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Abstract

After having demonstrated the relationship between tourism and economic growth, tourism-led economic growth (TLGH),
and economic-driven tourism growth (EDTG), the scientific literature was concerned with studying the relationship between
tourism and economic development, limiting itself to analyzing a possible unidirectional relationship between tourism,
economic growth, and economic development.

In this context, the aim of this article is to determine if the relationship between tourism and economic development
is bidirectional given that, although tourism can be a tool for economic development, it is also true that a higher level of
economic development influences tourism growth. Using a sample of 143 countries, and applying confirmatory factor analysis
together with a structural equations model, the bidirectional relationship is confirmed.

Therefore, although tourism growth and economic development face different challenges, if public policies work in a
coordinated manner, they may contribute significantly to improving economic development in countries that are configured
as tourist destinations.
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Introduction Thus, there are numerous countries that during the last
decades have decided to gamble on tourism as an instrument
of economic growth and also as a tool that will increase eco-
nomic development. This decision has been supported in
many cases by international organizations and institutions,
through financing of economic development projects linked
to tourism (Carrillo-Hidalgo and Pulido-Fernandez 2019;
OECD 2010; UNCTAD 2011; UNWTO 2018).

However, a tourist destination needs to have certain char-
acteristics (including accessibility, high levels of security,
low pollution levels, and access to energy or Internet, among
others) in order to increase tourism growth. These variables,
in turn, determine the level of economic development of a
territory (Cardenas-Garcia and Pulido-Fernandez 2017;
Chingarande and Saayman 2018).

From the economic point of view, tourism enjoys a growing
interest, because it is considered as an activity with potential
to boost economic growth as well as a tool to improve eco-
nomic development in receiving countries (Cardenas-Garcia,
Sanchez-Rivero, and Pulido-Fernandez 2015).

Different countries have seen how tourism has become the
main industry in terms of economic impact or generation of
employment (Kim, Chen, and Jan 2006; Noriko and Mototsugu
2007; Tang and Tan 2018). In addition, this economic activity
has allowed economic development to improve in many coun-
tries (Bojanic and Lo 2016; Li, Jin, and Shi 2018).

In this context, it is necessary to distinguish between tour-
ism development, tourism growth, and economic develop-
ment. Tourism development refers to the improvement of
infrastructure, services, or conditions in a tourist destination
that contribute to the increase of tourists. Tourism growth is
understood to be the increase of goods and services in an
economy, the increase in employment or the accumulation of
capital as a result of tourism. The concept of economic devel-
opment refers to the improvement in the level of well-being
of the resident population (Pulido-Fernandez and Sanchez-
Rivero 2010).
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Therefore, while it is true that tourism growth can be used
as a tool for economic development, it is also true that a
higher level of economic development in the destination can
favor tourism growth. In this sense, the existence of a bidi-
rectional relationship between both dimensions can be
advocated.

However, this question has received little attention from
the scientific literature, which has been busy broadly analyz-
ing the unidirectional relationship between tourism and eco-
nomic growth: (1) tourism-led economic growth (TLGH)
and (2) economic-driven tourism growth (EDTG).

Therefore, the aim of this work is to analyze through an
empirical study at the country level, using a broad sample of
143 countries, the bidirectional relationship between tour-
ism growth and economic development, using quantitative
information from these countries during the last 25 years
(1993-2017).

The rest of the article is organized as follows: the next
section reviews the literature on the subject under study as
well as the development of hypotheses. Below this are the
data used and the methodology applied in this work, then the
results obtained are detailed and lastly the final conclusions
of the article are given.

Literature Review

At the beginning of this century, the first work that analyzed
the contribution of tourism to economic growth appeared:
tourism-led economic growth (TLGH) (Balaguer and
Cantavella-Jorda 2002). Since then, many works have been
published that analyze the contribution of tourism to eco-
nomic growth; works that have come to determine by a large
majority that the expansion of tourism, in general, boosts
economic growth in countries where that tourism takes place
(Nunkoo et al. 2020). Fundamentally, the relationship
between these variables occurs if these countries are in the
process of development (Antonakakis et al. 2019; Shanshan-
Lin, Yang, and Li 2019; Eyuboglu and Eyuboglu 2019).

However, there are other works, although fewer, grouped
under the economic-driven tourism growth (EDTG) hypoth-
esis that conclude, when analyzing the relationship between
tourism and economic growth, that it is the expansion of
tourism activity that is positively influenced by the evolution
of the economic cycle (Antonakakis, Dragouni, and Filis
2015; Dragouni, Filis, and Antonakakis 2013; Payne and
Mervar 2010; Tang 2011). So that those economies that have
a higher level of investment, stability of price levels, or lower
level of unemployment have greater guarantees that expan-
sion of tourism will occur (Rivera 2017; Sokhanvar,
Ciftcioglu, and Javid 2018; Wu and Wu 2018).

In addition, a third stream of studies has determined that
there is a bidirectional causality between the expansion of
tourism and economic growth in countries where that tour-
ism takes place (Apergis and Payne 2012; Ridderstaat, Croes,
and Nijkamp 2013; Hussain-Shahzad et al. 2017; Kim, Chen,

and Jan 2006). This is a bidirectional relationship of depen-
dence that occurs with greater intensity in those countries
with the highest level of economic development (Antonakakis
etal. 2019; Bojanic and Lo 2016; Chingarande and Saayman
2018; Tang and Tan 2018).

However, in all of these three currents, as well as in those
other works that determine that there is no relationship
between the expansion of tourism and economic growth
(Katircioglu 2009; Po and Huang 2008), the relationship
between tourism growth and economic growth is analyzed
exclusively. In fact, although many of these works misuse
the concept of economic development, the variable that they
are really analyzing, together with the expansion of tourism,
is simply the growth of the economy.

However, as a measure of approximation to tourism
growth, the variation in tourism GDP is not the only variable
that is used (Brida et al. 2013; Brida, Cortes-Jimenez, and
Pulinac 2016). Indeed, as Liitkepohl (1982) demonstrates,
the inclusion in the model of other variables in addition to
tourism GDP allows us to obtain more precise estimates, so
that following this line, a large number of articles propose
multivariate analyses in which economic indicators are used
in addition to tourism GDP as a measure of tourism growth:

- Cortés-Jiménez and Pulina (2010) or Durbarry (2004),
among others, use physical capital and human capital as
additional indicators of tourism growth.

- Kadir and Jusoff (2010) or Narayan et al. (2010),
among others, use international tourism exports as addi-
tional indicators of tourism growth.

- Akinboade and Braimoh (2010) or Jackman and Lorde
(2010), among others, use domestic tourism expenditure
as additional indicators of tourism growth.

At this point, it is necessary to remember that economic
growth and economic development do not refer to the same
concept. Economic growth is related to an increase in the size
of the economy of a country or region, whereas economic
development is a broader concept that involves meeting the
needs and demands of the resident population and improving
their standard of living (Ranis, Stewart, and Ramirez 2000).
Therefore, both concepts are related, given that economic
growth must be configured as an intermediate aim that will
achieve the ultimate goal of economic development (Cardenas-
Garcia, Sanchez-Rivero, and Pulido-Fernandez 2015).

Thus, for those countries that have decided to commit to
the expansion of tourism, the most important thing is not that
this activity simply contributes to greater economic growth,
but that this economic growth driven by tourism is trans-
lated, finally, into an improvement in the economic condition
in the country where the tourism takes place (Croes 2012;
Cardenas-Garcia and Pulido-Fernandez 2017).

Under this perspective of analysis, although the scientific
literature is more limited regarding the publication of articles
that relate tourism and economic development variables,



various works have approximated the possible effects that
the expansion of tourism may produce at the level of eco-
nomic development (Cardenas-Garcia, Sanchez-Rivero, and
Pulido-Fernandez 2015; Kim, Chen, and Jan 2006; Meyer
and Meyer 2016; Sokhanvar, Cift¢ioglu, and Javid 2018).

It has become clear that the expansion of tourism influ-
ences the economic growth (TLGH) of most of the coun-
tries analyzed and, more importantly, that this economic
growth has translated into an improvement in the living
conditions of the resident population (Li, Jin, and Shi
2018). This relationship generally only occurs in more
developed countries (Bojanic and Lo 2016), since most
studies on tourism and economic development that have
been carried out on developing countries show the diffi-
culty of transforming growth into economic development
(Cardenas-Garcia, Sanchez-Rivero, and Pulido-Fernandez
2015). However, some less developed countries have taken
advantage of tourism growth to improve economic devel-
opment, for example, various island countries (Bojanic
and Lo 2016; Fahimi et al. 2018; Gooroochurn and Blake
2005).

In addition, the contribution of tourism to economic
development is not simply limited to improving large macro-
economic figures at the country level, but that this economic
activity has also been demonstrated to diversify and revital-
ize local economies by, among other things, generating
income, and creating jobs and business opportunities in both
developed and developing territories (Meyer and Meyer
2016; Rogerson 2015).

It should be noted, however, in those cases in which the
expansion of tourism is finally translated into an improve-
ment in economic development, that this connection does not
occur automatically but that it depends on the fact that practi-
cally all income obtained through tourism goes to public
policies that support economic development (Croes 2012).
Indeed, for tourism to contribute to reducing poverty, exter-
nal factors such as infrastructure, labor, capital, technology,
or the environment are key to the efficiency of tourism in
improving development (Li, Jin, and Shi 2018).

On the other hand, in those cases in which the expansion
of tourism is a consequence of the country’s economic
growth (EDTG), the relationship between tourism and eco-
nomic development is different. The economic cycle deter-
mines the expansion of tourism, but this activity does not
improve the economic development of those regions, but
rather it is economic development that determines the further
expansion of tourism activity (Rivera 2017).

In addition to this possible unidirectional relationship
between tourism, economic growth, and economic develop-
ment, it is of undoubted interest if economic development
influences, in turn, the expansion of tourism. Indeed, on the
one hand, for a country to be configured as a tourist destina-
tion, it needs to have certain characteristics (a certain level of
security, accessibility, and provision of energy), and on the

other hand, these same characteristics determine, together
with other factors, economic development at the country
level (Chingarande and Saayman 2018).

Of the few existing works in the scientific literature that
analyze this bidirectional relationship between tourism and
economic development, the one undertaken by Fahimi et al.
(2018), in which the relationship between tourism and eco-
nomic capital is analyzed in 10 micro-island states, con-
cludes that the development of economic capital is induced
by tourism and the expansion of tourism is induced, in turn,
by the level of economic capital. Although this work is par-
tial because of the characteristics of the chosen sample and
its meager composition, as well as because of the study of
only one variable of all those that determine economic
development, it does show an interest in an issue that had
not yet been addressed by the scientific literature responsi-
ble for analyzing the relationship between tourism and the
economy.

The present work, following this current of analysis of
the bidirectional relationship between tourism growth and
economic development, tries to overcome this limitation. It
undertakes an empirical study with a large sample of coun-
tries and a broad time frame that determines the possible
relationships that can occur between tourism growth and
economic development. It further analyzes, in line with
contributions by other authors (Croes 2012; Li, Jin, and Shi
2018), whether the influence of tourism growth on eco-
nomic development, and vice versa, occurs automatically
or whether it depends on the existence of other external
factors.

After this review of the literature, the research questions
established in this study are:

1. Does the expansion of tourism activity improve the
level of economic development in the countries
where tourism takes place?

2. Does the level of economic development in these
countries, in turn, condition the expansion of tourism
activity within their territory?

3. Are there any key factors that determine the bidirec-
tional relationship between tourism and economic
development?

Methodology

The present research, from the economic point of view, has a
broader aim than the simple analysis of the relationship
between tourism and economic growth. This article tries to
determine if the relationship between tourism and economic
development is bidirectional, as well as the factors that favor
or hinder this relationship. After presenting the aim of the
research, a series of previous considerations is given con-
cerning the work carried out, the data used is detailed, and
the statistical model that has been applied is specified.



Previous Considerations

The majority of existing works in the scientific literature that
have analyzed the relationship between tourism and eco-
nomic growth, both tourism-led economic growth (TLGH)
and economic-driven tourism growth (EDTG), have been
carried out by applying an analysis at the country level, since
generally the expansion of the tourism activity has influ-
enced, or has been influenced by the macroeconomic figures
at the country level.

Therefore, it seems reasonable that the design of an
empirical study that aims to establish the relationship
between tourism and economic development, determining in
addition if this relationship is bidirectional between both
dimensions, uses this same approach at the country level,
discarding other, more partial approaches that analyze impact
studies for a destination or region in particular.

This article tries to determine if the relationship between
tourism growth and economic development is bidirectional,
as well as identify the factors that favor or hinder this rela-
tionship. Therefore, it is necessary to measure three specific
dimensions that are composed, in turn, of multiple variables:
tourism growth, economic development, and determinant
factors.

Data Collection and Period Analyzed

First, for the measurement of tourism growth, existing infor-
mation has been used from the Global Economic Contribution
of Travel and Tourism database, which is prepared by the
World Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC) and its research
partner Oxford Economics. This database is used to measure
the economic growth of tourism in more than 185 countries,
quantifying its main economic impacts since 1988, which
allows for the homogeneous comparison of said data at the
country level (WTTC 2018). For measuring tourism growth,
following Cardenas-Garcia, Sanchez-Rivero, and Pulido-
Fernandez (2015), a total of six variables from this source of
information have been used (Table 1).

Second, data from the Human Development Report pre-
pared by the United Nations Development Program (UNDP)
has been used for the quantification of economic develop-
ment. This report was published for the first time in 1990,
with the aim of measuring wider-ranging variables than
those linked exclusively to the economic cycle, which
implies evaluating variables related to the welfare and devel-
opment of the population (UNDP 2018). In the same way as
Cardenas-Garcia, Sanchez-Rivero, and Pulido-Fernandez
(2015), a total of nine variables from this source of informa-
tion were used for the measurement of economic develop-
ment (Table 2). As such, both the Human Development Index
(HDI) and the individual variables used to construct said
index are included, since the HDI has a strong correlation
with these variables and therefore can be considered a proxy
variable of economic development.

Thirdly, regarding factors that can influence the bidirec-
tional relationship between tourism and economic develop-
ment, variables have been used that have been analyzed
previously in other research studies (Cardenas-Garcia 2012;
Cardenas-Garcia and Pulido-Fernandez 2014; Cardenas-
Garcia and Sanchez-Rivero 2015; Pulido-Fernandez,
Cardenas-Garcia, and Villanueva-Alvaro 2013; Sanchez-
Rivero and Cardenas-Garcia 2014) and that have been shown
to be able to influence the unidirectional relationship between
tourism, economic growth, and economic development.

Thus, it is reasonable to use these same factors. That is to
say, if these factors influence the unidirectional relationship
between tourism growth and economic development, they
may also have predictive capacity in a possible bidirectional
relationship.

All these factors have in common that they come from the
World Development Indicators database, provided by the
World Bank, which offers information on factors that affect
development: geographical characteristics and provision of
infrastructure, characteristics of the population and access to
the labor market, generation of foreign exchange and tax col-
lection capacity, investment climate, and the environmental
dimension of sustainability (World Bank 2018).

There are enough theoretical and logical arguments to
support the consideration of the impact of these 62 factors,
spurring on or holding back the relationship between tourism
growth and economic development. The aim of this article is
not to explore further the debate surrounding these theoreti-
cal and logical arguments, which have already been dis-
cussed in the literature reviewed during this research.
However, a more detailed explanation can be found in each
of these individual works (Table 3).

It should be noted that any limitations that these three
databases may have are minor in comparison with the infor-
mation that can possibly be obtained from other alternative
reports, which would not be homogeneous. In addition, if
another data source were used, the number of countries with
available data would be significantly lower.

Finally, with regard to the time frame analyzed, the aim is
to carry out as wide a temporal analysis as possible, which
allows the long-term causal relationships between tourism
and economic development to be measured. Thus, according
to the temporal restriction on the data, there was information
available from the beginning of the nineties to the fiscal year
2017 from the three databases that were used.

Therefore, the only criterion for a country to be included
in the sample analyzed is to have information available in the
three databases used and during the entire period analyzed
(1993-2017), resulting in a total of 143 countries that meet
this criterion. Although there are currently a greater number
of countries analyzed in the different databases used, their
incorporation has been carried out gradually, so they were
not available for the entire period analyzed. No specific pat-
tern was found in the missing data of these countries (MCAR
= missing completely at random).



Table I. Variables of Tourism Growth.

Variable Meaning (Measuring)

Direct contribution to GDP DCP Gross domestic product generated by all sectors that are directly related to tourists
(2011 USD bn).

Direct contribution to DCE Number of direct jobs generated within the travel and tourism industry (thousands).

employment

International tourism exports ETI It includes the expenditure by international tourists in the country, both for business
and leisure travel, including also the cost of transport (2011 USD bn).

Capital investment FBK This includes the expenditure on capital goods by all sectors directly involved in the
travel and tourism industry (2011 USD bn).

Domestic tourism expenditure DTE Expenditure by residents during their tourism activities during the trips within their own
country, so it does not include the expenditure by residents abroad (2011 USD bn).

Public sector expenditure PSE Public expenditure on individual services that are not market related, whose

beneficiaries may be identified separately (2011 USD bn).

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on World Travel & Tourism Council (2018).

Table 2. Variables of Economic Development.

Variable Meaning (Measuring)

Human Development Index HDI  Index that measures the achievements in three basic dimensions of human development: long
and healthy life, access to knowledge, and a decent standard of living (value O-1I).

Life expectancy at birth LEB  Number of years that a newborn will live, provided that the prevailing age-specific mortality
patterns at the time of their birth remain the same throughout their life (years).

Infant mortality rate IMR  Infant mortality rate in children under | year of age. Probability of dying between birth and the
exact age one year, expressed as 1,000 live births (per thousand births).

GDP per capita GPC  Total production of final goods and services of a given economy, by both residents and
nonresidents, divided by the population at midyear (GPC US $).

Distribution of income DOl It measures the degree to which the distribution of income among individuals in a country
deviates from a distribution in terms of perfect equality (value 0-100).

Physicians PHY  Medical doctors and all professionals, graduates of any medical school, who are working in any

field of expertise (per 1,000 inhabitants).

Public expenditure on health PEH

Current and capital expenditure from government budget (central and local), external

borrowings and grants and social health insurance funds (% of GDP).

The percentage of people aged 15 years and older who can read and write, with understanding,

a short and simple statement about their daily life (% of population + 15 years).

Adult literacy rate ALR
Public Expenditure on PEE
Education

Public expenditure on public education plus subsidies to private educational institutions at
primary, secondary and tertiary levels (% of GDP).

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on United Nations Development Programme (2018).

Applied Methodology

In accordance with the aim of this article, which seeks to
determine if the relationship between tourism and economic
development is bidirectional, and taking into account that
both dimensions are quantified, in turn, through different
individual variables, a preliminary treatment of the data was
first carried out.

Thus, the scores of the six standardized tourism growth
indicators (Table 1) were obtained for each of the countries,
in order to homogenize the values and normalize the analysis
data.

Likewise, the nine economic development variables
(Table 2) were treated with the aim of achieving homogeni-
zation and normalization of the data.

It should be emphasized that the variables have been stan-
dardized to normalize the data, instead of performing other
types of transformations. In this regard, other types of trans-
formations such as log transformations were considered.
However, no better improvement in model fit was found
when those other transformations were applied. In addition,
no better transformation would make the interpretation of the
coefficients and the results from the model easier. Thus, we
have chosen the most appropriate transformation from an
interpretation point of view that normalized the data and at
the same time provided an appropriate goodness of fit of the
statistical model and distribution assumptions that were
made when modeling the data.

After this previous treatment, confirmatory factor anal-
ysis was initially applied (Brown 2015) to validate the
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inclusion and creation of both the tourism growth dimension
and the economic development dimension, based on the
aforementioned indicators. The reliability and internal con-
sistency of both the tourism growth construct and the eco-
nomic development construct were checked using the value
of Cronbach’s alpha.

Second, predictive clustering models (specifically
descriptive grouping models using linear regression as a
technique applicable to said model; Espino 2017) were
applied to the annual values of the tourism growth scores,
with the purpose of classifying countries into groups because
of similarities in their tourism expansion trends during the
period analyzed. In the same way, this same statistical analy-
sis was applied to the annual values of the economic devel-
opment scores, with the purpose of classifying the countries
into groups by similarities in their economic development
trends during the time frame analyzed. The groups of coun-
tries formed were characterized, along with the association
of tourism growth and economic development of the clusters
obtained.

Third and final, mixed models (Kline 2010) with random
effects by year and country were used to study the associa-
tion of tourism growth according to economic development
and vice versa. The aim was to subsequently build a multi-
variate model that analyzes the association of both tourism
and economic development with the five groups of factors
previously identified by the scientific literature (Table 3)—
geographic features and infrastructure provision, population
characteristics, foreign exchange generation and collection
capacity, investment climate, and environmental dimension
of sustainability, adjusted by the type of country analyzed.

From each of these blocks, the evolution over time of the
62 indicators (with their respective standardized values) was
considered to be under study.

Specifically, mixed linear regression models were used
(Little 2013) and applied to the response variable of the
development score over the years, considering the random
effect for the country identifier (intracountry adjustment—
positioning adjustment) and the random effect due to the
year (intrayear adjustment—adjustment of the slope that
explains the development trend over time). Likewise, a hier-
archical system was applied, because of the differences of
countries according to the cluster, allowing the type of coun-
try to be taken into account according to the cluster to which
it belongs (adjusting for the heterogeneity between clusters).
The process for the selection of variables used in the multi-
variate modeling was a combination of the forward and
backward stepwise selection procedure (manual by block),
based on the results of the p-value statistical tests and the
goodness-of-fit criteria. It should be indicated that during the
entire process any possibly confusing variables were evalu-
ated, and that models were studied in parallel, in case of loss
of information or high correlation between indicators, to
finally obtain the model that best fits the data and be able to
conclude with the most relevant variables associated with the

economic growth of the countries. Likewise, the factors sig-
nificantly and directly associated with economic develop-
ment were evaluated in the multivariate analysis.

Although there are different methods of statistical model-
ing, depending on the objective of the analysis and the char-
acteristics of the variables to be analyzed, structural equation
model (SEM) is an appropriate one to perform the analysis
and address the objectives of the study: in the first part, there
are multiple variables that theoretically define a dimension
over the years, so the construction of the dimension and the
load of each variable that impacts the latent dimension
should be confirmed and, in the second part, a score is cre-
ated for each dimension and mixed longitudinal regression
models are applied to analyze the association of factors to
each dimension (Blunch 2008; Iacobucci 2009; Schumacker
and Lomax 2004).

In addition, since the appearance of SEM in 1999, this
econometric model has been used increasingly in research on
different aspects of tourism, as evidenced by Nunkoo,
Ramkissoon, and Gursoy (2013), in which they describe the
main advantages of using SEM with respect to other method-
ologies, including the case in which economic variables
related to tourism are analyzed.

The specification of the model is based on a graphical rep-
resentation, in which, by the use of different signs, the hypo-
thetical statistical relationships between the observed
variables and the latent variables are formulated. This dia-
gram of causal relationships between observed variables and
latent variables can also be expressed through a system of
simultaneous equations, or can be summarized in a matrix
expression.

Finally, we proceeded to analyze the set of variables and
indicators proposed in the theoretical diagram (Figure 1).

The econometric models were implemented using the R
software (Rosseel 2012). The mclust package in R was used
to perform the country classification. SPSS software was
used to describe the data and to perform multivariate statisti-
cal testing using bootstrap methods. Statistical tests were
performed at a two-side 5% significance level.

Results and Discussion

Validation of the Indicators of Tourism Growth
and Economic Development

First, in order to validate the construction of the indicators
used to measure both the tourism growth and the economic
development during the period 1993-2017, tests for reliabil-
ity and internal consistency of both constructs were carried
out and the results of the corresponding confirmatory models
were obtained.

The value of Cronbach’s alpha in the evolution of the six
tourism growth indicators was 0.942, varying between 0.936
and 0.950, depending on the year under consideration. These
values indicate an excellent internal consistency between the
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indicators considered for forming the tourism growth scale.
In turn, the adjusted structural confirmatory models ade-
quately explain the size of the tourism growth scale, with
measures of standardized root mean square residual (SRMR)
goodness of fit less than 0.05 throughout the period analyzed,
with the values varying, according to the year analyzed,
between 0.012 and 0.042. Likewise, the comparative fit
index (CFI) values varied between 0.90 and 0.98, being in all
cases greater than 0.80, the limit from which a value is con-
sidered appropriate (Lara-Hormigo 2014). The root mean
square error (RMSE) values vary between 0.11 and 0.20.

In Table 4, the values of the standardized parameters for
each of the years analyzed are shown; from these, tourism
growth scores were formed based on the six indicators
specified.

Although the econometric model has been applied to all
longitudinal data for the 1993-2017 period to take into
account intrayear variability, for presentation purposes a
summary of the data is shown in a cross-sectional manner,
with five cross-sections at intervals of six years.

After this process, it was concluded that practically all the
indicators considered have a strong association with the
growth of tourism throughout the period analyzed, with only
the direct contribution to employment indicator obtaining a
lower association with the tourism growth dimension,
although its direct association increased during the time
frame analyzed.

With regard to economic development, the value of
Cronbach’s alpha during the evolution of its nine indicators
was 0.609, varying between 0.565 and 0.614. Depending on
the year under consideration, these values indicate a good
internal consistency between the indicators considered for

forming the economic development scale. In turn, the
adjusted structural confirmatory models adequately explain
the economic development scale, with measures of SRMR
goodness of fit less than 0.08 throughout the period analyzed,
with the values varying, according to the year analyzed,
between 0.060 and 0.076. Likewise, the CFI values varied
between 0.83 and 0.94; although values lower than 0.9 were
found, these values are not excessively low, and were there-
fore considered appropriate (Salcines and Fernandez 2016;
Tomas, Rodrigo, and Oliver 2005). The RMSE values vary
between 0.08 and 0.18.

In Table 5, the standardized parameters obtained through
the corresponding model are shown, which serve as the basis
for the creation of the economic development scores based
on the nine indicators specified. In this case, as with tourism
growth, a summary of the data is shown in a cross-sectional
manner, with five cross-sections at six-year intervals.

After this process, it was found that the indicators with a
high association with economic development during the ana-
lyzed period were, directly, Human Development Index, life
expectancy at birth, and adult literacy rate, and inversely,
infant mortality rate (since this indicator has an inverse rela-
tionship with economic development; i.e., the higher this
value, the less economic development and vice versa). Those
indicators having an average association with economic
development were, directly, GDP per capita and physicians
and, inversely, distribution of income.

Finally, although in both the case of tourism growth and
economic development, the RMSE values obtained are higher
than 0.05 (ranging from 0.08 to 0.20), in cases of analysis of
samples with low degrees of freedom and sample size less
than 200 subjects, as in the present analysis, the formation of



Table 4. Standardized Parameters for the Tourism Growth Dimension.

Variable 1993 1999 2005 2011 2017
Direct contribution to GDP DCP 0.999 0.996 0.996 0.994 0.993
Direct contribution to employment DCE 0.331 0.347 0.325 0.381 0.427
International tourism exports ETI 0915 0911 0.907 0.897 0.899
Capital investment FBK 0.950 0.978 0.979 0.976 0.968
Domestic tourism expenditure DTE 0.992 0.998 0.998 0.999 1.000
Public sector expenditure PSE 0.943 0.969 0.989 0.985 0.979
Table 5. Standardized Parameters for the Economic Development Dimension.

Variable 1993 1999 2005 2011 2017

Human Development Index HDI 0.973 0.978 0.961 0.993 0.988
Life expectancy at birth LEB 0.969 0.962 0.950 0911 0912
Infant mortality rate IMR -0.949 -0.958 -0.945 -0.897 -0.893
GDP per capita GPC 0.692 0.683 0.711 0.761 0.748
Adult literacy rate ALR 0.866 0.837 0.819 0.827 0.826
Distribution of income DOl -0.353 -0.365 —-0.429 -0.424 -0.427
Physicians PHY 0.728 0.724 0.753 0.784 0.788
Public expenditure on health PEH 0.646 0.651 0.656 0.584 0.595
Public expenditure on education PEE 0.399 0.359 0.263 0.243 0.240

the economic growth and economic development constructs is
considered valid (Kenny, Kaniskan, and McCoach 2015).

Classification of Countries According to Their
Level of Tourism Growth and Economic
Development

Next, we proceeded to characterize the 143 countries ana-
lyzed as well as to analyze the association of tourism growth
with the level of economic development of the different clus-
ters formed.

Cluster techniques are well-established and rigorous sta-
tistical methods to cluster subjects or objects that are based on
mathematical distances between the variables. This is a more
robust method from a mathematical point of view that allows
simple categorizations based on cut-off point values of those
variables from which we did not have any methodological
justification and no rigorous procedure (Anderberg 2014).

The classification obtained through the predictive clus-
ter models applied to tourism growth and economic devel-
opment is shown in Table 6. There is a significant association
of dependence between tourism growth and economic
development, given that the distribution of countries
according to their classification for tourism growth and
economic development was not homogeneous. It does show
that part of the tourism growth is linked to economic devel-
opment and vice versa; however, there is also a part of tour-
ism growth that is not explained by economic development
and vice versa.

Therefore, the direct association between the classifica-
tion of countries according to tourism growth and economic

development was found to be significant, and there was also
a dependence on the distribution of countries in the classifi-
cation clusters (the associated statistical test, showing the
dependency ratio between economic and tourism classifica-
tion; chi-square (4) = 41.881, p < 0.001).

Then, the clusters were characterized, according to the
average scores obtained for tourism growth and economic
development. The standardized average scores for each
year analyzed and each indicator used were obtained, both
in the tourism growth dimension and in the economic
development dimension. The average values show the
degree of tourism growth and economic development of
the combination of countries classified in each of the
groups obtained.

In the first place, with regard to tourism growth, the
countries in cluster 1 are observed to be the ones with the
lowest growth in tourism and whose evolution has been
smaller. In addition, little variability in the indicators over
the years indicates a greater similarity in the parameters of
tourism activity among countries in the cluster. On the
other hand, the countries that make up cluster 2 have supe-
rior tourism growth to the previous cluster but with nega-
tive values. They are countries, in the majority, that are
still below the average tourism growth. The countries that
make up cluster 3 have a higher than average tourism
growth, although it can be seen that tourism growth in this
cluster stagnates somewhat from 2005 onwards, while the
countries in clusters 1 and 2 continue to grow during this
period, although only slightly.

Finally, in order to analyze the specific differences of
each cluster, the differences at the individual level of each
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Table 6. Distribution of Countries According to Tourism
Growth and Economic Development.

Tourism Growth

Cluster | Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Total

Economic Cluster a 4| 5 | 47
development Cluster b 28 22 6 56
Cluster ¢ 8 21 1 40

Total 77 48 18 143

of the six indicators that make up the tourism growth
dimension need to be scrutinized, with these values being
detailed in Table 7.

In second place, with regard to the economic develop-
ment and the clusters formed according to the evolution of
the values of the nine indicators used for its measurement,
the results obtained are shown in Table 8. Countries in
cluster a are characterized by having a lower level of eco-
nomic development over the time frame analyzed, with
low scores, mainly in Human Development Index, Life
Expectancy at Birth and Adult Literacy Rate. On the other
hand, the countries in Cluster b are defined by having aver-
age scores of Human Development Index and Life
Expectancy at Birth, while the GDP per Capita values are
excessively low. Finally, the countries in Cluster ¢ are
characterized by a high level of economic development,
marked by very high values in all the indicators that are
directly related to economic development (with the excep-
tion of Public Expenditure on Education) and, on the other
hand, very reduced values in the indicators that have an
inverse relationship with economic development (Infant
Mortality Rate and Distribution of Income).

In Appendix 1, the countries that were analyzed are
shown, as well as their corresponding tourism growth cluster
and economic development cluster according to the data
analysis.

Association Model between Tourism and
Economic Development with Key Factors

Finally, in this section, a multivariate model was devel-
oped that analyzes the evolution of tourism growth accord-
ing to the economic classification of the country along
with the evolution of the economic development level,
associated with the groups of key factors that, as identified
in previous works, can influence said bidirectional rela-
tionship. These are (1) geographical characteristics and
provision of infrastructure, (2) population characteristics,
(3) generation of foreign currency and tax collection
capacity, (4) investment climate, and (5) environmental
dimension of sustainability.

The results have been obtained by means of multivariate
linear regression models, applied to the response variable

11

of the tourism growth score and the level of economic
development score, during the time frame analyzed.

In this regard, it should be taken into account that several
tests were carried out in order to verify the ideality of the
model:

- First, to check the goodness of the fit, the X? statistic
was obtained: 598.730 (p value: 0.000), which allows
us to check the appropriate fit of the model.

- Second, whether or not there are multicollinearity
problems in the model based on VIF (variance infla-
tion factor) was analyzed, obtaining in all cases VIF
values below 7. According to Belsley (1982), there are
only multicollinearity problems in the model from val-
ues greater than 10.

- Third, whether or not the regression model presents
problems of heteroscedasticity was analyzed, through
White’s contrast (Cross Terms). The absence of het-
eroscedasticity is confirmed through the statistic F,
since the null hypothesis for the existence of het-
eroscedasticity has a value of p>0.05 (p=0.223).

- Finally, the possibility that the cross-section had
dependency problems was analyzed through the
Pesaran cross-section dependency test. Pesaran’s test
of cross-sectional independence is 6.125 (p=0.000).

Figure 2 represents the results of the model, showing in
addition the significant and relevant variables for tourism
growth and economic development from the key factors
that have been analyzed. These indicate the degree of asso-
ciation with both dimensions of each of the standardized
indicators.

First, it can be seen that there is a significant association of
the economic development cluster on the degree of tourism
growth, so that the expansion of tourism activity differs accord-
ing to the level of economic development of the country.

Similarly, when assessing the level of economic develop-
ment of the countries analyzed, it is found that this dimension
is influenced by the degree of tourism growth, differentiating
said level of economic development according to the cluster of
tourism growth to which the country belongs.

Therefore, a reciprocal association between tourism
growth and economic development is observed throughout
the analyzed time frame.

On the one hand, the lower the level of economic devel-
opment of the country, the lower also is the growth of tour-
ism (0.56 points less tourism growth in less developed
countries [Cluster a] with respect to the more developed
countries [Cluster c¢] and 0.37 points less tourism growth
between countries with a medium level of development
[Cluster b] and more developed countries [Cluster c]).

On the other hand, the lower the tourism growth a country
has, the lower its level of economic development is also
(1.05 points less economic development of countries with a
lower level of tourism growth [Cluster 1] compared to



Table 7. Detailed Score by Tourism Growth Cluster.

1993 1999 2005 2011 2017
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

General tourism growth score

Cluster | -0.294 (0.009) -0.278 (0.009) -0.267 (0.009) -0.263 (0.009) -0.261 (0.009)

Cluster 2 —0.152 (0.116) -0.148 (0.107) -0.144 (0.101) -0.141 (0.100) -0.144 (0.109)

Cluster 3 1.670 (2.239) 1.594 (2.305) 1.536 (2.354) 1.507 (2.378) 1.507 (2.379)
DCP score

Cluster | -0.293 (0.009) -0.279 (0.013) -0.278 (0.013) —-0.294 (0.017) -0.298 (0.020)

Cluster 2 =0.151 (0.117) -0.134 (0.118) -0.133 (0.120) —0.123 (0.146) -0.116 (0.164)

Cluster 3 1.662 (2.235) 1.561 (2.321) 1.549 (2.330) 1.591 (2.288) 1.589 (2.285)
DCE score

Cluster | -0.234 (0.019) -0.221 (0.028) -0.214 (0.029) -0.216 (0.043) -0.207 (0.048)

Cluster 2 -0.121 (0.142) -0.110 (0.149) -0.107 (0.144) -0.098 (0.169) -0.098 (0.166)

Cluster 3 1.331 (2.488) 1.247 (2.538) 1.208 (2.562) 1.189 (2.567) 1.152 (2.588)
ETI score

Cluster | -0.334 (0.033) -0.334 (0.042) -0.348 (0.044) -0.384 (0.057) -0.368 (0.061)

Cluster 2 -0.044 (0.286) -0.059 (0.276) -0.061 (0.288) -0.042 (0.352) -0.02 (0.375)

Cluster 3 1.549 (2.264) 1.588 (2.237) 1.654 (2.171) 1.754 (2.029) 1.627 (2.141)
FBK score

Cluster | -0.287 (0.026) —-0.310 (0.015) —0.254 (0.015) -0.281 (0.017) —0.284 (0.018)

Cluster 2 -0.097 (0.235) —-0.099 (0.24) —0.090 (0.173) -0.109 (0.181) —0.100 (0.183)

Cluster 3 1.493 (2.344) 1.597 (2.255) 1.329 (2.478) 1.496 (2.357) 1.489 (2.361)
DTE score

Cluster | -0.286 (0.005) -0.268 (0.005) -0.263 (0.006) -0.254 (0.007) -0.256 (0.009)

Cluster 2 -0.178 (0.104) -0.161 (0.100) -0.155 (0.098) -0.146 (0.096) -0.146 (0.108)

Cluster 3 1.707 (2.199) 1.588 (2.305) 1.548 (2.337) 1.484 (2.387) 1.495 (2.378)
PSE score

Cluster | -0.272 (0.02) -0.299 (0.031) -0.241 (0.018) -0.23 (0.016) -0.234 (0.019)

Cluster 2 -0.147 (0.134) -0.133 (0.164) -0.145 (0.107) —0.145 (0.100) -0.148 (0.099)

Cluster 3 1.563 (2.319) 1.640 (2.242) 1.425 (2.430) 1.379 (2.464) 1.403 (2.447)

countries with higher levels of tourism growth [Cluster 3]
and 0.35 points less economic development of countries with
a mid-level of tourism growth [Cluster 2] compared to coun-
tries with higher tourism growth [Cluster 37).

Therefore, there is a bidirectional relationship between
tourism and economic development, forming a circular
flow between both dimensions, so that these results confirm
the first of the hypotheses established in this research work.
That is to say, that the expansion of the tourism activity
improves the level of economic development in the coun-
tries where that tourism activity occurs but, at the same
time, the level of economic development in those countries
conditions the expansion of that tourist activity within their
territory.

Second, the results of the applied multivariate model
show that both tourism growth and the level of economic
development are influenced by certain key factors in addi-
tion to their own bidirectional relationship. In effect, the
parameters in Figure 2 show the degree of association of
each of the standardized indicators with the two dimensions
analyzed: tourism growth and economic development.

On the one hand, tourism growth is influenced by, in
addition to the level of economic development, both the pro-
vision of infrastructure (land area, paved roads and conflict-
related deaths) and the appropriate investment climate
(interest rate, interest margin, consumer price index,
research and development expenditure, and GDP per person
employed). All these factors have a direct relationship with
tourism growth, with the exception of conflict-related deaths
(which measures the insecurity generated by conflicts in the
country) and interest margin (which measures the interest
rate of the financial market), which have an inverse relation-
ship with this dimension.

On the other hand, the level of economic development is
determined by, in addition to tourism growth, the geographi-
cal characteristics (terrestrial protected areas and improved
sanitation facilities), the characteristics of the population
(urban population, population > 65 years and age depen-
dency ratio) and the investment climate (total tax rate and
GDP per person employed). All these factors have a direct
relationship with economic development, with the excep-
tion of Age Dependency Ratio (which measures the number
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Table 8. Detailed Score by Economic Development Cluster.

1993 1999 2005 2011 2017
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

General Economic Development Score

Cluster a —1.175 (0.585) —1.235 (0.528) —-1.221 (0.558) —-1.210 (0.510) —-1.221 (0.519)

Cluster b 0.250 (0.381) 0.288 (0.377) 0.255 (0.295) 0.192 (0.322) 0.225 (0.317)

Cluster ¢ 1.036 (0.248) 1.021 (0.197) 1.052 (0.224) 1.126 (0.227) 1.091 (0.227)
HDI score

Cluster a -1.152 (0.515) -1.217 (0.555) —1.155 (0.58) —1.198 (0.524) -1.208 (0.542)

Cluster b 0.264 (0.480) 0.295 (0.473) 0.150 (0.411) 0.176 (0.344) 0.209 (0.355)

Cluster ¢ 1.055 (0.344) 0.991 (0.207) 1.121 (0.274) 1.133 (0.229) 1.097 (0.229)
LEB score

Cluster a -1.190 (0.705) -1.264 (0.540) —1.228 (0.640) —-1.222 (0.669) —-1.216 (0.685)

Cluster b 0.286 (0.352) 0.360 (0.339) 0.330 (0.334) 0.333 (0.334) 0.328 (0.324)

Cluster ¢ 0.967 (0.293) 0.948 (0.289) 0.947 (0.295) 0.936 (0.280) 0.937 (0.291)
IMR score

Cluster a 1.174 (0.848) 1.196 (0.692) 1.241 (0.781) 1.227 (0.838) 1.213 (0.878)

Cluster b —-0.341 (0.348) -0.287 (0.415) —0.431 (0.254) —0.445 (0.219) —0.450 (0.203)

Cluster ¢ -0.879 (0.061) —0.977 (0.106) —0.834 (0.058) —0.799 (0.053) —0.777 (0.050)
GPC score

Cluster a —0.703 (0.238) —0.704 (0.193) —-0.728 (0.191) -0.738 (0.188) —-0.751 (0.196)

Cluster b —-0.331 (0.357) —0.350 (0.334) —0.340 (0.336) -0.335 (0.341) —0.307 (0.365)

Cluster ¢ 1.254 (1.001) 1.279 (0.978) 1.289 (0.938) 1.291 (0.923) 1.262 (0.939)
DOl score

Cluster a 0.432 (0.968) 0.421 (0.946) 0.478 (0.925) 0.442 (0.894) 0.438 (0.883)

Cluster b 0.166 (0.967) 0.197 (0.916) 0.181 (0.932) 0.201 (0.982) 0.221 (0.950)

Cluster ¢ —0.747 (0.635) —-0.773 (0.740) -0.823 (0.642) -0.806 (0.635) -0.825 (0.688)
PHY score

Cluster a —0.889 (0.120) —0.906 (0.114) —0.945 (0.169) —-0.95 (0.171) —-0.962 (0.161)

Cluster b 0.072 (0.938) 0.084 (0.916) 0.07 (0.816) 0.060 (0.818) 0.058 (0.793)

Cluster ¢ 0.951 (0.720) 0.948 (0.738) 1.013 (0.747) 1.033 (0.708) 1.049 (0.709)
PEH score

Cluster a —0.681 (0.482) —0.697 (0.454) —0.694 (0.528) —-0.564 (0.716) —-0.619 (0.678)

Cluster b -0.162 (0.785) -0.165 (0.773) -0.126 (0.730) -0.221 (0.684) -0.150 (0.715)

Cluster ¢ 1.026 (0.907) 1.049 (0.895) 0.992 (0.974) 0.971 (0.977) 0.938 (0.990)
ALR score

Cluster a -1.036 (0.787) -1.026 (0.912) -1.071 (0.951) -1.086 (0.956) -1.075 (0.994)

Cluster b 0.278 (0.681) 0.298 (0.658) 0.348 (0.539) 0.362 (0.497) 0.365 (0.474)

Cluster ¢ 0.862 (0.292) 0.774 (0.243) 0.758 (0.190) 0.755 (0.191) 0.738 (0.186)
PEE score

Cluster a -0.416 (1.03) -0.362 (1.201) -0.243 (1.256) -0.214 (1.301) -0.207 (1.230)

Cluster b —0.010 (0.961) 0.017 (0.892) —-0.043 (0.902) —-0.059 (0.871) -0.079 (0.916)

Cluster ¢ 0.506 (0.801) 0.407 (0.718) 0.350 (0.677) 0.342 (0.646) 0.367 (0.701)

of dependents, retirees, and schoolchildren, compared with
those who are of working age).

Therefore, the bidirectional relationship between tourism
and economic development does not occur automatically,
but rather there are some key factors that determine this
relationship. So the second hypothesis of this research work
is also confirmed; that is to say, there are some key factors
that determine the bidirectional relationship between tour-
ism and economic development.
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Conclusions

The relationship between tourism and economic growth has
been widely studied by the scientific literature of the last two
decades. In general, it has been shown that the expansion of
tourism boosts economic growth in the countries where said
tourism occurs. But there are also works that show that the
opposite is true, that is to say, that economic growth contrib-
utes positively to the expansion of tourism activity.
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Figure 2. Multivariate model of association between tourism and economic development with the key factors analysed.

In this article, we have taken the position of a third cur-
rent of thought (on which, until now, literature has been
scarce), which advocates that in reality there is a bidirec-
tional causal relationship between the expansion of tour-
ism and economic growth. But this research goes a step
further, analyzing not the relationship between tourism
and economic growth but between tourism and economic
development.

The results obtained confirm the two hypotheses proposed.

Indeed, as the first hypothesis suggested, it has been pos-
sible to demonstrate that the growth of tourism improves the
level of economic development in the countries where that
tourism takes place and, in turn, the level of economic devel-
opment of these countries determines the expansion of tour-
ism activity in said territories.

This conclusion defends the role that some international
organizations have developed during the last decades, such
as the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development,
the United Nations Economic Commission for Africa or the
United Nations World Tourism Organization, when backing
public policies that favor tourism growth, given that this
growth as demonstrated by this hypothesis will become an
effective tool for poverty alleviation in less developed
countries.

As such, both these international institutions as well as
the national governments of the various countries have to
back the development of policies that favor the arrival of
tourists to these territories (infrastructure, promotion,
competitiveness, etc.), given that this increase in tourists
will, in turn, result in an increase of different economic
indicators related to tourism growth and, as has been
shown with this first hypothesis, an increase in tourism
growth will improve the living conditions of the resident
population.

However, as the economic development of a country
improves, that is, the socioeconomic conditions at the des-
tination improve, so there will be an increase in tourism
growth without the need for further investments (bidirec-
tional relationship). Therefore, it is not true that the com-
mitment to tourism as an economic development tool
occurs only if there is public aid for tourism, given that, as
economic development improves, this aid can disappear
without causing tourism growth and therefore economic
development to suffer.

Likewise, the second hypothesis has been corroborated:
the bidirectional relationship that exists between tourism
growth and economic development is conditioned by a set
of factors that favor or limit this relationship.
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With regard to the policy and managerial implications,
note that the results obtained in this article can provide
guidance in the decision making of policymakers and des-
tination managers. Knowing that there is a bidirectional
relationship between tourism growth and economic devel-
opment is very important for making decisions, but what
is really important is knowing what factors determine this
relationship, since the different actors will be able to
direct their decisions toward promoting these types of
factors.

The identification of factors that condition the transfor-
mation of tourism growth into economic development is
essential to achieve greater efficiency of the policies
applied, mainly in those countries where this bidirectional
relationship between tourism growth and economic devel-
opment is weaker, in other words, in least developed coun-
tries. Therefore, before international organizations or
national governments make significant investments—with
the intention of attracting tourist flows—policy decisions
must be simultaneously taken to improve infrastructure
provision, increase the level of security, favor an adequate
investment climate, and reduce the dependent population
ratio.

Because of the public nature that most DMOs have, not
only should these organizations make a commitment to the
development of policies that favor the arrival of tourists to a
territory in isolation but, as they also have a mission of effi-
ciency in public management, the allocation of resources to
tourism as an economic development tool must be accompa-
nied by other types of policies that favor the bidirectional
relationship between tourism growth and economic devel-
opment, precisely influencing the factors that have been
revealed in this article and that have been indicated in the
previous paragraph.

However, in many cases, at the same time that policies
are developed that are committed to tourism as a develop-
ment tool, another series of policies that aim to generate
foreign exchange, or increase tax collection capacity, or
GDP per person employed or environmental sustainability
should also be developed, given that all these variables
influence the bidirectional relationship between tourism
growth and economic development.

As has been shown in this article, it is not enough to
exclusively promote policies aimed at the growth of tour-
ism activity, but rather, for tourism to become an instru-
ment of development; even prior to promoting tourism
activity in a territory (especially in the least developed
countries), policy makers and destination managers must
apply policies aimed at ensuring that this territory is pre-
pared for tourism to prosper. In fact, the failure of many of
the actions of international development cooperation orga-
nizations, NGOs, etc. in terms of tourism in these types of
countries, is precisely because they have not created
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favorable conditions for tourism to prosper, and instead
dedicated themselves exclusively to promoting it.

In any case, these conclusions require a differentiated
analysis by groups of countries that share homogeneous
characteristics, in this case, level of tourism growth (high,
medium, or low) and level of economic development (devel-
oped, developing, or less developed).

In this regard, the lower the level of economic develop-
ment of the country, the lower the growth of tourism, and
vice versa. So the position defended by much of the scien-
tific literature is confirmed, to the extent that less devel-
oped countries have fewer opportunities to convert
tourism growth into an improvement in economic
development.

Therefore, as has happened during the last decades, the
position of international organizations and institutions in
focusing their tourism growth policies on less developed
countries is correct, given that it is in this type of countries
where the relationship between tourism growth and eco-
nomic development is weaker.

Nevertheless, the research developed in this article
came up against a series of limitations that are detailed
below.

First, analysis took place of only those countries for
which there was complete information for the 1993-2017
period of the three databases used. Therefore, although
the sample is sufficiently representative, there are other
countries for which there is information for a specific
magnitude—tourism growth, economic development, or
determining factors—that have had to be discarded
because they do not have complete information in all
databases.

Second, three clusters of countries were identified
according to their level of tourism growth and three clusters
of countries according to their level of economic develop-
ment with the intention of verifying the behavior by groups
of countries that shared homogeneous characteristics.
However, if another criterion had been used to classify
countries, the composition of both groups could have been
different, as well as the results obtained.

As a future line of research, the volume of information
available for the significant number of countries analyzed
could be expanded, in order to incorporate new factors into
the analysis. This would, in short, check how many more
factors condition the bidirectional relationship between
tourism growth and economic development and in what
way. Specifically, it would be interesting to incorporate as
a factor of analysis the volume of aid that countries have
received in order to favor tourism growth, categorizing
countries based on this variable so as to analyze the degree
of efficiency of the policies being applied by those organi-
zations that are granting this type of aid.



Appendix |. Classification of the Analyzed Countries in the Tourism Growth Cluster and Economic Development Cluster.

Country

Tourism growth

Economic development

Cluster |

Cluster 2

Cluster 3

Cluster a

Cluster b

Cluster ¢

Albania
Algeria
Angola
Argentina
Armenia
Australia
Austria
Azerbaijan
Bahamas
Bahrein
Bangladesh
Belarus
Belgium
Belize
Benin
Bolivia
Botswana
Brazil
Bulgaria
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cabo Verde
Cambodia
Cameroon
Canada

Central African Republic

Chad

Chile

China
Colombia
Comoros
Congo
Costa Rica
Céte d'lvoire
Cuba
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Dominican Republic
Ecuador
Egypt

El Salvador
Estonia
Ethiopia

Fiji

Filipinas
Finland
France
Gabon
Gambia
Germany

X

X X X X

X X X X X

X

X X X X X

X

X X X X X X

X

X
X

X X X X

X

X X X X

X
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Appendix I. (continued)

Country

Tourism growth

Economic development

Cluster |

Cluster 2

Cluster 3

Cluster a

Cluster b

Cluster ¢

Ghana
Greece
Guatemala
Guinea
Guyana
Haiti
Honduras
Hungary
Iceland
India
Indonesia
Iran

Ireland
Israel

Italia
Jamaica
Japan
Jordan
Kazakhstan
Kenya
Korea
Kuwait

Lao

Latvia
Lesotho
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Madagascar
Malawi
Malaysia
Maldives
Mali

Malta
Mexico
Moldova
Mongolia
Morocco
Mozambique
Namibia
Nepal
Netherlands
New Zealand
Nicaragua
Niger
Nigeria
Norway
Oman
Pakistan
Panama
Papua New Guinea
Paraguay

X

X X X X X X X X X X

X

X

X X X X

X X X X

X

X

X X X X
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Appendix |. (continued)

Tourism growth

Economic development

Country Cluster | Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster a Cluster b Cluster ¢
Peru X X
Poland X X
Portugal X X
Qatar X X
Rumania X X
Russia X X
Rwanda X X
Santa Lucia X X
Sao Tome and Principe X X
Saudi Arabia X X
Senegal X X
Seychelles X X
Sierra Leona X X
Singapore X X
Slovakia X X
South Africa X X
Spain X X
Sri Lanka X X
Sudan X X
Suriname X X
Swaziland X X
Sweden X X
Switzerland X X
Syria X X
Tanzania X X
Thailand X X
Togo X X
Trinidad and Tobago X X
Tunisia X X
Turkey X X
Uganda X X
Ukraine X X
United Kingdom X X
United States of America X X
Uruguay X X
Vanuatu X X
Venezuela X X
Vietnam X X
Yemen X X
Zambia X X
Zimbabwe X X
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