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Cruise Visitors’ Experience in a Mediterranean Port of Call

Abstract 

Despite the increasing research interest on cruising, there is rather limited research on cruise visitors’ experience on Mediterranean ports of call. To address past research negligence, this study attempts to provide a better understanding on cruise travel experience, by studying cruise ship passengers in the port of Heraklion (Crete). From the findings it is evident that ‘exploration’ and ‘escape’ were among the main motivations of visitors, and ‘product and services’ as well as ‘tour pace’ were significant dimensions in shaping overall satisfaction levels. Nevertheless, on shore activities were restricted to sightseeing and shopping, due to the limited available time. It was also found that cruise passengers’ likelihood to revisit Crete in the future and to recommend it to their friends and relatives was high. Based on these findings relevant proposals are made to Heraklion Tourism Authorities in order to retain and/or attract cruise passengers through the offer of positive means in the port experience.
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Introduction


In 2007, the cruise industry carried 12.6 million passengers worldwide and with a collective occupancy rate of 105 percent, maintained high utilization rates. Today, the cruise sector, with an average annual passenger growth rate of 7.4 percent since 1990, is the fastest growing segment in the leisure industry (Cruise Lines International Association, 2009). Because of this rapid expansion, the cruise sector has been a subject of a considerable research interest over the last two decades. The research interest on cruise tourism has been focused on two main areas. First, past research explores various issues surrounding cruise passengers’ experience, behaviour and patterns such as motivation (Cessford and Dingwall, 1994; Field, Clark, and Koth, 1985; Qu, Wong, and Ping, 1999); satisfaction (Cessford and Dingwall, 1994; Duman and Mattila, 2005; Petrick, 2003; 2004a 2005; Teye and Leclerc, 1998; Qu, Wong, and Ping, 1999); segmentation (Field, Clark, and Koth, 1985; Hobson, 1993; Marti, 1986; 1991; Petrick and Sirakaya, 2004; Petrick, 2005); perceived value (Duman and Mattila, 2005; Petrick, 2003; 2004a; 2004b); and intention of returning to a port of call (Gabe, Lynch, and McConnon, 2006; Qu, Wong, and Ping, 1999). Second, past research reviews various issues dealing with the cruise industry such as the impacts of cruising (Braun, Xander, and White, 2002; Brida and Aguire, 2008; Cessford and Dingwall, 1994; Chase and Alon, 2002; Chin, 2008; Dwyer and Forsyth, 1998; Guyer and Pollard, 1997; Henthorne, 2000; Johnson, 2002; Ritter and Schafer, 1998; Weaver, 2005; Wilkinson, 1999); current and future trends (Hall and Braithwaite, 1990; Dowling and Vasudavan, 2000; Hobson, 1993; Lawton and Butler, 1987; Lois, Wang, Wall, and Ruxton, 2003; Paige, 1998; Peisley, 1995; Weaver, 2003; Wild and Dearing, 2000; Wood, 2000), employees’ work environment (Chin, 2008); Gibson, 2008); supply chain (Veronneau and Roy 2009) and safety (Lois, Wang, Wall, and Ruxton, 2004). 


Despite the plethora of studies on cruising, the majority of research has undertaken a narrow geographical perspective having been focused mainly on the Caribbean (Chase and Alon, 2002; Hall and Braithwaite, 1990; Lawton and Butler, 1987; MacKay Yarnal and Kerstetter, 2005; Marti, 1991; 1992; Petrick, 2004a; 2004b; 2005; Teye and Leclerc, 1998; Weaver, 2005; Wilkinson, 1999), mainly because the Caribbean, with more than 40 percent of all itineraries worldwide (Florida Caribbean Cruise Association, 2009), is the most preferred cruise destination. Only limited research has been conducted in other parts of the world such as Zihuatanejo on the Pacific Ocean coast of Mexico (Jaakson, 2004); Bar Harbor, Maine, USA (Gabe, Lynch, and McConnon 2006) and New Zealand (Cessford and Dingwall, 1994). While 13 percent of global cruises operate in Mediterranean waters (Florida Caribbean Cruise Association, 2009), making Mediterranean among the top ten appealing cruise destinations as well as the saturation of Caribbean market, directing cruise lines to relocate some of their ships to the European-cruising fast growing segment (Veronneau and Roy 2009), there is a scarcity of research concerning cruising in the Mediterranean Sea. On the other hand, most past research is limited either on a single cruise voyage, ship, or cruise line (Marti, 1986; 1991; 1992; MacKay Yarnal, 2004; MacKay Yarnal and Kerstetter, 2005; Petrick, 2004a; 2004b; Teye and Leclerc, 1998). While the aforementioned studies have revealed important aspects of cruising, they have failed to recognize the underlying dimensions of cruising in specific ports of call. In practice, few researchers have studied on shore visitation experiences and behaviours and patterns of cruise passengers on a single port of call. Among these studies Wilkinson (1999) found that cruise visitors in the Bahamas have little economic impact compared to stayover tourists; Henthorne (2000) found that cruise passengers staying longer in a Jamaican port spend more money, although the abbreviated time of stay provides them with incomplete impressions of the place and the hosts; Jaakson (2004) investigated the spatiality and activities of cruise ship tourists in Zihuatanejo, Mexico; MacKay Yarnal and Kerstetter (2005) explored the ways that social interaction in a group cruise tour members in the Caribbean intersects with vacation experiences; and Gabe, Lynch, and McConnon (2006) examined the factors that affect cruise ship passengers intentions to return to the town of Bar Harbor, Maine, USA.

The limited cruise research on popular ports of call, other than the Caribbean, and the scarcity of research on cruise passengers visiting Mediterranean destinations, together with the growing importance of cruising in the Mediterranean, formed the bases for this study. The main focus of this paper is to describe various aspects of cruise ship clientele visiting a Mediterranean port of call (Heraklion, Crete), in an attempt to provide a better understanding of the main features of their cruise experience and behaviour such as motivation, satisfaction, activities and future return intentions. By doing this, it is aimed to provide relevant data to destination managers of Heraklion for retaining and/or attracting cruisers by offering a positive in port experience. This paper is divided into five parts. Following this introduction, part two provides data on cruise ship passengers’ behaviour in ports of call, focusing explicitly on the case of Heraklion. Part three, reviews the methodology. Part four, presents the findings divided into five main sections: profile of cruise passengers; pre-trip motivation; on shore satisfaction; activities while in port and future behaviour intentions of cruise passengers. The final part draws the implications, conclusions and future research priorities of the study.
The port of call and cruise visitors’ experience

Vacation cruises are defined as “the transportation of pleasure-seeking travelers on ocean voyages offering one or more glamorous ports of call (Kendall, 1986, p. 360). These ports of call are destinations serving multiple functions that consist the primary reasons for travellers to choose specific cruises. According to Henthorne (2000) cruise lines select particular ports providing their customers with positive in port experiences and “are willing to change itineraries and drop specific ports of call if an inordinate number of customers experience dissatisfaction (p.247).” Thus, dissatisfactory aspects decrease the probability of a cruise to be perceived as enjoyable, which in turn will affect future return intentions (Duman and Mattila, 2005). In the words of Gabe, Lynch, and McConnon (2006): “cruise vacations typically expose passengers to multiple ports, and characteristics of the travellers and their experience in a given port may influence the likelihood of a return visit (p. 282).” 
Typically, cruise passengers derive benefits from participating in activities while on a port of call, mainly because activities provide novelty or change to daily routine, relief from stress and the possibility to escape from personal problems and/or difficulties (Andriotis, Agiomirgianakis, and Mihiotis, 2007). In other words, activities provide travelers with opportunities for certain physical, mental, and psychological rewards (Ross and Iso-Ahola, 1991), and therefore play a vital role on tourists’ overall satisfaction (Euthimiadou, 2001).

The history of cruising on the port of Heraklion has been dominated by occasional organised sea voyages addressed to a restricted clientele. Even over one century ago cruisers arrived at the port of Heraklion for a few hours to visit the archaeological museum and the antiquities of Knossos Palace, and following a dance performance by locals dressed in traditional costume, were departing for other Mediterranean destinations (Andriotis, 2006). Since then cruises having Heraklion as a port of call are mapped in various cruise-vacation brochures, and, the city has emerged as a popular port of call for cruises to the islands of the Aegean and the Turkish coast. This is a result of the provision of infrastructure to handle cruise ships and superstructure to facilitate the movement of passengers.  

Today, the Terminal of Heraklion, with a berthing length of 302 meters, can berth up to eight ships at the same time. An examination of arrivals of cruise passengers provided by the Heraklion Port Authorities showed that the number of cruise passengers has increased from 149,268 in 2001 to 234,641 in 2007, an increase of 63.6 percent. A comparison of cruise tourist arrivals, with those tourists arriving with charter flights shows that charter tourism has a higher degree of seasonality, compared to cruise passengers who are more evenly distributed throughout the year (Figure 1). Along with the economic effects associated with cruise passengers and crew member expenditures, the cruise industry provides to the city the possibility of return visits. 

Figure 1: Percentage of charter and cruise arrivals by month
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Methodology
Questionnaire design


Given the scarcity of data on most aspects of cruise visitors’ experience in Heraklion the current study was conducted. Following discussion with local shipping agents on issues related to cruisers experiences, a review of past studies, such as Duman and Mattila (2005) and Qu and Ping (1999), as well as past research undertaken in Crete by the author about experiences of various types of visitors, a self-completed questionnaire was designed. The questionnaire was comprised of five sections. The first section inquired about visitors’ pre-trip motivation to a 23-item, 7-point Likert type scale, ranging from “not important at all” to “extremely important”. In the second section, tourists were asked to indicate their satisfaction with the port of call to a 26-item, 7-point Likert type scale ranging from “extremely dissatisfied” to “extremely satisfied”. The third section asked respondents to indicate which activities they had undertaken while in Heraklion. In addition, the third section asked respondents whether they would like to stay longer and offered them the opportunity to indicate additional activities they wished to undertake, but they did not have enough time. The fourth section asked respondents to indicate their future intentions about their likelihood to make subsequent visits to Heraklion in the future, and recommend Heraklion to relatives and friends. The final section contained questions about respondents’ profile utilizing sociodemographic variables (age, gender, marital status, education, income, employment status and geographic origin), travelling party and expenditure variables. Following a review of official statistics on the nationalities of cruise passengers’ arrival in the port of Heraklion, the questionnaire was translated into five languages: English, German, French, Spanish and Italian.
Sampling 

The population of this study consisted of passengers who disembarked from arriving cruise ships for visits to the city of Heraklion, between August and November 2005. At first, four shipping agents based on the city of Heraklion were approached in June 2005, and were asked to distribute questionnaires onboard. After their informed consent, they were given eight folders for distribution to each of the eight cruise ships they represented. Each folder contained 200 questionnaires and a cover letter (in the English and Greek languages). The cover letter provided information about the general purpose of the study, detailed instructions for administering the questionnaires, the data collection procedure and a request to return the completed questionnaires to the shipping agent at the first return of the cruise ship. The proportion of the language of the questionnaires in each folder was arranged in consultation with shipping agents on the expected nationalities of passengers on each cruise ship. Following this process only seven questionnaires were collected from one shipping agent. Due to the low response rate, these questionnaires were used as a pilot study which helped to find out whether results can be obtained that would justify further research on a larger scale, and were excluded from further analysis.

The next step was to distribute the questionnaires through three travel agents organizing cruise-line sponsored bus tours. In this call only one travel agent, that represented two cruise ships, responded. Two folders, similar to those of ship agents, were given to this travel agent, who was asked to administer them as the passengers reboarded at the last stop, en route to the cruise ship. This call resulted in 83 completed questionnaires, a response rate of 23.7 percent. However, the collection of questionnaires from cruise sponsored bus tour passengers faces two main limitations. First, such passengers do not represent a probability sample, but are selected simply because they were riding the buses of the travel agent who agreed to participate in the study, and second not all cruise passengers undertake bus tours. In order to increase the representativeness of the sample, the decision was taken to distribute 200 questionnaires to the Heraklion port terminal. Potential respondents were approached during October and November 2005 as they were returning to the cruise ship. They were told of the nature of the survey and were asked to complete the questionnaire. In total, 81 respondents, or 41 percent, agreed to complete the questionnaires, making the overall response rate 30 percent. 


In addition to the 164 completed questionnaires, participant observation provided complementary forms of material to those collected from questionnaires. In more detail, one of the authors undertook a four-day excursion on a cruise ship having Heraklion as a port of call. The reason for this was to observe activities and behaviours of passengers on board and to enable the researcher to experience directly the ways in which passengers were experiencing the cruise. Finally, data were collected from shipping agents about the cruise ships itineraries, frequency of return and schedule of sponsored tours.  
Data analysis

A number of statistical procedures were carried out for this paper using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 15.0. First, univariate statistics (frequency distributions, percentages, standard deviations and means) were calculated where appropriate. Second, to find the underlying constructs associated with cruise passengers, both motivation and satisfaction scales were grouped in one model each, using Principal Component Analysis with a Varimax rotation. To determine the number of factors in each model the criterion of eigenvalues greater than 1 was used. In both factor models, loadings of an absolute value of .45 or more were considered in order to load highly enough. Before undertaking the factor analyses, the validity of the data in each model was tested by using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test of sampling adequacy. The results of the tests for both models were marvelous, according to Hair, Anderson, and Tatham (1987), (a value of .767 for the motivation model and .834 for the satisfaction), indicating that both the number of variables and the sample size were appropriate for factor analyses. To test the reliability of factors for both scales, Cronbach alphas were calculated. The values of Cronbach’s alphas varied from a high of .859 (first factor) to a low of .606 (fifth factor) for the motivation scale and from .939 (first factor) to .790 (fifth factor) for the satisfaction one, thereby indicating satisfactory internal consistency reliability for both scales. 
Findings 

Profile of respondents

The profile of cruise passengers having volunteered to participate in the study are presented in Table 1. The sample was slightly dominated by female respondents (55.6%), indicating a greater interest on cruises by women. Married couples comprised the largest segment of the sample (65.8%). Seniors and retired comprised a significant proportion of the passengers (34.8% and 32.1% respectively), although middle-aged adults and employed dominated the profile (37.4% and 55.1% respectively), confirming the findings of the study of Marti (1991) which identified a false impression that cruise passengers consist mainly of older retired persons. Among the respondents approximately 72 percent had earned at least a college or university degree with 16.5 percent having undertaken postgraduate studies. This finding suggests that the sample was well-educated, something also found in the study of Field, Clark and Koth (1985) of Alaskan cruise ship clientele. Finally, nearly 80 percent of respondents had an income of more than €25,000, with the largest share (36.2%) having an income of more than €75,000. Thus, it can be assumed that income and education, may be related to the ability to meet the high cost of taking a cruise. 


The 164 respondents were divided between geographic origin as follows: French (16.9%); Canadian (15%); American (14.4%); German (14.4%) and Spanish (10%). These findings reveal that the biggest market for cruises having Heraklion as a port of call is from affluent western nations. In addition, the high representation of Americans and Canadians within the sample reflects that proximity to the cruise destination does not influence participation patterns and that respondents from the American continent may have undertaken fly and cruise holidays, or they combined the cruise with a land based vacation. The majority of cruise ship passengers were travelling with a partner (47.1%) or family with children (24.1%), and only a few (7.8%) participated in the cruise alone. The distribution of the sample’s spending in Heraklion was trimodal, with the majority having spent either less than €20 (34.8%), or more than €100 (33.9%).

Table 1: Profile of cruise ship passengers

	
	N
	%

	Gender:

Male

Female 
	72

90
	44.4

55.6

	Marital status:

Married
Single
Separated/Widowed/Divorced 
	106

30

25
	65.8

18.6

15.5

	Age:

<35 years

36-55 years

56+ years
	43

58

54
	27.7

37.4

34.8

	Education:
Below high School
High School
College/Degree
Postgraduate and beyond 
	12

32

88

26
	7.6

20.3

55.7

16.5

	Income:

Less than €25,000
Between €25,001-€50,000
Between €50,001-€75,000
€75,001 or more 
	26

40

15

46
	20.5

31.5

11.8

36.2

	Employment Status:

Employed 

Retired

Housewife

Students 

Unemployed
	86

50
9

8
3
	55.1

32.1

5.8

5.1
1.9

	Nationality:

French 

Canadian 

American

German 
Spanish 

Italian 

British

Scandinavian

Belgish

Other
	27

24

23

23

16

10

10

6

5

16
	16.9

15.0

14.4

14.4

10.0

6.3

6.3

3.7

3.1

10.0

	Party composition:

With a partner 

With family with children 

With friends 

Alone 

Other
	60

38

33

12

10
	47.1

24.8

21.6
7.8
6.1

	Spending:

<€20

€21-€99

€100+
	40

36

39
	34.8

31.3

33.9


Pre-trip motivation

The attractiveness of a destination is not only based on its attributes but also on potential tourist’s needs and motivations (Lubbe, 1998, p. 21). For this reason cruise passengers were asked to indicate the importance of 23 attributes for undertaking the cruise. Table 2 presents the results in relation to overall responses. The 23 statements are presented in descending order, ie. from the higher mean to the lower. Although the motivational attributes included in the questionnaire made no reference to specific attractions on offer, it is evident that the culture and the nature of Heraklion and its surrounding area, along with the chance to visit new places, were among the main motives of respondents. This shows that the cultural and natural resources of the destination are very important components for the attraction of cruise passengers. On the other hand, the opportunities for shopping appear somewhat less important in pre-trip motivation.  
Table 2: Overall responses to motivation statements

	
	Not                                               Extremely
important                                      important

at all
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	
	

	1. Discovering new places 
	1.9
	1.9
	1.9
	3.1
	16.0
	27.2
	48.1
	6.04
	1.30

	2. Experiencing different cultures and ways of life 
	0.6
	1.3
	4.4
	9.5
	14.6
	28.5
	41.1
	5.86
	1.30

	3. Visiting historical and cultural sites 
	1.3
	1.3
	1.9
	11.5
	19.7
	24.2
	40.1
	5.80
	1.31

	4. Enjoying a variety of nature and scenery 
	1.3
	0.7
	5.9
	14.4
	20.3
	27.5
	30.1
	5.54
	1.36

	5. Learning about the Greek history 
	1.3
	3.8
	5.1
	10.9
	19.2
	33.3
	26.3
	5.48
	1.43

	6. Experiencing pleasant climate/temperature 
	2.6
	3.9
	3.9
	13.2
	21.1
	27.0
	28.3
	5.40
	1.52

	7. Enriching myself intellectually 
	3.4
	4.7
	3.4
	15.5
	16.2
	25.7
	31.1
	5.38
	1.62

	8. Relaxing mentally 
	8.0
	6.7
	5.3
	13.3
	16.7
	22.0
	28.0
	5.02
	1.89

	9. Safety and security 
	7.4
	3.4
	6.0
	14.8
	25.5
	18.8
	24.2
	5.01
	1.75

	10. Visiting art galleries and museums 
	1.3
	5.4
	14.1
	20.1
	17.4
	14.8
	26.8
	4.99
	1.64

	11. Getting away from demands of everyday life 
	9.7
	6.9
	7.6
	16.7
	14.6
	24.3
	20.1
	4.73
	1.97

	12. Variety of local cuisine 
	7.8
	6.5
	10.5
	14.4
	20.3
	22.2
	18.3
	4.73
	1.82

	13. Seeing as much as possible in a short amount of time 
	7.1
	9.6
	9.0
	19.9
	16.0
	18.6
	19.9
	4.63
	1.85

	14. Low travel cost 
	8.6
	5.3
	9.9
	25.7
	21.1
	9.9
	19.7
	4.54
	1.79

	15. Having fun/being entertained 
	9.1
	4.9
	11.9
	19.6
	21.7
	17.5
	15.4
	4.54
	1.78

	16. Doing exciting things / Being adventurous 
	8.1
	8.1
	10.1
	18.9
	23.6
	16.9
	14.2
	4.49
	1.77

	17. Relaxing physically 
	12.0
	10.0
	11.3
	14.7
	12.7
	18.7
	20.7
	4.45
	2.04

	18. Relieving stress and tension 
	12.0
	12.0
	12.0
	19.7
	11.3
	16.9
	16.2
	4.22
	1.98

	19. Meeting people with similar interests 
	11.4
	12.8
	16.1
	17.4
	18.8
	9.4
	14.1
	4.04
	1.88

	20. Seeking novelty 
	16.3
	6.8
	16.3
	12.9
	23.1
	14.3
	10.2
	4.03
	1.91

	21. Telling my friends about the trip 
	16.1
	11.4
	18.1
	18.1
	17.4
	5.4
	13.4
	3.79
	1.91

	22. Buying local crafts and handiwork 
	14.0
	17.3
	14.0
	25.3
	12.7
	10.0
	6.7
	3.62
	1.76

	23. Practicing shopping 
	24.3
	16.7
	14.6
	20.1
	5.6
	8.3
	10.4
	3.33
	1.97



Following the review of the overall responses to motivation statements, a factor analysis was undertaken. The results of the factor analysis are shown in Table 3. The six factors accounted for 66.1 percent of the variance in the data. The factor solution used has extracted the factors in the order of their importance, with the largest and best combinations first, and then proceeding to smaller. Factor 1 accounts for the most of the variance (29.3%), whereas the second accounts for 12.5 percent and the third for 8.1 percent. The remaining three factors account in total for 16.1 percent of variance. One item ‘variety of local cuisine’ had a low factor loading and was not included in the model.


Factor 1 was labeled ‘exploration’ because it indicated that cruise passengers’ motives are based upon the desire to explore the history, culture and nature of the place as well as to learn more about it. Although the exploration factor accounts for the largest amount of variance, it does not mean that the second factor is unimportant, since it consists of variables with very high loadings, ranging from .823 to .740. It was labeled ‘escape and relaxation’, because the four items loading in this factor show respondents’ desire to relax and get away from daily routine. Factor 3 was labeled ‘socialization and shopping’. The fact that shopping was related with contact with other people may suggest that respondents considered shopping as a form of socialization. The fourth and fifth factors, ‘time and cost’ and ‘entertainment’ were somewhat ambiguous containing unrelated variables, making their interpretation difficult. The final factor was composed of two variables indicating visitors’ preference for novelty seeking. 
Table 3: Motivation dimensions of cruise passengers
	Factors
	Factor

Loadings
	Eigenvalue
	Variance Explained (%)
	Alpha

	Factor 1: Exploration
	
	6.749
	29.3
	.859

	Visiting historical and cultural sites
	.844
	
	
	

	Learning about the Greek history
	.814
	
	
	

	Enriching myself intellectually
	.776
	
	
	

	Visiting art galleries and museums
	.732
	
	
	

	Discovering new places
	.729
	
	
	

	Experiencing different cultures and ways of life
	.718
	
	
	

	Enjoying a variety of nature and scenery
	.555
	
	
	

	Factor 2: Escape
	
	2.884
	12.5
	.856

	Getting away from demands of everyday life
	.823
	
	
	

	Relaxing mentally
	.813
	
	
	

	Relieving stress and tension
	.776
	
	
	

	Relaxing physically
	.740
	
	
	

	Factor 3: Socialisation and Shopping
	
	1.854
	8.1
	.723

	Telling my friends about the trip
	.776
	
	
	

	Meeting people with similar interests
	.601
	
	
	

	Practicing shopping
	.565
	
	
	

	Buying local crafts and handiwork
	.545
	
	
	

	Factor 4: Time and cost
	
	1.341
	5.8
	.660

	Seeing much as possible in a short amount of time
	.736
	
	
	

	Low travel cost
	.667
	
	
	

	Experiencing pleasant climate/temperature
	.589
	
	
	

	Factor 5: Entertainment
	
	1.289
	5.6
	.606

	Having fun / being entertained
	.767
	
	
	

	Practicing shopping
	.594
	
	
	

	Safety and security
	.575
	
	
	

	Factor 6: Novelty
	
	1.085
	4.7
	.676

	Seeking novelty
	.819
	
	
	

	Doing exciting things /  Being adventurous
	.660
	
	
	


Notes: 
1. Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Varimax


2. Only loadings greater than .45 are reported

3. Total percentage of explained variance, 66.1 percent.

On shore satisfaction


Satisfaction can be considered as a central concept in understanding tourism behaviour (Ross and Iso-Ahola, 1991). Since various authors (e.g. Crompton, 1979; Schneider and Sonmez, 1999) suggest that satisfaction is ‘destination-determined’ and formed by experiences, it is critically important to investigate cruise passengers’ satisfaction levels in various destination attributes. Table 4 presents the results in relation to the responses to 26 satisfaction statements. Generally speaking tourists in the sample held high overall satisfaction from their stay in Heraklion.

The highest satisfaction was expressed for the statement ‘feelings of personal safety and security', following by the statements ‘friendliness of local residents’ and ‘attitude of local shopkeepers and staff’. On the other hand, the lowest satisfaction was expressed about the trip format and more specifically about the ‘time available on the island’ and the ‘time availability to use comfort facilities and shop’, making a call to cruise companies to extend the duration of stay on the island. These considerations have been further reinforced by 80 percent of respondents who suggested the desire to spend more time in Heraklion and a further 53 percent, who expressed the desire to explore more places in the island by participating in a cruise with more stopovers in other Cretan ports. Finally, respondents expressed low satisfaction to the existence of on shore information centers and pre-visit information indicating that efforts are required in the provision of information before and after the arrival of visitors. This was also confirmed though observation. Specifically, while one of the authors was distributing the questionnaires at the port terminal, it was realized that from those cruise visitors that did not participate in any tour or did not hire a taxi, but instead they preferred to walk around the city, due to limited information and signage they were directed towards the modern part of the city of Heraklion, instead of visiting the city center where the main tourist attractions are located.
Table 4: Overall responses to satisfaction statements

	
	Extremely                                    Extremely 

Dissatisfied                                    Satisfied
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	
	

	1. Feelings of personal safety and security 
	1.3
	1.3
	2.6
	15.9
	17.2
	33.1
	28.5
	5.60
	1.31

	2. Friendliness of local residents 
	2.2
	2.2
	1.4
	20.9
	19.4
	26.6
	27.3
	5.42
	1.41

	3. Attitude of local shopkeepers and staff 
	2.9
	0.7
	2.1
	19.3
	25.7
	28.6
	20.7
	5.33
	1.35

	4.   Overall feeling about your visit to Crete 
	1.4
	2.8
	5.0
	19.1
	22.0
	30.5
	19.1
	5.26
	1.38

	5. Availability of shopping facilities 
	1.4
	0.7
	8.0
	21.7
	21.0
	26.8
	20.3
	5.22
	1.37

	6. Performance of guides on shore 
	3.9
	2.9
	2.9
	26.2
	19.4
	22.3
	22.3
	5.11
	1.55

	7. Availability of restaurants 
	0.9
	0.0
	7.3
	25.7
	23.9
	30.3
	11.9
	5.10
	1.22

	8. Quality of offered services 
	2.8
	1.4
	5.6
	27.5
	21.1
	21.8
	19.7
	5.07
	1.45

	9. Transportation while in Crete 
	1.8
	2.6
	4.4
	28.9
	21.1
	25.4
	15.8
	5.04
	1.37

	10. Weather 
	2.0
	3.3
	9.3
	27.2
	16.6
	19.2
	22.5
	5.01
	1.54

	11. Level of hygiene and sanitation 
	0.7
	2.8
	7.6
	26.2
	23.4
	28.3
	11.0
	4.98
	1.29

	12. Availability of museums and historical places 
	4.3
	4.3
	10.4
	17.4
	20.0
	26.1
	17.4
	4.92
	1.63

	13. Cleanliness of the local port 
	1.6
	0.8
	11.6
	27.1
	27.9
	21.7
	9.3
	4.81
	1.27

	14. Quality of Cretan Diet 
	1.2
	3.7
	7.3
	35.4
	18.3
	22.0
	12.2
	4.80
	1.36

	15. Time at sea 
	5.7
	1.9
	10.4
	24.5
	25.5
	17.9
	14.2
	4.73
	1.56

	16. Level of language communication 
	3.8
	4.5
	9.1
	26.5
	21.2
	22.7
	12.1
	4.73
	1.52

	17. Variety of Cretan Diet 
	2.5
	3.8
	7.6
	34.2
	24.1
	12.7
	15.2
	4.72
	1.44

	18. Availability of entertainment 
	1.9
	1.9
	15.2
	32.4
	19.0
	21.0
	8.6
	4.62
	1.35

	19. Availability of facilities and services at port 
	3.4
	6.8
	12.8
	24.8
	23.1
	21.4
	7.7
	4.52
	1.49

	20. Availability of written material in your language 
	6.3
	13.4
	7.9
	22.8
	13.4
	20.5
	15.7
	4.48
	1.83

	21. Value for money 
	6.0
	6.8
	4.3
	29.9
	29.9
	15.4
	7.7
	4.48
	1.50

	22. Environmental quality 
	3.5
	6.3
	14.8
	28.9
	19.7
	16.2
	10.6
	4.46
	1.52

	23. Pre-visit information 
	9.2
	5.6
	14.8
	30.3
	19.7
	12.7
	7.7
	4.15
	1.61

	24. Existence of information Centre 
	8.6
	8.6
	12.4
	31.4
	17.1
	13.3
	8.6
	4.14
	1.65

	25. Time availability to use comfort facilities and shop 
	8.3
	9.2
	19.2
	30.8
	14.2
	10.8
	7.5
	3.96
	1.61

	26. Time available on island 
	17.6
	15.4
	19.1
	25.0
	11.8
	5.9
	5.1
	3.36
	1.68



To examine which dimensions affect cruise passengers’ satisfaction, a factor analysis was undertaken. As can be seen in Table 5, the five extracted satisfaction factors explained 75.2 percent of the total variance, of which the first factor explained the largest percentage (53.2%). The remaining four factors’ ability to explain variance declined proportionally. Among the 26 items, the items ‘availability of shopping facilities’, ‘level of hygiene and sanitation’ and ‘cleanliness of the local port’, showed a relatively small amount of correlation with other items in the scale and failed to meet the cut-off point of .45.


The first factor was labelled ‘product and services’ as this factor was formed by variables assessing on shore satisfaction on attributes of the offered product and service. The second factor, “tour pace” explained 6.7 percent of the variance and reflected levels of satisfaction with the availability of ‘time to use comfort facilities and shop’, ‘time on the island’, and ‘time at sea’. One issue to note is that the variables ‘feelings of personal safety and security’ and ‘overall feeling about your visit to Crete’ were found in this factor, indicating that respondents related time availability with safety, security and overall feelings. The third factor explained 6.5 percent of the variance and was labeled ‘dining’ because the three out of the four variables loading higher in this factor were related to the Cretan diet and the availability of restaurants. Interestingly, the item dealing with the availability of entertainment was found in this factor, indicating that cruise passengers related entertainment to dining. The three out of the four items in the fourth factor deal with the satisfaction with communication and information. The inclusion of the item ‘value for money’ in this factor indicates that respondents associated information and communication with the overall value of the offered product. It is noteworthy that the statement dealing with another aspect of information, ‘pre visit information’ is not found in this factor, but appears in two other factors: ‘product and services’ and ‘benefits sought’. Finally, the last factor, ‘benefits sought’ was somewhat ambiguous with three out of the four variables of the factor loading heavier in other factors, indicating an overlap among factors. The main issue to note is the highest significance variable found in this factor dealing with environmental quality, showing that cruise passengers related environmental quality with pre-visit information, entertainment and quality of services. 

Table 5: Satisfaction dimensions of cruise passengers
	Factors
	Factor

Loadings
	Eigenvalue
	Variance Explained (%)
	Alpha

	Factor 1: Product and Service 
	
	13.835
	53.2
	.938

	Transportation while in Crete
	.754
	
	
	

	Friendliness of local residents
	.747
	
	
	

	Availability of museums and historical places
	.731
	
	
	

	Attitude of local shopkeepers and staff
	.717
	
	
	

	Performance of guides on shore
	.716
	
	
	

	Quality of offered services
	.677
	
	
	

	Overall feeling about your visit to Crete
	.638
	
	
	

	Availability of facilities and services at port
	.636
	
	
	

	Pre-visit information
	.589
	
	
	

	Factor 2: Tour pace
	
	1.751
	6.7
	.860

	Time at sea
	.801
	
	
	

	Time availability to use comfort facilities and shop
	.697
	
	
	

	Feelings of personal safety and security
	.672
	
	
	

	Time available on the island
	.591
	
	
	

	Overall feeling about your visit to Crete
	.544
	
	
	

	Availability of restaurants
	.539
	
	
	

	Weather
	.526
	
	
	

	Factor 3: Dining
	
	1.682
	6.5
	.897

	Variety of Cretan Diet
	.800
	
	
	

	Quality of Cretan Diet
	.793
	
	
	

	Availability of restaurants
	.648
	
	
	

	Availability of entertainment
	.478
	
	
	

	Factor 4: Communication and information
	
	1.183
	4.6
	.843

	Level of language communication
	.775
	
	
	

	Availability of written material in your language
	.787
	
	
	

	Existence of information Centre
	.733
	
	
	

	Value for money
	.636
	
	
	

	Factor 5: Benefits sought
	
	1.103
	4.2
	.790

	Environmental quality
	.801
	
	
	

	Pre-visit information
	.535
	
	
	

	Availability of entertainment
	.511
	
	
	

	Quality of offered services
	.464
	
	
	


Notes: 
1. Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Varimax


2. Only loadings greater than .45 are reported

3. Total percentage of explained variance, 75.2 percent

Activities


The majority of cruises having Heraklion as a port of call last from three to seven days and include up to five port stops. When cruise passengers arrive at Heraklion, they are being monitored by a ship security officer, who asks them to show identification. Typically, cruise passengers have the choice: i) to stay on board; ii) join a cruise-line sponsored bus tour, usually involving visits to the Archaeological Museum of Heraklion and the Palace of Knossos; iii) explore the city on their own; or iv) hire a taxi for sightseeing. The fact that most cruise ships stay around five hours, with only a small number staying longer (maximum 12 hours), means that cruise passengers can only participate in a limited number of activities. 
Cruise passengers were requested to report the activities they undertook during their stay in Heraklion out of a range of 10 proposed activities. Table 6 presents descriptive statistics on respondents’ participation in activities. The most popular activities undertaken were visiting archaeological sites and historical places (79.6%) and city walks (76.7%). In addition, shopping (64.4%); and guided excursions and tours (63.6%), were popular among respondents, although the least popular activities were entertainment (12.6%) and swimming (12.4%). In addition, a small number of respondents (8.2%) mentioned additional activities, not listed in the questionnaire, such as visiting friends and relatives, visiting villages in close proximity to Heraklion, riding horses and observing flora and fauna. 
Table 6: Participation to activities

	
	Yes
	No

	1. Visiting archaeological sites and historical places 
	79.6
	20.4

	2. City walks 
	76.7
	23.3

	3. Shopping 
	64.4
	35.6

	4. Guided excursions and tours 
	63.6
	36.4

	5. Visiting Museums (archaeological, historical and folklore)
	41.4
	58.6

	6. Shore excursions 
	40.8
	59.2

	7. Dining 
	32.7
	67.3

	8. Walking in the countryside 
	20.5
	79.5

	9. Entertainment activities 
	12.6
	87.4

	10. Swimming 
	12.4
	87.6

	11. Other
	10.2
	89.8



Due to the limited available time on shore, some cruise passengers might have wished to undertake activities that did not have the time. For this reason the questionnaire provided them the opportunity to indicate additional activities they wished to undertake not listed in the questionnaire. Among the 79.2 percent of respondents who would like to stay longer in Heraklion, they wished to undertake activities such as island tours (23.8%); visiting museums (23.8%) and archaeological sites and historical places (20.6%); visiting more places (9.5%) and swimming (9.5%). In addition, eight respondents wished to entertain themselves, dine, experience local culture and customs and shop.

Future intentions


According to various authors, e.g. Baloglu and Erickson (1998), Gabe, Lynch and McConnon (2006); Gitelson and Crompton (1984); Hui, Wan and Ho (2007); Kozak (2001); Petrick (2004b), visitation to one destination can leave memorable first-hand experiences in the minds of tourists that can influence their probability of revisiting the same destination. In practise many tourists in their attempt to reduce the risk of selecting an undesirable location may wish to return to a destination already visited to experience attributes of the place previously missed. In the case of cruise passengers, the likelihood to return on a land based vacation may be higher mainly because of the limited time spent on shore which may increase the possibility of returning in order to experience aspects of the destination having been omitted at first place. For this reason cruise ship passengers’ were asked to state their intention of returning. Visitors’ probability of returning to the island in the near future was very high with almost two thirds of the respondents planning a return trip in the future. 

Even in cases where tourists do not wish to return to the same destination, they can help the destination to attract new customers by exposing their friends and relatives to experiences which had previously enjoyed through positive word-of-mouth (WOM) communication (Cronin and Taylor, 1992; Hui, Wan and Ho 2007Halstead & Page (1992) D. Halstead and T.J. Page Jr., The effects of satisfaction and complaining behavior on consumers repurchase behavior, Journal of Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior 5 (1992), pp. 1–11.). This is evident in the current study where respondents’ intention to recommend Heraklion to friends and relatives was greater than to return for another vacation, with only 15.4 percent of the sample having stated they did not intend to recommend Heraklion to others. The high likelihood to return, and to recommend the destination, can be a result of the high satisfaction rates that were expressed by the respondents, since various authors, e.g. Cronin and Taylor (1992); Hui, Wan and Ho (2007)Halstead & Page (1992) D. Halstead and T.J. Page Jr., The effects of satisfaction and complaining behavior on consumers repurchase behavior, Journal of Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior 5 (1992), pp. 1–11., support that satisfaction can positively influence, not only repeat purchases, but also word-of-mouth (WOM) publicity.

Conclusions

Gaining feedback from cruise passengers by measuring how well a port of call is doing, can provide guidelines to decision-makers on how to improve the offered product and services, create a positive image and increase the likelihood of return (Milman and Pizam, 1995). Bearing this in mind, this study aimed to provide a better understanding of the Heraklion cruise experience and visitors’ behaviour by using a sample of 164 cruise ship passengers having disembarked from the port of Heraklion between August and November 2005. 

At first, it was believed that if Heraklion city managers are interested in cruise passengers’ satisfaction, and if they aim to increase it, they would do well to find out the motives of cruise visitors in the first place and then attempt to meet them. For this reason, the first stage of this research was to explore cruise passengers motivations for participating in a cruise having Heraklion as a port of call. The results of this study support the conjecture that the exploration dimension is an important motivational force for cruise passengers. In contrast to Caribbean, where Showalter (1994) found that the interest of cruise visitors is mainly to enjoy the sun and the sea, and culture is not within their main motives, the case of cruise visitors in Heraklion, and most probably in other Mediterranean destinations, is different. In Heraklion, cruise visitors are highly motivated by the desire to explore the cultural aspects of the destination as a way to enrich themselves. While the exploration tendency was dominant, the escape dimension was also significant, indicating that the cruise provided to respondents the chance to explore the destination and escape from troubles and everyday life. 

However, expectations gained from a cruise is not the only element of cruise visitors experience. After experiencing a port of call, visitors who are satisfied and enjoy better themselves than expected, are more likely to return to the same destination and recommend it to others. For this reason, the second stage of this research was to measure the level of satisfaction of the Heraklion cruise experience. Overall, Heraklion as a port of call provided a highly satisfying cruise experience. Among the main dimensions of passengers satisfaction, the attributes of the offered product and service were of vital importance. In addition, tour pace was a significant dimension for visitors’ satisfaction, with most respondents requesting more time to be spent ashore. Despite the short time that cruise passengers remain in the port of Heraklion, visitors have the opportunity to obtain a first impression of the place. As a result, for some respondents the cruise can be considered as a trial purchase that can increase the likelihood of a planned return visit. Nevertheless, the findings of this study suggest that destination managers of the city of Heraklion should direct their efforts in extending the amount of time that passengers spend off the ship. This is particularly relevant if it is taken under consideration that cruise operators endeavour is to increase the satisfaction rates of their customers. Thus, the findings of this study foster a positive and cooperative association between island authorities and cruise operators. 
Third, as already mentioned the stay of visitors to Heraklion was limited to a few hours. As a result, activities undertaken by cruise visitors were restricted to sightseeing and shopping. However, the responses given on activities undertaken had different priorities compared to the motivational attributes, since although shopping was rated of low importance as a motivation, approximately two thirds of respondents had finally practiced shopping. Thus, decision-makers should realize that expectations are not always the main discriminator factor of cruise passengers’ behaviour, since when passengers arrive at the port of call their priorities can change. 

Fourth, according to Ross (1993) Kozak & Rimmington (2000) M. Kozak and M. Rimmington, Tourist satisfaction with Mallorca, Spain, as an off-season holiday destination, Journal of Travel Research 38 (2000), pp. 260–269. View Record in Scopus | Cited By in Scopus (38)tourists who enjoy better than expected experiences and are satisfied from the product on offer are more likely to return. This was confirmed in this study where the high level of satisfaction with the Heraklion cruise experience had positive impact on the intention to revisit the same port or the island as a whole on a land based vacation or recommend the destination to their friends and relatives. Thus, building repeat visitation and positive WOM recommendation can not only provide an excellent cheap form of advertising for Heraklion, but also can be used as a way by which the destination can improve its position to competitors and reduce its reliance on the difficult task of attracting new customers. 


This study was among the first attempts to explore various elements of cruise passengers’ experience, in the Mediterranean port of Heraklion. Inevitably this attempt faces various limitations, which have to be taken under consideration in future studies. First, limited past research has not made clear whether cruise visitors’ experience, differ from those in other ports of call, Mediterranean or not. Since hardly any studies of on shore tourists’ preferences have addressed this topic, it was not possible to compare the findings of this study to other pieces of research in order to provide implications and draw lessons for other ports of call with similar characteristics. Thus, it may be useful to extend further this research by conducting surveys on other ports in an attempt to identify whether differences and similarities exist between destinations, before any definite statements can be made. Secondly, this survey was only conducted during one season of the year. However, there may be a seasonal dimension to experiences. For instance, weather conditions at different seasons of the year may have a profound effect on cruise passengers’ experiences. Thus, the results could be different, if the survey was conducted in other periods, a research gap that needs further attention. Third, it is highly probable that experiences will vary due to differences in sociodemographic and lifestyle characteristics of the sample. In the current research a number of cruise passengers profile characteristics were collected. However, in the analysis undertaken no attempt was undertaken to use these variables to breakdown the experiences and to elaborate the possibility that these independent variables to systematically influence experiences was not undertaken. In particular, due to limited space, this article reports only a partial analysis of data collected and the authors expect to enhance the value of the findings by pointing the sorts of factors which, if acted upon, could lead to a greater spread of satisfaction among cruise passengers, in forthcoming publications. Fourth, the sampling selection process resulted in two obvious sub-samples of almost the same size: those who took bus tours, and those who took their own tours. However, those passengers who took the expensive shore-sponsored tours to the palace of Knossos and the museum of Heraklion can become disappointed with their experiences when they compare their experiences and the money spent with those who either walked to the museum or took a taxi to Knossos. Although it would have been interesting to compare these sub sets with one another, this was not possible in the current research, due to space limitations. Thus, this study can be considered as the first stage of data analysis and among the first attempts to study Heraklion cruise visitors’ experiences.
Finally, the sample size of 164 respondents was relatively small. Although the attempts made to convince the cruise companies to administer the survey instrument onboard the day after the stop when people have relaxed and have begun to digest their portside experiences in return for access to the findings, this was not possible. In addition, although the aim was to include only those passengers who went ashore in order to evaluate their experiences, lack of data of the segment of people who stayed onboard to enjoy the ship amenities that usually consist of older passengers and disabled people, as well as the small number of the sample, mean that the representation of the findings for the target population is limited and that the findings should be regarded as tentative until confirming results are reported from future studies. 


To conclude, the Heraklion cruise experience is but one aspect of the larger cruise package. Thus, the greatest effect may be upon the local authorities themselves to increase the opportunity of enriching cruise visitors’ experiences by providing a product that fulfills expectations and satisfies incoming travelers. If not there is always the danger of cruise lines to relocate some of their ships to other ports of call offering more positive experiences.
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