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ABSTRACT  

Purpose- Tourism is an important sector for countries across the world which develops the fastests and contributes to country's economy. 

The countries in the tourism market are in a serious competition due to its contribution to the economic development. Therefore are 

countries increasing their international competitiveness by the price and cost advantage of the touristic products they offer in order to 

obtain a greater share of the international tourism market.  

Methodology- In the study are the effects of the price and cost advantages on the tourism incomes determined by utilizing the data of 31 

European stakeholder countries in the tourism sector for 2000-2014. The harmonized index of consumer prices, representing the price and 

cost advantage and established by the European Commission’s (EC) Economic and Financial Affairs Council (ECOFIN) with 5 indicators based 

on the real effective Exchange rate, and the unit labour cost series are utilized.  

Findings- The co-integration and causality relation between these series and the tourism income series of the current period are examined 

by the Kao (1999) panel co-integration and the Dumitrescu and Hurlin (2012) panel causality analysis.  

Conclusion- As a result of the conducted analysis, it is determined that there is a co-integration between the price-cost advantage and the 

tourism revenues, and that the price-cost advantage is a statistically meaningful reason for the tourism revenues. 
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1. INTRODUCTION   

The factor, which determines the economic performance and economic precedence of a country, is the high 
competitiveness of such a country. And the supremacy of the competitiveness, which converts countries advantageous 
against other countries, is measured by quality, cost and speed (Kuşat, 2011). The international competitiveness of an 
establishment means that it is at the same level or better than competing domestic and foreign establishments with 
regards to product price and/or product quality, and elements except the price like the timeliness at the delivery and after 
sales services (Kibritçioğlu, 1996). 

The ability of the economies of countries and the companies/establishments that constitute these economies to sustain 
their existence has started to develop depending on their competitiveness along with the globalization (Bahar & Kozak, 
2005) and the companies/establishments converted such to compete seriously with each other with regards to price and 
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quality. This international competitive power has gained importance as a result of the competitive environment 
concentrated by the globalization (Tiryakioğlu, 2004). 

As it is the case in all sectors were also the establishments in the tourism sector forced to develop their competitive 
strategies in order to make profits and to sustain or increase their existing market share (Bahar & Kozak 2005). Therefore 
needs a destination to ensure all its’ attractivities and tourist experiences in order to obtain a competitive advantage in the 
tourism sector (Dwyer & Kim, 2003). One of the factors, which increases the competitiveness and ensures the competitive 
precedence of a destination are the cost and price. Destinations compete with each other with regards to the cost and price 
of a touristic product and ensure an attention competition advantage. 

The success of touristic region/country is measured by its competitive power and the price competition index indicates the 
status of a touristic region with regards to its price competition power. It is revealed in this study that it is necessary to 
determine the competition power in tourism and to assess the different features destinations in competition by comparing 
these.  

At the study are the real exchange rate based Harmonized Index of Consumer Prices (HICP) and Unit Labour Cost series 
(ULC) and the abroad tourism income relations (RECC) of 31 European countries

1
 examined. According to the statistics 

definitions of the European Union are 5 statistics calculated in order to measure the price and cost competitions
2
. These 

are; 

1. Consumer Prices (Index of Consumer Prices and Harmonized Index of Consumer Prices) 
2. GDP Deflator 
3. Goods and Services Export Deflator 
4. Unit Labour Cost (for the whole economy) 
5. Unit Labour Cost (for the manufacture industry) 

These series, established according to the real exchange rate, are variables that represent the international price and cost 
advantage of a macro-economy. At the study is the harmonized index of consumer prices handled as a proxy variable, 
which represents the touristic product price advantage and the unit labour cost as a proxy, which represents the touristic 
product cost advantage and the relation thereof is examined by the co-integration and causality analysis and it is tried to 
determine the importance of the price and cost advantage for the tourism sector by empirical methods.  

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. International Competition Power and Tourism 

Competition is a term which, together with comparative supremacies, covers different disciplines like the price competition 
perspective, strategy and management perspective, historical and social-cultural perspective (Man, Lau & Chan 2002). 
While competition means that a country has the say in an international level by having more sources than the other 
countries, it is maximizing the production and revenue for establishments by mutually competing with other establishments 
(Uysal, 2000). Whilst the competition power is a precondition for the increase of the production and efficiency in an 
economy, the improvement of the living standards of the society and the development of employment (Doğan, 2000), 
means the sustainment of this efficiency that a country gains competitive supremacy in the international market (Porter, 
1991). For an establishment is the competition power the ability to produce with lower costs compared with its competitors 
in the national or international markets (price and cost competition power), to tower above the competitors with regards 
to factors like the quality of the product, the provided services and the attractivity of the product (quality competition 
power) (Aktan, 2003) and the ability to make innovations, to increase the quality (Porter, 1991). Countries and 
establishments determine the factors total cost leadership, diversification, focussing as a competition strategy in order to 
ensure competitive supremacy and to by-pass their competitors (Porter, 2003). 

The company internal factor, which determine the international competition power, are stated to be the quality, cost 
(labour, raw material, energy, capital, import, marketing, tax, social security costs) of the good or service provided by the 
company, the price, efficiency level, profit, the information technology employed in the company, the organization and 
management structure, the efficient usage of the sources, innovation and creativity. And the company external factors are 
stated to be the position and interventions of the state in and to the economy, the international trade system, the structure 
of the domestic demand, the flexibility of the labour markets, economic stability, the exchange rate and interest rate 

                                                           
1 Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Ireland, Greece, Spain, France, Croatia, Italy, Cyprus, Lethonia, Lithuania, 
Luxembourg, Hungary, Malta, Netherlands, Austria, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland, Sweden, United Kingdom, 
Norway, Turkey. 
2 http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/db_indicators/competitiveness/documents/technical_annex_en.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/db_indicators/competitiveness/documents/technical_annex_en.pdf
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policies, foreign capital, the physical and corporate structure, the structure of the financial markets and the standards and 
rules, which regulate the competition (Tiryakioğlu, 2004). Though the plentiness of these factors are factors like the real 
exchange rates, inflation, wages, costs, labour efficiency, profitability, investments, unemployment, qualified labour power, 
research and development activities, export shares, the export/import ratio, import penetration rates, incentives, 
information technology usage, the organization and management structure, price-cost margin, industry intern trade and 
innovation and creativity are the widespread used tools (Demir & Çoban, 1996; Doğan, 2000; Kotan, 2002). 

And there are many factors that can be correlated with the destination competition in the tourism sector. These are 
subjective and objective measurable quantitative factors like the roles of human capital and education; IT and technological 
development; the offer and demand conditions of tourism; investment, incentives and financial regulations; number of 
visitors; expenditures of tourists; relative exchange rates; distance; advertisement and promotion and the number of the 
natural sources. Beside this, there are also subjective measurable qualitative factors like sustainable tourism and 
environment, service quality and customer satisfaction, productivity and the effective utilization of the sources, touristic 
product diversification, destination image, tourism marketing and competition strategy, government and bureaucracy, 
richness in terms of cultural and historical heritage and natural environment (Bahar & Kozak 2005). 

While the definition of tourism competition in the literature is the preservation, sustainment and by time development of 
the market share by the destination (Hassan 2000; d’Hauteserre’e 2000), it is tried in many studies related to completion in 
tourism to determine the factors that influence the competition power and revealed that the different features of the 
destinations in competing need to be assessed by comparison (Peattie & Peattie, 1996; Pearce 1997; Crouch & Ritchie, 
1999; Kozak & Rimmington, 1999; Buhalis, 2000; Dwyer, Forsyth & Rao, 2000; Go & Govers 2000; Mihalic, 2000; Prideaux 
2000; Dwyer, Forsyth & Rao, 2001;  Poon 2002; Enright & Newton, 2004; Crouch, 2007; Kozak, 2007; Hong, 2008; Smit, 
2010; Mazanec & Ring, 2011; Dimoska & Trimcev, 2012; Knezevic Cvelbar, Dwyer, Koman & Mihalic, 2015). Tourism or 
destination competition is defined as a general notion, which covers the price differences by the combination of exchange 
rate movements, the efficiency levels of different components of the sector and the qualitative factor that influence the 
attractivity of a region (Dwyer, Forsyth & Rao 2002). 

The World Economic Forum (WEF) publishes the Travel & Tourism Competitiveness Report in order to determine the travel 
and tourism competition levels, the competitiveness of countries. In the report published in 2015, are the competition 
variables of 141 countries handled and these countries are evaluated by 90 criterions under 4 main groups and 14 sub-
groups. The competition power indicators in the Travel & Tourism Competitiveness Report, representing a total value for 
the travel and tourism competitiveness of each country, are examined under 4 main groups; being (1) Enabling 
Environment, (2) Travel and Tourism Policy and Enabling Conditions, (3) Infrastructure and (4) Natural and Cultural 
Resources. The price competitiveness index is included into the Travel and Tourism Policy and Enabling Conditions main 
group. It is known that low costs increase the country’s attractivity for travellers and provides a price competition in the 
tourism sector. At the measurement of the price competition in the countries are factors like flight ticket taxes and airport 
fees, the hotel price index, purchase power parity and liquid fuel price levels are taken into consideration at the calculation 
of the cheapness or expensiveness of the goods and services in a country compared with the the goods and services in 
other countries (WEF, 2015). 

Turkey ranks 6
th

 with 39,8 Million tourist arrivals and 8
th

 with a tourism revenue of USD 29,5 Billion and is among the top 
ten countries holding the highest share in tourism across the world (The World Tourism Organization [UNWTO], 2015). But 
the tourism income of Turkey is much behind the 7

th
 country before it. Table 1 indicates the travel and tourism price 

competitiveness index of 31 European countries. Turkey attracts the attention with the low price factor compared with 
other countries with regards to the price competitiveness in travel and tourism. It is seen that due to that price factor the 
added value is realized lower though the increase of the number of tourists in terms of Turkey. 

Tablo 1: 31 The Travel and Tourism Price Competitiveness Index of 31 European Countries (2015) 

The Travel and Tourism Price Competitiveness Index 

 
Country Order Point 

 
Country Order Point 

1 Bulgaria 35 5,08 17 Cyprus 111 3,97 

2 Poland 46 4,94 18 Greece 113 3,93 

3 Romania 54 4,89 19 Belgium 120 3,73 

4 Lithuania 57 4,87 20 Finland 121 3,71 

5 Lethonia 58 4,84 21 Ireland 122 3,69 

6 Estonia 72 4,62 22 Germany 126 3,62 
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7 Hungary 76 4,60 23 Netherlands 130 3,56 

8 Slovakia 80 4,51 24 Austria 132 3,49 

9 Czech Republic 87 4,47 25 Italy 133 3,49 

10 Turkey 94 4,37 26 Sweden 134 3,38 

11 Slovenia 96 4,34 27 Denmark 135 3,31 

12 Croatia 101 4,28 28 Norway 137 3,23 

13 Portugal 104 4,23 29 France 139 2,95 

14 Spain 105 4,22 30 United Kingdom 140 2,73 

15 Malta 106 4,22 31 Switzerland 141 2,57 

16 Luxembourg 108 4,10 
    

Kaynak: WEF, 2015. 

2.2. Competition Power in Tourism: Cost and Price 

The increase of the competition in the international markets resulted in the pressure on the establishments towards 
decreasing their prices. Therefore have the costs started to provide a serious advantages to sectors and companies with 
regards to competitiveness (Oral, 1993). Costs and prices are the most important factors with regards to determining the 
competition power (Doğan 2000). Particularly companies strengthen their position in the market by a price advantage due 
to the decreasing costs by implementing methods, which decrease the production costs. The most appropriate and reliable 
method for a company in order to enter into competition in terms of prices is to increase its market efficiency by controlling 
its costs (Drucker, 1998; Doğan, Marangoz & Topoyan, 2003).  

While, as it is the case in any sector of the country’s economy, the consumers aim to purchase the most qualitative product 
for the lowest price, the manufacturers aim to produce the touristic products with the lowest costs and sell these with 
maximal profit. High costs are seen as a negative factor at the preference of a tourism region since they reflect as high 
prices on the tourists. Therefore convert establishments, which offer the touristic product to the tourists with the lowest 
costs, more competitive. One of the competition strategies applicable to the tourism sector should be based on pulling 
down the costs to the as possible lowest level and thus to dominating the market with the most affordable price.  

The price is an important determining factor for the competition power in tourism  (Buhalis, 2000; Dwyer et al., 2000; 
Dwyer et al., 2001; Dwyer et al., 2002; Barros, Botti, Peypoch, Robinot, Bernardind & Assaf. 2011; Assaf & Dwyer, 2013). At 
the measurement of the competition power of a touristic region are the appropriateness feature of the products in the 
tourism sector with regards to the price (Dwyer et al., 2001) and price sourced promotional activities (Peattie & Peattie, 
1996) deemed to be important factors. The ability of a touristic country or region to gain competition power is related to 
whether the product prices in the country’s tourism sector have a competitive structure or not, and the price competition 
depends on the other sub-sectors which provide goods and services to the visitors (Dwyer et al., 2001). 

At the answers to the open end questions asked to tourists in the study conducted by Bahar (2004) in order to determine 
the competition power of Turkey in the tourism sector was indicated that Turkey is in general a cheap country, but that the 
prices at the airports (particularly in the duty free shops) are very high. It is stated at the question in the questionnaire 
during the same study applied to local businesses that the existence of a tourism specific cost and incentive policies will 
positively influence the competition power of the country, but that some participants noted that the fact, that the VAT 
rates in Turkey are much higher than in competing countries, contributes negative to this. 

Ayaş & Baydur (2005) have compared in the study they conducted the competition power of the touristic regions of Fethiye 
and Marmaris in Muğla by the aid of the price competition index and determined the price competition power index for 
Fethiye to be 5,2%, and for Marmaris to be 3,9%. It can be stated that Fethiye is about 25% cheaper with regards to the 
local prices or 25% more competitive compared with Marmaris. 

3. DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

This section of the study will provide information on the data set established in order to examine the relation of the price 
and cost advantage with the tourism incomes and the used econometric methods and deal with the achieved findings.  
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3.1. Data 

At the study is the panel data set of 31 European countries complied from the EC Ecofin
3
  and World Bank’s data

4
 and 

covering the years 2000-2014. And used variables are the Harmonized Index for Consumer Prices (HICP) in representation 
of the price advantage established according the real exchange rate, the Unit Labour Cost (ULC) in representation of the 
cost advantage and the abroad tourism incomes (RECC, $, 2005=100). Descriptive statistics related to the data are indicated 
in the table below (Table 2). 

Tablo 2: Descriptive Statistics 

 HICP NWC RECC 

 Mean 102.2579 103.2908 1.33E+10 

 Median 100.7176 100.3408 6.74E+09 

 Maximum 133.6062 170.9900 6.80E+10 

 Minimum 76.66926 66.95425 1.53E+08 

 Std. Dev. 8.535360 14.76455 1.62E+10 

 Skewness 0.813120 1.534688 1.740753 

 Kurtosis 5.658743 6.768691 5.072757 

 Jarque-Bera 187.7957 456.7326 317.3992 

 Probability 0.000000 0.000000 0.000000 

 Sum 47447.64 47926.95 6.18E+12 

 Sum Sq. Dev. 33730.65 100930.3 1.21E+23 

    

 Observations 464 464 464 

3.2. Method 

At the study is the effect of the price and cost advantages of the tourism incomes examined by the Kao (1999) Panel co-
integration and Dumitrescu & Hurlin (2012) panel causality tests. The tests applied during the econometric analysis process 
and basic application procedures are presented below. 

3.2.1. Horizontal Section Dependency Test (CD Test) 

Whether the dependency between the horizontal section, constituting the data set (in this study, countries), are taken into 
consideration or not influences the results to be obtained. Therefore needs at this study to control the horizontal section 
dependency in the series and the co-integration formula prior to starting with the analysis. At the investigation of the 
respective literature, we see that the Breusch-Pagan LM (1980), Pesaran LM (2004), Baltagi, Feng and Kao Bias-Corrected 
LM (2012) and Pesaran CD (2004) methods are widespread used in the studies, which test the horizontal section 
dependency. While results related to all of these tests are provided in the analysis section of the study, only information on 
the Peseran CD test is provided in this section. The Pesaran (2004) test is as 

𝐶𝐷𝐿𝑀 = (
2

𝑁(𝑁−1)
)

1

2 ∑ ∑ 𝜌̂𝑖𝑗
2 (𝑇−𝐾−1)𝜌̂𝑖𝑗−𝜇̂𝑇𝑖𝑗

𝜔𝑇𝑖𝑗

𝑁
𝑗=𝑖+1

𝑁−1
𝑖=1 ~𝑁(0,1)                               (1) 

Here represents µTij the average, and ωTij the variance. The tests statistics to be obtained show an asymptotic standard 
normal distribution. The test results against the zero hypothesis in form of that there is no horizontal section are presented 
in the following parts of the study in Table 3.  

3.2.2. Panel Unit Root Test 

The stagnation of the series is tested in the study by the Breitung (2000) panel unit root verification method. This test uses 
a different approach from the other panel unit root tests; the data is converted prior to calculating the regressions in order 
to be able to use the standard t statistics. The model is as indicated below: 

𝑌𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽𝑖𝑡 + 𝑋𝑖𝑡                  (2) 

here is, 

                                                           
3
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/db_indicators/competitiveness/index_en.htm    

4http://databank.worldbank.org/data/reports.aspx?source=world-development-indicators   

http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/db_indicators/competitiveness/index_en.htm
http://databank.worldbank.org/data/reports.aspx?source=world-development-indicators
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𝑋𝑖𝑡 = ∑ 𝛼𝑖𝑘𝑋𝑖,𝑡−𝑘 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡
𝑝+1
𝑘=1                                     (3) 

assumed at the Breitung panel unit root test that all units have a fixed autoregressive parameter. The H0 hypothesis is the 
difference stagnation. The test, which the conclusion criterion, is defined as  

𝜏 =
∑ ∑ (𝑢𝑖𝑡−1−𝑢𝑖0)𝑒̃𝑖𝑡

𝑇
𝑡=1

𝑁
𝑖=1

√∑ ∑ (𝑢𝑖𝑡−1−𝑢𝑖0)2𝑇
𝑡=1

𝑁
𝑖=1

                                   (4) 

The unit root results of the series are provided in Table 4. 

3.2.3. Kao Panel Co-Integration Test 

Kao (1999) co-integration test examines the long termed relation between the panel series by utilizing the Dickey & Fuller 
(1979) and Generalized Dickey & Fuller (ADF) type test structure. For the test is a model established in form of, 

𝑌𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽𝑋𝑖𝑡 + 𝑒𝑖𝑡  i=1,….,N  t=1,…,T                                               (5) 

Here is to be seen Yit and Xit series are not stagnating and that the model to be presumed might have a fake regression. 
Therefore need the stagnation levels of the series to be determined and the long termed relation between the series need 
to be examined by the residual based co-integration analyse. The Yit and Xit series in the model are primary grade stagnating 
panel series. The failure definition eit in the model is obtained as 

𝑒̂𝑖𝑡 = 𝜌𝑒̂𝑖,𝑡−1 + 𝑣𝑖𝑡                                   (6) 

It needs to be examined whether the autoregressive parameter ρ equals to 1 or not in order analyze the unit root in the 
failure definitions. For this purpose are the hypothesis established as  

 H0: ρ=1 

 Ha: ρ=0 

The Y and X series will be converted such to eliminate the internal correlation between the series after the presumption of 
the Ρ autoregressive parameter by the presumption method. As a result of the Kao co-integration test is the standard 
normal distributed ADF test statistics with zero average and 1 variance obtained as  

𝐴𝐷𝐹 =
𝑡𝐴𝐷𝐹+

√6𝑁𝜎̂𝑣

2𝜎̂0𝑢

√
𝜎̂0𝑣

2

2𝜎̂𝑣
2+

3𝜎̂𝑣
2

10𝜎̂0𝑣
2

                                    (7) 

The results of the co-integration test are provided in Table 5.  

3.2.4. Dumitrescu and Hurlin Panel Causality Test 

The Dumitrescu and Hurlin (2012) panel causality test is used during the examination stage of the short termed relation 
between the variables after the co-integration analysis. This method has three important advantages compared with the 
other panel causality tests. First, that it is able to take into consideration theb dependency between the horizontal sections 
that constitute the panel, that it doesn’t distinct between largeness and smallness between the time dimension (T) section 
dimension (N) and that it is able to reveal effective results at non-balanced panel data sets, too (Dumitrescu & Hurlin, 2012; 
Göçer 2013). The presumed basic model is as 

𝑦𝑖,𝑡 = 𝛼𝑖 + ∑ 𝛾𝑖
𝑘𝑦𝑖,𝑡−𝑘 +𝐾

𝑘=1 ∑ 𝛽𝑖
𝑘𝑥𝑖,𝑡−𝑘 + 𝜀𝑖,𝑡

𝐾
𝑘=1                                 (8) 

It is tested against the zero hypothesis that there is no causality relation from X to Y at all horizontal sections.  

At the study is the Schwarz information criterion used for the determination of the optimal delay length (K). The zero 
hypothesis for not having a heterogenous reason is suggested against the zero hypothesis for not having a homogenous 
reason while testing the alternative hypothesis which asserts that there is a causality relation between some sections from 
X to Y against the Dumitrescu & Hurlin zero hypothesis and this hypothesis has eliminated the situation that all units are 
same with regards to the causality. Thus, it is possible to vary in the model above for the γi

k
 ve βi

k
 unit and consequently is a 

variation at the causality analysis with regards to units allowed (Güriş, 2015). Dumitrescu & Hurlin calculate in their method 
the individual Wald statistics for each horizontal section and obtain the Wald statistic regarding the panel by obtaining the 
arithmetic mean of these. 
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𝑍𝑁,𝑇
𝐻𝑁𝐶 = √

𝑁

2𝐾
(𝑊𝑁,𝑇

𝐻𝑁𝐶 − 𝐾) ~𝑁(0,1)                                  (9) 

𝑊𝑁,𝑇
𝐻𝑁𝐶 =

1

𝑁
∑ 𝑊𝑖,𝑇

𝑁
𝑖=1                 (10) 

𝑍𝑁,𝑇
𝐻𝑁𝐶 =

√𝑁[𝑊𝑁,𝑇
𝐻𝑁𝐶−𝑁−1 ∑ 𝐸(𝑊𝑖,𝑇)]𝑁

𝑖=1

√𝑁−1 ∑ 𝑉𝑎𝑟(𝑊𝑖,𝑇
𝑁
𝑖=1 )

     ~𝑁(0,1)                               (11) 

The results of the conducted causality test indicated in Table 6 under the heading “Findings and Discussion”.  

4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 

Before the examination of the influence of the price and cost advantage on the tourism incomes by the co-integration and 
causality test are the horizontal section dependencies within the frame of the variables related to the 31 European 
countries constituting the panel data and the co-integration models tested below. The results are indicated in Table 3. 
According to the results is there a horizontal section dependency between the horizontal sections based on each variable 
and the co-integration models. This means that there is a dependency between the price, cost and tourism incomes in the 
31 countries in question. Any price shock in any country affects also the other countries or any change to the tourism 
incomes of any country influences also the tourism incomes of the other countries.  

Tablo 3: Horizontal Section Dependency Test Results 

  Breusch-Pagan LM
* 

Pesaran scaled LM
* Bias-corrected 

scaled LM
* Peseran CD

* 

HICP 2727,609 73,17735 72,07021 30,48714 

NWC 1758,483 41,39844 40,29129 6,267456 

RECC 5280,96 156,905 155,7979 70,97601 

Model 1 
RECC-HICP 

2216,037 56,40224 -- 43,22955 

Model 2 
RECC- NWC 

2039,787 50,62277 -- 39,02042 

*
Meaningful at a level of 1% (p-value < 0,01) 

And the Breitung panel unit root test results, indicating that the series are difference stagnated is presented in Table 4. The 
co-integration analysis is a method able to be applied between combined difference stagnating series. The fact that all the 
series are difference stagnating allows the examination of the long termed relation between the series by the co-
integration analysis. 

Table 4: Breitung Panel Unit Root Test Results
* 

  Level Values First Differences 

 t- statistics Possibility Value t- statistics Possibility Value 

HICP 2,42288 0,9923 -7,97343 0,0000 

NWC 0,15370 0,5611 -6,58774 0,0000 

RECC 0,13760 0,2912 -10,2673 0,0000 

*
All results are results of models with fixed and trend figures. 

Kao co-integration test is referred to for the existence of the long termed relation between the variables. The test results 
are indicated in Table 5.  

Table 5: Kao Co-integration Test Results 

Model 1 
𝑹𝑬𝑪𝑪𝒊𝒕 = 𝜶𝟏𝒊 + 𝜶𝟐𝒊𝑯𝑰𝑪𝑷𝒊𝒕 + 𝜺𝒊𝒕 

Model 2 
𝑹𝑬𝑪𝑪𝒊𝒕 = 𝜶𝟏𝒊 + 𝜶𝟐𝒊𝑵𝑾𝑪𝒊𝒕 + 𝜺𝒊𝒕 

ADF  t- statistics Possibility Value ADF t- statistics Possibility Value 

-1,783712  0,0372 -2,087239 0,0184 
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According to Model 1, where the co-integration relation between the price advantage and the tourism incomes are 
examined, is there a statistically meaningful co-integration relation between the consumer prices and abroad tourism 
income. This means that the series are long termed acting together.  

Tablo 6: Dumitrescu & Hurlin Panel Causality Test Results 

 W-Stat. Zbar-Stat. Possibility Value 

HICP RECC  4,50813 2,69991 0,0069 

RECC  HICP 3,63091 1,41074 0,1583 

NWC RECC 4,89168 3,26357 0,0011 

RECC NWC 2,16338 -0,74596 0,4557 

The results regarding the causality relation between the series are indicated in Table 6. The harmonized price index is a 
statistically meaningful reason for the abroad tourism incomes. In other words is the price advantage a statistically 
meaningful descriptor of the tourism incomes. In a similar manner is also the unit labour cost variable a statistically 
meaningful reason for the abroad tourism incomes. According to these findings, it is determined that the price and cost 
advantage is a statistically meaningful descriptor of the abroad tourism data. As to be seen, the causality relation between 
the variables is unidirectional and the pre-analysis expectations indicate that the price and cost advantage influence the 
tourism income, but that there is no reverse relation.  

5. CONCLUSION 

The cost and price of the produced goods and services is among the most important competition power factors in the 
tourism sector for that a country/region and companies can conduct their activities successful in an international 
competition environment. Therefore are countries progressively increasing their competition power in the tourism sector 
by pulling down the costs of the products to the lowest levels and thus dominating the market with the most affordable 
prices. While the decrease of the costs is possible with the renovation of the methods and techniques to be used at the 
production of touristic goods and services, the conversion of the prices to a reasonable level is possible by increasing the 
quality of touristic products. 

That companies and/or countries in the tourism sector, where the national and international competition progressively 
increases, get a larger share from the existing market, will increase with the advantages they will provide in the prices and 
costs of touristic products. The econometric results of the study have shown that the price and cost advantage is an 
important descriptor of the tourism incomes. It must be ensured that countries, which aim the increase of the international 
competition power of the tourism sector and to get a greater share from the tourism market, develop sectorial policies in 
order for that the sector can obtain a price and cost power. The first thought on this issue is that tax exemptions and the 
increase of the state contributions to the premiums of the working personnel will provide a significant cost advantage. On 
the other side, again incentive policies and the support of the sector are necessary for the strengthening of the companies 
in terms of international competition. This will particularly ensure that the tourism sector, which is faced with hard times, 
but is important in macroeconomic terms, can pass this period such to experience lesser losses and continue on its path 
without losing the share it has in the international market. 

 

REFERENCES 

Aktan, C. C. 2003, “Avrupa birliğinin rekabet gücü”, MESS Mercek, cilt 32, sayı 8, ss. 35-42.  

Assaf, A. & Dwyer, L. 2013, “Benchmarking international tourism destinations”, Tourism Economics, vol. 19, no.6, pp. 1233–47. 

Ayaş, N. & Baydur, C. M. 2005, “Turizm bölgelerinde fiyat rekabet gücünün belirleyenleri Marmaris-Fethiye turizm bölgelerinin 
karşılaştırmalı analizi”, İktisat İşletme ve Finans, cilt 20 sayı233, ss. 122-131.  

Bahar, O. 2004, “Türkiye’de turizm sektörünün rekabet gücü analizi 
üzerine bir alan araştırması: Muğla örneği”, Muğla Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü İktisat Anabilim Dalı, Yayınlanmamış Doktora Tezi, 
Muğla. 

Bahar, O. & Kozak, M. 2005, Küreselleşme sürecinde uluslararası turizm ve rekabet edilebilirlik, Detay Yayıncılık, Ankara. 

https://www.researchgate.net/journal/1308-4658_Iktisat_Isletme_ve_Finans


Journal of Business, Economics and Finance -JBEF (2017), Vol.6(1), p.42-52                                                          Uguz 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
DOI: 10.17261/Pressacademia.2017.384                                    50 

 
 

 

Bahar, O. & Kozak, M. 2005, “Türkiye turizminin akdeniz ülkeleri ile rekabet gücü açısından karşılaştırılması”, Anatolia Turizm Araştırma 
Dergisi, cilt 16, sayı 2, ss. 139–152. 

Baltagi, B. H., Feng, Q. &  Kao, C. 2012, “A lagrange multiplier test for cross-sectional dependence in a fixed effects panel data 
model”, Journal of Econometrics, vol. 170, no. 1, pp. 164-177. 

Barros, C. P., Botti, O., Peypoch, N., Robinot, E., Bernardind, S. & Assaf, A. G.  2011, “Performance of French destinations: tourism attraction 
perspectives”. Tourism Management, vol. 32 no. 1, pp. 141–46. 

Breusch, T. S. & Pagan, A. R. 1980, “The Lagrange multiplier test and its applications to model specification in econometrics”. The Review of 
Economic Studies, vol. 47, no.1, pp. 239-253. 

Buhalis, D. 2000, “Marketing the competitive destination of the future”, Tourism Management, vol.21, no. 1, pp. 97–116. 

Crouch, G. I. 2007, Modelling destination competitiveness: a survey and analysis of the ımpact of competitiveness attributes, CRC for 
Sustainable Tourism Pty Ltd, Australia. 

Crouch, G. I. & Ritchie, J. R. B. 1999, “Tourism, competitiveness, and societal prosperity”, Journal of Business Research, vol. 
44, no.3, pp. 137–152. 

Demir, O. & Çoban, O. 1996, “Türk otomotiv sanayinin AB otomotiv sanayi karşısındaki rekabet gücü”, İşveren Dergisi, 
Haziran, 25-31. 

Doğan, Ö.İ. 2000, “Rekabet gücünün gelişimi”, Dokuz Eylül Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi, cilt 14, ss. 1-27. 

Doğan, Ö. İ. 2000, “Kalite uygulamalarının işletmelerin rekabet gücü üzerine etkisi”, Dokuz Eylül Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler 
Enstitüsü Dergisi, cilt 2, sayı 1, ss. 5–27. 

Doğan, Ö. İ., Marangoz, M. & Topoyan, M. 2003, “İşletmelerin iç ve dış pazarda rekabet gücünü etkileyen faktörler ve bir 
uygulama”, Dokuz Eylül Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi, cilt 5, sayı 2, ss. 117–121. 

d’Hauteserre, A.  M.  (2000).  “Lessons in managed  destination competitiveness: the case of foxwoods casino resort”, 
Tourism Management, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 23-32. 

Dimoska, T. & Trimcev, B. 2012, “Competitiveness strategies for supporting economic development of the touristic 
destination”, Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, vol.44, pp. 279-288. 

Drucker, P. F. 1998, Gelecek için yönetim, 5. Baskı, İstanbul: Türkiye İş Bankası Kültür Yayınları. 

Dumitrescu, E.I. & Hurlin, C. 2012, “Testing for Granger non-causality in heterogeneous panels”, Economic Modelling, vol. 
29, no. 4, pp.  1450-1460. 

Dwyer, L., Forsyth, P. & Rao, P. 2000, “The Price competitiveness of travel and tourism: a comparison of 19 destinations”, 
Tourism Management, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 9-22. 

Dwyer, L., Forsyth, P. & Rao, P. 2001, PPPs and the price competitiveness of international tourism destinations, Joint World 
Bank-OECD Seminar on Purchasing Power Parities, Recent Advances in Methods and Applications, Washington D.C 

Dwyer L., Forsyth P. & Rao P. 2002, “Destination price competitiveness:  exchange rate changes versus domestic inflation”, 
Journal of Travel Research, vol. 40 no. 3, pp. 328-336. 

Dwyer, L. & Kim, C. 2003, “Destination competitiveness: determinants and indicators”, Current Issues in Tourism, vol.6, no. 
5, pp. 369-414. 

Enright, M.J. & Newton, J. 2004, “Tourism destination competitiveness: a quantitati and approach”, Tourism Management, 
vol. 25, no. 6, pp. 777-788. 

Go, F. M. & Govers, R. 2000, “Integrated quality management for tourist destinations: a European persfective on achieving  
competitiveness”, Tourism  Management,  vol. 21, no.1, pp. 79-88. 

Göçer, İ. 2013, “Arge-harcamalarının yüksek teknolojili ürün ihracatı, dış ticaret dengesi ve ekonomik büyüme üzerindeki 
etkileri”, Maliye Dergisi, vol. 165, pp. 215-240. 

Güriş, B. 2015, Panel vektör otoregresif modeller ve panel nedensellik (stata ile panel veri modelleri içerisinde), (Ed. 
Selahattin Güriş), Der Yayınları, 454, İstanbul, ss. 291-305. 

Hassan, S. S. 2000, “Determinants of market competitiveness in an environmentally sustainable tourism ındustry”, Journal 
of Travel Research, vol.38, no. 3, pp. 239-245. 



Journal of Business, Economics and Finance -JBEF (2017), Vol.6(1), p.42-52                                                          Uguz 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
DOI: 10.17261/Pressacademia.2017.384                                    51 

 
 

 

Hong, W. C. 2008, Competitiveness in the tourism sector: A comprehensive approach from economic and management 
points, Physica-Verlag Heidelberg. 

http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/db_indicators/competitiveness/index_en.htm Adresinden erişilmiştir (15.01.2017). 

http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/db_indicators/competitiveness/documents/technical_annex_en.pdf  Adresinden 
erişilmiştir (15.01.2017). 

http://databank.worldbank.org/data/reports.aspx?source=world-development-indicatorsAdresinden erişilmiştir 
(15.01.2017). 

Kao, C. 1999, “Spurious regression and residual-based tests for cointegration in panel data”. Journal of Econometrics, 90(1), 
1-44. 

Kayar, Ç.H. & Kozak N. 2008, “Measuring destination competitiveness: An application of travel and tourism competitiveness 
index”, The 4th World Conference for Graduate Research in Tourism, Hospitality and Leisure Proceedings Book, pp. 72-
85,Antalya.  

Kibritçioğlu, A. 1996, Uluslararası rekabet gücüne kavramsal bir yaklaşım, Uluslararası (makro) iktisat okumaları, Ed. Aykut 
Kibritçioğlu, , Ankara: 72 TDFOD Yayıncılık. 

Knezevic Cvelbar, L., Dwyer, L., Koman, M. & Mihalic, T. 2015, “Drivers of destination competitiveness in tourism: A global 
investigation”, Journal of Travel Research, pp.1–10.  

Koç, E. 2009, “A review of country tourism competitiveness, research performance and overall country competitiveness”, 
CompetitivenessReview: An International Business Journal incorporating Journal of Global Competitiveness, vol.19, no. 2, pp. 
119-133. 

Kotan, Z. 2002, Uluslararası rekabet gücü göstergeleri Türkiye örneği, Ankara:  Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Merkez Bankası 
Araştırma Genel Müdürlüğü Yayını.  

Kozak, M. 2007, “Türkiye’nin uluslararası turizmde rekabet düzeyi konusunda yürütülen çalışmaların genel bir analizi”, 
Çeşme Ulusal Turizm Sempozyumu Bildiriler Kitabı, Çeşme, İzmir, ss. 419-425. 

Kozak, M. & Rimmington, M. 1999, “Measuring tourist destination competitiveness: Conceptual considerations and 
empirical findings”, Hospitality Management, vol. 18, no. 3, pp. 273–283. 

Kuşat, N. 2011, “Küreselleşen dünyada turizm sektörü: Bilgi iletişim teknolojileri ve rekabet gücü”, Akademik Araştırmalar 
ve Çalışmalar Dergisi,  cilt 3, sayı 5, ss. 114-138. 

Man, T. W. Y., Lau, T. & Chan, K. F. 2002, “The competitiveness of small and medium enterprises a conceptualization with 
focus on entrepreneurial competencies”, Journal of Business Venturing, vol. 17, no. 2, pp. 123-142. 

Mazanec, J. A. & Ring, A. 2011, “Tourism destination competitiveness: Second thoughts on the world economic forum 
reports, Tourism Economics, vol. 17, no. 4, pp. 725-751. 

Mihalic, T. 2000, “Environmental management of a tourist destination: A factor of tourism competitiveness”, Tourism 
Management, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 65‐78.  

Oral, M. 1993, “Endüstriyel rekabetçi model”, Verimlilik Dergisi, cilt 4, ss. 39-51. 

Pearce, D.G. 1997, “Competitive destination analysis in southeast asia”, Journal of Travel Research, vol. 35, no. 4, pp. 16-24. 

Peattie,  K.  & Peattie S.  1996,  “Promotional competitions:  A winning tool for tourism marketing, Tourism Management, 
vol. 17, no. 6, pp. 433-442. 

Pesaran, M. H. 2004, General diagnostic tests for cross section dependence in panels, Cambridge Working Papers in 
Economics, No. 435. 

Poon, A.  2002, Tourism,  tecnology  and  competitive  strategies, Wallingford, UK: CAB International. 

Porter, M.E., 1991, The Competitive Advantage of Nations, The Mac Millon Pres Ltd. NY. 

Porter, M.E., 2003, Rekabet stratejisi, sektör ve rakip analizi teknikleri, Sistem Yayıncılık, çev. Gülen Ulubilgin, Ankara. 

Prideaux, B. 2000, “The role of the transport system in destination development”, Tourism Management, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 
53-63. 

http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/db_indicators/competitiveness/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/db_indicators/competitiveness/documents/technical_annex_en.pdf
http://databank.worldbank.org/data/reports.aspx?source=world-development-indicators


Journal of Business, Economics and Finance -JBEF (2017), Vol.6(1), p.42-52                                                          Uguz 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
DOI: 10.17261/Pressacademia.2017.384                                    52 

 
 

 

Smit, A. J. 2010, “The competitive advantage of nations: is porter’s diamond framework a new theory that explains the 
international competitiveness of countries?”, Southern Business Review, vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 105-130. 

Tiryakioğlu, M. 2004, “Yenilikçi rekabet stratejileri açısından Türk imalat sanayi ve yenilikçilik”, 3. Ulusal Bilgi, Ekonomi ve 
Yönetim Kongresi, Osmangazi Üniversitesi, İİBF, ss. 503-516, Eskişehir, 25-26 Kasım 2004. 

United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 2015, UNWTO Tourism Highlights 2015 Edition, http://www.e-
unwto.org/doi/pdf/10.18111/9789284416899  

Uysal, D. 2000, Teknolojik Gelişim ve Global Rekabet Üzerine Etkisi, Selçuk Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi, 6, 5-
15. 

World Economic Forum (WEF), (2015). The Travel & Tourism Competitiveness Report 2015, 
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/TT15/WEF_Global_Travel&Tourism_Report_2015.pdf  

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.e-unwto.org/doi/pdf/10.18111/9789284416899
http://www.e-unwto.org/doi/pdf/10.18111/9789284416899
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/TT15/WEF_Global_Travel&Tourism_Report_2015.pdf

