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Abstract: Recent tourism studies have shown that cruise passengers’ intention can be used as a tool
to evaluate the sustainability of port of call destination. However, studies on this topic remain scarce
and only offer an initial conceptualization of this issue. Hoping to help fill this void, the present
research proposes a robust model for the analysis of the cruise passengers’ intention as assessed
by Partial Least Squares. Data was collected in the port of Malaga (Spain), between January and
December 2018. The results showed that reputation and familiarity are the best explanatory factors
of the cruise passengers’ intention with a port of call destination. Also, cognitive perception and
affective evaluation are the antecedents of reputation and familiarity.
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1. Introduction

Within the tourism industry, the cruise tourism sector has experienced the greatest increase
worldwide. During the period 2011–2017, the increase in passengers was almost 21 percent, with a
world demand in 2017 of 26.6 million cruise passengers and a global economic impact of $ 126 billion [1].
This increase and its relevant economic effects have attracted the interest of cruise multinationals,
tour-operators, and the ports of call, whose economies are directly and positively affected by this
tourism segment [2]. Many researchers have become aware of this interest and have responded by
providing a wide range of studies on the cruise industry over the last three decades [3,4].

Current research on cruises has addressed three major areas: Port of call as a tourism
destination [5], passenger behaviors on the ship [6], and cruise industry impact on the environment
and employment [7,8]. For its part, in the port of call sustainability analysis, the literature has indicated
the importance of cruise passengers’ intention [9]. A favorable intention to revisit the port of call
destination and to recommend it through word of mouth is a way to achieve economic development.
For this reason, some previous studies have tried to understand the antecedents of cruise passengers’
intention [5,10–13]. However, the models used in these studies have evaluated only some of the
antecedents that the general literature on tourist destinations proposes, and the cruise literature
demands more robust models, capable of analyzing with greater precision the cruise passengers’
intention [5,14,15]. Hoping to help fill this void, the present study attempts to answer the question
of whether it is possible to have a robust model for the analysis of the cruise passengers’ intention.
For this purpose, a sample of 392 tourists who visited Malaga (Spain) on its cruise stops during 2018
has been provided. The sample completed a questionnaire that included all the variables indicated
in the previous literature on tourist intention. With the information obtained, a comprehensive
path model was constructed through which it was possible to verify which factors are significant to
explain the intention that cruise passengers have of a port of call. After building and developing the
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conceptual model, this study shows that reputation and familiarity are the explanatory factors of the
cruise passengers’ intention with a port of call destination. Also, cognitive perception and affective
evaluation are the antecedents of reputation and familiarity. Likewise, the proposed model provides
exceptional predictive relevance for the analysis of the cruise passengers’ intention.

This paper continues as follows. After a background of the literature on tourist destination and
passenger intention in the cruise context, the research hypotheses are presented. Next, the survey data
and results of the developed structural model are detailed. Finally, the main conclusions obtained,
and the managerial implications are provided.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses

The analysis of tourist intention is the issue at the center of attention in the majority of
investigations on the sustainability of tourist destinations [13,16,17]. To analyze the behavioral
intentions of cruise’ passengers, a conceptual framework is necessary. This framework covers the
main concepts and constructions related to the research on the antecedents and consequences of the
tourist’ intention. A favorable intention towards the tourist destination implies that the tourist is
predisposed to revisit it and recommend it, generating business for the destination [10]. Given the
importance of this intention and its economic effects, previous studies have tried to determine what
their antecedents are. Among the antecedents of the tourist intention with regard to the destination,
the previous literature points out the concepts of reputation, image, satisfaction, familiarity, cognitive
perception and affective evaluation [16,18–21]. Figure 1 illustrates this conceptual framework showing
the relationships between the antecedents of the behavioral intentions of tourist and its consequences
in the tourist destination.
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Reputation plays an important role in the tourism industry. Reputation is understood as
the aggregate perception of how well an organization responds to its stakeholders’ demands and
expectations [22]. The concept of reputation also refers to the composite of ideas held by external
audiences that play an important role in the development and success of a place [23]. A destination
with a favorable reputation can be perceived as more credible and reliable relative to a destination
with a poor reputation [16]. A favorable reputation can positively influence the tourist intention with
a destination [24,25], also affecting tourist satisfaction [26] and destination image [27]. For its part,
tourist satisfaction is understood as an individual cognitive-affective state derived from a tourist
experience [28], and has also presented direct and positive effects on intentions [17]. Other previous
studies indicate the positive effect of image destination on tourist intention [14,18,19,29]. Dutton and
Dukerich [30] defined image as the way organization members believe others see their organization.
Finally, Yüksel and Akgül [20] point out that people tend to develop a better intention with a destination
if they have developed more favorably their cognitive perception, understood as the way in which the
passengers perceive the attributes of a tourism destination [31]. These attributes include the place’s
landscape, attractions, services and infrastructure.
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On the other hand, as antecedents of the destination’s reputation, the previous literature points
out both the cognitive perception [21] and the familiarity [16,32,33]. Familiarity can be defined as the
knowledge of what, why, where and when others do what they do [34]. Therefore, familiarity is a broad
construct where knowledge about the organization can be resourced from sources as varied as the
individual’s first visits to the destination, the media, word of mouth, or publicity [35]. And in respect
to the image, the literature points out the effects produced by the cognitive perception [36–38],
familiarity [16,32] and affective evaluation [16,39,40]. An affective evaluation is a set of positive,
neutral, or negative emotional association with a place. People have emotional responses to different
places and transform these emotions into images and memories [41].

In the literature that analyzes the sustainability of port of call destination, the cruise passengers’
intention is also the main variable studied. However, the analysis models used have been very simple,
considering only two of the antecedents proposed by the generic literature on tourist destination.
Some authors thought that the antecedent of the cruise passengers’ intention is the satisfaction with a
port of call [5,10–13,42], and that in turn, this is formed by the cognitive perception of those who have
experienced it. Sanz and Carvajal also observed the mediating effect of the image between cognitive
perception and satisfaction [10].

Therefore, and taking into account that the literature on sustainability of tourist destination
references a wide set of variables that may have an impact on the tourist intention, but that existing
studies on cruises address this issue initially and with limitations, in the present study the hypotheses
that appear below are established in order to respond to the research question, that is, to build a robust
model for analysis of the cruise passengers’ intention (Figure 2).Sustainability 2019, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW 4 of 16 
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The first research hypothesis to be contrasted in the present study arises as a consequence of the
effects that affective evaluation has shown in the previous literature on tourist intention [16,19,32,39,40,43].
Therefore, we posit that:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). The affective evaluation that cruise passengers have of a port of call is related to cruise
passengers’ intention.

The hypothesis H1 is expressed, in turn, through three sub-hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a (H1a). The affective evaluation that cruise passengers have of a port of call has a positive effect
on cruise passengers’ intention.

Hypothesis 1b (H1b). The affective evaluation that cruise passengers have of a port of call has a positive effect
on port of call reputation.

Hypothesis 1c (H1c). The affective evaluation that cruise passengers have of a port of call has a positive effect
on familiarity with a port of call.
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The second research hypothesis is a consequence of the relationship between cognitive perception
and reputation [21], and we want to check if the cognitive perception is an antecedent of the port of
call reputation. The hypothesis will be:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). The cognitive perception that cruise passengers have of a port of call has a positive effect
on port of call reputation.

On the other hand, the third of the hypotheses refers to reputation as the antecedent of the
intention [25], and tries to contrast if there is a relationship between port of call reputation and cruise
passengers’ intention. Hence, we posit that:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). The port of call reputation has a positive effect on cruise passengers’ intentions.

Finally, the fourth hypothesis refers to the effect of familiarity on intentions [16], and tries to test
whether this effect is significant for cruise passengers. Accordingly, we posit that:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). The familiarity with a port of call has a positive effect on cruise passengers’ intention.

3. Survey data

3.1. The Malaga Port of Call

Malaga has recently undergone intense development as a port of call [44]. The number of
cruise passengers visiting the port has increased from 162,803 in 2002 to more than 509,644 in 2017.
The cruise industry not only has a high economic impact on the city, but may also affect its future
growth. This port is still relatively young and has great potential for further development. It has
competitive advantages, such as a geostrategic location that can be used for Mediterranean, Atlantic,
and Mediterranean-Atlantic routes (Figure 3). The city also has excellent transportation services (by air,
railway, and road) and strong hospitality industry (e.g., hotels, restaurants, and museums), which
welcome thousands of tourists from different segments. Nevertheless, the tourist offer of Malaga is not
yet sufficiently cruise passenger-oriented, and public and private resources for its promotion remain
scarce. However, the port of Malaga has recently undergone marked changes that include the creation
of new piers and new technical and commercial facilities that have helped meet the challenge of the
growing tourist demand. Malaga has two main goals as a port of call destination: To increase the
number of times it is used as port of call and chosen as a home port; and to increase cruise tourist’
spending in the city.
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3.2. Description of the Survey

The questionnaire used in the current study was based on a review of the literature [5,10–13,16,17,45].
The questionnaire was designed in four languages (Spanish, English, French, and German) and was
grouped into two sections (Table 1). The first section included questions on the respondents’ profile
and sociodemographic variables (age, gender, marital status, education, income, geographic origin,
spending, and the number of previous visits to the city). The second section investigated reputation,
affective evaluation, cognitive perception, familiarity, and intention, using a ten-point Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 (very poor) to 10 (excellent). This type of scale was chosen because of the need
to conduct subsequent statistical tests suited to the metric variables (average, standard deviation).
Theoretically, a wider scale offers a greater range of responses and makes it easier to apply the statistical
procedures previously mentioned. It also offers greater measurement accuracy, improved sensitivity to
detect changes, and greater explanatory power. This scale was also used by Petrick and Sirakaya [46].

Table 1. Questionnaire items.

Code Description Source

Reputation
Rep1 Malaga has good reputation

[13,16]
Rep2 This place has a better reputation than other similar places
Rep3 People respect this place highly
Rep4 People speak very well of this place

Affective evaluation
Aff1 I have affection for this place

[13,16]
Aff2 This place gives me a sense of joy
Aff3 This place makes me feel good
Aff4 This place gives me happiness

Cognitive perception
Cog1 Rate the variety of things to see and do

[10,11,13,16]

Cog2 Rate the hospitality of the city’s inhabitants
Cog3 Rate the quality of service in restaurants
Cog4 Rate the variety of shops and fashion stores
Cog5 Rate the service at tourist information centers
Cog6 Rate road traffic in Malaga

Familiarity
Fam1 This place is very familiar to me

[16]
Fam2 Have your friends ever talked to you about Malaga?
Fam3 Malaga according to info coming from social networks and Internet
Fam4 Have you heard of Malaga through some advertising campaign?

Intention
Revis1 High likelihood of revisiting Malaga

[5,11–13,17]

Revis2 Will Malaga be your first choice for future trips?
Revis3 Would you visit Malaga if with a higher price than other destinations?
Revis4 Would you come back to Malaga despite a modest increase in prices?
Wom1 Would you encourage your friends to come to Malaga?
Wom2 Will you say positive things about Malaga?
Wom3 Refer Malaga tour to other people?

The target population comprised passengers who stopped at the port of Malaga during their
cruise between 22nd January 2018 and 12th December 2018. During this period, 242 cruise ships with
182,038 passengers called at the port of Malaga. To obtain a representative sample of the population,
we selected 24 cruise ships that stopped at the port during this period. The sample included a balanced
representation of both the luxury and standard segments in relation to the total number of passengers,
and the main passengers’ nationalities.
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Data collection was conducted by trained interviewers and directly supervised by the co-authors
of this study and the port administrators of the regional government. The interviewers received
training on administering the questionnaire and obtaining answers from the respondents. All data
were obtained at the Malaga cruise terminal when the passengers were about to re-board after their
stop-off. The focal sampling method was used to intercept passengers when entering the study area [47].
Focal sampling is conducted by intercepting the first person encountered in the predetermined study
area. Once the interviewer has interviewed the respondent, he or she approaches the next person
entering the zone. A total of 392 surveys were completed (margin of error: Less than 5%; level of
accuracy: 95%).

3.3. Passenger Profile

Table 2 shows the profiles of the passengers who voluntarily participated in the study. The majority
of the respondents were male (59.69%), between 30–50 years of age (41.58%), and single (53.83%).
Around 40% of the respondents had a university degree and 29.59% had postgraduate studies. Around
65% of the respondents earned more than $25,000 per year; of these, 20.67% earned more than
$50,000 per year. These results are in line with those of Adriotis and Agiomirgianakis [11], who
suggested that income and educational level are associated with the capacity to cover the costs
of a cruise.

Table 2. Cruise passenger profiles of the sample.

Total Cruises Luxury Cruises Standard Cruises

n % n % n %

Gender
Male 234 59.69 79 58.51 155 60.31

Female 158 40.31 56 41.49 102 39.69
Age

Under 30 years 104 26.53 28 20.74 76 29.57
30–50 years 163 41.58 58 42.96 105 40.86
50–65 years 76 19.39 37 27.40 39 15.17

Over 65 years 49 12.50 12 8.90 37 14.40
Marital status

Married 181 46.17 60 44.44 121 47.08
Single 168 53.83 75 55.56 93 52.92

Education
Primary 34 8.67 12 8.89 22 8.56

Secondary 84 21.43 28 20.74 56 21.79
University 158 40.31 46 34.07 112 43.58

Postgraduate 116 29.59 49 36.30 67 26.07
Income

Less than $25,000 138 35.20 30 22.22 108 42.02
Between $25,001–50,000 173 44.13 72 53.33 101 39.30

$50,001 or more 81 20.67 33 24.45 48 18.68
First visit to Malaga

Yes 312 79.59 102 75.55 210 81.71
No 80 20.41 33 24.45 47 18.29

Nationality
German 63 16.07 11 8.15 52 20.23
British 46 11.73 11 8.15 35 13.62
Italian 42 10.71 11 8.15 31 12.06

North American 35 8.93 25 18.52 10 3.89
Other 206 52.56 77 42.97 129 50.20

Note: Luxury cruises: Cruise ships that carry 50 to 100 passengers; Standard cruises: Cruise ships that carry more
than 100 passengers [48].
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The 392 respondents were divided by geographical origin. German and British passengers
were highly represented (16.07% and 11.73%, respectively). The findings show that passengers from
European countries were the most frequent visitors to the Malaga port of call. Despite the high
representation of German and British passengers, proximity to the destination may not imply certain
behavior patterns: European passengers may have either made a cruise or combined a cruise with
a land-based holiday. Andriotis and Agiomirgianakis [11] obtained similar results regarding the
Heraklion port of call and the Americas.

The main differences between passenger characteristics by cruise segment were related to income
level and nationality. The income structure of the luxury segment passengers was higher than that of
the standard segment. Most of the luxury segment passengers were from North America (23.01%).
However, European passengers predominated in the standard segment (20.23% were German and
13.62% were British).

4. Results

4.1. Statistical Procedure

Our research model has been tested using Partial Least Squares (PLS), a variance-based Structural
Equation Modelling (SEM) [49]. PLS is particularly suitable to test the proposed theoretical model,
because it allows simultaneous estimation of multiple relationships between latent constructs involving
hierarchical variables and accounts for measurement error in the constructs [50]. PLS analyses are
more flexible than Covariance-Based SEM in order to model both reflective and formative latent factors
at the same time [51,52]. In addition, PLS-SEM simultaneously allows assessment of the reliability and
validity of the measures of theoretical constructs (outer or measurement model) and the estimation of
the relationships between these constructs (inner model) [53,54]. PLS-SEM is primarily intended for
causal-predictive analysis, where the problems explored are complex and prior theoretical knowledge
is scarce [55]. Consequently, PLS-SEM is an appropriate technique to use in a theory development
situation, such as in this study [54,56]. Traditional PLS is preferable, because the study uses second
order models and does not have a sufficiently large data set [57]. This study uses Smart PLS 3.2.7
software [58].

4.2. Model Validation

Each variable in the model was measured by multiple indicators and evaluated in terms of
reliability, nomological validity and composition weights [59]. We assess our measurement model by
assessing VIF values for collinearity issues, as well as the significance and relevance of indicators [50].
Significances were obtained by a nonparametric (5000) bootstrap procedure. Further, we assessed
the predictive ability by using the blindfolding procedure in Smart PLS in order to check that
cross-validated communalities and redundancies Q2 are superior to 0 [60]. Reliability and convergent
validity of measures are shown in Table 3. Most of our reflective indicators load on their respective
constructs more than 0.71 [61]. However, there are two items which have loadings from 0.61 to
0.63, but these loadings may be acceptable [62] if their rejection does not improve the model fit [50].
Moreover, all the reliability indicators exceed their shortcut values. Likewise, as shown in Table 4,
discriminant validity was assessed using cross-loadings (not reported), the Fornell-Larcker criterion,
and the HTMT criterion in variance-based SEM.
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Table 3. Convergent validity and reliability of measures.

Indicator Loadings * q2 Q2 α ρA CR AVE

Low Order Constructs
Affective evaluation (LOC1) Aff1 0.83 0.92 0.93 0.95 0.81

Aff2 0.95
Aff3 0.93
Aff4 0.90

Cognitive perception (LOC2) Cog1 0.77 0.85 0.86 0.89 0.57
Cog2 0.81
Cog3 0.80
Cog4 0.79
Cog5 0.73
Cog6 0.63

Reputation (LOC3) Rep1 0.87 0.36 0.35 0.90 0.90 0.93 0.77
Rep2 0.85 0.31 0.30
Rep3 0.89 0.39 0.38
Rep4 0.90 0.44 0.41

Familiarity (LOC4) Fam1 0.79 0.17 0.16 0.85 0.85 0.90 0.69
Fam2 0.87 0.14 0.15
Fam3 0.87 0.16 0.16
Fam4 0.80 0.07 0.08

Revisit (LOC5) Revis1 0.71 0.30 0.32 0.88 0.89 0.93 0.81
Revis2 0.88 0.23 0.43
Revis3 0.89 0.13 0.33
Revis4 0.82 0.17 0.31

Word-of-mouth (LOC6) Wom2 0.92 0.37 0.42 0.85 0.85 0.90 0.69
Wom3 0.94 0.38 0.43
Wom4 0.85 0.26 0.32

High Order Construct
Intention(HOC) Revisit 0.90 0.30 0.51 0.76 0.76 0.89 0.80

Word-of-mouth 0.89 0.42 0.47

Note: q2: PLS-predict q2 index; Q2: Cross-Validated Redundancies Stone–Geisser Q2 index; α: Cronbach’s alpha;
ρA: [63] Rho; CR: Composite Reliability; AVE: Average Variance Extracted; High Order Construct made in a
two-steps procedure from LOC5 and LOC6; *: All loadings are significant at p < 0.001 level.

Table 4. Discriminant validity.

LOC1 LOC2 LOC3 LOC4 LOC5 LOC6 HOC

LOC1 Affective evaluation 0.90 0.80 0.71 0.52 0.62 0.70 0.79
LOC2 Cognitive perception 0.71 0.76 0.75 0.48 0.60 0.67 0.76
LOC3 Reputation 0.65 0.66 0.88 0.36 0.67 0.67 0.81
LOC4 Familiarity 0.46 0.41 0.32 0.83 0.72 0.58 0.77
LOC5 Revisit 0.55 0.51 0.59 0.61 0.83 0.71 -
LOC6 Word of mouth 0.63 0.58 0.60 0.51 0.61 0.90 -
HOC Intention 0.66 0.61 0.67 0.62 - - 0.90

Note: Correlations below the diagonal; Squared-root of AVE in the diagonal (bold) to assess Fornell-Lacker criterion.

4.3. Structural Model

A blindfolding procedure [64,65] reveal cross-validated redundancies Stone–Geisser Q2 values
ranging [0.12–0.49] for a distance-omission of 7. This finding provides support for the model’s overall
predictive relevance, since the Q2 values are above 0 [65]. Moreover, PLS-predict q2 indexes range
[0.001–0.460]. As a second quality assessment this study assesses the standardized root mean square
residual (SRMR) as a goodness-of-fit indicator for the structural model. A value less than 0.08 reflect
a good fit for SRMR [66,67]. Additionally, SRMR, as well as unstandardized least squares either
geodesian discrepancies values, are into the two-tailed 95% confidence interval [59]. Also, both R2 and
adjusted R2 are superior to 0.10. These results may indicate a well-constructed model, suggesting that
our theoretical model is true [59,63]. See Table 5 for details.
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Table 5. Inner model results and validation criteria.

Second Stage Inner Model Paths St. Dev. 95% conf. int. f2 VIF

Affective evaluation → Reputation 0.37 *** 0.09 [ 0.20 0.53 ] 0.13 2.02
Affective evaluation → Familiarity 0.46 *** 0.08 [ 0.29 0.59 ] 0.27 1.00
Affective evaluation → Intention 0.21 * 0.09 [ 0.02 0.38 ] 0.07 1.98

Cognitive perception → Reputation 0.40 *** 0.07 [ 0.24 0.54 ] 0.16 2.02
Reputation → Intention 0.40 *** 0.06 [ 0.27 0.52 ] 0.27 1.74
Familiarity → Intention 0.40 *** 0.10 [ 0.22 0.58 ] 0.35 1.27

Overall validation criteria

SRMR 0.06 *** 0.007 [ 0.04 0.07 ]
dULS 0.95 *** 0.16 [ 0.43 1.04 ]
dG 0.50 *** 0.06 [ 0.29 0.51 ]

R2

Intention 0.65 *** 0.05 [ 0.53 0.73 ]
Familiarity 0.21 ** 0.07 [ 0.08 0.35 ]
Reputation 0.51 *** 0.06 [ 0.37 0.62 ]

Adjusted R2

Intention 0.65 *** 0.05 [ 0.52 0.72 ]
Familiarity 0.21 ** 0.07 [ 0.08 0.35 ]
Reputation 0.50 *** 0.06 [ 0.36 0.62 ]

q2 Q2

Intention 0.39 0.49
Familiarity 0.01 0.14
Reputation 0.46 0.36

Chi-squared 449.86

Note: Original path values, as well as 5000 rep; Bootstrapping Standard Deviations and 95% bias-corrected
confidence intervals reported; q2: PLS-predict q2 index; Q2: Cross-Validated Redundancies Stone–Geisser Q2 index;
*: p < 0.05; **: p < 0.01; ***: p < 0.001.

The results obtained suggest that affective evaluation had a positive and significant impact on
intention (path = 0.21 *), on reputation (path = 0.37 ***), and on familiarity (path = 0.46 **), suggesting
that H1(a), H1(b) and H1(c) can be accepted. Likewise, the cognitive perception had a positive and
significant impact on reputation (path = 0.40 ***), and so H2 is accepted. In addition, reputation and
familiarity show a positive and significant impact on the intention (path = 0.40 *** and path = 0.40 ***,
respectively), so H3 and H4 are also accepted. Path coefficients and their bootstrapping significance
levels are reported in Figure 4.
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5. Discussion

This study has analyzed the cruise passengers’ intention with a port of call destination. Initially,
all the antecedents that have been significant in both the generic literature on sustainable tourist
destination and in that exclusively related to port of call destination have been considered. The results
obtained show that the antecedents of cruise passengers’ intention are reputation and familiarity port
of call. However, these results are different from those of the previous cruise literature. For example,
Pranic, Meng, Petrick, and Andriotis and Agiomirgianakis [5,11–13] indicate, as the only antecedent,
the cruise passengers’ satisfaction. Also, Sanz and Carvajal [10] indicate as antecedent, in addition to
satisfaction, the port of call image. These differences with respect to the previous literature on cruises
may be due to the fact that existing studies have used very simple analysis models, which only include
some of the variables that could potentially be the antecedent of cruise passengers’ intention. Moreover,
because they have used relatively small samples, a few limited ships, or short periods of time.

On the other hand, the present study has found that affective evaluation has a positive effect
on the reputation and familiarity of the port of call. And affective evaluation had never been
considered in previous studies on cruise passengers’ intention. Only Petrick [13] considered a similar
variable—emotional response—but related to cruise passengers’ satisfaction, not the intention.

Finally, the results of our model also indicate that cognitive perception is another variable that
has a positive effect on port of call reputation. But, in the previous studies referring to cruises, this
variable has only shown effects on cruise passengers’ satisfaction [11,13], and port of call image [10].
Again, the differences in results may be due to the amplitude of the sample and the complete set of
variables that, as possible antecedents of cruise passengers’ intention, were used in the present study.

6. Conclusions

6.1. Theoretical Contributions

Currently, cruise tourism is having a strong economic impact on the Mediterranean region.
Cruise destinations can achieve greater economic development depending on the intentions of
passengers to visit them again and recommend them. Previous literature suggests that different
variables may influence the cruise passengers’ intention regarding port of call. However, current
studies on this issue only offer an initial and limited analysis on the antecedents of this intention.
Thus, this study investigated the intention of cruise passengers who visited a port of call in the
Mediterranean (Malaga, Spain). With this objective, a model based on the antecedents of cruise
passengers’ intention has been constructed. The results show that the affective evaluation with a port
of call has a positive effect on cruise passengers’ intention through reputation and familiarity. Also,
that cognitive perception influences intention through reputation. Therefore, we suggest that much of
the port of calls sustainability depends on its implementation of actions that improve its reputation
and its familiarity.

This study provides three important contributions to sustainable tourism literature. First, it overcame
some of the limitations in previous cruise studies by analyzing the antecedents of cruise passengers’
intention with the port of call. Second, it examined the structure of the reputation-familiarity-intention
for port of call destination. Third, this study presented empirical evidence of a great time period that
covers a large number of ships, ship owners, segments and passenger nationalities.

6.2. Practical Contributions

From an applied perspective, this research shows implications for helping port of call managers
to improve sustainability. The results suggest that port managers should implement strategies that
improve the experiences and emotions of passengers, particularly those related to the variety of things
to see and do, the hospitality of the city’s inhabitants, the quality of service in restaurants, variety
of shops and fashion stores, and tourist information centers. Such strategies would improve port
of call reputation and would influence cruise passengers’ intentions, thereby increasing economic
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activity. They could also develop advertising and social media strategies to increase familiarity with
the destination.

The results could also be used to improve the actions and marketing plans of the ports of call.
On the one hand, developing advertising strategies and social networks that increase the familiarity of
tourists with the destination. On the other hand, conducting promotional campaigns aimed at ship
owners, highlighting both the destination’ reputation and the aspects best valued by cruise passengers.

6.3. Future Research Directions

Future research could address the issues of reputation and familiarity in other cultural contexts
(e.g., other Mediterranean and Caribbean ports of call) to analyze possible variations in the antecedent
factors that affect the destination and the passengers’ future intentions. Comparative studies of
passenger intention and their behavior would make it possible to quantify the effect of reputation and
familiarity on the sustainability of the port of call.
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