules still are an obstacle to 
efficiency. In fact ports have been accused of jeopardizing Brazil’s progress, but 
there are many indications that important changes in Port-policies started when 
Brazilian President Mr. Inacio Lula nominated a Special Secretary of Ports, with 
the rank of a Minister. It seems that Brazil has learned the lesson and is now 
preparing itself for the coming Economy of Scale in shipping on the E.C.S.A. 
Therefore I invite you to have a look at a “Power-Point Presentation” in this 
website, “Rethinking Maritime Transport and Logistic Chains in the Region” and 
other notes, where you can find an update of what I wrote in 2000 


