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Fostering Tourism Destination Competitiveness in Developing Countries:
The Role of Sustainability

This study aims to test if sustainability influeadeurism destination competitiveness in developing
countries. The case study for the analysis is Brasiere the enormous and unexploited potential
for tourism makes sustainability a central issutourism development. Empirical results show that
sustainability factors are positively associatethvaompetitiveness indicators used as dependent
variables in the regression model, thereby supppitie hypothesis that sustainability plays a key
role in fostering tourism destination competitivesieTourism growth in developing countries has
led to a number of environmental and socioecon@miblems. These results indicate that a new
model of cleaner tourism that favorably affectsrepuy, environment, and society is required.
Some recommendations are provided based on enip&igdence to enable the developing

countries to attain sustainable tourism development

1. Introduction

Tourism is one of the main industries in the woAd. a worldwide export category, tourism
ranks third after fuels and chemicals, and is tie éxport sector in many developing countries
(UNWTO, 2017). Tourism also plays an increasinghportant role in the economic expansion
because it is one of the main sources of foreigth@xge and an essential component of export
diversification. Previously excluded from the wdslanajor tourism flows, the developing world
has become the main growth area of tourism. Thebeurof international overnight visitors in
developing countries has more than doubled inabel5 years and almost quadrupled in the last 25
years. Among the 1.235 billion international tourgrivals in 2016, 550 million came from
emerging economies (UNWTO, 2017), accounting foraeket share of 45%, which is significantly
higher than the 31% share recorded in 1990. UNWOI@-term forecasts predict that tourism
destinations in developing economies will grow a@tilale the rate of those in advanced economies.

Nevertheless, emerging economies accounted for d8I$ 486 billion out of the US$ 1260
billion international tourism receipts. Moreovehettop ranks of the World Economic Forum
(WEF) Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Indexragularly dominated by advanced countries
with emerging economies showing concerns relatedenwironmental sustainability, human
resources, job opportunities in tourism, and ptiation of tourism (WEF, 2017). Developing
countries have not yet managed to fully exploitirtheurism potential (Sanches-Pereira et al.,

2017), and cleaner production concepts are stillff@am being incorporated into their tourism

! Despite the limitations of the index (Wu et abD12), it provides a starting point from which oremddentify the main
weaknesses of national tourism systems. Amongeaktldping countries, only China is ranked in thstf20 positions, at
the 15th place, whereas no developed nation edliigt the last 60 positions.
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activities (Zhang, 2016). Tourism impacts in depéig regions vary significantly according to the
local political framework and stakeholders’ invatvent (Brown & Hall, 2008). Many studies on
tourism sustainability in developing areas haveu$ed either on community-based and pro-poor
tourism, or discussed the positive/negative impattsurism on the environment (Shaalan, 2005),
economic development (Pulido—Fernandez et al., R0ibéquality (Alam & Paramati, 2016),
income distribution (Incera & Fernandez 2015), gulerty reduction (Blake et al., 2004).
Although these topics warrant a thorough discusdiom crucial issue for the creation of a cleaner
tourism model in developing countries is to demi@tstthat sustainability can enhance tourism
destination competitiveness (TDC). Sustainabilgy often perceived as a cost rather than an
investment (Weeden, 2001): we cannot expect thestaundustry to turn to a cleaner model of
production in developing countries if we do not destrate that sustainability has a key role in
fostering TDC.

Cucculelli and Goffi (2016) demonstrated tiode of sustainability as a crucial determinant of
TDC in small and medium destinations of excellenceltaly. If this relationship is to be
demonstrated in developing countries, then the timtopf a cleaner tourism model can eventually
boost economic growth and poverty reduction. Td tieis hypothesis, primary quantitative data
were collected by conducting an extensive survegpregma large group of experts in two major
Brazilian destinations, namely, Rio de Janeiro 8alyador de Bahia. Brazil, a developing country,
is too large and heterogeneous to be consideréts ientirety for an applied study on tourism.
Therefore, the present study focuses on two majsutle destinations in Brazil, one is Salvador de
Bahia in the country’s less developed North andather is Rio de Janeiro in the South. The North
follows the classical pattern of less-developedneaotes, whereas the South, although facing
serious poverty problems, is in a slightly bet@ndition (Pegas, Weaver, & Castley, 2015).

Interviewed experts include tourism researcherselh@nd public managers, incoming travel
agents, and travel consultants. From the survey,usable responses were received (306 and 205
from Rio de Janeiro and Salvador de Bahia, respagji We operationalized the conceptual
approach by relating 62 attributes of competitigsnenvhich are important in defining tourism
sustainability in developing countries, to 10 irsdars of TDC used as dependent variables in the
model. To obtain a smaller and uncorrelated seha#pendent variables, we performed principal
component analysis (PCA) and applied the resultisarsubsequent regression analysis.

Brazil was selected as an applied case being aligamatic example for three reasons. First,
tourism in Brazil faces various environmental andial concerns. The country ranks first in South
America in terms of international tourist arriva{6.3 million), first worldwide for natural
attractions, and eighth for cultural attractionsc@@ding to the tourism competitiveness index,
WEF, 2017), and 12th worldwide in terms of UNESCOMW Heritage sites. However, among 136
countries worldwide, Brazil ranks 117th for the tairsable development of the tourism industry.
Second, Brazil lacks tourism competitiveness arsfaguability studies. According to Pegas et al.
(2015, p. 763), “we were surprised by the lackitefdture, in any language, on broader analyses of

coastal tourism sustainability in Brazil.” Thirdhet size of the country is continental: a shift toiva



a more sustainable and competitive model of tourgdawelopment could significantly impact
thousands of local destinations and millions ofpteo

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 #egheoretical framework. Section 3 presents
the case study. Section 4 describes the empinadysis and methodology. Section 5 presents the

main results. Section 6 provides a discussion.

2. Theoretical framework

2.1 Destination competitiveness and sustainable tourism development

TDC cannot be easily conceptualized because ofrthiiplicity of goals and the variety of
destinations. Some destinations compete to enhteteeconomic development, whereas others
diversify their economy or increase their markedreh Therefore, several perspectives have been
used to describe TDC. A first perspective is charied by the idea that a destination should focus
on creating value-added products to increase itkehgosition (D’Harteserre, 2000). Another
perspective highlights the relationships among Taeal well-being, and the preservation of
natural and sociocultural capital (Buhalis, 200@yyer & Kim, 2003; Heath, 2002). Goffi and
Cucculelli (2018) demonstrated the multidimensidapalnd relativity of the TDC concept. Ritchie
and Crouch (2003, p. 2) provided the following coeti@nsive definition of TDC, which comprises
both perspectives: “the ability to increase touresxpenditure, to increasingly attract visitors, hhi
providing them with satisfying, memorable experesi@nd to do so in a profitable way, while
enhancing the well-being of destination residentsl @reserving the natural capital of the
destination for future generations.”

The general conceptual model proposed by CrouchRatathie (1999) and refined by Ritchie
and Crouch (2000) recognizes 36 elements of cotnmetess, which are categorized into five main
factors. The model distinguishes between comparasitlvantages that constitute the tourism
resources available and the competitive advantegjased to the ability of a destination to use
tourism resources effectively over the long termisTmodel has stimulated the discussion of other
conceptual models of TDC, including the well-knomodels proposed by Hassan (2000), Heath
(2002), and Dwyer and Kim (2003). Hassan (2000u$ed on environmental sustainability factors
and identified four determinants of competitivenesamely, demand orientation, comparative
advantage, industry structure, and environmentangibment. Furthermore, Hassan (2000) stressed
the importance of building partnerships among ttigage and public sectors, NGOs, and informal
citizen groups. The integrated model proposed bwatliH€2002) considered the various issues
surrounding the concept of TDC displayed in themfoof a house, which encompasses the
competitiveness foundations, the key success dritlee tourism “script” (strategic framework), the
key building blocks (sustainable development andketang strategy), and the competitiveness

“cement” (research and monitoring). An evolution tbe Ritchie and Crouch (2000) model is



developed by Dwyer and Kim (2003), whose modelimistishes between endowed and created
resources and identifies “demand conditions” asiafweterminants of TDC.

These models focused on how TDC can be improvetitivess the new challenges of market
competition. However, only the model of Dwyer andnK(2003) was empirically applied (see
Dwyer et al., 2003). Other empirical studies aineevaluate the competitive position of one or
more tourism destinations. Some authors, such asoGohurn and Sugiyarto (2005, a study on
more than 200 countries), Mazanec et al. (20071G#hcountries), Assaf and Josiassen (2012, on
129 countries), Assaker et al. (2013, on 154 c@s)trand Cvelbar et al. (2015, on 139 countries),
use secondary data or objectively measured vasal@@amining the relationships between
attributes of competitiveness and TDC through esfirstatistical techniques on large samples of
countries worldwide. However, Crouch (2010) statieat the use of quantitative data could be
confusing because many attributes cannot be gieahtibr their multidimensionality. Moreover,
finding appropriate data for each attribute couéd dnallenging due to the massive number of
indicators required for the analysis. A second grolstudies aimed to collect primary data through
surveys on tourists or stakeholders and practitBon€DC is measured using survey data on
tourists’ opinions and perceptions (Kozak & Rimming 1999; Bahar & Kozak, 2007; Cracolici &
Nijkamp, 2008). However, tourists cannot deternthreevarious factors that influence TDC, such as
destination management, tourism planning, and t¢omiig factors (Enright & Newton, 2004).
Thus, interviewing people who can answer questionattractiveness and management issues, such
as tourism stakeholders and practitioners, is itambr

Among this part of TDC literature, the contributiaan be divided into two main groups,
namely, studies aimed at evaluating the competjiosition of destinations (Dwyer et al., 2003;
Enright & Newton, 2004; Omerzel Gomezelj & MiRgl2008; Dwyer et al., 2012; Dwyer et al.,
2014) and studies that have generally investigdtedelative performance of attributes (Dwyer et
al., 2004; Enright & Newton, 2005; Crouch, 2010;rdwrst, Ritchie & Sheehan, 2010; Caber et
al., 2012). These studies do not focus on theioakships between the main competitive attributes
and TDC. Moreover, the indicators included in theselels do not provide an integrated treatment
of the various issues encompassing the concepistdisability. To fill the research gap, the cutren
study proposes a model that has been first integnaith attributes of competitiveness. Many of the
attributes refer to sustainability issues, and tlae@ applied to test the relationship between
sustainability factors and TDC in a developing dopsuch as Brazil. Only by testing hypotheses,
can we shed light on this important issue.

The publication of the World Commission on Envir@mhand Development Report, known as
the Bruntland Report (WCED, 1987), was the starginmt of the sustainability debate in tourism.
Three decades of debates have clarified that sadfility does not exclusively concern
environmental issues but is composed of at leastettvironmental, social, and economic pillars
(Swarbrooke, 1999). Sustainability is a complex dpwdamic concept (Liu, 2003), a long-term goal
(Hunter, 1995) that is site-specific and shouldadgusted to each destination (Lee, 2001), and an

adaptable notion according to different areas,im#sbns, and changing conditions over time



(Bramwell et al., 2016). Moreover, is now widelgognized that all types of tourism can aim to be
sustainable (Tepelus, 2005). Large-scale tourisns \wdrinsically considered unsustainable

(Krippendorf, 1987) and the polar opposite of sastale tourism (Pearce, 1992). After an intensive
discussion, it is now increasingly and extensiadgepted that all forms of tourism can aim to be
sustainable (Inskeep, 1991; Hunter & Green, 199&k€, 1997). Budeanu (2005) suggested that
sustainable tourism cannot be achieved if largéedoairism practices are not adjusted to integrate
sustainability.

Aguilo et al. (2005) proposed that sustainabilitaymbe a pulling factor for destination
development and a tool to enhance quality of sesviPulido—Fernandez et al. (2015) demonstrated
that investing in tourism sustainability does nié¢@ a country’s main economic tourism indicators
in the short term, and does not constrain profitgtand competitiveness.

Several authors have linked the notion of competitess with the concept of sustainability
(Ritchie & Crouch, 2000; Hassan, 2000; Mihalic, @0®eath, 2002). Over the last 15 years, a
considerable discussion on the relationship betweerism sustainability and competitiveness has
occurred. Sustainability is a significant issuetlire destination competitiveness literature, but
existing studies are mostly theoretical rather theactical (Saarinen 2006). The first model that
aimed to test the role of sustainability in TDC what of Cucculelli and Goffi (2016); this model
was applied to small tourism destinations in Italydeveloped country and one of the world’'s
leading tourism destinations. The key questiorpigarnalyze if sustainability has a crucial role in
explaining destination competitiveness in develgpoountries. Consequently, for the reasons

explained in the next paragraph, the following Hjesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 1: In developing countries, a positietionship exists between sustainability and

tourism destination competitiveness.

2.2 The case of developing countries

The special volume “Sustainable tourism, progrelallenges and opportunities” of the Journal
of Cleaner Production discusses the “potential afrism to contribute to the transformative
changes required to move to truly sustainable sesig(Budeanu et al., 2016, p. 285). This is a key
guestion especially in developing countries. Céadefsarcia et al. (2014) showed that tourism
improved the socioeconomic conditions of the pojpataonly in the most developed countries.
Tosun and Jenkins (1998, p. 101) asserted thatéoworary planning approaches were developed
by taking into account the socio-economic, polltiead human resources conditions in developed
rather than in developing countries. Therefores¢h@anning approaches may not be transferable to
and implementable in developing countries witharsiderable adaptations.”

Developed economies no longer dominate the intemalttourism scene as the ever-increasing
number of destinations in developing countries hapened up to tourism, thereby transforming

this industry into a crucial driver of economic dmpment in the latter. Tourism arrivals in



developing countries more than tripled from 199@®46 and is expected to exceed the number in
developed economies before 2020 and surpass tiflot mark by 2030 (UNWTO, 2017).

Mihalic (2016) suggested that despite several decadf academic debate on tourism
sustainability, its application in practice remaprsblematic. This finding is particularly evidant
developing countries with the consequence of thgradtation of the natural heritage (Shaalan,
2005). One of the main causes is that the reldtipnbetween sustainability and destination
competitiveness has not been investigated in thasexts.

Many governments in developing countries encouradgege-scale capital-intensive tourism
projects, with exclusive real estate and resortim#ons, all-inclusive high-rise hotels, and
condominiums built through foreign investments (Aleaand Kieti, 2007). As stated by Tosun and
Jenkins (1998), tourism started with an “unplanriedrism development era” during which
activities were largely unplanned, followed by aupgply-oriented tourism planning period”
concerned mainly with building hotels, restauraatg] physical infrastructures to meet the increase
of tourism demand. Consequently, tourism was d@eslan most emerging world areas without an
integrated plan and with almost no attention paidrtvironmental impact and local communities.

In these contexts, cleaner production strategiesfamndamental because they could improve
destination competitiveness with important socioecoic repercussions. The majority of local
residents in developing countries receives insiggift or no benefits from tourism development,
and typically engages in marginal businesses ssiglreet vending and other informal jobs (Akama
& Kieti, 2007). Many developing countries adoptednadel of resort-based tourism, where the
cheap labor supply confirms the tendency of toutisperpetuate structural and spatial inequalities
(Weaver, 1988). The quickest and easiest appraoackhése countries to promote their tourism
industry is to place tourism development in the dsaf multinational companies, which are
interested in short-term profits and consider soatality as a secondary issue (Klemm and
Parkinson, 2001). One of the main drivers for itivgsin developing countries has been low labor
cost often associated with long working hours ansufficient protection of workers’ rights.
Therefore, tour operators in these countries tenaffer a tourism model described as “low price—
high volumes—local exploitation” (Goffi et al., 281p. 181). Conversely, a highly sustainable
tourism model can deliver net benefits to the pad increase the employment opportunities for
the most vulnerable group in society (Alam & Paran2916).

Some limitations associated with tourism in devilgpcountries include: high rates of foreign
ownership, resulting in loss of control over losadources; considerable foreign leakage of tourism
earnings; deficient integration with other domestionomic sectors; low multiplier effects due to
tourism enclaves; unequal spatial distribution eff@lopment opportunities; fluctuating earnings
due to seasonality and external factors (e.g.,ajlebonomic recessions); environmental damage
with loss of nonrenewable resources; growing atieneamong the local population; conflicts over
access to scarce resources; increasing crime ratescrowding; overloaded infrastructures;
increasing prices of goods, services, and proparty; loss of cultural identity (Brohman, 1996).

Tourism governance, environmental and biodiversiigservation, assessment of tourism impacts,



value chain analysis, and intersectoral linkages some of the areas of major concern in
developing countries (Spenceley & Meyer, 2012).

As shown by Shaalan (2005), the degradation ofusignd pristine environments in many
developing countries has resulted in depriving ¢hakestinations of their high competitive
advantage. In response to increasing tourist coscéor unsustainable tourism development
(Sigala, 2008), some tour operators have startedet@lop sustainable initiatives (Goffi et al.,
2018). They recognize that even if tourists seldi@mand “green products” explicitly, they tend to
not return to unsustainable destinations (MilleQ0P). Tourists are becoming increasingly
sophisticated in their selection of tourism dedtorg and a major factor that has been gaining
importance in their preference is the environmeqtadlity of the destinations (Yaw, 2005). The
shift to a more sustainable tourism model has beparted not only in the case of coastal tourism
in developed countries (Fortuny et al., 2008) Wsb @ developing economies such as Indonesia
(Law et al. 2016) and the Caribbean region (Yavd530

Policies for managing and promoting sustainableigou could have a major impact on the
competitiveness of these destinations. EkanayalleLang (2012) claimed that tourism can be a
driver of growth in developing countries. Pulidorfi@ndez et al. (2014) concluded that, in general,
tourism development does not lead to the econorpiaresion of a developing country even though
the intensity of this relationship differs acrossuwtries affected by various circumstances. This
argument is in accordance with the views of Dwyteale (2004) and Rosentraub and Joo (2009)
that under appropriate conditions, tourism growtn dnfluence socioeconomic development.
Political stability, supportive institutions, anéakntralized structures are key issues to impleent
sustainable tourism planning approach in developmgtries (Tosun & Timothy, 2001). Only by
addressing these issues can tourism contributéiyedgito the quality of life of people in these
areas. Lee (2001) claimed that cleaner producteonle viewed as the constant improvement of
products and services to reduce the use of natesaurces and minimize the risk to the human
population and the environment. As a general amgprdsmsed on the principle of “prevention,”
cleaner production has strong social and economptigations because most of the environmental
effects also have social and economic impacts.

Butowski (2017) posited a hypothesis that he tegteflve Polish destinations, that is, the
sustainability of a tourism destination constituties synthetic measure of its tourism development.
Pulido—-Fernandez et al. (2015) emphasized the iampoe of demonstrating how sustainable
tourism can improve economic yield, increase wealuce environmental risk, and generate
prosperity. All these concepts are closely relatethe destination competitiveness concept. Hence,
the key issue is to demonstrate that sustainability enhance destination competitiveness in
developing countries, thorough testing the Hyp. “Competitiveness is illusory without
sustainability; to be competitive, a destinatiotwarism development must be sustainable, not just
economically and ecologically, but socially, cudtlly, and politically as well” (Ritchie and Crouch,
2000, p. 5).



2.3 Mode description

The present model extends and adapts that of Galtand Goffi (2016) to a different context
because no universal set of competitiveness irafis@an be applied to all destinations at all times
(Gomezelj and Mihadi, 2008). First Brazil, as opposed to ltaly, is aedeping country. Second,
Italy is the fifth most visited destination world¥e by international travelers with more than 52
million arrivals, compared with the 6 million of &zil. Third, the size of the destinations and the
local contests of Rio de Janeiro and Salvador deaBare extremely different compared with those
of small Italian municipalities. In this model, tliellowing eight macro-attributes comprised 62
attributes:

) main attractors,

(i) tourism services,

(iii) general infrastructure,

(iv) supporting factors,

(V) general conditions,

(vi) tourism policy and planning,
(vii)  destination management, and
(viiiy  demand factors.

The macro-attributes, namely, the “main attract@st “tourism services” transfer the value
directly to the tourist, whereas the other mactokattes support or condition their performances.
This concept is based on the “value fan” configoraby Flagestad and Hope (2001), taking the
“value chain” model of Porter (1980) as a reference

“Main attractors” and “tourism services” are thental motivators for visiting a tourism
destination. They transfer the value directly tarists and, furthermore, six macro-attributes
support their performances. Behind them, theredsrmaplex system of prerequisites for destination
competitiveness such as “tourism policy and plagihihat encompasses strategies for the long-
term development, “destination management” that ages its components in the short term,
“supporting factors” that can restrain or amplifstination competitiveness, and “general
infrastructures” that provide the foundations updnich a competitive tourism destination can be
built.

The macro-attributes “main attractors,” “tourism lipp and planning,” “destination
management,” and “supporting factors” are derivemnfthe Ritchie and Crouch (2000) model.
Different from the Richie and Crouch model, the maattributes “tourism services” and “general
infrastructures” are considered separate factorinan with the work of Gunn and Var (2002).
Moreover, the present model explicitly recogniZes tdemand factors” as an important macro-
attribute, as in the study by Dwyer and Kim (2008).new determinant has been introduced,
namely, “general conditions,” which are forceshe twider environment that can define the limit or

influence the potential of destination competitiess, including banking and financial system,

? For a detailed explanation of each macro-attribseee, Goffi (2013) and Goffi & Cucculelli (2014).
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overall economic condition, entrepreneurship, ergea rate, political stability, safety,
environmental quality, overall cleanliness of tlestihation, cleanliness of government, and modern
and transparent public administration.

After establishing the eight macro-attributes, thedel identifies a set of attributes for each of
them, following the Dwyer and Kim (2003) approachble A.1 in the Appendix reports the entire
list of 62 attributes. These attributes are ustfdnalyze TDC in a developing country. Compared
with the Cucculelli and Goffi (2016) model, 9 out&®? attributes are new. The original attributes
are shown in the regular typeface in Table A.ZhmAppendix (which reports the attributes in each
factor after the PCA); new attributes appeatahcs.

The dependent variables of the model are 10 inalisatoncerning the tourism outcomes. The
proposed model aims to determine the role of that@#utes in explaining the 10 indicators of
TDC. A further difference with the Cucculelli andof@ (2016) model is in the selection of the
dependent variables, which has been adapted twotitext of a developing country such as Brazil.
Muller (1994) claimed that a competitive destinatimust pursue four main aims, namely,
maximize visitor satisfaction, improve the subjeetivell-being of the local residents, preserve the
local environment, and optimize sociocultural imgad-or this reason, Cucculelli and Goffi (2016)
measured TDC using four indicators, three of whigdre unchanged in this model (I11-12-I13),
whereas the fourth indicator (formerly 1.4 “touridmas resulted in positive economic impacts”) is
crucial in developing countries and is “explodeutbithe following seven new indicators (1.4-1.10)
that are useful to measure the economic impaatwfam in a developing country such as Brazil:

I.1 tourists are satisfied with their holiday expace,

.2 tourism has resulted in positive environmentgacts,

.3 tourism has resulted in positive social impacts

1.4 tourism has increased local well-being,

1.5 tourism has improved poorest standards ofdjyvin

1.6 tourism has created formal employment oppoties)i

1.7 tourism has fostered local economic growth,

1.8 tourism has benefitted local businesses,

1.9 tourism has attracted investments, and

1.10 tourism has improved local services.

Measuring TDC in developing countries should deidhwspects that have been overlooked in
the previous research. Buhalis (2000) and Hass@A0j2highlighted the relationship between
competitiveness and economic prosperity and thigatglof an experience that is more satisfying
than those in other similar destinations. Hopwobdile (2005) underscored the importance of
focusing on sustainable livelihoods and well-bei@gouch and Ritchie (1999) claimed that TDC
concerns the capability of destinations to providdigh standard of living for residents of the
destination.” Many authors agreed that a competitigstination is one that increases the well-being
of its residents in the long term (Crouch, Ritcti®99; Bahar, Kozak, 2007; Dwyer, Kim, 2003;
Heath, 2003).



Therefore, the seven new indicators of TDC conssdeioeconomic aspects, at the local level,
as the “local economic growth” (1.7), “local welelmg” (1.4) as a priority, and “standards of living
of the poorest” (1.5) that are supposed to berfedin tourism growth. The positive economic
impacts are also expressed by the growth of thepl@yment opportunities” (1.6), development of
“local businesses” (1.8), and improvement of “losalvices” (1.10). To improve local services and

infrastructures, “attracting investments” (1.9)ngportant.

FigurelHere

Figure 1 displays the model in the form of a suhe TLO dependent variables of the model,
which are the tourism outcomes, are determinechbyfusion” of the 62 attributes (comprised by
the 8 aforementioned macro-attributes). Not all attebutes have the same role. The core of our
model is sustainability, which is not confined toeoparticular macro-attribute. In all macro-
attributes, some are directly connected with thetasmability concept; they appear it@lics in
Table A.1 in the Appendix. The model aims to tesich attributes have a critical role and, in
particular, if the attributes of sustainability leaa crucial role, that is, if a positive relatiopsh
exists between the attributes of sustainability &b (as discussed in the preceding paragraphs;
thus, Hypothesis 1).

The majority of the attributes comprised by the roaattributes “tourism policy and planning”
and “destination management” are directly refet@dhe sustainability concept as “the public

sector commitment to tourism education,” “to mirdmithe negative social and environmental

impacts,” and “to maximize the economic impact'tafrism, “the integrated approach to tourism

planning,” “the stewardship of the natural envirem” “the tourism impact monitoring,” and “the
promotion of local partnership.” Ritchie and Crou@003) claimed that these elements are all
closely related to the sustainability concept, Eimio the attributes “environmental quality” and
“overall cleanliness of the destination” in the mmattribute “general conditions,” for
“environmental friendliness of accommodations” ime t“tourism services,” and for “natural
resources” and “green areas” in the “main attrastib The attributes “tourists’ respect for local
traditions and values” and “tourists’ environmerdalareness” in the “demand factor” involve the
tourists’ responsibility concept, whereas “locapgly of goods,” “presence of local businesses,”
“management capabilities of local tourism firmsytdlevel of professional skills in tourism” in the
“supporting factors” are concerned with the socomexnic pillar of tourism sustainability. “General
infrastructures” also encompass some sustainabdiited attributes as “environmental friendliness
of local infrastructures,” “sanitation, sewage, asmlid waste disposal,” and “accessibility of

facilities by disabled persons.”
3. Case study
Brazil is a developing country that is experienciatgvant economic and social changes and is

heavily focused on tourism. The country has hosted 2014 FIFA World Cup and the 2016
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Olympic Games, thereby placing its tourism indugtryhe world spotlight. Brazil is also the most
visited country in South America; the number otmnfational tourists increased from 5.161 million
in 2010 to 6.306 million in 2016. The Inter-AmenicBevelopment Bank (IDB), in its program for
supporting the Brazilian tourism system, stated the level of tourism development in Brazil is
inconsistent with its potential, that is, the coytst tourism supply remains small and concentrated
along its coastline (IDB, 2009).

The World Travel and Tourism Council confirms tHaitazil has tremendous unexpressed
potential in tourism given that the country rankghsworldwide in terms of the direct contribution
of its tourism to employment; however, in relatteems, Brazil ranks 120th (WTTC, 2017). The
country receives almost the same number of intemmat tourists as the Dominican Republic, a
country that is 174 times smaller. Therefore, ®uristill has enormous growth potential and can
become an actual economic engine and a major sof@iiceome and employment, especially for
the less-developed areas of Brazil.

Puppim de Oliveira (2005, p. 32) stated that “potiakers in Brazil were tardy in perceiving the
potential of the tourism industry.” Santana (2000429) claimed that “the legacy of many decades
of inappropriate policies has placed the natioarirunfavorable position for competing regionally
and internationally in the tourism market.” Bratdtes socioeconomic problems; thus, despite its
enormous and unrealized potential, tourism has betaside to focus attention on pressing issues.
Dredge and Lohmann (2012) widely documented a néwctibn in the new millennium.
Nevertheless, similar to other developing countriearism in Brazil is threatened by the current
negative economic outlook and endemic problem®ofiption.

Tourism has played a major role in Brazil since ¢és&ablishment of its Ministry of Tourism in
2003 and the launch of the first “National Tourifian 2003—-2007". Meanwhile, Embratur, the
National Institute of Tourism of Brazil, launched international tourism marketing plan entitled
“Plano Aquarela 2007-2010,” which was followed la¢ tend of 2009 by the “Plano Aquarela
2020.”

Tourism in developing countries is often appliedstoall communities, regions, or developing
island states that are usually marked by a lowl levdomestic demand and a high dependence on
international travelers and managed by few muliomal companies, resulting in high tourism
leakages. This case is not applicable to BrazimBstic travel spending generated 93.5% of the
direct travel and tourism GDP in 2016 (WTTC, 204and is the primary engine of the Brazilian
tourism system. However, the country still showexploited potential in domestic tourism.
Haddad et al. (2013) demonstrated that domestiéstaucan be an important channel to ensure
highly efficient allocation of resources and redilcequality among Brazilian regions and areas
within regions. Over the last two decades, a majgrulse to domestic tourism comes from the
expanding middle class. Domestic tourists are hsuabre accustomed to food, accommodation,
and general comfort level than international taarihereby increasing the income opportunities for

local businesses (Shah and Gupta, 2000).
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A new model of cleaner tourism of a giant develgpiountry, such as Brazil, can significantly
affect the economy and livelihood of millions ofgpde. In 1992, the federal government launched
Prodetur-Ne/l (with a total estimated cost of US® @nillion, followed by Prodetur-Ne/ll) to foster
tourism in the Northeast, one of the poorest andtnattractive regions in Brazil. Prodetur
stimulated new investments, created employment ryppities, and contributed to the regional
economic development. Nevertheless, IDB, whichricesl the project, recognized the lack of
integration of sustainability principles into theutism planning and management processes, the
insufficient involvement of stakeholders, and theaWw environmental and social impact assessment,
as follows: “tourism growth produced environmergadblems such as uncontrolled settlement of
people searching for jobs, private building in eonmentally sensitive areas, encroachment on
rainforests and mangroves, impacts on coastal exefother coastal ecosystems, and insufficient
collection and disposal of solid waste in urbaraat€Redwood, 2014, p. 116). Pegas et al. (2015,
p. 762) stated that “the economic and sociocultatatomes, especially for poor northerners, are
disappointing, and the involvement of a powerfutl amell-resourced domestic entity, such as
Prodetur, should entail added responsibilities @ntdomes that transcend such basic improvements
in residents’ quality of life.”

One of the greatest threats to tourism developnmeBrazil is environmental sustainability. In
Rio de Janeiro, the main problems are encounteredsilanabara Bay, which is “highly
contaminated by substances derived from domestit industrial effluents as well as from
agricultural runoff” (Carreira et al., 2004, p. 38TGuanabara Bay is one of the world’s most
densely populated urban areas, with almost nindiomilpeople living around the bay and in
shantytowns favelas), which are disconnected to sewage treatment flambreover, many
industries surrounding the bay, including refineriend oil and gas terminals. The magazine
National Geographic raised this issue during thenBar Olympics in Rio 206 A remarkable
contrast exists between official statistics andveys of private/non-governmental organizations.
The last official statistics indicate that 10 ofi83 beaches in Rio de Janéiemd seven out of 38 in
Salvador de Bahtaare inappropriate for bathing. A private/non-goweental survey on 1,217
Brazilian urban beaches indicated that the sitnasavorse than the previous findings, with almost
70% of the beaches polluted and inappropriate diing'.

In Brazil, a sharp contrast exists between largeelhchains, developers, and other economic
interests and, on the other hand, residents, na@mgment organizations, and local associations,
especially in the Northeast with regard to the Btadprogram. The first party pressured the local
governments to provide massive investments in laegert complexes and related infrastructures,

whereas the second party claimed that this typdoafism development could degrade the

3 https://news.nationalgeographic.com/2016/08/whato-s-bay-/.

4 According to the last bulletin dated March 12, 2@f the Inea, the local State Environmental lngtit
http://www.inea.rj.gov.br/cs/groups/public/docun&dbcument/zwff/mda5s/~edisp/inea_009193.pdf.

5 According to the last bulletin dated March 9, 2@f8he Inema, the local State Environmental Instit
http://www.inema.ba.gov.br/wp-content/uploads/20B8Boletim-N10-Balneabilidade-para-Salvador-emiticio-e
09_03_2018.pdf.

8 http://www1.folha.uol.com.br/cotidiano/2017/12/BB85-pais-tem-70-das-praias-improprias-para-bamhaeas-
urbanas.shtml.
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environment and cause socioeconomic problems (Ruplg Oliveira, 2005). In many Brazilian
destinations, environmentally protected areas wereated as alternative mechanisms for
environmental protection, receiving economic supfrmm development and financial institutions
(Souza, 2018).

Many economic and social problems connected togwudevelopment exist in Brazil, including
wage inequalities and unfavorable conditions betwésurism and other sectors, with low
investments in hospitality education and commumitgpowerment (Silva & Freire Guimaraes,
2017). Tourism development, especially in the Neait, “posed a serious threat to the lives of
coastal fishermen. In most of the fishing villagds residents lacked property titles and were
threatened by reckless land grabs by unscrupuleaisors in collusion with the corrupted local
judiciary” (Ullan de la Rosa et al., 2017, p. 6)m#&jor social problem in Brazil is sexual tourism.
Bandyopadhyay and Nascimento (2010) claimed that ltmg-lasting “exotic” representation
presented by Embratur through images of semi-nakmten on the beach or samba dancing has
turned Brazil into a sexual playground with devastasocial effects in many destinations and poor
communities.

These arguments highlight the relevance of conisigdBrazil as an ideal case study to test the
role of sustainability on TDC in developing couasi Considering the geographical size and
heterogeneity of Brazil, this study focuses on ¢bantry’s two most important destinations for
leisure tourism, namely, Rio de Janeiro and Salvdddahia, which are the second and third most
visited cities by domestic leisure tourists (aff&o Paulo, where business tourism plays a major
role). Rio de Janeiro is also the most visited bityinternational tourists

We selected these two destinations because thegd#l the two largest regions in the country.
Rio de Janeiro is in the Southeast and Salvad®atiéa is in the Northeast. These two regions are
extremely different. The Southeast, which is poaaday 80 million people, is the richest region in
the country and accounts for approximately 60%hefriational GDP (Rio de Janeiro also has the
second largest GDP among all cities in the countriie Southeast also leads the country in terms
of population, urban population, population densrhicles, industries, universities, airportstpor
highways, hospitals, schools, houses, and many atleas. Meanwhile, the Northeast is populated
by 53 million people and is an impoverished regiere 58% of the population is living in
poverty or less than $2/day (Jeff, 2011). Moreoweth regard to sustainability outcomes, the
North, which shows similarities to the classic Thiorld coastal tourism development, and the
South, which reflects a predominantly “organic” \gtb trajectory similar to more developed
countries (Pegas, Weaver & Castley, 2015) exhiritain differences. Further differences exist in
the tourism marketing strategies. Bahiatursa, tike sourism agency, marketed Bahia as the “Land
of Happiness” Terra da Felicidade), whereas Rio de Janeiro was promoted worldwiddn@$The
Wonder City” Cidade Maravilhosa) for its samba music, carnival, beaches, and abhtonders
(Williams, 2014). Salvador de Bahia is also knoventlae site of blackness, the Afro—Brazilian

capital, and cultural distinctive uniqueness, wherRio de Janeiro is known for its racial mixture

" Source: http://setur.pa.gov.br.
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and multiculturalism (Sansone, 2003) and is thessita“city with a vocation for the beach”
(Barickman, 2014).

Rio de Janeiro, with an estimated population ob6xllion, is a cosmopolitan city named as the
second and third largest metropolitan area andoaggiation in Brazil and South America,
respectively. Salvador de Bahia is a historic tht is considered by many as the cultural capital
the country. Rio de Janeiro, which received 6.3ionildomestic and 2.5 million international
arrivals in 201% is a city of dramatic beauty, attributable tofdsest (Tijuca), lagoon (Rodrigo de
Freitas), rocky mountains with panoramic views (sas the Pico da Tijuca, which is 1,021 m high
or the Corcovado with the Christ the Redeemer atathich is 710 m high), and endless coast with
wonderful beaches (such as the famous Copacabah#panema). Its uniqueness worldwide is
derived from these wonders of nature, which aratkst in the heart of the city. Apart from its
pulsating nightlife, Rio de Janeiro is also knowndelebrating the largest carnival in the world.

With almost 3.5 million residents, Salvador de Baikithe third most populous Brazilian city. It
is a major point of convergence of European, Africand American Indian cultures in the 16th to
18th centuries and is named as the first histaijital of Brazil. The city is mainly known for the
“old town” of Pelourinho (named as a UNESCO Worldritage site in 1985 and largely restored
during the 1990s) and its marvelous, kilometer-lbegches. With its several monuments, Salvador
has been named as the colonial @ity excellence in the NortheaSt Apart from its carnivals and
beaches, Salvador is also famous for its cuisingiendance, and architecture. Salvador de Bahia

airport has recorded 3.8 million national and 186,hternational arrivals in 2015

4. Empirical analysis and methodology

A survey instrument was prepared from the list Bfatributes of TDC. Primary quantitative
data were collected through experts’ judgment, tviscthe most appropriate method for obtaining
the expected results considering the large numbguoism destination competitiveness attributes.
This method has not only been proven highly feasibut the judgment of experts is a valuable
source of information based on their experience exjpertise (Crouch, 2010). The survey was
conducted among tourism stakeholders and pracittobecause they can better assess attributes of
TDC given their skills, experience, and knowleddeissues associated with these supporting
factors (Enright & Newton, 2004; Omerzel Gomezelpghali¢, 2008).

The selected participants were tourism expertsuding incoming travel agents, tourist guides,
hotel managers, travel consultants, tourism profsssand researchers, and tourism public
managers. These people should have solid knowlefigeparticular destination. Various sources,
such as personal contacts, websites of public gourdbffices, and universities, provided the
researchers with an initial mailing list, and thansnowballing process was conducted. Many

websites related to tourism were checked to idethié most appropriate potential respondents.

8 Source: http://www.riocepetur.com.br.
® Source: http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/309.
19 Source: http://observatorio.turismo.ba.gov.br.
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The data were collected through a web survey, whéjuired the respondents to rate the
performance of their tourism destination on a fiaent Likert scale. Each competitiveness attribute
was rated against a reference group of destinati@eause asking the respondents to provide
absolute ratings for any destination on any givémnbate of competitiveness is meaningless
(Dwyer et al., 2003). This practice is performeddese a given location is competitive against
other destinations, not in a vacuum (Gomezelj & allth 2008). Consequently, the web survey
began by asking respondents to identify the mampegitive destinations (maximum of five). For
the 10 dependent variables measuring TDC, the nelgmt should indicate how much s/he agrees
or disagrees with each statement on a five-poiates¢l = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 =
neither disagree nor agree, 4 = agree, and 5 rgdyragree).

The questionnaire was pretested on five Braziliatelhmanagers, five tourism researchers, and
five tourism professionals. Some attributes wenep$ified and/or rewritten based on the results of
the pre-test. The final draft of the model was aoesl by a panel of academics and practitioners.
The online survey was distributed electronicallyl amas available in Portuguese. A total of 511
usable responses were received, of which 306 wemra Rio de Janeiro and 205 were from
Salvador de Bahia, including 151 tourism reseas;h&63 travel agency managers, 67 hotel

directors, 45 public tourism managers, and 69 dihwmism professionals (see Table 1).
TablelHere

A PCA with varimax rotation was performed to reddlce dimension and treat the correlation
among the 62 questionnaire attributes. The follgwiour items were excluded from the analysis
due to low factor loadings (< 0.4): “gastronomygttessibility of destination,” “value for money in
destination tourism experience,” and “regularitytaifrist flows.” The Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin (KMO
> 0.7) statistic and the Barlett's test of sphéyic{p < 0.001) provided support for the
appropriateness of the PCA. Moreover, the intecoabistency of the scale for each component is
confirmed by the Cronbach’s alpha (alpha < 0.6) mat@d for each component (Hair et al., 1995).

The uncorrelated component scores were subsequesdgl as independent variables in a
regression analysis to capture significant relaigos between the components and the TDC
indicators. In particular, the five-point measuremscale of the 10 TDC indicators was recoded
into three categories, namely, disagree (i.e.otsfly disagree” and “disagree”), neutral, and agree
(i.e., “agree” and “strongly agree”). To comply kithe categorical and ordered nature of the

measurement scale, a set of ordered logistic reigreswas specified as follows:

y*i,t =at ZK B.Component(GEN); +zsﬁscomponent(ajsr)is,t—l té&,

where y is a continuous latent variable related to the TD@icator as perceived by the
respondents at the time of the survey dt)s the constant term, afil andps are the coefficients

associated with thek-th generic andsth sustainability-related components, respectively,
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representing the perception of the respondentsrtbwee competitive attributes in the previous
three years (t-1). In an ordered logistic moded, thlation between the continuous latent variable
(y*) and the three observed ordered measuremeantsely, y = O (disagree), y = 1 (neutral), and y

= 2 (agree), is defined as follows:

y=0ify* <0,
y=1if 0 <y "<y,
y=2ify">up,

where the unknown threshold parametes estimated in the model. The error terms assumed to

follow a standard logistic distribution, and thedabis estimated through the maximum likelihood.

5. Reaults

The PCA produced 11 components that explained 654%e total variance (see Table 2).

Table2 Here

The list of items included in each component isoregdl in Table Al in the Appendix and
displays a coherent structure of the interrelatemm®ng the attributes. For brevity, the PCA results
are not discussed in detail in this paper.

As can be deduced from the list of attributes idelli in each component four components

among the 11, namely, “sustainable tourism poliny management,” “sustainable infrastructures,”
“sustainable local environment,” and “tourist resgibility,” directly referring to the concept of
sustainability. Table 3 reports the estimated testdr the relationship between the 10 TDC

measures and the components of destination colmpatiss, resulting from the PCA.

Table3Here

To assess the explanatory contribution of the sadtdity-related components, two regressions
were sequentially estimated, one with only the gen&EN) components and the other with the
generic and sustainability-relateGEN, SUST) components, were sequentially estimated. The
model fits were compared using the likelihood ratigLR) test, defined as
2x[loglikelihood (GEN,SUST ) - loglikelihood (GEN )]. The test statistic follows a Chi-square

distribution with degrees of freedom equal to tifeetence in the number of parameters between
the two models. As reported in the bottom part abl€ 3, the 0.001 critical value for a Chi-square
with four degrees of freedom is 18.47.

The introduction of the sustainability-related caments into the model leads to a considerable

and statistical (p < 0.001) improvement of the nhdiddor each of the 10 TDC indicators. In fact,
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the four components directly referring to sustailitgbhave a positive role in almost all TDC
indicators, whereas the results for the componaaitselated to sustainability are mixed and in line
with ex-ante expectation.

The first PCA component, “sustainable tourism pohad management,” has the highest impact
on the model regardless of the dependent variamiethe destination. This component is also
positively significant in all dependent variableBhis result shows that tourism policy and
management is crucial in improving TDC. In thesstidations, the efforts to “reform” the tourism
sector toward a cleaner direction is expecteddd te a highly competitive tourism system.

The other components directly related to sustaliyabalso play a positive role, thereby
corroborating these results. The second compofmrdtainable infrastructures,” is also positively
significant in all dependent variables of both thegtons, thereby indicating that integrating acfet
sustainability criteria into infrastructure plangincan enhance TDC. Thus, analyzing the
environmental impact of infrastructures can alldWpeojects to be planned and managed through a
sustainable approach while contributing to the cstitipeness of the destination.

The component “sustainable local environment” giiicant in all TDC indicators. This result
was expected considering that Brazil ranks firstldwide for natural attractions according to the
WEF Index. The quality of its natural resourcewital for the entire tourism system and has a
fundamental effect on TDC.

The component “tourists’ responsibility” is alsogmificant for the majority of the TDC
measures, thereby confirming that TDC requires @prapriate management of tourism demand.
Kastenholz (2004) suggested that sustainable toucennot be achieved without an appropriate
management of tourism demand. Specifically, imprgvihe local sociocultural awareness of
tourists and enhancing their environmental behaarerimportant issues that can positively affect
the competitiveness of destinations. In summamgsélresults suggest that to increase TDC, tourism
planning and destination management have to beistens with the concepts underlying

sustainable tourism.

6. Conclusions and Recommendations

This study provides empirical evidence that sustaility plays a key role in fostering TDC in a
developing country such as Brazil, thereby corrabog the research hypothesis. The empirical
findings show that sustainable tourism is not cedgential for preserving the ecosystem and the
sociocultural foundation of a developing destimatlmut also for improving its competitiveness.
This study is the first to demonstrate that sustaility influences TDC in an emerging economy.
Ultimately, this studycontributes to the current literature by propossnigtainability as a priority
for the competitiveness of destinations in deveigpiountries, more specifically in Brazil. Thus,

tourism policy makers and destination managersldho®l encouraged to adopt new planning and
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management models that prioritize tourists’ neaubthe satisfaction of economic, environmental,
and social needs at the local level.

We have compiled a list of recommendations (seeleTdp based on the results to help
destinations in developing countries, such as Baazdestinations, to move toward a sustainable
tourism development. Each of the recommended pdeises from the attributes that are included
in the four sustainable components. The first sga@nts come from the attributes included in the
first component, “sustainable tourism policy anchagement,” which has the highest impact on the
model. The last three points are derived from therthree sustainable components, “sustainable
infrastructures,” “sustainable local environmerarid “tourists’ responsibility,” which also play a

positive and significant role in explaining TDC.

Table4Here

1 The successful implementation of a sustainablésiwumodel in developing countries ultimately
depends on committed public and private leaderabipe national, provincial, and local levels
(Law et al., 2016). A more sustainable model caradi@eved in emerging economies through
appropriate infrastructure design, demand managgemeonning, and monitoring of
environmental and socioeconomic impact, merging ghaciples of sustainability with the
tourism and economic growth objectives. The keydss fostering tourism governance through
a network of national, regional and municipal teari departments. The level of tourism
development in Brazil is inconsistent with its putal due to the weakness of its public tourism
governance (Redwood, 2014). After 2003, the Braizifederal government moved to generally
decentralize its operations and develop tourisna inierarchical model within the following
levels: Ministry of Tourism, state, regional, andimitipal level. Valente et al. (2015) showed
that the focus in Brazil, as well as in other depelg countries, should be not only to establish
good leadership but also to provide closer attertibiandividual and organizational aspects such
as participation, legitimacy, transparency, anciefficy.

2 The direct involvement of the main local stakehadds essential in identifying key values and
sensitivities, thereby contributing to sustainaddeelopment of tourism in developing countries.
Sharing the policy framework, encouraging partitgrg promoting awareness, and illustrating
the role of tourism are important instruments foilding a joint vision of tourism development
that can greatly benefit TDC in developing coumstrias shown by the empirical analysis.
However, implementing the participatory tourism elepment approach requires a total change
of perspectives. A sustainable tourism model shaudtl only attract the involvement of
stakeholders (Hatipoglu et al., 2016), but alschange the attitudes and traditions of different
stakeholders within the tourism industry (Kerné€lQ2). The trajectory of a territorial and shared
approach for the national tourism policy began iaZd with the launch of the National Program

for Tourism Municipalization in 1994, followed biid Program of Regionalization of Tourism
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“Roteiros do Brasil” in 2004 based on the NatioRkn of Tourism 2003-2007. De Araujo and
Bramwell (1999) observed the limited involvementtloé private sector, environmental groups,
and NGOs in Brazilian tourism planning. Evidentiytther efforts should be dedicated to the
development of new methods that can encourage elewant stakeholders to participate in
tourism planning decisions.

“Tourism impact management and monitoring” is thieitaute with the highest loading in the
first component, thereby testifying that the comagon of natural and social habitats, stability
of the ecosystem, and boosting of the local ecooomipacts are key issues to address.
Managing the impacts of tourism on the environmand society is crucial, especially in
developing countries where tourism development ssially fast and uncontrolled. The
monitoring of tourism has to provide essential infation about the past, present, and future of
a destination.

High-quality personnel is one of the most importiattor that can reflects the competitiveness
of tourism products in developing countries. Inirgsin education in hospitality can contribute
to the development of destination’s competitive aadage. One of the main threats to the
tourism competitiveness in developing countriea i®urism model based on cheap labor, low
guality-low prices. The integration of the poorestnmunities into the tourism industry and the
provision of formal jobs can be realized only tlgbuthe process of capacity building, and
developing human and social capital. The tourisowtjn in Brazil has led to the proliferation of
low-paid, low-skilled, informal, and seasonal jobwainly street vending (Silva & Freire
Guimaraes, 2017). Meanwhile, national tourism pedidiave created the conditions to generate
a supply of low-cost labor for tourism. The qualdl services, which largely depends on the
employees, can be compromised. Therefore, pubtiqpainate entities need to invest in tourism
and hospitality education programs to create deskiorkforce.

Tourism development in developing countries neadsnéegrated approach recognizing that
resources, facilities, and infrastructures areriptated with the social, cultural, and natural
environment. The empirical evidence suggests teirttegration of sustainable tourism into the
overall development is fundamental. Tourism in depi@g countries often lacks “interaction”
with the other sectors of the local economy, suchgriculture, thereby resulting in high tourism
leakages. Brazil frequently shows a spatial dudlégween the most in-demand coastal location
and plantation-based economy in the mainland. WMp@dvement of the link between tourism
and rural development can boost tourism industrgmdification, sustainable development, and
eventually TDC.

Tourism industry should generate income for loaahmunities to be legitimate and useful.
Tourism can have an important multiplier effectdaveloping countries. Financial support
should be provided to local businesses in thesasaihey need to prioritize the link between
tourism development and poverty reduction. The e evidence shows that only by
establishing housing, transportation, healthcanepleyment and wage standards, and work-

related and social protections for tourism work#rat developing countries can develop a
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sustainable tourism model that fosters TDC. Poanmanities have to be empowered and
encouraged to participate in the tourism industig aegotiate with the private sector. Low-
income households could benefit from alternativeengie distribution as tourism is among the
most important sources of government revenue (@n&eFernandez, 2015). Blake et al. (2008)
showed that tourism benefits the lowest incomei@estof the Brazilian population and has the
potential to reduce income inequality. Howeverpaisited out by the authors, the lowest income
households are not the main beneficiaries of touriSn alternative revenue distribution by the
government can double the benefits of tourismHergoorest households and provide them with
approximately one-third of all the benefits fronstlector.

The arrival of outsiders in a particular area irvaleping countries may “disturb” the local
culture, changing local lifestyles, with the consegce of loss of native customs and traditions.
Hence, the authenticity of local cultural tradioshould be preserved in these areas. Negative
social impacts as gender inequalities, sexual éafion, and loss of identity have to be
addressed in emerging economies. Brazil's fedemlséate governments have exerted efforts in
funding and promoting cultural programs (e.g., @amausic, ceremonies, art, and handicraft)
and in networking local communities that have bpesviously operating independently from
one another. These activities should be furtherléempnted. Nevertheless, the sociocultural
outcomes of tourism development in Brazil have kdisappointing. The arrival of migrant and
seasonal workers has been followed by illegal esathts and squatter aredsvélas),
prostitution, illegal drug trade, and violence (Beegt al., 2015).

Empirical evidence suggests that investments magtifuctures for medical care, transport, basic
sanitation services (e.g., water supply, sewerdgenage, and solid waste management), and
other environmentally friendly infrastructures dwedamental in enhancing TDC in developing
countries. Transport also plays a major role amaviges one of the greatest challenges to
sustainable development given the continental ptapoof the country and the large distances
that separate major cities and destinations. Invests in infrastructure and environmental
protection are often in conflict, especially in d®ping countries. In Brazil, the Prodetur
program showed an early effort in achieving thislgdut it needs to be integrated with
sustainability principles. Puppim de Oliveira (2Dp@Baimed that several strategies need to be
implemented to achieve a cleaner model of tourismetbpment in Brazil, including investing in
environmental projects, implementing developmenttiad, introducing land use planning and
development permits, enforcing environmental zopiimgjting the number of lodging units and
types, assessing environmental impact, and edtaigignvironmental agencies.

The regression analysis reveals that “sustaingbdit local environment” is an important
determinant of TDC. The composition of this companécluding the hospitality of residents,
reveals that the consideration of the local envirent should encompass the human
environment. Protecting local communities and theural environment must go hand in hand
because of the interdependence of the human anchhahvironment. Locals are a fundamental

part of the tourism product, that is, if they gdiom tourism, then they will contribute by
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offering an authentic and memorable experience. éviodtourists tend to escape from
standardization and are willing to pay a premiumhigh-quality and authentic experiences. As
natural resources are the top attraction in Brézd,measures to protect them must be placed at
the top of the government agenda due to the sesausonmental problems. Apart from the
establishment of protected areas, which broughglevant indirect economic impact to other
businesses and local communities (Souza, 2018)er o#mvironmental tools should be
implemented (especially to address, among othbesptoblem of water pollution), but local
institutions often lack adequate management cap@eitppim de Oliveira, 2005).

10 Travelers need to be educated to understand tleatpdteffects of their actions given that they
are the final actors in making sustainable tourgsneality (Budeanu, 2005). The main problem
in many developing countries is the tourism repneg®n and destination image. Marketing
strategies should be aimed to attract responsioigsts. In Brazil, since the Seventies, and for
almost four decades, “Embratur invested large ansoofihmoney in promoting the nudity of the
carnival to attract international tourists” (Banggolhyay & Nascimento, 2010, p. 939). As a
result, it has attracted a type of tourist thaaisfrom being responsible and became one of the
top sex tourism destinations in the world. Theaitin changed in the last 15 years as pictures
of nearly naked women have been abandoned, andothestic “Cores do Brasil” (Colors of
Brazil) and the international “Plano Aquarela” (Wfaolor Plan) marketing campaigns were
launched to promote not only the country’s carrsivahd beaches but also its ecotourism
attractions, culture, business, events, and sgatensive efforts should be exerted to change the

destination image already ingrained in the mindsiafy international tourists.
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TABLES

Table 1. Sample descriptive statistics

Count Frequency

Occupatioff’
Tourism researcher 151 29.5%
Travel agency manager 163 31.9%
Hotel director 67 10.4%
Public tourism manager 45 8.8%
Other tourism professional 69 13.5%
Sector®
Public 113 22.1%
Private 302 72.8%
Age (©
20-30 105 20.5%
31-40 141 27.6%
41-50 120 23.5%
51-60 91 17.8%
Over 60 46 9.0%
Gender®
Male 213 41.7%
Female 284 55.6%

Note:® 16 missing case&’ 26 missing case$’ 8 missing
cases'¥ 14 missing cases.



Table 2. Principal component analysis results

Variance

Eigenvalue explained Alpha

Sustainable Tourism Policy and Management (SUST) 20.21 17.67% 0.95
Sustainable Infrastructures (SUS 3.50 9.91% 0.91

Local Tourism Businesses (GEN) 2.65 5.66% 0.86
Activities and Entertainment (GEN) 2.15 5.42% 0.83
Tourist Accommodations and Services (GEN) 1.94 4.87% 0.80
Economic Framework (GEN) 1.56 4.18% 0.65
Sustainable Local Environment (SUST) 1.37 3.97% 0.63

Tourists Responsibility (SUST) 1.27 3.82% 0.82

Destination Marketing (GEN) 1.17 3.51% 0.80
Historical and Artistic Resources (GEN) 1.11 3.44% 0.79
Clean Administrative Syste(GEN) 1.01 2.98% 0.83

KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy (0.952); BarieTiest of Sphericityy{ = 18246, p.<0.001)



Table 3. Model results

Tour.sat. Env.imp. Soc.imp. Well-being Paoor.liv.
Coeff. (Std.err.)  Coeff. (Std.err.)  Coeff. (Std.prr Coeff. (Std.err.)  Coeff. (Std.err.)
Constant 2.8 (0.189) 0.05 (0.104) 1.212 (0.115)  0.399 (0.1} 0.025 (0.099)
Generic components
Local Tourism Businesses 0.274 (011) 0.324 (0.096)  0.262 (0.093)  0.11 (0.091) 0.053 (0.092)
Activities and Entertainment 0.512 (0.104) 0.466 (0.098)  0.504 (0.093)  0.446 (0.092)  0.519 (0.097)
Tourist Accommodations and Services 0.215 (0.105) 0.037 (0.095) -0.09 (0.09) 0.174 (0.087) 0.062 (0.092)
Economic Framework 0.523 (0.11) -0.208 (0.095)  0.238 (0.09) 0.138 (0.089) 0.044 (0.093)
Destination Marketing 0.654 (0.115) 0.103 (0.095) 0.252 (0.089)  0.143 (0.09) 0.109 (0.093)
Historical and Artistic Resources -0.191 (0.107) 0.023 (0.097) -0.088 (0.092) -0.14 (0.091) -0.21094)
Clean Administrative System 0.558 (0.131) 0.261 (0.089)  0.111 (0.09) 0.221 (0.086) 0.081 (0.089)
Sustainable components

Sustainable Tourism Policy and . . o « «
Management y 0.486 (0.124)  0.916 (0.102)  0.832 (0.1) 0.669 (0.094)  0.683 (0.096)
Sustainable Infrastructures 0.775 (0.126) 0.638 (0.095)  0.397 (0.094)  0.564 (0.09) 0.42 (0.091)
Sustainable Local Environment 0.738 (0.109) 0.347 (0.099)  0.347 (0.089)  0.436 (0.094)  0.495 (0.098y
Tourists Responsibility 0.476 (0.115) 0.482 (0.099]  0.321(0.092]  0.162 (0.09) 0.238 (0.094)
i (threshold parameter) 1.67 (0.159)  1.89 (0.139Y 1.48 (0.116) 1.589 (0.117Y  1.01 (0.094Y
McFadden Pseudo R-squared 0.24 0.19 0.15 0.14 0.13
Log-likelihood (full) -324.95 -429.75 -460.70 -400. -456.58
Log-likelihood (restricted) -384.34 -512.16 -519.30 -534.28 -509.26
Chi-square (p<0.001; 4) = 18.47 118.78 164.82 n7z.2 114.56 105.36

Note: tourists satisfaction (tour.sat.); positivevieonmental impacts (env.imp.); positive sociapauots (soc.imp.); increased well-being (well-
being); poorest living standards (poor.liv.).= prob. < 1%; = prob. < 5%:; = prob. < 10%.



Table 3. Model results (con't)

Empl.opp. Ec.grow. Loc.bus. Invest. Infra.Serv.

Coeff. (Std.err.))  Coeff. (Std.err.)  Coeff. (Std.err Coeff. (Std.err.)  Coeff. (Std.err.)

Constant 0.166 (0.099) 2.309 (0.161)  0.85(0.103) 2.487 (0.165)  -0.102 (0.105)
Generic components

Local Tourism Businesses 0.147 (0.093) 0.226 (0.103 0.158 (0.089)  0.206 (0.101)  -0.063 (0.096)
Activities and Entertainment 0.457 (0.094) 0.444 (0.1} 0.208 (0.087)  0.373(0.097)  0.465 (0.101y
Tourist Accommodations and Services 0.276 (0.093) 0.085 (0.099) 0.108 (0.085) -0.065 (0.098) 0.05696)
Economic Framework 0.167 (0.09)  0.635(0.106)  0.315(0.088)  0.536 (0.101)  0.097 (0.097)
Destination Marketing 0.148 (0.093) 0.487 (0.105) 0.221(0.087)  0.486 (0.103)  0.302 (0.1)
Historical and Artistic Resources -0.233 (0.093) -0.194 (0.104)  -0.073 (0.088) -0.199 (0.099) -0.168 (0.097)
Clean Administrative System 0.197 (0.089) 0.372(0.109)  0.276 (0.089)  0.26 (0.104) 0.299 (0.093)

Sustainable components

Sustainable Tourism Policy and 0.676 (0.095)  0.757 (0.1167  0.671 (0.094f  0.631 (0.109f  0.881 (0.105§

Management

Sustainable Infrastructures 0.486 (0.093) 0.42 (0.114Y 0.339 (0.089)  0.406 (0.11) 0.874 (0.105y
Sustainable Local Environment 0.294 (0.093) 0.7 (0.104)" 0.235 (0.087)  0.381(0.094]  0.465 (0.104)
Tourists Responsibility 0.251 (0.092) -0.056 (0.102) 0.194 (0.086) -0.005 (0.097) 0.286 (0.099)
W (threshold parameter) 1.287 (0.106) 1.39 (0.135) 1.367 (0.104)  1.666 (0.147)  1.322(0.116)
McFadden Pseudo R-squared 0.13 0.21 0.10 0.16 0.20
Log-likelihood (full) -466.52 -352.80 -497.56 -313. -418.85
Log-likelihood (restricted) -515.42 -405.10 -538.09 -404.92 -506.71
Chi-square (p<0.001; 4) = 18.47 97.80 104.60 81.06 65.48 175.72

Note: employment opportunities (empl.opp.); ecormgriowth (ec.grow.); benefits local businesses.lflog.); attracted investments (invest.);
improved infrastructures and services (infra.serv.y prob. < 1%:" = prob. < 5% = prob. < 10%.



Table 4. A List of Recommendations

1. Fostering tourism governance through a netwbriatonal, regional and municipal tourism deparitse
2. Facilitating stakeholders involvement

3. Managing and monitoring tourism impacts

Sustainable Tourism

Policy and Management 4. Investing in education in tourism and hospwyalit

5. Adopting an integrated approach to tourism plamralso strengthening intersectoral linkages
6. Maximising local economic impact, by strengtimgniocal economic linkages, and fostering localiesses

7. Prioritizing sociocultural issues, by addregsiegative social impacts, and promoting localuraltauthenticity

Sustainable 8. Balancing the development of natural attractiwith investments in appropriate infrastructures
Infrastructures
Sustainable Local 9. Prioritizing the protection of natural enviroent together with the human environment

Environment

Tourists Responsibility  10. Increasing tourists’ environmental and socitcal awareness




Appendix
Table A.1

MAIN ATTRACTORS

DESTINATION MANAGEMENT

Natural resources

Historical sites

Artistic and architectural features
Green areas

Cultural attractors

Events

Leisure activities

Evening entertainment and nightlife
Gastronomy

Shopping opportunities

Tourist destination communication
Effectiveness of destination positioning

Effective market segmentation

Effectiveness of destination management structure

Tourist guidance and information

Stewardship of the natural environment

Tourism impacts management and monitoring

Promotion of partnerships among local tourism basies
Promotion of partnerships between public and pevstaikeholders

DEMAND FACTORS

TOURISM SERVICES

Quality of accommodations

Quantity of accommodations

Environmental friendliness of accommodations
Food services quality

Tourist oriented services

Tourists’ respect for local traditions and values
Tourists’ enviromental awareness

Awareness of destination

Level of repeat visitors

Regularity of tourist flows

GENERAL INFRASTRUCTURES

SUPPORTING FACTORS

Accessibility of destination
Value for money in destination tourism experience

Local supply of goods
Presence of local businesses

Management capabilities of local tourism firms
Use of IT by local tourism firms

Level of professional skills in tourism
Hospitality of residents

Environmental friendliness of local infrastructures
Quality of transport services and infrastuctures
Communication system

Medical care facilities

Sanitation, sewage and solid waste disposal
Accessibility of facilities by disabled persons

GENERAL CONDITIONS

TOURISM POLICY AND PLANNING

Banking and financial system
Overall economic condition
Entrepreneurship




Political commitment to tourism

Integrated approach to tourism planning

Public sector commitment to tourism/hospitality etion and training
Collaboration among public sector units for localrism development
Cooperation between public and private sector émal tourism development
Emphasis on community participatory process inisrarplanning

Public sector commitment to minimizing negativarenmental impacts of tourism
Public sector commitment to minimizing negativaaampacts of tourism on local
community

Public sector commitment to maximising economiautgof tourism on local
community

Exchange rate

Political stability
Safety

Environmental quality

Overall cleanliness of the destination
Cleanliness of government

Modern and transparent public administration




Table A.2

Original Original
model Attributes Loading model Attributes Loading
component component
Sustainable Tourism Policy and ManagemensUST) Activities and Entertainment (GEN)

DestMan Tourism impacts management and monitoring .747) Attract Events 0.758

TourPol anzl{[:)zlali%isnzcmr commitment to tourism/hospitality eation 0.741| Attract Evening entertainment and nightlife 0.693

TourPol . Collaboration among public sector units for localrism 0.736| Attract Cultural attractors 0678

evelopment

TourPol . Public sector commitment to minimizing negativeiabc 0.726| Attract Leisure activities 0.636
impacts of tourism on local community

DestMan Promotion of partnerships among local tsarbusinesses 0.725 Tourist Accommodations and Service$GEN)

TourPol P.Ubl'c sector commitment to minimizing negative 0.710| TourServ Quality of accommodations 0.121
environmental impacts of tourism

DestMan Promotion of partnerships between public and peivat 0.707| TourServ Quantity of accommodations 0.715
stakeholders

DestMan Stewardship of the natural environment D AQtract Shopping opportunities 0.576

TourPol pIaEnTiFr)gaSIs on community participatory process inisoar 0.694| TourServ Food services quality 0.514

TourPol . Public sector commitment (o maximizing economic 0.685| TourServ Environmental friendliness of accommodetio 0.478
impacts of tourism on local community

DestMan Effectiveness of destination managementtsire 0.683 Economic Framework (GEN)

TourPol Integrated approach to tourism planning 68|@enCon Entrepreneurship 0.580

TourPol Cpoperatlon between public and private sectordoal 0.641| GenCon Banking and financial system 0.b17
tourism development

DestMan Tourist guidance and information 0.58&nCon Political stability 0.50D

TourPol Political commitment to tourism 0.506enCon Exchange rate 0.444

Sustainable Infrastructures (SUST) Sustainable Local Environment (SUST)

Infrastr Sanitation, sewage and solid waste didposa 0.710| Attract Natural resources 0.686

GenCon Overall cleanliness of the destination 0.6&upport Hospitality of residents 0.542

Infrastr Accessibility of facilities by disabled persons ™6 Attract Green areas 0.520

Infrastr Medical care facilities 0.648 Tourists’ Responsibility (SUST)

GenCon Safety 0.626| Demand Tourists’ respect for local traditions aatles 0.793

GenCon Environmental quality 0.610| Demand Tourists’ environmental awareness 0{775



Infrastr
Infrastr
Infrastr
GenCon

Support
Support
Support
Support
TourServ
Support

Environmental friendliness of local infrastructures
Communication system
Quality of transport services and infrastructures
Overall economic condition

Local Tourism Businesse§GEN)
Management capabilities of local tourism firms
Level of professional skills in tourism
Use of IT by local tourism firms
Presence of local businesses
Tourist oriented services
Local supply of goods

0.584

0.57T®emand

0.535

DestMan

0.49MestMan

Demand

G6DestMan
0.662

0.65
0.

0.4
0.440

Attract
BAiract
D4

GenCon

GenCon

Destination Marketing(GEN)

Awareness of destination

Effective market segmentation
Effectiveness of destination positioning
Level of repeat visitors

Tourist destination communication

Historical and Artistic Resources(GEN)

Historical sites

Artistic and architectural features

Clean Administrative System(GEN)

Modern and transparent public administration
Cleanliness of government

0.594
0.579

503.
0.48

0.462

0.850

0.9

0.822
0.7

43

65

Note: Attract = main attractors; TourServ: tourisenvices; Infrastr: general infrastructures; Supmupporting factors; GenCon: general conditiar@rPol: tourism policy and planning;
DestMan: destination management; Demand: demanar$ac
Due to low factor loadings (<0.4) the following fatems were excluded from the analysis: “GastroyibffiourServ); “Accessibility of destination'Suppor}; “Value for money in destination
tourism experience"Juppory}; “Regularity of tourist flows” (Demand).



Fig. 1 The model
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