
Institut für 

Maritimen 

Tourismus 

Prof. Dr. Alexis Papathanassis  

 
Maritime Tourism Summer School  

University of the Aegean 

 

Rhodes – 01-03 of September 2014 

P
ro

f.
 D

r.
 A

le
xi

s 

Papathanassis C
ru

ise
 M

an
age

m
e

n
t &

 

E-Tourism 



© Alexis Papathanassis 



© Alexis Papathanassis 
Source: http://www.cruising.org/sites/default/files/pressroom/Infographic.pdf 

Wider Economic Impacts?! 

Demand Growth?! 

Cruise Capacity Growth?! 
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Source: http://www.cruising.org/sites/default/files/pressroom/Infographic.pdf 

Corporate Social Responsibility 

Demand Growth?! 
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Management Competence &  
Profitability 

Infrastructural, 
Economic & Regulatory 
Restrictions 

• Market potential 
• Product Development 
• Marketing Mix 

• Sector Reputation & Image 
• Mass Media & 

Communications 

Demand for 
Cruises 

Supply of 
Cruise 

Capacity  

Business 
Success 

Wider Socio-
Economic 

Impact 

Corporate 
Responsibility 

Diffusion of 
Cruise Product 
in the Market 

Demand 
Side 

Supply 
Side 

Utility 
Side 
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 When: 

 Demand for Cruises 

 Wider Socio-economic Impacts 

 And Business Success 
(Profitability) 

 ...  Are all moving clockwise (i.e. 
Developing Positively growth 
continues) 

 ...  Unless slowed down (or reversed) 
by: 

 Cruise supply restrictions 

 Responsibility concerns (internal or 
external) 

 Diffusion dynamics in the source 
markets 

 At some point:  

 Growth will lead to decline, and  

 After decline, growth can be 
expected 
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Endless Growth Potential!! 

Demand for 
Cruises 
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UK; 1622 

Germany; 1219 

Italy; 889 

Spain; 645 

France; 387 

R² = 0,986 

R² = 0,9976 

R² = 0,9858 

R² = 0,9701 

R² = 0,9977 
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Base data:  European Cruise Council (2012 Online)  -  Own Forecast 
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 German Market Potential (Source: ADAC Reisemonitor) 

 2010:  4.3% of the population planned to take a 
cruise  

─ 2009 & 2008: 3.9% 

─  2007: 3.2% 

 Every third German could imagine taking a cruise 
in the next 5 years 

─ Potential 31% 

─ Preferred Regions:  Mediterranean (Canaries), 
Caribbean 

 

 

 USA Comparison (Source: CLIA Cruise Market Profile Study 2008):  

 Average Age: 46 

 Market potential (approx. 43% of the population) 
= 128,5 Mil. 

─ 59 Mil (approx. 44,6 % of the market potential) 
have been on a cruise 

─ 30 Mil (approx. 50% of cruisers) have been on a 
cruise in the last 3 years 
 

 

Kreuzfahrer Urlauber 

Wahrscheinlich 22% 15% 

Definitiv 31% 11% 

0% 

10% 

20% 

30% 

40% 

50% 

60% 

% of consumers intending to take a cruise in the 
next 3 years 

Source: http://www.web-tourismus.de 2008 (n:93) 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 

…  für beide Generationen 

…  eher für die jüngere Generation 

…  ausschließlich für die ältere 
Generation 

For whom are cruises interesting? 

Average 
Age: 
49,7 

(Source: DRV 
Studie 2008) 

…  mainly for the older generation 
 

…  mainly for the younger 
generation 

…  for both generations 

Probably 

Definitely 

Cruisers Holiday Makers 
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 Least data fit (R2 = 94%) 

 30 Million Pax by 2041 

 Indefinite growth assumption 
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Linear Extrapolation Quadratic Extrapolation 

 Second best data fit (R2 = 98%) 

 69 Million Pax by 2041 

 Indefinite growth assumption 

 

R² = 0,9923 
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Cubic Extrapolation  
(S-Shaped Curve) 

 Best data fit (R2 = 99%) 

 Compatible with the 
Product Life Cycle concept 

 Historically applicable for 
tourist destinations (Butler 
1980, 2006) and  

 Tourism segments 
(Zimmermann 1997) 

Source data:  CLIA (2010)  
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 Bass Diffusion Model (1968):  

 Represents an S curve – Just like the Product- or Destination-
Life Cycle 

 Can be used for forecasting the slope of the S curve, on the 
basis of the market potential and the degree of imitation and 
innovation   

 Assumptions: 

 Market Potential in Germany approx. 5 million 

─ Travellers spending more than €1700 on a vacation 

─ Demographic structure remains the same 

 Innovation and imitation coefficients are calculated from the 
historical data (currently demand is determined by imitators – 
cruise market has left the introduction phase) 

 
Source: Nee & Papathanassis (2011) 
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Understanding the ‘S Curve’ (Product Life Cycle) of Sectors 

Diffusion of 
Cruise Product 
in the Market 
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Image Source:  http://www.idea2dezign.net/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Quantum+of+the+Seas.jpg 



© Alexis Papathanassis Images Source: http://www.schiffsjournal.de/vorstellung-der-quantum-of-the-seas/ 
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Comfort and Service 
Quality 

‚Round-tout without carrying 
suitcases‘ 

‚Being at home abroad‘ 

Excellent Catering 24/7 

Crew / Pax Ratio 1/3 

Variety & Differentiation 

The ship as the Destination 
(Mega-ships, Floating Resorts) 

Theme Cruises (e.g. Metal-
Cruises) 

Sea-Land product 
Combinations 

New Routes, Destinations 

Excellent Value for 
Money 

2012:  Av. Price for a Cruise:  € 
1.710 (approx..€ 185/Day)*  

Modern Image 

Increasing proportion First-
Timers 

Increasingly younger 
customers 

Innovation & Technology 

Source: DRV Zahlen & Fakten 2012  
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* Rogers, E. (1962, 1995), Diffusion of Innovations, Free Press, New York 
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 Early Adopters 
(13,5%): 

• Respectable  

• Opinion 
leaders 

• Popular  

• Educated  

 Innovators (2.5%): 

• Adventurous 

• Well-educated 

• Well-informed 

• Well-off (usually) 

• Risk-takers  

 Early majority 
(34%): 

• Thoughtful 

• Extensive 
social network 

 Late majority 
(34%) 

• Sceptical,  

• Traditional 

• Lower social 
status  

 Laggards (16%): 

• Traditionalists 

• Limited info 
sources and 
network  

• Risk-averse 

• Lower economic 
status 

 Early Adopters 
(13,5%): 

 Respectable  

 Opinion 
leaders 

 Popular  

 Educated  

 Innovators (2.5%): 

 Adventurous 

 Well-educated 

 Well-informed 

 Well-off 
(usually) 

 Risk-takers  

 Early majority 
(34%): 

 Thoughtful 

 Extensive 
social network 

 Late majority 
(34%) 

 Sceptical,  

 Traditional 

 Lower social 
status  

 Laggards (16%): 

 Traditionalists 

 Limited info 
sources and 
network  

 Risk-averse 

 Lower economic 
status 
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 Innovators (2.5%) 

 Early Adopters (13,5%) 

 Early majority (34%) 

 Late majority (34%) 

 Laggards (16%) 
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 Awareness of 
innovation 
existence and 
utility 

 Knowledge on 
potential usage / 
application 

 Positive (or 
negative) 
opinion 
development 
(regarding the 
innovation) 

 Activities related 
to adopting or 
rejecting the 
innovation 

 Innovation is 
adopted and put in 
use 

 Utility / results are 
produced 

 Innovation is 
evaluated and 
adoption decision is 
revisited 

External Factors / 
Influences  

(e.g. formal communication / 
marketing, mass-media 

coverage) 

Internal Factors / 
Influences  

(e.g. word of mouth) 
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Innovators (2.5%) 

Early Adopters (13,5%) 

Early majority (34%) 

Late majority (34%) 

Laggards (16%) External 
Factors 
(Innovation 

Factor) 

Internal Factors 
(Imitation Factor) 

Internal Factors 
(Imitation Factor) 

Internal Factors 
(Imitation Factor) 

Internal Factors 
(Imitation Factor) 

K P D I C 

K P D I C 

K P D I C 

K P D I C 

K P D I C 
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1 cruise, 3 
dissatisfied 

guests, 160 

readers! 
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263 comments, 

744 people ‘Likes’…  

since yesterday! 
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Is Bigger Better? 
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 Leverage over suppliers & destinations 

 Economies of scale 

 Risk-spreading & financial reserves 

 Difficult for new entrants due to shipbuilding sector concentration 

Carnival 
55% 

Royal Caribbean 
26% 

MSC 
2% 

NCL 
10% 

Disney 
2% 

Others 
5% 

US Market Share 

Carnival 
50% 

Royal 
Caribbean 

19% 

MSC 
10% 

Star 
5% 

Thomson 
4% 

Louis 
4% Hurtigruten 

4% 

Others 
4% 

World Market Share 

* Source Data:  Cruise Market Watch (2010) in Lekakou et al. (2011) 



© Alexis Papathanassis 

 2010*: 

 Global cruise fleet 298 
vessels amounting > 
400,000 berths 

 About half operate in 
Europe 

 2012-2016**: 

 Total Ships: 20 

 Total Berths: 57,751 

 Total Order Book Value: 
$13,468,000,000.00 

 Average Price Per Berth: 
$273,183 

 

* Source Data:  Cruisecommunity.com, Accessed: 10.10.2011 
** Source:   ISL (2011), Accessed: 10.10.2011 
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Limited 
Shipbuilding 

Capacity 

Promising 
Niche 

Economies 
of Scale 

Port / 
Infrastructure 

Restrictions 

On Board 
Offers 

Profit 
Margins 

‘Software’  
Comparability 

‘Hardware’ 
Comparability 

Focus on 
‘Software’ (e.g. 

Marketing, 
Theme-ing, 

Itinerary, Board 
Offers, 

Excursions) 

Capacity 
Utilisation 
Pressures 

Require 

Requires 

Plus HR-resources, Fuel 
costs , Regulations 

Economies 
of Scope 

Economies 
of Scope 

Capacity 
Growth (Short-

Term) 

Profitability 
Pressures (Medium 

-Term) 

Challenging 
Mass-Market 

Revenue Focus 
(Long -Term) 
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The ‘Cannibalisation Effect’ 

Supply of 
Cruise 

Capacity  
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*  Source Data:   Cruise Market Watch. (2013).  Financial Breakdown of Typical Cruiser.  Cruise Market Watch Homepage.  
Available URL:  http://www.cruisemarketwatch.com/home/financial-breakdown-of-typical-cruiser/, Accessed:  23/01/2013 

Onboard Revenue  25% 
of the Total Revenue 

€ 167 

€ 986 

€ 61 € 30 
€ 49 € 1289 € 189 

€ 169 

€ 166 

€ 150 

€ 143 

€ 125 

€ 78 

€ 57 
€ 43 

€ 41 
€ 129 

Cruise operators 
increasingly depend on 

Onboard Revenue to 

cover their operational 
costs! 



© Alexis Papathanassis * Source:  Vogel (2008) 
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2001 2011 

0 $ 

50 $ 

100 $ 

150 $ 

200 $ 

250 $ 

2001 2011 

-31% 

-36% 

-36% 

-14% 

-6% 

-16% 

+143% 

-17% 

$207.67 

$172.63 $174.36 

$207.80 

Fuel 
Food 

Deprec. 

Payroll 

Marketing 

Other 

Commission 
 & transp. 

Fuel 

Food 

Deprec. 

Payroll 

Marketing 

Other 

Commission 
 & transp. -38% 

-8% 

-27% 

1% 

-19% 

-32% 

+129% 

-16% 

Cost reduction excluding fuel: -25% Cost reduction excluding fuel: -21% 

C
o

st
 p

er
 P

C
D

 (
re

al
 U

S$
) 

* Source:  Vogel (2012) 



© Alexis Papathanassis 

0 

50 

100 

150 

200 

250 

300 

2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 

0 

10 

20 

30 

40 

50 

60 

70 

80 

2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 

M
ill

io
n

s 
o

f 
P

C
D

s 

Revenue per PCD 
(real US$) -2.2% 
p.a. 

Passenger cruise days 
(PCD) +8.5% p.a. 

R
eal U

S$
 (2

0
1

1
) 

Passenger cruise days  
(PCD) +13.1% p.a. 

-20% -17% 
Revenue per PCD 
(real US$) -1.8% 
p.a. 

* Source:  Vogel, M. (2012).  Crises & Cruises:  Cruise Line Economics 2001-2011. Presented at the 4th International Cruise Conference 
(Leeuwarden, Netherlands). May 21st 
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Profit margins have decreased by 

approx. 4% over the last decade and 

are following a downward trend… 
Could it be that too many options 

onboard cannibalise shore-side 
cruise operator income? 
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• Image issue (‘From Paper to Practice’) 

• Friends of the Earth Scorecard 

• Cruise Operators’ sustainability reports 

• Integration of new technologies on existing fleets 

Environment 

• Customer satisfaction deterioration 

• Relationship between locals & tourists (Antagonism) 

• Destination limitations (Seasonal, infrastructural) 

Overcrowding & 
Itineraries 

• Rising fuel prices 

• Safety & security regulations 

• Personnel costs 

• Fusion packaged tourism – cruise tourism (extended competitive scope) 

Cost Pressures & 
Competition 

• Tax avoidance – Flags of convenience 

• Image issue (‘Sweatships’) 

• Intl Transport Workers’ Federation (ITF) 

• International Labour Organisation (ILO) 

• Crew living & employment conditions 

• Criminality on board (Balancing security with recreation) 

Social 
Responsibility 
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A Media Soap Opera...  Or a Scandal Below Deck? 

Corporate 
Responsibility 
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*  Mouawad, J. (2013, October 27). Too big to sail? cruise ships face scrutiny. New York Times. Retrieved from 
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/10/28/business/too-big-to-sail-cruise-ships-face-scrutiny.html?_r=0 
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Image Source: http://www.nytimes.com/imagepages/2013/02/15/us/jp-cruise.html 

Image Source: http://www.nytimes.com/imagepages/2013/02/15/us/CRUISE.html 

Image Source: 
http://boards.cruisecritic.com/showthread.
php?t=1789392&page=7 

Image Source: 
http://boards.cruisecritic.com/showthr
ead.php?t=1789392&page=7 

Image Source: 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/
shortcuts/2013/feb/15/carnival-
triumph-six-cruises-from-hell 

Image Source: 
http://photoblog.nbcnews.com/_news/201
3/02/14/16968298-passengers-begin-
disembarking-from-carnival-triumph-cruise-
ship?lite 
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• 48 in Total 

Reported Incidents of Ships 
Sinking 1990-2013*:   

• 448 in Total 

• 139 Shipboard Fires 

• 106 Ship Collisions 

• 203 Other Disabling Events 
(Power loss, Propulsion problems, 
Engine Damage, etc.)  

Disabling and major events 
1990-2013*:   

Image Source:  http://www.cruiselawnews.com/tags/hearing/ 

* Klein, R. (2014). Events at Sea Broken Down by Cruise Line and by Ship.  CruiseJunkie dot com Homepage, URL: 
http://www.cruisejunkie.com, Access date:  09.01.2014   
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0,0% 

10,0% 

20,0% 

30,0% 

40,0% 

50,0% 

60,0% 

70,0% 

80,0% 

90,0% 

Knowledge on how 
to react to an alarm 

Perceived survival 
chances 

Ability to recall 
procedures 

Familiarisation with 
escape routes 

Feeling confident 
during an 

emergency 

Ability to support 
others 

Ability to make 
quick emergency 

judgements 

Positive Perception (% of Positive Responses)  

Factor Relevance (Correlation with Perceived Readiness) 

Estimated Readiness 

Expressed Readiness 

Post-Concordia Accident Survey (N = 128)* 

* Source Data:  Schwenke, C. (2012).  Safety at Sea in the Post-Concordia Era: Analysis of Passengers’ Crisis-Reaction Readiness Onboard Cruise Ships, Bremerhaven 
University of Applied Sciences Research Thesis (Supervisor: Alexis Papathanassis) 

54% of respondents view safety as 

their own responsibility 
especially when travelling with their 

family?  

53% of respondents do not trust (or cannot assess) 
the crew’s ability to deal with an emergency…  Staff 

perceived as highly motivated and willing to help, but less highly as 
able to provide information and communicate emergency info…  

Est. Readiness > 
Exp. Readiness 

indicates a 

slight   
insecurity?  

Information / Education Confidence / Experience 
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“In fact, the risk of sexual assault on a cruise ship is almost twice that of 
forcible rape in the US, and calculated as 48.065 per 100,000”  

(Klein, 2007:68)** 

 

* Klein, R. & Poulston, J. (2011). Sex at Sea:  Sexual Crimes Aboard Cruise Ships. Tourism in Marine Environments. 7(2): 67-80 
** Klein, R. A. (2007).Crimes against Americans on cruiseships. Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Hosue Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 
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Perhaps, maybe for a number of crew, 

the wages and life on 
board are better than at 
home…  But are they fair?  For how 

long? With what implications? 
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The age of online 
transparency has 

arrived…What happens 

at sea does not stay at 
sea anymore! 
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Cruise as a Driver of Development...  Or Post-Modern Economic 
Colonialism? 

Wider Socio-
Economic 

Impact 
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•Indirect: € 22.2 Billion 

•Direct:  € 16.2 Billion 

Total Economic Output 

•Direct: 164.804 Jobs (48%) 

•Induced: 50.415  Jobs (15%) 

•Indirect: 124.198 Jobs (37%) 

•Total:  339.417 Jobs 

•62.400 of those jobs were European (5.600 on Land) 

•€ 10.5 Billion in Employee Compensation 

•Average salary = € 31.000 

Employment 

•31.2 Million visitors in European Ports 

•Average expenditure per visitor € 62 

Incoming 

•3 European countries comprise 45% of the total direct economic benefits of 
European cruising 

•Italy (€ 3.1 Billion Income): Manufacturing (29%), Employment (16%), 
Tourism (25%) 

•UK (€ 2.58 Billion):  Business & Financial services (25%), Tourism (19%) 
Employment (22%) 

•Germany (€ 1.7 Billion): Manufacturing (40%), Tourism (18%), Employment 
(6.5%)      

The Economic  ‘Winners’ 

Pax & Crew 
Purchases 

23% 

Shipbuilding 
26% 

Cruise 
Employee 

Compensation 
9% 

Cruise Line 
Purchases 

42% 

Direct Economic Impact of Cruise Tourism in Europe 2012 
(Total € 15 Billion)  

Pax & Crew 
Purchases 

23% 

Shipbuilding 
25% Cruise Employee 

Compensation 
9% 

Cruise Line 
Purchases 

43% 

Direct Economic Impact of Cruise Tourism in Europe  2013 (Total € 
16.2 Billion)  

Base data:  CLIA Europe (2014): The Cruise Industry: Contribution of Cruise Tourism to the Economies of Europe  2014 Edition.  
Available Online:  http://www.cliaeurope.eu/images/downloads/reports/CLIA_2014.pdf 
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“Therefore we (Carnival) have decided to keep 
ships in North America during this period 
rather than place capacity in Europe in 2014.”* 

“Industry giant Royal Caribbean only will have 
seven ships in Europe in 2014, not eight as 

originally planned, as soft demand in the 
region prompts the company to cut back.” ** 

“Both Royal Caribbean Cruises and Princess 
Cruises are reducing capacity in the 
Mediterranean. Royal Caribbean said it plans to 
reduce 2014 year-on-year capacity in Europe by a 
further 10 per cent.” ** 

*  http://www.usatoday.com/story/cruiselog/2013/05/13/carnival-cruise-europe-2014/2156097  
**   http://www.usatoday.com/story/cruiselog/2013/05/13/carnival-cruise-europe-2014/2156097 
***  http://www.telegraph.co.uk/travel/cruises/cruise-news/10054416/Carnival-Cruise-Lines-abandons-Europe.html 

http://yearof1989.wordpress.com/tag/eu/ 

http://yearof1989.wordpress.com/tag/eu/ 



© Alexis Papathanassis *  http://www.travelmarketreport.com/articles/Cruise-Lines-Leave-Europe-as-Economy-Worsens 

 

 

“The majority of the major cruise lines 
that are active in North America, like 
Carnival and Royal Caribbean, were 

drawing a significant amount of their 
passenger boardings from the 
European source market…”* 

“The bigger lines are taking 
advantage of the reality that 
cruise line management can 

make prudent moves and shift 
vessels around…”* 

US Cruise 
Operator Risk 

Man/t & 
Opportunism 
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EU 
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EU 
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EU Port Reduced Vertical Power and Increased 
Upstream Dependency in the Cruise Value Chain 

Infrastructure 
Risk-

Maximisation 

International 
(Vertical) 

Cooperation 

Regional 
(Horizontal) 
Competition 

Alliances focus on 
attracting foreign 

cruisers and cruise 
operators – mainly 

common promotional 
material 

Ports negotiate as 
separate units with 

cruise operators and 
compete with each 
other for the same 

cruise segments 

Public investment in 
ports is not the same as 
developing a diversified 

and sustainable 
tourism portfolio 
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Cruisers may spend an average of 70 Euros 
at the ports of call.  Question is if the money spent at 

port covers the indirect costs and if it goes 

into the wallet of the locals 
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What is the true value 
of cruise tourism for 

the wider community?  
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Some Food for Thought.... 

Demand for 
Cruises 

Supply of 
Cruise 

Capacity  

Business 
Success 

Wider Socio-Economic Impact 

Corporate Responsibility 

Diffusion of Cruise Product in 
the Market 
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Cruise Demand Side 

• Passenger growth is not 
indefinite 

• Continuous ticket price 
decrease 

• Transformation of cruise 
image  

• Web 2.0 communications  

• The first signs of maturity are 
beginning to show 

Cruise Supply Side 

• Industry Concentration 

• Mega-liners 

• Standardisation & Cost-
savings  

• Differentiation Challenges 

• Operational Complexity 

• Declining profitability 

Utility Side 

• Negative Publicity 

• Questionable benefits local 
communities 

• Destination vs. Cruise 
Operator (Power Imbalance) 

• Risk of Spill-over Effects in 
Demand: 

• Flags of convenience & tax 
evasion 

• ‘Sweatships’ 

• Pollution & Overcrowding 

 

Impact on Internal / External Diffusion Effects  

Growth Side Effects Diffusion / Marketing 

Product Development & Innovation 



© Alexis Papathanassis 

• What options do cruise operators have to revive the cruise product life-cycle? 

• Do you see promising niches or innovations within the boundaries of the cruise industry? 

• Who is the future cruiser?  What are the implications for cruise tourism distribution?   

Cruise Demand Development 

• Where do you see the product philosophy of cruises going? 

• What do you think will be the next trend in cruise vessels? 

• How do you see the future development of the interface between cruise tourism and other 
tourism forms 

Cruise Supply Side 

• How can destinations deal with the power imbalance in the supply chain? 

• Under which conditions can destinations benefit from cruise tourism, given its externalities? 

• How are cruise operators to deal with the new age of online transparency, rapid diffusion of 
information, and negative publicity? 

Cruise Tourism Utility 
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 Research Functions: 

-  Founder & Chairman of the Cruise Research Society 
(http://www.cruiseresearchsociety.com)  

-  Co-Director of the Institute for Maritime Tourism (IMT) 
(http://www.imt.hs-bremerhaven.de/) 

-   Editorial Board Member of the Journal of the European Journal of 
Tourism, Hospitality and Recreation (EJTHR) – 
(http://www.ejthr.com/)  

- Reviewer of the Tourism Management Journal 
(http://journals.elsevier.com/02615177/tourism-management/)  

 Administrative Functions: 

- Dean of Studies – Faculty of Business & Economics  

-  Chairman of the CIM Examinations Committee  

-  Member of the CIM Study Affairs Committee  
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