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I 

Preface  

 

 After four months of field research (and holidays) in Asia, on the way back to the Netherlands 

my colleagues and I had to confront the usually hard - but inescapable - task of choosing a subject for 

our final dissertations. Faced with the wide range of possibilities that tourism offers for a thesis, I 

continuously kept in mind that I wanted to look for a topic which would be personally motivating, 

would fit to my academic characteristics and interests, would have a rather more practical approach 

than academic and, lastly, would be new to me. Destination competitiveness fitted perfectly into all 

those criteria.  

Indeed, the subjects of Marketing, Destination Marketing and Competitive Analysis always 

interested me. It always intrigued me the overwhelming amount of places that composes the world-

portfolio, this world that functions as big brochure out of which tourists have to pick a destination to 

spend their so-awaited holidays. But why do they choose a destination over another? And why some 

destinations are more competitive than others, apart from how many tourists they receive? Why 

some of them can remain so, on a long-term basis?  These were just few of the questions that were 

still not answered in my mind. 

The choice for investigating the destination competitiveness of Brazil in the Netherlands was 

not by chance. Having crossed very superficially with the concept of competitiveness on my Bachelor 

thesis (‘Information as a management and competitiveness of National Tourism Organizations and its 

destinations – a conceptual model of Intelligence’) made me strive this time for a more in-depth 

study that in turn could lead to a more practical outcome. Having worked on the Brazilian Tourism 

Board, I was aware of the importance of the Dutch outbound market to Brazil and to the world in 

general. Moreover, the steady decrease in numbers of Dutch tourist arrivals to Brazil in the past 

years suggested the detection of a possible ‘problem’ to be investigated. In addition, Brazil’s tourism 

industry was being put in the world’s spotlight in face of its announcement as host country for both 

the World Cup 2014 and the Olympic Games in 2016. As a consequence, general interest and tourism 

studies on Brazil – so far very scarce, in my opinion – began to pop up promptly.  

The moment seemed to be perfect. Having all the motivations aforementioned – together 

with the possibility of investigating a topic which could relate both the country where I am originally 

from (Brazil) and the country where I was studying (Netherlands) – was indeed very appealing. The 

practicability of the outcomes of this research to the Brazilian Tourism Board and other tourism 

stakeholders was also very motivating. At the end, the execution of such a research proves to be 

interesting to both parties: the researcher and the stakeholders who profit from its implications. 

Many read and written pages later, the work comes to an end; just like a holiday trip, the 

good and hard moments not only remain even after the journey is over, but are important parts of it! 

The only I have left is to wish you an enjoyable reading and – more importantly – to acknowledge the 

constant support of my family, friends, colleagues, NHTV lecturers and the indispensable guidance of 

my supervisor, Mr. Erdinç Çakmak. To you all, a special thanks – muito obrigado, dank u wel! 

 

Julio Benedetti 
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Executive summary 

 

Why ‘The competitiveness of Brazil as a Dutch holiday destination’? 

 Destination competitiveness is a very recent topic that has been gaining attention due to the 

increasing competitive environment that tourism destinations have been facing; so far it has 

been investigated mainly on a generic basis and more situation-specific studies are needed; 

 Brazil is an emerging country undergoing through enormous economical and social changes 

(it’s the ‘B’ in the Goldman Sachs-coined BRIC). By 2025, it is predicted to become the 5th 

largest global economy; 

 Recently, Brazil was announced as host for both the World Cup 2014 and the Olympic Games 

2016, putting the country’s tourism and travel industry in the world spotlight; 

 There is still scare literature on destination competitiveness and, particularly, insufficient 

academic research on Brazil as a tourism destination; 

 Netherlands is the world’s 10th largest outbound market and 15th most important long-haul 

outbound market; 

 Over 80% trips undertaken by Dutch international travellers were for holiday purposes, and 

the number of holidays is forecasted to reach 40 million by 2015; 

 It is the 15th most important source market to Brazil, but number of arrivals have been 

dropping since 2005; more than 40% of Dutch travelers to Brazil visit the country for holiday 

purposes; 

 

Research Goal  

To analyse the competitiveness of Brazil as a tourism destination for the Dutch outbound holiday market 

 

Research questions 

 What are the main competitor destinations of Brazil in the Dutch holiday market? 

 What are the factors of destination competitiveness to be taken into consideration for the 

Dutch holiday market? 

 How important are these factors in determining the competitiveness of a long-haul Dutch 

holiday destination? 

 How is the performance of Brazil and its competitors, in each of these factors? 

 What are the implications of the results for Brazil’s tourism policy-makers, destination 

managers and industry members? 

Research design and methodology 

 A set of destination competitiveness factors was constructed for this study based on 

literature review and a qualitative survey submitted to Dutch travel industry members during 

an event of the Brazilian Tourism Board in Amsterdam; 
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 Using the same aforementioned method, the set of competitors against which to measure 

the competitiveness of Brazil in the Dutch travel market was defined; 

 Following, an online survey made it possible to measure the importance of each factor of 

destination competitiveness as well as the performance of Brazil and its competitors in those 

factors. Forty-eight Dutch travel agents and tour operators, with knowledge and expertise on 

Brazil and the analysed destinations – participated on this survey; 

 

Conclusions  

 The main competitors of Brazil in the 

Dutch holiday market were found to be 

Mexico, Cuba and Thailand; 

 The least competitive destinations were, in 

turn, Costa Rica, the Dutch Antilles and 

South Africa (the latter being considered 

to be as competitive as Brazil);  

 Interestingly, Thailand was never before considered as a competitor of Brazil in previous 

studies, but this outcome goes in accordance to the lastest research which states that Brazil’s 

competitive set has expanded from Regional to worldwide destinations; 

 In comparison to Brazil, Thailand is considered to be cheaper in relation to the quality of 

experience the tourist gets in return; Cuba is perceived as a more authentic destination and 

possesses better history & heritage assets; Mexico’s population has a better attitude towards 

tourism and the country itself has a better climate and infrastructure; 

 The five most important DC factors in the Dutch market are climate, cost-value, tourism 

attitude, nature and safety. Although it presents some relevant similarities with previous 

studies, it is possible to conclude that a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach should be avoided, and 

the peculiarities of each market, type of tourism, etc., should be taken into consideration in 

destination competitiveness studies; 

 

Practical implications 

Where Brazil destination managers and policy-makers should focus on to increase its 

competitiveness in the Dutch Holiday market: 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 Why ‘destination competitiveness’? 

International tourism has been showing a great development along the past decades: from 

1950 to 2005, it is estimated that international tourism arrivals accounted for a growth of 6,5% 

(UNWTO, 2008). The latest data demonstrate that - although there was a slight decrease due to the 

economic global crisis in the very recent years - international tourism arrivals reached a significant 

number of around 880 million in 2009 whereas international tourism receipts generated around 611 

billion euros in the same year (UNWTO, 2010). 

Simultaneously, there has been an increase of attention given to the tourism industry by 

several destinations.  Governments, in particular, began to consider tourism as an important source 

of foreign revenue, but also as a promising industry to increase awareness about their territories, to 

maintain their traditional cultures and to create jobs, among other effects.  Through tourism 

governments are encourage to make infrastructure improvements such as better roads, electricity, 

telephone, and public transport networks, which, as well as facilitating tourism, improve the 

economy’s overall development prospects and the quality of life for its residents (WEF, 2007). 

But the world of the tourist is shrinking: there is a proliferation of tourism products and 

technological developments, and soon there will be no limits for tourism anywhere (UNWTO, 2001). 

With the decrease in the price of airline tickets, many long-haul destinations (economically and 

socially disadvantaged, mostly) are becoming more accessible and thus cheaper, whereas the tourists 

are becoming more experienced and thus more demanding. This has led many destinations to realize 

that this is not a seller’s market: potential tourists have more and more options every year and, as a 

consequence of their growing experience, they are more and more discerning (Faulkner, Oppermann 

and Fredline, 1999). Other than the mostly common goal of increasing their market share (tourist 

arrivals and foreign expenditure), destinations and tourism practitioners and academics have also 

paid more attention in the importance of becoming competitive in a sustainable way, without 

degrading the resources of the destinations, as well as aiming to improve the life standards of local 

residents (Crouch and Ritchie, 1999; Dwyer and Kim, 2003; Craigwell, 2007). 

By consequence, destinations have demonstrated to invest and act more proactively by 

planning, promoting and executing various activities to attract international tourists to their 

countries, and all the benefits that come with it. In order to accomplish it, destinations have been 

using innumerous strategies and tools to outshine other competitor destinations, from improving 

their infrastructure to executing marketing activities. In this highly competitive environment, these 

destinations 'must ensure that their overall attractiveness, and the integrity of the experiences they 

deliver to visitors, must be equal or surpass that of the many alternative destination experiences open 

to the potential visitors' (Crouch and Ritchie, 1999, p. 139). 

In this sense, the assessment of competitiveness represents an important tool for the strategic 

positioning and marketing analysis of tourism destinations by different stakeholders, which can use 

the results to 'improve the industry’s competitiveness in their national economies and consequently 

contributing to national growth and prosperity' (Faulkner, Oppermann and Fredline, 1999; WEF, 

2007). 
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1.2 Why ‘Brazil’ as a tourism destination? 

The choice for Brazil as a unit of analysis in this competitiveness study is for various reasons. 

Firstly, due to the country’s increasingly exposure on the international spotlight. As an emerging 

country, it has been going through enormous economical and social changes: it is the "B" in Goldman 

Sachs-coined BRIC  (the new, emerging global powers) and is predicted to become the 7th largest 

economy in 2011 and 5th largest global economy by 2025 (The Economist, 2009).  

Secondly, for this country with continental proportions, tourism has been playing a major 

economical role, especially since the creation of a Ministry of Tourism in 2003. Its tourism revenue 

generated 5.8 billion dollars in 2008, and the country is placed 7th worlwide in number of 

international events. Recently, it was announced as host for both the World Cup 2014 and the 

Olympic Games 2016 (just for the first, additional half million international tourists are expected to 

visit the country) (Ministry of Tourism of Brazil, 2010a). In 2009, 4,8 million international tourists 

visited Brazil, and in 2010 the tourism industry in Brazil is expected to grow between 10% to 12%  in 

comparison to 2009 (Ministry of Tourism of Brazil, 2010b). 

However, the Brazil’s market share of the Dutch market is still low. There was a reasonable 

decline in number of arrivals from 2006 onwards (see figure 1 below), most possibly due to the 

bankrupcy of the Brazilian national airline company Varig, which was responsible for the majority of 

seats in international routes (the decrease in number flight seats caused a decrease in the number of 

arrivals to Brazil from all its source markets). Interestingly, many other destinations which are 

competitors of Brazil in the Dutch holiday market present a rather opposite situation, with increasing 

market share of the Dutch market, which sets competitiveness as an interesting topic to be 

investigate in this situation. 

Lastly, tourism literature on Brazil proves still to be scarce. There has not been enough 

studies or research, especially regarding destination competitiveness. Information and research on 

the Dutch market for Brazil is welcome as it may still be considered below the required level.  

 

 
Figure 1: International tourist arrivals and Dutch tourist arrivals in Brazil (2002-2009) 
Source: Ministry of Tourism of Brazil 2007, 2010; 
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1.3 Why the ‘Dutch outbound holiday market’? 

The Netherlands' inclement weather, limited territory and central location within Europe 

may be of the reasons why its inhabitants are eager international travellers (Mintel, 2009): over 80% 

of its almost 17 million inhabitants go on vacations, out of which more than 45% travel abroad. That 

makes the Netherlands the world’s tenth largest outbound market, with the number of outbound 

trips growing steadily at around 2% annually from 2003 to 2008; more relevant for this research, 

however, is that this market is highly focused on leisure: over 80% trips understaken by Dutch 

international travellers were for holiday purposes (South Africa Tourism, 2010).  

The Netherlands also ranks among the top 20 economies of the world and the top 10 

countries in terms of disposable income per capita (around 17.000 euros in 2008), a value superior to 

those of its neighbouring countries (Mintel, 2009; South Africa Tourism, 2010). With an average of 31 

days paid annual leave, and 8% of their gross income paid as 'holiday money' (vakantiegeld), the 

country ranks 12th on the list of tourism spenders. Despite the tendency of world holidaymakers to 

choose economical holidays - especially after the global economical crisis - consumer confidence in 

the Netherlands has returned to positive. For the travel and tourism industry, the situation seems 

even more optimistic: the result of a survey conducted in 2010 showed that while more than four in 

ten consumers in the Netherlands are trying to buy food and drink products as cheaply as possible to 

save money, only one in three consumers in the Netherlands are trying to take less expensive 

holidays (GFK, 2010). 

On long-term basis situation, the Dutch holiday market is expected to continue to grow: until 

2015, 84% of the population will go on holidays and the frequency of how many holidays a person 

takes per year is expected to increase 0,2% until 2015. The total number of holidays is forecasted to 

reach 40 million by 2015, representing an annual average growth rate of 1.5% per year. According to 

a research conducted by NBTC-CBS in 2008 (The Future of Vacations Market 2007-2015), more than 

50% of the Dutch participantes are willing to take more holidays over the coming years and around 

one-third of them are willing to spend more money on holidays (Mintel, 2009).  

The maturity of the Dutch holiday market makes it very informed, price sensitive, and with a 

high competition among destinations seeking to cater for it. Furthermore, it is characterized by the 

remarkable resilience of its travellers: while many other source markets saw a decline in visitor 

numbers following the tsunami in December 2004 in Thailand, or to Egypt after terrorist attacks in 

2004, 2005 and 2006, travel from the Netherlands  has continued regardless and has even grown 

steadily (Mintel, 2009). 

Although Europe is the most visited international destination by the Dutch people (87% in 

2008), they are however the 15th most important long-haul outbound market (Mintel, 2009; South 

Africa Tourism, 2010). For a relatively small country, it is surprising it figures as the top 15 source 

markets for destinations such as Mongolia, Bhutan and Cambodia; it is the 4th most important source 

market for South Africa (2008), with the highest expenditure amount per trip among Europeans that 

visit that country (South Africa Tourism, 2010); for the United States, it is the 14th most important 

market in terms of the numbers of visitor arrivals (Mintel, 2009).  

While the US and the Netherlands Antilles, Asia and Pacific are the most popular long-haul 

destinations, the Dutch holiday market also represents an important source to Brazil (15th in terms 
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of arrivals in 2009) with almot 43% of Dutch tourists visiting the country for leisure purposes, 

interested especially in sun & sea (45,8%), nature, ecotourism and adventure activities (31,4%). 

Accordingly, the International Marketing Plan of Brazil places the Dutch market as high priority in 

terms of potentiality and importance; among the high priority markets, Belgium and Netherlands has 

the highest allocated budget for promotion by the Brazilian Tourism Board. (Ministry of Tourism of 

Brazil, 2007a, 2008). 

 

1.4 Relevance and contributions of this research 

The primary aim of this research is to provide tourism policy makers and practitioners with an 

overview of the competitiveness of Brazil as a tourism destination for the Dutch holiday market. The 

relevance of the outcomes of this research is supported by the importance that the Dutch outbound 

market represents to tourism worldwide and – more specifically – to Brazil, a destination that has 

been going through enormous development from the economical and tourism perspective. 

By acknowledging the level of competitiveness of Brazil per each factor in comparison to each 

competitor destination, this research provides them with a valuable and accurate body of 

information on which to base their destination management strategies directed to the Netherlands, 

the 15th most important source market in terms of arrivals. 

Therefore, the primary contribution of this study is essentially practical. Secondly, this study 

naturally contributes to the increasing literature on destination competitiveness, in which it discuss 

relevant factors of competitiveness to a specific market, by measuring these factors from the 

perspective of its travel industry members. It makes use of a method that can be applied – or further 

refined - to other destinations by practitioners or academic researchers. 

 

1.5 Research goal and questions 

The research goal is: 

To analyse the competitiveness of Brazil as a tourism destination for the Dutch outbound holiday market 

 

In order to achieve the goal, the following research questions need to be answered: 

 What are the main competitor destinations of Brazil in the Dutch holiday market? 

 What are the factors of destination competitiveness to be taken into consideration for the 

Dutch holiday market? 

 How important are these factors in determining the competitiveness of a long-haul Dutch 

holiday destination? 

 How is the performance of Brazil and its competitors, in each of these factors? 

 What are the implications of the results for Brazil’s tourism policy-makers, destination 

managers and industry members? 
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1.6 Research structure 

 

CHAPTER 2 Destination competitiveness  

Literature on what has been written about destination competitiveness is reviewed to design the research 

 

CHAPTER 3 Research design and methodology 

Explanation of the research type, data collection and handling, survey instruments and sampling methodology 

 

CHAPTER 4 Analysis of the results 

Presentation and discussion of the following four results are described: 

1. Set of DC factors 2. Set of competitors 

3. Ranking of DC factors 4. Performance of Brazil and competitors 

 

 

CHAPTER 5 The Competitiveness of Brazil as a Dutch holiday destination  

Reflections on the competitiveness of Brazil and its competitors are presented and discussed 

 

CHAPTER 6 Conclusions  

Main remarks on the competitiveness of Brazil are withdrawn along with suggestions of actions to be taken 

 

CHAPTER 7 Discussions  

Limitations and contributions of this research as well as suggestion for further studies are presented 
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2 DESTINATION COMPETITIVENESS (DC) 

 

This chapter intends initially to provide an understanding of the general concept of competitiveness 

and the implications of this concept to the context of tourism destinations, according to the available 

literature. It will focus on discussions at three different aspects regarding the measurement of 

destination competitiveness: 

(1) Models, indices and sets of DC factors, or else, instruments to conceptualize and measure 

destination competitiveness that have been elaborated so far by academics and 

organizations;  

 

(2) Importance and determinance of DC factors - meaning the extent to which some factors 

seem to impact more the competitiveness of a destination;  

 

(3) Generic vs specific application of DC factors, in other words, the implications of a ‘one-size-

fits-all’ approach when applying set factors to measure the competitiveness of different 

destinations, with different realities; 

 

2.1 Definition 

 
Competitiveness 

The concept of competitiveness can be very simple and hard to disagree, if considered 

superficially (Ritchie and Crouch, 2003). There has been a number of variations about what is 

competitiveness, especially if the subject of focus is considered: a specific industry or a group of 

industries, a country, a tourism destination, etc. Even within the same subject – for instance, a 

country - competitiveness can still be narrowed down to a specific topic: economical, social, political 

are just a few examples to be mentioned. 

Firms were the unit of analysis that were most considered by the initial competitiveness 

theories. One of the most widely known theories in this context was developed by Porter in 1980, in 

which he proposes a model for investigating the competitive environment of firms by taking into 

consideration five competitive forces (the threat of entrants; the power of suppliers; the power of 

buyers; the threat of substitutes; and the competitive rivalry). The same author developed theories 

of economic competitiveness using nations as the main unit of analysis. The most salient is known as 

the Porter’s diamond, which takes into consideration four attributes which can be considered the 

sources of economic competitiveness of a country: (1) factor conditions, the nation’s position in 

factors of production such as infrastructure, human resources; (2) demand conditions, related to the 

market demand for products or services; (3) related and supporting industries, regarding supplier 

and other industries in the country and (4) firm strategy, structure and rivalry, which means the 

conditions in the country governing the creation, organization and management of companies and its 

competitors (Ritchie and Crouch, 2003; Vanhove, 2005)). Organizations such as the World Economic 

Forum have defined it as ‘the set of institutions, policies, and factors that determine the level of 
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productivity of a country’ (WEF, 2010, p. 4), which in turn may convert into sustainable prosperity for 

the country.  

Competitiveness theories that take firms and countries as unit of analysis can be cited as the 

main sources on which tourism researchers based to develop competitiveness theories applied to the 

tourism sector. However, the concept of competitiveness has been mainly focused on the 

economical aspect and, within this same economical perspective, it has been mostly based on 

research in the goods-producing sector (Crouch and Ritchie, 1999). Thus, despite the substantial 

attention that has been given to international business competitiveness in recent years, the notion of 

competitiveness still remains under discussion in the tourism field.  

 

Tourism destination competitiveness 

Various factors seem to have a relation to what ‘being competitive’ means for a destination. 

From a general perspective, Poon (1993) suggests that destinations must put the environment first, 

make tourism a lead sector, strengthen the distribution channels in the market place and build a 

dynamic private sector. Authors that investigated more specifically the factors that make a 

destination to be competitive considered variables that can be objectively measured (such as 

number of arrivals, market share, tourist expenditure, etc.) or those which are more subjective and 

hard to quantify, such as ‘cultural richness’, ‘quality of services/experience’, etc.  

Authors who focus on more objective measures of destination competitiveness defined it as 

its ability ‘to create and integrate value-added products that sustain its resources while maintaining 

market position relative to competitors’ (Hassan, 2000, pp. 239-240) or ‘to maintain its market 

position and share and/or to improve upon them through time’ (d’Hauteserre, 2000, p. 23). This type 

of approach clearly supports the idea that competitiveness is directly related to high visitors number 

and high generated tourism revenue for a destination.  

Recent discussions, however, hold another view for destination competitiveness by 

associating it with the economic prosperity of the residents of the destination (Buhalis, 2000; Crouch 

and Ritchie, 1999). This approach is sustained by the view that tourism growth often replaces 

industries that existed before it, thus damaging other economic activities of the destination (Buhalis, 

2000). In this sense, although destinations can compete for attracting international visitors or 

investments, promoting the lifestyle of the place, generate peace and understanding, or for various 

other purposes (Dwyer and Kim, 2003), at the end the economic prosperity of the residents of a 

destination is the ultimate goal of the destination.  

From this perspective for a destination to be competitive is not an end but a means of 

increasing the standard of living of its residents. This study then makes use of Ritchie and Crouch’s 

definition which better translates the meaning of destinations competitiveness into: 

‘[the] ability of a destination to increase tourism expenditure, to increasingly 

attract visitors while providing them with satisfying, memorable experiences, 

and to do so in a profitable way, while enhancing the well-being of destination 

residents and preserving the natural capital of the destination for future 

generations’ (Ritchie and Crouch, 2003, p. 2). 
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Despite of the approach under which the destination competitiveness is seen, defining its 

concept is not the only difficult task in this topic: measuring destination competitiveness is as - or 

even more - complex. Firstly, because competitiveness in general (of a firm, a country or a 

destination) is both a relative (more competitive than what?) as well as a multidimensional (what are 

the salient qualities for being competitive?) concept (Ritchie and Crouch, 2003). Secondly, because 

tourism is an industry which has a very particular nature, that involves the selling of ‘experiences’ 

instead of tangible products, and which embraces different contexts, such as economical, social, 

political, etc. It is necessary then to look beyond inter firm rivalry (Hassan, 2000) to measure the 

competitiveness of a multifaceted industry such as tourism, and the complexity of this task may 

justify  the fact that destination competitiveness is – within tourism-related studies – a topic which 

has yet not been fully explored. 

Thus, to translate what is and how to be competitive into the tourism setting, specific 

modifications are necessary. Firstly, it should be considered that the competitiveness of a destination 

can be better understood by evaluating the major components that constitute the destination 

(Vengesaiy, 2003). Recently, an increasing number of studies have emerged from the tourism 

literature; considerable research sought to investigate which factors affect and consequently can be 

used to measure destination competitiveness (Kayar and Kozak, 2010). Generic indices or models 

were proposed by various authors; some of these models were constructed by having as base similar 

theories (for instance, Porter’s competition studies); others incorporated specific focuses such as 

destination image and attractiveness, or price competitiveness. The further step – to empirically test 

those models – have only recently been taken by researchers, thus this subject is still to be further 

explored. 

 Other than defining which forces and factors determine the competitiveness of tourism 

destinations, one step further is to examine to which extent they do so, and how important some of 

these factors are in comparison to others. The effectiveness of destination competitiveness factors in 

determining the competitive position of a destination proves to be a topic on which the literature still 

lacks quantitative studies. 

Overall, the increasing interest in the conceptualization and measure of competitiveness of 

tourism destinations has motivated a number of studies with different focuses: (1) the level of 

competitiveness of specific tourism destinations; (2) the specific aspects of destination 

competitiveness, such as price, quality management, attractiveness, destination image, destination 

marketing, destination efficiency, etc.; (3) the development of general models and theories of 

destination competitiveness (Crouch, 2007).  

An overview of the main literature available so far is presented below: 

Table 1 contains the main studies related to the creation of generic models or indices of 

destination competitiveness, some of these studies had a specific destination on focus but still there 

seem to be a consensus about the generic applicability of their outcomes. 

Table 2 lists the main studies focused either on a particular destination, aspect or theory of 

destination competitiveness. 
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 DESTINATION COMPETITIVENESS STUDIES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF GENERIC MODELS OR INDICES 

AUTHOR (YEAR) MODELS / INDICES FOCUS OF THE MODEL 

Crouch and Ritchie (1994, 1995, 1999); Ritchie 
and Crouch (1993, 2000; 2003);  

Conceptual model of destination competitiveness 
Comparative and competitive advantages (resources endowment and 
deployment)  

Hassan (2000) Model for sustained competitiveness in tourism Environmental sustainability 

Heath (2002, 2003) Sustainable destination competitiveness model Emphasis on human-related factors 

Yoon (2002) 
Structural Model of Tourism Destination 
Competitiveness 

Tourism stakeholders; theirsupport of destinations’ competitive strategies 

Dwyer and Kim (2003, 2004); Kim & Dwyer (2003) Integrated model of destination competitiveness Resources, management, tourism demand, situational condition 

Vengesayi (2003) 
Tourism Destination Competitiveness and Attractiveness 
model (TDCA) 

Perspectives from the supply side (competitiveness) and demand side 
(attractiveness) 

Gooroochurn and Sugiyarto (2005) Competitiveness Monitor (CM) 
8 indicators: Price, economic and social impact, human resources, infrastructure, 
environment, technology, openness, and social development 

World Economic Forum (2007, 2008) Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Index (TTCI) 
Government-related policies; business environment and infrastructure; and 
endowed resources (human, cultural, and natural) 

Table 1: Literature on generic models and indices of competitiveness  
 

 DESTINATION COMPETITIVENESS STUDIES WITH SPECIFIC FOCUS 

AUTHOR (YEAR) PARTICULAR ASPECT OR REMARKS PARTICULAR (TYPE OF) DESTINATION 

Ahmed & Krohn (1990) Tourism policy and marketing USA 

Poon (1993) Competitive strategies - 

Gutiérrez & Bordas (1993); Bordas (1994) Demand and marketing - 

Crouch and Ritchie (1995) The role of tourism enterprise - 

Chon & Mayer (1995) Destination competitiveness models Las Vegas 
Mazanec (1995) City tourism European cities 

Baker, Hayzelden & Sussman (1996) Destination management systems - 

Jamal & Getz (1996) Strategic management - 

Pearce (1997) Competitive destination analysis Southeast Asia (Sarawak, Malaysia) 

Soteriou & Roberts (1998) Strategic management - 

Chacko (1998) Destination positioning USA 

Faulkner, Oppermann & Fredline (1999) Market Awareness South Australia 
Kozak & Rimmington (1999) Competitive sets and competitive positions Turkey 

Botha, Crompton & Kim (1999); Kim, Crompton & Botha (2000) Positioning; target markets Sun City, South Africa 

Buhalis (2000) Destination marketing - 

d’Hauteserre (2000) - Casino resort, Connecticut, USA 
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(cont.) DESTINATION COMPETITIVENESS STUDIES WITH SPECIFIC FOCUS 

AUTHOR (YEAR) PARTICULAR ASPECT OR REMARKS PARTICULAR (TYPE OF) DESTINATION 

Go & Govers (2000) Quality management European destinations 

Mihalič (2000) Environment - 

Dwyer, Forsyth, Rao (2000, 2000a, 2001, 2002) Price competitiveness Australia 

Yüksel & Yüksel (2001) Comparative performance analysis; tourist satisfaction Turkey 
Carmichael (2002) Cultural tourism Toronto, Canada 

Papatheodorou (2002) Price; policy Mediterranean resorts 

Vanhove (2002) Tourism policy Bruges, Belgium 

Kozak (2002) Comparative performance analysis Spain and Turkey 

Melián-Gonzáles e García-Falcón (2003) Competitive potential of tourism types in destinations Gran Canaria, Spain 

Dwyer et al. (2003) Application of Integrated model of destination competitiveness Australia 

Dwyer, Forsyth, Rao (2000, 2000a, 2001, 2002) Price competitiveness Australia 
Huybers & Bennett (2003) Nature-based tourism Queensland, Australia 

Hudson, Ritchie & Timur (2004) Ski resorts Canada 

Gursoy & Kendall (2004) Competitive positioning Mediterranean destinations 

Enright & Newton (2004, 2005) Measurement of tourism and business factors of DC Hong Kong, Singapore, Bangkok 

Mangion, Durbarry, and Sinclair (2005) Price and quality Malta, Spain, Cyprus 

Vanhove (2005, 2006) Comparison of models of destination competitiveness - 

Cracolici & Nijkamp (2006) Attractiveness South Italy 
Minguzzi (2006) Role of DMOs Abruzzo, Italy 

Vanhove (2005, 2006) Comparison of destination competitiveness models - 

Craigwell (2007) Small island destinations Small islands worldwide 

Mazanec, Wöber & Zins (2007) Definition and explanation of competitiveness  - 

Paskaleva-Shapira (2007) Urban tourism - 

Crouch (2007; 2010) Importance and determinance of competitiveness factors - 

Cracolici & Nijkamp (2008) Attractiveness & competitiveness South Italy 

Miller, Henthorne & George (2008) Competitive advantage analysis Cuba 
Omerzel (2006); Gomezelj & Mihalič (2008) Application of DC models Slovenia 

Chens, Sok & Sok (2008) - Cambodia 

Azzoni & Menezes (2009) Price competitiveness Brazil 

Lee & King (2009) Hot springs tourism Taiwan 

Shakya (2009) - Sierra Leone 

Croes (2010) Small island destinations Caribbean 

Kayar & Kozak (2010) Application of TTCI Turkey 
Kozak, Baloğlu & Bahar (2010) Competitive position; multiple nationalities Turkey, Spain, Greece 

Pike & Mason (2010) Brand positioning Sunshine Coast, Australia 

Zhang et al (2010) - Yangtze River Delta, China 

Table 2: Literature on destination competitiveness with specific focus 
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2.2 Models, Indices and sets of DC Factors   

It is possible to affirm that the establishment of specific set of factors, attributes or items has 

probably been the most developed area of research on literature concerning the competitiveness, 

attractiveness or image of destinations. Ahmed and Krohn (1990) considered some areas of concern 

for the tourism competitiveness of U.S. regarding visa restrictions, inadequate resources, marketing 

offices, touring behaviour of U.S. travellers, cooperative tourism marketing campaigns, among 

others, in order to reverse the declining competitiveness of the country. Pearce (1997), on the other 

hand, proposed a systematical comparison of various attributes of competing destinations in 

Southeast Asia by analyzing factors such as context, markets, air access, attractions, 

accommodations, prices and development processes. Hassan (2000), in addition, included also 

factors of environmental sustainability that affect destination competitiveness. 

Nevertheless, the body of research recognizes that no universal set of tourism-specific items 

that may affect destination competitiveness exists (Enright and Newton, 2004), although among all 

the variety of items considered by different researchers in this field, it is possible to identify that 

some are common. This is especially the case for the set of factors identified by Ritchie and Crouch 

(2003), based mainly on destination comparative and competitive advantage, and those by Dwyer 

and Kim (2003), who made a significant contribution by incorporating demand condition factors into 

their model.  

One of the most remarkable studies in destination competitiveness has been elaborated by 

Crouch and Ritchie (1999). These authors investigated tourism competitiveness by taking into 

account many dimensions which influence the ability of a country to compete – what they called 

‘multidimensional strengths of a tourism destination’ - such as economical, social, cultural, political, 

technological and environmental.  

They developed a destination competitiveness framework which has been widely cited in the 

competitiveness literature (figure 2). The foundations for the construction of the framework are the 

concepts of comparative advantage and competitive advantage. The theory of comparative 

advantage regards the endowed factors of production that affect competitiveness; in tourism 

destinations, these factors could be decoded as its climate, landscape, skill of human resources or 

other elements that are available at the destination and make it more competitive or attractive than 

its competitors. However, by looking to the performance of different tourism destinations 

worldwide, one can observe that the level of endowed elements is not necessarily proportional to 

the level of competitiveness of these destinations. For instance, Singapore, a city-state destination 

which possesses very limited territory and natural attractions receives more international tourists 

per capita than any other country. In this sense, it should also be taken into account the ability of a 

destination to apply or to make effective use of its available sources. The model also considers the 

impact of global macro-environmental forces as well as competitive micro-environmental 

circumstances that impact the tourism system of the destination. 
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Figure 2: Richie and Crouch’s model of destination competitiveness 
Source: Ritchie and Crouch, 2003 

 

As it is expected, the 
authors’ original model has been 
constantly evolving since its 
creation. Important remarks that 
can be observed is the inclusion 
of tourism policy as a major 
element of the model (Ritchie 
and Crouch, 2000) and of another 
factor regarding the awareness 
and image of the destination, 
based on extensive discussion 
with the tourism industry 
members and increasing 
academic interest on the topic of 
image/branding. The model 
consists of the following 
components: 

(1) The global (macro-) environment: external influences and pressures that have implications on all 

human activities, including the travel and tourism industry. These global factors can be 

economic, climatic, geographical, environmental, demographic, social, cultural, technological and 

political. Global warming is one example of global force that can affect tourism destinations. 

 

(2) The competitive (micro-) environment: opposite from the global forces, it concerns the actions 

and activities of entities in the tourism system that directly affect the goals of each member of 

the system (Ritchie and Crouch, 2003). The micro environmental impacts are more direct and 

immediate in the tourism industry and its components shape the environment in which 

destinations must adapt to remain competitive. The components are: suppliers, tourism 

enterprises, intermediaries and facilitators, customers, competing destinations, destination 

management organizations, related and supporting industries and other stakeholders. 

 

(3) Core resources and attractors: regard the primary elements of destination appeal (Ritchie and 

Crouch, 2003), the key elements that motivate visitation to the destination. They are subdivided 

into physiography (for e.g., scenery, beach) and climate, culture and history, mix of activities, 

special events, entertainment (such as live shows, comedy festivals, opera, etc.), superstructure, 

market ties. Mix of activities is regarded as one of the most critical aspects within this factor as it 

can be very controlled by destination managers and it goes in accordance to the ever increasing 

interest of the tourists to ‘participate’, ‘experience’ the destination instead of just having a 

passive role. Special events is related to particular occasions that provoke extra commitment and 

involvement of the residents and visitors to a destination such as World Cup, Olympic Games, 

local festivals, etc. Superstructure refers to accommodation and transport facilities, food services 

and major attractions. Lastly, market ties ‘includes several dimensions along which a destination 

establishes and build linkages with the residents of tourism-originating regions’ (Ritchie and 

Crouch, 2003, p. 68), for instance religious or ethnic ties, or sports and trade ties. 

 

(4) Supporting factors and resources: ‘provide a foundation upon which a successful tourism industry 

can be established’ (Ritchie and Crouch, 2003, p. 70) and also function as enhancers of the 
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destination appeal. The supporting factors and resources concerns the infrastructure of the 

destination, its accessibility (e.g., visas, flights), facilitating resources (human, financial resources, 

for instance), hospitality (of the residents), tourism enterprise (sense of entrepreneurship, 

initiatives, etc.) and political will. 

 

(5) Destination management: is a micro-level activity in which all the stakeholders carry out their 

individual and organizational responsibilities on a daily basis in efforts to realize the macro-level 

vision contained in policy, planning and development. It aims at enhancing ‘the appeal of the 

core resources and attractors, strengthen the quality and effectiveness of the supporting factors 

and resources and adapt best to the constraints and opportunities imposed or presented by the 

qualifying and amplifying determinants’ (Ritchie and Crouch, 2003, p. 73). It comprises nine 

elements, of which the first – Organization – is related to managerial and administrative tasks. 

The following is Marketing, representing not only the more traditional tasks of selling and 

promoting, but also other activities that impact the destination competitiveness, such as product 

development, packaging, innovation to meet the demand needs, etc. The successive elements is 

Quality of services/experiences; Information/Research; Human Resource Management; Finance 

and Venture Capital (public sector support and programs such as funding, grants, taxation 

concessions, etc., which promote the realization of the destination vision); Visitor Management; 

Resource Stewardship (maintenance and care of the destination’s economical, social, cultural 

and ecological resources); and Crisis Management.  

 

(6) Destination policy, planning and development can be understood as the ‘intellectual process that 

uses information, judgement and monitoring to make macro-level decisions regarding the kind of 

destination that is desirable, the degree to which ongoing performance and related changes in 

the nature of visitation and the physical character of the destination are contributing to the 

achievement of the kind of destination that stakeholders want’ (Vanhove, 2005, p. 132). It is 

constituted by the System Definition, which concerns the definition of subject of the strategic 

framework to be formulated; Philosophy/values of the stakeholders, which will shape the policy 

framework; Vision; Positioning/Branding, or destination position in the market in relation to its 

competitors; Development, with a policy that includes all demand and supply-sided issues that 

influence destination competitiveness; Competitive/Collaborative Analysis, or the evaluation of 

how the destination relates and compares to what other destinations are doing and how they are 

performing; Monitoring and Evaluation of the established policies and their outcome; and the 

Audit of the destination attributes, strengths and weaknesses, issues and strategies to establish a 

tourism development policy based in reality. 

 

(7) Qualifying determinants are the factors that can moderate, modify, mitigate and filter or 

strengthen, enhance and augment the impact of all other factors. Although destinations have 

little or no influence over these factors, the extent to which destinations act proactively towards 

the threats and opportunities represented by these factors has likely an influence in their 

competitiveness. The factors identified by Ritchie and Crouch are six: Location; Safety/Security, 

which has a large impact in the visitors destination choice; Cost/Value; Interdependencies to 

other destinations, for instance, war on a neighbouring destination; Awareness/Image; and 

Carrying Capacity, related to the demand the destination can handle without sacrificing its 

sustainability limit. 
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Dwyer and Kim (2003) also developed a general model of competitiveness (figure 3) to 

enable comparisons between countries and tourism sector industries. The indicators set in their 

model comprised both objective and subjective measures, and derived from extensive literature 

review and discussions at workshops held in Korea and Australia. Like Ritchie and Crouch, they also 

considered the theory of national and firm competitiveness and agreed on the fact that, in case of a 

tourism destination whose attractive resources do not necessarily suffer depletion, a 

competitiveness model must recognize the importance of considering both comparative advantage 

and competitive advantage (Dwyer and Kim, 2003). By consequence - not surprisingly – many of the 

elements contained in their model are similar to those identified by Ritchie and Crouch (Dwyer et al., 

2004). 

To develop the set of 

indicators and their model, 

Dwyer and Kim considered a 

number of factors that can 

impact the competitiveness 

of a destination. For 

instance, destination price 

was recognized as an 

important aspect for a 

destination, since tourists 

are regarded to be very 

sensitive to it. By considering 

that a country’s industry is a  

 
Figure 3: Dwyer and Kim’s integrative model of destination competitiveness 
Source: Dwyer and Kim, 2003 

collection of firms, the resources that contribute to make a firm competitive, such as skill of 

employees, structure and strategies and others, were also considered. Cultural related factors such 

as climate, cultural values and moral discipline, influencing the competitiveness of nations and thus, 

of destinations, were also included. Lastly, the authors also emphasized that not all the influences on 

competitiveness can be measured on a objective way, pointing out that in tourism there is an 

important distinction that involves the reality of the situation (objective measures such as price, 

crime) in opposition to the perception of that reality by tourists (subjective measures, such as 

perceived price, perceived criminality, safety). This distinction is so relevant that reality and 

perception are included separately on their model.   

The indicators were categorized into subgroups entitled endowed resources, created 

resources, supporting resources, destination management, situational conditions, demand factors, 

and market performance indicators. Endowed resources comprise natural (e.g., lakes, mountains, 

beaches) and heritage (such as cuisine, language, traditions) resources. Created resources, on the 

other hand, include tourism infrastructure, special events, the range of available activities, 

entertainment and shopping. Supporting resources refer to general infrastructure, quality of service, 

accessibility of destination, among other secondary resources that act as foundations for a successful 

tourism industry.  

The subgroup of Destination Management is the second core component of the model and 

includes government (activities undertaken by the public sector) and industry (activities undertaken 

by the private sector). Situational conditions refer to all the external forces (e.g., social, cultural, 
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environmental) that influence the competitiveness of a destination, and it corresponds to the 

Qualifying and Amplifying determinants as identified by Crouch and Ritchie in their model. 

Perhaps the main difference between their model and Ritchie and Crouch’s, is that Dwyer 

and Kim clearly recognizes demand conditions as an important determinant of destination 

competitiveness. They state that while competitiveness theory of firms and nations is mainly based 

in supply-related elements, in the tourism context the demand factor (demand-awareness, 

perception and preferences) is very relevant in order to have a complete overview of destination 

competitiveness. Indeed, the authors emphasize that a destination can be competitive for a certain 

type of tourists but not for another (Dwyer and Kim, 2003): for example, destinations such as Brazil 

can be more competitive for sun-seeker visitors, less appealing for those looking for heritage 

tourism, and probably of not appeal at all if one is a visitor looking for winter sports. Demand factors 

also influence the price competitiveness of destinations, as different types of tourists have different 

purchasing patterns. In conclusion, the authors consider not only the attributes of the destination 

that appeal to tourists (pull factors) but also the motivational forces that arise from the tourist itself 

(push factors). The single and two-directional arrows demonstrate the interrelations and 

interdependencies, of the different elements of the model. For instance, the Destination 

Competitiveness is linked forwards to Socioeconomic Prosperity to indicate that destination 

competitiveness is an intermediate goal towards a more fundamental aim of socioeconomic well-

being for residents. 

Heath (2002) also proposed a model of destination competitiveness (figure 4) that intends to 

provide an integrated approach of the different issues concerning competitiveness. His model is 

presented as structural elements of a house: the foundations, cements, building blocks and roof. 

 
Figure 4: Heath’s model of destination competitiveness 
Source: Heath, 2002 

The foundations – as the name 

suggests – concerns the main base of 

competitiveness. It includes Providing 

and Managing the Key Attractors, such 

as culture, events, climate, etc.); 

Optimising the Comparative and 

Competitive Advantage; Addressing the 

Fundamental Non-negotiables (e.g., 

personal safety and health issues); 

Providing the Enablers (e.g., airports, 

roads); Capitalising on the ‘Value 

Adders’ (e.g., location, value); Ensuring 

Appropriate Facilitators, such as 

accommodation, distribution channels; 

Focusing on the Experience Enhancers 

(e.g., excellence service, hospitality and 

authentic experiences). The Cement 

represents the link among the following 

aspects of competitiveness, such as: 

continuous transparent communication 

channels;   balancing  direct  and indirect 
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stakeholder involvement and beneficiation; information management, research and forecasting; 

managing competitive indicators and benchmarks. The Building Blocks, on the other hand, refer to 

the necessary elements for the functioning of tourism in a destination: Sustainable Development 

Policy and Framework (covering/involving policy, legislation, organization, finance, resources, 

investment climate, sustainable environment principles) and a Strategic and Holistic Destination 

Marketing Framework and Strategy (related to destination image and branding, competitive 

positioning, target marketing/demand management, innovative marketing strategies, visitor 

satisfaction management). Finally, the Roof regards the human factor of the destination, considered 

as the key success drivers, which can be translated into a common vision and leadership in tourism, 

guiding values and principles, placing strategic priority in human-related issues such as political will, 

entrepreneurship, community focus and human resources development.  

Heath’s model shares many common factors as identified by Ritchie and Crouch and Dwyer 

and Kim. Maybe the most remarkable characteristic of this model is that more emphasis is placed on 

the human-related factors (the ‘Roof’).  

The model introduced by Hassan (2000), on the other hand, focuses on environmental 

sustainability factors associated with tourism destinations in opposition to previous researches which 

were mainly based on indicators associated with the market performance. While the author agrees 

that performance indicators like market growth and market share are relevant to competitiveness, 

he states that analyzing only these factors limits the determination of a sustained future direction.  In 

this sense, the author combines the more common market performance approach with the 

sustainability factor. A market-oriented vision of sustainable competitiveness is proposed, by 

affirming that the destination should focus on sustainably keeping its resource-based attributes (e.g., 

climate, natural resources, indigenous culture, infrastructure) and respond to the constant changes 

and trends of the demand side (mostly remarkably, the increasing awareness and importance given 

to environmental, eco-friendliness aspects of the destination by tourists). The tourism sector, in 

which various industries take part, demands therefore involvement and cooperation of all 

stakeholders to achieve a sustainable development and to successfully target travel segments with 

similar environmental concerns.  The model focuses on four main determinants of market 

competitiveness:  

(1) Comparative advantage concerns the macro and micro environment factors that are critical 

to market competitiveness, such as climate, location, culture, heritage, safety, health, 

infrastructure, global and regional alliances, etc. 

 

(2) Demand orientation, which means the ability of the destination to respond to the 

constantly changing demand characteristics, such as motivations of travel, environmental 

awareness, demographic and psychographic profile, among others.  

 

(3) Industry structure regards the existence or absence of an organized tourism-related 

industry that enables the destination to compete, including industry suppliers (for e.g., 

banks, health and telecommunication services), core services providers (for e.g., hotels, 

tour operators, transportation, leisure attractions) and stakeholders (investors, NGO’s, local 

citizens, public enterprise and environmentalists).  
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(4) Environmental commitment, which includes various elements that influence the potential 

for sustained market competitiveness of the destination, such as the destination’s tourist-

oriented culture, its environment regulations, its marketing campaign, tourism policy, 

political stability, etc. 

Vengesayi (2003) proposed a different approach, combining competitiveness (derived from 

the supply side) and attractiveness elements (from the demand side of tourism). He argues that in 

order to have a holistic perspective of a destination’s competitive advantage it is necessary to 

consider inputs from both the tourists and the tourism industry operators; in this sense, his approach 

intends to allow the comparison ‘between what the destination invests in and what customers are 

looking for in a destination’ (Vengesayi, 2003, p. 637). The analysis of these two perspectives (supply 

and demand) – related to the concepts of attractiveness and competitiveness, respectively – gives 

origin to the Tourism Destination Competitiveness and Attractiveness model (figure 5). The TDCA 

also focuses on the ‘ability of a destination to provide social, physical, and economic benefits to the 

destination population as well as a satisfying experience to the tourist’; in this sense, Vengesayi also 

agrees on the vision of other authors (add authors) that the final goal of a destination 

competitiveness is the benefits it can provide to its residents. 

 
Figure 5: Vengesaiy’s TDCA model 
Source: Vengesaiy, 2003 

The most important 

factor considered in the TDCA 

model is the ‘destination 

experience environment’, which 

is enhanced by the availability of 

attractions and mix of activities 

and by supporting factors. The 

attractions are considered as the 

primary reason for which the 

tourists decide to visit a destina- 

tion, followed by the range of activities which are available and contribute to deliver more 

‘experiences’ to the tourist. The supporting factors, on the other hand, are considered to be the 

secondary elements that motivate visitors to a certain destination, such as accommodation and 

transport facilities, infrastructure, services, etc. The ‘destination experience environment’ includes 

the main aspects of the physical and social environment that is part of the tourist experience, such as 

crowding, safety and security, human resources development, competition and cooperation. 

The model also includes aspects of communication and promotion in the process of affecting 

the competitiveness and attractiveness of a destination, such as: reputation, as the perception of the 

esteem held to the organization which has relevant influence on a destination visitation process; 

branding, which enables tourists to differentiate and thus choose to visit a certain destination 

instead of its competitors; and pricing, since the costs of a destination and its market performance 

can demonstrate its level of competitiveness. The outcomes of the model are related to tourism 

destination image and its correlation with tourist satisfaction, which can be used to measure 

competitiveness. For the destination performance, the author proposes several indicators such as 

number of visitors, growth rate, average length of stay and employment. This model has not been 

empirically tested yet, thus to which extent the considered variables affect the overall attractiveness 

and competitiveness of a destination remains still unclear. 
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Differently, other authors have developed indices rather than models of competitiveness. 

The Competitiveness Monitor (CM) framework proposed by Gooroochurn and Sugiyarto (2005) seeks 

to measure tourism competitiveness by analyzing eight main indicators: price, openness, technology, 

infrastructure, human tourism, social development, environment and human resources (figure 6). 

They firstly create aggregate indices for each of the eight indicators to then determine the weights of 

each indicator with confirmatory factor analysis for a sample of 93 countries. The presentation of the 

indicators in index form allows relative comparisons among the performance of one country relative 

to others; 200 countries are clustered according to their similarity of competitive strengths 

(performance).  

Another example is the Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Index (figure 7), a global index 

proposed by the World Economic Forum (WEF) that was constructed through the collection of 

secondary data taken from various international organizations and from surveys submitted to 

tourism industry members. Individual variables compose each competitiveness element (‘pillars’), 

which in turn are grouped into three different broad categories, the ‘subindices’. The overall index 

that measure the performance of each country result from its performance in each of these 

subindices: (1) regulatory framework, containing the policy related elements that are generally under 

governmental scope; (2) business environment and infrastructure; and (3) human, cultural, and 

natural resources endowed by each country. It is possible, then, to elaborate cross-country analysis 

for each element of competitiveness.   

 
Figure 6: Competitiveness Monitor framework 
Source: Gooroochurn and Sugiyarto, 2005 

 

 
Figure 7: Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Index 
Source: WEF, 2008  

 

Many other researchers have used the set of factors created by the aforementioned authors 

as main foundations to their studies while at the same time they have been contributing to 

constantly evolve existing models and set of competitiveness factors.  For instance, Enright and 

Newton (2004) proposed the inclusion of business-related attributes in studies of destination 

competitiveness other than the more conventional tourism attributes. In this sense, they developed 

a set of 15 factors specifically related to tourism (and taken mainly from Ritchie and Crouch’s work) 

as well as generic business factors which were mainly built using business literature as basis. 

Moreover, the factors were ‘adapted’ to the case of destination in question (Hong Kong) by 

considering elements taken from urban tourism literature. Lee and King (2009), research on Taiwan’s 

hot springs tourism competitiveness, drawing upon the models of Dwyer and Kim (2003), Enright and 

Newton (2004), and Ritchie and Crouch (2000), identified a list of 76 competitiveness factors grouped 

in three different elements: tourism destination resources and attractors (27 items), tourism 

destination strategies (33 items), and tourism destination environments. 
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In overall, by reviewing all the aforementioned models and indices above, it is possible to 

affirm that there are similarities but no absolute consensus about the set of competitiveness factors 

that should be considered. That may be partly caused by the fact that, as general models that have 

been developed so far demonstrate, there is an extensive list of factors and indicators of 

competitiveness associated with them. Classifying all these factors into specific groups (which usually 

are the main elements of the models) is also not an easy task. Crouch and Ritchie (1999), for 

instance, recognize that in the construction of their model this classification may carry ambiguity; in 

other cases, the definition of indicators of competitiveness and the manner they are set out in a 

model may differ from the way in which tourism industry members link and associate them together 

in their minds. For instance, Dwyer et al. (2004) observed that the respondent of their factor analysis 

study did not distinguish between activities that are primarily on the scope of the public sector from 

those that are primarily responsibility of the private sector, although the distinction is clear in their 

destination competitiveness model. 

 

2.3 Importance and determinance of DC factors 

As mentioned before, there has been considerable research on factors that affect and 

measure destination competitiveness. A quite reasonable number of models and concepts have been 

evolving through the years and many similarities can be found between these models. Although 

many times factors are grouped into different categories in each of the models or sets, or are named 

differently, it is possible to observe that many factors originated in different models overlap or could 

be correspondent to each other.  

In this sense, it is possible to affirm that the natural evolution of studies and research would 

be to focus on the extent to which each factor impacts competitiveness (that is, their effectiveness). 

But the difficulties in determining the importance of these factors are various: firstly, because for 

each factor it is possible to derive a countless number of possible indicators, whose measurement 

may not be a simple task since they can be objective or subjective, concrete or abstract, quantitative 

or qualitative. For instance, identifying the level of ‘cultural heritage’ of two destinations, in order to 

measure its comparative competitiveness, means one can either consider objective (but probably 

incomplete) measures such as the number of UNESCO heritage sites in their territory or the ‘quality’ 

of its cuisine, which is a subjective, much more difficult indicator to measure. 

For instance, understanding the relative importance for a destination by its ‘climate’, as 

compared to its ‘tourist image’, or its ‘cost-value’ as compared to its ‘natural resources’, remains still 

unclear. Therefore, the benefits of being able to rank factors of competitiveness would be enormous: 

destination managers could be aware of the specific factors that affect their destination 

competitiveness and would be able to tackle them more effectively. For National Tourism 

Organizations, it would mean that limited administration and marketing budgets could be used more 

efficiently, and more efforts could be placed into factors over which it has more influence or control.  

There is also another consideration to be taken when seeking to rank competitiveness 

factors: the extent to which they affect the relative competitiveness of a destination depends on 

both the importance of the factor as well as on the degree to which destinations vary on the factor 

(Crouch, 2010). For example, taking ‘climate’ as a case: for a tourist in search of a destination with 
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very hot temperature, the climate might be a determinant attribute when comparing Sweden and 

Brazil, thus this single factor (climate) has a high level of impact in determining Brazil’s superior 

competitiveness. However, if Brazil is compared to a country with similar temperatures, such as 

Cuba, the factor ‘climate’ will be of little importance on the relative competitiveness of both 

destinations (or else, less determinant). This is still a topic that requires more exploration, since 

literature lacks quantitative studies which aim to rank competitiveness factors, whether by their 

importance or their determinance.  

One example of research trying to measure the importance of individual factors in the overall 

competitiveness of a country may Gooroochurn and Sugiyarto’s study on competitiveness that led to 

the creation of the Competitiveness Monitor. These authors applied confirmatory factor analysis to 

determine the weights carried by each of the indicators considered in their model, resulting ‘that the 

social and technology indicators have the highest weights while the human tourism and environment 

indicators have the lowest’ (Gooroochurn and Sugiyarto, 2005, p. 25).  

Maybe the most prominent studies that have contributed to rank a specific set of 

competitiveness factors have been developed by Crouch (2007, 2010) and Enright and Newton 

(2004, 2005). Crouch developed a study employing the most refined version of the Ritchie and 

Crouch model, in which 36 attributes of competitiveness grouped into five main factors were 

analysed by experts, such as destination managers and tourism researchers. By integrating the 

measures of attribute importance with the performance of destinations, the study outcomes not 

only determined the hierarchical importance of each attribute, but also ranked them according to 

their determinance (table 3).  

Enright and Newton (2004) ranked competitiveness factors that were both tourism and 

business-related, using the case of a specific destination (Hong Kong, thus both sets of indicators 

were specifically adapted to the context of urban tourism). Through a sample of practitioners in the 

tourism industry, the result of their study show that some of the business-related factors, in fact, are 

viewed by surveyed industry participants as far more important than some of the tourism attractors. 

All the listed tourism attractor factors were considered to be relevant, which indicates that the 

frameworks of tourism competitiveness on which they were based are broadly consistent with the 

views of respondents.  

 

Most important attributes Most determinant attributes 

Physiography and Climate Physiography and Climate 
Market ties Culture and History 

Culture and History Tourism Superstructure 
Tourism Superstructure Mix of activities 

Safety and Security Awareness/Image 
Cost/Value Special events 

Accessibility Entertainment 
Awareness/Image Infrastructure 

Location Accessibility 
Infrastructure Positioning/branding 

Table 3: Most important and determinant attributes by Crouch 
Source: Crouch, 2007 
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Most important tourism related factors Most important business related factors 

Safety Political stability 
Cuisine International access 

Dedicated Tourism attractions Internal transportation facilities 
Visual appeal Free port status 

Well-known landmarks Government policy 
Nightlife Cleanliness of government 

Different culture Communication facilities 
Special events Good retail sector 

Interesting festivals Staff skills 
Local way of life Overall economic condition 

Interesting architecture Access to information 
Climate China market potential 

Notable history Local managerial skills 
Museums and galleries Transparency in policy making 

Music and performances Investment incentives 

Table 4: Most important and determinant attributes by Enright and Newton 
Source: Enright and Newton, 2004 

 
 
Although different unit of analysis (destinations) and methodologies were used, the studies 

mentioned above confirmed the importance of ‘tourism attractors’ in impacting the competitiveness 

of a destination. Crouch’s (2007) study results indicates that six of the top ten most determinant 

attributes belong to the group ‘Core Resources and Attractors’; that ‘Physiography and Climate’ are 

considered both the most important as well as the most determinant attribute of competitiveness; 

and that the second most determinant attribute was ‘Culture and History’. The results of Enright and 

Newton (2004) support the combined approach to tourism destination competitiveness suggested by 

Crouch and Ritchie (1999) and Ritchie and Crouch (2003).  

However, it can be observed that some attributes did vary in terms of importance from one 

study to another (such as climate, safety, for instance). This variation may or not be the result of the 

different approaches (such as different unit of analysis or methodological techniques) used in each 

study. Notably, for a better understanding of the implications of measuring competitiveness factors 

by their importance and determinance, further research in this field is necessary.  

 

2.4 Generic vs specific application of DC factors 

Other than the relative importance of competitiveness factors, another discussion can be 

drawn from the literature, and that is concerning the extent to which general theories or results have 

general applicability (universality). As mentioned before, competitiveness is a relative concept and 

therefore, may vary depending on what is being put in comparison (more competitive than what?). 

In tourism context, many variables may influence the measure of competitiveness for destinations: 

the set of competitors that are considered; the set of competitiveness factors; the demographic and 

psychographic characteristics of the travellers; the period of the year taken into consideration; the 

outbound market which is in perspective, just to mention a few of the many existing variables.  

To illustrate how the level competitiveness may vary depending of the perspective that is 

considered, the case of Brazil is taken, since it is the focused destination in this study. Hypothetically 
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the size of Brazil, its accessibility, vast territory, general awareness may define it as competitive 

destination among its South American neighbouring nations, but its level of competitiveness may 

decline if the comparison is broadened out to other global destinations, such as Indonesia or 

Australia. But if travel motivation is taken into consideration, Brazil is definitely a less competitive ski 

destination than its neighbouring countries like Chile and Argentina, since it does not possess the 

natural (or artificial) conditions (snow, high-peak mountains) that are necessary for the fruition of 

this tourism activity. Since one of Brazil’s main tourisms products is sun and sea – due to the long 

coast and the tropical climate, in general – it may also be considered more competitive during certain 

times of year (summer season). At the same time, the Brazilian coast may be a more competitive 

summer destination for the Portuguese outbound market than countries like Curaçao and Aruba, 

which in turn may present a better competitive position if the Dutch outbound market is considered 

(assuming the influence of the colonial past of these countries). Although this illustration maintains 

the focus on a country-level, competitiveness may also vary per region, city, attraction, etc. of a 

nation as well as per the origin of the visitors (domestic, international).  

Some researchers have explicitly exposed the generic nature and applicability of their 

models, that are not specific to particular destinations or attributes (Ritchie and Crouch, 2003; Dwyer 

and Kim, 2003; Dwyer et al., 2004). These studies have been continuously contributing to the scope 

of comparing destinations worldwide, through universally-applied indices, scales, or other measures. 

However, discussions in the literature also state that competitiveness cannot be assessed in a 

vacuum and therefore strengthen the importance of assessing destination competitiveness on an 

established context, against a defined competitive set (Enright and Newton, 2005).  But research 

considering the particularities of situation-specific analysis have been lacking in the competitiveness 

literature, although their outcomes would be undoubtedly beneficial to the academic world and to 

destination managers and tourism policy-makers.   

Following their 2004 study on the relative importance of tourism attractors and business 

features of Hong Kong’s competitiveness, Enright and Newton (2005) explored the principle of 

universality by investigating the importance of these same attributes from the perspective of 

different destinations in order to examine the degree to which their relative importance varies across 

destinations (in that case, Hong Kong, Singapore and Bangkok). The results of their study puts in 

question approaches to competitiveness ‘that assume that the relative importance of attributes is 

common across locations, suggesting, rather, that the importance of competitiveness attributes may 

vary across locations, depending on product mix and target markets segments, especially in complex, 

multifaceted industries such as tourism’ (Enright and Newton, 2005, p. 339). The study demonstrates 

that among the analysed competitors – Hong Kong, Singapore and Bangkok - there is not a total 

agreement (or absence of disagreement) concerning the importance of the analysed attributes. In 

overall, the importance of attributes related to core resources (attractors) showed a higher level of 

disagreement (thus, lower level of universality) than the business-related attributes. Although the 

results show that the degree of disagreement was low, they also imply that generic models or set of 

indicators must be carefully applied to specific situations and that destinations must take a more 

tailored approach to enhancing and developing tourism competitiveness. 

Other studies also consider that the ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach should be taken carefully on 

destinations competitiveness research. Croes (2010) draws from the studies of Ritchie and Crouch 

(2003) and Wignaraja, Lezama, and Joiner (2004) to suggest a more suitable measure of 

competitiveness to the specific reality of small island destinations. He takes into consideration the 
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particularities of this type of destinations that global competitiveness indices do not embrace:  the 

island destinations’ market size, the extent on which they depend on tourism, their current state of 

economic development and the vulnerabilities of possessing small territories.  

Size or type of destination has only been one of the identified particularities that led 

researchers to develop more appropriate competitiveness studies. Lee and King (2009) stated that 

the generic models of destination competitiveness were not suited to determine competitiveness in 

the context of a particular tourism sector. In this sense, they developed a sector-specific model to 

measure the competitiveness of Taiwan’s hot spring sector, using as base previous models from 

different authors (Dwyer and Kim, 2003; Enright and Newton, 2004; Ritchie and Crouch, 2000). 

Paskaleva-Shapira (2007), on the other hand, discussed the notion of competitiveness specifically for 

urban destinations, taking into consideration the particularities of this type of destination that were 

not yet addressed by the broader competitiveness literature. Building up on the integrated model 

proposed by Dwyer and Kim (2003), her model of integrated urban destination competitiveness adds 

the participation of citizens in destination management, considers the importance of indicators of 

urban quality of life as well as principles that lead to urban prosperity (attractiveness, sustainability, 

governance, value and quality). 

 The principles of universality and relativity were also considered – although not yet 

sufficiently – by some studies in regards to specific outbound markets. For instance, Kozak, Baloğlu 

and Bahar (2010) measured the destination competitiveness of Turkey by not only comparing it with 

other competitor countries, but also from the perspective of different nationalities. In doing so, their 

study proposes a discussion on whether one destination is more or less competitive than another 

depending on the perceptions of tourists from different nationalities. The results of his study 

demonstrate that some of the perceptions of Turkey varied by nationality and also by selected 

destination against which Turkey was compared. For instance, both Dutch and German tourists 

perceived Turkey as more competitive than Spain in regard to the quality of its facilities, but only 

Germans agreed that Turkey was more competitive than Greece in the same attribute.  

In overall, the measurement of a destination competitiveness functions as a tool – not an 

end for the destination to reach its final goal; in other words, indicators of competitiveness should 

lead to actions that could influence future outcomes (Croes, 2010). In this sense, situation-specific 

measurements that take into consideration the needs and the reality of a specific destination are 

more suitable for tourism managers and policy-makers to channel their efforts into specific activities 

which can lead their destination to increase its competitiveness and – possibly – the standard of 

living of its inhabitants.  

 

2.5 Conclusions  

From the three perspectives (topics) from which the destination competitiveness literature 

was reviewed, three conclusive statements were withdrawn as well as their implications to the 

framing of the present study. This leads to the design of the research and the methodology, which 

will be explained in the next chapter.  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
(TOPICS) 

CONCLUSIONS IMPLICATIONS RESEARCH APPROACH 
RESEARCH STEPS 

(RESEARCH QUESTIONS) 

Models, indices and  
sets   of DC factors 

There is no universal set of DC 
factors, and the grouping of these 
factors into specific categories is 

sometimes ambiguous and not fully 
recognized by tourism industry 

members and academics 

It is necessary reflect on the set of 
DC factors to be used in assessing 

destination competitiveness 

A set of indicators will be 
constructed drawing from the most 

recognized researches in DC; 
grouping of factors into specific 

headings is of secondary 
importance at the moment 

DEFINE SET OF DC FACTORS 

Importance and determinance  
of DC factors 

There is no total agreement (or 
absence of disagreement) on the 
importance and determinance of 

each DC factor to the overall 
competitiveness of a destination 

Care is needed when applying 
generic rankings of DC factors to 

situation-specific realities 

DC factors will be ranked by Dutch 
tourism industry members related to 

the tourism of Brazil 

DEFINE HIERARCHY OF DC 
FACTORS 

Generic vs specific application 
of DC actors 

It is not certain that the importance 
or determinance of DC factors is 

universal, which variables influence 
(and to which extent) the hierarchical 

importance of the DC factors; 

Further studies to rank DC factors 
taking variables into consideration 

are needed. Some examples of 
variables are: type of destination, 
type of tourism, and competitive 

set (in a given market) 

Some variables will be taken into 
consideration in this research: type 

of destination (Brazil), tourism 
market (holiday), and competitive set 

in a given market (Netherlands); in 
order to narrow it down to a specific 

situation level 

DEFINE SET OF COMPETITORS 

 

DEFINE PERFORMANCE OF  
BRAZIL AND COMPETITORS 

Figure 8: Conclusions of literature review 

 
        

THE COMPETITIVENESS OF BRAZIL AS A 

DUTCH HOLIDAY DESTINATION 
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3 RESEARCH DESIGN & METHODOLOGY 

The framework below (figure 9) demonstrates the design of the research process, starting with the steps of this research (to answer the research questions), 
the methodology used and the results to be achieved. In sequence, the methodological remarks used in this research will be further explained. 

CHAPTER 1.5    CHAPTER 4 

STEPS OF RESEARCH 
(RESEARCH QUESTIONS) 

 METHODOLOGY  RESULTS 

DEFINE SET OF DC FACTORS 

 
 Literature review on models and indices of competitiveness 

 Printed survey with tourism industry members (reality check) 

 

SET OF DC FACTORS 

DEFINE SET OF COMPETITORS 

  Collection of market performance indicators (hard data) 

 Content analysis of previous researches 

 Printed Survey with tourism industry members (reality check) 

 

SET OF COMPETITORS 

DEFINE HIERARCHY OF DC 
FACTORS 

 

 Online survey with tourism industry members 

 

RANKING OF DC FACTORS 

DEFINE PERFORMANCE OF 
BRAZIL AND COMPETITORS 

 

 Online survey with tourism industry members 

 

PERFORMANCE OF BRAZIL AND 
COMPETITORS 

Figure 9: Research design CHAPTER 5: THE COMPETITIVENESS OF 

BRAZIL AS A DUTCH HOLIDAY DESTINATION 
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3.1 Type of research  

This study can be categorized as of exploratory nature due to the fact that the best research 

design, data collection method and sampling selection were decided through the process of the 

research itself, and that it does not intend to draw definitive conclusions but to provide significant 

insight into the current topic.  

 

3.2 Data collection 

This study approach consisted on the collection of both primary data and secondary data, 

according to different purposes.  

Secondary sources were consulted in order to bring together the relevant information on 

models, indices, terminologies and factors of competitiveness withdrawn from main literature on 

destinations competitiveness (books, journals). Desk research was also used to collect secondary 

qualitative and quantitative data and information from tourism organization websites, reports, 

statistics. Access to these sources was granted mainly via the NHTV University online database.  

However, secondary data and information was not sufficient to fulfil the demands of this 

research. In order to better identify the main competitors of Brazil and the factors of 

competitiveness to be taken into consideration in the Dutch holiday market, additional primary 

collection of qualitative data was executed through a first survey (phase 1).  

Moreover, primary quantitative research represented the core method used to measuring 

the importance of DC factors and the performance of Dutch holiday destinations in each of them 

(phase 2). Primary quantitative data was collected through experts’ judgment, the most appropriate 

method identified in order to reach the expect results, especially if one considers the large number 

of DC factors and destinations to be analysed. Not only this method proved to be the more feasible, 

but the judgment of individuals is valuable source of information, because it is carried by based on 

their experiences, expertise and the capacity of their minds in absorbing and sorting large amounts 

of evidence, information, experience and data (Crouch, 2007).  

 

3.3 Survey instruments 

In total, two different surveys were elaborated for this research: 

1) For phase 1 of research, a printed survey (appendix A) was distributed personally by the 

researcher to the attendants of the event in Amsterdam. It consisted of open-ended 

questions to identify competitor destinations of Brazil in the Dutch holiday market as well as 

possible factors that influence the competitiveness of these destinations in this market.  

 

2) For phase 2, an online survey (appendix B) was distributed electronically, available in English 

and Dutch. It consisted of two parts: the first part asked the respondents to rate the list of 31 

DC factors according to their importance; the second part required the respondents to rate 
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the performance of Brazil and its competitors in each DC factor. A pilot test with two Dutch 

travel agents was executed in order to check the understanding of the questions, length of 

the survey and time for completion. It was not mentioned in the survey the specific focus of 

the research on Brazil as a destination, in order to avoid bias. The surveys were submitted in 

mid-October; ten days after the first invitation to participate, a second e-mail message 

(reminder) was sent to all contacts that did not complete the survey in order to increase the 

participation rate. 

 

3.4 Participants sample 

The chosen participants for the different steps of this research methodology were Dutch 

travel industry members, including tour operators, travel agents and travel consultants. The main 

reason for that is that they possess a sound knowledge of the destinations due to their role in 

programming holidays and advising Dutch clients of alternative holiday destinations; they also 

participate in familiarization trips from time to time and have access to information on specific 

destinations from various sources. Moreover, two thirds of all Dutch long holidays are organized 

trips, or else, trips booked via intermediaries, out of which three quarters are booked via a traditional 

travel agents/tour operator, a trend that has been on the rise since 2003 according to the 

Dutch Central Bureau of statistics, CBS (Mintel, 2009). With this background, they represent a 

readily accessible and suitable group to provide a reasonably informed comparative assessment of 

destinations (Faulkner and Fredline, 1999).  

Obviously, those individuals and companies related exclusively to business travel were 

disregarded. Moreover, a certain degree of familiarity with Brazil as a holiday destination was also 

required, since Brazil is the main unit of analysis in this study. 

It was not possible to access the total number of businesses in the Netherlands that fit into 

these specific sampling criteria. A mailing list was systematically built by three different methods: 

1) The researcher attended an event of the Brazilian Tourism Board held on September 30th 

in Amsterdam. This proved to be a very appropriate occasion to take contacts of possible 

participants of the research, since most of the event participants had also sufficient 

knowledge about Brazil and its similar destinations. This sample was the one used for 

phase 1 of the research, which consisted in defining a set of competitors for Brazil in the 

Dutch holiday market and in assisting the construction of the set of DC factors for this 

research. In this same occasion, respondents were invited to participate in phase 2 of the 

research, regarding the importance of DC factors and the performance of destinations; 

 

2) A mailing list was taken from the website of the Tourism Office of the Embassy of Brazil in 

Den Haag (Brazil Insight). In accordance to the aforementioned criteria, 51 additional 

tourism businesses were drawn from the website to be contacted for phase 2;  

 

3) Research was conducted through search tools (Google) and listing websites (Gouden Gids, 

the Dutch Yellow Pages). The websites of the business were checked in order to identify 

their relation to leisure tourism and their portfolio of destinations. From this process, 27 

companies were considered appropriate to be included in the research. 
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These three sources provided the researcher with a reasonable mailing list (141 contacts of 

individuals and businesses), quantity and quality wise. The details regarding the rate of response and 

usability of both samples are shown in the figures below (figure 10 and figure 11).  

 

 
Phase 1 – (Define set of factors / Define set of competitors) 

Sample source Sample size Response rate Usability Geographical dispersion 

Brazilian event in 
Amsterdam 

90 79/90 (87%) 63/79 (70%) 

 

Figure 10: Sample – Phase 1 

 

 

Phase 2 – (Define importance of DC factors / Define performance of Brazil and competitors) 

Sample source Sample size Response rate Usability Geographical dispersion 

Brazilian event in 
Amsterdam 

63 

54/141 (38%) 
48/54 
(89%) 

 

Embassy of Brazil in 
Netherlands 

51 

Search and listing 
websites 

27 

Figure 11: Sample – Phase 2 

 
 
 

Gender Experience in the travel and tourism industry (number of years) 

8,3 % Male 
91,7% Female 

Mean Standard deviation Min Max 

10.1 years 9.3 2 years 38 years 

Figure 12: Sample characteristics – Phase 2 

 

 

The fact that the first survey was applied face-to-face to the participants - and that those 

were asked to insert their e-mail address as a sign of commitment to participate in phase 2  -  might 

explain the reasonably high level of response obtained on the second phase of the research (38%). 

Obtaining responses from travel industry members for an academic research is not an easy task, as 

time availability represents a relevant constraint. In a B2B environment, a response rate higher than 

30% seems acceptable in literature (Faulkner and Fredline, 1999; Pike, 2009). 
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The respondents come from the most densely populated provinces of Netherlands, such as 

Noord Holland, Zuid Holland, Noord Brabant, Gelderland, Utrecht and, as exceptions, Flevoland and 

Drenthe. The sampling criteria process automatically excluded the country’s remaining five provinces 

from this research and concentrated more in the Randstad, a area on the west of Netherlands 

consisting of the cities Amsterdam, The Hague, Rotterdam and Utrecht and surrounding areas.  

The final sample size for this study was of 48 participants, which is coherent to its 

exploratory nature. The quality of the sample compensates the reasonably low number of 

respondents, since they had to fulfil demanding sampling criteria. Further methodological details are 

described along with each result in the next chapter (Chapter 4 – Analysis of the Results). 

 

3.5 Data handling and presentation 

The quantitative data used obtained through the online survey (to identify the importance of 

DC factors and performance of destinations in each factor) was handled using the statistical software 

SPSS.  

Firstly, reliability of the resulting data were subjected to internal consistency measures. 

When assessing the importance measures of the 31 factors, the Cronbach’s Alpha was found to be 

0.758; regarding the performance measurement of the destination the Cronbach’s Alpha resulted to 

be 0.776, thus in both cases indicating an acceptable degree of reliability (George and Mallery, 2003).  

The numerical data that emerged from the surveys and which is shown in the tables that are 

presented onwards in this study considered the mean value of the responses, or else, the sum of the 

scale values (1 to 5) divided by the number of responses (average). In order to provide a further 

insight on the mean values of the responses, the mode, median and standard deviation values are 

also presented. 

The mode represents the number that occurs most frequently in the data set, in other words, 

if the option 4 on the Likert scale was the most selected one by the respondents in a given factor, 

then the mode value of that factor will be ‘4’. If multiple modes exist, then the smallest value is 

shown. 

The median, on the other hand, corresponds to the actual middle number when you put the 

data in order, and thus is an alternative way of calculating a sort of ‘middle’ value for the data set. 

For example, if the responses for a given factor are put in order ‘2-2-3-3-4-5’ then the median value 

in that factor will be ‘3’. If there are two median values, the average of them is calculated. 

Lastly, standard deviation refers to how spread out the data points are. An item with a low 

standard deviation has most of the data points centered around the average, whereas in turn one 

with a high standard deviation has data points that are not so clustered around the average. 
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4 ANALYSIS OF THE RESULTS 

This chapter will present the (partial) results that will lead to the analysis of the competitiveness of 

Brazil as a Dutch holiday destination. 

 

4.1 Set of DC factors 

A literature review of the studies on destination competitiveness proved to be the most 

appropriate method for establishing the set of DC factors to be used in this research in order to 

measure the competitiveness of Brazil as a destination in the Dutch holiday market. One of the 

reasons is that the existing studies have been based not only on extensive general literature on 

competitiveness, but had also derived and reality-checked their set of DC factors based on primary 

data collection (through forums, experts panel, group discussions).  

The results of those studies (DC factors) show many similarities and not enough 

disagreement, a fact that sustain their credibility and in turn make it unnecessary to conduct of an 

extensive primary data collection for this research. Similarly, the dependencies and interrelations 

among the various attributes of destination competitiveness that compose a generic model have (so 

far) proven to be ambiguous and showed a low level of disagreement. 

 It is not the aim of this study to neglect previous studies and develop a whole new set of DC 

factors. Instead, this study intends to focus more on a practical approach: to measure the 

competitiveness of Brazil in the Dutch holiday market; the contribution of this research approach and 

its outcomes to the body of research focused on models and indices of destination competitiveness 

is more of a natural consequence rather than its main goal.  

In this study, the set of DC factors was constructed and divided into main headings mainly for 

methodological purposes (in belief that it will make the measurement of the factors much clearer for 

the respondents and for the further systematic analysis of the results). Considering the inevitable 

ambiguity that grouping factors may cause (as it does in previous studies), the researcher sought for 

the construction that would best suit the methodology of this research. Nevertheless, given the 

generic nature of the existing models – in opposition to a situation-specific model, necessary to this 

study - Dutch travel industry members have been consulted in one open-ended question in the first 

survey about factors of competitiveness (appendix A, question 3). The reason for this was to make it 

possible to check whether any important factor of competitiveness would emerge from the 

responses that should be considered for the specificities of this study (the outbound Dutch holiday 

market) that was not present in previous studies.  

The response of the participants did not differ largely from the literature in regards to which 

factors should be taken into consideration for measuring destination competitiveness; what 

occurred, instead, was the emphasis placed on some factors whose relevance was not fully 

recognized on the previous studies, which consequently led to few but relevant modifications. Those 

modifications will be mentioned during the explanation of the chosen set of factors. 

The set of factors constructed for this study comprises 31 items that impact destination 

competitiveness, which were grouped into six main headings (figure 13).  
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THE DEFINED SET OF DC FACTORS FOR A DUTCH LONG-HAUL HOLIDAY DESTINATION 

COUNTRY  ATTRACTIONS & ACTITIVIES  PEOPLE 

CLIMATE 

SIZE 

LOCATION 

MARKET LINKS 

IMAGE 

SAFETY 

 

NATURE 

CULTURE 

HISTORY & HERITAGE 

LOCAL EVENTS 

INTERNATIONAL EVENTS 

ENTERTAINMENT & NIGHTLIFE 

LEISURE ACTIVITIES 

 

LIFESTYLE 

TOURISM ATTITUDE 

TOURISM APTITUDE 

 

     

STRUCTURE  TOURIST EXPERIENCE  MANAGEMENT & POLICY 

GENERAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

TOURISM INFRASTRUCTURE 

DISTRIBUTION CHANNELS 

AIR ACCESSIBILITY 

IMMIGRATION ACCESSIBILITY 

 

GUEST-HOST INTERACTION 

QUALITY OF SERVICES 

SENSE OF AUTHENTICITY 

FAMILIARITY 

COST-VALUE 

 

VISION & POLICIES 

MARKETING & PROMOTION 

HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

CRISIS MANAGEMENT 

Figure 13: Set of DC factors for a Dutch long-haul holiday destination 

 

COUNTRY 

This group comprises all factors related to the country as a destination, ranging from those 

that are hardly or virtually unchangeable (climate, size, location) to those which governments have 

partial control over (market links).  

Climate is undoubtedly a factor to be considered in making a destination more or less 

competitive, making hordes of tourists migrate to warmer weather locations to escape from low 

temperatures and vice-versa, not to mention the importance of sun & sea tourism for holiday makers 

and destination marketing purposes of long-haul destinations. The territorial size of the country was 

one aspect that emerged from the responses of the third questions of the surveys submitted in 

Amsterdam; few respondents commented on how a large territorial size can be at the same time a 

burden or an advantage to the competitiveness of a destination: while some tourists see large 

territories as synonymous of a larger variety of landscapes and attractions, thus a major possibility to 

explore them, others may find it an obstacle for touring around and accessing attractions that are too 

far away from each other (this item is particularly interesting considering that Brazil is the fifth 

largest country in the world). The geographical location of the country is also an aspect that 

influences its tourism competitiveness; the most remarkable consequence that can be derived from 

it is that it defines the distance towards source market. It is not a surprise that the main international 

source markets for many destinations are usually originated from their neighbouring countries.  
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The market links between the destination and the source markets has also appeared 

extensively in destination competitiveness literature. It refers, for instance, to the ethnical, cultural, 

historical and commercial links that a destination shares with a country and its influence in the 

tourist flows among them. These links between destinations may also create a relation of familiarity 

and may explain, for instance, the high number of Portuguese tourists visiting Brazil (an ex-colony of 

Portugal). As the last factor to compose this group, the perceived image of the country in general 

and as a tourism destination is very important to affect visitation; it comprises the ideas and 

conceptions held individually or collectively of the destination (Embacher and Buttle, 1989); being 

aware of a destination and its offering can be considered as pre-requirement for tourist demand to 

become effective (Dwyer and Kim, 2003). Safety, the last factor, encompasses all the issues of safety, 

security and health that determine the level of safety of the country: criminality, natural disaster, 

political crisis, terrorism, epidemics and diseases are some of the examples.  

 

ATTRACTIONS & ACTIVITIES 

 It is obviously not to go in-depth in the importance of attractions and activities for a tourism 

destination. Mentioned in other destination competitiveness studies with different terminologies, 

they represent the ‘core’ of the destination. Some of them are just inherited by the country (such as 

natural attractions, for example), whereas others can be create (museums, entertainment facilities 

and activities, for instance); here it was found not necessary to distinguish them under this criteria. 

The DC factors were rather selected keeping in mind the focus of this study in the holiday market.  

The variety and quality of nature a country possess have a direct influence on determining its 

competitiveness of a holiday destination. Natural attractions such as the Niagara Falls, the Grand 

Canyon and the Amazon forest are just a few examples of how natural resources can become real 

tourist landmarks and important assets of attractiveness. Examples of other natural attractions 

include coastal areas, beaches, rivers, deserts, mountains, lakes, etc., among many other elements 

that constitute the Physiography of a country, its landscape and scenery. The culture of a country – 

considering the many definitions that it holds – is translated in this research into the country’s 

gastronomy, traditions, handicrafts, art, music, language, religion, etc. History & heritage refers to 

the historical attractive elements such as monuments, buildings, heritage sites, ruins, museums, etc.  

The following items to be considered are related to the events that occur on a destination, 

hereby divided into two categories: local events and international events. The first concerns the 

events whose background is directly related to the destination itself, such as cultural festivals, 

Carnivals, religious events, etc. (independently of whether they attract or not international visitors). 

The latter, on the other hand, refers to those events that do not share such relation with the 

destination; they can happen anywhere and are not seen exclusively as an aspect that is ‘attached’ to 

the destination, although they do have an influence its competitiveness. Examples of such events are 

the Formula 1 races, Olympic Games, World Cups, etc.  

Other elements that are very important for the evaluation of a holiday destination are those 

related to entertainment &nightlife. This item refers in this study to activities the tourist can 

undertake such as visits to concerts, theatres, casinos, discos, bars, etc. Leisure activities, on the 

other hand, regard tourist activities such as sightseeing tours, sports, shopping, etc.  
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PEOPLE 

This element was included in this research after considering the responses of the participants 

(appendix A, question 3). Many of them commented that the ‘people’ were one of the elements that 

make a destination more or less competitive. It is actually not a surprising result if, looking at the 

marketing perspective, for instance, one considers how often destinations use the ‘people’ factor in 

their promotional activities. However, it is not an easy task to define which factors should be 

included within this group, especially considering the degree of subjectivity that this task may 

contain. In this sense, after reviewing literature, the researcher could identify some common aspects 

that could be translated into people-related factors of destination competitiveness. These factors 

were named lifestyle, tourism attitude and tourism aptitude.  

Lifestyle refers to elements that are less tangible than the ones mentioned on the cultural 

attractions. It contains how the residents of the country live, their attitude towards life, how they see 

the world, how they relate to each other, etc. It is not uncommon to hear that the lifestyle of 

destination residents is sometimes considered – even if unconsciously – as an attractive element of 

that destination, especially holiday ones. Common examples from the demand side are the 

sentences stated by tourists before or after visiting a country, such as ‘the people are so laid-back, 

relaxed’, or ‘they know how to enjoy their lives’, etc. Its presence can also be observed in marketing 

campaigns by tourism boards or even on catchy slogans created by tourism industry members and 

well recognized (for instance, ‘Thailand, land of smiles’). Despite the difficulties in defining it, it was 

still considered appropriate to be included in this research.  

The second item, tourism attitude is more concerned to the attitude of local people towards 

the tourists and the tourism industry itself. It refers to how hospitable or how friendly the population 

is towards the tourists and the level to which they accept, support and participate of the tourism 

activity. It can be expected that tourists which do not see the tourism activity as beneficial to their 

territory (thus not accepting or supporting it) tend to transfer this attitude towards the tourists itself 

and vice-versa. Moreover, the attitude of the local community towards tourism is an essential 

condition towards a sustainable destination. 

Differently, tourism aptitude does not refer to the locals’ ‘way of seeing tourism’, but to 

‘how suitable they are to the tourism activity’. It is related to the preparedness, the professionalism, 

the efficiency and efficacy, the sense of entrepreneurship and innovation, to the quality of human 

resources of the destination. A destination can possess a friendly and hospitable population, but this 

important aspect can be undermined by the skills of this population to work with tourism. For 

instance, the fact that Brazil’s native language is Portuguese, compared to an English-speaking 

country such as Australia, may make it less competitive for Dutch holiday tourists, if we consider that 

English may be the common language used by Dutch when travelling to these destinations.  

 

STRUCTURE 

This group comprises all the elements that serve primarily or secondarily for the 

development of tourism in a destination. These elements form a ‘structure’ whose function is to 

support, facilitate, enable or serve as a foundation for the tourism activity.   
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Firstly, the general infrastructure of the country whose presence is not exclusively for the 

purpose of tourism but inevitably affects its activity. This includes items related to energy, 

telecommunications, health (water treatment, hospitals, clinics, etc), finance (banks, credit card 

companies), education (schools, universities, libraries, etc.). In turn, the following structure factor is 

the tourism infrastructure, which comprises the elements which are more related to the tourism 

activity, considered here in this study as items related to accommodation (hotels, resorts, 

guesthouses, etc.), food and beverage (restaurants, bars, etc.) and transportation (roads, airports, 

bus & train terminals). Complementary to that, the distribution channels are also important: a strong 

or weak network of travel agencies, tour operators, and other channels (such as internet) connecting 

the destination and the source market will also affect the competitiveness of a certain destination. 

Finally, the last two factors to form this group are related to two different types of 

accessibility of the origin market to the destination. The first one is air accessibility, which includes 

availability of airline seats, number and frequency of flights, existence of direct or indirect flights, etc. 

It is not necessary to remark how important the air accessibility is for long-haul destinations, 

especially between transoceanic countries. Other than that, immigration accessibility requirements 

are also important in determining the competitiveness of a destination. This includes visa 

requirements and any other border requirements. One example to illustrate the relevance of this 

factor is that of Russia and Turkey: visitors from Russia to the Turkish destination of Antalya were 

expected to increase by 10% since these two countries lifted visa requirements (Çal, 2010).  

 

TOURIST EXPERIENCE 

Ritchie and Crouch’s (2003) definition of destination competitiveness also includes the 

provision of ‘memorable experiences’ to tourists as one important factor of destination 

competitiveness. It is widely recognizable that there is a ‘new tourism trend’ focused on experiences 

and that tourists have nowadays turned into experience-seekers, looking for something unique and 

special at the destination. Experiences can be considered to be created memorable events (Pine and 

Gilmore, 1999) or ‘not-created‘, since in a way an experience already occurs when a tourist travels 

outside the own environment. No matter whether experience is created and who creates it, 

destinations and tourism industry members have been putting emphasis in the importance of 

experience in tourism, and it is almost impossible to imagine a destination without it.  

Despite the recognized importance, tourist experience seems to come often underestimated 

in the destination competitiveness literature. For that reason, in this study it is taken as one main 

aspect to be considered when measuring competitiveness by considering it as one single group of 

factors. What would be the use of possessing many attractions, being a safe country, with a nice 

weather, if that does not take part or is not translated into the experience of the tourist? For the task 

of assessing destinations competitiveness, ‘tourist experience’ is quite suitable as it comprises a 

blending of all the other factors (climate, safety, attractions, activities, interaction with locals, etc.) 

translated into a more intangible - yet possible to be measurable – element of competitiveness. 

 Defining which factors are relevant to form the ‘tourist experience’ group was, in this case, 

done by investigating trends and experience, where some aspects – that come in line to what has 

been written about destination competitiveness – could be withdrawn. The first factor is related to 

the level of interaction between the locals and the tourists, that is, the guest-host relation in the 
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destination. That is because with tourists seeking experience the main demand is put among the 

locals, who partly make the real experience. Whether one is a tourist confined inside a resort or a 

community-based tourist, the degree and quality of interaction with locals will probably affect the 

overall trip experience. The quality of services that are provided to the tourists is also part of this 

group, and it can be considered as a blend of other factors such as the professional skills of the 

service providers (tourism aptitude), their personal characteristics such as friendliness and hospitality 

(tourism attitude) and other elements of structure (such as quality of visitor centres, shops, 

restaurants, etc). 

Also an important aspect of the experience in tourism is authenticity, a topic that has 

deserved reasonable attention from tourism academics and researchers, especially on studies related 

to tourism experience. In the consumption of tourism there is an emerging desire for real 

experiences rather than something false, thus the dual opposition of ‘authentic’ and ‘unauthentic’ 

becomes fundamental in the creation of product value (Taylor, 2001). The label of ‘authenticity’ is 

used to sell festivals, rituals, cuisine, souvenirs, dresses or accommodation with the meaning of 

‘made or enacted by local people’, according to ‘custom’ or ‘tradition’ (Wang, 1999). But what is 

authentic? Stamboulis and Skayannis (2003), for instance, state that tourism destinations are 

theatres at which experience takes place and where everyone involved in a destination has to play 

their own role to fulfil the experience. For this study the word ‘sense’ is placed purposefully in front 

of authenticity because the definition of the latter term would demand a in-depth research on it, 

which would be meaningless for this study. It is the sense of authenticity that matters for this study, 

because for destination competitiveness it is more important (and maybe only possible) to consider 

how real consumers perceive the product or service than how real they actually are. 

The next factor concerns the level of familiarity of the destination in the source market. This 

element comprises the notions of exoticness versus popularity of the destination, which are hard to 

define can be related to the concepts of venturesomness, allocentrism and psychocentrism. It also 

derived from the survey respondents that being unfamiliar/exotic or too popular among Dutch 

nationals should be considered for the investigation of the competitiveness of a Dutch holiday 

destination. Lastly, price is also an important element to be considered in destination 

competitiveness studies, but more than the actual cost it is more relevant to consider the cost-value 

of the destination. In other words, the extent to which the destination is worth the price paid for it.  

 

MANAGEMENT & POLICY 

As the name suggests, this group refers to management activities and the tourism policies of 

the destination. Not all the factors contained in the other groups actually depend on the destination 

ability to manage them. The destination policy-makers do not have entire control over many of the 

factors mentioned (for e.g., image or market links) or any control at all (such as climate, location and 

size of the country). Thus, the factors contained in this group will actually influence (partially or not) 

many of the factors described before.   

The first element regards the vision & policies of the destination. These are put together 

because it is expected that the tourism policies of a destination are the reflection of their goals and 

vision. Here it is important that the vision is built for long-term basis (is sustainable) and is shared 

among all tourism stakeholders (public, private sectors & local community). The second item 



  
41 

concerns the activities of marketing & promotion undertaken by those responsible (usually tourism 

boards) for the destination’s promotional campaigns, workshops, participation in travel shows, public 

relations, brand management etc., as well as research on target markets and demand needs and 

desires.  

The remaining factors regard the management of human resources, core resources and crisis 

at destination level. Human resources management here refers to the activities to manage the 

quantity and quality of human resources involved directly or indirectly with the tourism industry, 

both at educational and professional levels. Resources management refers to the maintenance, 

preservation and restoration of natural, cultural, historical & heritage resources through the various 

activities that this type of management contains, as well as monitoring and controlling the carrying 

capacity at the destination. Lastly, crisis management refers to the destination’s response to natural 

disasters, economical crisis, terrorism attacks, epidemics, intensive criminality, political instability, 

catastrophes or any other type of crisis.   

 

4.2 Set of competitors 

As mentioned before, competitiveness is a relative concept, as a location is competitive or 

uncompetitive in a given industry not in the abstract but against relevant competing locations. 

Therefore, defining a set of DC factors is not enough: the assessment of destination competitiveness 

is only possible with the establishment of a competitive set (Kozak and Rimmington, 1999).  

In order to define the tourism destinations to be compared to Brazil in this study, a pre-

defined list of favourite destinations and possible competitors in the Dutch market was constructed 

based on the collection of secondary hard data and content analysis. Firstly, ten long-haul 

destinations were selected based on their market performance indicators (Dutch tourist arrivals) in 

2007, the last date available. Secondly, eight destinations were identified after a content analysis 

focused on previous international research conducted by the Brazilian Tourism Board during the 

constructing of the International Marketing Plan of Brazil.  

The Brazilian Tourism Board research started in 2004, when surveys were conducted in order 

to understand the perception of Brazil worldwide: around 1.200 foreign tourists were interviewed, 

5.000 potential tourists from around the world, 190 stakeholders of the international tourism 

industry as well as 112 national stakeholders. These interviews were executed in 18 priority markets 

for the Brazilian tourism, which covered the geographical areas of the Americas, Europe and Asia. 

From this previous research it emerged that the main countries competing with Brazil globally were 

located in Latin America and Caribbean. Specifically for the Dutch market, the competitors were 

Cuba, Mexico and Costa Rica. A later version of this document was released in 2010, which provides 

the Brazilian Tourism Board with the guidelines for the next years until 2020. The research methods 

of 2004 were repeated, and as a result a new competitive position of Brazil was derived. It 

demonstrates that Brazil has already reached a fair competitive position in Latin America and 

Caribbean, and therefore its competitive set is now extended to other worldwide leading 

destinations. This new position demonstrates that the Caribbean, Australia, South Africa, Mexico, 

Costa Rica and Argentina are all competing with Brazil globally, although in different levels. More 
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specifically, the Dominican Republic was one of the destinations recently considered as a competitor 

of Brazil for the Dutch market (Ministry of Tourism of Brazil, 2007a, 2010a). 

It is shown below (figure 14) the combination of the most visited long-haul destinations by 

the Dutch with the destinations considered by the Brazilian Tourism Board which lead to a pre-

defined list of favourite Dutch holiday destinations and possible competitors for Brazil (16 

destinations, in total). 

 

Most visited long-haul 
destinations by Dutch  

(2007) 

Competitors - 

Brazilian Tourism Board 

(2004, 2007, 2010) 

 
List of favourite destinations  

and possible competitors 

     
USA Cuba  Cuba Indonesia 

Egypt Mexico  Mexico Canada 
China Costa Rica  Dominican Republic Morocco 

Thailand Australia  Costa Rica China 
South Africa South Africa  Curaçao Argentina 

Canada Argentina     Aruba* Thailand 
Indonesia Dominican Republic  Australia  
Morocco Caribbean  South Africa  

   Suriname*  Egypt  
Curacao   USA  

     
Figure 14: Favourite destinations and possible competitors 
*Suriname high rate of VFR travel (Visiting Friends and relatives) led to its substitution by Aruba, which received more 

Dutch visitors in 2008 than Cuba and Costa Rica.  

Source: Mintel (2009); Ministry of Tourism of Brazil (2007a, 2010a); and response of the 63 surveyed Dutch travel industry 

members. 

 

The combined analysis of market performance and previous researches on the competitive 

set of Brazil would probably be sufficient to define a list of possible competitors against which 

measure the competitiveness of Brazil in the Dutch holiday market. However, to refine this list of 

competitors into a shorter, more accurate one, it was decided that a reality check with travel 

industry members of the Netherlands would be appropriate, thus the first survey was constructed 

(appendix A). The first question demanded the respondents to mention four countries that in their 

opinion are competitors of Brazil as holiday destinations for the Dutch. The aim of this question was 

to identify the top-of-mind competitors, giving freedom to the participants to name any worldwide 

destination. The second question of the survey was similar, but required the participants to choose 

four destinations out of the predefined ‘list of favourite Dutch holiday destinations and possible 

competitors’ (right column of figure 14, above).  

The results of the survey regarding the set of competitors are presented below (table 5), 

consisting of a ranking of the destinations in accordance to the number of times (frequency) they 

were mentioned as a competitor in the first question (top-of-mind) and second questions (given list) 

of the survey. Although the respondents were asked to mention countries as destinations, there was 

a high incidence of occasions clustering countries like Curaçao, Aruba as ‘Dutch Antilles or ABC 
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Islands’. This clustering was accepted as it demonstrates that these countries are seen as whole 

destination by the respondents, and thus considering them apart would be meaningless. The 

opposite - mentioning a specific destination inside a country - just happened twice (Bali and Florida) 

and, due to its insignificance, the frequency was scored to the country (Indonesia and USA, 

respectively). The countries that were only mentioned one (Vietnam, Bolivia, Jamaica, China, 

Namibia, Tanzania) are not shown on the ranking table. 

 

 Main competitors per frequency 

 TOP OF MIND  TOP OF GIVEN LIST 
    

TO
P

 C
O

M
P

ET
IT

O
R

S 
 

Mexico (35)  Mexico (39) 

Cuba (33)  Costa Rica (34) 

Costa Rica (19)  Cuba (31) 

Thailand (19)  South Africa (29) 

South Africa (17)  Argentina (26) 

Dutch Antilles (15)  Dutch Antilles (23) 

Argentina (11)  Thailand (21) 

 Australia (9)  Indonesia (18) 

 Indonesia (9)  Dominican Republic (15) 

 Ecuador (7)  Australia (5) 

 Peru (6)  Egypt (4) 

 Dominican Republic (6)  China (4) 

 Chile (5)  USA (2) 

 Colombia (5)  Canada (1) 

 USA (5)  Morocco (0) 

 India (5)   

 Venezuela (4)   

 New Zealand (4)   

 Malaysia (4)   

 Panama (3)   

 Suriname (3)   

 Canada (2)   

 Kenya (2)   

Table 5: Selection of competitors of Brazil in the Dutch holiday market (frequency) 
Source: Surveys submitted on Sep 30th 2010 in Amsterdam. 

 

As it is highlighted in blue in the ranking, the seven most mentioned competitor destinations 

were the same in both questions (after the clustering of Dutch Antilles destinations), although the 

frequency in which they were mentioned varied. The fact that the survey was applied to a very 
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particular group of travel industry members may partially explain the similarity of the results. Had 

the group of travel agents been more heterogeneous and geographically spread, from different 

countries or different business interests, and less knowledge about Brazil as a tourism destination, it 

is probable that the mentioned competitors would also be more heterogeneous.  

Instead, the results of this survey were not only similar in terms of answers from the 

respondents, but in overall it also went in accordance with the previous presented ‘favourite and 

possibly preferred holiday destinations by the Dutch’ and the previous research of the Brazilian 

Tourism Board. For instance, Mexico, Cuba and Costa Rica as most mentioned competitors and the 

presence of other countries in the ranking, such as Argentina, Australia, Dominican Republic. It is also 

possible to notice that some of the most visited long-haul destinations by the Dutch are also seen as 

competitors for Brazil (Thailand, South Africa, Curaçao). This confirms the trend that Brazil is now 

competing not only with regional but also worldwide destinations, as mentioned by the latest 

marketing research by the Brazilian Tourism Board (Ministry of Tourism of Brazil, 2010a).  

The Dutch Antilles is one interesting case: although being considered as one of the main 

competitors for Brazil in the Dutch holiday market might be partially explained by their colonial past 

(Dutch) and similarity in core tourism products (sun and sea), it is still interesting to investigate it if 

one considers its limited territory in comparison to Brazil. The same applies to South Africa, with the 

addition that its tourism board also considers Brazil as a competitor in the Dutch market (South 

Africa Tourism, 2010). On the other hand, Thailand as a competitor for Brazil was a surprising result, 

as it is not mentioned by other researches but is equally interesting to be compared against as it is 

definitely a top Dutch holiday destination in terms of visitor arrivals.   

Since this competitor set forms the base for a comparative analysis of Brazil done by Dutch 

travel industry members, it was found necessary to reduce the number of competitors for 

methodological purposes. Having a large number of competitor destinations to be rated would be a 

possible deterrent of participation. As a first measure, Argentina was discarded because it was the 

destination with the lowest frequency (of mention) among the top competitors and does not figure 

in the top Latin American destinations visited by the Dutch in 2008 (Proexport Colombia, 2008).  

Secondly, the destinations were divided into two groups to be rated by survey respondents 

along with Brazil: (1) Mexico, Cuba and Costa Rica; and (2) Thailand, South Africa and Dutch Antilles. 

The first group representing those countries with which Brazil was considered to be competing, more 

in its regional scope; and the second group formed by destinations considered as ‘new worldwide 

competitors’ (Thailand, South Africa) and the cases where a historical and cultural link with the 

Netherlands may have influence in their competitiveness (South Africa and Dutch Antilles).  

 

Competitor group 1: Mexico Cuba Costa Rica 

Competitor group 2: Thailand South Africa Dutch Antilles 

Figure 15: Set of competitors of Brazil in the Dutch holiday market 
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4.3 Ranking of DC factors  

The importance of each DC factor was measured on the phase 2 of this research (online 

survey, appendix B). Defining the DC factors to be used in this research was one task that differs from 

measuring their importance. Adjustments to the naming of some DC factors were made to make 

them ‘ready’ to be measured. Additional words, examples or descriptive explanation were put into 

brackets aside each factor when judged necessary (mostly when demonstrated so after the pilot test) 

to make their meanings clearer to the respondents. 

The respondents were asked to rate each factor according to their importance by using a Likert 

scale ranging from 1 to 5 (1=very unimportant, 2=unimportant, 3=neutral, 4=important, 5=very 

important). 

 

  RANKING OF FACTORS 

 

Rank FACTORS Mean SD Mode Median Group 

1 Climate 4.4167 0.50 4.00 4.00 Country 

2 Cost-value 4.4167 0.77 5.00 5.00 Tourist experience 

3 Tourism attitude 4.3750 0.61 4.00 4.00 People 

4 Nature 4.3333 0.48 4.00 4.00 Attract. & Activities 

5 Safety 4.3125 0.69 4.00 4.00 Country 

6 Tourism infrastructure 4.0625 0.56 4.00 4.00 Structure 

7 Sense of authenticity 4.0417 0.54 4.00 4.00 Tourist experience 

8 History & Heritage 4.0208 0.48 4.00 4.00 Attract. & Activities 

9 Leisure activities 4.0000 0.71 4.00 4.00 Attract. & Activities 

10 Culture 3.9792 0.56 4.00 4.00 Attract. & Activities 

11 Image 3.9167 0.82 4.00 4.00 Country 

12 Quality of services 3.8333 0.63 4.00 4.00 Tourist experience 

13 Air accessibility 3.8125 0.73 4.00 4.00 Structure 

14 Marketing promotion 3.7292 0.61 4.00 4.00 Management & policy 

15 Guest-host interaction 3.7083 0.68 4.00 4.00 Tourist experience 

16 Entertainment & Nightlife 3.6875 0.85 4.00 4.00 Attract. & Activities 

17 Tourism aptitude 3.6667 0.81 4.00 4.00 People 

18 General infrastructure 3.6458 0.56 4.00 4.00 Structure 

19 Crisis management 3.6250 0.70 4.00 4.00 Management & policy 

20 Lifestyle 3.5000 0.68 4.00 4.00 People 

21 Local events 3.4583 0.58 4.00 3.50 Attract. & Activities 

22 Vision & policies 3.4167 0.96 3.00 3.00 Management & policy 

23 Distribution channels 3.3958 0.74 3.00 3.00 Structure 

24 Resources management 3.3125 0.78 4.00 3.00 Management & policy 

25 Familiarity 3.2708 0.94 4.00 4.00 Tourist experience 

26 Location 3.2292 0.69 3.00 3.00 Country 

27 Immigration accessibility 3.2083 0.80 3.00 3.00 Structure 

28 International events 3.1458 0.87 3.00 3.00 Attract. & Activities 

29 HR management 2.9583 0.97 3.00 3.00 Management & policy 

30 Size 2.6875 0.78 3.00 3.00 Country 

31 Market links 2.6667 1.02 2.00 3.00 Country 

Table 6: Ranking of DC factors for the Dutch holiday market 
SD = standard deviation 
Source: Online survey, Oct 2010. 
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Ranking Group Value 

1 Tourist experience 3.8542 

2 People 3.8472 

3 Attractions & Activities 3.8036 

4 Structure 3.6250 

5 Country 3.5382 

6 Management & policy 3.4083 

Table 7: Ranking of groups of DC factors 
Source: Online survey, Oct 2010. 

 
 The ranking (table 6) shows that the top five factors of importance for the competitiveness of 

a destination in the Dutch holiday market are: climate, cost-value, tourism attitude, nature and 

safety. 

Climate as the most important DC factor is a result that can be explained by the fact that 

many Dutch holiday makers to long-haul destinations are seeking sun & sea, or may imply that even 

when travelling for other purposes, focusing on other types of tourism, the weather at the 

destination is still important. There are not many studies that have ranked the importance of DC 

factors, the most remarkable being of Crouch (2007, 2010). Although Crouch’s study has made use of 

different sets of factors and different methods of measurement from this study, it is still interesting 

to make a gross comparison among them to draw some general remarks.  For instance, climate as 

the top DC factor is a result that also goes in accordance to Crouch’s analysis of most important and 

determinant attributes (corresponding physiography and climate, in his study), which did not take 

any specific market in consideration. 

The same happens to cost-value, which high importance is recognized in literature (Dwyer, 

Forsyth and Rao, 2000, 2000a, 2001, 2002; Crouch, 2007, 2010) and is ranked as second most 

important factor for the Dutch market. Indeed, consumer behavior studies show Dutch consumers 

tend to value quality to a high degree, which means they intend to purchase something when they 

see that the price is fairly proportional to the quality; in other words, they are not easy spenders, 

although they may have a lot of money to spend (La Poste Export Solutions, 2010). 

Tourism attitude is an interesting case. Different from previous studies, in this research this 

factor was created to refer not only the hospitality and friendliness of the locals, but combine it to 

their overall attitude towards tourism: their support, acceptance, hostility, etc., in other words, their 

attitude towards the tourism industry. Interestingly enough, not only this factor was ranked as the 

third most important by the respondents, but it also proved to be reasonably more important than 

the factor tourism aptitude (ranked 17th), which also regards the destination residents ('people' 

group) but in terms of their overall qualification for the tourism activity. Interestingly, Human 

Resources management is not considered as an requirement to remain competitive in the Dutch 

holiday market, being ranked as the 3rd least important factor. 

 Nature was the fourth most important factor, which also places it as the most important 

attractions & activities element of a destination to be competitive in the Dutch holiday market (more 

than history & heritage, leisure activities, culture, entertainment & nightlife, local events and 

international events, in order of importance). Oddly, the high importance implied to safety (ranked 

5th) seems to go against the Dutch resillience in travelling to unsafe destinations, or destinations 
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undergoing through unsafe moments (such as Bali, Egypt, which saw a steadily increase of Dutch 

tourists during their post-terrorist attacks period, in opposition to most of their other source 

markets). However, this result is also confirmed to Crouch’s study ('safety and security'), which 

demonstrates the high importance of this factor in the competitiveness of destinations in general.  

The sense of authenticity position as 7th most important factor to determine the 

competitiveness of a Dutch holiday destination goes in accordance to Mintel’s (2009) marketing 

intelligence report states that the Dutch are expected to continue looking for authentic experiences 

during their holidays, thus it is also an interesting outcome for tourism product managers and 

destination managers to consider. 

For the Dutch holiday market, tourism infrastructure (6th) and air accessibility (13th) were 

the top factors of importance in the structure group, whereas marketing & promotion ranked first 

among the factors related to the management and policy of tourism destinations. Indeed, other 

sources indicate the importance of marketing activities for the Dutch consumer, whose sensitivity to 

advertisements probably makes a good advertisement campaign result in a big effect on sales (La 

Poste Export solutions, 2010). Other similarities to Crouch study results and overall literature is the 

high importance of tourism infrastructure, image and culture and history & heritage (Crouch’s 

tourism superstructure, awareness/image, and culture & history, respectively).  

In contrast, for the Dutch holiday market, the ties shared by the Netherlands and the 

destination (market links) is considered as the least important DC factor, whereas in other studies it 

carries a lot of importance in impacting the destination competitiveness; the same happens to 

location, implying that for the Dutch holiday market the air accessibility of a the destination is a 

much more important aspect than its location/distance from Netherlands. 

Again, the comparison of these results with other studies is a gross one, due to the use of 

different set of factors and different methodologies, but nevertheless it does enable to withdraw 

interesting insights on the importance of destination competitiveness factors.  

Lastly, the fact that the mean values of the factors mostly ranged from ‘neutral’  to almost 

‘very important’ (mostly from around 2.5 to 4.5), shows that rarely a factor contained in the set 

defined by this study was considered to be meaningless (unimportant and very unimportant) for the 

competitiveness of a destination in the Dutch holiday market. If that was the case, the unimportant 

and very unimportant factors would probably be discarded, as it would be almost meaningless to use 

them to measure the competitiveness of whatsoever destination.  

From this point onwards, the organization of factors into groups (headings) becomes 

irrelevant and thus will be unconsidered; instead, this study will make use of factors in the 

hierarchical order seen in table 6 when analysing and representing the competitiveness of Brazil in 

the Dutch holiday market.  
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4.4 Performance of Brazil and competitors 

The measurement of the performance of Brazil and its competitors formed the second part of 

the online survey (appendix B). Respondents were asked to rate the destinations in each factor using 

a scale of 1 to 5, according to their performance (1=very low, 2=low, 3=normal, 4=high, 5=very high), 

or else, to how competitive each destination is in each factor. For instance, if the respondents 

considered that the territorial size of Brazil makes it less competitive as a Dutch holiday destination if 

compared to the much smaller size of Costa Rica, then a lower grade was given to Brazil and 

consequently a higher grade to Costa Rica. Two examples like this were mentioned prior to the 

question. 

Since it would be too much time-consuming to ask the participants to measure the 

performance of the seven destinations in each of the 31 factors, they were given the option to 

choose between (1) Brazil, Mexico, Cuba, Costa Rica and (2) Brazil, South Africa, Dutch Antilles and 

Thailand. In this way, each participant could choose the group of competitors that fit more with their 

professional knowledge.  

The researcher had to keep a regular tight control to make sure that the results would be 

balanced. In other words, the number of respondents measuring the performance of both set of 

competitors had to be equal at the end to enable a fair comparison among the destinations. 

Obviously, Brazil was the only common destinations to be rated, no matter which option of 

competitors was selected, because it is the main unit of analysis in this study. At the end, it resulted 

in 48 participants measuring the performance of Brazil, of which 24 participants measured it together 

with Mexico, Cuba, Costa Rica, and the remaining 24 with South Africa, Dutch Antilles and Thailand. 

The mean values of each competitor in each DC factor will not be presented here, as it is not 

relevant to present the raw performance of each destination by factor but in the next chapter, which 

will also discuss the competitiveness of Brazil under the perspective of performance. Nevertheless, 

the data regarding the performance of each destination by factor can be seen in appendix C. 
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5 THE COMPETITIVENESS OF BRAZIL AS A DUTCH HOLIDAY DESTINATION 

This chapter combines the (partial) results found by this research to analyse the competitiveness of Brazil. Firstly, insights about the performance of the 

destinations will be discussed, followed by a brief analysis of the distance of Brazil from its competitors and finalizing with the conclusive presentation of the 

most competitive destinations for Brazil in the Dutch holiday market.  

 

The performance of Brazil and its competitors 

The figures below show the performance (in absolute terms) of Brazil with each group of competitors, in each DC factors. 

  
Figure 16: Performance of destinations – Group 1 Figure 17: Performance of destinations – Group 2 

(*)(**)Only the mean of the 24 respondents that compared Brazil with each competitors group is taken into consideration in each ranking, for statistical reasons.  
The graphs were constructed based on the absolute performance means obtained through the surveys, which can be found in the appendix C. 
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As for the first group of competitors (figure 16), the performance of Brazil in tourism aptitude 

was slightly higher than the other destinations, as well as in lifestyle, local events, international 

events and market links. The fact that Brazil scored highest in lifestyle goes in accordance to the 

positioning intended by the Brazilian Tourism Board, which places Cuba as one of the competitors in 

this factor. The highest score in both local and international events may reflect the worldwide known 

national festivals such as the Carnival in Rio, as well as the fact that the country is to be the host for 

both the World Cup 2014 and Olympic Games 2016, both international hallmark events. The highest 

performance in market links – or else, the links between the destinations and the Netherlands – may 

be reflect of Brazil’s Dutch colonial past, not so significant but relatively stronger than the 

connections between Netherlands and the other competitor destinations. However, it should be 

noticed that this factor is the least important among all the DC factors. 

 In opposition, Brazil scored relatively lower than its competitors in factors such as location, 

distribution channels, air accessibility, immigration accessibility as well as in all the factors regarding 

the tourist experience (guest-host interaction, quality of services, sense of authenticity, familiarity 

and cost-value). That means that the location of Brazil is a disadvantage for the Dutch holiday 

market, and the network of travel agents and tour operators between the country and Netherlands is 

considered to be weaker than that of Mexico, Cuba and Costa Rica. Moreover, the availability of air 

seats, frequency of flights and other aspects reading air accessibility is also lower than the other 

destinations, which may count with more charter flights (common for Dutch holiday makers looking 

for sun & sea) or better flight connections. Among the factors of the tourist experience group, the 

main remark is Brazil’s lowest score in terms of cost-value, which is ranked as the second most 

important factor in determining the competitiveness of a destination for the Dutch holiday market. 

Brazil is also the country least perceived as authentic among those destinations, a factor that is also 

considered of relative high importance (2nd in the ranking), as tourists seek holidays that provide 

them with real, memorable experiences.  

An other representation of the results (figure 18, below) makes it clearer to visualize 

important remarks that can be drawn from these performance results.  

 
Figure 18: Ranking of destinations per factor 
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 This figure demonstrates the position of Brazil (1st, 2nd, 3rd or 4th) among the competitor 

destinations in each competitor group, per factor in order of importance. The tables of each 

competitor group are mirrored in a manner that the blue columns contain the top destinations (with 

the highest performance) by factor. Brazil is covered by a blue sphere, to make it easier to visualize 

its over or underperformance. It can be obviously seen that in the first group Mexico is the main 

competitor, because it is the top in many of the most important factors (climate, tourism attitude, 

tourism infrastructure, leisure activities, image, quality of services, air accessibility, to mention but a 

few). The second main competitor can be considered Cuba, for the same reasons; it performs better 

than Brazil and remains at the top in some important factors: safety, sense of authenticity, history 

and heritage and culture are some examples. Costa Rica, on the other hand, is the top only two DC 

factors (cost-value and nature, nevertheless important ones) – remaining mostly as the least 

performing destination in most of the other factors and, by consequence, showing the lowest level of 

competitiveness in comparison to Brazil. 

The situation slightly changes when observing the performance of Brazil and its competitors 

of the second group of destinations against which the country was analysed (figures 17 and  18). A 

remarkable fact in this group is that Brazil scores the highest in nature, culture, both factors being 

not only rated with a high importance value for the Dutch holiday market, but also very relevant to 

Brazil’s supply of tourism products. In fact, the Ministry of Tourism/Brazilian Tourism Board has for 

long put emphasis in ecotourism and cultural tourism as alternative to the more traditional holiday 

tourism product of sun & sea, thus proving to expand the country’s tourism product potfolio to make 

it more diverse and competitive. Indeed, both products are contained in the marketing planning of 

the Brazilian Tourism Board which gives the guidelines on where to focus on the Dutch market. 

Moreover, out of the actual Dutch holiday tourists to Brazil in 2008, this tourism products are only 

behind 'sun and sea': 31,4% visit the country for the purpose of engaging in nature, ecotourism or 

adventure tourism, whereas 13,1% come attracted mainly by the cultural factor (Ministry of Tourism 

of Brazil, 2008). 

In this group of competitors, Thailand appears as the main competitor for Brazil, being the 

top performing destination in five of the top ten most important factors: cost-value, tourism attitude, 

sense of authenticity, history & heritage and leisure activities, placing Brazil in second place in all of 

them. South Africa, although appearing as top performing destination in only six factors with 

relatively lower level of importance, is frequently placed in second or third place in most of other 

factors, and thus can be considered the second main competitor of Brazil for the Dutch holiday 

market in this group of destinations. South Africa‘s main performance remarks are in quality of 

services and marketing and promotion, the latter possibly being linked with the country’s intense 

exposure in the media due to the recent World Cup that took place there in 2010. An interesting case 

is the one of the Dutch Antilles: this destination is mostly placed on the extremes columns of the 

table, thus showing its outstanding performance in some factors in opposition to the lowest 

performance in other factors. It scored the highest in important DC factors such as climate, tourism 

infrastructure and safety, the latter having Brazil as the last destination in terms of performance; but 

it scored the lowest in important factors such as cost-value, tourism attitude and nature.  

In this competitor group, Brazil has the worst performance in safety, a well recognized 

problem that the country faces and that can by consequence damage its competitiveness in the 

Dutch holiday market. It also performs the worst in terms of image, which can be linked to its worst 

performance in marketing and promotion; the fact that Brazil does not possess a Brazilian Tourism 
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Office representative in the Dutch territory may be one of the causes that its marketing promotional 

activities are not widely recognized or are not effective enough, which in turn may be a cause (even if 

one, amongst many) for such a worse rated image. Curaçao, for instance, holds the best performance 

in terms of image while at the same time the Curaçao Tourism Board has been performing aggressive 

marketing in the Netherlands (Mintel, 2009); indeed, it has the second best performance in this 

factor in this study, only behind South Africa. 

Unsurprisingly, Brazil only performs better than Thailand when considering the destinations‘ 

market links with the Netherlands (against the Dutch Antilles and South Africa’s Dutch colonial past). 

In overall, Brazil’s performance in the second group of competitors is higher than in the first 

group: out of the top ten most important factors,  Brazil is placed as second in six of them, among 

Thailand, South Africa and Dutch Antilles. (cost-value, tourism attitude, sense of authenticity, history 

& heritage and leisure activities). 

Moreover, it is possible to draw interest conclusions comparing the performance of Brazil in 

the first group of competitors and the performance of Brazil in the second group of competitors, per 

factor of competitiveness.  

Brazil was rated as the top destination in lifestyle, local events and international events in 

both group of competitors; and showed the worst performance in accessibility, distribution channels, 

and familiarity. Interestingly enough though, Brazil‘ s tourism aptitude places it as the top destination 

among Mexico, Cuba and Costa Rica (competitors group 1), but the least performing destination for 

Thailand, South Africa and the Dutch Antilles (competitors group 2).   

In terms of guest-host interaction, it is the worst performing destination among the first 

competitor group whereas in the second group of competitors it is behind only of Thailand, in the 

same factor. Brazil‘s culture is rated the best if compared to Thailand, South Africa and Dutch Antilles 

whereas if compared to the first group of competitors, it is behind Cuba and Mexico, performing only 

better than Costa Rica. Lastly, Brazil’s vision and policies and resource management place it as top 

destination on the second group of competitors, but only in third place in the first group of 

competitors (followed by Cuba and Costa Rica, respectively). 

 

The relative distance between Brazil and its competitors 

Other than the performance of Brazil and its competitors, the analysis of another dimension is 

also an interesting aspect in the outcomes of this research: the distance of Brazil and its competitors 

in the factors of competitiveness. In other words, not only is relevant to analyse which competitors 

performed better or worse than Brazil in the DC factors, but also how better or worse they 

performed (thus here called as the ‘distance’).  

The relevance of this type of analysis is that it not only it enables to identify on which factors 

Brazil is more or less distant than its competitors, but can also taking into consideration the 

importance of those factors; in other words, it gives an overview of the relative competitiveness of 

Brazil against its competitors, thus fulfilling the practical aim of this research by providing a body of 

information that is very relevant to decision-making processes of tourism policy makers and 

practitioners.  
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The graph below (figure 19) shows the distance of competitors from Brazil in each factor. The 

distance were calculated separately for each group of competitors, but put together since they are 

relative measurements. In this sense, the distance of Mexico, Cuba and Costa Rica from Brazil were 

calculated on the basis of the 24 respondents which rated those destinations along with Brazil; in 

turn, the distance of Thailand, South Africa and Dutch Antilles were calculated along with the 

performance values of Brazil obtained by the other 24 respondents. The factors inside the red circle 

(Brazil) are negative distances, meaning that in those factors the corresponding destination 

performed worse than Brazil; in contrary, the factors contained in the white circle show that the 

competitor were rated better than Brazil in that factor.  

 
Figure 19: Distance of competitors in relation to Brazil 

 

The highest positive distance from Brazil was by the Dutch Antilles in in the factor market 

links. This means that Dutch Antilles performed much better than Brazil in this factor than any other 

competitor in any other factor. It is a good fact for Brazil, though, that the furthest distance from a 

competitor is in this factor which is considered the least important factor of destination 

competitiveness for the Dutch holiday market. Dutch Antilles also demonstrated high positive 

distances from Brazil, in factors such as marketing & promotion, distribution channels, air 

accessibility and image.  

The second and third most highest positive distance was in history & heritage by Cuba,  

distribution channels by Thailand and marketing & promotion by South Africa. Considering the top 

five factors in terms of importance, Thailand’s cost-value and tourism attitude, Costa Rica’s nature 

and Dutch Antilles‘ safety were the highest positive distances from Brazil, which means that these 

destination are the top competitors of Brazil in these factors. 
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In turn, the highest negative distances from Brazil are mostly by the Dutch Antilles: in terms 

of culture, international events, sense of authenticity, history & heritage, this destination seems to be 

the least competitive when compared to Brazil. This is an interesting contrast to the Dutch Antilles‘ 

high positive distances in other least important factors.  

Regarding the top most important factors, the least competitive destinations for Brazil are 

Costa Rica (in climate, tourism attitude, safety) and Dutch Antilles (in cost-value, nature).  

 

The main competitors of Brazil 

The graphs below serve to illustrate the overall conclusion withdrawn regarding the main 

competitors of Brazil in the Dutch holiday market. The first diamond (figure 20) represents the 

relative competitiveness of the competitor destination and Brazil, only taking into consideration the 

performance of this destinations in each factor of competitiveness. The names of the destinations 

are shown in order of the most (Mexico) to the least (Costa Rica) competitor. 

The second graph (figure 21), in turn, also shows the relative competitiveness between the 

competitors and Brazil, but this time taking into consideration their performance in each factor and 

the importance of each factor. As it can be observed, the order of the destinations – ranging from the 

main competitor to the least competitive –remains the same: Mexico being the first and Costa Rica 

the last), but their relative competitiveness towards Brazil changes drastically.  

 

  
Figure 20: Main competitors of Brazil in the Dutch 
holiday market (by performance) 

Figure 21: Main competitors of Brazil in the Dutch 
holiday market (by importance-performance) 

 

It is clearly seen that Mexico, Cuba and Thailand are the main competitors for Brazil in the 

Dutch holiday market, with Mexico demonstrating not only to be the main competitor, but also 

showing a high distance from Brazil. South Africa is slightly behind Brazil, followed by Dutch Antilles 

and, in last place, Costa Rica (all values inside the red area of the diamond, representing negative 

competitiveness). 
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6 CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter will present the main conclusions that can be withdrawn from this study, as well as their 

translation into practical implications for destination managers and policy-makers. 

 

The competitors of Brazil in the Dutch holiday market 

 The results on the competitors of Brazil in the Dutch market can be considered one of the 

most interesting outcomes of this study: 

1. Thailand as one of the main competitors of Brazil. Although much less than Mexico and Cuba 

(it shows a lower distance from Brazil), the fact that this destination is more competitive to 

Brazil than the other Latin-American competitor (Costa Rica) or even the ex-Dutch colonies of 

South Africa and Curaçao is indeed an interesting – not to say, surprising – result. 

Interestingly, it has not been considered as competitor to Brazil in other studies, but it goes 

in accordance to the new competitive position of Brazil, implied by the Brazilian Tourism 

Board/Ministry of Tourism of Brazil; 

2. Similarly, the fact that South Africa is virtually in the same position of Brazil may also confirm 

that the range of competitors of Brazil has been extended to other non-regional, worldwide 

destinations;  

3. Costa Rica as the least competitive among the analysed destinations in relation to Brazil is 

also an interesting, unexpected outcome, as this destination has been considered as one of 

the main competitors of Brazil in the Dutch market by previous researches.  

4. Mexico and Cuba resulting as the main competitors of Brazil in this study is a fact that only 

confirms the responses on the competitors (survey phase 1) and the previous researches of 

the Brazilian national tourism organizations; 

5. Lastly, in comparison to Brazil and considering the Dutch holiday market: Thailand has a 

higher cost-benefit rate; Cuba is perceived as a more authentic destination and possesses 

better history & heritage assets; Mexico’s population has a better attitude towards tourism 

and the country itself has a better climate and  infrastructure; 

 
Figure 22: Competitiveness position of Brazil and main competitors 
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Practical implications for Brazil 

This figure below (figure 23) was constructed based on an importance-distance analysis (IPA Grid,  appendix D). Although tourism policy makers and 

managers do not possess control over all the factors contained in this figure, it is still an interesting overview from where to derive practical implications, since 

‘the competitiveness of destinations depends on their ability to maximise their performance for each individual element assessed‘ (Buhalis, 2000, p. 26). Thus, 

this self-explainable figure shows the factors which Brazilian tourism-related organizations should take into consideration for the Dutch holiday market when 

drawing their policies and strategies and developing their marketing activities. Darker the colour on the scale, higher is the priority of actions to be focused on 

and vice-versa. For example, higher attention should be given to factors such as cost-value and safety whereas climate and tourism attitude should be focused 

on a lower priority level, when designing strategies and marketing activities for Brazilian tourism. 

 

Higher priority                      Lower priority 

 
 

Factor 
Top 

competitor 
Factor 

Top 
competitor 

Factor 
Top 

competitor 
Factor 

Top 
competitor 

Cost–value Thailand Distribution channels Thailand Lifestyle Cuba Climate Dutch Antilles 

Safety Dutch Antilles Resources management Cuba Local events Mexico Tourism attitude Thailand 

Sense of authenticity Cuba Familiarity South Africa Vision & policies Mexico Nature Costa Rica 

History & heritage Cuba Location Mexico International events South Africa Tourism infrastructure Dutch Antilles 

Image Dutch Antilles Immigration accessibility Cuba Market links Dutch Antilles Leisure activities Mexico 

Quality of services Mexico HR management Mexico   Culture Cuba 

Air accessibility Dutch Antilles Size Thailand   Entertainment & nightlife Dutch Antilles 

Marketing promotion South Africa       

Guest-host interaction Cuba       

Tourism aptitude South Africa       

General infrastructure South Africa       

Crisis management Dutch Antilles       

Figure 23: Suggested focus for actions   
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Importance of DC factors for the Dutch holiday market 

The identification of the importance of DC factors in the Dutch holiday market did represent 

an important step in this research and enabled to withdraw some interesting conclusions: 

1. Climate constitutes the most important factor for the Dutch holiday market (and to 

destination competitiveness in general), a factor which destinations have no control over.  

The location of Mexico, Cuba and the Dutch Antilles (best performance in this factor) may 

imply that the climate of the Caribbean area is a competitive advantage of the region over 

Brazil. It was also the factor with the highest agreement in responses (lowest deviation 

value). Cost-value is the second most important DC factor and it is not totally out of the 

scope of destination managers and policy-makers, but they can be hardly considered to have 

total control over this factor because many individual, independent businesses and factors 

influence in the destination’s overall price and in its perceived “value” (tourist experience); 

2. Similarly, tourism attitude (3rd in the rank), is also hard to be controlled because it seems to 

depend on aspects that are intrinsic to a population (its friendliness, warmth), although 

destination managers can have some influence in the population support to tourism through 

awareness campaigns and by increasing the benefits of tourism to the host communities; 

3. The following most important factors – nature, safety and tourism infrastructure – are the 

ones that are most under the scope of destination managers and policy makers, together 

with other ministries and organizations (national parks administrations, environmental 

NGOs, police, etc.). Nevertheless, natural attractions are a much of endowed element of the 

destination. In this factor, Brazil is very competitive: it is a country with continental 

dimensions and home to the world largest rain forest and national parks; indeed, it is rated 

just behind Costa Rica, a country that has branded itself as a naturally intact paradise; 

4.  An interesting outcome is the image and marketing promotion factors’ high importance; 

both goes together and, although the overall image of a destination does not depend fully on 

marketing activities, it is still a relevant finding that confirms the importance of the role of 

Tourism boards in increasing the competitiveness of their destinations in source markets 

(marketing and promotion is the most important management & policy factor); one 

evidence of this interrelation is the Dutch Antilles relatively high performance in both factors 

(the country has been promoting itself aggressively in the Dutch Market in the past years); 

5. Another unexpected result is the fact that the market links between the destination and the 

Netherlands is considered to be unimportant (actually, the least important among all DC 

factors). This finding goes against most other studies that have considered it otherwise. This 

can be a particularity of the Dutch market, showing that for the Netherlands the ties with the 

destinations is not a factor that by itself can make a holiday destination to be competitive; 

nevertheless, it was the factor with the high deviation in the answers, or else, the factor 

which the respondents showed the higher level of disagreement about among all others; 

6. Lastly, although the importance of DC factors for the Dutch holiday market presented some 

relevant similarities with previous studies, it is possible to conclude that a ‘one-size-fits-all’ 

approach (universality) should be avoided, and the peculiarities of each market, type of 

tourism, etc., should be taken into consideration in destination competitiveness studies; 
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7 DISCUSSIONS 

This chapter will discuss its contribution to the tourism field, without neglecting its limitations.  

 

 

Limitations 

This research has not been executed without presenting some limitations:  

1. Considering the view of Dutch consumers on the importance of each DC factor as well as the 

performance of the analysed destinations would also be very interesting. Previous studies 

(Kozak and Rimmington, 1999; Kozak, 2002; Kozak, Baloğlu and Bahar, 2010) assess 

competitiveness using survey data of tourists’ perceptions and opinions about their 

experience of different destinations. The main advantage of this approach is that it enables 

ability to capture the intrinsic characteristics of destinations, such as the quality of beaches, 

the friendliness of local people, shopping facilities and other important factors that are 

usually difficult to measure (Gooroochurn and Sugiyarto, 2005). On the other hand, applying 

a survey to consumers would be time consuming, and their lack of expertise in some matters 

(such as destination management, policies) or lack of knowledge about the analysed 

destinations would make it rather difficult for them to give a wise judgment. The fact that it 

is virtually impossible to identify the total number of travel industry members present in the 

Netherlands that fit the sampling criteria (knowledge about Brazil and its competitors) could 

also represent a limitation of this research. 

2. The broadness of focusing on countries as destinations – although widely used in destination 

competitiveness studies – may also result in broader analysis and results. The same is true 

for the choice for investigating the Dutch ‘holiday market’: consumers may have different 

motivations for travelling, resulting in different types of tourism (cultural, ecotourism, sun 

and sea, etc.), and narrowing down the focus of the research to some of these forms of 

tourism would also provide more specific results.  Still, the holiday-business duality it is a 

very commonly utilized categorization for tourism, used inclusively by the Dutch Central 

Bureau of Statistics itself on its annual survey on the Dutch tourism market. 

3. As per the methodological tools/instruments (surveys), the length of the questionnaire also 

proved to limit the number of individuals and companies that participated in the research, 

but in this case it was considered more appropriate to have a reasonably low sample number 

than sacrificing the quality of the survey and the analysis that could be derived from it. 

4. The most appropriate method identified in order to reach the expect results was to be based 

on experts’ judgment. Another interesting option would be gathering a sheer volume of 

primary or secondary data such as reports, statistics, etc. This approach was considered 

unsuitable because, other than the time and money constraints to gather so much 

information, this would not assure the quality of data about each destination or its 

suitability, mainly due to the subjective nature of some DC factors. In opposition, considering 

the exploratory nature of this study, being based on the opinion of experts proved to be 

more viable, especially if one considers the large number of DC factors and destinations to be 

analysed. The judgment of individuals is carried by based on their experiences, expertise and 



  
59 

the capacity of their minds in absorbing and sorting large amounts of evidence, information, 

experience and data, and thus is a valuable source of information (Crouch, 2007, 2010). 

5. At last, while the conclusions withdrawn from this study need to be appreciated within its 

limitations, the results nevertheless provide a relevant overview of Brazil’s competitiveness 

as a Dutch holiday destination, within its set of competitors in this market. 

 

Reflections and contributions 

It is possible to affirm that the main goal of this research was achieved. A relevant body of 

information produced through analysis was provided to tourism policy makers and other interested 

stakeholders, which can assist them in designing strategies and policies, as well as support them to 

make relevant decisions regarding the Dutch holiday market. The main conclusions were withdrawn 

and described, but nevertheless the information presented in this study can be used to derive other 

conclusions, make other type of comparisons or serve as a reference for the development of further 

studies on Brazilian tourism. 

From the academic point of view, it has certainly contributed to put a light on destination 

competitiveness studies by discussing the specificities of competitiveness factors when applied to a 

specific reality, not to mention its contribution to reasonably scarce tourism literature on Brazil. This 

study also has demonstrated the practical importance in identifying a set of competitors and the 

importance of DC factors in determining  the competitiveness of tourism destinations. The methods 

used in this research can be replicated to other destinations, or even to Brazil itself, when 

investigating other types of tourism or source markets. 

 

Suggestions for further studies 

 This research has opened a wide range of topics to be further investigated by future studies: 

1. Further studies can investigate the competitiveness of Brazil considering different variables 

than those on which this research has focused. The competitiveness of Brazil could be 

narrowed down to other unit of analysis: to specific regions of the country, to different types 

of tourism markets (such as business tourism), tourism products (sun and sea or ecotourism, 

for example) or other source markets (domestic or international), are a few examples to be 

mentioned. 

2. The methods used in this study could be replicated or refined by researches in the future, 

thus providing historical comparisons and possibly identifying if the relative competitiveness 

of Brazil against its competitors has altered along time in the Dutch holiday market. This 

would be particularly interesting in the period following the World Cup (2014) and the 

Olympic Games (2016) to be held in the country, as these events are expected to create a 

great impact in Brazil’s tourism industry. 

3. Further investigation could be addressed to the reason why some factors are considered less 

important for the Dutch holiday market and why some destinations are performing better 

than others, in each factor of competitiveness. Further investigations of this kind would allow 



  
60 

destination managers and tourism policy makers to question the level of investments 

directed to the elements contained in each factor.  

4. Finally, it would be interesting to further analyse the competitiveness of Brazil in the Dutch 

market through a qualitative research, especially if using the results of this study as a starting 

point for discussions in forums, focus groups, etc. 
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C. Performance values of destinations 
   PERFORMANCE OF BRAZIL AND COMPETITORS GROUP 1   

 FACTORS Brazil* SD Mode Median Mexico SD Mode Median Cuba SD Mode Median Costa Rica SD Mode Median 

C
o

u
n

tr
y 

1. Climate 3.5417 0.66 4.00 4.00 4.0833 1.14 4.00 4.00 3.9167 0.78 4.00 4.00 3.0000 1.06 2.00 3.00 

2. Size 3.0417 1.04 3.00 3.00 3.1667 0.92 4.00 3.00 3.2500 1.29 2.00 3.00 2.8333 1.09 2.00 3.00 

3. Location 2.6250 0.77 3.00 3.00 3.3750 0.97 4.00 4.00 2.9167 0.65 3.00 3.00 2.6250 0.65 2.00 3.00 

4. Market links 3.0417 1.65 5.00 3.00 2.6250 1.06 2.00 3.00 2.4583 0.66 3.00 3.00 2.1667 0.56 2.00 2.00 

5. Image 3.7083 1.04 4.00 4.00 3.9167 0.78 4.00 4.00 3.4583 0.66 3.00 3.00 2.9167 1.18 2.00 3.00 

6. Safety 3.1667 0.82 4.00 3.00 3.2083 0.72 3.00 3.00 3.2917 1.20 3.00 3.00 3.0000 0.72 3.00 3.00 

A
tt

ra
ct

io
n

s 
&

 a
ct

iv
it

ie
s 7. Nature 3.7083 1.04 4.00 4.00 4.0833 1.06 5.00 4.50 3.1667 0.96 4.00 3.00 4.1250 1.08 5.00 4.00 

8. Culture 3.4583 0.66 4.00 4.00 3.8333 0.70 4.00 4.00 4.1667 0.70 4.00 4.00 2.6250 0.97 2.00 2.00 

9. History & Heritage 2.8333 0.87 3.00 3.00 3.8333 1.17 4.00 4.00 4.1667 1.01 4.00 4.00 2.2500 1.07 2.00 2.00 

10. Local events 3.6250 1.13 3.00 4.00 3.3750 0.65 3.00 3.00 3.1667 0.64 3.00 3.00 2.4583 0.51 2.00 2.00 

11. International events 2.8333 1.09 3.00 3.00 2.4583 1.06 3.00 3.00 2.1667 1.20 1.00 2.00 2.0833 0.93 3.00 2.00 

12. Entertainment & Nightlife 3.7083 1.04 4.00 4.00 4.0000 0.42 4.00 4.00 2.6250 0.65 3.00 3.00 1.9167 0.88 2.00 2.00 

13. Leisure activities 3.6250 1.13 4.00 4.00 4.0000 1.06 4.00 4.00 3.3750 1.01 3.00 3.00 2.9167 1.06 4.00 3.00 

P
eo

p
le

 14. Lifestyle 3.8333 0.76 4.00 4.00 3.6250 0.97 4.00 4.00 3.7083 0.86 3.00 4.00 3.0000 0.83 2.00 3.00 

15. Tourism attitude 4.0000 1.18 5.00 4.50 4.0833 0.72 4.00 4.00 3.8333 0.70 4.00 4.00 3.3750 1.06 3.00 3.00 

16. Tourism aptitude 4.0417 0.95 5.00 4.00 3.9167 1.28 5.00 4.00 4.0000 0.93 4.00 4.00 3.5417 1.14 4.00 4.00 

St
ru

ct
u
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17. General infrastructure 3.3750 0.49 3.00 3.00 3.7083 0.62 4.00 4.00 3.6250 1.01 3.00 3.50 3.0833 1.02 2.00 3.00 

18. Tourism infrastructure 3.7500 0.61 4.00 4.00 3.9167 0.50 4.00 4.00 3.6250 0.77 3.00 3.00 2.9167 0.65 3.00 3.00 

19. Distribution channels 3.0000 0.88 2.00 3.00 3.4583 1.06 3.00 3.00 3.5417 0.66 3.00 3.00 3.4167 1.06 3.00 3.00 

20. Air accessibility 3.0000 0.83 2.00 3.00 3.9167 0.78 4.00 4.00 3.5417 0.66 3.00 3.00 3.0833 1.18 3.00 3.00 

21. Immigration accessibility 2.7083 0.95 3.00 3.00 3.2083 1.02 3.00 3.00 3.5417 0.66 4.00 4.00 3.4583 0.98 3.00 3.00 

To
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p
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n
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22. Guest-host interaction 3.0833 0.78 3.00 3.00 3.1667 0.82 3.00 3.00 3.5417 0.83 4.00 4.00 3.3750 0.97 3.00 3.00 

23. Quality of services 2.9167 0.58 3.00 3.00 3.7917 0.72 4.00 4.00 3.6250 0.49 4.00 4.00 3.7083 0.75 3.00 4.00 

24. Sense of authenticity 3.2083 1.10 3.00 3.00 3.2917 0.95 3.00 3.00 4.1667 0.70 4.00 4.00 4.0000 1.06 5.00 4.00 

25. Familiarity 3.2917 0.95 4.00 3.00 3.8333 0.82 3.00 4.00 3.7083 1.04 4.00 4.00 3.5417 0.98 4.00 4.00 

26. Cost-value 3.6250 0.97 4.00 4.00 3.8333 0.56 4.00 4.00 3.9583 0.81 4.00 4.00 4.1250 0.68 4.00 4.00 

M
an
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e

m
e

n
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&
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o
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27. Vision & policies 3.0833 1.02 3.00 3.00 3.4583 0.78 3.00 3.00 2.9583 1.20 3.00 3.00 3.2500 0.99 4.00 3.00 

28. Marketing promotion 3.2500 0.99 3.00 3.00 3.6250 0.77 4.00 4.00 3.7083 1.12 4.00 4.00 3.0000 0.83 3.00 3.00 

29. HR management 2.7500 0.79 3.00 3.00 3.1250 0.80 3.00 3.00 3.0833 1.06 3.00 3.00 2.7083 0.95 2.00 3.00 

30. Resources management 3.4167 0.72 4.00 4.00 3.8750 0.80 4.00 4.00 3.9167 0.88 3.00 4.00 3.2083 1.10 2.00 3.00 

31. Crisis management 3.4583 0.66 3.00 3.00 3.8333 0.76 4.00 4.00 4.0000 0.83 3.00 4.00 3.0833 0.88 3.00 3.00 
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                                     PERFORMANCE OF BRAZIL AND COMPETITORS GROUP 2    

 FACTORS Brazil* SD Mode Median Thailand SD Mode Median South Africa SD Mode Median Dutch Antilles SD Mode Median 

C
o

u
n

tr
y 

1. Climate 3.7083 0.75 3.00 4.00 3.5833 0.88 4.00 4.00 3.2917 0.69 3.00 3.00 4.4167 0.78 5.00 5.00 

2. Size 3.4583 1.06 3.00 3.00 3.7083 0.75 3.00 4.00 3.5000 0.98 4.00 4.00 2.9167 1.14 2.00 3.00 

3. Location 3.0417 0.81 3.00 3.00 2.8750 0.68 3.00 3.00 3.5417 0.72 3.00 3.00 3.7083 0.69 4.00 4.00 

4. Market links 2.5833 1.10 2.00 2.00 2.0000 1.02 1.00 2.00 3.7083 0.81 4.00 4.00 4.7083 0.55 5.00 5.00 

5. Image 3.1667 1.09 2.00 3.00 4.0000 0.88 4.00 4.00 3.8750 0.85 3.00 4.00 4.1667 0.82 5.00 4.00 

6. Safety 3.0000 1.47 3.00 3.00 3.5833 1.02 3.00 3.00 3.4167 1.06 3.00 3.00 3.5833 0.88 4.00 4.00 

A
tt

ra
ct
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n
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&

 a
ct
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ie
s 7. Nature 4.5833 0.58 5.00 5.00 3.8333 0.64 4.00 4.00 4.2917 0.62 4.00 4.00 2.4167 1.10 2.00 2.00 

8. Culture 4.2917 0.69 4.00 4.00 4.1250 0.68 4.00 4.00 3.7083 0.75 3.00 4.00 2.1667 0.82 2.00 2.00 

9. History & Heritage 4.0000 0.66 4.00 4.00 4.1667 0.82 5.00 4.00 3.1250 0.68 3.00 3.00 2.5417 0.72 2.00 2.00 

10. Local events 4.0000 0.59 4.00 4.00 3.0000 0.93 3.00 3.00 2.7083 0.69 3.00 3.00 3.4167 0.88 3.00 3.00 

11. International events 3.7083 0.75 4.00 4.00 2.0000 0.83 1.00 2.00 3.5833 1.25 4.00 4.00 1.9583 0.81 2.00 2.00 

12. Entertainment & Nightlife 3.5833 0.83 4.00 4.00 3.3750 0.92 3.00 3.00 2.2917 0.75 2.00 2.00 4.0000 0.78 4.00 4.00 

13. Leisure activities 3.8333 0.70 4.00 4.00 4.0000 0.78 4.00 4.00 3.7083 0.91 4.00 4.00 2.9583 0.91 3.00 3.00 

P
eo

p
le

 14. Lifestyle 4.4583 0.66 5.00 5.00 4.0000 0.66 4.00 4.00 3.1250 1.12 2.00 3.00 3.8333 0.70 4.00 4.00 

15. Tourism attitude 3.8333 0.76 4.00 4.00 4.4167 0.65 5.00 4.50 3.5833 1.02 4.00 4.00 3.2917 0.95 4.00 4.00 

16. Tourism aptitude 3.4167 0.58 3.00 3.00 3.7083 0.81 4.00 4.00 4.2917 0.75 5.00 4.00 4.1250 0.80 4.00 4.00 

St
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ct
u
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17. General infrastructure 3.4167 0.58 3.00 3.00 3.1250 0.80 3.00 3.00 3.8333 0.82 3.00 4.00 3.5833 0.78 3.00 3.50 

18. Tourism infrastructure 3.7083 0.75 4.00 4.00 3.4167 1.02 4.00 4.00 3.8750 0.74 4.00 4.00 4.0417 0.86 5.00 4.00 

19. Distribution channels 2.8750 0.74 3.00 3.00 4.0417 0.95 4.00 4.00 3.2917 0.62 3.00 3.00 4.0000 0.98 4.00 4.00 

20. Air accessibility 3.2917 1.08 2.00 3.00 4.0417 0.81 4.00 4.00 3.5833 0.88 4.00 4.00 4.2917 0.75 5.00 4.00 

21. Immigration accessibility 3.7083 0.91 4.00 4.00 3.5833 1.14 4.00 4.00 3.7917 1.06 4.00 4.00 3.8333 0.96 4.00 4.00 

To
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ex
p

er
ie

n
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22. Guest-host interaction 3.4167 0.72 3.00 3.00 3.4583 0.93 3.00 3.00 3.2500 0.79 4.00 3.00 3.2917 1.00 3.00 3.00 

23. Quality of services 3.8333 0.70 4.00 4.00 4.0417 0.75 4.00 4.00 4.2917 0.69 4.00 4.00 3.7083 0.95 4.00 4.00 

24. Sense of authenticity 4.1250 0.68 4.00 4.00 4.2917 0.69 4.00 4.00 3.4167 0.88 3.00 3.00 2.5833 0.93 2.00 2.50 

25. Familiarity 3.0417 1.27 4.00 3.00 3.5833 1.02 4.00 4.00 4.0000 0.78 4.00 4.00 3.4167 1.02 3.00 3.00 

26. Cost-value 4.1250 0.80 4.00 4.00 4.7083 0.55 5.00 5.00 3.5833 1.14 3.00 3.50 2.7083 0.86 2.00 3.00 
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27. Vision & policies 3.5833 0.97 3.00 4.00 3.2917 0.75 3.00 3.00 3.5417 0.88 3.00 3.00 2.8333 0.70 3.00 3.00 

28. Marketing promotion 2.4583 1.02 2.00 2.00 3.0417 0.86 3.00 3.00 3.7083 0.91 4.00 4.00 3.5833 1.06 4.00 4.00 

29. HR management 2.8750 0.74 3.00 3.00 3.0000 0.72 3.00 3.00 3.1667 0.96 3.00 3.00 3.1250 0.80 3.00 3.00 

30. Resources management 3.5833 0.88 4.00 4.00 3.5417 0.98 4.00 4.00 3.1667 0.87 3.00 3.00 3.0417 0.91 3.00 3.00 

31. Crisis management 2.7083 1.20 3.00 3.00 3.2917 0.69 3.00 3.00 3.1250 0.68 3.00 3.00 3.4583 0.98 3.00 3.00 

In each table, only the mean values of the 24 respondents that compared Brazil with each the competitors group are taken into consideration, for statistical reasons 
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D.  IPA Grid 

 

In order to visualize better the crossing of the factors by relative distance and importance, an 

IPA (Importance performance analysis) grid is shown below.  The IPA Grid combines the measures of 

importance and relative distance from Brazil to facilitate data interpretation and derive suggestions 

for action to be taken. An average of results of all destinations were calculated and plotted on a two 

dimensional grid, the importance of factors constituting the vertical axis (ranging from 2.5 to 4.5, 

according to the found values) whereas the horizontal axis represents the average distance of the 

competitors in relation to Brazil.  

 

  

 

Quadrant I: shows the high importance and high positive distance of the factors, thus identifying the 

critical factors in which Brazil should strive to increase its competitiveness (when it can be possible).  

Qudrant II: includes the DC factors on which the competitors perform better than Brazil, but are of 

low importance.  

Quadrant III: includes the factors of low importance, and where the average performance of the 

competitors is worse than Brazil, thus should not be the focus of action for destination policy makers 

and managers. 

Quadrant IV: contains the factors of high importance in which the distance of the competitors is 

negative, thus Brazil should just maintain its competitiveness in these factors and no critical action is 

required. 


