
sustainability

Article

Fisheries Sustainability through Soft Multi-Use
Maritime Spatial Planning and Local Development
Co-Management: Potentials and Challenges in Greece

Stella Sofia I. Kyvelou * and Dimitrios G. Ierapetritis
Department of Economic and Regional development, Panteion University of Social and Political Sciences,
17671 Athina, Greece; d.ierapetritis@panteion.gr
* Correspondence: kyvelou@panteion.gr; Tel.: +30-210-9221066

Received: 10 February 2020; Accepted: 3 March 2020; Published: 6 March 2020
����������
�������

Abstract: Small-scale fisheries in the Mediterranean represent a significant part of the fisheries
industry and their substantial social, economic and place attachment related role has always been
acknowledged in the region. Despite the fact that this usually family-based endeavor has a vast
economic impact on coastal and island communities of the sea-basin, data and insights on the
Mediterranean artisanal fisheries continue to be inadequately developed and poorly integrated in the
local development strategies. Thus, the aim of this research is two-fold. Firstly, it presents some data
and facts on the fisheries sector in the region and secondly it explores the options of their survival,
prosperity and sustainability, approaching the combination of fisheries and tourism as a small-scale
and soft “multi-use” in the marine space. Greece, with a huge potential in both the fisheries and
the tourism sector, was used as focus area where a co-development process was designed aiming to
identify advantages/potentials and challenges/disadvantages of the co-existence of artisanal fisheries
and tourism, as perceived by a series of stakeholders including the co-management schemes (Fisheries
Local Action Groups, FLAGs) in the country. Key conclusion is that sustainable livelihood from
small-scale fisheries depends on the correlation between fisheries and other marine activities. Despite
some limitations, this can boost sustainable local development and be a unique pattern of a “win-win”
and soft multi-use marine spatial planning (MSP), with economic, environmental, social, cultural and
governance related benefits for the coastal communities.

Keywords: sustainable fisheries; tourism; fishing tourism; Maritime Spatial Planning; multi-use;
local development; local entrepreneurship; coastal/island communities; Mediterranean; Greece

1. Introduction

In the last decades, the fisheries sector experiences serious constraints, such as the shrinkage
of fish stocks due to overfishing, the shortages of competitiveness, specific European Union (EU)
regulations for decreasing discards and unnecessary by-catches, etc. The consequences are lower
profitability of the fishing activities and unemployment in the fishing sector [1]. For all these reasons,
it is well acknowledged that the fishing activities should be broadened by aiming on innovation
and diversification [1,2]. In particular, small-scale fisheries are a multi-dimensional activity that
ensures food from the sea is connected to land-sea interaction, and is (strongly) socially, culturally
and symbolically rooted in the local communities. It has been observed [3] that small-scale fisheries
beyond the SDG14b exclusively dedicated to this activity, which appeals for providing to small-scale
fishers access to resources and markets, can obviously have a major weight in a series of Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs). For example, offering food security (SDG1), alleviating poverty (SDG2),
providing gender equality (SDG5) and finally linking to community wellbeing (SDG3) and promoting
economic growth (SDG8).
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On the other hand, the EU encourages the multi-use (MU) in the sea space, that is the combination
of several sea uses so as to share and reduce the costs of offshore operations and regulate the claim
on the sea space by different activities [4,5]. Multi-use (MU) of marine space is defined as a “joint
intentional use of resources in close geographic proximity . . . this can involve either a single user or multiple
users” [4]. Despite reservations stated in the literature about the complexity of multi-use (MU), this is
a smart and attractive option for marine planners and stakeholders pursuing to reduce conflicts of
different sea uses [5]. Stakeholders appear to be willing to co-locating activities [6], though each
distinct combination demands special measures, practices and settings, due to the particular nature of
the activities concerned [7], e.g., artisanal fishing often runs the risk of being displaced and this has
to be faced through clever and innovative mutual arrangements. Based on an analysis of operating
boundaries of several activities, van den Burg et al. [8] determine the highest potential for the multi-use
of sea space to be within 16 nautical miles from the coastline and with a depth less than 100 m [8]. This
is particularly significant for fisheries that are from their nature, related to the land-sea interface.

Through the vast multi-use related literature [4–8] it is evident that there are differences between
Northern and Southern European countries. The North specializes in offshore wind farming and
renewable ocean energies as key drivers of blue growth and MU sectors, and the South, with tourism
being its main and robust income source, presenting predominantly a trend to create smart, small-scale
and soft [9] co-locations of both traditional and emerging maritime economic industries. In this
framework, a combination of fisheries, tourism and environmental protection in European seas
are reported to be concentrated on the French Atlantic coast [10] and in the Mediterranean [11],
with emphasis in the Northern Adriatic Sea. Specifically, in European research projects [4,10,11],
the combination of tourism and fisheries was identified through case studies, situated in the Eastern
Atlantic and in the Mediterranean Sea basins, with the North Adriatic and the Aegean Sea being the
prevailing hot spots. In all these cases, the tourism-fisheries co-existence is labelled as “pescatourism”
or simply fishing tourism. This is commonly defined as the embarking of tourists on small-scale fishing
boats for recreational and cultural purposes. Professional small-scale fishers play a central role in
promoting and educating tourists on the environmental, socio-cultural and economic values of their
islands or coastal areas by presenting them fishing methods and optionally by offering them local
gastronomic satisfactions on board.

This research article approaches fisheries and tourism as a “multi-use” marine spatial planning
(MSP) setting in the Eastern Euro-Mediterranean, focusing on the analysis of the situation in Greece,
a country that is well-developed in both the concerned sectors, that is fisheries and tourism as well.
These two activities are among the main drivers for blue growth as reaffirmed also by regional and
local stakeholders that ensure co-management in the fisheries sector [12] as Fisheries Local Action
Groups, in recent blue growth-related research [13]. The article examines the status of fisheries and
of the co-management schemes (Fisheries Local Action Groups, FLAGs) established in the country,
and explores the potentials of such an activity and the barriers that should be overcome to make
MU settings—especially fishing tourism—catalysts for livelihood opportunities in coastal and island
communities. It also considers fishing tourism in the framework of Maritime Spatial Planning, assuming
that the combination of sea uses, such as “fisheries-tourism-environmental protection” can be a unique
pattern for a “win-win” multi-use MSP in the Eastern Mediterranean [5] with economic, environmental,
social and cultural benefits for the coastal communities. This can be particularly relevant in small
sea spaces [14], closed or semi-enclosed seas that are peopled and crowded [5], and present great
institutional fragmentation and conflicts between economic and environmental stakeholders and uses.

The fishery and aquaculture sectors in Greece present higher rates than in the total of the EU
member states, contributing stably by 0.4% to the national GDP, and the per capita production of Greek
fishery and other products is larger than the respective production worldwide. Greece is amongst
the five EU member states that produce three quarters of the total aquaculture production, both in
quantity and in value. However, overfishing in combination with competition with amateur and retired
fishermen, reduced catches value and loss of consumer purchasing power—due also to the economic
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crisis and the concurrent austerity measures—are factors that increasingly shrink fishing income and
push Greek fishermen either to abandon the activity or to seek opportunities of supplementary income
sources. It is in this context, of local development, pursuit of employment and livelihood opportunities
through also co-management in fisheries, that this research article is embedded.

2. Background of the Research

2.1. About the Sustainability of the Fisheries Industry in the Mediterranean

Fishing is considered one of the main engines of sustainable development in the Eastern
Mediterranean Sea-basin, both for its societal dimension and its economic influence, especially
at a local level. A key requirement for the sustainable development of fisheries is the current and
prospect well-being of both the bio-ecological and human systems and the correspondent management
process [15].

The broader Mediterranean Sea is the major semi-enclosed sea in Europe, modest in nutrients,
rich in oxygen and with higher salinity compared with other European seas. Its heterogeneity
and sequestration have engendered numerous habitats resulting to a rich biodiversity. Fisheries is
among the ecosystem services provided and maintained by the biodiversity. The fishing fleet of the
Mediterranean counts approx. 82,000 vessels, with 80% being of small-scale. Total reported landings
fluctuate around 800,000 tonnes, mainly focused in the western Mediterranean and the Adriatic Sea
and the sector delivers about 314,000 direct jobs [16]. The Mediterranean coastal areas host a series
of human activities, which are essentially responsible for the deprivation of marine ecosystems and
key constraints are the severe decline of the fish stocks and the many spots of pollution especially
where human intensity is heavy and waste management is inappropriate. Other burdens are the heavy
maritime traffic, the climate change related vulnerability, which means expected moves of species,
alterations and imbalances between the fish populations and arrival of new invasive species.

So far, the EU is using anticipatory techniques and methods presenting long-term effects with
concrete examples being the EU multiannual plans or the General Fisheries Commission for the
Mediterranean (GFCM) management plans [17]. However, it is commonly accepted that in order to
inverse the constant deterioration of fish stocks, the unanimous adoption of immediate and specialized
measures of both European and global scope, is needed by all the countries bordering the Mediterranean.
Considering both economic and ecological risks, this is recognized as a key success factor.

Fish stocks are exploited almost entirely by EU fishing boats in the north-western Mediterranean
and in the north Adriatic Sea, whilst the Central and the Eastern Mediterranean (namely the Ionian, the
Aegean and the Levantine Seas) are mutually exploited by EU and non-EU member states. Scientific
observations agree on the decline of the huge mass of fish stocks and to the possible exhaustion of some
of them. It is reported that only a percentage of 9% of fish stocks are exploited in lower quantities than
the Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) and that there is still no sufficient information about the status
of a large amount of fish stocks [18]. Particularly for some kinds of fish stocks, the fishing mortality
rates far exceed the MSY. The volume of these species represents about 43% of the overall catches by
the EU fishing vessels [19,20]. It is, besides, very common for fishermen to complain about the fact that
their catches become more and more unavailable, which means a low performance for the fisheries
sector and serious negative impacts on the overall economy, inherent sense of place, identity and even
survival of the coastal and island regions.

There are numerous causes for the humble state of fish stocks such as marine litter, climate
change related impacts and extensive overfishing. A number of techniques has been initiated by
the EU to control overfishing. Thus, EU member states have been asked to diminish their vessels
and legislative measures include management plans on national and global level, catch controls and
conservation requirements. Besides, the countries bordering the Mediterranean Sea are urged by
international cooperation organizations and Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP) facilities to keep on
analogous rules [20]. Cooperation at regional and sub-regional scales is also recommended [21] with
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the aim to develop advanced models (e.g., fishing lower trophic level species, giving large areas to
recreational fisheries and to marine protected areas). Furthermore, controlling juvenile exploitation,
progressing management plans, and enhancing compliance, controlling and enforcement mechanisms
are judged absolutely necessary to promote fisheries sustainability in the Mediterranean [22]. However,
it is commonly accepted that further actions and efforts are required. To prevent the shrinkage of fish
stocks and its negative impact on the marine ecosystems and ensure the sustainability of the fisheries
industry in the Mediterranean, all countries bordering the Sea Basin need to act urgently and in a
collective and coordinated manner [18,21].

2.2. The Contribution of the Fishing Tourism to Local Development

“Pescatourism” has a rather long history with the term appearing in Italy in 1992 and originally
used in the Italian legislation to denote the boarding of non-fishermen adults, aged over 14, on fishing
boats with a recreational or tourism commitment [23]. Prosperi et al. [24], define it as “the activity of a
fisherman, a fishing company or a fishing cooperative aiming at transporting non-crew members, such as tourists,
and conducting recreational activities” [24]. Today, pescatourism is developed in various Mediterranean
countries as an alternative to coastal tourism [25], involving the provision of services usually by
small-scale fishermen, who invite tourists on their vessels in order to introduce them to the local fishing
tradition in combination with educational and recreational activities. In support of the above, it was
revealed [11] that there is also a strong correlation between fisheries tourism and marine ecosystem
protection, either as a pescatourism activity occurring near or within marine protected areas (MPAs) in
an eco-tourism context, or fostering initiatives involving environmental/ecosystem-based education.

Fishing tourism’s contribution to local development of European coastal areas is essential: it is a
form of alternative tourism based on traditional activities, which can attract visitors seeking authentic
experiences, such as artisanal fishing [26]. Through the enrichment of the locally offered tourism
product, the local tourism entrepreneurship and the local labour market are enhanced [24], while at
the same time, an alternative additional income is offered to local fishermen/entrepreneurs, who by
exploiting their already available skills and means, can develop new activities and offer recreational
and educational services to tourists. Moreover, they may expand the additional income sources by
offering hospitality services to the tourists desiring to spend one or more days at the fisherman’s
residence and participate in their everyday routine (housework, preparation of the fishery products for
trading, preparation of the fishing gear, such as nets, baits, etc.). This is a type of tourism service already
offered in the Italian coastal areas, referred to as itti-tourism (itti-tourismo) [23]. The advantages of
pescatourism for the fishing income also include the expected increase in local demand for locally
caught fish, which are sold to the retail market, restaurants, etc. Moreover, an important (yet not readily
noticeable) contribution of pescatourism to local development is the enhancement of the local identity
and the social status of the fishermen themselves. Besides, their role in the consultation and planning
of tourism development strategies, or initiatives for their coastal/island area is also improved [27].

Since the practice involves a daily journey on a fishing vessel—with indigenous fishermen hosting
tourists aboard and guiding them to join the fishing operations, along with participating in gastronomic
satisfactions, or offering stay in their villages to make them share their daily life—a positive aspect is
that throughout this activity, the conditions may be shaped for a shared vision between tourists and
indigenous people. Inhabitants are usually motivated to safeguard their living environment, in terms of
environmental, economic, social or cultural goods, avoiding or mitigating destructive tourism impacts.
Tourists, have instead, the chance to discover the geography and cultures of places, landscapes and
seascapes, through direct involvement in a traditional activity, practiced by Mediterranean coastal or
island communities.

In this sense, fishing tourism is also suggested in culture-oriented programmes targeting the
diversity of European local cultures and heritage and the nexus between preservation/maintenance
and sustainable use of the heritage to the benefit of local populations [28]. Cultivating cultural
attitudes of tourists make them also cautious about heritage both natural and cultural, tangible and
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intangible and probably enables them in being part of conservation procedures, thus participating in a
learning procedure.

Relevant to the contribution of fishing tourism to local development was the PESCA initiative
(New Community Initiative for Fisheries and Fishery-Dependent Zones) that appeared in 1994 [29],
which targeted the revitalization of the local economies, efficiently facing declining fish stocks,
poor economic harvests, new consumer habits or new trade patterns, reduced employment
opportunities or unattractive revenues. It was an attempt to detach the local communities from
the harvesting activity [30] and enhance territorial cohesion [31]. To this end, fisheries policy
introduced features of regional policy by supporting local development projects indirectly related to
the fishing industry, such as fishing tourism, gastronomic activities, fishing related arts and crafts,
relevant museums, etc. Particularly, fish workers could profit from training and vocational learning
with a view to re-orient their activities also outside the fishing industry.

Later in 2007, the European Fisheries Fund (EFF), in order to encourage sustainable development
and improve life quality in coastal areas with a noteworthy (though weakening) fishing activity,
stimulated the revitalization of similar to the 1994 PESCA initiatives [29], namely the initiative of
Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs) which are classified as co-management schemes [12]. In this
context, fishers and harvesting industries are considered key drivers of local development in the
fisheries communities. Local development policies and strategies are enriched with regional policy
topics, such as technical or social innovation, networking, quality and protection of the environment,
environmental management of resources, such as energy and waste, energy efficiency, etc. This
initiative stimulated a lot of interest, even if it seems to have limited impact on local development and
on the effort to reverse the decline of the fishing sector. The suffering conditions of the Mediterranean
coastal and island communities, due to the low economic performance of the fishing industry, is hard
to reverse. Nevertheless, what is of paramount importance is the spill-over effect of innovation,
best practice and expertise that may generate renewed territorial potentials in areas confronting with
comparable constraints. The FLAGs can apparently have a catalytic role in such spill-over procedures.

It this framework, the influence of women to the fishing industry and the fishing community [32]
has been fully acknowledged and attracted EU financing for pilot projects initiated in late 1990s. It is
well known that the presence of women on board fishing vessels is a rare occurrence, and, therefore,
they generally do not qualify as fish workers. Yet, they contribute to fish production, not only as
shellfish gatherers, but women play an important role in the processing and marketing of fish products.
Furthermore, their participation, in activities within a family-driven business, although often ignored,
is critical. The entitlement of spouses of self-employed workers to benefit from the general system for
social protection is a long-awaited and merited acknowledgement of their input.

3. Materials and Methods

3.1. The Research Process—Short Technical Methods

The research carried out for this paper is two-fold, structured around the following steps:

1. An identification of insights about the sustainable fisheries in the Mediterranean, the state
of fisheries in Greece and also about multi-use (MU) in the marine space with key focuses
on the latest findings about tourism-driven multi-use combinations, especially the triplet
“fisheries-tourism-environmental protection”.

2. A co-development process to reveal the potential of fishing tourism in the case- study area,
namely Greece, a country situated in the Eastern Mediterranean Sea-basin. To this end, a survey
was carried out based on structured interviews to different groups of stakeholders (state services,
regional authorities, FLAGs, local fishers and their associations, Non-Governmental Organizations
(NGOs), academia and experts) in order to detect their multiple perceptions for both the potentials
and the many challenges that fisheries-tourism combination is actually facing.
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The Greek case-study was thus based on: (a) desk and bibliographic research, (b) field research,
mainly in collaboration with state authorities, to identify key territorial characteristics of fishing tourism
in the country and (c) a structured interview-based survey in order to better apprehend the different
perceptions of relevant stakeholders and fully discover potentials, but also challenges and barriers
that hamper the development of similar activities. To map the FLAGs in the country, the Fisheries
Areas Network (FARNET) database (2017), and specifically, the Country Factsheet about Greece was
used [33].

3.2. The Multi-Use Opportunity: Tourism-Driven MU Arrangements and “Fisheries-Tourism” Assemblage.

The answer to the rivalry over sea space often relies on the existing practice of inclusive sharing
of marine space between several activities [4–8,10,11,34,35]. As already mentioned, the Horizon
2020 Multi-Use in European Seas (H2020 MUSES) Project [4], having clearly identified all possible
groupings of marine uses from a co-location standpoint, defines multi-use of marine space (MUS)
as a “joint intentional use of resources in close geographic proximity . . . this can involve either a single user
or multiple users”. The resources can be both products and services that produce value to a single or
multiple users (individual persons, groups of people or legal entities) and their nature may be biotic
(e.g., fish stock) or abiotic (e.g., oceanic space) and be directly exploited (e.g., fishery) or indirectly
exploited (e.g., environmental protection). This use can involve either a single user or multiple users,
exploiting the available natural resources. The concept of multi-use comprises a multitude of use
combinations and represents an essential shift from the concept of “exclusive resource rights” to the
“inclusive sharing of resources” by one or more users. These uses include individual activities from
which one or more users can gain one or more benefits directly (e.g., business profit) or indirectly
(protection of marine biodiversity) [34]. Another broader definition of multi-use, viewed as a key and
mandatory component of MSP, was expressed by Kyvelou & Ierapetritis [5] that conceived MU MSP as
a “complex, multidimensional and context-specific process of marine management between multiple users, driven
by technological, financial, socio-economic, cultural, environmental and governance related factors”. This kind
of MSP should be served by both planning, engineering, governance and management disciplines.
Moreover, Schupp et al. [35] suggest a comprehensive categorization in four types of multi-use,
following “space”, “time” and “connectivity” parameters: “multi-purpose/multifunctional”, “symbiotic
use”, “co-existence/co-location” and “subsequent/repurposing” [35]. This derives from the consideration
that “multi-use” can be established, with either activities synchronously developed or when activities
succeed each other. Furthermore, a distinction can be made between the multiple uses being operated
by a single user or by diverse users (Table A1 in the Appendix A). This typology is mentioned here in
order to support the huge potential of multi-use and its capacity to adapt in a creative way, to diverse
conditions of the seas and the coastal areas.

In the framework of the EU Blue Growth strategy, the multi-use concept acquires a principal role
as it seeks to achieve sustainable development of the maritime economic sectors, founding innovative
enterprises and clusters [36], generating innovation and providing new jobs and ensuring, at the
same time, the conservation of the marine ecosystems. Meanwhile, the Maritime Spatial Planning
Directive [37] encourages the integration of the concept of multi-use in the national policies and the
legislation of the EU member states which; however, is addressed in a mandatory way, only in a few
cases, e.g., during the revision of the Dutch MSP approach [5].

According to the results of the above-mentioned MUSES project, the multi-uses observed in
the Mediterranean are allocated firstly in tourism uses, secondly, in uses of renewable energy
sources, and thirdly, in oil and natural gas extraction. Regarding tourism uses, three essential
combinations were documented: a) fisheries-tourism-environmental protection; b) environmental
protection-aquaculture-tourism; and c) underwater cultural heritage-tourism-environmental
protection [11]. The same project indicated that maximum potential for MU development is found in
tourism-driven MU arrangements (e.g., pescatourism or aquaculture/diving tourism). Pescatourism
included, inter alia, in the combinations of “fisheries – tourism – environmental protection” is seen as a
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new approach towards preservation of natural resources, whilst providing supplementary income to
artisanal fishermen.

4. Results

4.1. Synergies between Fisheries, Fishing Tourism and MSP

The above-mentioned place-based approach is currently the preferred path for growth in coastal
areas. In this framework, the necessity to link coastal development to the broader Integrated Maritime
Policy (IMP) and consequently to the particular investments involving Maritime Spatial Planning
are being taken into account [26]. Fishing tourism mostly relies on FLAGs, and their strategies
take into account existing MSP and Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) initiatives, as the
latter often have an important tourism component. In this respect, FLAGs should initiate exchanges
with the relevant MSP authorities to ensure harmonization and integration of the fishing sector’s
interests into the multifaceted and competitive MSP procedure that manages conflicting sea uses and
creates synergies.

Several examples can be identified: in the Côte d’Azur Local Development Strategy (LDS) in
France, the Fisheries Areas Network (FARNET) has established a guide on how to create benefits for
the community by promoting fisheries and tourism communication and collaboration. In this guide,
the significance of developing a MSP that encompasses creative and constructive interactions between
these two sectors is presented. Following the guidance presented by FARNET, the local government of
Côte d’Azur in the Mediterranean produced a local development strategy that allowed tourism and
fisheries to interact positively and produce benefits for both industries [26]. In addition, the Scottish
Government has initiated a project, supported by the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF)
to improve the quality of data of inshore fisheries around Scotland. Evidently, the data supported
decision making jointly in fisheries management and in Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) [38].

We should note here that in Greece the EU MSP Directive (2014/89) was transposed into the
Greek legal system with Law 4546/2018 [39]. The main responsibility for Maritime Spatial Planning
at the national and regional levels lies within the competences of the Ministry of Environment
and Energy. No inter-ministerial body was previewed to promote an integrated maritime policy,
including fisheries, as an inherent planning priority, despite the opinions of relevant professional
bodies during the consultation carried out in view of the enactment of the law [40]. In addition,
no “National Spatial Strategy for the Marine Space”, as previewed by the MSP law, was issued
yet. The two MSP case studies carried out within the “Supporting Maritime Spatial Planning in
the Eastern Mediterranean” (SUPREME) project [41] for the Inner Ionian Sea – Corinthian Gulf
area, and the Myrtoon Sea/Peloponnese-Crete Passage, neither make explicit reference to MU nor
to specific fishing tourism opportunities in their different planning scenarios. However, symbiotic
development, only for fish farms and other uses, is mentioned in the second case study. Nevertheless,
especially for the Corinthian Gulf, local NGOs, e.g., the Association for the Protection and Rational
Development of the Corinthian Gulf “ARION” fully support fisheries tourism in this semi-enclosed
sea. According to them, fishing tourism in Greece is a powerful rural product—the best available
on the European market today—and probably one of the best in the world, and can have multiple
benefits. Benefits include attracting more tourists, promoting other rural products along with fishing
tourism, keeping young people in the fishing profession, discussing problems of fisheries—not only
at a national level, but mainly at a European level—and familiarizing fishermen with the European
fisheries institutions, to which they should participate, limiting the fishing effort that has negative
impact to the already reduced fish stocks and enhancing fishermen’s income.
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4.2. The Greek Case Study

4.2.1. Situation and Potentials of the Greek Fishing Industry

Throughout the thirty-year period 1980–2011, according to the data provided by F.A.O [42], the per
capita production of Greek fisheries and other products was larger than the respective production
worldwide (Figure A1 in the Appendix A). It should be noted that the per capita production of fishery
and other products in 1997 reached 25 tonnes per year, while the respective average production
worldwide was a little more than 15 tonnes per year. The reduction observed in the last fifteen years
resulted in a first time marginally lower level of the per capita production of fishery products compared
to the global level in the two-year period 2012–2013 [43]. In absolute figures and distinguishing
between the national production in deep-sea fishery products and aquaculture products, in 2017 it
amounted to 203,612 tonnes in total, 38.4% (78,190 tonnes) of which were deep-sea products, and
the remaining 61.6% (125,422 tonnes) were aquaculture products. In the last years, the fishing and
aquaculture sectors contribute stably by 0.4% to the national GDP, presenting higher ratings than the
total of the EU member states or than Turkey, which presents a remarkable activity in these sectors [44].
The respective gross value added was 645 million euros in 2016, presenting a reduction of 60 million
euros compared to 2008, i.e., the starting year of the economic and financial crisis.

According to recent available data, Greece produces 170,000 tonnes, 106,000 of which come from
aquaculture business activities and 64,000 tonnes from artisanal fisheries activities (Figure A2 in the
Appendix A) forming in total 2.6% of the total fishery production in the EU and 0.1% of the global
production. Greece is amongst the five (5) EU member states that produce in total three quarters of the
total aquaculture production, both in quantity and in value. More specifically, in terms of economic
value, Greece ranks fourth (11%) after the United Kingdom (24%), France (15%), Spain (12%) and Italy
(11%) [45].

In regards to the Greek fishing fleet, according to the recent report of the Directorate General for
Fisheries of the Ministry of Rural Development and Food, it consists of 14,985 vessels with a total
capacity of 71,085 gigatonnes (GT) and a total power of 426,683 kw. The average age of the vessels is
30.22 years, presenting an increase in relation to the corresponding median age of the previous year
(2016) in the order of 2.7% [45]. It is worth noting that the contribution of small vessels of 0–11m length
to the Greek fleet is 94.3%, followed by vessels of 12–23 m long, amounting to 4.6%, and vessels of
24–39 m long, amounting to just 1.1%.

In terms of employment, according to recent available data (2015), the fishery sector, employs in
total a full-time equivalent (FTE) of 23,431 people, the greatest percentage of which is found in vessels
of 0–11 m length, 15% in vessels of 12–23 m length and the remaining 6% in vessels of 24–39 m length.
Regarding the standard gear of the Greek fishing fleet, 67% is equipped with gill nets and entangling
nets and 25% with hooks and lines (the remaining 8% has other equipment) [45] (Figure A3 in the
Appendix A).

Looking at gender, the workforce employed in Greek fisheries is composed almost as a whole by
men (96% men and 4% from women in total a full-time equivalent) and is rather aging. Moreover,
74.8% of the employees are at the age of over 40 years, analyzed to 64.4% between 40–64 years and
10.4% over the age of 65 years. In particular, in small-scale fisheries, workers over 40 years are 79.3%,
analyzed at 67.3% between 40–64 years of age and 12% over 65 years. The labor force for small-scale
fisheries, based on the level of education, is classified as a municipal-high school graduates who make
up 57% of high school graduates 36.5% and higher education graduates 6.2% [46].

The major problems faced by coastal fishermen, according to a survey conducted by the Greek
Ministry of Rural development and Food [46], emerge in excess of the damage to fishing gears by
mammals (82% positive response), the reduction of catches due to overfishing (62% positive response),
competition with amateur and retired fishermen (62% positive response), the reduced catch value (60%)
and reduced consumer purchasing power (51% positive response), all being factors that increasingly
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shrink fishing income and push Greek fishermen to seek an opportunity to acquire supplementary
income [46].

Nevertheless, fisheries remain an activity of fundamental prominence for the coastal/island
communities of Greece for many centuries. As shown by archeozoological research the fish species
caught in the Aegean archipelago are basically identical for about 100 centuries [47]. However, the
industry suffers from over-exploitation of marine resources, destructive fishing practices and illegal
techniques, overfishing, habitat destruction, pollution and climate change impacts. Consequently,
the fishing industry runs the risk of collapse with major socio-economic and environmental costs for
island and coastal communities that are, especially in small islands, strongly dependent to this activity.
There is urgency since the rhythm of decline of fish stocks is accelerating. For instance, research in the
eastern Aegean Sea has indicated a shrink of up to 50% in catch levels of small-scale fisheries between
2009 and 2011 [47]. As a consequence of decades of unsustainable national and EU fishing policies,
fishermen are technically improving their vessels and equipment, using largely improved catching
methods, and covering larger fishing areas. Nevertheless, despite this increased effort, small-scale
fishery catches levels continue to decline.

Small-scale fisheries occupy 97% of the Greek fishing vessels [46], and provide 50% of the total
national catch, using nets and other traditional techniques. They are essential component of the coastal
and island economy, society and culture, in other words of the coastal/island landscape viewed as a
social-ecological system [48].

4.2.2. Fisheries and Tourism Co-Existence on the Study Area (Greece)

Greek coastal and island communities have a long and very particular fishing tradition. Besides,
there is a remarkable fishery activity observed in the last thirty years, as pronounced in the above section,
and a tourism orientation of the coastal communities and the national economy as a whole. All of the
above make fishing tourism an activity whose potential needs to be explored and further exploited.

The view of Greek legislation [49] about fishing tourism is quite broad and integrated: it defines
fishing tourism as a form of rural tourism that involves the provision of services pertaining to fishery,
sponge fishing, aquaculture and the relative practices and techniques to visitors-tourists, who combine
their vacation with fishery activities provided offshore, in order to entertain through fishery, hands-on
experience, acquaintance with local traditions, local customs and local cuisine, the spreading of fishery
culture and the economic stimulus of the social fabric at a local level.

Moreover, the relevant European funds (EMFF) for the programming period 2014–2020 provide
the ability for pilot implementation of multi-use in tourism and fishery activities. Specifically, the Greek
Operational Programme for “Fisheries and Sea 2014–2020” implements an integrated policy related to
fisheries and aquaculture, in order to enhance the social and economic prosperity primarily of island
and coastal areas, based on an endogenous “bottom up” and co-management approach involving
the participation of public and private sector bodies. Through priority 4 “Increase of employment
and territorial cohesion”, the programme provides approximately 54 million euros (10.4% of the total
programme budget) to Community-Led Local Development Programmes on Fisheries (C.L.L.D). These
target specific sub-regional areas (with a population of at least 10,000–15,000 inhabitants) highly
dependent on fishery activities and facing socio-economic difficulties and severe lack of infrastructures,
while possessing natural assets able to enhance their attractiveness as tourist destinations.

Therefore, a favourable framework is being formed through maximizing the participation of
fisheries and aquaculture, to reverse negative developments and achieve sustainable development of
the coastal areas. The ultimate goal of these initiatives is to preserve/create jobs, exploit the fisheries
and aquaculture products and the possibilities offered by the sea in general, promote the quality of the
coastal environment, as well as support the diversification or economic and social contexts in areas
facing socio-economic struggles, due to changes in the fisheries sector. It is rather apparent that the
“multi-use” is fully supported by the strategy, since main strategic goal is the “ . . . enhancement of
sustainable development in the selected fisheries and aquaculture areas that will be supported by the creation
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of a multiple employment and interconnection standard of the production sectors among them in these areas”.
Besides, general objectives highlight the competitiveness of fishery and aquaculture areas, through
reforming and reorienting their production base and creating new jobs, beyond the fishing sector,
while the specific objectives target the increase of value added of fishery products, the promotion
of ecotourism, the maintenance and creation of new jobs and the promotion of the quality of the
coastal environment.

However, there are a lot of obstacles to the development of fishing tourism in the local market
such as the inherent weaknesses of the Greek local rural entrepreneurship, i.e., the limited access
to funding resources and the lack of tax incentives. As for the social and economic structure,
fishing tourism in Greek coastal areas may be poor in terms of other business start-up resources,
such as public and civic assistance and entrepreneurial culture, slower growth of technology and
infrastructure, lower absorption rate of technological developments and limited connections to the
outside world [50–52]. Another obstacle to the Greek fishing tourism may be the ageing and the low
educational level of fishers in combination with their incapability in designing and implementing
particular tourism services and appropriate marketing strategies, although young fishers are more
competent and often educated in these issues.

Furthermore, there is an inertia in making the shift from the non-competitive “sea, sand and sun”
model to other forms of touristic offer and the problem of seasonality is still very present. It is also the
ageing of the fishing vessels and the strict legal requirements [53] for technical adjustments related to
tourists transport along with the consequent need for funding resources that pose important obstacles
to the development of fishing tourism. Naturally, the profitability is substantially limited due to the
high operational costs, often rendering unprofitable and uncertain, the engagement in activity. To
note that fishing trips may last 9–10 hours, during which, the fishermen must present and explain the
fishery activities, actually fish, and often prepare lunch for the passengers on board.

In addition, the current institutional framework [53] previews rules for a safe tourist navigation
and a safe participation of tourists in the fishing effort, as the granting of a fishing tourism license to
professional fishermen requires that the vessel holds a Certificate of Airworthiness and the activity
runs in compliance with the relevant safety rules, for staffing, hygiene and suitability to boarding
passengers. At the same time, a necessary precondition for the granting of the relevant license, in
accordance with the current institutional framework, is the existence of a special space on board
ensuring safety of tourists during their fishing activities, the use of specific manual fishing gears and a
guarantee provided by the commander that the intended tourist activity relates only to operations
where the safety of the participating tourists is not at risk.

However, the safety regulations applicable to this activity vary considerably between member
states, and solutions should be found to the exploitation of existing fishing fleets, in particular
small-scale fishing vessels, without excessive costs and, at the same time, without endangering safety.
As the European Parliament has suggested [54] safety regulations should be harmonized and facilitated
by access to and use of funding through available financial instruments such as the European Maritime
and Fisheries Fund (EMFF).

Finally, we should not forget that the small-scale of the activity is advantage and disadvantage at
the same time. The soft and fleeting character of the activity due to the lack of heavy infrastructure
and the minimum number of tourists limits the impacts on the environment but hampers its viability.
This is compromised by the small size of the fishing vessels (94.3% of the vessels has a length of 0–11m)
that combined with strict fishing tourism specifications (e.g. kitchen space and equipment) limits the
number of passengers to 7–10 people. There is consequently a de facto competition by large tourism
enterprises that organize sea excursions and are able to accommodate greater numbers of passengers
in their larger vessels, achieving lower transportation costs and, thus, higher profits [55].
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4.2.3. FLAGs and Fishing Tourism in Greece

Following Axis 4 of the European Fisheries Fund (EFF) entitled “Sustainable development of
fisheries areas” local fisheries areas presenting sufficient coherence in geographical, economic and
social terms were selected in Greece and local co-management partnerships entitled “Fisheries Local
Action Groups” (FLAGs) involving fisheries actors and other local private and public stakeholders,
were created. The aim was the development of partnerships involving the wider community and
the design and implementation of a local development strategy for the areas. These are endogenous
local development strategies that are inextricably linked to the characteristics and needs of the fishing
areas. A crucial role in a place-based, bottom-up development approach plays the establishment of
a “sense of place” which is based on common characteristics, problems or simply features that give
inhabitants from the fisheries area distinct local identity. This makes part of the social capital of the
area, a kind of widespread trust within the local community, motivating local actors to provide their
own funds, time and effort, making cooperation easier, promoting knowledge diffusion and enhancing
innovation [56]. In this context, for the period 2014–2020, thirty-three FLAGs were established in
Greece giving to the country a leading role together with Italy in the Mediterranean (Table 1 below).
As a result, 31 FLAG strategies were selected and are being implemented by multi-funded groups,
managing LEADER as well as fisheries CLLD (Community-Led Local Development). Kavala and
Iraklion FLAGs implement a purely EMFF funded strategy. What is remarkable is that seventeen
FLAGs strategies that is almost 50% of the whole, have set fishing tourism as one of their key thematic
directions (see Figure 1 below and Table A2 in the Appendix A).

Table 1. Fisheries Local Action Groups in the European Union (EU) member states of the Eastern
Mediterranean, 2017.

Country FLAGs Mediterranean FLAG’s for
Fishing Tourism

Italy 35 23

Croatia 7 6

Cyprus 3 -

Slovenia 4 1

Greece 33 17

Total 82 47

Source: FAO. The State of Mediterranean and Black Sea Fisheries; General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean:
Rome, Italy, 2016 [16].and own elaboration by authors.

According to the most recently available data of the Greek Ministry of Rural Development and
Food (Directorate of Fishing Activity and Product Control), the nationwide number of fishermen that
are officially engaged in fishing tourism activities is rather limited and accounts for 155 active licenses.
The fishing tourism enterprises officially operating per region (nomenclature of territorial units for
statistics, NUTS 2) and regional unit (NUTS 3) in late 2019 are visualized in Table A1 in the Appendix A.

The largest number is concentrated in the region of South Aegean (32.3% of the total) distributed
in the big islands of Rhodes, Syros and Naxos. Followed by the Region of Crete (14.2% of the total)
and the Attica region (10.3% to the total). In the fourth and fifth positions are the regions of Thessaly,
which makes up 7.7% and East Macedonia and Thrace, with 7.1% (see Table A3 in the Appendix A).
Figure 2 below summarizes the fishing tourism intensity at regional unit level (NUTS 3) and clearly
demonstrates that the most active regional units on fishing tourism entrepreneurial initiatives are the
ones of Rhodes (24 fishermen) and Attica (16 fishermen).
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Apparently, through all of the above initiatives, fishing tourism, having considerably grown
over the last two decades in Italy, is now gaining ground in other Mediterranean locations as
well. It is certainly an interesting fishing tourism assemblage providing visitors the opportunity to
obtain knowledge about a deeply community-rooted economic, social and cultural endeavour at risk
of extermination, whilst decreasing environmental impacts and supporting the maintenance of a
traditional employment.

4.2.4. Perceptions of Fisheries Tourism Co-Existence by Different Stakeholders

As mentioned in the “Materials and Methods” section, in order to confirm our hypotheses on the
role of fishing tourism, both in marine spatial planning and local development in Greece, a survey
was carried out based on structured interviews to different stakeholders (state services responsible
for fisheries, regional authorities mainly from Attica and Rhodes that have the greater number of
FLAGs, Marine Research Institutes, certain FLAGs spread all over the country, local fishers mainly
in the Cyclades islands and their associations, environmental NGOs, individual experts). The most
representative target groups were a: the fishing enterprises and the associations of local fishermen
(15,1% of the sample); b: the co-management schemes (33,4%) comprising Development Companies
(15.2%) and FLAGs (18,2%); c: the independent experts, academia and the Marine Research Institutions
(21,2%) and d: the environmental NGOs (6%), mainly WWF, which is extremely proactive in promoting
fisheries diversification policies and mechanics [56].

The purpose was to detect their multiple perceptions for both the potentials and the many
challenges that fisheries-tourism combination is actually facing and probably identify solutions for
further development of the activity in the country. The results of this brief survey are summarized in the
following Table 2 grouped in four major thematic units: “Biology-Ecology”, “Socio-economics, Culture
and local development”, “Economic viability, operation, innovation, and marketing” and finally
“Governance, MSP, legal framework and Funding”. These key themes were suggested by the authors
when structuring their survey to make it more understandable to the respondents, distinguishing the
different environments in which the activity takes place (bio-physical, socio-cultural, economic and
financial, operational and governance related) and were discussed and verified with key stakeholders.
Besides this survey, local visits were realized and face-to-face contacts with local fishers and tourism
entrepreneurs (especially in the Small Cyclades islands) have taken place to detect and verify the status
of fisheries, their familiarization with the idea of fishing tourism, as well as their perception about
further development of such an activity in their fishing communities (Figure A4 in the Appendix A).
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Table 2. Advantages and disadvantages of co-existence of artisanal fisheries and tourism, as perceived by stakeholders. Source: structured interview-based survey,
designed by authors and addressed to key actors and stakeholders.

Key Themes Potentials/Advantages Challenges/Disadvantages

Theme 1: Biology/ecology/ecosystem-based management.

• Decompressing already reduced fish stocks.
• Reduction of artisanal fisheries effort to

tackle overfishing.
• Environmental education/awareness raising

related to fishing and tourism within or near
marine protected areas (MPAs).

• Low attractiveness as far as
Vegetarianism/Veganism and other similar groups
are concerned.

• Pollution/Marine litter due to touristic pressure.

Theme 2: Socio-economics, culture, local development.

• Expand employment and territorial cohesion in
coastal and island communities depending on
fishing activity.

• Diversifying traditional fishing activities and
boosting fishermen’s’ income.

• Familiarizing fishermen and their families with the
internet and the relevant e-services (fishing
tourism platforms etc.).

• Keeping young people in the fishing profession.
• Attraction of visitors seeking authentic

experiences- development of niche markets.
• Fishers can play a central role in the preservation

of the cultural identity of their territories.
• Touristic assets of fishing villages providing

diversification opportunities.

• Risk of non-compensation of fishermen for lost
fishing opportunities.

• Increased taxes to the touristic activity making the
combination of fisheries and
tourism unsustainable.

• Possible increased competition from other
professional groups (e.g., other tourism operators)

• Competition and conflicts between local fishermen
operating in the same sea area.

• Absence of Schools of Fisheries and of
traditional shipbuilders.

• Absence of business start-up resources in
coastal/small island areas such as public and
civic assistance.

• Lack of entrepreneurial culture.
• Ageing and low educational level of human

resources in combination with lack of
specialization of human resources may cause law
level of touristic satisfaction.

Theme 3:
Economic viability, operation and innovation, marketing.

• Integrating innovation in fishing activity.
• Retail infrastructure in port areas, in fishing

shelters in tourist areas (according to the existing
framework) such as in Varkiza or in Mykonos.

• Promotion of well-known local
agricultural products.

• Fishing areas can promote cooperative marketing
campaigns with other tourist destinations in the
region- alliance can generate mutual profits.

• The short period of the activity.
• The ageing of the Greek vessels.
• EU and national compensations to fishermen to

destroy their vessels and abolish their
fishing licenses.

• Traditional boats are taxed the same as modern
and faster boats of equal size.

• High costs of investment to adapt vessels to
tourism related function (requirement for technical
adjustments to professional fishing vessels, due to
their touristic activity).
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Table 2. Cont.

Key Themes Potentials/Advantages Challenges/Disadvantages

Theme 4:
Governance, MSP, legal framework, taxation, funding.

• Organizing events on the country’s fishing
tradition (e.g., fishing tradition days).

• Fishers can profit from EU and specific funding
directed to cultural fisheries, incl. tourism-driven
projects under the European Maritime and
Fisheries Fund (EMFF).

• Potential to create the triplet of
fisheries-tourism-environmental protection in or
near MPAs.

• Potential for awareness raising of tourists about
fishing related environmental problems
threatening the seas e.g., ghost fishing.

• State financial support to further diversify
fishermen’s profession and achieve temporary
cessation-reduction in fishing effort.

• Reform of existing legislation in order to enable
fishermen to broaden their touristic activity
beyond the embarking of tourists on small-scale
fishing boats for recreational and
cultural purposes.

• Involvement of fishers in planning and
decision-making processes concerning coastal and
marine areas.

• Familiarizing fishermen with the European
fisheries institutions.

• Lack of Fishing Tourism Associations, lack of
training and certification scheme.

• Fisheries-tourism co-existence may cause further
delays in the physical and economic integration of
C.L.L.D. Programmes on fisheries for the
2014-2020 period.

• Lack of provision by law to enable the activity
(fishing tourism) in inland waters of communities
that have as main source of income the
river fishing.

• Extreme pressure from the competent authorities
to comply with the rules, although not
accompanied by the necessary support for lifelong
learning, training etc.

• Bureaucracy.
• Despite the existing Joint Ministerial decision for

fishing tourism, the Ministry of Tourism law
(issued in 2019) does not allocate exclusiveness of
fishing tourism activity to coastal fishermen,
leaving room for thousands of yacht owners who
advertise fishing tourism online without fishing
experience at sea and not having the proper
knowledge. This is a huge problem for local
fishermen since their small-scale vessels cannot
compete the modern and luxurious yachts, thus
suffering from unfair competition.

• Risk for fishermen of losing their fishing license if
their income from non-fishing activities becomes
higher than the one from fishing.
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As for the question concerning how it can be possible to further develop the fishing tourism
in the country, apart from the references to the need of information, training, tax incentives and
marketing, the respondents focused on the collaboration between the fishing associations and the
tourism companies responsible for designing the appropriate products with the involvement of the state
and the regional authorities. They also stressed the need to organize information and awareness-raising
campaigns, addressing both to the fishermen and to the consumers.

In their great majority, they opted for a complete and comprehensive information to the consumers
about their possible choices to encourage responsible consumer behavior and support the fisheries
industry sustainability. The establishment of a monitoring and evaluation system was judged necessary,
since the evaluation process will probably determine new strategies and priorities, taking into account
factors such as marine spatial planning, new uses of the marine space, conflict management between
marine and coastal tourism, institutional regimes, etc. It was also stated by experts that there is a
significant spatio-temporal variation of the fishery and tourism products and this is a challenge to be
tackled through an opportunity evaluation and a cost-benefit analysis.

Nevertheless, an encouraging result is that through the survey process, fishers and NGOs seem to
be substantially influenced by SDG14b, which is appealing for providing access of fishers to resources
and markets. Fishers seem quite convinced that the opening of the traditional fishing activity to other
marine activities and related markets is a sine-qua-non condition for maintaining their livelihood. One
of their main concerns is the fact that taxes to the touristic activity are unaffordable; thus, making the
combination of fisheries and tourism unsustainable for the time being.

5. Discussion

With over 65% of the fish stocks in the Mediterranean being below the critical biological limits and
catch levels having deteriorated by 30% during the last 10 years, the Mediterranean fisheries industry
is seriously threatened.

Especially, small-scale fisheries, being the key focus of this article, have a long tradition in Greece,
and together with aquaculture they present higher rates than in the total of the EU member states,
steadily contributing by 0.4% to the national GDP. The per capita production of Greek fishery and
other products is superior to the corresponding production worldwide. However, the industry faces
severe challenges like overfishing in combination with competition by amateur and retired fishermen,
reduced catches value and loss of consumer purchasing power, due mainly to the economic crisis
and the austerity measures imposed. All these factors are increasingly shrinking fishing income and
pushing Greek fishermen to seek opportunities of diversifying their activity and discover new income
sources but also provoking competition and conflicts between fishermen operating in the same sea area.

In this context, the authors believe that efficient options for fisheries diversification can only
happen when positive and symbiotic forms of coordination of fisheries with other maritime activities
take place. Here comes the contribution of the concept and practice of multi-use (MU) which is defined
as the co-existence of maritime uses in close geographic proximity, seeking to achieve sustainable
development of the maritime economic sectors. Since the EU Blue Growth strategy gives a central role
to this concept and the MSP Directive encourages the integration of multi-use of different scales in
national policies and legislation of the EU member states, tourism-driven MU-related entrepreneurship
can be fully supported in the Mediterranean basin.

In Greece, the national tourism strategy promotes alternative types of thematic tourism and fishing
tourism can be easily developed as an alternative to massive coastal tourism, providing personalized
services to different age groups and authentic experience to tourists. As an example, silver tourism
or cultural tourism can be successful alternatives since the aging of the world population entails an
emergent market with higher available income and free time for traveling [32] and cultural tourism
is recognized as a major element of global tourism consumption, representing over 39% of tourism
arrivals [57]. Therefore, co-existence of fishing and tourism presents a positive perspective as a soft
maritime activity in Greek coastal and island communities. This is due to the small size of the main
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infrastructure that is the Greek fishing vessels (Figure A3 in the Appendix A) that are, despite all,
developing a remarkable fishery activity, around which a solid and diverse inherent fishing tradition
is articulated.

Moreover, the presence of a series of marine protected areas (MPAs) in the Greek territorial waters
and the emerging trend of multi-use practices in the marine space, also provides opportunities for
diversified fishing tourism activities, fostering initiatives involving environmental education and
awareness raising, and strong correlation between fishery, tourism, and environmental protection (and
also, although to a lesser degree, underwater or maritime cultural heritage) [58]. In 2018, the country
increased the designation of its Natura 2000 marine space from 6.12% to 22%; thus, contributing to
the attainment of the global targets on protected areas [59] and during the last year the designation
of managing authorities is under process and the relevant legal framework under revision and
improvement. Although this seems to be a turning point in marine conservation in the country, the
achievement of the dual socioeconomic and ecological mandate of sustainable development remains
a major challenge in which multi-use, especially fishing tourism, can have a catalytic role. Fishing
tourism as a form of alternative tourism attracting visitors seeking genuine and authentic experiences
can certainly serve conservation targets.

The activity, enriching the locally offered tourism product can be interconnected with other local
tourist activities, developing new activities and offering recreational and educational satisfactions and
services to tourists with multiplier effects. Moreover, it can enhance local identities, social status of the
fishermen themselves and give them a role as important stakeholders in MSP procedures, including
those that are related to land-sea interaction. The existence of many Fisheries Local Action Groups all
over the country (Figure 2) is also a positive sign, even if exploitation of the funding opportunities
remains in a premature phase.

Despite these potentials, there are many challenges and barriers that can hamper the development
of fishing tourism. Among the difficulties already described or evoked by stakeholders most important
are the ageing of the vessels (the average age was 30.22 years in 2017), the ageing and the low
educational level and skills of the fishermen and the crew, the inherent weaknesses of the Greek local
entrepreneurship in the peripheral regions due to the limited access to funding resources and the tax
burdens. Complete lack of tax incentives for fishing tourism entrepreneurship is also observed along
with penury of business start-up resources. The future will certainly depend on the ability of local
businessmen to efficiently cope with seasonality and adapt to more advanced tourism models. The
limited passengers related capacity (7–10 people) imposed by the legal fishing tourism specifications [44]
due to the small size of the fishing vessels (Figure A5 in the Appendix A) should be reversed in
advantage, marketizing the whole as a soft, fleeting, less polluting activity providing knowledge and
satisfactions and approaching tourist to nature and culture of places.

Consequently, even if the future of fishing tourism in Greece is away from being fully guaranteed,
it presents positive perspectives. Of course, several measures should be taken by the European
Commission, the State and the regional and local authorities to create favorable conditions for the
development of the industry after listening and dialoguing with fishermen on their real problems and
needs through the already established co-management schemes.

6. Conclusions

The aim of the current article was to provide insights on the Eastern Mediterranean artisanal
fisheries inadequately studied and poorly integrated to local development strategies so far and more
specifically to explore diversification options for their sustainability. A key conclusion is that, despite the
many challenges and barriers, either objective or as perceived by different key actors and stakeholders,
the fishing tourism activity is a powerful option, particularly if a strong correlation and assemblage
is favoured between artisanal fisheries, tourism, environmental protection and to a lesser degree
underwater cultural heritage, involving Marine Protected Areas and UCH/MCH sites. This can be a
small-scale but unique pattern for a “win-win-win” multi-use in the Eastern Mediterranean Sea-basin.
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It can ensure multiple benefits—economic, environmental, social and cultural—for the coastal and
island communities; thus, boosting sustainable local development and employment opportunities and
favoring a balanced and cohesive multi-use MSP. In this way, a series of Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) may be fulfilled, especially SDG1 concerning food security, SDG2 about poverty alleviation and
SDG3 about community wellbeing focusing on small island areas in the country that suffer from high
living costs [60] and limited employment opportunities to ensure their livelihood, and SDG8 about
economic growth, with emphasis in the Greek insular and micro-insular space where key question is
to what extent blue growth potential can create inclusive prosperity [60,61].

The example of Greek coastal/island areas is extremely relevant for exploring further options of
such a promising maritime planning and co-management scheme, presenting multiple benefits for the
coastal and island communities.

The analysis, including stakeholders’ insights and experts’ observations, identified some key
limitations: First of all, there is a significant spatio-temporal variation of the fishery and tourism
products, so there is a need for a relevant opportunity evaluation and cost-benefit analyses. On the other
hand, multi-use should be duly framed and fully promoted by the National Strategy for the marine
space (previewed by the above-mentioned law 4546/2018), which is actually under elaboration and
constitutes a key policy document for the future of MSP in Greece. Furthermore, efficient coordination
between sectorial policies (tourism, fisheries) and between public (e.g., local and regional authorities)
and private sectors (e.g., international tourism agencies to provide fishing tourism with clients from
all over the world) is needed. Despite this, the general outcome is that fishing tourism is a soft and
sustainable option for artisanal fisheries diversification, mostly contributing to the survival of artisanal
fisheries which enhances place attachment and contributes to the preservation of local identity and
intangible heritage of the fishing communities. This is particularly interesting from a local development
policy point of view, since the Mediterranean local and island communities are economically dependent
on fisheries [62] while intrinsically associated to the coastal and marine ecosystems in the sense of
co-evolving as an integral social-ecological system.

As Schindler said “There’s inherent value in the identity of being a fishing community. That
sense of community identity is basically reinforced by the fact that the community is adapting to the
ecosystem, which is always changing”. In this sense, fishing tourism may substantially contribute to
the reconnection of nature and culture, towards quality marine and coastal landscapes [63] as the latter
were defined by the European Landscape Convention.
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Table A1. Fishing tourism enterprises in Greece, 2019.

Region (NUTS2) Regional Unit Fishing Tourism Enterprises

South Aegean (32.3%)

Naxos 10

Kalymnos 3

Syros 13

Rhodes 24

Crete (14.2%)
Heraklion 5

Lasithi 5

Chania 12

Attica (10.3%) Attiki 16

East Macedonia and Thrace
(7.1%)

Evros 4

Kavala 3

Rodopi 3

Xanthi 1

Central Greece (6.45%)
Fthiotida 3

Evia 7

Central Macedonia (5.81%)
Pieria 2

Halkidiki 4

Thessaloniki 3

Ionian Islands (4.52%)
Kefallonia 5

Zakynthos 1

Lefkada 1

Epirus (1.29%) Preveza 2

North Aegean (3.87%) Mytiline 6

Peloponnese (3.87%) Messinia 2

Laconia 4

Thessaly (7.7%) Larissa 3

Magnessia & Sporades 9

Western Greece (2.58%)
Ilia 2

Achaia 2

Total 155

Data Source: Ministry of Rural Development and Food, Directorate of Fishing Activity and Product Control, 2019
and own elaboration by authors.
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Table A2. Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs) in Greece, 2017, Data Source: FARNET. Greece, Country Factsheet and own elaboration by authors.

Code FLAG Name Region Surface Area (km2) Population Population
Density (per km2)

Employment in
Fisheries
(Persons)

Pescatourism as
Key Thematic
Direction of

FLAG’s Strategy

GR201 Evros FLAG

East Macedonia -Thrace

329 6.773 21 54 No
GR202 Rodopi FLAG 845 17.832 21 278 No
GR203 Kavala City FLAG 117 58.790 500 306 Yes

GR204 Thassos and Kavala
prefecture FLAG 884 35.784 40 328 Yes

GR205 Halkidiki FLAG

Central Macedonia

419 12.558 30 191 Yes
GR206 East Thessaloniki FLAG 296 48.496 164 555 Yes
GR207 West Thessaloniki FLAG 154 13.326 87 188 Yes
GR208 Pieria FLAG 140 30.188 216 297 No
GR209 Kozani FLAG West Macedonia 607 14.905 25 14 No

GR210 Ipeirios - Ioannina
FLAG Epirus 262 22.203 85 205 No

GR212 South Ipeiros
Amvrakikos FLAG 552 42.771 82 394 No

GR211 Ionian Islands FLAG Ionian Islands 137 16.010 117 179 Yes
GR213 Trixonida FLAG

West Greece

1496 41.983 28 318 No
GR214 Aitoliki FLAG 856 57.034 67 505 No
GR215 Ahaia FLAG 742 91.574 123 115 No
GR216 Olympias FLAG 607 45.702 75 241 Yes
GR217 Messinia FLAG Peloponnese 282553 16.482 58 119 Yes
GR218 Parnonas FLAG 1726 66.011 38 567 Yes
GR219 Attiki island FLAG Attica 879 74.651 85 380 Yes

GR220 Central and North Evia
FLAG Central Greece

171981 90.463 53 578 No

GR221 South Evia & Skyros
FLAG 154587 40.975 27 578 Yes

GR222 Pillio FLAG Thessaly 303 15.151 50 224 No
GR223 Lemnos FLAG

North Aegean

527 17.262 33 123 Yes
GR224 Lesvos FLAG 1642 86.436 52 1295 Yes
GR225 Chios FLAG 907 45.951 100 297 No
GR226 Samos FLAG 781 42.859 55 950 No
GR227 Dodecanese FLAG South Aegean 2695 140.352 52 793 Yes
GR228 Cyclades FLAG 2553 118.027 46 483 No
GR229 Chania FLAG

Crete

691 30.126 44 106 No
GR230 Rethymno FLAG 356 13.155 37 23 Yes

GR231 Crete Messara Gulf
FLAG 275 10.840 39 16 Yes

GR232 Northern and South
East Crete FLAG 300 22.530 75 31 Yes

GR233 Lassithi FLAG 1758 63.026 36 112 No
Total 1.450.226 10.843
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Table A3. Typology of Multi-use of marine space according to Schupp et al. [34].

Multi-Use Types Space Time Type of Connectivity

Multi-purpose/
multifunctional use.

Uses share the same
water column. Uses are synchronous. The main functions are

basically associated.

Symbiotic use.

Uses operate in the same
marine zone

(a connection exists in
the spatial dimension).

Uses do not share the
same core infrastructure.

Uses share some
common facilities

(transport, harbour etc.).

Co-existence/co-location. - -
Loose connectivity

between the
uses involved.

Succeeding
uses/repurposing.

Uses are spatially
associated. Uses are asynchronous.

Fixed maritime
installations (e.g., oil and
gas platforms, offshore
wind farm) is changing

use after
decommissioning.

Source: Schupp et al., 2019 and own adjustments by authors.
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