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Executive summary  

This document is the final output of EXTRA-SMEs Activity 1.2 άLŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΩ 

potential to improve EXTRA-{a9ǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǘǊŀǾŜǊǎƛƻƴέΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ 

is to identify a) opportunities for developing new products and processes for businesses active in 

EXTRA-{a9ǎΩ territories aquaculture sector, as well as b) their potential to improve their 

internationalisation and extraversion.  

The main source of data for this activity was a questionnaire survey, conducted by using two 

structured questionnaires addressed to respondents belonging to two distinct categories: 

representatives of aquaculture SMEs and institutional stakeholders. The survey data provide insights 

on experience-based views with regards to aquaculture SM9ǎΩ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ  

The key findings and conclusions drawn from the survey conducted with aquaculture SMEs and 

institutional stakeholder representatives include the following:  

¶ Results have underlined the recognition of the existence of new expansion opportunities in 

their industry by the majority of SME respondents.  

¶ The expansion areas identified during the initial desk research appear to correspond to the 

needs of the entire aquaculture value chain.  

¶ There is a need for synergies within the aquaculture ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ŀƴŘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ 

ŜƴǘŜǊǇǊƛǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΦ {ǳŎƘ ǎȅƴŜǊƎƛŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ thus 

boosting its extraversion.  

¶ Finally, it has been pointed out that measures regarding the administrative procedures 

pertaining to aqǳŀŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƛƳǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊ ōƻƻǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ 

its extraversion.  
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1 About the EXTRA SMEs Project 

The EXTRA-SMEs project primarily aims to achieve the expansion of rural and coastal aquaculture 

SMEs in wider markets for the promotion of their products, through simpler and improved 

administrative processes, and innovative technologies, by supporting public authorities and assist 

them to join forces and exchange experiences in order to a) simplify administration, b) expand in new 

markets, c) introduce innovative value-added product solutions, d) up-skill personnel and e) 

contribute to resolving conflicts between stakeholder groups.  

 

1.1 Project objectives  

EXTRA-SMEs ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ Ǝƻŀƭ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎΩ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 

instruments related to the SME competitiveness across the value chain of coastal and rural regional 

economies with a strong aquaculture component. The project aims to identify and promote 

experiences and practices for simpler, improved administrative processes, internationalisation and 

expansion to broader markets, as well as engaging in innovation processes that will act as drivers for 

the creation of jobs. 

EXTRA SMEs aims at:   

ω Increasing the capacity of regional authorities to effectively implement policies on SMEs 

entrepreneurial development, internationalisation, and extraversion;  

ω Identifying innovation pathways and raising awareness on the benefits of modernisation of the 

aquaculture SMEs value chain; and 

ω Incentivising investments, outwards-looking entrepreneurship, addressing limited access to finance, 

lack of knowledge, and inability to expand in wider markets. 

 

1.2 Project partners 

The EXTRA SMEs consortium brings together the following 9 partners from 8 regions in 7 different EU 

countries.   
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Table 1: Project partners 

No Country Partner 

1  GR Region of Peloponnese (REGPEL) 

2  IT Liguria Region (LIGURIA) 

3  PL Northern Chamber of Commerce in Szczecin (NCC) 

4  RO Bucharest-Ilfov Regional Development Agency (ADR-BI) 

5  FI Lapland University of Applied Sciences (Lapland UAS) 

6  GR University of Patras (UPAT) 

7  IE Western Development Commission (WDC) 

8  IT Liguria Cluster for Marine Technologies (DLTM) 

9  LT Public institution National regions development agency (NRDA) 

 

1.3 Project Activity A1.2 

The EXTRA SMEs Activity мΦн άLŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΩ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ 9·¢w!-

{a9ǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǘǊŀǾŜǊǎƛƻƴέ entails the identification of new SMEs expansion areas, 

ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9·¢w! {a9ǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ 

territories. Indicative areas of expansion include a) the development of new product forms; b) the 

integration of standardised production procedures; and c) the identification of new markets.  

As leader of the EXTRA SMEs A1.2, Lapland University of Applied Sciences, upon providing guidelines 

and methodological tools for the identification of new expansion areas, has coordinated, gathered, 

and examined ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƭƻƴƎǎƛŘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǊǊied out a synthesis and 

analysis on new opportunities and areas for expansion in new products and processes in the 
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aquaculture sector in the EXTRA SMEs regions which will correspondingly feed the development of 

the action plans.  

 

Figure 1: Activity A1.2 Work plan  

 

The results of activity A1.2 will be integrated into policy briefs on lessons learned (in activity A4.2) and 

will be further capitalised by adding to an input paper for the facilitation of planning a number of 

experience exchange visits (in activity A3.5).  
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2 Background Information and Key Concepts  

Worldwide, aquaculture is growing rapidly, and is expected to overtake capture fishing just as animal 

husbandry once replaced hunting. This strong trend presents a significant opportunity for 

development, and a challenge for increasing competitiveness in an environmentally and economically 

sustainable way.  

2.1 An Overview of the EU Aquaculture Production  

¢ƘŜ ŀǉǳŀŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ 9¦ну Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ōȅ мр҈ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ мффлΩǎΦ !ŦǘŜǊ нллл ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ 

aquaculture sector appears to have reached a plateau (see Figure 2), yet, as the EU capture fisheries 

production has been decreasing, aquaculture has increased its share over the seafood market (STECF, 

2016). The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) considers sustainable aquaculture 

development as one of its main priorities of and for the 2014-2020 period, roughly 20% of its funding 

is planned to be invested in the aquaculture sector1.  

Figure 2: Evolution of total production of fishery products, EU-28, 2000-20152 

 

Source: Eurostat3    

                                                           
1 See https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/cfp/aquaculture/funding_en  
2 (1 000 tonnes live weight) 
3 (fish_ca_main), (fish_aq_q) and (fish_aq2a) 

https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/cfp/aquaculture/funding_en
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In 2015 EU aquaculture represented 1.2% of the worldwide aquaculture production. In 2015 the value 

of aquaculture production amounted to EUR 4 billion and its volume was estimated at 1.3 million 

tonnes4. Five countries5 were responsible for nearly three quarters of the EU28 aquaculture 

production in both volume and value during the same year. Italy and Greece were among the major 

producers representing 11.8 % and 8.4 % of the EU aquaculture production in terms of volume and 

10.6 % and 11.2 % in terms of economic value correspondingly.6    

Table 2: Aquaculture production by weight and by value, 2015  

Country 
Aquaculture 
production 
weight (TLW)  

Share of 
aquaculture in 
total fisheries (%) 

Aquaculture 
production value 
(EUR million) 

 EU 28 1.259.833  19,7 4.128,4 

 GR 105.934  62,2  463,4 

 IT 148.139  43,6  437,2 

 IE 37.581  13,8  136,5 

 PL 33.560  15,2  86,6 

 FI 14.879  8,8  49,4 

 RO 11.016  69,5  21,8 

 LT 4.083  5,3  9,3 

 

Source: Eurostat7    

Aquaculture is the rearing of aquatic (freshwater or saltwater) animals or the cultivation of aquatic 

(freshwater or saltwater) plants under controlled conditions. According to Regulation (EC) No 

                                                           
4 See: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Aquaculture_statistics  
5 Spain, the United Kingdom, France, Greece and Italy.  
6 See: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Aquaculture_statistics  
7 (fish_ca_main), (fish_aq_q) and (fish_aq2a) 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Aquaculture_statistics
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Aquaculture_statistics
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762/2008, aquaculture production refers to the output from aquaculture at first sale intended for 

human consumption, thus non-commercial aquaculture, aquaculture production of aquarium and 

ornamental species and production for industrial, functional or research purposes are excluded and 

not accounted for. In 2014, finfish and molluscs constituted 98.2 % of the EU aquaculture production 

(by weight) while the production of crustaceans, algae and other organisms remained small. Over 130 

species were farmed in the EU in 2014, yet the 10 most common species made up 90 % of production 

and 87 % of value of the aquaculture sector. 8     

2.2 Overview Imports, Exports and Consumption at the EU level   

According to the European Market Observatory for Fisheries and Aquaculture Products (EUMOFA), 

based on 2016 data, the EU is a significant market for fish and seafood on a global level as its apparent 

consumption reached 12,41 million tonnes, corresponding to approximately 24 kg per capita, yet 

consumption varies greatly across the EU, from 57,0 kg per capita in Portugal to 5,2 kg per capita in 

Hungary. 9   

Figure 3: EU fish and seafood supply, production, imports, exports and apparent consumption (2016) 

 

Source: EUMOFA10 

Overall fish consumption in the EU has grown significantly over the years, yet this increase is mainly 

based on imports as the production by capture and aquaculture remains stable or declines (Bostock 

                                                           
8 See: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Aquaculture_statistics  
9 See: http://www.eumofa.eu/the-eu-market#euFishMarket  
10 The Graph is available at: http://www.eumofa.eu/the-eu-market#euFishMarket  

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Aquaculture_statistics
http://www.eumofa.eu/the-eu-market#euFishMarket
http://www.eumofa.eu/the-eu-market#euFishMarket
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et al., 2009)11.  During 2016 imports exceeded 9 million tonnes, constituting approximately 60% of the 

EU total supply. Exports on the other hand reached 1,81 million tonnes.   

²ƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴ ŦƛǎƘŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŀǉǳŀŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ оп ҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ 

prefer wild products, 8 % prefer farmed products, and 31 % have no preference, while 11 % say it 

depends on the type of product. Sea water products appear to be more popular than fresh water 

products, with 39 % and 7 % of favourable opinions correspondingly, yet 35 % of the respondents 

claimed they have no preference, while 11 % stated it depends on the type of product. Some of the 

ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ ǇǳǊŎƘŀǎŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ tǊƻŘǳŎǘΩǎ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŀƴŎŜ όру ҈ύΣ Ŏƻǎǘ όрр ҈ύΣ 

origin of the product (42 %), brand or quality label (24 %), being easy and quick to prepare (21 %) and 

environmental, social or ethical impact (15%).12  

Figure 4:  Development of consumption of fisheries and aquaculture products in selected EU countries in 
kg/inhabitant/year 

Source: 

FAO, Eurostat and EUMOFA 13    

2.3 SMEs in the aquaculture sector 

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) are considered the backbone of Europe's economy as they 

represent 99% of all businesses across the EU. The European Commission considers SMEs and 

                                                           
11 See also Directorate-General for Internal Policies of the Union, 2016 and Figures 2-4.  
12 See: https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/sites/fisheries/files/docs/publications/2017-fishery-and-aquaculture-
products-overview-consumer-habits_en.pdf  
13 Available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/atlas/maritime_atlas/#lang=EN;p=w;bkgd=5;theme=34:0.8;c=2462182.7
607192323,5447091.007273452;z=3 (1961-2009) & https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/6-consumption_en (2015).  
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https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/sites/fisheries/files/docs/publications/2017-fishery-and-aquaculture-products-overview-consumer-habits_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/sites/fisheries/files/docs/publications/2017-fishery-and-aquaculture-products-overview-consumer-habits_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/atlas/maritime_atlas/#lang=EN;p=w;bkgd=5;theme=34:0.8;c=2462182.7607192323,5447091.007273452;z=3
https://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/atlas/maritime_atlas/#lang=EN;p=w;bkgd=5;theme=34:0.8;c=2462182.7607192323,5447091.007273452;z=3
https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/6-consumption_en
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entrepreneurship as key to ensuring economic growth, innovation, job creation, and social integration 

in the EU14.  

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) are defined in the EU recommendation 2003/361. The 

main factors determining whether an enterprise is an SME are a) the staff headcount and b) either the 

turnover or balance sheet total. According to the European Commission, the category of small and 

medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) is made up of enterprises, which employ fewer than 250 persons 

and which have an annual turnover not exceeding EUR 50 million, and/or an annual balance sheet 

total not exceeding EUR 43 million. Within the SME division, a small enterprise is defined as an 

enterprise, which employs fewer than 50 persons and whose annual turnover and/or annual balance 

sheet total does not exceed EUR 10 million. Respectively, a micro enterprise is defined as an 

enterprise, which employs fewer than 10 persons and whose annual turnover and/or annual balance 

sheet total does not exceed EUR 2 million. Ceilings apply to the figures for individual firms only. A firm 

that is part of a larger group include staff headcount/turnover/balance sheet data from that group 

too.  

 

Table 3: SMEs categorisation   

Company category Staff headcount Turnover Balance 
sheet total 

Medium-sized < 250 Җ ϵ рл Ƴ Җ ϵ по Ƴ 

Small < 50 Җ ϵ мл Ƴ Җ ϵ мл Ƴ 

Micro < 10 Җ ϵ н Ƴ Җ ϵ н Ƴ 

 

The Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF, 2016) estimates there are 

between 14,000 and 15,000 aquaculture enterprises in the EU28 and their vast majority (almost 90%) 

are micro-enterprises, employing less than 10 employees. The number of aquaculture enterprises by 

range of employees in EXTRA SMEs Countries is presented in Figure 515.  

                                                           
14 See: http://ec.europa.eu/growth/smes/business-friendly-environment/sme-definition_en  
15 With the exception of Lithuania where the range of employees is not specified.  

http://ec.europa.eu/growth/smes/business-friendly-environment/sme-definition_en
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Figure 5: Aquaculture Enterprises16 in EXTRA SMEs Countries by Range of Employees, 2014 

  

Source: EU Member States DCF data submission17 

 

2.4 Aquaculture value chain 

The aquaculture value chain18, as presented in Figure 6, is formed by five classes of businesses offering 

both products and services.  

The aquaculture enterprises, whose primary activity is the operation of fish hatcheries and fish farms, 

are positioned in the middle of the value chain. Enterprises offering technical or biotechnological 

products and services such as the production and maintenance of feeding systems or cages, the 

development of tracking systems as well as the provision of feeding and health products and 

businesses involved in the processing and distribution of aquaculture products are also an integral 

part of the value chain.   

 

                                                           
16 The population refers to enterprises whose primary activity is defined according to the EUROSTAT definition 
under NACE Code 05.02: Operation of fish hatcheries and fish farms.    
17 In STECF, 2016.  
18 For instance see: https://www.ey.com/Publication/vwLUAssets/EY_-
_The_Norwegian_Aquaculture_Analysis_2017/$FILE/EY-Norwegian-Aquaculture-Analysis-2017.pdf  
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Figure 6: The aquaculture value chain 
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3 Areas of Expansion  

Improving competitiveness and extraversion in the aquaculture sector requires support and planning 

throughout the value chain, as many actors are involved in relevant economic activities at regional 

ƭŜǾŜƭΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ 9¦ {a9ǎ ŦŀŎŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ǿƘere industry is 

subject to lower regulatory requirements. On the other hand, such requirements are at the heart of 

high-quality production of EU aquaculture and can be the basis of a competitive advantage.   

     

3.1 Approaches for the Internationalisation of SMEs  

{a9ǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦǊƻƳ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǾƛŜǿǇƻƛƴǘΦ !ŘƳƛǘǘŜŘƭȅ άǘƘŜǊŜ 

ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƴŜ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǇŀǘƘ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴέΦ ¸ŜƴŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ  όнлмпύ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘǿƻ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ 

explain how firms internationalize: gradual internationalization of firms, mainly represented by the 

Uppsala models, and rapid internationalization of firms, mainly represented by the Born Global model. 

The two models present differences with regards to the size of the internationalising businesses, their 

ways of entry into new markets and the strategies employed over the internationalisation process. 

Gradual internationalisation is clearly more pertinent in the context of EXTRA-SMEs project.  

The initial Uppsala model was developed as a response to previous studies not taking into 

consideration cultural differences between home and target markets, lack of knowledge on the 

desires and processes, valid legal issues, and other market specific information of the target markets, 

and the internal capabilities a firm needs in order to handle its business profitably in the international 

markets, such as human resources, organizational and financial resources (Yener et al., 2014). The 

ƳƻŘŜƭ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άǘƘŜ ǇƛƻƴŜŜǊ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭizing phenomenon 

ŀǎ ŀ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ƎǊŀŘǳŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜέ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

obtained through a sequence of steps which mirror a growing commitment to foreign markets (Rialp 

& Rialp, 2015).  

Both Uppsala models regard internationalisation as a gradual step by step process where the 

internationalising business seeks risk management. The initial Uppsala model offers an internal view 

of the capabilities and progressive steps of a business towards internationalisation, receiving criticism 

for ignoring external factors. The revised Uppsala model (Johanson & Vahlne, 2009) offers a network 

ǾƛŜǿΣ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ Ωтт ƳƻŘŜƭ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀǎ ŀ 
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major constrain for rapid business internŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ Ωлф ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ 

of networking amongst businesses for the internationalisation process (Yener et al., 2014).  

Rialp and Rialp (2015) outline the theoretical evolution in this field of internationalisation as 

encompassing: (1) the analysis of transaction cost and structural market imperfections in the context 

of FDI; (2) the examination of managerial learning and organizational commitment in the process of 

international expansion; (3) the consideration of multiple forms of foreign market entry available to 

the firm; and (4) a more recent approach that recognizes the potential influence of formal and 

informal networks relationships on internationalization. The authors suggest that by further 

interrelating the above approaches an integrated, holistic view of the business internationalisation 

process emerges.  

{ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ wŀǎƪ όнлмпύ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ŦƛǊƳΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƎƻŜǎ ƘŀƴŘ ƛƴ ƘŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ 

innovation, which, according to Markides (2006 in Rask, 2лмпύ άƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ ŀ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎέΦ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ understood as 

ƳŜǊŜƭȅ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ōǳǘ ŀǎ ŀ άǊŜƛƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΣ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦέΦ   Gkypali and Tsekouras 

(2015) argue that productive performance of innovative firms and their decision to export are 

ŜƴŘƻƎŜƴƻǳǎƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ άŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǎŜƭŦ-ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴέ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ ŘƛŎƘƻǘƻƳƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦƛǊƳǎ ƛƴǘƻ άŜȄǇƻǊǘŜǊǎέ 

ŀƴŘ άƴƻƴ-ŜȄǇƻǊǘŜǊǎέ while the role of innovation patterns is a basis in determining their productive 

performance and export decision-making. This endogeneity in the decision making process perplexes 

ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀ ŦƛǊƳΩǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƻǊǘΦ  

The key components, or building blocks, of a business model identified by the relevant literature 

(Osterwalder et al. 2005)19 are:  

o Value proposition ƻǊ tǊƻŘǳŎǘΣ ƻŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ   

o Customer Interface, including Target Customers, Customer Interface Relationships as well as 

Distribution Channels.  

o Infrastructure Management, including Partner Networks which are to be understood as 

networks of cooperative agreements with other companies necessary to efficiently offer and 

commercialize value. 

o Financial Aspects, including Cost Structure and Revenue Model.  

                                                           
19 See also Taran et al. 2015.  
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Thus, a business aiming to internationalise its activities  should focus on the innovation of its business 

model by  addressing global competition through the innovation of the products and services offered 

but also through the development of new distribution channels and partner networks. 

 

3.2 Access to information on expansion opportunities  

The entrepreneurial process is a complex sequential process that consists of three stages: conception, 

business establishment and evaluation. The first stage entails the activities leading the entrepreneur 

to distinguish an existing or new economic opportunity, the second stage involves the decision to 

realise the opportunity distinguished during the first stage and the actual realisation while during the 

ƭŀǎǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊΩǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ 

objectives. The success of this endeavour depenŘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊΩǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

characteristics of the environment where the endeavour takes place (Stathopoulou et al., 2004).  

Opportunity is a central concept within the entrepreneurship field, yet the definition and nature of 

opportunities are still unclear (Short et al., 2009). Some suggest that entrepreneurs use their cognitive 

frameworks, developed by experience, to distinguish links between seemingly unrelated 

developments (e.g. in technological developments, policy changes, market trends) (Baron, 2006). 

hǘƘŜǊǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ŀƭŜǊǘƴŜǎǎΣ άŎƻƴǎƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΥ ǎŎŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ 

information, connecting previously-disparate information, and making evaluations on the existence 

of profitable business opportunitiŜǎέ ŀǎ ƪŜȅ ƛƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ό¢ŀƴƎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмнύΦ  

Based on the above, access to knowledge and information is vital for the development of 

opportunities. Both formal and informal sources of information can support entrepreneurs identify 

new opportunities. Sources of information may include mentors, informal industry networks and 

participation in professional forums (Ozgen & Baron, 2007). 
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3.3 Products and processes as drivers for expansion  

Based on the preliminary desk research, there are various areas where aquaculture SMEs can expand 

in terms of products and processes in order to achieve the internationalization and extraversion of 

their products20. The main areas identified are:  

1. Improvement of the production process of 

existing species to reduce production costs or 

increase production volume or quality; 

2. Diversification through the breeding of new 

species, taking into consideration the trends 

and needs of the market; 

3. Development of new processes of raw material 

processing and maintenance,  

4. Development of new technologies, processes 

and practices for the quality assurance and 

traceability of products; 

5. Participation in special production schemes, 

such as organic21 or environmentally and 

socially responsible22 production, adhering by 

the relevant standards and receiving the 

corresponding certifications; 

6. Development of marketing  and branding strategies by, for instance, creating or participating 

in, or ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ōǊŀƴŘ ƴŀƳŜ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΩǎ ƴǳǘǊƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜΦ The 

term marketing should be understood as the actions undertaken in order to differentiate a 

product offered in the market from other similar products offered by the competition. Product 

differentiation is a strategy widely used by agro-food firms. 

                                                           
20 For instance see: Morrissey and DeWitt (2013) on value-added seafood products and Varadi et al. (2001).  
21 See https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/organic/eu-policy/eu-rules-on-production/seaweed-and-
aquaculture_en.  
22 See https://www.asc-aqua.org/.  

 

Example 1: Lƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ ΨфлǎΣ ƻǾŜǊǎǳǇǇƭȅ 

caused dramatic declines in the wholesale 

market price of both wild-caught and 

farmed salmon, and the industries were 

under considerable pressure to create 

changes in the traditional ways that they 

had marketed salmon to the public. At the 

time, salmon was considered a high-end 

product, difficult to prepare at home. 

/ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ǾƛŜǿ changed dramatically 

when boneless, skinless salmon fillets from 

Chile were introduced into the U.S. 

marketplace. Thus, through a combination 

of the pǊƻŘǳŎǘΩǎ processing and marketing, 

consumers started viewing salmon as easy 

to prepare and affordable thus doubling 

consumption between 1990 and 1997.  

Source: Morrissey & DeWitt, 2013   

 

https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/organic/eu-policy/eu-rules-on-production/seaweed-and-aquaculture_en
https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/organic/eu-policy/eu-rules-on-production/seaweed-and-aquaculture_en
https://www.asc-aqua.org/
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7. Extension of distribution channels.  

8. Development of partner networks.  

The fact that, despite its increasing importance, the 

aquaculture sector remains a rather small segment of the 

world agro-food industry, restricts investments for 

research and technological development for the sector. 

For example, the development of a poultry vaccine 

would reasonably be expected to return a much higher 

profit than a salmonid or a sea bass vaccine (Bostock, 

2011).   

The competitiveness of the aquaculture industry is 

inextricably linked with investment in research and 

innovation that will lead to new differentiated products, 

improved production, packaging, distribution or 

consumption processes. These new products must be 

still more competitive, by, for instance, being of high 

nutritional value or of low cost to compete with products from third countries. 

The cost of the above ventures could be considerable for SMEs, especially for micro enterprises that 

appear to form the majority of the aquaculture sector in the EXTRA-SMEs regions. This, however, can 

be redressed by the formation of synergies, for instance through the formation of producer 

cooperatives (Bostock et al., 2009).  

While acknowledging the potentials of innovation synergies, the fact that such cooperation may result 

in either a positive or a negative innovation performance should also be acknowledged. It has been 

argued that the benefits of gaining access to knowledge from diverse external sources may be 

overshadowed by the costs linked to accessing increasingly diverse knowledge through collaboration 

ŀƴŘ ŀ άƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ŦƛǊƳǎϥ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎέ όDƪȅǇŀƭƛ Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ нлмтύΦ ! ŦƛǊƳΩǎ 

ŀōǎƻǊǇǘƛǾŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅΣ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ōȅ /ƻƘŜƴ ŀƴŘ [ŜǾƛƴǘƘŀƭ όмффлύ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀ ŦƛǊƳ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ 

ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ƴŜǿΣ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǎǎƛƳƛƭŀǘŜ ƛǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇƭȅ ƛǘ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŜƴŘǎέ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ 

correlation to its innovation and exporting performance (Gkypali et al, 2018). This calls for policy 

measures to facilitate the diversification of types of R&D collaborators by reducing the associated cost, 

addressing the needs of firms exhibiting low absorptive capacity.    

Example 2: The Trote and Salmerino del 

Trentino are registered as products of 

Protected Geographical Indication (PGI) 

since 2013, thus achieving product 

differentiation.  

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΩ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŀƭŜǎ ǿŀǎ 

favored by participation and visibility at 

Expo 2015, where the producers 

accomplished contacts with wholesalers 

for the markets of Lombardy, Piedmont 

and Switzerland and, above all, 

agreements for the presence of the 

products in Eataly stores, the chain of 

Italian products in the world, and in large 

retail chains, thus expanding their 

distribution channels. 

Source: 

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/regist

eredName.html?denominationId=5662, 

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/regist

eredName.html?denominationId=5601 and 

https://www.agrisi.it/en/news/trote-e-salmerini-

del-trentino-igp-patrimonio-da-15-milioni/ 

 

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=5662
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=5662
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=5601
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=5601
https://www.agrisi.it/en/news/trote-e-salmerini-del-trentino-igp-patrimonio-da-15-milioni/
https://www.agrisi.it/en/news/trote-e-salmerini-del-trentino-igp-patrimonio-da-15-milioni/
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4 Methodological approach  

The main source of data selected for the purposes of activity A1.2 was a questionnaire survey. The 

survey was conducted using two structured questionnaires addressed to respondents belonging to 

two distinct categories: representatives of aquaculture SMEs and institutional stakeholders. The 

survey data provide insights on experience-based views with regards to aquaculture SMEsΩ expansion 

areas.  

4.1 Research questions  

The research aimed at answering the following research questions, which were defined upon relevant 

thematic research: 

¶ What are the key expansion areas identified for aquaculture SMEs in the EXTRA-SMEs regions?  

¶ Which expansion areas are considered more effective in boosting extraversion and 

internationalisation?  

¶ How do aquaculture SMEs active in the EXTRA-SMEs regions become aware of expansion 

opportunities?  

 

4.2 Sample selection and questionnaire administration 

During the data collection all EXTRA SMEs partners used their contacts to ensure the participation in 

the survey of stakeholders from the entire spectrum of the aquaculture industry. Potential 

respondents were distinguished in two broad categories: 

ω SMEs representatives, including decision-makers, owners, administrative managers, marketing 

managers, operations managers, sales administration managers or other staff of aquaculture SMEs 

with industry  knowledge and experience, and  

ω Institutional stakeholders, including representatives of regional or local public authorities, 

professional bodies, chambers of commerce, innovation centres, higher education and research 

institutions.  

The target respondents were selected through purposive sampling which is a non-probability form of 

sampling aiming at selecting participants in a strategic way, tailored to the research questions being 

posed (Bryman, 2012).  
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4.3 Data collection tool (questionnaires)  

The two questionnaires used for the data collection have been created based on the research 

questions at hand and relevant thematic research and they are available in Annexes 1 and 2. A number 

of precautions have been taken, in order to guarantee that the collected data remain unbiased and 

relevant while the project partners had the opportunity to provide feedback on the methodology and 

the questionnaire before the beginning of the data collection.  

The main themes covered by both questionnaires include: 

- Profile of participating entities (SMEs and institutional stakeholders)   

- Extraversion of aquaculture SMEs. 

- Introduction of new products and processes by aquaculture SMEs.  

- Assessment of the expansion areas identified through the desk research and suggestion of any 

additional areas of expansion that can contribute to the extraversion of the aquaculture SMEs. 

In addition, the SMEs questionnaire examines SMEs awareness of expansion opportunities in their 

industry as well as their relationship with other actors.  

The questionnaire comprised the following types of questions:  

- Single-answer and multiple answer multiple-choice questions: Since multiple-choice 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ǇǳǊŜƭȅ ƻƴ 

their selections, thereby creating a lower likelihood of bias in the results. 

- Rating scale questions: Rating scales were used to measure the direction and intensity of 

attitudes of different types of participants. 

- Open-ended questions: Open questions were included to prompt participants to describe in 

more detail and depth their experience. These questions are ideal for collecting data about 

qualitative, in-depth aspects of a particular topic or issue. 
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5 Data processing and analysis approach  

Upon the completion of the survey, the collected data was validated and consolidated, based on the 

criteria defined in the methodology. Data validation refers to the process of determining whether 

information gathered during the process of data collection is complete and accurate.  

To consolidate data, all the information was merged by combining the large amount of data into two 

single, persistent data sources (e.g. large worksheets) that reflect all collected input from survey 

respondents of each category (SMEs and institutional stakeholders). To this end, Microsoft Excel pivot 

tables were used to facilitate the process of grouping data in a concise, tabular format, which allowed 

for easier reporting and analysis. 

Statistical computations and analyses assume that the variables have a specific level of measurement 

and are properly defined. For the purposes of this survey and following the questionnaires structure, 

variables were defined as nominal or interval to avoid nonsensical results.  

Table 4: Types of variables  

Variable type Description Questionnaire items 

Nominal 
variables 

Nominal variables are based on mutually 

exclusive but not ranked or ordered 

categories. Yes / no, multiple choice or 

demographic questions (e.g. country, 

job profile etc.) are common examples of 

nominal variables. 

SMEs Questionnaire: 
Country, Region, City/town, 
Q1, Q3, Q4, Q5, Q7.1, Q7.2, 
Q8.1, Q9.1, Q10, Q11, Q12, 
Q13.1, Q13.2, Q14.1, Q15.1, 
Q15.2 
Institutional Stakeholders 
Questionnaire: 
Country, Region, City/town, 
Type of organisation, Q3, Q4.1 
  

Interval 
variables 

An interval variable has two or more 

categories, which can be ordered or 

ranked from high to low. In contrast to 

ordinal variables, the intervals between 

the values of the interval variable are 

equal. For example a question with 

rating scales from 1 to 5.   

SMEs Questionnaire: 
Q16.1 

Institutional Stakeholders 
Questionnaire: 
Q5.1  
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Questionnaire sections that do not allow quantitative processing such as open-ended questions or 

άƻǘƘŜǊέ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎΣ were not included in the analysis process, unless they could be categorised into 

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΦ Lƴ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ άǎŜƭŜŎǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǇǇƭȅέ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ was executed 

using a COUNTIF function in Excel so that answers could be categorized as yes or no variables 

facilitating quantitative processing. In order to investigate possible relations between variables, more 

than one field was combined. 

The Microsoft Excel program was used to process collected data for survey analysis. A pivot table data 

summarization tool was used to automatically sort and combine data and return descriptive statistics 

and frequencies of the predefined data fields. 

Basic tools of descriptive statistics like counts, avarages, and percentages were employed (where 

appropriate) to extract informatƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƭƛŜǎ ƻŦ {a9ǎΩ and institutional 

ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ representatives.  

The data were exported and further processed in separate spreadsheets, summing up and visualising 

results. Visualised results include pie charts and bar graphs. Exported results were compared to 

imported data for any inconsistencies and data processing was repeated when required. Finally, 

exported results were listed in tables, visualised in graphs and included in the analysis report. 
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6 Analysis results  

The poǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ όƛΦŜΦ ŀǉǳŀŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ {a9ǎΩ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

institutional stakeholders) from 7 EU countries (Finland, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Poland and 

Romania). In total, 68 questionnaires were filled, either online (by e-mail or using the online form) or 

manually, using a printed form. 

It is, thus, evident that very few project partners have managed to collect a sufficient number of 

questionnaires so as to satisfy or almost satisfy the quantitative criteria set in the methodology.   

Table 5: Responses per country/region   

Country/region Number of SME responses 
Number of institutional 
stakeholder responses 

Finland 3 4 

Greece ς Peloponnese 4 5 

Greece ς Western Greece 7 5 

Ireland 1 1 

Italy ς Liguria 4 6 

Lithuania 10 5 

Poland 10 2 

Romania 1 - 

Total 40 28 

Methodology KPIs 10 5 

Source: EXTRA-SMEs A1.2 Survey Results  
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6.1 The profile of participating entities  

Representatives of aquaculture SMEs and institutional stakeholders from 7 countries of the EXTRA-

SMEs project consortium (Finland, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania Poland and Romania) participated 

and responded to the survey. 

Regarding the sample distribution per country, Greece appears to participate with the highest rate, 

accounting to 31% of the respondents, 18% from the region of Western Greece and 13% from the 

Region of Peloponnese. Lithuania, Poland and Italy follow with 22%, 18% and 15% participation rate 

correspondingly, whereas Finland, Ireland and Romania account for 10%, 3% and 1% of the responses 

respectively.      

Figure 7: Sample distribution (replies) per country  

 

Source: EXTRA-SMEs A1.2 Survey Results  
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6.1.1 Institutional stakeholders  

As depicted in Figure 8, the institutional stakeholder respondents came from a variety of fields and 

were able to contribute, each from their own perspective. Their knowledge of the aquaculture 

industry, their activities relevant to the industry and their contacts with aquaculture SMEs varies 

correspondingly as some (mainly public authorities) may be in contact with a significant number or 

even all the aquaculture SMEs active in their region while others may be in contact with just a handful 

or even none.   

Figure 8: Institutional Stakeholder respondents by type of organisation 

 

 Source: EXTRA-SMEs A1.2 Survey Results 
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6.1.2 Aquaculture SMEs 

The SMEs represented in the sample also presents a range in terms of both their positions in the 

aquaculture value chain and their sizes.  

Figure 9 illustrates the SMEs ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻǊ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 

best describe their business. The available answers included the categories of the aquaculture value 

chain, elaborated in Figure 6, and multiple answers were possible.  

Figure 9: SMEsΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΥ ά²ƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ōŜǎǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ȅƻǳǊ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΚέ  

 

Source: EXTRA-SMEs A1.2 Survey Results 

The majority of SME respondents states that their business belongs to the Production (68%), 

Processing (63%) and Distribution (55%) categories while significantly lower percentages position 

themselves in the technical (5%) and biotechnological (3%) categories.   

Aquaculture is the main source of income for more than half (68%) of the businesses participating in 

the study. However, as illustrated in Figure 10, the positive and negative responses to the relevant 

question were not evenly distributed among the countries examined.   
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Figure 10: Geographical distribution of {a9ǎΩ positive and negative responses to the question: "Is aquaculture your 
ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΩ Ƴŀƛƴ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΚϦ 

 
 Source: EXTRA-SMEs A1.2 Survey Results 

With regards to their size, as exhibited in Figure 11, the majority of the businesses (32%) that have 

participated in the research by responding to the questionnaire are small firms, as they have more 

than 10 but less than 50 employees. Micro-enterprises and medium-sized enterprises are equally 

represented in the sample (20% each), however, 25% of the respondents do not actually qualify as 

SMEs as they employ more than 250 persons while a fraction of them (18% of all SME respondents) 

has an annual revenue of over 50 million euros (Figure 12).     

Figure 11: SME respondents by number of employees (in annual full time equivalent labour units)  

 
Source: EXTRA-SMEs A1.2 Survey Results 
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Figure 12: SME respondents by annual revenue  

 
Source: EXTRA-SMEs A1.2 Survey Results     
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6.2 The extraversion of aquaculture SMEs 

The majority of the institutional stakeholders participating in the EXTRA-SMEs A1.2 survey claimed 

that aquaculture SMEs in their region do perform exports (57% of responses), however, some 

variation can be observed among the different countries and regions covered by the project, as 

displayed in Figure 13.  

Figure 13: Lƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΥ άHow would you describe ȅƻǳǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŀǉǳaculture 
SMEs with regards to their extraversion? Do they perform exports?έ 

 

Source: EXTRA-SMEs A1.2 Survey Results 
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Figure 14Υ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΥ άHow would you describe ȅƻǳǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŀǉǳaculture SMEs with regards to their 
extraversion? Are exports among their strategic priorities?έ 

 
Source: EXTRA-SMEs A1.2 Survey Results 

More than half of the SME respondents (51%) claim that their main market consists of other countries 

within the EU, followed by those who responded that their main market is their national market (26%). 

Finally, 20% stated that their main market is their local market and 3% claimed that their main market 

consists of countries outside the EU.  

Figure 15: SMEs responses ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΥ ά²ƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƛǎ ȅƻǳǊ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΩ Ƴŀƛƴ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΚέ 

 
Source: EXTRA-SMEs A1.2 Survey Results 
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When asked to identify the types of sales they have performed during the past three years, the 

majority of the SME respondents (73%) stated that they have performed local sales, followed by 

regional sales and national sales (68%), and direct exports within the EU (55%). In addition, 25% of the 

respondents claimed they have performed direct exports outside the EU and the same percentage 

stated that they have performed indirect exports within the EU while 8% have performed indirect 

exports outside the EU.  

Figure 16: SMEs responses to ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΥ ά5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŘƛŘ ȅƻǳǊ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƳŀƪŜ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎΚέ 

  
Source: EXTRA-SMEs A1.2 Survey Results 

Almost half of the SME respondents (48%) claimed that they are planning to address new markets in 

the foreseeable future. Positive responses to the relevant question (SMEs questionnaire-Q10) reach 

their pick rates (100%) in Romania and Finland.  

Some of the respondents specified the markets they intend to address, which included both 

neighbouring European countries, such as France, Spain and Hungary, but also other markets outside 

the EU including Russia, China, Canada, Abu Dabi, Dubai and Bahrain. 
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At this point, it should be noted that 35% of the SME respondents stated that their business has been 

awarded at least one internationally-recognized certification including ISO23, European Organic 

Aquaculture Certification, ASC24 and Global GAP25.   

                                                           
23 See: https://www.iso.org/. 
24 See: https://www.asc-aqua.org/. 
25 See: https://www.globalgap.org/uk_en/ .  

https://www.iso.org/
https://www.asc-aqua.org/
https://www.globalgap.org/uk_en/


 
 
   

33 
 

6.3 Introduction of new products and processes by aquaculture SMEs  

Most SME respondents (78%) are aware of new expansion opportunities in their industry. The 

respondents from Finland, Poland and Romania exhibited the highest rates of awareness of new 

opportunities with 100% positive responses while positive responses from Lithuania and the regions 

of Western Greece, Peloponnese and Liguria reached 80%, 86%, 50% and 25% correspondingly. Their 

sources of information with regards to expansion opportunities vary greatly and range from official 

state sources and research by academic institutions and institutes to business associates or even 

instinct. Furthermore, when asked to identify which stakeholders they collaborate with, most SME 

respondents identified regional or local authorities (48%), followed by chambers of commerce and 

higher education and research institutions (38%), professional bodies (25%) and innovation centres 

(8%).  

Figure 17: SMEs responses to ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΥ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΚέ 

 
Source: EXTRA-SMEs A1.2 Survey Results 

A significant percentage of the SME respondents (65%) claim their business has developed innovation 

synergies with other businesses within their industry. Other innovation synergy partners identified 

included their customers (60%), their suppliers (53%), higher education and research institutions and 

businesses outside their industry (15%) as well as independent experts (5%).  
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