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Abstract: Cruise tourism in Asia is growing rapidly. Phuket has supported cruise tourism 
as a port of call for various cruise lines for decades. The addition of  more destinations in 
Asia for cruise visits and the deployment of mega cruise ships by the cruise industry has 
placed increasing pressure on Phuket to improve its port facilities. The mix-method study 
examines the importance and performance levels of Phuket’s home port factors, from the 
supply side perspective, by employing Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA). A detailed 
review of literature was carried out, focusing on multiple factors affecting home port selection, 
competitiveness and potential development.  Semi-structured interviews were conducted 
to identify and confirm the extracted potential factors of cruise home ports that might 
otherwise be missed. A face-to-face questionnaire was then designed to gather opinions from 
key stakeholders on 35 home port factors involving 4 dimensions. Importance-Performance 
Analysis was used for data analysis. The results show that the total importance level for home 
port factors is the highest, while the total performance level for home port factors is lowest. 
The results of IPA reveal that cruise home port factors that scored high importance and good 
performance are mainly tourism products and services, along with a few home port conditions. 
However, factors that require focus are mainly home port conditions.
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Introduction

Cruise tourism is a rapidly evolving industry. Traditionally, cruises were dominated 
by senior citizens and baby boomers who could afford the large cruise liners with 
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their family-oriented cruises. Today, the younger generations, including millennials 
and “generation X,” have discovered cruising and continue to experience cruise 
travel more than ever before. An additional driver behind this growth is the extensive 
investment being made in the cruise industry, with new larger ships, new lines and 
growing corporations (Dowing & Weeden, 2017).

Cruise tourism has experienced substantial promotion and growth in the last 
two decades, as tourists look for novel alternatives to liven up their typical holidays 
(Toudert & Bringas-Rabago, 2016; Linde, Michael, & Jan, 2017; Chiappa, Lorenzo-
Romero, & Gallarza 2018). According to a report by Cruise Line International 
Association (CLIA, 2017), demand for cruising has increased by 62% in the period of 
2005-2015. Global cruise travel is expected to grow at a steady pace, with 30 million 
passengers recorded in 2019. The global industry generated USD134 billion, with 
45.6 billion dollars for wages and salaries, and 1,108,676 persons were employed 
in the field. In addition, 272 new cruise ships were launched while 18 new ocean, 
river and specialty ships debuted in 2019 (CLIA, 2019). The fast-growing cruise 
industry creates considerable economic, social, and environment impacts at its port 
destinations, but only minimally affects local communities (MacNeill & Wozniak, 
2018).  

Specifically, in Asia, the cruise industry has grown rapidly. The Asia-Pacific region 
is emerging as a developing cruise market, and Southeast Asia is one of the fastest 
growing cruise regions in the world. In 2018, global ocean passenger volume was 
28.5 million with Asians accounting for 14.8% or 4.24 million as opposed to 4.6% 
from the previous year. Mainland China continued to dominate the Asian source 
markets, accounting for 55.8% of all Asian passenger volume in 2018 (CLIA, 2018).  
Furthermore, many cruise lines are increasing their capacity to the Asia region. 
Brand new, larger ships are purpose-built for Asian passengers. The number of ships 
deployed in Asia increased at a 12% annual growth rate between 2013 and 2016. 
Passenger capacity in Asia also grew 29.3% annually. However, the deployment 
of mega cruise ships is putting pressure on ports to redesign or construct new 
infrastructure (London, Moyle, & Lohmann, 2017). Ports in many countries have 
been upgraded so as to gain a regional advantage, in light of the cruise industry 
adding more cruise visits to destinations in Asia. There were 5,570 Asian port of 
calls in 2016, an increase of 43% from the previous year. Additionally, 10.9 million 
passenger destination days were brought to Asia, a 55% increase from 7 million in 
2015. There is a much stronger concentration in the East Asia region, which hosted 
64% of the port of calls, and received 71% of Asia’s passenger destination days. The 
key countries hosting port of calls were led by Japan with 1,526 total calls, China 
– 850, South Korea – 745, Vietnam – 466, Malaysia – 422, Singapore – 391, and 
Thailand – 291. In terms of turnaround/home ports, Shanghai and Singapore had 
hosted the most—402 and 329 calls, respectively—followed by Keelung (Taiwan), 
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Hong Kong and Tianjin (China) with 170, 112 and 110 turnarounds, respectively, 
in 2016 (CLIA, 2016). 

Thailand hosted 290 port of calls in 2016, with 465,000 passenger days. This 
number is a reduction from the 2015 figures at 374 calls and 579,000 passenger 
days. Transit traffic will be mostly port of call volume, at 77% of the total. Bangkok 
and Phuket led Thailand’s port of calls, providing 71% of total port of calls in 2016 
(CLIA, 2016). However, Thailand recorded a decrease of 22.2% in port of calls in 
2016. Longer term trends show that Thailand experienced an 11.6% drop in absolute 
volume of port of calls over the 2013-2016 period, for a relatively flat combined 
annual growth rate of -4%. The major obstacles to cruise tourism in Thailand are 
existing ports not being standardized and unable to accommodate mega cruise ships, 
and the lack of a focal point for coordination of cruise tourism between relevant 
public agencies (Choksuvanich, 2015). 

Phuket has been selected as the port of call for various cruise lines sailing in 
Andaman Sea for many years, owing to its connection with Singapore. Further, 
Phuket has been famous for decades as Asia’s top port of call destination for its 
beautiful beaches, diverse tourism activities, and variety of cuisine (Ministry of 
Interior, 2015). It has served as the most-visited port of call in Thailand and one 
of the most popular ports in the Asian region. However, while several ports in Asia 
have rapidly developed to attract cruise lines as a part of their itinerary, Phuket has 
yet to undertake substantial port development despite its significant cruise tourism 
growth (Monpanthong & Choibamrong, 2015). Undoubtedly, the growth of cruise 
ship tourism in Asia and the deployment of mega cruise ships is putting pressure on 
Phuket to improve itself as a cruise home port. 

Generally, a number of criteria are reviewed for cruise port selection (Marti, 
1990; ASEAN, 2002; Ontario Ministry of Tourism, 2006; Port-Net, 2007; 
Lekakou, Pallis, & Vaggelas, 2009; Gibson, 2012; Hsu, 2015; Chen, 2016; Sigala, 
2017). Although Phuket has supported cruise tourism as a port of call for many 
years, studies related to the cruise industry in Thailand are rather limited. For 
example, Wang, Jung, Yeo, & Chou (2014) identified the main factors affecting 
the port selection of cruise lines in East Asia, including Phuket. On the other hand, 
Monpanthong and Choibamrong (2015) studied Phuket’s port of call management 
from the perspective of cruise passengers. However, the present study goes beyond 
port of call management and looks at Phuket as a cruise home port. A cruise home 
port is a port where cruise passengers embark or disembark at the beginning or at the 
end of the cruise. In other words, a cruise home port is the starting and ending point 
of a cruise and where the highest spending takes place, contributing to the highest 
economic impact (Rodrigue & Notteboom, 2013). 

Therefore, this study examines the importance and performance levels of 
Phuket’s home port factors. Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA) was selected 



APJIHT Vol. 9 No. 2 November 2020

4 Ranee Esichaikul and Rochaporn Chansawang

as the appropriate instrument to measure these importance and performance levels, 
as viewed by major stakeholders (Martilla & James, 1977). The research findings 
have wide-ranging implications, specifically helping Phuket’s cruise industry 
stakeholders in understanding the potential for cruise tourism growth and associated 
infrastructure requirements to satisfy the guest market. Some recommendations on 
developing Phuket’s cruise home port are also proposed, which can assist the Royal 
Thai government in devising proper supportive policies to achieve Phuket’s goal of 
capitalising the continuing growth of its cruise tourism.

Literature Review

Cruise Tourism 

Cruise tourism is an exclusive mode of transport that combines transportation and 
accommodation (UNWTO, 2012). A cruise ship is a transport vehicle which combines 
hotel accommodation, food and beverage service and recreational facilities on board 
(Mancini, 2000). Cruise tourism is tourism based on cruise ships, in which different 
suppliers within the cruise industry, such as airlines and tour operators, collaborate 
to provide cruise holidays (Morgan & Power, 2011). Cruising is distinguishable 
from other tourism activities since it brings together on-board activities with tourism 
characteristics of coastal destinations (Mancini, 2012). A cruise ship or cruise liner is 
a floating passenger vessel used for pleasure voyages, where the voyage itself and ship’s 
amenities are part of the experience (Gibson, 2006). Cruise ships come in all shapes 
and sizes, but newer and larger ships are also purpose-built for more consumers. A 
cruise trip or voyage is a journey in which passengers spend time onboard a cruise 
ship and its destinations. A trip may last for two nights, two weeks or up to several 
months as a world cruise. A cruise voyage can be a round trip with several en route 
stops, or a fly cruise that includes flying to one destination and sailing to another or 
vice versa. 

The shore excursions organised in different cruise ports are an attractive feature 
of a cruise. They are specially designed, based on the historical, geographical, social 
and humanistic aspects of the destination. These excursions motivate tourists to take 
cruise vacations and provide them with an opportunity to learn and experience new 
cultures (Andriotis & Agiomirgianakis, 2010). A cruise destination is a geographical 
space that goes well beyond a port where shore excursions basically take place. Cruise 
destinations involve public and private stakeholders delivering products, services and 
experiences to cruise passengers disembarking at a tourist destination. Needless to 
say, cruise ships visiting different ports require an efficient infrastructure to process 
the large number of cruise passengers embarking and disembarking (Gabe, Lynch, 
& McConnon, 2006).  

Cruise ports are commonly classified into three categories. Firstly, home ports 
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or turnaround ports are the starting and/or ending point of a cruise. Secondly, ports 
of call are ports visited by a cruise ship during the cruise, and tourists spend less 
than 10 hours at each port for sightseeing. A home port requires state-of-the-art 
infrastructure and facilities, extending the comfort, convenience and safety of cruise 
ships to passengers whereas a port of call focuses more on tourist attractions. Thirdly, 
hybrid ports are a combination of the previous categories. The hybrid ports can be 
categorised by function as a home port or a port of call but the port requires similar 
facilities as a home port (Gibson, 2012). In principle, the economic multiplier is 
typically low with cruise tourists at a port of call since passengers tend to eat, drink, 
sleep, buy shore excursions, and spend money onboard with credit cards (Brida & 
Zapata, 2010). Cruise ports are interested in being a home port for more cruise 
companies because of the high economic impacts for the port and its destination city, 
as a result of spending by the cruise companies, cruise passengers and vessel crews 
(Pavlic, 2013; Lekakou et al., 2009). A CLIA report estimated that at a home port, 
a cruise passenger spends 6.378 times more than that at a port of call in Southeast 
Asia (CLIA SE Asia, 2015).

Factors of Cruise Port Selection 

This section identifies the critical factors influencing the selection of cruise ports. 
The selection of ports to be included in cruise itineraries requires a complex process 
that needs to consider multiple factors as well as balance both the interests and goals 
of cruise companies (e.g., minimise costs, operational constraints) and the demands 
of cruise tourists (e.g., visits to safe and attractive destinations) (Sigala, 2017). 
Generally, a number of criteria are reviewed for cruise home port selection. (Marti, 
1990; ASEAN, 2002; Ontario Ministry of Tourism, 2006; Port-Net, 2007; Lekakou 
et al., 2009; Gibson, 2012; Wang et al., 2014; Sigala, 2017). In addition, a port’s 
competitiveness and potential to develop into a regional cruise hub are also reviewed 
(Hsu, 2015; Chen, 2016). 

Marti (1990) examined the North American cruise market and discovered two 
major categories of factors for selecting home ports. The first category is the site 
conditions of the port, which refer to the physical factors, such as port infrastructure 
and superstructures. The second is the situation conditions, which refer to social 
and cultural features, such as the attractions of the port region for cruising, and 
the proximity to cruise passenger markets. As a result, itineraries, influenced by 
“site” and “situation” characteristics, is still the most important factor affecting 
home port selection. Similarly, Lekakou et al. (2009) who conducted an empirical 
study on factors influencing the selection process of a home port, identified (a) site 
characteristics (e.g., port characteristics, port infrastructure, port management, port 
efficiency, and others) and (b) situation characteristics (e.g., provision of intermodal 
transport, attractive touristic areas and activities). ASEAN (2002) stated that home 
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ports require state-of-the-art infrastructure and facilities extending the comfort, 
convenience and safety of cruise ships to passengers. Additionally, Ontario Ministry 
of Tourism (2006) described various port selection criteria while Port-Net (2007) 
identified port selection criteria such as port information, technical characteristics, 
passenger handling services, passenger transport, parking facilities, high standard 
accommodation and airport. Gibson (2012) also analysed port advertisements 
and surmised a range of attractors. Wang et al. (2014) identified the main factors 
affecting the selection of cruise lines’ ports of call in East Asia, using the fuzzy-
AHP method. These include cruise terminal facilities, natural environment of the 
hinterland, tourism attraction, and connectivity and agility. Sigala (2017) reviewed 
the major literature and concluded that factors related to home port selection were 
costs, availability and quality of port services, legislation, port accessibility and 
characteristics, and destination attractiveness/touristic interest.

Hsu (2015) studied and evaluated various ports’ competitiveness as cruise ports 
and their potential to develop into regional cruise hubs, including destination policy 
and management, support factors and resources, attractions, situation conditions and 
port conditions. Moreover, Chen (2016) classified six categories of competitiveness 
in the Taiwan cruise industry, namely amending relevant laws and regulations, 
cultivating tourism talents, improving software and hardware facilities in home 
ports, strengthening international marketing, and cooperating with other countries 
to promote special trips. 

To develop the conceptual framework for this study, lists of potential factors 
affecting home port selection, together with the major variables that drive a cruise 
destination’s competitiveness, were extracted from the literature review and grouped 
into four dimensions: (1) tourism products and services, (2) home port conditions, 
(3) destination policy and management, (4) support factors and environment.  Each 
dimension consists of several factors as presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Summary of dimensions and factors affecting home port selection

Dimensions Factors Authors

1.  Tourism 
products and 
services

–  Attractions of the port region for cruising
–  Hotels
–  Attraction sites and resources
–  Unique and interesting things for passengers to 

enjoy
–  Visit experience
–  Convenient access to shopping
–  Activities for cruise crew
–  Proximate or accessible to shopping/service 

centres

Marti (1990)
ASEAN (2002)
ASEAN (2002)
Ontario (2006)

Ontario (2006)
Ontario (2006)
Ontario (2006)
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Dimensions Factors Authors

–  HR in delivering shore excursions, 
passenger services and multi-lingual trained 
guides

–  High standard accommodation
–  Attractive tourist areas and activities
–  Duty-free shops
–  Friendly and professional services
–  Sightseeing tours/shore excursions
–  Panoramic views
–  Perfect weather year round
–  Cultural and historical treasures
–  Water sports and land sports
–  Diversity of attractions
–  Tourism attractions
–  Quality of service
–  Accessibility
–  Appeal to tourists
–  Quantity and variety of attractions
–  Cultivating tourism talents
–  Destination attractiveness/touristic interests

Ontario (2006)
Ontario (2006)

Port-Net (2007)
Lekakou et al. (2009)
Gibson (2012)
Gibson (2012)
Gibson (2012)
Gibson (2012)
Gibson (2012)
Gibson (2012) 
Gibson (2012)
Gibson (2012)
Wang et al. (2014)
Hsu (2015)
Hsu (2015)
Hsu (2015)
Hsu (2015)
Chen (2016)
Sigala (2017)

2.  Home port 
conditions

–  Dedicated berth
–  Enough water/ air depth in berth
–  Passenger terminal
–  Enough parking bays
–  Aid for night-time navigation
–  Airport and airline access
–  Land transport
–  HR in handling local transport
–  Facilities at port
–  Dockage and gangway
–  Docking location close to town
–  Sufficient water depth
–  Arrival area for passenger
–  Port information
–  Technical characteristics
–  Passenger handling services
–  Passenger transport
–  Parking facilities
–  Airport link
–  Natural port characteristics, port efficiency, 

port management, port infrastructure

ASEAN (2002)
ASEAN (2002)
ASEAN (2002)
ASEAN (2002)
ASEAN (2002)
ASEAN (2002)
ASEAN (2002)
Ontario (2006)
Ontario (2006) 
Ontario (2006)
Ontario (2006)
Ontario (2006)
Ontario (2006)
Port-Net (2007)
Port-Net (2007)
Port-Net (2007)
Port-Net (2007)
Port-Net (2007)
Port-Net (2007)
Lekakou et al. (2009)

Table 1 (con’t)
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Dimensions Factors Authors

–  Port services for passengers, port services for 
cruise ships

–  Provision of intermodal transport
–  Average 3.5 ft. (10.75 metres) water depth 

at low tide
–  Deep draft sheltered berths
–  Gateway port with easy access to destinations
–  Cruise terminal with state-of-the-art 

facilities
–  Capacity for mega cruise ships
–  ADA — accessible passenger loading bridge 

and mobile gangway
–  Warehousing space
–  Cruise terminal facilities
–  Connectivity and agility
–  Berthing facilities
–  Natural conditions 
–  Improving software and hardware facilities 

in home ports
–  Availability and quality of port services
–  Port accessibility and characteristics

Lekakou et al. (2009)

Lekakou et al. (2009)
Gibson (2012)

Gibson (2012)
Gibson (2012)
Gibson (2012)

Gibson (2012)
Gibson (2012)

Gibson (2012)
Wang et al. (2014)
Wang et al. (2014)
Hsu (2015)
Hsu (2015)
Chen (2016)

Sigala (2017)
Sigala (2017)

3.  Destination 
policy and 
management

–  Permanent customs office
–  Permanent immigration office
–  Customs clearance
–  Political conditions and regulatory 

framework
–  Cost of port services
–  Visa policy and other regulations
–  Government supporting policies
–  Destination marketing
–  Port charges
–  Amending relevant laws and regulations
–  Strengthening international marketing 
–  Cooperation with other countries 
–  Making special trip plans
–  Costs of port services
–  Legislation

ASEAN (2002)
ASEAN (2002)
Ontario (2006)
Lekako et al. (2009)
Hsu (2015)
Hsu (2015)
Hsu (2015)
Hsu (2015)
Hsu (2015)
Chen (2016)
Chen (2016)
Chen (2016)
Chen (2016)
Sigala (2017)
Sigala (2017)

4.  Support 
factors and 
environment

–  Infrastructure and superstructures
–  Proximity to markets of cruise passengers 
–  Security and safety
–  Safety and security at destination
–  City amenities

Marti (1990)
Marti (1990)
ASEAN (2002)
Ontario (2006)
Lekakou et al. (2009)

Table 1 (con’t)
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Dimensions Factors Authors

–  Safety
–  Comfortable, efficient and secure
–  Natural environment of the hinterland
–  Tourism infrastructure
–  General infrastructure
–  Destination location nearby
–  Security

Gibson (2012)
Gibson (2012)
Wang et al. (2014)
Hsu (2015)
Hsu (2015)
Hsu (2015)
Hsu (2015)

Methodology

This is a quantitative study that comprised a two-stage process. In the first stage, a 
detailed review of literature was carried out, focusing on multiple factors affecting 
home port selection, home port competitiveness and potential development. Criteria 
for home port selection frequently mentioned in the literature were grouped and 
selected to be incorporated as questionnaire items. 

In the second stage, determining the attributes to measure was critical; otherwise, 
the usefulness of the analysis will be limited. Semi-structured interviews with three 
experts in the field of cruise tourism and two faculty members from a university’s 
tourism management department were conducted to identify and confirm the 
identified potential factors of cruise home ports that might otherwise be missed. A 
face-to-face questionnaire was then developed and used to collect quantitative data. 
The questionnaire instrument comprised three sections. The first section collected 
personal characteristics of the respondents. The second section was designed to 
gather opinions on home port factors. This section included 35 port factors in 4 
dimensions, namely (a) tourism products and services, (b) home port conditions, 
(c) destination policy and management, and (d) support factors and environment, 
for which respondents were asked their perceptions on the importance of each item 
in selecting a home port. A 4-point Likert scale was used to measure the variables 
(values ranging from 1–not important to 4–very important). The final section 
required the respondents to assess the satisfactory performance of the same 35 factors 
(values ranging from 1–poor to 4–excellent). A pilot test was first conducted to 
measure how well the research instrument captured the constructs it was supposed to 
measure and to test the comprehension of the questionnaire items. The reliability of 
these questionnaire items was assessed by calculating Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. 
The result of the reliability test yielded a value of 0.972, which meant that the 
questionnaire was reliable as an instrument for data collection. 

The population for this study comprised stakeholders involved in cruise tourism 
management in the public sector and private sector, local authorities, and academic 

Table 1 (con’t)
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experts in the national and southern regional governments. The study sample was 
selected from related key stakeholders, consisting of senior management and policy 
makers who have appropriate knowledge or expertise. A sample of 52 respondents 
were identified through purposive sampling from important stakeholders in the 
national and southern regional governments from January to April 2017. The 
study employed statistical data analysis including percentage, frequency, mean, and 
standard deviation and Importance-Performance Analysis.

Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA) is a measurement method using a two-
dimensional matrix to analyse and rate the importance and performance of the 
attributes of a product or service presented to the consumer. The presentation of the 
results on the importance-performance grid facilitates the interpretation of data and 
increases their usefulness in helping management make strategic decisions (Martilla 
& James, 1977). IPA has been an effective method used by researchers in several 
industries, such as tourism, hotel and food services, and spa and health services 
(Jang, Ha & Silkes, 2009; Koh, Jung-Eun, & Boger Jr., 2009; Farnum & Hall, 
2007; Zhang & Chow, 2004). In this study, IPA was used to analyse the importance 
and performance level of home port factors in Phuket. In applying IPA to the current 
study, the mean ratings of importance and performance across 35 items were plotted 
against each other, resulting in four quadrants of importance-performance (IP), as 
described next (Martilla & James, 1977).

Quadrant I (“Keep up good work”): The items in this space show a high level 
of importance and good performance, so the operator should continue with what 
they are doing. The quality in this area is the primary source of competitiveness of 
the home port.

Quadrant II (“Concentration here”): These items represent a high level of 
importance but the port is not able to provide a satisfactory performance. The non-
performing attributes in this area are the critical factors for improvement, which will 
determine the successful development of the home port. They are investment areas 
that operators should prioritise. In other words, they reveal the critical weaknesses of 
the port, so the quality of services in this quadrant should be upgraded.

Quadrant III (“Low priority”): The items in this space show a lower level of 
importance but demonstrate good performance. The operator does not have to 
prioritise investment in this area because it is less significant for the competitiveness 
of the cruise port.

Quadrant IV (“Possible overkill”): These items indicate a lower level of 
importance and display poor performance. The weaknesses in this space may be 
considered after the improvement of Quadrant II. They represent a minor source of 
weakness of the cruise port.
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Results

Profile of Respondents

Table 2 shows that more than half of the respondents (61.50%) were male. The 
majority of the respondents were 41–50 years old (32%), and had a bachelor degree 
(61.5%). While 76.9% of the respondents worked in senior management positions 
in the private sector, such as tour operators, travel agents, port agents, tourism offices, 
and a cruise liner, 17.3% worked as senior government officials or policymakers in 
the public sector, such as Department of Harbour, Immigration Office, and Port 
Authority. Two respondents were academic experts and one respondent worked as a 
village headman in a local authority.

Table 2. Personal characteristics of respondents (N = 52)

Personal characteristics Number of respondents Percentage (%)

Gender
Male
Female

32
20

61.50
38.50

Age
21–30
31–40
41–50
51–60
60 and older

10
13
17
11
1

19.20
25.00
32.70
21.20
1.90

Education
Vocational school
College/university degree
Graduate degree

5
32
15

9.70
61.50
28.80

Employment
Senior government officials
Senior company managers 
Academic experts
Local authority

9
40
2
1

17.30
76.90
3.90
1.90

Cruise Home Port Factors

The responses for level of importance and performance of the factors were collected  
in the form of mean and results. The mean scores of the 35 variables and the difference 
between performance and importance under the four dimensions affecting Phuket 
cruise port are shown in Table 3. 
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Table 3. Importance and performance analysis of variables 

Factors
Importance Performance

Mean Result Mean Result Dif (P-I) Quadrant

A.  Tourism Products and Services

A1 Quantity and 
variety of attractions 
on shore/ shore 
excursions

3.54 Very 
important

3.00 Good –0.54 1

A2 Carrying capacity 
of tourist attractions

3.46 Very 
important

2.57 Good –0.89 1

A3 Tourist activities 
on shore

3.35 Very 
important

2.86 Good –0.49 4

A4 Proficiency of 
port agent

3.37 Very 
important

2.69 Good –0.68 1

A5 Large hotels for 
mass tourists

2.82 Important 2.84 Good 0.02 4

A6 Professional tour/ 
land operator

3.29 Very 
important

2.90 Good –0.39 4

A7 Competency of 
tour guides

3.32 Very 
important

2.81 Good –0.51 4

A8 Variety of 
shopping and 
souvenirs

3.14 Important 3.03 Good –0.11 4

Total 3.29 Very 
important

2.84 Good –0.45

B.  Home port conditions

B1 Geographical 
location of the home 
port and distance to 
ports of call

3.45 Very 
important

2.54 Good –0.91 1

B2 Transportation 
system link between 
port, hotel, and 
airport

3.37 Very 
important

2.47 Fair –0.9 1

B3 Flight connection 
between port and 
tourist’s country of 
origin 

3.32 Very 
important

2.69 Good –0.63 4
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Factors
Importance Performance

Mean Result Mean Result Dif (P-I) Quadrant

B4 Advanced port 
reservation system

3.24 Important 2.55 Fair -0.69 4

B5 Depth of channel 
and turning basin

3.54 Very 
important

2.24 Fair –1.3 2

B6 Sufficient 
berthing pier for 
cruise vessel

3.55 Very 
important

1.96 Fair –1.59 2

B7 Port handling 
capacity for mega 
cruise ships all year 
round

3.61 Very 
important

1.88 Fair –1.73 2

B8 Port handling 
capacity all year 
round

3.51 Very 
important

2.02 Fair –1.49 2

B9 Services and 
facilities in cruise 
port terminal, 
i.e., restrooms, 
telephones, lifts, 
trolley carts, first 
aid, waiting area, 
Wifi, ATM, metal 
detectors

3.43 Very 
important

1.90 Fair –1.53 2

B10 Space and 
equipment for 
speedy luggage 
handling, luggage 
scanning 

3.39 Very 
important

2.02 Fair –1.37 2

B11 Temporary drop 
off and long-term 
parking spaces

3.28 Very 
important

2.20 Fair –1.08 3

B12 Price, quality of 
fuel and clean water

3.23 Important 2.47 Fair –0.76 4

B13 Knowledge and 
skills of port staff

3.43 Very 
important

2.38 Fair –1.05 2

B14 Port waste 
disposal facilities

3.41 Very 
important

2.26 Fair –1.15 2

Table 3 (con’t)
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Factors
Importance Performance

Mean Result Mean Result Dif (P-I) Quadrant

B15 Port direction 
signage 3.14 Very 

important 2.08 Fair –1.06 3

B16 Cruise ship 
maintenance and 
repair

2.83 Important 1.93 Fair –0.9 3

B17 Fresh provision 
supplies 3.00 Important 2.32 Fair –0.68 3

Total 3.34 Very 
important 2.23 Fair –1.11

C.  Destination policy and management

C1 Visa policy and 
other regulations 3.47 Very 

important 2.64 Good –0.83 1

C2 Government 
and related agencies’ 
policies

3.54 Very 
important 2.23 Fair –1.31 2

C3 Transparency of 
public management 
and agencies

3.47 Very 
important 2.12 Fair –1.35 2

C4 Reasonable port 
dues/ charges 3.29 Very 

important 2.33 Fair –0.96 3

C5 Speedy 
immigration and 
custom standard 
operating procedures

3.31 Very 
important 2.57 Good –0.74 4

Total 3.41 Very 
important 2.38 Fair –1.03

D. Support factors and environment

D1 Infrastructure, 
i.e., roads, power, 
water

3.46 Very 
important 2.32 Fair -1.14 2

Table 3 (con’t)
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Factors
Importance Performance

Mean Result Mean Result Dif (P-I) Quadrant

D2 Safety and 
security of 
destination

3.69 Very 
important 2.55 Good -1.14 1

D3 Cleanliness 
and sanitation of 
destination

3.46 Very 
important 2.37 Fair -1.09 2

D4 Distance 
accessibility to 
tourist attractions

3.37 Very 
important 2.35 Fair –1.02 2

D5 Readiness and 
understanding of 
local community 
toward cruise port 

3.35 Very 
important 2.16 Fair –1.19 3

Total 3.47 Very 
important 2.35 Fair –1.12

Grand total 3.38 2.45 –0.93

Importance and Performance Analysis

This study employed IPA to assess and compare the importance and performance 
level of Phuket’s cruise port. The stakeholders’ perceptions of the importance 
levels of Phuket’s cruise port can be regarded as their expectations for home port 
development, while the performance levels represent their experience with the port 
in 2017. The data were transferred onto the IPA grid presentation and plotted onto 
the four quadrants according to the mean scores of both levels. In summary, 7 
variables were recorded in the “keep up good work” quadrant, 13 variables in the 
“concentration here” quadrant, 6 variables in the “low priority” quadrant, and 9 
variables in the “possible overkill” quadrant. Data analysis of all the factors were 
marked correspondingly in the diagram to create a scatter plot of importance-
performance, as shown in Figure 1. 

Table 3 (con’t)
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A1=Tourist destination B5 = Depth of channel B17= Fresh provision supplies

A2 = Tourist carrying capacity B6 = Sufficient berthing pier C1 = Visa policy

A3 = Tourist activities B7 =  Port handling capacity for 
mega cruise ships 

C2 = Government policy

A4 = Port agent B8 =  Port handling capacity for 
all year round

C3 =  Transparency of public 
management

A5 = Hotel B9 = Cruise port terminal C4 = Port charges

A6 = Land operator B10 = Speed luggage handling C5 = Speedy immigration

A7 = Tour guide B11= parking space D1 = Infrastructure

A8 = Shopping B12 = Fuel and clean water D2 =  Safety and security of 
destination

B1 = Location of port B13 = Port staff D3 = Cleanliness

B2 = Transportation Link B14 = Port waste disposal D4 = Distance accessibility

B3 = Connecting flight B15 = Port direction signage D5 =  Readiness and understanding 
of local community

B4 = Port reservation B16 =  Cruise ship maintenance 
and repair

Figure 1. IPA analysis
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Results shown in the quadrant are described next in the following paragraphs.

Quadrant 1: “Keep Up Good Work” 

Seven factors were found in the first quadrant (high importance and high 
performance). Three were from the tourism products and services dimension: 
(A1) quantity and variety of attractions on shore, (A2) tourist carrying capacity of 
attractions, and (A4) proficiency of port agent. The home port conditions dimension 
included (B1) geographical location of the home port and distance to other ports 
of call, and (B2) transportation system link between port, hotel, and airport. In 
the support factor and environment dimension, there was (D2) safety and security 
of destination while destination policy and management had (C1) visa policy and  
other regulations. 

Quadrant 2: “Concentration Here” 

Thirteen factors ended up in the second quadrant (high importance and low 
performance). They were mostly related to home port conditions such as (B5) depth 
of channel and turning basin, (B6) sufficient berthing pier for cruise vessel, (B7) port 
handling capacity for mega cruise ships, (B8) port handing capacity all year round, 
(B9) services and facilities in cruise port terminal, (B10) space for speedy luggage 
handling, (B13) knowledge and skills of port staff, and (B14) port waste disposal 
facilities. Two factors from the destination policy and management dimension were 
included (C2) government and related agencies’ policies, and (C3) transparency of 
public management and agencies. The support factor and environment dimension 
factors included (D1) infrastructure, (D3) cleanliness and sanitation of destination, 
and (D4) distance accessibility to tourist attractions. 

Quadrant 3: “Low Priority” 

The third quadrant (low importance and low performance) contained six factors. 
Some were from the home port condition dimension, such as (B11) temporary 
drop-off and long-term parking, (B15) port direction and signage, (B16) cruise 
ship maintenance and repair, and (B17) fresh provision supplies. The destination 
policy and management dimension provided (C4) reasonable port dues/charges 
whilst the support factor and environment dimension yielded (D5) readiness and 
understanding of local community toward cruise port.
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Quadrant 4: “Possible Overkill” 

Nine factors were found in the fourth quadrant (low importance and high 
performance). They included factors from the dimension of tourism products and 
services, such as (A3) tourist activities on shore, (A5) large hotels for mass tourists, 
(A6) professional tour/land operator, (A7) competency of tour guides, and (A8) 
variety of shopping and souvenirs. The home port condition dimension factors 
included (B3) flight connection between port and tourist’s country of origin, (B4) 
advanced port reservation system, and (B12) price, quality of fuel and clean water. 
As for destination policy and management, the factor included was (C5) speedy 
immigration and customs standard operating procedures. 

Discussion and Conclusion

In light of the industry’s growth in Asia, Thailand still has opportunities to further 
develop its cruise tourism. Thailand is world-famous for several of its tourism products 
and services and serves as a strategic geographical location for cruise in Asia. Further, 
Phuket is well-known for decades as Asia’s top port of call for its beautiful beaches, 
diverse tourism activities, and variety of cuisine (Ministry of Interior, 2015). As the 
cruise industry adds more cruise destinations in Asia, and deploys more mega cruise 
ships, Phuket Port has come under immense pressure on rebranding itself as a cruise 
home port. While Phuket has the potential to serve cruise tourism as a home port 
and continues to experience significant growth, its port development has yet to be 
undertaken substantially. In this context, the present study examined the importance 
and performance levels of Phuket’s home port factors by applying IPA. 

According to the IPA findings, the overall mean value of importance was 3.38, 
while that of the overall performance was 2.45, which gives a difference of -0.93; 
that is, performance was much lower than the importance of all items, except for 
having large hotels for mass tourists. The results of this paired-test strongly suggest 
that improvements are necessary for all items, to make Phuket more suitable as a 
cruise home port. The gap between the mean value of performance and importance 
are as follows:  in the supporting factor and environment dimension (-1.12), 
home port conditions dimension (-1.11), destination policy and management 
dimension (-1.03), and tourism products and service dimension (-0.45). These 
results are consistent with the results of Monpanthong and Choibamrong (2015) 
who highlighted that the overall performance of Phuket’s port for cruise tourism is 
rather limited. This finding can be attributed to the inefficient port development and 
growth of the cruise tourism industry in Thailand.

The results reveal that Phuket’s strengths, in the “Keep up good work” quadrant 
are mostly in the tourism products and services dimension including (A1), (A2), (A4), 
together with (B1) and (B2). This corresponds with the findings of Monpanthong 
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and Choibamrong (2015) that four out of nine variables of tourism products and 
services are identified as Phuket’s strengths as a cruise port of call, including tourism 
attractions, tourism activity, service provider and value for money. Moreover, the 
results are also consistent with Wang et al. (2014) who found that tourism attractions 
is the topmost factor taken into consideration when a cruise line selects ports of call. 
The same results confirm the significance of tourism attractions as highlighted by 
previous studies.  However, a port of call is focused more on tourist attractions while 
a home port requires state-of-the-art infrastructure and facilities which can extend 
the comfort, convenience and safety of cruise ships for passengers (Gibson, 2012). 
Thus, Phuket, known as the Pearl of the South because of its rich natural attractions, 
should continue to sustain its tourism resources and promote itself for future cruise 
lines and passengers. 

Next, Phuket’s weaknesses are shown in the “Concentration here” quadrant, 
indicating that home port conditions are not sufficient for mega cruise ships, including 
(B5), (B6), (B7), (B8), (B9), (B10), (B13), and (B14). This is similar to the findings 
of Monpanthong and Choibamrong (2015), who noted that the performance of 
Phuket’s existing port facilities and infrastructure is rated below average. Similarly, 
Wang et al. (2014) stated that Phuket’s cruise terminal facilities are ranked third after 
Singapore and Hong Kong, but above Sanya and Port Klang, in terms of berthing, 
fuel and water supply facilities, port charges, vessel services, and sea rescue systems. 
Further, the findings are consistent with previous studies that reveal Phuket’s home 
port requirements including state-of-the-art infrastructure and facilities being rated 
as high importance and low performance. The current trend of large cruise ships 
strongly require ports to provide high-quality facilities and infrastructure in terms of 
safety and convenience, which will become an attractive factor for turnarounds or 
higher number of calls (Port-Net, 2007). Additionally, spending for supplies, fuel, 
water, waste treatment, repair, and tourism in home ports will drive the economic 
development of the region (Gibson, 2012).  As a result, the Thai government should 
place priority in upgrading Phuket’s existing port so that it can expand and cater to 
bigger cruise ships and higher volume of cruise passengers. 

Furthermore, the results also showed weaknesses in terms of destination policy 
and management for factors (C2) and (C3); as well as in terms of support factor and 
environment for (D1), (D3), and (D4). The results are somewhat consistent with 
Monpanthong and Choibamrong (2015) who highlighted that political stability 
and policies related to national cruise are somewhat efficient. As a result, the role 
of government in providing incentives for cruise ship disembarkation or provision 
prices on cruise supplies should be considered. 

The research findings recommend that home port conditions should be given 
priority through the development of guidelines encompassing the public sector, 
private sector and local communities.  One suggestion is the formulation of a 
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Phuket Cruise Master Plan as a part of Thailand’s Cruise Master Plan which will 
look into hard and soft infrastructure development for Phuket’s cruise port. The 
planning process should cover three phases over six years. The first phase should aim 
to develop Phuket as a “Preferred Cruise Destination” by improving and enhancing 
the existing infrastructure and facilities of its cruise port, investigating cruise tourism 
impacts at destinations, as well as improving customs and immigration procedures. 
The second phase should aim to develop Phuket as “Top 10 Asian Port of Call” by 
upgrading its existing infrastructure and facilities, standardising connecting ports, 
as well as training cruise tourism personnel. The third phase should aim to develop 
Phuket into a “Multi-purpose Home Port” by transforming its infrastructure and 
superstructure to cater for Asian countries.

This study has some limitations in terms of data collection because data were 
cross-sectional and collected on site, where most respondents were experts on the 
supply side. Another limitation is the small sample size for analysis because of the 
limited number of key stakeholders who have appropriate knowledge or expertise 
in this study area. Furthermore, all the points plotted in the IPA grids formed a  
diagonal line, which may have resulted in the results for importance influencing 
the results for performance. Future studies should (1) focus on the demand-side 
perspective (cruise passengers or cruise companies) to explore the importance and 
performance of home port characteristics, and (2) explore further methods of 
analysing outstanding performance of each dimension related to home port feasibility. 
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