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The objectives of this chapter are to: 

 

 Study and profile a quota sample of 325 residents in Venice, a home-port in Italy 

characterized by overtourism, based on their perceptions and attitudes toward the 

development of cruise tourism.  

 Introduce three clusters derived from the study findings namely ‘cautious’, ‘optimistic’ and 

‘opposers’ that significantly differ according to their economic reliance on cruise tourism, 

relatives’ economic reliance on cruise activity, education level and geographical proximity 

to the cruise port area.  

 Address both theoretical contributions and managerial implications, and to give future 

research venues. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Tourism is one of the most important industries in Europe: it represents 10% of the European Union 

GDP and 12 million people are employed in this sector (UNWTO, 2018). Due to its important 

contribution to the economy and its impact on the community, it affects the everyday life of 

residents, both in a positive and negative way. Within the industry, cruise tourism is the fastest 

growing segment of leisure tourism (Klein, 2011). In the last twenty years, the cruise sector has 

increased significantly, amounting to 24.7 million passengers in 2016 (CLIA, 2018a) and 

employing 1,021,681 people around the world (BREA, 2017). Further, the cruise sector produces 

$57.9 billion in direct expenditures, thus creating a total economic output of $125.96 billion 

worldwide. In this scenario, academic research has devoted to analyze the residents’ perceptions 

and attitudes toward cruise tourism development (i.e. Brida et al., 2011; Del Chiappa and Abbate, 

2016). However, studies have mostly analyzed cruising destinations in the Caribbean, Arctic and 

the polar areas (Hritz and Cecil 2008; Diedrich 2010; Klein 2010; Stewart et al., 2013; Heeney, 

2015; Stewart et al., 2015; Jordan and Vogt, 2017) and, recently, also in the Mediterranean area 

(Marušić et al., 2008; Brida et al., 2012; Peručić and Puh, 2012; Pulina et al., 2013; Del Chiappa 

and Abbate 2016; Del Chiappa et al., 2017; Del Chiappa, et al., 2018), mainly focusing on port-of-

call cruise destinations. Despite this, only few studies have been carried out on homeport cruise 

destinations so far (Brida and Zapata 2010), and very few studies exist on destinations where the 

number of tourists creates massive overcrowding. 

  

This study was therefore carried out by surveying a quota sample of 354 individuals residing in 

Venice. Venice was selected as the research setting for this study for two main reasons. Firstly, it is 

the second home port in the Mediterranean area and one of the most famous tourism destinations 

worldwide, with around 24 million tourists a year. Secondly, it is considered to be affected by the 

so-called overtourism phenomenon (Seraphin et al., 2018). Anti-tourism movements have been 

growing in the last few years, voicing their concerns toward the continuous growth of the tourism 

phenomenon in the city, particularly toward cruise-related activities. This renders the research 

setting particularly interesting for the purposes of this study. Specifically, this paper aims to profile 

residents in Venice according to their perceptions towards the impacts of cruise tourism, and to 

ascertain whether there are significant differences among the clusters based on the socio-

demographic traits of respondents. 

 

 



LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Considering the residents’ perceptions, expectations and attitudes towards the impact of a 

prospective tourism development model is pivotal for planning the future of any tourism destination 

(e.g. Sharpley, 2014), especially to achieve sustainable tourism development and to ensure the 

community members’ support for tourism projects (Vargas-Sánchez et al., 2009). Most of the 

community-based studies are based on social exchange theory framework (Ap and Crompton, 1993) 

which links the costs and benefits for local population with its willingness to support tourism. 

Indeed, residents will be more inclined to support tourism development when they perceive that the 

benefits are greater than the related costs. Recent academic studies mainly support this theory, 

revealing that local communities recognize both positive and negative consequences arising from 

tourism (Andereck et al., 2005) and their perceptions influence their support (or lack thereof) of 

tourism development.  

 

In the last decades, community-based studies have sought to understand which factors can affect 

residents’ perceptions and attitudes toward tourism development, and which of these are classifiable 

as extrinsic factors and intrinsic factors (Faulkner and Tideswell, 1997). 

 

Extrinsic factors mainly refer to characteristics of a tourist destination (e.g. tourism seasonality, the 

stage of tourism development, tourist-guest ratio, etc.) (Fredline and Faulkner, 2000; Nyaupane et 

al., 2006) and they are likely correlated with the different life-cycle stage of the specific destination 

(Butler, 1980), where the attitude towards tourism development decreases over time with the 

growth of tourism flows (Papathanassis, 2017; Del Chiappa et al., 2018). On the other hand, 

intrinsic factors refer to the residents’ individual characteristics (e.g. socio-demographic 

characteristics), their environmental attitudes and beliefs, their economic reliance to tourism, their 

perception of positive and negative impacts arising from the tourism development (e.g. Del Chiappa 

et al., 2018). As social exchange theory proposes, when residents perceive that benefits from 

tourism are greater than costs, they are more willing to support tourism development (Ap, 1992). 

 

Hence, recent studies have moved to analyze the residents’ perceptions and attitudes towards the 

implementation of cruise tourism (e.g. Hritz and Cecil, 2008; Brida et al., 2014; Del Chiappa et al., 

2018), thus expanding and deepening our understanding about the perceived impacts of cruise 

activity within the host community. Existing research highlights that residents usually show an 

overall slightly positive attitude towards cruise activity (e.g. Del Chiappa and Abbate, 2016; 



McCaughey et al., 2018), in particular when the cruise tourism highly affects the destination 

economy (McCaughey et al., 2018). But, at the same time, recent studies show that residents are not 

often so willing to support further cruise tourism development in their destination (Peručić and Puh, 

2012), mainly showing concern for the issues of overcrowding and pollution (Klein, 2011), which 

are seen as ecological threat, damaging for example the marine ecosystem and its real impact on 

local economy (Diedrich, 2010;  Kerswill and Mair 2015). Further, when compared with different 

types of tourism, cruise tourism is not listed as the favorite type (e.g. Brida et al., 2012; Del 

Chiappa and Abbate, 2016; Del Chiappa et al., 2016; Del Chiappa et al., 2018), possibly because it 

is strongly linked to the mass tourism concept of large groups of people visiting local areas 

(Diedrich, 2010). 

Furthermore, existing studies have investigated the moderator effect of intrinsic factors (namely 

socio-demographic characteristics) on residents' perceptions and attitudes towards cruise activity, 

and provided results that are somehow contradictory. For example, in the case study of Messina, 

Del Chiappa and Abbate (2016) found significant differences among people with different ages, 

employment reliance, levels of education, geographical proximity to the tourism area, length of 

residency and contact frequency with tourists. On the contrary, in Valencia no significant 

differences were found in the residents’ perception according to their different level of education or 

length of residence (Del Chiappa et al., 2018). This finding is partially confirmed by Del Chiappa et 

al.’ study (2018), where resident attitudes toward cruise tourism development significantly differ 

according to their prior experience with cruise vacation and their relatives’ economic reliance on 

cruise activity, while no significant differences were found based on gender, age, employment 

status, economic reliance on cruise tourism, education level, length of residence and geographical 

proximity to cruise port area. 

 

In contrast, Jordan and Vogt (2017) found out that individuals with different levels of education had 

different perceptions of the impact of cruise tourism. Indeed, they underlined that residents with 

higher levels of education perceived different stressors: people with elementary school or high 

school education perceived stressors like “no tourists, no jobs, no money”, whilst people with a 

university degree perceived stress element like traffic congestion.  

This suggests that community-based tourism studies in the context of cruise activity are highly site-

specific and hardly generalizable (Del Chiappa et al., 2018), thus making any effort to apply such 

type of investigation in other cruise tourism destinations particularly relevant, especially when 

home ports in tourism destinations affected by overtourism are considered. 

 



Overtourism has been described as “the impact of tourism on a destination, or parts thereof, that 

excessively influences perceived quality of life of citizens and/or quality of visitors experiences in a 

negative way” (UNWTO, 2018). It is often correlated with negative factors, such as inappropriate 

behaviour of visitors, the touristification of the destination’s city center, the marginalization of 

residents to residential areas (Koens et al., 2018), and the proliferation of new and non-

institutionalized forms of tourist accommodation (Sarantakou and Terkenli, 2019; Smith et al., 

2019). Recently, overtourism has received public attention, as a consequence of the anti-tourism 

and anti-cruise protests in some popular tourism destinations and specifically in some homeport 

destinations, to then become a central topic in tourism research (Goodwin, 2017; Papathanassis, 

2017; Wall, 2020). Despite this, in the best of our knowledge, limited research has been devoted to 

analyze the residents’ perception of cruise tourism impacts in homeport destinations affected by 

overtourism.  

This study is therefore carried out to empirically investigate residents’ perceptions towards cruise 

tourism and whether these attitudes are homogeneous, when considering a Mediterranean-based 

homeport cruise destination affected by overtourism (i.e. Venice, Italy). Specifically, in accordance 

with previous studies (i.e.Fredline and Faulkner 2000; Aguiló and Rosselló 2005; Brida et al., 2010; 

Presenza et al., 2013; Del Chiappa and Atzeni 2015) a quantitative method based on factor-cluster 

analysis was applied on a sample of 354 residents living in the city of Venice, in order to profile 

residents according to their perceptions of cruise activity and to ascertain whether significant 

differences exist between clusters of residents based on their sociodemographic characteristics.  

 

 

METHODOLOGY  

 

Venice is one of the main homeport cruise destinations of the Mediterranean area. In 2017, Venice 

attracted 1,446,635 cruise tourists (Venice Port authority, 2019), who made up for 28.7% of total 

arrivals (5,034,882) in the city in the same year. In the last ten years, Venice has been increasingly 

suffering from tourist overcrowding, so that more and more residents are leaving the historic center 

of the city and moving to the hinterland.  

 

In 2017, the Venice council launched the #enjoyrespectVenezia campaign providing guidelines on 

how to be a more responsible tourist, creating maps highlighting public toilets and picnic areas, and 

sharing a calendar illustrating tourist traffic forecasts. Moreover, during the same year, higher fines 

for inappropriate behavior were introduced. Due to the touristification of the city center – where the 



cost of living has become too high (Bertocchi and Visentin, 2019) and most of the activities are 

designed to boost tourism - residents are moving out of Venice to Terraferma (i.e. Venice’s 

mainland, including all the towns close to Venice but not the islands). As a result, while 66,386 

people lived in the city center in 2000, only 52,996 residents were in the city center in 2018 

(Municipality of Venice, 2019). Many Venetians who leave the heart of the city end up renting out 

their apartments to tourists, through platforms such as Airbnb. 

Furthermore, Venice is currently suffering from a major environmental issue: the ecosystem of the 

lagoon is becoming more and more precarious and the city is slowly sinking, as the streets and the 

buildings do not have proper foundations and they are gradually subsiding into the waters of the 

lagoon. For these reasons, Venetians are campaigning against cruise ships being allowed to dock in 

the heart of their city. 

 

In this scenario, cruise tourism can be perceived by residents negatively, because its flows 

concentrate in an already crowded city. Therefore, because of the overtourism phenomenon and 

related tourismphobia, more criticism towards cruise impacts are expected, when compared to those 

reported in other homeport tourism destinations. 

 

Even if cruise shipping generates large economic benefits for the city of Venice, costs are often 

emphasized more and discussed by residents. In 2012, a number of residents founded an activist 

group called Comitato No Grandi Navi (“No Big Ships Committee”) to protest against cruise 

tourism and its environmental impact, further showing that cruise tourism suffers from a negative 

reputation among residents. One of the debated issues is the ships’ route, considered too close to St 

Mark’s square and to the cultural heart of the city. Plans to divert large cruise ships away from St 

Mark’s basin and the Giudecca canal were drawn up, and different proposals to keep ships out of 

the city were made, but no consensus has been reached yet. In June 2019, a big ship crashed on the 

Marittima dock, igniting further protests. During the same year, the President of the North Adriatic 

Sea Port Authority launched the «Cruise 2030 Call For Action» (Delepouve, 2019) in seven main 

European cruise ports, to outline common strategies to support the sustainability of cruise activities 

and to eliminate related externalities (e.g. waste, risks, overcrowding).  

 

Despite the numerous newspapers and magazines’ articles about cruise tourism and the anti-ships 

protest in Venice, to our knowledge no academic studies have yet investigated the residents’ 

perspective towards the phenomenon. 

 



These circumstances show that Venice is an interesting research setting to run any research aimed at 

investigating residents’ views and attitude toward cruise tourism. For the purposes of the study, a 

survey was developed based on prior research on residents’ perceptions and attitudes towards cruise 

tourism (e.g. Del Chiappa and Abbate, 2016), and items were slightly modified to suit the specific 

destination under investigation. The first part of the questionnaire invited respondents to assess their 

level of agreement with 28 statements related to economic, social and environmental impacts 

deriving from cruise tourism development (5-point Likert scale: 1= strongly disagree, 5 = strongly 

agree). The second part asked respondents to provide general socio-economic information (age, 

gender, level of education, employment reliance on cruise tourism, etc.). Data were collected in 

Venice in 2014, through face-to-face and online collection. At the end of the data collection, a total 

of 354 complete responses was obtained and used for the running statistics. 

 

FINDINGS 

 

The sample was mainly composed by females (55.60%) in the age bracket 26-35 years old 

(23.90%) or 36-56 years old (36.10%), with a high school degree (38.20%) or university degree 

(35.50%), working as employee (45.60%) or self-employed (17.70%). Respondents have resided in 

Venice for more than 21 years (19.40% for 21-30 years; 37.00% for more than 31 years), close to 

the cruise port area (34.30% under 5 kilometers) and without any economic reliance on cruise 

activity (88.80%) (Table 11.1). Overall, the majority of respondents reported not having contact 

with tourists (58.8%) and specifically with cruise tourists (51.20%) in their daily life, and they 

declared that neither their job (88.80%) or that of their relatives (84.70%) is related to tourism. 

Finally, 72.00% of residents interviewed have never had a cruise trip at the time of the data 

collection. 

 

Overall, findings reveal that according to the residents, the negative effects of cruise tourism 

development significantly outweighed the positives ones, with responses scoring high or very high 

on items measuring negative social impacts (e.g. “Makes local entertainment facilities and public 

areas overcrowded”-M=4.01; “Produces significant levels of waste/garbage” – M=4.02) and 

negative environmental impacts (e.g. “Increases air and marine pollution”-M=4.25; “Alters the 

ecosystem (sand erosion, flora e fauna are damaged, etc.) – M=4.11; “Increases air and marine 

pollution” – M=4.25). Despite this, respondents were reported scoring slightly positive on some of 

the statements used to measure positive economic impacts (e.g. “Increases job opportunities”-

M=3.47; “Increases private investments and infrastructures” – M=3.38) (Table 11.1).  



 

For the purpose of this study, a factor cluster analysis was used. First, a factor analysis was applied 

and four factors emerged, explaining the 58.43% of total variance. The Bartlett test of sphericity 

(Chi squared=6649.429; sig=0.000) and the KMO index (KMO=0.938) indicated a good model 

acceptability (Hair et al., 2013). To test the reliability of factors, Chronbach’s alpha was then 

calculated, and following Nunnally (1978), the reliability of the scales demonstrated high internal 

consistency of the constructs as Cronbach's alpha exceeded 0.70 (Table 11.2). The first factor 

(“Positive socio-cultural and environmental impacts” - 41.07 of total variance), is composed by 

items devoted to measure the positive effects that cruise tourism could generate, such as improving 

the quality of daily life for residents, enhancing local identity and authenticity and incentivizing 

sustainable environmentally practices. The second factor is named “Negative environmental 

impacts” (7.89% of total variance), and included items related to residents’ concerns about the 

negative environmental impact that cruise activity generates: increasing air and marine pollution, 

altering the ecosystem and generating serious damage for the environment and the city as a whole. 

The third factor “Negative social impacts” (5.28% of total variance) consisted of items related to 

the negative social effects perceived by residents, such as the increase in the cost of living, the 

higher production of waste/garbage, the increase of the number of minor crimes and the higher level 

of overcrowding on public areas. Finally, the fourth factor labelled  “Positive economic impacts” 

(4.24% of total variance) was related to the residents’ perceptions of the positive impacts that cruise 

tourism could generate, such as increasing public and private investment, increasing job 

opportunities and income for local people. 

  

A double-step cluster analysis was then performed to factor scores. First, a hierarchical cluster 

analysis was performed, (Ward method – Manhattan distances) and three cluster emerged. 

Afterwards, a non-hierarchical method was used (k-means method), allowing to identify three 

groups: “Opposers”, “Cautious” and “Optimistic” (Table 11.3). 

  

“Opposers” was the largest group (N= 153), composed by mostly females (56.70%) belonging to 

the age bracket 26-35 years (28.30%) or 36-56 years, employees (47.50%) or students (15.80%) 

with high school degree (40.00%) or university degree (33.30%), residing more than 31 years in 

Venice (44.20%) between 1 and 20 kilometers from the cruise port area. 15.80% have relatives 

involved in jobs related to the cruise tourism and 15.80% have a cruise tourism related business 

activity. 

 



Table 11.1 - Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample (%) 

  %   % 

Gender 
 

Secondary/high school 14.60 

Male 44.20 Diploma/trade 38.20 

Female 55.80 University degree 35,50 

Age 
 

Postgraduate degree 10.10 

18-25 15.20 No response 1.60 

26-35 23.90 
How many years have you been 

residing in the city of Venice?  

36-56 36.10 < 5 5.40 

over 56 23.60 6-10 0.60 

no response 1.20 11-20 7.50 

Employment 
 

21-30 19.40 

Employee 45.60 More than 31 37.00 

Self-employed 17.70 No response 30.10 

Retired 14.70 
Distance from home to cruise 

port  

Unemployed  2.70 Less than two  17.90 

Student 13.50 Between 3 and 5  16.40 

Other 5.70 Between 6 and 10  19.10 

Does your job relate 

to tourism?   
Between 11 and 20  11.00 

Yes 11.20 More than 21  0.90 

No 88.80 No response 34.70 

Does your relative's 

job relate to tourism?  

Have you ever had contacts 

with cruise tourists?  

Yes 15.30 Yes 48.80 

No 84.70 No 51.20 

Education 
 

Have you ever been on a cruise 

trip?  

No qualification 0.00 Yes 28.00 

Elementary school 1.20 No 72.00 

  

Finally, 72.00% of “opposers” have never had a cruise trip in their life. Overall, they showed a very 

critical and negative view towards cruise tourism development and they did not perceive any 

positive impact from social (i.e. “Enhances social and cultural life for local people” – M=1.39; 

“Enhances the quality of life” – M=1.33), economic (i.e. “Increases public investments and 

infrastructures” – M=1.93; “Increases the income of local people” – M=1.89) or environmental 

standpoints (i.e. “Increases air and marine pollution” – M=4.73; “Serious damages for the 

environment could occur” – M=4.69). Further, they strongly believe that cruise activities make 

local facilities and public areas overcrowded (M=4.27), and they would like the regulation of 

tourism in the city (M=4.73).  

 



“Cautious” (N=125) was the second largest cluster and is slightly composed by females (51.4%), 

aged between 36-56 years old (34.70%) or over 56 years old (25.00%), employed (38.60%) or self-

employed (24.30%), with high school degree (37.50%), residing in Venice more than 31 years 

(33.30%), mostly between 6 and 10 kilometers from cruise port area. 21.10% of them is involved in 

jobs related to the cruise tourism (the highest percentage among clusters) and 31.00% of them 

declared that their relative’s job is related to the cruise tourism (the highest percentage among 

clusters). 38% of respondents belonging to this group had a cruise trip in their life. The second 

cluster included residents that are worried about the negative impacts that cruise tourism could have 

on the environment (e.g.” Increases air and marine pollution”-M=4.61; “Serious damages for the 

environment could occur” – M=4.54; “Incentivizes the preservation of the environment” – M=1.86) 

and on the daily quality of life (“Makes local entertainment facilities and public area overcrowded”-

M=4.34; “Enhances social and cultural life for local people” – M=2.27). Further, Cautious 

respondents do not believe that cruise tourism development preserves and exploited the local 

identity and authenticity (M=2.62) and auspicated more regulation of tourism in Venice (M=4.69). 

Despite this, they thought that cruise tourism development increases “job opportunities” (M=4.20), 

as well as private (M=3.91) and public (M=3.53) investments on infrastructures, and the income of 

local people (M=3.46). 

 

Table 11.2 – Residents’ views towards cruise tourism development: results of factor analysis 

 

  Loadings Eigenvalue 
% of 

variance 

% 

cumulated 

variance 

Alpha 

Positive socio-cultural and environmental impacts 
 

13.144 41.074 41.074 0.937 

Enhances the quality of life 0.568 
    

Allows to meet new people and to experience new culture 0.602 
    

Enhances the local offer of cultural entertainment 

activities and attractions 
0.628 

    

Makes the best of this location’s identity and authenticity 0.765 
    

Enhances the quality of restaurants, hotels and retail 

facilities 
0.643 

    

Enhances social and cultural life for local people 0.773 
    

Incentivizes better infrastructures (roads, water, supply, 

etc.) 
0.674 

    

Enhances the quality of public services 0.699 
    

Allows to preserve and to exploit the local cultural 

heritage 
0.692 

    

Enhances urban and rural settings  0.781 
    

Improves the safety and security of the city 0.557 
    

Incentivizes the preservation of the environment 0.69 
    

Tourism is effectively managed in Venice  0.538 
    

Negative environmental impacts 
 

2.505 7.829 48.903 0.909 



Alters the ecosystem (sand erosion, flora e fauna are 

damaged, etc. ) 
0.786 

    

Increases air and marine pollution 0.828 
    

Serious damages to the city could occur 0.776 
    

Serious damages for the environment could occur 0.855 
    

Tourism should be regulated 0.516 
    

Negative social impacts 
 

1.691 5.283 54.186 0.795 

Forces me to change the way I manage my daily life 0.689 
    

Increases the cost of living 0.652 
    

Increases the number of minor crimes 0.631 
    

Makes local entertainment facilities and public area 

overcrowded 
0.605 

    

Produces significant levels of waste/garbage 0.602 
    

Cruise tourism influences the way I can manage my daily 

life  
0.71 

    

Positive economic impacts 
 

1.358 4.244 58.43 0.787 

Increases job opportunities 0.719 
    

Increases public investments and infrastructures 0.583 
    

Increases private investments and infrastructures 0.688 
    

Increases the income of local people 0.612 
    

 

The third cluster (“Optimistic”: N=76) are mostly women (57.3%) aged between 36-56 years old 

(41.30%), employed (47.60%) with university degree (44.80%). The large majority of individuals 

within this cluster do not economically depend on cruise activity (2.20%) and 93.00% were 

reported to have relatives whose income is not cruise tourism-related. They have been living in 

Venice for more than 21 years (20.30% between 21 and 30 years; 32.20% more than 31 years), 

reside close to the cruise port area (24.5% less than 2 km, the highest percentage among clusters) 

and have never gone on a cruise trip (78.0%). This group included respondents scoring slightly 

positive on items devoted to measure the positive socio-cultural and environmental impacts of 

cruise activity, whilst they are concerned about the negative environmental and social impacts 

arising from the cruise activities. For example, they agree that cruise tourism allows residents to 

meet new people and to experience new culture (M=3.43) and that it enhances the local offer of 

cultural entertainment activities and attractions (M=3.38) and the quality of restaurants, hotels and 

retail facilities (M=3.42). At the same time, they do not report concern about cruises’ negative 

impacts on the ecosystem (M=2.41) or on the environment (M=2.09) arising from the cruise 

tourism. Despite this, they express a neutral position regarding the way cruise tourism development 

is managed in the city (M=3.0), and slightly agree with more regulation of the tourism phenomenon 

in the city (M=3.46).  

 

Table 11.3 – A comparative analysis of the level of agreement of different groups of residents (mean 

value) 



 

  Cautious Optimistic Opposers Total 

 
N=125 N=76 N=153 N=354 

Positive socio-cultural and environmental impacts 
    

Enhances the quality of life 2.47 3.17 1.33 2.13 

Allows to meet new people and to experience new culture 3.08 3.43 1.71 2.56 

Enhances the local offer of cultural entertainment activities and attractions 2.96 3.38 1.55 2.44 

Makes the best of this location’s identity and authenticity 2.67 3.29 1.45 2.28 

Enhances the quality of restaurants, hotels and retail facilities 2.74 3.42 1.54 2.36 

Enhances social and cultural life for local people 2.27 3.00 1.39 2.05 

Incentivizes better infrastructures (roads, water, supply, etc) 2.88 3.05 1.64 2.38 

Enhance the quality of public services 2.54 2.8 1.65 2.21 

Allows to preserve and to exploit the local cultural heritage 2.62 3.26 1.6 2.32 

Enhances urban and rural settings  2.3 3.04 1.37 2.06 

Improves the safety and security of the city 2.94 3.16 2.00 2.58 

Incentivizes the preservation of the environment 1.86 2.7 1.35 1.82 

Tourism is effectively managed in Venice  2.66 3.00 1.66 2.3 

Negative environmental impacts 
    

Alters the ecosystem (sand erosion, flora e fauna are damaged, etc) 4.43 2.41 4.69 4.11 

Increases air and marine pollution 4.61 2.67 4.73 4.25 

Serious damages to the city could occur 4.25 2.03 4.55 3.9 

Serious damages for the environment could occur 4.54 2.09 4.69 4.08 

Tourism should be regulated 4.69 3.46 4.73 4.44 

Negative social impacts 
    

Forces me to change the way I manage my daily life 2.84 2.51 3.5 3.05 

Increases the cost of living 3.66 2.75 4.06 3.64 

Increase the number of minor crimes 3.23 2.21 3.07 2.94 

Makes local entertainment facilities and public area overcrowded 4.34 2.95 4.27 4.01 

Produces significant levels of waste/garbage 4.27 3.11 4.26 4.02 

Cruise tourism influences the way I can manage my daily life  3.34 2.46 3.86 3.37 

Positive economic impacts 
    

Increases job opportunities 4.20 4.14 2.54 3.47 

Increases public investments and infrastructures 3.53 3.5 1.93 2.83 

Increases private investments and infrastructures 3.91 3.84 2.73 3.38 

Increases the income of local people 3.46 3.78 1.89 2.85 

 

Finally, a series of statistical tests (chi-squared and ANOVA) were run to test the existence of 

differences between clusters based on socio-economic and demographic characteristics of 

respondents (age, gender, employment status, education level, economic reliance on cruise activity, 



relatives’ economic reliance on cruise activity, geographical proximity to cruise port area, length of 

residence, contact with tourists in everyday life and prior experience with cruise vacation). Findings 

reveal that differences exist based on the respondents’ economic reliance on cruise tourism 

(X2=20.85, p=0.000), their relatives’ economic reliance on cruise activity (X2=20.96, p=0.000), 

their education level (X2=34.05, p=0.000) and geographical proximity to cruise port area 

(X2=35.10, p=0.000). In contrast, no significant differences exist based on the respondents’ gender 

(X2=0.74 p=0.690), age (X2=6.60, p=0.580), employment status (X2=8.43, p=0.59), length of 

residence (X2=14.29, p=0.160), contact with tourists in everyday life (X2=14.19, p=0.165) and 

prior experience with cruise vacation (X2=5.66, p=0.006). 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

This study was therefore carried out in order to deepen the scientific debate on the residents’ views 

of cruise tourism development in tourism destinations, specifically in homeport cruise destinations 

affected by overtourism, which represents an under-investigated research area. In this vein, this 

study presented and discussed the findings of an empirical study carried out in Venice (Italy), one 

of the most famous overcrowded homeport destinations in the world. In particular, a factor-cluster 

analysis was applied on a sample of 354 residents.  

 

Overall, our findings revealed that residents in Venice believe that the negative effects of cruise 

tourism development significantly outweighed the positive ones. On the whole, respondents 

reported critical views towards cruise impacts more when compared to those surveyed in port-of-

call tourism destinations (Del Chiappa et al., 2016; Del Chiappa, et al., 2016; Del Chiappa and 

Abbate, 2016). This occurred despite the fact that residents in home ports were expected to express 

more positive views towards the cruise tourism impacts, since existing studies have proved that the 

economic impact of cruise activity is higher when home ports are considered (e.g. Brida and 

Zapata, 2010). This suggests that residents are strongly concerned about the significant contribution 

that cruise activity has in generating overtourism and related negative externalities. Furthermore, 

the factor-cluster analysis identified three segments (‘cautious’, ‘opposers’ and ‘optimistic’), with 

significant differences based on specific socio-economic and demographic characteristics of 

respondents (i.e. economic reliance on cruise tourism, economic reliance on cruise activity of their 

relatives, level of education and geographical proximity to cruise port area). No significant 



differences were found based on other socio-demographic characteristics (i.e. gender, age, length of 

residency, prior onboard experience).  

 

Our findings provide some contradictory results when compared with previous studies. For 

example, they confirm prior studies reporting educational level as a moderator of residents’ 

perception (Jordan and Vogt, 2017). At the same time, they contradict prior studies reporting gender 

being a moderator factor of residents’ views towards cruise activity (e.g. Brida et al., 2011; Nunkoo 

and Gursoy, 2012), and those reporting that residents perceive the positive effects of cruise activity 

when living close to the port area (Belisle and Hoy, 1980). Further, they contradict prior studies 

(e.g. Del Chiappa et al., 2013) reporting residents with a prior cruise vacation to express 

significantly different perceptions and attitudes toward cruise tourism, compared to their 

counterparts. This could be explained by the fact that residents in Venice are particularly involved 

and interested in significant problems associated with overtourism that affect, above all, the people 

living close to the center and the port area.  

From a managerial perspective, the study provides relevant insights for policymakers and 

destination marketers, who should consider the perceptions of residents in an appropriate manner, 

when trying to determine whether the (perceived) carrying capacity has been reached and whether 

regulations activities need to be implemented to protect the interest of the local community and to 

avoid undermining the quality of the host-guest interactions. Furthermore, our findings suggest that 

policy makers and destination marketers should involve the local community in tourism planning 

better, and/or they could create activities and projects aiming at developing cruise tourism in a more 

sustainable way (Del Chiappa, 2012; Papathanassis, 2017), thus avoiding the residents’ main 

perception of negative impacts of cruise activity, over the positive ones. 

  

The fact that clusters differed based on certain socio-demographic characteristics does suggest that 

policy makers and destination marketers should take into account these variables when they plan 

internal marketing and communication activities. For instance, our findings reveal that significant 

differences among groups exist based on economic reliance on cruise activity and relatives’ 

economic reliance on cruise activity, with residents or relatives who do not have an economic 

reliance on cruise activity being more critical than their counterparts. In this vein, it could be useful 

to deliver messages that focus on the positive impacts of cruise tourism on the local community, 

and to improve plans and activities devoted to involve residents in tourism planning and in tourism 

business activities. 



While this study contributes to the literature and provides implications for practitioners, it is not 

free of limitations. Specifically, it has to be considered highly site specific and based on the use of a 

quota sample: hence, its findings can be hardly generalized, confirming the highly site-specific 

nature of community-based studies (Sharpley, 2014; Almeida et al., 2015; Del Chiappa et al., 2016; 

Del Chiappa et al., 2018). For this reason, further research is needed to combine a broader set of 

characteristics (both intrinsic and extrinsic) that may moderate the residents’ views towards cruise 

tourism, as well as to replicate the study in other homeport cruise destinations to cross-compare 

findings, and to verify whether findings can be generalized. 
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