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European Union, but the use of public funds for the
sustainable development of fisheries-dependent areas is
a relatively recent practice. This approach is based on
the concept of sustainable fisheries management and
focuses on increasing the importance of the involvement
of local communities in conservation and management.
Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGS), created to har-
monise social development in a broad sense with the
specific, sectoral development of fishing, have become
key players in this process in some European countries.
In Galicia (NW Spain), FLAGs started to be created in
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Galicia and University of Santiago de 2008, and soon they were deeply integrated into the
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CRUE-CISUG highly organised. Thus, synergies have been established

between cofradias—fisheries organisations with a key
role and strong responsibilities in the management of
fisheries resources- and FLAGs. This article studies the
interdependencies between cofradias and FLAGs and
how these relationships can influence the development
of SSF and their communities. Galician FLAGs and
cofradias have created in general positive relationships
that contributed to the development of the SSF sector.
On the other hand, bureaucratic obligations are concen-
trated funding in larger cofradias, while the needs of the
most vulnerable fishing stakeholders are less covered.
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INTRODUCTION

Small-scale fisheries (SSF) play an important role both in achieving sustainable development goals
and in the development of economic activities (WorldFish et al., 2018; FAQO, 2022). SSF can improve
human wellbeing and social equity and reduce environmental risks while being more resilient
and locally based than other fisheries sectors (FAO, 2022). Pauly (2018) even suggested that if
fisheries have a long-term future, it will be as local activities; in other words, SSF may represent
the future of sustainable fisheries. This sustainable development of fisheries, however, has to face
global challenges such as climate change, stock depletion, pollution or harmful fisheries subsidies
(Sumaila et al., 2019) and the shared use of maritime and coastal spaces with other sectors and
ocean conservation actions (Farmery et al., 2021).

In the European Union (EU), despite the differences in definitions that can be established, SSF
make up around 82% of the active fleet and 47% of employment (Pascual-Fernandez et al., 2020a).
Some of their challenges—shared with other EU regions—are the generational replacement, the
growing competition between the multiple activities that take place in the same areas (Pita et al.,
2020; Villasante et al., 2021) and those derived from access to markets by SSF (Penca et al., 2021).
Thus, SSF play an important role not only in the EU fisheries sector and the economic develop-
ment of the region (European Commission, 2019, 2021a, 2021b) but also in local development and
the wellbeing of coastal communities.

In this regard, the promotion of sustainability in fisheries communities is included in the
European structural funds and the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP), the main tools for fish-
eries management. The CFP introduced in 2007 the Community-Led Local Development (CLLD)
approach, based on previous experiences of rural development that focus on mobilising communi-
ties in the design and management of strategic development plans at the local level (Van de Walle
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et al., 2015). This led to the creation of Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs), which aimed to
shape territorial governance into a more complex, plural and inclusive manner, encouraging the
participation of civil society (Pifieiro-Antelo et al., 2018, 2019). The establishment of funds specifi-
cally earmarked for the sustainable development of fisheries areas represented a move away from
the purely sectoral approach—fisheries—to give prominence to territorial development policies.

This duality between sectoral and territorial approaches has been addressed in a recent study
on FLAGs in different European regions (Said-Bugeja et al., 2022). This analysis argues that while
the CLLD approach seems to fit better for enhancing small-scale fishers’ interests than the more
hierarchic governance instruments, FLAGs can be both beneficial or detrimental, or have no
definite effect on SSF and fishing communities, depending on how their sectoral or territorial
vision is established. Even so, the territorial dimension of the FLAGs is strongly marked by the
design of local development strategies (LDS) for their areas of action, through participatory pro-
cesses, where the identities, values and resources of the fishing areas are incorporated. Other
studies have evaluated the implementation and effectiveness of the FLAGs at the European level
(Budzich-Tabor, 2014; Miret-Pastor et al, 2020; van de Walle et al., 2017) and regional level (Linke
& Bruckmeier, 2015; Loizou et al., 2014; Phillipson & Symes, 2015; Pifieiro-Antelo et al., 2020).
These studies highlight that the inclusion of CLLD in CFP through FLAGs contributes signifi-
cantly to the development of coastal regions. The challenge for the future is to strengthen the
connections of the FLAGs with other development agents in the territory to generate broader and
more horizontal LDS.

To deepen the relationship between FLAGs and SSF, this article presents an empirical case
study focused on Galicia, north-western Spain. This region has important marine resources, a
long fishing tradition, where almost 90% of its fleet is small-scale (i.e., <12 m), and an important
presence of shell fishing (Pita et al., 2019). The sector also has the peculiarity of being strongly
organised around traditional organisations called cofradias de pescadores (cofradias from here
on; Pascual-Fernandez et al., 2020b). Cofradias are the main organisations integrating and repre-
senting small-scale fishers and shell fishers in the region—although their members also include
fishers from other, more industrialised fishing sectors. They are complex organisations with a
public—private nature (Garcia-Lorenzo et al., 2019b) that act as consultation and collaboration
bodies of the regional government in fisheries management (Law 3/2001, Spain).

In the EU, the presence of traditional organisations in the fisheries sector is not exclusive to
Galicia and Spain—for example, they also exist in France and Italy (Bavinck et al., 2015; Raicevich
et al., 2018)—but it does differ from other regions (Linke & Siegrist, 2023). It seems therefore
interesting to study the relations between these traditional organisations and the FLAGs, as well
as the consequences for the SSF sector of CLLD structures being created in parallel with, and
having to incorporate long-established local institutions.

The general objective of this a is to study the implications of the creation of the FLAGS system
for the development of SSF and their communities in Galicia. We focused our study on the rela-
tionship between FLAGs and cofradias, as they are the main organisations representing SSF in the
region (Pascual-Fernandez et al., 2020b), and they play a key role in the management of fisheries
resources. The specific objectives are to analyse (1) the leading role of the cofradias as part of FLAG
Boards, (2) the participation of cofradias in the design of the LDS, (3) the support of the FLAGS’
funding for the projects developed by cofradias, and (4) the consequences that the relationship
between the two actors has had on the sustainable development of SSF and their communities.
The research hypothesis is, on the one hand, that the integration of cofradias allows the FLAGs
to benefit from the experience, importance and recognition of cofradias at the local level, thus
favouring their proximity to local communities, and on the other hand, cofradias strengthen their
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protagonism by being able to participate in the design of LDS, accessing new sources of funding
and expanding their participation in projects with a more territorial focus.

The structure of the article is as follows. After this introduction, the Theoretical Aspects section
is followed by the Case Study section, which presents the case of Galicia, including information on
the SSF sector, the cofradias and FLAGs. Next, the methods and data collection used for the empir-
ical study are explained, followed by the Results of the Study, the Discussion and the Conclusions
sections.

THEORETICAL ASPECTS

For this study, which combines top-down and bottom-up strategies and sectoral and terri-
torial dynamics, we will use theoretical approaches to governance, local development and
neo-endogenous development. These approaches allow us to frame and present the complexity
of the Galician SSF sector and its actors, both new and traditional, and serve as a basis for the
empirical case study.

SSF present different problems and characteristics depending on the region and time—for
example, historical and environmental factors—resulting in a multiplicity of situations (Isaacs
et al., 2020; Jentoft & Chuenpagdee, 2015; Li & Namikawa, 2020; Pascual-Fernandez et al., 2020b),
making it difficult to find unique solutions. Governance analysis frameworks have helped to
study these specific situations through the different relationships between governance systems
and natural resource systems. Governance is no longer understood as a simple definition and
dynamic imposed by a public administration but depends on the various variables of the sys-
tem. In this regard, the Interactive Governance analysis framework (Jentoft & Chuenpagdee,
2015) shows that there are three types of governance modes (hierarchical, co-governance and self-
governance') as well as hybrid forms. SSF organisations can hold especially prominent positions
in the co-governance and self-governance modes (Chuenpagdee & Jentoft, 2018).

Another analysis framework, the social-ecological system, is structured around four main com-
ponents (resource system, resource units, governance systems and actors) that are exposed to
exogenous influences from the environment (McGinnis & Ostrom, 2014). The actors in the system
include local fishing communities and their organisations, which can occupy different positions.
These actors could participate in co-management systems, where there is a definition of shared
rights over resources by a group of users or the regulator recognises associative experiences that
have shown management capacity.

The theoretical framework of local development was developed in Europe as a response to the
productivist sectoral approaches that had been dominant since the post-war period. In the case
of fisheries, EU and state public policies have promoted the intensification, modernisation and
specialisation of fisheries, without taking into account local peculiarities and the interests of arti-
sanal fisheries (Phillipson & Symes, 2015). In the last decades of the 20th century, there was a shift
towards considering local initiative as the main driving force of development, driven by EU cohe-
sion policies and programmes such as «Liaison Entre Actions de Développement de 'Economie
Rurale» (LEADER). Boisier (2016) characterises local development as endogenous in the sense
of its close association with local culture and the values it embodies, being bottom-up, participa-
tory, territorial, sustainable, durable, integral and social, among others. Local development is a
practice that triggers an endogenous and multidimensional (social, economic and environmen-
tal) process in small territorial units, the aim of which is to establish a strategy at the local level
for environmental protection and social and economic prosperity.
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In this process of local development, the territory is not a simple producer of resources and
support for human activity since its identity dimension prevails, which stimulates and structures
the potential of the community. The territory is provided with a strategy and becomes an agent of
development (Vazquez, 2007), in the same way that it connects with the identity and belonging
to the place of the actors (Arocena, 2002; Klein, 2005).

Ray (2001, 2006) argued that the local level does and must interact with the ‘extralocal’ level, and
there is therefore an endogenous-based development in which extra-local factors are recognised
and regarded as essential. He defined it as neo-endogenous development, a situation that goes
‘beyond endogenous and exogenous models’ by focusing on the dynamic interactions between
local areas and their wider political and other institutional, trading and natural environments.
This framework provides a new perspective that essentially reconciles the endogenous poten-
tialities for rural development with the exogenous dynamics (Georgios et al., 2021; Gkartzios &
Lowe, 2019). It combines bottom-up and top-down planning, internal and external participation
and networks, vertical political-administrative relationships and horizontal links between local
actors (Navarro-Valverde et al., 2022).

In this context, FLAGs can be framed in terms of local and neo-endogenous development. They
were created as implementation tools for community funds for the sustainable development of
fishing areas and initiated participatory processes to establish their composition and the scope
of their territory, as well as to design their strategies and action plans (Van de Walle et al., 2015).
They also build bridges between territorial and sectoral approaches and become an instrument
that seeks to leverage local capacities and external resources, policies and actions (Phillipson &
Symes, 2015).

CASE STUDY
Resources and governance systems of SSF in Galicia

Galicia has historically been very dependent on fishing activities that shaped a variety of cultures
and traditions (Suris-Regueiro and Santiago, 2014; Garza-Gil et al., 2020). Regarding the resource
systems, Galician marine ecosystems include both oceanic and coastal areas characterised by the
rias, relatively wide and deep estuaries with a mixture of oceanic and brackish waters. This vari-
ety of ecosystems hosts a great diversity of species, including fish, crustaceans and molluscs of
commercial interest, which fuels human settlements along the coastline (Pérez-Pérez et al., 2008;
Varela-Lafuente et al., 2000).

Galicia has different fishing sectors associated with this diversity of marine resources and
its fishing tradition, including pelagic and deep-sea fishing in international waters, fishing in
national and regional waters, shell fishing with a relevant position of women (Frangoudes
et al., 2008), fish, seaweed and mussel aquaculture (Fernandez-Gonzalez et al., 2020; Labarta &
Fernindez-Reiriz, 2019; Outeiro et al., 2020) and relevant recreational fisheries (Pita & Villas-
ante, 2019). As a result of the abundance of resources and the demand for seafood, an important
commercialisation and processing industry has been developed, with sectors such as freezing and
canning standing out. These sectors coexist and share the space with other activities such as mar-
itime transport or recreational sea sports, while plans for new activities, like offshore wind power
are being developed (Salvador et al., 2018). This diversity presents multiple opportunities for the
development of the coastal areas (Cavallo et al., 2021; Cortés et al., 2021; Ruiz-Salmén et al., 2020),
but it also poses challenges for the long-term sustainability of the fishing sector.
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The Galician fishing fleet is the most important in Europe in terms of fishing power and global
coverage (STECF, 2021), representing 8% of the fleet (EU-28), and 12% of production (IDEGA,
2021). It also represents approximately half of the Spanish fleet. In 2022, there were in Galicia more
than 4254 fishing vessels, of which 3781 were engaged in SSF (2.30 GT and 21.47 kW on average),
while 195 vessels were purse seiners, longliners and gillnetters fishing in national waters (48.40
GT and 215.00 kW) (Xunta de Galicia, 2022). In addition, there are 1280 aquaculture boats and
about 3700 ‘on foot’ shellfishers.

Regarding the marine governance system, the Galician and Spanish fisheries sectors underwent
a profound transformation at the end of the 20th century, derived both from economic develop-
ment and the establishment of a new legal and institutional order—the end of the dictatorship
and the entry into force of the Spanish constitution, the United Nations Convention on the Law
of the Sea in 1982 and Spain’s accession to the EU in 1986 (UNCLOS, 1982; Sobrino-Heredia &
Oanta, 2019). The new political organisation entailed the delegation of different management
powers to the regional government of Galicia, including those related to many fisheries in coastal
waters, SSF and shellfisheries (Villasante et al., 2015). Thus, a wide range of actors are currently
involved in fisheries governance, including European, national and regional governments and
institutions, as well as local actors. These include shipowners’ associations, cooperatives, fish-
ing clusters, producer organisations (All6 & Loureiro, 2017; Caballero-Miguez et al., 2008) and
cofradias. Compared to other EU regions (Linke & Siegrist, 2023), some of these local actors have
a very strong position within the governance system.

Cofradias as traditional actors of the SSF system

Cofradias date back to the 12th and 13th centuries and are related to the hierarchical guild sys-
tem of feudalism. From its origins to the present day, cofradias have successfully adapted to
different social, political and economic changes, such as the breakdown of feudalism, the eco-
nomic liberalisation or the EU accession (Barrio Garcia, 1998; Gonzalez Arce, 2011; Marzoa, 1985;
Taboada, 2004). Cofradias were incorporated into the newly developed fisheries management
system, and although their current socioeconomic reality is different from when they were cre-
ated, they adapted while key elements of their past persist—for example, associationism, joint
participation of workers and shipowners or fisher assistance (Garcia-Lorenzo et al., 2019a).

Nowadays, Spanish cofradias are regulated at the state level by Law 3/2001 on State Maritime
Fisheries and its modification in Law 33/2014, which define them as ‘public law corporations,
non-profit, representative of economic interests, which act as consultation and collaboration
bodies of the competent administration in matters of maritime fishing and management of the
fishing sector’. These laws establish common requirements for all cofradias but allow regional
development for their implementation and management, which means that they are under dif-
ferent regional institutional frameworks and have specific characteristics (Florido-del-Corral
et al., 2020; Herrera-Racionero et al., 2019; Pascual-Fernandez et al., 2015). Spanish cofradias
have been the subject of previous studies both from a historical and institutional perspective,
describing extensively their evolution and transformation (Allé & Loureiro, 2017; Ballesteros, 2018;
Fernandez-Vidal & Muifio, 2014), as well as from a business perspective (Astorkiza & del Valle,
2018).

In Galicia, Law 11/2008 on Galician Fisheries and its modification in Law 6/2009 recognised
their role as relevant agents in the fishing sector, while Decree 8/2014 established the specific
conditions of their operation, such as membership, electoral system and functions. Cofradias are
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also recognised as Social Economy entities? (Cervera, 2010), both at the state level by Law 5/2011
and at the Galician level by Law 6/2016. This consideration is due to their internal democratic
organisation, their cooperative character and their solidarity with society, characteristics linked
to their traditional provision of social assistance to their fisher members (Bavinck et al., 2015).
Nowadays, the Galician cofradias continue to participate strongly in their local communities, for
example, by collaborating in local festivals—sometimes linked to religious aspects, gastronomic
festivals, sporting activities or activities promoting traditional fishing culture—such as museums
(Garcia-Lorenzo, 2021).

The Galician cofradias are highly linked to SSF and shellfishing, although not exclusively,
and develop key functions within the governance system (Pascual-Fernandez et al., 2020b). They
develop key functions in a fisheries co-management system based on the Territorial Use Rights
for Fisheries and, as collaborative bodies, provide data to the regional administration—for exam-
ple, the environmental status of marine resources or fishers’ information. Galician cofradias
have managed to adapt to the new EU framework and occupy a prominent position in the co-
management of fishery resources, especially at the operational institutional level and at the
level of collective action (McGinnis & Ostrom, 2014). Their co-management functions include
resource protection and monitoring, management of shellfish exploitation plans and other spe-
cific resources and fishers’ representation. In addition, they can also carry out organisational,
production and commercialisation activities—including the regulation of their fish markets
(Garcia-Lorenzo et al., 2019a, 2019b; Macho et al., 2013; Villasante et al., 2021).

In Galicia, there are 63 cofradias, but it is important to note that there is great diversity among
them. Thus, this position in the governance system and the functions of organisation, production
and commercialisation differ between cofradias. Similarly, they tend to have a small enterprise
size, but there are also some with a medium-sized enterprise size—out of the more than 12,000
members at the Galician level, some cofradias have around 30 members and others more than
1200. These members may belong to different productive sectors (SSF and shellfishing, but also
purse seiners, trawlers and distant water) and can be both employees and employers (e.g., fish-
ers and ship-owners). Cofradias usually include members from several sectors, although some of
them can be predominant, especially in certain areas and rias. The cofradias that have the most
members tend to be more shellfishing-intensive (Garcia-Lorenzo et al., 2019a), therefore being
linked to the SSF.

FLAGSs as new actors of the SSF system

The local development approach is associated with local power, understood in its broad concept
of integrating the public and private actors present in a territory in an associative structure (part-
nership) that designs an LDS (Pifieiro-Antelo et al., 2020). The main result provided by local
development is the constitution of local systems of actors, who acquire increasingly solid collective
commitments. This approach, known as CLLD, involves communities in the design and manage-
ment of their development strategies and has become a frame of reference for European public
policies and territorial initiatives, including the CFP—the CFP adopted an area-based approach
through the LEADER method already in the period 2007-2013.

There is a wealth of literature on the process of creating FLAGs and their impact on the sus-
tainable development of rural coastal areas. Some studies have evaluated the implementation and
effectiveness of the FLAGs at the European level (Budzich-Tabor, 2014; Capgemini Consulting,
2014; Symes et al., 2015; Miret-Pastor et al, 2020; van de Walle et al., 2017) in the Atlantic regions
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of Europe (Felicidades-Garcia & Pifieiro-Antelo, 2017; Pifieiro-Antelo et al., 2020) and in countries
such as Greece (Loizou et al., 2014), Poland (Kurowska et al., 2014), Sweden (Linke & Bruckmeier,
2015), Spain (Miret-Pastor et al., 2018), the UK (Phillipson & Symes, 2015), France (van de Walle
et al., 2015) and Italy (Marciano & Romeo, 2016, 2019). The impact of FLAGs on the visibility and
empowerment of women has also been studied in Estonia, Croatia and Spain (Freeman & Svels,
2022), as well as the challenges that FLAGs must face to avoid becoming instruments of political,
social and economic power, reinforcing the structures of established power and existing hierar-
chies, as happened in some cases with the LAGs of the LEADER Programme (Esparcia et al., 2000;
Felicidades-Garcia & Pifieiro-Antelo, 2017; Shucksmith, 2000). Research studies highlight that the
effectiveness of FLAGs depends to a large extent on the context in which they operate, but they
are recognised as playing a leading role in new forms of organisation at the local level. Although
the capacity of FLAGs to actively involve fishers and integrate local needs and knowledge into
decision-making varies widely, they have in most cases demonstrated the ability to mobilise social
capital and reinforce synergies between the fishing sector and other activities and services—such
as tourism and sociocultural sectors—in the coastal economy. In this context, many projects sup-
ported by FLAGs have undoubtedly benefited SSF in fishing communities, although there is a
need to strengthen the participation of small-scale fishers and maximise the benefits they derive
from their involvement.

Galicia was a pioneer in Spain in establishing and developing the FLAGs. The delegation of
fisheries management powers from the national government implied that, unlike other European
countries that took a centralised management approach, the regional government of Galicia over-
saw the definition of the boundaries of the different fishing areas in which the FLAGs were to be
implemented. Between 2008 and 2009, following the CLLD approach, the Galician government
started a broad participatory process to encourage the mobilisation of social, economic and polit-
ical actors in coastal communities, which led to the creation of seven FLAGs and the approval of
the LDS for each area. Cofradias, social and environmental associations, councils and different
stakeholders were able to participate in the creation of the LDS (Pifieiro-Antelo et al., 2018). As a
result of this process, the entire coast of Galicia was covered by the territories of the FLAGs, except
for cities and municipalities with high population densities (such as the cities of A Corufia, Ferrol
and Vigo). These highly populated cities and municipalities were integrated in a second phase
starting in 2015, which ended up constituting the final number of eight FLAGs.

METHODS AND MATERIALS

Once the specific case of SSF in Galicia has been introduced, our object of study focuses on the
cofradias, as traditional and endogenous actors of the SSF sector, and on the local FLAGsS, as the
new actors that incorporate a change. In other words, to study the role of the FLAGs system and its
implications for SSF, we focus on the interrelationships between these two actors of the Galician
SSF socio-ecological system. Consequently, the eight FLAGs and the 63 cofradias of Galicia are
the objects of study in our analysis.

The first link between these eight FLAGs and 63 cofradias arises from the territory where they
carry out their activities. On the one hand, the different conditions of the Galician coastal resource
systems mean that the fishing sectors are not homogeneous and that the estuaries areas and rias
concentrate the greatest fishing activity and, consequently, a greater number of cofradias. These
cofradias have their territory specifically determined in their regulations, and, in general, it is not
modifiable. On the other hand, these differences between coastal areas were considered when
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FIGURE 1 Maps of Galician Fisheries Local Action Groups (a) and cofradias (b). Source: Authors’
compilation on the information from Federacion Gallega de Cofradias de Pescadores (2017) and FARNET (2021).

establishing the FLAGs, being the geographical area of the ria in the very name of some FLAGs.
Thus, for this study, we related which cofradias belonged to each FLAG (Figure 1) and presented
some of the information collected based on this relationship.

Data collection for this study was done through two methods. First, we collected official Spanish
government reports related to the list of beneficiaries of EU funding through the European Fish-
eries Fund (EFF) and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF; MAPA, 2018, 2022) and
the websites of Galician and Spanish FLAGs networks (GALP, 2021; REGP, 2021). The economic
data concerning FLAGs projects granted to the cofradias during the EU periods were mainly
obtained from these official reports and websites.

The second method consisted of a questionnaire answered by the FLAGs and cofradias repre-
sentatives. The questionnaire consisted of three sections: (a) the participation of the cofradias in
FLAGs’ creation processes and their governing bodies; (b) the projects financed through FLAGs
and managed by cofradias; and (c) how the synergies between FLAGs and cofradias contribute to
the development of SSF and their communities.

The elaboration of the questionnaire is based on the system of implementation and functioning
of the FLAGS (i.e., membership, decision-making, LDS, etc.) and the characteristics of the Gali-
cian case study, presented in the previous section. Specifically, when elaborating the questions,
FLAGs and cofradias were considered both as actors of the SSF governance and socio-ecological
system and as actors of local and territorial development. One of the reasons for applying this per-
spective is to gain a better understanding of whether governance systems that establish sectoral
or territorial visions of CLLD have a positive, negative or no impact on SSF and fishing commu-
nities, a question that has been raised in recent studies on FLAGs in Europe (Said-Bugeja et al.,
2022). The complete questionnaire with its Sections A, B and C can be found in the Appendix—
note that there are two slightly different versions to suit both FLAGs and cofradias perspectives
(Tables Al and A2, respectively), for example, ‘1. Does your cofradia participate in any FLAG?
in the cofradias version versus ‘1. How many cofradias are members of the FLAG? in the FLAGs
version.

Questionnaires were sent by email with an explanation of the purpose of the study and were
answered and returned by the organisation’s representatives. As some organisations required
more information, the authors also conducted one off-site telephone interview based on the
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questionnaire and several phone calls to clarify the research. The questionnaires were sent to all
target organisations and were finally answered by seven of the eight FLAGs (in June 2021, by the
managers) and 23 of the 63 cofradias (between March and July 2022, six by presidents—patrones
mayores, eight by managers—secretarios, secretarias, five by technical assistance and one by the
diversification agent®). The highest participation of the cofradias was among those belonging
to the FLAGs Ria de Arousa (six cofradias responded), Ria de Vigo-A Guarda (five), Costa
Sostible Muros—Noia (four), and A Marifia—Ortegal (three), and the lowest to the FLAGs Ria
de Pontevedra (two), Costa da Morte (one), Golfo Artabro Sur (one), and Golfo Artabro Norte
(one). For the analysis, we kept the questionnaires and transcribed the interview (deleting the
recording).

Consequently, the information collected through these questionnaires represents the percep-
tions of the leaders and/or managers of the FLAGs and the cofradias. For ease of reading and
clarity, throughout the presentation of the results, we will refer to their perceptions and com-
ments as those stated by their organisations, that is, we will directly express ‘the FLAGs perceived’
instead of ‘the FLAGs’ managers perceived’ (and likewise with the cofradias).

RESULTS OF THE STUDY

The results of the study are divided into three sections. In the first section, we analyse the
decision-making bodies and projects. Regarding the former, the information presented comes
from Question Al of the questionnaires, with the exception of one FLAG that did not respond and
whose information was obtained through official sources. Concerning the projects, we present
the information collected exclusively through public sources, divided between the period of the
EFF and the EMFF. It is important to note that the questionnaires also asked about these issues in
Section B, but we have chosen to present the public information as it is more homogeneous and
complete.

The following sections present exclusively the information from the questionnaires concerning
the perception of the FLAGs and cofradias on the FLAG system, their relationships and the SSF
sector. This information comes from the answers to Questions A2, A3, B4, part of questions B5
and B6—Question B6 is only found in the FLAGs version of the questionnaire—and the entire
Section C of the questionnaire* (Tables A3 and A4).

Involvement of the cofradias in the FLAGs and projects managed by
cofradias

Galician cofradias have been linked to FLAGs since their creation in 2008, 2009 and 2015, and
to the present day, there has been very little variation in the number of cofradias integrated in
each FLAG (Question Al). At the time of the study, cofradias account for between 8.3% and 20%
of the total membership of the FLAGs, and only two of the 63 cofradias do not belong to any of
them (Table 1). It is noted that some FLAGs also have other fishing organisations involved, such
as producer associations (mussels’ producers, fish-traps fishers and net-menders women, among
others) and foundations.

Concerning the decision-making, the involvement of the cofradias is high, although there are
important differences between the FLAGs: Cofradias account for between 23.5% and 46.7% of the
FLAGS’ boards (one FLAG pointed out that at the beginning, the percentage of representation
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was higher, then the rules were changed, and no sector could weight 50% or more). Moreover, in
the specific case of the FLAG Ria de Arousa, cofradias rotate their participation on the board, so
they are not all counted at the same time. In addition, many cofradias hold the presidency of the
FLAGs—according to this study, at least four of them—and two FLAGs argued that the presidency
belongs to the fisheries sector on a compulsory basis (Question Al).

On funds invested and projects implemented, Galician FLAGs managed up to €20.7 million dur-
ing the EFF period, of which cofradias received 13% of the total available funds, about €2.7 million
(MAPA, 2018). Regarding the EMFF period, Galician FLAGs supported a total of 487 projects with
a public investment of about €29.4 million. More than 60% of these projects were productive,” and
both cofradias and fishing companies were among the most funded beneficiaries (Xunta de Gali-
cia, 2021). According to information obtained from the Spanish Ministry, cofradias received about
€2.8 million, 9% of the total available funding during the EMFF (MAPA, 2022).°

Table 2 shows more detailed information about FLAGs projects managed by the cofradias, both
in the EFF period (2010-2015) and the EMFF period (2016-2020; data from 2021 was not included
in this study). There are significant differences between the funding allocated to the cofradias,
especially during the EMFF period. For example, cofradias managed projects worth €835,887 in the
Ria de Arousa FLAG (19% of the FLAG’s total); €480,601 in the Ria de Pontevedra FLAG (16.02%);
€91,029 in the Costa da Morte FLAG (2.68%); and €70,301 in the Golfo Artabro Sur FLAG (3.20%).
These differences are high, although it must be considered that the number and size of cofradias
vary among the FLAGs and the territorial areas have very different fishing sectors and coastal
resource systems.

Focusing on the total number of cofradias that received funds, 38 cofradias received funding
from the EFF and 34 from the EMFF (Table 2). Some of them do not coincide in the two periods,
so it can be stated that 78% of the Galician cofradias (49 out of 63) have managed a FLAG-funded
project in at least one of the two funding periods. Many of them had only developed one project,
while the most successful cofradia developed up to eight projects in one period.

Table 3 shows more differences between cofradias regarding the FLAG funding received. The
three cofradias that managed the largest amount of funds, more than €200,000 each, received 32%
of the total funds given to Galician cofradias during the EFF period (five cofradias and 52.8% dur-
ing the EMFF). On the other side, other cofradias managed less than €19,999, most of which was
spent on one or two projects (one cofradia developed three projects). Even so, only two cofradias
repeat among those receiving the most funds in each period. In terms of project type, during the
EMMTF period, cofradias managed mainly non-productive projects’ focused on adding value and,
to a lesser extent, on improving the environment and governance® (REGP, 2021).

FLAGS’ perceptions: FLAGs system, cofradias participation and
implications for SSF

The first section of the questionnaire, Section A, focused on the participation of the cofradias in
FLAGs’ creation processes and their governing bodies. In this regard, the seven FLAGs of the study
considered that the involvement of the cofradias, together with the municipalities, was key and
advantageous during their creation” (Question A2). FLAGs stated that the understanding of the
fisheries sector by the cofradias helped to better tailor FLAG actions and to improve the allocation
of funds targeted to the needs of the sector. They also perceived that cofradias learned about the
functioning of the FLAGs during this process, especially in terms of fundraising and management,
which has improved the development of funding opportunities for the fisheries sector. According
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to all the FLAGsS, there were no relevant conflicts between them and cofradias, as well as any other
sectors, during this creation process.

About the LDS (Question A3), the seven FLAGs agreed that most cofradias were very active
in their elaboration. They were also involved in the diagnosis phase developed before FLAGS’
creation, in which they assessed the socio-ecological relationships and interdependencies of the
fisheries sector in each of the FLAG areas. The result was the development of operational strate-
gies closely aligned with the needs of the local fisheries sector, including the creation of a strategic
action plan, and the selection of evaluation criteria for funded projects. Therefore, all FLAGs
claimed that the objectives of the cofradias are well represented in these LDS.

Regarding the questions on projects managed by cofradias of Section B, all seven FLAGs
considered that their performance supports or complements the cofradias activities (Question
B4). They perceived that they were becoming permanent support agents, not only for fundraising
but also as consultant bodies where ideas could be proposed and discussed. One of the main
advantages highlighted is the increase in collaboration with other agents of the territory, facili-
tating the establishment of relationships and synergies. They emphasised that relations between
cofradias, city councils, environmental associations and other stakeholders have intensified. In
this way, there were established joint projects with other organisations, which would have been
more difficult to achieve without FLAGs.

Funded projects may consolidate the classic lines of action of cofradias, but most of the FLAGs
argued that funding should encourage new activities and areas (question B5). Two FLAGs also
added that cofradias are used to developing projects aimed at reinforcing their traditional produc-
tive activity and that there are other sources of funding for these purposes. In this sense, FLAGs
highlighted the importance of projects related to the diversification of economic initiatives in the
territory, new marketing technologies (e.g., better product traceability), the introduction of new
products and tourism. FLAGs also valued projects related to the promotion of cofradias, their
products and the local culture, as well as those focused on solving problems in the fisheries sector,
such as projects on control and surveillance, training and generational change. The FLAGs stated
that the main reasons for the rejection of project proposals from cofradias (Question B6, FLAGs
version), were incomplete documentation, formal errors in the application, non-compliance with
the requirements of the call, lack of financial capacity to develop the project and lack of budget
during the EFF period.

Section C of the questionnaire aimed to analyse how the synergies between FLAGs and
cofradias contribute to the development of SSF and their communities. In this sense, when asked
how their relationship with the cofradias could contribute to the sustainable development of fish-
ing activities, all FLAGs showed that there is still room to strengthen relations and develop more
collaborative projects (Question C7, FLAGs version). Specifically, four FLAGs considered that the
flow of information between the cofradias and their members is hampered by governance issues
and that it would be advisable to have more active individual participation (fishers, shellfish gath-
erers or other actors). One FLAG also mentioned the lack of economic capacity of the cofradias as
a difficulty, and another noted that cofradias should promote stronger links with universities and
research institutes, as well as demand themselves studies based on the best scientific knowledge
available, for example, to achieve the maximum sustainable yield or to ensure marine ecosystem
and species conservation.

FLAGs perceived they can help address the medium and long-term challenges of traditional
fishing communities, fishers and their organisations (Question C8, FLAGs version). Among
the arguments presented, five FLAGs highlighted their training, promotion, dissemination and
awareness-raising work (environmental awareness, climate change, and importance of maritime
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fishing heritage, among others) aimed at both the fishing sector and civil society. Four FLAGs also
considered their role as technical and scientific advisors to be very relevant (promoting projects
that would not have been developed without them), and five of them referred to the cooperation
projects that they carry out together with cofradias, public institutions and associations (some led
by the FLAGs themselves).

Regarding their impact, five FLAGs perceived that their creation generated positive benefits
for both the SSF sector and cofradias across the Galician territory, while two of them perceived
the benefits for the cofradias but believed that they had no impact on SSF (Question C9, FLAGs
version). Funds allocated to SSF—for example, commercialisation of local seafood products—
and the relations created with the sector, the development of innovative initiatives and the
maintenance of maritime cultural heritage were the main advantages highlighted. Those FLAGs
that did not see the impacts on SSF argued that in their area, very few actions targeting this
sector were funded, and artisanal fishers have to deal with a lot of bureaucracy to get these
projects.

Similarly, the main weakness of the system and the aspect that all FLAGs wanted to change is
excessive bureaucracy (Question C10, FLAGs version). They considered it necessary to simplify
the processing of funds and streamline the system, although it was also stated that this was not up
to them but to the higher levels (regional and European administration). FLAGs stated that they
lack the resources and competence to, for example, change regulations or finance more fisheries-
related projects. One group stressed that fishers just want to develop their activity, not engage in
other complementary or diversification activities. Other weaknesses mentioned were the diffi-
culty for FLAGs to reach the very base of the fishing sector and the low level of entrepreneurship
among professionals in the fishing sector.

FLAGs considered their link to the territory and the fact that they favour interrelationships
between the maritime sector and other sectors as their main strengths. They also highlighted
the projects and activities they develop, their advisory services, the promotion of cooperation or
the high degree of participation of the cofradias in the FLAG. The change in the second funding
programme, whereby non-profit organisations were able to receive funds to develop projects, was
also mentioned as a positive transformation.

Cofradias’ perceptions: FLAGs system, cofradias participation and
implications for SSF

Regarding their involvement in the creation of the FLAGs (Question A2), most cofradias stated
that they were neither advantageous nor disadvantageous in the creation of the FLAGs.!” The
majority also agreed with FLAGs that there were no relevant conflicts between them during
these creation processes. However, one cofradia that participated in the first years of the FLAG’s
creation reduced its involvement, and another abandoned its membership due to management
conflicts, disagreements with the proposed strategy and a lack of recognition of the relevance of
the fishing sector in the actions undertaken by the FLAG.

About the LDS (Question A3), the majority of the cofradias of the study stated that they were
very active in their elaboration, and half of them said that their objectives are well represented
in these LDS. However, five cofradias highlighted that these strategies could be improved. Some
of the ways they proposed are to improve the guidelines of the funding calls to make them easier
to understand and to create specific calls for cofradias and their members. One case stated that
some actions in non-fishery sectors (such as tourism) have been highly funded, while projects in
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the fishing sector have faced difficulties in obtaining funds. The non-flexibility of EU regulations
was also highlighted twice.

In general, cofradias perceived that FLAGs support and complement their activities (Question
B4). Funding and training are two of the most mentioned aspects of support. Some organisations
also appreciate the position of the FLAGs as a group that facilitates the integration of the territory
and its institutions. From cofradias’ perspective, FLAG funds favour both the classic lines of the
fishing sector and innovation, although there is a diversity of statements (Question B5). Cofradias
valued projects related to training activities, access to new equipment to help in the daily work
and improvements in the processing and handling of landings in the fish markets. They also high-
lighted those aimed at raising awareness of the effects of marine pollution on ecosystems and fish
stocks.

Concerning the questions about the development of SSF and their communities in Section
C, cofradias perceived that their relationships with the FLAGs are adequate or good and could
still be improved (Question C6, cofradias version). These improvements could favour the sustain-
able development of the fishing sector and the wellbeing of coastal communities. In this sense,
cofradias made a wide range of recommendations. Some of them stated that there should be more
fluid, direct, and transparent contact within the FLAGs and greater flexibility in the administrative
demands. Other cofradias perceived that the base of the fishing sector (fishers, shell fishers, and
small ship owners) is not being reached. In this line, it was also proposed that the LDS should be
improved and should define specific strategies for the fishing sector. More funding for the sector
is considered necessary, and there is a lack of initiatives related to basic needs such as informatics
equipment, office supplies, boat improvements and improvement of the existing facilities (it is
not always necessary to buy something new, but it is difficult to obtain funds for small repairs).
Another complaint was the need to contribute funds upfront for some projects before they are
reimbursed by the FLAG. They also pointed out that there should be a greater exchange of expe-
riences between cofradias. One cofradia in particular claimed to be very discontented with the
FLAGs, arguing that they have led to a loss of human capital that moved to the services sector,
especially to tourism.

In the specific case of the medium and long-term challenges facing the fisheries sector, more
than half of the cofradias agreed FLAGs can help overcome them (Question C7, cofradias ver-
sion). The most mentioned ways that they can help are through projects, financing innovative and
sustainable actions focused on the fishing reality, raising awareness on these issues and improv-
ing employment in the sector. Some cofradias indicated that Galician FLAGs should align their
strategies, encourage joint projects and ensure that individual projects address the challenges of
the fisheries sector transversally, while others stressed that obtaining a project does not ensure
its viability, it needs to be followed up. It was also mentioned that there is difficulty in proposing
long-term projects and strategies since the fishing sector tends to seek immediacy and that it is
necessary to strengthen the position of the fishing sector to overcome these long-term challenges.

Most of the cofradias interviewed agreed that FLAGs have benefited the development of the
SSF sector and the cofradias (Question C8, cofradias version). They consider that certain projects
have helped to improve the competitiveness of the fishing sector by increasing the added value
of the fishing products and introducing innovations in the supply chain—production, market-
ing and distribution. In the same way, they have helped to reinforce the identity and quality of
local fishing and shellfish products. Other projects have supported actions for the dissemination
and promotion of fishing activity, specifically the SSF, the importance of women within the SSF,
environmental awareness and marine and maritime culture. FLAGs are considered to provide
economic support for certain activities that would otherwise be difficult to finance.
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Regarding the strengths of the FLAGs system for contributing to the sustainable development
of the fisheries sector and SSF (Question C9, cofradias version), five of the cofradias that identified
strengths considered that the position of the FLAGs facilitates the integration of the territory and
its institutions due to their proximity. Other advantages for SSF were the support and advice to
the fishing and shellfishing sectors, the participation of the fishing sector in the FLAGs boards
and the funds allocated to non-productive projects.

On the weaknesses of the FLAG system and what they would change about it, seven of the
cofradias that identified weaknesses complained of excessive bureaucracy and the complexity of
the administrative process of accessing and managing the funds. The next most commented weak-
ness was the need for financial resources, more funds are needed, there is a limited FLAG budget,
and this budget is divided by action lines, which sometimes leaves funds uncovered. Likewise, the
lack of linkage of funds to the specific needs of the SSF sector or the lack of prominence of the
fishing sector and the cofradias—they declared there are still few projects presented by fishers and
cofradias— was mentioned on several occasions. Among the recommendations made to improve
the system were to increase the transparency of the FLAGsS, establish more continuous communi-
cation channels, establish global lines of action, align economic efforts—instead of giving small
amounts to individual projects, or support and help individual fishers directly.

DISCUSSION

The analysis of both the information from official sources and the questionnaires shows that there
is a strong relationship between the FLAGs and the cofradias, generally perceived as positive and
without conflicts. Cofradias have been considered key actors of the Galician fishing sector and
have therefore been included in the FLAGs, in their decision-making bodies—even holding the
presidency of many of them—and in the development of the LDS. Similarly, the FLAGs have
benefited from the recognition that these traditional organisations already had within the fisheries
governance system, as well as from their knowledge of fishing activity. The encouragement of the
regional government, the broad participatory process, and the involvement of the fishing sector
have favoured the successful implementation of the FLAGs as new actors in the Galician territory.

However, it seems that cofradias have not always perceived the leading role of the fisheries
sector within the FLAGs (Questions A2 and C6, cofradias version). Two cofradias have shown
their dissatisfaction in this regard, one of them even by leaving the FLAG. It has also been
pointed out that multi-stakeholder participation has reduced the percentage of representation of
the cofradias due to the limited weight of each sector, giving rise to the ‘paradox of participation’
(Suarez de Vivero et al., 2008). On the other hand, both FLAGs and cofradias valued very
positively the role of territorial actors played by the FLAGs. The fact that they facilitate the
integration of the territory and its local actors (non-governmental organisations, municipalities
and cofradias), as well as the joint projects carried out, was highlighted several times (Questions
B4 and C9 in the cofradias version and C10 in the FLAGs version). FLAGs play a role somewhere
between a sectoral and a territorial approach (Phillipson & Symes, 2015), and although the
fisheries sector can play an important role, it is not exclusive. Moreover, FLAGs cannot avoid
being constrained by EU regulations, which may hamper their ability to act.

One of the advantages of the collaboration of these two actors was that cofradias were able to
access new sources of funding, even if only between 9% and 13% of the total Galician FLAGs funds
have been managed by them. In particular, most of these funds were concentrated in just a few
cofradias, some of which are the largest in Galicia and those that occupy strong positions within
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the fishing sector. This suggests that some cofradias are better placed than others to achieve and
develop FLAGs projects. This is consistent with what cofradias and FLAGs have stated about the
excessive bureaucracy and complexities of the system, which make it more difficult for smaller SSF
actors to access and manage funds (Questions C9 in cofradias version and C10 in FLAGs version).
In this sense, FLAGS must be attentive to the tendency for endogenous development initiatives
to favour those who are already powerful and articulate, and who already enjoy a greater capacity
to act and engage with the initiative (Shucksmith, 2000).

Regarding the typology of projects, added value was a main objective among cofradias, while
diversification projects were not relevant. This situation is different from the general Galician
data, where diversification was the second main objective (FARNET, 2021; Said-Bugeja et al.,
2022), and the Spanish data, where diversification stands out with 49.7% of the projects and the
added value is the second most important (32%; Miret-Pastor et al., 2020). In this sense, tourism
activities were the main beneficiaries of the diversification projects funded by the FLAGs. While
well-planned tourism can bring multiple benefits and be linked to fishing activity (Lois-Gonzélez
& Pifieiro-Antelo, 2020), one cofradia in particular highlighted that tourism funding has led to a
loss of human capital in the fishing sector (Questions A3 and C6, cofradias version). Long-term
monitoring of the impact of FLAGs projects could be a good strategy to check whether fishing
communities are benefiting.

Despite these difficulties and disadvantages, the FLAG system has contributed to the devel-
opment of the SSF and their communities in Galicia. The potential of FLAGs as territorial
development tools and their funded activities have contributed, for example, to introducing inno-
vations in the supply chain, reinforcing the identity and quality of local fishing and shellfish
products, improving environmental awareness and promoting marine culture. The experience,
position and high level of organisation of the cofradias could be a very important strength to
establish these improvements and develop synergies.

CONCLUSION

This article presents an empirical case study on the development and implementation of FLAGs
in a European coastal region with cofradias, a highly organised fishing sector in traditional organi-
sations. Our analysis shows there has been a strong collaboration since the introduction of FLAGs
as new territorial and local development actors. The cofradias have accepted the new actors and
have participated in their structures, allowing FLAGs to benefit from their experience, importance
and recognition within the fishing sector and coastal communities. Similarly, the cofradias have
been able to access new funds, participate in projects with a territorial approach and consider
that territorial cohesion at the local level has been improved. The SSF sector and its communities
have also benefited from this territorial development and from funds dedicated to fisheries-related
projects and awareness-raising and sensitisation activities.

However, from a sectoral perspective, the role of FLAGs could be improved in the future. It
is still necessary to improve the distribution of funds among the different cofradias, to reach out
to the smaller actors in the SSF, to establish funding lines more focused on the specific needs of
the sector and to monitor the funds to ensure that they have a positive impact on the territory
without generating negative effects on the fisheries sector. Galician cofradias work closely with
governments and administrations and already have a strong and effective structure in place,
which can help to understand the weaknesses of the FLAGs system and how to overcome them.
It would therefore be necessary to reflect on the role that these organisations and their traditional
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knowledge should play in the European funds. Considering them beforehand and including
them in the planning of strategies and allocation of funds can help us adapt to the different
regional realities that exist in European fisheries.
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ENDNOTES

!Hierarchical governance (top-down and usually conducted by the government); co-governance (a partnership
between government, civil society and industry stakeholders); and self-governance (conducted by stakeholders
themselves at a community or group level, without interference from an external authority).

2Social and Solidarity Economy (SSE), or Social Economy in Spain, ‘comprises associations, cooperatives, mutual
societies, foundations, social enterprises, self-help groups, and social movements and networks, operating in both
the formal and informal economies. SSE organisations and entities prioritise a combination of social, environ-
mental, democratic, and emancipatory objectives. They are guided by principles and practices that emphasise
the primacy of people and work over capital, a profit distribution constraint, participatory governance, mutual
aid, voluntary cooperation, collective action, and local development as key mechanisms for empowerment and
well-being’ (ILO, 2022). SSE is consistent with the principles of the neo-endogenous approach to rural develop-
ment, highlighting the potential of these organisations as agents of development within governance frameworks
(Defourny & Nyssens, 2013; Olmedo & O’Shaughnessy, 2021).

3No information for three cofradias.

4Note that the numbering in Section C is slightly different among the versions of the questionnaire, with the ques-
tions in the cofradias’ version being numbered C6 to C9 and in the FLAGSs’ version C7 to C10 (this is only because
the FLAGs had one more question about the funds granted by them—Question B6 in the FLAGS’ version).

>Defined as activities that involve the performance of an economic activity, aimed at the production of goods or
services and that involve the creation and/or maintenance of employment.

®The figure would be higher, about €3.2 million, according to our questionnaires (ranging 10%-20% of the total
funds), and consulted alternative information sources (GALP, 2021; REGP, 2021). However, for the analysis
presented in this article, we used information from the Spanish Ministry.
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"They do not imply the start or development of an economic activity or that, although they are related to an
economic activity, and they do not affect the competition regime in the territory.

8Considering the five objectives of Axis 4: adding value, environmental improvement, improving governance,
sociocultural and diversification.

9For this question and the following questions in Flags’ Perceptions: FLAGs System, Cofradias Participation and
Implications for SSF section, the specific responses on the perceptions of the FLAGs can be found in Table A3.

10For this question and the following questions in Cofradias’ Perceptions: FLAGs System, Cofradias Participation
and Implications for SSF section, the specific responses on the perceptions of the cofradias can be found in Table
A4.
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APPENDIX
Questionnaires given to the management board of the Fisheries Local Action Groups
(FLAGS) and the cofradias and responses received

TABLE A1 Version of the questionnaire for the management board of the FLAGs.

Name of the FLAG:

Date of the questionnaire:

Creation date of the FLAG:

Number of members of the FLAG:

Governing bodies of the FLAG:

How often are the decision-making bodies of the FLAG elected (just once when the FLAG was
created, every 4 years...)?

A. Participation of the cofradias in the process of creating the FLAGs and their evolution

1 How many cofradias are members of the FLAG? How many cofradias are represented in the
decision-making bodies of the FLAG (number, percentage, which ones)? Has the number of cofradias
represented in the decision-making bodies changed since the creation of the FLAG?

2 In the process of creating the FLAG, did the previous existence of the cofradias result in any advantage or
disadvantage for the creation of the FLAG? Were there any conflicts with cofradias during the process?

3 Which cofradias were involved in the Local Development Strategy elaborated by the FLAG? In which parts
of the process? Do you consider that the objectives of the cofradias are well represented in the Local
Development Strategy?

B. Projects financed by the FLAGs and managed by the cofradias
4 Do you think that FLAGs support or complement the activities of the cofradias in any way? How?

5 Inrelation to the financing granted by the FLAG: do you think that the financed projects consolidated the
classic lines of action of the Galician fishing sector, or that they encouraged new areas of action? If so,
which ones?

6 How many projects did the FLAG grant to the cofradias in the following funding periods (please, indicate
to what cofradias, amount, percentage of the total projects granted, and objectives of the project)?
-2007-2013 // -2014-2020 //-2021
Has any project presented by a cofradia not been granted? What was the weight of the projects awarded to
the cofradias in the total number of projects approved by the FLAG?

C. Relationship between FLAGS, cofradias and the sustainability of small-scale fisheries and their
communities

7 What do you think should be improved in the relations between FLAG and the cofradias to contribute to
the sustainable development of fishing activities?

8 To what extent do the actions of the FLAGs help to face the medium and long-term challenges that must
be faced by the communities with a fishing tradition, the fishers and their organisations? For example,
climate change, Ecosystem Approach (EAF) and Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY), generational
replacement, gentrification, population loss, changes in fish consumption, global trade, elimination of
fishing subsidies, the relationships between cofradias and Producer Organizations (POs), and so forth

9 Do you think the creation of the FLAGs benefited the small-scale fishing sector in Galicia? And the
cofradias? Why?

10 What are the main weaknesses and strengths of the FLAGs to contribute to the sustainable development
of fishing and specifically of small-scale fishing? And for local communities not related to the fishing
sector? What would you change in the FLAGs system?
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TABLE A2 Version of the questionnaire for the management board of the cofradias.

Name of the cofradia:
Date of the questionnaire:

A. Analysis of the participation of the cofradias in FLAGSs

1 Does your cofradia participate in any FLAG? If it participates, is the cofradia represented in the
decision-making bodies of the FLAG? Has it been represented since the creation of the FLAG or was
it incorporated later?

2 In the process of creating the FLAG, did the existence of your cofradia have any advantages or
disadvantages for the creation of the FLAG? Was there any notable conflict between your cofradia
and the FLAG during the process?

3 Did your cofradia participate in the process of drawing up the Local Development Strategy (LDS)
drawn up by the FLAG? In which parts of the process? Do you think that the goals of your cofradia
are well represented in this strategy?

B. Analysis of the projects managed by the cofradias and financed by the FLAGs
4 Do you think that FLAGs support or complement the activities of your cofradia in any way? How?
5 In relation to the funding granted by the FLAGs: did your cofradia obtain funding through the

FLAGs? Do you think that the funded projects have consolidated the classic lines of action in the
Galician fishing sector or that they have encouraged new areas of action? If so, which ones?

C. Relationship between FLAGS, cofradias and the sustainability of small-scale fisheries and their
communities

6 What do you think should be improved in the relations between the FLAGs and the cofradia to
contribute to the sustainable development of fishing activities?

7 To what extent do the actions of the FLAGs help to face the medium and long-term challenges that
must be faced by the communities with a fishing tradition, the fishers and their organisations? For
example, climate change, Ecosystem Approach (EAF) and Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY),
generational replacement, gentrification, population loss, changes in fish consumption, global trade,
elimination of fishing subsidies, the relationships between cofradias and Producer Organizations
(POs), and so forth

8 Do you think the creation of the FLAGs benefited the small-scale fishing sector in Galicia? And the
cofradias? Why?
9 What are the main weaknesses and strengths of the FLAGs to contribute to the sustainable

development of fishing and specifically of small-scale fishing? And for local communities not related
to the fishing sector? What would you change in the FLAGs system?

TABLE A3 Specific responses on the perceptions of the FLAGS (related to FLAGS’ Perceptions: FLAGs
System, Cofradias Participation and Implications for SSF section).

1 Seven out of eight Galician FLAGS responded to the questionnaires. For each question, the number of FLAGs
that gave a given answer is indicated in brackets.
A. Participation of the cofradias in the process of creating the FLAGs and their evolution
2 In the process of creating the FLAG, did the previous existence of the cofradias result in any
advantage or disadvantage for the creation of the FLAG?
Responses: The previous existence of the cofradias was advantageous (7)
Were there any conflicts with cofradias during the process?
Responses: There were no conflicts (7)
(Continues)
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TABLE A3 (Continued)

3

Which cofradias were involved in the Local Development Strategy elaborated by the FLAG? In which
parts of the process?

Responses: Most of the cofradias were involved in the LDS (7)

Do you consider that the objectives of the cofradias are well represented in the Local Development
Strategy?

Responses: The objectives of the cofradias are well represented in the LDS (7)

B. Projects financed by the FLAGs and managed by the cofradias

4

Do you think that FLAGs support or complement the activities of the cofradias in any way? How?
Responses: FLAGs considered that their performance supports or complements the cofradias activities (7)

In relation to the financing granted by the FLAG: do you think that the financed projects
consolidated the classic lines of action of the Galician fishing sector or that they encouraged new
areas of action? If so, which ones?

Responses: FLAGs support the classic lines of action in the Galician fishing sector (0); FLAGs encourage
new areas of action (4); FLAGS support the classic lines of action and new areas (2); does not know or
has no answer (1)

C. Relationship between FLAGS, cofradias and the sustainability of small-scale fisheries and their
communities

7

10

‘What do you think should be improved in the relations between FLAG and the cofradias to
contribute to the sustainable development of fishing activities?

Responses: The FLAG proposed improvements to strengthen the system and their relations and/or
develop more collaborative projects (6); the FLAG highlighted problems that should be addressed to
improve the relations (1)

To what extent do the actions of the FLAGs help to face the medium and long-term challenges that
must be faced by the communities with a fishing tradition, the fishers and their organisations?
Responses: The FLAG perceived they can help address the medium and long-term challenges (7)

Do you think that the creation of the FLAGs benefited the small-scale fishing sector in Galicia? And
the cofradias? Why?

Responses: Their creation generated positive benefits for both the SSF sector and cofradias (5); their
creation generated positive benefits for the cofradias and no impact on SSF (2)

What are the main weaknesses and strengths of the FLAGs to contribute to the sustainable
development of fishing and specifically of small-scale fishing? And for local communities not related
to the fishing sector? What would you change in the FLAGs system?

Responses: The FLAG have identified strengths in the FLAG system to contribute to the development of
the fishing sector and/or the local communities (7)

Responses: The FLAG have identified weaknesses in the FLAG system to contribute to the development of
the fishing sector and/or the local communities (7)

TABLE A4 Specific responses on the perceptions of the cofradias (related to Cofradias’ Perceptions: FLAGs
System, Cofradias Participation and Implications for SSF section)

1 Twenty-three out of 63 Galician cofradias responded to the questionnaire. For each question, the number of
cofradias that gave a given answer is indicated in brackets

A. Analysis of the participation of the cofradias in FLAGs

2

In the process of creating the FLAG, did the existence of your cofradia have any advantages or

disadvantages for the creation of the FLAG?

Responses: The existence of the cofradia was neither advantageous nor disadvantageous (14); the

existence of the cofradia was advantageous (3); does not know or have no answer (6)

Was there any notable conflict between your cofradia and the FLAG during the process?

Responses: There were no conflicts (14); there were conflicts (1); does not know or has no answer (8)
(Continues)
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TABLE A4 (Continued)

3

Did your cofradia participate in the process of drawing up the Local Development Strategy (LDS)
drawn up by the FLAG? In which parts of the process?

Responses: The cofradia participated in the LDS (17); the cofradia did not participate (3); does not know
or has no answer (3)

Do you think that the goals of your cofradia are well represented in this strategy?

Responses: The goals of the cofradia are well represented (12); the goals of the cofradia are not well
represented (4); does not know or has no answer (7)

B. Analysis of the projects managed by the cofradias and financed by the FLAGs

4

Do you think that FLAGs support or complement the activities of your cofradia in any way? How?
Responses: FLAGS support or complement the activities of the cofradia (18); FLAGs do not support or
complement the activities of the cofradia (4); does not know or has no answer (1)

In relation to the funding granted by the FLAGs: did your cofradia obtain funding through the
FLAGs? Do you think that the funded projects have consolidated the classic lines of action in the
Galician fishing sector or that they have encouraged new areas of action? If so, which ones?
Responses: FLAGs support the classic lines of action in the Galician fishing sector (5); FLAGSs encourage
new areas of action (5); FLAGs support the classic lines of action and new areas (7); does not know or
has no answer (6)

C. Relationship between FLAGS, cofradias and the sustainability of small-scale fisheries and their
communities

6

What do you think should be improved in the relations between the FLAGs and the cofradia to
contribute to the sustainable development of fishing activities?

Responses: The cofradia expressed it has good or very good relations with the FLAG (2); the cofradia
expressed it has adequate or good relations with the FLAGs and/or proposing improvements (12); the
cofradia expressed its disagreement with the previous FLAG strategy and agreement with the current one
(D; the cofradia expressed its disagreement with the FLAGs (2); does not know or has no answer (6)

To what extent do the actions of the FLAGs help to face the medium and long-term challenges that
must be faced by the communities with a fishing tradition, the fishers and their organisations?
Responses: The cofradia explained how FLAGS help these challenges (14); the cofradia perceived FLAGS
have no impact on these challenges (1); the cofradia perceived FLAGS have a negative impact on these
challenges (1); does not know or has no answer (7)

Do you think the creation of the FLAGs benefited the small-scale fishing sector in Galicia?
Responses: FLAGs have benefited the SSF sector (11); FLAGs have not benefited the SSF sector (1); does
not know or has no answer answer (11)

And the cofradias? Why?

Responses: FLAGs have benefited the cofradias (17); FLAGs have not benefited the cofradias (1); does not
know or has no answer (5)

What are the main weaknesses and strengths of the FLAGs to contribute to the sustainable
development of fishing and specifically of small-scale fishing? And for local communities not related
to the fishing sector? What would you change in the FLAGs system?

Responses: The cofradia has identified strengths in the FLAG system (10); the cofradia has not identified
strengths in the FLAG system (1); does not know or has no answer (12)

Responses: The cofradia has identified weaknesses in the FLAG system (15); the cofradia has not
identified weaknesses in the FLAG system (2); does not know or has no answer (6)
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