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Abstract: This work analyzes the tourist sector, the employment generated by the tourism industries,
and its relationship with tourism receipts. The hypothesis is that there are tourist subsectors with a
potentially higher level of income. The article studies the impact of the distribution of the employed
population in the different subsectors of the tourism industry, controlling for the most important
economic variables, on the level of income per arrival in 24 OECD countries, using panel data for
the period 2008-2018. As its main result, the model indicates that the labor force that increases most
the receipts per arrival is the ‘travel agencies and other reservation services’, followed by the “sports
and recreation industry’ labor force, while having a large labor force in the “food and beverage” or
“cultural industry” operates in the opposite direction.
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1. Introduction

Data are fundamental for informed decision-making in planning, monitoring and
measuring the effectiveness of employment policies (see [1] for a critical review of the liter-
ature about tourism employment). Tourism statistics and tourism employment related data
are to understand tourism labor markets, promoting employment opportunities,
planning adequate job creation policies, and developing the human resources through
education and training [2-5].

This work addresses empirical research on employment in tourism industry froma
broader scope than the organizational and managerial, as recommended in [1]. As these
authors state, this is the way to address the political, social and economic perspectives of
the issue.

According toa UNWIO World Tourism Barometer (18 January 2020), international
tourist arrivals worldwide grew 4% in 2019 to reach 1.5 billion, based on data reported
by destinations around the world. In 2021, after several months of ented disrup-
tion by the COVID-19 pandemic, restrictions on travel remain in the majority of global
destinations, and tourismis one of the most affected sectors.

Hopefully, the sector is beginning to restart in some areas. However, the tourism
industries remain inadequately measured and insufficiently studied in terms of employ-
ment. Employment in the tourism industries needs to be measured and described in
a more consistent way supported by proper statistical instruments [6]. Enhancing the
quality and comparability of tourism employment statistics would significantly improve
the monitoring of tourism labor markets and the effective use of qualified labor, ensuring
sustainable tourism development.
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From the empirical data, it seemns that the countries with the highest income per tourist
are those that have ‘other country-specific tourismindustries’. While the countries with
the lowest income per tourist are those that have most of their workforce in the “food
and beverage” and “passenger transport” industries. Thus, it seerms there is a relationship
between the distribution of the labor force in the tourismindustries and the level of income
per tourist in the countries.

To validate this hypothesis, we estimate a robust panel model in which the endogenous
variable is the income logarithm, and the explanatory variables are the logarithm labor
force in each of the industries, controlling for some economic country variables.

We discuss in this paper the model with the best fit, after running the relevant ro-
bustness check tests. This model explains around 98% of the variation of the dependent
variable, which implies that there is a strong relation between the explanatory variables
and the dependent variable. Estimations have been done with the STATA 16 program using
panel data for 24 OECD countries over the period 2008 to 2018.

This analysis is of interest, since the distribution of employment can characterize the
tourism offer and the income of a tourist destination. Moreover, in a scenario like the
current one, after COVID-19 it is possible that many tourist destinations may start from
zero in their demand and, consequently, opt to make changes in their tourism policy as a
tourist destination.

The structure of the paper is as follows. Section 2 presents a review of the literature on
employment in the tourism sector. Next, the methodology used is described in Section 3.
The results obtained are presented in Section 4 and, finally, the conclusions of the study are
addressed in Section 5.

2. Literature Review

Tourism is a source of economic growth and job creation in both advanced and
emerging economies [7,8]. Notably, one job in tourism industries generates one and a half
jobs elsewhere [6]. The tourism industry also offers employment opportunities to groups
that tend to have difficulties accessing the labor market, such as low-skilled workers, young
people, women and immigrants [8]. Tourismis a labor-intensive sector that in some cases
receives workers with no previous experience or who have difficulties finding another job
(see [9]). The accommodation industry has a higher percentage of young workers than
other tourism industries, in many cases part-time or seasonally [10].

However, there are different views in relation to the tourism employment precarious-
ness and the theoretical debate on sustainable tourism [11,12]. Some authors argue that it is
difficult to speak of precariousness or to speak of ‘bad jobs’, since it is relative. It depends
on factors such as the alternative jobs you have, the sectors, and even the positions [13].
Other authors have a critical view of the employment precariousness in the sector [14].

Analyzing the characteristics of employment in the tourism sector is not an easy task.
The tourism industry encompasses a very heterogeneous set of businesses, types of con-
tracts with workers and working conditions. Moreover, the tourism employment is charac-
terized by notable differences between regions and between seasons of the year [13,15-17].

Large tourism enterprises are concentrated in accommodation and transport activities,
generating a substantial share of total employment. However, tourism creates opportunities
for entrepreneurs and many small and micro enterprises, in the formal but also in the
informal sector, because of the varied demand of a wide range of visitors [18].

In the accommodation sector there is on average one worker for each room placed
on the market. To this must be added the indirect jobs. Thus, for each direct job in the
hotel industry, another three jobs are generated in complementary activities such as travel
agencies, tourist guides, taxi drivers, bus drivers, airport employees, laundry, gardening,
catering, and shops, among others [17].
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3. Materials and Methods

To answer the question of whether there is a relationship between the distribution
of the labor force in the tourism industries and the level of income per tourist in the
countries, this work uses data from OECD (OECDistat accessed on 1 July 2021) and
UNWIO (unwio.org accessed on 1 July 2021) from the years 2008 to 2018 (data extracted in
1 July 2021) for 24 countries, namely the following 19 OECD economies: Australia, Canada,
Denmark, France, Hungary, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Mexico, New Zealand,
Norway, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland, Turkey, United Kingdony and the
following five non-OECD economies: Brazil, Kazakhstan, Malta, Romania, South Africa.
These countries correspond to those for which there are disaggregated data on employment
by tourismindustries, as the hypothesis to be checked is that there are tourist subsectors
with a higher potential level of income than others.

Aset of explanatory variables has been selected, relating to the distribution of the labor
force among the different industries in the tourism sector, together with other variables
related to macroeconomic characteristics of the countries, available at the time of the data
query on both websites. It was decided to analyze the evolution over the last few years,
starting in 2008, the year in which the international financial crisis began, and to truncate
the data in the most current available year for all those OECD countries’, namely 2018.
Thus, there are 11 time periods and 24 countries for each cross-section, giving a total of
264 observations.

With this information, and after a first approximation to the data in a descriptive
and graphical way, different panel data estimations are carried out in STATA 16, with the
following reference specification:

Yir = o +B1 Xuit +BoXoit + . . . + Bie Xt +-€it (1)

where Y'is the dependent variable, i refers to countries, ¢ refers to time periods, « represents
the intercept, B represents the coefficients of each of the independent variables, X is the set
of explanatory and control variables, k is the total amount of independent variables to be
included in the analysis, and ¢ is the error or disturbance term. The set of variables and
their source are in Table 1, their mean values for the whole period are in Table A2, and the
descriptive statistics for the panel data are in Table A3. This set of explanatory variables
(Table A2) meet our purpose of analysis, although inevitably there may be other variables
that are also likely to be correlated with the revenue per tourist and that are being omitted
due to lack of data availability.

Table 1. List of variables.

Acronym Variable Source
REC ﬂps per arrival, USD (dependent variable) UNWIO
AS Number of workers in the accommodation services industry (explanator rly variable) OECD
d Number of workers in the cultural industry explanatory variab OECD
F&B Number of workers in the food and beverage industry (explanatory Vanable) OECD
PT Nurmber of workers in the passenger transport industry (explanatory variable) OECD
S&RI Nurmber of workers in the sports and recreation industry (explanatory variable) OECD
TA&RS ~ Number of workers in the travel agencies and other reservation services industry (explanatory variable) ~ OECD
GDP_PC GDP per capita at current prices and current Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) USD (control variable) OECD
PERC  Percentage of workers employed in the tourism industry over the total number of workers (control variable) ~ OECD
OCDE Dichotomous variable indicating whether the country belongs to the OECD (control variable) OECD

Note: All tourism industries listed in the OECD statistics are used as explanatory variables, with the exception of the so-called “Other
country-specific tourismindustries”. The latter is a kind of catch-all that not all countries use and for which, therefore, there are missing
observations for most countries. Source: Prepared by the authors
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The variables in Equation (1), except PERC and OCDE, are @cpressed in logarithms,
so that the model can be interpreted in terms of multiplicative changes in the dependent
variable in response to marginal changes in the explanatory variables.

We start with an ordinary least squares (OLS) estimation in which the time and space
dimensions of the data are not taken into account (pooled regression), and compare this
model with a fixed-effects panel model and a randomreffects panel model. Once the best
specification of these three is chosen, different robustness tests are carried out, until the
fmnal specification is reached.

By working with a larger sample size, due to the availability of longitudinal as
well as cross-sectional data, the panel data technique is able to analyze changes in the
dependence of the explanatory variables and the dynamics of these variables. Panel
data analysis estimates the relationship between the dependent and the independent
variables, so that the coefficients of the latter indicate their relative contribution to the joint
prediction, over the time period, for the individuals for whom information is available
over time. Furthermore, panel data analysis allows us to control for those factors that
are not observable but that affect the individual heterogeneity of countries, or for those
phenomena that are homogeneous to thembut that change over time (time effects).

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive Analysis
The distribution of the labor force in the different industries of the tourist sector of a
country provides an approximation of the type of tourist offer in that country. Meanwhile,
the comparison between total income derived from the tourist sector and income per
arrival, allows us to approximate the volume of tourists arriving in each country, while
indicating the average level of expenditure of such tourism. Through the following figures
we will analyze in detail the behavior of these variables for the 24 countries in our sample.
The countries with the highest volume of employees in the tourist sector, in
terms and decreasing order, are Spain (with more than 2.5 million), Brazil, Turkey, and Italy
(with more than 1.9 million). Atthebottomoft}nsrarﬂqm;, and in increasing order, are
Iceland, Malta, and Lithuania, who do not have more than 50,000 employees in this sector

(Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Employment in the tourist sector in 2017. Countries in alphabetical order. Source: OECD
data for 2017.
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With this workforce, the income of the tourist sector in each of these countries is the
one shown in Figure 2, both in gross terms (USD billion) and in relative terms (USD per
arrival). The countries with the highest level of gross income for international tourism
receipts are, in decreasing order: Spain, France, United Kingdom, and Italy. However, the

-arrival income level of these countries is much lower than that of countries such as
Australia, New Zealand, and even Israel. The hypothesis is that there are tourist subsectors
with a higher potential level of income than others. To check this hypothesis we estimate
different panel models to explain the income by the distribution of the labor force in each of
the tourist subsectors, controlling for some economic country variables, with data related
to the years 2008 to 2018 for the countries in our sample.

The volume of incoming tourists in the former, is much higher than in the latter, so
as to generate such a high income. It seemns, therefore, that the former are countries with
mass tourismwith a low level of expenditure as opposed to the latter, which are countries
with less tourism but with a higher level of expenditure. It also seems to depend on the
remoteness of the tourists” origin and the per capita income of the destination countries,
which will influence the tourist stay costs.

The productivity of the labor force, in terms of annual income per worker in the
tourist sector (USD), also differs between countries, as can be deduced from Figure 3. The
countries where the labor force in the tourist sector is less profitable are also the countries
with a lower GDP, such as Brazil, Kazakhstan or Romania. On the other hand, those
countries with a higher return on their labor force coincide with countries with a higher
level of GDP, such as Switzerland and Iceland.

= [ ternational Tourism Receipts (USD billion) —&— Receipts per arrival (USD)

Figure 2. Total international tourism receipts, and receipts per arrival in 2017. Countries in alphabeti-
cal order. Source: UNWIO data for 2017.
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Figure 3. International tourism receipts per worker (USD) in 2017. Countries in alphabetical order.
Source: UNWIOand OECD data for 2017.

The distribution of the labor force among the different industries that make up the
tourism sector, according to data from the World Tourism Organization (UNWIO), enables
a comparison between countries to see in which industry they are most labor intensive
(Figure 4). Countries with a higher number of workers in the tourist sector seem to be
mostly intensive in the “food and beverage” industry. Those countries in the middle of the
ranking, in terms of number of tourismworkers, distribute their workforce mainly between
the “food and beverage” and “passenger transport” sectors. Finally, those with a lower
volume of workers in the tourist sector seem to have their industry divided almost equally
between the “accommodation services’, “food and beverage’, and “passenger tr.
industries. The industries with the lowest relative volume of workers are those of “travel
agencies and other reservation services industry’ (in all countries), “cultural industry’
(except in the case of Malta, where it reaches 25%), and “sports and recreation industry’
(except in Kazakhstan and Latvia, where it reaches 17% and 15%, respectively).

4.2. Econometric Analysis

From the graphs above, it seerms that the countries with the highest income per tourist
(Australia, New Zealand, and Israel) are those that have their own tourism industries
(‘other country-specific tourism industries”). While the countries with the lowest income
per tourist (Slovak Republic, Hungary, or Kazakhstan) are those that have most of their
workforce in the “food and beverage’ and “passenger transport” industries. Therefore, it is
possible that there is some kind of relationship between the distribution of the labor force
in the tourism industries and the countries level of income per tourist. In order to check
this, and given that countries’ data are available for more than one year, we follow a panel
data approach—testing different specifications—to explain the variability of the receipts
per arrival (in logarithmrs).
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Figure 4. Employment percentage distribution in the tourism industries in 2017. Countries ranked in
decreasing order by total employment in the tourist sector. Source: UNWIO data for 2017. Note: The
percentages for each of the countries and tourism industries can found in the Appendix A.

We start with the pooled ordinary least squares (OLS) estimation, in which the time
and space dimensions of the data are not taken into account. Since the panel data methodol-
ogy allows controlling for those country-specific characteristics that are difficult to quantify
and are time invariant through the intercept term—; in Equation (1), a second estimation
has been proposed, in which these unobservable differences across countries are assumed
to be constant, i.e., the alpha term is considered fixed, which allows incorporating individ-
ual country heterogeneity. Finally, the random effects model considers these unobserved
cross-country differences to be random, so that the intercept contains a random component
(2 = a+u;) witha distribution conditional on the regressors (Table 2).

The F-test for fixed effects led us to reject the pooled model against the fixed effects
model (F=25.66; Prob > F =0.000). The Breusch and Pagan Lagrangian muiltiplier test for
random effects has led us to reject the null hypothesis that the variance of random effects is
zero (Chi = 47.66; Prob > Chi = 0.0000), hencetherandomeffectspaneldatarmdellsbetter
than the pooled regression. Finally, the Hausman test leads us to reject the null hy
(Chi =93.53; Prob > Chi = 0.0000), so the fixed effects model is more consistent and hence
the most appropriate, since there continues to be correlation between the error component
and the

We have tried to incorporate time effects, introducing in the fixed effects model a vector
of dichotomous variables to check for those events that could have affected all countries
equally during the period of time analyzed, thus reducing biases in the estimation (first
model of Table 3). The consideration of time effects allows us to include unobservable
characteristics that may have influenced tourism receipts in the period analyzed, such as

in tourist habits after the 2008 financial crisis. However, when testing the joint
significance of the time effects, they turn out to be jointly non-significant and therefore do
not need to be included in the model (F =1.70; Prob > F =0.087).
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Table 2. Panel data estimations of the explanatory variables of tourism receipts (in logarithm) for the

countries in the sample.
OLS (Pooled Data) Fixed Effects Panel Random Effects Panel
Coef. Sig, Coef. Sig, Coef. Sig.
L AS —0.081 —0.406 o —0.024
L —0.067 —0.062 —-0.123
L F&B —0462 ok —0.955 b —0.061
L PT —0.045 —0.19 —0.362 ok
L S&RI 0.129 0.038 0.103
L TA&RS 0.501 bk 0.123 0.305 ok
L GDP_IPC —0.244 d 0.030 —0482 ok
PERC 0.308 bk 0221 ot 0.081
OCDE 0.659 o —0.048 0.165
Constant 10.015 oo 23.012 o 13.986 oo
R-squared 0.750 0.052 0.350
Resquared 0311 009
Resquared
between' 0.056 0.3834
Frtest/Chi 54351 (F) 7315 (F) 35.975 (Chi)
Prob>F 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sigma_u 2190 0263
Sigma_e 0174 0.174
Rho 0.9%4 0.69%

¥ <0.01, * p <0.05. Source: Authors” own calculations.

Table 3. Fixed effects panel data estimations for tourism receipts (in logarithm) for the countries in
the sample (The full estimations, together with confidence intervals, can be found in the Appendix A

(Tables A4-A9)).
Fixed Effects Panel with ~ Fixed Effects Panel ~ Fixed Effects Heteroskedastic
Time Effects @ with AR Panel with Corrected
Standard Errors
Coef. Sig. Coef. Sig. Coef. Sig.
L AS —0.324 * 0.170 —0.019
LA 0.014 0.053 —0.083 *
L F&B —0.774 i 0.196 —0.262 *
L PT —0.292 * 0.009 —0.08
L S&RI 0.089 0.046 0.126 ot
L TA&RS 0.107 0.048 0.284 ok
L GDP_PC 0.466 0.079 —0.031
PERC 0215 * —0.541 ok 0.256 o
OCDE —0.058 0.006 0.371 *»*
Constant 15.619 ook 1.194 ook 10.387 o
Resquared 0.09 0.313 0977
Resquared 0387 0420
Resquared
et 0.094 0351
Ftest/Chi 455 (F) 10288 (F) 85.993 (Chi)
Prob>F 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sigma_u 1.828 1.392
Siﬁg_e 0.170 0.136
0.991 0.991

@ Includes a vector of dichotomous variables from year 2008 (reference) to year 2018. *** p <0.01, ** p <0.05,
*p <0.1. Source: Authors’ own calculations.
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The Woolridge test for autocorrelation in panel data corroborated the existence of
autocorrelation (F = 121.223; Prob > F = 0.000). This result is expected since most of the
explanatory variables, such as GDF, or even the distribution between tourism sectors, are
associated over time. We correct this specification problem by estimating a fixed effects
panel with AR (second model of Table 3).

Finally, we check whether the variance of the errors is constant by means of the
Modified Wald test. This test for groupwise heteroskedasticity in fixed effect regression
model, allowed us to check that the homoskedasticity principle was violated (Chi =4306.3;
Prob > Chi = 0.000), so we estimated the last specitication (third model of Table 3), by
means of the xtpcse STATA command, which shows the Prais-Winsten regression for
heteroskedastic panels with corrected standard errors.

The model explains about 98% of the variation of the dependent variable (the loga-
rithm of receipts per arrival in USD), by means of the independent variables on employment
in the seven tourism industries (in logarithms), and three control variables related to the
economic characteristics of the country (the logarithm of GDP per capita, the percentage of
workers employed in the tourism industry over the country’s workers, and the dichoto-
mous variable reflecting OECD membership). This implies that there is a strong relation
between the variables in the model and the dependent variable.

A1%increase in the labor force in the “cultural” industry (or in the “food and beverage’
industry) implies a 0.08% (or 0.26%) decrease in tourism receipts per arrival, other things
being equal. By contrast, if the increase occurs in the “sports and recreation’ industry (or
in the “travel agencies and other reservation services” industry), an increase in tourism
receipts per arrival of 0.13% (or 0.28%) is expected, other things being equal. The workforce
of all other tourist industries are not statistically significant.

These changes may seem low at first glance. However, it should be noted that in
these countries the average number of workers in the tourism sector is 716,723—with the
minimum in Iceland and the maximum in Spain (Figure 1)—and that the tourist arrivals in
these countries are counted in millions. Therefore, a transfer of thousands of workers from
one industry to another can represent a considerable change in the country’s total income
from tourism.

The control variables introduced in the model allow us to state that receipts per arrival
are independent of the country’s own wealth, measured by GDP per capita. However, they
do depend (strongly) on the share of workers in the tourism sector, relative to the total
number of workers in the country (a 1% increase in the share of workers in the tourism sec-
tor, relative to the total nurrber of workers in the country, implies a 100- (€2 —1) =29%
increase in arrivals receipts). Finally, OECD countries must share common characteristics
that make receipts per arrival higher in OBCD countries than in non-OECD countries.

5. Conclusions

As mentioned above, the tourist sector is labor intensive. The employment in this
sector depends on the tourist offer of each country and the characteristics of the tourism
industries. In this paper we analyzed some macroeconomic data for 24 different countries
related to the distribution of the tourism labor force among its different industries, as well
as to the national income derived from tourism.

The hypothesis is that there are subsectors with a higher potential level of income than
others. To check this hypothesis we estimated different specifications of panel models to
explain the receipts per arrival with data related to the years 2008 to 2018 for 24 countries.
As a main result it can be concluded that the labor force that correlates most positively with
the receipts per arrival is the “travel agencies and other reservation services’ labor force,
followed by the ‘sports and recreation industry” labor force, while having a large labor
force in the “food and beverage” or “cultural industry” operates in the opposite direction.
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This analysis is of interest since the distribution of employment can at least partially
characterize the tourism offer and the income of the tourist destination. Furthermore, in a
scenario like the current one, after the COVID-19 it is possible that many tourist destinations
may start from zero in their demand and, consequently, choose to make changes in their
tourism policy as a tourist destination.

Since according to the results of the estimated panel model tourism revenues appear
to be directly related to the composition of the country’s labor force, it may be in the interest
of these countries to try to restructure the labor force to increase the proportion of workers
in the tourism sector and, consequently; their revenues in the sector. This could be achieved
by bringing more workers, currently unemployed, into the tourism sector or by shifting
the country’s employees from one sector of activity to the tourism sector. On the other
hand, the tourism workforce itself could be restructured by mobilizing employees fromless
profitable industries to those industries that appear more profitable. However, it should be
borne in mind that this mobility—between sectors of activity or within different tourism
industries—is neither easy nor free, as it implies that the workers have the skills to develop
in the new jobs, which in turn implies costs of soft skills training. Therefore, a more detailed
cost-benefit analysis of this mobility should be carried out for each specific country.

The main limitations of this study are related to the input data. The accessibility
of the enlisted countries tourism markets and the purchase power of main tourist target
groups. Depending on the countries, the tourism economy is more domestic or interna-
tional. Moreover, the use of OECD categories by domestic citizens (for instance, food
and beverage).

As future research, among the many aspects that affect employment in the tourism
sector, technology should be introduced. Although the sector is not highly intensive in
technology, there are studies [19] that show that in the most developed countries, and in
tourist establishments oriented to the public with a higher purchasing power, there is a
progressive substitution effect. Shocks like COVID-19 can accelerate this transformation.
The pandemic, as it has done in other sectors, may drive companies in the tourism sector
to increase investment in technology and reduce the ratios of employees per customer, or
employees per room (in the case of the hotel sector).
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Appendix A
Table Al. Percentage distribution by tourismindustries of the total employment in the tourist sector
in 2017. Countries in alphabetical order. Source: OECD data for 2017.
Country AS a F&B PT S&RI TA&RS OTl
Australia 13.8% 2.6% 34.1% 11.3% 4.9% 7.0% 264%
Brazil 14.7% 1.8% 56.4% 22.6% 0.0% 4.3%
Canada 25.2% 0.0% 40.2% 15.0% 11.9% 7.6%
Denmark 81% 10.6% 44.1% 21.5% 13.2% 2.6%
France 16.0% 1.0% 51.5% 21.3% 7.0% 34%
[-Il,m;garéy 8.6% 94% 34.9% 29.7% 6.5% 1.9% 89%
Tcel 29% 1.9% 34.6% 24.3% 2.5% 13.9%
Israel 32.5% 0.0% 11.1% 16.2% 8.6% 16.0% 15.6%
Italy 25.0% 6.2% 50.9% 87% 6.8% 2.4%
Kazakhstan 14.6% 13.4% 28.8% 24.4% 16.8% 2.0%
Latvia 6.5% 17.1% 32.9% 23.6% 15.3% 3.7% 1.0%
Lithuania 30.7% 6.1% 27.7% 21.9% 6.5% 7.2%
Malta 24.3% 25.2% 20.8% 26.5% 0.0% 3.1%
Mexico 12.6% 2.3% 40.7% 35.2% 3.5% 1.3% 4.4%
I\kW 0, 0, [
Zealand 15.7% 47% 35.1% 17.4% 0.0% 0.0% 271%
Norway 15.6% 11.1% 29.9% 35.8% 4.2% 34%
Romania 12.0% 4.8% 38.1% 33.7% 7.0% 4.4%
Rilgl‘jbaﬁ 8% 66% 81%  190%  124% 22%
Slovenia 25.8% 12.3% 37.2% 13.6% 8.0% 3.1%
South Africa 18.8% 2.3% 19.9% 36.6% 2.7% 4.3% 15.3%
Spain 16.0% 4.4% 49.2% 19.6% 82% 2.6%
Switzerland 25.0% 2.7% 32.7% 23.9% 4.6% 9.6% 1.4%
Turl 14.3% 2.7% 57.7% 20.1% 3.0% 21%
[Jnited 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Kingdom 33.3% 54% 36.7% 9.2% 10.8% 4.5% 0.1%
AS = Accommodation Services; (I = Cultural Industry; Féd3 = Food and Beverage; PT =P Ir. rt;
S&RI = Sports and Recreation Industry; TA&RS = Travel ies and other Reservation Services; OIl = T
country-specific Tourism Industries. : Authors” own calculations.
Table A2. Mean values (2008-2018) of the set of variables for each country.
Country REC AS a F&B PT S&RI TA&RS GDP_PC PERC OCDE
Australia 5546.18 81,990.91 14,345.45 177,009.10 62,600.00 2522727 3913636  46,335.67 4627 1.00
Brazil 1091.27 311,997.60 3592060 1,123011.00  450,169.30 94,844.10 14,707.81 0.686 0.00
Canada 1331.91 141,618.20 212,018.20 82,254.55 66,15455 4584545 4391757 0.808 1.00
Denmark 968.09 19,562.27 26,651.18 96,536.36 56,273.18 37,862.00 6304.55 47,490.15 0.720 1.00
France 789.91 212,896.80 13,916.36 615,889.80 275,745.50 79,035.09 5844464  39,561.94 0.814 1.00
Hunﬁgl 620.82 36,391.45 39,521.09 125,954.70 84,233.27 24,281.91 7488.73 25,039.63 0.94 1.00
Tcel: 2359.73 4077.73 447.00 7469.73 421091 685.45 1929.82 46,815.38 2242 1.00
Israel 2148.09 4147143 14,370.00 16,797.14 10,564.29 1944714  33,344.87 1.213 082
Ttal R21.45 503,230.00 132,709.70 1,019,512.00 178,656.70 13024070 4629500 37,312.38 2247 1.00
tan 457.73 457.73 7332.64 49,855.91 95,599.18 51,2864 10664330 6505209 0.00
Latvia 727.82 492727 12,909.09 23,236.36 19,209.09 9781.82 2430.00 23,019.71 0.548 027
Lithuania 68891 11,970.18 3558.73 12,884.55 8976.46 2638.09 3012.09 26484.16 0.903 0.09
Mhalta 936.18 7459.36 4831.82 5553.64 3820.82 962.44 1001.27 0.00
Mexico 575.00 18391880  39,076.82 612,946.20 527,052.50 56,133.27 1786936  17,501.78 0.375 1.00
Soew 30691 /AR A BB U8 B7269%  109% 100
Norway 1030.64 23,072.73 18,336.36 43,945.45 50,081.82 7154.55 5309.09 62,582.07 0.892 1.00
Romania 236.55 44.074.45 11,574.09 118,293.50 125,195.50 25,095.45 1148582  22,791.86 0.001 0.00
R?sl;zballj c 1096.55 15,569.91 9386.18 64,349.73 25,205.64 1591245 3194.91 27,531.09 0.646 1.00
Slovenia 112791 14,949.18 7212.46 2 648.09 5194.64 4971.09 1885.73 31,349.56 1.581 0.82
,S\%ug 1086.64 121,79410  19,731.91 127,560.90 224.410.80 18259.73 2562564  12,351.17 0.001 0.00
Spain 1100.18 34948850 98573.00 1,12257900 27079280 18330370 6250027  34479.01 1.84 1.00
Switzerland ~ 1753.09 34,868.45 3556.73 44,083.91 25,929.55 5885.27 1375018  61,902.60 0.789 1.00
Tur.key 885.09 20348680 4651340 1,161,471.00 360,311.20 6710720  48393.00 2223243 1.102 1.00
mru%lgefm 156273 3249890 6864864 4078830 14728820 9651282 8980827 404660 1064 100

Source: Prepared by the authors.
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Table A3. Descriptive statistics of the panel.

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max Observations
REC overall 1347.89 1120.5 151.0 6708.0 N=264
between 1117.8 236.5 5546.2 n=24
within 2315 3282 2509.7 T=11
AS overall 102,791.4 120,914.8 21440 516,875.0 N=245
between 140,746.2 4077.7 503,230.0 n=24
within 13,574.9 51,2575 1738075  Tbar=10.2083
a overall 26,198.02 27,908.0 404.0 148,353.0 N=227
between 33,394.0 4470 132,709.7 n=22
within 5855.7 —10,994.6 56,5494 Thbar =10.3182
F&B overall 261,642.9 359,954.2 3886.0 1,298,528.0 N=245
between 404,226.3 5553.6 1,161,471.0 n=24
within 30,529.8 147,710.0 437,591.9 Tbar =10.2083
PT overall 123,319.9 145,554.1 2927.0 575,459.0 N=245
between 149,002.0 3820.8 527,052.5 n=24
within 14914.1 53,8834 180,221.7  Tbar=10.2083
S&RI overall 3951479 45,806.2 298.0 208,884.0 N=222
between 47,326.8 685.5 183,303.7 n=22
within 9755.3 —29,786.3 87,0020 Tbar =10.0909
TA&RS  overall 25,369.07 29,954.0 &45.0 173,697.0 N=233
between 28,630.1 1001.3 48441 n=23
within 96374 —10,439.2 1406214  Tbar=10.134
GDP PC overall 34414.08 14,058.38 1148344 71,705.6 N=238
between 13,734.03 12,351.17 62,582.07 n=22
within 4003.9%4 25662.11 45824.5 Tbar =10.8182
PERC  overall 1.194634 0.9817 0.0005 5.1216 N=231
between 0.9772 0.0005 4.6274 n=22
within 0.2549 —0.0333 2.5441 Thbar=10.5
OCDE  overall 0.70833 0.455393 0 1 N=2t4
between 0436379 0 1 n=24
within 0.155552 —0.10985 1.6174 T=11
Source: Prepared by the authors.

Table A4. Panel data estimations of the explanatory variables of tourism receipts (in logarithm) for
the countries in the sample. OLS (pooled data).

Coef. St. Err. t-Value p-Value [95% Conf. Interval]
L_AS —0.081 0.084 —097 0334 —0.246 0.084
LA —0.067 0.047 —1.45 0.149 —0.159 0.024
L F&B —0.462 0.128 —-3.60 0.000 —0715 —0.208
L PT —0.045 0.068 —0.66 0.513 —0.179 0.09
L S&RI 0.129 0.079 1.62 0.107 —0.028 0.285
L TA&RS 0.501 0.075 6.64 0.000 0.352 0.65
LGDPPC 0244 0.09% —2.56 0.011 —0433 —0.056
PERC 0.308 0.033 945 0.000 0.243 0372
OCDE 0.659 0.105 6.29 0.000 0452 0.866
Constant 10.015 1.071 9.35 0.000 079 1213

Source: Prepared by the authors.
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Table A5. Panel data estimations of the explanatory variables of tourism receipts (in logarithm) for
the countries in the sample. Fixed effects panel.

Coef. St. Err. t-Value p-Value [95% Conf. Interval]

L AS —0.406 0.187 —217 0.032 —0.775 —0.036
LA —0.062 0.09 —0.64 0.523 —0252 0.129
L F&B —0.955 0.246 —3.89 0.000 —1.44 —0.469
L PT —0.1% 0.174 —1.12 0.262 —0.54 0.148
L S&RI 0.038 0.084 045 0.64 —0.128 0.204
L TA&RS 0.123 0.106 1.16 0.247 —0.086 0.332
L GDP_PC 0.03 0.1%4 0.16 0.876 —0.352 0413
PERC 0221 0.108 205 0.042 0.008 0433
OCDE —0.048 0.089 —0.53 0.59% —0.224 0.129
Constant 23.012 2423 9.50 0.000 18222 27.801

Source: Prepared by the authors.

Table A6. Panel data estimations of the explanatory variables of tourism receipts (in logarithm) for
the countries in the sample. Random effects panel.

_rec Coef. St. Err. t-Value p-Value [95% Conf. Interval]
L_AS —0.024 0.131 —0.18 0.8%4 —0.282 0233
LA —0.123 0.079 —1.56 0.118 —0.278 0.031
L F&B —0.061 0.176 —0.35 0.729 —0.405 0.283
LPT —0.362 0.132 273 0.006 —0.621 —0.102
L S&RI 0.103 0.084 122 0221 —0.062 0.267
L TA&RS 0.306 0.104 293 0.003 0.101 0.509
LGDPPC 0482 0.143 —3.38 0.001 —0.761 —0.202
PERC 0.081 0.065 125 0210 —0.046 0.209
OCDE 0.165 0.102 1.62 0.105 —0.035 0.365
Constant 13.986 1.601 874 0.000 10.848 17123
Source: Prepared by the authors.

Table A7. Panel data estimations of the explanatory variables of tourism receipts (in logarithm) for
the countries in the sample. Fixed effects panel with temporary effects.

1 rec Coef. St. Err. t-Value p-Value [95% Conf. Interval]
L_AS —0.324 0.194 —1.68 0.09% 0707 0.058
LA 0.014 0.11 0.12 0.902 —0.204 0231

L _F&B —0.774 0.249 -3.11 0.002 —1.266 —0.282
LPT —0.292 0.175 —1.67 0.098 —0.639 0.055
L_S&RI 0.089 0.088 1.02 0.310 —0.084 0.263
L TA&RS 0.107 0.108 0.9 0324 —0.107 0321
L GDP_PC 0466 0.295 1.58 0.116 -0117 1.048
PERC 0215 0.112 192 0.056 —0.006 0437
OCDE —0.058 0.089 —0.65 0518 —0.233 0.118
2009 —0.02 0.067 -030 0.767 —0.153 0.113
2010 —0.042 0.067 —0.63 0.530 —0.176 0.091
2011 0.04 0.07 057 0.567 —0.098 0179
2012 —0.016 0.071 —0.23 0.821 -0.157 0.125
2013 —0.098 0.074 -132 0.188 —0.245 0.049
2014 —0.122 0.077 —1.58 0.116 —0.275 0.031

2015 -0217 0.082 —2.65 0.009 —0.379 —0.055

2016 —0227 0.09 —229 0.023 —0423 —0.031

2017 —0.234 0.107 218 0.031 —0.446 —0.022
2018 —02 0121 —1.65 0.101 —044 0.04
Constant 15.62 4275 3.65 0.000 7.165 24.074

Source: Prepared by the authors.
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Table A8. Panel data estimations of the explanatory variables of tourism receipts (in logarithm) for
the countries in the sample. Fixed effects panel with AR

1 rec Coef. St.Err. t-Value p-Value [95% Conf. Interval]
L AS 0.17 0.184 092 0.357 —0.194 0.534
LA 0.053 0.093 057 0.569 —0.131 0.237
L F&B 0.19 0.235 0.83 0405 —0.269 0.662
. PT 0.009 0.171 0.05 0.957 —0.329 0.347
L S&RI 0.046 0.071 0.64 0.52 —0.09 0.186
L TA&RS 0.048 0.091 0.52 0.603 —0.133 0.228
L GDP_PC 0.079 0.226 0.35 0.727 —0.368 0.526
PERC —0.541 0.128 —422 0.000 —0.795 —0.287
OCDE 0.006 0.091 0.07 0.946 —0.173 0.185
Constant 1.194 0.302 3.96 0.000 0.597 1.791

Source: Prepared by the authors.

Table A9. Panel data estimations of the explanatory variables of tourism receipts (in logarithm)
for the countries in the sample. Fixed effects heteroskedastic panel with corrected standard errors

(Prais-Winsten).

1 rec Coef. St.Err. t-Value p-Value [95% Conf. Interval]
L_AS —0.019 0.083 023 082 —0.181 0.144
L —0.083 0.044 —1.86 0.063 —0.17 0.005
L _F&B —0.262 0.134 —1.9 0.049 —0.524 —0.001
LPT -0.08 0.0%4 —0.85 03%4 —0.263 0.104
L_S&RI 0.126 0.04 314 0.002 0.047 0.206
L TA&RS 0.284 0.057 4.96 0.000 0171 0.39
LGDPPC 0031 0.11 —0.28 0.782 —0.246 0.185
PERC 0.256 0.058 440 0.000 0.142 0.369
OCDE 0.202 0.087 233 0.02 0.032 0371
Constant 7.802 1.319 592 0.000 5217 10.387

Source: Prepared by the authors.

References

1

10.

11.

13.
14.

Baum, T; Kralj, A.; Robinson, RN.S; Solnet, DJ. Tourism workforce research: A review; taxonomy and agenda. Ann. Tour. Res.
2016, 60, 1-22. [CrossRef]

Bartlett, KR.; Johnson, KR.; Schneider, I.E. Comparing strategic human resource development approaches for tourism and
hospitality workforce planning. J. Hum. Resour. Hosp. Tour. 2016, 15, 440-461. [CrossRef]

Baum, T. Human resources in tourisn: Still waiting for change?-A 2015 reprise. Tour. Manag. 2015, 50, 204-212. [CrossRef]
Baum, T. Sustainable human resource management as a driver in tourism policy and planning; A serious sin of omission? J.
Sustain. Tour. 2018, 26, 873-889. [CrossRef]

Riley, M; Ladkin, A.; Szivas, E. Tourism Enployment: Analysis and Planning; Channel View Publications: Bristol, UK, 2002.
World Tourism Organization and International Labour Organization. Measuring Employment in the Tourism Industries—Guide with
Best Practices; UNWIO: Madrid, Spain, 2014.

Bolwell, D.; Weinz, W. Reducing Poverty through Tourisny, International Labour Office Working Paper: Geneva, Switzerland, 2008;
Volume 266, pp. 2-66.

Liu, A,; Wall, G. Planning tourism employment: A developing country perspective. Tour. Manag. 2006, 27, 159-170. [CrossRef]
Madera, ] M,; Dawson, M; Guchait, P; Belarmino, AM. Strategic human resources management research in hospitality and
tourism: A review of current literature and suggestions for the future. Int. J. Conternp. Hosp. Manag. 2017, 29, 48-67. [CrossRef]
Pan, EC. Practical application of importance-performance analysis in determining critical job satisfaction factors of a tourist hotel.
Tour. Manag. 2015, 46, 84-91. [CrossRef]

Baum, T.; Cheung, C.; Kong, H; Kralj, A.; Mooney, S.; Ramachandran, S.; Siow; M.L. Sustainability and the tourismand hospitality
workforce: A thematic analysis. Sustainability 2016, 8, 809. [CrossRef]

Winchenbach, A.; Hanna, P; Miller, G. Rethinking decent work: The value of dignity in tourism employment. J. Sustain. Tour.
2019, 27, 1026-1043. [CrossRef]

Robinson, RN'S,; Martins, A.; Solnet, D.; Baum, T. Sustaining precarity: Critically examining tourism and employment. J. Sustain.
Tour. 2019, 27, 1008-1025. [CrossRef]

Ladkin, A. Exploring tourism labor. Arn. Tour. Res. 2011, 38, 1135-1155. [CrossRef]



Mathenatics 2021, 9, 2844 150f 15

15.

16.
17.
18.

19.

Ayaz, N,; Kulualp, HG. Strategic role of human resource management in tourism enterprises. In Recent Advances in Social
Sciences. Geographies of Tourismand Global Change; Efe, R, Koleva, 1., Oztiirk, M, Arabadi, R, Eds.; Cambridge Scholars Publishing;:
Newrcastle upon Tyne, UK, 2019; pp. 275-289.

Grobelna, A.; Skrzeszewska, K. Seasonality: Is it a problem or challenge facing future tourism employment? Implications for
management. [. Entrep. Manag. Innov. 2019, 15, 205-230.

MacFeely, S.; OBrien, C. Family businesses in the Irish services sector: Profile and productivity: J. Stat. Soc. Ing. Soc. Irel. 2009, 38,
1-41.

Giddy, J.K. Insight into adventure tourism employment in South Africa. In Sustainable Human Resource Management in Tourism;
Baum, T,, Ndiuini, A., Eds.; Springer International Publishing: New York, NY, USA, 2020; pp. 189-204.

Melian-Gonzélez, S.; Bulchand-Gidumal, . Employment in tourism: The jaws of the snake in the hotel industry. Tour. Manag.
2020, 80, 104-123. [CrossRef]






