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Abstract

The evolution of the maritime Piracy phenomenon constitutes of a top-priority issue for the global maritime
community. In this work, the phenomenon of Modern Maritime Piracy as well as the analysis of current coun-
termeasures and deterring strategies of pirate attacks are investigated and their effectiveness rated. More spe-
cifically, the work is comprised of the necessary references concerning maritime piracy, a short presentation of
the current legal framework governing maritime piracy as well as a reference concerning the insurance cost in
High Risk Areas. The main part of this work investigates the Greek Shipping industry’s beliefs and standing
point of the most efficient and best available practice/technique towards safe and pirate-free transit. The in-
quiry was conducted through a special questionnaire which was distributed to Greek ocean (/deep sea)  shipping
companies.

JEL Classification: Η56.
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1. Introduction

Maritime piracy is not a modern day phenomenon or a sign of our troubled times; on
the contrary the early beginnings can be traced back in time to the age of maritime ex-
ploration for mankind. The International Maritime Bureau (IMB) defines piracy in the
following manner: “[…] is an act of boarding or attempting to board any ship with the ap-
parent intent to commit theft or any other crime and with the apparent intent or capability to
use force in the furtherance of that act”. [Article 101 of the 1982 United Nations Conven-
tion on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) and Armed Robbery as laid down in Resolution
A.1025 (26) adopted on 2 December 2009 at the 26th Assembly Session of the Interna-
tional Maritime Organization (IMO)] In recent decades –and for the majority of modern
times– piracy attacks had halted and the phenomenon tended to be fully eradicated.  How -

SPOUDAI  Journal of Economics and Business, Vol. 63 (2013), Issue 3-4, pp. 15-25

University
of Piraeus

SPOUDAI
Journal of Economics and Business

http://spoudai.unipi.gr

ΣπουδαίΣπουδαί



ever, in the 80s, intense piracy-related activities were reported in the Malacca Straits
(which consist of the main shipping channel between the Indian Ocean and the Pacific
Ocean) against trade ships, aiming for their cargos (Perrakis and Tsaltas, 2007). From
1994 until 2005, approximately 3.480 attacks have been recorded while the numbers for
the next years are as follows: 239 (2006), 263 (2007), 293 (2008), 410 (2009), 445 (2010),
439 (2011), 297 (2012) and 188 (until the 30th of September 2013) based on the IMB’s
Annual Report. The primary countries where piracy attacks take place are Indonesia,
Somalia, Nigeria, Bangladesh and Malaysia; these are responsible for 59% of piracy at-
tacks reported globally. Furthermore, pirate attacks take place in open sea, off Colom-
bia and Venezuela (ICC, 2013).

The most dangerous/high-risk area concerning maritime piracy is Somalia, a country
located in the Horn of Africa, with 3.330 km of coastline extending both northeast to the
Gulf of Aden and southeast to the Indian Ocean. More than 22.000 vessels transit yearly
through the area due to maritime transport from Asia and the Persian Gulf to the Me-
diterranean through the Suez Canal; these are routed to important ports in Europe and
the Americas (or reverse) without being required to circle the African continent which
would demand both time and money. This key fact renders imperative the need for ob-
struction-free shipping (Siousiouras and Dalaklis, 2011).

The causes of piracy in the areas characterized by high percentages of piracy attacks can
be correlated to the nearby corresponding countries’ low economic growths –pivotal of less
developed countries (LDCs)– as a result of which there is a rise in crime and criminal acti-
vities. The majority of the general population is recorded to be living in poverty and the state
governments are unable to efficiently deal with such phenomena; this fact intensifies the fe-
eling that criminals enjoy a life of impunity.  More specifically, Somalia, as a country with
no government since 1991, divided into warlord fiefdoms after civil wars, with no armed for-
ces or security forces is in economic ruins with little expectations to recover on its own. The
main bread-winning activity of citizens in Somalia (where the average Somalian earns $600
per year) is fishing; however, due to lack of monitoring and essentially the territorial waters
undefended, foreign fishing trawlers began illegally fishing on the seaboard. This lack of po-
licing even lead to the dumping of waste off the coast of Somalia, both toxic and chemical
waste, resulting in the erosion of the fish stock and the disruption of the marine ecosystem
thus depriving local fishermen of their only source of income: fishing. The citizens of coa-
stal town benefit financially from the pirates and thus, have no incentive to take part in an
operation against them. Lastly it has to be noted that, besides fishermen with excellent kno-
wledge of the waters in the area, pirate bands (referred to as PAGs: Pirate Action Groups)
also include mainland Somalis with weapon training, adept and skilled in communications
and modern day technologies (Bahadur, 2011).

2. A theoretical approach

2.1 Pirates’ Modus Vivendi

Piracy is considered to be season-dependent; i.e. during the wet/monsoon season this
phenomenon is mostly suspended. Thus, the months with the highest percentage of pi-
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rate attacks activity are usually from March until June and from October to December
(Pollatos, 2012). Pirates are usually equipped with a mother vessel (large fishing boat or
a smaller commercial one) from which smaller high-speed (up to 25 knots) open speed-
boats (skiffs) fitted with up to 2 outboard engines (or a single larger 60HP engine) emerge
in order to approach the targeted commercial liner. Often times, the mother vessels
 themselves are manned with their own crews and when permitted by size and situational
limitations, the skiffs themselves can be drawn on-board the mother vessel in order not
to be detected by the anti-piracy forces (Mihanetzis, 2009).

The attacking pirate groups are composed usually by teams of 6 to 8 persons while the
targeted ships are chosen based on a variety of criteria (preferably targeting slow-moving
vessels with low freeboards). Usually, more than pirate skiffs are employed and the attack
takes place from either quarter or the stern, mainly in the cover of twilight. Should the
attacks be made during the day, the approach will be directed utilizing the sun’s position
in order to exploit the limited visibility. Pirates often avoid launching attacks during the
night time except in the cases of clear sky and full moon. The ascension onboard is con-
ducted using rope ladder or hooks and then, the crew is immobilized under the threat of
violence and use of weapons (which are provided by/from Yemen and Mogadishu). These
weapons utilized in pirate assaults could be easily obtained by the stock of battles and
skirmishes between Cambodia and Afghanistan (Russel, 2010). Armament used includes
AK-47 assault rifles, RPG-7 rocket launchers, hand-grenades and semi-automatic wea-
pons. Herein lies a characteristic difference between Somali pirates and Nigerians or
those plaguing the Malacca Straits: Somalis hold the ship and crew hostage and demand
their ransom demands to be met while non-Somalis target first and foremost the ship’s
cargo and the ship itself. Each pirate attack lasts typically anything from 15 to 45 minu-
tes and as soon as the ship has been taken over, it is rerouted to a safe hanger, where
teams of 25-30 persons take shifts guarding the seized vessel.

2.2 Anti-Piracy/Protection Measures 

Taking into consideration that approximately 20% of all vessels transiting through
high-risk areas fly European flags, the necessity of European participation in all piracy-
fighting attempts can be easily deducted. The European Union Naval Force (“EU NAV-
FOR”) is responsible for conducting “Operation Atalanta” as well as for setting up the
“Maritime Security Center-Horn of Africa” (MSCHOA) initiative which “[...] provides 24-
hour manned monitoring of vessels transiting through the Gulf of Aden whilst the provision
of an interactive website enables the Centre to communicate the latest anti-piracy guidance
to industry and for Shipping Companies and operators to register their movements through
the region” (http://www.mschoa.org/on-shore/about-us). Furthermore, EU NAVFOR in-
troduced and brought into effect the practice of “group transits”; i.e. coordinating simul-
taneous multiple vessel transits through the same high-risk area in order to minimize the
risk of pirate attack. These counter-piracy operations began with the purpose in mind of
safely-escorting vessels destined for Somalia and belonging to the “African Union Mission
to Somalia” (AMISOM) as well as to the “World Food Programme” (WFP). This initial
NATO Operation, requested by the UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon was titled “Al-
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lied Provider” and in addition to the above mandate also included piracy-preventive ini-
tiatives. Succeeding this Operation was “Allied Protector” which further increased the re-
gion’s general level of security and evolved to Operation “Ocean Shield” (Siousiouras
and Dalaklis, 2012).

“Operation Atalanta” (given the task force designator Task Force 465) is EU’s coun-
ter-piracy operation off the coast of Somalia and as such, operates within the framework
of the “European Common Security and Defence Policy” (CSDP) and in accordance with
relevant UN Security Council Resolutions (UNSCR) and International Law. It was ini-
tially scheduled to last until December 2009; subsequently, it was extended by the Council
of the EU until December 2012 and later announced (March 2012) that the initiative
would be extended until December 2014.

Most Directives concerning the suggested piracy countermeasures are mainly related
and refer to Somalia-based piracy; however, these apply and are enforced on all afflic-
ted piracy-ridden areas and are classified into three main groups: those that are taken be-
fore the voyage begins, those that are brought in effect as the ship enters high-risk areas
and those that refer to the ship’s measures for the deterring and discourage pirate at-
tacks (IMO, 2011).

Companies Measures before the Voyage: The company must –prior to the voyage–
conduct a full risk assessment, identifying and assessing the pirate attack likelihood and
risk (via the gathering of piracy reports and intelligence concerning pirate attacks from the
MSCHOA and NATO), gauging the possibilities for co-operation with the military as well
as pointing out the vessel’s characteristics that could withstand a pirate threat. Further-
more, it is advised to register the ship via the MSCHOA portal prior to the vessel’s entry
to high-risk areas and to review the “Ship Security Assessment” (SSA) and Ship Security
Plan (SSP) implementation. Information should be provided to the Captain for the Re-
commended Group Transit (as organized by MSCHOA), who should also be up-to-date
concerning the National Convoys (where a number of naval military forces protects and es-
corts convoys through International Recommended Transit Corridors). Lastly, the crew
 should be adequately trained in order to cope with pirate-related dangerous situations.

Measures upon Entering High Risk Areas: The vessel’s Master should immediately
submit a “Vessel Movement Registration Form” by fax or email to MSCHOA. Maneuve-
ring practices should be conducted prior to the high-risk areas’ entry; afterwards it is of
little use. The crew must be set to full readiness status and the contingency plan (with all
contacts and emergency communication telephone numbers) should be made readily avai-
lable. The BMP4 suggests that vessels should steer clear from Yemeni waters as it is dif-
ficult for foreign naval military forces to protect them while under attack there

Ship’s Measures: When transiting through high-risk areas, the crew look-outs should
always keep visual contact with the surrounding waters in order to spot and identify on-
time suspicious crafts. The vessel’s speed should be at least 18 knots, in order to deny pi-
rate skiffs approach opportunities. Enhanced bridge protection is strongly advised, since
the ship’s bridge is the main focus of any given pirate attack. The use of razor wire inhi-
bits the climb of pirates onboard the vessel. Water sprays and foam monitors are em-
ployed since usage of water delays the attacks and prohibits the pirate skiffs to approach
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too close to the vessel under take. The alarm should be sounded immediately in order to
notify all crew about the impending attack while the use of closed-circuit television
(CCTV) in conjunction with the existence safe muster points and the establishing of a ci-
tadel secure designated location impervious to ballistic attacks, where the crew can re-
sort to in case of pirate attack emergency while at the same time maintaining control of
the ships’ propulsion and telecommunication systems. Lastly, the employment of unar-
med or armed security contractors is strongly suggested (Kritikou, 2012).

2.3 Legal framework

Maritime piracy is considered to be the most ancient international crime. Modern
day piracy at sea is connected with a multitude of ways both to the organized crime and
black market/underground economy of these developing countries as well as the general
state of lawlessness, lack of government and corruption. The suppression of piracy is of
the outmost interest and a high priority for the international community; the first com-
pleted attempt to deal with maritime piracy –from the aspect of International Law– took
place through the 1958 Geneva Conventions on the High Seas (Siousiouras and Dalaklis,
2011). Furthermore, the issue of piracy was also referred on the 1982 Law of the Sea
Convention (Montego Bay, Jamaica) by articles 100 to 107. According to the Geneva Con-
vention, Piracy is defined and considered to be an international crime only if it takes
place in the open sea or the exclusive economic zone while Pirates themselves are clas-
sed as enemies of mankind (“hostes humani generis”) (Perrakis and Tsaltas, 2007).

Based on the Universality Principle/Jurisdiction each state is permitted to prosecute
certain types of crimes. The international crime of Piracy falls on the category of crimes
whose repression is deemed inadequate by national legislations, such as the Law of the Sea.
Thus, each state’s vessels are entitled to intervene on foreign ships sailing on the open sea
that are deemed suspect of piracy attacks and ultimately make the arrests of onboard pi-
rates. Furthermore, both on the exclusive economic zone as well as on the contiguous zone,
suppression of piracy can take place, conducted by any naval military vessel of any coun-
try, as long as the coastal state’s sovereign territorial rights and authority are not challen-
ged. To the contrary of this, the suppression of piracy acts that take place on the country’s
continental shelf is the responsibility of that specific coastal state (Pollatos, 2012).

Pirates, classed as enemies of mankind, forfeit their right to be put on trial on court
of law according to their citizenship. Thus, the court from the state that made the ar-
rest/seize can hand down sentences for persons convicted of piracy. In the case though,
that the evidence does not hold water and make a solid/proven case that a pirate act had
taken place, then that state is responsible towards the flag state of the vessel seized and
liable for all damages or losses. The majority of states possess a valid legal framework
under which the pirates are arrested/prosecuted. However, due to high costs and diffi-
culties inherent in the process, they prefer to either release persons accused of piracy
(which, in turn, intensifies the sense and feeling of impunity in the consciousness of the pi-
rates, driving them to repeat this vicious cycle of pirate attack attempts – failure – capture –
release) or turn them over to Kenya. In 2009, USA, the UK and the EU signed a memo-
randum of cooperation that stated that pirates who would be arrested will be delivered
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to Kenya for trial (Korontzis, 2012). Lastly on this, the confusion (in properly dealing with
captured/arrested pirates) that has taken place is evident since certain countries have taken
extremely austere measures. For example, it has been reported that Russian vessel which
arrested pirates, ensuingly released them in a small boat in the Indian ocean (no food or
water provided), left to perish (Sterio, 2012). This form of corporal punishment is far
from ideal, highly indicative yet of the disposition of certain states towards maritime pi-
racy.

2.4 Piracy cost

The economic part of the piracy matter is not at all negligible; these pirate attacks
have inflicted a heavy economic toll on the shipping companies. The total piracy-coun-
termeasure weight that the maritime industry has to lift can be summarized to include the
following: the cost of increased speed, the cost of re-routing, the cost of security services
and equipment, actual ransoms being handed to pirates (ransom payment are typically
shared between the owner of the vessel, the charterer and the owner of the cargo –if not the
same person as the charterer) as well as the added insurance cost. It is worthwhile to men-
tion the fact that what actually significantly raises the total cost of a transit through a
high-risk are the piracy counter-measures themselves. For 2010, the total estimated cost
of piracy amounted to $7-12 billion while estimated ransom amounted to $176 million;
re-routing cost $2,4-3 million; the security costs ranged from $365 million to $2,5 billion
while the insurance premiums skyrocketed to $460 million to $3,2 billion. Furthermore,
the estimated cost of Somali-based piracy for 2011 reach $7 billion; 85% of this figure can
be attributed to the maritime industry companies while the rest to the governments.
Points worthy of reference include the following: 40% of this $7 billion is attributed to
the increased speed (up to 18 knots). Security cost $1,06 to 1,16 billion (17%) and this in-
creased figure can be traced back to the use of armed personnel onboard the vessels; an
increase of 25% more than the previous year. Ransoms were paid on 2% of the incidents
(cost of $5 millions) and even the number of attacks was smaller than that compared to
the previous year, the ransoms paid increased by a $1 million. The insurance costs rea-
ched $635 million even though companies received reductions on their premiums due to
the employment of armed guards onboard their vessels. In the year 2012, the Somali-
based piracy cost has been estimated to range between $5,7 – $6,1 billion. All costs in 2012
have been reduced with the exception of security. The cost of employing armed guards
has increased by 79% as compared to 2011 (Ocean beyond Piracy, 2012). More specifi-
cally concerning the ransom demands, these ranged between $690 thousands and $3 mil-
lion in 2008, with an increasing tendency in the coming years which reached the amount
of $9 million in 2010. The highest even ransom to be paid out to the pirates was on No-
vember 2010 ($9,5); these were given to facilitate the release of the South Korean oil
tanker “Samho Dream” (Beloff, 2013). The finalized amount agreed with the pirates and
the negotiating company is seldom revealed, leading to an extensive fluctuation (Kou-
moutsakos, 2012). Lastly, on 2012 it has reported that 40% of all vessels had employed
security crew on board, a cost estimated at $3.000 per day for a crew of four (Besley et
al., 2012).
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3. Experimental part

3.1 Greek ocean shipping industry

Greece is traditionally a maritime nation and the Greek Merchant Navy is conside-
red to be in both European and Global powerful positions. It ranks 1st in EU concerning
gross tonnage (GT) while globally ranking 7th. Out of 25 thousand vessels transiting
 through the Gulf of Aden, it is estimated that 7.000-8.000 are of Greek interest. Thus, the
piracy phenomenon is directly affecting the Greek ocean shipping industry, which has
seen quite a few pirate attacks on her fleet; this constitutes imperative the need for de-
terring actions for piracy-suppression. A summary report on pirate attacks on Greek in-
terest ships is as follows:

“MV Centauri” (seized in September 2008, released, on November same year), “Cap -
tain Stefanos” (flying the Bahamian flag, attacked on the 21st of September 2008; the pi-
racy ended on December 2008), “Kriti Episkopi” (flying the Greek flag, attacked on
January 2009, an attack which ultimately failed), “Aramis” (vessel belonging to “Tsakos
 Shipping”, attacked on February 2009), “Santalia” (Greek cargo ship seized on the Fe-
bruary 2008),  “Titan” (cargo ship flying the flag of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, at-
tacked by Somali pirates on March 2009; the piracy ended on April the same year),
“Nipayia” (tanker flying the Panamanian flag, seized by Somali pirates on March 2009; re-
leased on May 2009), “IRENE E.M.” (cargo ship flying the flag of Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines, seized by Somali pirates on April 2009; released on September 2009), “MT
ARIANA” (cargo ship flying the Maltese flag on May 2009, seized by Somali pirates),
“MV Delvina” (Greek interest cargo ship flying the flag of Marshall Islands, seized on
November 2009; released on December 2009), “Filitsa” (Greek interest cargo ship flying
the flag of Marshall Islands, seized on November 2009), “Marancentaurus” (tanker flying
the Greek flag, seized on November 2009), “Navios Apollon” (cargo ship flying the Pa-
namanian flag, seized on December 2009), “Mv Voc Daisy” (cargo ship flying the Pana-
manian flag, seized on April 2010), “Eleni P” (cargo ship flying the Liberian flag, seized
on May 2010), “MS Lugela” (cargo ship flying the Panamanian flag, seized on September
2010), “MV Εagle” (cargo ship which was attacked on January 2011), “Irene SL” (tanker
flying the Greek flag, seized by pirates on February 2011), “Aegean Star” (tanker, attac-
ked on July 2011), “Liquid Velvet” (tanker flying the flag of Marshall Islands, attacked on
November 2011), “Free Goddess” (cargo ship flying the Liberian flag, seized on February
2012), “Smyrni” (tanker flying the Liberian flag, attacked on May 2012), “Aegean Hori-
zon” (tanker of greek interests, seized on November 2012) (Naftemporiki, 2012).

3.2 Methodology of Research

This unit/chapter will deal with the views and position held by the Greek Shipping
concerning the effectiveness of suggested/advised piracy-deterring actions in general as
well as with the counter-measures the companies specifically take to shield themselves
against pirate attacks. The research was conducted via questionnaires being completed
by relevant maritime companies. The work has so far gathered 37 Greek Shipping com-
panies (accumulated in an anonymous manner), that answered to a variety of questions
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related to the efficiency of anti-piracy measures (such as those referred to and examined
the previous unit). The invited parties were asked a multitude of questions rating effecti-
veness and noted their answers in the questionnaire; the range of possible answers in-
cluded the scale “Not effective/ Maybe Effective/ Effective/ Very Effective/ Extremely
Effective”. Furthermore, they were asked to note what countermeasure was in effect and
applied already in their firm.

3.3 Study results

Most -52%- of the company representatives that participated in the survey were bet-
ween 25-45 years of age, 40% were in the 46-65 age and the majority of the companies’ re-
presentatives have more than 20 years of experience in the maritime sector. The
per centages of vessels’ types participating in this study were mostly tankers (44%) and bulk
carriers (47%), with an average fleet age of 4-10 years (60%). 44% of the companies par-
ticipating in this study were founded before 1980 and 74% answered that its fleet transits
through high-risk areas (where 50% has already been attacked by pirates at least once).

Concerning the effectiveness of anti-piracy measures: 
• 49% believes the following to be “Extremely Effective”: to “Avoid high-risk areas”

(which -due to the extra cost intrinsic to re-routing- is usually impossible, as the par-
ticipants themselves clearly stated). Only 11% characterized this to be “Not Effec-
tive” while the rest participants thought and found this to be either “Effective” or
“Very Effective”.

• 46% believes that “Armed Security” are “Extremely Effective” measures (where an-
other 41% consider “Armed Security” to be “Very Effective”).  

• 40% rates “Naval forces to monitor and destroy pirate skiffs” and “Crew Training” as
“Extremely Effective” and another 36% considers “Crew Training” to be “Very Ef-
fective”.

• Next in line are 32% of answers considering “Extremely Effective” measures to be:
“Risk Assessment”, “Registration with Naval Forces (EUNAVFOR, MSCHOA,
UKMTO)” and “Designation and use of a convenient citadel”. 

• 28% believes that “Participation of the vessel in a convoy system” is “Extremely Ef-
fective”(36% consider this to be “Very Important”).

• 24% rates as “Extremely Effective” the following: “Anti-piracy plan at the office”,
“Use of razor/barbed wire used operate as an electric fence”, “Maneuvering practices”
(this seems to have mixed review since another 24% considers is “Not Effective”)
“Increasing Vessel’s movement speed”. 

• 20%  believes that “Use of water spay or water cannons” and “Vessel’s freeboard more
than 10 metres” and “Enhanced bridge protection” are “Extremely Effective” (29%
“Very Effective” and 37% “Effective”).

• Only 18% considers the “Enhance the International Legal Framework to make pu -
nishment of pirates more effective” to be effective while 41% classifies it as “Maybe
Effective”.

• Only a 9% regards “Closed Circuit Television” as effective and an even smaller per-
centage (6%) regards “Blinding Weapons/Dazzle Weapons” effective. 
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• None of the participants regards “Dogs onboard vessel” to be “Extremely Effective”
and on the contrary, 63% consider this to be “Not Effective”. 

• “Unarmed security” is thought to be “Extremely Effective” only by 6% whereas 29%
consider it “Effective” and 38% consider it “Maybe Effective”.

• Only a 5% regards that to “Assist Somalia in setting up Government initiatives to
fight piracy” is “Extremely Effective”, while 40% finds this to be “Not Effective”.

• Concerning the question “Please rate how the cost of antipiracy measures influences
the decision for their implementation” 44% answered “High” and 36% “Very High”;
both indicative of how strong an impact piracy-prevention costs have on the Com-
pany. 

• On the question “How the cost of antipiracy measures influences the decision for their
implementation” 44% answered “Moderately” and 28% “Little”.

• The insurance cost for transit through high-risk areas is regarded by 48% to be “High”
and by 36% to be “Neither high nor low” while only a 12% answered “Very High”.

• The majority (47%) of questioned companies answered that they expect the mari-
time piracy situation to remain the same, while equal parts (26% each) tend to be-
lieve it will either improve or worsen. 

3.4 Measures implemented by Greek Shipping

Concerning the anti-piracy measures already in effect by Greek companies the re-
sults are the following:

• 100% of the questioned representatives answered the following: “Risk Assessment
before Vessel’s transit”, & “Registration with Naval Forces (EUNAVFOR, MSCHOA,
and UKMTO)”. 

• 93% answered to have utilized the following defenses:  “Crew Training”, and “Des-
ignation and use of a convenient citadel”. 

• 87% stated having employed the following countermeasures: “Anti-piracy plan at
the office” and “Use of razor/barbed wire used operate as an electric fence”.

• 80% stated employing “Armed Guards”, and “Increasing Vessel’s Speed”. 
• 73% of the questioned representatives answered the following: “Water spay or water

cannons”, “Maneuvering Practices” and “Enhanced bridge Protection”.
• 67% answered to “Participate in a convoy system” and 60% stated to employ “Ves-

sel’s freeboard more than 10 metres”.
• Finally, a small percentage stated to employ the use of “Closed-circuit television”,

“Blinding weapons”, “Use of Unarmed Guards” and to “Avoid high-risk areas”.

4. Conclusions

This work dealt with modern maritime piracy making clear and full references to this
phenomenon’s causes, modus operandi, counter-measures, legal framework and econo-
mic dimensions. In this light, what became evidently clear is the already decided firm po-
licy of the International Community for combating maritime piracy through short-term
planning, dealing with each individual attack or hijack on its own basis. However, the
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root of the “evil” is found in the true causes that led to the piracy phenomenon taking
such great extent. Following this, only through international assistance for the region’s
economic development and stability –when citizens will be able to procure their everyday
needs– will piracy become extinct.

By examining the views of Greek Shipping on efficiency of these anti-piracy measu-
res the following are evident: the crew’s training and readiness, the implementation and
use of armed guards, all in conjunction with naval forces present to actively pursue and
destroy pirate skiffs are considered to be the most promising means to suppress piracy
at sea. These views are found to be in harmony with recent studies concluding that piracy
has been effectively dealt with and its economic impact lessened, which is attributed to
both having armed guards onboard as well as naval forces patrolling the high-risk areas
(Ocean beyond Piracy, 2012). A strong impression and surely, food for further thought
is the fact that the Greek Shipping industry does not regard that “assisting Somalia in set-
ting up Government initiatives to fight piracy” is a viable and helpful solution to suppres-
sion of Somali-based piracy; similarly, limited efficiency is thought of legally enforcing
harsher penalties after having arrested the pirates.

Concerning the Greek Shipping Industry’s piracy counter-measures, it is concluded
that all actions suggested by the Best Management Practices (BMP4) are fully incorpo-
rated and implemented; priority is being given to Registration with Naval Forces, Risk
Assessment and plan formulation prior to the voyage, as well as the crew’s training and
the use of a convenient citadel. Furthermore, it is also clear that the employment of pri-
vate security contractors onboard the vessels is considered an efficient counter-measure
for piracy; this was not allowed by national legislation for the vessels flying the Greek
flag up until recently when relevant bill was successfully passed (Law 4058/2012).

Finally, contrary to the apparent limitation of the piracy phenomenon (mainly in 2012
due to the presence of naval forces in the area), most Greek companies tend to believe that
the situation will remain the same, at least for the near foreseeable future. Due to this
belief, they set the basis for their fleets’ safety under the credos: “better safe than sorry”
and “prevention is better than the cure”.

References

Bahadur, J., 2011. Waters, Inside the Hidden World of Somalia’s Pirates. 1st ed. London: Profile
Books.

Beloff, J., 2013. How Piracy is Affecting Economic Development in Puntland, Somalia. Journal of
Strategic Security, Vol. 6, 47-54.

Besley, Τ., Fetzer, Τ. and Mueller, Η., 2012. One Kind of Lawlessness: Estimating the Welfare
Cost of Somali Piracy. Working Papers. Barcelona: Graduate School of Economics.

ICC - International Maritime Bureau, 2013. Piracy and Armed Robbery Against Ships Report.
London: International Chamber of Commerce.

ΙΜΟ. 2011. Best Management Practices for Protection against Somalia Based Piracy. [ONLINE]
Available at: http://www.imo.org/MediaCentre/HotTopics/ piracy/Documents/1339.pdf. [Ac-
cessed 03 February 13].

Korontzis, T., 2012. Maritime Piracy in the International and in the Hellenic Legal Order. Cana-
dian Center of Science and Education, Vol. 4, No. 5, 75-93.

24 K. Bountri, K. Giziakis, SPOUDAI, Vol. 63 (2013), Issue 3-4, pp. 15-25



Koumoutsakos, G., 2012. Θαλάσσια πειρατεία. Μια διεθνής ασύμμετρη απειλή που δεν έχει αν-
τιμετωπιστεί. [ONLINE] Available at: http://www.naftikachronika .gr/index. asp?pid=1&Ar-
ticleID=5788&lang=gr&cat=23. [Accessed 02 March 13]. 

Kritikou, E., 2012. Piracy in Maritime Transportation, the current Situation, Greece and the co-
untermeasures. Diploma. Athens: National and Technical University of Athens.

Mihanetzis, I., 2009. Modern Piracy Phenomenon. Aναχαίτιση-Interception, Vol. 40, 64-73.
Naftemporiki. 2012. Πειρατείες. [ONLINE] Available at: http://www.naftemporiki. gr/stream/756.

[Accessed 02 March 13].
Ocean beyond Piracy. 2012. The economic cost of Piracy. [ONLINE] Available at: http://ocean

sbeyondpiracy.org/cost-of-piracy/economic. [Accessed 01 March 13].
Perrakis, S. and Tsaltas, G., 2007. Security and Piracy at the High Seas. 1st ed. Athens: I. Sideris.
Pollatos, S., 2012. Dealing with the phenomenon of Piracy under the prism of international law:

Legal extensions. Diploma. Athens: Supreme Joint War College.
Russel, D., 2010. Who Rules the Waves. 1st ed. London: PlutoPress.
Siousiouras, P. and Dalaklis, D., 2011. Modern Maritime Transportation and the Piracy Pheno-

menon. 1st ed. Athens: I. Sideris.
Sterio, M., 2012. International Low in Crisis: Piracy of the coast of Somalia. Case W. Res. J. Int'l

L, Vol. 44, 291-301.

K. Bountri, K. Giziakis, SPOUDAI, Vol. 63 (2013), Issue 3-4, pp. 15-25 25



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


