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stress that innovation of tourism products and ser-

vices is a driving force for competitiveness and suc-

cess both for tourism enterprises and destinations 

(Hjalager, 2015; Mei, Arcodia, & Ruhanen, 2012; 

Thomas & Wood, 2014; Zach, Krizaj, & McTier, 

2015). Therefore, innovation is imperative for tour-

ism firms to enhance their competitiveness by adapt-

ing constantly to stay ahead of their competitors or 

to simply “survive” in a global and interconnected 

Introduction

Innovation in the services sector remains an under-

estimated and not well-understood phenomenon 

(Camisón & Monfort-Mir, 2012; Čivre & Omerzel, 

2015; Sundbo & Toivonen, 2011; Williams, 2014). 

However, for contemporary tourism and hospitality 

firms, İplik, Tosakal, and Doğan (2014) maintain 

innovation is a “critical issue.” Several researchers 
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and communication technologies, environmentally 

friendly practices, management and operational 

practices (particularly in hotels), and the devel-

opment of niche forms of tourism (Booyens & 

Rogerson, 2016a). Arguably, science and technol-

ogy has played a major role in terms of innovation 

in the tourism sector. In a recent article, Hjalager 

(2015) identifies 100 innovations that happened 

outside the tourism sector “but nevertheless had 

decisive impacts on tourism” (p. 3). Among these 

are the passport, elevator, sunglasses, ski tech-

nology, the credit card, the Schengen agreement, 

and microblogging. It is stressed there is a need 

for the theoretical and conceptual strengthening 

of the notion of innovation in tourism, as well as 

for further measurement and analysis of innova-

tion in tourism (Camisón & Monfort-Mir, 2012; 

Hjalager, 2010; I. Rodríguez, Williams, & Hall, 

2014; Williams, 2014). Certain observers suggest 

there are also “hidden” innovations in tourism, 

and accordingly a need for detailed examination 

of tourism innovations (Camisón & Monfort-Mir, 

2012; Thomas, Shaw, & Page, 2011). Additionally, 

Čivre and Omerzel (2015) infer that determinants 

of innovativeness in tourism are an area which 

requires further investigation.

Situating this study within international research 

on innovation in tourism it is argued that an analysis 

of extant scholarship reveals that there has been lit-

tle broad-based, cross-sectoral inquiry into tourism 

innovation (Booyens & Rogerson, 2016a). Rather, 

most current investigations consist of specific case 

or sector-based studies such as investigating inno-

vation practices in hotels (see Ismail & Rogerson, 

2016; Omerzel, 2016; J. M. Rogerson, 2010, 2011a, 

2011b, 2013a, 2013b; Thomas & Wood, 2014). 

Accordingly, for this investigation a cross-sectoral 

innovation survey of tourism firms is conducted in 

the Western Cape Province of South Africa. The 

South African case is instructive for tourism inno-

vation research for a number of reasons. Over the 

past two decades the contribution of services to 

the South African economy has increased signifi-

cantly with the growth in tourism contributing to 

this acceleration towards a service-based economy. 

It is against this background that Booyens (2012) 

observes that “it is time to put innovation on the 

table as a new focus area for tourism research and 

policy development in South Africa” (p. 124). In 

world (Hjalager, 2002; İplik et al., 2014). Creativ-

ity is also significant for tourism firms and the 

implementation of creative ideas “ultimately leads 

to innovation” (Teodorescu, Stanciouiu, Ravar, & 

Botos, 2015, p. 36). This said, creativity differs 

from innovation. De Miranda, Aranha, and Zardo 

(2009) point out creativity relates to the production 

of new ideas, approaches, and inventions whereas 

innovation corresponds to the application of new 

and creative ideas and the actual implementation of 

inventions and improvements.

Innovation orientation often stems from the 

management approach of a firm, and tourism firms 

typically need better knowledge and innovation-

 orientated management practices to achieve a com-

petitive advantage (Alsos, Eide & Madsen, 2014; 

Čivre & Omerzel, 2015; Clausen & Madsen, 2014; 

Fraj, Matute, & Melero, 2015; Thomas & Wood, 

2014). Among many determinants of innovation 

analysts have directed attention in particular towards 

the characteristics of entrepreneurs, the importance 

of networks, technological developments, and the  

external business environment including the role of 

public policies (Berné, García-González, García-

Uceda, & Múgica, 2015; Komppula, 2014; Mei 

et al., 2012; Omerzel & Jurdana, 2015). This 

said, scholarship on innovation in tourism is lim-

ited to date, albeit this field of inquiry is growing  

(Hjalager, 2010, 2014, 2015; Martínez-Román, 

Tamayao, Gamero, & Ramero, 2015; Omerzel, 2016;  

Rodríguez, Williams, & Hall, 2014; Teoderescu 

et al., 2015; Thomas & Wood, 2014; Williams, 

2014). Key existing research findings on innova-

tion in tourism are aligned to many of those relating 

to the nature of innovation in services as a whole. 

For example, it is argued that innovation in tour-

ism is usually incremental, derives from everyday 

practices and interactions, and only rarely is driven 

by formalized internal research and development 

(Decelle, 2006; Hjalager, 2002; Williams, 2014).

In international debates the extent of innova-

tion in tourism is contested with certain scholars 

contending that innovation takes place widely in 

tourism (Alsos et al., 2014; Hoarau & Kline, 2014; 

Williams, 2014), while others point to a perception 

that the tourism sector is not particularly innova-

tive (Decelle, 2006; Hjalager, 2010; Weiermair, 

2006). Typical examples of innovation in tourism 

include the use of new or improved information 
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this context innovation is central to creating new 

knowledge and enhancing competition (Barcet, 

2010; Fagerberg, 2013; Porter, 2008). Although it 

is acknowledged that the determinants of firm com-

petitiveness are complex and cannot be explained 

by innovation alone, certainly the competitive-

ness of tourism firms depends on the capacity of 

firms to innovate continuously by creating new 

products and services or upgrading existing ones. 

Therefore, it is argued that there is a strong, mostly 

positive, reciprocal, and mutually reinforcing rela-

tionship between innovation and competitiveness 

 (Baumol, 2002; Porter, 2008). In other words, 

the threat posed by competitors encourages firms 

to be more innovative, which increases market 

share, lowers production costs, and reduces prices 

(Turok, 2003). This, in turn, enhances competition 

in a given sector, which stimulates further innova-

tion. Therefore, both mechanisms of innovation and 

competition contribute to productivity and growth 

across an economy.

Service sectors are regarded as central to 

knowledge- based economies. In recent decades, 

services have contributed substantially to value add 

in advanced economies, up to 80% in some cases 

(Barcet, 2010; Gallouj & Djellal, 2010; Tether, 

2005). However, classic economic theory, with its 

focus on manufacturing and technological prog-

ress, regards the economic performance of services 

as deficient. As a result, innovation traditionally 

has been associated with industrial sectors; services 

were assumed to be technologically backward, 

innovation laggards, or nonproductive (Fagerberg, 

2013; Gallouj & Djellal, 2010). In recent years, 

this view of services has changed as its growing 

economic importance and contribution is accorded 

greater recognition (Omerzel, 2016). Services are 

reportedly active innovators, and are becoming 

more knowledge, capital, and technology inten-

sive (M. Rodríguez & Camacho, 2012). Indeed, 

as Gallouj and Djellal (2010) concede “nobody 

any longer disputes the ability of services to create 

value” (p. 2).

Several authors argue that competition is par-

ticularly strong in tourism, and that innovation, 

therefore, is imperative for the competitiveness 

of the sector (Čivre & Omerzel, 2015; Clausen & 

Madsen, 2014; İplik et al., 2014; McPhee, Gui-

mont, & Lapointe, 2016; Nieves & Segarra-Ciprés, 

the study area of the Western Cape, tourism is an 

integral component of the growing service sector, 

which collectively accounts for more than 70% 

of the gross geographic product and contributes 

significantly to employment creation in the prov-

ince. Although Cape Town continues to grow as an 

international tourism destination, the performance 

of its domestic tourism economy has exhibited 

signs of weakness in recent years (C. M. Rogerson, 

2015; C. M. Rogerson & Rogerson, 2014), which 

highlights the need for innovation to enhance des-

tination competitiveness. Notwithstanding the con-

siderable growth of tourism scholarship in South 

Africa over the past decade (see Hoogendoorn 

& Rogerson, 2015; Visser, 2016) it remains that 

“innovation in tourism has received little attention 

in local academic and policy debates” (Booyens, 

2012, p. 113). This knowledge deficit is regrettable 

as it is forwarded that “innovation is required to 

enhance the growth and competitiveness of tour-

ism firms and the South African economy, and that 

a better understanding of innovation is essential to 

ensure evidence-based policymaking” (Booyens, 

2012, p. 113).

The structure of the article is as follows. Section 

two reflects on debates on innovation in services 

and tourism. Section three outlines the methodology 

adopted for this investigation. Section four interro-

gates the statistical relationship between innovation 

and competitiveness by taking firm survival into 

account, and also the relationship between innova-

tion and firm size considered as a key determinant 

of firm-level innovation. In addition, motivators 

and drivers for firm-level innovation in tourism are 

analyzed. Conclusions and recommendations fol-

low in section five.

From Innovation in Services 

to Tourism Innovation Debates

The economies of most advanced, postindus-

trial countries are increasingly evolving into so-

called knowledge-based economies (Fagerberg, 

Landstrom, & Martin, 2012), a trend that is associ-

ated with neoliberal restructuring. New economic 

growth theories stress the importance of knowledge 

regarded as a factor of production for long-term 

productivity, growth, and economic performance 

(Fagerberg, 2013; Fagerberg et al., 2012). Within 
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and Williams (2008), Hjalager (2010), J. M.  

Rogerson and Sims (2012), and Sundbo, Orfila- 

Sintes, and Sørenson (2007) observe that product, 

process, marketing, and organizational innovations, 

as per Schumpeter, and also environmental inno-

vations are identifiable in tourism. Innovations 

should be reproducible and add value to a firm, and  

can be either novel or incremental according to 

Schumpeter (OECD, 2005). Novel (or radical) 

innovation involves the introduction of new devel-

opments to a market or economy, and incremental 

innovation refers to small improvements that add 

value to a product or a service. Although there is 

evidence of novel innovation in tourism (Hjalager, 

2015; Williams, 2014), it is suggested that tourism 

innovations for the most part are simple imitations 

or marginal improvements and therefore incre-

mental (Decelle, 2006; Clausen & Madsen, 2014;  

Weiermair, 2006). Nevertheless, it is argued that 

strategic incrementalism, whereby tourism firms 

modify their business strategies, is significant for 

the competitiveness of tourism firms. Incremental 

innovations are collectively significant because they 

enhance overall productivity and cumulatively can 

lead to radical changes (Fagerberg, 2013; Hjalager, 

2002; Sundbo & Toivonen, 2011). What is of impor-

tance is that innovation, even if incremental, must 

create value for firms (Hall & Williams, 2008). It is 

proposed that new value is created when new tour-

ism products are purposefully designed and charged 

for (Stamboulis & Skayannis, 2003).

Firm size, professionalism, and entrepreneurship 

in tourism firms are viewed by several scholars as 

critical for innovation by tourism firms (Ahmad, 

Abdurahman, Ali, Khedif, & Bohari, 2014; Čivre 

& Omerzel, 2015; Clausen & Madsen, 2014; 

Komppula, 2014; McPhee et al., 2016; Thomas et 

al., 2011; Tigu, Iorgulescu, & Răvar, 2013). Large 

tourism firms, in particular multinational groups, 

are considered the main innovators (Ronningen & 

Lien, 2014; Sundbo et al., 2007; Tigu et al., 2013). 

Nevertheless, innovation appears to be of particular 

importance for the survival of small tourism firms 

(Alsos & Clausen, 2014; Brouder & Eriksson, 

2013; Thomas et al., 2011). Small tourism firms 

appear to have low levels of knowledge intensity, 

and typically do not have the strategic direction 

or the resources to innovate (Kearney, Harrington, 

2015; Thomas & Wood, 2014; Williams, 2014). 

This said, there are multiple drivers of change, 

which impacts on the performance of tourism 

firms and destinations. Certain drivers operate on a 

global level, whereas others are identifiable on the 

market- or microeconomic levels. Macroeconomic 

drivers include competition and changing eco-

nomic, geopolitical, environmental, technological, 

demographic, and social trends (Čavlek, Matečić, 

& Hodak, 2012). The market- and microeconomic 

drivers include inter alia demand-led innovation, 

firm-level strategy, entrepreneurship, and the role 

of government (Hall & Williams, 2008). Although 

it is arguably possible for tourism firms to survive 

because of such factors not directly related to inno-

vation, innovating tourism firms are more likely 

to be successful and stay ahead of their competi-

tors in comparison with firms that do not innovate 

(İplik et al., 2014; Omerzel & Jurdana, 2015). As 

a consumption-based service sector tourism can be 

regarded as knowledge based in certain respects. 

Several observers attest that there has been an 

increase in the number of innovative tourism firms 

in recent years as well as the formation of new tour-

ist destinations, which has led to increased com-

petitiveness (Alsos et al., 2014; Hoarau & Kline, 

2014; Ronningen & Lien, 2014). That said, not all 

subsectors and activities in the tourism sector can 

be regarded as knowledge intensive; neither do all 

tourism firms use knowledge effectively for their 

economic success (Hall & Williams, 2008).

Central to Schumpeter’s (1934) theory of inno-

vation is the classical notion of creative destruc-

tion whereby the markets for old products and 

process are destroyed in order to create new ones. 

Therefore, in Schumpeter’s view the essence of 

innovation is the creation of “newness.” Any new 

idea or invention should then be transformed into 

something meaningful, in the form of a product 

or service with market value, to be considered as 

an innovation (De Miranda et al., 2009). Innova-

tion refers to the creation of new products, ser-

vices, processes, and organization methods, or 

the capturing of new markets (or adaptations of 

those that exist), based on new knowledge (Orga-

nization for Economic Cooperation and Devel-

opmemnt [OECD], 2005). The works of Jacob, 

Tintor´e, Aguilo, Bravo, and Mulet (2003), Hall 
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al., 2003; Jacob, Carmen, & Eugeni, 2010; Sundbo 

et al., 2007; Sundbo & Toivonen, 2011; Williams, 

2014). In this respect, Decelle (2006) maintains 

that innovation in tourism is “more or less” simi-

lar to innovation in any service industry and also 

shares similarities to innovation in manufactur-

ing. Indeed, Tether (2005) contends that there are 

no unique patterns of innovation in services that 

exclude services from the taxonomy of innova-

tion developed by Schumpeter. Nevertheless, it is 

stressed there has been limited broad-based mea-

surement of innovation in tourism, and that existing 

methods for measuring innovation need to be both 

adapted and expanded in order to investigate inno-

vation in tourism (Camisón & Monfort-Mir, 2012; 

Williams, 2014).

For this investigation, the Oslo Manual typol-

ogy and selected Community Innovation Survey 

(Eurostat, 2008) questions were adapted and 

expanded. The empirical investigation in the West-

ern Cape consisted of a survey of tourism firms con-

cerning their innovation activities. A combination 

of quantitative and qualitative techniques was used 

because the investigation was exploratory in char-

acter. It is reasoned that exploration is appropriate 

for this research because the topic (innovation in 

tourism) is relatively new (see Babbie & Mouton, 

2005), especially in the context of the global South. 

Firms and other respondents were identified purpo-

sively. Because of the absence of any comprehen-

sive official listings of tourism a sampling frame 

was constructed from online and printed listings of 

tourism firms in the Western Cape. Interviews were 

then conducted with willing firms by means of a 

semistructured questionnaire, as well as an inter-

view schedule in selected cases. Care was taken to 

survey a variety of establishment types with firms 

in the transport, accommodation, catering, visi-

tor services, recreation, and entertainment sectors 

across the Western Cape region, according to the 

Tourism Satellite Account definitions. The sample 

sizes per sector in Jacob et al. (2003) provided a 

broad guideline. A cross-section of small, medium, 

and large firms and national or multinational groups 

operating in the region was selected for the sample 

respondents. A total of 156 tourism firms were sur-

veyed and questioned about their innovation activi-

ties over the 3-year period 2010 to 2012. Tourism 

& Kelliher, 2014; Martínez-López & Vargas- 

Sánchez, 2013; Paraskevopoulou, Markova, Williams, 

& Shaw, 2012; Park, Kim, & McCleary, 2014). 

However, there is little evidence-based material 

on how innovation varies by firm size in tourism 

(Thomas et al., 2011). Of critical importance is that 

innovation in tourism has important management 

implications for tourism firms. Often innovation is 

driven from within the firm as a result of a deliber-

ate strategy for competitiveness in large and small 

firms alike (Furseth & Cuthbertson, 2014; İplik et 

al., 2014). Among others, the works by Fuglsang, 

Sundbo, and Sørensen (2011) and by Hall and 

Williams (2008) maintain that the strategic inno-

vation paradigm emphasizes firm-level strategy as 

a central determinant driving innovation in tourism 

firms.

Methodology

The approach used in this study is to apply 

the Oslo Manual methodology to innovation in 

tourism. The manual is a significant international 

resource that offers guidelines for the collection 

of firm-level innovation data (OECD, 2005). The 

manual focuses on newness and delineates four 

types of innovation, namely product (or service), 

process, organizational, and marketing innovations. 

This typology, with its definitions, allows for a 

broad range of activities to be classified as innova-

tions. Innovating firms are those that have imple-

mented new or significantly improved products (or 

services), processes, organizational procedures, 

and market methods implemented over a reference 

period (usually 3 years). Innovations need to be 

new to the enterprise albeit they do not necessarily 

have to be new to the market.

The Oslo Manual is based theoretically on the 

work of Schumpeter. It is contended that the Schum-

peterian concept of innovation is broad enough to 

encompass innovation in services; and, therefore, 

conventional innovation concepts, theories, and 

tools can be applied and adapted to tourism in 

the context of what is described as the synthesis 

approach to innovation in services. Indeed, sev-

eral analysts deem this approach as “appropriate” 

for defining and measuring innovation in tourism 

(Clausen & Madsen, 2014; Hjalager, 2010; Jacob et 
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(14%); process (8%); structural (5%); and social 

(4%) innovations are identified (see Booyens & 

Rogerson, 2016a, 2016b).

Innovation, Firm Survival, and Firm Size

Two logistical regressions are employed in order 

to determine whether there is a statistically signifi-

cant relationship, firstly between innovation and 

firm survival (regression A) and secondly between 

innovation and firm size (regression B). In both 

cases the analysis has been restricted to private firms 

(n = 134 out of a total sample of n = 156). Govern-

ment entities such as public museums and attractions 

and NPOs have been removed from observations 

because it is argued that because of public fund-

ing or subsidies and/or nonprofit motives certain 

entities will remain in business (or operation) even 

though they have not innovated. Also, size is not 

necessarily deemed a key determinant of innova-

tion by public entities and NPOs.

In November 2016, a follow-up survey was 

conducted on all the firms within the sample to 

determine whether they “survived,” in other words 

whether they were traceable and still in business. 

Firm survival is considered here as a proxy for 

competitiveness. It is stressed that determinants 

of competitiveness are complex and innovation is 

but one contributory factor. For the purposes of 

this analysis, the focus is on innovation as a key 

determinant of firm survival. Therefore, a correla-

tion between innovation and firm survival is calcu-

lated in order to determine whether there exists a 

statistically significant relationship between these 

variables for the firms within the sample.

The results for regression A are shown in Table 2. 

The probability of a firm having “survived” in 2016 

is correlated against its reported innovation during 

firms surveyed per sector and firm size are pre-

sented in Table 1. Corporate-level interviews, 

with a number of groups (n = 15), were conducted 

at the head offices of transport, hotel, restaurant, 

tour operator, and online travel agent groups oper-

ating in the Western Cape. A quarter of all firms 

surveyed belong to a group of which approxi-

mately 4% are part of a multinational group. It 

should be understood that not all entities surveyed 

are private firms as 14.1% of entities interviewed 

are either nonprofit organizations (NPOs) or pub-

lic entities such as (public) museums or heritage 

attractions.

Results

By way of introduction, tourism innovation 

in the Western Cape is observed to be a wide-

spread phenomenon since up to 60% of tourism 

establishments surveyed introduced new products, 

pro cesses, or business practices, or significant 

improvements to these, during the reference period 

(see Booyens & Rogerson, 2016a). However, the 

nature of tourism innovation in the Western Cape 

is observed to be overwhelmingly incremental 

(75%), rather than novel, becuaes firms mostly 

introduced innovations that were only new to their 

own establishments and not new to a particular 

market, first in South Africa or first in the world. In 

terms of innovation types, product (28%); market-

ing (23%); environmental (18%); organizational 

Table 1

Tourism Firms Surveyed by Sector and Firm 

Size (N = 156)

N (%)

Sector

Accommodation 60 (38.5%)

Attractions & activities 42 (26.6%)

Travel & visitor services 25 (16.0%)

Catering 19 (12.2%)

Transport 10 (6.4%)

Total 156 (100.0%)

Firm size (No. of employees)

Micro (≤4) 44 (28.2%)

Small (5–100) 86 (55.1%)

Medium (101–200) 14 (9.0%)

Large (>200) 12 (7.7%)

Total 156 (100.0%)

Table 2

Regression A: Survived (Yes/No); Innovated 

(Yes/No)

Survived Coef. SE Sig. (p)

Innovated 1.1580 0.5074 0.022

Constant 1.1727 0.3173 0.000

Note. N = 134. Log likelihood: −53.7219; chi-

square: 5.49; p > χ
2
: 0.0191; pseudo R

2
: 0.0487.
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novel innovation (i.e., new to market, first in South 

Africa, and first in the world). Of large firms, 67% 

introduced novel innovations, while only 11% of 

micro and 16% of small firms did so (curve C). In 

addition, firms with multiple innovations (innova-

tions in multiple categories) were predominantly 

large firms. The firm interviews disclosed that 

financial constraints emerge as the most signifi-

cant barrier to innovation in relation to firm size. 

Although large and small firms alike cited finan-

cial constraints as the most important barrier to 

innovation, it is observed that this barrier is more 

pronounced in small firms than large firms, espe-

cially groups, which generally have more resources 

(human and financial) for innovation purposes.

Motivators and Drivers  

of Innovation by Tourism Firms

Attention turns now to analyze the motivations 

as to why firms undertook innovation activities. 

The analysis is based on qualitative data from firm 

interviews. Four core sets of motivators with their 

drivers for firm innovation are revealed. The latter 

relate to competitiveness, performance, necessity, 

or ethical behavior. These are depicted in Figure 2.

Respondents overwhelmingly regard innovation 

as central for their competitiveness, performance, 

and survival. In the case of strategic direction, 

being a main motivator or determinant for innova-

tion, owners and managers report that innovation 

is a deliberate part of their business or corporate 

strategy. Respondents further aver that “being 

innovative” is concerned with how a firm views 

itself and what others have come to expect of it. 

Many firms stress that they wish to “be the best” 

in their field or seen as “market leaders.” The 

motivation in terms of enhancing market position 

(and share) is a response to strong competition. 

Therefore, innovating for strategic purposes is 

competitiveness driven and accordingly focuses 

on business growth, enhancing the firm’s market 

position, and the upkeep of standards and expecta-

tions. In this respect, one manager of a hotel and 

spa located on a golf estate observes: “Innovation 

has become an expectation. You have certain stan-

dards to uphold if you are one of the four most 

popular and preferred establishments of this kind 

in the country.”

the reference period of the survey (2010–2012). 

The likelihood ratios (chi-squared), with p-value 

(0.022), indicate that the relationship between 

innovation and firm survival is overall statistically 

significant. In other words, the probability is only 

2.2% that a firm would have survived without any 

implemented innovation (i.e., new or significantly 

improved product, services, processes, or busi-

nesses practices).

Regression B examines the calculated correla-

tion between firm size and innovation (Table 3). 

The results indicate that there is a positive, statis-

tically representative relationship between inno-

vation and the “number of employees” used as a 

proxy for firm size (p = 0.042). The coefficient is 

very small, which is not unexpected given the range 

of employee number values. This result suggests 

that unit increase in the “number of employees” 

will result in an estimated logit increase in innova-

tion of 0.0070.

The relationship between firm size and innova-

tion is unpacked further below. Figure 1 depicts 

that large tourism firms, overall, are observed to 

be more innovative than small firms. The A curve 

presents the number of firms with innovative activ-

ity per size category. This is a typical bell-shaped 

distribution that portrays that most of the surveyed 

firms are small firms. However, the picture changes 

when considering the number of firms that intro-

duced innovations in each size category. Large 

firms are observed to be the most dynamic in terms 

of innovation becuase they proportionally intro-

duced most innovations. In other words, all large 

firms had innovative activity, while 58% of small 

firms, and less than half (48%) of microfirms imple-

mented innovation (curve B), which are lower than 

the overall innovation rate of 60% in both cases. 

This trend is more pronounced when considering 

Table 3

Regression B: Innovated (Yes/No); Firm Size 

(Employee Numbers)

Innovated Coef. SE Sig. (p)

Firm size 0.0070 0.0034 0.042

Constant 0.0215 0.2207 0.922

Note. N = 134. Log likelihood: −86.1424; chi-square: 

9.16; p > χ
2
: 0.0025; pseudo R

2
: 0.0505.
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The survival motivator is driven by necessity. 

Where this is observed, firms tend to be reactive 

respondents to change. They innovate in order to 

survive, to compensate for poor or remote loca-

tions, or not to be “left behind.” The director of a 

hotel group emphasizes that: “The last 5 years have 

been a revolution in terms of the use and diffusion 

of technology in tourism. Customers are now book-

ing hotels via apps on smartphone. If you don’t 

keep up you’ll be left behind.”

Therefore, responses to technological change 

and also change with regards to customer behavior, 

preferences, and expectations (i.e., response to mar-

ket demand) are significant considerations in this 

regard. It is thus evident that certain firms innovate 

simply to “survive” (see Brouder & Eriksson, 2013; 

Hjalager, 2002). These firms are mostly incremen-

tal innovators who introduce change in order not to 

“fall behind” or to “keep up” with other firms and 

technological change.

Finally, utilitarianism is associated with firms 

who implemented innovation with social, environ-

mental, or wider structural benefits (see Booyens 

& Rogerson, 2016a, 2016c). Tourism entities, often 

NPOs, introduce innovations because of utilitar-

ian motives with ethical underpinnings. In other 

words, they implement new or improved products, 

processes, or business practices as a result of being 

Firms also indicate that they innovate in order 

to sustain interest in their product and engagement 

from customers. A manager of a popular attrac-

tion in Cape Town explains: “We are working hard 

to remain on of the top attractions in Cape Town. 

There is a lot of competition from Cape Town’s 

iconic attractions.”

Enhancing efficiency and productivity towards 

improving profitability is identified as core innova-

tion motivators. Though linked to competitiveness, 

the main driver in this case is performance enhance-

ment with the focus on remaining financially viable 

and profitable. An example from a hotel manager 

is: “The hotel was performing poorly and since we 

implemented the changes [innovation] we have 

turned the situation around. We have been the best 

performing hotel in the Western Cape during the 

last 18 months as a result.”

Important considerations in relation to enhanc-

ing efficiency and productivity are cutting costs, 

optimizing operations, increasing visitor numbers, 

maximizing or generating additional revenue, and 

looking for ways to “do things better,” which forms 

the basis for innovation. In such cases, innova-

tion tends to be more incremental. Some firms that 

implemented environmentally friendly practices high-

lighted that they have done so primarily in order to 

reduce costs and to enhance efficiency.

Figure 1. Innovation by firm size.
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industry is maturing and has become increasingly 

competitive. Therefore, tourism firms need to find 

new ways in which to compete for business.

Overall, this research demonstrates that innova-

tion is of significance for the competitiveness and 

also survival of tourism firms in the Western Cape. 

According to management researchers “innovation 

capability is one of the most significant factors of a 

firm’s performance” (Omerzel, 2016, p. 517). Argu-

ably, as innovation is one of the key factors of com-

petitive advantage and performance it is essential 

that tourism firms be innovative (Hall & Williams, 

2008; Omerzel & Jurdana, 2015). This article con-

firms that there is a positive, statistically significant 

relationship between innovation and firm survival 

and therefore firm competitiveness for the cross-

sector sample of tourism firms. In addition, firm 

size is identified as a key determinant of tourism 

firm-level innovation. Large firms are shown to be 

more innovative than small tourism firms. In fact, 

the findings correspond with an investigation indi-

cating that innovation by small and medium-sized 

firms, especially by microfirms, are constrained 

in South Africa (Booyens, 2011). Moreover, in a 

recent contribution Martínez-Román et al. (2015) 

observe that the size of tourism business has 

conscious and passionate about social and/or envi-

ronmental issues, wanting to make a difference, or 

doing what they consider to be “right” (Booyens & 

Rogerson, 2016c). A responsible tourism operator 

stressed that: “Being responsible used to be a com-

petitive advantage for us, but not anymore since 

more firms are being certified. Responsible tourism 

does not benefit us directly in terms of more sales; 

it is about doing the right thing.”

Therefore, a passion to “make a difference” in 

terms of social or environmental issues is identified 

as a driver of innovation by socially or environ-

mentally conscious entrepreneurs in the Western 

Cape case.

Conclusions

This article represents a contribution to an emer-

gent scholarship and debates about tourism inno-

vation in the global South. Although in a recent 

international overview Omerzel (2016) records an 

upturn of research concerning innovation in hospi-

tality and tourism, as it is observed the range and 

depth of African research lags behind that of other 

parts of the world. Innovation is a relevant issue in 

South Africa where it is observed that the tourism 

Figure 2. Motivators and drivers: Innovation in tourism firms.
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the success of ethical (often nature-based) tourism 

firms (Ahmad et al., 2014; Bicen & Johnson, 2014; 

Gardiner & Scott, 2014).

As a whole the above findings have important 

management implications. Indeed, several recom-

mendations can be offered for tourism business 

owners and managers from the results of this inves-

tigation. These are, inter alia, to introduce innova-

tion as part of a deliberate corporate strategy for 

competitiveness; understand that visionary man-

agers drive innovation, and employ skilled and 

experienced staff to facilitate innovation activities; 

develop capacity to innovate by actively fostering 

a culture of openness to new ideas; and identifying 

various avenues for learning. Finally, there is the 

imperative for tourism firms to expand networking 

linkages for innovation purposes, and strategically 

align a firm with external knowledge and innova-

tion partners (Booyens & Rogerson, 2016b).

Acknowledgment

The authors thank Dr. Alexis Habiyaremye at the 

Human Sciences Research Council for his assis-

tance with the analysis.

References

Ahmad, J. A., Abdurahman, A. Z. A, Ali, J. K., Khedif, L. Y. B., 

& Bohari, Z. (2014). Social entrepreneurship in ecotourism: 

An opportunity for fishing village of Sebuyau, Sarawak 

Borneo. Tourism, Leisure and Global Change, 1, 1–39.

Alsos, G. A., & Clausen, T. H. (2014). The start-up processes 

of tourism firms: The use of causation and effectuation 

strategies. In G. A. Alsos, D. Eide, & E. L. Madson 

(Eds.), Handbook of research on innovation in tourism 

industries (pp. 181–203). Cheltenham, UK: Edward 

Elgar.

Alsos, G. A., Eide, D., & Madsen, E. L. (2014). Innovation in 

tourism industries. In G. A. Alsos, D. Eide, & E. L. Mad-

son (Eds.), Handbook of research on innovation in tourism 

industries (pp. 1–26). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Babbie, E., & Mouton, J. (2005). The practice of social 

research. Cape Town, South Africa: Oxford University 

Press Southern Africa.

Barcet, A. (2010). Innovation in services: A new para-

digm and innovation model. In F. Gallouj & F. Djellal 

(Eds.), The handbook of innovation in services: A multi-

disciplinary perspective (pp. 49–67). Cheltenham, UK: 

Edward Elgar.

Baumol, W. J. (2002). The free-market innovation machine: 

Analysing the growth miracle. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 

University Press.

significant positive influence on novel innovation 

as corroborated by this research. Furthermore, 

in the Western Cape of South Africa large firms 

(including groups) are observed to be most innova-

tive and more dynamic than smaller firms in terms 

of introducing multiple innovations and to enjoy a 

critical mass for innovation. In accordance, innova-

tion emerges as a key management consideration 

for the survival of small tourism firms (Alsos & 

Clausen, 2014; Brouder & Eriksson, 2013; McPhee 

et al., 2016; Thomas et al., 2011).

In terms of the motivators for innovation by 

tourism firms the evidence from the Western Cape 

reveals that innovation is part of a deliberate strat-

egy for competitiveness by dynamic tourism firms. 

This finding parallels those works by scholars who 

identify a strategic innovation paradigm, associ-

ated with strategic management, as a core inno-

vation determinant in tourism (Bicen & Johnson,  

2014; Fuglsang et al. 2011; İplik et al., 2014;  

Kearney et al., 2014; Martínez-Lopez & Vargas-

Sanchez, 2013). Indeed, this research establishes 

that innovation in tourism is a knowledge-intensive 

activity that requires the tacit knowledge, experi-

ence, and professionalism of qualified individu-

als (usually owners and managers). Firms, which 

were already leaders in their fields, face pressure 

to remain competitive. Such firms need to inno-

vate continually to maintain their market position 

or competitive advantage. This deliberate strategy 

is driven by visionary leadership (İplik et al., 2014; 

Kearney et al., 2014; Nieves & Segarra-Ciprés, 

2015). The enhancement of efficiency is an impor-

tant management imperative in terms of ensuring 

greater productivity and performance, and in this 

research it is suggested that firm efficiency can be 

enhanced through innovation. The survival moti-

vator, linked to necessity, points to the significance 

of incremental innovation that enable firms to “fall 

behind” or to “keep up” with change. Irreversible 

losses and “lock-ins” are incurred by firms that do 

not respond to change (Brouder, 2014; Hjalager, 

2010). A passion to make a difference is associ-

ated with visionary leadership, which is imperative 

for innovation as confirmed by the findings of this 

investigation. This result is mirrored within wider 

international scholarship, which suggests that pas-

sionate and committed individuals are essential for 



Delivered by Ingenta to: EBSCO Publishing
IP: 140.234.253.9 On: Thu, 18 May 2017 09:20:50

Article(s) and/or figure(s) cannot be used for resale. Please use proper citation format when citing this article
including the DOI, publisher reference, volume number and page location.

 MANAGING TOURISM FIRMS 59

Fagerberg, J. (2013). Innovation—A new guide. Working papers 

on Innovation Studies No. 20131119. Oslo: Centre for 

 Technology, Innovation and Culture, University of Oslo.

Fagerberg, J., Landstrom, H., & Martin, B. R. (2012). 

Exploring the emerging knowledge base of “the knowl-

edge society.” Research Policy, 41(7), 1121–1131.

Fraj, E., Matute, J., & Melero, I. (2015). Environmental 

strategies and organizational competitiveness in the hotel 

industry: The role of learning and innovation as determi-

nants of environmental success. Tourism Management, 

46, 30–42.

Fuglsang, L., Sundbo, J., & Sørensen, F. (2011). Dynamics 

of experience service innovation: Innovation as a guided 

activity—results from a Danish survey. The Service 

Industries Journal, 31(5), 661–677.

Furseth, P. I., & Cuthbertson, R. (2014). The service innova-

tion triangle: Moving to an alternative business model. 

In G. A. Alsos, D. Eide, & E. L. Madson (Eds.), Hand-

book of research on innovation in tourism industries  

(pp. 203–228). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Gallouj, F., & Djellal, F. (2010). Introduction: Filling the gap 

in the service economy—a multidisciplinary approach. 

In F. Gallouj & F. Djellal (Eds.), The handbook of inno-

vation in services: A multi-disciplinary perspective  

(pp. 1–26). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Gardiner, S., & Scott, N. (2014). Successful tourism clusters: 

Passion in paradise. Annals of Tourism Research, 46, 

171–173.

Hall, C. M., & Williams, A. M. (2008). Tourism and innova-

tion. Oxford, UK: Routledge.

Hjalager, A. M. (2002). Repairing innovation defectiveness 

in tourism. Tourism Management, 23, 465–474.

Hjalager, A. M. (2010). A review of innovation research in 

tourism. Tourism Management, 31, 1–12.

Hjalager, A. M. (2014). Disruptive and sustaining innova-

tion: The case of rural tourism. In G. A. Alsos, D. Eide, & 

E. L. Madson (Eds.), Handbook of research on innova-

tion in tourism industries (pp. 56–83). Cheltenham, UK: 

Edward Elgar.

Hjalager, A. M. (2015). 100 innovations that transformed 

tourism. Journal of Travel Research, 54(1), 3–21.

Hoarau, H., & Kline, C. (2014). Science and industry: 

Sharing knowledge for innovation. Annals of Tourism 

Research, 46, 44–61.

Hoogendoorn, G., & Rogerson, C. M. (2015). Tourism 

geography in the global South: New South African per-

spectives. South African Geographical Journal, 97(2), 

101–110.

İplik, F. N., Tosakal, Y., & Doğan, O. (2014). Strategic inno-

vation: An empirical study on hotel firms operating in 

the Antalya region. Advances in Hospitality and Tourism 

Research, 2(1), 16–29.

Ismail, S., & Rogerson, J. M. (2016). Retrofitting hotels: 

Evidence from the Protea Hospitality group of hotels 

within Gauteng, South Africa. African Journal of Hospi-

tality, Tourism and Leisure, 5(1), 1–14.

Berné, C., García-González, M., García-Uceda, M. E., & 

Múgica, J. M. (2015). The effect of ICT on relation-

ship enhancement and performance in tourism channels. 

Tourism Management, 48, 188–198.

Bicen, P., & Johnson, W. (2014). How do firms innovate 

with limited resources in turbulent markets? Innovation: 

Management, Policy and Practice, 16(3), 430–444.

Booyens, I. (2011). Are small, medium and micro-sized 

enterprises engines of innovation? The reality in South 

Africa. Science and Public Policy, 38(1), 67–78.

Booyens, I. (2012). Innovation in tourism: A new focus for 

research and policy development in South Africa. Africa 

Insight, 42(2), 112–126.

Booyens, I., & Rogerson, C. M. (2016a). Tourism innova-

tion in the global South: Evidence from the Western 

Cape, South Africa. International Journal of Tourism 

Research, 18, 515–524.

Booyens, I., & Rogerson, C. M. (2016b). Unpacking the 

geography of tourism innovation in Western Cape 

Province, South Africa. Bulletin of Geography: Socio-

 Economic Series, 31, 19–36.

Booyens, I., & Rogerson, C. M. (2016c). Responsible tour-

ism in the Western Cape, South Africa: An innovation 

perspective. TOURISM - An International Interdisciplin-

ary Journal, 64(4), 385–396.

Brouder, P. (2014). Evolutionary economic geography and 

tourism studies: Extant studies and future research direc-

tions. Tourism Geographies, 16(4), 540–545.

Brouder, P., & Eriksson, R. H. (2013). Staying power: What 

influences micro-firm survival in tourism? Tourism 

Geographies, 15(1), 125–144.

Camisón, C., & Monfort-Mir, V. M. (2012). Measuring 

innovation in tourism from the Schumpeterian and the 

dynamic-capabilities perspectives. Tourism Management, 

33(4), 776–789.

Čavlek, N., Matečić, I., & Hodak, D. F. (2012). Drivers of 

innovation in tourism: Some theoretical and practical 

aspects. Acta Turistica, 22(2), 131–252.

Čivre, Z., & Omerzel, D. G. (2015). The behaviour of 

tourism firms in the area of innovativeness. Economic 

Research-Ekonomska Istraživanja, 28(1), 312–330.

Clausen, T. H., & Madsen, E. L. (2014). Innovations, their 

knowledge sources and their effects in experience-base 

tourism. In G. A. Alsos, D. Eide, & E. L. Madson (Eds.), 

Handbook of research on innovation in tourism indus-

tries (pp. 113–131). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Decelle, X. (2006). A dynamic conceptual approach to inno-

vation in tourism. In OECD (Ed.), Innovation and growth 

in tourism (pp. 85–106). Paris: OECD.

De Miranda, P. C., Aranha, J. A. S., & Zardo, J. (2009). 

Creativity: People, environment and culture, the key ele-

ments in its understanding and interpretation. Science 

and Public Policy, 36, 523–535.

Eurostat. (2008). The community innovation survey 2008: 

The harmonised survey questionnaire. Luxembourg, 

UK: Author.

http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0302-3427()36L.523[aid=9155129]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0302-3427()36L.523[aid=9155129]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1099-2340()18L.515[aid=10945872]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1099-2340()18L.515[aid=10945872]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0261-5177()23L.465[aid=7701573]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1461-6688()15:1L.125[aid=10945879]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1461-6688()15:1L.125[aid=10945879]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1461-6688()16:4L.540[aid=10945880]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0264-2069()31:5L.661[aid=10945889]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0264-2069()31:5L.661[aid=10945889]


Delivered by Ingenta to: EBSCO Publishing
IP: 140.234.253.9 On: Thu, 18 May 2017 09:20:50

Article(s) and/or figure(s) cannot be used for resale. Please use proper citation format when citing this article
including the DOI, publisher reference, volume number and page location.

60 BOOYENS AND ROGERSON

Rodríguez, I., Williams, A., & Hall, C. M. (2014). Tour-

ism innovation policy: Implementation and outcomes. 

Annals of Tourism Research, 49, 76–93.

Rogerson, C. M. (2015). Restructuring the geography of 

domestic tourism in South Africa. Bulletin of Geography: 

Socio-Economic Series, 29, 119–135.

Rogerson, C. M., & Rogerson, J. M. (2014). Urban tour-

ism destinations in South Africa: Divergent trajectories 

2001–2012. Urbani izziv, 25, S189–S203.

Rogerson, J. M. (2010). The boutique hotel industry in 

South Africa: Definition, scope and organization. Urban 

Forum, 21, 425–439.

Rogerson, J. M. (2011a). The limited services hotel in South 

Africa: The growth of City Lodge. Urban Forum, 22, 

343–361.

Rogerson, J. M. (2011b). The changing all-suite hotel in 

South Africa: From “extended stay” to African condo 

hotel. Tourism Review International, 15(1/2), 107–121.

Rogerson, J. M. (2013a). Market segmentation and the 

changing budget hotel industry of urban South Africa. 

Urbani izziv, 24(2), 112–123.

Rogerson, J. M. (2013b). Reconfiguring South Africa’s hotel 

industry 1990–2010: Structure, segmentation, and spa-

tial transformation. Applied Geography, 36, 59–68.

Rogerson, J. M., & Sims, S. R. (2012). The greening of 

urban hotels in South Africa: Evidence from Gauteng. 

Urban Forum, 23, 391–407.

Ronningen, M., & Lien, G. (2014). The importance of 

systemic features for innovation orientation in tourism 

firms. In G. A. Alsos, D. Eide, & E. L. Madson (Eds.), 

Handbook of research on innovation in tourism indus-

tries (pp. 27–55). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Schumpeter, J. (1934). The theory of economic development. 

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Stamboulis, Y., & Skayannis, P. (2003). Innovation strate-

gies and technology for experience-based tourism. Tour-

ism Management, 24, 35–43.

Sundbo, J., Orfila-Sintes, F., & Sørenson, F. (2007). The inno-

vative behaviour of tourism firms—comparative studies 

of Denmark and Spain. Research Policy, 36, 88–106.

Sundbo, J., & Toivonen, M. (Eds.). (2011). User-based inno-

vation in services. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Teodorescu, N., Stanciouiu, A-F., Ravar, A. S., & Botos, A. 

(2015). Creativity and innovation—sources of competi-

tive advantage in the value chain of tourism enterprises. 

Theoretical and Applied Economics, 22(1), 35–48.

Tether, B. S. (2005). Do services innovate (differently)? 

Insights from the European Innobarometer survey. 

Industry and Innovation, 12(2), 153–184.

Thomas, R., & Wood, E. (2014). Innovation in tourism: Re-

conceptualising and measuring the absorptive capacity 

of the hotel sector. Tourism Management, 45, 39–48.

Thomas, R., Shaw, G., & Page, J. P. (2011). Understanding 

small firms in tourism: A perspective on research trends 

and challenges. Tourism Management, 32, 963–976.

Tigu, G., Iorgulescu, M., & Răvar, A. S. (2013). The impact 

of creativity and innovation in the hospitality industry on 

Jacob, M., Carmen, F., & Eugeni, A. (2010). Environmental 

innovation as a competitiveness factor in the Balearic 

Islands. Tourism Economics, 16(3), 755–764.

Jacob, M., Tintor´e, J., Aguilo, E., Bravo, A., & Mulet, J. 

(2003). Innovation in the tourism sector: Results from a 

pilot study in the Balearic Islands. Tourism Economics, 

9(3), 279–295.

Kearney, A., Harrington, D., & Kelliher, F. (2014). Exploit-

ing managerial capacity for innovation in a micro-firm 

context: New and emerging perspectives within the Irish 

hotel industry. European Journal of Training and Devel-

opment, 38 (1/2), 95–117.

Komppula, R. (2014). The role of individual entrepreneurs 

in the development of competitiveness for a rural tour-

ism destination—A case study. Tourism Management, 

40(2), 361–371.

Martínez-López, A. M., & Vargas-Sánchez, A. A. (2013). 

The strategic management process and innovation capac-

ity of the Spanish hotel industry. Journal of Hospitality 

Marketing and Management, 22(6), 596–618.

Martínez-Román, J. A., Tamayao, J. A., Gamero, J., & Ram-

ero, J. E. (2015). Innovativeness and business perfor-

mance in tourism SMEs. Annals of Tourism Research, 

54, 118–135.

McPhee, C., Guimont, D., & Lapointe, D. (2016). Innova-

tion in tourism. Technology Innovation Management 

Review, 6(1), 3–5.

Mei, X. Y., Arcodia, C., & Ruhanen, L. (2012). Towards 

tourism innovation: A critical review of public policies 

at the national level. Tourism Management Perspectives, 

4, 92–105.

Nieves, J., & Segarra-Ciprés, M. (2015). Management inno-

vation in the hotel industry. Tourism Management, 46, 

51–58.

Omerzel, D. G. (2016). A systematic review of research on inno-

vation in hospitality and tourism. International Journal of 

Contemporary Hospitality Management, 28(3), 516–558.

Omerzel, D. G., & Jurdana, D. S. (2015). The predictors of 

innovativeness in the tourism industry: A comparative 

study between Croatia and Slovenia. Tourism in South-

ern and Eastern Europe, 3, 75–88.

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. 

(2005). Oslo manual: Guidelines for collecting and 

interpreting innovation data. Paris: Author.

Paraskevopoulou, A., Markova, E., Williams, A., & Shaw, 

G. (2012). Migration and innovation at the bottom end: 

Understanding the role of migrant managers in small 

hotels in the global city. Mobilities, 7(3), 389–414.

Park, J., Kim, H. J., & McCleary, K. W. (2014). The impact 

of top management’s environmental attitudes on hotel 

companies’ environmental management. Journal of Hos-

pitality and Tourism Research, 38(1), 95–115.

Porter, M. E. (2008). On competition. Boston, MA: Harvard 

Business School Press.

Rodríguez, M., & Camacho, J. A. (2012). Knowledge-

intensive services in Europe: Does location matter? 

Urbani izziv, 23, S63–S73.

http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0048-7333()36L.88[aid=9285361]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0261-5177()24L.35[aid=10282562]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=0261-5177()24L.35[aid=10282562]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1015-3802()21L.425[aid=9730327]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1015-3802()21L.425[aid=9730327]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1354-8166()9:3L.279[aid=6485770]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1354-8166()9:3L.279[aid=6485770]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1354-8166()16:3L.755[aid=10189511]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=1366-2716()12:2L.153[aid=8944773]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=2046-9012()38:1L.95[aid=10945909]
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/external-references?article=2046-9012()38:1L.95[aid=10945909]


Delivered by Ingenta to: EBSCO Publishing
IP: 140.234.253.9 On: Thu, 18 May 2017 09:20:50

Article(s) and/or figure(s) cannot be used for resale. Please use proper citation format when citing this article
including the DOI, publisher reference, volume number and page location.

 MANAGING TOURISM FIRMS 61

Williams, A. M. (2014). Tourism innovation: Products, 

processes and people. In A. A. Lew, C. M. Hall, & 

A. M. Williams (Eds.), The Wiley Blackwell compan-

ion to tourism (pp. 168–177). Chichester, UK: Wiley 

Blackwell.

Zach, F., Krizaj, D., & McTier, B. (2015). The value of tour-

ism innovation: The case of US hotels. Tourism Travel 

and Research Association: Advancing Tourism Research 

Globally Paper 24.

customers. Journal of Tourism Challenges and Trends, 

6(1), 9–34.

Turok, I. (2003). Cities, clusters and creative industries: The 

case of film and television in Scotland. European Plan-

ning Studies, 5, 549–565.

Visser, G. (2016). South African tourism geographies: Prog-

ress and prospects. South African Geographical Journal, 

98(3), 428–438.

Weiermair, K. (2006). Product improvement or innovation: 

What is the key to success in tourism? In OECD (Ed.), 

Innovation and growth in tourism (pp. 53–69). Paris: 

OECD.



Copyright of Tourism Review International is the property of Cognizant, LLC and its content
may not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright
holder's express written permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for
individual use.


