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Preface 

 

This report constitutes D 4.2: Minutes from the regional SWOT-Workshops [M 33] of the 

SOCIOEC project. The empirical material of this report can be publicly available but has not 

been analyzed and only structured in a quite simple manner. In this way its content is closer to 

raw scientific data than an actual publication. This material will feed into publications under 

work package 4 (WP4). 

 

 

  



SOCIOEC [289192] – Deliverable 4.2 
 
 

4 
 

Overall background, objectives and preparations 

 

The SWOT workshops organised under WP4 of the SOCIOEC project responds broadly to 

two objectives of WP4, namely objective 2 and objective 3 as these are described in the 

Description of Work (DoW) for the project: 

“2. Investigate constraints and opportunities associated to decentralisation/devolution of 

governance authority to stakeholders/user-groups (self- or co-management possibilities) in 

general and in relation to the specific case-studies.” 

“3. Elaborate different scenarios for decentralisation of the governance structures (regional, 

national or local) for the specific case-studies.”   

Specifically, the SWOT workshops is the sole activity under the DoW’s “Task 4.6: SWOT 

analysis seminars”, which is described in this way: 

“For 5 selected EU case-studies a SWOT analysis seminar will be conducted where 

representatives of the relevant user-groups and stakeholders will be invited to discuss different 

scenarios for changing governance structures towards co-/self-management (Objective 2). For 

each case-study different scenarios for decentralisation of the governance structures will be 

elaborated ahead. Taking departure in the 5 seminars a general SWOT analysis on how to move 

towards self-/co-management in EU fisheries, including best-practices, will be drafted, thereby 

providing one recipe on how micro-management in the CFP can be reduced.” 

Compared to the DoW, which calls for 5 SWOT workshops, WP4 ended up producing SWOT 

work in six cases: 

• Fehmarn Belt case study (local SWOT) 

• Kattegat case (local SWOT) 

• Western Waters (joint SWOT of multiple sub-cases) 

• Greece (local SWOT) 

• Regionalisation (SWOT on specific issue) 

• Turkey / Black Sea (local case study) 

Details and minutes of the different SWOTs can be found on the following pages.  

In preparation of the SWOT workshops, a generic guide was produced, which gave some 

indications on how the SWOT process could be carried out in the different cases. The SWOT 

guide is attached as Annex 1 in the end of this report. 

Although all planning was from the outset based on the description of the SWOT workshops 

in the DoW, adjustments were in some cases made along the way; some were the result of 

unforeseen developments and others were deliberate choices to get the most out of the SWOT 

workshops.  
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Fehmarn Belt SWOT 

 

Title: SOCIOEC Baltic Sea SWOT Workshop on the voluntary agreement in Schleswig-

Holstein  

Organisers: Leyre Goti (THÜNEN)  

Location and date: Thünen Institute of Sea Fisheries, Hamburg, Germany, November 11th -

201-4 

Participants: a group of eight regional stakeholders, two of each representing respectively 

fishermen, scientists, management and NGO concerned with the co-management agreement. 
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Main points of the SWOT 

 

Co-management is often cited as a way to a better management. It has been included in the 

new Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) specially under regionalisation, but this is only one of 

the possible forms. In addition to this, the new CFP also gives more importance to protected 

areas that previous version of the policy. In the German Baltic coast of the federal state of 

Schleswig Holstein both aspects are summoned in an interesting co-management initiative 

under the form of a voluntary agreement. To analyse this process in a participatory way a 

group of stake holders representative of different interest groups (fishermen, scientists, 

management and environmental NGO) was gathered at a central location in the THÜNEN 

Institute of Sea Fisheries in Hamburg. The selection of participants aimed to be small enough 

that the discussion would be agile while at the same time large enough to cover different 

interest, each conservation problem (e.g.seabirds and porpoises protection), and if possible 

only people external to the project to increase variety  of input. Participants were granted 

anonymity to increase freedom, as there had been some conflict in previous discussions. In 

addition to considering the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of the voluntary 

agreement, a deeper degree of analysis was fostered by  encouraging participants to think 

about specific aspects of the agreement, as decision making arrangements, implementation  

and available resources. Discussion took place in pairs of similar interest to increase depth of 

analysis, with a posterior discussion to broaden the scope (e.g. to other regions and countries) 

and identify conflicts. Results are presented in accordance with the three pillars of a 

sustainable development (environmental, economic and social dimensions). Differences in 

opinion are characterised with a * in the table below. 
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Main results relating to the voluntary agreement : 

 

Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats 

E
co

lo
g

ic
a

l 

Reduction of gillnet 
effort (Natura -2000) 

Time horizon is 
arbitrary short for the 
harbour porpoise -2 
attributes 

Fisheries research in 
alternative fishing 
techniques and often in 
modifications of gillnets 

It is difficult to measure the 
success in terms of the number 
of dead animals found, as there 
are many different factors 
involved, not just the fishery 
(e.g. sea pollution, noise etc..)à 
success can probably only be 
measured in the long term 
 

Improvement of 
scientific knowledge 
analysis dead porpoises 
delivered to 
anonymously service  
(when it works) -2 
attributes 
 

Area to the east of 
the island of Fehmarn 
has not been included 

Fewer porpoise and 
seabird bycatch -2 
attributes 

Achievement of conservation 
goals (FFH...)not 
warranted/jeapardized* -2 
attributes 

Science more target-
oriented 

Agreement is not 
enough to protect the 
porpoise at 
population level (it is 
a mobile/ migratory 
species) 

Acquisition of 
knowledge, for example 
through the anonymous 
delivery service e.g. 
identification of 
temporal/ spatial 
bycatch hotspots -2 
attributes 

Displacement of fishing effort 
with negative effects in other 
areas -2 attributes 

  Little reliable 
scientific data, e.g. no 
basis value reference 
value for the 
reduction of the 
gillnet effort -2 
attributes 
 

  Maintenance of status quo can 
be presented as progress due to 
lack of data background, 
independent controls 

  Reduction of the 
length of gillnets 
alone is not enough 
(unspecific: time, 
type, area, not a full 
closure) -2 attributes 
 

  Accomplishment of the 
agreement can lead to a certain 
relax  

  Research on 
alternative catch 
techniques is 
insufficient and lacks 
incentives -2 
attributes 
 

    

  Agreement hinders 
the implementation 
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of measures in the 
EEZ 

E
co

n
o

m
ic

 

Minimization of the 
economic impact of 
time and spatial 
restrictions to catch. 

Loss of fishing ground 
and fishing effort for 
the fishery 

Funding by the EMFF Still no economic perspective 
for the fishery after the 
agreement (2017) 

  Destruction of capital 
in the fishery (fishing 
firms turn unsaleable 
-because of 
decreasing prospects 
of fishing 
opportunities) 

Exclusive marketing 
strategy for fish caught 
in an environmentally 
and porpoise friendly 
way -2 attributes 

Economic end to small scale 
fishery (crew replacement 
problem) 

    Develop and implement 
economically feasible 
alternative gear 
techniques  with EMFF 
support -2 attributes 

A loss of income for nothing if 
the bycatch reduction is not 
achieved 

S
o

ci
a

l 

Stakeholder implication 
(bottom up) and 
stimulation of dialogue -
5 attributes 

Not legally mandatory 
(effectiveness?) -6 
attributes* 

When successfully 
implemented, it  it can 
act as a model for other 
regions and interest 
conflicts -3 attributes 
 

Non compliance of "black 
sheep", possibility to cheat 

Consensus* Ambiguos 
methodology and 
wording -3 attributes 

Creation, extension of 
data collection and 
monitoring, 
improvement of data -2 
attributes 
 

To spoil the implementation by 
"talking too much"  

Voluntariness: the 
uptake of responsibility 
by fishermen (whoever 
uses the resource 
carries the 
responsibility) fosters 
acceptance, motivation 
and self control efforts -
2 attributes 

Everything does not 
work immediately, 
the agreement needs 
time for trial and 
error /practice and 
eventually for 
adaptation* 

Improvement of 
knowledge, including 
Improvement of the 
knowledge base: a basis 
for effective 
management . Further 
development of “new” 
management methods -
2 attributes 
 

One-sided perception  

Dialogue and teamwork 
among differen 
stakeholders* -3 
attributes 

Difficult to control 
(e.g. reduction of 
effort) -2 attributes 

Improved 
communication and 
cooperation of differest 
interet groups and 
experts -2 attributes 
 

Uncertainty on how it goes on 
after 2017 

Making the problematic 
open  to the general 
public -2 attributes 

Little or no chance for 
effectiveness controls 
-2 attributes 

An opportunity for 
further team work 

A short term success is not 
possible and needs time, 
process intensity, development, 
adjustments, learning from it 

Flexibility, a dynamic 
process, open to 
improvement (e.g. more 
exact definitions), and 
learning* -4 attributes 

Nature conservation 
organizations are not 
part of the 
agreement, it loses 
acceptance -2 
attributes* 

Fight against prejudice Failure is ambiguous: what is 
failure? What is success? (Not 
measured) 
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Use of professional 
knowledge of different 
disciplines including 
fishermen´s years´ long 
experience from the 
fishery* -4 attributes 

Scarce implication of 
science (e.g. data and 
knowledge monopoly 
of the fishermen, the 
notification system is 
based on 
opportunistic data 
collection) -4 
attributes 
 

Improvement of the 
image of the fishery 

It sets a precedent for 
regulation-political measures 
[e.g. AWZ, EU] 

A first step,  a new type 
of platform for 
interaction that can 
serve as an example to 
others -4 attributes 
 

Insufficient 
monitoring of the 
resource (Funding, 
vessels etc.) 

    

Protection of different 
interests 

Negative prejudices, 
maximum requests 
from both sides* 

    

   
Possibly a lowest 
common 
denominator 
between ecology and 
economy, as the 
agreement is a 
compromise? 
 

    

  Missing regional 
coherence 
 

    

  Influences the arrival 
of a replacement 
generation 
 

    

  Emergency solution 
after a failed political 
process  
 

    

  The incentives for a 
further development 
of alternative catch 
techniques is lost* 
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Kattegat SWOT 

 

Title: SWOT-workshop on ‘Intelligent Management’ in Kattegat 

Organisers: Søren Q. Eliasen (AAU), Troels J. Hegland (AAU), Læsø Fiskeindustri (LF) 

Location and date: Læsø, Denmark – 10 January 2015* 

*The SWOT workshop materialized late compared to originally plan in the DoW, due to the 

topic of the SWOT being part of a sensitive political process, which the event had to be timed 

with. 

Participants: 5 fishers, of which two is also member of the board of the Læsø Fish 

processing industry. Further the Economy Director of the processing industry.  
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Main point of the SWOT: 

The background for this workshop is an ongoing process among Danish fishermen on Læsø 

(and around Kattegat in general) towards getting a more ‘intelligent’ management system in 

place. There is currently an increased focus on protecting habitat on the seafloor, and the 

fishermen would like to be proactive in this process by identifying - in cooperation with 

environmentalists (supported by science) - the specific areas that are interesting for 

respectively fishing interests and protection interests. The ultimate goal would be to identify, 

agree on and map specific smaller geographical of vital importance to respectively fishing 

interest and protection interest – in that way delivering both protection of habitats and of the 

fishing sector. 

Protection of habitats on the seafloor is an issue in several ongoing political processes, which 

impact the Kattegat area, such as MSC certification, Natura2000 implementation, the 

implementation of the Marine Strategy Framework directive, and Marine Spatial Planning. At 

present only the MSC certification is about to end. Therefore, until now, the process has been 

between the environmentalists and the fishermen, so it remains to be seen how a possible joint 

fishermen-environmentalists ‘seafloor mapping agreement’ will be taken onboard in the 

political system. 

The intension of the SWOT workshop is to investigate how active fishermen perceive this 

agreement and what the main strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats are. 
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Main results:  

Defining “Intelligent Management” 

The concept of “Intelligent Management” is not generally used among the fishers. During the 

defining discussion examples of the stupid management and regulations was presented and 

four central elements of “Intelligent management (intelligent fovaltning)” was expanded.  

The fishers acknowledged that there is a common interest of a healthy environment in the sea 

and a strong stock between fishers, authorities and environmental NGOs. But they feel that 

the recent regulation is stupid in many ways. Various examples were mentioned, among these: 

• Slow regulation of eg. quotas, which do not reflect the real situation 

• The fisheries control in some situations just look for an excuse to react – just to fulfil 

some activity indicators in their system; Temporary closures of huge areas by the 

fisheries control based on just a single haul (indicating to much juveniles) , even if 

several others showed lower level of juveniles; 

• Changes in gear regulations which is contra productive according to the fishers, 

apparently because the managers do not understand the fisheries practise 

In general there is often an environment of distrust in the interactions between fishers –

authorities –NGOs. But the fisher group have also experienced that inviting 

NGOs/politicians/civil servants to real dialogues about the practical realities of the fisheries 

has resulted in mutual respect and knowledge about the realities seen from different positions 

– as well as an understanding of the working condition for the different groups.  

In this discussion the fishers defined “Intelligent management” as regulation which includes: 

- The new technology (GPS, VMS etc.) already in use can be used to a more detailed 

regulation and documentation of compliance 

- Fisher behaviour, not only technology should be taken in consideration when 

regulation is developed and implemented (eg. selective behaviour warning each other 

about critical areas of risk unwanted catches) 

- Fisher knowledge is heard and used in management – eg. the experience of fish 

abundance which can contradict biologists results – or supplement with data which is 

not collects in scientific relation 

- Dialogue between the fishers and other interests, eg. authorities, science or NGO´s. 

Only by exchanging knowledge and experiences at a basis or in mutual respect and 

trust knowledge for intelligent decisions can be developed  

 

Specific use of Intelligent management – the case evaluated by SWOT: 

The Intelligent Management approach is currently used in relation to the ongoing process of 

MSC certification of Nephrops trawling in Kattegat and Skagerrak. The MSC certification 

process is in the final hearing. The responsible organisation DFPO (Danish Fishermens 
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Association/Producer Organisation) was aware that WWF (one of the central eNGO in 

Denmark) possibly would complain about sea floor influence of the nephrops trawling. To 

anticipate this DFPO approached WWF to create a map showing sea floor area of importance 

for habitat protection, which will not be fishes by the nephrops bottom trawling. The maps 

would illustrated an separation of areas of the important fishing areas left for fishing and other 

relevant areas are left for sufficient habitat protection. In the specific mapping process fishers 

in different ports have contributed by indicating where the fishing uses to take place, and 

where no fishing takes place mainly due to sea floor characteristics as reefs, stone or dislike. 

DFPO is thus responsible, but various central local fishers has contributed with knowledge of 

fishing activities.  

Compliance of the separation - keeping the agreed on areas free of bottom trawling - can be 

verified by the satellite tracking (VMS). No direct policing institutions are established in case 

of individual non-compliance. Instead such non-compliance could question continued MSC 

certification for all.  

At the time of the workshop the map was almost created in a mutual process between DFPO 

and WWF biologists. A final political approval of the result from WWF organisation was still 

to be seen though.  

This specific use of Intelligent management was evaluated in the following discussion leading 

to a mutual SWOT analysis 

 

The SWOT analysis 

Strengths: 

The workshop participants generally felt that they would in all circumstances be limited in 

their fishing opportunities by protective closures (following Natura 2000, MSFD and other 

political processes).  The agreement would limit necessary protection areas to areas not 

currently fished, as an alternative to squared area closures which would include important 

fishing grounds.  

The agreement will support the MSC certification which is necessary to maintain the main 

markets for nephrops. 

Despite expected distrust to the agreement among several of their fisher fellows, they 

expected most to respect and follow the agreement because their association was co-

responsible in the agreement.  

It was regarded as strength that the agreement easily can be monitored by VMS. This means 

that it can be documented that they are following the agreement. If the map is included in the 

ongoing political processes of sea floor protection in Natura 2000 and MSFD the agreement 

content will be enforced by the authorities – as such the voluntary agreement can be 

maintained (and thereby supported) by the authorities.  
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Weaknesses 

The agreement will limit loss of fishing area – but will not provide better fishing 

opportunities, as such a weakness. But as the areas reserved for sea floor protection is mainly 

not fished presently and/or already lost in the Natura 2000 process the loss is regarded as 

limited. 

In general the accept from the Fishermen’s association of reserving areas for non-fishing can 

be difficult to “sell” to the members. The organisation responsible foresee minor internal 

problems from fishers which based on historical experiences fear such agreement to be “used 

against them”.  

Opportunities 

In general the participants saw the agreement as a clear political strategy of the fishery – to 

take responsibility of for management solutions. As such it was the hope that such agreements 

would create a a more stable environment for the fishery as such. This is regarded as highly 

important for the future of the fishery – for recruiting young fishers and for securing financing 

of development of the sector.  

The participants saw opportunities to use the agreed on maps in the coming public political 

processes of MSFD appointment of protection areas and possibly MSP. They were aware that 

the specific agreement is in a “private” auspice between DFPO and one (though important) 

green organisation for a private eco-label. They hope the ministries are aware of this and hope 

it can and will be taken into consideration in the long delayed MSFD appointment of 

protected areas in Kattegat.  

By signalling will to take responsibility and readiness to negotiate the participants see an 

opportunity to get allied in protecting fishing areas among the authorities and the greens. The 

greens will get opportunities to show results of the negotiations (on form of areas reserved for 

protection purposes) 

The agreement might be an opportunity to profile the fisheries as such – this would be a case 

for the national organisation DFPO though.  

Finally this guarantied and documented fisheries free zones can be used in documenting the 

fisheries impact on the environmental. In case of a negative environmental development in the 

closed areas it is documented that other factors than the fisheries impact the environment – 

and thus regulation should be directed here instead of at the fisheries. If the areas bloom they 

demonstrate the success of the separation in the agreement.  

Threats 

The participants saw a threat from the other (and more radical) eNGOs to denounce the 

agreement and demand much larger areas of fishing grounds protected.  
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In the MSC certification the conditions are supposed to be evaluated. This is in general seen 

as a sound. But they see two potential threats in this: 

• That the areas grow, not due to rational protective needs, but due to political pressure 

• That due to natural changes some of the now abandoned areas trnes out to be of 

importance for future fishery. And it is probably very difficult to open already closed 

areas to fishery.  

 

In continuation of the SWOT of the specific MSC-related use of intelligent management the 

meeting ended by discussing if- and how the approach of intelligent management could be 

used. The fisher group mentioned other areas of potential use: 

• First and most important: The fishers felt and enormous gab between the quotas and 

the actual fish abundance (some had caught 30 and 60 & of the quotas for the year in 

just one day!). A decisive use of fisher knowledge of fish abundance as input to stock 

assessments and quotas is highly important. 

• Selective behaviour: The opportunity of sharing real-time knowledge about areas of 

high abundance of unwanted species and sizes. A knowledge sharing between fishers 

– with or without informing fisheries authorities.  
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Western Waters SWOT 

 

Title: Western Waters Workshop II*: Regionalisation and Fishing Concessions in the 

European WW  

Organisers: Arantza Murillas (AZTI), Martin Aranda (AZTI), Pascal Le Floc’h (UBO)  

Location and date: Derio, Bilbao (AZTI), 4-5 November 2014 

*Western Waters Workshop I Case study – 15-16 October, Brest, Ifremer  

Participants: 

Name  Institution  Country  

Martin Aranda  AZTI-Tecnalia  Basque Country  

Arantza Murillas  AZTI-Tecnalia  Basque Country  

Marga Andrés  AZTI-Tecnalia  Basque Country  

Miren Garmendia OPPEGUI  Basque Country  

Luis Marín  OPPAO  Basque Country  

Andrés Uriarte  AZTI-Tecnalia  Basque Country  

Raúl Garcia  WWF  SPAIN  

Pascal Le Floc´h  UBO-UMR Amure  FRANCE  

Claire Macher  IFREMER-UMR Amure  FRANCE  

Julien Malothe  PO Pêcheurs de Bretagne  FRANCE  

Aaron Hatcher  University of Portsmouth  UK  

 

Main points of the SWOT: 

Regionalisation and fishing concessions were two of the key issues advanced by the European 

Commission for reforming the new CFP adopted in 2013. Regionalisation is considered as a 

more appropriate approach than a top-down management to develop a culture of 



SOCIOEC [289192] – Deliverable 4.2 
 
 

17 
 

responsibility and compliance between stakeholders, improving collaborative approach 

between scientists and fishermen. Fishing concessions are one of the expressions of a regional 

answer face to mismanagement. In the case of the European Western Waters fisheries, 

management measures have evolved toward fishing rights individualization, faced with 

increasing constraints on accessing fish stocks. A participatory process (SWOT analysis) has 

been used to collect information and organise the ideas from stakeholders (fishermen’s 

representatives, NGO, scientists) concerned with the European Western Waters fisheries 

(Spain, UK, France). Results (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats of regionalisation 

and fishing concessions) are presented in accordance with the three pillars of a sustainable 

development (environmental, economic and social dimensions).  

 

  



Main results relating to regionalisation:

  

ain results relating to regionalisation:  
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Greek SWOT 

Title: SOCIOEC EU Aegean Sea SWOT Workshop on mixed demersal fisheries.  

Organisers: Christos Maravelias (HCMR)  

Location and date: Athens (HCMR), Greece, 19th December 2014 

Participants: 2 fishers, of which one is also member of the board of the PanHellenic Middle 

Trawl Fishermen Association, 2 fisheries scientists and 1 Fisheries Administrator of the 

Directorate General for Fisheries.  

Main points of the SWOT 

Participatory, self- and co-management are the relatively new "buzz" words in fisheries 
management.  Their supporters are stepping on the well-documented failure of the top-down 
management approach currently enforced. Regionalisation is also highly promoted by the 
reformed EU CFP. Landing obligations (LO) and discard ban have been launched in EU 
waters and will soon also be enforced in Hellenic waters (2016 for PS). To understand the 
response of the stakeholders to these introduced measures in a participatory way, a group of 
stakeholders, representative of different interest groups (fishermen, scientists and 
managers/administrators) was invited to HCMR headquarters in Athens. Participants were 
asked to consider the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats for these management 
approaches/measures. Results are presented in accordance with the three pillars of a 
sustainable development (environmental, economic and social dimensions). 
The Greek bottom trawl fishery has multi-species characteristics and similarly to all 
Mediterranean demersal trawl fisheries, captures numerous fish species, although few of them 
such as red mullets, hake and shrimps compose the main bulk of catches. Most of the fish are 
sold fresh to auctions in main fishing ports. As it happens to all Mediterranean fisheries (apart 
from that of bluefin tuna), the fishery is managed through control effort regimes accompanied 
by various technical measures. Direct effort is controlled through limitations in the number of 
fishing licenses, as well as through seasonal and spatial closures. The applied technical 
measures include minimum catching size (MCS) regulations for several commercial species 
and control of gear characteristics (mainly codend mesh-size). The specific management 
measures imposed by the Community legislation through the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) 
include: (a) prohibition of fishing in depths less than 50m or at a distance less than 3 miles 
from the coast (whatever it comes first), (b) prohibition of fishing at a distance less than 1.5 
mile from the coast independently of depth and, (c) MCS regulations and gear specifications. 
Apart from the Community legislation, according to pre-existing Greek legislation, the 
bottom trawl fishery in the national waters is closed from June to September (4 months) and it 
is not allowed at a distance less than one mile from the coast. The latter measure has 
outweighed by the 1.5 mile trawl ban established through the EC legislation. 
There was an unanimous agreement among stakeholders on criticizing the EU landings' 
obligation. The stakeholders were also skeptic regarding the regionalization approach 
mentioned under Art. 18 of the new CFP. They underscore that the role of ACs and their 
involvement in contributing to management advice  remain unclear. They argued that 
although they actively participated in the EC launched consultation for the reform of CFP, 
their suggestions were never included. The specific fleet exercises a form of shelf -
management but showed interest in moving on to a co-management approach. They noted that 
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this should be an extended consolidated process with relevant authorities and administrators, 
firstly at national but then at a regional level.    

Main results on mixed demersal fisheries 

 Strengths Weakness Opportunities Threats 

E
n

v
ir

o
n

m
en

ta
l 

Understanding of 
the fisheries - 4 attr 

Self-management 
(participatory) - 2 
attr 

Large number of 
vessels - 3 attr 

Poor control and 
enforcement - 3 
attr 

Slow and not 
adaptive 
management  

Expand system's 
knowledge - 3 attr 

Regionalised  
participatory 
management advice - 3 
attr 

Disseminate fisher's 
expertise - 2 attr  

Trapped in slow 
administrative 
system 
(bureaucracy) - 4 
attr 

Commitment to 
agreements - 3 attr 

 

E
co

n
o

m
y

 

Balance of fishing 
opportunities with 
capacity - 5 attr 

Market, processing   
and certification 
instruments - 4 attr 

Technological 
innovation 
onboard- 2 attr 

Outdated legal 
framework - 2 
attr 

Overcapacity - 3 
attr 

Illegal and 
unreported 
fishing - 4 attr 

- Market values 
are much lower 
than the end-sell 
product values - 4 
attr 

Increase economic 
efficiency of the sector 
- 4 attr 

Maximisation profits - 
2 attr  

Optimisation of 
resource management - 
2 attr 

Economic conflicts 
of interested 
stakeholders' 
groups - 2 attr 

 

Competition for 
economic returns - 
3 attr  

S
o

ci
a

l 

Support local 
communities role - 
5 attr 

Broad stakeholders 
involvement - 3 attr 

Governance/Institut
ional framework - 2 
attr  

Human 
opportunistic 
behavior 
(fishers+politicia
ns) - 4 attr 

Social objectives 
overlooked - 5 
attr 

Advance effective 
fisheries management - 
3 attr 

Ensure viable coastal 
communities (Social 
objectives) - 5 attr  

Improve policy and 
decision making 
through improved 
inclusive governance 
structures - 3 attr 

Top-down 
governmental 
control (political 
pressure)  - 4 attr 

 

Contradictory 
regional interest - 3 
attr  
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Regionalisation SWOT 

 

Title: Regionalisation (Art. 18 of the new CFP) as a path towards co-management 

Organisers: Søren Q. Eliasen (AAU), Troels J. Hegland (AAU), Paulina Ramirez (LF) 

Location and date: Aquarium Tropical Palais de la Porte Dorée, Paris – 21 November 2014* 

*Arranged in conjunction with SOCIOEC project meeting (explaining the high number of 

project participants) and the High-level round table (HLRT) discussion described in Task 4.6 

of the DoW. To the participants the HLRT and the SWOT meeting was organized as one 

meeting on ‘governance’, but in the frame of the SOCIOEC project there is actually talk of 

two separate meetings. 

Participants (incl. project participants present at joint session): 

Aaron Hatcher Senior Lecturer, Portsmouth Business School, University of Portsmouth, 
United Kingdom 

Ana Leocádio * Marine Fisheries Research Programme Manager, Defra - Department for 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, UK 

Arina Motova                           EC JRC 

Birgit de Vos Fisheries Researcher, LEI, Waageningen UR, Netherlands 

Christine Shortt AquaTT, Ireland 

Derk Jan Berends * Secretary, Nederlandse Vissersbond, Netherlands 

Eibhlin O'Sullivan * CEO, Irish South and West Fish Producers Organisation 

Ertug Duzgunes Fisheries Management Expert, KTU, Turkey 

Gunnar Haraldsson Institute of Economic Studies, University of Iceland 

Josephine Labat * WWF, France 

Leyre Goti Institute of Sea Fisheries - Research Unit Fisheries Economics, The Johann 
Heinrich von Thünen Institute, Federal Research Institute for Rural Areas, 
Forestry and Fisheries, Germany 

Loretta Malvarosa Researcher, Nisea - Fisheries and Aquaculture Economic Research, Italy 

Martin Aranda Senior Researcher, AZTI Tecnalia, Spain 

Mike Fitzpatrick  Post-Doctoral Researcher, Socio-Economic Marine Research Unit, J.E. Cairnes 
School of Business and Economics, National University of Ireland 

Niels Wichmann * Managing Director, Danish Fishermen’s Association 

Paris Vasilakopoulos Post-Doctoral Researcher, Hellenic Centre for Marine Research, Greece 

Pascal Le Floc'h  Head of Department, University of Brest, France 
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Paulina Ramirez-Monsalve Post-Doctoral Researcher, Innovative Fisheries Management, Aalborg 
University, Denmark 

Pim Visser * Chief Executive, VisNed, Netherlands 

Ralf Doering Teamleader, Institute of Sea Fisheries - Research Unit Fisheries Economics, 
The Johann Heinrich von Thünen Institute, Federal Research Institute for Rural 
Areas, Forestry and Fisheries, Germany 

Sonja Feldthaus * Head of Section, Centre for Fisheries, AgiFish Agency, Ministry of Food, 
Agriculture and Fisheries, Denmark 

Søren Qvist Eliasen Associate Professor, Innovative Fisheries Management, Aalborg University, 
Denmark 

Troels Jacob Hegland Assistant Professor, Innovative Fisheries Management, Aalborg University, 
Denmark 

Verena Ohms * Executive Secretary, Pelagic Advisory Council 

Youen Vermard IFREMER, France 

* External participant 

 

Main points of the SWOT: 

The main idea of the SWOT was to get the participants to discuss the benefits and possible 

shortcomings of the style of regionalisation adopted in the North and Baltic Seas following 

the adoption of the new basic regulation of the CFP. In addition the participants were intended 

to reflect on whether and / or how the current style of regionalisation could be seen as a path 

towards co-management. 

Almost all participants had been part of the regional processes in relation to the coming 

implementation of the landing obligation. Consequently, the experiences with the regional 

processes towards the implementation of the landing obligation form the empirical 

background of many of the issues. These regional processes follow from Art. 18 

(‘Regionalisation’) of the new basic regulation of the CFP. Finally, it deserves to be 

mentioned that there was a general consensus that it was in fact premature to pose questions 

around the performance of the newly adopted CFP, as the new CFP is only just in the process 

of being implemented.  

 

Main results  

This short summary includes also relevant results from the preceding meeting session 

(reported in Deliverable 4.3), which was also predominantly concerned with regionalisation. 

The discussion at the meeting(s) did not lend itself to being reported in a SWOT table easily, 

rather the participants came up with a number of points regarding regionalisation, which are 

reflected in the following. 

Co-management requires incorporating advice from partners as far as possible 
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Based on the experiences related to the landing obligation, one of the dominating perspectives 

of the participants was that there was a lack of willingness to take on-board the advice of the 

industry and/or the regional governance structures. There appeared to be different 

perspectives on whether the bottleneck was at member state level or if it was at the level of 

the Commission; the described experiences seem to indicate that this might differ from region 

to region and process to process.  

Co-management requires a space for taking different decisions 

Experiences from the landing obligation process also highlight that when talking about co-

management, it is of vital importance that there is actually a space for arriving at different 

policy-outcomes. If the frames around what is supposedly co-managed are so tight that the 

outcome is more or less given from the outset, then it is better to treat it - and frame it - as 

top-down management. Alternatively there is a risk of devaluing the term co-management, 

which will negatively impact future processes. This was also a perspective that was put on the 

process towards the landing obligation, where there was among several participants a 

suspicion that there had possibly never been a real intention of opening up for alternative and 

innovative approaches on how to implement the landing obligation.  

Some expressed a certain scepticism in relation to the actual influence that input from the 

regional governance structures would have on delegated acts of the Commission (subject to 

Art. 18(1)), i.e. suspecting that the delegated acts would likely look more or less the same in 

the end irrespectively of whether there was a regional process or not.  

Co-management requires sufficient time for a thorough process 

Several participants indicated that it had been a problem that the timeframe had been so tight 

in relation to the implementation of the landing obligation. To do co-management well, there 

needs to be sufficient time for a thorough consultative process and subsequent incorporation 

of inputs. This was in the case of the landing obligation compromised by the tight time 

schedule and the Commission’s threat to go ahead without regional input in the case that the 

time schedule was not respected. This both meant that stakeholders became pressed for time 

but possibly also that member states were pressed to find fast agreements – possibly at the 

expense of incorporating stakeholder’s inputs, which might very well have provided for 

prolonged negotiations between member states.  

The new regional level takes effort, which might be taken from other involvement areas 

The participants emphasized that in order to be able to prioritise the formalised regional level 

other and often informal foras are less prioritised. At the national administrative level some of 

the more informal personal meetings preparing answers to commission proposals from 

member state groups are now reduced to email correspondence. This reduces the 

opportunities to find common solutions, and might prolong preparation time. Some of the 

informal foras between industry and government employees are now closed down. The 

industry felt that these for were arenas for testing out new ideas and be creative in finding 

solutions. The back side of a new arena for stakeholder involvement is that it is competing 
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with other arenas.  

 

Co-management though regionalization requires feedback processes 

It was also stressed during the discussions that there is a general need to build in some 

systematic feedback processes in the Art. 18 structure: on one side between the forum of 

member states and the regional AC/stakeholders in general, and on the other side between the 

regional governance structures and the Commission. In both instances it was considered 

problematic that it was unclear what happened to input once it had been delivered to the 

‘other side’. Similarly, structured feedback mechanisms would also allow for solving of 

misunderstandings and uncertainties. 

There need to be some uniform structure for the regional set-up 

Although clearly there is a need to tailor-make the regional structures to the regions in 

question, some of the participants stressed that it was important for organisations dealing with 

more than one regional member state body that there was some sort of coherence across the 

different regions as it would otherwise be very difficult to figure out how to operate, 

especially in matters involving more than one regional member state body. Similarly, they 

also saw a need for the regional member state bodies to coordinate their work to facilitate 

stakeholder involvement.  

The member state bodies need to be as open and transparent as the RACs 

Several participants argued that the regional member state bodies should be as open and 

transparent as the ACs, where almost all meetings are open to observers and it is possible to 

get access to meeting documents, usually through a website. The participants were not 

convinced that they were systematically provided with / could get access to relevant and 

necessary papers, rather on the contrary. It was suggested that a dedicated website for each 

regional member state body could facilitate this openness; likewise would a permanent 

secretariat – or at least some sort of permanent presence – contribute to give the bodies a more 

tangible persona. 

Representatives in meetings need to have a mandate to take decisions 

Some stakeholders argued that it was important that - with the increasing number of meetings 

at regional level - people actually present at meetings had mandate to negotiate on behalf of 

their organisation and ‘close the deals’, otherwise the system would operate too slow. At the 

moment, it was argued, there are too many opportunities to questions deals already made, 

either by written procedures or in later meetings in the process.  

The current framework could work - but so far, it is not 

Although dismayed by the early experiences, several stakeholders confirmed that they (still) 

had high hopes for regionalisation, and that they were convinced that the framework provided 

for in the regulation has the potential to deliver ‘good regionalisation’. The opinion on behalf 
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of several participants was, however, that this required a change of attitude, mainly among 

member state officials and the Commission, which had become to accustomed to ‘rule’ in 

relative isolation from stakeholders. It was suggested that this change of attitude might only 

come with a generational shift. 

The Commission needs to go actively into the role as facilitator of the regional co-

management process 

It was stated by the participants that the Commission has an important role to play in terms of 

acting as a facilitator of the regional process following Art. 18(2). To ensure that there is not 

too big difference from region to region and process to process, the Commission needs to find 

a uniform way in which to perform this role. This issue was also linked to the above issue of 

the need for a feedback process between the Commission and the regional governance 

structure. The perception was that currently the issue of how the Commission acted as 

facilitator or gave feedback was highly dependent on how individuals approached their own 

role.  

A need for clarification of the role of the Advisory Councils 

Some participants argued that the current Art. 18 set-up has created an ambiguous structure in 

which the role of the ACs is unclear. This was perceived as a result of the fact that the AC is 

not designated as the advisory structure for the cooperating regional member states, which are 

on the contrary to some extent building up their own structures alongside the position that the 

ACs have following the provisions of Art. 18(2). This means that stakeholders have to first be 

present in the AC to carve out a common position and then in practice again in the forum of 

the regional structure where the AC’s position can be challenged - even by stakeholders who 

signed up to it in the first instance. This was argued to reduce the value of input from the ACs 

- be it consensual or with minority reservations - and in general create an unclear governance 

structure. 

Regionalization might have to materialize through Art. 18(7) and 18(8) 

Some participants suggested that rather than Art. 18(1), it was actually in Art. 18(7) and 18(8) 

that real potential for regionalization (and possibly also co-management) should be found. 

Where the policy-space for different solutions in relation to delegated acts might be too small 

to really foster regionalization and co-management, it was instead argued that Art. 18(7) and 

Art. 18(8) were the ones that could really foster a movement towards regionalization and 

possibly co-management. There were examples mentioned on issues where member states 

were already trying to reach agreements on issues outside Art. 18(1) but within the regional 

cooperative structures. 

Co-management under the new CFP requires that actors show a ‘spirit of co-management’ 

A general comment, which in a way captures many of the other comments under one heading, 

from most of the participants of the workshop involved the fact that the current Art. 18 

structures - despite regionalization originally being framed as both moving down to the 
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regional level as well as moving out to stakeholders (i.e. co-management) – do actually not 

oblige much involvement of stakeholders in the process. As a consequence, there was a call 

from most participants on all the parties in this new structure to adopt a ‘spirit of co-

management’ in the implementation of Art. 18. Hence calling for a more ambitious approach 

in terms of involving stakeholders than what are the minimum requirements of the regulation. 

One industry respondent argued that there was still an attitude of formal ‘hearing’ of the 

industry, instead of actually listening to the industry. 
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Turkish SWOT 

Title: Black Sea Workshop II*: Purse seine fisheries in the Black Sea (Governance and 

stakeholder participation 9 person) 

Organisers: Ertug DUZGUNES (KTU), Hacer SAGLAM (KTU) 

Location and date: Trabzon (Fish Market), 9-11. November 2014 

*Black Sea I Case study – 29 January 2014 (9 person) 

Participants (both meetings combined): 

Name  Company/Institution  City 

Recep DENİZER  Denizer Fisheries Co.  Trabzon  

Cengiz VARIM SURSAN  Trabzon  

İsmail ÇAKIR  ÇAKIROĞLU Fisheries Co. Hopa 

Coşkun ŞENKAYA  KÖROĞLU Fisheries Co. Hopa 

Harun KURU  Hacı Kibar Hopa 

Turgut AKKAN  Can Kardeşler  Hopa 

Necdet MEMIŞ  Trabzon Su Ürünleri Trabzon 

Gökhan SADIKLAR  Sadıklar Fisheries Co.  Trabzon  

Coşkun ERÜZ  TEMA  Trabzon 

Saadet KARAKULAK IU Faculty of Fisheries,  Istanbul 

Oktay KIRIŞ Kırış Food Co.  Istanbul 

Defne KORYÜREK Slow Food, Fikir Sahibi Damaklar,  Istanbul 

Erkan KAYA Fisherman. Burak Fishing Company,  Trabzon 

Ahmet MUTLU Eastern BS Cooperatives Association,  Trabzon 

Ali GÜNEY Marine Fishermen and Producers Central Union,  Ankara 

Kenan GEDİKLİ Association of Traditional Fishing (GELBALDER) İstanbul 
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Ramazan ÖZKAYA Union of  Fisheries Cooperatives SUR-KOOP,  Ankara 

Melih ER DG Fisheries and Aquaculture,  Ankara 

 

Hints for the SWOT: 

There is no common fisheries management agreement in the Black Sea. Catch quota system is 

applied only for turbot and sprat in Bulgaria and Romania. In other countries there are 

national fisheries management systems which are rather different than in the EU countries.  

As the main fish producer country in the Black Sea, purse seining is the most important 

capture method for the pelagic species such as anchovy, sprat, blue fish, bonito and pilchards. 

At present, there is open access system for the pelagics which attract many purse seine vessels 

to the same localities where fish schools were detected. This risk is very important when the 

year class strength is week for anchovy, sprat and blue fish. In spite all technical advances in 

the purse seine fishing fleet, the stock abundances of the target species are rather below of this 

capacity. So, major discussions have risen between artisanal and industrial fishermen, 

fisheries cooperatives and fish processing plants, purse seiners and NGO’s, authorities and 

fishermen.  

In the case of the Black Sea purse seine fisheries, recent information have been collected over 

two meetings with the stakeholders as scientists, fishermen, fishery organizations, industry, 

and NGO’s. Strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats for the purse seine fisheries are 

presented on environmental, economic and social basis.   
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Main results of the Black Sea purse seine fisheries SWOT: 
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Annex 1: SWOT guide 

 

The SOCIOEC WP4 SWOT analysis seminars 

At the recent meeting in the WP4 group we agreed that IFM would make a template for how 

to ‘report’ from the workshops. In addition to this we have with this document tried to 

provide some general guidance on how we imagine that a SWOT analysis seminar could be 

organised.  The first section of this document provides a brief introduction to the SWOT 

approach and outlines the elements of the SWOT analysis that have to be common (some of 

this is determined by the DoW, as indicated below) across the WP4 case studies, incl. an 

outline of how the ‘Meeting Minutes deliverable’ should be structured. The second half 

provides a very basic check-list for carrying out what we see as a ‘standard’ SWOT analysis 

seminar under WP4. 

 

Section 1: The Common Approach 

Why and how to use the SWOT approach? 

The short answer is ‘because it says so in the DoW…’ But it is also a useful approach in our 

case: “SWOT analysis may be used in any decision-making situation when a desired end-state 

(objective) has been defined” (Wikipedia). In our case the desired end-state is more co-/self-

management and we are looking at various way of getting there through the insights from the 

different case studies (in other words: we have a decision-making situation when we 

synthesise the results): 

“SWOT analysis aims to identify the key internal and external factors seen as important to 

achieving an objective. SWOT analysis groups key pieces of information into two main 

categories: 

1. internal factors – the strengths and weaknesses internal to the organization 

2. external factors – the opportunities and threats presented by the environment 

external to the organization 

Analysis may view the internal factors as strengths or as weaknesses depending upon their 

effect on the organization's objectives.” (Wikipedia) 

In the above quote the ‘organisation’ is our case study fishery and the co-/self-management 
component we are investigating, and ‘the environment external to the organization’ is 
constituted by the wider fisheries governance system, the market and/or other relevant 
‘externalities’. 

The SWOT seminars can play out in a variety of ways in the different regions depending on 

the exact nature of the case study work and the facilitator, but it is nonetheless important that 

we ensure some sort of methodological rigorousness – otherwise it will be very difficult to 
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meaningfully synthesise the work. It is therefore important that we stick to actually carrying

out a SWOT. 

The information gathered during the seminar should be structured in a table similar to the one 

below. However, it is also necessary that you after the seminar sit down and analyse each 

‘cell’ and provide a narrative from it; in other words: wh

respectively strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats (see below).

(Xhienne, Creative Commons)

Topic of the seminar 

The topic of the seminars has to include

“different scenarios for changing governance structures towards co

(DoW). In practice, taking into account the adaptations we have made to WP4, this means that 

ahead of the seminar the organisers will have to outline a ‘scenario’ (meaning describe a c

/self-management component or experiment) within the case study fishery. In practice we 

only expect each SWOT seminar to analyse one component (although in the WW you might 

want to work with more than one based on insights from the different case studies

In some cases the subject of the SWOT analysis is the actual ‘experiment’ that that the case 

study has been selected on the basis of, i.e. the case study fishery’s co

component. In these cases, the SWOT should examine what is harming/he

function. In case the co-/self-management component is an informal one, it may also be 

worthwhile to discuss if the component could be formalised and if that would at all be 

beneficial. 

In other cases the researchers will present an ‘i

component in the case fishery and let that be the subject of analysis, i.e. what will potentially 

be helpful/harmful in terms of making the co

In any case the chosen subject to the ana

(by means of PowerPoint supported by an executive summary of the case

subsequently ‘SWOT analysed’. Possibly, the seminar could be rounded off with an activity 

aimed towards exploring ways of reducing the factors that are harmful to the co

management component.  

However, as long as the above is covered, the seminar organisers should not feel limited to 
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meaningfully synthesise the work. It is therefore important that we stick to actually carrying

The information gathered during the seminar should be structured in a table similar to the one 

below. However, it is also necessary that you after the seminar sit down and analyse each 

‘cell’ and provide a narrative from it; in other words: what are the main insights relating to 

respectively strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats (see below). 

 

(Xhienne, Creative Commons) 

The topic of the seminars has to include a discussion (meaning a SWOT analysis) of 

enarios for changing governance structures towards co-/self-management”

(DoW). In practice, taking into account the adaptations we have made to WP4, this means that 

ahead of the seminar the organisers will have to outline a ‘scenario’ (meaning describe a c

management component or experiment) within the case study fishery. In practice we 

only expect each SWOT seminar to analyse one component (although in the WW you might 

want to work with more than one based on insights from the different case studies

In some cases the subject of the SWOT analysis is the actual ‘experiment’ that that the case 

study has been selected on the basis of, i.e. the case study fishery’s co-/self

component. In these cases, the SWOT should examine what is harming/helping this system to 

management component is an informal one, it may also be 

worthwhile to discuss if the component could be formalised and if that would at all be 

In other cases the researchers will present an ‘idea’ on a future co-/self-management 

component in the case fishery and let that be the subject of analysis, i.e. what will potentially 

be helpful/harmful in terms of making the co-/self-management component ‘work’.

In any case the chosen subject to the analysis should be initially presented to the participants 

(by means of PowerPoint supported by an executive summary of the case-study report?) and 

subsequently ‘SWOT analysed’. Possibly, the seminar could be rounded off with an activity 

ng ways of reducing the factors that are harmful to the co

However, as long as the above is covered, the seminar organisers should not feel limited to 
 

meaningfully synthesise the work. It is therefore important that we stick to actually carrying 

The information gathered during the seminar should be structured in a table similar to the one 

below. However, it is also necessary that you after the seminar sit down and analyse each 

at are the main insights relating to 

a discussion (meaning a SWOT analysis) of 

management” 

(DoW). In practice, taking into account the adaptations we have made to WP4, this means that 

ahead of the seminar the organisers will have to outline a ‘scenario’ (meaning describe a co-

management component or experiment) within the case study fishery. In practice we 

only expect each SWOT seminar to analyse one component (although in the WW you might 

want to work with more than one based on insights from the different case studies). 

In some cases the subject of the SWOT analysis is the actual ‘experiment’ that that the case 

/self-management 

lping this system to 

management component is an informal one, it may also be 

worthwhile to discuss if the component could be formalised and if that would at all be 

management 

component in the case fishery and let that be the subject of analysis, i.e. what will potentially 

management component ‘work’. 

lysis should be initially presented to the participants 

study report?) and 

subsequently ‘SWOT analysed’. Possibly, the seminar could be rounded off with an activity 

ng ways of reducing the factors that are harmful to the co-/self-

However, as long as the above is covered, the seminar organisers should not feel limited to 
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this agenda. If it is possible to use the meeting for further discussion of future co-/self-

management experiments or refinements of the work carried out in relation to the case study 

then the organisers can of course do that. We should keep in mind, though, that the main 

objective is getting a good SWOT. 

Participants 

The SWOT workshop should include relevant actors related to the case study under 

investigation. Depending on the exact nature of the case study, the participants could be 

narrowly selected from for instance a group of fishermen or a broader group of stakeholders 

(DoW: “representatives of relevant user-groups and stakeholders”). This is a decision to be 

taken by the local partners. 

 

How to make the ‘Meeting Minutes deliverable’ 

It is of course advisable to record/take extensive notes during the meeting, as we will have to 

submit minutes from the SWOT workshops as Deliverable 4.2. For this purpose, it could also 

be a good idea to take a few pictures during the process. The standard format of the ‘Meeting 

Minutes deliverable’ should be more or less as such: 

I. Brief information on the meeting and the participants (app. 1 page) 

II. Brief description of the case study and the scenario/ co-/self-management 

component under investigation (based on case study report) (app. 2 pages) 

III. The filled out SWOT figure (app. 1 page) 

IV. Narrative about ‘strengths’ (½-1 page) 

V. Narrative about ‘weaknesses’ (½-1 page) 

VI. Narrative about ‘opportunities’ (½-1 page) 

VII. Narrative about ‘threats’ (½-1 page) 

VIII. Conclusion on potentials of the scenario / co-/self-management component 

and reflections over how to reduce the harmful elements (divided by 

internal and external factors) (app. 1 page) 

Reimbursing the travel etc. costs of the SWOT work for participants / researchers 

AQUATT to supply further information…  

 

Section 2: A Basic Check-list 

The following guide for how to conduct a SWOT draws heavily on a guide originally made by the 
British Council (www.britishcouncil.org). It provides a check-list to start from. Don’t be frightened by 
the length of it, it is mainly intended to give inspiration and be helpful.  

 

Undertaking a SWOT analysis 
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This checklist is for those carrying out a SWOT analysis, SWOT being the acronym for 
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats. It is a simple, much-used technique which 
can help to prepare or amend plans, in problem solving and decision making. 
 

Definition 
SWOT analysis is a general technique which can be applied across diverse functions and 
activities. Performing a SWOT analysis involves the generation and recording of the 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats in relation to a particular task or objective. It 
is customary for the analysis to take account of internal resources and capabilities (strengths 
and weakness) and factors external to the organisation (opportunities and threats). 
 

Benefits 
SWOT analysis can provide: 

• a framework for identifying and analysing strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and 
threats 

• an impetus to analyse a situation and develop suitable strategies and tactics 
• a basis for assessing core capabilities and competences 
• the evidence for, and cultural key to, change 
• a stimulus to participation in a group experience. 

 

Action checklist: 
 

1. Establish the objectives 
The first key step in any project: is to be clear on what you are doing and why. The purpose of 
conducting a SWOT may be wide or narrow, general or specific depending on the specific 
case fishery but the underlying objective is more co-/self-management. 
 

2. Select appropriate contributors 
Carefully consider who will be the appropriate contributors at the seminar. Should it be a 
homogeneous crowd of for instance fishermen, or should it be a more heterogeneous crowd 
including a variety of stakeholders? 
 

3. Presentation of the scenario for the SWOT analysis 
After having introduced the participants, purpose and context of the seminar, the organisers 
and the participants, the scenario under analysis will have to be presented. This is probably 
most easily dome by means of PowerPoint presentation in which the researchers presents the 
elemt to be SWOT analysed. In some cases this is an existing co-/self-management 
component, while in other cases the organisers have developed a scenario / an idea of how to 
move towards more self- / co-management, which they wish to have ‘SWOT analysed’.  
 

4. Create a workshop environment 
Encourage an atmosphere conducive to the free flow of information and to participants saying 
what they feel to be appropriate, free from blame. The leader / facilitator has a key role and 
should allow time for free flow of thought, but not too much. Half an hour is often enough to 
spend, for example, on ‘strengths’, before moving on. It is important to be specific, evaluative 
and analytical at the stage of compiling and recording the SWOT lists - mere description is 
not enough. 
 

5. List Strengths 
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Strengths - internal attributes and resources that support a successful outcome of the co-/self-
management component. 
 
Strengths can relate to the group, to the environment, to perceptions, and to people. ‘People’ 
elements include the skills, capabilities and knowledge of participants.  
 

6. List Weaknesses 

 

Weaknesses - internal attributes resources that work against a successful outcome of the co-
/self-management component. 
 
This session should not constitute an opportunity to focus on the negative but be an honest 
appraisal of the way things are. Key questions include: 

• what obstacles may prevent progress? 
• which elements need strengthening? 
• are there any real weak links in the chain? 

 

7. List Opportunities 

 

Opportunities - external factors the co-/self-management component can capitalize on or use 
to its advantage. 
 
This step is designed to assess the socio-economic, environmental and demographic factors, 
among others, to evaluate the benefits they may bring. 
 

8. List Threats 

 

Threats - external factors that could jeopardize the co-/self-management component. 
 
The opposite of Opportunities - which may, with a shift of emphasis or perception, have an 
adverse impact. 
Weighing threats against opportunities is not a reason to indulge in pessimism; it is rather a 
question of considering how possible negative experience may be limited or eliminated. The 
same factors may emerge as both a threat and an opportunity. Most external factors are in fact 
challenges, and whether the group perceives them as opportunities or threats is often a 
valuable indicator of morale. 
 

9. Discussion of how to prevent the harmful elements 

 

The seminar could be rounded off with an activity aimed towards exploring ways of reducing 
the factors that are harmful to the co-/self-management component. 
 
Dos and don'ts for SWOT analysis 
 

Do 
• Be analytical and specific.  
• Record all thoughts and ideas in stages 5-8. 
• Be selective in the final evaluation. 
• Choose the right people for the exercise. 
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• Choose a suitable SWOT leader or facilitator. 
Don't 

• Try to disguise weaknesses. 
• Merely list errors and mistakes. 
• Lose sight of external influences and trends. 
• Allow the SWOT to become a blame-laying exercise. 
• Ignore the outcomes at later stages of the planning process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


