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Preface 

 

 

 

 

This copy of conference proceedings materializes the contributions to the fifth ATMC by a group 

of outstanding researchers from across the world. Bi-annually, they discuss the most critiqued and 

up to date topics in tourism marketing. The series started in Mugla, Turkey, in 2005. Since then, 

over 500 presentations have been open to the public. The conferences also produced four books, 

three special journal issues and many more individual articles that have found their way into top-

ranking tourism journals after first presentations, collegial critique and discussions at the ATMC. 

 

This fifth conference is no exception of this proud tradition. It is held by the Faculty of 

Economics, University of Algarve, Portugal and aims to bridge the gap between tourism space and 

place. Space expresses fluidity or contingency, whereas place implies interaction between 

individuals and the physical location. As space is transformed into place, tourism is all about the 

reality of experiences that generate flows and impacts.  

 

This conference therefore seeks to analyze tourism as a subjective, performative action 

contextualized by the geographical and socio-cultural characteristics of destinations. Boldly 

questioning the scope and truth of Urry's gaze (1990) or Boorstin’s (1961) critique who see tourists' 

postmodern condition as a “trivial, superficial, frivolous pursuit of vicarious, contrived experiences, 

[and as] a 'pseudo-event”, the conference looked for contributions that deconstruct how space 

takes form in different physical, cognitive, social, and emotional dimensions resulting from 

interactions between tourists and hosts' places.  

 

Given that spatial behaviour is intertwined with tourists' own emotional connection to a given 

place, is place attachment truly just a contrived and commercially generated notion of feelings of 

attachment or embeddedness in a place? To what extent do tourists create this attachment by way 

of routes and itineraries (Clifford, 1992)? How does this spatial activity coalesce with their search 

for authenticity in new places (MacCanell, 1973; Cresswell, 1997; Löfgren, 1999). Boldly 

questioning the contrived nature of tourism, this conference is expected to contribute to our 

understanding of how tourism experiences scale spaces to co-create places and the extent to 

which hosts and guests perceive the same place.  
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Resident’s Perceptions of Impacts of Ship Tourism and Their 

Preferences toward Different Types of Tourism 

Del Chiappa, G. and Melis, G.1 

 

 

Introduction 

When studying the tourism phenomenon, it is pivotal to analyze the interactions between 

tourists and host’s places and to evaluate the impacts that those tourist flows generate over the 

destination, objectively and as perceived by residents. A significant number of published papers 

aim to analyse the several impacts (both positive and negative) that cruise activity can produce on 

the host destination from an economic, environmental, political and socio-cultural point of view 

(e.g: Brida & Zapata, 2010; Dwyer & Forsith, 1998). According with the principles of tourism 

sustainability, the perceptions of the local community, its expectations and its attitude towards the 

impact of proposed tourism development model should be taken into account when planning the 

future of any tourism destination (Mowforth & Munt, 2003). This explains the reason why recently 

academic research has also been devoted to the perceptions and attitudes of residents toward 

cruise tourism development (Brida, Riaño & Zapata-Aguirre 2011); Brida, Del Chiappa, Meleddu & 

Pulina, 2012a, 2012b; Hritz & Cecil, 2008). Prior literature categorized the factors affecting 

residents’ attitude toward tourism into extrinsic and intrinsic factors. The former refers to the 

characteristics of the location with respect to its role as a tourist destination while the latter refers to 

characteristics of host community member (Faulkner & Tideswell, 1997). When studying the 

tourism sustainability of a destination, a relevant issues emerge, that is to study how far the views 

of stakeholders who most influence the local tourism development converge with each other and 

whether they are able to keep up with those of local residents (Del Chiappa, 2012). Recent 

research started to investigate this topic contextualizing the analysis also around the topic of cruise 

tourism development in Valencia, Spain (Del Chiappa, Gallarza & Zaragoza-Viguer, 2013). 

However, most of studies investigating the residents’ perceptions and attitudes and preference 

toward the cruise tourism development focus on tourism destinations located in the arctic/polar 

area and/or they rarely take into account the residents’ attitudes toward cruise tourism comparing 

them with those toward other segments of tourism development (Del Chiappa & Abbate, 2012; 

Pulina, Meleddu & Del Chiappa, 2013). It could be argued that knowledge of residents’ attitudes 

                                                             
1 Giacomo Del Chiappa, Department of Economics and Business, University of Sassari and CRENoS, Italy. Email: 

gdelchiappa@uniss.it 

Giuseppe Melis, Department of Economics and Business Research, University of Cagliari, Italy. Email: 

gemelis@unica.it 
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toward cruise activity still needs to be further expanded to investigate in detail the topic in the 

context of the Mediterranean area, also making a comparison between different segments of 

tourism development. This paper explore this somewhat neglected area of tourism research by 

discussing findings of an empirical investigation on 1.039 residents living in Cagliari, a port-of-call 

in the South of Sardinia (Italy) the second largest island in the Mediterranean Area.  

 

Method and materials 

Cagliari was chosen as the researched site of this study for several reasons. Firstly, Sardinia is 

the second largest island in the Mediterranean Sea. Secondly, Cagliari is 11 miles away from the 

line Gibraltar-Suez thus representing one of the key points for the transshipment activities on the 

western Mediterranean. The number of cruise passengers increased from 16.607 in 2001 to 

232.300 in 2011, thus making Cagliari the eleventh cruise tourism destination in Italy. In this study 

we adopted the questionnaire used in (Brida et al., 2012a, 2012b). Specifically, the questionnaire 

included 49 questions and was divided into three sections. The first one focused on 

sociodemographic information (17 items, 9 of which were used in this study). The second section 

listed 26 items concerning residents’ perceptions toward the impacts generated by cruise tourism 

development. Finally, the third part asked respondents to express to what extent they agree or 

disagree with a list of 5 statements specifically chosen to investigate their attitude towards further 

cruise tourism development. A 5-point Likert scale was used (1 = completely agree; 5 = completely 

disagree) to indicate their answers. The third part also asked respondents to what extent they 

would support different types of tourism (cruise tourism, sport tourism, cultural tourism and sea, 

sun and sand tourism) by using a 5-point Likert (1 = not at all, 5 = very much). The majority of 

respondents were male (51.4%), whereas females accounted for 48.6% of respondents. Data was 

coded and analyzed using SPSS (version 17.0), then a series of non parametric test (Mann-

Whitney: U, and Kruskal-Wallis: H) were applied, where appropriate, to identify whether there were 

any significant differences in residents’ perceptions, attitude and preferences based on gender, 

age, reliance on cruise-related employment, level of education, geographical proximity to tourist 

areas and port, length of residency and frequency of interaction with tourists 

Most respondents reported not being economically dependent on cruise tourism (95.7%), 

having a secondary school qualification (51.3%) and being administrative workers (27.1%). The 

majority of residents belonged to the 18-25 age group and reported a length of residency above 31 

years (48 %) and living 3-5 km away from the main tourist area (33.2%) and the port (39.8%). 

Table 2 shows that respondents think that, on the whole, cruise tourism is bringing more benefits 

than costs (M = 3.54, SD = 1.135). Respondents reported a positive attitude toward the idea of a 

further cruise tourism development and they particularly ask for local institutions incentivizing this 

kind of tourism through subsidies, tax cuts (M = 4.34, SD = 1.146) and trough a revitalization of the 

city center (M = 3.94, SD = 1.146) However, cruise tourism is not the favorite type of tourism 
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development they would support. Local community would rather prefere historic/cultural tourism (M 

= 4.32; SD = .882) followed by sea, sun and sand tourism (M = 4.05, SD = .994), sport tourism (M 

0 3.49, SD = 1.118), cruise tourism (M = 3.40, SD = 1.155) and sport tourism (M = 3.16, SD = 

1.360). 
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When the statement “Overall, cruise tourism brought more benefits than costs” is considered, 

significant differences were found based on gender (U = 124963.5, p<0.05) employment reliance 

(U = 13909,500, p < 0.01), geographical proximity to the tourism area (X2 = 11.620, p < 0.05) and 

to port (H = 11.261, p < 0.05). Specifically, female (mean rank = 538.55, Sum of ranks = 271966.5) 

cruise-related employed residents (Mean rank = 663.52, Sum of ranks = 28531.50) and those 

living closer to the tourism area (Mean rank = 492.72) and port (Mean rank = 481. 82) assess the 

balance between positive and negative impacts more positively then non cruise related employed 

residents (Mean rank = 497.41, Sum of ranks = 480004,50), and those living far away from the 

tourism area (Mean rank = 492.72) and port (Mean rank = 534.54). Further, the analysis reveals 

that all the sociodemographic variables considered can be taken to be a discriminator of residents’ 

perceptions and attitude toward cruise tourism development. When the different statements used 

to investigate to what extent residents would support further cruise tourism development are 

considered, all but two of the sociodemographic variables (level of education and geographical 

proximity to port) were found to discriminate the residents’ perceptions. Finally, all but four of the 

sociodemographic variables (gender, geographical proximity to tourism area and port, length of 

residency) were found to discriminate the extent by which respondents would like to support the 

four types of tourism we considered in the study. For example, middle aged residents (36-56 years 

old) were reported supporting sport tourism more (Mean rank =548.58) than those aged 18-35 

(Mean rank= 515.43) or older than 57 years old (Mean rank = 441.11) (H = 15.319, p<0.01) 

 

Discussion 

Findings show that residents express an overall positive attitude toward cruise tourism 

development even if it is not the most preferred when compared to others type of tourism (cultural 

tourism, sport tourism and sun and sea tourism). Further, they highlight that significant differences 

based on socio-economic and demographic characteristics (age, gender, reliance on cruise-related 

employment, level of education, geographical proximity to tourist areas and port, length of 

residency and frequency of interaction with tourists) exist in residents’ perceptions and attitudes 

toward cruise tourism development and should be considered when running internal marketing 

operations (Brida et al., 2012a, 2012b).  
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