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Intermodal Passenger Transportation and Destination
Competitiveness in Greece
Marina Efthymiou and Andreas Papatheodorou

Abstract

Effective transportation is impeded by a number of caveats, including problems of
accessibility to the destination, poor infrastructure, social and environmental issues. In
this context, the implementation of intermodal solutions is essential to meet customer
demand, resolve problems of transport supply and enhance destination competitiveness.
Based on a suitable theoretical framework, this paper examines the attitude of Greek
passengers towards intermodal transportation and their willingness-to-pay more to be
provided with such a seamless service to allow for (partial at least) cost recovery of the
related transport infrastructure. The findings suggest that there are many respondents
who would actually pay more to be provided with a door-to-door intermodal travel

experience; answers are highly dependent on their place of residence.
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Introduction

Transportation is a constituent element of tourism. In fact, every industry with
a ‘tourism ratio’ (i.e. its tourism related receipts as a percentage of its total turnover)
exceeding 15% is regarded as part of the tourism system; in this context, commercial
aviation and cruising (at least) both with a related ratio over 90% are regarded as par
excellence tourism sectors (Duval, 2007; Page, 1999; Stabler, Papatheodorou &
Sinclair, 2010). The demand for transportation services is a function of many factors.
It depends on the price of the transport service, the presence or absence of substitutes
and the quality of the service provided (Profilidis, 2008). Transport mode competition
has led to improvements into the quality of transportation. Nonetheless, there are still
many problems unsolved. For instance, one has to use different means of transportation,
in order to reach their final destination. Yet it may prove difficult, inconvenient and
time-consuming to change modes.

In fact, connection between different mode terminals is of high importance.
Many of today’s airports are located in previously isolated areas and built at a time
when terminal construction was based upon the assumption that all passengers arrive
or depart by private car or taxi (Vespermann & Wald, 2011). For instance, someone
may have to move from the airport to the bus station with their luggage; they may not
know how to transfer to the bus terminal and wait many hours for the next part of their
journey. In addition, they may worry that a delay in the first leg of their journey (i.e.
by air) may have negative repercussions on the realization of subsequent journey legs
and they also face imperfect information. Hence, it seems that low priority has been
given by policymakers into the need of passengers to combine different means of
transport. The solution to the above concerns is effective intermodality that is widely
used in the transportation of goods.

Intermodality is a key element in a modern transport system since it refers to all
kinds of transportation inter-linkages. It describes both the policy objective and the
quality of the transport system and “has evolved into a major priority for both European
and national transport policies, especially within the last ten years” (Miiller, Riley,
Asperges & Puig-Pey, 2004, p. I). But it still has not received the same level of attention
in all countries including Greece. Building on the concept of intermodality and its
relation with destination competitiveness first theoretically and then in the context of

the Greek transport system, the paper presents the methodology and empirical findings



of a survey of Greek passengers; the main research objective is to identify the role of
socio-demographic characteristics in passenger willingness-to-pay for intermodal

solutions especially in very harsh economic times.

Literature review

Passenger intermodality is “a policy and planning principle that aims to provide
a passenger with different modes of transport in a combined trip chain for a seamless
journey” (Mdiller et al., 2004, p. I). By definition intermodality is the use of several
means of transport for a single door-to-door trip, provided that transport modes are
coordinated. This streamlining can be realized thanks to adequate intermodal
infrastructure, and to intermodal agreements concluded by transport operators. These
agreements for instance allow a common reservation for the whole trip; coordinated
timetables; a joint check-in process and the certainty of reaching the final destination
in spite of any delays experienced by one or more transport modes during the trip. The
available literature has mainly placed emphasis on air—rail integration (e.g.
Chiambaretto & Decker, 2012; Givoni & Banister, 2006; Roman & Martin, 2014) but
other possible mode combinations include urban public transport/long-distance train;
rail/ship; air/ship; and cycling/ long-distance train.

The concept of intermodality is closely related to interconnection and
interoperability. The former refers to “connections between international, national,
regional and local networks for users both within and between modes” (Research
Institute of Regional and Urban Development, Building and Construction of the Federal
State of North Rhine-Westphalia, 2004, p. 2), while the latter concerns «...the capability
to operate on any stretch of the transport network without any regulatory, technical and
operational systems need to be compatible” (Riley, Buhrmann, & Christiaens, 2010, p.
7). In order to achieve a seamless journey, intermodality must be of high quality in
terms of both physical design and operational integration. Information is also very
important, i.e. passengers must remain fully informed about their travel details before
and during the trip. Some issues like baggage handling and ticketing should also be
taken into consideration. In addition to the price other modal choice criteria, are
reliability, time, frequency, safety and customer satisfaction from using intermodal
transport (Macharis, Pekin & Rietveld, 2011).



Intermodality is a subject that brings transport operators, planning bodies,
passengers and society together. The three major stakeholders (customers, operators
and destination authorities) are highly interlinked. It is believed that intermodality can
mitigate the existing capacity problems of current modal and loosely connected
networks resulting in traffic congestion and pollution and thus contribute to higher
efficiency of individual trips and the transport system as a whole especially in cities
(Dacko & Spalteholz, 2014). Intermodality can also reduce negative social and
environmental externalities (Dimitriou, VVoskaki & Sartzetaki, 2014) and promote
sustainable development and territorial cohesion (Mdller et al., 2004). For all these
reasons, intermodality may improve destination competitiveness with positive
repercussions on tourism development (Liu, Tzeng, Lee & Lee, 2013).

Undoubtedly, the passenger is the one who primarily benefits from
intermodality. The positive effects focus on the duration of the transportation process,
the price of the service, comfort and improved accessibility to various areas. In
particular, it is most likely that the time of arrival at the destination will become shorter.
But even if this is not the case, the dead time of the passenger will be spent on a friendly
environment such as an airport terminal and its lounges. Moreover, it is highly
important to consider the value-for-money of the intermodal service: as a result of
enhanced accessibility passengers will likely gain easier and faster access to areas that
were previously difficult to reach. Finally, the cooperation of modes leads to an increase
of the overall efficiency of the transport system and improves the transport experience.
The traveller has the opportunity to enjoy a more comfortable journey. All the above
raise of course the important issue of willingness-to-pay by passengers given that the
added value offered by intermodality often relies on expensive infrastructural
developments (Anastasiadou, Dimitriou, Fredianakis, Lagoudakis, Traxanatzi &
Tsagarakis, 2009).

Intermodality may significantly affect destination competitiveness. The
generalised (i.e. time and money) cost of transport is so crucial for the tourist experience
that an increase or decrease may result in a change of the mode of transport, or the
destination itself (Papatheodorou, 2001b). The price of the transport service is
important even if the tourist has booked a package tour for instance. Page (1999) and
Page and Lumsdon (2004) noted that the tourism system of a destination affects the
tourist experience, which explains how people travel and why they choose different
types of tourist destinations and modes of transport. Flows between hubs are made



possible by various means of transport and their intensity depends on several factors,
i.e. the availability of specific means of transport; the incentives for travel, which are a
key factor in determining feasible new routes and networks, and strengthening existing
ones; the available time of the passengers; and the use of different hubs, according to
cost and efficiency.

Moreover, tourists can use various means of transport during their journey, e.g.
taxi, public transport, train and airplane. Someone can use the airplane to go from the
origin area to a destination in another country; the train to travel within the country of
the destination; and bus or taxi to wander around the area. Finally, when multiple
destinations are involved in the trip, this has an effect on the use and choice of transport
modes. For example, a family travelling with a caravan can make more than one stops
at various destinations. The flow of the journey will be affected for example by the
existence of infrastructure and the schedule of services (Page, 1999).

By reducing traffic congestion and emissions, intermodality also improves
destination competitiveness from a green marketing perspective. In fact, a region has
an image and according to its impact on people, the area may be considered attractive
or not. Angelis and Gaki (1999) argue that the image of a region may be categorized
into two categories, i.e. the basic and the specific image. The basic image of a given
region measures the extent to which the area meets some essential criteria common to
all who wish to visit the region. The specific image of a given region, as perceived by
a particular group that is likely to visit it, measures the extent to which this group
considers this area as the final choice for their trip.

Improving the basic image requires mainly infrastructure development. This
action will enable investors and will eventually lead to the improvement of some
specific factors. Obviously, this method is expensive and slow, but its effects last
longer. An investment for example in road infrastructure or making a port an
interchange hub (to accommodate for instance ships and buses), would improve the
basic picture of an area and/or in conjunction with a coherent advertising campaign it
would improve the image of the specific wider region. The “’pull" strategy is more
effective than the “’push” strategy which is an effort to improve the specific factors that
affect the tourists. The push strategy is a fast technique, but has questionable lasting
results. The combination of both is deemed as ideal (Holloway, 2004).

Setting the above in the context of Greece, it may be argued that the country’s

regions and islands suffer from geographical discontinuity, since they are not served by



all transport modes (Papatheodorou, 2001a). More specifically, the Greek
geomorphological pattern is extremely complex. Greece has a large number of islands
and a mountainous landscape, which makes all investments in infrastructure more
difficult and costlier compared to other countries. This results into a comparative
disadvantage from a transport perspective. In the past two decades transport in Greece
has undergone significant changes but ferry transport remains the prominent mode of
transportation between islands. Greece has fourteen main ports, the most important ones
being Piraeus, Patras, Thessaloniki and Igoumenitsa (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Greece — major transport infrastructure.

Greece also has 39 operating airports for commercial services (+seven closed):
fifteen are international with regular and charter flights, thirteen are hybrid (i.e. licenced
to receive international traffic on an ad hoc basis) and eleven have only domestic flights
(Hellenic Civil Aviation Authority, 2013). Eleven airports are located on the mainland
and 28 on the islands. The most important is Athens International Airport (AlA) located
30 Km northeast of the capital, Athens. It can be accessed through a six-lane motorway
from/to Athens; it has 4,800 parking lots, public transport to/from the airport on a 24-

hour basis-including express bus connections with Athens city centre and the port of



Piraeus, metro and suburban rail (Athens International Airport, 2014). Still, Athens
International Airport is an exception to the rule. At present, Metro (underground rail)
exists only in Athens, but until 2017 the construction of Thessaloniki metro is scheduled
to be completed. Efficient and effective public transportation is provided only in two
large cities, namely Athens and Thessaloniki.

The Greek railway network is “relatively limited due to the mountainous terrain
of the country with general alignment dating back to the early 1900s” (Ecorys, 2006,
p.8). Considerable investments have been made since 1980, aiming to upgrade the
existing sections. This is expected to continue in the upcoming years. The operating
railway network is approximately 2,550km long, consisting of 70% of standard gauge
line (1,435 mm) (Attiki, Central Greece, Thessalia, Makedonia and Thrace) and 35%
of metric gauge line (Peloponnesus) (Hellenic Railways Organisation, 2013). One of
the greatest difficulties is the lack of electric traction and the operational inefficiency
of the rail stations. The maximum speed is now 160 Km/h, which applies to 18% of the
rail network. In 40% of the rail network the maximum speed is 80 to 119 km/h and in
19% less than 79 Km/h (Hellenic Railways Organisation, 2013). Still, the observed
modal split in passenger travel demand reveals the existing relatively weak position of
rail in the transport mix. It is noticeable that some improvement has been made, but
obviously this is not sufficient. Service improvements and linking of rail infrastructure
to ports may have a positive impact on intermodality in the future in spite of the
geomorphology of the country which poses natural limits to this particular mode (i.e.
rail) of transport.

The road transport network has also improved over the last twenty years. The
recently completed Egnatia motorway, linking lgoumenitsa in Epirus, western Greece
with the Turkish border in the east, is one of the major transport projects in the European
Union over the last decade. The lonian Highway in western Greece, which connects
Patras with Igoumenitsa, completes the recent system upgrade (Petrakos and Tranos,
2008). During the period 1994-2002 car travel increase in Greece is estimated at an
average rate of 5.6% per annum (Ecorys, 2006). Greece had 304 passenger cars per
1,000 inhabitants in 2000 (Eurostat, 2003). In 2010 there were 499 passenger cars per
1,000 people (World Bank, 2013). Car travel has to a certain extent replaced intercity
bus demand, especially on shorter distances, which is also indicative of the underlying

intermodality problems and the lack of a related passenger mentality.



Passenger transportation by sea mainly accommodates trips between continental
Greece and the islands, between islands, as well as between Greece and Italy, competing
only against air transport. A small number of short sea shipping links exists between
the Greek islands in the Eastern Aegean Sea and the Turkish Aegean coast. The total
number of sea passengers carried in 2010 in Greece was 84 million (Eurostat, 2012).
During the summer period, transport demand increases substantially vis-a-vis the
annual average resulting in the insufficiency of supply to meet the requirements of the
peak period.

According to the Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Report (World
Economic Forum, 2013) Greece ranked 20" out of 140 countries in terms of air
transport infrastructure (with a score of 4.7 out of 7) and 58" (score: 4.0) in ground
transportation. Greece has a notable competitive advantage in airport density (15"
position) and the number of operating airlines (19" position). The country’s lowest
ranks are, as far as the air transportation is concerned, the quality of infrastructure (45"
position) and the size of the international air transport network (58" position). With
respect to ground transport infrastructure, the lowest ranks relate to the quality of roads
(71% position), the port infrastructure (66" position) and the quality of railroad
infrastructure (67" position) while the highest rate concerns road density (39" position).
Greek ports have three major problems: poor equipment and low capital expenditure on
infrastructure; very poor connections with the hinterland (railways, road) and
administrative and operational deficiencies (European Commission, 2012).

The geographical discontinuity of Greece in conjunction with the promising
developments in transport infrastructure set the ideal base for the enhancement of
intermodality. Moreover, and in spite of the transportation problems that they
encounter, many areas are regarded as attractive by tourists due to the abundance of
tourism-related resources (e.g. beaches, heritage). Intermodality can offer added value
even in these areas as it is an additional element to attract tourists. Thus interoperability
becomes a key element in the modern transport for tourism system. In the next
empirical section of this paper the attitude of the Greek passengers is examined. In
particular, we will investigate if Greeks actually desire intermodal services and whether

they are willing to contribute and cover a part of the cost for this facility.

Methodology



Survey data were collected by one of the authors from November 2013 to March
2014. The target group in scope for intermodality was a broad range of Greek
community people: air and rail travellers, and most importantly potential travellers who
were at the time unaware of intermodal solutions. In particular, the survey was
conducted with questionnaires filled up by Greek (both incoming and outgoing)
passengers either online and/or in points of access such as Athens International Airport.
A total of 469 questionnaires were answered, 256 from internet and 213 with the
interviewer’s (i.e. one of the authors) onsite assistance. From them only 431 were taken
into consideration and the rest were excluded from the analysis as invalid. The process
that was used to conduct the survey is called simple random sampling (Kothari, 2004).
Each individual was chosen randomly and entirely by chance (Dattalo, 2010). The
statistical package SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences; Version: IBM SPSS
Statistics 20) was used to derive descriptive statistics. Chi-square tests and non-
parametric Monte Carlo test with 95% confidence level or a 0.05 significance level
were used to examine the statistical relationship between the different variables.
Furthermore, the ratio Cramer’s V was used to examine the intensity of interdependence
among the variables.

The survey provided data on transport mode of access, place of residence and
place of visit, travelling company and frequency of travelling, attitude towards the
different kinds of transportation, knowledge of the concept of intermodality. Most
importantly, the main research hypothesis to be tested is whether socio-demographic
characteristics (such as age, gender and occupation) affect passenger willingness-to-
pay for intermodal solutions especially in a period of serious economic crisis as
continuously experienced by Greece since 2008: according to the International
Monetary Fund (2014), the crisis has resulted in a 22% decrease of GDP per capita (i.e.
from €20,795 in 2008 to €16,302 in 2013) and a dramatic rise of unemployment (i.e.
from 7,6% in 2008 to 26,9% in 2013) and of general government gross debt as a
percentage of GDP (i.e. from 112.9% in 2008 to 175.7% in 2013). The questionnaire
consisted of closed and open-ended questions and followed the funnel approach, which
Is a process that begins with a broader focus and becomes more specific as the research

study proceeds (Kyriazi, 2011).



Results

According to the descriptive statistics of the sample 48.9% of the respondents
were women and 41.1% men. Moreover 40.8% of the respondents were in the 18-25
years age cohort; 32% were between 26 and 35; 22% between 36 and 55; and 5.1%
were over 56 years old. In addition, 26.2% of the respondents worked in the private
sector, 13.2% in the public sector, 30.4% were students, 10.9% were freelance
businesspeople, 12.5% unemployed and 6.7% were classified under the category
“Other”. More than half of the respondents reside in big cities (43.4% in Athens, 8.8%
in Thessaloniki, 5.8% in Patras and 42% in other smaller cities and villages), while 17%
of the interviewees travel cross border; moreover 30% travel 1-2 times per month.
Table 1 reveals that almost 46% of respondents use only one mode of transport, but
more than half (54%) need to combine more than one means of transport in order to get

to their final destination.

Table 1. Use of modes of Transport (n=431).

Use of single Mode of Transport Per cent of respondents
Private car 24.1%
Coach 8.8%
Airplane 7.7%
Rail 2.6%
Ship 2.3%
Motorbike 0.5%
Total 46%
Combination of different modes of Transport Per cent of respondents
Private Car and Airplane 7.7%
Private car and Coach 6.5%
Train and Coach 4.4%
Private Car, Airplane and Ship 3.9%
Private car and Train 3.9%
Airplane and Ship 3.7%
Private car and Ship 3.5%
Private car, Airplane and Train 2.8%
Airplane and Coach 2.6%
Coach and Ship 2.3%
Airplane and Train 1.6%
Train, Airplane and Coach 1.2%
Airplane, Coach and Ship 1.2%
Other combinations 8.7%
Total 54%




Table 2 shows how the respondents ranked the different means of transport
according to four quality elements, i.e. safety, comfort, speed and relation between
quality and price. We used a 10-point scale, where O represented “extremely
dissatisfied” and 10 “extremely satisfied”. We notice that the higher score in almost all
quality elements is attributed to car and airplane. Although the rate of use of the coach
(8.8%) is higher than that of the airplane (7.7%), respondents gave higher score to the
airplane, which indicates that their choice depends also on different factors such as ease
of accessibility. When asked if they know the definition of intermodal passenger
transportation, 94% of the respondents answered “no”. When asked if they have ever
used such a service, 84% answered “no”. The above reveals that a significant
percentage of the respondents had used intermodality; however they did not know how
it was called. This triggered the intervention of the survey conductors who explained
the essence of intermodality to avoid any subsequent misunderstandings by the
respondents. The most common modal combination was air/rail and rail/bus.

Moreover, all respondents were satisfied by the level of service provided.

Table 2. Score of the different modes of transport according to safety, comfort, speed
and relation of quality/price (n=431).

Quality elements/Modes of Transport = Car Airplane Coach Rail @ Ship

Mean 6.63 8.22 6.46 7.84 | 7.60

Safety Std.
1.880 2.018 1.929 | 1.638  1.743

Deviation
Mean 8.49 8.20 4.44 6.39 | 7.03

Comfort Std.
1.660 1.845 2316  2.063 2.147

Deviation
Mean 7.78 9.58 4.88 6.22  5.34

Speed Std.
1.578 1.103 2.136  1.953 2.239

Deviation
Mean 6.64 7.09 5.74 6.61 644

Relation of Quality-

Std.

Price 2.033 2.170 2451  2.155 2.006

Deviation



The horizontal axis of Figure 2 shows that 87.5% of the respondents were
willing to pay more to be provided with services of intermodal transportation. In
particular, 30.9% of the respondents would pay 1-5% of the total cost of the trip, 34.3%
would pay 5-10%, and 12.1% would pay 10-20% of the total cost of the trip in order to
be offered intermodal transportation. Moreover one out of ten does not care about the
cost of such a service in order to enjoy a seamless door-to-door trip experience. This
result is rather astonishing given the deep financial crisis faced by Greece: unless the
result is spurious (i.e. the respondents were thinking too little when filling the
questionnaire), it clearly shows the importance of intermodal solutions for the welfare
of the Greek passenger community. In fact, the results of the non-parametric Monte
Carlo test show that the demographic variables are correlated with travel-related
variables. The frequency of travelling is closely connected with the means of transport
the respondents use, since the Fisher’s Exact Test statistic (2-sided) has lower bound
0.003<0.05 and upper bound 0.005<0.05. Cramer’s V statistic is 0.03, which means
that the two variables (i.e. frequency of travelling and means of transport the
respondents use) are almost perfectly correlated.

Women also travel more often than men, with the exception of frequency 1-2
trips/week, where men dominate. The variable of gender has a strong statistical
relationship with travel frequency (Cramer’s V=0.001). The majority of those who
travel with their family use their private car. Those who travel alone usually travel
mainly by car but at the same time there is almost an equal percentage that uses different
combinations of means of transport (more than two modes). Finally, those who travel
with company also use more than two means of transportation. Cramer’s V ratio
between the means of transport for distances over 100 Km has a strong statistical
relationship (0.03) with whom they travel with.

As far as the gender is concerned and the means of transport they use, we
concluded that men and women used the private car to the same extent, but women also
used a wider range of modes than men do. Men used rail more often. Cramer’s V in this
case scores 0.003. Students that are usually in the 18-25 age group did not use private
car, because they were unlikely to own one. In addition the statistical results reveal that
respondents who were residents of Athens use all modes of transport for distances over
100 Km. It is noticeable that Athens has full transport coverage. Still, the use of private

car is rather high (41.35%). The variable “place of residence” and the means of transport



the respondents use for distances over 100 Km are closely statistically related (Cramer’s
V equals to 0.00).

The most important question asked is what percentage of the total cost of
transportation the respondents were willing to pay to benefit from intermodality (Figure
2). A high percentage of the respondents would pay extra for this service. When the
non-parametric test of Monte Carlo was used, we found that this variable depends on
the variable “place of residence”. Many cities and villages in Greece face problems of
connection and accessibility. That is why people who live in poorly accessible areas
greatly value intermodality and are willing to pay for it. Residents in fully accessible
areas are less or not willing to pay for it. The Fisher’s Exact Test statistic (2-sided)
lower bound equals to 0.032<0.05 and upper bound equals to 0.039<0.05 and the

Cramer’s V ratio is 0.557.
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Figure 2. Percentage of the total cost of transportation the respondents are willing to
pay in order to be offered intermodality cross-examined with the place of residence

(n=431).

Conclusions and implications



According to Pitsiava-Latinopoulou and lordanopoulos (2012) to be sustainable
a transport system should take into account the needs of all commuters within an area,
trying to provide the best possible travel conditions for all travellers without creating
external side effects for the rest of society. Intermodal passenger transportation
reinforces “international trade and economic growth, while satisfying the requirements
for sustainable development in terms of environmental issues and safety” (Morris,
2003, p.18). In this context, the present paper innovates by considering an additional
implication of effective intermodality, namely increased destination competitiveness.
Moreover, while the available literature on transport for tourism has focused on
predominantly on selective transport modes (e.g. air transport) or at best in intermodal
or intra-modal competition (Suarez-Aleman, 2010), this paper steps forward to consider
the accessibility implications of considering these modes together.

Although no formal conjoint analysis has been undertaken as in the case of
Chiambaretto, Baudelaire and Lavril (2013), the present empirical research did identify
that from the 431 respondents 87.5% of them are willing to contribute in covering the
costs of related investments. One tenth of respondents do not care about how much this
service will cost. Another important finding is that the decision to pay more depends
on place of residence and not on gender or profession or age or even on travel habits.
This may mean that the respondents’ intention probably shows lack of sensitivity in
terms of available income. Even in times of economic recession, tourism (for both
business and leisure purposes) is a growing activity as there are people who want to
travel seeking a seamless experience. This has important implications for policymakers
who should thus aim at improving intermodality to increase destination competitiveness
irrespectively of the actual stage of the business cycle as related benefits extend in the
longer-term.

In many European countries intermodality has already been introduced in
passenger transportation and actually works efficiently (Givoni & Barister, 2006).
AlRail, for example, was launched by airport operator (i.e. Fraport), its main airline
(i.e. Lufthansa) and the railway company (i.e. Deutsche Bahn) in Germany. There is
also a Heathrow Express service offered between London Heathrow airport and the
London Paddington rail station, where passengers of specific airlines have the
opportunity for an integrated check-in process. Finally there is the Fly-Rail Service that
gives the opportunity to passengers travelling from Zurich, Geneva and Basel Airports
to check-in and deliver their baggage in many Swiss rail stations after paying a fee. The



findings of the present survey reveal that Greek passengers are ready for such a service,
and moreover they are willing to pay for it in spite of the economic crisis. There are
some pilot introductions of intermodality in the Greek market. There is a rail-taxi
service in Thessaloniki, VVolos and Xanthi where rail passengers with those destinations
can get a coupon of combined transportation between rail and taxi with a 15% discount
on taxi rates through special points of sale. There is also the combination coach/ship.
KTEL of Macedonia (National Bus Operator in Northern Greece) offers the possibility
of buying tickets of shipping companies inside Macedonia Intercity Bus Station in
Thessaloniki.

In order to expand the penetration of intermodality, ambitious programmes have
to be implemented from a transport planning perspective (Page, Yeoman, Connell &
Greenwood, 2010). These programmes require coordination, funding, taking into
consideration environmental issues and user concerns. Furthermore, some barriers have
to be addressed. The success of intermodality is subject to the quality of the value
delivered to the customers. Intermodality, by definition, must “be embedded in an
overall network, delivering convenient door-to-door services” (Vespermann & Wald,
2011, p.1195). According to the Air Transport Action Group (2014) intermodality is
high on the political agenda in Europe and increasingly so in other parts of the world,
since it plays an important role by enabling better mobility for the traveller and solving
many transport problems like emissions and noise.

Up until recently, for most parts of the world, intermodal efforts focused
primarily on freight logistics. Nonetheless, it is increasingly recognized that the benefits
of an intermodal approach already realized in the freight transportation industry can be
extended into the passenger transportation arena. As claimed by Papatheodorou (2001b,
p.164) “destination choice has always been a central issue” in the transport management
literature, so destinations should be made as accessible as possible. Whether or not
passenger services are provided by the private sector or by the government, thinking in
terms of providing a seamless, door-to-door service through a combination of integrated
modes must be a part of present and future planning activities.

Moreover, Greece is currently in a deep recession and tourism can be an
opportunity for economic improvement. As previously explained intermodality in
Greece can be viable. Greece is ranked 19" in air transport infrastructure and 61% in
land transport infrastructure. According to the conducted survey, Greek passengers are
more than willing in their majority to engage in cost-sharing to develop intermodal



passenger transportation. Although the explicit focus on Greek travellers should be
acknowledged as a limitation of the empirical part of the paper, there are still important
implications for inbound tourism too. In fact, those tourists interested in all-inclusive
packages offering integrated tourism services in large hotel complexes are unlikely to
care about the existence of intermodal solutions. On the other hand, free independent
travellers and/or those interested in exploring Greece beyond certain key areas are
expected to focus on public transport alternatives and intermodal facilities. From a
strategic destination perspective focusing on these very travellers makes good sense as
they contribute to the rise of the tourism multiplier and the spread of tourism benefits
in a wider spatial context (Stabler et al., 2010). On these grounds and based on a proper
cost-benefit analysis it may prove the case that intermodality can indeed lead to an
increased competitiveness of Greek tourism destinations per se and the country as a

whole.
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