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ABSTRACT

This study draws on the Resource-Based View to analyze the effects of distinctive competences in tourism firms and location in a tourism
district on competitive position, and explores the moderating effects of the tourism destination. Multiple linear regression was used to test
the research hypotheses on a sample of 1019 Spanish tourism firms. Results reveal that financial resources and dynamic and production ca-
pabilities favor a better competitive position for tourism firms in general; however, coordination and marketing capabilities are key factors
for firms embedded in a tourism district, while dynamic capabilities have a negative effect in this case. Copyright © 2015 John Wiley &
Sons, Ltd.
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INTRODUCTION

The competitiveness of a tourism firm depends on a wide
range of factors internal and external to the organization
(Enright & Newton, 2004). The literature has classified the
causal effects of firm results into three groups (Porter,
1990; Rumelt, 1984): country advantages (based on compa-
rative advantages), industry advantages (deriving from the
attractiveness of the market structure) and firm advantages
(based on the characteristics of the firm itself). Although
these three groups include numerous factors, two aspects
are particularly relevant in the case of the tourism firm: the
resources and capabilities of each firm, and the destination
where the organization is located. A tourism firm’s success
is based on its capability to provide positive experiences
(Crouch & Ritchie, 1999), which depends on the business
and service systems available in the firm itself, but also on
the elements found within the destination, such as the quality
of its natural resources, hospitality, security, cleanliness, cul-
tural attractions, etc.

The Resource-Based View (RBV) highlights the resources
and capabilities belonging to each firm, and anticipates that
there will be notable and persistent differences in intra-
industry and intra-country competitive success due to the

specific factors of each organization; these differences will
be even greater than intra-industrial or international diver-
gences (Mauri & Michaels, 1998; Rumelt, 1991; Hansen &
Wernerfelt, 1989). According to this view, the competitive
success or failure of a tourism firm will essentially depend
on its resources and capabilities, and to a lesser extent on
the destination in which it is located.

In addition, it is widely acknowledged that the tourism
product is an integrated product (Vogt & Fesenmaier, 1995;
Smith, 1994). The tourist perceives each destination as a
product with a set of attributes that interrelate and combine
to shape a whole, complete experience of the visited area
(Murphy, Pritchard, & Smith, 2000). The destination in
which tourism firms are located therefore has a major influ-
ence on their competitiveness (Dwyer et al., 2009; Gomezelj
& Mihalič, 2008). In this vein, the term district or cluster be-
comes significant as a useful model to explain the reasons
and the operational dynamics of established tourism destina-
tions. This idea was encapsulated by Molteni and Sainaghi
(1997) when they first coined the term ‘tourism district’.

The classic perspective in the study of external effects—
such as the industry and country effect—and internal firm
effects—mainly derived from its strategic position and its
distinctive resources and capabilities—on firm competitive-
ness is based on the analysis and treatment of these effects
as independent (e.g. Spanos, Zaralis, & Lioukas, 2004;
Rothaermel, 2001; Brush & Bromiley, 1997; Rumelt, 1991;
Schmalensee, 1985). However, some conceptual studies
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have noted that these external and internal effects are not in-
dependent; rather, they are complementary effects (e.g. Goll,
Brown Johnson, & Rasheed, 2007; Hill & Deeds, 1996;
Porter, 1991). Understanding the complementarity between
the internal assets that the firm controls, and the external
assets it can access in its immediate environment is an impor-
tant point both for the literature and for managerial practice.
It is important to the literature because it opens up the way to
integrate lines of research that, to date, have been mutually
unfamiliar—such as the theory of resources and capabilities,
and the theory of industrial districts—despite the growing
evidence of flows in both directions between the firm and
its immediate environment. On a practical level it is impor-
tant because it can provide managers with empirically vali-
dated conclusions on the potential value creation deriving
from combining internal and external resources and capabil-
ities, and suggest ways of managing this integration to opti-
mize the strategic value of both types of assets.

The present study continues in this line, and our contribu-
tion adds to previous research (Camisón & Forés, 2011;
Molina-Azorin, Pereira-Moliner, & Claver-Cortés, 2010;
Camisón, 2004) that has also studied tourism firm competitive-
ness from the perspective of its location and internal character-
istics, providing evidence that both effects influence firm
performance. Our contribution to the state-of-the-art lies in its
specific analysis of the effect of location in a tourism district,
and the access to the resources available in these immediate
geographical surroundings, on each one of the firm’s main
groups of capabilities—dynamic capabilities, coordination
and cohesion capabilities, functional marketing and production
capabilities—and its physical and financial resources. The con-
clusions drawn from the empirical study guide managers on
how to direct the absorption of the district’s resources, knowl-
edge flows, information, experience and capabilities in order to
exploit their own resources and capabilities with the aim of cre-
ating a superior competitive position.

In the next section we review the existing theory on the des-
tination effect and the firm effect on competitiveness. We then
present the hypotheses on the direct effects of the firm’s
resources and capabilities and the tourism destination on tour-
ism competitiveness, and the moderating effect of location in a
tourism destination on the firm effect. The methodology, the
database and the measurement of the model variables are then
described, and the results reported and analyzed. The paper
ends with the main conclusions and limitations of the study.

THEORY

The firm effect
The Resource-Based View (Barney, Wright, & Ketchen,
2001; Amit & Schoemaker, 1993) is the most widespread
theory applied to uncover the mechanisms underlying the
‘firm effect’. This view recognizes the importance of each
firm’s resources and capabilities in obtaining and sustaining
competitive advantage. As a complement to the RBV, the
Dynamic Capabilities-Based View (DCBV) emphasizes the
strategic value of assets known as dynamic capabilities,
which act as catalysts for innovation and for the processes

that generate and renew the firm’s resources and capabilities
(Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997;
Nelson & Winter, 1982).

Resources are the assets that the firm possesses or con-
trols, whereas capabilities refer to the firm’s skill in
exploiting and combining these resources through organiza-
tional routines in order to achieve objectives (Amit &
Schoemaker, 1993). The literature has classified resources
and capabilities according to two criteria: (i) distinguishing
between tangible and intangible assets (Barney, 1994; Teece,
Rumelt, Dosi, & Winter, 1994; Grant, 1991a; Collis, 1991);
and (ii) based on the idea that these capabilities are organized
according to a certain hierarchical structure, at the bottom of
which are the functional capabilities, on the second level are
the coordination capabilities or capabilities for integrating
the functional capabilities and, finally, the higher level or dy-
namic capabilities at the top (Lawson & Samson, 2001).
Combining these two criteria is interesting both because the
distinction between tangible and intangible assets is a critical
point since their potential to create value is very different and
because adopting a hierarchical typology of capabilities
opens the door to study the interactions among capabilities
of different levels. By combining these two approaches, a
firm’s assets can be classified in the following groups:

• Tangible assets:

○ Physical resources: these include all tangible resources
with a material or physical component.

○ Financial resources: these resources are found in the
firm’s financing structure and enable it to make invest-
ments in other areas. This structure is limited to the
firm’s liquid assets, its financial investments, its debt
capability and its own financing capability.

• Intangible assets:

○ Dynamic or higher-order capabilities: these cover all
the firm’s unique competencies for creating, capturing
and transferring knowledge in the organization and its
application in innovation. They therefore include
R&D capabilities (Zhara & George, 2002; Cohen &
Levinthal, 1990).

○ Coordination or integration capabilities: these capabil-
ities are related to the firm’s human capital (manage-
rial or otherwise) and to the development and
dissemination of an organizational culture. They con-
cern the coordination of functional capabilities (in this
paper we divide them into production and marketing
capabilities) and the cohesion of all members of the
organization.

○ Production capabilities: these include all the skills in
managing operations that derive in differentials in cost
competences, technological differentiation of the
product, quality, time and flexibility.

○ Marketing capabilities: these capabilities refer to the
assets deriving from the firm’s external relationships,
knowledge about the market and customers, marketing
management capabilities and reputation.
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The destination effect
The strategic importance of the tourism destination to which
the firm belongs lies in its nature as a space that bounds its ac-
tivity and as a potential source of advantages that strengthen
all the firms located within it (Camisón & Forés, 2011). The
tourism destination offer is determined by a mix of products
that influences the tourism experience and acts within a deter-
mined geographical parameter and generates a differentiated
image (Lim & Weaver, 2014). Although the integrated
tourism product and the tourism destination are separate enti-
ties, there is an intrinsic relationship between the territorial
quality of the destination and the tourism commercialization
function. Hence, image, organization, quality and sustainabil-
ity are key factors for the competitiveness of tourism products
(Pardellas, 2006). Indeed, every tourist product that is situ-
ated in a region and an environment with unique attractions
can become commercially exploitable tourism resources with
value to attract demand from tourism consumers. While some
factors can be imitated or improved, the specific characteris-
tics deriving from the location of the tourism destination, such
as beaches, natural environments, history, culture, location,
etc., are differentiating attributes that are unique to each
destination (Rodríguez-Díaz & Espino-Rodríguez, 2008).

The influence of the destination is not limited to a simple
reductionist spatial perspective as the geographic area in
which an integrated tourism product is developed. The tour-
ism destination is also the confluence of agents who over time
forge a network of firms specialized in differentiated areas of
leisure satisfaction. This vision is linked to the interpretation
of the tourism destination as a district in the Marshallian
sense of the term (Aurioles, Fernández, & Manzanera, 2008;
Fernández, Manzanera, & Aurioles, 2008), thus giving rise
to the concept of the tourism district (Molteni & Sainaghi,
1997). The study of destinations from this viewpoint has been
relatively neglected (Morrison, Lynch, & Johns, 2004), as the
services observed have been defined as auxiliary activities
(Hjalager, 2002). However, a research stream that has been
attracting growing interest since the 1990s analyzes the impli-
cations of the formation of networks and clusters in the
tourism and hospitality sector (Erkuş-Öztürk, 2009; Canina,
Enz, & Harrison, 2005; Saxena, 2005; Hall, 2005; Michael,
2003; Nordin, 2003; Tinsley & Lynch, 2001).

Sainaghi (2006:1054) states that in the concept of the
tourism district it is possible to identify constituent elements
of a district according to the canonical or Marshallian ap-
proach that have been considered as an advantage for the
firms located within it. These elements are: a well-defined
geographical area with a high density of small and
medium-sized enterprises specializing in some activities in
the value chain; access to qualified labor, knowledge and
new ideas (Belussi & Pilotti, 2002); and a shared culture.

The updating of the original Marshallian concept by
Becattini (1990) defines the industrial district as a socio-
territorial entity which frequently includes interfirm networks
and a community of people with both a strong sense of
belonging and common cultural values. In this vein, the com-
petitiveness of this organizational model depends on the den-
sity of the cooperation networks among intra-district firms,
which determine the volume of economies of agglomeration

that cooperating firms can obtain. Network economies can
be found in the flows of experience, information and knowl-
edge circulating with few restrictions in the district; the rapid
dissemination and absorption of innovations and new skills;
the existence of technological spillovers and an infrastructure
of regionally or locally based institutional strength (Camisón,
2004). Trust through mutual knowledge and sustained
reproduction of cooperative relationships between the agents
within the district reduces opportunism (Foss & Koch, 1996),
which generates low transaction costs and supports individual
and collective learning processes. Therefore, the tourism des-
tination as a district comprises different types of organizations
that at the same time compete and complement each other,
multiple subsectors, infrastructures and a large number of
public and private connections (Pavlovich, 2003).

HYPOTHESES

The importance of the firm effect to tourism firm
competitiveness
As service companies, tourism firms tend to be less intensive
in physical resources (Orfila-Sintes, Crespí-Cladera, &
Martínez-Ros, 2005) than other industrial firms. However,
they are at the same time obliged to make capital investments
in the premises and physical infrastructure necessary to pro-
vide the service and to organize their set of resources. None-
theless, as tangible assets that can be easily observed and
acquired in markets organized by their competitors, the tour-
ism firm will not easily be able to build lasting competitive
advantages by exploiting its physical resources.

Even in the unusual case that the consumer’s choice and
perceived value were closely linked to the firm’s fixed assets,
it would not be too difficult for a competing firm to replicate
its competitors’ facilities. The value of the physical assets
might lie in their combination with other types of resources
to develop capabilities that are more resistant to imitation
(Camisón, 2004; Teece et al., 1997; Amit & Schoemaker,
1993). Thus, investment in tangible resources is a necessary
condition, but it is not sufficient for the tourism firm to be
able to differentiate its competitive position, since the strate-
gic value of these physical resources is lower on an individ-
ual level, which leads to our first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Physical resources do not influence the
tourism firm’s competitiveness.

In contrast, financial resources are particularly relevant as
part of an organizational configuration that can favor and
safeguard the accumulation of strategic assets. Cost effi-
ciency helps to construct a competitive position differenti-
ated in prices (Grant, 1991b). A secure financing capability
allows the firm to guarantee the flow of funds used to accu-
mulate tangible assets and develop functional and innovative
capabilities (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993). Although there is
an organized financial market that firms can turn to, stable
access to financing at a competitive price is not easy to come
by in today’s climate of credit scarcity. Only firms that can
provide financial intermediaries with significant guarantees
of profitability and security are able to obtain financial
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resources in the conditions of cost, time and volume that they
need for their operations and to improve their processes,
products and personnel. Therefore, financial strength is a ca-
pability that is difficult to replicate, valuable and scarce. The
above argument leads to our second hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Financial resources positively influence the
tourism firm’s competitiveness.

The firm can be conceptualized as an entity that is capable
of acquiring, developing and accumulating knowledge
(Carbonara, 2004); this knowledge is absorbed by the firm
(Cohen & Levinthal, 1990) and embedded in technologies,
individual capabilities and organizational routines (Nelson
& Winter, 1982). Innovation capability is essential in provid-
ing innovative goods and services that help to obtain a
competitive advantage (Gursoy & Swanger, 2007; Conner,
1991). Specifically, tourism firms operate in a highly competi-
tive sector that is continually transforming and, therefore, where
innovation is imperative for survival (Sundbo, Orfila-Sintes, &
Sørensen, 2007). Innovations allow the tourism firm to offer
valuable, rare, inimitable and differentiated products and
services (Gursoy & Swanger, 2007). Hence, the following
hypothesis suggests that the development of dynamic capabili-
ties will have a positive effect on the competitive position of
tourism sector firms.

Hypothesis 3: The development of dynamic capabilities
positively influences the tourism firm’s competitiveness.

The RBV highlights the importance of human resources
and organizational culture as crucial factors in developing
sustainable competitive advantages, as they are difficult to
imitate or replicate (Barney &Wright, 1998; Lado &Wilson,
1994). Given the intense and direct nature of the contact
between the tourism firm personnel and the end consumer,
people-related capabilities are if anything even more impor-
tant. However, even when it has excellent qualities, human
capital might not lead to competitive advantages if it is not
managed correctly and guided toward certain targets. Mana-
gerial capabilities are therefore crucial in understanding and
managing the potential for generating value from the rest of
the firm’s resources (Castanias & Helfat, 2001; Mahoney,
1995) and acting as a catalyst of other capabilities (Martínez,
Charterina, & Araujo, 2010). Managerial capabilities enable
the coordination of functional and dynamic capabilities, cre-
ating a mission that guides the formulation and implantation
of the strategy that forms the basis on which to develop the
rest of the firm’s competencies (Lado & Wilson, 1994). Be-
cause managers’ tacit knowledge assets are capabilities that
are very heterogeneous and difficult to imitate (Hambrick,
Cho, & Chen, 1996), the following relationship is proposed:

Hypothesis 4: The development of coordination capabilities
positively influences the tourism firm’s competitiveness.

Quality has been extensively used as a reliable measure of
production capabilities. The RBV considers quality to be a
strategic asset due to its potential to create long-term sustain-
able competitive advantages (Eldridge, Balubaif, & Barber,
2006; Reed, Lemak, & Montgomery, 1996). Although qual-
ity is considered to be a key factor for firms, total quality

management has not been widely applied in the hotel indus-
try as managers do not consider it to be necessary in their
firms (Lazari & Kanellopoulos, 2007). However, empirical
studies show that hotels with a commitment to total quality
are more profitable and that total quality management im-
proves customer satisfaction and, in the final instance, perfor-
mance (Wang, Chen, & Chen, 2012; Agus, Krishnan,
Latifah, & Kadir, 2000). In turn, service quality in tourism
is seen as a necessary and important strategy for competitive-
ness (Augustyn & Ho, 1998). Reputation is another valuable
capability, particularly in services like tourism where product
quality is not easily perceived by the customer, or where it is
critical for technological or security reasons (Aaker, 1989).
The above arguments lead us to propose that:

Hypothesis 5: The development of production and quality
capabilities positively influences the tourism firm’s
competitiveness.

Marketing capabilities are of great importance to organi-
zations (Hunt & Morgan, 1995; Hooley, Greenley, Cadogan,
& Fahy, 2005). Aspects such as customer relations or market
orientation are key to creating and sustaining competitive
advantage (Wang et al., 2012; Srivastava, Fahey, &
Christensen, 2001). As well as adding value for the customer
(Gursoy & Swanger, 2007), marketing capabilities give firms
a better understanding of consumers’ present and future
needs and preferences, and enable them to anticipate actions
their competitors might undertake (Hamel & Heene, 1994).
Marketing capabilities allow firms to gather external informa-
tion (customers, markets, etc.) and disseminate it through the
firm, helping managers take decisions and providing other areas
with knowledge about consumers’ changing needs and the
strategies of their competitors (Gursoy&Swanger, 2007). These
arguments lead us to propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 6: The development of marketing capabilities
positively influences the tourism firm’s competitiveness.

Importance of the ‘destination effect’ in tourism firm
competitiveness
Clusters, or districts, offer the firms located within them a se-
ries of benefits. The purpose of districts is to draw attention
to the availability of certain activities in a territory and to en-
able SMEs that normally work in isolation to cooperate and
build an integrated, successful tourism product (Novelli,
Schmitz, & Spencer, 2006; Pavlovich, 2003; Tinsley &
Lynch, 2001). Combining the offers of the firms in a tourism
destination in a coordinated way to create an integrated tour-
ism product will create externalities and attract customers
more effectively than if each firm operates individually
(Kalnins & Chung, 2004). Location in a destination also
brings other advantages such as access to skilled labor, lower
transaction costs, shared costs for specialized infrastructures,
availability of external knowledge from the district’s global
information sources (Bathelt, Malmberg, & Maskell, 2004)
and exchange of information, technology and learning pro-
cesses (Morrison et al., 2004). Our next hypothesis is
therefore:
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Hypothesis 7: Integration in a tourism district positively
influences the tourism firm’s competitiveness.

Importance of interaction between firm effects and desti-
nation effects to tourism firm competitiveness
The most striking improvement in competitive position will
be seen in the destination firms that are best able to take ad-
vantage of the opportunities the destination offers to develop
and acquire their own resources and capabilities (Camisón &
Monfort, 2012; Camisón & Forés, 2011; Orfila-Sintes et al.,
2005; Hjalager, 2002). We therefore propose that the tourism
destination effect on tourism firm competitiveness can act as
a moderator of the strength of each organization’s own re-
sources and capabilities.

We argued above that it would be difficult for firms to build
sustainable competitive advantages based on their physical re-
sources due to the ease with which they can be observed and
imitated (Camisón, 2004). However, when the tourism firm is
located in a district, location can become more valuable be-
cause of the limited space available in the heart of the destina-
tion, and firms situated in the best locations will be more
attractive to tourists (Erkuş-Öztürk, 2009; Smith, 1994). The
growth of tourism destinations has traditionally been based
on location advantages, which derive from privileged tangible
assets. This is the case, for example, of resorts like Benidorm,
whose expansion has benefited from a special micro-climate
and high quality beaches, or cultural destinations that have be-
come successful by exploiting their historical assets. Moreover,
by attracting higher demand flows, intra-destination firms will
be able to maximize their fixed asset investments and thus gain
cost efficiencies. Therefore, firms located in the district aug-
ment the potential of their physical resources through their in-
teraction and combination with other tangible (natural, scenic
or historical) and intangible (brand image, reputation and value
system) resources located in the district.

In light of the above we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 8a: The positive effect of possessing physical
assets on the tourism firm’s competitiveness will be
greater when the firm is located in a tourism district.

The financial strength of a tourism firm can also be en-
hanced if it is located in a destination (Orfila-Sintes et al.,
2005; Camisón, 2004). In this case, investor and lender con-
fidence can be strengthened by the halo effect the destination
provides. Furthermore, association among intra-district firms
gives them more weight in negotiations with financial enti-
ties, which can bring advantages in accessing capital
(Camisón, 2004). The stock of financial resources in the
heart of the district can also be advantageous in terms of
grants that public bodies frequently make available to stimu-
late and revitalize destinations. The following relationship is
therefore proposed:

Hypothesis 8b: The positive effect of possessing financial
resources on the tourism firm’s competitiveness will be
greater when the firm is located in a tourism district.

In general the industrial districts literature claims that lo-
cation in a district encourages innovation in the firms within

it (Bell, 2005; Porter, 1990) because, among other reasons,
they can benefit from advantages such as exploiting collec-
tive knowledge (Dosi, 1988) or knowledge gained from so-
cial interaction (Harrison, 1992). The ability to create joint
knowledge and absorptive capability are key factors in coor-
dinating cooperation effectively and efficiently. However, lo-
cation in a district can also reduce the investment in
innovation that the firms in the district make (Maskell &
Malmberg, 2007; Henderson & Cockburn, 1996; Bernstein
& Nadiri, 1989) due to the risk that internal generation of
knowledge may be exploited by neighboring competitors.
This risk is particularly high in tourism districts (Hjalager,
2002). Innovations in services tend to be easy to imitate be-
cause, as they do not involve advanced technology, they
are simple and therefore more easily observed and imitated.
In addition, tourism firms obtain fewer innovation benefits
from being embedded in a tourism district because their rela-
tionships with research institutions are limited, and as a re-
sult, they do not enjoy the advantages of such institutional
support (Howells, 2004).

Moreover, knowledge transfer in the tourism sector is
hampered by a value chain with a low level of innovation ac-
cumulation (Weiermair & Peters, 2002) and where opportu-
nities for the dissemination of knowledge and technology
are frustrated by weak relationships with customers and other
suppliers. Indeed, this argument might explain why service
firms (such as tourism firms) are less inclined to participate
in networks (Sundbo et al., 2007). In this vein, empirical ev-
idence shows that a low proportion of tourism firms cooper-
ate in innovation with all types of organizations (Camisón &
Monfort, 2012; Novelli et al., 2006). Long-term trust build-
ing is hindered by high staff turnover. Likewise, because
firms are very heterogeneous in terms of size, type and affil-
iation, sharing common objectives in tourism destinations is
complicated or impossible (Hjalager, 2002). Many tourism
destinations lack a sense of corporate identity, which makes
it difficult to establish and work toward a global vision or
goal (Schianetz, Kavanagh, & Lockington, 2007). Collabora-
tion tends to occur through intermediary institutions that
manage the destination and that play a key role in the knowl-
edge transfer process (Camisón & Monfort, 2012); as a re-
sult, some of the effects of cooperation can be lost
(Hjalager, 2002). Therefore, tourism firms located in the
same destination do not necessarily take advantage of the in-
novative synergies that arise from the opportunity to cooper-
ate with other firms in the district. In addition, innovation in
tourism is an intrinsically territorial phenomenon that de-
pends on the resources bound to specific locations and that
are therefore impossible to reproduce in other places (Longhi
& Keeble, 2000).

In light of the above, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 8c: The positive effect of possessing dynamic
capabilities on the tourism firm’s competitiveness will be
weaker when the firm is located within a tourism district.

The key capabilities needed to manage and capitalize on
tourism networks lie in the skill to orchestrate and view the
network as a way of strengthening the commitment of the ac-
tors to the ideology of the common brand (Lemmetyinen &

Firm Competitive Position in the Spanish Tourism Industry 345

Copyright © 2015 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Int. J. Tourism Res., 18: 341–356 (2016)

DOI: 10.1002/jtr



Go, 2009). This commitment can be considered as a coordi-
nation skill. To ensure continuity of the value creation pro-
cess, a strong capability for union and partnering is needed.
Location in a tourism district with a dense network of coop-
eration agreements could therefore be an incentive to develop
this capability. Likewise, the availability of specialized qual-
ified personnel and a strong feeling of embeddedness in the
destination’s social community can help managers secure
more productive human capital and align it with a view of
the business that follows the commonly accepted tradition
and image of the territory (Novelli et al., 2006; Camisón,
2004). The following hypothesis reflects the above
arguments:

Hypothesis 8d: The positive effect of possessing coordina-
tion capabilities on the tourism firm’s competitiveness will
be greater when the firm is located within a tourism district.

A tourism destination’s offer is determined by the product
mix within a specific geographical perimeter where the par-
ticular way factors are used generates a differentiated, spe-
cific image of the whole tourism product. (Lim & Weaver,
2014) Thus, the management of the destination will focus
on the activities that make it more attractive to customers,
for which a joint effort will be needed to enhance the quality
and improve the services offered by the destination firms
(Molina-Azorín et al., 2010; Saxena, 2005). In other words,
the benefits of developing a joint marketing strategy for the
destination will multiply when the firms located in it align
their promotion campaigns, price policies and selection of
target markets with the destination’s image. Therefore, the
development of marketing capabilities will be strengthened
when the firm’s marketing strategy is planned to be coherent
with the destination (Erkuş-Öztürk, 2009; Saxena, 2005).
Location in the destination should result in greater marketing
capabilities such as brand and reputation, which now com-
bine the individual strength of each firm and the image of
the destination, thereby increasing competitiveness at both
levels. The firm’s production capabilities can therefore be
strengthened when its quality policy is aligned with and takes
advantage of the synergies characteristic of the destination.
The availability of nearby firms in the entire value system,
together with the opportunities afforded by the resources spe-
cific to the destination, favors productive capabilities such as
quality and efficiency in service provision (Novelli et al.,
2006; Camisón, 2004; Belussi & Pilotti, 2002). We therefore
propose the following two hypotheses:

Hypothesis 8e: The positive effect of possessing produc-
tion and quality capabilities on the tourism firm’s compet-
itiveness will be greater when the firm is located within a
tourism district.

Hypothesis 8f: The positive effect of possessing marketing
capabilities on the tourism firm’s competitiveness will be
greater when the firm is located within a tourism district.

Control variables
We introduce the variable general environment effect to cap-
ture the influence of differences among geographical areas in

aspects such as hostility toward industry, uncertainty and tur-
bulence. It is clear that the higher the levels of hostility, un-
certainty and turbulence in the general environment, the
more difficult it will be for the firms located in it to achieve
competitive advantages.

In addition, Spain’s economic, political and social system
is a markedly heterogeneous, where fierce competition can
arise among regional institutions to create a more attractive
structure to develop business activity. We therefore include
the variable regional effect in our theoretical model, which
captures the regional differences in the stock of resources
and public policies.

Finally, we introduce the variable industry effect to cap-
ture the influence on the firm’s competitive position of the at-
tractiveness of the sector’s structure in terms of threats from
substitute products and new competitors, customer and sup-
plier negotiating power and the level of competition among
already established rivals. Two further control variables are
included in the model to reflect aspects of the firm’s compo-
sition: organizational size, measured by the total number of
employees, and the age of the firm, considered as the number
of years in operation.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Database
The empirical study was carried out using a database of
Spanish tourism firms created from an initial study. The re-
search plan involved requesting an ad hoc process from the
National Statistics Institute’s Central Directory of Spanish
Companies (DIRCE) in order to determine the reference uni-
verse and its geographical distribution by activity, size, au-
tonomous community and province. On the basis of these
data the sample distribution was designed for a target size
of 1000 firms, which assumed a 95% confidence level and
an error interval of ±3.1%. The resulting sample was selected
from the information provided by the DIRCE using a strati-
fied random procedure set in proportion to the representative-
ness of the universe by activity (considering the five groups
mentioned) and size (measured in terms of number of em-
ployees in the firm).

The final sample contained 1019 firms distributed as fol-
lows: 62.71% were microfirms; 25.22%, small firms;
9.62%, medium-sized firms and 2.45%, large firms. By tour-
ism activity, 30.03% of the firms provided accommodation,
37.88% were restaurants and catering firms, almost 11%
were intermediaries (travel agencies, tour operators, etc.),
3.93% were transport organizations and 17.17% fell into
the complementary offer category.

The fieldwork consisted of personal interviews previously
arranged by telephone and using questionnaires. The tele-
phone conversation was also used to confirm data about the
firm, in order to verify the reliability of the information gath-
ered from external sources that had led to the firm’s random
inclusion in the sample (activity, size and location), and to
ensure that the person matched the desired respondent pro-
file. We considered that the firm’s owner, the senior/general
manager or CEO of the company was the most appropriate
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person to respond to the questionnaire. We used a set of pro-
cedures recommended for survey research and involving a
modified version of Dillman’s (1978) total design method.
Specifically, the questionnaire design took into account a
large number of instruments used for similar purposes in re-
search on competitiveness and dissemination of organiza-
tional innovations and practices.

The final questionnaire was refined in various stages to en-
sure it was fully comprehensible and efficient in gathering the
desired information, and to reduce its length and consequent
administration time. The refining process took place in meet-
ings between the head of the research team and professionals
from the company contracted to carry out the fieldwork. Before
applying the final questionnaire to collect the data it was
pretested on a group of five academics specializing in the fields
of tourism and strategy. This pretest was held in the first two
weeks of November 2009. The resulting questionnaire was
then also administered to eight managers from firms of differ-
ent sizes and activities in the tourism sector. The managers’
comments and suggestions for improvement were taken into
account in the final questionnaire design. To avoid the risk of
automatic unconsidered responses, the order of the responses
was altered so that in some cases the order of desirability was
ascending and in others, descending. Control items were also
included in which the meaning of the statement was reversed
compared to the other scale items. A third mechanism used
was the inclusion of questions on the same topic in different
formats and sections of the questionnaire to control for re-
sponse reliability. The fieldwork took place betweenDecember
2009 and March 2010.

We also performed a number of statistical analyses to assess
the severity of commonmethod bias. First, a Harman’s one fac-
tor test on the items indicated (see Table 1) that this bias was
not an issue. That is, multiple factors were detected, and the
variance did not merely stem from the first factors (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003; Podsakoff & Organ,
1986). In fact, the independent variables included in the model
form several factors with eigenvalues higher than 1 and the first
two factors capture only 26 and 11% of the total variance, re-
spectively. We also included control variables that have a bi-
variate correlation below 0.3 (Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira,
2010) between each other and the other variables in the model.

The statistical tests do not eliminate the threat; however,
they suggest that our results are not driven predominantly
by common method variance. Moreover, our results are
based on complex estimations that involve multiple indepen-
dent variables and interactions terms. It has been argued that
it is highly unlikely that the results of such models emerge
solely as a result of common methods bias (Siemsen et al.,
2010). To assess the severity of multicollinearity, we com-
puted variance inflation factors (VIFs) with an average VIF
value of y and the maximum VIF value of 2.683, which are
well below the cut-off point of 10 (Cohen, Cohen, West, &
Aiken, 2003), implying that multicollinearity does not pose
a problem to our estimation models.

Measurement of variables
Most of the variables were measured on multi-item seven-
point Likert-type scales. In the cases of competitive position,

capabilities and stock of financial resources, the measures re-
flect the strength of the firm as compared to its industry com-
petitors (1 = ‘much worse’, 2 = ‘worse’, 3 = ‘slightly worse’,
4 = ‘on a par’, 5 = ‘slightly better’, 6 = ‘better’ and 7= ‘much
better’). The firm’s physical resource stock was measured
by the number of years since the last major renovation of
its tangible assets. The age of a tourism firm’s premises can
be considered as an acceptable proxy of its tangible asset
stock.

Production capabilities are quite difficult to measure on a
single scale when firms that provide very differentiated ser-
vices are being analyzed, our sample includes firms with a
range of different activities such as accommodation, catering,
travel agencies and tour operators, transport and complemen-
tary offer. In light of this difficulty, we adopted quality capa-
bilities as an acceptable proxy for production capabilities
(Camisón and Monfort, dirs. 2012), considering the high
positive association shown in the literature among product
and process operations and quality (e.g. Koufteros,
Vonderembse, & Doll, 2002; Tatikonda & Montoya-Weiss,
2001). This association between quality and production ca-
pabilities lies in the fact that firms which are granted a quality
certificate demonstrate an excellent process organizational
capability measured against the average level of their com-
petitors. Hence, the higher the firm’s quality capability, the
greater its capability to provide services in line with certain
standards and to manage processes efficiently.

To classify the sample firms within Spanish tourist dis-
tricts, we used the list of Spanish tourism districts proposed
by Fernández et al. (2008) and Aurioles et al. (2008). Loca-
tion in a district or not was considered as a dichotomous var-
iable where 1 represented location in a tourism district and 0
otherwise.

The control variables were measured as follows. The
frame of analysis for the ‘regional effect’ was the region in
which the firm is based, and its attractiveness was measured
using data from the EU Regional Competitiveness Index,
which measures the competitiveness of European regions.
The general environment effect and the industry effect were
measured with multi-item seven-point Likert-type scales
reflecting managers’ perceptions of the presence of certain
variables related to the environment (1= ‘very low’,
2 = ‘low’, 3 = ‘quite low’, 4 = ‘average’, 5 = ‘quite high’,
6 = ‘high’ and 7= ‘very high’). Objective measures were used
to quantify firm size and age, namely, the number of em-
ployees and the number of years the firm had been operating,
respectively.

Table 1 presents the main characteristics of the variables
included in the model. Although most of the scales used have
been validated in previous research, in this study it was
deemed appropriate to refine them by means of a reliability
analysis to ensure their internal consistency. The generally
accepted minimum of 0.7 for Cronbach’s alpha reliability co-
efficient was exceeded for all the scales with the exceptions
of the general environment and industry structure scales; be-
cause of their exploratory nature, a minimum value of 0.5
was considered to be acceptable (Hair, Anderson, Tatham,
& Black, 1998). The convergent validity of the dependent
variable was also verified with objective internal (concurrent
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validity) and external (predictive validity) measures of the
firm. Specifically, concurrent validity was tested by verifying
whether the measure of the firm’s competitive position based
on the manager’s perceptions was convergent with the objec-
tive measure of the degree of average annual occupancy of
installed capability(%).The Pearson correlation coefficient
between the two variables was positive (r = 0.207) and
statistically significant (p< 0.001). Predictive validity was
verified by means of the correlation between the measure of
competitive position and organizational performance.
Performance was operationalized with the economic
performance indicator from the annual accounts for 2008
compiled in the SABI (Sistema de Análisis de Balances
Ibéricos) database. The results revealed positive correlations
(p< 0.05) between competitive position and economic
performance (r = 0.106). Table 2 presents the descriptive sta-
tistics and the correlations of the study variables.

Methodology
The study applied multiple linear regression analysis using
the SPSS 21.0 program for Windows. The results are statisti-
cally robust, as compliance with the basic assumptions for re-
gression analysis was verified by an analysis of the residuals
and of other graphs and statistics provided by the program
(see Annex). Furthermore, we centered the independent var-
iables before creating their cross products (Cohen et al.,
2003). The estimated coefficients demonstrate a similar pat-
tern to our main results in Table 3.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Results
Two types of relationships can be differentiated in the pro-
posed hypotheses: direct effects (H1 to H7), and the moder-
ating effect of location in a destination (H8a to H8f). We
developed three different models to test the hypotheses.
The first model included the control variables only; the sec-
ond model included the control variables and the explanatory
variables and the third model comprised all the relationships,
showing the effects of the control and explanatory variables
and the moderating effects.

Table 3 displays the results of testing the model with all
the proposed relationships. The significance of the F statistic
is acceptable for all the estimated models. An increase in the
explanatory capability of the models can be seen when first
the explanatory variables and then the moderating effects
are introduced. In the case of the complete model with the di-
rect and moderating effects, the adjusted R2 shows a capabil-
ity to explain the competitive position of 39.8%.

An initial analysis confirms that a large number of as-
pects, both internal and external to the firm, influence its
competitiveness. However, the comparison of models II
and III reveals differences in the extent of the significance
of the effect. This indicates that the moderating variable has
a strong influence on the results, and brings to light relation-
ships that remain hidden when the model is limited to direct
effects. Likewise, an overall analysis shows that location in a
tourism district significantly, although heterogeneously, T
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moderates the influence of the firm’s capabilities and re-
sources on its competitiveness.

Financial resources have a direct and significant relation-
ship with competitive position that increases in model III
(0.336, p< 0.01). In contrast, physical assets do not seem
to have an impact on competitive position in any of the
models. Both H1 and H2 are therefore empirically supported.

Dynamic capabilities are empirically confirmed as the
most important factor for competitiveness with the highest
standardized coefficient (0.406, p<0.01) of all the explana-
tory variables. H3 is therefore statistically supported. It is
noteworthy that this variable is not significant in model II,
but becomes significant in model III when the moderating
variable is introduced both on its own and together with the
variable location in a tourism destination.

Production and quality capabilities are also confirmed as
important to tourism competitiveness in both models, and
their weight increases in model III (0.397, p< 0.05). H5
can therefore be accepted.

It is surprising, however, that the coordination and mar-
keting capabilities, whose relationship with competitive posi-
tion was positive and significant in model II, are no longer
significant when the moderating effects are introduced.
Hence, hypotheses H4 and H6 are confirmed in model II
but rejected in model III.

Furthermore, H7 is not confirmed, which suggests that the
simple fact of location in a tourism district does not directly
affect the firm’s competitive position.

Turning to the moderating variables for the destination ef-
fect, only coordination capabilities (1.066, p< 0.01) and
marketing capabilities (0.490, p< 0.1) are significantly and
positively influenced, whereas dynamic capabilities are neg-
atively affected (�0.543, p<0.05). Therefore hypotheses
H8d, H8f and H8c are accepted, respectively, and H8a,
H8b and H8e are rejected.

Finally, to reinforce the results of the regression analysis
and in order to compare the moderating effects of location
in a tourism district on the relationship between these three
capabilities and competitiveness, we include a graphic repre-
sentation of each relationship. Figure 1 shows that integra-
tion in a district is associated with greater competitiveness
at a higher level of a firm’s coordination capabilities. Firms
that demonstrate a high level of internal coordination capa-
bilities can take part in and benefit from a district strategic
plan and a collective pattern of relationships of suppliers
and subcontractors. That is, only those firms with a well-
developed strategic and organizational design can benefit
from exposure to a shared vision and strategy.

As shown in Figure 2 integration in a district is associa-
ted with greater competitiveness at a higher level of a

Table 3. Results of the regression of the determining factors of a tourism firm’s competitiveness

Model I Model II Model III

(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)

Constant 3.814(3) �0.425(3) 0.467(3)

Control variables
1 General environment 0.018 0.419 �0.061 �1.518 �0.068* �1.673
2 General regional environment 0.185**** 4.517 0.102** 2.474 0.099** 2.406
3 Industry effect 0.084** 1.971 0.073* 1.825 0.080** 1.979
4 Size 0.082** 2.015 �0.006 �0.161 �0.015 �0.386
5 Age 0.043 1.043 0.091** 2.302 0.078* 1.952

Explanatory variables
6 Physical resources �0.020 �0.499 �0.078 �1.087
7 Financial resources 0.169**** 4.051 0.336*** 3.168
8 Dynamic capabilities 0.054 1.107 0.406*** 2.799
9 Coordination capabilities 0.183**** 3.639 �0.248 �1.491
10 Production and quality capabilities 0.243**** 4.466 0.397** 2.147
11 Marketing capabilities 0.144*** 2.810 �0.067 �0.505
12 District 0.035 0.873 �0.292 �1.067

Interaction between variables
13 Physical resources × district 0.071 0.964
14 Financial resources × district �0.391 �1.644
15 Dynamic capabilities × district �0.543** �2.507
16 Coordination capabilities × district 1.066*** 2.709
17 Production capabilities × district �0.339 �0.840
18 Marketing capabilities × district 0.490* 1.683

F 6.736**** 24.114**** 17.080****
R2 0.054 0.404 0.423
Adjusted R2 0.046 0.388 0.398
Adjusted Δ R2 — 0.350 0.019

(1) Standardized regression coefficients.
(2) t-values.
(3) Non-standardized beta.
*p< 0.1.
**p< 0.05.
***p< 0.01.
****p< 0.001.

350 C. Camisón et al.

Copyright © 2015 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Int. J. Tourism Res., 18: 341–356 (2016)

DOI: 10.1002/jtr



firm’s marketing capabilities. Only those firms with a ro-
bust communication policy and image and with consider-
able control over their marketing channels can benefit
from being located in a tourism district. Firms that aim
to exploit the district agents’ efforts to promote a common
image, reputation and brand of the district product should
therefore be at the ‘expected’ level in their marketing de-
velopment capabilities.

As shown in Figure 3, integration in a district is associated
with greater competitiveness at a lower level of a firm’s dy-
namic capabilities. This suggests that firms with greater dy-
namic capabilities require relatively less exposure to district
knowledge flows to be competitive. This effect reconfirms
that integration in a district may exert isomorphic pressure
or have a lock-in effect (e.g. Maskell & Malmberg, 2007)
that can weaken the capacity to explore new combinations
of knowledge and, thus, the creativity of those firms with
higher levels of dynamic capabilities. Nevertheless, those
firms with weaker dynamic and innovation capabilities can
obtain greater competitiveness if they are integrated in a tour-
ism district.

All the control variables except size affect the tourism
firm’s competitiveness significantly and with the expected
sign. Age has a direct and positive effect (0.078, p< 0.1),
in line with previous studies concluding that older firms have
more experience (Rao & Drazin, 2002) and reputation
(Zaheer & Bell, 2005), which enhances their routines, sys-
tems and structures and, therefore, their competitive potential
(Sorensen & Stuart, 2000). The analysis of the coefficients
also reveals that the firm’s competitive position is influenced
by the attractiveness of the region in which it is located
(0.099, p< 0.05) and of the industry (0.080, p< 0.05),
whereas the turbulence of the general environment nega-
tively affects the firm’s competitiveness (�0.068, p< 0.05).

CONCLUSIONS

This study examines the effects of the tourism firm’s re-
sources and capabilities and location in a tourism district on
competitive position, and also analyzes the moderating ef-
fects of location within a tourism destination.

The first conclusion we can draw is that the empirical
study supports the thesis of the RBV, since resources and ca-
pabilities have a much higher ability to explain firm compet-
itiveness than factors related to the environment and other
internal organizational characteristics such as size or age.
However, when we analyze their effect on the tourism firm’s
competitiveness some of our results were as expected
whereas others were surprising, which suggests asymmetry
among the different types of resources and capabilities in
their ability to create performance differentials.

Second, it should be noted that simple location in a tour-
ism destination has no significant influence on firm competi-
tiveness. This is an interesting result as it prompts us to
reconsider the importance that much of the tourism literature
gives to the territory as a material support. This result may in-
dicate that even though intra-district firms can take advantage
of the benefits of location in a district (Molina-Azorín et al.,
2010), the influence of these external shared resources will
depend on how each individual firm makes use of them.

Figure 1. The moderating effect of district on the relationship be-
tween coordination capabilities and competitiveness.

Figure 2. The moderating effect of district on the relationship be-
tween marketing capabilities and competitiveness.

Figure 3. The moderating effect of district on the relationship be-
tween dynamic capabilities and competitiveness.
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The simple fact that certain firms are located in the same des-
tination does not imply that these firms cooperate or share the
same values, and, in consequence, they will not necessarily
comprise a tourism district.

Our third conclusion is that capabilities are better able
than resources to create competitive advantages. We found
that only financial resources have a significant effect, which
is quite lower than the combined effect of capabilities.
Given the considerable investment needed to set up a tour-
ism business (Hjalager, 2002), some financial resources will
be essential, so advantages in costs and debt capability will
be relevant to achieving a sustainable competitive advan-
tage. In contrast, physical resources have no significant in-
fluence in any of the cases. Tourism represents a different
kind of exchange where no physical resources are sold. This
factor reduces the power of the investment in physical capi-
tal to create value. The type, quantity and quality of the re-
sources available to the firm have an important bearing on
what firms can do because they place restrictions on the ac-
tivities firms can undertake (Grant, 1991b). But few re-
sources are productive on their own. It is the firms’
specific capabilities that hold sway over the transformation
of resources into products, creating value added by develop-
ing activities and stimulating the other resources. This find-
ing therefore also suggests that location in a destination does
not enhance the capability of physical resources to contrib-
ute to tourism firm competitiveness. To be competitive fac-
tors, attractiveness of the destination’s natural resources,
together with the tangible assets specific to each firm, needs
to be coordinated with other resources to increase their value
creation abilities.

It is in this way, by looking beyond locality, that coordi-
nation capabilities become a key competitive factor. None-
theless, it is important to stress that these coordination
capabilities act differently depending on whether we consider
location in a tourism district or not. When this location factor
is not considered (model II), the firm’s independent coordi-
nation is sufficient to improve the use of resources and to
positively contribute to its competitive position. In contrast,
when a firm is embedded in a tourism district, the differenti-
ating competitive factor is the overall coordination capabili-
ties of the destination, normally through the regional
agencies and associations that showcase the integrated tour-
ism product based on the system’s total offer. Therefore,
the cooperation with other organizations in the destination
will be the key factor for tourism firms located in a specific
destination. Authors such as Lemmetyinen and Go (2009)
have highlighted the importance of certain coordination-
related skills as crucial to strengthening links with and com-
mitment to other firms. Fourth, production capabilities are
revealed to be key capabilities for tourism firms in general.
The capability to offer a consistent quality service is gener-
ally considered to be a basic strategy for competitiveness in
tourism (Augustyn & Ho, 1998). However, the lack of signif-
icance in the moderating role of the district appears to show
that tourism districts do not generate such substantial advan-
tages as in industrial districts in terms of opportunities for
subcontracting, production outsourcing and specialization
to gain scale and efficiency in costs.

The results on the significance of marketing capabilities
are surprising and require further analysis. When they are
not included in model II, marketing capabilities have a posi-
tive and significant effect. But when the moderating variable
is introduced (model III) they become non-significant.
Gursoy and Swanger (2007) also found that there is no direct
relationship between marketing capabilities and customer
service on financial performance, showing that service strat-
egies can easily be replicated and employees move freely
among competitors due to employment opportunities. In con-
trast, in the latter case location in a tourism district positively
moderates the effect of marketing capabilities. Joint market-
ing and integrated marketing initiatives are not as easily rep-
licated by external firms on their own, and they may
therefore enhance the competitive position of organizations
inside the destination that benefit exclusively from them.
The limited and low investment in developing marketing as-
sets in many tourism firms means that reputation building,
penetration of new markets, increasing negotiating power
with marketing channels and service satisfaction are
entrusted to collective interventions. Only firms that are able
to take advantage of this district-level investment will there-
fore obtain competitive advantages from marketing
differentiation.

The competitive importance of dynamic capabilities is
frequently referred to. However, in our study these capabil-
ities do not have a significant relationship with the firm’s
competitive position (model II). Some authors argue that this
is because tourism firms are conservative and not especially
innovative, and as a result, unless they feel challenged or
threatened, they tend to remain rooted in traditional proce-
dures; what is more, this sector lacks the preconditions
necessary to foster innovation (Hjalager, 2002). Further-
more, labor force skills in the tourism industry tend to be
low and turnover high, which implies that the capability to
absorb external information is low in the sector, and only
large firms have the staff with a large capability to absorb
external knowledge; these are therefore the firms that can
develop more complex and advanced innovations (Sundbo
et al., 2007).

Nonetheless, this general interpretation should perhaps
be revised in light of our results. On one hand, when the
variable integration in a tourism district is incorporated
(model III), dynamic capabilities have a direct and signifi-
cant relationship with competitive position; moreover, this
effect has the strongest impact of all the resources and capa-
bilities. On the other hand, integration in a tourism district
has perverse effects on the value of dynamic capabilities,
to the point that its positive effect becomes intensely
negative. The previous literature has argued that the tourism
destination is characterized by intense internal knowledge
and technology flows. In consequence, all the firms located
in the district take advantage of the other firms’ innovation
efforts; in other words, a greater development of dynamic
capabilities by some intra-district firms can be counterpro-
ductive, as these will be the firms that make greater efforts
that will then benefit all the other firms. As Hjalager
(2002) states, small firms tend to follow an innovative
process only when they are sure that their investment in
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innovation or change is feasible; because it is easy to
observe what others are doing in the tourism sector, it is
simpler to ‘copy’ innovations than it is in the industrial sec-
tor, and even more so if the firm is located in a district. For
this reason, the gains from waiting for others to innovate are
probably higher than innovating itself. The consequence of
this reasoning is that firms located in a district might tend to
rest on their laurels and not pay attention to developing their
own dynamic capabilities, relying on other firms’ innova-
tions and on the overall attractiveness of the district.
Furthermore, repeated interactions among the same groups
of economic actors lead to a closed, local mentality that
can hamper the search for new business activities, hinder-
ing adaptation to new requirements or technologies and
perpetuating established beliefs, routines and knowledge
(Maskell & Malmberg, 2007; Glasmeier, 1991). This
interplay between opposing forces demonstrates that the
innovative process is by no means straightforward and a
contingent approach should substitute the simple interpreta-
tion of their effects.

This study contributes equally interesting ideas for mana-
gerial practice in tourism firms. The managers of these orga-
nizations should be aware that their main challenge is to
develop capabilities, which are the main drivers of competi-
tiveness, and thereby assess the critical role of intangibles
in their competitive strategies. Specifically, they should un-
derstand the central role of coordination capabilities, either
individual or collective depending on whether or not the firm
is located in a tourism district. They should also aim to
strengthen their capabilities to provide a high quality service;
they should be aware of the positive benefits that belonging
to a district can have for marketing capabilities, and the risks
for innovative differentiation that location in a concentrated
district involves. A solid financial base is also an essential
competitive requirement, as without the guarantee of suffi-
cient financial flow it is impossible to take on the large
investments in these intangibles, the returns on which are
only seen in the long term.

These conclusions must, however, be interpreted with
caution, since despite every effort to keep them to a mini-
mum, this study does have certain limitations, particularly
regarding the cross-sectional database and its restriction to
the Spanish tourism sector. The cross-sectional nature of
the study precludes confirmation of causal relationships,
which would be desirable. Likewise, our conclusions are
valuable to the Spanish tourism sector, but should be
extrapolated with caution. The measurement of some
variables based on managerial self-assessment is also fre-
quently criticized, but we consider that we have minimized
its drawbacks with the rigorous approach taken in gather-
ing the opinions of the surveyed managers, as reflected in
their reliability and validity. Finally, a useful line of future
research could involve a multilevel analysis that would
allow an inter-district comparison of the impact of the
specific endowment of shared capabilities in the firm’s
assets. Furthermore, the structure of capabilities adopted
also paves the way to incorporate new interactions
between the hierarchical structure of capabilities of the
firm in future modeling.
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ANNEX

DURBIN–WATSON:

Summary of the modelb

Model R
R

squared
Adjusted R
squared

Standard
estimation

error
Durbin–
Watson

1 0.650a 0.423 0.398 0.88375 1.669
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