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Abstract 

Destination competitiveness models reached a development level in which all the character-

istics that somehow influence competitiveness were mapped, albeit without identifying 

which factors are decisive for competitiveness (Crouch, 2011). We used the Qualitative Com-

parative Analysis (QCA) technique, adopting the domestic and international tourist inflows 

as criteria variables for identifying which competitiveness dimensions are decisive for Brazil-

ian sun and sand destinations. Our results suggest that Access, Cultural Aspects, Local Econ-

omy, and Business Capacity dimensions have a greater influence on destination perfor-

mance. In addition, the results indicate that it is not necessary to have a high level of devel-

opment in many dimensions to achieve higher performance. Results provide practical guid-

ance for sun and sand destination management. 

 

Resumo 

Os modelos de competitividade de destinos turísticos alcançaram um nível de desenvolvi-

mento em que todas as características que de alguma forma influenciam a competitividade 

foram mapeadas, sem, no entanto, identificar quais fatores são decisivos para a competiti-

vidade (Crouch, 2011). A técnica QCA (Análise Comparativa Qualitativa) foi empregada para 

identificar quais dimensões de competitividade são decisivas para os destinos de sol e areia 

brasileiros, adotando os fluxos de turistas domésticos e internacionais como variáveis crité-

rio. Nossos resultados sugerem que as dimensões Acesso, Aspectos Culturais, Economia 

Local e Capacidade Empresarial têm maior influência no desempenho dos destinos. Além 

disso, os resultados indicam que não é necessário ter um alto nível de desenvolvimento em 

um grande número de dimensões para obter um desempenho superior. Os resultados for-

necem orientação prática para a gestão de destinos de sol e praia. 

 

 

Resumen  

Los modelos de competitividad de destinos turísticos alcanzaron un nivel de desarrollo en 

el que todas las características que de alguna forma influencian la competitividad fueron 

mapeadas, pero sin identificar qué factores son decisivos para la competitividad (Crouch, 
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1 INTRODUCTION   

Although destination competitiveness remains a central issue (Camisón & Forés, 2015; Domareski-Ruiz, Akel 

& Gândara, 2015;), it still lacks a consensual definition (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; Carmona, Costa & Ribeiro, 

2014; Sette, Santos & Uvinha, 2017). Some definitions highlight the destination capacity to create new prod-

ucts that add value to their resources and maintain their market position (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; Hassan, 

2000). Others describe competitiveness as the attractiveness and uniqueness of the experience provided 

(Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; Dwyer & Kim, 2003). According to Ritchie and Crouch (2010), destination compet-

itiveness relates to the efficiency and effectiveness in which destination resources are deployed to generate 

growth and development in the sector. Similarly, the World Economic Forum–WEF–associates destination 

competitiveness with the increasing ability to generate business in tourism related activities (WEF, 2015).  

Despite the absence of a common definition (Añaña, Pereira & dos Anjos, 2015; Sette & Tomazzoni, 2017; 

Sette; Santos & Uvinha, 2017), there seems to be an agreement on the perspective that competitiveness is 

multidimensional and relative (Crouch and Ritchie, 1999; Dwyer and Kim, 2003). Multidimensionality refers 

to the different aspects and indicators that might be used to assess competitiveness. Since the earliest mod-

els, different aspects have been introduced into the discussion about destination competitiveness. Therefore, 

the explanatory capacity of models increased as well as their complexity. This growing complexity makes it 

difficult to identify which dimensions are determinant to destination competitiveness (Crouch, 2011). Several 

aspects may be relevant for destination competitiveness, but only a few can be decisive (Crouch, 2011). 

Besides multidimensionality, destination competitiveness is also relative. Tourism is an economic activity 

and destination success or failure is achieved through the destination performance in the market. No desti-

nation is competitive by itself or in isolation since competitiveness is a comparative concept. In this sense, 

destination competitiveness ought to be assessed vis-à-vis competitors. From these arguments, one may 

criticize studies that make wide and unrestricted comparisons between countries or destinations–such as 

the Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Report (World Economic Forum, 2015) or the Brazilian Competitive-

ness Model (MTur, SEBRAE & FGV, 2013)–since the compared destinations are from different market seg-

ments and do not effectively compete among themselves. Therefore, the results provided are at least ques-

tionable for guiding the management of specific destinations.  

Considering the arguments presented, this research aims to identify the competitive dimensions that are 

decisive for the performance of 27 sun and sand Brazilian destinations in domestic and international de-

mand. By aiming at a specific market segment, the paper provides a more insightful perspective for sun and 

sand destinations identifying which competitiveness dimensions are effectively relevant for their manage-

ment. To achieve the objective, the paper is divided into 5 distinct sections, apart from the introduction. The 

Estrategia; 

Análisis comparativo cualitativo - 

QCA. 

 

 

 

2011). La técnica Análisis Comparativo Cualitativo fue empleada para identificar cuáles di-

mensiones de competitividad son decisivas para los destinos de sol y arena brasileños, 

adoptando los flujos de turistas domésticos e internacionales como variables criterio. Nues-

tros resultados sugieren que las dimensiones Acceso, Aspectos Culturales, Economía Local 

y capacidad empresarial tienen mayor influencia en el desempeño de los destinos. Además, 

los resultados indican que no es necesario tener un alto nivel de desarrollo en un gran nú-

mero de dimensiones para obtener un rendimiento superior. Los resultados proporcionan 

orientación práctica para la gestión de destinos de sol y playa. 
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following section reviews the main destination competitiveness models developed. The third section intro-

duces the research method. The fourth section presents and discusses the results. Lastly, the conclusions 

are drawn. 

2 DESTINATION COMPETITIVENESS MODELS 

Camisón and Forés (2015) identified three competing approaches to competitiveness. The first one is asso-

ciated with the territory and the comparative advantages of the geographical location. The second one relates 

to the structure-conduct-performance paradigm and considers competitiveness as an outcome of the indus-

try structure. The third approach originates from the resource-based view (RBV) and focusses on the assets 

available for the firm (Barney, 1991). Even though these approaches provide insightful perspectives for des-

tination competitiveness analysis, the tourism sector presents some peculiar characteristics (Hassan, 2000; 

Dwyer & Kim, 2003). Tourism services are consumed in situ (Ritchie & Crouch, 2010), and as such, they 

depend on the involvement of a diverse range of local companies, organizations, and local attractions (Has-

san, 2000; Dwyer & Kim, 2003). Thus, local aspects ought to be considered when analyzing a destination. 

In this sense, competitiveness refers not only to the companies directly associated with the tourism industry 

but also to the whole set of relationships able to foster synergies and promoting the competitiveness of firms 

and the local development. The destination competitiveness models follow this perspective due to the diver-

sity of industries involved in the sector (Hassan, 2000), and the necessity to include different and related 

social actors in the analysis (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999). Destination competitiveness models, therefore, require 

a systemic perspective. 

The Calgary model (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999) starts from a systemic perspective and associates the concept 

of destination competitiveness with its capacity to contribute to the local economy and to increase population 

well-being. Tourism success should not be analyzed in isolation since it is directly related to the performance 

of organizations and other economic and social sectors. In order to achieve success, tourist destinations 

should ensure their attractiveness and the uniqueness of the experiences provided to their visitors (Crouch 

& Ritchie, 1999). 

According to Crouch and Ritchie (1999), destination competitiveness results from the interaction of four di-

mensions: Core Resources and Attractors, Supporting Factors and Resources, Destination Management, and 

Qualifying Determinants. These dimensions are directly influenced by macro and micro-environmental as-

pects. The macro-environmental aspects represent the possible environmental, political, and economic ex-

ternalities to which the destination is susceptible. Competitive micro-environmental aspects are represented 

by the tourism business sector of the destination, as well as by local public agencies, their stakeholders, and 

other competing tourism destinations. In the latest version of the Calgary model (Ritchie & Crouch, 2010), 

the Policy and Planning dimension was integrated, which expanded the number of dimensions considered. 

Crouch and Ritchie (1999) acknowledge that their model is neither predictive nor causal, but only explanatory 

and that it still requires further development before generalization can occur. Among its main limitations, it 

is mentioned the difficulty of measuring the components, due to the lack of statistical information in several 

destinations, the lack of a hierarchy between the components; and it fails to perform a more detailed exam-

ination of impacts of macro-environmental factors on destination competitiveness (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; 

Taberner, 2007). Costa and Hoffmann (2006) point out that the proposed model presents a qualitative leap 

in the construction of a competitiveness model, but it is still limited to the empirical application due to the 

absence of indicators. 

Kozak and Rimmington (1999) examined destination competitiveness from data obtained in a survey with 

tourists during their stay in a destination. The objective was to collect information about the diverse attributes 

of the tourist offer and the motivations for choosing a destination. Kozak and Rimmington (1999) focused 

on how demand aspects influence destination competitiveness. Among the limitations of their study are the 

impossibility of identifying the most important variables of destination competitiveness; and the inability to 

rank the most competitive destinations, since the comparisons made considered only the attributes of the 

studied destination in relation to others (Taberner, 2007). Finally, the model considers only demand infor-

mation, ignoring aspects of the tourist offer (Castrillón et al., 2011). 
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Other specific studies also bring important contributions to destination competitiveness debate. Hassan 

(2000) proposes a model for evaluating the competitiveness of tourist destinations focusing on sustainability. 

According to the author, there is a connection between these two constructs, because destination attractive-

ness depends on the uniqueness of its environment. Buhalis (2000) emphasizes the role of marketing and 

the market positioning for tourist destinations. Both Hassan (2000) and Buhalis (2000) point out that tourism 

destinations have lifecycles and that the factors considered as competitiveness determinants may change 

as destinations evolve and become more mature (Hassan, 2000; Buhalis, 2000; Croes, 2011). 

Considering that prices are decisive for destination competitiveness, Dwyer, Forsythe, and Rao (2000) exam-

ine the price competitiveness of nineteen international tourist destinations (countries). An index of price com-

petitiveness is proposed in which two price categories are analyzed: prices related to the trip (travel costs), 

and prices related to goods and services in the destination (local costs). The study main contribution was the 

application of a method for the construction of competitiveness indicators based on prices. This method 

allows direct comparison between destinations taking into account specific purchase patterns (Dwyer et al., 

2000). Croes (2011) criticizes this type of model based on prices. Given the nature of the tourism product—

based on the visitors’ experience—comparisons based solely on price loses informative value (Croes, 2011). 

Additionally, the positive and/or negative tourism potential impacts on local development are not considered. 

Also starting from a systemic perspective (Domareski-Ruiz, Akel & Gândara, 2015), Dwyer and Kim (2003) 

proposed a destination competitiveness model with several variables initially identified by Crouch and Ritchie 

(1999). Dwyer and Kim’s (2003) model, however, advances the discussion by establishing a clearer relation-

ship between competitiveness dimensions and identifying those that would have a direct or indirect influence 

on competitiveness. In addition, they proposed a set of possible indicators for the model variables, which 

represents a step forward in relation to one of the Crouch and Ritchie’s (1999) model limitations. According 

to Dwyer and Kim (2003), destination competitiveness is an intermediate goal towards socioeconomic pros-

perity. Despite presenting a set of variables for competitiveness assessment, Dwyer and Kim’s (2003) model 

still remain difficult to apply due to the absence of comparable information on the different destinations 

(Domareski-Ruiz, Akel & Gândara, 2015). 

Considering tourism as an alternative to employment and income generation, Heath (2003) proposes a con-

ceptual model for assessing competitiveness in the South African subcontinent. Heath’s (2003) model con-

siders destination competitiveness as a house whose foundations are composed of key attractions (created 

or native); non-negotiable aspects; enabling elements; elements that add value; facilitating elements; and, 

elements that enhance the experience. The walls of the hypothetical house would be made of sustainable 

development policies and destination marketing and promotion strategy. Such groups of aspects must be 

interconnected by channels of interaction and communication between organizations involved in the desti-

nation management. The roof of the house would be a shared strategic vision that could allow different actors 

to play their roles properly (Heath, 2003). Heath’s (2003) model converges on several aspects with those of 

Crouch and Ritchie (1999) and Dwyer and Kim (2003). Despite organizing and establishing a relationship 

between variables, Heath (2003) does not establish indicators to evaluate destination competitiveness. 

Gooroochurn and Sugiyarto (2004) propose a quantitative methodology to measure and evaluate the coun-

tries’ competitiveness through databases available in international organizations. The Competitiveness Mon-

itor (Gooroochurn & Sugiyarto, 2004) establishes a competitiveness index that allows comparisons and rank-

ing countries competitiveness. The use of international organization databases overcomes the lack of data 

about the industry (Taberner, 2007), a limitation also common to the previous models. Yet the Competitive-

ness Monitor’s limitations include the excessive weight attributed to the variables related to technology and 

the secondary role played by environmental variables (Taberner, 2007; Castrillón et al., 2011). Taberner 

(2007) also points out that the Competitiveness Monitor’s results have a limited relation with the reality 

because the countries identified as the most competitive are not amongst the main tourist destinations 

worldwide. 

Taberner (2007) proposes a model to evaluate tourism competitiveness composed of two indexes: (i) de-

mand competitiveness; and (ii) competitiveness of the available resources. The first one is calculated from 

tourist opinions about destination attractive factors and the quality of the services consumed using a survey. 

This evaluation presents the consumer perspective on the necessary attributes to satisfy their motivations 
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when visiting a certain destination. The competitiveness index of the available resources, in turn, is subdi-

vided into two indicators: the economic competitiveness and the tourism sector competitiveness. Taberner 

(2007) recognizes that tourism competitiveness is directly related to economic competitiveness. Regarding 

the tourism sector competitiveness, Taberner (2007) identifies important factors from the supply perspec-

tive. Taberner’s (2007) model does not consider important variables identified in other models such as: Co-

operation between destination organizations, destination management, and environmental management. 

The WEF measures the countries tourism competitiveness through the Travel and Tourism Competitiveness 

Report. The proposed model has three broad categories related to the travel and tourism sector - Regulatory 

Framework; Business Environment and Infrastructure; and Human, Natural and Cultural Resources—which 

are subdivided into 14 subcategories. Indexes and index components are based on indicators and quantita-

tive information collected from international organizations, as well as qualitative surveys conducted with 

leading companies in the sector (WEF, 2015). The Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Report was developed 

for application at the national level and, given the set of information employed, it is difficult to apply to mu-

nicipalities or destinations (Crouch, 2011). Tourism is a locally based economic activity and a country-level 

analysis fails to distinguish local and regional realities (Rodrigues & Carrasqueira, 2011). 

In order to guide public policies for tourism development, the Brazilian Ministry of Tourism (MTur), in partner-

ship with the Support Agency for Micro and Small Businesses (SEBRAE) and Getulio Vargas Foundation (FGV), 

developed a model to evaluate the competitiveness of 65 Brazilian tourist destinations. The Brazilian Model 

evaluates the destination competitiveness from an index composed of five macro dimensions and thirteen 

dimensions (MTur, SEBRAE & FGV, 2013). The Brazilian Model was conceived, organized, and structured with 

a focus on the reality of the Brazilian municipalities in a customized perspective (Domareski-Ruiz, Akel & 

Gândara, 2015). 

The Brazilian model solves some of previous models’ limitations such as the applicability to the destinations, 

the use of measurable indicators, and comparability. Yet the study encompasses destinations competing in 

different segments. As Rivero and Caldera (2004) point out, there is no set of indicators that can be unre-

strictedly applied to all tourist destinations. Depending on the characteristics of the destination evaluated 

some indicators would be more or less relevant (Rivero & Caldera, 2004; Cvelbar et al., 2016; Sette, Santos 

& Uvinha, 2017). Other criticisms indicate the narrow focus on the internal aspects of the destination and 

the absence of external information such as demand information (Sette & Tomazzoni, 2017).  

Despite the lack of consensus on the concept of competitiveness and the difficulties in its measurement 

(Añaña, Pereira & dos Anjos, 2015; Domareski-Ruiz, Akel & Gândara, 2015; Sette & Tomazzoni, 2017; Sette; 

Santos & Uvinha, 2017), Crouch (2011) argues that the models for destination competitiveness evaluation 

reached a maturity in which the characteristics that influence competitiveness are mapped, without, how-

ever, identifying which aspects are determinant. Cvelbar et al. (2016) present evidence that responds to the 

questioning proposed, when analyzing the competitiveness of 139 countries from six variables divided into 

two major groups: (i) indicators associated with destination resources as: endowed resources, destination 

management, and tourism infrastructure; and (ii) indicators associated with the general economic character-

istics like: business environment, macro environment, and general infrastructure. The analysis showed that 

the determinants of destination competitiveness vary according to the country development stage, which 

means that the most important variables for developing countries are different from those for developed 

countries (Cvelbar et al., 2016). Despite the evidence provided, Crouch’s (2011) inquiry remains unanswered 

at a destination level of analysis. 

3 METHOD 

This study is characterized as a descriptive research. The universe comprises 27 sun and sand destinations 

selected by the MTur as inductors of national tourism. The choice for a specific segment is due to the need 

of a comparison, inherent to the determination of competitiveness. Destinations are presented in Frame 1. 
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 Frame 1  – Geographical Distribution of the Destinations Analyzed 

Region Cities 

Northeast 

Aracaju; Aracati; Fernando de Noronha; Fortaleza; Ipojuca; Jijoca de Jericoacoara; João Pes-

soa; Lençóis; Maceió; Maragogi; Marau; Mata de São João; Natal; Parnaíba; Porto Seguro; 

Recife; Salvador; São Luís; Tibau do Sul. 

South Balneário Camboriú; Florianópolis 

Southeast Angra dos Reis; Armação dos Búzios; Ilhabela; Paraty; Rio de Janeiro; Vitória. 

 

Analyzes were performed from secondary data. Data on competitiveness were gathered from the Brazilian 

Competitiveness Model (MTur, SEBRAE & FGV, 2013). The Brazilian Models evaluates destination competi-

tiveness from 13 dimensions: General Infrastructure (Infr); Access (Acce); Tourism Services and Equipment 

(Serv); Tourist Attractions (Attr); Marketing (Mrkt); Public Policy (PPol); Regional Cooperation (Coop); Monitor-

ing (Mont); Local Economy (Econ); Business Capabilities (BusC); Social Aspects (SocA); Environmental As-

pects (EnvA); and Cultural Aspects (Cult). The Brazilian Competitiveness Model was effectively applied be-

tween the years 2008 to 2015 (except for 2012). Specifically, for the purposes of this article, we use the year 

2013 information. 

We evaluate destination performance based on data from the number of domestic and international visitors. 

As highlighted by Coelho (2015), the concepts of attractiveness and competitiveness are related. In both 

cases, its materialization occurs from the displacement of visitors to a place of interest or a destination. The 

number of visitors, as well as its growth rate are identified by Dwyer and Kim (2003) as indicators associated 

with destination competitiveness. Data on the number of domestic and international tourists were collected 

from National and International demand studies performed by the Brazilian Ministry of Tourism in the years 

2012 and 2013 respectively (MTur, 2012; 2013). It is worth noticing that the profiles of domestic and inter-

national tourists are quite distinct. According to the International Demand Study (MTur, 2013), international 

tourists’ main motivation is leisure and the sun and sand tourism is the main reason for traveling (65.9%). 

The average daily per capita expenditure of international leisure tourists is US$68.55 and average length of 

stay is 12.6 days. The Domestic Demand Survey (MTur, 2012) does not present information on the percent-

age of leisure tourists in relation to other travel reasons, however daily per capita expenditure of the domestic 

tourist is approximately US$28.5 in leisure travel and US$44.2 in business trips. The average length of stay 

is 8.7 and 11.2 days respectively. Domestic tourist presents a regionalized travel pattern, often traveling 

within the state of residence (MTur, 2012). In this sense, state capitals play an important role, either as a 

gateway to state destinations or as a pole of attraction for leisure or business tourists. For both domestic and 

international demand, it was not possible to obtain specific information on the number of tourists by leisure 

motivation, which would provide a more accurate comparison amongst sun and sand destinations. We 

acknowledge this as a limitation of the study. 

Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) was used as the analysis technique. This method allows the use of 

an intermediate number of cases, which are neither sufficiently large for traditional quantitative approaches 

nor too small to produce representative conclusions (Ragin, 1987; Ragin, Shulman, Weinberg, & Gran, 2003). 

QCA may also be considered a quantitative analysis since it is based on the observation of varying conditions 

through different elements. These conditions are analyzed using mathematical techniques (although not sta-

tistics) based on tools such as Set Theory or Boolean algebra (Medina, Ortiz, Álamos-Concha, & Rioux, 2017).  

The QCA is usually defined as an analysis technique appropriate for small or intermediate-sized samples, 

usually with a minimum of 10 to a maximum of 50 cases (Gerring, 2012). Thus, it allows the analysis of a 

broader set of cases than traditional qualitative techniques, such as the case study method (Wagemann, 

2012). Although still with incipient application in Latin America (Wagemann, 2012) and in Brazil (Betarelli 

Junior, & Ferreira, 2018), considering the difficulty of obtaining comparable information for a large sample 

of destinations in order to analyze competitiveness (Domareski-Ruiz, Akel and Gândara, 2015), the QCA may 

be a research technique suitable to overcome this limitation. 

The QCA is a method used for the treatment of complex sets of binary data, with the aid of Boolean algebra. 

Its objective is to establish logical relations between causal conditions (in our case the competitiveness di-

mensions) and an outcome variable (for the purpose of this paper domestic and international demand). Both 
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causal conditions and outcome variables must be expressed in dichotomous terms, where 1 (one) symbolizes 

the presence of the attribute/indicator in question and 0 (zero) the absence. 

For the dichotomization process, we followed the guidelines proposed by Rioux and De Meur (2009). The 

authors explain that to dichotomize conditions in a meaningful way, as a resort, some more mechanical cut 

off points such as the mean or median can be used. According to Levin and Fox (2004), the mean is strongly 

influenced by extreme scores, however, the median suffers little or no change in the presence of outliers. 

Considering the large variance among the cases, especially in the outcome variables, the median score was 

used as the reference value for the dichotomization of both competitiveness and demand variables. The 

median is a position measure that separates the higher half from the lower half of a data sample. For each 

of the variables, the cases were ordered in descending order and the cases with values above the median 

value were classified as with the presence (value 1) of the variable, while all others were marked with the 

absence of the variable (value 0). 

The original QCA version is the so-called crisp-set QCA (csQCA), that is, analysis of clear sets, a method that 

shows a set of specific combinations of causal conditions, which are examined in relations between sets. The 

QCA analysis identifies which variables are sufficient and/or necessary conditions for a given result by means 

of logical equations. The comparative analysis takes into account logical and non-arithmetic principles, 

through multiplication and addition operations in a combinational logic. The present research used the 

Tosmana program (Tool for Small N Analysis) and followed the recommended steps by Rihoux and De Meur 

(2009).  

Provided that domestic and international demand are different segments, the performance variables were 

analyzed separately. The 13 competitiveness dimensions were considered together in the analyses. In this 

sense, the QCA analysis sought to discern situations that configured sufficient and/or necessary conditions 

for domestic and international performance. The procedure was performed through the complete logic equa-

tion and then the minimized equation, as recommended by Rihoux and De Meur (2009). The next sections 

present the results achieved. 

4 RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

The dichotomization of the performance variables (Tables 1 and 2) resulted in 18 destinations with good 

performance and 9 destinations with poor performance for both international and domestic criteria variables. 

Three of the destinations achieved a good performance in the international demand, but did not obtain the 

same result for the domestic demand—J. de Jericoacoara, Mata de São João, and Tibau do Sul. Three other 

destinations were successful in the domestic performance, but they obtained a diverse result in the interna-

tional demand—Aracaju, Ipojuca, and Parnaíba. 
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Table 1 – Dichotomization of Destination Variables - Domestic Performance 

Destination Infr Acce Serv Attr Mrkt PPol Coop Mont Econ BusC SocA EnvA Cult Perf. 

Angra dos Reis 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 

Aracati; 

Parnaíba; 

Tibau do Sul 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C 

A.dos Búzios 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 

B.Camboriú 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 

F.Noronha 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Ilhabela 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 

Ipojuca 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

J.Jericoacoara 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Lençóis 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Maragogi 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Marau 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mata de S. 

Joao 
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 

Paraty 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Porto Seguro 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 

Aracaju 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 

Florianópolis 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Rio de Janeiro 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Fortaleza 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Joao Pessoa 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 

Maceió 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 

Natal 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 

Recife; Salva-

dor 
1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

São Luís 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 

Vitória 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 
Legend: 0 – absent variable; 1 – present variable; C – contradictory result. 

 

 

    Table 2 – Dichotomization of Destination Variables – International Performance                                                                                     (continue) 

Destination Infr Acce Serv Attr Mrkt PPol Coop Mont Econ BusC SocA EnvA Cult Perf. 

Angra dos Reis 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 

Aracati; 

Parnaíba; 

Tibau do Sul 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C 

A.dos Búzios 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 

B.Camboriú 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 

F.Noronha 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Ilhabela 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 

Ipojuca 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

J.Jericoacoara 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Lençóis 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Maragogi 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Marau 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mata S.Joao 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 

Paraty 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Porto Seguro 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 

Aracaju 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 

Florianópolis 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Rio de Janeiro 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Fortaleza 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Joao Pessoa 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 

Maceió 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 
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   Table 2 – Dichotomization of Destination Variables – International Performance                                                                                     (conclusion) 

Destination Infr Acce Serv Attr Mrkt PPol Coop Mont Econ BusC SocA EnvA Cult Perf. 

 

Natal 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 

Recife; Salva-

dor 
1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

São Luís 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 

Vitória 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 

Legend: 0 – absent variable; 1 – present variable; C – contradictory result. 

 

4.1 Domestic Demand 

One might observe that destinations with the presence of more than four dimensions usually reached a suc-

cessful outcome in terms of domestic demand. Some exceptions are Ilha Bela, which did not perform well 

despite the presence of seven dimensions. Whereas Armação de Búzios was successful with the presence 

of three dimensions (Public Policy, Local Economy, and Environmental Aspects). Two cases were successful 

with the presence of only two variables: Ipojuca (with the presence of Tourist Attractions and Local Economy) 

and Paraty (with the presence of Tourist Attraction and Cultural Aspects). Three cases (Aracati, Parnaíba, 

Tibau do Sul) presented absence in all thirteen dimensions and obtained contradictory results. That is, they 

represent cases with both good and poor performance, even without presenting any of the variables with high 

levels (presence) of punctuation. Table 3 summarizes the 14 combinations resulted from the cases analyzed. 

 

         Table 3 - General Equation with Dimensions Competitiveness for Domestic Performance 

 Infr Acce Serv Attr Mrkt PPol Coop Mont Econ BusC SocA EnvA Cult 

Comb.1 1 1 1 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Comb.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Comb.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N 1 

Comb.4 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 

Comb.5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 

Comb.6 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 

Comb.7 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Comb.8 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Comb.9 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 

Comb.10 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Comb.11 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 

Comb.12 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 

Comb.13 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 

Comb.14 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 

% Cases 50.0 71.4 64.3 42.9 50.0 64.3 42.9 57.1 71.4 71.4 42.9 57.1 71.4 

     Legend: 0 – Variable Absent; 1 – Variable Present; N – Variable is not a condition for the logical operation. 

 

Our results evidence that to achieve a higher performance it is not necessary a large number of dimensions 

highly developed. It is sufficient to have the presence of specific variables to influence the outcome expected. 

According to Rihoux and De Meur (2009), there are unnecessary conditions that can be removed from the 

complete initial expression, resulting in a shorter expression (called a prime implicant). Thus, with the help 

of the Tosmana program, the option of excluding the logical fragments and the contradictions were selected, 

using the parsimony principle, to arrive at the two reduced expressions:  

 

Access {1} + Local Economy {1} + Cultural Aspects {1};  
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Local Economy {1} + Business Capabilities {1} + Cultural Aspects {1}. 

 

The logical minimization resulted in two equations that cover all successful cases. From the shorter expres-

sion, it is evident that there was a reduction in the set of specific combinations that result in positive perfor-

mance. Nevertheless, the result indicates four determinants for success in domestic demand: Access, Cul-

tural Aspects, Local Economy, and Business Capabilities. The first two are observed in both equations. All 

conditions are sufficient, but not necessary for the outcome.  Results indicate that to achieve the higher 

performance in domestic demand it is enough to develop one of these dimensions.  

Taberner (2007) states that tourism is an easily marketed product, albeit of intense competition. Despite this 

argument, results suggest that, when it comes to domestic demand, competition does not take place through 

a complex structure, which evaluation models are trying to capture (Crouch, 2011), but on some particular 

aspects, which brings the topic closer to Barney’s (1991) resource-based view arguments about the role of 

strategical resources providing competitive advantage. As it was argued, domestic demand presents a re-

gionalized travel pattern, which may explain the competitiveness complexity reduction and the positive influ-

ence of specific aspects for the inflow of domestic tourists. 

Ritchie and Crouch (2010) classify resources as support and core resources and attractions. Similarly, Dwyer 

and Kim (2003) classify the destination resources into three categories: innate, created, and support. Innate 

resources are the basis from which tourism products, especially those linked to leisure tourism, are created. 

The other two operate as assets created to explore the innate resources. Access infrastructure, as other 

general or tourism infrastructure, is classified as a support resource. Although infrastructure is not an aspect 

capable of inducing demand, it is identified by several authors as a created resource that enables tourism 

development (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; Dwyer & Kim, 2003; Gooroochurn & Sugiyarto, 2004; Heath, 2003; 

Ritchie & Crouch, 2010). Cvelbar et al. (2016) highlighted the importance of the infrastructure for the com-

petitiveness of both developed and developing destinations, being even more important for the second group. 

Our results point out the differential role played by the access infrastructure for domestic demand perfor-

mance. Crouch and Ritchie (1999) point out that an attraction can only be explored as tourism if it can be 

accessed by visitors. Thus, although different types of infrastructure are necessary, access infrastructure 

stands out for its direct relation to destination performance in terms of facilitating demand. 

Following Dwyer and Kim (2003) classification, Cultural Aspects are destination innate resources that must 

be properly exploited for the success of the tourist activity. Cultural aspects, together with natural resources, 

are part of the central attractions of a destination (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; Ritchie & Crouch, 2010), and 

influence demand (Bornhorst et al., 2010). Considering that all the destinations analyzed operate in the Sun 

and Sand segment, the presence of Cultural Aspects complements the main attractions and enhances the 

experience offered (Buhalis, 2000; Dwyer & Kim, 2003). Thus, Cultural Aspects may impact the quality of the 

experience provided, contribute to a better market positioning (Hassan, 2000) and, consequently, increase 

destination performance (Bornhorst et al., 2010). As argued by Coelho (2015) the diversity of products and 

services is paramount for tourism development. 

Besides destination resources, the competitive environment also influences destination performance (Dwyer 

& Kim, 2003; Ritchie & Crouch, 2010). Local Economy and Business Capabilities are support factors that 

enable the exploration of endowed resources (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999). Companies vitality and their ability 

to invest, innovate and diversify their production are directly related to destination economic prosperity and, 

consequently, to the destination competitiveness (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; Ritchie & Crouch, 2010).  Dwyer 

and Kim (2003) characterize Local Economy and Business Capabilities as competitive microenvironment and 

emphasize the importance of companies in adapting and exploiting the opportunities for the development of 

the destination. The findings corroborate those of Cvelbar et al. (2016), even though our results indicate the 

relevance of business environment dimensions for both developing and developed destinations. Considering 

our findings, it is possible to notice that both internal and environmental resources influence destination 

performance, which reinforces the idea that destination competitiveness is a multilevel phenomenon (Born-

horst et al., 2010). 
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4.2 International Demand 

The same standards applied earlier for domestic performance were used for international performance anal-

ysis. There are 14 sets of combinations that explain the presence of the criteria variable (Table 4). Interna-

tional performance was achieved with the presence of more than four competitiveness dimensions. As shown 

in Table 2, Florianopolis and Rio de Janeiro achieved international performance with the presence of all 13 

dimensions. The exception, however, can be found in six cases. Ilha Bela (presence of 7 dimensions) and 

Aracaju (presence of 6 dimensions) were not successful. Armação de Búzios, with 3 dimensions (Public Pol-

icy, Local Economy, and Environmental Aspects); Jijoca de Jericoacoara, with 3 dimensions (Marketing, Re-

gional Cooperation, and Social Aspects); Mata de São João with 4 dimensions (Tourist Attractions, Marketing, 

Social Aspects, and Environmental Aspects); and Paraty, with 2 dimensions (Tourist Attractions and Cultural 

Aspects) reached a successful result even with the presence of a reduced number of dimensions. 

 

Table 4 - General Equation with Competitiveness Dimensions for International Performance 

 Infr Acce Serv Attr Mrkt PPol Coop Mont Econ BusC SocA EnvA Cult 

Comb.1 1 1 1 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Comb.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 N 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Comb.3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N 1 

Comb.4 0 1 0 N 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 

Comb.5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 

Comb.6 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 

Comb.7 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Comb.8 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Comb.9 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Comb.10 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 

Comb.11 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 

Comb.12 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 

Comb.13 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 

Comb.14 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 

% Cases 42.9 64.3 64.3 42.9 57.1 64.3 42.9 57.1 64.3 64.3 57.1 64.3 64.3 

    Legend: 0 – variable absent; 1 – variable present; N – variable is not a condition on the logical operation. 

 

We reduced the unessential conditions by minimizing the general equation, as done previously. The result, 

however, generated a large number of alternative equations to represent the combinations of both poor and 

high performances so that the minimized equation was not achieved. Nevertheless, the analysis of the data 

in Table 4 makes it possible to argue that none of the competitiveness dimensions analyzed is a necessary 

condition (not a single dimension was found present in all equations) or sufficient (no dimension alone ex-

plains the criteria variable) to justify a good performance in international demand. Additionally, no dimension 

can be considered superfluous to explain performance. Even so, we might observe that some dimensions 

occur more frequently, like: Access, Tourism Services and Equipment, Public Policy, Local Economy, Business 

Capabilities, Environmental Aspects, and Cultural Aspects. 

The dimensions Access, Cultural Aspects, Local Economy, and Business Capabilities already appeared as 

important aspects when considering domestic demand. The repeated presence of these dimensions in the 

equations of international demand corroborates the initial results and reinforces their relevance for destina-

tion performance. The dimensions Tourism Services and Equipment and Public Policy, although they appear 

with a similar frequency for the domestic demand, they were not previously identified with the same im-

portance.  

The Services and Equipment dimension considers the existing tourism structure and private services offered 

to tourists (MTur, SEBRAE & FGV, 2013). Services and equipment add value to endowed resources and con-

tribute to sustain and enhance the destination competitive position (Hassan, 2000). A destination cannot 
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rely solely on their natural attractions since destination competitiveness relates to the ability to provide visi-

tors with high quality products and services (Croes, 2011). 

Even though transportation, general infrastructure, and several other public goods associated with tourism 

are usually provided by Governments, tourism public policies apparently play a secondary role in destination 

competitiveness models. Eventually, this diminished role is due to the characteristics of the tourism economy 

in developed destinations that inspired the main destination competitiveness models. However, in Brazil, 

local Governments are usually directly involved in the management and planning of tourist destinations, as-

pects usually associated with destination management (Crouch & Ritchie, 2010; Dwyer & Kim, 2003). Our 

result reinforces this aspect, provided that the Public Policy dimension repeatedly appears among successful 

combinations for international demand. Cvelbar et al. (2016) identified destination management as the main 

driver of destination competitiveness. It is interesting to notice that this dimension emerges as a differential 

in international demand. This type of demand is usually more qualified in terms of the economic impact 

generated. In this sense, one may argue that Public Policy creates a favorable environment for tourism de-

velopment and local development (Heath, 2003). 

Environmental Aspects (like Cultural Aspects) are destinations’ innate resources (Dwyer & Kim, 2003) com-

posing the set of resources and central attractions of a destination (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; Ritchie & Crouch, 

2010). The presence of these dimensions together is in line with the World Economic Forum (2015) findings 

that indicate cultural and natural resources as the dimensions in which Brazil was better evaluated. Natural 

and cultural attractions, however, are related to the comparative advantage of destinations. These resources 

ought to be properly deployed to achieve competitive advantage (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999). Hassan (2000) 

points out that destinations should exploit their unique comparative advantages to be appealing to a partic-

ular market segment. Destination competitiveness relates to how efficiently and effectively these resources 

are explored in order to enhance local population welfare (Ritchie & Crouch, 2010). 

5 CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In this paper, we identify the competitiveness dimensions that are determinant for the performance of 27 

Brazilian sun and sand destinations. Destination performance was evaluated by both domestic and interna-

tional demand. Data on destination competitiveness was obtained from the Brazilian Competitiveness Model 

(MTur, SEBRAE & FGV, 2013). The data were analyzed using the QCA technique. The results highlight the 

importance of Access, Cultural Aspects, Local Economy, and Business Capabilities for destination perfor-

mance on both domestic and international demand. Considering the international demand, besides these 

dimensions, the results stress the relevance of Services and Equipment, Public Policy, and Environmental 

Aspects. Despite a partial convergence, international demand is apparently more complex than domestic 

demand. These results are consistent with previous evidence about country tourism competitiveness pro-

vided by Cvelbar et al. (2016) and present a possible answer to the inquiry proposed by Crouch (2011) about 

the determinant attributes for the competitiveness of sun and sand destinations.  

Destination competitiveness models were developed in a multilevel perspective considering the heterogene-

ity of the resources available at destinations. These models were able to provide an acceptable explanation 

of how a destination become competitive. Regardless, from the outcomes found for both for domestic and 

international demand, we conclude that it is not necessary to have a high level of development in a large 

number of competitiveness dimensions in order to achieve a high performance. This reinforces the perspec-

tive that competitiveness, even for destinations acting in the same market segment, is multidimensional 

(Crouch & Ritchie, 1999), since different destination aspects might result in good performances. In this sense 

complex and comprehensive destination competitiveness models may not provide adequate guidance for 

destination development without further analysis. Eventually, the research field should evolve towards more 

parsimonious models dedicated to specific tourist segments in order to provide clearer directions for both 

theory and practice. 

From a destination management perspective, considering resource-based view arguments (Barney, 1991), 

instead of trying to improve several aspects simultaneously, eventually, sun and sand destinations ought to 

focus on those attributes that already constitute differentials in order to assure a market positioning. This 

requires knowledge about the resources available in the destination and in its competitors, as well as the 



 

Determinant Competitiveness Attributes of Brazilian Sun and Sand Destinations 

 

RBTUR, São Paulo, 13 (2), p. 128-143, maio/ago. 2019.    140 

 

characteristics of the current and intended demand, which reinforces the role of destination management in 

market monitoring. Proximity to emitting markets and ease of access seem to be central aspects for domestic 

flows, however, to attract more qualified demand (such as international demand), one must also consider 

the possibility of complementing tourism attractions with other local characteristics (cultural or other natural 

attractions). Considering tourism is an economic activity exploited by private initiative, it is also worth men-

tioning the entrepreneurial capacity to innovate and effectively explore the innate characteristics present in 

the destination. 

Our evaluation considered only ex-post indicators focusing exclusively on the inflow of domestic and interna-

tional visitors for performance evaluation, which might be considered a limitation, since destination compet-

itiveness is only an intermediate goal towards social and economic development (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; 

Dwyer & Kim, 2003; Heath, 2003; Rivero & Caldera, 2004). Considering international demand, it was not 

possible to produce a minimized equation, which might be considered another limitation. Similarly, the anal-

ysis technique does not inform if the dependent variable increases or decreases according to the variation 

of the independent variable, in a direct relation or how much it interacts with the other affecting variables.  

The proposed analytical approach makes it possible to model the logical relations between the variables on 

sufficiency, need or some specific conditions, such as when the variable (condition) is sufficient, but not 

necessary in itself to explain the outcome or an inverse condition. As a suggestion for future research, one 

can expand the scope with the employment of other analytical techniques. The refinement of the measure-

ment would make it possible to use of comparative qualitative fuzzy analysis (fuzzy-set QCA). In addition, 

longitudinal studies may evidence how the determinant aspects of destination competitiveness evolve as 

destinations mature or as market demands change over time. 
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