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TOURISM COMPETITIVENESS IN MEDITERRANEAN COUNTRIES:
IDENTIFICATION OF DETERMINING ATTRIBUTES

At the contemporary complex tourism market, with a large number of destinations and high-
ly demanding customers, identifying and measuring the factors determining destination competi-
tiveness is the key to making decisions aimed at improving competitive performance. Through dif-
ferent statistical techniques, this paper identifies the determinants of tourism competitiveness in
Mediterranean countries, by analysing their competitive advantages and disadvantages and clas-
sifying them according to their competitive performance. The results confirm that the influence of
a certain attribute on a destination's competitiveness depends on its value, but, especially, on the
differentiation reached in relation to its main competitors. Hence, there is a need to use the con-
cept of relative competitiveness.
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Mapcenino Canvec-PiBepo
KOHKYPEHIIA CEPEA3EMHOMOPCHKUX KPAIH Y TYPU3MI:
INIEHTU®IKAIILIA KTIOYOBUX XAPAKTEPUCTUK

Y cmammi nokazano, wo na cywacHomy puHkKy mypuszmy, 3 020 8eAUME3HOI0 KIAbKichiio
Hanpamkie ma eubazausumu KaicHmMamu, 6USAGAEHHA KAIOH08UX (hakmopie enauey Ha
KOHKYPEHMOCNPOMONCHICMb — Ue O0CHO8A NIOGUWEHHSI KOHKYPEHMOCHPOMONCHOCHI 6 UiaoMmy.
Buxopucmarno piznomanimui cmamucmusni Memoouxu 045 6UAGACHHSA 0emepMIHAHM PO3GUMKY
mypuzmy y CepedzeMHOMOPCbKOMY pe2ioHi, npoanatizoeano KOHKypeHmHi nepeeazu ma HeooaiKu
kpain peziony. Ile doseoauo kaacugpixyeamu xpainu 3a epynamu. Bnaue oxpemozo paxmopy na
KOHKYPEHMOCNPOMONCHICHb HANPAMKY 3A4eHCUNTD 610 YIHHOCMI 0aHHO020 (haKmopy 045 KaicHmis,
a maxoc 6i0 mozo, HACKiAbKU OaHUll (hakmop pobums HaNPAMOK GiOMIHHUM 6i0 KOHKYPeHmIE.
Karwouosi caosa: KOHKYDEeHMOCNPOMOICHICMb mypucmu4Hoz2o HanpsAMKy;
KOHKYPEHMOCHPOMOICHICIYb Y MYPU3MI; Ceped3eMHOMOPCbKI Kpainu.

Tab6a. 5. Dopm. 2. Jlim. 21.

Xyan Urnacuo ITymno-®epnanaec, I1adao Xyan Kapaenac-Tapcua,
Mapcemuno Canvec-PuBepo
KOHKYPEHIINA CPEAN3EMHOMOPCKUX CTPAH B TYPU3ME:
NAEHTUOUKAIINA KIIOUYEBBIX XAPAKTEPUCTHUK

B cmamve noxasano, 4mo Ha co8peMEHHOM pblHKe MypUMa, ¢ €20 02POMHLIM KOAUMECINEOM
HanpasaeHuli u mpe6oBaAMeAbHbIMU KAUCHMAMU, 6blABACHUE KAI0Ye6blX (haKmopos 6ausHus Ha
KOHKYPEHMOCNOCOOHOCHb — 3MO0 O0CHO8A NOGBIMEHUSA KOHKYPEHROCHOCOGHOCMU 6 ueiom.
Hcnoavioeanst pazaudmvle cmamucmu4eckue MemoouKu 045 6blAGACHUsL OeMePMUHAHNM PA36UMUS
mypusma ¢ CpeouzeMHOMOPCKOM Pe2uoHe, NPOAHAAU3UPOBAHbL KOHKYPEHMHble NpeuMywecmea u
He0OCmamKu Cmpan pecuona. Imo no3eoauto Kaaccuguuuposamsv cmparvt no zpynnam. Bausnue
0moeabHo20 haKmopa Ha KOHKYPEHMOCHOCOOHOCHIb HANPAGACHUS 3A6UCUM OM UEHHOCMU OGHHO20
daxmopa 015 KaueHmos, a makice om NO20, HACKOALKO OaHHbUL hakmop Oeaaem HanpasieHue
OMAUMAIOWUMCSL O KOHKYPEHMO6.

Karoueevte  caosa:  KOHKYPEHMOCNOCOOHOCMb — MYPUCMUYECK020  HANPABACHUS;
KOHKYPEeHmMOoCnocooHocmy 6 mypusme; cmpatvl CpeouzeMHOMOpbA.
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Introduction

Nowadays, it is difficult to find a destination the products of which are so differ-
ent, so special, that they cannot be offered by other destinations, even when dealing
with specific products. In this scenario, competitiveness is the fundamental objective
pursued by tourism destinations.

Moreover, the tourism product offered in any destination incorporates all the
elements with capacity to satisfy tourists' needs. Therefore, when talking about com-
petitiveness, not only should we refer to the factors related to goods and services
offered by tourism businesses, but also to other factors that determine destination
competitiveness (from now on referred to as DC) (Andrades et al., 2013; Caber et al.,
2012; Crouch and Ritchie, 2012; Dwyer and Kim 2003; Hassan 2000; Hong, 2009;
Kim and Dwyer, 2003; Mazanec et al., 2007; Namhyun, 2012; World Economic
Forum, 2007; Zhang et al., 2010, inter alia).

This paper focuses on the evaluation of the relative importance of these attrib-
utes, taking into consideration that the impact of any of them on DC is a function
that depends on both the importance of the attribute and the degree to which that
attribute varies in competing destinations.

This article focuses on its analysis on the Mediterranean coast, one of the regions
with the greatest worldwide attractiveness to tourists, characterised as a tourism area
of great singularity in which there are different levels of development and tourism
development models, with a strong presence of sun and sand tourism. The aim of this
study is to identify the determining attributes of the relative tourism competitiveness
of the countries in the Mediterranean coast, and based on it, analyse their competi-
tive specialisation.

2. Competitiveness of tourism destinations

Interest in this concept is relatively new. The gradual emergence of new competitors
has generated a scenario of hostile competition in which different actors involved in
tourism development consider competitiveness as the priority objective of their actions.

At present, broad consensus has been reached on what a truly competitive
tourism destination implies, "the one with ability to increase tourism expenditure, to
increasingly attract visitors, while providing them with satisfying memorable experi-
ences, and to do so in a profitable way, while enhancing the well-being of the desti-
nation residents and preserving the natural capital of the destination for future gener-
ations" (Ritchie and Crouch, 2003:23).

However, the problems in the analysis of tourism competitiveness derive from its
relative character: a tourism destination is competitive, in relation to what? And its
multidimensional nature: what specific aspects define DC?

As Pulido and Sanchez (2010) pointed out, a territory can be competitive at the
markets due to many circumstances, so that the degree of DC may not demonstrate
the efficiency of its economy nor the welfare level attained by population. In fact, a
destination can base its competitiveness on low wages and limited social services, or
on the availability of natural resources that are unique in the world, and alternatively,
on the existence of high productivity that allows for high wages and social services, or
on the improvement of tourism services quality, or, in general, of tourism experience.
In all cases, they would be competitive tourism destinations, but the meaning of that
competitiveness is radically different.
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The key framework for the analysis of DC is the model of Crouch and Ritchie
(1999), the main purpose of which is the integration of all the relevant factors that
could characterise DC, concluding that the main attributes that explain it fall into 4
groups: supporting factors and resources, core resources and attractors, destination
management, and qualifying and amplifying determinants. Later, Ritchie and
Crouch (2003) incorporated an additional component in the model: destination pol-
icy, planning, and development.

In any case, conceptual models only give an idea of the extent and complexity of
DC, which cannot be reduced to a small set of attributes, but instead has a long list of
determinants. In this regard, recent studies (Crouch, 2011; Daskalopoulou and
Petrou, 2009; Hong, 2009; Navickas and Malakauskaite, 2009; among others) have
neglected the conceptual development of competitiveness models to focus, through
empirical evidence, on the identification of this set of factors.

Thus, Hong (2009) proposes an analysis methodology that takes into account:
comparative advantages, competitive advantages, tourism management and environ-
mental conditions. These analytical results indicate that exogenous comparative
advantages are the most important factors for the improvement of DC, while the least
important attribute is domestic environment conditions.

Meanwhile, Crouch (2011) focuses his research on the weighting of the factors
affecting DC, concluding that only some of them are the real determining factors or
attributes. In fact, he identifies 10 factors — out of the total of 36 — as the determi-
nants of DC, which are related to the basic resources and tourist attractions existing
in the destination.

Eysteinsson and Gudlaugsson (2011) analyse the relative importance of each of
the attributes that affect DC, by using a representative sample of both experts and
tourists. The results show that experts and tourists would not describe competitive-
ness in the same way, which questions the identification of determining factors by
experts.

According to Caber et al. (2012), high-quality service and appropriate customer
satisfaction are the factors determining DC. In their study it is shown that different
market segments differ significantly regarding the perception of DC, which results in
the existence of a different set of attributes for each market segment.

Finally, Namhyun (2012) proposes a tourism destination as a model of compet-
itiveness in two groups of countries (high-income and low-income) to identify the
relevant factors of this competitiveness. The degree of impact of the factors is differ-
ent between the two groups of the countries analysed: for high-income countries, the
most important factor is core resources; while for low-income countries it is the glob-
alisation of the economy.

The list of determining factors for DC is extensive, therefore, the evaluation of
the relative importance of each of them has a special significance, since the impor-
tance of a given factor depends not only on having an adequate assessment of that
attribute, but also it is necessary that significant differences exist between a destina-
tion and its competitors (Crouch and Ritchie, 2012).

3. Research design

As a basis for this study, the conceptual model of Ritchie and Crouch (2003) has
been used, as it is the most cited model in literature on the issue.
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For this analysis, the 12 most competitive countries in the Mediterranean region
have been considered: Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Egypt, Spain, France, Greece,
Italy, Malta, Morocco, Tunisia and Turkey.

Moreover, all potential attributes that, according to the Travel & Tourism
Competitiveness Index (TTCI) by the World Economic Forum (WEF), influence DC,
have been taken into account. The TTCI aims to measure all the aspects identified as the
determinants of DC in the countries around the world. The TTCI is based on 3
subindices, each composed of a series of pillars which measure the competitiveness of
each group, which, in turn, are based on a series of attributes measuring competitiveness.

The time horizon analysed is determined by the availability of information, since
the database provided by the WEF began to be elaborated in 2007 and the latest report
was published in 2011. Finally, to achieve the objective proposed in this research, a
statistical analysis has been designed, which is developed in 3 stages:

— determine which of the 75 attributes identified by the TTCI that actually
determine tourism competitiveness among the countries of the Mediterranean coast;

— analyse the competitive specialisation of the countries studied, identifying
their competitive advantages and disadvantages compared to other nearby destina-
tions;

— carry out a classification of the destinations based on the common attributes
on which their competitive performance is founded.

4. Analysis and results

In order to achieve the first objective, the 12 countries analysed have been clas-
sified in two distinct groups, using the TTCI as a criterion. On one hand, the 6 most
competitive Mediterranean countries (France, 5.41; Spain, 5.29; Cyprus, 4.89;
Malta, 4.88; Italy 4.87; and Greece, 4.78) and, on the other hand, the 6 least com-
petitive countries (Croatia, 4.61; Tunisia, 4.39; Bulgaria, 4.39; Turkey 4.37; Egypt
3.96; and Morocco, 3.93), in terms of tourism, have been considered.

Following this, a mean equality contrast has been carried out for each of the 75
indicators, in order to determine which of them show differences in the average val-
ues of the two groups. Due to the non-normality of some indicators and the limited
number of observations, it has not been possible to use t-test. Therefore, the non-
parametric alternative to the t-test has been chosen, i.e., the Mann-Whitney U-test.
This test compares the value of an indicator of each country within the group of more
competitive countries with the value of that same indicator for each country in the
group of less competitive countries, and calculates the number of cases in which the
value of that indicator in a country of the second group is higher than the value of that
same indicator in a country of the first group.

In this case, and given that each group is made up of 6 countries, the total number
of comparisons performed is 36. Therefore, when the statistic U is close to 0, it indi-
cates a higher average value in the group of more competitive countries; whereas when
U is close to 36, it indicates a higher average value in the group of less competitive coun-
tries. In contrast, intermediate values of U (away from both 0 and 36) are a clear sign
that no significant differences exist in the value of the indicator in either group.

Table 1 shows that, within those included in the first subindex, the only pillar
that makes a significant difference is number 4 (health and hygiene), as significant
differences between the two groups of countries are present on 3 of its 4 indicators.
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However, carbon dioxide emissions could be used as a distinguishing feature of less

competitive countries.

Table 1. Subindex A: T&T regulatory framework

Indicator U statistic (exact bilateral significance)

(1.01) Prevalence of foreign ownership 11,5 (0,310)
(1.02) Property rights 6,0 (0065)

(1.03) Business impact of rules on FDI 16,5 (0,818)
(1.04) Visa requirements 13,0 (0,485)
(1.05) Openness of bilateral Air Service Agreement 14,0 (0,589)
(1.06) Transparency of government policymaking 16,0 (0,818)
(1.07) Time required to start a business 8,5 (0132)

(1.08) Cost to start a business 12,0 (0,394)
(1.09) GATS commitments 14,0 (0,589)
(2.01) Stringency of environmental regulation 10,0 (0,240)
(2.02) Enforcement of environmental regulation 11,5 (0,310)
(2.03) Sustainability T&T industry development 17,5 (0,937)
(2.04) Carbon dioxide emissions 34,0 (0,009)*
(2.05) Particulate matter concentration 16,0 (0,818)
(2.06) Threatened species 11,0 (0,310)
(2.07) Environmental treaty ratification 6,0 (0065)

(3.01) Business costs of terrorism 14,0 (0,589)
(3.02) Reliability of police services 7,0 (0093)

(3.03) Business costs of crime and violence 12,5 (0,394)
(3.04)Road traffic accidents 3,0 (0,015)*
(4.01) Physician density 3,0 (0,041)*
(4.02) Access to improved sanitation 4,5 (0,026)*
(4.03) Access to improved drinking water 3,0 (0,015)*
(4.04) Hospital beds 8,0 (0,132)

(5.01) Government prioritization in T&T industry 14,0 (0,589)
(5.02) T&T government expenditure 10,0 (0,240)
(5.03) Effective marketing and branding 18,0 (1,000)
(5.04) Comprehensive annual T&T data 10,0 (0,240)
(5.05) Timeliness of providing T&T data 8,0 (0,132)

(*) Test statistically significant at the 5% significance level.

Source: Authors’ own elaboration from the TTCI data.

The analysis of the subindex B of the WEF (Table 2) shows that the ICT infra-
structure (pillar 9) has an particularly important role in the tourism competitiveness
of Mediterranean countries, as significant mean differences are observed in 3 of the 5

indicators that are part of it.

Table 2. Subindex B: T&T business environment and infrastructure

Indicator

U statistic (exact bilateral significance)

(6.01) Quality of air transport infrastructure 10,0 (0,240)
(6.02) Available seat kilometres domestic 14,0 (0,589)
(6.03) Available seat kilometres international 11,0 (0,310)
(6.04) Departures per 1,000 population 1,0 (0,004)*
(6.05) Airport density 6,0 (0,065)
(6.06) Number of operating airlines 11,0 (0,310)
(6.07) International air transport network 9,5 (0,180)
(7.01) Quality of roads 11,0 (0,310)
(7.02) Quality of railroad infrastructure 7,5 (0,093)
(7.03) Quality of port infrastructure 9,5 (0,180)
(7.04) Quality of ground transport network 16,0 (0,818)
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Continuation of Table 2.

(7.05) Road density 0,0 (0,002)*
(8.01) Hotel rooms 3,0 (0,041)*
(8.02) Presence of major car rental company 14,5 (0,589)
(8.03) AT Ms accepting Visa cards 7,0 (0,093)
(9.01) Extent of business Internet use 15,0 (0,699)
(9.02) Internet users 4,0 (0,026)*
(9.03) Telephone lines 1,0 (0,004)*
(9.04) Broadband Internet subscribers 0,0 (0,002)*
(9.05) Mobile telephone subscribers 10,0 (0,240)
(10.01) Ticket taxes and airport charges 11,0 (0,310)
(10.02) Purchasing power parity 36,0 (0,002)*
(10.03) Extent and effect of taxation 17,5 (0,937)
(10.04) Fuel price levels 10,5 (0,240)
(10.05) Hotel price index 35,0 (0,004)*

(*) Test statistically significant at the 5% significance level.
Source: Authors’ own elaboration from the TTCI data.

On the other hand, pillar 10 (price competitiveness in the T&T industry) is a
competitive factor favourable for the countries with lower competitiveness. Therefore,
it seems to be confirmed that first-class hotels in less competitive Mediterranean coun-
tries are clearly moving towards a policy of price competitiveness.

Finally, the analysis of the subindex C (Table 3) shows that the only pillar that
generates differences in DC of Mediterranean countries is number 11 (human
resource). However, hiring and firing practices are adversely affecting the competi-
tiveness of more competitive Mediterranean tourism destinations, on the contrary,
they can be considered as regional competitive advantages for less competitive
Mediterranean countries.

Table 3. Subindex C: T&T human, cultural and natural resources

Indicator U statistic (exact bilateral significance)
(11.01) Primary education enrolment 5,0 (0,041)*
(11.02) Secondary education enrolment 1,0 (0,004)*
(11.03) Quality of the educational system 135 (0,485)
(11.04) Local availability of research 95 (0,180)
(11.05) Extent of staff training 120 (0,394)
(11.06) Hiring and firing practices 31,0 (0,041)*
(11.07) Ease of hiring foreign labor 100 (0,240)
(11.08) HIV prevalence 60 (0,065)
(11.09) Business impact of HIV /AIDS 155 (0,699)
(11.10) Life expectancy 0,0 (0,002)*
(12.01) Tourism o penness 130 (0,485)
(12.02) Attitude of population toward foreign visitors 115 (0,310)
(12.03) Extension of business trips recommended 160 (0,818)
(13.01) Number World Heritage natural sites 105 (0,240)
(13.02) Protected areas 100 (0,240)
(13.03) Quality of the natural environment 155 (0,699)
(13.04) Total known species 70 (0,093)
(14.01) Number World Heritage cultural sit. 120 (0,394)
(14.02) Sports stadiums 60 (0,065)
(14.03) Number of international fairs and exhibitions 100 (0,240)
(14.04) Creative industries exports 150 (0,699)

(*) Test statistically significant at the 5% significance level.
Source: Authors’ own elaboration from the TTCI data.
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In conclusion, only 17 of the 75 indicators used by the WEF to measure tourism
competitiveness of Mediterranean countries differ significantly between countries.

Our second aim is to further analyse the 17 indicators selected, in order to ascer-
tain where to find the competitive advantages and disadvantages in the Mediterranean
basin, identify the extent to which the DC of a country is determined by certain fac-
tors and whether there is a certain degree of specialization in the DC of the countries
analysed.

To do this, it must be borne in mind that, although the theoretical range of all the
indicators of DC that has been used is equal to 6, since all the indicators take values
ranging between 1 and 7, the fact remains that the actual range is not the same in all
the indicators. Therefore, for the rest of the analysis, a homogenization of the range
of the 17 indicators identified is performed on the scale [0:1]. This homogenization is
carried out as follows:

g mmg,,) | 0

maXQ(i/')_me(ii)
where Xj; is the value of the indicator j for country i; max (Xj) and min (X;) are the
maximum and minimum values of the indicator j in the set of the countries analysed;
and Zj; is the normalized value of the indicator j for country i. The normalized value
Z;; will take the value of 1 for the country of the Mediterranean area which plays a
leading role in this particular indicator (regional competitive advantage), and the
value of 0 for the country of the Mediterranean area in the last position regarding that

same indicator (regional competitive disadvantage).
Once the homogenisation of the previously selected indicators has been carried

out, the values Zj; will be used to:

a) define the possible competitive specialisation of some Mediterranean countries.

b) establish groups of countries with high degree of competitive homogeneity.

In order to achieve the first objective, a competitive specialisation index was
defined, which consists in the simple aggregation of the values Z; for each of the
countries analysed in each of the 3 subindices of tourism competitiveness considered
by the WEF, that is:

n
5 =% z; (2)
Jj=1
where n is the number of indicators of each subindex in which significant differences
have been found between the most and the least competitive countries. Specifically, n
is 5 in subindex A, 8 in subindex B, and 4 in subindex C. Furthermore, it is clear that:
0<9d,<n

The competitive specialisation indices for the 12 analysed countries in the 3
competitiveness subindices considered by the WEF are shown in Table 4.

The greatest specialisation in T&T regulatory framework (subindex A) takes
place in France (4.25 points). This country is a regional leader by the competitiveness
in two indicators of this subindex. Noteworthy is also the case of Malta (4.19), which
shows local competitive advantages on 3 indicators. The lowest levels of tourism spe-
cialisation in this first subindex are to be found, mainly, in two countries: Tunisia
(2.53) and, especially, Morocco (1.33).
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Table 4. Competitive specialization indices of the Mediterranean countries

5 3 5
Country | Subindex A [0:51 | “""Y | Subindex B10:8] | “°"™Y | Subindex C [0:4]
v _ o | (4.02) (7.05) . i
* —
France (4.03) 4.25|Malta 3 (8'0,1) 6.06;Cyprus 3.51
w5 _ (9.03) w5 _
=0/ - =0 _
#* = () R
.04 .
s-3 8 82; *=1| (8.01) *=11(11.02)
Malta (4'03) 4.19|Spain 5.05;Greece 3.09
- *% = () _ *% = () _
k% — _
v _ o | (4.02) SN (6.04) . )
Bulgaria (4.03) | 4.00|Cy prus (8.01) | 5.01| France 3.05
*% = () _ *% = () _ *% = () B
w_ o | (4.02) (7.05) . _ )
* =
Italy (4.03) 3.98|France 3 Eggig 4.89r Tunisia 296
—o - =1 (10.05) —0 -
(4.02) _ -
P * — * —
Spain (4.03) | 3.98|Croatia 1] & 4.35|Bulgaria 1) (11.06) 285
*% = () _ *% = () _ *% = () _
(7.05)
P _ % — * =
Croatia 3.75|Italy 2 (8.01) | 4.06|Italy 1) (1.10) 2.84
=0 - ** =1](10.02) =0 -
r =g (40D * = - *=1111.01)
Greece (4.03) | 3.73|Bulgaria 3.91| Spain ) 284
=0 - ** =0 - ** =1 (11.06)
., [0 . ) cool .
Cyprus (4.03) | 3.34|Greece 3.77|Malta 2.66
** = 11(2.04) *E = - ** = () -
Turkey ***:=OO —3.36|Tunisia :*:: 0 - 2.65{ Turkey :*::% 2.36
* = () _ * = - 3 Pa—_— -
Egypt = 1](3.00) 3.22|Turkey |53z 0 - 2.44;Croatia 53— a0 1.78
« _ o | (10.02)
*=0 - (10.05) *=0 -
Tunisia 2.53|Egypt (6.04) 2.10fMorocco 1.76
v 4 705)
=0 - (9.02) *#* =1 (11.02)
(9.04)
*=1(2.04) * =0 _ * = () -
Morocco [ s _ - (4'0,1) 1.33|Morocco 1.68[Egypt 1.72
= 3](4.02) wx _ o] (8.01) o
(4.03) ~ 2003 i

(*) Values Z;=1 (advantages) / (**) Values Z; =0 (disadvantages).
Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

In subindex B (T&T business environment and infrastructure), the highest com-
petitive specialisation occurs in Malta (6.06 points). Spain (5.05) and Cyprus (5.01)
are also among the Mediterranean countries which base their tourism competitive-
ness on infrastructure. The lowest competitive specialisation index (1.68) is so far, the
Moroccan, and Egypt (2.10), with 4 local competitive disadvantages, is the second
Mediterranean country with lower level of competitiveness in terms of infrastructure
and ICT.
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Regarding the subindex "T&T human, cultural and natural resources”, Cyprus is
the country with the highest competitive specialization index (3.51 points). This value
is explained by its strong relative position in the 4 HR indicators (in all of them,
Cyprus reaches around 90% of the value of the countries with respective local com-
petitive advantages). It is worth highlighting Greece and France, which exceed 3
points in this competitive specialisation index. In contrast, the least competitive
countries in this subindex are Croatia, Morocco and Egypt, with the scores below 1.8.

Finally, to identify the groups of Mediterranean countries showing high compet-
itive homogeneity, the classification technique known as k-means algorithm has been
used, for which the total of k = 4 groups have been considered. This clustering
method uses the Euclidean distance between the centroids of the clusters and, based
on the initial solution, each country is reassigned to that cluster whose centroid
(mean vector of the competitiveness indicators used) is closest (shortest Euclidean
distance) to that country. After an iterative process of reassignments, the final solu-
tion is obtained when all the countries are closer to the centroid of the cluster in
which they have been classified than to the centroid of any other cluster.

To perform this classification, the normalised values Zij of the 17 indicators of
the WEF previously selected have been considered. The results allow for the classifi-
cation of Mediterranean countries into 4 groups homogenous in terms of tourism
competitiveness (Table 5).

Table 5. Classification of the countries by competitive homogeneity

. Bulgaria, | Cyprus, France, Greece, Egypt, Tunisia,

Indicator Croatia Italy, Malta, Spain Morocco Turkey
ke 0,420 0,222 1,000 0,831
emissions
(3.04) Road traffic accidents 0,730 0,844 0,329 0,297
(4.01) Physician density 0,764 0,856 0,000 0,370
(4.02) Access to improved 0,984 0,990 0,000 0,677
sanitation
(4.03) Access to improved 0,974 1,000 0,000 0,860
drinking water
(6.04) Departures per 1,000
population 0,164 0,427 0,061 0,050
(7.05) Road density 0,252 0,860 0,032 0,101
(8.01) Hotel rooms 0,967 0,931 0,000 0,267
(9.02) Internet users 0,487 0,664 0,346 0,144
(9.03) Telephone lines 0,504 0,773 0,000 0,095
(9.04) Broadband Internet
subscribers 0426 0,711 0,007 0.105
(10.02)Purchasing power 0,679 0,178 0,714 0,821
parity
(10.05) Hotel price index 0,653 0,261 0,515 0,815
(11.01) Primary education 0.318 0,806 0,473 0,594
enrollment
(11.02) Secondary education 0,688 0,891 0,000 0,495
enrollment
(11.06) Hiring and firing 0,726 0,379 0,842 0,853
practices
(11.10) Life expectancy 0,583 0,926 0,444 0,404

In bold - competitive advantages; in italics — competitive disadvantages.
Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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Bulgaria and Croatia, which could be called Mediterranean emerging countries,
base their DC, mainly, on health and hygiene aspects, and a wide range of hotel serv-
ices. However, there are factors that are burdening the DC of these two countries of
the eastern Mediterranean: little air traffic, poor land transport networks and low
educational level of its population.

On the other hand, the factors that help explain the DC of mature countries
(Cyprus, France, Greece, Italy, Malta and Spain), and differentiate them from other
Mediterranean countries, are, in addition to health and hygiene aspects, low average
level of road traffic accidents, high level of land transport networks, hotel rooms,
access of most of the population to broadband Internet, high rates of enrolment in
primary and secondary education and the increased life expectancy of population.
However, they also show some significant competitive disadvantages, mainly the high
average level of carbon dioxide emissions and the limited ability to compete on price.

The third group is made up, exclusively, by a country, which has been called low
country. This is the least competitive country in the entire Mediterranean area,
Morocco, which has only one competitive advantage and however, its competitive
disadvantages are numerous.

Finally, the so-called inexpensive countries (Egypt, Tunisia and Turkey), are bas-
ing their DC on prices. Their belonging to less competitive Mediterranean countries
is due, mainly, to infrastructure problems.

5. Conclusion

The research carried out evidences the interest to identify the factors that actu-
ally determine DC. Based on the information provided by the WEF (75 tourism com-
petitiveness factors), it is possible to disaggregate two groups of Mediterranean coun-
tries by their level of tourism competitiveness. However, an analysis of relative com-
petitiveness of each of these countries with respect to the others has allowed for the
identification of the attributes (17 factors) that truly differentiate the level of compet-
itiveness of Mediterranean countries.

From these factors, a new classification of Mediterranean countries has been
made, verifying a significant improvement in the relative position of some countries
in the ranking, especially Bulgaria and Croatia. This confirms the approach advocat-
ed by Crouch and Ritchie (2012), according to which the importance of a factor as a
determinant of DC depends not only on an adequate assessment of that attribute, but
it is also necessary that significant differences exist, in relation to that attribute,
between a destination and its competitors.

Moreover, this study has identified the factors to which each country should pay
attention in order to improve their competitive performance in relation to its main
competitors on Mediterranean coast.
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