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ABSTRACT

THE ROLE OF LOCAL AND GLOBAL NETWORKING FOR
TOURISM FIRMS AND CLUSTERS: THE CASE OF
ANTALYA

ERKUS-OZTURK, Hilal

Ph.D., Department of City and Regional Planning
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ayda ERAYDIN

November 2008, 328 pages

The aim of this thesis is to explore the role afdloand global networking, institutionalization

and institutional thickness of tourism firms andstérs in order to explain their contribution to
tourism development. Recent development literaemgphasizes the crucial role of different
level of networks, institutionalizations and clustg in the development of regions. In this
respect, this thesis tries to explore the role efworks, new organizational set-ups and
clustering by adapting them to tourism case. Ihypothesized that global networks are also
important in addition to local networks, and playaial role in the performance of tourism firms
and clusters. On this basis, types and intensitylochl & global networks in tourism

organizations and clusters, development of assoraltstructure in tourism clusters and firms,
and the level of relations between different asgamis and tourism firms are tried to be
examined by focusing on the theoretical framework development models, networking,

institution and cluster based studies.

This thesis employs a quantitative method of amslynd social network analysis for
identifiying the level of networks of tourism fir@srganizations and clusters. In this way, this

thesis describes their contribution to local tauridevelopment. Although tourism is somewhat

iv



different from other sectors, findings of the cadedy generally support the claims of the

development literature for tourism case.

Keywords: Tourism Development, Networks, Tourisnstitiutions, Institutional Thickness,

Tourism Clusters.



oz

YEREL VE KURESEL A GLARIN TUR iZM FIRMALARI VE
KUMELER INDEKI ROLU: ANTALYA ORNE Gl

ERKUS-OZTURK, Hilal

Doktora, Sehir ve Bolge Planlama Bélumii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Ayda ERAYDIN

Kasim 2008, 328 sayfa

Bu tezin amaci, turizm kalkinmasinda turizm firmalee kiimelerindeki yerel ve kiresdlarin,
kurumsallama ve kurumsal derirgin roliini aratirmaktir. Son dénemdeki kalkinma yazini
Ozellikle farkh oOlceklerdeki garin, kurumsallsmalarin ve kimelenmelerin bdlgelerin
kalkinmasindaki 6nemini vurgulamaktadir. Bu kapsanek, yerel garin yaninda 6zellikle
kiresel glarin, kurumsal yapilanmalarin ve kiimelenmeninmélturizm 6rnginde agiklamaya
calismaktadir. Tezde “Kiuresegkarin da yerel gar kadar 6nemli oldgu ve turizm firmalari ve
kumelerinin performansinda dnemli bir role sahigugl” temel hipotez olarak incelenmektedir.
Bu temelde, turizm firmalari, orgitleri ve kimelete yerel ve kireselgkarin caitleri ve
yogunlugu, orgutsel yapinin gelmi, turizm firmalar ve érgutleri arasindakiskinin seviyesi
kalkinma modelleri, & kurumsallama ve kimelenme camalari teorik cercevesisiginda
deserlendirilmektedir.

Bu tezde kantitatif analiz yontemleri ve sosyalwmk analizi kullanilarak turizm firmalar &
Orgutleri ve kiimelerindeki yerel kireseg diskileri tespit edilmeye cafilmis, yerel turizm
kalkinmasi sglamada katkilari dgerlendirilmistir. Turizm diger sekttrlere gére daha farkh bir

yap! sergilese de, alan gahasi bulgulari genel olarak kalkinma yazinindakiiatari turizm
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Ozelinde de destekler niteliktedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Turizmde Kalkinma,ghar, Turizm Kurumlari, Kurumsal Derinlik, Turizm

Kumeleri.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Aim of the Thesis

Patterns of development approaches have changaahtpetitiveness based efforts by the effect

of globalization. Until 1970s, the conceptual bagelevelopment was built on the investments,

subsidies and exogenous resources of nation diatexl on income redistribution and welfare

policies. Capitalist accumulation, fordism, was Hasic backdrop during the 1970s development
approach. This system was based on the large-goadeiction of standardized customer goods

via a highly specialized division of labor withingaluction. Keynesian demand management and
the supporting alleviation of the welfare statethbof which underpinned the mass market

(Morgan et.al, 2000).

After the crisis of 1970s, some of the concepts approaches have been emphasized as
crucial factors for adapting to the new conditiasfsthe world. In this contexicluster
dynamics, networking and institutional thicknese taken as important factors for defining
competitiveness on different geographies and oferdifit sectorsBesides, in most of the
newly developing countries, the service sectopéeeslly tourism’, is taken as a catalyst for
local development at the centre of interest to ecads as well as to urban managers. Many
cities invest heavily on tourism for promoting lbckvelopment, however, little is known

about critical success factors that determine emindevelopment of cities via tourism.

Despite the growing amount of local developmerdrditure focusing on networking and
clusters, tourism case has not been covered enaigh these debates. Only a few recent
studies (e.g. Canina, Enz, & Harrison, 2005; H2D5, Michael, 2003, 2004; Nordin, 2003;
Saxena, 2005; Tinsley & Lynch, 2001) deal with timplications of networks and cluster



formation for tourism sector in the context of Ibakevelopment (Novelli, Schmitz &
Spencer, 2006). However, limited discussions aseed not only in development but also
in tourism literature on the contributions made the level of networking to the

competitiveness of tourism firms and tourism cliste

In fact, tourism is an important sector which regsistrong network linkages due to having
strong complementarities due to the characteristicenclude. Although strong local

networks is important for tourism, it requires e tsame time strong external linkages /
global networks when compared with other sectocabge its production and consumption

links are more related with the external environmen

Therefore, the aim of the thesis is to define ymes$ and the intensity of local & global
networks between tourism institutions (firms/orgations) and to find out their role on the
success of firms and clusters. In contemporaryl [degelopment literature, local networks
of firms and their linkages with global networks/eébeen emphasized as critical factors for
local economic development. In this context, thénnaam of the thesis is formulated in the
guidance of contemporary emerged local developtitenature which puts main emphasis

on clustering, institutional thickness and netwogkenvironment.

In that view, two questions come to mind relatethwhe aim of the thesis based on this
literature:“To what extent do local & global networks strongdffect the success of tourism
clusters and tourism firms? and “What is the camition of institutional thickness for the
success of firms and local developmentf’the quidance of these questions, the main
hypothesis of this thesis is formulated as follpWwhe successful tourism firms and
therefore the successful tourism clusters are tesonvhich have strong global linkages in
addition to local linkages and as well as the omesich have a strong institutional

thickness”.

On this basis, cluster dynamics, types and levieteetworks according to different tourism
clusters, development of associational structureumism clusters, institutionalizations of
tourism firms; types and level of relations betwekfferent associations and tourism firms,
types of relationships such as purchasing basaetdaeships are scrutinized for clusters and
firms. Shortly, related with the aim of the thedise role of different types of local and
global networks of tourism firms will be analysedttwrespect to different clusters and

different type of tourism firms in Antalya.



1.2 The Context of the Thesis

By the effect of globalisation, the conceptual bakdiscourse on local development has to
changed. Together with 1980s, competitive advansdge to be emphasized as a crucial
factor in promoting local development (Porter,1980ptt, 1995; Cooke,1997; Amin 2000).
Although industrial districts and clusters were etakas successful examples for local
development in endogenous growth theory, startiognf1990s; learning regions, innovative
milieus and regional innovation systems have becanteal models for contemporary

development approaches.

Especially in the development approaches of 198@spetitive advantage shifts to smaller
producers that take place in industrial clusterskimg in flexible, market-based, information
rich collaborative relationship environment (Ra®&993). In this process, the central factor
that lies on clusters success is the existendeaall networkscovering collaboration and
competition type of relationships of small and noedisized firms to sustain competitive
advantage (Cooke,1998). The notion of "cooperativapetitiod" has become popular in
this competitive era. Within this point of view,etlelationships which act as mediators for
locally based interfirm collaboration and coopematthat allow for the creation of mutual
networks of knowledge creation and production camb@ influence by the creation of local

voluntary associations.

According to flexible specialization approachesl880s, local institutional networks have
gained importance in industrial clusters by usimg éxternalities of clusters and networking
which triggers effective relationships based on fidemce, solidarity and trustworthy
behaviour among actors. It was argued that an eddokesocial structure built on trustbased
social networks provides a strong foundation fareenic development. This was supported
by Fukuyama (1995) who suggested that the “sociglital” developed in high-trust

societies and triggers development.

Trust and reciprocity help local organizations temome growth constraints by creating
social capital. Collaborative action which is bagedsocial capital dynamics may foster
institutional success of clusters. On this bagis, éxistence of effective trust and local

network relations provide a suitable environmemtjéint-action (Schmitz, 1999; Schmitz

! The most competitive firms find ways to work tdust even as they go head to head in the
development of new products and the battle for etarkOut is the notion that companies minimize
risks and maximize their competitive position byicsty regulating any information exchange with
direct competitors (Bergman and Feser, 1999}3



and Nadvi, 1999). In this context, spatial proxymitrganizational, institutional and
technical proximity gain importance for the congiitn of joint action (Maskell and
Malmberg, 1999, Kirat and Lung, 1999, Porter, 2000)

Combining local tacit knowledge with global codifitnowledge became crucial for clusters
to be globally competitive. In this process, coagien with small, large firms and other
related organizations become meaningful (Anton&Bi99) in order to transfer knowledge.
However in endogenous development models, extgygladdal networks have not been
adequately captured. By the effect of globalisatibase development models, which mainly
depend on only local resources and local netwodeaime inadequate to integrate with

global.

Starting from 1990s, recent development models ridgx on local capacity and knowledge
started to be criticized (Humphrey, 1995; Stab@871 Glasmeier, 1999; Helmsing, 2001).
In this debate, important concepts of contempodanelopment approaches, such as spatial
proximity, local embeddedness, tacit knowledge &owhl production culture have been
criticised with negative and positive sides (Sckamii999; Eraydin, 2002). Therefore, global
networks started to be emphasized as a cruciairfémt the competitiveness of clusters by
avoiding ‘lock-in effect’ (Harrison, 1992; Humphre$995; Glasmeier, 1999; Staber, 1997,
Cooke, 1998b; Schmitz, 1999).

Despite the critics about the highly bounded pearspe of local development models that
depends on the local conditions and potentialstecoporary critical development debates
still emphasize the role of the place specificttinowledge, clusters and local networks at
local level beside emphasizing the crucial rolegtafbal networks (Keeble, et al, 1999;
Cooke, 1990; Thrift and Amin, 1994). Benefits otdb collaboration, externalities and also
benefits of integrating with global network systbave been emphasized simultaneously in
contemporary local development debates. In thipeds it is understood that not only
internal tacit knowledge, but also external codiflenowledge is required to be competitive
in the contemporary conditions (Bell and Albu, 1996nin, 1999; Porter, 2000; Yeung,
2000; Lyons, 2000; Koschatzky and Bross, 2001).

In the contemporary economic environment, it isidweld that none of the regions can
achieve continous growth depending only on endogeevelopment processes. There is a
requirement on global networks which promote theneztedness of that cluster with the

global market. There is also a need for global neta/to transfer the technology and to be
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stay updated in the external world. On this vielebgl networks, anymore, are believed to
be important to prevent the region from lock-inuatton of that cluster (Eraydin, 2003;
Eraydin and Fingleton, 2006).

In the guidance of local development debates,ltdtcbe concluded that networking capacity
of a cluster is the crucial factor to sustain cotitive advantage. Especially for the tourism
clusters, beside the importance oéture of attractive capacitiesuch as quality of
environment and quality of servicestitutional capacities networking capacitiesuch as
social capital formation (capacity of corporatewaking between institutions) can be taken

as important qualities for the promotion of touridevelopment.

Because of the number of forces such as similafiservice needs, more mobile and more
informed buyers of services, rising economies dlesand geographical scope, greater
mobility of service personel, greater ability tdeiract with remote buyers, and continued
wide disparities among nations in the cost, quatibd range of services available from local
firms, international competition in services, netking has become undispensible factor for
the survival of the sector. Looked at this viewldoal developmenttourismas a service
sector may reveal different possibilities and patysvfor firm and cluster behavior for
successful development. Anymore, tourism firms hdiverse types and level of linkages
due to requiring strong complementary relationsadition, for most of the developed
countries, tourism has always been taken as anriamoactivity for promoting local
economic development. There are some successftisrowlusters in different countries
such as in Spain, France, UK, Italy, NetherlandseeGe, Australia and New Zealand
specializing on tourism sector and they try to bepetitive in the global environment by

trying to develop strong innovative networks besidmg their own nature of attractions.

It is seen that Turkey is one of the popular taurdestination in Mediterranean region. It
could be claimed that tourism has gained cruciglartance for economic development of
Turkey when compared with other sectors. That ig gbvernments take tourism as a part
of the development policy for cities. It is increggdy observed that in addition to existent
institutions of tourism, recently new institutionalet-ups such as non-governmental
organizations have been appeared by their fruitfiublementations and collaborative

projects with tourism firms for increasing the attiiveness of tourism cluster. Especially in
Antalya, the leading tourism destination in Turkeyrism firms have started to collaborate
and cooperate for promoting mutual benefit andteluattractiveness by the help of these

voluntary and nation based tourism associationglagid network relations with other firms.
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Based on the changes in institutional and relatistraicture of tourism, this thesis is an
attempt to analyze different types and geograptésadls (global and local) of networks for
evaluating their contribution to firm and clustenceess in tourism with reference to
Turkey/Antalya. Starting from this aintglusters, tourism firms and organizationand
networking (types and levelsyhich take important part in the literature on dbc
development will be discussed in detail. In thisteat, the main hypothesisThe successful
tourism firms and therefore the successful tourtdusters are the ones which have strong
global linkages in addition to local linkages aslwas the ones which have a strong

institutional thicknesstry to be verified.

1.3 Research Questions of the Thesis

In the literature, recent studies emphasize trataginetworks are becoming very crudial
addition to local networks in the dynamic envirommef globalism. For firms and
organizations in a certain cluster, it became rssgsto strenghten its linkages with local
and global networks for taking advantages of netwexternalities to be competitive
(Capello, 1993; Eraydin and Fingleton, 2006). ka ¢uidance of these discussiaig main

research questionasf the thesis are formulated as follows:

. “To what extent do local & global networks stropgdffect the success of tourism

clusters and tourism firms?

) What is the contribution of institutional thickngsshe success of tourism firms and

local development?

. To what extent are these tourism clusters differegarding their level of linkages

and emerging associations?

. To what extent are these tourism firms differegarding their level of linkages and

connections with associations?

For answering these questions, after reviewinglitaeature on networking and clustering
based local development literature, connectionsvdxt local and global networking,
institutional thickness, firm success and local elepment will be examined. On this
account, firm specific (Selin and Beason, 1991; niégul997;1998;2000; Amin and Thrift,
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1995; Tremblay, 1998; Koschatzky, 2000; Arndt atetridberg, 2000; Wanhill, 2000; Lynch
et.al, 2000; Scott, 2001; Benneth, 2000; Pearc62;20echner and Dowling, 2003) and
cluster specific (Porter, 1990;2000; Doeringer @ieckla, 1995; Enright, 1996; Rosenfield,
1997; Feser, 1998; Bergman and Feser, 1999; Altgrdmd Meyer-Stamer, 1999; Schmitz
and Nadvi, 1999) literature about networking anstifotional thickness are scrutinized.
After revealing the connections between these bt questions of the field survey are

designed according to these connections.

1.4 Overview of the Research Design

This thesis is designed to identify and to explai@ relationship between local and global
networks and their contribution to tourism clustdevelopment and tourism firm
performance. Starting from this aim, the study isiltbaround the main concepts’,
‘clustering’, ‘institutionalization’ and ‘networkigi as important components of local
development. It is already argued that networkacdy at local and global level are crucial
for the emergence and competitiveness of localitlew this reason, local and global

connections of tourism firms and associations becorucial for examining this research.

For the tourism sector, existing and emerging kghkibal network relations and their
contributions to tourism cluster and firm succeas hot been discovered enough yet in the
literature. In this context, the questiditp what extent do global networks of tourism f&rm
in a cluster effect local development and the ssxad# the tourism firms when compared
with local networks?takes the core point of this research. Therefor¢his research the
type of clustering, local & global networks and tlexel of institutional thickness are
scrutinized and their contributions to local deyghent and firm success will be identified
by an empirical way with a case study researchortier to analyze these relationships,
Antalya is selected for the case study to demaestthe theoretical claims due to

dominating the tourism industry in Turkey.

Beside having important historical and culturalcels, Antalya is the first visited sun-sea-
sand tourist destination in Turkey, with more tltan million registered overnight stays a
year after the year of 2004. Not surprisingly, tewr is very important to the economy of
Turkey and to the employment in particular. Morgouaany people earn their living in

hotels, travel agencies, supporting activities sagbhops, restaurants and pubs.

Due to being the heavily concentrated and aggloteénaith tourism activities, Antalya is
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also selected for the case study area to reprdseat and global linkages of tourism
industry. Moreover, Antalya is important tourismastination that shows an increase in
institutions such as increase in tourism associatend collaborative tourism activities for
the competitiveness of tourism in Turkey. Recentigyw associations and their successful
partnerships and joint projects have emerged ssidin the case of GATAB (South Antalya
Tourism Development and Infrastructure Managemantikemer, MATAB ( Manavgat
Tourism Development and Infrastructure Association)Manavgat, AKTOB (Akdeniz
Tourism Hoteliers’ Association) in Antalya cent&:TUYAB (Belek Tourism Investors’
Corporate) in Belek-Serik, Kemer Tourism PromotiBaundation (KETAV) in Kemer,
ALTID (Alanya Tourism Managements’ Association) in Atanand many other self-help

voluntary associations have appeared by theif@ilumplementations for tourism.

Tourism agents such as hotels, tour operatorseltragencies, airline corporations and
tourism associations in Antalya have started tdabokate and cooperate for promoting
mutual benefit by the help of these associatiorts the network relations they supported.
The linkages between these agents need to berszedtias to the type and the level of
network relations for understanding their contritws$ to the competitiveness of tourism
firms and clusters. That is why the case study aitrdescribing and analysing the level and
type of network relations of different agents ofiriem such as hotels including different
sizes, travel agencies, tour operators, airlinga@tions, associations; by using a survey

questionnaire for evaluating their contributionsacal and firm success.

In the case study, two steps were implemented Her dollection of data. The first is
collecting the related SIS and MOCT data consistihgxisting tourism firms for the whole
Antalya. The second way is organizing a field syraenong sample tourism agents for 14
settlements of Antalya, those are located in Aks&kinya, Elmali, Finike, Gazipa, Kale,
Kas, Kemer, Korkuteli, Kumluca, Manavgat, Merkez, 8eBide. As it is observed from the
survey data, different clusters and different tymel size of tourism firms have different

behaviour in developing linkages due to the charastics they own.

1.5 Outline of the Thesis

This thesis is consisting of eight chapters. Inftilwing chapters, conceptual frameworks
of the study, the methodology employed to gathés,dhae structure of the case study area,
results of the data analysis and discussion withclesions are presented. Based on the

considerations elaborated above in this introdyctbrapter, chapter 2 puts the theoretical
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discussion in order to reveal the importance oftelting, networking and institutionalization
for local development. In this context, evolutiohlocal development perspectives from
nation based development to multi actor based dpusdnt is briefly summarized, then,
relationship between clustering and local develapnseevaluated in detail by emphasizing
the importance of externalities, the increasing mf global networking in addition to local
networking and the role of institutions especiabiyganization building and institutional
thickness in order to highlight the their contribat to firm and local success. Finally,
important conceptual and practical openings isusised under the summing up which

shows important issues for new theoretical disounssi

Chapter 3 devoted to the elaboration of tourismhiwitthe perspective of clustering,

networking and new institutional set up. This cleagtarts with discussing the importance
of tourism in local development. Then, the cruciaiportance of networking and

organization development in building tourism clustare evaluated. The significance of
networking for developing sustainable tourism @uss discussed subsequently. In this
context, types of networks such as governmentalppsrted, environmentally sustainable
and firm based networks emerging in tourism literatare discussed. Consequently in this
chapter, important factors for a new theoreticaldatois offered based on theoretical
discussions and empirical studies for understantliegrelation between tourism and local

development.

After discussing the theoretical framework, metHodp and design of the thesis is
explained in Chapter 4. In this chapter, after dbswy the hypotheses the choice of the case
study area, sample design of the field survey, methods of analysis is given. Chapter 5
presents changing economic structure, developmaranics and the importance of tourism
in the global integration process of Antalya. Instbontext, transformation of economic
growth and development trends, actors and poltb@ssfoster and motivate the development
in Antalya, global integration dynamics and lastthanging spatial structure and

transformation processes of Antalya are scrutinized

Chapter 6 shows the results of the field surveyptding on firm based and cluster based
description of analysis. In the first step, globall local connectivity of firms and clusters
are redefined for tourism inspired from the emprarad descriptive studies of the literature.
In the second stefirm level analysisfactors such as firm size, category and creatiegect

development that define the level of networkingamsn tourism firms are analysed. Then,

factors defining the relations between tourism §iramd tourism associations are evaluated.
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In the third stepcluster level analysisire employed. Local and global connections of
tourism firms for different clusters of Antalya identified. Then, cluster types such as
agglomerated, specialized, governmentally initiateglf-help developed clusters are
evaluated according to their level of connectidkfter, institutional structure of clusters are
evaluated according to the types of clusters amdarking behaviours. Lastly, the role of
local and global networks is assessed for defittiedy contribution to local development of
a tourism cluster. In this context, the intensitg geographical level of purchasing relations
of tourism firms are evaluated for different typedasize of firms and clusters to assess the
effect of tourism development to nearby settlemdaytsising simple percentages and chi-

square analysis.

In Chapter 7, the importance of local & global netikks and organization building are

guantitatively analysed in order to reveal theleror defining the success of tourism firms
and local development in tourism clusters. In thantext, an econometric model is
employed for revealing the factors having importaantributions to define the level of

networks, firm success and local development. Igirdteoretical and empirical studies that
justify the factors that have strong relation wilobal networks, firms success and local
development is scrutinized for tourism case. Théwese factors are analysed by using

multivariate techniques covering lineer and bifagystic regressions.

Finally, last chapter provides a summary of theculision, interpretation of the findings
stated in the thesis. Then, important conceptuanimgs based on contradictory and
consistent messages from findings are discusseer iffierent headings that contribute to
the development theory by empirical results. Polioylications are also made for
development policies, strategies and models anghiticular for the needs of the tourism

cluster selected as the case study area in Antalya.
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CHAPTER 2

THE IMPORTANCE OF NETWORKING AND
INSTITUTIONS IN THE CONTEMPORARY
DEVELOPMENT APPROACHES

The concept of development has effected from thadigm shifts of the world. A transition
is observed from industrial society to informat&wciety, from the world of the nation sates
to the globalisation and from modernist approadbegostmodern understandings (Tekeli,
2002). In the transition environment, the meanifiglevelopment has transformed and a
growing body of literature on development have a#d evolutionary by the paradigm
shifts.

There seems an important change in developmenoagipes spanning from post-war years
when the national welfare states were the mainr adodevelopment agents, towards the
contemporary world where the multi-actor networlatiens, institutional thickness,
knowledge, learning and innovation are taken asrhin factors for local development. In
recent years, there has been a growing body of eeelopment literature based on the
critics of endogenous development and focused endlationship between local & global

networking, cluster dynamics and institutional kimiess.

In the context of evolving local development litewr®, this chapter aims to elaborate the
theories of development; evolutions, emerging newancepts and perceptions of
contemporary local economic development and ainssitatinize the role of local and global
networks with respect to clustering and local depaient.Moreover, the constraints of local

network relations and the need for global netwdokghe success of firms and clusters are also
examined.
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2.1Evolution of Local Development Approaches

Significant changes have been occurring in theepsdtof development perspectives. The
emerging transformations in development perspestaected from the paradigm shifts
observed after the"2World War. The first paradigm emerged in the peat-era and
remained its power until the 1970s when the capitalvas faced with an upside down in its
all dynamics. The post-war era characterised byfdhmation of a bipolar world under the
hegemony of US and Soviet powers (Tekeli and Piogitg 2004). The conceptual base of
development was built on the redistribution meckaniof Keynesian welfare state.
According to this state led development approachas assumed that economic growth can
only be sustained bgxogenous resources, government interventions,irgnastructure and
production investmentd.he central dynamic in this theory is ensuring tmccumulation.

In this process, knowledge and technological pregyreas achieved by the process of capital

accumulation especially in large firms (Bell andi] 1999).

Spatial reflections of growth dynamics of regiomalonomy was based on growth pole
theory of Perroux (1955). According to this thedarge firms are interpreted as engines of
dynamic change, fostering new technologies of pcbdo and organization (Plummer and
Taylor, 2001). Therefore, state has invested ogelacale infrastructure and production

investments to avoid unequal development in undeidpeed regions of the country.

The second paradigm came to the fore in the 19F@&sit was capitalism turning upside
down and its regulatory mechanisms enter into arsiwe crisis (Tekeli and Pinargio,
2004). In this periodthe internationalization of production and the gitowf the export sector
reduced the real wages to promote competitiven€hks. regime of Fordist accumulation,
Keynesian welfare-state mode of social regulati@s ¥allen down starting from the late 1970s
(Scott, 1988: 174). This was due to fimerease in oil prices, the collapse of the Bretton
Woods system of international regulation, the sttiwswn in the growth of western and the
decline in foreign aid (Morgan, et. al., 2000). Tedistribution mechanisms of welfare state

became inadequate for proposing new solutions ¢éocovne crisis.

The crisis of 1970s has become important turninigptpio the development approaches.
After 1970s, the emphasis was on the eliminatioprizie distortions, the privatization of the
public firms, the acceptance of private foreigneistiment and the competitiveness in global
market. In the face of uncertainties and fragmeutietiand, the need for greater flexibility

in organising production with respect to verticédimtegration, subcontracting and other
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related activities became an important tendencyatds/a new order. In emerging flexible
environment, monetarist policies that made the avelfstate hollow out also backed the
restructuring efforts (Tekeli and Pinargho, 2004). The crucial role of state interventions,
subsidies, infrastructure investments and extesnpport for the development of the region
have diminished their importance. The main charaties of these three theoretical

paradigms are given as a summary in Table 1.

Table 1 General characteristics of the evolutidndevelopment in three periods since 1950
and three corresponding theoretical constellations

General 1950-1970 1970-1990 1990+
Characteristics
Strong Nation State Crisis of Welfare State Nation State as a Partner qf
Mode of Governance | Welfare State e Increasing Role of Local Global Governance
. Sensitive to Inequalities Government . Emerging Actors of
. Redistributive Functions public Sphere (NGO's)
Policy instruments of | e  Direct Investment in e  Supply Side Policies do| e  Transnational
the state Productive Activities not Need to be Centrally Network Formation
. Infrastructure managed (Global/Local)
Development e Infrastructure e  Local Network
. Regulative Measures Development Formation
. Control over Flows . Regulative Measures . Formation of
(Capital, Goods, Information, | ¢  Strong emphasis on Innovative System
Labor) Local Institutions e  Open to Institutional
Innovations
e  Well- Structured . Decentralized . Governance (Multi-
Hierarchical Bureaucratic Bureaucracy, Horizontal actor Steering and
Structure Relations Partnership)
Actors of Guidance e  (Technical Reason e  Subcontracting e Increasing Self-
Mechanism of Social | Dominant) Bureaucracy- Relations governance Capacity
System Instrumental Rationality e  Balance of Cooperation| e Institutional
. Planning-Programming and Competition Instrumentality
Oriented Bureaucracy . Increasing
(Scientific Legitimacy) Institutional Thickness
Mode of Fordist Mode of Accumulation Flexible Mode of Mode of Accumulation in
Accumulation Accumulation Knowledge Society
Type of Production Mass Production Flexible Production (Small-| Diversified Mass
Batch Customized) Production+Flexible
Production+Innovation
Economic Theory Keynesian Demand Neo-liberal Monetarist Institutional, Evolutionary
Management Theory Economics
Neo-classical Industrial Supply-side Economics
Location Theory
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Table 1 continued.

Source of Regional Externally Driven Internally Driven Internally Driven
Growth (External Demand, (Development from Below) | (Technical and
Redistributive Decision of the Organizational Innovation)
State, External Decision TNC) (Incremental and Path-
Dependent)
Elements of Dynamics| e Capital Accumulation- . Development of Human| e Driven by Technical
of Regional Growth Investment Dynamics Capital and Organizational
e  Vertically Integrated e  Vertical Disintegration | Innovations
Economy e  Horizontally Integrated | ®  Quasi-vertical
e  Traded Interdependencie§ Economy Integration
(I-O Relations) . Collective . Creation of Social
Entrepreneurship Capital
Untraded . Social Embeddedness$
Interdependencies of Economic Relations
e  Untraded
Interdependencies
Reasons of e  Dueto Pre-given e  Historically e  Historically
Comparative Advantages (Geographic Accumulated Advantages Accumulated Advantages
Advantage Advantages) . Economies of Scope+ | e Network Externalities
. Scale Economies+ Agglomeration Economies (Local Networks, Trans-
Agglomeration Economies . Shared Infrastructure Local Networks)
Spatial Reflections of | ¢ Growth pole e  Marshallian Industrial . Innovative Learning
Growth Dynamics of | ¢  Big Push Districts Region
Regional Economy e  New Industrial Spaces | e  Territorial Innovation
Models
e Innovative Milieu
e Place
Dependent=Path Dependent

Source: Adapted from Tekeli and Pinagdio(2004)

Although the role of the welfare state has weakenlee state still maintains its role of
further enhancing infrastructure and regulating ébenomic life in the region. Regulations
are mostly concentrated on sustaining macro-ecandralances as a solution for crisis.
Local governments and entrepreneurs do appear @agiaal actor in this period which
trigger collectivity and close cooperation amongnthto sustain local development (Tekeli
and Pinarcigiu, 2004).

14



There are various schools of thought which seelexplain this change in competitive
environment. First of all, theRegulation Scho8! seeks to analyse how the production and
growth of the advanced capitalist economies is letgd. It assumes that there must be
mechanisms and policies to overcome constantlyriegudisequilibria and attempts to gain
some sort of balance (Lipietz, 1992; Tickell andd.992). Secondly Neo-Schumpeterian
School” which pays attention to technology in initiatingdasustaining periods of economic
growth. Lastly, the Flexible Specialization Approatilwhich emphasize craft production,

based on skilled workers providing a variety oftouszed goods (Piore and Sabel, 1984).

This period could be assessed as a turn that m fmomass production to a flexible
production which is based on small, manageables.ufitte emergence of the new form of
industrial organization was called as flexible sgkation (Glasmeier, 1999, Scott, Storper;
1987). Therefore, the theory of flexible productrewerts to the model afdustrial district
The strategy was to give individuals an entrepraakgpirit. It was also understood that
small firms are more flexible and therefore resista the crisis (Capello, 1996). Therefore,
small and medium sized entrepreneurs (SMEs) warpasted to solve the unemployment
problem instead of increasing production by suppgreonsumption through redistribution
mechanisms of nation states. In this respect, d&tgn policy has taken as the main
solution to overcome the 1970-1980s crisis. Attanthas now shifted towards indigenous
development and local capacities to generate gstkiing economic growth (Plummer and
Taylor, 2001:219).

The indigenous development approach emphasizesctmomic externalities and increasing
returns, associated with spatial clustering, spieation and agglomeration of small and
medium sized enterprises (Amin, 1999). Spatial @megration of firms is one of the
common features of indigenous development appro&barefore, firms in these districts
take advantage of economies external to the firtnifternal to the region, within which
positive external economies come from their gedyagb proximity. The close proximity of
firms within a particular industry provides opponities for entrepreneurs to specialize and

to secure their scale (Keeble and Wilkinson, 1999).

2 Proponents of the regulation approach argue thgitatism is an unstable, contradictory system
that must restructure itself in order to resolve periodic crises. Each period of restructuring
brings different regional and local economic imgag¥ickell and Peck 1992). Regulation theory
introduces the concept of aegime of accumulation: a social system linking production to
consumption. The temporary stability of this systdepends on a particulambde of social and
political regulation’ based on a ‘set of internalized rules and sociatguiures (Lipietz, 1987: 15),
including state action, social institutions, belmsal norms and political practices (Tickell & Peck,
1992). 15



Theoretical and empirical studies on explaining neeoic development in this period
emphasize the crucial role and advantage of leeslily discussing the importance of tacit
knowledge, human capital, high specialization, teansaction costs, joint action, inter-firm
relations, close subcontracting relations, locatiintions, collective entrepreneurship based
on trust and reciprocity, labor markets, culture @mbeddedness to explain differences in
local economic dynamics and in the capacities atgd to cope with, and adapt to, change.
In particular, four factors are underlined as tbarses of local development in this new
paradigm, namely: entrepreneurship; productionilfiéty; district economies; and the
presence of some ‘collective agents' capable ofgaas a catalyst for the mobilization of the
'indigenous potential' (a local bank, wholesaldisal industrial associations, some

enlightened entrepreneur, etc.) (Capello, 1996).

In this period, industrial economic theories empteasthe importance of ‘horizontal
integration' models. The large firm model of thetically integrated firm, with its strongly
centralized decision-making power, is replaced déyivally disintegrated systems, based on
a series of specialized SMEs. “The theory of tratisa costs emphasized by Williamson
(1985) becomes rather useful in this period; in theice between 'make' or' buy', the
solution towards the purchase of some functionsaguaes firms more flexibility and less
fixed costs in production processes: for this reasllee emerging industrial organization of
that time is constituted by a group of SMEs legallyependent from one another but very
much vertically integrated with a particular protlol process through cooperative inter-
firm linkages” (Capello, 1996;486).

For small businesses, close ties on the regional kre often an essential prerequisite for
surviving in international competition (Sternbe§00). However, collective structure and
embeddedness to local area have been seen as aesagai clusters for generating radical
changes (Schmitz, 1999). Regional-local networksrave the access of small businesses to
local experience and knowledge pools, but theg swength can be found in their ability to
provide connections to global networks. Moreovée tole of global relations have not
adequately considered in indigenous developmenbapp (Humphrey, 1995). That is why,
in the literature, debates about development wbidli depends on local capacity based on
local network and local knowledge have started @ochticized with the end of 1990s
(Staber, 1997, Glasmeier, 1999).

According to these critics, local embeddednessstiothg local networks have been defined

as a weakness of clusters by not generating inivevahanges to be competitive (Schmitz,
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1999). For Camagni (1991), the connection of regfioretworks with global networks is
necessary to be competitive in the global. Theesfor the third paradigm integration with
global networks and importance of external knowtetlgs been increasingly discussed due
to increasing competitive capacity of clusters éinds (Amin, 1999, Porter, 2000, Yeung,
2000, Lyons, 2000, Koschatzky and Bross, 2001).

In fact, the third paradigm was emerged by therteldyical restructuring via information
technologies and the collapse of socialist blocktr@nsition was clearly observed from
industrial society to information society, from theorld of the nation sates to the
globalisation. When the state lost its dominanttposin the globalised world, action units
are coordinated by the interactions of public spablic and private individual actors.
Governance has became the central mechanism forintieevention policies which

necessiates the involvement of a multiplicity oftbpublic and private actors.

Although nation-state is not the dominant actori begarded as a partner of global
governance, in close relationship with other stdtes globalised world, the nation-state as
an actor should be conceptualised in relation tgobal governance system that emerges
through the interaction of nation-states. Starfirgm the third paradigm, institutions and
institutional thickness have gained crucial rolgotomote local development (Amin, 1999).
In this context, non-governmental organizations Q¥p has emerged as a strong partner
willing to exert an influence on the governmentitetl with development issues. Within the
contemporary development models, firm is considasedhteractive units and a part of local
and global networks, the importance of which hasnbemphasized frequently. Moreover,
enterprises or organizations are taken into corafid® as the nodal points of both global
and local networks (Tekeli and Pinagig 2004) to be globally competitive. This is also
due to the development of the Single Market in gesiod. The decreasing inflation rates,
and especially the stable exchange rates encoudnage to open to external markets,

transforming mostly national competition into glbbampetition (Capello, 1996).

Instrumental rationality of previous developmenpt@aches has changed, communicative
rationality is taken as a new type of perceptiothim third paradigm of development which
is closely related institutional and evolutionappeoaches based on networks, social capital
(social capacity of collective works) formationgstitutions, knowledge, learning and
innovation concepts. Institutional and evolutionapproacheslepend mainly on “increasing
returns” and “untraded interdependencies” with rdgdo institutional structure and historical

perspective. Theéheory of regional innovation systemsnovative milieus, and learning
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regions (Braczyk et.al., 1998; Lundvall, 1992; N&ijl 1996; Maskell et.al., 1998; Putnam,
1993) is promoted by the evolutionary and institadlist theory.

Increasing role of knowledge (tacit), innovatioeghnology transfer, social capital, network
externalities, institutional capacities and loearhing capacity start to be discussed in recent
approaches for promoting competitiveness in thecepnlocal development. Maskell and
Malmberg (1999) argue that globalization affectowledge creation in a differentiated
manner. Codified knowledge may be accessed anywbareghe globe (it becomes
ubiquitous). Creation of tacit knowledge requiregyamizational, cultural and spatial
proximity. Locally embedded tacit knowledge, theref becomes a crucial source of

localized capability.

In this period, innovation is taken as the drivelgment of development, the possibility of
revitalization, the strategic weapon against ingirga competition. It is, however, also the
challenge offered to local systems and to theliiktyg, a challenge that if ignored, drives the
local area to economic decline (Capello, 1996). &g (1995) presents the theory of the
‘innovative milieu’, a theory based mainly on thadition of the bottom-up development
approach, of the industrial districts, but whichd§ its innovative roots in the dynamic
interpretation given to these traditional theori@scording to Camagni (1991 and 1995),
innovative milieux are able to achieve the dynamiificiency is in two complementary

ways;

e by developing local networks, in which the elemehfroximity generates three
distinctive features: density of relations, infotitya and openness (Conti &
Dematteis, 1995).

e by developing trans-territorial networks, i.e. gyss of relations for long-distance
cooperation, where the non-proximity of partnergliss and requires relatively

few links, greater formalization of relationshipgtwork selectivity and closure.

As it is seen from theories of development, netwaykgains an important ground for
competitiveness by creating new solutions and poiisis to share costs, and risks, as well
as to keep up with information updated and knowdedgcumulation for institutions. The
network of vertical and horizontal inter-firm linfas became indispensible in this
competitive environment to promote competitive adsge. The most efficient
organizational form of production became as 'quasiical integration’; this is assuming an

ever more important role as an alternative to fudirtically integrated or vertically
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disintegrated production systems (Capello & Gillesf993).

The traditional models of the large, verticallyeigtated firm of the 1960s, and of the small
autonomous, single-phase firm of the 1970s and gfatthie 1980s, are replaced by a new
type of large networked firm, with strongly cenizad strategic functions extending in
several directions, and by a new type of smallrenise, integrated into a multi-company
local network. The network firm is attracted towamiversified mass production and the
competitive factor of the single firm is the comtad complementary assets in the hands of

its potential partners (Capello, 1996).

The economic efficiency of the system is based metwork externalities’. Network
externalities have a crucial role on facilitatimgormation flows, production sharing and
diffusion of technologies (Capello and Nijkamp, 69%ecil et al, 1996; Ettlinger and
Patton, 1996; Park, 1996; Stale¢ral, 1996; Cornish, 1997a; 1997b; Izushi, 1997; Ilsans
1999; Walcott, 1999). These externalities are paldrly important for the (re)production of
innovative networks in specific places and regi@@mtz and Braun, 1997; Pratt, 1997; van
Geenhuizen and van der Knaap, 1997; Lawsbial, 1998). The advantages of network
externalities stem from the fact that marginal iehexceed marginal costs; a new partner

generates more advantages than costs to the akgeting partners (Capello, 1994).

The network paradigm is embodied in three mainriespwhich are discussed in the book

by Conti, Malecki and Oinas (1995), namely:

* cooperation agreements among firms;
* local/global developments of local areas;

* the new management of territory by firms.

In the network paradigm, a new interpretation @f libcational choices of firms based on the
new information and communications technologiesrging in this period. The cluster of
small firms, which accompanies the developmenhefibdustrial district model, is useful to
exploit proximity effects. This spatial organizationodel continues to be true for small
firms; however, the large emerging firms, whichitaize their production processes, pursue
a new strategy of spatial organization, no longesell on the minimization of transport costs
but of maximization of information in decision-magiprocesses, of flexibility in production

processes and contacts with different firms locatamther areas (Capello, 1996).
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As it is seen from the evolutions of developmentagdams, the main emphasis has shifted
firstly from firm to localities/clusters by the ireasing importance of local networks;
however in recent theories the necessity to inereggbal networks in addition to local
networks is emphasized as a crucial factor forgdao be competitive in the global market.
By this type of change in the development modelss implied that, in addition to the
importance of clusters/local areas, firms and thglisbal linkages gains significance

irrespective with the cluster and its dynamics.

Some of the discussions on local development ctaeh the role of space diminishes with
the transformations in technology, and there is@®d to locate near agglomerated places to
develop global connections. In this view, geogrephispace is taken as space of flows
irrespective from physical space. But, if locatgpdce does not matter, why is today’'s
economic map of the world is still being dominategl growing clusters of economic

activities?

Because of the importance of this question, coseudisions on local development still
considers space / location is an important factordeveloping cooperative environment
(Porter, 1990; Porter, 2000; Kuah 2002). Especiallysters are taken as important places
for firms by its dynamics such as externalitieanptementary and cooperative linkages for
promoting competitiveness in the global markethia following part, clusters, externalities,
the changing role of local networks and increasivlg of global networks in clusters for

competitiveness are elaborated under the sub-hgafiiclustering and local development.

2.2 Clustering and Local Development

The geographical concentrations of firms and thestjons; how a company's ability to
compete is affected by the place where it is latatehy similar and related activities

form geographic concentrations (agglomerations) ao@ different types of related

economic activities develop in relation to eacheothhave for a long time attracted the
researchers of economic geography. In 1919, Alfkakshall coined the notion of

industrial district as characterized by economiéspecialization, information, and labor

supply, all embedded in an "industrial atmosphereated by dense networking (Pyke and
Sengenberger, 1992, p. 280).

Companies tend to agglomerate, forming critical $easn one place, to take advantage of

synergies such as increased productivity, a higaee of innovation and the possibility of
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becoming more competitive. Porter defined agglotimnas:

...a geographical assembly concentrating inter-relatgerprises, correlated institutions in a
determined area linked to common and complemergblements. The geographical scope
varies from a single town or state to the wholentouor even a net of neighboring countries.
The agglomerations assume diverse ways, dependineir deepness and sophistication,
but most of them include enterprises of productd éinal services, specialized input
suppliers, components, equipment and services,ndiah institutions, enterprises and
correlated sectors. The agglomerations generaly ialclude companies up and down in the
supply chain, producers of complementary produaippliers of specialized infrastructure,
governmental institutions and others, devoted &rispized training, education, information,
research and technical support (such as univessittedy centers and workers on vocational
training), and standardization agencies. The gaowental institutions with main influence
over the agglomeration would be one of its membEnsally, many agglomerates include
commercial and other private associations whictpstpts members. (Porter, 1999, p. 211-
212)

According to Porter (1990) and Nordin (2003), comipa in agglomerated areas get
access to an environment where the level of inriomats high, new products and
services are constantly being developed, increapedialization is taking place, skilled
labor, and the latest knowledge and information available. Local concentration of
specialized activities exhibited external econonimethe ready availability of skilled labor;
the growth of supporting and ancillary trade; ahd specialization of firms in different
stages and branches of production (Koeh, 2002yePamd Sabel's seminal book ‘The
Second Industrial Divide’ (1984) again put the $gbt on thespatial clusteringof firms,
elaborating especially on technical and economasglects but also considering the social

dimension of the localized organization of econoattvity.

Clusters are critical masses of sectorally speadliand geographically concentrated
activities (Bergman and Feser, 1999; Forti, 20@®nerally, they include a large number of
interrelated suppliers distributed along the whusgue chaii Generally, local public
institutions, research institutes, training centmefessional associations and other bodies
provide firms in the cluster with a broad rangesefvices and support activities (Porter,
2000; Forti, 2006).

Based on this perspective, clusters could be censilas something new in comparison

to previous approaches. A wide body of the literatahed light on the phenomena of

3 Value chain can be described as a series of hasizand vertical links between economic agents
which can be independent from one another or nioéash link one or more of the chain’s activities i
carried out, and a contribution is given to thatetlue added of the whole chain. ‘A single firmrayn
consist of only one link in this process, or it nwyextensively vertically integrated.
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clusters, including those on growth poles and backwand forward linkages,
agglomeration economies, economic geography, udmahregional economics, national
innovation systems, regional science, industriatritits and social networks. All types of
clusters hold in common the notion that geograpproximity between member
enterprises lends certain competitive advantagesg(Ban and Feser, 1999). According to
Eraydin and Fingleton (2005), clusters which infation flows, institutions, infrastructure,
and competence formation are localised, provide Hasic context supporting the

performance of a firm.

According to Porter (2000), a cluster is a geolieglly proximate group of interconnected
companies and associated institutions in a pasticfield, linked by commonalities and
complementarities. Cluster theory, in contrast, cgdtes building on emerging
concentrations of companies and encouraging thelaewment of those fields with the
strongest linkages to or spillovers within eactstdu Clusters occur both in high-tech and

traditional industries, in manufacturing as welimservice industries.

In the mid-1980s a body of literature emerged owdstrial districts” (Storper and Scott,

1986; Scott and Storper, 1987; Scott, 1988; Storp@8d3 and 1995; Humphrey, 1995)
referring industrial clusters. The growing inter@stindustrial clusters has its origins in

Harvard professor Michael E. Porter's studies, wher showed that leading industries in
basically any field tend to group in relatively dingeographic areas - in competitive

clusters. Although cluster is a wide literature gapular still today, similarities can be

observed with industrial district literature. Indumstrial districts, business and social
concerns combine at a collective level, providingatural seedbed for personalized small-
business networks. Economic activity is then embddd a social texture knit together by
strong ties representing a collective social-ch@itadl governance structure (Cooke et.al.,
2001).

Brusco (1986) defines industrial districts as aiapaoncentration of firms from the same or
closely connected branches of industry in a redfifismall and delimited but not clearly
define space. Well known industrial districts haeenparative advantages over regions as it
is seen in ‘Third Italy’, Badenwirttemberg, Bostassachusetts, Silicon Valley (Piore and
Sabel, 1984; Harrison, 1992; Benko and Lipietz,2)99

The success that lies behind the industrial distritay be summerized as; the advantages of

flexible specialization, organizational deepeniagah firm becomes a specialist supplier for

22



other firms) that generates external economies, attieantages of collective efficiency
(Schmitz, 1995, 1999), the opportunity of firms deganize themselves in that cluster,
deliberate and purposeful joint action involvingteinfirm vertical co-operation and

horizontal cooperation and untraded advantagesr(siet;, 2001).

According to the industrial district approach, fgncan respond to the changing market
conditions in two different ways (Scott and Stord87): (1) either by increasing vertical
integration within the firm (a major strategy ofjlfirms) or (2) by increasing the horizontal
integration in order to benefit from the externebmeomies created by the agglomeration of
firms (a major strategy of small firms). According Scott and Storper (1987), it is the
second option that constitutes the founding ratinaf the spatial agglomeration of firms.
Spatial proximity inside the agglomeration redutemsactions costs and increases the

possibility of exploitation of external economies.

Although NIDs have positive contributions to firrasd clusters, being only restricted to
small firms creates problems in NIDs such as olisguthe role of large firms in districts
and paying less attention to “why clustering ocd@fe(Humphrey, 1995). In fact, the
industrial district model focused heavily on infigm relations within districts but failed to
be specific on external linkages (Helmsing, 200%rhmitz (1995b) also added that
differences in firm size might have different ingaltions for the characteristic of industrial
districts. Supporting this view, Asheim (1992) agduthat intra-district firm dynamics may

be altered when large firms emerge within clustensenetrate clusters from the outside.

Although old reasons for clustering have diminisiredmportance with globalization, new
roles of clusters in competition have taken on gngwimportance in an increasingly
complex, knowledge based and dynamic economy (RPd®€0). In this context, apart from
the clusters which include mainly small firms asNIDs, new type of clusters that covers
not only small firms but also large firms have bémavily discussed in the contemporary
literature. It is known that there are diverse sy/mé clusters by covering a diversity of
sectors. Consequently, ‘what are clusters?’ and wimat way do they increase the
competitiveness?’ are questions frequently askebdriterature. Porter’s (1990) discussion
on how clusters densely networked firms serve glolzakets while deriving their strength

from a regional basiss taken as a critical debate for this thesis.

In the earlier works on the Competitive Advantag@&ations, Porter (1990) introduced the

concept of clusters beirfgroups of interconnected firms, suppliers, relatedustries and
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specialised institutions in particular fields thatre present in particular locations”.
According to Porter (2000) more than single indastr clusters encompass an array of
linked industries and other entitiémportant to competition. They include suppliers of
specialized inputs such as componenmschinery, and services as well as providers of
specialized infrastructure. Many clusters includsregnmental and other institutions that
provide specialized training, education, informaticesearch, and technical support. Many
clusters include trade associations and other aolee bodies involving cluster members.
For him, foreign firms can be and are part of dust but only if they make permanent

investments in a significant local presence (Pp2e00).

Cluster theory bridges the network theory and cditipe. A cluster is a form of network
that occurs within a geographical location, in whtbe proximity of firms and institutions
ensures certain forms of commonality and increades frequency and impact of
interactions. Network theory can greatly inform arstanding of the way clusters work and
how clusters can become more productive. Institgtioespecially organizations play

important roles in facilitating the formation oftnerks.

The difference between clusters and networks isesiomes difficult to see. One difference
between a network and a cluster is that networksocaur among firms situated anywhere,
whereas clusters usually refer to a core of firmsai more limited geographical area.
Rosenfeld (2001) points out more important distored between a cluster and a network
that make the difference more distinguished, ewenidgh it is important to remember that
there are no universal rules that apply to eveasion. For instance, networks allow firms
access to specialized services at lower costs. Mewelusters attract needed specialized
services to a region. While networks have restiicieembership, clusters have open
"membership". Networks are based on contractuaesgents; clusters are based on social
values that foster trust and encourage reciproditgtworks make it easier for firms to
engage in complex production; however clusters gdaedemand for more firms with
similar and related capabilities. Networks are dase co-operation; clusterequire both
cooperation and competition. While netwohave common business goals, clusters have

collective visions.

According to the definition of OECD (1999):

‘The cluster concept focuses on the linkages amerdependencies among actors in the

value chain in producing products and servicesiandvating. Clusters differ from other
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forms of co-operation and networks in that the ectavolved in a cluster are linked m a
value chain. The cluster concept goes beyond "®mfpbrizontal networks in which

firms, operating on the same end-product markettaidnging the same industry group,
co-operate on aspect such as R&D, demonstratiogranes, collective marketing or
purchasing policy. Clusters are often cross-set{osatical or lateral) networks, made up

of dissimilar and complementary firms specializigund a specific link or knowledge
base in the value chain’.

A cluster enhances its success not only throughadgiisition and assembly of inputs but

also through facilitatingcomplementaritiedbetween the activities of cluster participants.

Some of the most important types of complemengaritire the following according to Porter
(2000; 22);

“. Complementary products for the buykr tourism, for example, the visitor's experiense
affected not only by the appeal and quality of #itteeaction (e.g., beach, historical site) but
also by the quality of the hotels, restaurantsyenirs, airport facilities, and transportation,
making the different parts of the cluster mutualgpendent. Such complementarities across
products in creating buyer value are common, bpmegent not only in service delivery but
also in product design, logistics, and after-sadesvice. The co-location of firms and
industries within a cluster makes it easier to eohiproduct-service coordination and creates

internal pressures for improvement among parts oluster in ways that can substantially
improve overall quality and/or efficiency.

- Marketing complementaritiesThe presence of a group of related firms andstrées in a

location offers efficiencies in joint marketing de. firm referrals, trade fairs, trade
magazines, marketing delegations). It also can rs#hdhe reputation of a location in a
particular field and makes it more likely that brsyavill consider a vendor or manufacturer
based there. Buyers can see multiple firms in gleinisit. The presence of multiple sources
for a product or service in a location also caruoedperceived buying risk by offering buyers

the potential to multi-source or switch vendorthd need arises.

- Complementarities due to a better alignment ofvitees among cluster participants
Linkages with suppliers, channels, and downstreaauistries are recognized and captured
more easily within clusters than among dispersetigizants. Substantial improvements in
productivity also sometimes are possible when s#verarts of a cluster change

simultaneously (e.g., coordination to develop @ustandards and measures)”.
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Hence in a cluster the focus is on the linkagesvden firms and suppliers, customers,
complementary businesses as well as differenttingins such as research institutes,
universities and government agencies. Howevers iisually not a group of firms that

deliberately join to reach common objectives, kather a non-planned phenomenon. It is
a group of companies forming linkages and alliangitls the unique feature that companies

selectively compete in certain respects and ygi@@te in others.

Apart from the importance of complementarities floe success of clustemew business
formationshave also shown the success of the cluster. Thansalyes of a cluster in new
business formation can play a major role in spegedin the process of cluster innovation.
Related with the performance of clusters PorteB8t) pointed out that rapid firm growth
and new firm entry are two signals of a successfukter. Because of new business
formation, the depth and breadth of clusters offeow over time, enhancing cluster
advantages. The recent econometric work carriethyp®8aptista and Swann, 1999; Beaudry
et al., 1998; Cook et al., 1999; Pandit et al.,12@0Bb, 1999; Swann et al., 1998; Swann and
Prevezer, 1996 further supported this. These wiorlestigated into the rate of growth of the
firm as a function of the strength of the clustemhich it is located and whether strong

clusters attract a disproportionate number of newt-sip firms.

Porter defines four conditions essential for lamadi competitive development in clusters as
factor conditions(quality of labor, capital, knowledge availabldgmand conditiongscale
and quality of regional home markegupplier industriegglobally competitive suppliers,
specialized serviceshusiness strateggrivalry between local firms but also willingness
cooperate in research, sales and marketting). ¢ the interplay of competition and
cooperation is taken as a fundamental thing. Aangrtb him, firms can sometimes gain
competitive advantage from breath through competgigbally or from exploiting
interrelationships by competing in related indestriFor example, a firm can gain advantage

by sharing its brand name, technological skillsvamldwide basis.

According to Porter, clusters have several advastdy increasing productivity, stimulating
and enabling innovations and facilitating commedizaéion. Clustering mainly provides
efficient access to specialized inputs, servicespleyees, information, institutions and
“public goods” (e.g. training programs), knowledgeeation, rapid diffusion of best
practices, facilitates coordination, transactionsoss firms, innovation opportunities and
experimentation given locally available resourced alusters give opportunities for new

companies and new lines of established businessnare apparent. Clusters reflect the
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fundamental influence of externalities and linkageoss firms and associated institutions in

competition.

Porter (1998c) summed up that clusters broadly caffeompetition and create

competitive advantage in three ways:

e By increasing the productivity of companies basethe cluster;

e By driving the direction and pace of innovation,igthunderpins future productivity
growth;

e By stimulating the formation of new businesses,cliteéxpands and strengthens the

cluster, forming a virtuous circle or positive feadk.

Since the cluster concept can be found in a vartgontexts and takes on different
meanings and definitiohsAnders Malmberg, a Swedish scholar, has triesttiacture the
different meanings of the cluster concept. He digtishes between three interconnected
main areas. The first one & functionaldimension of clusters, which focuses on related
links and industries often knit together by a networ a production system. The second
dimension concerns clustering aspatial phenomenon. It focuses on similar and related
businesses forming concentrations (agglomerationa)limited geographic area. The third
dimension deals with clustering asdavelopment strategyaking the form of policy
programs promoting clusters. The last one ofterolwes the attempt to create strong

regional brands, such as Hollywood or Silicon \Aalle

In the literature, various types of clusters ardingel according to their process of
development and types of firms which they includédcording to African case studies
(McCormick, 1999), “groundwork cluster” included reival oriented small and micro
entreprises which have lack of inter-firm relatiofimdustrializing cluster” that is local
market oriented and enjoys limited external effe@nd “complex industrial clusters”
containing firms oriented towards national markatd exports. In Latin American clusters,
there are threefold typology of clusters. While rigual cluster” consists of small

enterprises, second type of cluster refers to radwanced and differentiated mass producers

* Rosenfield (1997:4) has defined clusters simplycaacentration of firms that are able to produce
synergy because of their geographical proximity ameérdependence’ whilst Roelandt and den
Hertog (1999:9) characterised clustering as netsvafkproducers of strongly interdependent firms
linked to each other in a value-adding productibiaic. Swann (1998:1) has defined clusters, in
geographical and technological sense, as a largapgof firms in related industries at a particular
location. Taking the number of definitions furth&eser (1998:26) said that ‘economic clusters are
not just related and supporting industries, btentelated and supporting institutions that argemo
competitive by virtue of their relationships’. 27



established during the era of import substitutiod ¢he third type consisting of TNCs and
attracted from new foreign investment (Altenburgl dvieyer-Stamer, 1999). Rosernberg
classifies clusters as working cluster (overachigyi latent clusters (underachieving) and
potential clusters (wannabees). According to Pa@0Q;329), there are three basic types of
Marshallian districts; hub-and-spoke, mature st&telnd pioneering high tech industrial

districts.

In fact, the behavioral phenomena behind industusters emphasize explanations for
observed spatial clustering of business enterp(esgs, Enright, 1990; 1996), with theories
of business externalities, agglomeration econonad®r pooling, and knowledge spillovers
the main focus. Others highlight the link betweern &lustering, drawing on theories of
growth poles, development blocks, and Schumpetenmairepreneurship (DeBresson, 1996).
Porter claims that innovation gains are achietedugh interaction between geographically
proximate actors, which also contributes to newiress formations because of the needs

perceived in the cluster.

Doeringer and Terkla (1997) specify three majovahs of industry clustering: 1) strategic
business opportunities derived from specific kirdsinterfirm alliances ; 2) traditional

regional factor market advantages (labor poolslaodlized knowledge spillovers); and 3)
the role of non-business institutions such as unities, colleges, trade unions, and

associations.

Related from the discussions on clusters, KuahJ2X1) has also classified three main
elements emerging in clusters: “Firstly, a clugtarst consist of groups of associated and
interconnected firms that are linked vertically &md horizontally through their
commonalities and complementariness in productsjcss, inputs, technologies or outputs
activities. Secondly, clusters are physical proxergroups of interlinked companies which
can encourage the formation of, and enhances vabkating benefits via their interaction.
Lastly, co-location itself does not imply clusteriwhen these associated clustering benefits
like innovation, productivity, growth or other sujme competitiveness cannot be shown or

described”.

There is a general agreement that one of the najanges affecting clusters is the
increasing international competition as countrig@ero up their economies. What is the
capacity of a cluster to respond to external charagel what is the role of external agents

become the crucial question for the competitiverdsslusters. According to Humphrey
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(1995), network between the firms and institutiomghe cluster and the other elements in
the commodity chain promotes competitiveness aratefbre the development of that

cluster.

Porter (1998c) has similarly suggested that a etissboundaries are defined by the linkages
and complementaries across industries and institsitithat are most important for

competition. It is implied that the spatial contelxoundary of cluster remains unclear. For
Porter, the appropriate definition of a cluster m#fer in different locations, depending on

the segments in which the member companies corapet¢he strategies they employ. “The
lower Manhattan multimedia cluster, for examplensists primarily of content providers

and firms in related industries such as publishbrgadcast media, and graphic and visual
arts. The San Francisco Bay area multimedia clubtecontrast, contains many hardware
and software industries that provide enabling tetdgy. Clusters also can be examined at
various levels of aggregation (e.g., agriculturastdr, wine cluster), thereby exposing

different issues”.

Clusters are also not homogenous in terms of finaracteristics, nor do they remain static
over time (Helmsing, 2001). Some firms benefit frmtostering than others and some
debates explain this difference by the existencactfe collective efficiency in that cluster
(Schmitz, 1995; 1999}t is claimed that there is a positive associatlmetween inter-firm
cooperation and the economic performance of firmshe clusters. As to Rabellotti and
Schmitz (1999), large firms draw less on the clustieile small firms engage less in joint
action. However, it is now clear that “a singlaxfimay be part of a cluster focused on local
markets, but it is most likely that small firms tedjing to clusters are also part of value
chains— which very often span the whole world, aredtherefore called global value chains”
(Forti, 2006)

In the following parts, core theoretical conceptaeeging in cluster literature will be
elaborated to understand their role on firm andtelucompetitiveness: external economies
and externalities of clusters, networking, completagties and institutional thickness in

clusters.

2.2.1 Externalities of Clustering

The economic advantages of clustering, which haenllabelled as “collective efficiency”,

stem from a series of factors which can be tra@st ko external economies and joint action
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(Porter, 1998; Schmitz, 1995; 1999). Externalitee generally defined as impacts, side-
effects or spillovers which are usually not reféetin the costs or prices of a particular good
or service, i.e. not covered by a market mecharfisnah, 2002; 210). External economies
are advantages that accrue to firms as an unpadédeffect of the presence and activity of
other firms and entities, due to factors such laes:availability of skilled workers, networks
of specialised suppliers of goods and servicedetglinking the cluster to external markets
(even very distant markets), professional assariafiand so on. External economies are
“incidental”, but other advantages may come frodehlberate force at work which has been
called joint action. The nature of joint action vsrtical when it links producers, their
suppliers and subcontractors, traders and buydrs. rikture of joint action may also be
horizontal when it links two or more producers.ni@ction can also involve other actors
such as service providers, training institutionafgssional associations, and so on” (Forti,
2006).

Regional scientists and geographers are stronggyested in how and why firms cluster in
geographic space, and particularly how such climgeinfluences regional development
paths. Two basic conceptual approaches for undelisig benefits to concentration
dominate the literature: industrial location thewyere the benefits are called agglomeration
economies, and the Marshallian perspective thatstas its point of departure Marshall's
([1890], 1961) analysis of external scale econordesl their presence in "industrial
districts". In both cases, various types and sauotexternalities are cited as the reason why
firms co-locate. The literatures differ somewhatthrir relative emphasis on static versus
dynamic externalities, while neither perspectivpasticularly concerned with distinguishing
between pecuniary and technological externaliBasgman and Feser, 1999). According to
Scitovsky (1954), it has been customary to consittes categories: “technological

externalitied” (such as spillovers) and “pecuniary externaii”

In the Industrial Location Theory, Weber (1929)ide$ agglomeration economies (defined
as cost savings firms enjoy as a result of incekagatial concentration) as one of three
primary causes of spatial clustering. However, Wé&baot mainly concerned witlthy such

agglomeration economies arise, preferring to sudges they are simply external varieties
of internal scale economies (see Weber, 1929, p). The primary aim was to model how

such economies might lead to agglomeration. It veastheoretical approach and

® Technological externalities deals with the effeofsnonmarket interactions which are realized
through processes directly affecting the utilityaofindividual or the production function of a firm

® Pecuniary externalities refer to the benefitsafr®mic interactions which take place through usual
market mechanisms via the mediation of pric%



methodological emphasis that eventually became tthditional regional science/urban

economics approach to the study of externalitiesdBian and Feser, 1999).

Hoover (in Bergman and Feser, 1999) does introdeedistinction between urbanization
and localization economies. In the cluster litematithe focus is mainly on externalities
related to proximity among business enterprisesa(ipation economies), rather than on

externalities associated with general urban adgastéurbanization economies).

In the urban economics literature, agglomeratioierealities are due to any economies or
cost reductions that are possible if several fitotate near to each other (Evans, 1985).
However, in cluster literature, it is emphasizedttpotential customers can reduce their
searching costs and compare prices with qualitybbing located close to one other.
Reputation of a cluster will further draw customtrghe location for their custom. Silicon
Valley has become an international cluster repdtedits design and innovation ability
(Saxenian, 1994). Firms may sometime cluster itiquaar location to take advantage of
close proximity to concentrations of their custospevhich may of course be other firms.
This can sometimes be imposed by the customerg, asi®ell Computer, who to benefit
from integration in the supply chain, demand thatpdy sources be located within a certain
distance. Models of dynamic externalities argud ties or clusters grow because they
allow people to interact and learn from one angtlaed this is promoted by physical
proximity (Kuah, 2002).

According to Marshallian Theory, external scale remunies is defined as cost savings
accumulating to the firm because of size or groeftioutput in industry (Marshall ([1890]
1961). Moreover, external economies contrast direxith internal scale economies, which
are the source of increasing returns. Such exteg@iomies are mainly spatial externalities,
which may be defined generally as economic sidecesfof proximity between economic
actors. They can be either negative or positiaicsor dynamic, pecuniary or technological.
While the static variety are reversible, dynamiteexalities are those associated with the
technological advances, increased specializatiod,davision of labor that triggers growth

and development (Young, 1928).

For the most part, regional scientists are inteckgt dynamic external economies, though
this is not made explicit. Dynamic external econegrassociated with learning, innovation,
and increased specialization. Marshall illustrabesworkings of (largely dynamic) external

economies with reference to concentrated indudtigtticts, places where firms enjoy the
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benefits of large, skilled pools of labor, greaipportunities for intensive specialization, and
heightened diffusion of industry-specific knowledaed information (knowledge spillovers)
(Bergman and Feser, 1999). Behind those dynamiestifust the size of the district alone,
but social, cultural and political factors, incloditrust, business customs, social ties, and

other institutional considerations (Bellandi, 1989)

Marshall’s externalities turn out to be a mixtufgechnological and pecuniary externalities.
Generally, the *“Marshallian externalities” arisdue to (i) mass production, (ii) the
formation of a highly specialized labor force basgdthe accumulation of human capital
and face-to-face communications, (iii) the avaligbof specialized input services, and (iv)
the existence of modern infrastructures (Fujita didsse, 1996). Much of Marshall’'s
analysis is relevant to Porter’'s (1990) discussibfirm structure, strategy and rivalry as one
of the four determinants of competitiveness (Pené&@85). Not surprisingly, Marshallian

externalities are the engine of economic developnnethe new growth theories.

Both Krugman and NID also stress the importancelw$tering and draw on Marshall to
identify the different types of externalities invetl. The concept oéxternalityhas been
used to describe a great variety of situationsedlity may lead to the agglomeration of
economic activities. A major force in the existef€externalities” since the geographical
concentration of economic activities can be viewsd snowball effect. Specifically, more
and more agents want to agglomerate because ofitiws factors that allow for a larger
diversity and a higher specialization in the prdaurc processes, and the wider array of
products available for consumption. The settingpfupew firms in such regions gives rise to
new incentives for workers to migrate there becalieg can expect better job matching and,
therefore, higher wages. This in turn makes theeplaore attractive for firms which may
expect to find the types of workers and servicey theed, as well as new outlets for their

products. Hence, both types of agents benefit fstemg together (Fujita and Thisse, 1996).

Krugman (1995) emphasized the path dependent naftspecialization in clusters and warn
to the lock-in effect in clusters when high levelsspecialization are reached. Krugman
thinks that clusters arise to concentrate prodncsio as to gain economies of scale, with
large firms co-locating because of the externaheaotes. Since the mid-1990s, clusters are
taken as a phrase in industrial development dudawing strong complementarities,
increasing returns. However, in NIDs research logkit what happened within the clusters,

but ignores their external linkages.
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In the late-1980s and early-1990s evolutionarykinigpn based on the firm behaviour (Nelson
and Winter, 1982) has transformed into new evohaig thinking on local economic

development and gained influence in local and megistudies. Two issues was central to
this new perspective: firstly, tacit knowledge exobe needs spatial (as well as
organizational and cultural) proximity, secondlgaining and knowledge creation process
has a territorial context. Collective learning lgagéned influence and analytical entry points
are varying. Some started from the perspectiverofsf others drew on the literature on
regional innovation systems which emphasizes thrédeal context. Still others developed

the notions of “learning region” and “innovativelimu” (Helmsing, 2001). Literature on the

milieu focuses on the specific nature and qualftyr@ansactions, alliances and partnerships
between enterprises (Bergman and Feser, 1999)thBubcus is less on bilateral ties than

the degree to which they support a collective emwirent for innovation (Malecki 1997).

The milieu is one mechanism for learning and fer ibduction of uncertainity. The network
is another (Camagni, 1991). The milieu is open dnaed relies on ‘pure’ externalities,
while networks are selective and closed and tuterealities into club goods (Helmsing,
2001). Both of them offer the capability for sustd competitive advantage. Regional
collective learning approach can also be considasegin extension of the innovative milieu
and network approach (Keeble, et al., 1997; 1999).

Although localized capacities is an important medsra for a cluster and for firms that
emerges by institutional development, new firm fation and internal economies of scale
and agglomeration economies in that cluster (Higlgp2001), it does not confer permanent
advantage when successful institutions and firnsgstrechange in the global conditions. It

then creates lock-in in that cluster.

Collective learning enhances the capacities of difm learn to adapt and to innovate.
However, patterns of learning are different for Brinians than for large firms. This may be
defined in the literature as; “large firms are maetonomous, can mobilize internal
resources, have their research and development YR&idgets, can engage in strategic
alliances, and so on. However, small firms lack theources to maintain a dynamic
capability on their own and need to draw on extersaources and support (Helmsing,
2001)".

Factors effecting long term sustainability of NIBsd clusters are important. Because

cluster-based approach to economic developmenmpiite to strengthen the sector’s
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competitiveness by focusing on the development afomestic value chain linking its
member businesses from the production to the dglistage. In addition to domestic value
chain, external value chain linking is also impotte sustain long term competitiveness in
clusters (Forti, 2006).

In the literature, it is implied that internal difentiation of firm size in a cluster and
increasing international competition effects thastdrs long term sustainability. In this
context, the capacity and industrial organizatiébra @luster to respond the global changes
and the role of global agents need to be scrutingetailly for clusters. Humphrey (1995)

emphasize the crucial role of global chains ansl skhetworks to the industrial districts as:

“The trajectory of development of the cluster vii#t the outcome of an interaction between the firms
and institutions in the cluster and the other el@mé the commodity chain. Whether or not inseudio

in a commodity chain will create development patdrfor a cluster will depend on both its positiion

the chain and the capacity of firms and institugia@ make use of or create resources of competitive

advantage and opportunities for upgrading” (Humpht€95; 158).

While competitive rivalries continue, joint netwerkand cooperation are increasingly
becoming the norm in every industry. Companies terduster. They form concentrations of
interconnected similar industries in a specific gfaphic region and by doing so, they
achieve synergies. Porter has pointed out thatoediongeography in an era of global

competition poses a paradox. In theory, locatiosukhno longer be a source of competitive
advantage. Open global markets, rapid transpantadiod high-speed communications should
allow any company to source any thing from anyelaicany time. In this context, the role of
networking becomes crucial for the competitivenefsslusters and need to be examined in
detall, although location still remains a critidattor for competition since the proximity of

companies in a limited geographical area providespetitive advantages.

2.2.2 Importance of Networking in Clusters: The Ra of Local and Global Networks

The world is becoming increasingly competitive ditchs have to react with speed and
flexibility. In fact, both firms and governmentsedoeing forced to realize a new approach of
‘cooperative competition' in this competitive eomiment. In this contexhetworkingwould

seem to have an important role for achieving this @orter, 1990; Morgan, et.al. 2000).

Networks as both a governance structure and a $800€ socialization through which

disparate actors and organizations are connectedcwherent manner for mutual benefits
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and synergies (Yeung, 2000). They are topologisabeiations between actors without an
inherent geography. In fact, it is a topic whicls s@en a growing literature in recent years
and forms part of a complex field spanning bothiddlogy and economics. Since the early
1990s, networks have been recognized as a crudating principle in the Western world’s
economies. Firms and organizations actively engagetworks as a means to survive in a
volatile international market and to cope with chpéchnological change (Van Den Berg
et.al. 2001). In this concept, networks constittite major component of an innovation
system because of enabling the transfer of knowleglmong the different parts of the
system. Firms are the important parts of these avsswvhose activities initiate, support and
diffuse new technologies (de la Mothe and Pagi8€31in Eraydin, 2003).

Participation in a network enables a firm to coricegr on core capabilities, and provides
access to resources (such as specific know-hovantdmgy, financial means, products,
assets, markets etc.). This helps them to imprbee tompetitive position (van den Berg
et.al. 2001). Broadly speeking, networks are inioedl as intermediate organisational forms

between market and firms and they turn knowledgedompetitive advantage.

“Hierarchies have limited learning abilities and mka&ts have limited capacities to process
information effectively. Network alliances are aywa counter these failures: they reduce
uncertainity and adaptation costs arising from ttemplexity of the environment through an
increase of the collective organizational capatghtof the partners{de la Mothe & Paguet,
1996 in Morgan at.al.2000).

Cluster theory focuses on how combination of eounally linked firms and institutions in

a specific geographic location affects competitasn(Porter, 2000). It also focuses on the
role of social capital in the competitiveness afstérs. In the competitive environment,
organizations keep and improve its central positignincreasing adaptation capacities.
Within this knowledge-oriented era, networking hasme into agenda as a catalyst for
knowledge dissemination. Networking as an imporsgstem, binding firms to gather into a
relational contracting, collaborative product deyehent and multiplex inter-organization
alliances induces innovation processes of firmsragibns. It is also possible to differentiate
these network relations according to their charesties and meanings. Formal and informal,
loose and strict, vertical and horizontal relatiane also possible among actors at local and

at other levels of localities.

Similarly, network relations are differentiated B3apello (1996) according three main

streams;
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e cooperatioh agreements among firnfsynergy networks, complementary networks,

strategic networks)

o |ocal/global development of plac@ecal networksdensity of relations, informality,

openness andrans-territorial networks greater formalization of relationships,
network selectivity and closure)

e the new management of territory by firms

By looking at the debates of the literature relatétth the types of networks, we can group

the networks into two types;

. Collaborative networkgemphasize co-opetitive horizontal relation such as
compete by collaborating or cooperating)

. Complementary networkemphasize intersectoral vertical relation)

For collaborative networks, it could be said tha¢se networks are usually defined as
learning networks (Amin and Cohendet, 1999; Keeblal., 1997), which enable knowledge
sharing (Asheim, 1996; Florida, 1995; Hassink, 1997d access to external economies of
scale (Fariselli, et al., 1999). According to Loag2007a;372), collaboration is about using
information, divergent insights and spontaneity dolve problems and develop new
understandings or new products. Cooperative newvankinly in the fields of (Meijers,

2005) infrastucture/urban facilities, economic degment/roles and business and residential
environments. Besides, according to Meijers (2@@nition, cooperative networks include

knowledge transfer, joint project to supply servimea region.

According to (Trullén and Boix, 2005), in genenahile complementary networks are inter-
industry networks, synergy and specialization nekwaare intra-industry networks. The
relations of both collaborative networks and compaatary networks could be at local and
global level. While collaborative networks emphasike horizontal linkages of competing

actors, complementary networks emphasize the aétiikages of non-competing actors.

In fact, networking can be seen at different levéigy can be either worldwide, such as
global networks, or they can be restricted to aifipearea, such as local networks (Amin
and Thrift, 1994; Capello, 1994; Van den Berg e2aD1).

" Lozano (2007a;372) makes a good definition for peration. In his article, it is defined as
something about taking and sharing the valuesefgtioup and taken as a socialization exercise and
not an increase of performance (Denise, 1999Y)elaks when one, or more, actors involved perceive
that there is nothing to be gained for them (Od2082).
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In the development theories, networking is alse@tais a process of socialization through
which actors and organizations are connected fauahbenefits (Yeung, 2000) and synergy
is considered as a local issue. In the developriitarature starting from 1980s, the
contribution of networks and their role in locavd®pment are discussed by focusing on the
role of place-specific local networks in clustePofe and Sabel, 1984; Scott, 1988; Scott
and Storper, 1989; Pyke, Becattini, and Sengenhet§60; Harrison, 1992).

An increasing number of studies use network theoiy concepts to explore the mechanism
behind clusters (Peck, 2005). In this contesggatial agglomeratioand the formation of
networks are important (Malmbergt al, 1996; Malmberg, 1996; 1997; Malmberg and
Maskell, 1997; Maskell and Malmberg, 1999).

It has been widely discussed since the 1990s thatgion/cluster can achieve sustained
growth and competitiveness through dependence amijocal networks and endogenous
processes in contemporary economic relations.iggaftom 1990s, integration with global
networks and importance of external knowledge heenkincreasingly emphasized (Amin,
1999, Porter, 2000, Yeung, 2000, Lyons, 2000, Kasaity and Bross, 2001; Eraydin, 2003)
in development literature. Although local netwodéscompanies in clusters have important
internal dynamics and created externalities, glabetiworks have gained importance by
preventing the lock-in situation among locally-bded clusters (Cooke, 1990; Camagni,
1991; Schmitz, 1999; Amin and Thrift, 1994). Instihégard it has recently been argued that
not only local networking, but also global netwadi(Camagni, 1991; Schmitz, 1999; Amin
and Thrift, 1994) and spatially unbounded netwalationships are required if clusters are
to enhance the individual competitiveness of thenmanies, as well as the clusters
themselves. As Breschi and Lissoni (2001) expldiere is a need inside the clusters for
agents that can translate local tacit knowledge cudified knowledge and re-combine it

with external knowledge.

Although succesful clusters faced with global pateof subcontracting problems in keeping
abreast of new technologies in internationalizedketa by protecting existing inter-firm

relations within the existing districts (Glasmeir991; 1994), not all networks exhibit
horizontal, mutually beneficial and egaliterian rdwter. To avoid lock-in, as Kautonen
(1996) suggests, network relations that will leadninovation are needed both within local

milieux and in the global environment.

Innovation in regional clusters is the notion ofdensely connected localized inter-firm
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network which generates variation by establishiriddes to extra-regional network clusters
in search of new knowledge and complimentary resesurThis notion is well documented
in the literature on neo-Marshallian nodes (Amind ahhrift, 1992) which combines

Marshall’s logic of a local division of labor withon-local exchange relations forward and
backward the value chain. Research on the glolalanks of the London media industry
has illustrated empirically that firm networks sistinnovative potential by economizing on
local proximity and selective access to knowledgermal to the urban cluster (Nachum and
Keeble, 2003). The logic of local clustering anabgll linking is also implicit in the

literature on global cities. If the regional econoim dominated by just one interconnected
cluster, variation through external linkages bec®meicial to avoid technological lock-in

and subsequent economic decline (Glickler, 2007).

Apart from that, it is emphasized in the literattiat only successful firms could be linked
to global knowledge networks. Advantages and kndggeof these global networks come
into that locality and disseminate through the loework relations of externally connected
firms. While locality provides firms information drcommunication infrastructure, human
capital, social capital, local knowledge pool, firrhoth local and global network relations
provide locality an integration opportunity to gidbmarket, external knowledge and capital
flow, synergy and other opportunities for developméiowever, global network density of
a cluster may also change by the diversity of fitype, in other words, the existence of firm

type and firm size in that cluster which determitteslevel of networking of that cluster.

In the interactive global environment, it is clauinhat transnational companies play a key
role (Van den Berg et. al. 2001). Especially welaurced large industry players have been
upgrading and globalizing their network systemsa(Br, 2005). Several studies in industrial
development have highlighted the close link betwegobal networking and large
companies. As argued earlier by Asheim (1992)aidistrict firm dynamics may be altered
when large firms emerge within clusters or penet@usters from the outside. Tddling
(1999; 695) claims thatohly a small share of firms has truly global linksthe innovation
process, despite much emphasis on this phenomertbe literaturé. In addition, Tédling
and Kaufman (1999) claims thatdrger firms interact more with support institut®mand
global value chains are important in innovativeiaities’. Shortly, empirical studies about
relationship between firm size and networking (Aradd Sternberg, 2000, Kaufmann and
Todling, 2000) suggest that smaller firms are nepatially embedded and strongly tie with

local networks than large firms.
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Lynch (2000) comments on the stable mentality ofESMind their resistance to external
interventions. However, Greffe (1994) claims thata$f tourism companies tend to have
network structures that exist only within a cluster complementary products, such as
accommodation, catering and transport. Generdllig implied from earlier literature that
large companies are strong enough to develop glibhges, while small companies

generally lack the resources to keep abreast afldpments, and thus act individually.

Some studies claim that there exists an asymmepager relation among global and local
actors. This is because the existance of diffeetors which have different level of
resources and status, such as competence and &tfmnmlt is suggested that “power
governs the interaction of individuals, organizasicand agencies influencing, or trying to
influence, the formulation of policy as well as fism policy and the manner in which it is
implemented” (Hall 1994:52). Power relations argamant in order to define how global

networks are connected to local systems and tloesact these systems (Eraydin, 2002b).

However, networks are seen as channels for theaagehof knowledge and information that

are needed to access resources. ldeas and infonntath be shared more easily between
agents in the same neighbourhood than between firmish are dispersed (Audretsch &

Feldman, 2003; Gordon & McCann, 2000).

To gain dynamic competitiveness in contemporarynenac conditions, there is a need to
know what happens in other regions and firms. As seen from the previous examples, the
only way to get knowledge is through ‘global netking’ (Eraydin, 2001). Global networks
provide opportunities for new cooperations, buthat same time these networks have some
limitations by dominating some conditions. Theical factor for economic success is not
the presence of local relations of associationiasttutional advancement but the ability of

places to anticipate and respond to changing eatenrtumstances (Amin, 1999).

Nowadays information, technology and other oppaties are provided by global networks
because of the need to know what happens in otigggns and firms. That is why not only
local networking but also global networking becamrmicial for all of the firms in

contemporary development debates which functiorogen gates in order to adapt the
different types of knowledge (Eraydin, 2003). Ukitely, local agents should achieve to
form different type of global networks simultanelyu§ his promotes an important success

for local environment to be competitive.
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The increasing attention to networking can be ustded by giving attention for
organizations, associations, management, entramsrip and intra and inter-organizational
ties within the network field. Network ties are ogoised as a resource of “social capital”
(Burt, 1995; 2005; Lin, 1999; Mouw, 2003). In tht®ntext, examining institutions,
institutional thickness and their roles to interteiithe local and global levels of networks

between firms will be crucial for evaluating thesess of firms and clusters.

2.2.3 Importance of Institutions and Institutional Thickness in Cluster Development

In addition to the elaboration of clustering andwaeks in recent industrial geography
literature, there appears to be a resurgence efres interest in the role aistitutionsin

promoting firm growth and transformation in clusteKey concepts such as ‘institutional
thickness’ (Amin and Thrift, 1994), ‘institutionadapacity’ (Phelps and Tewdwr-Jones,
1998) and ‘institutional spaces’ (Jones, 1998) hbggun to emerge in the literature of
industrial geography based on firm formation angiceal development. Institutions arise
because people interact and agree to do certaigsthin certain ways. They are not static

entities and continuously respond to changing castend emerging structural crises.

In the examination of institutions and institutibriynamics, contemporary literature has
served many ways to define institutions. In a dogical perspectiveinstitutionalisationis

the process by which individuals inter-subjectivapprove. Institutions arise because people
interact and agree to do certain things in cemaigs. Once institutions are there they blocks
certain paths of action and enable other oneseBsor parts of systems can then be said to
follow their own evolutionary path, but this pathdependent on other paths related to its

own (Appelman, 2004).

In this context,institutionsinclude not only formal organizations, but alsorenanformal
conventions, habits and routines which one suddaaver time (Amin & Thrift, 2000; Scott,
2001, Amin, 1999; Nelson, 1998; Hodgson, 1988;shieland Winter, 1982). According to
the definition of Scott (2001), institutions conaostability but are subject to change
processes, both incremental and discontinuous.afts sy sociologists, there are different
types of institutions such as kinship groups, dadasses, religious systems, and voluntary

associations where common beliefs and values are Ikely to exist (Scott, 2001).

Also, institutionscan be taken &@srmal organizations whichan be defined as the players in

which groups of individuals bound by a common pggdo achieve objectives. They
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include political bodies, economic bodies, sociatlibs and educational bodies. Formal
organizations have codified rules and regulatiomat tdefine and prescribe the roles,
privileges and obligations of members of a soci®nganisations are comprised of firms and
productions systems and are formed when firms adi/iduals come together to share
physical and intangible inputs under the umbreliaassociations. In fact, associational
economy is a repertoire in which intermediate assions (e.g., business networks, trade
associations, labour unions, civil associations sman) are empowered to foster social and

economic development and political stability.

According to Gibbs, et. al. (2000), the succes®cdl and regional economic development
is closely related to the strength of ‘institutibrapacity’ within an area. Institutions are
seen as the critical factor in contemporary develapt approaches due to reducing
information and transaction costs. That is whyiiagons became the crucial determinants
of the efficiency of markets (Harris et.al, 1993 regional innovation systems, institutions
have a critical role to determine the rate anddiihection of innovative activities (Lundvall,

1998). As in the role of regional governments,iingons links the actors and match them
according to the needs of innovation, at the same initiate collaborative activities among

different actors (Landabaso, Oughton and Morga@9)1.9

The formal institutions in the region have a legdiale to facilitate and organize networks.
In this respect, the role of multinational corpamas, leading local firms, special
organizations such as private firms, regional mulitistitutions, central state sponsored
bodies and international organizations are imporiarthe organisation of both local and
global networks to be competitive in the global iemyment. Because associations are an
important source of learning and adaption, netwofkassociations in the economy facilitate
the spread of information and capabilities andgtespect of economic innovation through

social interaction.

Porter emphasizes that thpportunity of associations to enhance cluster cefitipeness is
much greater than governmentSloreover, he claims thdtade associations are more
effective that national associationhe associations can resolve conflicts of interes
between firms. Associations may take a varietyoofrs. Traditionally, they represent their
members in their dealings with their governmentblp for more favorable economic
policies, and often negotiate collective wage agesgs with trade unions. Their other
traditional function is a social one by providing raference group for individual

entrepreneurs (Helmsing, 2001). Recently, the esiphshifted to two other functions: the
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provision of real services and what Streeck andnfiitdr (1985) called “private interest

governance”.

The expanding role played by business associatiamsbe due to several factors. The first
is the transformation of the role of the statedoremic development. Neo-liberal thinking,
which gained ground in the 1980s and early-199@sidad national states to reduce their
interventionist economic policies. Market forces@vexpected to provide better solutions to
the problems of economic growth. Since, then thexe been a growing realization that
market responses are not automatically forthcomlimgavoid the old trap of government
failure, new forms of governance are advocatedr(idelg, 2001). Business associations are
the crucial actors articulating concerns and demasfdproducers, pooling resources and
providing semi and public and club goods (Best,0199umphrey and Schmitz, 1996;
Maskell et.al.,1998; Meyer-Stamer, 1997).

Globalization has considerably increased the coxitglef the economic environment in
which firms operate and they need access to spgcialsiness services. In this context,
business associations provide such services, toagrilsuting to collective efficiency
(Helmsing, 2001). They constitute a key dimensidntte ‘institutional thickness’ of
industrial districts and considered important congrds of local social capital (Amin and
Thrift, 1994).

“Institutional thickness’is discussed as an important component of comyatitiss of a
region with respect to institutional capacity ofimn. It is also ubiquitously not available
regional capacity as institutional endowment (Araimd Thrift, 1995). Local institutional
thickness can be defined as the combination obfactluding inter-institutional interaction,
synergy, collective working for a common purpose ahared values. The thickness needs
the trust type of relationships and continues tongate entrepreneurship. A strong
institutional presence (number of diversity of ingtons), high levels of interaction amongst
institutions in local area, mutual awareness oh@pen a common enterprise are the factors
that contribute towards the construction of insittmal thickness (Amin and Thrift, 1995, p.
102).

The involvement of institutional networks and logadrtnerships constitutes important
mechanisms to enable economic and social integré@diver and Jenkins, 2005). Putnam
(1993) argues that membership and engagement imntany associations foster

communication and dissemination of information gederate and reinforce trust in societal
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norms which is conducive to co-operation and ecdoodevelopment. In fact, this
associational economy is taken as a repertoire hichwintermediate associations (e.g.,
business networks, trade associations, labour anioivil associations and so on) are

empowered to foster social and economic developanahpolitical stability (Yeung, 2000).

Global and local relations which argue that ‘sustsregions flourish as a consequence of
institutional thickness, creating powerful localdes of economic activity within an

increasing competitive global economy (Amin andiftht992).

Amin and Thrift (1995) identify four elements tachd institutional thickness:

- Institutional presence,
- Networks,
- Structures of power,

- Domination and control.

In addition, institutional thickness became impuottay including;
- enterprice support systems

- political institutions

- social citizenship (Amin &Thrift, 1995).

The factors of institutional thickness producedaixcomes (Ozelgi, 2002, p. 67-68);
1) Reproducing of local institutions.
2) The construction and deepening of an archive ofraony held knowledge of both

the formal and tacit kinds.

3) Institutional flexibility, which is the ability obrganizations in a region to both learn
and change.
4) High innovative capacity, which is not just specito individual organizations but,

is the most common property of a region.

5) The ability to extend trust and reciprocity.

Institutions reproduce themselves continuously #wedreproduction is incomplete to adapt
the contingent conditions of environment. In thisnext, localised capabilitiesand
institutional endowment are taken as the suppoutimgponents of institutional capacities.
Localised capabilitiesare defined as “the specific combination of loxedi factors which

influence the distribution of economic activity tween and within each country or region”
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(Maskell and Malmberg, 1999b). Localised capabditivhich firms locate and build their

competitiveness in interaction with, are primatipsed on (Maskell and Malmberg, 1999a);

- the region of built environment
- the natural resources accessible in the region
- the regions specific institutional endowment and

- the knowledge and skills available in the region.

Beside localised capabilitiegnstitutional endowmentis also important to promote
competitiveness for firms and regiomsstitutional endowment was defined by Maskell and
Malmberg as by embracing the rules, practices,imest habits, traditions, customs and
conventions associated with the regional supplgagfital, land and labor and the regional
market for goods and services. This also includesntrepreneural spirjitthe moral beliefs,
the political traditions and decision-making pree$, the culture, the religion and other main
values characterising the region. In addition &sthcharacteristics, institutional endowment
facilitates the localised knowledge creation aretdfore developkcal learning capacities

in the formation of the competitive advantages epeed by firms in some regions but not
in others. The institutional endowment simultangotigygers or limits the development of

firms in the region by having or not having tramgfative capacity.

In the global competitive and technological envinamt, firms need to continously upgrade
their capabilities. Although much technological Whedge is codified and increasingly

globally accessible, use and successful adaptatidocal circumstances necessiates tacit
knowledge (Maskell et.al, 1998; Raco, 1999). Figas acquire this on the basis of their
own resources to a certain extent, but smallerlassl experienced ones need to draw on
external resources in order to learn. Associatiaip to develop the preconditions necessary
for ‘collective learning’ (Keeble et.al, 1999). Tugh local business associations linking up
with business associations in ltaly, they obtaifrete models’ on how to reorganize their

industry and bring their own practices up to gloftaindards. Associations may be conduits
through which firms ‘learn by interaction’ (Morgafh997; Raco, 1999). They also benefit

from economies of agglomeration.

Associations are also important institutions foollective entrepreneural drive’. While
associations can play a positive role, they cao edmtribute to a ‘lock-in’, in the sense that
they adhere to existing routines and practicesanadinable to change and make use of new

opportunities. In this competitive environmentsiproposed that government should have a
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production rather than a distribution focus, segkin shape markets, stimulating and
undertaking complementary investments in businegp@t systems, and encouraging firms

to develop strategic alliances (Best, 1990).

Empirical literature which is concerned with thenm@tion and the role of a particular local
set of private institutions — business associafidrede organizations and chambers of
commerce shows that, these private sector institstihave both the potential and the
capacity to promote a sense of shared group igleatitd to strengthen the voice of local
firms, e.g., in the case of the Lace Market Manuwfiars Association in the Nottingham
Lace Market (Crewe, 1996). Studies by Bennett (b99BD98a; 1998b; 1998c; 1999) have
also shown that voluntary local business assoadstin Britain are most effective if their
spatial reach is confined to small geographicahsréocal business associations act as local
business clubs and play an important role in infdrbusiness advice as well as developing
contacts and marketing networks. They are, howengnerable to competition from public
sector service providers which receive state sidssidOn the other hand, the larger and
government-approved business associations tene tough better resourced and capable of
working with the government to develop services araanbership. These empirical findings
imply that while small chamber development can beoaraged at the local level, public
policy should continue to be directed at increashrgygeographical scale and service scope

of the larger chambers and business associatieasa{so Glasmeier, 1999b).

Ultimately, institutional relations are seen asicai in facilitating the (local) collectivisation

of economic, social and cultural practices whiclalde regions to prosper in competitive
environment (Cooke and Morgan, 1995; Sassen, 199Dther words, institutions provide
the basis for localised social and economic netsjotkerefore strong local institutional

relations may act as a prelude to regional econsmuacess (Amin and Thrift, 1995).

2.3 Summing up: The important issues in new theor&al discussions

Recent studies have shown tlstatial agglomeration, institutionand the formation of
networksare clearly important for the competitiveness hfsters and firms. In recent
theoretical contributions to industrial geograpByorper (1997a; 1997b; 1997c) and Scott
(1998) argued that territorial development is digantly embedded in networks of
relational assets and geographical proximity paldity at the local and regional scales such
that ‘territorialization is often tied to specifinterdependencies in economic life’ (Storper,
1997a: 20).
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According to Novelli et.al (2006), clusters andwatks are vital for regional development
increasing the productivity, performance, innovatoapacity and local businesses’ critical
mass. Moreover, it is claimed that the succeseaalland regional economic development is
closely related with the strength of ‘institutior@pacity’ within an area (Amin and Thrift,

1995; Raco, 1999; Amin, 2000; Gibbs, et. al.,20@Mong linkages with formal associations
such as between firms, government and associatioasgeographically clustered area are

taken as the critical factor in contemporary depgient approaches.

Emerging development debates are mainly focusedampetitiveness and competitive
advantage to describe the development of a reguadity. In this competitive environment,
firms have to react with speed and be flexible innew approach of “cooperative
competition” by investment decisions, by the effertuse of technology and innovative,
relational organizational structures. AccordingMorgan et.al. (2000), competitiveness is
seen to be achieved by the role of networking. Ptorg competitiveness, creating
competitive advantagieave taken as crucial factors for nations to attaphanging global
environment (Porter, 1990; Scott,1995; Cooke,198¥in, 2000). However, in this
competitive environment not only competitive ademy#, but alscomparative advantagar
characteristics of clustersould be taken as primary inputs for local develeptr{Figure 1).

In this context, historically accumulated advantaged network externalities at local and

global level are taken into consideration.

Clusters and their role are also discussed in tmext of competitiveness debates, as a
geographically concentrated group of firms, largd amall, interact with each other by joint
ventures, subcontracting and other collaboratitengits by gaining external economies of
scale with doing this, therefore deriving internatill competitiveness from local sources
(Cooke, 1995; Bergman and Feser, 1999; Porter,)2G08 implied from the disscussions of
local development that, cluster dynamics, extetieali skilled labour, human capital, social
capital, intense levels of interfirm collaboratioretworking and technological innovations
offer some of the key factors for growth and contpeness (Porter,1991; Amin,2000).

In addition, competitive advantage shifts to snmigtleoducers working in flexible, market-

based, information rich collaborative relationshipsico,1999). As Cooke(1998) notes, the
central factor of clusters lies in the collaboratiand competition type of relationships to
sustain competitive advantage. These relationstipse into influence by the creation of

local voluntary associations which act as mediatordocally based interfirm coordination
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and cooperation that allow for the creation of maltuetworks of knowledge creation and

production.

In the guidance of these debates, the comparisord®felopment models as regards to
changing components tried to be represented inré&iglh With respect to these
conceptualizations, important factors for local elepment can be defined under three
factors such athe role of new institutional dynamics, relatioryinamics; local and global
networks and cluster dynamick/nder this classification, widely emphasized dast of
development such as externalities, specializatinth @yglomeration opportunities, skilled
labor, human capital, social capital, collaborataction, new modes of governance, self-
governance and multi-actor partnerships, assoomtio partnerships, knowledge
disemination, information exchange, knowledge slamenerships, local learning capacity
and innovativeness (Figure 1.) are elaborated lmwisly their connections with other

development factors.

The direction of relationship, the effects and ficat implications of these factors on cluster
development and competitiveness are elaboratedr uimtkd outputs as; an increase in
production capacity, entrepreneurship, investmeaptacity, that makes increase in income

generation, firm growth and employment opportusigseach as skilled and non-skilled labor.

When we look at the relationship between local graent factors in detailnstitutional
capacity relational capacity and general capacities of carstare defined as crucial factors
for defining the local development of a region/tdusinstitutional capacitieandrelational
capacitiesof clusterscan be taken asontributing inputsfor the development of clusters
(Figure 1.).
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Institutional capacities refer the change in regjota systems, and emerging multi-actor
partnerships at different geographical leveldew regulation systemsefer the new
reciprocal decision making systemand new governance mechanismik fact new
institutional capacities of clustersupport the social capital formation of that chusby
increasing trust and collaborative action environmén addition to the contribution of
social capital formation, the well working instial capacity of cluster promotes local
learning capacity, collective efficiency and knodde share partnerships thereby the
development of innovative business and the comentiess of that cluster (Figure 1.). In
practice, emerging public-private partnershipsuatdry associational partnerships and joint

projects may contribute to the success of thatetus

Moreover, as a contributing factomelational capacities of clustersan be taken as a
crucial factor to be competitive in global envirommh Relational capacities involve the
capacity of local and global networking of thatstkr. Local network of a cluster nourishes
from externalities, locally embedded tacit knowledgompetence of manpower / human
capital existing in that cluster. When local netigorcombined with multi-actor local
institutional capacities, then social capital candeveloped to promote collaborative joint
action, local learning capacity, collective effiotyy and knowledge share partnerships based

on innovative business, all of which contributéhte development of that cluster (Figure 1.).

The promoting factors such as local learning capacollective efficiency, knowledge share
partnerships, innovative business and technolayysfer represent thetermediate outputs
of the region (Figure 1.). Cooperation with custosnsuppliers and partners through formal
and informal local networks can be considered asnthin sources of learning process and

innovative activities (Cooke, et. al., 1997).

In development approaches of 1980s, local embeddsdtacit knowledge (Asheim, 1997,
Maskell and Malmberg, 1999), local institutional veonment and shared cultural
backrounds of network participants (Maillat, 1996¥%al networks for the creation of locally
shared tacit knowledge have been strongly emplthse® critical factors of local
development (Plummer & Taylor, 2001; Amin, 2000)owéver, for supporting the
innovative environment for innovative businessrehis also a need for developing global
networks to prevent the cluster from lock-in sitoatby providing information, technology

and capital transfer.

In that view, the strong linkage between local ghobal networks and the institutional
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structure support this relations which are alscciatufor increasing technology transfer,
knowledge dissemination in global environment. Ime tguidance of this situation
institutional structure and the level of networkscél-global) can be emphasized as the
umbrella components behind the all discussed Vasgabf local development to promote
competitiveness. Therefore, ongoing parts will déscthe role of local and global networks

and their determinants for successful tourism fiamg tourism clusters.

In addititon to the importance of local and globakworks, different types of linkages of
tourism firms in different tourism clusters will valuated. Some questions appeared in
mind when evaluating the theoretical debates oal ldevelopment in the context of tourism
case. Especially, the questioriWhich kind and level of networks and which type of
institutions are more crucial for successful cluste’hich are specialised tourism services?
become important for tourism case whiclrisd to be evaluated in the following chapter by

focusing on tourism literature and the structuréoafism sector.
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CHAPTER 3

THE INCREASING IMPORTANCE OF NETWORKING
AND NEW INSTITUTIONAL SET UP IN TOURISM
DEVELOPMENT

The theoretical framework of this thesis has be&tudsed in the previous chapter by
emphasizing the paradigm shifts and transformationglevelopment approaches from the
domination of nation state interventions to a fd&imulti-actor networking initiatives of public,
semi-public and private sectors. By the effect tmbglization and technologic development,
competitiveness has become the core issue foeealbrs, firms and clusters. In this competitive
environment, networking has been accepted as a very importastbrfeof competitive
advantage of regions and companies (Porter, 1@80hpanies and regions actively engage
in networks and create new institutional set-up®rider to survive in the volatile global
market. Network relationships are particularly impat for the tourism sector, as groups of
organisations cluster together to form a destinatontext (Pavlovich, 2003). Although
creating a competitive destination is the core comrmgoal for tourism companies, which
encourages them to join together (Jamal & Getzb1@ay, 1989; Tinsley & Lynch, 2001;
Hassan, 2000), tourism companies collaborate aldmmnefit from the different advantages

of networking and collaboration (Selin & Chavez939Bramwell and Sharman, 1999).

Networking among those involved in the developn@riburism can bring certain benefits
to all the participants: Firstly, networks help decrease transaction costs and allow an
exploitation of the economies of scale and scopaiious activities (Tremblay, 2000), since
they spread the risk and enable access to comptargersources (Kumar and van Dassel,
1996). Secondly, networking potentially avoids ttest of resolving adversarial conflicts

among stakeholders in the long term (Healey, 198%3)the sharing of ideas among the
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participants of a network results in a richer ustierding and learning of issues, and leads to
more innovative activities (Roberts and Bradley 91,9 Camagni, 1991; Todling and
Kaufmann, 1999; Roome, 2001). Learning-based né&tware important for increasing the
capabilities of firms through rules that guide thehaviour of interacting entities (Kogut,
2000). Thirdly, as emphasised by Lane (1994), bolative networks improve the
coordination of policies and related actions, arahpte the consideration of the economic,
environmental, and social impacts of tourism in elegment strategies. Fourthly,
networking enables a large number of small actatis kmited resources to be a part in the
decision-making process, especially those that aamursue sustainable development

independently.

Although tourism is taken as “network type of angamrization” due to its strong
complementarity character, networks of tourism aorgations still have received
comparatively little attention in literature. Pearcommented in 1992 thawithin the

now extensive tourism literature tourist organizais have largely been ignored”
This neglect is apparent in much of the literatume networks between tourism

organizations.

Networks are the core features of clusters. Netingriks very important for clusters, and
clusters are generally defined by the local netaofiherefore, networks between companies
and clusters are discussed in the same theordteaework. Many network relations
between companies can be located in a specific(si@@aden Berg et.al., 2001) and broaden
at a local level in a cluster. The term ‘clustexfars to a localized network of specialized
organizations, which includes close local linkswestn companies from different levels in
the industrial chain. However, in development étere it is emphasized that ‘not only local
networks but also global networks make importanttidoutions to the competitiveness of
clusters’. As to the debates in the literaturegedlities provided by local networks create
difference when linked with global networks. Theref by revealing the type of clusters and
the type of firms which have strong global networksportant assumptions can be made

related to the competitiveness of different clustand firms.

In this chapter, relationship between tourism avwhl development is analysed within the
perspective of clustering, local and global netwagkand new institutional set up. This
chapter starts with discussing the importance afism in local development. Then, the
crucial importance of networking and institutionigvelopment in building tourism clusters

are evaluated. The significance of networking feveloping sustainable tourism cluster is
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discussed subsequently. In this context, typegtforks such as governmentally supported,
environmentally sustainable and firm based netwakwerging in tourism literature are
discussed detailly. In the context of firm basetivoeks, types and levels of networking
between tourism firms are classified inspring fralme examples of the literature.
Consequently, a new theoretical model is offeresetlaon emerging theoretical discussions

and empirical studies for evaluating the relatietwzen tourism and local development.

3.1 Tourism as one of the basic sectors of Local Beopment in the Contemporary
Period

By the effect of globalisation and technologicablewion, places started to compete in a
contingent international environment. In the intg¢onal context, tourism is widely

recognised as an instrument for promoting localneoac development (Agarwal et al.,

2000) that force places to compete. There can b#enging that tourism is a major global
economic force and world’s largest industry (Joard Haven-Tang, 2005; Lickorish and
Jenkins, 1997; Sharpley, 2000), also plays a majler in bringing people and countries
together, contributing to mutual understandingwadl as being an important source of
revenue and employment (Crouch and Ritchie, 1999ni&n, 2000).

According to the World Tourism Organization (WT@@Q2), tourism is a sector that favors
local development because it generates jobs, isesethe income of workers and stimulates
capital investments through new business oppoitisnitvhich results in the establishment of
new organizations, including SME, among other athges. As reported by the World
Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC), the contributiof tourism to the global economy
after 2000s encompassed more than 10 percent ®os®stic Products; created 250
million jobs, which equates to 8 percent of totalpdoyment and will generate 5.5 million
new jobs per annum until the year 2010 (Holden0200hird World countries have utilized
tourism to achieve improvements in balances of mas) to increase the general income
level; to create additional employment opportusitim stimulate economic diversification

and to decrease regional imbalances (Theuns, 2002).

Actually, tourism not only represents a major ecnitoactivity, generator of income and

employment but also promotes social developmentsimpact on employment creation,
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income redistribution and poverty alleviatfoifherefore, it can be stated that tourism plays

a major role in economic and social developmertiriryging people and countries together.

Until the 1980s the activity of tourism-led econordevelopment was confined narrowly to
the place marketing activities of the traditionahssun and sand resorts (Agarwal, 1999).
Since the 1980s, the increasing internationalimafioocess and the opening of national
economies have boosted tourism to becoming thendemmst global sector, second only to
the financial sectors (Silveira, 2002 in Cunha &hhha, 2005). Improved transport and
communications systems that have reduced travititegand costs, as well as the increasing
number of business trips and social gains havelerated the growth of tourism and the
internationalization process. In this process, isoorbecame “an essential part of the

economic development strategies of the local si&tall and Jenkins, 1995: 38).

In most economic activities, it is the product tredches the consumer, but when it comes to
tourism, it is the opposite in that the consumearksefor tourism services. Because of this
characteristic, tourism has a heavy impact on logalelopment. From this perspective,
tourism and local development are interconnectathime they take place if the regional
socio-cultural and environmental characteristies respected where the activity takes place
(Cunha and Cunha, 2005).

Tourism differs from other sectors in that it's guet can only be consumédloco, thereby
stimulating the development of other economic @iy (entertainment, trade, transport,
lodgings, travel agencies, crafts, supporting ses/iand amenities) in addition to the
development oinfrastructure depending on the cultural and emvirentalsustainability and

the generation of income and creation of local j@snha and Cunha, 2005).

Although there was an opinion that tourism couldphaaces work towards a ‘virtuous
circle of growth’ and an improved image to econohéwelopment, destination places need
to find new ways to be competitive in this enviramhby increasing interaction with global

spaces (Bramwell and Rawding, 1994; Géymen, 2000).

In that view, the satisfaction of tourist becameoartant to sustain competitiveness of a

place via tourism!If the visitor does not feel that a place is worghvisit then it will

8 More detailed description is available at
www.lib.umi.com/dissertations/preview pickup/81/6868153/1/00015.9if
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disappear from the tourist mapCooper, 1993). Tourist satisfaction largely depend

the quality of tourism services, facilities and ragement at the tourist destination.
According to Tosun and Jenkins (1996), this sati#da requires a flexible approach based
on organizational participation at local and globalel by reducing the dominance of

government decisions.

For improving this kind of flexible approach, adaain to international tourism is required
for tourism destinations. International tourism ff$erent contributions to local tourism
development, with technological improvements, gsliving standards and leading to the
rapid increase in visitor numbers. In simple tertosrism must be viewed as a transaction
process which is a once driven by the global gresiof multi-national corporations, geo-
political forces and wider forces of economic chlgngnd the complexities of the local
where residents, visitors, workers, governments emdepreneurs interact at the industry
(Milne and Ateljevic, 2001).

Several arguments claim that globalisation reddlcesrole of nations to one of de-and re-
regulatory facilitation. However, the national scaémains significant to any understanding
of tourism’'s development outcomes. In the globahklocontext of development, the
region/cluster taken as a vital component. In gurithe cluster has seen as an important
driving force to link disperate segments of theuistdy and enable destination networks to
form (Milne, 1998). In this environment, clusterse adiscussed in terms of ‘learning
networks’ and ‘reflexive institution forms’ and asenply viewed as vitatompetitive assets
on the supply side of the global economy (Swynged®000). Therefore, in the following
part, the importance of tourism clusters are evathiavithin the perspective of network

creation and institution building.

3.2 The Crucial Importance of Tourism Clusters in hilding Networking and

Institutional Development

Porter (1998) has pointed out that economic gedgyrapan era of global competition poses
a paradox: “In theory, location should no longerb®ource of competitive advantage. Open
global markets, rapid transportation, and highspeethmunications should allow any
company to source any thing from any place at ang”t Contrary to this argument, it is
also stated that location still remains a critifeadtor for competition, since the proximity of

companies in a limited geographical area providespetitive advantage.
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Many of the productivity advantages of clustersoime location-specific public goods or
benefits that depend on physical proximity, facdaime contact, close and ongoing
relationships, and “insider” access to informatidhe advantages that come with the cluster

concept are described as follows (Porter 1990;:205)

“Clusters align better with the nature of competitiand the sources of competitive
advantage. Clusters, broader than industries, oaptumportant linkages,
complementarities, and spillovers of technologyijllsk information, marketing and
customer needs that cut across firms and industri8sch connections are fundamental to
competition, to productivity, and especially, toetdirection and pace of new business
formation and innovation.... Viewing a group of coms and institutions as a cluster
highlights opportunities for coordination and mutimprovement in areas of common
concern without threatening or distorting competitor limiting the intensity of rivalry.”

Generally, the theories of clustering have mainBerb applied to the manufacturing
industry. This is still today dominating, despite ffact that the service sector, and as a part
of it the tourism and travel industry, is one o€ tfastest growing with a great future
potential. In this context, clustering in tourismncbe taken as an engine for regional and
national development. A cluster-based approachdiatism is interesting, not only because
of the service sector in general has been oveffeeenlong period, but also because of the

tourism and travel industry' covers some rathequmifeatures (Nordin, 2003).

Many of tourism products are being produced andveidd simultaneously; this is not
generally seen in other sectors. However, the éxpee of the tourist is still based on the
overall impression of the destination visited, whineans that the guest may not return to
the hotel, even if the stay was excellent if fastéance the restaurant nearby offered poor
service. This means that much of an individual igar business potential to achieve

growth lies outside the influence of the firm, lies inside the influence of that cluster.

According to Porter, a well-working system of plesy&an create added value, “a host of
linkages among cluster members result in a whosatgr than the sum of its parts. In a
typical tourism cluster, the quality of a visitoegperience depends not only on the appeal of
the primary attraction but also on the quality afficiency of complementary businesses
such as hotels, restaurants, shopping outletsirandportation facilities. Because members
of the cluster are mutually dependent, good perdoce by one can boost the success of the
others” (Porter, 1998, 77). This means that adtothe tourism industry can increase their
collective markets and capacities by working togethBy creating integration across

businesses and sectors to achieve synergy, newgisodnd services can be created and an
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innovative and competitive environment achievedalrt, working together in an integrated
system supports the development of economies ole,seghich may be critical to

competitiveness (Nordin, 2003). In this context,eeging tourism associations as a hew
institutional set up in tourism clusters has gaiimedortance by enhancing cooperation and

collaboration between tourism firms.

When thinking of tourism as an integrated systemairimited geographic area, the
importance of clusters, dynamics wiurism clusters comes to the agenda. The tourism

cluster is defined by Montfort from Porter's aggkeration concept as:

A complex group of different elements, includingwsees carried out by tourism companies
or business (lodging, restoration, travel agena@gsiatic and theme parks, etc...); richness
provided by tourist holiday experiences; multidirsiemal gathering of interrelated
companies and industries; communication and tratesan infrastructures; complementary
activities (commercial allotment, holiday traditgretc.); supporting services (formation and
information, etc); and natural resources and utstibal policies. (Montfort, 2000, p. 46)

Clusters generally arise naturally, but may needéaodeveloped to reach their fullest
potential. Their course of development may be erited by strategy plans, government
support and investments in infrastructure or jonarketing efforts. The interdependence of
attractions, services, transportation, informatioad promotion draw attention to the need for
collaboration and it is evident that companies tiedan a destination have a lot to gain from
being located in a close proximity (Nordin, 200Bgsides, Beni highlights the advantages of

tourism cluster (in Cunha and Cunha, 2005) as:

Tourism cluster is a group of highlighted touristtractions within a limited geographic
space provided with high quality equipment and ises; social and political cohesion,
linkage between productive chain and associatideurey and excellent management in
company nets that bring about comparative and ctitiyeestrategic advantages. (Beni,
2003, p. 74)

The participants of tourism clusters need to lobkhamselves as a part of an integrated
system. In order to remain competitive, networkeobsperations will be essential to a large
degree. Machiavelli (2001; 7) emphasizes thatdbmeration takes place with companies in
different sectors (vertical cooperation) furthenangies are developed and they generate
positive effects on the economic front (reductidrransaction costs) and, above all, on the

front of the qualification of the products offeréd.

Tourism industry has strong linkages with otherselg related industries and supporting

clusters, such as outdoor equipment, design, bgeerad food. Cooperation beyond natural
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borders ought to come easier to an industry thasatf embraces a multitude of sectors. A
system of linkages between tourism enterprisest@amdtors outside the sector is necessary

in order to satisfy the demands of the customers.

In this thesis, the concept of tourism cluster aken as a group of companies and
institutions bound up to a tourism product or grafigproducts in a tourism settlement. In
this context, the network relations of tourism argations are scrutinized by not only
covering the relations with actors in tourism sechat also covering the relationships with

actors outside the sector.

Consequently, the cluster-based tourism approaeimiee a destination’s travel industry
with an emphasis on increasing inter-sectoral @lsaand reducing tourism leakages. The
objective is not only to confer greater coheremcéhe industry but also to strengthen other
interrelated business sectors. Cluster strategieie\e their ultimate aim by enhancing the
destination’s overall economic resilience and bykimg it less dependent on one or few
economic activities. Clustering, as a means okfirsj economic growth, has been taken as
an approach for different tourism clusters and ggisuccess such as seen in Tropical North
Queensland in Australia, Napa Valley in United &aiwine cluster), the cluster initiative of
Africa; the township of Khayelitsha and Are& Funalsfjallen in Sweden (Nordin, 2003).
They involve a bottom-up approach in co-operatiod problem solving, thus ensuring that

the interests of small firms within the destinatame taken into account.

Increased integration strengthens linkages betweenravel industry and other economic
sectors, such as agriculture, construction andscrafinufacturing. These linkages create
opportunities for SMEs to provide restaurant sawjcsupplies of handicraft, consumables

and furniture to hotels, domestic transport, Idoatl operating and guiding services.

A key advantage of cluster-based approaches is tte¢ continuously connect the
marketplace by encouraging a culture of collabeeatiecision-making. This co-operation
embraces the concept of sustainability by avoidiogons that cancel out benefits through
invisible leakages such as harm to the environment worker exploitation. In addition,

conflicts of interest and the negative consequeatasp-down policy-making are avoided.

3.3 Network Relationships in Tourism Clusters

In the new production environment, the most effitielationships are based on the creation
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of alliances, partnerships and networks betweemsfirNetworks become crucial for
regions/clusters by promoting to adopt new techgi@® and to develop human and
social capital. Thus, networks are part of the dyicaorganizational creativity, directed
towards building and continuing competitive links the global economy and based on

strengthening existing competitive activities (@#st 2000).

Especially by the effect of neoliberal policiesge temphasis shifts on the coordination
process in tourism as industry comes to includemaations supplying services or goods to
tourists purposefully and routinelly involved in idg business with tourists (including
possibly some operators, resort hotels, airlineksteawvel agents, etc.) (Leiper, 1990). This
new situation presents a major challenge for alhtees and destinations aspiring to have a
larger tourism share, ledding to the restructumfghational tourism administrations and
emergence of new players, as well as new pattérosaperation and partnership (Géymen,
1996).

Destination regions rely on network formation (betm businesses, between the private
and public sectors) for the development of comipetitourist products. The increasing
technological dependence of the industry are likelyead to the further strengthening of
large enterprises, while also opening opportunif@@ssmall flexible firms. The use of
networking and strategic alliances becomes inanghsiimportant. For small firms this
will provide opportunities to overcome the disademes (most notably access to

technology) associated with their size (Milne artdljgvic, 2001).

In addition, Lazonick (1992) and Boekholt (1994)pvasize that in the performance of a
cluster; a major role is played by the networkial@tions, not only between the same type of
organizations, but also between organizations @mdpenies operating in different sectors.
It is seen that a complex system of connectionsiredrelationships are formed in tourism
clusters. Tourism networks are not equivalent wustrial networks due to the structural
characteristics of tourism. Existing co-operatidmedries which emphasize one layer
relationships consisting of vertical and horizontalue chains must contextually be
extended to allow for situations where differenyels of actors are of importance for
business success (Bjork & Virtanen, 2003). Due deedng complementary products of
activities, such as accommodation, transport atefiog, which co-exist alongside support
activities and infrastructure (Pavlovich, 2001 yriem firms and clusters comprise different

kind and level of network linkages.
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Firms and organizations in a cluster have not a@tical and horizontal but also quasi-
vertical, local and global relationships. Global rke conditions are causing a more
competitive arena. In this competitive environmentaddition to develop linkages at any
level, there is also a need to enhance verticalcquadi-vertical relations which have also
positive effects for the success of the tourisnstelu

Interdependence, small size, market fragmentatiwh $patial seperation are all factors
which may lead to desire for joint action, a wigjimess to unite to achieve common goals, a
need to form tourist organizations (Pearce, 199%prdependence leads to a need to
coordinate the different sectors to ensure thay tluection harmoniously, for example
promoting a common image, reduce risks, share by creating a synergy and at the
end, they will convert theeompetitive advantagéo collaborative advantaggHuxham,
1996). Leiper (1990) claims that despite the fragiee and expenditure-driven nature of
tourism related firms, the appellation of indugteynains meaningful if it refers to the firms
purposefully undertaking the joint coordinationtloéir activities for the purpose of servicing

tourists.

Within tourism, two characteristics emerge that dme pertinent to the relational
perspective. First, these interrelationships amhiémed around mixes of diagonal and
vertical linkages (Poon, 1990) and form a partiauistrialisation of tourism by loose
liaisons from across-industry groups (Leiper, 1990jus, the tourism destination generally
comprises different types of complementary and aiing organisations, multiple sectors,
infrastructure and an array of public/private ligka that create a diverse and highly
fragmented supply structure. Yet, it is this stowat combination that conditions the second
characteristic of tourism, in that strong marketeidependence forms between these
organisations, as suppliers pass customers fromoogenisation to another in order to

provide a comprehensive tourist experience (GréB84).

When researchers analyse and assess the desjirabitibrporate strategies such as vertical
integration, diversification, and transnational @&xgpion among tourism firms, difficulties
with industry boundary definitions emerge. Althougis difficulties exist, all tourism
organizations have relationships with other erstitisuch as suppliers, distributors,
competitors, public organizations, governments, athedr firms carrying out complementary
activities because of its nature which is baseddependence on internal and external

environment.

As it is seen from the discussions, the sectoowfism could be taken as an interdependent,
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inseperated, complicated, intangible and multigaettactivity (Jones and Haven-Tang,
2005) in its external and internal environment whis composed of a number of typical
subsectors such as transportation, hospitality, distkibution services (retailing and
wholesaling), as well as attractions (including amber of ancillary services which can
become attractions in their own right). In factjsita global activity which is affected by
many external developments from different scalebiaraffected and shaped by its internal
environment simultaneously. That is why the esshiolient of cooperative relationships with
other organizations at local and global increasingtlgarded as a crucial factor for

organizational performance and survival (Child &adlkner 1998).

When talking about tourism organizations, we musgket into consideration the
heterogeneous and complex product of tourism. lfirservices are distinct because of
functional heterogeneity (transport, hospitalitpurt operations and retailing rest on
different technological know-how) and spatial orltetal differentiation. Moreover,
industrial nature of tourism shows this heterogeaoit its firms and organizations (Lash and
Urry, 1994; Tremblay, 1998). Tourism activity incluster creates new “actors” (local
organizations, voluntary bodies, associations, emid concerned mayors, local
administrations, and municipal unions) that arelingl and capable of cooperating with
related actors in the sector. Therefore, each offem and organization has the capacity
to create different level of linkages to be comipeti in global market. Because
relationships between firms are taken as an impbadamponent of competitive advantage
(Porter, 1980).

Within tourism, two characteristics emerge that dme pertinent to the relational
perspective. First, these interrelationships ahiémed around mixes afiagonal and
vertical linkages (Poon, 1990) as complementary networkend form a partial
industrialisation of tourism by loose liaisons bbrizontal linkages as co-opetitive
(cooperative-competitive) relationfsom across-industry groups. That is why the tEmri
destination generally comprises different types afmplementary and co-opetitive
organisations, multiple sectors, infrastructure andarray of public/private linkages that

create a diverse and highly fragmented supply streg¢Pavlovich, 2003).

According to some tourism managers, establishintgrdorganizational relations is
increasingly important in the era of globalizatimnachieve collective and organizational
goals (Selin and Beason, 1991; Selin and Chaveédg;1Gunn 1994). In this context, types

and levels (local and global) of networks in a temr cluster need to be defined for
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evaluating their contribution to tourism firm anduster success. Therefore, in the
following part, firstly, the fields which tourismgants collaborate or develop networks
with other firms are scrutinized. Then, businessvoeks emerge between tourism agents

are examined detailly as to types and levels.

3.3.1 Public-private partnerships

In tourism literature, a wide discussion has bemerging based on partnership formation,
public-private partnerships and intergovernmentadlidons due to the advantages for
tourism firms, regions (Murphy, 1985 in Selin anda@ez 1995; Bramwell and Rawding,

1994; Selin and Chavez, 1995; Augustyn and Know2@€80; Greer, 2002; Young, 2002;

Dredge, 2006), and especially for less developeuitties (Tosun and Jenkins, 1998; Tosun,
1997,2000,2001; Brohman,1996; Goymen,2000; Seckel2@02).

Partnerships between the public and the privatebave recently come to prominence as
a strategic tool for tourism development (Selin &fdhvez, 1995; Augustyn and Knowles,
2000; Greer, 2002; Bramwell and Rawding, 1994).0peration within tourism regions
keeps much attention when the fragmented natutewfsm supply at destinations taken
into consideration. Partnerships between the pubiit the private sectors (Murphy, 1985
in Selin and Chavez, 1995) have importance amon@us forms of co-operation in
tourism (Augustyn and Knowles, 2000). Prime moiivas behind the participants vary
according to the type of participants. For instartice prime motivation for a private sector
operator may well be profit maximization, while tpablic sector may have more varied

such as economic, social and environmental objestfBramwell and Rawding, 1994).

Selin and Chavez (1995, p. 844) define the parigssas an arrangement devoted to some
common and among otherwise independent organisati&gually, a partnership can also
be regarded as a voluntary pooling of resourceswdsst two or more parties in order to
accomplish collaborative goals- in part a mutudf selp group (Gulati, 1998). A tourism

partnership is an agreement between a local itistittand a private company to work
together in establishing a tourism enterprise. Bathtribute to invest, and both share in the
benefits under terms of a long term agreementart also be called as a ‘joint venture’
(Community Tourism in Southern Africa, 2004). Inhet words, where a number of
interested parties contribute resources to devalégurism product whose total benefit to
potential customers is greater than the sum thahembers could offer independently is a

joint venture (Palmer and Bejou, 1995).
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A partnership can be a voluntary pooling of resesar¢labor, money, information, etc.)

between two or more parties to accomplish collab@ayoals. Partnerships may be highly
structured, characterized by legally binding agrests, or may be quite unstructured verbal
agreements between participating organizations yGri#985). When we consider

partnerships in tourism field, we can see the au#bons between park authorities and
support groups which voluntarily provide services local tourism attractions (Selin and

Chavez, 1995).

By confronting complex infrastructure problems auiriist areas, solution of these problems
requires a partnership between all those involwetié public and private sectors (Bramwell
and Rawding, 1994). Timothy (1999) identifies fdypes of partnerships in the context of
tourism planning. As well as the better known peHpliivate sector form, they may operate
among government agencies; among levels of admatimt (such as among nation, state
and municipality) and; among the same administeatevel(s) across territorial political
boundaries. The partnership is organised alongbwotal lines and involves both the public
and the private sectors. It involves reciprocahtiehs and sometimes develop from personal

contact (Augustyn and Knowles, 2000).

Social partnership is one of the more unusual fooisollectivities that is more common

with public-private partnership and as a statusso€ial problem-solving mechanisms.
Waddock (1989) proposed that three conditions nigspresent for organizations to
participate in collaborative efforts: recognitiorf mterdependence, perceptions that
significant benefit will result from the collaboiat, and recognition of importance of the

issue(s).

Besides these situations, Greer (2002) also simaioposed the conditions influencing the
development of partnerships that are subdividea ifdur categories as contextual,
stakeholder, decision-making and operational camdit He examined this conditions on the
development of partnerhips between the Northerarck Tourist Board and Bord Failte to
give an idea on tourism partnerships across ndtioegional and local administrative
boundaries. This scale of partnership relationsaise examined by Araujo and Bramwell
(2002), based on regional development perspeddtebr and Spekman (1994) suggest three
sets of behavioral characteristics as success ndieiag factors of interorganizational
relationships (IR): attributes of the IR (commitrhetnust, coordination, and interdepence),

communication behaviours (communication qualit§oiimation exchange, and participation
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in decision making), and techniques utilized tahes conflicts.

According to Gray and Jamal and Getz (1995), colation increases during crises, the
existence of problems which are bigger than anglsiorganization acting alone can solve.
As it is seen from the examples, the reasons tm farpartnership can appear in different
situations and different forms. Some communitiesehaaluable tourism assets, such as
wildlife or wilderness, but they don’'t have the oesces and skills to set up a profitable
tourism enterprise on their own. A private partoan bring finance, marketting and tourism
enterprise, so help the community to earn the dathmercial value of its resources, and
provide incentives for sustainable managemémart from that, a partnership also has
disadvantages: organizational seperation of toummarketting from tourism planning,

development and management (Bramwell and Rawd®@4)1 costs, commitments, sharing

of benefits.

Bramwell and Sharman (1999: 392-393, 411-412) dsfithe potential benefits of
partnerships and stakeholders’ collaboration agoitling the cost of resolving adversarial
conflicts; legitimizing decisions eventually takeémproving co-ordination of policies and
related actions; and ‘adding value’ by building tme existing store of knowledge, insights
and capabilities However, Bramwell and Sharman (1999) also hastempoint out the
limitations of such collaborative efforts. They gigexample on the case of the Hope Valley
tourism management plan in Britain, concluded tmatsultation leading to the preparation
of the plan facilitated by partial consensus; amat the existing unequal power relations

remained after this process.

Tosun (2001) claimed that the structure of intaomet! tourism industry depends on the
domination of Transnational Tourism Corporationd CE) in developing countries. It is
argued that the industrialized countries generateigt demand for most developing
countries. According to himtburism is an industry developed and run by forergnfor
foreigners. Large foreign firms dominate the flow patternkdeveloping countries as
seen in Turkish tourism sector. This external aantould be explained by the fragility
and unpredictability character of tourism sectorenkEle, dependency of tourism
development in developing countries could be exgdiby the time and scale of tourism
development in these countries at the dominationntérnational tour-operators and
multinational companies as decision-makers. That isay, unless the international tour
operators are willing to collaborate with develapincountries for sustainable

development of destination place, destinationsaoat recover themselves hit by crisis
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(Cavlek, 2002) and there will be a a real dangefoging the option of sustainable

tourism development.

Looked at this angle, tourism partnerships arectdté by the dynamic interplay between
internal and external forces, with the latter ighg diverse social, cultural, economic, and
political influences (Araujo and Bramwell, 2002)hdse external forces might include a
local crisis, the intervention of a convenor, aaleguthorization from central government, or
prior relations among stakeholders in existing oeks. More attention could be paid to how
such external influences interact with internabtieins in tourism partnerships during their

establishment, evolution, and possible closure.

3.3.2 Environmentally Sustainable Governance Praates

For more than two decades, already, sustainedamagntal quality and protection of the
environmental assets received a great deal oftmitens central policy issues in tourism
development. Although the development of tourismonpotes social and economic
development, it can also bring about many negativeacts to the economic, social and
environmental sustainability of the local community order to overcome negative effects
and benefit from its social and economic advantagiestainable development perspectives
based on collaborative network behavior try to eeetbped between public and private

actors of tourism.

In fact, the literature on sustainable tourism eagBes the importance of institution
building, the roles of different types of networks the creation of different institutions
(Dedeurwaerdere, 2004), and the steering role stftiions on a collectively organized
network (Kickert et. al., 1997, Schout and Jord#i0)3), although the existing ones are not
sufficient (Jamal and Getz, 1995; The Report oferimational Council on Local

Environmental Initiatives, 1999).

While the importance of institution-building haselbeemphasized, recently it has been
argued that collaborative and associative formg@fernance on environmental issues
among tourism firms and other related agents aceeasingly becoming important to
maintain sustainable environmental tourism deveklpnBrundtland Report, 1987; Ostrom,
1990; Clarke & Roome, 1999; Bramwell and Lane, 1996lin, 2000; Sharpley, 2000;
Hassan, 2000; Halme, 2001; Hardy and Beeton, 2D8¥hurst and Thomas, 2003; Mihalic,

2004; Buckley, 2004) and thereby enhance competiggs of firms as well tourism clusters.
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Networks for environmental governance can be dstad with a diverse range of
motivations in mind. These can include dealing waitbblems of crisis (Gray, 1989; Selin &
Chavez, 1995), initiating environmental planningjects based on consensus-generating
processes (Jamal and Getz, 1995, Bramwell and L20@0)), protecting and improving
natural assets (Hassan, 2000), and developing tpreaactions through new projects
(Ostrom, 1990). Reed (1999) emphasised that colidibo in networks is necessary since,
as also claimed by Devereaux Jennings and ZandbddfO5), individual stakeholders
contribute less to environmental sustainabilityntim@tworks of agent&inancial incentives
and contributions of governments as well as differéypes of awards, prizes and
competitions at the national and international lexage used to attract the attention of the
different actors (Fadaeva, 2004).

Selin and Chavez (1995) suggests that tourism @aftips intended to promote sustainable
development may vary according to such attributeshair geographic scale, legal basis,
locus of control, and their organizational diversiind size. Their geographic orientation
may be at a community, state, regional, or natiatalle, while the legal basis for their
establishment may come voluntarily from the grastsroor it may be mandated in

legislation. In addition, Jamal and Getz (1995)pwmse several factors for developing
collaborative relationships among stakeholders ommunity tourism settings for

sustainable tourism. These include having stakesldecognize their interdependence,
perceiving that benefits would enhance to partnemivers, utilizing the skills of a strong

convenor and having a strategic plan monitored bglborative reference group. Selin
and Myers (1998) investigated a partnership formbgdgovernment, community and

private sector tourism organizations correlatepastnership effectiveness. It is indicated
that administrative support for the coalition, fagk of belonging and trust, open lines
of communication and a sense of collaboration andperation among partners, contribute

most to developing and sustaining the partnerahigdistainable tourism.

3.3.3 Firm Based Networks: Strategic Alliances, Blisess Partnerships

Collaborating and cooperating with partners throtighformation of strategic alliances has
long been a feature of business strategy, but @iteation is given this partnership since the
late 1980’s (Evans, 2001). After this period, coatige and collaborative marketting
initiatives are widely discussed in tourism literat (Milne and Ateljevic, 2001; loannides
and Debbage, 1997-1998; Witt and Moutinho, 198qtt8a and Leisen, 1999; Palmer,
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1998; Trousdale, 1999; Palmer and Bejou, 1995; Byh099; Evans, 2001; Bayraktaroglu
and Ozen Kutanis, 2003).

Strategic alliancesare defined as “co-operation between two or morapanies, whereby
each partner seeks to add to its competencies mpioing with those of its partners”
(Porter, 1991). In addition, strategic alliances/sea clear strategic purpose, and it is this
strategic objective which distinguishes stratedl@rmces from other forms of inter-firm
cooperation. Also, strategic alliances create bendbm a mix of resources, the meshing of
firms’ culture and functions thus offering a strasygnergistic opportunity by accumulating

learning of knowledge (Morrison, 1994; Sautter artsen, 1999 ).

Alliances such as joint ventures, franchises orroom marketting agreements are based on
varying degrees of integration covering verticald almorizontal ones. Within strategic
alliances there are associated participation exg®ered an economic, operational and
contractual nature. Airlines now have equity baaed non-equity based strategic alliances
at global scale. Significant horizontal integratioocurs in travel agencies, usually in the
form of takeovers or mergers. Alliances also haegtical integration (backward and

forward) components that lead to increased copfrtiie industry’s value creation process.

Tour operators integrate forward into retail dlstition, marketting and sales, but not into
charter airlines or hotels. Airlines integrate fardl into marketting, sales, tour packages and
charter flights but do not build their own planexdaairports (Poon, 1994). Nonetheless,
participation in computer reservation systems tbhostrategic alliances has become an
essential tool for marketting. In this contextjaaltes emerging in the global distribution

chains of tourism become important.

In fact, in the 1990s a framework, called ‘globahtnodity chains’, is developed that tied
the concept of the value-added chain directly eodlobal organization of industries (Gereffi
and Korzeniewicz, 1994). This framework not onlyghiighted the importance of
coordination across firm boundaries, but also tteeving importance of new global buyers
(mainly retailers and brand marketers) as key dsive the formation of globally dispersed

and organizationally fragmented production andrithigtion networks.

In 1998, Clancy elaborateglobal value chaingor tourism sector to draw attention to the
role of networks in driving the co-evolution of emsborder industrial organization.

According to Clancy (1998), the sector of tourisas bbecome much more centralized and
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integrated at the global level. Trans national ocaiions (TNCs) have come to predominate

in hotels, airlines, travel agencies, tour opesatord restaurant chains.

Information technology has also fundamentally clghghe nature of the industry. For
instance, computer reservation systems (CRS) dhliavelers to plan almost every aspect of
a journey at once. They also link major firms dffgrtransport, lodging and entertainment
and therefore the separate components of tourisre bacome much more closely tied
together. For Clancy (1998), the governing struetofr tourism vary and neither conforms
purely to buyer-drivehor producer-drivel! commodity chains, in fact, tourism conforms

contract-driven chains.

Marketting systems of tourism can be more generelfissified undercomplementary
vertical or co-opetitive horizontalin nature. Vertical systemgefers to a co-ordinated
distribution channel, linking producers with whaéss and retailers, designed to achieve
operating efficiencies and marketting effectivene$bese systems are becoming the
dominant force in the process of hotel productrithistion such as Utell, Galileo Gulliver.
Horizontal systemeefers to voluntary chains which are related besirentities. Distribution

is concentrated through co-operation, and jointketding services which fosters collectivity
in decision making (Morrison, 1994; Yarcan, 199)e success of two systems depend on

collective action of a different group of businesse

Nature of Inter-Firm Networks in Tourism Industry

Tourism firms have relationships with suppliersstdbutors, competitors and other
organizations carrying out complementary activiti@he establishment of cooperative
relationships with other firms is increasingly reggd as a crucial factor for organizational
performance and survival. Raco (1999) claims tbanaximize theefficiencyof collective

resources, there must be a contact between sgmoifis organizations and other support
organizations (RDAs, large and small firm lobbiésnction specific producer service
agencies, trade unions, chambers of commerce, dothbrities). Hoteliers are seeking ways
to increase revenues by working with travel agent¢ge expand sales in a cost effective

fashion. At the same time, they are turning to hbt®kings to support their revenues as

° TNC based retailers set up and maintain arm’s lergjtttionships with producers who are located entthird

world. TNCs seldom own any of their own firms andtégad establish relationships with separately owned
often nearly leader dominated suppliers.

10 Chains that are large, vertically integrated tratisnal corporations internalize most aspects ofdpobion,

distribution and marketing processes.
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airline commissions are decreasing. Broadly spegkirew technologies, particularly the
Internet, are forcing them to change their trad@iomodes of operation. For instance,
traditional retail agencies greatly reduce theirokings unless they become virtual

operations (Medina-Munoz and Garcia-Falcon, 2000).

By the effect of globalization era, tourism woulgpaar to offer a logical arena for corporate
concentration. Its component sectors of transpmtpmmodation, entertainment, food and
beverages are closely integrated through the copsoimn patterns of travelers.
Concentration of tourism is based on two main moofegovernance: firstlyhorizontal
integration comprising horizontal mergers within each of teur's component sectors (for
example, between different hotel companies); aachrsdly,vertical integration comprising
mergers across these component sectors (for exabwgilgeen hotels and airlines)(Lafferty
and Van Fossen, 2001; Buhalis 1998; Yarcan, 19%¢6;1Dussage and Garrette, 1999).

Evolution of inter-firm relationships: a historicdevelopment perspective

In the past, the sector of tourism was comprisednadll and medium sized firms mostly
serving to their own markets. In the first devel@m period, in the early 1970s, a
horizontally integrated structure was observed betw these players. There was an
oligopolistic structure observed in the airlineslésted few trans-national hotel companies
dominate the hotelling industry, especially throuiganchise and contract management
agreements. The first large national tour operatrgerged especially in Europe. The
emergence of tour operators was mainly driven byirtbrease in ‘package tours’. According
to Lafferty and Van Fossen (2001), fordism offensare suitable environment for vertical
integration. Businesses start to pursue post-Fosttistegies because they offer the prospect

‘of higher profits, through customized products aedvices for & niche markets’.

Therefore in the following period since the ea®®Qs, vertical integration and international
expansion started to define the structure of thieigm industry. The national tour operators
started to vertically integrate along the tourisaiue chain by entering different markets
(Saubert, 2005). The major tour operators locatetVestern Europe and North America
exhibit a highly consolidated market structure. B§94, Hospitality Franchise Systems
(HFS) had acquired the rights to chains like RamiadaHoward Johnson, and Days Inn and
overtaken Holiday Inn Worldwide to become the warldargest lodging company
(loannides and Debbage, 1997).
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Selected examples of vertical integration existtipalarly in Europe where major tour
operating firms operate their own charter airlirsewd/or travel agencies. Similarly, the
Canadian Government allowed the Greyhound Canasladoapany to launch a low-cost air
service. Apart from vertical integration, anothgpe of integration namedglasi-vertical
integratiori was seen. This type of integration involves tlesagiation of travel-related
companies with essentially non-travel-based cotfmrs. An example of quasi-vertical
associations in the travel business include thegmee of hotel companies in the gaming
industry (casinos), plus the agreements enabliagtistomers of credit card or long distance
telephone companies to accrue frequent flyer miftas airline travel (loannides and
Debbage, 1997).

Economic background of inter-firm linkages obserietburism

Horizontal and vertical integration have been saareo-classical economics as determining
the profit rates of an industry, while permittingegter economies of scale, lower unit costs,
innovation and product differentiation. Howeverggh processes also reduce competition, by
the effect of increasing prices. Decreasing costsiacreasing prices raise profits, therefore
increasing incentives for both horizontal and eattintegration (Lafferty and Van Fossen,
2001).

Horizontal integration is seen as decreasing cesgsecially if the merged companies are
administratively centralized and rationalized. &#ncy-related and monopolistic motives
were typically assumed to drive horizontal inteigrai Tremblay, 1998). On the other hand,
vertical integration can enable firms to gain a petitive advantage over equally efficient
rivals, generating barriers to entry and greatetacey of contracts (Porter, 1980). Vertical
integration is associated with the need to contnalrkets, exploit synergies (or scope
economies) and reduce the transaction costs asmbaidth packaging (Tremblay, 1998).
The only attempts on vertical integration acrogstturism industry have been organized by

large organizations when they had relatively highfitability (Buhalis, 1998).

The most obvious catalyst for vertical integratiorihe tourism industry would appear to be
the airline sector (Benneth, 1997; Evans 2001}esihis highly capitalized and hence more
capable of making the necessary investment. Ingwusector, not only in airlines there is
vertical integration, there has been also a corslidie vertical integration in hotels and other
areas, historically started from gambling, then ement into hotel ownership by non-

accommodation corporations (Lafferty and Van Fos2801). In addition, international
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hotels and tour operators start to conduct thedragmons through a web of heterogenous and
differentiated contractual arrangements callingdanuch richer analytical framework than

the narrow market-firm dichotomy (Dunning and Mc@ugl1982).

Networks of airlines

By creating closer relationships with hotels, camtal companies, tour operators, and travel
agencies, airlines were believed to be redefinimgmiselves and entering the ‘tourism
business’. According to researcher’s, airlines weithe process of integrating dissimilar but
related activities, possibly to become tourism aspitality conglomerates (Tremblay, 1998).
It is seen that the airlines establishedlygamus relationshipgmultifaceted) based on
vertical integrationwith hotel groups, often investing in the part@knership of large
numbers of partners. After deregulation, differémtms of inter-airline alliances, rarely
involving ownership integration, emerged to expth# strategic advantages associated with
computer reservation systems and associated magketbols such as frequent flier
programmes (Buhalis, 1998,2000,2002; Evans, 2001).

Bennett (1997), defines partnerships within aidinary in the form that they take and as
such they have been variously defined as netwgokst ventures and strategic alliances.
They range from the formal to the informal and tdtical to the strategic. For airline sector,

he classifies two types of partnership as tactioébrmal) and strategic (formal).

Tactical partnershipsexist to gain marketting benefits that can be att@rized as loose
forms of collaboration. Especially, they do notdtwe major resource commitments and nor
are they high risk. These partnerships are encatesliin codesharing and feed agreements
that commonly occur between major and minor aigindowever,strategic partnerships
tend to be longer where commitment is sometimesodsirated by way of equity stakes. In
other words, strategic alliances is a particuladenof interorganizational relationship where
the partners make substantial investments in dpwejoa long-term collaborative effort
(Bennett, 1997). Lau (1994 in Bennett, 1997) dédfdérates a strategic alliance from an
equity investment joint venture on the basis thatrategic alliance does not require large

capital resources.

Indeed, the best example of collaboration in avrlisector due to such risks was the
collaborative venture between Boeing and Airbusdévelop a superjumbo which could

carry up to 1000 passengers (Benneth, 1997). Balmmiating through alliances, airlines
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are, in effect, reducing the competition. For extlie alliance between KLM and Northwest
only one service is offered on each Amsterdam Uffereventhough two services are shown
in the timetable. This is also true for other aegk such as THY/ Lufthansa. In the alliances
between major and regional airlines in the US,gaiicant outcome has been a decline in
competition (Williams (1993) in Benneth, 1997).

Reduced risk in airline alliances may be best showtihe franchise aggrements with UK
airlines. The franchise partners have a high level of Itaeit knowledge. Because of this
reason British Airlines has favoured collaboratover direct competition. Apart from these
advantages the choice of strong partner, to be ebtiwe in global market, becoming very
important for success of the partnership (Evan8128enneth, 1997). According to Evans
(2001), partner selection criteria based on capgbtlompatibility, commitment, control and
geographical fit. With these main consideratior$yesh by the economic imperative and
assisted by deregulation, airlines are formingaatles to improve profitability and thereby

secure their future in a dynamic sector (Benne?b/L

By the development of information tehnologies,ia@$ start to question the travel agents’
commission and the value of their services, theeefbey attempted to increase their direct
sale mainly through internet reservation systenmsnprter reservation systems, online
portals etc. (Dumazel and Humphreys, 1999; Alam@02; Jarach, 2002; Yi-Shon et.al.,

2003). In fact, airlines have been applying ontisehnologies for booking and ticketing for

decades. Since 1980s, the computer reservatioansy(&RSs) has played a crucial role in
the provision of airline services. In 1990s, CRS wdegrated with a revenue management
system. Car rental and hotel booking systems wsdreduced. Then, the entire system has
returned to a global distribution system (GDS) wihig the main idea behind current travel

websites on the internet. In addition, FrequeneFRrogrammes (FFP) new examples of e-

commerce related to airlines (Yi-Shon et.al., 2003)

Networks of Hotels

The hotel industry comprises of a unique econoruiigy in that it has really become two

businesses: providing hospitality services and esthte. Hotels, like much of the global
travel industry, began to form a clearer organiredi structure after the Second World War
(Clancy, 1998). Prior to the war most hotels andtaisowere independent operations.
Owners were operators, and they mainly cateredismbss travelers (EIU, 1988). After the

war, however, the industry was marked by the groeftassociation through chains, and by
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internationalization.

Transnational alliances have shown the diversitcaftractual arrangements (franchises,
management contracts, leases, and other sharimggaments over facilities, technology, or
marketting services); and the dominance of nontggaind minority share holding for
collaborative efforts involving some ownership pEpation (Yarcan, 1992; Tremblay,
1998). The prime motive behind the propensity ohynhotels to join a group lies in hotel
brandnames signaling a level of service, a typéaocility or a bundle of attributes. Such
signals reduce the transaction costs associatédnfitrmation asymmetries faced jointly by

firms and tourists.

The propensity of many hotels to join a group lietotel brandnames, signalling a level of
service, a type of facility or a bundle of attriesit These signals reduce trensaction costs
associated with information asymmetries faced fpibly firms and tourists. When hotel
services are offered in new destinations, the rfeedquasi-integrationmight well be
justified by considerations of human and managemesdurces development. (Tremblay,
1998).

In fact, the most common forms of non-equity exp@m$nto new markets for hotels have
been through management contracts and franchiBiotdp of them are contractually based,
and results in a fee being paid to the chain byotlhieer of the hotel. Franchise agreements
vary, but usually include use of the chain’s namnagdemark and other services such as
access to a toll-free reservation system in refoirm fixed fee along with other percentage-
based charges, while requiring the individual hadigl maintain certain standards. In
management contracts, responsibility for varioyseats of operation of the hotel fall to the
chain itself. Standard management contracts géyecahtain basic fee, incentive fee,

marketting fee and reservation fee to be paidecctiain (Clancy, 1998).

Networks of Travel Agencies

Travel agencies are different to other distributsiace they have no product stock of their
own and no economic or financial interests in thedpcts that they market. Travel agencies
tend not to sustain large risks because of hawiegnain objective of distributing the

products created by accommodation firms and toaraiprs.

Technology is a key factor to sustain new distitutpolicies and much more so in the

73



tourist sector, where travel and tourist organtegiplay a fundamental role in making the
sector more competitive. In addition, tour operstoespecially airlines but also
accommodation providers, are bypassing traditiahistribution channels in order to sell

direct to the customer via the Internet.

Several authors argue that the tourism is facimgwa period in terms of establishing new
policies and strategies regarding the form of tragencies and tour operators (Parra Lopez
and Baum, 2004). According to them, there are thypes of important technological ways
or developments in the travel agency sed&eprocessing(recently this has become highly
successful in distribution in the leisure sectorGmeat Britain); computerized booking
systemgCRS/GRS enable travel agencies to work in rea jonline) with their bookings);
Internet and travel agencieshis development has promoted competitive advmseor

some tour operators, as well as producing a saarifichange in travel agency distribution.

The role of travel agencies is expected to growmportance for three reasons: they vary
related to the consumers of tourism and often pldiey role in determining the type of
services sought; though travel agents are not sapeto computerized reservations systems
(CRSs), they are key players in the spreading of tezhnologies, including reservation;
there are tremendous opportunities for CRSdlewibly package holiday¢Poon, 1998;
Buhalis; 1998, 2002).

On this basis, it is stated that electronic disttidn offers opportunities for closer interaction
and co-operation at the local level. Moreoverslfiave much more importance in concrete,
heterogenous, service encounters for tourism sedwworeover, IT's help decrease
distribution costs, improve customer services, aedult in a competitive advantage
(Avcikurt and Korglu, 2000, p 113). Many examples can be given feruke of IT's in
travel agencies. For example, Travelweb, designeBdgasus Systems, is one of the most

developed virtual travel agencies in the world (Aksd Tarcan, 2002).

Moreover, new emerging Extranets provide a secintedface for networked enterprises, at
the same time facilitate a restricted access atedcionnectivity to authorized organizations
therefore facilitate the networking of tourism eptéses. Partnerships between
telecommunication companies and electronic trawg®naies such as British Airways-
Lastminute.com and Galileo-Trip.com facilitates wating (Buhalis and Licata, 2002;

Wang and Fesenmaier, 2004).
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Tour operators gaining some of the financial gdiat taccrues in the form of e-booking
discounts or priority access to best fares to enste by using of ITs. Although travel

agencies sell tour operators’ products and senticesigh agreements and collaboration
programmes, travel agencies have their own salegrgmmes like tour operators (Parra
Lopez and Baum, 2004).

According to Buhalis (1999), small and medium sizedrism enterprises (SMTEs) face
enormous difficulties competing with their largeruaterparts in the traditional distribution
channel (Buhalis, 1999). In this environment, thelation of electronic commerce on the
internet has allowed individual tourism suppliesscompete more equally with the larger
multinational brands for the global customer. Vidlartorell (2004) emphasize that the
internet increases the marketing and communicatmortunities for SMTESs, facilitating

direct links with potential customers and the dsttion process of their products. In
guidance of these situations, it might be said plaaticipating in strategic alliances provides

access to resources and strategic benefits (Marrig94; Wanhill, 2000; Smeral,1998).

In this perspective we can see the revival of sfivall gains much importance to maintain
independence of action, without becoming less lddit» the public and sales agents and not
losing market share. Computer reservation systédiS] have grown to become single
most powerful marketting instrument in the hotaltee to promote codified learning. The
availability of CRS technologies has created opputies for the creation of small and
medium sized firm networks in the travel industBubalis, 1993). By the effect of this
situation, strategic alliances has been formecktluce the vulnerability of the small firm
(Morrison, 1994; Thomas, 2000). The organizatioas be under the control of a larger
organization (as Galileo, Utell, Amadeus(travelrages, terminals)), or consulted structure
(as Gulliver) or a member controlled structure (Béfestern) (Morrison, 1994; Buhalis,
1998).

Interlocking business relationships have becomencom and competitors have frequently

become partners. Examples are;

. Budget Rent-a-Car entered into an agreement witis &v process Budget's car-
rental reservations.

o The Amadeus global distribution system (GDS) bouBistem One, which was

owned by Continental Airlines. Continental outs@ardts management information needs,

including reservation processing, to ElectronicdD@ystems.
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. A new company, System One Amadeus, was formed amtea equally by
Amadeus, Continental and EDS.

. Perhaps the most impressive example of competiier®ming partners was the
establishment of The Hotel Industry Switch Comphgyl6 rival hotel chains. (Coyne and

Burns, Special to Hotel Management Journal)

Beside these situations, it might be said thatribis method of commerce could threaten the
role of tour operators and travel agents in theefrand tourism value chain by removing
them as intermediaries (Steiner and Dufour, 1998juSter 1998; Hamil 1997; Vich-i-
Martorell, 2003). If information and knowledge arensidered to be a source of power for
parties involved in negotiation, the use of infotima technologies could lead to the
redistribution of bargaining power and change thelationships as negotiators (Porter and
Millar, 1985). Electronic marketing systems mayetiten tour operators to the extent that the
tourism principals will market and sell their prats directly to consumers, allowing the

latter to search for products and book them moiélgwand at a lower cost.

According to the debates of the literature, there avo main approaches in service
marketing defining the role of travel agencieshia éra of internet. The first one, ‘innovative
approach’ claims that the role of travel agencidktiansform and new distribution channels
will emerge by the effect of internet usage in neéirkg (Steiner and Dufour, 1998; Schuster
1998; Hamil 1997). The second one, ‘traditionalrapph’ (Sari and Kozak, 2005) states
that although information technology has importamintributions, the strong relation

between supplier and purchaser will continue aaditional role of travel agencies does not
change very much structurallizi 1998; Walle 1996; Sarkar, Butler and Steinfield 1995).
However, newly emerging internet reservation systdras threatened the role of travel
agencies (Vich-i-Martorell, 2003). In this conteittis not deniable that types of relations of
travel agencies have to change to adapt the consditof information technology and

internet. Some of the travel agencies try to dgvedertical linkages by purchasing hotels,
airline firms and tour operators to adapt themselsad to protect their roles from the

negative effects of internet reservations (Karcheg5).

Emerging Network Types between Tourism firms

The network approach is taken as a new organizdtiparadigm capable of enlarging the
transactional perspective by its dynamic chara@@amagni, 1993). Marshall in industrial

districts and Richardson in the coordination of atdlities had also emphasized the
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importance of networks in an industry. In networkhe centre of attention is on
experimentation through relational agreements batweusiness units rather than fear of

opportunistic recontracting and short term efficiegains (Tremblay, 1998).

Camagni’s (1993) two types of network organizatioely be more explanatory to understand
the network behaviors of tourism firms. First oeedncerned with the spatial distribution of
firms, called ‘innovative milieux’ including neiglliring firms sharingcomplementary
assetsand fostering entrepreneural initiatives which gaomote mutual advantages and
regional growth. Second one examines-opetitive (collaborative) assetss strategic
alliances among business entities linked throug¥ilpged communication channels, both
formal and informal, which have been referred teégonomics agjuasi-integration’ These
type of networks influences on tourism, the firsirresponding to destination-based
coordination of local services suppliers, and tleeoad explains cooperative alliances

between its larger, horizontally or vertically irdependent firms.

Camagni (1993), at the same time, classifies devdenefits of network alliances in three
categories. The first refers to the exploitationsofle and scope economies. In tourism
context, alliances and joint ventures between fistmaring technological and physical assets
such as facilities or reservation systems. Thergstonme emphasize the firms that undertake
cooperation to coordinate complementary assetsian&les are necessary to manage
dissimilar competences related through markettimgegies and product innovations. Cases
of vertical tourism quasi-integration fitting thilescription include long-term contracts and
alliances between various functions in the valuairchFinally, higher strategic dimension

motivate the creation of network linkages as coaipex assets; cooperative learning and the
shaping of technological trajectories (Tremblay,980 When we look at tourism

organizations in this view, we can see various ogtviype of behavior;

The first type of network found in tourism lies fmmmtally across firms holding similar
technological capabilities but servicing various rkeas and operating in different
destinations (Figure 2.). They invest in competenoé the traditional industry- or
function-specific type, for instance air transportinternational hotel expert know-how.
An increasing number of hotel consortia have besrated for the sake of sharing
marketing channels and investing in brandnamescadsd with more or less stan-
dardized product attributes, when contractual diol inside a given group vary
considerably (Go and Pine, 1995).
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Small differentiated hotels form loose partnerships the sake of coordinating these
marketing resources and improving the quality dditthuman capital through shared
training programs (Morrison 1994). Travel agents also observed to form horizontal
alliances when they service business travelers ppnanket segments of international
tourism (Feldman 1991 in Tremblay 1998). Moreowrine network expansion through

acquisition of other air carriers is an examplethifs horizontal alliance.

Hotel Hotel Hotel Hotel
Location 1 Location 2 Location 3 Location 4
Chain A Chain A Chain A Chain A
i |
——————————— Chain, Group or Alliance "A* — » — = — + — - — -

Figure 2 Network Type 1
Source: Tremblay, 1998

The second type of network suggested groups fitmasiisg in the marketing know-how

associated with specific customer groups. Thesaiogiships generate economic rents by
connecting dissimilar competences into a consigtemduct, through time and place syn-
chronization of activities. Their aim is to contq@loduct quality and sometimes even to
standardize the "service atmosphere". Such linkagasbe referred to as vertical, lateral,

or diagonal quasi-integration (Figure 3.).

_______________ Retailing chain

Tour
Operator
location X
—
Hotel

Location 1 Teell
Chain A Rk S

Air Charter
Location x

Vertical Alliance for tourists from location x

Figure 3 Network Type 2
Source: Tremblay, 1998
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References to large, more or less integrated tourimusiness groups connecting
complementanactivities such as air transport services, tourrajpens retailing, and the
management of hotel groups lump these forms of igliaersification, in other words,
airlines acquiring hotel chains or tour operatoohtoolling retail travel outlets. The
purpose is to ensure cross-functional coordinatiotong differentiated businesses such
as retailing, wholesaling and main services fungidor a given market. Japanese
outbound organizations constitute an example oficarnetworks dominated by travel
wholesalers. These associations have close linkaghsairlines, and some hotel chains,

and they often have preferential, or own, trav&iteutlets (Tremblay, 1998).

The third type of network ensures the coordinatidncomplementary assets from the
destination end of the service chain (Figure 4urigm firms in a given destination share
public infrastructures and attractions. They needdoperatively manage those resources
and innovate while minimizing negative externaétielherefore, destination marketing
alliances involve firms cooperating to determine #®ize of the local tourism pie and
simultaneously competing to increase their shaPednfer and Bejou 1995). Cooperative
marketing, which was a catch-phrase of the AmeriEanrism industry in the 80s, refers
to advertising partnerships between the private @raic sector. In the past, destination-
based cooperation focused excessively on attraciimgy promoting destinations, and
overlooked the crucial objective of jointly shapiimgovative products and managing social

and environment externalities (Tremblay, 1998).

Ground
Transport
Services

- /
. . - -~ - Attraction a
Tourism Marketing L~ _ o —————— = Location 1
Agency =
Dsstination 1 = s —

— : —

Hotel Hotel Hotel —— = Fomaizadinks
Location 1 Location 1 Location 1 [ | ==-=--=- Informal Inks
Chain A Chain B Independent

Local Network in location "17

Figure 4 Network Type 3
Source: Tremblay, 1998
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Tourism Marketing Tour
Agency - Operator
Location 1 location X

—

~ —

¢ adfy

Hotel Hotel d
Location 1 Location 2 & - —
Chain A Chain A "~

Multiple Networks

Figure 5 Network Type 4 -Overlapping Networks
Source: Tremblay, 1998

The fourth type could blecal destination networkahich play a crucial role in balancing
the interest of various stakeholders and can bads&stination's competitive advantage by
linking the fragmented capabilities found in a conmity (Figure 5). At a point in time, any

tourism firm can participate in many overlappingwarks.

Tourism-related businesses strategically positioemiselves in the web of relationships
underlying the system by comparing the advantagesdternative cooperative linkages.
In particular, they will assess the potential netdrom sharing inputs, lowering of

transaction costs, and exploiting economies ofesaald scope of various activities. In the
long run, the ability to appropriate economic refrtem product innovations and new
organizational configurations will dominate theaségic agenda of the tourism firms.
The sustainable management of organizational andrammental assets will then

provide the stimuli for establishing durable cobaftive associations (Tremblay, 1998).

In addition to the fourth type of network (overlamyp networks) between tourism firms, the
dominant role of travel agencies and tour operaives the destinations, principally over the
hoteliers (Buhalis, 2000) and the change in netwoglationships by the effect of

information technologies and internet must be takea consideration to define the real
network between tourism firms. Nevethless, stemrfiiaign the structure of tourism industry
hotels as a producer directly construct a relatignby the use of information technologies.
That is why not only vertical order dependent refathip but also horizontal disordered

relations exist in the tourism sector (Figure Bhis situation figure out the relations of tour
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operators and travel agencies as a network type m@lationship by the help of internet

(Figure 7.).

Other industries Tourism industries

Main (transport / hotels...) |
g h

Tour operators

| Travel agencies |

4
onsumer

Figure 6 Comparison Between tourism marketting nb&nand other marketting channels.

| Producer or manufacturer |
N

Wholesaler

| Distributor / retailer |

l Consurmer |

Source: Parra Lopez and Baum (2004) which is adaftem Renshaw (1997) and his own
elaboration.

Hotels and Airlines
eTravel Agencies
Switch ol nies
Destinations Systems
Lifestylers
Portals and Vortals
Teletext.com

Tourism
Destination
Region

Origin
Region

o Wil v
: Transportation W e

Figure 7 Current tour operators

Source: Parra Lopez and Baum (2004) which is addpten Buhalis and Licata, 2002

Ultimately, the multidimensional strategic frameWwdor information technologies (ITs) in
tourism illustrates that networking and interadtiviwill increasingly dominate the
production (destination) and consumption (origirf) fonctions. This situation is best
described by Poon’s (1993) flexible specializatimodel of tourism business. This is a
model, which predicted the impact iofformation technologyn the both decision making
and consumer behaviour. Nevertheless, the moddarlgleontributes to the field by
encouraging tourism organisations and destinationghallenge existing strategies and

practices. Also, the model force on organizatiohsoarism to approach new tourism with
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new tools introduced by technology. Players, whib fa participate in the electronic
marketplace without having strategic and tacticahagement, will face various competitive
disadvantages in the long term and will probabkel@onsiderable market shgBuhalis,
1998).

In the same way, closer cooperation and the imgtoge of information technologies would
allow hoteliers to vary their distribution mix amtiprove their position in the distribution

channel. Failure to do this would reduce their cetitipeness, as the globalization and
vertical integration of the European tourism manketans that they will have to negotiate
with bigger, more powerful tour operators in theéufe. Collaboration and the use of
information technologies will increase the competitess of hotels and destinations

(Buhalis, 2000), as well as improving their positia the distribution process.

Throughout the world tourism services are offergagimall and medium tourism enterprises
(SMTEs) tend to be family managed. The challenge destination management
organisations is therefore to create local partipss for the delivery of seamless
experiences. If these partnerships bring togetlogn private and public sector, they will
ensure the long-term competitiveness of the tougsoaduct prevails all decision making
processes. Developing long term partnerships with operators and leisure travel agencies
is therefore extremely significant for the succekkisure destinations especially small and

medium sized enterprices (Buhalis, 2000).

3.4 Tourism for Local Development: A New TheoretichPerspective

Since the early 1970s, industrial organizationsehawndergone paradigmatic shifts in
production types. These theorized changes in indugroduction are formally labeled the
shift from Fordism to post-Fordism or flexible aotulation(Piore and Sabel, 1984; Harvey,
1989; Sayer, 1989). In this context, some tourigsearchers (Poon, 1989; Urry, 1990;
Mullins, 1991; Page, 1995have integrated the flexible production literaturgo
explanations of changing patterns of travel andisoy however the flexible production
thesis has been almost entirely discussed in eaktip to the manufacturing industry. In the
approach of flexible specialization, vertical disigration is emphasized which means a
central enterprise controls the final product aeg technology while non-strategic functions
are subcontracted to other firms which gives fithesadvantage of cost savings and external
economies of scale as it is seen in Benetton akd Nompany (Coffey and Bailly, 1992).

With respect to tourism, many hotel holding companhave created niche brands, each
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catering to one market segment, while divergingmfrthe direct ownership of actual
properties through the increasingly ubiquitous mdlexible management contract or

franchise agreement (loannides and Debbage, 1998).

Table 2 The Comparison of Fordist and Post-fordisiduction between Manifacturing and
Tourism

Fordist Production in Manufacturing (1920s-1970s)

The Production Process 'Fordist' Production in Tourism (1950s-1990s)

Economies of Scale Economies of Scale

Mas production of homogeneous goods Mass, standardized and rigidly packaged holidays
Dedicated (assembly line), inflexible machinery Packaged tours, charter flights

Uniformity and standardization Narrow range of standardized travel products

Large buffer (just-in-case) stocks and inventory Holding holidays ‘just-in-case’

Production is resource driven Tour industry determines quality and type of praduc
Industrial concentration (vertical and to a leskegree Industrial concentration (horizontal and to a legseent vertical
horizontal integration) integration)

Labor Practices

Functional and numerical inflexibility (single tapkrformance

by specialized worker) Low labor (functional) flexibility

High labor turnover, labor is seasonal, low wagesstly unskilled

Little on the job training labor forces

The Consumption Process

Mass consumption Mass tourists

Tourists are psychocentrics (inexperienced, prebie) sun-lust,

Customers are inexperienced, motivated by price motivated by price

Post-Fordist Production in Manufacturing (post

1970s)
The Production Process 'Post-Fordism' “flexibilityTourism (1990s-future)
Economies of scope Economies of scale and scope

Small batch production of a variety of customizg

product types dmergence of specialized operators, tailor madiglaigsd

Market niching Market niching
System of information technologies (SIT) (CRS teulbgy,
Information technologies and robotics teleconferencing, video text, video brochure, siségbrinters etc.)
front and back office automation, internet, Worldd&/Web
No stocks, just-in-time inventories Custom desigfiexible holidays
Production is demand driven Tourists determine pcodype
Vertical disintegration, subcontracting of non- Horizontal integration, subcontracting (e.g. theghandustry
strategic functions externalizes laundry operations or specializedhl@tcactivities)

Adoption of regionallybased integrated computer information syst

Inter-firm strategic alliances and strategic network alliances in the airline isty

Labor Practices

Functionally flexible (skilled) year round emplogeanked by

Functional and numerical flexibility peripheral numerically flexible unskilled workers

Employment security for cute workers, no sect
for temporary workers

The Consumption Process

Individualized consumption Independent tourists
Very experienced consumers Experienced, indepenflexible (sun-plus) travelers
Greater volatility of consumer preferences Fewpesat visits

Increased preference for non-mass forms of
production and consumption

Source: Coffey and Bailly, 1992; Harvey, 1989; ®Rd093; Urry, 1995 in loannides and Debbage, 1998

Demand for ‘green tourism' or other alternativerfere.g. ecotourism
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Being part of the service sector, tourism has tady been associated with developments in
new technologies and refreshed by organizationdl structural innovations. Therefore,
there has been a trend to flexibilization of therist product by a form of customization,
despite the pressure from tour operators who atifocate packages of mass tourism.
(Stamboulis & Skayannis, 2003).

Flexible approach necessiates to generate innevaiburism activities and product
developments in tourism to make destination aitrador tourists demands. Although the
correlation between the growth of tourism and tegrde of innovation is evident, tourism
innovation still has been of limited political coderation. In general, it is not as common
phenomenon as in the manufacturindustry. It has even been argued that innovatames

non-existent in tourism. Although it would probal#g a lot closer to the truth to say
that they are less frequently occurring and sonegimaking on different features making
them harder to detect. Hjalager (2002) describespgmopriate sub-division of innovations

into five categories - product, process, managenhagistics and institutional innovations.

Production innovationgonsist of changed or new products or servicegeldped to the
stage of commercializationLoyalty programs, events based on local traditiemsl
environmentally sustainable accommodation facilities are examplds pooduction
innovations of recent yearBrocess innovationgwolve a way of raising the performance
of existing operations with new or improved teclogyl or by redesigns of the entire
production line. This kind of innovations can bemtoned with or result in product
innovations. Robots for cleaning and maintenane#;service devices and computerized

management and monitoring systems make up goodpteam

Management innovationsover new job profiles, collaborative structurewd aauthority
systems among others often in combination with iieoduction of new products,
services and production technologies. Staff empowat through job enrichment, training
and decentralization are the examples of this kiddreover, logistics innovationsare
materials, transactions, information and customeosistitute examples and recent

innovations in this field are internet marketing.

Finally, institutional innovationsdeals with collaborative and regulatosyructures in
communities. Institutional innovations go beyond thdividual firm. They transect public
and private sectors and form new rules and reguati Reforms of the financial

incentives that restructure social or health tourioncepts, the setting up or change of
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credit institutionsand changes in the conditions for obtaining finaaoe such examples
affecting tourism. Another perspective comes frolmesathy and Clark (1985) and they
have developed a model and applied it to innovationtourism illustrating four types

of innovations -regular, niche, revolutionamyd architectural.

In the flexible approach of development the cruoidd of clusters in local development is
also emphasized. Porter's theory on clusters argedbeon two main assumptions;
geographical proximity between cluster members stnghg linkages between companies.
As it is seen from the study of Nordin (2003) tifettors contributing to the success of
tourism clusters in Queensland (Australia), Winas@¥#r in Napa Valley of United states and
South Africa stems from the formation of collaboratenvironment and linkages between

related actors at different levels.

Any more the success of tourism destinations indvorarkets is infuenced by their relative
competitiveness. In this respect, destination caitiygness requires not only destination or
tourism-specific factors but also the inclusion fattors that affect the tourism service
providers and competitiveness of firms involveghinducing the tourism “product”(Ritchie
and Crouch, 2001).

Porter also highlights the factors that are cerfalcreating long-term competitiveness.
Porter's (1990) framework about competitivenessmdathat success in international
competition in a given industry depends on thetiedastrength of an economy in a set of
business-related features or “drivers” of compeé&iness, namely “factor conditions”;
“demand conditions”; “related and supporting mstries”, and “firm strategy, structure,
and rivalry”. He presents four key drivers thattetenine the company's or the cluster's
competitivenessdepicted as a diamond model. These attributes theil interaction)
offer the main explanation as to why companies teatan a particular region remain

competitive and innovative.

Factor Conditions:According to classic economic theory on competitagdvantagesa
nation's or region's competitiveness is virtualiplained by its plentiful endowment of
required basic production (actors, such as lanHprlacapital, natural and cultural)
resources. These are the conditions on which fismsk to compete. Without factor
conditions, in particular without attractions, teevould be no tourism activity. However,
as to new economic theory based on flexible approent only sea and sand are enough

for the competitiveness of the region, but alsoeptfactor conditions such as human
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resources, infrastructure, capital (De Holan andligdh 1997), supporting diverse
institutional structure and social capital stand @sicial factors for competitive

development.

According to Inman et. al. (2002), factor condigaare not the vital factor for clusters to
become competitive in the global market, but ratherspecialized factors. They point out
that if the basic endowments were the only explanyatactors, how is it then possible
that the Netherlands is a leading nation when ihe® to fresh flowers® However,
specialized factors foster competitive advantagea epecific cluster, because they are
unique by each place and hard to replicate or acbgscompetitors from other regions
(Inman et. al.,2002). Strategic work in a clusteynopen up for new possibilities. Inman
et al. apply their theory to tourism and state tlirattourism, the basic factors enabling a
country's development consist of the natural, srolagical, and culturalresource
endowment. A country or region's competitiveness hather in the quality of specialized
factors valuing its inheritance above countrieshwsimilar legacy. Human resources
trained in tourism, infrastructure designed to flevaccess to natural resources, suitable
capital markets to finance long-term tourism prtje@dequate citizens safety level, and
wide coverage of public sector support servicesexiamples of this type of specialized

factors.

Demand ConditionsBoth domestic tourists and foreigners visiting doeintry contribute
to the local demand. Thus, the emphasis shouldnbthe size and the structure of the
market, focusing on the tastes and requirementsuwfsts visiting a destination, finding
the right position in fast growing markets and sgthening tourism culture of consumers
and host societies (Nordin, 2003). According to 8heg1998) open-mindedand
sophisticated tourists and consumers are impoféaors for clusters competitiveness by
increasing quality as anticipating consumer needsires recognizing new trends and new
production possibilities early on. Moreover, a Bgoassociation is observed between

competitive companies and a high local demand.

Business Strategy, Structure and Competitibong-term competitiveness is a driver of

the development. Strategies that improve the cothgatess of a tourism cluster are vital

1 The country accounts for two thirds of the worlftssh flower exports, but certainly does not h#tve greatest basic
factors needed for this activity - the country su$f from scarcity of land, it has a short produttperiod, not the best
climate for this purpose and a relatively expenswerkforce compared to competing countries. Assitsieen in

Netherlands case, lack of factors can also stirautatovation.
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and a strategic plan supported by both public andae actors is a key element.
Competition in tourism can be at local and globael. While local competition is
observed between the companies of a tourism clugtebal competition is observed

between the clusters and countries (Nordin, 2003).

Co-operative organisational structure such as pybiivate partnerships and building
strategic alliances for image building are alsoangnt for enhancing the competitiveness
of tourism cluster (Porter, 1990; Nordin, 2003; Garand Cunha, 2005). Apart from that,
Pechlaner et. al. (2002) state that “in the fut@relestination's competitive position will
critically depend on whether it is able to optimi#e Internet presence in terms of
information and booking services and whether regiiooffers can bentegrated in a

national frame”.

Related and Support IndustrieRelated and support industries provide clustembers
with custom-made high-quality inputs, components services often at lower prices. This
means that success and competitiveness is madélposs a very well-developed and
efficient network. A tourism area's competitive ipios is defined by the degree of
specialization, by its diversity, the quality ofettsuppliers and the operating network.
Successful clusters require well-functioning raas. It is claimed that having good
providers of hotel and restaurant food and supptiesd personnel training schools, at the
operating, technical and managerial level; engmeaed architects specialized in designing
tourism projects, and other service companies adldb this activity are important

components of a competitive tourism cluster.

The suppliers needed in more or less any destmatieolve shopping facilities, health
care, police, construction industry, taxi drivetsavel agents, tourism guides, banks,
cleaners, ski schools, a food and fashion industnitural entertainment, sport facilities,
parking and access to the destination through,traid, air or sea. Porter points out that
“clusters contain one facet of the diamond (relatad supporting industries), but are best
seen as a manifestation of the interactions amdtrfgcets”. The interactions between the

four set of factors will affect the success of finems and tourism clusters.

In addition to recent conceptualizations of contpeiness, Enright, Scott, and Dodwell

(1997) proposed an alternative framework that @isithe drivers of competitiveness into six

categories, namely “inputs”, “industrial and cetimer demand”, “inter-firm competition

and cooperation”, “industrial and regional cluskg”, “internal organisation and strategy
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of firms”, and “institutions, social structuresxd agendas”. Individual tourist destinations
may implement strategies on this basis of a congmrgkie partnership approach by

formulating diverging strategies to manage theityuaf a tourist destination.

As shown in the recent conceptualizations of coitipebess, not onhattractors such as
primary inputsof clustersare crucial in competitiveness, but alagsiness related factoes
contributing factorsand region of facilitators institutional and networks capacities of
clusters became important for competitiveness. Moreoveerehare critically important
variables, such as location, overall costs, andtgafvhich are beyond the control of the
tourism sector but which play a major role in destion competitiveness (Enright and
Newton, 2004).

After seeing the new conceptualizations and clas¢ibn on competitiveness of a cluster to
create a continuous demand in the sector, the metants of tourism demand are

determined in the concept of tourism product cosathy assets & attracting factors of

clusters (primary and contributing inputs) and bfacilitators of tourism clusters

(intermediate inputs) (Figure 8). The creationafrtsm product involves several steps with

respect to the assets & attracting factors of ehgst

The development process begins by the existangeionfary inputs or resource@ssets and

attractors - physical facilities) in a cluster suad land, labour and capital. This could be

evaluated under two parts as; theality of environmenand the quality of serviceThe

quality of environment involves the basic backgmuourism elements such as; natural
resources, cultural attractors, sightseeing, umgsg life style, identity and image. In fact,
the unequal (or equal) spatial distribution of tason is dependent on the space
characteristics. This imperfect factor, immobilag a function of distribution of tourism

supply resources, creates the comparative advamtfageparticular location (Hoover and

Giarratani, 1984).
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Figure 8 Tourism for Local Development: A new Thetaral Perspective

The quality of service directly affect the qualitfyvacation experiences and thus the level of
future demand. We can say thhe quality of servicenvolves two types of products;

tourism oriented productandresident oriented product3 ourism oriented products include

built environment (accommodation, resorts, parkspvention centers, entertainment,
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recreation), accessibility (time and space distantensportation, supplied level of
information, traditional foods, diversity of preégrces and hospitality. Tourists generate
expectations for a destination based upon advegtiand promotional campaigns that, in
turn, may influence demand for tourism destinatioBeside tourism oriented products,
resident oriented products also support the qualftyservice by its built environment
(hospitals, bookstores, shops). Because as tounstend to stay at destination sites, they

may increase their use of resident oriented praduct

Contributing factors or inputgre also support the product of tourism undercthrgext of

attractors in clusters. Theapital, human capitaland social capital determines the

contributing factors of the cluster. The capital eofcluster, even sometimes comes from
foreign environment, contributes the built envir@mnof a cluster by supporting the primary
inputs. In addition to capital, the contemporaryelepment debates and empirical analysis
emphasize the positive effect of human capitalh® guccess of a cluster. Human capital
support the investment and therefore entreprengucghthat cluster which have positive

effects on tourism development. In fact, humantahpit one side refers to skilled labor of a
region. However in tourism industry, not only skdl labor but also unskilled labor has

contributions to local tourism development.

Apart from capital and human capital, existancesotial capitalin a tourism cluster

determines the competitiveness in the global mafketial capital is defined as a corporate
capacity of mutual working, emphasizing the exiseaof collaboration and co-operations
between the actors of tourism at any level. Itnefdso to the institutional capacity of the

cluster that trigger the entrepreneurship of tiggore with the help of this capacity.

Primary inputs and contributing factors/ inputsttod cluster support the growth of tourism.
Growth of tourism in a cluster promotes the inciegsdemand and economic
diversification. This could be explained as a femdbmechanism in promoting growth of
that cluster. The feedback creates multiplier eéffac promoting multisectoral advantages.
Created backwash effect supports the region oisimugrowth. However, it is not enough

for continous success in the cluster. For thisaeathe importance afstitutional capacity

(regulation capacity and organization capacity) aedwork capacity(local and global

network capacity) of a cluster become crucial fonttmous development in that cluster
(Figure 8).

Institutional capacities and network capacitiesld¢dae taken as an intermediate input to

90



facilitate the growth process of the tourism clugiestitutional capacity of a cluster involves
regulation and organizational capacities. Regulatiapacities refer to the land allocations,
incentives, law proposals for collaborations, taxoportions for investments and
participatory decision making mechanisms. In faggjutation capacities facilitates the
implementations on cluster for new developments eollaborations. Beside regulation
capacities, organizational capacities have a stipgorole not only on the creation of
different representative agents of tourism but &kpee a supporting role on the development

of collaborative networks between representativanesyof tourism.

Representative agents of tourism can be defined as;

- Main actors Hotels, Tour Operators, Airlines, Travel Agencies

- Supporting Actors Public Institutions, Semi-public institutions, guciations, Private

institutions, Self-help organizations

- Related Supporting ActardJnderwriters, Food wholesalers, Transporters, kBarCar

rental agencies and daily tour guides

When institutional capacities of a cluster combiméth network capacities, local learning
capacity increases and the increase in local legrcapacity triggers cooperative innovative
business which nourishes the success of tourisendluster. Moreover, while agents with
local networks disseminates knowledge in a clustdyse competitive at local, agents with
global networks promotes the technology transfeodacompetitive at global. That is why
the argument become meaningful for tourisiimurism firms which havelobal networks

as well as local networks play a key role in firmdaluster success

To evaluate which type of networks are importaribeal and global level for examining the
defined hypotheses above, a classification is reduior emerging networks types between
different type of tourism firms and organizatiortsl@al and global level. Therefore, the
next part of this chapter will redefine the chagaistics of networks to make a comment on

the contribution of relationships on local devel@omand firm success.
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3.4.1 An Alternative Classification on Different Type of Network Relations observed

between Different Agents of Tourism

In the literature, various studies emphasize diffeitypes of networks observed in tourism
industry. The new classification defined in thiedis will not only inspired by the debates of
the literature, but also inspired by the relati@fserved in practice. The basic relations
observed between tourism firms are categorizedrdowpto types and geographical levels.

Thereby, on the one handpmplementary vertical relationand co-opetitive horizontal

relations on the other handgcal and global scalesf these type of relations are evaluated.

In addition, an intermediate side of relation okedrin tourism,competing quasi-vertical

relations showing both local/global and horizontal/vertichlaracteristics, are defined with
respect to tourism. This type of classificationpélyand geographical level) is used to help
the elaboration of the main argument of this thedich is focused on the geographical
level and type of networks observed in tourismthis context, firstly, the characteristics of
these classifications are explained with referetaceéhe literature based on the study of

Dussauge and Garrette (1999);

Complementary vertical relationfRelations are formed by companies belonging tieint

industries concerned to expand and growth. Growith expansion options are usually

grouped into three main categories (Dussauge aneitBa 1999);

. International expansion; a strategic move wherelbprapany extends its activities
into new geographic markets.

. Vertical integration; corresponds to a strategywvdyich a company extends its
activities upstream or downstream, for becomingoitgn supplier or customer. In other
definition, bring together companies that operdtév@ successive stages within the same
production process.

. Diversification; also it corresponds to a compargsgansion into new businesses

outside its industry of origin.

Co-opetitive horizontal relations:These relations fall into three categories toclwhihey

belong, relations are more or less collaborativenore or less competitive (Dussauge and
Garrette, 1999);

. Shared-supply relations: bring together companibschvjoin forces to achieve
economies of scale on a given component or on ithai¥ stage in the production process.

These relations are formed between partners of acabfe size.
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. Quasi-Concentration Relations: bring together corigsathat develop, produce and
market a joint product. The assets and skills thatpartner companies bring to the joint
project are similar in nature and their goal iB¢émefit from increased economies of scale.
° Competing Complementary alliances: bring togethmnmganies which contribute
assets and skills of different natures to the boltative project. Usually formed by two
partners, while shared-supply alliances or quasigiration relations more frequently unite

multiple partners.

Apart from those classifications, a redefinitiortaskled to the changes in relations at local
and global level because of vertical and horizorgkdtions change and show different type
of networks at local and global level (Table 3)isTprocess was very difficult because of
slippery structure of the tourism sector and org@tions have. Although tourism networks

are sensitive and fragile to the changes observétei world (crises, developments etc.) and
can show a dynamic structure, a classificationtdrype made to shed some light on the
widely discussed but rarely tested concepts. Fidurgives the possible framework of

vertical and horizontal relations of tourism systantocal and global level detailly.

. Co-opetitive Horizontal Relations at Local Level

Mutual Benefit Based Collaboration Networks

1)Self-Support Networks (Formal/ Informal)
Self-Support Formal Networks

In this type of networks, local entrepreneurs ane tmain actors investing on the
establishment of business association. When puisiitutions are inadequate in providing
services, entrepreneurs are forced to collabonadetry to built associations to solve their
problems. This type of collaboration support thevadepoment of self-help voluntary
associations, when public institutions are not vefficient (Eraydin, 2003). In Antalya,
these type of associations start to be built irgiregy such as Belek Tourism Investors’
Association (BETUYAB), South Antalya Tourism andrastructure Association (GATAB)
and so others which will be elaborated in the feifg chapters detailly. The main objective
of these associations is bringing together compgaai individual investors, of sharing
information, collaborate and coordinating theirivaties, of providing technical assistance
on behalf of tourism. Since 1992, tourism investaage been allocated state land by paying
one-third of the total cost of infrastructural istt®ments as a condition of allocation, thus
easing the burden of the state (TYD, 1998).
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Table 3 Types of network relationships at laoad global level

Co-opetitive Horizontal Relations

Local

Mutual benefit based Collaboration networks
1)Self-support networks : (formal/informal)
Self-support formal networks (complementary): by creating an
organization,(Tourism Investors’ Association)  for sustainability,
infrastructure, finance, web page, collaborative networks
Self-support informal networks: by friendship relations,
family ties, social networks
2) Clustered Coopetition Linkages/
Subcontracting Network : (Overbooking)
(informal, contractual hazard?)
local interacting networks between hotels
capacity subconracting relations,Co-opetitive networks,
“I'll scratch your back if you'll scratch mine”.

Global

Under the same roof networks: _ (reputational networks)

(formal, contractual,control,, technology transfer)

1) Hotel Chains (MNCs): Licansee Agreement, Franchising,
Management contracts
2) Tour Operators (MNCs): Franchising, collaboration with local
tour operators, Collaboration with travel agencies

3) Airline Corporations: collaboration with computer reservation
systems,Global Distribution Systems, markettting contracts,
franchise, investment partnership, shareholder relationships,

share turnover
4) Hotel Consortia: take support for education, marketting,
reservation (Utell), not control accomodation products

Compeiing Quasi — Veriical Relations

1) Interpersonal Informal Networking

. (supported places, hotels by tourists guidance, communication based network)

Marketting relations, information and knowledge and technology networks,

Trust based weak tie networking

3) Public Support Networks:

2) Dynamic Cyberspace Networks:

(formal) by making quality control

Between global and local institutions 5) Outsourcing/Subcontracting

4) Sustainability Based Networks:

Complementary Vertical Relations

Complementary Networks

: collaboration with airline, hotel and
network,

1) Local Internal Network
travel agency, transportation agency in a seperated

large travelcompanies in local, as MNG Holding
seperation of organizational functions, internal co

ntract

2) Local Leader Oriented Network : participants are organized
around a local travel agency such as  Hotels are
organized around a travel agency, Non-contractual relations

Power Dominated Networks: Asymmetric Relations

1)Global Internal Network : collaboration with airline, hotel and
tour operator in a seperated network, large travelc ~ ompanies,
seperation of organizational functions, internal co ntract

2) Global Leader OrientedNetwork : participants are organized

around a large company such as Hotels are organized around

a Tour Operator TUI,Non-contractual relations, OGER such an

example of family relations based network that support Turkey,
may be aysmmetrical for other country such as TUI

3) Reservation Consortia: Utell collaboration with airlines




Self-Support Informal Networks

These type of networks are important in less dgeslacountries to solve local problems by
promoting interaction (Eraydin, 2003). They are manted by family ties or friendship
relations that is based on trust which can be dadle ‘social networks’. According to
Lechner and Dowling (2003), social networks leadrtst-based business relationships and
are used to create the first business networks halmnited impact on subsequent firm
development. In other words, they are only an ecgdicket for inter-firm relations and

would face quality problems.

2) Clustered Co-opetition Linkages: (Overbooking Neksp

Overbooking is a part of a linkage in tourism parships. A hotel assumes that some
reservations may be call off, for this reason keta overcapacity reservation. But, if
reservations are not called off, hotel confrontthvain overcapacity problem and transfer the
overcapacity to another hotel which has the sanaditguand has co-opetitive relationships
with.

Co-opetition networks are an important source afegmeneurial firms’ flexibility and
growth (Lechner and Dowling, 2003) and complemaétigar that occur within both firm
competition and cooperation vertically or horizdigtéBrandenberger and Nalebuff, 1996 in
Hopkins, 2001). In these horizontal co-opetitiviatienships, a firm can hand over a project
to another firm to handle it. By capacity sub-canting, the firm does not loose any clients

because of its limited firm size (and consequectiyacity).

These relations are also trust based, requirinigla degree of reciprocity, since companies
expect the partner to behave in the same way whey have reached full capacity or
received a project that is too demanding. Co-dpatihetworks give companies flexibility
and allow them to concentrate on core competengiésough this situation is fully suitable
for an industrial relationship, this may not betabie for tourism industry at all times. These
networks can cause contractual hazard for toufg#sause the hotel which tourist will be

stayed was changed and this would be an unwilitogtson for tourist.

Apart from this situation, finding a similar comjtet in terms of size and attitude towards
co-operation in the same place is important for faasons: first, local culture influences

corporate culture, as research on clusters hasrsflogchner and Dowling 2000); second,
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finding a partner is easier if the firm has a fimuihg information network which is usually

mainly local; third, a successful agglomerationfiohs attracts more business, therefore
increasing the probability that the favour will iturned; fourth, trust is built over time and
through interaction (Lechner and Dowling, 2003)trersg ties (Grannovetter, 1973) require
frequent interaction and often face-to-face contatrefore, it can be stated that proximity

is crucial for this type of networks.

. Co-opetitive Horizontal Relations at Global Level

Under the same roof networks / Reputational Netsiork

Some firms developed a system for overcoming camag for future ties. Therefore, they
seek new and highly visible partners. These patoan give a start-up the reputation,
otherwise they could not achieve success in thekehat that point. The integration of
different organizational capabilities under a singbof can costitute an important stimulus
for economic development. To join this network famderdeveloped countries requires
skilled labor as in the example of Turban Corporatin Turkey (Yarcan, 1996). In this
context it is stated that, if you can not enteraliiance with global partner or a chain, you

will not have a survival because of not being cotitipe.

To become a partner of a firm which provide repatato other firms, a firm has to give
something valuable in exchange. Gaining reputate®ms to be the key solution for creating
future options to survive in the market. Indeequtational network has some important
features. Reputational networks help to overcorability of newness. By developing a
reputational network, two effects are possible. filbe gains access to other networks and
the company gains new relations through the rejputat effect (Lechner and Dowling,
2003). Lechner and Dowling emphasize this effecth®se words; Reputational networks
create future options for relational ties. The betthe reputation gained, the wider the
quantitative and qualitative options for the entmmeurial firm. Lack of reputational

networks constitutes a growth barrier

Reputational networks are best seen in managenwritacts, franchises and computer
reservation systems in tourism sector. Indeed, etheetworks include collaborative

relationships internally because of behaving whraten the same roof relationship requires.
These networks are, in essence, contractual batastibnships and therefore they have to

collaborate. Especially small firms under the nhiaave to collaborate for their reputation
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survival. A detailed description can be made oas¢hcontract based relationships such as;

Management Contracis a tool for multinational corporations whichrigers information
and technology from main country to other counttfies enhancing their chains. Chain
corporation has no risk in this type of contrats b preffered mechanism for operation
rather than outright ownership to control desigmeration, pricing and staffing, though the
same companies (Hall and Page, 1999). Exampldsotontracts are seen in hotel chains

and airline corporations in ABD, Europe, Hong Komgjwan and Japan (Yarcan, 1996).

Franchising In franchise contract, franchise owner of main Itmational tourism
corporation give right to a firm work under its owrand (mark) in service production and
distribution as a preferred mechanism of controhaggrial, organizational and professional
input e.g. Holiday Inns (Hall and Page, 1999). @raorporation has no risk in this type of
contract because of not having physical investrirettiat country. Franchise is seen mostly
in developed countries. Marriott, Radisson, Holidiay, Hilton Hotels corporation and ITT
Sheraton are the examples in accommodation se¢tcgn, 1996). Similar relationships

are seen in airline corporations and tour operasnmmanagement contract and franchise.

As it is emphasized when redefining these netwatse authors believe that some kind of
networks that are based on social and reputatietetionships decrease in importance over
time. For Lechner and Dowling (2003), social networdecrease because reputation
networks create more options for new ties. Theaheser in reputation networks also makes
sense. When an entrepreneurial firm builds its tajmn networks, the firm begins to

develop its own reputation and moves from beingpmutation-taker to a reputation-maker.
Therefore, social and reputation networks set tad#qom for network options in the future

but the dependence on reputation networks decreasesime.

. Complementary Vertical Relations at Global Level:

Power Dominated Networks, Asymmetric Relations

1) Global Internal Network:

Internal networks are loose associations of asmetk business units contained within a
single company, that subject themselves to mametes. An internal network typically

arises to capture entrepreneurial and market kdengihout having the company engage in
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much outsourcing. The internal-network organizatiowns most or all of the assets
associated with a particular business. Managers aintrol these assets are encouraged to
expose them to the discipline of the market. Th&dlagic of the internal network is that if
internal units have to operate with prices seth®y market, then they will constantly seek

innovation that improves their performance (Sredwal. 1992) .

A good example of internal networks is the orgatmiraof large multinational corporations.
These corporations have close internal linkageslms® of creating a separated system
which includes such as airlines, hotel chains anod dperator or travel agency. Because
of electronic marketing systems may threaten tqarators to the extent that the tourism
principals will market and sell their products ditg to consumers, allowing the latter to
search for products and book them more swiftly &weer cost. Tour operators develop
vertical integration strategies to be competitivehie market, such as buying airlines, hotels
etc. In this type of network, separated systemterseds brand and gain profit. This is a
strategic network which reduces transaction costdilecting related services in a single
network. At the same time, this network has theacity to dominate some tourism

places.

2) Global Leader Oriented Network:

In this type of network, participants are organiz@dund a large company such as hotels
organized around a tour operator, travel agencyther words, stable networks consist of
firms engaged in long-term relationships with exédisuppliers who bring expertise into the
parent companyAssets are owned by several firms, but dedicaieal particular business.
Often a set of vendors is nestled around a largee*dirm, either providing inputs to the

firm or distributing its outputs.

This network spreads asset ownership and risk sdradependent firms. In bad times,
however, the ‘parent’ firm may have to protect tealth of smaller ‘family members’. The
benefits of stability are the dependability of slyppr distribution, as well as close co-
operation on scheduling and quality requirementse Tcosts’ of stability are mutual

dependence and some loss of flexibility ( Sretval. 1992) .

3) Reservation Consortia:

It is a global type of linkage. Most of them obsahbetween reservation systems and airline
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corporations. Airline corporations collaborate wiflobal reservation systems such as Utell
to reduce risk and transaction cost. Being in t@es network give them accessibility at
global scale. At the same time this network faaiéittechnology transfer. For this reason,

this network is beneficial for management decisioihgsultinational corporations.

. Complementary Vertical Relations at Local Level:

In this type of complementary relations, there &ve types of networks; Local Internal

Network and Local Leader Oriented Networkhese networks have the same qualities with

global ones. The only difference of these typeeativorks is scale taking place at local level.

. Competing Quasi — Vertical Relations at Local andoBal Level

1) Interpersonal Informal Networking

Some tourism areas are indispensible for touridts are foreigners or citizens of that
country. By tourists’ secretly passed on advergissome tourism clusters become a niche
and a preferential place without need an extemélaaformal collaboration network. Indeed,
these networks include internal informal relatidesed on communication. Alanya in
Antalya is the best example of this interpersomdivork because of being developed by the

supportings of informal interpersonal networkingGd#rman and Russian tourists.

2) Dynamic Cyberspace Networking:

Dynamic networks are more temporary alliances mongi with key skills usually organized
around a leading big firm. Each of the units tetwlbe independent and collaborates on a
specific project or opportunity. The cyberspacepooation is fluid and flexible, the co-

operation partners contribute only their core campaes to the partnership.

In addition companies join and leave the co-openaticcording to internal and external
requirements. To organize the flexible network @unfations, a lead operator is necessary

to decide who is in and who is out.

The cyberspace corporation features many distimatacteristics compared to other forms of
network organizations and co-operative models. isst,fdynamic cyberspace networking

includes local and global level partners. The cgbace corporation is a temporary network
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that is neither set up for an agreed period of toeis it an open ended co-operation, i.e.
joint ventures. The partnership lasts as long asrhrket opportunities are beneficial for the
co-operation partners. The partnering companies @y be involved in multiple

cyberspace corporations at any one time Thismetieimplies horizontal and vertical value

chain integration.
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Furthermore, partnership with a rival company can bdeneficial, for example, if one
company does not have the financial resourced theatrequired technical skills to develop,
produce and distribute new product developmentsaddition, co-operation with a rival
company makes sense if one company’'s market acedigsited to a certain geographical
area or a particular group of customers. Underetloirgumstances a cyberspace corporation

extends the existing markets of the partnering amgs (Franke, 1999).

However, the main emphasis of the cyberspace catiparis to share resources in order to
improve competitiveness as a whole, compared talbiigy of a single company to compete
on a large scale. This concept makes the virtugdoration model attractive for small and
medium sized companies of tourism, because it gilkem the opportunity to keep their
independence, or even decrease their dependenta&rgen companies. These cyberspace
corporations are widely seen in accommodation, randportation (airlines, car rental

corporations), in travel agencies and in tour ojoesa

3) Public Support Networks:

The institutions are critical for economic develannand growth for a region or a cluster.
For this reason, central government and local gowents try to prepare a collaborative
ground for introductory references and seek to erage collaborative partnerships of local
associations in tourism. The state plays a majte o developing human resources in
tourism, similar to the situation in other courdgriesides the development initiatives of
government for tourism, the collaboration obsertetiveen regional branches of both the
Union of Travel Agents and the Turkish Hotel Assdicin, and together with local

municipalities and local nongovernmental organ@aiare important examples by showing
their participation in international tourism faiesd development of new products in their

regions (Goymen, 1996).

4) Sustainability Based Networks:

Tourism partnerships begin in a context of envirental forces and sustainability. In the
literature, it is emphasized that these type ofvnsts at organizational base should be
developed for environmental management. Sustaindableism development is an
enormously difficult task to achieve without thellaboration (Tosun, 2001) and requires
new collaboration networks at local and global leWderefore, new institutionalizations of

partnerships have increased but much more requoedsustainability at every level.
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Although public institutions make quality contrarflocal tourism places to survive the
sustainability of that places at local level, mpagtnerships required to be linked with global

level to control environmental sustainability iutesm.

5) Outsourcing/ subcontracting :

Outsourcing of ancillary activities provides numesaadvantages, including the generation
of external economies. Companies accrue considesalvings by buying cheaper services
from outside specialist firms, because the lattan @enerate scale economies. By
subcontracting shifting to the burden of one fimnanother firm. In cost reduction type of
subcontracting, risk is shared by other firms. tlneo words, the process of distancing non-
strategic functions (e.g. peripheral labor taskspther firms (e.g. in the travel industry:
Hotels subcontract laundry operations or specidlidechen activities (pastry making), car
parking). In this type of relationships, peripheaativities are outsourced. Besides, airlines
rely heavily on contract caterers. Along with mamdnce operations, airlines increasingly
outsource information systems. Airlines also outsewasset ownership such as the purchase
of new aircraft. Contracting out services has bez@m common in the airline industry that
many carriers have been turned into 'virtual aédinwhose business focus is to carry
passengers and freight. For example, British AisvéyA) is examining the possibility of
outsourcing additional functions such as baggagedly, cargo, or ramp vehicle
maintenance and has considered making its prdfitatalintenance division into a separate

company (loannides and Debbage, 1997).

All these findings and categorizations give impottalues about networking relations of
tourism firms and organizations. These reformuteti@about networking type also provide
guidelines for designing the research, survey hadtase study area of this thesis. Questions
derived from hypotheses try to identify whether #lya represents similar results with
existing theoretical arguments in terms of clusggrinetwork relations and institutional set
up in tourism, or not. Before examining the emeggielations in tourism for Antalya case,

the methodology will be discussed in the followfigapter.
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CHAPTER 4

METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN OF THE CASE STUDY:
CLUSTERING, NETWORKING, INSTITUTION BUILDING

Theoretical studies and different examples on coptgary local development and tourism
which is based on clustering, networking and iogth building have been discussed in
previous chapters. Although these studies emphalsezeole of clustering and networking
on local development in a theoretical way, not g@howempirical study is made for
identifying the relation between local / global wetking and cluster development.
Moreover, little is known about the relation betwelcal and global networking and
institution building for tourism clusters and firmand also emprical studies that draw

lessons for development policy are scarce.

Apart from that, revealing the types of networksamen different actors is difficult because
of being complex and living. They are constantlymiotion and progress. ldentifying the
patterns of relations requires a set of methodsaaadl/tic concepts that are distinct from the
traditional methods. In the way of defining the magpropriate methodology depending on
objectives of the study, some of the crucial le\ais types of networks is analysed. This
research model is tried to be built over two tyaed levels of networks which are explained
in the theoretical part in detailertical relationships (complementary) and horizdnt

relationships (co-opetitive) at local and global/&. Although different types of networks

are defined in the theoretical chapters and askethe interviews to identify the types

observed for Antalya case, there is no clear regefitfrom the interviews based on this
variety of relationships. That is why, the relasbips could only be evaluated under vertical

and horizontal type at local and global level.

Theoretical debates emphasize that to create anvisr a tourism cluster to be competitive
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in global market, there is a necessity to devalepvorking between and within agents of
tourism sector. Literature claims that in a netwbe of a relation, externality provided
by local networks creates difference when linkethvglobal networks and therefore it is

believed that local success is promoted by thdtrebthese networking relations.

In this context, this chapter deals with the desifjithe case study for testing the theoretical
claims based on clustering, networking and insthal thickness in 14 settlements of
Antalya, namely Akseki, Alanya, Elmali, Finike, Gasa, Kale, Ka, Kemer, Korkuteli,
Kumluca, Manavgat, Merkez, Serik, Side. On thisd)abe following part will discuss the

main hypotheses and the choice of sample aboutte study area of the thesis.

It should be noted that there is a lack of forntatistical data in order to analyze networking
in tourism case. Moreover, the lack of data is alsserved for different time series. That is

why the collection of original data will be tried get through the field survey.

The unit of analysisf the thesis isdrganizations related with tourisnsuch as hotels with
1,2,3,4,5 stars, holiday villages, boutique hotelsnicipality licensed hotels, associations of
tourism, travel agencies, tour operators, airliogporations andindividuals related with
tourism” such as tour guides. For choosing the case stady Antalya is choosen for being
the leading tourism cluster of Turkey. The mainalqmints are the local and global network
relations of tourism organizations for differentrposes. The findings will help to explain
the role of global and local networks for the swscef tourism cluster as well as for the
success of firms at different sizes and groupsdadition, the findings may illuminute new
approaches to handle tourism development in a megppctive, and to cover critical success

factors which determine the success of tourisntetssand tourism firms.

4.1 The Hypotheses of the Case Study

The hypotheses could be grouped under two mainiingadhat are defined by the
theoretical debates on the performancdiroh & cluster (local developmengpecifically
based on the importance lagivel of networkingand institution building By this way, this
study will provide an opportunity to examine thensistency of findings with theoretical
debates and practical implementations in tourissecahe group of hypotheses are based

on:

e Hypothesis for local tourism development ( for geeformance of tourism clusters)
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e Hypothesis for the performance of tourism firms,

4.1.2 Hypotheses and Questions of the Thesis

Main Hypothesis of the Thesis
“The successful tourism firms and the successfuistauclusters are the ones which have
strong global linkages as well as local linkagesanidition to have a strong institutional

thickness”.

Main Questions of the thesis:

“ To what extent local & global networks and ingtibnal thickness effect the performance
of tourism clusters and tourism firms?”

> To what extent are these tourism clusters differegarding their level of linkages and
emerging associations?

> To what extent are these tourism firms differesgarding their level of linkages and

connections with associations?

Sub-hypothesis on local development of tourism ¢dus:

H: The higher the rate of global networks in aduiitto local networks in a tourism cluster,

the higher the local development of that tourisostgr.

H: The more the number of associations and orgémimsauilding in a cluster, the more the

level of success and the development of that toucisister.

Sub-hypothesis on the performance of tourism firms

H: Level of networking of a tourism firm changes the characteristics (size, creativity,

quality) of that firm.

H: The higher the rate of global networks in aduitio local networks, the higher the level

of firm success.

H: The higher the rate of complementary (verticajworks and co-opetitive (horizontal)

networks, the higher the level of firm success.
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H: Existence of high share of vertical linkages ifposly affect the intensity of global

linkages of that tourism firm.

H: The size of the tourism firm affects the devetmmt of networking with tourism

associations.

H: The success of tourism firm is positively rethteith the existance of relations with

tourism associations.

In the guidance of defined questions and hypothsses this research; type, level, density
and strength of linkages between organizationsottye defined for related actors of tourism
based on determinedurvey questionaireThree types of questionnaire is prepared for
survey; first one is fofirms of tourism sector (Hotels, Travel Agencies, Toue@tors,

Airline Corporations), second one is @gsociationselated with tourism existing in the case

study area and the third one is four quides

Questionaire for firms are composed of three maitspfirst part is related with structure of
the firm and the second part is related with tipetgnd level of network relations of tourism
firm and the third part is related with successeds of firm (see Appendix A). Questions
of associations are composed of two main partst feart is related with structure of
association, the second part is related with nétwaations of that association. Questions of
tour guides are related with their roles on enhaptie level of relations between different

actors of tourism and their contribution to local/dlopment.

4.2 The Choice of the Case Study Area

Tourism characteristics of a province such as |®fetpecializing on tourism sector and
having large shares on domestic as well as for@givals are taken as the main
determinants for selection of the case study @&8gahoosing a province which has not only
high local arrivals but also high global arrivatsutd give us a chance to evaluate different
type and level of networking between firms in tleea. Moreover, it is assumed that
covering tourism firms which have different sizeddppe could also give us an opportunity

to explore different type and level of network telas observed in tourism.

Already in the hypotheses, size and type differerioe firms are taken as important factors

for revealing different level of networking. The lltaing sub section discusses the
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increasing importance of tourism in Antalya whiotplkains the reason of selection as a case

study area, thereby gives quantitative data catledor explaining this choice.

4.2.1 Increasing importance of Tourism in Antalya

The empirical study is on Antalya, which coverstddrism clusters located in the Southern
part of the country. It has been the major tourtlstination of Turkey since the beginning
of 1980s, especially for tourists from abroad (Miny of Culture and Tourism, 2003). The
number visitors have been increasing rapidly iremécyears and the number of arrivals
increased from 3518100 in the year of 2000 to 72648 year 2005 (Unpublished Statistics
of Turkey Statistics Institution) (See Figure 101, 112). According to the tourism

development indicators of 1994, Antalya was theosdctourists attracting city following

Istanbul. After 1995, Antalya has become the firlst where tourists have visit and have the
highest value in night spending (see Ministry oft@ne and Tourism web page). Because of
being the major tourism destination of Turkey adamy to the indicators, Antalya is

choosen for the case study area.

In addition, Antalya provides a range of faciliti@sd place for different interests. Tourism
clusters of Antalya are mainly on the coastal grbasthere are also tourism nodes in the
inland part of this tourism region. Leading coastalrism clusters of Antalya are Kemer,
Kas, Center of Antalya, Belek (Serik), Manavgat, Sahel Alanya, which are specialised in
different types of tourism activities. For instanBelek is characterised by golf tourism and
eco-tourism activities. Side is the second attvactiuster (Ministry of Culture and Tourism,
2003) due to its very rich archeological heritdgesides classical sea-and-sun based tourism

facilities.

Alanya is another important cluster, which becormpypar for European tourists as well the
people that are seeking for real-estates. Kemetherother hand, is a mass tourism area
with its new hotel and holiday villages that sefee sun-sea-sand tourism as well as its
outstanding nature and ancient town, Olympos. Atnooe quarter of the total number of
tourists who arrive in Antalya is accommodatedhia Kemer cluster (Baysan, 2001). The
tourism clusters far from the coastal areas aretljnepecialized with agriculture and
livestock activities. Moreover, some of these indeisters are specialized with commercial
growing of greenhouse flowers, archeological anttucal tourism activities and also

transhumance tourism.
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Figure 10 Geographical Distribution of Arrivals Aading to the Provinces of Turkey
(2005)
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Figure 11 Geographical Distribution of Foreign Aafs According to the Provinces of
Turkey (2005)
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Due to the high tourism capacity of these clusterghe coast generated new employment
facilities, which attracted people from all ovee tbountry, the population growth of Antalya
has been mostly concentrated along the coastal. Barwbrding to the statistics, Antalya-
Center, Alanya, Manavgat, Kemer have the higheulatipn growth rate than other clusters
and especially, Antalya-Center, Alanya, Manavgatehthe largest share on the distribution
of city population (Directorate of Culture and Tisun of Antalya, 2006). These clusters of
Antalya are also the most agglomerated tourismelssvhen the number of tourism firms

taken into account for each cluster.

Antalya is selected as the case study area dus tioree important characteristics. Firstly, it
is the most globally connected tourism area of &yrkAccording to the tourism statistics,

Antalya has the highest number of foreign visit@Fsgure 11) and has got important

amounts of foreign capital. The number of entegwithat are established by foreign capital
is 1244 travel agenci€s 25 important tour operators and 259 tourism @nises consisting

mainly small size accommodation units.

Secondly, it is the leading tourism center wherevaeking practices are high including
various collaborative activities between tourismmB such as overbooking, transportation,

infrastructure, wholesaling (food, textile, furmiguetc.).

Thirdly, Antalya is a tourism province where gowamoe practices including various
collaborative linkages on tourism development amaymvernmental and non-profit
organisations are becoming increasingly importéfitile the earlier practices of association
building in Antalya were supported by governmert dssociations, such as Gatab-Kemer,
Matab-Manavgat, Betuyab-Belek and Aktob-Antalyaeréhis also growing number of
efforts for association building among tourism &gan recent years. The newly emerging
associations have more cluster specific and sdif-tlearacter namely, Ketav-Ketob, Side-
Tuder, Tisoder, Altid, Latuyab, Altuyab, Turktid,oitid, intod and Camob etc.. Most of
these associations try to develop projects ancedbl existing problems that are crucial for
the clusters. In fact, it is seen that both typehaf institutions in Antalya try to enhance
projects and collaborations with private and publiganizations at all level for sustainable
tourism development. These characteristics andi@aheus governance practices, including
various collaborative activities and joint projecd@smong governmental, non-profit and
private organizations, make Antalya as a good casdy area for studying network in

tourism development.

12 Homepageyww.tursab.gov.trlast accessed date november 2007
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After choosing the case study arg¢he unit of analysisof the thesis is determined as
“organizations related with tourishincluding all sizes. The wide coverage of related
organizations in this thesis stems from the defingabtheses which emphasize the roles of
different size and type of firms on revealing tleworking type and level. Moreover, this is
because of the complementary structure of touristhiclw is characterized by
interdependence of different actors. In this contéxe related actors of the study which

represents the unit of analysis of this thesiscaresisting of;

1) Main actors(Hotels including 1,2,3,4,5 Star, Holiday Villages, Hotel&aparts and

PensionsTour operators, Travel Agencies and Airline Cagimns)

2) Supporting Actors( Tourism associationsuch as GATAB (The South Antalya

Tourism Development and Infrastructure Managememor), BETUYAB (Belek Tourism
Investors' Association), AKTOB (Akdeniz Tourism Idbers’ Association), KETAV-
KETOB (Kemer Tourism Promotion Foundation and KerHetelier's Association), POYD
(Professional Hoteliers Investment Association), TAD (Alanya Tourism Managements’
Association), MATAB (Manavgat Tourism Developmemdalnfrastructure Management

Union), Antalya Pensions Organization and Antalyad@s Organization.

In addition to the formal tourism association, newherging cluster specific associations
such as Side-Tuder in Side cluster of Manavgaygb in Titreyengél cluster of Manavgat,
Latuyab in Lara Cluster of Antalya, Kontid in Koria€luster of Alanya, Turktid in Turkler
cluster of Alanya, Altuyab in Alara tourism clustef Alanya, Intod inincekum cluster of
Alanya, Camob in Camyuva tourism cluster of Kemed aimilar types of associations are

choosen for interviews.
Lastly, tourism advertising associations, tourigmsibessmen’s associations and some of the
environmentally sensitive associations such as dAlgglanya Environmental Protection

Association) and Cekul and others are surveyed.

3) Supporting Related ActofSourist guides and car rental agencies)

4.2.2. The Choice of the Sample: Quantitative Dat@ollection

After determining the unit of analysis, two stepe ahoosen for the collection of dafde
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first step is to find out thertumber of the unit of analy8ighich covers all sub-provinces of

Antalya. The total number of tourism companies hie tL2 clusters of Antalya is 6,897
according to data collected from the MOCT, AntaBvince Culture and Tourism Head
Office, Antalya Pensions Association and the Miyisif Industry and Trade in the July-

September 2005 period. The crosstabulation tabtiatf which covers all sub-provinces of
Antalya in the column and actors of tourism as & ofhanalysis in the row provides us a
quantitative information on distribution of the tmm actors in different subprovinces of
Antalya. The choice of the sample in the case studw is determined by location quotient
(Table 5.) and chi-square values (Table 6.) otctiesstabulation table (Table 4.)

According to the crosstabulation, location quotiantl chi-square tables, it is seen that there
is not so much significant difference between sabipces when level of specialization is
taken into account. Except Serik which is speatainn 5 star hotels and holiday villages,
and center of Antalya (Merkez) specialized on t&tuguides, it is seen in all subprovinces of
Antalya that not only LQ values of firms but alsei-square values are not explanatory to

understand the real concentration type in touristiviies within settlements.
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Table 4 Crosstabulation table of Antalya Distritel Tourism Units

Crosstabulation Grand
Table AKSEK i ALANYA ELMALI F_iNIKE GAZ iPASA KALE KA S KEMER KORKUTEL i KUMLUCA MANAVGAT MERKEZ BER _iK SIDE Total
Tourist Guides 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] Q [t ] 64y D 1 649
1StarHotel 0 12 0 0 0 1 6 10 ¢ i [l 0 37
2StarHotel 0 52 0 2 0 4 21 4] ] | b 3b 3 13 1¥9
3StarHotel 0 87 0 0 0 0 5 44 ¢ B 3p P 40 201
4StarHotel 0 80 0 0 0 0 3 47 ¢ 3P 2B 15 8 22
5StarHotel 0 27 0 1 0 0 0 50 ¢ 2L 2b q1 6 251
Rent A Car 0 14 0 0 0 0 3 10 ¢ L 2y % 6 63
Associations 0 10 0 0 0 0 1 5 [0 [( 2P L 2 42
Airline
Corporations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 g ( D D 6
Camping 0 5 0 4 1 2 1 10 [0 ] B L il J1
Boutigue Hotel 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 5 [0 [t 29 D B 41
Holiday Village 0 8 0 0 0 0 1 31 [0 1 14 4 16 11 4
Tour Operators 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 [0 [t 1y L 24 48
Apart Pension 7 680 5 44 14 34 23 79D 10 1 1p2 1252 69 1125 3769
Travel Agencies 0 281 0 4 1 1 44 15¢ p 147 590 P8 60 1294
Grand Total 7 1259 5 55 16 42 32% 1202 11 b1 3B4 2120 190 640 897

Source: Data is gathered through different igtons related with tourism (Ministry of Cultur@e Tourism, Antalya Culture and Tourism Provincéic@f Ministry of

Industry and Trade and Antalya Pension’s Asdamiain the period of 2005 and 2006)
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Table 5 Location Quotient values of Antalya Diggiand Tourism Units

(53;222? AKSEKIi | ALANYA [ELMALI |F iNIiKE | GAZIiPASA | KALE |KA'S K™ ™~ I TTTTEL 0| KUMLUCA | MANAVGAT  [MERKEZ — BER K | SIDE

Tourist Guides 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,03 2,50 0,00 0,02 2,50
1StarHotel 0,00 1,76 0,00 0,00 0,00 4,39 3,40 1,54 0,00 6,08 0,00 0,27 0,97 0,00 6,08
2StarHotel 0,00 1,58 0,00 1,39 0,00 3,63 2,46 1,30 3,46 0,42 0,57 0,50 0,60 0,87 3,63
3StarHotel 0,00 2,35 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,52 1,24 0,00 0,37 0,81 0,42 0,36 1,20 2,35
4StarHotel 0,00 1,79 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,26 1,10 0,00 0,31 2,53 0,29 2,22 1,89 2,53
5StarHotel 0,00 0,68 0,00 0,60 0,00 0,00 0,00 1,34 0,00 0,00 2,06 0,29 8,78 2,08 8,78
Rent A Car 0,00 1,20 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 1,00 0,90 0,00 0,00 0,32 1,08 1,14 1,15 1,20
Associations 0,00 1,29 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,50 0,68 0,00 0,00 1,46 1,19 0,85 0,57 1,46
Airline s 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 2,51 0,00 0,00 2,51
Camping 0,00 0,87 0,00 16,00 13,75 10,48 0,68 1,83 0,00 2,42 1,32 0,24 1,16 0,39 | 16,00
Boutigue Hotel 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 2,05 0,69 0,00 0,00 0,00 1,77 0,00 0,88 2,05
Holiday Village 0,00 0,52 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,25 2,10 0,00 0,89 3,40 0,06 6,82 1,58 6,82
Tour Operators 0,00 0,65 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,68 0,00 0,00 0,00 1,71 1,43 0,48 1,71
Apart, Pension 1,81 0,98 1,81 1,45 1,58 1,47 131 1,19 1,65 1,61 0,66 0,83 0,66 1,36 1,81
Travel Agencies 0,00 1,22 0,00 0,40 0,34 0,13 0,74 0,71 0,00 0,12 2,08 1,19 0,81 0,10 2,08
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Table 6 Chi-Square values of Antalya Districts &odrism Units

Chi-Square AKSEK i ALANYA | ELMALI F iNIiKE GAZIPASA | KALE ER KORKUTEL i | KUMLUCA [ MANAVGAT [MERKEZ BER iK SIiDE

Tourist Guides -0,67 -119,69 -0,48 -5,23 -1,52 -4,00 4,27 -1,05 -8,66 -29,81 582,85 -18,12 -51,97
1StarHotel -0,04 3,93 -0,03 -0,30 -0,09 2,62 10,18 1,86 -0,06 12,73 -1,81 -7,83 0,00 -3,08
2StarHotel -0,18 10,92 -0,13 0,21 -0,42 7,62 18,24 2,85 1,75 -0,81 -1,62 -17,51 -0,80 -0,24
3StarHotel -0,21 67,26 -0,15 -1,62 -0,47 -1,24 -2,19 2,09 -0,32 -1,05 -0,34 -26,55 -2,33 0,65
4StarHotel -0,25 28,03 -0,18 -1,95 -0,57 -1,49 -6,31 0,45 -0,39 -1,54 27,80 -48,59 10,05 15,90
5StarHotel -0,21 -3,98 -0,15 -0,27 -0,49 -1,28 -9,91 4,18 -0,34 -2,77 11,49 -41,86 351,57 20,25
Rent A Car -0,06 0,49 -0,05 -0,51 -0,15 -0,39 0,00 -0,11 -0,10 -0,84 -1,41 0,14 0,03 0,11
Associations -0,04 0,66 -0,03 -0,34 -0,10 -0,26 -0,50 -0,78 -0,07 -0,56 0,43 0,63 -0,03 -0,64
Airline s -0,01 -1,11 0,00 -0,05 -0,01 -0,04 -0,29 -1,06 -0,01 -0,08 -0,29 5,44 -0,17 -0,50
Camping -0,03 -0,09 -0,02 56,26 11,83 17,15 -0,15 3,78 -0,05 0,83 0,15 -7,09 0,02 -0,96
Boutigue Hotel -0,04 -7,56 -0,03 -0,33 -0,10 -0,25 2,14 -0,68 -0,07 -0,55 -2,01 9,80 -1,15 -0,05
Holiday Village -0,09 -3,62 -0,06 -0,68 -0,20 -0,52 -2,25 17,77 -0,14 -0,01 23,77 -29,60 79,47 2,31
Tour Operators -0,03 -0,56 -0,02 -0,20 -0,06 -0,15 -1,19 -0,45 -0,04 -0,33 -1,22 4,97 0,13 -0,56
Apart, Pension 2,54 -0,33 1,81 6,10 3,01 5,02 17,73 24,08 2,53 18,77 -21,20 -41,72 -12,49 39,83
Travel Agencies -1,28 11,60 -0,91 -3,63 -1,26 -5,79 -3,93 -18,14 -2,01 -12,84 71,70 17,87 -1,31 -84,37




However, a detailed representation of LQ valueateel with the distribution of tourism
enterprices can easily be seen in the Figure 18hwdtiows the distribution of different types

of tourist firms according to the tourism subpraéa of Antalya.
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Figure 13 Spatial Distribution of Tourism Units Acding to the Subprovinces of Antalya

According to the values of LQ and Figure 13, theediity of Antalya’s clusters becomes
more apparent when the number and type of tourempeanies are taken into consideration
for each cluster, with each of the clusters housiompanies of different specializations
according to the location quotient index (L@Jable 6.). By employing the LQ index the
sectoral specialization and concentrations of thsters have been identified, and looking at
the results, it is interesting to note that almadsthe coastal clusters of Antalya, aside from
those of Belek and Ka contain all types and sizes of tourism firm iman-specialized

structure. As can be seen from the LQ table, thstet of Kale-Ka shows a strong level of

specialization by small companies, including 2-stad boutique hotels.

Although most of the districts have similar distrilon on the type of tourism agents, Serik

shows relatively structural difference by specializ solely on highly qualified, large

! LQ index draws on the relative concentrationshef firms in the clusteLocation-quotient index
tries to unveil the basic association between tategories such as sector types and clusters. ibacat
quotient index of Antalya is calculated by the ¢e€a macro of Burak Beyhan. See
www.geocities.com/burakbeyhan.
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tourism companies, including 5-star hotels anddaglivillages. Manavgat and Kemer shows
difference in compositional structure with 4 statdts. Also, Antalya Merkez shows relative
compositional difference on Boutique Hotels, Toyre@ators, Tourist Guides, Associations,
Airline corporations, Travel agencies and Rent a frans when compared with other
districts. Moreover, Kemer, Alanya and Side shovedatively the same structural
composition in 4, 3 star hotels and rent a cardirirhat is why the results of these analysis,
the entire districts of Antalya tourism cluster agach size & type of tourism actors are

choosen for the sample of the case study.

4.3 Research Design and Sample Size of the Fieldr&y

Owing to the absence of data on the relations antbaglifferent tourism agents a field
study was necessary to reveal the level of netwgriithin the clusters. Data needed for the
study was collected through face-to-face in-deptérviews and from a survey questionnaire
applied in the 14 clusters of Antalya covering Adsé\lanya, Elmali, Finike, Gazipa,
Kale, K&, Kemer, Korkuteli, Kumluca, Manavgat, Merkez, 8efide. In fact, there is an
additional advantage for making in-depth intervidvegause of implying the general and at
the same time the unseen relations between diffdyge of tourism firms such as the
leading ones, the followers, bottlenecks of theesys network types, firm structure and

time-series changes in company and sector structure

The survey questionnaire was compiled with thenitiv@ of revealing the structure of the
companies and the level of networking, and its aessimportance of different relation
types, levels such as local and global networkssitles, frequencies, durations, and the
indicators of firm success. However, relation typbserved between tourism firms which
are defined in the theoretical part detailly byegatrization (such as internal network, leader
oriented network, reputational network, cyberspaetworks and interpersonal informal
networks) could not be evaluated in the empiricait plue to not getting enough and
consistent answers from interviewees. Defined autsng, overbooking, self-support
formal networks are evaluated under local/global @ertical/horizontal networks which are
analysed in the empirical part of the thesis dgtalburvey included three likert scale,
covering dichotomous, open-ended and multiple @agjigestions. In addition, a five-point
scale ranging from ‘The most important’ (5) to ‘Theast important’ (1) was used in the

questionnaire.
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As it is seen above the crosstabulation tableetlzee 6897 tourism units in the whole
clusters of Antalya. In the design of the case\stbd% sampling is implemented to hotels,
according to their distribution in each clustercliing 5, 4, 3, 2 and 1-star hotels,
boutiques, tourism enterprises and holiday villa@®g). Also, 5% sampling is implemented
for travel agencies, of which there are around 4.,2dits in the entire Antalya region. 5%
random sampling enables us to reach 95% confidenad. However, 35% sampling is
implemented for tour operators and airline compsaudige to having small share compare to
hotels and travel agencies. Although there are a®ifigm associations exist in Antalya
covering different sectors, the ones related watlrism sector, approximately 25 tourism
associations, are fully covered in the interviewastly, for Tourist Guides which are

including 649 units, 5 % sampling is also impleneentia survey questionaire.

For understanding the structure of the tourism cseand the reliability of the survey
guestionaire, at the first stage, a pilot study masle to test the reliability of the questions of
the questionaire in Ankara the period of Deceml¥®)52 then, the final condition of survey
guestionaire is implemented in the period of Malahe 2006 on the sample size of the unit

of analysis which is explained above detailly.

The survey was carried out after finalising the qjiomnaire form in accordance with the
outcomes of the pilot study. In the first part bé tsurvey, the questionnaire was applied to
115 actors between 4-18 March 2006. Owing to theklvad of the subject companies
during the peak season, face-to-face meetings emréucted with some tourism companies
in the off peak period; these included tourism efsgimns, 5, 4, 3, 2 and 1-star hotels,
boutique hotels, some pensions, holiday villages; bperators, some of the travel agencies

and airline companies, which were assessed with-dapth interview.

In this process of survey questionaire, the ones #re choosen need an appointment
because of the specific type and firm size suclstas hotels, tourism associations and
leading tour operators and travel agencies. Thatig questionaire of all 5, 4, 3, 2, 1 Star
hotels, Boutique hotels, some pensions in all apatit, holiday villages, tour operators,
some of the travel agencies, tourism associatjmmgate airline corporations are carried out
and completed with an in-depth interview. In detdlte questionaire for 8 tourism
associations, 27 travel agencies, 13 tour opetafoesrline corporations, 3 rent a cars, 6
holiday villages, 12 five star hotels, 12 fourrdiatels, 9 three star hotels, 4 two star hotels,
1 one star hotel and 2 boutique hotels are contpiatéhe first part of the survey in Kemer,
Central Antalya, Belek, Manavgat, Side and Alanyster.
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In the second part of survey, survey firm comple22® questionaires which covers the
remaining pensions, travel agencies and tour guitidse entire cluster between 15 April-10
June 2005. The third round of questionaire was éemginted on 13-17 November 2005. In
this period for satisfying the additional requirentgefor the study, 25 tourism associations
including newly emerging cluster specific ones avironmental sensitive ones are
completed. Moreover, 3 hotels are completed by émginting 5 % sampling for foreign

capital hotels in each settlement taking into aotthe role of global capital firms.

4.4 Methods of Analysis

What all of these empirical methods say about thieseretical discussions for the Antalya
case has been evaluated by employing the analgsiging from simple percentages to
crosstabulation, chi-square, correspondance, sawivork analysis and multivariate
regression analysis. As it is seen from the typarnalysis, not only dependence techniques

such as multivariate analysis including, lineer and logistic regression, but oals

interdependence techniques suchcagrespondance and network analysiee used for

evaluating not only one dimensional causation & $e dependence techniques, but also
multi dimensional causation as seen in interdepeseledechniques (Hair, et.al., 2006)

because of the nature of this thesis which considetwork relations.

Correspondence analy$iis employed to the analysis for understandinglatities between
some group of variables. Correspondence anahgsis grouping analysis provides us with a
more complete picture in terms of the represematfamverall relationship between the size
of firm, type of cluster and the level of linkade.fact, the correspondence analysis is a tool
of network analysis and is an “interdependenceriigete” that has become popular for
dimensional reduction and perceptual mapping. Whetifers from other interdependence
techniques is its ability to accommodate both natrim and non-linear relationships.
Correspondance analysis brands perceived as siangalocated close to one another. In a
graphical portrayal (biplot), brands would be l@chtloser to the attributes with which they

are highly associated and further away from thébates with lower associations.

2 Correspondence Analysis is completely based onxmaathematics and eigenvalues. According to
Beyhan (2006), correspondence analysis mainlyzaslithe coordinates on the bi-plot. The basic
outcome of the correspondence analysis is a bitpht represents the correspondence between the
items of two basic categories according to thestadice to each other. The bi-plots of these
correspondence analyses are extra-ordinarily irditiw@. A trick is used for these two
correspondence analyses in order to increase tloepiiility of the groupings in the pilot of the
analyses. This trick is based on the assignmediffeient colors and figures (square and circlethi
items of two categories.
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Social network analysis also used as a tool for revealing the patténelationships. The
pattern of network member relationships can be éxaanby measures such as density and
centrality (Burt, 1980; Krackhardt, 1990; Scott,00R According to the quality of taken
social network data, the quality of linkages betvé®e actors of tourism could be defined
and interpreted mathematically with methods of alocietwork analysis by using the
software of UCINET (Borgatti et.al. 2002).

When we use a model of a social network, pointde@aodes) are used to represent actors,
and lines connecting the points are used to repreéke ties between the actors. Relational
data are often presented in two-way matrices tersnetbmatrices. The two dimensions of a
sociomatrix are indexed by the sending actors (twes) and the receiving actors (the
columns). In the permuted sociomatrix, the subroesri corresponding inter and
intraposition ties will usually contain both 1's car®’s as representing binary relation
(Wasserman and Faust, 1994). Besides, in ordeefinedthe strength of the relationship,
valued relations are used in matrices as real sddyenot containing 1 and O values. The real

relation value or percentages should be used toaltife strength of the relation.

It is seen that the method of social network arngligsalso most useful for defining indirect
links, frequency, stability, multiplexity, strengthdirection symmetry (reciprocity) to
measure the tiedt is useful for defining degree (humber of dirdiaks), in-degree, out-
degree, range (diversity), closeness, betweengessiality, prestige to explain individual
actors. Structural and locational properties, @gdityrand prestige measures for roles and
positions of actors can also be measured by dinectural equivalencemethod. For
describing networks some measures such as sizepgresub-groups, inclusiveness,
connectivity (reachability), connectedness, densigntralization, symmetry and transitivity
are used to describe networks (Monge and Contra28@3). For exampleliquesandsub
groupsare defined by using centrality and prestige mgthoohesive group ideas, cohesive

subgroups such as social cliques, as well as dya@idic methods and blockmodeling.

In the network analysis used in this thesis, spremgbedding layodtis employed for
interpreting the results of network relation betwéeurism institutions. This approach can
often locate points very close together (Hanner2806). For finding and visualizing local

sub-structures in the networkpp down approadts including components, blocks and

% The algorithm of spring embedding layout usemttee fitting (i.e. start with a random graph,
measure "badness" of fit; move something, measboaeliriess" and if it's better keep going in that
direction...) to locate the points in such a wayoaput those with smallest path lengths to onetaro
closest in the graph.
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cutpoints (bicomponent), factions and blockmodel{iNpwman-Girvan) andottom up
approachessuch as cliques are used for identifiying subgsoumpthe network. Moreover,
ego-networks are defined for each cluster to retlealnetworks of tourism institutions in
their neighbourhood. While including all of thegiamong all of the actors to whom ego has
a direct connection, neighbourhood network give&aysclues on the nature of networking

of actors in that cluster (Hanneman, 2006).

We can also look for sub-structure from the "topvdd Looking at the whole network, we
can think of sub-structures as areas of the griagihseem to be locally dense, but separated
to some degree, from the rest of the graph. Tea has been applied in a number of ways:
components, blocks/cutpoints, K-cores, Lambda aats bridges, factions, and f-groups.
Componentsised in the analysis locates the parts of graphate completely disconnected
from one another, and colors each set of nodgmrt from componentsblocks and
cutpointslocates parts of the graph that would become disected components if either
one node or one relation were removed. Cutpoirgsl irs the analysis may be particularly

important actors who may act as brokers among wikerdisconnected groups.

A "faction' used in the analysis is a part of a graph in Wwhtte nodes are more tightly
connected to one another than they are to memifenther "factions.” This is quite an
intuitively appealing idea of local clustering anbsstructure Newman-Girvan named as
"block modeling", is another numerical algorithimat seeks to create clusters of nodes that
are closely connected within, and less connectégddss clusters. Rows and columns are
moved to try to create "blocks" where all connadiavithin a block are present, and all

connections between blocks are absent.

Moreover, many of the approaches to understandiagstructure of a network emphasize
how dense connections are built-up from dyad, ttachore extended dense clusters such as
"cliques." This view of social structure focuséteation on how solidarity and connection
of large social structures can be built up outroélt and tight components: a sort of "bottom
up" approach (Hanneman, 2006). At the most geteval a clique is a sub-set of a network
in which the actors are more closely and intensely to one another than they are to other
members of the network. A cligliss a sub-structure that is defined as a set oésathere
every element of the set is connected to everyr ottember. We might be interested in the

extent to which these sub-structures overlap, amdhvactors are most "central" and most

* A clique is defined as a maximal subgraph in whislery member of the graph is connected to
every other member of the graph. Cliques are ciidies of nodes where density = 1.0.
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"isolated" from the cliques. We can examine thesestions by looking at "co-

membership"

Degree Centralityis also employed in the graph of social networklgsis. It shows that
actors who have more ties to other actors take radgad positions. Because they have
many ties, they may have alternative ways to gatiseds, and hence are less dependent on
other individuals. Because they have many tieg; thay have access to, and be able to call
on more of the resources of the network as a whteors who display high out-degree
centrality are often said to hafluential actors. The original degree centrality approach
argues that actors who have more connections are lkely to be powerful because they
can directly affect more other actors. Bonacicluadythat one's centrality is a function of
how many connections one has, and how many the ections the actors in the
neighborhood had. He also argued that being coeddotconnected others makes an actor
central, but not powerful. The more connectionsati®rs in your neighbourhood have, the
more central you are. The fewer the connectionsatters in your neighbourhood, the more

powerful you are.

Ego Networlkd (neighborhoods)used in the network analysis is a very useful wéy o
understanding complicated network graphs, is to Bew they arise from the local
connections of individual actors. An ego netwarlhie set of actors who are connected to a
focal actor, along with the relations between ego the alters, any relationships among the
alters. They are defined for each tourism clusterréveal the networks of tourism
associations in their neighbourhood. While inclgdall of the ties among all of the actors to
whom ego has a direct connection, neighbourhoodarktgives us key clues on the nature

of networking of tourism associations in that ctust

According to the techniques which exlained shoathpve, quality of linkages is evaluated
for contributions of local development directly mdirectly. By using these techniques,
quality of linkages are seperated into local arabal level relations. The scale and type of
linkages are evaluated for the 14 sub-province®\mhlya. Moreover, local and global

networks are also evaluted for vertical and hottiabrelations. Beside defining the quality

of linkages, type of networks which promote firmsceess and local development for

® Clique-by-Clique Co-membership matrix shows thenbar of people that belong to a clique but this
to be divided by 2.

® The network formed by selecting a node, includifigactors that are connected to that node, and all
the connections among those other actors is ctiledego network” or (1-step) neighborhood of an
actor.
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Antalya are evaluated by employimgultiple regression modelwhich covers linear and

logistic regression analysis via using the softwidr8PSS.

"It is useful method to predict the changes independent variable in response to changes in the
independent variables. Involves a single metricedéent variable presumed to two or more metric
independent variables. For a more detailed infaonatook at (Hair, et. al., 2006)
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CHAPTER 5

CHANGING ECONOMIC STRUCTURE, DEVELOPMENT
DYNAMICS AND THE IMPORTANCE OF TOURISM IN
THE GLOBAL INTEGRATION OF ANTALYA

Before analyzing the data of the field survey,his tthapter the changing role, position and
structural transformation of Antalya is scrutinizaccording to the changing conditions in
Turkey and also in the global environment. In ttostext, development dynamics, changing
economic structure and the role of tourism is eat@d for Antalya. Within the
transformation process, in addititon to the indicsitof economic and social change, support
mechanisms, global connections and spatial digidbuf development are analysed for

understanding the changing position of Antalya imkéy and also in the world.

Antalya, located in the southern part of the Turkegs mainly specialized on tourism. In
addition to the importance of the tourism sectgrjcalture and commerce have played an
important role in the economy. Although agriculturas always been important for the
economy of Antalya, tourism industry has also takanmportant role in recent years and
has defined the global position of Antalya. In fathas been the major tourism destination
of Turkey especially for the tourists coming frotor@ad since 1980s (Ministry of Culture
and Tourism, 2003). The number of visitors has beereasing rapidly in Antalya from
3.518.100 to 7.264.896 during the period of 2000 2005 (Unpublished Statistics of
Turkey Statistics Institution). According to theats$tics of World Tourism Organization
(1998), Turkey is the 16th country in market sharfe®urism (Onen, 2000) and Antalya has

got the major role for sustaining and increasirggghare of tourism market in Turkey.

The main objective of this chapter is to providbage to understand the role of tourism in

transforming the economic structure of Antalya agabal node. Since 1980, development
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of economic structure based on the investmentsirgedventions that support tourism and
infrastructure are especially important for thensfarmation of economic, social and spatial
configuration of Antalya. In Antalya tourism regiogpatial organization has been designed
with tourism investments not only by the supporgoffernment but also by the support of

private initiatives. In this context, these quasti@are scrutizied for Antalya;

How economic growth and the development proceAsitalya can be defined?
How-economic structure of Antalya hasrgied in the development process?
In which sectors growth is observed reialy?

How and at what level the development of Antalyaupported?
What is the role of different institutiin the development of Antalya?
What is the role of government support?
What is the role of NGO’s and civil iniives?

Whether the level of global connection increasdh thie transformation process in Antalya
or not?

What are the social and spatial implications of fism Development in Antalya?

As a result, this chapter provides the necessanmydrto evaluate the results of the field
survey of the following Chapter with reference h® ttourism development dynamics of
Antalya.

5.1 Transformation of Economic Growth and Developmet Trends in Antalya

In this part, the changing position of Antalya iakiated as to the change in economic
structure. In this context, the increase in GNR tlontributions of sectors to the GDP,
income per capita, the increase in the number rofsfiand the increase in employments
according to the sectors are analysed in ordeedmImore about the changing economic
growth and development structure of Antalya.

5.1.1 Changing Economic Structure of Antalya

Sectoral distribution of Gross Domestic Product (B

> An increase is observed in GDP values and sharssmice sector in Antalya.
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Antalya has a crucial role for the economy of Tyrket only in service activities especially
based on tourism, but also in agricultural acegtiincome level of Antalya is higher than
the region and the country. The share of gross domproduct of Antalya has increased
from 2,07% to 2,49% between the period of 1987-20tdble 7). Indeed, the increase in
GDP of Antalya according to the country is limitadd has shown a slight increase for the
last fifteen years period. In fact, this is not expected growth rate for tourism oriented
province. The crisis of 1999 and the fragility betsector for crises could be influential in
this slight increase. Although the sector of taurishows a fragile structure to the changing
dynamics of the world, it positively contributestramly to the GDP of Antalya but also to
the GDP of the country. The share of service sed087,6%, commerce is 35,9%,
agriculture is 21,8% and industry is 5,7% in theF&&F Antalya. As it is seen from the table

8, the share of tourism related activities havegased continuously from 1987 to 2001.

Table 7 Share of GDP in national total accordmgectors of Antalya

Sectors 1987| 1988| 1989| 1990| 1992 1993| 1994| 1995| 1996| 1997| 1998| 1999| 2000| 2001

Agriculture 3,22| 3,18| 3,27| 3,24| 2,82| 3,01| 4,13| 3,34| 3,49| 3,98| 3,86| 4,26| 3,56 3,07

Industry 0,80| 0,83| 0,79| 0,59| 0,59| 0,57| 0,52| 0,63| 0,60| 0,61| 0,52| 0,54| 0,57| 0,52
Mining 0,05| 0,06| 0,08| 0,03| 0,02| 0,02| 0,02| 0,05| 0,05| 0,06| 0,11| 0,14 0,08 0,07
Manufacturing 0,65| 0,69| 0,75| 0,53| 0,56| 0,46| 0,40| 0,52| 0,46| 0,43| 0,40| 0,43| 0,41| 0,40
Electric, Gas,

Water 3,18| 2,96| 1,80| 1,55| 1,33| 1,91| 1,81| 1,86| 2,03| 2,34| 1,70| 1,61| 2,05| 1,60

Construction 2,90| 3,91| 3,54| 3,22| 3,91| 3,59| 3,91| 3,52| 3,76| 3,01| 4,75| 4,44| 4,46| 3,34

Trade 2,54| 2,78| 3,02| 3,07| 3,08| 3,40| 3,27| 3,95| 3,86| 3,88| 4,02| 3,92| 3,70| 3,82
Wholesale and

Retail Trade 1,08( 1,14| 1,20 1,30| 1,31| 1,35| 1,28| 1,38| 1,41| 1,31| 1,23| 1,19| 1,15| 1,11

Hotel&Restaurant

Services 1,45| 1,64| 1,81| 1,77| 1,77| 2,04| 1,99| 2,57| 2,44| 2,57| 2,79| 2,73| 2,55| 2,72

Transportation

and

Communication 2,60| 2,66| 2,76| 2,86| 2,81| 2,91| 2,80| 3,38| 3,43| 3,47| 3,62| 3,26| 3,18| 3,35

Financial

Institutions 0,96| 1,06| 1,45| 1,47| 1,47| 2,05| 1,68| 1,39| 1,90| 2,17| 2,59| 2,84| 2,12| 1,59

Ownership of

Dwelling 1,70( 1,29| 1,07| 1,04| 1,27| 1,19| 1,25| 1,18| 1,20| 1,18| 1,39| 1,92| 2,18| 2,13

Business &

Personal Services | 2,34| 2,63| 3,74| 4,00| 3,83| 3,93| 4,19| 4,20| 4,18| 4,17| 4,09| 4,10| 3,99| 3,81

(Less) imputed

bank service

charges 1,04| 0,84| 0,41 1,00( 1,29| 1,70| 1,97| 2,81| 2,29| 2,07| 2,39| 2,31| 1,87| 1,21

Sectoral Total (1-9) 2,15| 2,29| 2,34| 2,26| 2,21| 2,31| 2,45| 2,53| 2,55| 2,61| 2,72| 2,74| 2,57| 2,48

Government

Services 1,97| 1,87| 2,48| 2,97| 3,59| 4,26| 4,31| 3,60| 3,90| 4,42| 5,12| 5,18| 5,72| 5,63

Private non-profit

institutions 0,45| 0,45| 0,46| 0,35| 0,28| 0,37| 0,28| 0,08| 0,08| 0,10| 0,10| 0,10| 0,18| 0,20

Import duties 0,44| 0,42| 0,37| 0,33| 0,29| 0,33| 0,28| 0,42| 0,51| 0,44| 0,41| 0,44| 0,42| 0,44

GDP (Purchasers’

value) (13+14) 2,07| 2,20| 2,28| 2,21| 2,19| 2,31| 2,41| 2,49| 2,52| 2,58| 2,70| 2,72| 2,60| 2,49

Source: Calculated from Turkish Statistical Ing&taata
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In addition to the impact of service sector in #o®nomy of Antalya, agriculture has been
traditionally important for the economy.. The imfaorce of agriculture is seen from the
shares of GDP, approximately consisting of 3% ef Turkey during the period 1987 and
2001 (Table 7.) and it is also important not onithwthe contributions on income, but also

with the contributions on employment and exporeptal.

Antalya, as a metropolitan center of the regiopludes not only service functions such as
university, hospitals, regional and local publicstitutions, but also specialized tourism
functions such as entertaining, tourism based cawemecultural and tourism supporting
activities. In fact, Antalya harbour, internatioratport, transportation, communication and
storages are important determinants for the dewsdop of tourism identity. Transportation
and communication based developments and theirilbotion to the tourism identity of the
Antalya are supported by the increase in the sb&ar@DP values. In this context, as a
tourism city of the country, it is not surprisirftat the share of GDP in industrial activities is

low.

Increasing Employment Opportunities and Emerging@&ers in Antalya

> There is a striking increase observed in the nendnd the share of employment and firm

unit especially in service sector including tourjgrade and transport.

Although there is a rapid increase in populatiod arimited increase in the share of GDP,
the share in employment seems to be increased talyan Especially, the share of
employment in Antalya in total wage earners incesapermanently from %66 to %72
between the periods of 1985- 2001. In additiorh®ihcrease in wage earners, it is seen that
an increase is observed in the share of entrepreménen we compare it with the shares of
Turkey. Although a decrease is observed in theegabf Turkey, an increase is observed in

the absolute values of employers working on thein o Antalya (Table 8.).

In fact, it is seen that the increase in GDP peitads low in Antalya when we compare it
with the increase in high numbers of wage earrérs may be due to the employment of
high shares of workers in low productivity sectdkstually, this is not an expected situation
for Antalya which is the leading tourism developtnergion of Turkey. However, the rapid
increase in employers as an increase in entreprgipulshows the development of Antalya

based on the development of tourism and migration.
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Table 8 The distribution of job status of activeplation according to economic activities

Number of Share in | Number of Number of
WAGE Share in Number of country | SELF Share in FAMILY Share in Number of Share in
EARNER country % ENTREPRENEUR | % EMPLOYED | country % WORKER country % UNKNOWN country % TOTAL
ANTALYA 1985 75.891 1,09 2.604 1,34 32.896 0,71 9.854 0,11 1 0,06 121.246
62,59 2,15 27,13 8,13 0,00
1990 138.743 1,54 5.458 1,74 46.020 0,88 17.914 0,20 49 1,92 208.184
Share in
province 66,64 2,62 22,11 8,60 0,02
% 2000 194.121 1,72 15.784 2,33 44.234 0,85 14.807 0,17 45 1,96 268.991
72,17 5,87 16,44 5,50 0,02
TURKIYE 1985 6.978.178 100 194.124 100 4.662.166 100 8.720.650 100 1.616 100 20.556.734
33,95 0,94 22,68 42,42 0,01
Share | 1990 8.990.727 100 313.175 100 5.204.162 100 8.871.277 100 2.552 100 23.381.893
are in
country 38,45 1,34 22,26 37,94 0,01
% 2000 11.314.030 100 677.316 100 5.228.491 100 8.775.012 100 2.292 100 25.997.141
43,52 2,61 20,11 33,75 0,01

Source: Calculated from Turkish Statistical Ing&tdata




JET

Table 9 The distribution of active population aating to economic activities

_Share _Share Shar ) _Share _Share FINANCIA _Share
in in ) ELECTRI |€in Share in in in L in
AGRICULTUR | countr country Share in C_GAs_ | count country | ReTAIL country | TRANSPORT | country | INSTITUTI | country | sociAL
E y % MINING | % IMANUFACTURING | country % | WATER ry % | CONSTRUCTION | % TRADE % ATION % ON % SERVICE
ANTALYA 1985 23.864 0,2 116 0,08 15.557 0,71 150 | 0,65 12.859 1,71 19.155 1,39 6.417 1,04 5.525 1,42 36.264
19,9 0,1 12,83 0,13 10,72 15,97 5,35 4,61 30,24
1990 37.419 0,3 380 0,29 21.994 0,79 1.098 1,37 26.309 2,22 45.655 2,46 12.826 1,65 10.166 1,88 49.588
Sharg in 18,21 0,18 10,71 0,53 12,81 22,22 6,24 4,95 24,14
Province
% 2000 21.165 0,17 362 0,38 26.459 0,81 1218 | 1,24 24.995 2,09 80.030 3,18 19.824 2,32 18.242 2,26 75.840
7,89 0,14 9,87 0,45 9,32 29,85 7,39 6,8 28,28
TURKIYE
g;‘uar:‘fn'/” 1985 12.118.483 100 | 137.126 100 2.185.369 100 23.224 100 750.546 100 | 1.382.636 100 615.888 100 389.254 100 | 2.847.287
% 58,95 0,67 10,63 0,11 3,65 6,73 3 1,89 13,85
1990 12.547.796 100 | 130.823 100 2.781.717 100 80.324 100 1.184.242 100 | 1.854.306 100 775.427 100 541.742 100 | 3.344.033
53,66 0,56 11,9 0,34 5,06 7,93 3,32 2,32 14,3
2000 12.576.827 100 | 96.035 100 3.276.173 100 98.152 100 1.196.246 100 | 2.512.777 100 853.255 100 808.126 100 | 4.545.535
48,38 0,37 12,6 0,38 4,6 9,67 3,28 3,11 17,48

Source: Calculated from Turkish Statistical Ingttulata




It is seen that a striking increase is observethinshare of retail trade from 15,97% to
29,85% in economic active population of Antalya.r®lver, an increase is observed in the
activities of transportation and financial institut insurance. Although there is not an
impressive increase in the activities of socialviees, 28% of the active population,
approximately 75.840 people in Antalya are emploiyedocial services. Besides, a great a
mount of worker, approximately 20.000-30.000 peppbdasts in agriculture, though there

has been a decrease in agriculture activities gif86s (Table 9).

Since 1970s, important shifts are observed in #wtosal distribution of employment of

Antalya province. While the share of labor werehhiig social services, industry, agriculture
and services in 1970s, the share of employed popalin industry and agriculture has
decreased in time. In the course of time, espgdallrism and the supporting activities of
tourism such as trade, financial activities andndport has increased continuously.
Particularly after 1980s, this permanent changestoams sectoral structure and identity of

Antalya from agriculture to services and tourisrtivattes (Table 10).

Table 10 Sectoral distribution of employed peopléitalya province

1970 1980 1990 2000
Labor % Labor % Labor % Labor %

Agriculture, Forestry,

Fishing 217347 79.43 248913 70.8 316658 56.97 377654 49.85
Mining 291 0.11 420 0.12 572 0.1 596 0.08
Manufacturing Industry 13923 5.09 19657 5.59 330995.95 39518 5.22
Electric, Gas, Water 133 0.05 501 0.14 1558 0.28 8516 0.22
Construction 6583 2.41 14584 4.15 39122 7.04 40151 3 5
Trade and Tourism 9000 3.29 16207 4.61 65405 11.77 7286 18.12
Transportation and

Communication 5252 1.92 8411 2.39 18217 3.28 27806 .67 3
Financial Institutions 1580 0.58 4764 1.35 12377 232. 24651 3.25
Social and Individual

Services 16967 6.2 36343 10.34 64811 11.66 106519.061
Not well defined

activities 2570 0.94 1796 0.51 4040 0.73 1658 0.22
TOTAL 273646 100 351596 100 555859 100 757514 100

Source: Calculated from Turkish Statistical Indttulata

When we look at the change in the sectoral diginbwf Antalya from 1970s to 2000s, it is

observed that agriculture has always had a dommwdatin the economy of Antalya. It has

had important contributions to the economy via tngaemployment, income and export. It

is known that 1.2 percent of agricultural exportsTarkey stem from Antalya. However,
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agriculture has started to loose its importancerdf®80s. Although agriculture is a huge
sector in Antalya and contributes to employmentdase, its proportion of share decreases
in the economy. In fact, even this share relatickdgreases, it increases in absolute term due

to the change in production type and productiore@ss in agriculture.

According to the location quotient values of seat@mployment between 1990 and 2000, it
is observed that Antalya is highly specialized grieulture except from the central and
eastern coastal side. In addition to agricultumnmerce has been gaining importance.
Although industrial activities exist in the innendanorthern parts of Antalya, they are not
high enough to determine the sectoral structureAwfalya. In other words, industrial
structure shows weakness in specialization. Thizkwess is observed by the low share of
industry (5%) in population. However, when we congpthhe industrial structure of Antalya
Region including Antalya, Burdur and Isparta praes, it is seen that Antalya has got the
higher share in the industrial activities. 11.39%rspn with a 47% share of industrial
employment consisting of textile, chemicals, glpkstic and food activities has taken place
in Antalya. There are also unregistered workerstixj in different sectors which can not be

shown in the tables.

As it is seen from the ten years period data (18822), Antalya has higher share than the
average share of Turkey in the employment sharesoaimerce, hotel & restaurant,
transportation & communication and social & individ services according to 2002 values.
In 1992, the high share of employment is seen inaka for the sectors of hotel &
restaurants and social & individual services imtieh to Turkey. When the shares of sectors
are compared with the values of 1992 and 2003 dtbiserved that service related sectors

show a remarkable increase as it is emphasizdwiprevious parts (Table 11).

Table 11 Employment shares according to the sdatissaibution of Antalya and Turkey
between 1992 and 2002

Real
Estate Other

Financial Rent- Social

Total Hotel& Transport&  Intermediary ~ work individual

Emp Manufacturing  Construction ~ Commerce  Restaurant Communic Institutions activity services

2002 Antalya 210108 22699 7012 67509 58949 23224 3779 11783 6641
% 10,80 3,34 32,13 28,06 11,05 1,80 5,61 3,16

Turkey 6497040 2183286 224874 1876525 545167 612814 183169 339502 177924

% 33,60 3,46 28,88 8,39 9,43 2,82 5,23 2,74

1992 Antalya 60465 6849 1605 22620 15819 1553 111 1944 8786
% 11,33 2,65 37,41 26,16 2,57 0,18 3,22 14,53

Turkey 2746566 735202 110571 1238350 325816 69815 13686 106997 146129

% 26,77 4,03 45,09 11,86 2,54 0,50 3,90 5,32

Source: Calculated from Turkish Statistical Ingtulata_ {syeri sayisi istatistikleri)
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Apart from the comparison of Antalya with Turkey,d seen that Antalya center, Alanya,
Manavgat, Kemer and Serik are seen as the leadibg psovinces according to the
employment shares (Table 12). Sectoral distributbremployment shows that Antalya
Center has got the highest share more or less émyesector. However, the special
importance is given to real estate (86,39%), otfumial and individual services (85,51%)
and construction (71,53%) sectors when it is coegbarith other sub provinces. The second
higher shares are observed in Alanya especialdach sector. However, Alanya has got the

higher share in employment especially in tourisot@ebased on hotels and restaurants.

Apart from that, Manavgat sub province is also inguat with its higher shares in tourism,
commerce, transportation & communication, financiatermediary institutions and
construction employment. In addition, Kemer andikSsub provinces are important in the
employment shares of hotels & restaurants. Ser&k dat the higher shares not only in
tourism but also in other social and individualvegzs. Although higher shares are seen in
these provinces, remaining sub provinces of Antalyaw low employment shares in all of

these sectors (Table 12).

Table 12 Employment shares by sectors and by sainmes of Antalya

Real

Hotel& Transportation& Financial Ezt:lt»e 50;2;3;'

Employment Intermediary  \york individual
2002 Total Manufacturing ~ Construction Commerce Restaurant Communication Institutions activity  Services

Antalya Center 48,77 68,91 71,53 55,93 19,53 59,28 48,53 186,39 85,51
AKSEKI 0,33 0,26 0,26 0,38 0,22 0,58 0,95 61,52 46,11
ALANYA 14,95 9,30 10,05 12,98 23,13 9,94 14,10 0,07 0,17
ELMALI 1,05 2,02 0,37 1,30 0,42 1,25 2,57 7,71 15,23
FINIKE 1,15 1,39 1,01 1,55 0,49 0,74 1,91 049 0,80
GAZIPASA 1,08 0,92 0,44 1,73 0,34 1,24 0,00 0,00 0,93
GUNDOGMUS 0,17 0,34 0,40 0,17 0,03 0,24 0,77 0,63 1,42
IBRADI 0,06 0,07 0,00 0,05 0,03 0,19 0,00 0,04 0,05
KALE 0,64 0,41 0,07 0,91 0,39 0,63 2,28 0,00 0,04
KAS 1,87 1,82 0,71 1,67 2,28 2,13 4,13 0,34 0,81
KEMER 7,38 0,85 3,81 3,53 18,67 2,86 2,49 0,92 1,60
KORKUTELI 1,31 2,23 1,54 1,74 0,46 1,26 2,28 1,80 3,91
KUMLUCA 1,94 1,71 0,50 2,61 0,84 2,48 439 0,62 1,13
MANAVGAT 12,91 511 6,93 10,89 20,31 14,24 10,08 2,86 1,76
SERIK 6,41 4,65 2,37 4,56 12,87 2,95 3,10 543 8,23

Source: Calculated from Turkish Statistical Indttulata
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Apart from the employment shares, the number aof 8hares is also important for defining
the sectoral weight of different sub provinces intalya. As it is seen from the table 13,
similar distribution is observed with employmenagds and firm shares in the sub provinces
of Antalya. Antalya center, Alanya and Manavgat éengyot the higher shares in the
distributions of firms, more or less in each sectdowever, Serik shows a significant
difference in the shares of firms. Commerce antastate sectors are also important in the
shares of firm number in addition to tourism ankdeotsocial and individual services. It can
be concluded from the shares of firm and employnsiiaires that tourism and social and
individual services creates more employment th&werosectors in Serik. This could be due

to the existence of big sized tourism firms in Bevhich creates more employment.

Table 13 The number of firm shares by sectors grglib provinces of Antalya

Real

Hotel& Transportation& Financial Eztﬁtt_e S;Efa’l

Share of Intermediary  \ork individual
Firm 2002 Total Manufacturing ~ Construction ~Commerce  Restaurant Communication  Institutions activity services

Antalya Center | 46,94 51,30 70,29 45,17 32,65 46,51 50,57 85,46 79,97
AKSEKI 0,58 0,54 0,76 0,47 0,73 0,95 1,38 53,23 39,67
ALANYA 14,50 14,66 9,47 14,58 20,17 11,96 15,17 0,18 0,22
ELMALI 1,97 3,12 0,82 1,96 1,92 1,98 1,38 11,99 12,05
FINIKE 1,77 1,97 0,99 1,97 2,15 1,08 2,07 0,92 1,39
GAZIPASA 2,02 2,19 0,53 2,32 1,46 2,17 1,15 1,15 1,34
GUNDOGMUS 0,32 0,68 0,47 0,29 0,26 0,32 0,69 1,03 1,39
IBRADI 0,13 0,22 0,00 0,09 0,17 0,23 0,23 0,12 0,08
KALE 1,09 0,82 0,18 1,27 1,34 0,90 0,92 0,02 0,08
KAS 2,60 2,59 1,70 2,16 571 2,68 2,07 0,47 1,17
KEMER 3,78 1,00 1,23 4,04 7,45 3,29 2,99 1,25 1,75
KORKUTELI 2,32 3,49 3,63 2,34 1,80 2,16 2,07 2,14 3,28
KUMLUCA 2,69 2,73 1,05 3,10 3,22 1,76 2,99 1,17 1,31
MANAVGAT 14,00 8,82 6,90 13,95 16,82 19,64 13,33 1,77 2,05
SERIK 5,29 5,88 1,99 6,28 4,15 4,36 2,99 7,21 9,73

Source: Calculated from Turkish Statistical Indttulata

As it is seen from the emerging sectors, sectoedadstribution of employments and
distribution of firms in Antalya, service sectorpesially tourism related activities have
gained importance in determining the economic atrecof Antalya. Also, the employment
increase in commerce and tourism from 9.000 pe@d® to 137.276 (18%) people between
the periods of 1970 to 2000 shows the crucial ingrare of tourism and supporting
activities such as commerce in the economy of élgéon and also for the country. The same

importance is seen in social and private servidaistwshows increase from 16.967 people
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(6%) to 106.519 people (14%) between the periodk9@0D-2000 (S6nmez, et.al, 2003). In
fact, all of these results have similarities witle toutputs of 1992-2002 period employment

and firm data by sectors (Table 13).

Service based economy of Antalya is also emphasizethe report of State Planning
Organisation (“The functional classification of Rircces in Turkey”) which indicates that
Antalya is a province which is specialized with ¢coeice and service activities. As it is
observed from different analysis all of which toyghow the economic structure of Antalya
emphasize that service sector especially tourisweliyg important for Antalya by creating

employment and value added.

Increasing importance of Tourism in Antalya

> Tourism positively effect the development of Aatalyt only by attracting foreign tourists,
but also by creating new tourism enterprises. Imeotwords,Antalya is the leading tourism
province of Turkey with regard to the increaseha values of night spending, bed capacity

and the number of tourism firms.

As it is seen from the sectoral evaluations, theciat importance and the contribution of
tourism in the economy of Antalya has to be rewkddg focusing on a detailed research.
Especially from the second half of this centuryrism has been taken as a solution to solve
the economic problems of countries. Via accelegatsocio-economic and cultural
development, increasing employment is observedonbt in tourism but also in tourism
supported service activities, and by providing iigmeexchance input and foreign capital,
sector of tourism has triggered economic developr(ieime Report of Development Bank,
2000).

The share of tourism for supplying the deficienéyaseign trade increased from 11.7% in

1983 to 83.7% in 1994. However, the share reduceD135% for the last few years due to
increasing trade deficit. Between the periods d83t2997, hotel and restaurant services
have been the highest growth sector with 6.6% aeegaowth rate per year. In spite of this
increase in growth rates of tourism sector, grovete of GDP is still around 5.4% (The

report of Development Bank, 2000). However, indregashare of tourism and transportation
services in the GDP from 4.05% to 6.07% betweenytas of 1987 to 2001 shows the

importance of these sectors in the economy of Aat@Unpublished Statistics of Turkish

135



Statistical Institute). Although there are sometomrersial thoughts, according to the effect
of growth rates in tourism sector, it can be clairtteat tourism can be taken as a locomotive

of the economy of Antalya and its nearby regions.

Especially after 1980s, Antalya has taken a joiniotg for our country to the global

economy due to showing an increase in accommodatida and foreign tourist arrivals. In

fact, the important question is whether Antalyal wiistain its tourism oriented role as a
global node in the future or not? Thus, the ainthig thesis is to find out the factors that
sustain the position of Antalya as a global noded also the factors that promote
competitive advantage of Antalya in the global exoy. In the literature, it is claimed that
the cities which have increasing role in the globabnomy are mainly specialized on
production, service and information activities.this context, tourism oriented development
of Antalya can be taken as an opportunity to regarethe country in the global economy and
also can be taken as an opportunity to sustain ettiveness in the global market as a

global node.

Antalya, located in the Southern part of the Turkbhys been the major mass tourism
destination of Turkey especially for the out-comilogrists since the beginning of 1980s
(Ministry of Culture and Tourism, 2003). In linetivithe data of the year 2005, Antalya has
been the first province with a share of 60% thahets tourism investment. According to

the distributions of tourism investments in Turkestween the period of 2000 and 2005,
Antalya has been the first ranking province thatesa 409 tourism encouragement
certificates with a value of 4.785.000.000 YTL istraent. Moreover, 40 % accommodation
capacity of Turkey originated from Antalya in actance with the values of 2005. In

addition to the leadership of Antalya in accommuhatapacity, when we look the increase
in the share of accommodation capacity betweendhes 1990 to 2004, it is observed that a
8.5 % increase in Turkey and 10% increases in Aaté seen (Unpublished statistics of
Ministry of Culture and Tourism). In this context,can be claimed that Antalya is the

leading province of Turkey as a tourism destination

Antalya contains assets that cater for a wide rarfigiterests. Its coastal areas are ideal for

sun-sea-sand tourism; while investments have tuttmegrovince into the country’s leading

golf resort. Aside from these, the areas of richucal heritage satisfy the needs for cultural

tourism, while the inland mountain areas caterHilers and climbers, and the unspoilt

nature for the eco-tourist. Besides the differgmtes of tourism activities, the range of

accommodation is broad for different type of clusténcluding high quality 5- and 7-star
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hotels at the top end of the market, relativelgédainoliday villages and small boutique hotels

in the middle range and hostels at the lower end.

Although there are signs for post-fordist flexitimrism development in Antalya, fordist
type of tourism production such as mass tourisrokgged holidays and charter flights are
still dominant in the organization of tourism. Imd with fordist type of development
supported also by government, still mass tourists dominant in Antalya motivated

especially by low price.

However, it must not be denied that Antalya hasidewange of resource potentials that
supports the development of tourism in most ofdlusters. Belek, South Antalya (Kemer),
and Side tourism centers are organized tourism lderent areas of Antalya which is
supported by the tourism plans of the central gowent. While small sized local tourism
firms and local standards are observed in Kale@gnfral Antalya), Kg Kalkan and
Antique Side settlements, big sized tourism firmsl @lobal standard in service are seen

especially in Kemer, Belek, Manavgat and Alanyaisma clusters.

Table 14 Bed Capacity of the different clustersofalya

Tourism Operation Tourism Investment

Bed Capacity Licensed Licensed Municipality licensed  Tlotal

Antalya Merkez 12910 9508 8152 30570
KUNDU 4831 608 0 5439
SERIK/BELEK 26249 5955 0 32204
MANAVGAT 48295 6553 23258 78106
ALANYA 53725 4785 56870 115380
KEMER 47396 9774 10327 67497
KUMLUCA 0 0 1162 1162
FINIKE 647 105 1308 2060
DEMRE 0 291 616 907
KAS 1655 201 6574 8430
KORKUTEL i 0 0 83 83
AKSEK | 0 0 92 92
ELMALI 0 0 90 90
GAZIPASA 0 0 0 0
Total 195708 37780 108532 342020

Source: Ministry of Culture and Tourism, 2005

Government plans for the development of tourisrAritalya have proposed 65.500 beds for
Kemer - South Antalya Tourism Development Projexd,250 beds for Belek Tourism

Development Project and more than 50.000 beds ifbe $ourism Development project.
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However, proposals for bed capacity has reachegldrened capacity and approximately
235.000 bed capacity is created from operationianestment licensed tourism firms and
more or less 110.00 bed capacity is created by cipaiity licensed firms (Table 14.). The
development of accommodation capacity of Antalyavben the periods of 1990 and 2005
reveals that bed capacity has reached to 325 thdy3able 15).

Table 15 Accommodation and bed capacities of Aatalgtween 1990 to 2005

Accommodation
Unit 1990 1995 2000 2005

Unit Bed Unit Bed Unit Bed Unit Bed
Operation L. 237 47.229 390 86.225 390 114.871 | 704 245.669
Investment L. 456 97.315 357 62.487 355 73.742 221 82.131
Grand Total 693 144.614 | 747 148.712 | 745 188.613 | 925 327.8

Source: (S6nmez, et.al, 2003)

Conclusively, a detailed evaluation can not be nfadéourism due to the missing data and
statistics which show the contribution of tourissmeconomic development at subprovince
level. Tourism is taken under the service sectwtdfore statistics are prepared for service
sector level. In this context, the competitivenasd the economic contribution of tourism to
Antalya can only be evaluated by using the contidiouof GDP at province level, the
increase in tourism investments and bed capacisubprovince level. A detailed analysis
related with the contribution of tourism sectorttee economy and the determinants of

developing competitiveness in tourism is scrutidizedetail in the following chapters.

5.2 Actors and Policies that foster and motivate # development in Antalya

How and at what level the development of Antalysujgported? What is the role of different
institutions in the development of Antalya® the main questions of this section which are

tried to be explained by the following discussions.

Although Antalya keeps on its development by theeshg role of the private sector
recently, public sector and semi-public institusdmve always important contributions for

the development of Antalya. It is revealed from ¢haluations of the analysis that;

» While direct financial investments of public secéoe not very important for

the development, other interventions such as largleldpment,
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infrastructure provision for tourism, tourism plaarsd development projects

have had striking contributions for the developnedrtburism in Antalya.

» The role public supported associations have cruaiaportance for

implementing the projects of each tourism develapraeea.

» The increasing number of association types, esibeosated with tourism,
have gaining importance by the type of activitiex grojects for the

development of each local area.
5.2.1 The effect of Public Policies for the Develapent of Antalya
Public Investments and Investment Incentives: Finegial Contributions to Antalya
When we look at the distribution of public investite between the period of 1990 and
2000, it is seen that the share of public investmeh Antalya in Turkey is not very high.
The position of Antalya in Turkey according to gakihvestments shows that Antalya had

an increase in share from 0,70 % to 1,25% dutieg/ears of 1990 and 2001 (Table 16.).

Table 16 The share of public investment expenditofeAntalya according to Turkey-2001
prices

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

ANTALYA 0,7 0,51 06 061 0,72 07 08 122 126 1,18 091 125

REGION
TOTAL * 095 0,63 0,82 09 104 113 1,3 166 161 1,42 1,2 148
TURKEY
TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Calculated from Turkish Statistical Ind#itulata, 2005*Antalya, Isparta, Burdur

Table 17 Annual increasing rates of Public Investiniexpenditures

1990- 1991- 1992- 1993- 1994- 1995- 1996- 1997- 1998- 1999- 2000-
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

ANTALYA -27 18 4,6 -23 -20 55 87 0,2 -15 -5,6 4,5
REGION
TOTAL* -34 31 13 -25 -10 45 68 -6,1 -20 3 -5,7
TURKEY
TOTAL -0,6 1,2 2,8 -36 -17 26 31 -2,9 -8,9 22 -24

Source: Calculated from Turkish Statistical Ingtalata, 2005 *Antalya, Isparta, Burdur
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Annual increasing rates of public expenditures vantyonly in Antalya but also in Turkey as
to the changing situations. Therefore, there ha®@en a continous increasing or decreasing

pattern in annual rates of public investments witen years period (Table 17).

When we evaluate public investments accordingecstttoral distribution in 2003, it is seen
that the highest public investments have been gimecommunication and transportation
sector in the whole country. Moreover, Antalya lisoathe &' or 7" province compared to
other provinces in turkey in taking public investihan tourism and education. Actually, the
highest rate of public investment seen in tourisrapsportation & communication and
education sectors seems to be not surprising féalyan due to its character which is based

on service and tourism activities.

Although public investments are also seen in eneagyiculture, manufacturing and health
sectors, their shares are low and not impressigaginwhen compared with other provinces
of Turkey. However, public investments are impartan Antalya because of being the™ 1
(one of the first supported tourism province after underdeveloped provinces) supported
province by the government. For instance, the rajigepresentative offices of leading
public institutions such as General Directorate Hi§hways, Hydraulic Works, Rural
Services and Bank of Provinces are located in AatdWloreover, free zone, international
airport, wholesale bazaar, harbour, hospitals amidetsity have established in Antalya and

most of them have the functions that serve not torlprovince but also for the region.

Even the shares of public investment are not vagly according to Turkish average in some
years; important contributions are made in Antalya public supports. In fact, the
contributions of public investments have affectkd structural and spatial transformation
and thereby supported Antalya as a global tourisderin addition to the efforts of private

and foreign investments.

Apart from public investments, implemented invesimimcentives are important for the

development of regions. Various countries orienegtiment incentives to different regions
for providing equal spatial distribution in devetognt. While underdeveloped provinces
have got the priority for taking incentives, deysd investment areas can also take
incentives in Turkey. When the shares of incentikiese been taken into consideration

between the period of 1995 and 2000, it is sedrthieashare of Antalya in Turkey increases
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from 2,86% to 3,29%. Although high shares are nbseoved in Antalya, important

structural changes have been seen via investmestitines.

Table 18 The share of Investment Incentives Ceatifis of Antalya according to Turkey,
2001 Prices

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
ANTALYA 2.86 4.98 3.94 3.23 2.4 2.43 3.29
REGION TOTAL* 7.43 10.35 8.99 6.87 5.13 5.48 7.32
TURKEY TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Calculated from Turkish Treasury data, 2005
*Antalya, Isparta, Burdur

When we look at the shares of investment incentaesrding to the sectoral distribution, it
IS seen that incentives that are given to senactos is very high in Antalya (Table 19.). In
fact, this is not surprising for Antalya to getrieasing number of incentives in the service

sector by the time because of being the majorsoudestination in Turkey.

There has been an increasing trend in tourism imasgs of Antalya beginning from 2001.
However, the highest increase (75%) is observedurism investments in 2003. During that
year 116 investment incentive certificate is disited in Antalya and thereby 14.950 person
should be employed via investment incentives. Altjfo a decrease is observed in
investment incentives in the year 2004, there @réodrism investment certificates given to
Antalya and thereby 9.830 person has found oubprtunities. In 2005, there has been an
increase (51%) in investment incentives and 24&tple have found new jobs in Antalya
via 1.768.000.000 YTL investment in total.

By the mediation of these investments, Antalya lesome the province that has taken the
highest tourism investment in Turkey with a 60%rsh#lso, Antalya became the primary

province in Turkey with a 409 tourism investmertdntive certificates and 4.785.000.000
YTL investment during the period of 2000 and 208% %0, 2006).

In addition to the incentives given to tourism secit is seen that much incentives have also
been given to the manufacturing sector. Howeverentives in manufacturing fall behind
the values of tourism incentives. This is becaus&he increasing dominance of tourism

sector in Antalya.
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Table 19 The number of tourism investment incestivkeAntalya by sectors

Energy Services Manufacturing Mining Agriculture  Total
1980 0 3 2 1 0 6
1980-1985 1 40 12 2 10 65
1985-1990 2 103 55 3 26 189
1990-1995 4 158 88 11 39 300
1995-2000 9 267 168 23 60 527
2000-2005 12 371 260 32 82 757

Source: Calculated from Turkish Treasury data, 2005

At the first glance, it can be expected that thasom behind the low shares in total
investment certificates of Antalya may stem frone tholicy that tries to increase the
investment incentives in low development regionswelver,istanbul, which is a megalopol
city of Turkey, has got the highest share (20%ipiestment incentives and also investment
incentives rise to 50% in its region. Therefore;dh be concluded that investments are not
equally distributed in Turkey's provinces and néede increased and supported also for

Antalya by the government to promote its global petitiveness.

Although the shares of investments and incentivesl@wv, value added created by public
investments and incentives in Antalya are imporfantTurkey. While Antalya provides
1,09% of total tax revenue as an average of 1993-2the share of Antalya in national
income rises to 2,5% in 2004. According to the ahnate of increase in national income tax
revenues, it is seen that there is a decreaseeimth of increase (Table 21.). So, it is seen
that these low shares of Antalya has less contobub the tax revenues of Turkey (Table
20.).

Table 20 The share national income tax revenuet péices (billion TL)

1995-
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2001
ANTALYA 1,11 1,21 1,26 1,18 1,03 0,93 1,00 1,09
REGION
TOTAL* 1,46 1,56 1,62 1,50 1,35 1,18 1,25 1,40
TURKEY
TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Calculated from State Statistics Institldén
*Antalya, Isparta, Burdur

While there is an increase in investments as itissussed in the previous part, it is

surprising that the share of tax revenues is deitrgan Antalya.
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Table 21 Annual rate of increase in national incdaxerevenues- 2001 prices

1995-1996 1996-1997 1997-1998 1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001

ANTALYA 18,57 22,36 8,92 -10,33 5,16 5,06
REGION TOTAL* 15,79 22,31 7,64 -7,38 2,19 3,18
TURKEY TOTAL 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00 100,00

Source: Calculated from State Statistics Institlaéa
*Antalya, Isparta, Burdur

Planning Interventions of Public Institutions to Atalya: Tourism Development Plans,

Projects and Land Allocations

Tourism Master's Plan of Turkey was prepared inlatmration with State Planning
Organization and Ministry of Tourism and Advertigiim 1960s. In this plan, the coastal area
between the south border of Canakkale provinceMardin province which include Antalya
is declared as agriority tourism development zonm Turkey. Priority regions are
transformed intdTourism Areaand Tourism Center8 by Tourism Encouragement Law of
The Ministry of Tourism in 1982 (Law No. 2634). Ifact, provisions of Tourism
Encouragement Law are to determine, to use antbteqt the creative resources in tourism,
to nationalize the private and public land for depang tourism, to encourage tourism sector
via controlling tourism firms and to find financieésources. Allocation of public lands to
tourism investments and other incentives given tmurism have contributed to the

development of tourism regions as in the case tala.

Tourism development studies of Antalya, which a@dein collaboration with Ministry of
Tourism and T.C. Tourism Bank, have been realizedi@veloping physical planning of
tourism areas, infrastructure studies and yatchinasr In this contextAntalya Yatch
Marina Environment Tourism, Restoration of KaleigdO bed tourism complexes in Side
and South Antalya Tourism Development Profete made important contributions to the

development of Antalya as being public investments.

In fact, the most important outstanding integrafm@ject is South Antalya Tourism

Development Projeavhich covers 75 km. coastal area between Antaly&hY®arina and

“The parts or places specified to be developed priagity basis within or outside the cultural and
tourism preservation and development regions, am@fimportance for tourism movements and
activities, locations, sites and the boundariestith are determined and announced by the Council
of Ministers upon the proposal of the Ministry”.
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Gelidonya Foreland and also in the boundary of @ysaBeydglari National Parkin this
project, Antalya is taken as the touristic regiosahter and Kemer is the supporting
settlement of the project. This project was propoisdrastructure investments for 25.000
bed capacity in 1976, and then it has been incdei@s89.000 bed capacity to create efficient
capacity for mass tourism in a short period. In #stablishment period of the project,
application was made to the World Bank to obtaineseary credits. The loan agreement
signed in 1976 between Turkish Government and tleeldAMBank provided a loan of 26

million dollars.

The aim of this project was to provide the Turkmbpulation and foreign tourists with a
capacity of 62.000 beds by 1995. With this projeécts aimed to serve mostly (80%),
international tourism, foreign market and thus obt@reign currency which will bring
positive benefits to the balance of foreign trafiéhe country. The success lays behind this
project is “integrated type of mentality” of toumsdevelopment project which incorporates
from the beginning, planning, programming, finaaoel operation stages within one project.
The state has taken all the necessary precautiorthd successful implementation of this

project. Some of these precautions are;

e “The state provides additional financial aid and stalntial incentives to the private
sector which will provide the touristic facilities.

e The state provides all types of high-quality infrasture in the project area.

e The state has undertaken activities pertaininght® provision of the National Park
and historical site areas with the aim of protegtithe natural and historical
environment of the region.

e The state is undertaking the construction of adl tiecessary social facilities (health
centre, hotel training centre and training hotebutism office and municipality
building) in the Kemer support (service) town.

e The state is allocating the said areas for rentabée) to the foreign and domestic
investors who are to provide the accommodation atinér touristic facilities. The
state firstly resolves the issues relating to landaccordance with the existing

plans” (Inskeep, 1991)

The Ministry of Tourism provides the coordinatioh the project, and also provides the
finance of the project by distributing the fundsth@ participating institutions except for

Kepez AS. as allocated in the annual budget. It is alspoesible to the World Bank for
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this project. Tourism Bank is appointed as the attast company by the Ministry of
Tourism, as required by the World Bank with refemrto Loan Agreement no.1310
(Inskeep, 1991). In the concept of this project, T&8, an infrastructure development
association of Kemer, is established by the goveminto develop infrastructure in
collaboration with public and private institutionEKemer. This collaborative approach was

helpful for the development of successful infrastiioe projects of Kemer.

In fact, the legal basis of this project stems fiSouth West Antalya Tourism Development
Plan in the 1/25.000 scale. According to this pBeldibi-Goynuk, Ciftecgmeler (Beldibi),
Kemer, Kiris, Camyuva and Tekirova are taken as “Tourism Deaknt Sites”. In the
framework of this plan, protecting the forest aaed also defending the economic benefit of
the people via protecting greenhouses and citreeega are taken into consideration. In the

scope of this project completed works are;

» “Construction of network for drinking water and veatto be used for other
purposes,

Kemer Yatch Marina,

Kemer Town Infrastructure Network,

Sewage Purifying Plants and Sewage Main Collectors

Kemer Health Centre,

Kemer Municipality and Tourism Office Building,

Y V V VYV VYV VY

Kemer Yatch Marina and Installations Otem and TiragnHotel and Environment
Development Works,

Electricity Network,

Turban Kemer Marina Hotel Construction,

Construction of Forest Roads and Fire Watch Towers,

Kindilgggme Camping AreaElectricity Network,

Solid Refuse Disposal Plant,

VvV V.V V VYV V

Phaselis Ancient City Exhibition and Service Buigi and The Infrastructure

Facilities Construction,

Y

Housing for the Public Sector Employees and thei$ouPersonnel,
Beldibi Sewage Purifying Plant Constructiofihskeep, 1991).

A\

In addition to the importance 8buth West Antalya Tourism Development Praeiiemer Belek

and Side Tourism Development projeate also important for the development of tourism
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Antalya Tourism Region. Recently, Lara ve Konydaltirism districts have emerged and become
popular for touristic activities in central Antalyia the development of these touristic areas, not
only public investments, land allocations and &aridevelopment projects and plans, but also
private investments and their collaborative prgjegith government are also important for the
development of these districts. In this contéglek and Side Tourism Development Plans
have emerged in addition to tHeroject of South West Antalya Tourism Development

Project.

Belek tourism center, located in eastern part efAhtalya Center covering 14 km. coastal
area between Aksu stream and Acisu, constitutesnofe than 40 accommodation
establishment and 5 golf areas in the scope ofkBBteirism Project. Existing bed capacity
is 32.204, moreover, accommodation establishmerdsaiso infrastructure was completed.
In addition to the coastal tourism activities amadunal environment, Belek Tourism center is

an organized tourism complex for conference andt $f@sed activities.

In the context of Belek Tourism Development Proj@ETUYAB has been founded as a
management association in 1988 by the investor aaiap of the region with the support of
the Ministry of Tourism which also leads it. Fror@9ll, BETUYAB a joint stock company

of Ministry of Culture and Tourism founded by th@naof solving the infrastructure

problems in Belek Tourism Center cooperation withv&nment and Private Sector. It is
also a joint initiative of international institutis such as World Bank and World
Environmental Protection Association. With the hefgglobal linkages and government

support, successful projects are observed in Betakism Center.

Side Tourism Development project area, locatedhan @astern coast of Antalya between
Kumkoy and Manavgat Stream, covers 12 km. coastal &Vhile the proposed bed capacity
is 12.000 in the initial stage of the project, loagacity exceeds 50.000 in these days. Project
area covers tourism settlements of Kumkody — Bgitge Yeni Selimiye — Antik Side —
Titreyen GOl — Kemer — Sorgun —Acisu and Manawyaty, infrastructure is completed and
directed by infrastructure management associab®] AB, which is mainly collaborated

with the municipality when implementing and devétapinfrastructure projects.

Apart from the projects that are discussed abmttiements developed by land allocations
of government are very important for Antalya. Agtals the primary province that take the

higher number of land allocations when comparedh wither provinces of Turkey.
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Approximately, 195 tourism establishments are lafidcated including accommodation,
golf, yatch and other types in Antalya by the suppd the government (Ministry of
Tourism, 2000). These lands are important for theetbpment of the coastal areas of
Antalya including Belek, Side, Kemer, Kale (Demea)d Alanya (T.C. Turizm Bakagiy

Tahsis edilecek Kamu Arazileri (Yillar itibariyleyatirimlar Genel Mudurlgil).

It is observed that Kemer is the leading tourisrtlesaent taking 77 land allocations for
tourism establishments. The second important tougettlement is Side and 45 tourism
establishments have taken land allocation. Thel timportant settlement is Belek in land
allocations and 41 tourism establishments haventéd allocation. The followings are; 16
tourism establishments in Central Antalya, 8 taurestablishments in Alanya and 6 tourism
establishments in Kale (Demre) which have taked HElocation for tourism development in

Antalya.

Except for tourism development plans and land atioos of the government, tourism
centers defined by the Ministry of Tourism haveodtgd a guiding role for defining the
route of tourism development in Antalya Tourism RegIn this context, Kaleici, Konyaalti
and Kundu-Kemerz! in Central Antalya; Serik-Colakli, Serik-Manavgeoastal area,
Gazipaa, West Alanya, Alanya-Akda Alanya-Alaraincekum, Ka-Kalkan coastal band,
Arapsuyu, Side, Perge Congress and Fair, Bdletadi Maata Yaylasi, Kale (Demre),
Oymapinar Culture and Tourism Conservation Regrendafined as tourism centers by the
Ministry of Culture and Tourism. As it is seen frothe defined tourism centers of
government, it is observed that most of the coasttilements are defined as tourism centers

for promoting tourism development in the whole ¢abarea.

5.2.2 The role of NGQO'’s and civil initiatives

Apart from the contribution of public policies, thale of NGO’s and also civil initiatives are
important for the development of tourism in Antalyacording to the data of STGM (Civil
Society Development Center, 2007), there are 743D Nexisting in Turkey and 151 of
them (%2,03) is from Antalya. Although this shexéow when we compare it with the large
metropolitan areas of the Turkey, Antalya is als® highest one in nhumber compared with

the same scale touristic provinces of Turkey sichlasla and Aydin.
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Due to the absence of historical data on NGO numlbercording to the provinces, the
increase in the number of associations and NGQidaoot be evaluated for each province
seperately. However, an evaluation could be madth@emumbers of NGO’s according to
the interest areas. The high shares of NGO's iralfiatare seen especially for the interest
areas of tourism (%15) and environment (%15). Tlageeno other interest groups exist in
Antalya which have the same shares of NGO denkityact, these higher shares in the
number of NGO’s is a sign for the importance ofriem and therefore environment for

Antalya.

During the last 20 years, tourism and tourism eelaadvertisement, environment, culture
and business associations have increasingly be@mpelar and many of them work for

providing the development and advertisement of Katan the global market. Although the

associations which have strong connection withonati institutions take place generally in
the Antalya Center, the associations that repregensubprovinces of Antalya have also
been increasing in recent years. Actually, mosthef associations that take place in the
subprovinces such as the ones in Kemer, Alanyaaivat, Side and Belek aim to promote
tourism development via helping advertisement, astiucture development and project

development activities in their localities.

In fact, these kinds of emerging associations sasva support mechanisms/groups in their
interest areas when government supports are lima#ttiough government policies and
projects have important contributions for the tenri development of Antalya, tourism
associations have increased continuously. Whileesomthese tourism associations are
government supported associations in the estabdishiprocess, newly emerging tourism
associations are mainly the ones which are estadalisoluntarily by the tourism investors
for advertising and promoting development of theirrism cluster. These associations and
their contributions to the development of destmadi will be discussed detailly in the

following chapters.

5.3 Antalya as a Global Integration Node of Turkey

Whether the level of global connection increasd wite transformation process of Antalya
is the main question of this section to understamd evaluate the global connectedness of
Antalya. In fact, it is known that Antalya is a tourism deation of Turkey which connects

with Europe, Middle East and Northern countrietegnates with the world and tries to join
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with global system by tourism development. Howevbere are also different indicators

which shows the global connectedness of Antalydainipg in the following discussions.

Increasing atractivity of Antalya for foreign capa firms

>Antalya is the second attractive province for igrefirms in Turkey. Antalya has got an
important share for foreign capital firms and madtwhich are mainly consist of tourism

and service related activities.

Turkey has not been very attractive for foreignitsglows yet. Although total number of
foreign capital that was accessed to Turkey is@®@iBion USA dollars since 1950, it seems
that this value for foreign capital is low for Tesk when the attractivity of East Europian
countries for foreign capital is taken into considion (Eraydin et.al., 2005) In recent years,
foreign capital is on the increase relatively arastrof the foreign capital tend to increase in
the settlements which are specialized on servictoseln fact, the tendency of foreign
capital that chooses service cities is an oppadstiespecially for Antalya to integrate with
the global market for becoming globally competitittowever, the increase in the entrance
of foreign capital for domestic markets and the igimg of relatively low important sectors
are the factors that provide us a critical looktle@ contribution of foreign capital to export
and balance of payments for the Turkish economgoiding to the evaluation, one-third of
the accession of foreign capital after 2000s goedtoad as a profit transfer. Therefore, it is
understood that the increase in the accession reigio capital and the increase in the
orientation of foreign capital to certain sectore arucial for a country to enhance the

development of a certain region.

According to the data of Turkish Treasury (2007)isiseen that there are 15,171 foreign
capital companies in Turkey. Although there is anot@nce ofistanbul in the number of
foreign companies with a 55,6 % share, Antalyad@sthe second higher share (11,66 %)
with 1765 foreign capital companies due to thedrehglobal capital which chooses service
cities and service type activities (Table 22.)slemerging that tourism as a service sector
attracts too many foreign investors from abroad. iAds observed from the survey
questionnaire of this thesis, small sized foreigvestors of tourism are mainly the foreign

individuals coming from abroad who like Turkey ahd Turkish immigrants from abroad.
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Table 22 Distribution of Foreign Capital Companfexcording to the first ten provinces in

Turkey
The Number of Foreign Companies % Share of Foreign

Province (1954-2007 January) Companies

istanbul 8422 55,5
Antalya 1765 11,6
Ankara 1049 6,9
izmir 940 6,2
Mugla 879 5,8
Bursa 310 2,0
Mersin 286 1,9
Aydin 234 15
Kocaeli 187 1,2
Adana 122 0,8
Other Provinces 948 6,2
Total 15171 100,0

Source: Turkish Treasury, 2007

Foreign Companies according to the sectors in Antal ya
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Figure 14 Foreign companies of Antalya accordinth&sectoral distribution

Foreign capital companies of Antalya distributedlifferent sectors and most of which are
consisting of service based sectors (Figure 14,leT&3). According to the sectoral
distribution of foreign companies in Antalya (Figut4., Table 23), it is revealed that real
estate and renting is the first leading sector vaitl21,53% share for attracting foreign
companies. The second dominant sector is tourisiohwdttracts foreign companies with a
19,6% share. The following sectors are related wtiism activities such as transportation

and communication (8,9%). Moreover, constructiof,§4%) and trade (16,09%) are also
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important and supporting sectors of tourism byaating foreign capital. In fact, the
dominance of service oriented sectors that atficetign capital is an expected result for
Antalya as a service based tourism city. HoweVae is also need for more foreign capital

companies in Antalya for integrating global to bmeocompetitive.

Table 23 The share of foreign capital firms of Aydeaccording to the sectors

Sector The share of foreign capital firm
Real estates, Renting and work activities 21.53
Services of Hotels and Restaurants 19.60
Construction 19.04
Wholesale and retail trade 16.09
Transportation and Communication Services 8.90
Manufacturing Industry 6.01
Other Social and Individual Service Activities 3.63
Agriculture, hunting and forestry 2.78
Health and Social Services 0.62
Mining 0.57
Electric, gas and water 0.57
Financial Institutions 0.34
Education Services 0.17
Public Administration and Defence, Social Security 0.11
Services at home 0.06
TOTAL 100.00

Source: Calculated from Turkish Treasury data, 200

Apart from the shares of foreign investments adogrdo the sectors, the shares and the
number of foreign firms according to different ctiigs show that the leading countries that
make investment in Antalya are Germany, Russia,ni2ek and Netherlands (Table 24.).
The data gathered from Turkish Treasury revealsftiaign capital firms ofeal estate and
rent sectorin Antalya are consisting of the firms from DenkngR6,05%), Germany
(16,31%), England (14,21%), Netherlands (10,78%) &é568%) Russia. Countries that
invest in Antalya related witliourism sector (hotels and restaurant@je mainly from
Germany (26,51%), Russia (15,85%), England (15,8%8d)Netherlands (10,95%). Related
with construction sectorforeign capital are from Denmark (21,45%), Gernynnéib,4%),
Netherlands (14,5%), England (12,8%) and Russi2¢t) Intrade sectorwhich supports
the tourism activities, the shares of foreign cdestare consisting of Germany (27,33%),
Netherlands (12,94%) and Russia (12,58%). As #eisn from the shares, more or less in
every sector the countries; Germany, Netherlandspniark, England and Russia are
emerged as the leading countries that invest ialat
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> The countries which invest more in Antalya ardmtyathe ones which send dense foreign

tourist arrivals to Antalya.

Table 24 The share and the number of foreign coiepasf Antalya according to the first
nine countries

Countries The number of firm The share of firms %

Germany 388 22
Russia 219 12
Denmark 210 12
Netherlands 198 11
England 172 10
Ireland 60 3
Norway 48 3
Azerbaycan 47 3
Belgium 42 2

Source: Calculated from Turkish Treasury data, 2007

The shares of different countries that invest inafya are similar with the countries which
have higher shares in tourist arrival to Antalysccording to the data of year 2004, most of
the foreign tourist arrival to Antalya stems froner@any (22%), Russia (12%), Denmark
(12%), Netherlands (11%) and England (10%). In, fdnet high share of tourist arrivals from
Germany, Russia and Netherlands shows the atteaetbs of Antalya and thereby confirms

the investment behaviours of these countries imtaka.

The share of Antalya in total exports and the chdng structure in exports

While global connectedness became very populaafoountry and for a settlement in the

globalisation era, exports for international maskieés also became an important indicator
for defining the global connectedness of countdesl settlements. In this part, global

connectedness of Antalya is scrutinized accordinthé export data between the years of
1993 and 2004. While the share of exports of Atasylow for Turkey, it shows increase

from 0,44 % to 0,71 % between 1993 and 2004. Thkdst export values and an increase
are seen in the year of 2002 for Antalya (Table 25)
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Table 25 Export values of Antalya and the sharkurkey

1993 1994 1995 2001 2002 2003 2004
ANTALYA 67010000 85145000 105626000 314790000 424351000 311836000 449599000
0.44 0.48 0.49 1 1.18 0.66 0.71

REGION
TOTAL* 79618000 100391000 125714000 370941000 494548000 402382000 558014000
0.52 0.57 0.58 1.18 1.37 0.85 0.88

TURKEY 15348015000 17593866000 21636448000 31334216356 36059089029 47252836302 63120948800

Source: Calculated from State Statistics Institiaea
* Region Total is composed of Antalya, Isparta &uidur provinces

As it is seen from the export values, Antalya isntyaunder 1% share in export values of
Turkey. However, when it is compared with othervimoes in the region, it is revealed that

Antalya has dominance in exports as expected.

The share of Foreign Tourists Arrivals of Antalya

Visiting behaviours of tourists to different destiions for different purposes is another
dimension to examine the global connectivity oftleatents. In this context, tourism
movements, in other words, tourist mobility to ataim settlement gives us clues on the level
of global connectedness of that destination. Iemegears, tourism sector grows very fast
and become advantaged in economic terms due tintiheasing contribution of foreign

tourist to the balance of payments and the lesadimness to foreign input.

Obviously, tourism statistics reflect us the fasirease. Foreign arrivals to Turkey rises from
6,8 million to 8,9 million between the years of BO® 2003. In direct contradiction, the
number of citizen arrivals shows a decrease in pegod. It is known that economic
fluctations in 2000 and 2001 affect negatively be titizen arrivals. Values of foreign
arrivals according to the different tourism dedimas of Turkey show that Antalya is the
primary destination which attracts foreign touristsich (Figure 15). Moreover, when the
number of nights spend is scrutinized, it is regdahat Antalya is sustaining its primary
position in the number of nights spend (Figure Y8hen the number of nights spends are
evaluated according to the purpose of the arrivéd,seen that the arrivals of pleasure travel
and entertainment is the primary reason (27.798m68ber of night spend) for choosing
Antalya. Moreover, Mgla is the secondary destination with 7.945.386 tsigpend]stanbul

is the third destination with 7.857.607 nights sheBursa is the fourth with 4.926.664 nights
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spend andzmir the fifth destination with 1.598.306 nightsesg in Turkey. When we look
the shares in grand total, it is obviously obserthed Antalya is again the primary tourism

destination of Turkey with a 31.2 % share.
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Figure 15 Number of Arrivals according to differelgstinations of Turkey

GECELEME-Nights Spent

ANTALYA

MUGLA
o 1 0825 |

iSTANBUL

87885

AYDIN
izmir
KAPADOKYA (*)
ANKARA
DENiZLI

BURSA

BALIKES IR

CANAKKALE | 1559 ® YABANCI - Foreigner
223 @ YERLI - Citizen
i L1181
meRrsin b H0L

0 5000.0 10000.0 15 000.0 20 000.0 25000.0 30 000.0 35000.0 40 000.0|
(000)

Figure 16 Number of Nights spends according tcediffit destinations of Turkey
Source: Ministry of Culture and Tourism, 2005

As it is seen from the Figure 17, tourism regioh3 urkey are not the most attractive ones
compared to Balearic Islands in Spain, Algarve argin Portugal, Tirol region of
Switzerland, Trier region of Germany and middletpaf the Sweden. However, when the
capacity of hotels in different European and Turk&gions are compared with each other, it
Is seen that Antalya and gk are the only tourism regions which have highed aimilar
capacities with Mediterranean countries such asinSpléaly, France and Greece in

accommodation (Figure 17).
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NUMEBER OF BEDS PER 1000 INHABITANTS
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TDATA FOR TURSEY i DATED 2000

Figure 17 Capacity of Hotels (1998)
Source: Eraydin, et al, 2005

Table 26 Tourism Statistics by number of arrivald &y number of nights spend

2000
NUMBER OF ARRIVALS NUMBER OF NIGHTS SPEND
FOREIGNER |CITIZEN [TOTAL FOREIGNER  CITIZEN  TIOTAL
ANTALYA 2465092 1053008 3518100 15988047 3488736| 19476783
% 36.23 11.89 22.47 56.08 21.18 43.29
TURKEY 6804076 8855902| 15659978 28510906 16475699 44986605
% 100 100 100 100 100 100
2001
ANTALYA 3507343 829762 4337105 20317171 2466288 22783459
% 39.96 10.71 26.24 55.86 17.39 45.07
TURKEY 8778165 7749622 16527787 36368500 14178389 50546889
% 100 100 100 100 100 100
2002
ANTALYA 1051902 1405857 2457759 4000783 1871681 5872464
% 32.37 16.62 21 40.41 14.37 25.61
TURKEY 3249 837 8456 432 11 706 269 9901 035 13028 804 22 929 843
% 100 100 100 100 100 100
2003
ANTALYA 4051378 1021439 5072817 24150945 3203644 27354589
% 45.06 12.12 29.12 59.1 19.73 47.91
TURKEY 8991456| 8429868 17421324 40866002 16233902 57099904
% 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Calculated from the adata of Ministry oftQre and Tourism, 2005
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As it is seen from the touristic capacity of diffat regions in Europe, Antalya has got the
capacity that reaches the global standard in acamation. The number of foreign visitor in
Antalya is about 7,3 million person and usuallywsba@n increasing trend in foreign tourist
arrival except some of the periods which includelserises. While 36,29% of total foreign
visitors spend night in Antalya in the year of 20@@ls share increases to 45,06% in 2003
(Table 26.). In fact, the continuous increase iarigd arrivals of Antalya stems from the
capacities which are including sun-sea-sand typemats tourism activities, although

alternative tourism types are emerging recently.

The changing position of Antalya in internationaludture, art, science and sport activities

> |In addition to the attractivity of Antalya forfeign firms and foreign tourists, Antalya has
also increased its attractivity by the high rate in€rease in international cultural and

artistic activities, science and sport activitiesdaalso international fairs.

Antalya, as a tourism destination of Turkey, i®ashost town for international cultural and
artistic activities, scientific conferences, spmiirnaments and fairs in recent years. In the
global/world city literature, it is emphasized thaxisting of an international cultural,
scientific and sport activities for a place defitbe global connectedness of that place. In
this context, Antalya stands as a canditate to léokal/world city due to the increasing

international cultural, artistic, scientific, angosts activities.

The share of Antalya increases in internationatucal and artistic activities. One of the
leading long term annual activity taken place intaélya is Golden Orange Film Festival
have continued for 42 years. The following inteioradl activities areAspendos Festival -
Aspendos International Opera ve Bale Festirale been continuing for 13 years, Alanya
Culture, Art and Sport Activities and Antalya Imational Small Film Festival continuing
for 12 years, Antalya Piano Festival, Side Inteoratl Culture and Art Festival and
International Kemer UnderWater Days continuing #ryears. In addition to these
international activities, there are more than 6ivals that take place in Antalya (Ministry
of Culture and Tourism, 2005). In fact, most ofgténternational activities take place in
Alanya subprovince and Antalya Center. It is sé®t hot only one tourism destination, but
also other destinations in Antalya are importamtdeveloping international activities to be

competitive in the global environment. Therefoising international festivals is a sign that
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Antalya is going to be a “global cultural city”, Bddition to its identity based on “global

tourism city” including all of its destinations.

In addition to the big sized international orgatizmas, Antalya is a host city for many of the
national and international culture and trade fafscording to the data between 2000 and
2007, 153 fairs have been observed in Antalya (imavplus.com). While 86 fairs has been
made between the years of 2001 and 2005 in Anttigae has been a rapid increase (33%)
in the rates of fairs between the year of 20052007 and 67 fairs have organized. As it is
seen from the data between 2005 and 2007, Antalgabkcome the second city with 280
fair, while it was the fourth city in Turkey in 2B0When we look the rate of increase in fairs
between 2005 and 2007, it is revealed that Antabs become the first city in the rate of

increase in fairs (Table 27.).

Table 27 The number of fairs according to firstrfoities in Turkey

The number of fairs 2005 2007 Rate of Increase

Antalya 86 153 0.333818
izmir 111 191 0.311762
istanbul 644 1034 0.267119
Ankara 181 280 0.243769

Source: Fuarpluswww.fuarplus.com

Apart from festivals and fairs, Antalya is a hogdty also for national and international
conferences. Antalya Congress Office which is distadéd by the support of Antalya
Advertisement Association (ATAV) tries to adverteed to inform the potential of Antalya
to the national and international platforms. Assiseen from the contribution of ATAV to
the establishment of congress office, instituti@aions in tourism and advertising activities
are highly developed in Antalya to make it compatdiin the global market. By the help of
developing this type of institutionalizations suah associations, Antalya can easily be
advertised to the global market as a global nodeirfstance, Antalya Congress Office tries
to develop professional organization in conferenogghe help of its members such as
hotels, travel agencies, transportation firms, mipalities and the congress centers.
Therefore, many of the conferences take placeeanctinference halls of the qualified five
star hotels due to the existing sufficient numkiegualified hotels in Antalya. As it is seen

from the contribution of conferences that eachvigticontributes to tourism and tourism
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also contributes to the development of new acésiti

Except for the importance of conferences, Antalga become important for sport activities
in recent years. Sport tourism start to develop toue existance of natural resources and
qualified hotels in Antalya and nowadays approxeghatl500 team choose Antalya for
camping. Moreover, league matches, continous iatemmal sport activities and marathons
have taken place in Antalya. For instance, Kemeoime popular with underwater diving in

the international arena. Moreover, Rally of Turkeyaken place in Kemer.

Apart from Kemer, Alanya is an important host stfpdor sport championships and
marathons. For instance, Alanya International Maimiitike Championship, Alanya Beach
Volleyball, Alanya International Triation Champidrg, Alanya International Swimming
Championship, Alanya International Rhythmic Gymitast Championship, Alanya
International Street Handball Tournament, Alanyaadde Handball Championship,
University Beach Voleyball Tournament, Alanya Tenfliournament, Alanya Urbanball
Festival, Alanya International Street Hentbol Cotitjme and 13th Swimming Marathon are
the sport organizations of Alanya that supportsititernational advertisement of Antalya in

the global market.

International position of Antalya in transport capzty

Evaluation of the global transport capacity of Aysiais made by comparing the European
regions with Turkey. In this context, air passengeffic is taken as the indicator for
examining the global transportation capacity of dlyd according to the other countries in

the Europe.

Figure 18 was prepared by air passenger traffigpeson. According to this figure, Tle-de-
France region in France is dense with daily trartgtion; Este region in Spain, Hessen
region in Germany, Lombardia region in ltaly, Utrgegion, Nord Holland and Zuid
Holland in Netherlands are dense with businesssp@mation; and Nisia Aigaiou/Kriti in
Greece and Canaries in Spain are dense with tour@nsportation in European Union

regions (Eraydin et.al, 2005).

When the regions of Turkey are evaluated for glatzisportation infrastructure, it is seen

that Istanbul is the second rank dense region biginess and tourist transport. Ankara, the
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capital city of Turkey, is dense with administratitransport relations. Coastal regions of

Turkey, Antalya, Mgla, Aydin and Izmir, are dense with tourism oriehtieansportation.

Figure 18 Air Passenger Traffic

Source: Eraydin et.al., 2005

Actually, tourism oriented denseness of Antalyagiabal air traffic transportation is an
expected result. However, Antalya has got not @mtransportation opportunity, but also
has got sea and land transportation opportunitaime of being in the intersection point of
destinations. When the tourism of Antalya becomeremmtegrated with global by
developing network relations with global actors amsing its capacity of being an
intersection node, it has the potential to becoighly dense in global transportation as in

the other regions of the Europe.

5.4 Spatial Reflections of Tourism Development in Atalya

After evaluating the economic and sectoral changes,role of different actors and the
international role of Antalya in development, sphtieflection of these developments on
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Antalya need to be scrutinized in detail. In linéthwthis analysis, the question: how

economic development effect the spatial configaratf Antalya is discussed below.

Spatial reflection of economic activities such agrism and trade mainly creates a corridor
like coastal area tourism development not onlyaating economic activities but also
attracting population from other provinces as itolsserved between Kemer and Alanya
corridor. The areas where tourism is not dominam t the natural barriers and being far
away from the coastal area such as inner partmanely specialized on agriculture type of
activities, however, these parts of Antalya arevesy much attractive and developed areas

when compared with the coastal parts.

As it is seen from the previous analysis on emergiectors, sector based distribution of
employments and distribution of firms, service eeaspecially tourism related activities
have gained importance in determining the econatmiecture of Antalya. Apart from the

dominance of Antalya center more or less in evegpg tof economic activities such as real
estate, construction, social & individual servicasd tourism, it is observed that sub
provinces at the east coastal side such as Man&avgadk and especially Alanya have shown
a specialization and development on tourism andigiou related activities such as
commerce, transportation & communication, finandiatermediary, social &individual

services and construction type of activities.

In addition to these distributions, when we evauidite location quotient values of sectors
according to different settlements of Antalya fbe tperiod between 1990 and 2000, it is
seen that inner parts and especially the west aoside of Antalya shows a strong level of
specialization on agricultural activities due toving productive land. Mining and
manufacturing activities are also important for theer and northern parts of Antalya.
Moreover, construction, electric gas & water, traded transportation activities are
important not only at the coastal settlements ksd at the inner side of the settlements in
Antalya (Figure 19).
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Figure 19 Spatial distribution of sectoral actei

Although a strong level of specialization is obsehin service sector, especially tourism, in
most of the settlements of Antalya, there is areabs of suitable database for evaluating
tourism with all of the sectors. Therefore, spatiahfiguration of tourism related activities
are evaluated seperately from other sectoral &esviAccording to the location quotient
values of tourism activities of different subpros@s, it is seen that there is not so much
significant difference between settlements excepikSspecialized with 5 star hotels and
holiday villages and center of Antalya (Merkez) gpkzed with tourist guides. However, a
detailed representation of LQ values related whth distribution of tourism enterprices can
easily be seen in the Figure 20. which shows tlsérildution according to the tourism

subprovinces of Antalya.

It is seen that Serik shows relatively structuitiedence with high qualified big size tourism

enterprices such as 5 star hotels and holidaygefiaAlthough every size of tourism firm is
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observed in Antalya center, tour operators andipoethotels show high specialization in
Antalya Center. Manavgat is highly specialized witbliday villages and 4 star hotels.
Moreover, Alanya is highly specialized with 3 andtdr hotels, eventhough it has a dense
structure with all type of tourism enterprices. fba eastern coastal line of Antalya, between
Antalya Center and Alanya, tourism developmenealy high except Gaziga. Gazipsa is
only specialized with low qualified tourism entdgas such as pension and apart and shows
a low developed structure compared with other smursubprovinces. In fact, this may stem

from due to the farness from the center.
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Figure 20 Spatial Distribution of Tourism Units Aeding to the Subprovinces of Antalya

Kemer, located at the western part of Antalya aesteows specialization on high qualified
hotels such as holiday villages and camping ast®itiue to the natural beauties of Kemer
tourism cluster. Sub provinces of the western coasintalya, except Kemer, are highly
specialized with camping activities and low qualifismall size tourism enterprices such as
1, 2 star hotels or aparts and pensions. Thisdause of the limited coastal settlement area
for the construction of big size enterprices whieled large areas. In these areas, space such
as natural barriers effects the economic struandethe development of small size tourism
investments on the western coastal side of Antdligavever, on the eastern coastal part of

Antalya, there is enough space for the settlemémigpsize tourism enterprices that need
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large scale area. In fact, existance of nice cbasta of Antalya triggers and attracts the

development of tourism activities.

Spatial configuration of development in Antalyaeffected not only by place spesific natural
resources, but also social interventions of pupdiicies. Causality of tourism development
in Antalya is socio-spatial. In addition to theesff of attractive natural resources of space on
the development of tourism activities, social imggitions have also been effective on
determining the type of tourism in Antalya. Sun-saad type of mass tourism development
has been developed not only by the support of gorent policies, incentives and plans, but
also the attractive characteristics of space. iBidbntext, large scale tourism activities, high
qualified big size hotels, package tours, all istla type of service more or less in all kind
of hotels are observed in Antalya. As it is seamfithese developments on space, it can be
claimed that mass tourism development in the higlépse coastal areas of Antalya is

determined not only by the social interventionsddab spatial attributes.

5.5 Conclusive Remarks: Transformation of Economi&tructure of Antalya

In this chapter, transformation of economic streetof Antalya and development dynamics
are examined by focusing oaconomic changesthe contribution on GDP, sectoral
contributions on GDP, growing sectors and employmesupporting development
mechanismghe role of government policies, public instituis, NGO'’s and civil initiatives;

the increase in global connectioforeign capital, export capacities, foreign tsumrrival,

international cultural, art, science and sport vaodis, international transport capacity,
change in spatial implications afconomic developmersuch as spatial distribution of

sectoral activities.

As it is seen from the transformation dynamics,alyda has became popular with service
sector especially with tourism and tourism relasmbnomic activities. In this type of

economic development process, supporting mechanisme really been important for

Antalya. Government policies and plans are effectia tourism development. While direct
financial investments of the public sector are varly important for the development, other
interventions such as tourism plans and developprejtcts have had striking contributions
for the development of tourism in Antalya. Also,utism development projects have
determined the route of development in Antalya. Afram government supports, recently,
NGO’s and civil initiatives have taken an importatdce in determining the route of tourism

development by infrastructure investments, advarient activities and tourism supporting
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projects. Especially, the role public supportedoaistions have crucial importance for
implementing the projects of each tourism develapm&rea. However, the increasing
number of newly emerging association types, esiheciglated with tourism, have gaining

importance by the type of activities and projectsthe development of each cluster.

Antalya, as a tourism node of Turkey, has an ingrdrtcontributions to the global

connectedness of the country and also for itself.tHis context, the level of global

connection and its contribution on the local ecomomevelopment is scrutinized for

Antalya. Antalya shows an increasing global conpecicapacity especially on these
criterias; foreign capital, foreign tourist arrigalglobal transport capacity, international
cultural, sport, science and art activities. Acaogdto the global connection parameters,
Antalya is the second attractive province for fgrefirms in Turkey. Antalya has got an
important share for foreign capital firms and mafsivhich are mainly consist of tourism and
service related activities. Although the sharetotsl exports are low in Antalya, the share of
foreign tourist arrivals and the number of bed cétpas the highest according to the other

provinces of Turkey.

Agglomerations to Antalya based on service actsitihave effected socio-spatial
development dynamics. By the effect of tourism d@weent and its contribution to the
employment opportunities, population of Antalyadtinued to increase and attracts retired

people and migration from the inner parts of thentoy.

Besides, when we look at the spatial developmenArdhflya, it is observed that spatial
configuration of development in Antalya is effectadt only by place specific natural
resources, but also social interventions of puplticies. However, these indicators are
general and at urban scale, therefore, a detaikedpretation can not be made. A detailed
examination and real dynamics which trigger theettgwyment of a region in the global
market has to be scrutinized to answer the quesfirether Antalya has a capacity to be a
global tourism node in the global market or not’haare mechanisms that can support the
development of Antalya as a global tourism nodb&refore, a detailed analysis is made on
this issue in the following chapters. In this comtehe role of global and local network
dynamics of tourism firms and the role of tourisrgamizations and institutional capacity in
the development and the compettiveness of Antalythe global market is examined in

detail.
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CHAPTER 6

THE IMPORTANCE OF NETWORKING AND
INSTITUTIONS FOR THE SUCCESS OF TOURISM FIRMS
AND CLUSTERS: ANTALYA CASE

Over the last decade there has been consideratdeesh and activity in networking,
institutions and the associated link to the sucoéfisms and clusters. In this context, firstly,
the importance of local networks has been emphdsizeproximity based cluster and
industrial district literature (Piore and Sabel849Pyke, Becattini, and Sengenberger, 1990;
and Harrison, 1992). By the increasing effect abglisation, global networks of integration
have been discussed as a crucial element to awcklin effect of locally embedded
networks of integration (Camagni, 1991; Schmitz,9949 Amin and Thrift, 1994;
Koschatzky, 2000; Eraydin, 2002; 2003).

Due to reducing spatial transaction costs (CamagdiCapello, 2000; Tremblay, 2000) and
adaptation costs (de la Mothe and Paquet, 1998)onies are taken as a solution for firms
to get its advantages. It is claimed that globavoneks have additional advantages such as
enhancing the efficiency and the effectiveness rdbrmation flow, resource sharing,
operational flexibility and intraorganizational tissactions (Kobrin, 1991; Kogut, 1985). It is
also highlighted that global networks have a rofte upgrading learning, information
technology (Tolosa, 2003) and also have a role ereldping innovation based practices
(Roberts and Bradley, 1991; Camagni, 1991; Todding Kaufmann, 1999; Roome, 2001) to
enhance local development by promoting global cditipeness (Keeble, 2000; Maskell et
al, 1998; Scott, 1998). In fact, the importanceglabal integration can be easily seen in

Kogut's (1984) terms, globally integrated firms rgatompetitive advantages from

165



exploitation of: (1) differences in national resoeirendowments; (2) the flexibility and
bargaining strength of a multinational network; a3 economies of scale, scope, and
learning. Because of these reasons global netvadrikgegration are taken as a key solution
to promote local development because of standagliziroducts across markets for
generating volume levels which is necessary to @iengKobrin 1991). At this point,
identification of ‘global indicators” that will enable a firm or a region to become gltea,
become important for firms in order to sustain armamain competitive in global

environment

In fact, there are different views on the clasatfion of the level of networks between firms
in the literature. While some of the authors amalylse levels of network relations at
regional, national and international, external lmbgl levels (Amin and Thrift, 1992; Arndt
and Sternberg, 2000; Freel, 2000; Koschatzky, 12@@hner and Dowling, 2000, 2003;
Morrison et.al, 2004), others analyse levels ofmoek relations at local and global level
(Braun et.al, 2005; Gibson et.al., 2005; Hart amdnde, 1997; Lipietz, 1993; Luo, 2002;
Marquardt and Snyder,1997; Mauri and Sambharyal;280ine, 1998; Schmitz, 1999).
Generally, local and global levels of relationg ased in determining the level of network

structure.

This chapter, depending on the data gathered thralg field survey, concentrates on
defining the role of global connection versus locahnection for the success of tourism
firms and tourism clusters. The role of institusoand institutional thickness are also
scrutinized. In this context, the factors which amportant for defining local development

and firm success have been defined.

To define the role of global connection, in thestfipart, global connection parameters are
scrutinized starting from different definitions; ath it mainly referred by global

connectedness of firms and how is it measureditame any indicators and whether this
indicators are suitable for tourism sector or &exé any additional parameters that fit well
for tourism firms? After defining global integratigparameters, firm level analyses are taken
into consideration in the second part of this chaptherefore, the factors; firm size, firm

type, creative project development, institutionaickness have been discussed with

reference to local and global networks of tourigmms.
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In the third part of this chapter, cluster leveblgses are developed for understanding the
role of different types and levels of networks anstitution building in different type of
clusters. In this context, the share and the iitien$ local and global networks of tourism
firms are evaluated for differentiated clusterddatalya. Then, organizational structure and
institutional thickness of clusters are evaluatedar different types of analyses covering

simple percentages to social network analyses.

6.1 Global and Local Connectivity of Firms and Clugers in Tourism Development

Debates on global integration and global connegtivave not identified definitions what is
really meant by global connectedness of a firmrgledVhile some of the definitions of
global integration claim that it is as an advancedrdination mechanism that aligns well
with both system needs and critical externalitiestdrs global integration (Luo, 2002),
others characterize it as the multidirectional beduent exchange of products, capital and
knowledge among MNC units (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 19&hoshal, 1987; Gupta &
Govindarajan, 1991; Kobrin, 1991). In Gupta and i@darajan’s (1991) scheme, the key
factor underlying global integration is resourceknowledge flow, which can be defined as
the transfer of both visible (e.g., tangible assetd production factors) and invisible (e.g.,

intangible assets, capital and knowledge) resowemgst geographically dispersed units.

According to Marquardt & Snyder (1997), a compaag mot been truly globalised until a
global way of thinkinghas been established at the individual and theaolk levels in the

organization. For them, global integrating mechasisvould be used by organisations to
integrate and to develop collaborative efforts agnsub-units around the world. In response
to varying definitions, global networks of intedgost can be defined as inter and intra firm

flows of resources among corporate units in spra\gkographic areas.

In the literature, factors of global integratiorcluding flows are taken und@roduct and
factor market integratioras Chen (2006) classifieGlobal product market integratioare
defined as international trade flows and foreigredt investment (Summers, 1999; Chen,
2006). According to Summers (1999) and Chen (208l6pal factor market integration

involves foreign capital, foreign labor and intdroaal knowledge capacity of units.

In addition, there are also other indicators that @discussed the determinants of global

integration. Some of these indicators; having imational enterprices (Marquardt & Snyder,
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1997), frequency of international travel (Lussi&., Baider, R. and Corman, J.,1994),
employed foreign nationals, subsidiaries managedobgign nationals, firm size, R&D

personel (Lussier, R., Baider, R. and Corman, 94L& other words increasing skill level
(skilled manpower) (Summers, 1999) and the fractbintra-firm sales to total sales are

taken as an indicator for global integration (Kabi991).

In fact, especially for the tourism sector, studretated with the indicators of global
integration that will enable a firm to become glbpb@onnected are limited and also not
clearly defined. However, some indicators thatearphasized in the literature can be useful
for tourism to show global integration. The firactor emphasized widely in the literature is
the use of all forms of information technology imding internet, commercial online
services, teleconferencing, and electronic mailim&mf the researchers define this as a
generalized concept such as technological inter{3ibfosa, 2003) and improvements in
technology (Summers, 1999). It is believed thathigher the technological intensity of an
industry or a service, the better will be its chand successful integration in international
markets (Tolosa, 2003). In this context, the shafrénternet use and e-mail use in the
reservations of a tourism firm may be used as dicator of information technology for

defining the tourism firm whether globally connetta not.

Secondly, to determine the level of global conmdréss for each tourism unit, debates on
global integration and its parameters are groupetbuthree headings (Table 28.). In this
context,existance of global function & strategy, servinglgl marketsandusing foreign
capital are taken as concrete factors of global connégtfer the tourism sector (Lussier,
R., Baider, R. and Corman, J.,1994).

Serving to global markets is taken as a concret®ifdecause it is implicitly emphasized in
the literature as the frequency of internationavét (Lussier, R., Baider, R. and Corman, J.,
1994), flows of people across borders (Kobrin, 23in&Chen, 2006) and the rate of intra-
firm sales (Kobrin, 1991). That is why the firsbgp parameter,the ratio of foreign tourist
arrival of each tourism unit is taken as the best indicator for determinihg tevel of
serving to global market. However, it must not geored that the ratio of foreign tourist
return may be evaluated as the global integratavarpeter for defining global connection of

tourism firm.
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Secondly, the indicators of global function & stgy are taken as cross-border
organizations, MNCs, intrafirm resource flows, méeea product flows (Kobrin, 1991;
Bartlett and Ghoshal,1987) and having internatiemdérprices (Marquardt & Snyder, 1997)
in the literature. It is seen from the literatunattexistence of global function for a tourism
firm can be represented and indicated t ‘relations with foreign tourism firms (tour
operators and travel agencies) of each tourism "urlit addition, the change in the
advertisement expenditure is also important fomilej global connection and can be taken

as global connection indicator under the headingjaal & strategy.

Table 28 Indicators of Global Connectivity for Tum

Serving tof e Frequency of_international traveforeignj e The share of
Global nationals employed (Lussier, R., Baider, R. g foreign tourist arrival for
Markets Corman, J.,1994) each tourism unit

. Intra-firm trade among corporate units

different geographic areas. The fraction of infreaf
sales to total saless an indicator for globd
integration (Kobrin, 1991)
. The flow of people across bord€fsobrin,
1991; Sun&Chen, 2006).

Existance . Having International Enterpricq e The relations with
of Global | (Marquardt & Snyder, 1997), the spread of crq foreign tourism firms (tou
Function& [ border organizationéSummers, 1999) operators and trave
Strategy o Number of cross-cultural alliangeSlobal J agencies) of each tourisjp

Alliances (Lussier, R., Baider, R. and Cormdg unit
J.,1994), _Multinational Corporations  (MNY

(Summers, 19999 number or ratio of global toyl The number o
operator working with that tourism firm participation  to gIobaII
o The relative volume ofntrafirm resource] associations
flows, inter-area product flows(Kobrin, 1991;
Bartlett and Ghoshal,1987). o Investments i
. Participation to Global Associatior§ global tourism centers (e.].
(Lussier, R., Baider, R. and Corman, J.,1994). hotels)
Relation o Global financing (Lussier, R., Baider, | o The number o
with and Corman, J.,1994) foreign  partnership ol
Foreign 3 Capital Flows (Summers, 1999) ownership

Capital

Besides, it is emphasized in the literature thabal integration mechanisms are used to

develop collaborative efforts among organisaticdd units. In this context, the indicators;

cross-cultural alliancesglobal alliances participation in global associationf_ussier, R.,

Baider, R. and Corman, J.,1994) andltinational corporations (MNCs)Summers, 1999)

are widely discussed indicators for global inteigrat Therefore, the second indicator can

also either be taken athe number of participation to global associatibos “ investments
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in global tourism centers (e.g. hotéldpr determining the level of global connection of

tourism units.

Lastly, the usage of foreign capital can be asseasdhe best global integration parameter.
Because of the literature emphasize the role dfajlénancing (Lussier, R., Baider, R. and
Corman, J., 1994) and global capital flows (Summ&e99) for representing the global
connectivity of units, using the parametethe’ number of foreign partnership or
ownership, as the usage of foreign capital could help ugdédine the firms which are

globally connected.

Apart from defining global integrated firms, thesealso need for defining locally integrated
firms to seperate globally connected ones and nmexied ones for making a clear
definition/seperation about the level of connetyivof tourism firms used in the survey

questionnaire.

Most of the cluster literature emphasize the ingoore of local networks and local/regional
integration for the competitive advantage of a sagby creating and managing tacit or
explicit knowledge by exploiting physical proximitin terms of informal relationships
among players, overlapping between economic andalsoelations and mutual trust.
Especially for small and medium sized firms, looatworks represent a complementary
response to the insecurity arising from developrmeerd to the use of new technologies
(Braun, et. al., 2005). For this reason, localgradion literature is taken into consideration
for determining the level of contribution, what ritally means by local networks of

integration and what are the indicators for tourism

Generally, local networks of integration is diffeti@ted from global networks of integration
with its level of geographical proximity, clustegiof industries, companies and institutions
(Asheim, 2001; Brusco, 1990; Krugman, 1995; Pori®90). Therefore, it is intended by
means of local integration is that inter and irftren flows of resources among corporate
units in the same cluster. So, as it is seen floenindicators of local integration, similar
paremeters with global integration parametes haverged but the significant difference is
the local level of connection. In this contekie number of local relations with tourism units

can be taken as an indicator for defining the latagration of tourism units.
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At this point, there comes the question; whetherubage of one parameter is enough for
representing the global integration level of thamifregion or not?, whether global
connection for supplying service really shows globannection of that firm?, whether
foreign tourist arrival of a tourism firm reallypeesents globally connectedness of that firm
or not? or Are there any additional parameters e@efdr defining global connection?

become important questions for tourism sector imrénsearch.

For answering all of these questions, the levaelaminection of each tourism unit of Antalya
Is evaluated according to the data taken from timeey in the next part. According to the
results of the survey, the ones which directly @spnt global connection in the widely
discussed literature may be discussed and elintnateording to its conveniencess for
tourism sector. Therefore, the indicators whichrespnts global connection for tourism

firms are elaborated in detail in the next part.

6.1.1 Indicators of Global Connection for Tourism

As it is emphasized in the previous part, the sldiraternet use and e-mail use in the
reservations may be used as an indicator of infaomaechnology for defining the global
connectedness of a tourism firm. However, the usdgemail and internet reservation may
not be convenient for defining the global conneces$ of some of the tourism firms
according to the survey data except for hotels.aBse the usage of internet and e-mail
reservation part of the survey questionaire isamatvered by travel agencies, tour operators,
airline corporations, car rental firms and touriassociations in the survey data. So, using
information technology as an indicator can not bkeh as a good indicator of global

connection of tourism firms in Antalya.

Apart from information technology, indicators obghl connectedness for tourism which are
taken under three groups are evaluated for tourisiso, the existence of indicators is
checked from the results of survey data accordinghe parameters which represent the

three groups that are discussed in the literature.

Related with the first group parametethée ratio of foreign tourist arrival of each touns
unit’, as a global integration parameter can also gead indicator for tourism, however, it
may also be confusing for the evaluation of glatx@inection of firms in Antalya. On the

one hand, the ratio of foreign tourist arrival nteeytaken as a good indicator for examining
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the level of global connection. Because foreigrrigbwarrival to Turkey has increased from
12,8 million to 21,1 million between the period 2002 to 2005. As the world’s 12th top
tourism destination and has approximately %3 masketre in Europe for foreign tourist
arrival (WTO, 2006), it can be said that Turkeyiglobally connected country. Moreover,
when the share of foreign tourist arrival of Antalis compared with the other touristic
regions of Turkey, it is seen that Antalya is thestglobally connected tourism destination

with its 30% share in total foreign tourist arriwab Turkey.

On the other hand, whether the ratio of foreigrrigbwarrival is a strong indicator of global
connectivity or not is susceptible for Antalya ca8ecording to the survey data, it is seen
that most of the tourism firms in Antalya have hrghio of foreign tourist arrival because of
being in the most globally connected tourism desiom in Turkey. If comparative analysis
had been made in this thesis with a locally coretedburism region such as the North
Aegean destination of Turkey, it would be meanihgfuuse foreign tourist arrival as a
global integration parameter. Moreover, even ssialld tourism firms in Antalya have also
high ratio on foreign tourist arrival. However, mo$ small sized tourism firms do not have
also dense linkages with global tour operator aaslel agencies because of not having

enough room number to fulfill the demand of toueigtors and travel agencies.

Secondly, it is seen that existence of global fiencfor a tourism firm can be represented
and indicated astHe relations with foreign tourism firms (tour op&srs and travel
agencies) of each tourism uhitn the survey data, it is seen that there ar¢od®sm units
which have global connection with tour operatorgl anost of the tourism units are
consisting of big sized 4 and 5 star hotels, traagdncies and a few numbers of medium
sized tourism firms. In fact, the relations withidign tour operators can be a good indicator
for representing global integration of a tourismmfi For this indicator, survey data is
convenient and most of the tourism units in thdigator are composed of big size firms that

the literature supports in discussions.

When the relations of tourism firms with global vieh agencies are scrutinized as an
indicator of global connection in the survey datais appearing that there are only 19
tourism units which have connection with globalé&laagency. Most of the big size firms
and travel agencies that have connection with ¢lalael agencies correspond with the
same tourism units in the previous indicator, ‘fielas with global tour operator”. So, the

only difference is about 6 tourism units which anedium and small sized hotels not

172



existing in the previous indicator. Solely, the wéeconnection with global travel agencies
can not be taken as an indicator of global conaectiowever, if tourism units which are
global connected via their relations with foreigavel agencies are added to the global
integration parameter, this can be used as a guhdaitor of global connection of firms in

Antalya.

Related with the indicator of global function & &gy, secondly, the number of
participation to global associatioh®r “investments in global tourism centers (e.g. hdtels)
can be used as a determinant of global connecfitouasm units. Survey data shows that,
there are 13 tourism units which have participationth global associations and most of
which are consisting of tour operators and locakismn associations. Only few ones are
consisting of hotels and these hotels are genebadysized. In fact, relations with global
associations is a good indicator for representioba connectedness, however, our survey

data seems to be not convenient for using thispater.

Global investment can be other indicator for shgwgiobal function of a firm and it is seen
that there are 23 tourism units which are globatism investments from other countries and
most of which are tour operators and travel agenciéntalya. Due to not having an equal
distribution in the type of tourism firms, this indtor may not be convenient to use as a

global integration indicator for Antalya.

Moreover, the number of foreign partnership or ownershipn be taken as an indicator of
global capital for representing the global connéisti It is seen that, there are 196 foreign
capital tourism firms in Antalya. Although few onase hotels, most of the foreign capital
firms that are in the list of Turkish Treasury ammposed of yatch and construction firms,
jeweller’s shop, real estate firms, investment & firms. Again, 5% sampling was carried
out in survey questionaire to these foreign capitaiks. In fact, to what extend is 5%
sampling implemented to the low number of foreigpital hotels enough to represent the
behavior of the foreign capital firms on global nentivity is suspicious. Because only
tourism firms are elaborated in this thesis andr thember in Antalya is very low. That is
why it is decided that only the usage of foreigpizd may not be a good parameter for
global connectedness. Although representation pnablhave emerged, 5% sampling is also
carried out to foreign capital hotels with respéxttheir distribution according to their

districts in a second round questionaire. Thergifpr capital hotels are added to the firms
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which have connections with global tour operatorsieéfine clearly the globally connected

ones.

In addition, there are 21 tourism units which h&oreign partnerships in Antalya and most
of which are evaluated as globally connected firmthe survey. Therefor¢he number of
foreign partnership of each tourism uniten be taken as an indicator for determining

globally connectedness in the whole survey data.

In fact, still, there is not a powerful indicatarfrepresenting global connectedness except
using foreign capital due to the emerging probldmsusing foreign capital firms as an
indicator which was discussed before. Moreovenaithe share of foreign tourist arrival for
each tourism unit seems also not to be a strorigatat although serving to local or global
market is an important indicator for global connett theoretically. However, when we
evaluate the survey data, the number of relatiaitts global tourism firms (tour operators
and travel agencies) as a parameter of global ctetheess seem to be the best one that we

can use in the analysis.

In addition to the number of relations with glothalr operators and travel agencies as a
global integration parameter, foreign capital firmbich highly show global connectivity
must be taken into consideration when determinhmg global connectedness of tourism
firms. Moreover, foreign tourist arrival which represents serving for global markets,
relations with global associations, the amountrofeistments in the global tourism centers
that shows the global function of the tourism uniegion and alsahe number of joint
partnerships with globahre important indicators which are taken into aerstion in the
analysis. Whether there is significant differenceesge between these parameters or not
must be checked and evaluated for each parameten wkamining the level of global
integration in this research. In this context, espondance analysis is used to determine the
structural similarities between different type dblzpl integration indicators in tourism. In
this context, defined structurally similar indicegdased on global integration are taken as

the indicators of global integration in this thesis

In Figure 21, the first number of rows represem éxistance of foreign investment. The
second number of rows represent existance of gkol@ist arrival. Besides, while the first
number of columns represent the use of interndbimism firms, the second number of

columns show the number of foreign tour operata. Uss it is seen from the clustered
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parameters of global connectedness in the corrdgpoe plotthe increase in the foreign
tour operator use and the existance of global ihmest shows similar structural
composition when representing the global conneetsgintherefore they are taken as

indicators of global integration in tourism firms.
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Figure 21 Correspondance between Global Integrétarameters

Source Calculated from survey data

Note: RowsExistence of foreign investmen{O>No, 1> 1-2 investment, 2 more than 2 investments )
Existence of Global Tourist Arrival (0= No, 1> 25% arrivals, 225-50 % arrivals, 3 50-75% arrivals, %
75-100% arrivals) Columnsisage of internet in tourism firms(0=> No , 1> Yes) Usage of foreign tour
operator (0> No, 1> Yes)

Apart from the global integration parameters, winenlook the local integration parameters,
the number of locatelations with tourism units (tour operators an@vel agencies, hotels
and associationstan be taken as an indicator of local integratbmourism units in this
thesis. In addition to the relations with tour ggers and travel agencies, relations with
other hotels and associations must be taken intsideration for local integration to

seperate them from the tourism units which haventegration.

After defining the indicators for global integrati@nd local integration, in the following
part, first of all, descriptive analyses such asouss types of contingecy tables are generated
related with the hypothesis and the questions ef ttiesis to understand the role of

local&global networking and institutional thicknems the success of tourism firms and local
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development in clusters. Then, evaluative methintgrdependence techniques such as
social network analysis are used for testing thothesis and questions of the thesis. Lastly,
an evaluation is made on the contribution of laadl global networks of tourism firms to

the local development of their clusters and neagéttlements by analysing purchasing

relations not only with their cluster but also witther provinces.

6.2 The Relative Importance of Local & Global Netwdks for the success of Tourism

Firms

In this part, the increasing importance given te ttetworks, networking levels and the
reasons behind developing local and global netwtmkgurism firms is scrutinized in order
to understand their contribution to the performaoteurism firms. In this context, firstly,
the question; Wwhether density of local and global networks areargfing according to

different types of tourism firmg3 tried to be examined for Antalya.

Table 29 Density of the level of networks accordinglifferent types of tourism firms

2005 values Global Network Local Network

Firm Type Dense Low Dense Low

1 Star 0,50 0,50 0,75 0,25
2 Star 0,18 1,00 0,36 0,64
3 Star 0,62 0,25 0,77 0,23
4 Star 0,92 0,09 0,75 0,25
5 Star 1,00 0,00 1,00 0,00
AirlineCorporation 1,00 0,00 1,00 0,00
Apart-Pension_Hotel 0,08 0,87 0,26 0,74
BoutiqueHotel 1,00 0,00 1,00 0,00
Holiday Village 1,00 0,00 0,57 0,43
RentAcar 0,33 2,00 1,00 0,00
Tour Operator_Travel Agency 1,00 0,00 0,92 0,08
TourGuides 0,06 3,50 0,48 0,36
TravelAgency 0,43 0,06 0,71 0,02
Grand Total 0,29 0,30 0,47 0,49

Source Calculated from survey data

In the field survey, the density of using differéenels of linkages at local and global level
has been asked for the years 2000 and 2005 testodiims. The density of linkages are
determined by the given answers which show theillef linkages under the classification

of “dense” or “low”. The change in the behaviodirdeveloping local and global networks
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could not be analyzed due to given similar respeiigethe period between 2000 and 2005
in the survey questionnaire. Thus, the distributibtotal number of low and dense networks
into different geographical levels is examined iquantitative way. Number of dense or low
linkages of each firm type is divided to the tataimber of linkages of each firm type for

calculating density. It must be admitted that ieawvers have evaluated the density of

linkages according to their individual experiences.

It is seen that local networks have crucial impamegin most of the tourism firms when
compared with the density of global network (Tak®. According to the debates of the
literature, it is believed that none of the regimam achieve sustained growth depending
solely on local networks and endogenous processtgicontemporary economic relations.
They require global actors and global networks dapa the global economy by providing
external knowledge transfer (Eraydin, 2002). Althlodocal networks are enhanced by the
internal dynamics and externalities of clusterspgl networks prevents lock-in situation of
locally bounded clusters (Camagni, 1991; Schm#&®9]1 Amin and Thrift, 1994) and creates

new type of advantages for firms to adapt the dlebanomy.

According to the Table 29, global relations seemsbé important especially for high
qualified firms such as 4-5 star hotels, boutigotels, holiday villages, tour operators and
airline firms. Although global network density s in small sized hotels such as in aparts
and pensions, local network density is also low para to the other types of firms. For high
qualified firms, global networks are accepted to Jsgy important in addition to the

importance of local networks.

However, for some of the firms, global networks gaken as more important than local
networks as it is seen in holiday villages, 4 $tatels, tour operators and travel agencies.
This is related with the type of tourism productimoserved in Antalya which is still based
on the dominance of mass, standardized and packedieldys, dominance of charter flights
and tour industry. It is also implied that high bGfied tourism firms seem to be crucial for
preventing the lock-in situation by developing glbmetworks which enable to reach

external knowledge.

In addition to defining the density of the levelr@@tworks between different type of tourism
firms, the reasons behind developing local and alotetworks are evaluated in order to

understand the structure of the networking behavebtourism firms. While easier working
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conditions in the cluster and local trust are regmbin the field survey as the main reasons of
local networks, increasing foreign arrival via kggimell-known by global firms and reaching
external knowledge are stated as the main reasumsldveloping global networks for

tourism firms in Antalya (Table 30.).

The share of firms which reported that being in shene settlement makes collaboration
easier, goes up to 78 percent for the reasonscaf leetworking. Also, trust to local firms
seems to be an important factor for developingabaltation in local area with a %60 share.
However, it is observed that face to face, famihg &inship relations, similar working
styles, difficulty of finding firms from abroad ambserved as not important factors for

developing local networking between tourism firfial§le 30.).

Table 30 Reasons for local and global networkinigp wourism Firms in Antalya

Reasons of Local Networking (no=295%) No**  Response %
Being in the same settlement makes collaboration easier 139 108 77,7
Face to face relations, family and kinship relations 139 51 36,7
Your working styles are similar within the region 139 84 60,4
Easier to trust 139 94 67,6
Difficulty at finding firms from abroad 139 55 39,6
Reasons of Global Networking (no=295)

Insufficient quality systems of local firms 149 43 28,9
Insufficient technological levels of local firms 149 38 25,5
Service and organization structures of local firms do not fit to you 149 46 30,9
Absence of skilled employees in local settlements 149 49 32,9
External relations provide new external knowledge and technology transfer 149 70 47,0
Difficulty at finding firms from your province 149 29 19,5
Increase the number of foreign tourist arrival 149 90 60,4
Easier trust to famous organizations 149 71 47,7
To be known by the global firms 149 67 45,0

* 295 firms including hotels, travel agencies andrtoperators have given response to these qussiiithin
these firms, 149 firms have given response to #asans of global networking and 139 firms have mgive
response to the reasons of local networking. Resagblocal and global networking have not answewath tour
guides, tourism associations, therefore, they ackided from the total number of firms.

** These values represent the percentage of ansal@esned for each question in Antalya. Percentafesv
positive effects for developing networking.

Source: Calculated from survey data

According to the results of developing global netvg increasing the number of foreign
tourist arrival is the main reason for tourism fmlthough external knowledge, technology

transfer and easier to trust to global firms arethe main reason for developing linkages
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with global firms, they are the second importarstues for developing global networks
(Table 30.).

The discussions related with the level of netwagkand the reasons for local and global
networking reveal that local networks are very im@ot, in addition global networks have
gaining significance. Especially, a huge amounhigh qualified tourism firms in Antalya
generates global networking to promote their cortipebhess in the global market which
also contributes to the competitiveness of thegtidation. Nevertheless, these findings are
too general to understand the nature of networkitgveen tourism firms. Therefore, in the
following part, important factors that effect thevél of integration of tourism firms are

scrutinized in detail.

6.2.1. Factors effecting the Level of Networking itsample Tourism Firms

In this part, the hypothesisthe level of networking of tourism firm changes by the
characteristics of that firfhis scrutinized for tourism firms in Antalya. To@mine this
general hypothesis of the thesis, several factarsdafined under different sub hypotheses
which are helpful for explaining and interpretirigetrole of global and local networking in
tourism firms. These functions which are discussitd reference to level of networking are
the size of the firm, the category of the firmatiree capacity of the firrmndagglomeration

of firms

Firm Size as a Function of Defining the Level of tagration of Tourism Firms

In this part, the “firm size” and its affects oretkevel of networking is examined for the
tourism firms in Antalya. Although in the tourisnterature there is not so much argument
on the relation between firm size and level of retwrelation, in manufacturing literature it
is supported that levels of network relation chaageording to firm size. Related with the
firm size, subhypotheses which are defined intthesis; The bigger the size of the firm, the
higher the share of developing global netwérdsd also The smaller the size of the firm,
the higher the share of local netwotlkae tried to be examined. In the light of theided
hypotheses, the question; ‘to what extent is the sf firm effective in defining the level of
networks among tourism firms?’,an@hether the level of networking behaviour changes

according to the size of tourism firm?’ is evaluhate
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Table 31 Global and local connectedness by thé'sidetourism agents with percentage
values

Globally Locally No Total (n= | Chi-
Firmsize Connected (%) Connected (%) Connected (%) 300) Square P-value
Big Size 11 4 0
(transport) (69%) (31%) (0%) (n=13) 56.329 .000*
Big Size 20 5 0
(accommodation) (77%) (23%) (0%) (n=22
Medium Size 6 3 0
(transport) (63%) (37%) (0%) (n=8)
Medium Size 35 40 30
(accommodation) (28%) (38%) (34%) (n=103
Small Size 15 23 2
(transport) (34%) (58%) (8%) (n=38)
Small Size 13 25 68
(accommodation) (9%) (21%) (70%) (n=116)
Total (n=300) (n=84) (n=97) (n=119) 300

Source Calculated from survey data
Note: Small Size =10-49 employee, Medium Size=50B3§ Size= 100+ employee. Tourism associationstand
guides are excluded.

The findings of the chi-square analysis in TablesBaw that the local and global networking
behaviour of different sized tourism firms is siigantly different (Chi square=56.329
significant at 0,000 level). As can also be seemfTable 31., most of the large tourism
firms are globally connected, such as those progidgiccommodation, as well as transport
firms, such as travel agencies, tour operator$inaifirms and car rental firms. While
medium-sized travel agents and tour operators shgobally connected structure in their
relationships, the medium-sized hotels show a wiffe structure, with equal distribution

among global connections (connections with othemmanies outside country), local

2L In the table 31, firm size are defined accordingwto criterias. This is because of the undefinea &ize
structure in tourism literature. In the statisti@lalysis of World Tourism Organization, there i3 cear
distribution on the size of tourism firms such a8 sized or big sized. Also, in other studiesr¢his no clear
definition, except the ones which define firm siz@ccommodation as the number of room capacitgraatg to
firm type such as in 5 star hotels min 500 roondsiarHV min 60 rooms etc. (Oza2002). That is why we can
not define the size of accommodation firms witrerefice to other studies. In response to definimg §ize in
tourism, two criterias are used which are basethemumber of bed capacity in accommodation firmg te
number of employee in other tourism firms such ag bperators, travel agents, airline and car fdirtas.
These two criterias and their intervals are deteeshiaccording to the distribution of firms in theney data.
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connections (connections with other companies énsidime and nearby clusters) and those
with no connection. The small companies, partidyldrose providing accomodation, seem
to be less locally connected and more with no cotimes. In spite of this, most of the small
tourism companies, with hotels being the excepts@em to be highly connected with other
firms at both local and global levels. The surpgsiact that most of the small hotels seem to
be less locally connected or not connected at ail e down to the absence of large firms
in the cluster. As can be seen from the clustargelfirms play a leading role in developing

networking relations, not only at a local levelt biso at a global level.

These results reveal that while global integratmaxtremely high among the large tourism
firms, this is not the case for small firms. Thisan expected result that several studies have
commented upon in the past, and it has been deb@éthis situation can be explained as
follows: “larger firms interact more with support institut®rand global value chaihs
(Todling and Kaufman, 1999), stall firms are more spatially embedded and areeamor
closely tied with local networks than large firhférndt and Sternberg, 2000), whitiarge
firms are tied closer to global networks and hawaker connections to local networks than
smaller firm$ (Eraydin and Fingleton, 2006). Because of théghhservice quality and
carefully coordinated marketing strategy, the esidmm of large tourism firms for
destination-based local partnerships to promotdirdd®n competitiveness is less than
small- and medium-sized firms in tourism (Jones &laven-Tang, 2005). Lynch (2000)
comments on the stable mentality of SMEs and thesistance to external interventions.
However, small firms cannot pursue sustainable Idpweent in volatile conditions due to a
lack of financial resources and less research amdldpment activities unless they develop
collaborations with other tourism agents. Therefares implied that small firms should
develop connections with tourism firms not onlyadbcal level but also at a global level if

they are to be competitive and survive in the dlels®ironment.

Firm Category as a Function of Defining the Levef integration of Tourism Firms

In this part, firm category is taken for differdgpes of tourism agents which have important
roles in the production of tourism activity. Firrategory is consisting of hotels with all stars
and types, tour operators-travel agencies, toudegitourism associations, local travel
agencies, airline firms and indirectly related rentar firms. Most of the firms in this

category create linkages within themselves in cimangensities such as strong or weak

linkages. However, even some of them still showlésaonnected structure in their survival,
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it is known that they can not survive their comipetness unless they become connected

with other tourism agents.

Table 32 Global and local connectedness by theyodts of tourism agents with percentage
values

Globally Locally Connected  No Connected Grand Total
Category of the Firm Connected (%) (%) (%) (n= 356)
Hotels 25 27 48 241
Tour Operator_Travel
Agency 67 33 0 12
TourGuides 6 39 55 33
TourismAssociation 39 57 4 23
TravelAgency 36 57 7 42
RentAcar 67 33 0
AirlineCorporation 100 0 0

Source Calculated from survey data

Table 32 (detailed) Global and local connectedbysthe categories of tourism agents with
percentage values

Globally Locally Connected  No Connected  Grand Total

Firm Type Connected (%) (%) (%) (n=356)

1 Star 50 25 25 4
2 Star 27 36,5 36,5 11
3 Star 46 46 8 13
4 Star 50 50 0 12
5 Star 93 7 0 14
AirlineCorporation 100 0 0 2
Apart 14 32 54 22
BoutiqueHotel 67 33 0 3
Holiday Village 86 14 0 7
Hotel 16 22 62 89
Pension 6 29 65 66
RentAcar 67 33 0 3
Tour Operator_Travel Agency 67 33 0 12
TourGuides 6 39 55 33
TourismAssociation 39 57 4 23
TravelAgency 36 57 7 42
Grand Total 25 36 39 356

Source Calculated from survey data

It is seen in Table 32 that, tourism agents in eatbgory have strong connectivity not only
with global, but also with local level. Especiallyhen we look the level of connection of
hotels in detail, it is appearing that holiday afjes and 5 star hotels have strong connection
with global. It can be concluded from this reshkittthe hotels that are more qualified have
more global connections. This is because of thetiin that to be competitive in the global
environment, there is a need to be more qualified there is a need to be more globally

connected structure for reaching, upgrading andptadp the changing conditions and
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interests in tourism. However, in general, hotalshie case study mainly show an equally

distibuted structure in the level of connectedness.

It is obvious that tour operators and airline firstoould be more globally connected than
other categories in tourism because of their natiuae bounds external world to internal.
Besides, it is seen from the survey data that Ssa@ations which are environmentally
specialized, legally institutionalized and govermtadly supported have more global
linkages with global tourism associations. Howewvitre associations which are newly
emerging and cluster bounded ones are more locafipected than globally connected. In
fact, tourism associations have a key role on agwed) local and global connectivity for

tourism agents which are their members.

At this point, associations can be taken as anrpity for all types and size of the tourism
firms to enhance the number and type of connegtatifocal and global level for enhancing
awareness of the ongoing trends to promote competéss and sustainability of that region
via tourism. That is why associations and theielef connectivity should be supported by

the regulations of government and by financial dbations of the related tourism agents.

Creative Capacity of Firms as a Factor in Definintpe Level of Integration of Tourism

Firms to be Competitive

The relationship between creative capacity andllefeetworking of a tourism firm is
scrutinized in this part. Although creativenesshia field of tourism have also been a matter
of limited research, it is an important factor slimgvcompetitiveness of tourism firms. This
may be explained by the unique features of tourdrich makes their product sometimes
difficult to grant a patent (Nordin, 2003). In Tal®3, creative capacities of tourism firms
are evaluated under four intervals which represttr@devel of increase in creative project
development from 0 to 3. In the table, creativejgms and enhancement investments are
evaluated in the same column to see the contribufdhe two important creative and new

product development.

It is revealed from the Table 33 and Figure 22 that tourism firms which have more

creative projects and enhancement investments la@e ohes that have more global

connection. Also, the ones which are locally comegdave less creative projects and less

enhancement investment. However, no connectedstauirms have no creative activities

and no enhancement investments. In fact, this isgected result that the literature
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emphasizes. In the literature, it is claimed thatincrease in the level of creativeness of a
tourism firm depends on the number of global nétaoand this is taken an important

function in examining the level of connection.

Table 33 Global and local connectedness by thetieeegprojects and enhancement
investments of tourism agents

CreativeProjectDev(0-1- Grand
2-3)_Enhancement (0-1) | 0-0 0-1 1-0 1-1 2-0 2-1 3-0 3-1 Total
No Connection (0) 137 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 138
Local Connection(1) 101 5 8 8 2 1 2 0 127
Global Connection (2) 34 10 12 12 10 11 0 2 91
Grand Total 272 16 20 20 12 12 2 2 356

Source Calculated from survey data Note: Real numbezsuaed not the percentages
Note: In innovation capacit® (0= no innovation, 1= 1 and 2 innovation, 2= 3¥ddvation, 3= 5- + innovation), In
enhancement investmett (0= no enhancement investment, 1= the existaealmincement investment)
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Figure 22 Correspondance Between Global Relatiooalrelation and Creative Projects —
Enhancement Investment

According to the debates, it is emphasized thattire product development depends on the

knowledge creation capacity of firms, as well aseeng network relations at regional,
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national and global levels (Koschatzky, 2000). Efame, relations with different type of

R&D institutions, and cooperation with customergiers and partners through formal and
informal local networks are considered as the nmsomrces of learning process and
innovative activities (Cooke, et. al., 1997). Irctfait is also a sign for being flexible and

being adaptable to the changing situations of thleady market.

Table 34 Firm size and its relation according ®l#vel of creativeness of tourism firms

Creative Creative Creative Creative Grand
FirmSize Projects 0 Projects 1 Projects 2 Projects 3 Total
6 6 1 0
BigSizedFirms (%46) (%46) (%18) (%0) 13
5 5 8 1
BigSizedHotels (%26) (%26) (%42) (%6) 19
3 4 1 0
MediumSizedFirms (%37) (%50) (%13) (%0) 8
82 13 6 2
MediumSizeHotels (%79) (%13) (%6) (%2) 103
33 3 2 0
SmallSizedFirms (%86) (%8) (%6) (%0) 38
104 9 5 1
SmallSizedHotels (%87) (%8) (%4) (%1) 119
233 40 23 4
Grand Total (%78) (%13) (%8) (%1) 300

Source Calculated from survey data, tourism associatamstour guides are not taken into account beaafuse
absence of employee data.

Note: Number of Creative implementations¥ONo, 1> 1, 2>2,3,4 projects, 3 5,15 projects)

SmallSizedFirms =10-49 employee, MediumSize=50B§,Size= 100+ employee

SmallSizedHotels =10-49 bed, MediumSizedHotels=894ed, BigSizedHotels= 500+ bed

Apart from that, it is seen from Table 34 that &éeés a strong connection between the
tourism firms which have big sized and having aweatctivities. Todling and Kaufman
(1999) claims that Larger firms interact more with support institut®mand global value
chains are important in innovative activitieé\s it is seen in the previous part and the Table
6.2.4. that the firms which are big sized, have eglobal connection than small ones and
therefore it can be concluded that big sized aobaijly connected firms are more creative
than small sized ones in tourism. Because netwgrkinds firms to gather into a relational
contracting, collaborative product development amaltiplex inter-organization alliances
induces creative processes of firms and regionsavad lock-in, as Kautonen (1996)
suggests, network relations that will lead to instn are needed both within local milieux
and in the global environment. However, for suppgrtthe creative environment, the
necessity on developing global networks and marelfle tourism production is beneficial

to prevent the region from lock-in situation by yithing technology and capital transfer.

185



6.2.2 Institutional thickness between different typs of tourism firms and different type

of tourism associations

Institutional thicknesshat depends on the high levels of interactionsragaborganizations
and firms have advantages for the success of flemssome debates, it is claimed that firms
seldom survive and prosper solely through theiividdal efforts. Each firm’s performance
depends upon the activities and performance ofretiied hence upon the nature and quality
of the direct and indirect relationships a firm deps with its counterparts (Wilkinson &
Young, 2002). It is implied from the literature timms do not operate in isolation but must
seek to collaborate with other network actors taece their goals. Although there is not so
much discussion on the relation between tourisnarmgtions and firms in the tourism
literature, in development literature it is argubdt strength of relations between different
types of firms and organizations have positive gbations on firm success and local
development. In this context, it is stated that rfnership and engagement in voluntary
associations foster communication and disseminatianformation, generate and reinforce

trust in societal norms which is conducive to cegpion (Putnam, 1993).

In fact, business networks are often based onpgetsonal ties (Yeung, 1997; 1998),
informal information flows (Malecki and Tootle, 189Perry and Goldfinch, 1996; McDade
and Malecki, 1997; Walcott, 1999), resource shairirgrry and Goldfinch, 1996) and
decentralized learning and knowledge (Amin and @dkg 1999). These networks are often
embedded in localities with very strong instituibdegacies and linkages (Grabher and
Stark, 1997a; 1997b; Perry, 1999; Grotz and Brd@97). Mainly, networks allow firms
and organizations to expand their skill base angpaeu their development, giving them
access to more extensive resources, knowledgeeshddlogy more quickly. In this way,
the network essentially aims at reinforcing thenSr competitive potential cost free while
avoiding size related problems (Bocquet, et.al.0620 Because of the advantages of

networks, especially the relations of firms witls@dations are gaining significance.

In fact, the tendency to support the establishroétaurism associations and the tendency to
collaborate with tourism associations are variecbeding to the type and size of tourism
firms. The importance given to the collaborativeject development with associations are
also changing according to the types of firms iralya. In the example of US and Britain, it
is seen that associations are popular becauseesgsiimims want them to collaborate with

and they are willing to support them financiallydan other ways (Bennett, 2000). Although
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there are positive effects for firms, collaborataativities of firms with associations for the

development of tourism may be weak for some typiriofs.

Generally, it is discussed that small firms deveiogages with associations to adapt the
requirements of the sector and global environmeotbse of their vulnerability and weak
structure for adapting the conditions (Bocqueglgt2006). Salisbury (1984: 74) argues that
sectors composed mainly of small firms will rely & greater extent on intermediary
organisations for collective purposes such as sgpotation because they can seldom afford

to pay for individual services directly from corisuicy or other specialist firms.

However, this is not mean that linkages with bigesfirms and associations are not
important. Tédling and Kaufman (1999) claim thairfer firms interact more with support
institutions and global value chains”. As it is drapized above, there are different views on
describing this relation; different types of towonigsirms have different strength of behaviour
on developing linkages with tourism associationswelver, whether the situation is different
for Antalya tourism region with respect to the tielaship between different type of tourism
firms and associations or not, is an important afgasearch for identifying these dynamics.
Therefore, the questiofyvhether firm size and type matters for the deveiept of relation
with tourism associationsbecome important question to understand institatiohickness

of different type and size of tourism firms in Alyia

In this context, size and type of firms are sciiméd according to their relations with
different type of tourism associations. Firstlye telationship between firm size and linkages

with different type of associations are evaluafeab{e 35).

Table 35 The Share of Different Size of TourisrmiarAccording to their Relations with
different type of Tourism Associations

Nationally Self-help Total Share of
Nation Based Organized Local Global Based Relations
FSize Associations LocalAssociations Associations Associations withAssociations
BMS 96,67 20,00 26,67 3,33 93
BS 94,29 17,14 11,43 11,43 87
SMS 21,51 1,08 1,08 1,08 27
SS 21,83 0,00 1,41 0,70 29
Grand Total 40,00 4,33 5,00 2,33 40

Source Calculated from survey data

Note: For Hotels; Big Size Firms700+bed, Big &Medium Siz@200-699 bed, Small&Medium Size50-199 bed,
Small Size> 1-49 bed. For Other Firms; Big Size Firtn$00+emp, Big &Medium Size50-100 emp,
Small&Medium Size>10-50 emp, Small Siz2 1-9 emp
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According to Table 35. it is seen that the shareetdtions with tourism associations are
extremely higher in big sized firms than small diomes. Especially for big sized and big &
medium sized firms, networking behaviour is redilfferent when it is compared with small

& medium and small sized firms. According to théakes of the literature, small sized firms
should have stronger motives for joining and refingimmembers of associations in order to
gain access to collective goods (Salisbury, 198dWever, this is not so much coincide with

the situation of small sized tourism firms of Ary&l

It is obviously appearing that big sized firms hawere linkages with tourism associations
than the small sized ones in Antalya. Related Whighlinkages of big sized tourism firms and
tourism associations, there are different viewthaliterature. For instance, Mitchell (1990)
claims that in terms of cost to the firm and thercpwed benefits, large firms

disproportionately favor direct representation e wf either sectoral or broader-based

national business associations.

As noted by Olson, the smaller the size of busiemsgenerally the larger is the number of
its potential members and hence the opportunitegiting out and free riding are greater.
According to the study of Bennett (2000) in Britdiris seen that high lapse rates offset high
joining rates for associations of the smallest hesses showing these bodies to have the
highest instability of memberships. This may beetrdor some of the small size of
participation of businesses in Antalya. Therefas, to Salisbury’s argument, it is not
expected any more for Antalya that small firm agstimns are likely to have the lowest rates
of joining and retention of members, unless theay liak associative activities with other

specific benefits.

Apart from the evaluation on the relation with firsize and membership to a tourism
association, relation with different type of towmmisassociations are also important for
evaluating the institutional thickness of Antalyidherefore, the relation between firm size
and type of tourism association is also evaluatedding the survey questionaire data (Table
35). According to the Table 35, it is observed that size and big-medium size tourism

firms have got extremely higher shares in relatgth nation based associations than small
and small-medium sized tourism firms. In fact, oatibbased associations have got the
dominant share (40%) for the development of refatioith each size of the tourism firm. In

addition, although the shares of relationship witionally organized local associations and

with self-help local associations are low when cared with nation based associations, it is
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observed that big and big-medium sized tourismdilrave got also higher shares with these

kind of associations.

As it is revealed from these shares, big and bidiume sized firms have more relations with
each type of association. In fact, it is well knothiat nationally organized local associations
are established for the advertisement of the cguantd for the development of mass tourism
and high bed capacity for the clusters. The stratation between big sized tourism firms
and nationally organized local associations caexptained within this context. Moreover,
newly emerging self-help local associations araldisthed in order to bring solutions to
specific issues and problems of their clusters wiscdifferent from other districts. These
type of associations are mainly seen and concedtiat Alanya cluster. As it is seen from
the previous specialization analysis of Alanyasimainly consisted of small and medium
sized tourism firms and thereby, it creates a latkepresentation for big sized firms in
Alanya tourism cluster. Big sized firms in diffetedistricts of Alanya have triggered the
establishment of these self-help associationsgresent themselves in the global destination
market. This situation explains the findings on behaviour of big sized firms which has

strong collaboration with self-help local assodias.

Furthermore, some of the tourism firms which hawying sizes have linkages with

associations not only at local but also at glolealel to take the advantages of global
collaboration and also to be competitive in thekaarAs it is revealed from Table 35, big

and big-medium sized firms develop more linkaget il type of tourism associations than
small sized firms in Antalya. It seems that bigesizourism firms have more opportunity
and flexible structure to develop linkages not oatylocal scale, but also at national and
global scale than small sized ones to be competitithe global market. In fact, this is an

expected result for some of the claims of theditgre.

Nonetheless, small sized hotels such as apartshantel pensions of Antalya have not enough
linkages with tourism associations, though they lgh in number which gives them a
chance to organize themselves under an organizatiozh creates institutional thickness. It
seems that institutional thickness for these typehatels are not enough developed to
represent their demand in the tourism market. Hewerelations with associations are high
in qualified type hotels as we have seen in theipus examples. High qualified and big
sized tourism firms are more resources, highermass and more conscious about the

advantages of organizational set-up and institatiomickness. They have also more

189



financial power to support and the establishmerthe$e kind of organizational set-ups and

networking linkages between them.

According to the debates of the literature whioh @n small sized firms and their relations
with associations, it is indicated that they reguarstrong linkage with tourism association
more than big sized firms due to the lack of finahpower and lack of advertisement
capacities. This may be true for Antalya case, Wewet seems that they do not have any
contact with tourism associations. Although thesoeabehind the lack of contact with
tourism associations may vary, supporting the sporiassociations which represent the
demand of different type/size of tourism firms weube beneficial for enhancing the
collaborative projects and sustainable tourism lbgweent. It is well known that these kind
of associations are taken as a solution for solthegrequirements and advocating the rights

of the firms in the sector.

As a result, relationship between firms and tourassociations are important for different
size of the firms. Although some of the linkagedwmsen different size of firms and
associations are weak, it is seen that almostraiksfrequire collaborative type of a linkage
with associations to reinforce the right to be Heiar tourism. According to the study of
Crewe (1996), it is demonstrated that private gdotgtitutions have both the potential and
the capacity for firms to promote a sense of shgredp identity and to strengthen the voice
of local firms, e.g., in the case of the Lace Markéanufacturers Association in the
Nottingham Lace Market (Crewe, 1996). This is atswe for private sector tourism
associations of Antalya. To strengthen their vorcéne global market, local tourism firms
should have started to collaborate under the umaboéltourism associations and it seems
that newly emerging associations would give thechance to be represented in the tourism

market.

6.3 The Role of Networking and New Organizational & Up for the Local development

of Tourism Clusters

In this part, the importance of networks, espegitie role of local and global networks of
tourism firms and new organizational set up inadight type of tourism clusters (sub
province) are scrutinized for the local developmehttourism clusters. Therefore, the
questions; Whether types and levels of networks change aaugrtti different tourism

clusters which are agglomerated, specialized, Iselp- developed or governmentally
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supported?”, and “How associations and institutibailding in tourism are structured in

different tourism clusters of Antalya@ire tried to be examined for tourism case in Afatal

6.3.1 Local and Global Connections of tourism firmsn different clusters of Antalya

For defining the local and global connections afstrs, the shares of locally and globally
connected firms are examined for each cluster dala. It is appearing that while tourism
firms especially take place in Kemer, Manavgat Kagl cluster have shown a more locally
connected structure, Belek and Side clusters hagsepted a more globally connected

structure when compared with other clusters of Bmtélable 36).

Table 36 Different Level of Networking According ub Provinces of Antalya

Globally Locally No Connected Grand Total
PlaceofFirm Connected (%) Connected (%) (%) (n=323)
Kas 0 75 25 4
Alanya 26 36 38 69
Antalya-Merkez 35 33 32 108
Belek 56 11 33
Demre 0 0 100
Finike 0 0 100
Gazipasa 0 0 100
Kemer 16 47 37 76
Korkuteli 0 0 100 1
Kumluca 0 0 100
Manavgat 17 44 39 18
Side 40 23 37 30
Grand Total
(n=323) 27 36 37 323

Source Calculated from survey data, tour guides aretaan into account because they have not a spalak place.

Nevertheless, the distribution on the level of auatadness for clusters is not given a clear
picture to make an interpretation on different s of Antalya. Therefore, defining
different types of clusters and then examiningdiséribution of local and global networking

would be beneficial for evaluating the level ofweiking of clusters.

6.3.2 Cluster Type as a Factor that Defines the LeVof Networking

According to debates of the literature, it is clainthat “clusters” can create some extra
advantages by supporting especially local netwbdta/een firms, and therefore enhance the
competitiveness. In this context, agglomerated spekcialized clusters which is widely

discussed in the cluster literature are evaluatedrding to the level of integration which is
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also important for the competitiveness of the wmriclusters. Therefore, the question;
‘Whether the level of network creation changes atingr to agglomeration and

specialization in clustersis evaluated in the following part.

Agglomeration as a Factor that Defines the Leveldétworking in Clusters

In this section, the relationship between agglot@maand the level of networking is
scrutinized in the tourism clusters of Antalya. Aating to Krugman (1995, 1996),
agglomeration creates some kind of increasing metuiand therefore enhances
competitiveness. To define the tourism developmenthe context of competitiveness,
agglomeration is evaluated according to the le¥ehtegration which is also important for

the competitiveness of the destinations.

Table 37 The level of networking according to tiglameration in clusters

Globally Locally No Grand

Connected Connected Firms  Connected Total Chi-

Firms (%) (%) Firms (%) (n=323) | Square P-value
Agglomerated
Clusters (%) 28 37 35 100 4.392 A11+
Non-Agglomerated
Clusters (%) 20 30 50 100

Source Calculated from survey data,

Note: Agglomerated clusters are calculated by tbegrtion of tourism firms in a cluster to the tdtzurism firms in
the whole region. According to the shares, clustdrish have more than %10 share of tourism firnestaken as
agglomerated clusters. Antalya Center, Alanya,Ke@iele are taken as Agglomerated Clusters, othertaken as
Non-Agglomerated Clusters

* Statistically not significant that is more tha®8 level.

The research findings reveal that firms in agglated clusters show a higher networked
structure than those in non-agglomerated clus&ssprevious researches have claimed.
While spatial agglomeration is an opportunity fewvdloping local connectivity, being only
locally connected in a spatially agglomerated e€lustay be an obstacle by causing lock-in
process unless develops global networks in additiotocal networks (Camagni, 1991;
Schmitz, 1999; Amin and Thrift, 1994; Koschatzk90R; Eraydin, 2002; 2003). Although
firms in agglomerated clusters show high locallynmected network structures, they also

feature networks at a global level, and althougheaf the firms in agglomerated clusters
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have no connections with other companies, theireshia lower than those in non-

agglomerated ones.

Although local networks of firms are high in agglerated clusters, no significant difference
can be observed between the level of networks efatgglomerated and non-agglomerated
clusters (Table 37). This is due to the diversityyipe and size of the firms in the clusters of
Antalya. For instance, in terms of its number airiem firms. Side is an agglomerated
tourism cluster, however this cluster shows a d&echaracter among its tourism firms,
although a globally connected structure is apparEhis is due to the existence of many

large hotels, which triggers global linkages.

The situation is different in the case of the S&#ek cluster. Although Belek is a non-
agglomerated cluster, it shows a highly connectetiay structure due to the homogenous
character (specialization) of its firms, which udé large companies specializing in 5-star
hotels and holiday villages. This means that irdlial behaviours of tourism firms and
being not spatially agglomerated are not an obstacisome clusters that comprise of more
qualified and big size tourism agents for strengiing the global connectivity. Nevertheless,
it is no surprise that the share of firms with mmgections is high in the non-agglomerated
clusters, which tend to specialize on small tourismmpanies, such as apart hotels and
pensions, like in the Kaand Kale tourism cluster. In this context, revaglihe role of
specialization in clusters is important in clanifgithe network differentials of firms in the

different types of clusters.

Specialization in Clusters as a Factor that Definesvel of Networking

Although specialization refers to the concentrataérthe same type of tourism firms in a
cluster, In this section the concentration of laagel small firms in clusters is taken as a
specialization. According to the chi-square valuwestatistically significant difference (Chi

square=15.151 significant at 0,001 level) obselvetdveen the level of networking and the
level of specialization in clusters (Table 38)isltrevealed that firms in specialized clusters
show an individual character in their relations dwethe existance of, although not
exclusively, small firm structures. Specialized stérs which are large and diverse in
structure show a high level of networking with gibliirms, such as in the case of Belek.
Firms in non-specialized clusters show similar aebtaristics as those in agglomerated

clusters in terms of their networking behaviour.

193



Non-specialized clusters include not only smalinBrbut also medium and large tourism
firms, and thereby have a fluctuating structuréhimlevel of networking. As non-specialized
and agglomerated clusters, the Central Antalyanydaand Side clusters (Table 38) have
higher levels of global networking when comparethwither clusters. As it is seen from the
results, it can be claimed that specializationoarism clusters is not a determining factor

when defining global or local connectivity.

Table 38 Different level of networking accordingthe specialization in clusters

Globally Locally No Grand Chi-

Connected (%) Connected (%) Connected (%) Total (n=323)Square P-value
Specialized Clusters 23 18 59 100 15.151 .001*
Non-specialized
Clusters 28 37 35 100
Grand Total 27 36 37 100

Source Calculated from survey data,

Note: Specialization in clusters are calculatedheylL Q values of different type and size of tourfamqms in that cluster.
According to the result§pecialized clusterare defined as; Belek-Serik, Kale-DemregKeinike, Gazipsa, Korkuteli
and KumlucaNon-specialized clusteege defined as; Alanya, Kemer, Antalya Centere Sidd Manavgat.

Tour guides are not taken into account becausehiney not a special stable place.

* Statistically significant at 0.001 level.

It can be claimed that specialization in tourismsttrs is not a determining factor when
defining global or local connectivity. As can beesefrom the agglomeration and
specialization in the tourism clusters, the onlgtda that defines the level of networking in
that cluster is the existence of large and smaltisgen firms. While agglomeration in a

cluster provides an opportunity to develop locahreectivity in some cases, being only
locally connected may be an obstacle to developnant lock-in effect in clusters may
emerge, as has been emphasized in previous liter@@ooke, 1990; Schmitz, 1999; Amin
and Thrift, 1994; Koschatzky, 2000). In this regaddveloping global networks as well as
local networks is a necessity if a tourism destimats to maintain competitiveness in the
global market, and it would appear that the develaqmt of large tourism firms in clusters
has a steering and triggering role for enhancirgy global level of connectivity of that

cluster.
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6.3.3 The Role of Institutions, New Organizationabet Up and Institutional Thickness

of Tourism Clusters in Antalya

For more than two decades, there has been a comsiglénterest on the importance of
“institutions”, “institutional thickness” and theibeneficial role for adapting to global
economy and thereby regional development. Althodgstitutions include informal
contracts, in this part of the thesimstitutions” and “institutional thickness”are evaluated
as formal organizationsand their level of colloborative projectsin this context,
organisations that are taken into considerationemsqgecially tourism associations. These
associations are formed when firms and individuase together to share physical or

intangible inputs. They benefit from economies gglameration as a result.

Institutional thickness is taken as an other imgoariarea of discussion in the development
dynamics of a region. It is claimed that institatb thicknesslepends on the high levels of
interaction amongst institutions in a local are&jolv in turn leads to development (Amin
and Thrift, 1995). In addition, Putnam (1993) aigulkeat membership and engagement in
voluntary associations foster communication andedignation of information and generate
and reinforce trust in societal norms which is amide to co-operation and economic
development. In this context, associations canakert as an important source of learning
and adaption, networks of association in the ecgorfamilitate the spread of information and

capabilities and the prospect of economic innovetiiwvough social interaction.

The theoretical discussions on institutions anditinonal thickness have already been
discussed in previous chapters detailly. This paitt consider the questions;hbw

associations in tourism are structured to provithe requirements of tourism clusters in
Antalyd “How associations and organization building in téem are structured in different
tourism clusters of Antalyaand “To what extent are these tourism clusters diffiére

regarding their level of linkages and emerging &sstions?”

Within this context, in the first part, a descriptitry to be made on the institutional structure
of tourism in Antalya. In this regard, tourism asstions are defined and evaluated
according to the types, then, relations betweeacessons and the type of tourism firms are
scrutinized, afterward, the relation between teonrisssociations and tourism clusters are

identified. In the second part, organizational tietes of associations and their patterns
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according to different clusters of Antalya are easdd by top-down and bottom-up

relational techniques, named as social networkyaizal

Organizational Structure of Tourism in the clustexsf Antalya

In this part, organizational structure of Antalgaevaluated under different types: varying
levels and changing densities of tourism associat@ccording to historical development,
relations with clusters consisting of governmeiitiated development clusters and self-help

development clusters.

In tourism activitiesthe involvement of organizations especially assmria and NGOs
have an essential role for building a broader amesg on tourism development. It is obvious
that cultivating awareness on tourism developmahtemhance the climate for developing
friendly collaborations between the public and atés sectors of the tourism industry,
thereby enhancing the industry’'s image (HassanQR00his collaborative structure is
observed in the examples of tourism associatioom fitaly and Germany (Bennett and
Krebs, 1994).

Table 39 The distribution of tourism associatioosaading to the tourism firms in Antalya

Subprovinces of Antalya Total Tourism Firm Total Tourism Associations
AKSEK i 7 0
ALANYA 1259 10
ELMALI 5 0
FINIiKE 55 0
GAZIPASA 16 0
KALE 42 0
KAS 325 1
KEMER 1202 5
KORKUTEL i 11 0
KUMLUCA 91 0
MANAVGAT 334 1
ANTALYA CENTER 2720 20
SERIK 190 1
SiDE 640 2
Grand Total 6897 40

Source: Data is gathered through different instins related with tourism (Ministry of Culture aff@éurism, Antalya Culture
and Tourism Province Office, Ministry of IndustmdaTrade and Antalya Pension’s Association in teega of 2005 and
2006)
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It is observed that tourism associations of différéypes have gained importance and
increased in number for the last twenty years imkdy especially in Antalya. These
institutions show a varying density, type and dhisition according to the different clusters
of Antalya (Table 39). In fact, most of the asstioizs take place in a highly populated
coastal tourism areas such as Alanya, Manavgag, Sdrik, Kemer and Antalya Center.
Although there are approximately 40 associatiornist éx Antalya, the ones that are directly
related with tourism are only 25 nowadays. Touristated associations covers tourism
investor’s, hotels, environment and advertisingetgb associations. Remaining associations
are mainly consisting of profession and cultureugsy education, sport, music, art and

healthy associations.

Obviously, it is well known that varying associatsohave different priorities and interests.
Particular to Antalya, tourism associations haweess types based on different interests and
issues which make them to come together for a camgaal such as consisting of hotel
groups, advertising groups and environmentally iseas groups for enhancing the
development of Antalya. While some of these assiotis have been supported by the
central government institutions, others are gehecalil initatives of tourism investor’s that
have been established by self-help networks ofggsgibnal and corporate company groups
based on grassroots activities. While governmedt rfation based associationsave
emerged for supporting the Turkish tourism in soliprces, nationally organized local
associationshas emerged for solving the infrastructure probleyhgourism clusters of
Antalya. Moreoverself-help local associationsave mainly emerged for solving the local
infrastructure and advertising problems of eactridisof clusters due to the insufficiency of

government led, nationally organized local ass@oiatand main cluster associations.

As it is seen from the figure 23, tourism assocrai are classified as compulsory and
voluntary basis. Compulsory associations are tles evhich are mainly nation based. Nation
based compulsory associations are consisted of types; national and provincial
associations. Although both of them have a crum for Turkish tourism, provincial
associations are the representatives of local pcadi tourism development in a national
context. While TUROFED, TURSAB, TUREB and TYD arenportant for tourism
development especially at national level, AKTOB,TAD, KETOB, ARO, ATAV, ALTAV
are also crucial for provincial tourism developmdyt being in collaboration with the

national associations.
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TUROFED (Turkey Hotelier's Federation) is an impaitleading tourism association for the
development of tourism in Turkey. TUFOFED was nanasdTUROB (Turkey Hotelier's
Association) until 2005s, after this year it hasdrae a federation of hotels named as
TUROFED. The TUROB was founded in 1995, (the fiestsional body of hotel association
was set up 1963 and until 1995, 11 regional bodim®e established) to set up standards and
ethical professional ethics, to facilitate pricaldlity, to contribute to regional development
(through branches), to provide general and ondbérgaining; indulge in area promotion and
marketing, and to cooperate with national and m&Bonal tourism organizations
(www.turob.org.tr).
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Figure 23 Classification of Different Types of Tmum Associations for Antalya

With respect to the aim on collaboration, TUROB uigegd in cooperation with TYD
(Tourism Investor’'s Association) in order to acl@ehe aims in a more efficient way. TYD
is an independent organization that was establishedi988 by the principal tourism
investors in Turkey whose main objective is to fritogether specified people and
companies investing in Turkey and to provide aasizt in their present and future plans.
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As an independent organization, TYD is consistifgbiy sized investor's named as
“patrons of tourism” that steers the developmenttafrism in Turkey. TYD has got
regional groups, such as Antalya regional group,discussing the regional problems of
each region and they meet several months of thefgeaiscussing and solving problems
related with tourism (Oktay Varlier, Manager of Ty[personal interview, 2007). The
Association sees investment in tourism as the pdebind the development process of the
sector and believes that it has a role in the esiparand orientation of the Turkish tourism

(homepagewww.tyd.org.tr last accessed at November 2007).

Besides investing on accommodation sector, TYD nemhbave also invested in marinas
and yachting, tourism oriented land and air tramspmur operating, tourist shopping
centers, entertainment and recreation facilitie$ golf courses. The Association also has
activities and projects based on partnership witleropublic, private institutions and NGOs.
Moreover, TYD's activities are to realize partngspossibilities for foreign entrepreneurs
who are interested in tourism investment. In thositext, international cooperation is an
important issue for TYD, which is considered agfenence institution for adapting global
changes. As a matter of fact in the internatioiedd f TYD is the Business Council Member of

the World Tourism Organization (Oktay Varlier, Mgeaof TYD, personal interview, 2007).

Apart from TYD named as the association of tourtsmeses, TURSAB (The Association of
Turkish Travel Agencies) is important as a non-prafstitution and it has a legal
personality, established by Law 1618 in 1972. Thanmaims of the association are to
promote travel agency profession, to encourageti@yencies to offer best possible service
to public, to contribute to the development of tenr both at local and global in cooperation
with the Ministry of Tourism, to set the rules anemissioning and decommissioning them,
to introduce and maintain professional ethics amdriotect consumers (Interview with
TURSAB-Ankara, 2005). In fact, TURSAB worked in gmpation with all authorities,
public and private organizations concerned, in otdeachieve its goals and objectives for
development of tourism. Most of the nation basetional associations collaborate with
nation based local associations for discussings#Ecand business problems of tourism and

for organising advertising activities, fairs andtfeals in Antalya.

Apart from nation based national associations, ipoi@l associations such as Aktob, Altid,
Ketob and Antalya Hotelier's and Pension’'s Assdmmatare crucial for the tourism

development of Antalya. In this context, AKTOB (Akuz Touristic Hotelier's Association) is
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an important tourism hotelier's association, fouhdte 1984, which has strong linkages with
local tourism associations in Antalya to promoterigm development. In fact, it is the first
association of Antalya that has been founded it 28®1 has a leading role on sustaining the
contact with other tourism associations that arether clusters of Antalya. However, the
contact made with other clusters is not a projegebpment base. Generally, contact is on the

issue of knowledge transfer and labor education.

The other successful, strong and elderly touriswestor’'s association is AUD (Alanya
Tourism Manager’s Association) in Alanya tourismaster which is founded in 1985. Most of
the hotels in Alanya center are members of thisaason. It has successful collaborative
projects with member hotels and municipalities tlee advertisement of Alanya in global
market. Moreover, it has collaborative projects hwienvironment (ALCED- Alanya
Environment Education Association) and advertiseamassociation (ALTAV- Alanya

Advertisement Foundation) of Alanya.

Antalya Hotelier's and Pension’s Association, foeddin 1998, represents especially the
demand of small sized hotels and pensions afterdévelopment of big sized hotels in
Antalya. It has tried to be a federation in Turkbyf it has not realized due to not finding
sufficient numbers of members. With regard to re@né the small size tourism entrepreneurs,

it is participated to the meetings of national temrassociations of Antalya.

POYD (Professionel Hotel Manager’'s Associationqugther successful association, founded
in 2002, representing the demand of hotel manader’'steer the direction of tourism in
Antalya. In this context, POYD organizes severagtings and panels with hotel manager’s to
discuss the direction and the problems of tourismaddition, it has strong collaborative
linkages with leading tourism associations of Aydakuch as Aktob and Turkey such as
Turofed.

ATAV (Antalya Advertisement Foundation) and ALTAYAlanya Advertisement Foundation)

are important tourism advertisement associationsntdlya and Alanya. They try to advertise
Turkish tourism and especially Antalya and Alanydhie global market for attracting tourists.
With regard to advertisement of Antalya, they p#vate into the fairs and joint advertisement

activities with hotel associations and municipeéti
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Not only at national level, but also at local let@lirism associations are varying in Antalya
according to different type of interest groups. Séhénterest groups are based on tourism,
advertisement and environmentally sensitive isstiegrism based associations are composed
of not only nation based associations (Aktob, Alf@tob, Antalya Hotelier's and Pension’s
Association), but also nationally organized locsaziations such as; Betuyab, Latuyab, Gatab
and Matab, and newly emerging cluster based shifdogeal associations such as Camob,
Tisoder, Side Tuder, Altuyab, Intod, Kontid and Hiiit. The same difference based on local
and national scale is also observed in other sttgm®ups including environmentally sensitive

and advertising groups (Figure 24).

Apart from national based associationafionally organized local associatiomse mainly
focused on infrastructure development activitiegoafism consisting dfLocal Government
Associations” and “Corporate Company Associationd’ocal government associations
mainly take place in Tourism Centers accordingh ltaw of Municipality 1580, Law of
Province Administrative 5442 and Law of Village 44&cal Government Associations were
expected to bring together the Ministry of Cultamed Tourism, local representatives of
central government, mayors, tourism investors aeighborhood headmen (muhtars) in
terms of execution and operation (Personal interviih Senol Aydemir, 2005, Vice-Director
of Directory of Investments in Ministry of Cultuand Tourism). Gatab and Matab are the

examples of these types of local government adsmtsafor Antalya.

In the context of tourism development project ofniée and Manavgat, GATAB (South
Antalya Tourism Development and Infrastructure Mpamaent Association of Kemer) and
MATAB (Association of Manavgat Tourism Developmartd Infrastructure Management)
were founded by the support of Ministry of Tourisim,cooperation with the Ministry of
Interior. These unions has been founded by thesinies because of a prepared a model of
Associations of Infrastructural Services in exemutand operation of infrastructural facilities.

That is why; they are called as “local governmessoaiations”.

In fact, Gatab is the leading and successful ogeexhibits a strong model in bringing all
concerned parties together when compared with atfr@structure management associations.
By setting up a corporation with Aka&Company, for execution and became successful in
providing funding from the private sectors investand shareholders. All infrastructural

and environmental services and related tourismicesvhave been provided jointly by
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tourism investors, the Ministry of Culture and Tisar, universities and the other public

agencies.

In addition to local government associatior@ofporate Company Associatidnsan be taken

as an important type of nationally organized l@salociations of big size hotels. For supporting
the development of Corporate Company Organizatidisjstry of Culture and Tourism
allocate land for tourism to companies to creajeire-stock company. These corporations
provide these companies to develop the mutual mc#pacity to solve the environmental
and infrastructure problems collectively. Via cregta competitive tourism cluster and
brand for Belek in the global market, BETUYAB hagcbme the most successful
association in Antalya with attractive avant-gasdstainable tourism projects such as vector
fight research project, biological diversity prdjdmased on awareness-raising studies “100
birds of Belek”, “250 endemic plants of Belek” agdlf center project and protection of

caretta carettas etc..

Betuyab has been founded as a management assoaétimvestor companies of Belek in
1988 by the support of the Ministry of Tourism. lditny of Culture and Tourism bring the
membership on BETUYAB as a necessary conditioa.fifm does not become a member of
BETUYAB, allocation will be canceled for that firnt.herefore, all of the firms become a
member of BETUYAB to enhance the mutual action emdhaximize their mutual benefit.
Still, every company investing in Belek Tourism @anis obligated to be a member of
Betuyab. From 1991, the status of the firm has bd®anged a joint stock company of
Ministry of Culture and Tourism founded with thenadf solving the infrastructure problems
in Belek tourism center with the cooperation of lpubprivate sector. Betuyab is also a joint
initiative of international institutions such as Wb Bank and World Environmental
Protection Association. With the help of globalkiwges and government support, the most
successful projects are observed in Betuyab whenpaced with other associations in

Antalya.

As a tourism investor's association, Betuyab ha®rst objectives such as struggle with
mosquitoes, houseflies, and sand flies and envieoah protection activities. Betuyab is
one of the few establishments that shed light enrttportance and care to the environment
and nature as a private sector establishmentsdt @lovides infrastructure facilities to the
region and provides protection for the rare cacgtatta turtles in cooperation with Ministry of

Culture and Tourism, Greece Environment Foundatiwhlocal municipalities.
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In 1999 with the cooperation of Ministry of Cultug€eTourism and Hacettepe University,
integrated vector fight research project has bearesl as pilot researches in Belek within
the scope of scientific research projects. Moreotlee project of "maintained Landscape
Planning and Belek model" has been completed tegetith Ankara University Faculty of
Agriculture Landscape Department (The project masated by International Landscape
Engineers Union (IFLA) in Brussels). Furthermoregfbase of Fire Intervention Teams of
Antalya Province Directorate of Ministry of Forgstias established by Betuyab. The fire-
base gives service to whole Antalya. Consequentyne of these projects that have been
realized with the available insufficient resourbese made Belek win international awards.
These projects aim to establish "sustainable touiris the Belek Tourism Centre and marks
that, for the first time in Turkey, all the investoof a region have handed over the

management to an establishment like Betuyab tolojgtke region.

It is seen that Betuyab has intense local linkag#h tourism firms in Belek, tourism
institutions in Antalya and strong global linkagedth global institutions. Due to the
intensity of these linkages, successful joint ptgehave emerged according to defined
objectives of the region. In addition to BETUYARscently, LATUYAB and KUYAB are
founded effected by the successful studies of BEABYand they try to develop similar

development based projects for their destination.

In fact, the rich institutional environment in t@m stems from the temporal steps have been
taken by Ministry of Tourism starting from 1982 Timm Encouragement Law for searching
a new collaboration between the different levelthefstate, private sector, nongovernmental
organizations, local government associations anglocate company associations. Especially
in 1980s, tourism institutions were small amounhumber coveringnation basedAktob,
Altid) and nationally organized local associatioiBetuyab and Gatab), however, they have
shown significant increase at local level after A9%nd 2000s for representing the

entrepreneurs and the common interests in touresraldpment.

203



Table 40 Establishment dates of different typeofism associations

Type of Association

ame of the Association

Date of
Establishment

TUROB (TUROFED) 1963-1995
TURSAB 1972
AKTOB 1984
ALTID 1985
TYD 1988

Nationally organized local government

associations GATAB 1989
CEKUL-Antalya 1990
POYD 1992

Nationally organized Corporate Company

Associations BETUYAB 1992

Nationally organized local government

associations MATAB 1992
KETAV-KETOB 1994
ALTAV 1995
Cevre Girisimi Dernegi-Antalya 1995
Alanya Cevre Gonulluleri Grubu 1996
Titreyeng6l-Sorgun Turizm Yatirimcilari

Self-help Local Associations Birligi 1996

Self-help Local Associations Side Tuder 1996
Antalya Otelciler ve Pansiyoncular odasi 1998

Self-help Local Associations Alara Turizm yatirnmcilari Dernegi 2001

Self-help Local Associations INTOD (incekum Turistik otelciler Birligi) 2001
Kontid (Konakl Turistik isletmeciler

Self-help Local Associations Dernegi) 2003
(TURKTID)Tiirkler Turistik isletmeciler

Self-help Local Associations Dernegi 2004

Nationally organized Corporate Company

Associations LATUYAB 2005
CAMOB(Camyuva Otel

Self-help Local Associations Yatirim.Isletmeciler Dernegi) 2005

As it is seen from Table 41, firstly, nation basedociations at national and provincial level
have emerged, then, nationally organized local gowent associations and nationally
organized corporate company associations have eahdyggining from 1990s. From the
early 2000s, district based self-help local touribotelier's (investor's) associations are
starting to emerge such as Latuyab (Lara-Antalyat€® Kuyab (Kundu-Antalya Center),
Camob (Camyuva-Kemer), Side Tuder (Side-ManavgBigpder (Titreyengél, Sorgun-
Side), intod (ncekum-Alanya), Altuyab (Alara-Alanya), Kontid (Kakli-Alanya) and
Tuarktid (Tarkler-Alanya) due to respond the additél requirements such as infrastructure
development and advertising demands of tourismeprégneurs. It seems that most of them
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have a follower role on realizing similar projecfsnation based provincial associations in

small scale areas.

They are newly emerging association types of touasid they try to solve the problems of
tourism firms in their district, thereby, promoteetlocal development of each district.
Because of the inadequate support of the leaditignad associations, hotels try to satisfy
their needs on the issues of advertisement, maketnd infrastructure by developing
corporations within each other. Against to the défehat institutionalization limits some of
the practices, it is seen from newly emerging dasions that increasing institutionalization

is taken as an opportunity to satisfy the neediscal and to promote local development.

Table 41 Networking by the concerning activitiessab-province and district based tourism
associations (column shares and row shares)

Advertise-
Fair
Cultural Knowledg Problem Enviro
Activity Infrastruct Transfer  Solving Protection Education Invest Panels Total
Cluster Hotelier's
Assoc  Assoc. 0,17 0,52 0,10 0,00 0,17 0,02 0,04 0,00 168
Advertising
Assoc. 0,81 0,00 0,11 0,00 0,03 0,00 0,02 0,04 113
Enviro
Assoc. 0,06 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,57 0,36 0,00 0,00 47
District  Hotelier's
Assoc Assoc. 0,35 0,29 0,00 0,26 0,07 0,00 0,00 0,03 86
Enviro
Assoc 0,00 0,27 0,09 0,00 0,55 0,02 0,00 0,07 44
Total 152 124 32 22 88 21 8 11 458
Advertise-
Fair-
Cultural Infra- Knowledge Problem Environment
Activity structure Transfer Solving  Protect Education Invest Panels
Cluster  Hotelier's
Assoc. Assoc. 0,18 0,70 0,50 0,00 0,32 0,14 0,75 0,00
Advertising
Assoc. 0,60 0,00 0,38 0,00 0,03 0,00 0,25 0,45
Enviro Assoc 0,02 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,31 0,81 0,00 0,00
District  Hotelier's
Assoc. Assoc. 0,20 0,20 0,00 1,00 0,07 0,00 0,00 0,27
Enviro Assoc 0,00 0,10 0,13 0,00 0,27 0,05 0,00 0,27

* These values represent the percentage of aetvitir each type of tourism association. In th&t table, row shares
are calculated. In the second table column shaeesadculated.
Source: Calculated from survey data

A strong distinction is observed between the scafdsurism based hotelier's associations
which are classified undetuster based (provincial) tourism associatiarsddistrict based

self-help local tourism associationassociations are mainly concerned with infrasuet
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development, advertising, environmental protectiand education activities when
developing networking relations with tourism ingtibns. District based newly emerging
self-help tourism associations are a relatively aniagent overall but are experimenting
considerably and have a significance in environademrotection, problem solving,
advertising and infrastructure development. AltHotlgey are newly emerging associations,
they try to develop networking relations mainly mroblem solving and become strong as

other national associations (Table 41.).

Cluster based tourism associations have a wideeraigmportant activities with other
tourism institutions covering infrastructure deymtgent and some environmental protection
activities, investment projects and knowledge temnsactivities for making the
advertisement of their region. Although districsed self-help association’s show a similar
structure with cluster based tourism associatiaset on concerned activities and subjects
of developing networks, they show a weaker strcttitan cluster based ones when

developing networking linkages with other instituts (Table 41).

Especially, cluster based environmentally sensiéigsociations have an important role on
developing linkages on education in addition toiemmental projects with tourism related
institutions. In addition to environmentally sehdtassociations, an important role given to
advertisement associations to present the institati structure of tourism in Turkey and
Antalya. In this context, advertisement associatioevelop linkages with other tourism

institutions mainly on promoting tourism via faasd cultural activities.

In the institutionalization process, hotel manadexrge the leading role in joining members
that are mainly the hotels of that cluster andridistWhile some of them have collaborative
projects and relations with other district basedtiton associations, most of them still show
an individual character for solving their problenThis is due to the dispute between
different political parties which have dominance éach tourism district and also due to the
difference in the tourism destination market cotgexf different districts. However, they

show a collaborative relationship with their mensband with the municipalities of their

districts in advertisement and infrastructure depalent projects for the development of
their districts. The main aim behind this type ofi@boration is to attract more tourists than
the existing situation. In fact, the increase insof these district based self-help local
associations stems from the character of that Id8atause each local has got its own

problems and national or local based leading aaSons do not satify their needs and
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demands (personal interview with Nuvit Ozkan- Thladmen of ALTAV and KONID,

personal interview with the headmen of TURKY.

However, some of the associations such as Latuyamle Tuder, Kontid, are more active
than others due to their dense relations, institatized structure, consciousness and
discourses that take place on the agenda and jprélss. They try to gain empowerment for
their district to represent their objectives andisien making strategies at all platforms. In
the studies of Bennett (1997b; 1998a; 1998b; 199889), it is observed that local business
associations act as local business clubs and playnportant role in informal business
advice as well as developing contacts and marketiatyvorks. They are, however,

vulnerable to competition from public sector seevproviders which receive state subsidies.

This is also true for some of the tourism asscmietiof Antalya. State support is also
important for the development of successful prastiof these tourism associations as it is
seen in the foundation of Gatab, Matab as locakgowent associations and especially in
Betuyab as a corporate company association. Infdied that nationally organized local
associations are more effective than other tougssociations in Antalya when representing
and advertising the local area in the global emritent as a competitive global node. This
may be due to the strong collaborative charactethe$e associations with government.
Also, it is observed that the larger and governnirgitifited business associations tend to be
much better resourced and capable of working e¥egt with government to develop
services. The study of Glasmeier (1999) verify thigcome by emphasizing that public
policy should continue for increasing the geogrephiscale and service scope of big
chambers and business associations, even smalbehatevelopment can be encouraged at

the local level and develop local relations.

Rather, although every association in Antalya hatstige primary aim trying to advertise

and to develop their districts, they have the ganarm based on the development of
tourism for Antalya and also for Turkey in the lon. According to the studies of Bennett
(1997b; 1998a; 1998b; 1998c; 1999) for Britain ¢casduntary local business associations
are the most effective ones if their spatial rectonfined to small geographical areas. As
to these examples from world, it can be expectatieémerging self-help district based local
associations can be taken as an opportunity feesepting their demand in small local areas
of Antalya, although government supported tourissoaiations are still the most important

associations in promoting tourism development irstelrs. Therefore, they could have the
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chance to represent and to provide not only theridement of each local area but also the
competitiveness of each local area in the globalrenment as a global node in tourism

market.

Relationship between Organizational Capacity andufiem Clusters

In the first part of this chapter, types of tourigssociations, their historical development
and motivations for creating associations has bdisoussed for Antalya. In this part,
tourism associations and institutional structuréoofism is elaborated according to different
type of tourism clusters in Antalya. Especiallyuster dynamics and their roles on the
development of tourism associations are scrutiniggghly attractive clusters are evaluated
based on their development type such as governmgatted development and self-help
development. According to this classification oostérs, the questionwhether there is a
considerable difference between government indiadevelopment clusters and self-help
development clusters in relation with their indibmal structure and institutional
thickness?”is examined which becomes important point of dismn to describe the
institutional structure of clusters. Moreover, thgpotheses which are defined in the
theoretical part of this chaptéfhe size of the tourism cluster with tourism firmatters for
the development of tourism associatiotis’also scrutinized for describing the institutibna

structure of clusters in Antalya.

There are 15 clusters existing in Antalya and nobshem, approximately 10 clusters, are at
the coastal sides. Antalya-Center, Alanya, and Magaiaare the clusters which have got
higher shares of population according to othertehgs(Directorate of Culture and Tourism
of Antalya, 2006). In fact, some of the cluster®atalya have diverse institutional structure
due to having diverse types and numbers of tourssociations. Diverse institutional
structure of clusters may stem from the denselyufaded structure of clusters not only
covering citizen population but also huge amountaefrist population. Because of this
situation, clusters necessiates the existanceheniti¢rease of large amount of diverse hotels
which triggers the development of new institutioDsverse institutional structure may also
generate from diverse type of collaborative behaval tourism agents in clusters stemming

from the externalities of that cluster.
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Institution per Tourism Firm

Oo (9)
0 0,0030769 (1)
0 0,00308008214 (1)
0 0,0041597 (1)
[ 0,0052632
M 0,0073529
W 0,0079428

Figure 24 Institution per tourism firm accordingth® clusters of Antalya

As it is seen from the Figure 24, the high numibeioarism firm in a cluster characterizes
the denseness of tourism association capacityadfdiaster which can easily be seen in the
cluster of Alanya and Antalya center. Also, it éen that attractiveness of these clusters for
foreign tourists triggers the development of taurisrms for providing the service demand,
therefore, generates the need for tourism assocgatiAccording to the data of Ministry of
Culture and Tourism (2000 to 2003), it is obsertlegat Alanya has got the higher share in
foreign tourist arrival with approximately 1.200@€reign tourists. Manavgat and Kemer
have got the second higher shares by having appately 1.000.000 foreign tourist
arrivals. Serik and Antalya Merkez follow these reflsa Although attractiveness, dense
number of population and dense number of tourismsfiare important indicators for the
development of institutional structure, the conttibn of external support for clusters are
also crucial for supporting the institutional sture and therefore tourism development. In
this context, separation of the clusters accordiogthe development type such as
government initiated and self-help development pibbvide us hints about the institutional

structure.

According to the Table 42 and Figure 24, it is séleat most of the tourism related
associations take place in a highly populated ebasurism clusters such as Alanya,
Antalya Center, Serik, Kemer and Manavgat. Duehi® liigh tourism capacity of these

coastal clusters, new employment facilities areegeted and people from all over the
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country are attracted to these clusters of Antalydt is examined in the previous chapters,
thereby associations and institutional thicknessthase clusters have developed and
increased since late 1980s. Similar relation iseplexl between the increase in associations
and economic development in the study of Putnar@3)L%hich covers 20 regions of Italy

that emphasize “there is a positive correlatiomiken the economic success of a region and

the density of voluntary associations”.

It is seen that Alanya, Antalya Center, Belek, Kenand Manavgat are highly
institutionalized clusters with tourism associasiomhese highly institutionalized clusters are
leading coastal tourism clusters of Antalya andehapecialized with different types of
tourism activities. Some of the clusters have agecialized with different kind of
organizations and these are consisting of not nation based or nationally oriented local
associations but also self-help local associatiblmseover, the importance given to different
subjects when developing associations are varisdnme of the clusters such as the increase
in the number of environmental associations in tmdito the tourism and advertising

associations.

Table 42 Association per Tourism Firm accordinghi Clusters of Antalya

Clusters of Antalya Total Firm Total Associations Associations per Tourism Firm
AKSEK I 7 0 0
ALANYA 1259 10 0,0079428
ELMALI 5 0 0
FINIKE 55 0 0
GAZIPASA 16 0 0
KALE 42 0 0
KAS 325 1 0,0030769
KEMER 1202 5 0,0041597
KORKUTEL i 11 0 0
KUMLUCA 91 0 0
MANAVGAT 334 1 0,002994
Antalya Center 2720 20 0,0073529
SERIK 190 1 0,0052632
SIDE 640 2 0,003125
Grand Total 6897 42 0,0060896

Source: Data is gathered through different insting related with tourism (Ministry of Culture afidurism, Antalya Culture

and Tourism Province Office, Ministry of IndustmcdaTrade and Antalya Pension’s Association)
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In fact, self-help development clusters generadlyadop by using local dynamics. However,
government initiated clusters discussed in thislystare not developed by using local
dynamics but developed mainly by external supp@uayvernment initiated development
clusters are determined by the planned project®eérnment such asntalya Yatch Marina
Environment Tourism and Restoration of Kalei¢i int#lya Center, planned 600 bed
tourism complexes in Side and South Antalya Toulawelopment Projecin Kemer.
Therefore, Antalya Center, Kemer, Side, ManavgatikBelek are defined as government
initiated development clusters and other tourisustelrs such as Alanya and Kare taken

as self-help development clusters in the analysiseothesis.

Table 43 Association per tourism firm according self-help and government initiated
development of clusters in Antalya

Types of Clusters Total Firm Total Associations  Associations per Touism Firm
Self-Help Development

Clusters 1584 11 0,0069
Government Initiated

Development Clusters 5086 29 0,0057
Total 6670 40 0,0060

Source: Calculated from survey data

However, when the relationship between organizatgtructure and clusters with
government initiated and self-help development telss is evaluated, it is seen that
associations are varying in terms of different tgbeourism clusters. Although the number
of different type of associations according toetint type of clusters is not seen in the table,
it is well known that government supported assamiat are dominant and established in
government initiated development clusters such aaliin Kemer, Matab in Manavgat and
Betuyab in Belek, the associations which are estaddl by self-support and civil initiatives
are mainly taken place especially in self-help tlgwment clusters such as the ones in

Alanya.

Although the values of association per tourism firmtwo types of clusters are not very
different, it is seen that self-help developmentstdrs have more dense values on
associations per tourism firm than governmentateti development clusters (Table 43).
However, when absolute values of tourism assoaiat@re taken into consideration, it is
seen that most of the tourism associations arentpleee in government initiated clusters. In

fact, these findings revealed that in addition e supporting role of government in the
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development of tourism associations of differentstdrs, any more, local dynamics of

clusters are important for the development of laestitutional structure.

Local dynamics of Alanya has created its own instihal structure, thereby supports the
development of tourism related associations cdngisbf tourism (hotel investor's
associations), advertising and environment assooitt local and national scale. However,
government support such as seen in the governnmérdted development clusters are
important for developing highly successful big pap and institutionalization of tourism
associations. Being bounded only to local dynaraitg local relations limits the level of
success for clusters due to not having a collaberatructure with outside actors and not
taking an additional support from external orgamaes. Although the density of tourism
associations are relatively lower in these typeeaif help development clusters, they have
the chance to develop collaborative projects witteoorganizations as already seen in the

collaborative projects of government initiative stiers.

Table 44 Created employment via subsidies accordingself-help development and
government initiated development clusters

Subsidies 1980-1985 1986-1990 1991-1995 1996-2000 2001-2005
Alanya 4 74 22 54 113
Antalya-Center 7 70 43 80 29
Finike 0 1 2 2
Kale 0 0

Kas 1 5

Kemer 4 22 12 45 106
Kumluca 0 0 0 0 3
Manavgat 6 24 20 33 146
Serik 0 1 4 37 26
Side 2 7 5 18 5
Self-Help Dev. Clusters 5 80 25 63 120
Government Initiated Dev. Clusters 19 124 84 213 312
Grand Total 24 204 109 276 432

Source: Calculated from the data of Undersecretefithe Prime Ministry for Treasury and Foreigrade.
Note: Self-Help Dev. Clusters are taken as Alaigs, Kumluca, Finike.
Government Initiated Dev. Clusters are taken asdfesntalya center, Serik, Side,and Manavgat

It is stated in the interviews of tourism assooiasi that; the increase in the number of
tourism firms in different clusters positively afts the development and the increase of
tourism associations especially at district levels also claimed that the increase in the

number of associations in several districts of tHester is due to the insufficient
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representation of leading tourism association af ttuster. In fact, the massive increase in
the number of tourism firm, especially the increasehotels is effected from the mass
tourism development policy of government by givemsdies for enhancing investment in

the clusters of Antalya.

According to Table 44, it is seen that governmaitiated development clusters have taken
more subsidies and have created many tourism as®ms which is seen in the previous
table. However, tourism associations are also highAlanya tourism cluster as a self-help
cluster in project development. This is explaingdhe number of taken subsidies of Alanya
which triggers the increase in the number of toarfgms, thereby, tourism associations
(Table 44.). Moreover, land allocations are alspantant for the development of tourism
and tourism institutions in the clusters of Antab@nsisting of Alanya, Kemer, Belek, Side

and Manavgat.

It is interesting that Alanya as as a self-helpediggment cluster, has the highest institution
density per tourism firm when compared with otheastal districts. This high institution
capacity in Alanya may be the result of the extiétina that the cluster have and also stems
from the increasing population, high tourism firmnmber, high foreign tourist arrival
capacity, heterogeneous tourism firm type (inclgdafi types and size of tourism firms), as
well as increasing popularity of the cluster forréuean tourists and the people that are
seeking for real-estates in recent years. Howavaes, claimed by the headmen of these
associations that, the reason behind the increasself-help type tourism investor’s
associations is the lack of representation of exjstentral Alanya tourism associations for
high qualified big sized hotels in some of the taladistricts of Alanya. They claim that the
central Alanya associations represent mainly seradl medium sized hotels which defines
the general tourism firm characteristic of Alanyaerefore, big sized hotels start to develop
new type self-help development associations forasmting their destination in the global
market. In this context, it can be claimed for Alarthat big cluster size including wide
range of tourism firms and big sized firms existitidggers the development of

organizational capacity via establishing self-helgrism associations.

In addition to the high number of tourism assoomtiAlanya shows variety in tourism
associations including different interests suchoasism investor's associations, advertising
and environmentally sensitive ones. Remarkablytrang tension is observed between

district based and cluster based environmentalcadgms of Alanya in the interviews.
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Small ones are strongly against to the developmkttturism because of the thinking based
on “tourism pollutes”. Small sized environmentals@dations also show an isolated
structure with other tourism related associatiofisey have a negative attitude towards
tourism development and have no concrete successivironmental protection project
related to development of tourism. However, bigiemmental associations are working on
cleaning and increasing blue flag for beachesetbes, they are collaborating with other
tourism associations for the development and adeenent of Alanya. Those that support
tourism and collaborate with entrepreneurs in #ggan have made important contributions
to the development of environmental projects, aslma seen in the cases of Algced, Matab
and the Environment Initiative Association of Aytl Therefore, in the following analyses,
solely, big environmental associations of clusighsch support tourism development are

taken into consideration as environment associgtion

However, organizations that are leading to tourisdustry mainly exist in Central Antalya
cluster because of being the province center, lyatvia highest population density, thereby
having big cluster size by the number of tourisnd ather firms. Although national head
offices (federations) of these tourism organizaidake place in Ankara anidtanbul,
province based head offices of these organizatiomspther words “representatives”,
generally take place in Central Antalya clustersdl all types of tourism related
organizations, “rich organizational structure”, czasily be seen in Central Antalya cluster
not only in the numbers but also in types suchaslland guide associations, entrepreneur
and business associations, environment, adverteisgciations and district based tourism
investor's associations etc.. Although districtdzhsourism investor’s associations, Latuyab
and Kuyab, have newly emerged on the east co&twmtral Antalya, it seems that they will
take an important role for the development of défe kind of image for Antalya center
based on tematic hotels. These associations areefiresentatives of big sized hotels
existing in Lara-Kundu coastal band, they have ghodinancial power to satisfy
infrastructure and advertisement needs of thatictista collaborating with central and local

government institutions.

The following highly institutionalized cluster indrism associations is Belek / Serik. In fact,
Belek has got one tourism association named akBelgorate company association. The
number of tourism firms is low including approxireBt 50 hotels and most of which are 5
star hotels and holiday villages in Belek. Thawksy, association per tourism firms is seen to

be high in Belek cluster. In addition, Betuyabhe bnly tourism association that has unique
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tourism brand projects for the development of Bedakh as infrastructure, eco-tourism and
golf tourism projects. This difference stems frdm support of the big sized tourism firms
that have enough financial power to develop arabicertise their cluster by generated brand
projects by the intermediate role of Betuyab. Iséen that the existence of different firm
size in a cluster is important to develop an asdioei which represent their demands via

created successful collaborative projects with giations.

Although Belek tourism cluster is a small sizedstdn by having the number of tourism
firms, it has created a brand by its homogenouscteire solely specializing on high
qualified, big size tourism firms including 5 st&otels and holiday villages. The
homogenous cluster type with big sized qualifiech$ triggers the successful projects that
are developed collaboratively between Betuyab @miral government. Because of all these
firms are stockholders of Betuyab, they have fim@npower to develop and successfully
implement the projects for sustaining the competitess of Serik / Belek. Moreover,
Betuyab shows a more connected structure with ngaidiurism associations of Antalya and

the ones at national scale.

Although Kemer is a popular mass tourism clustethwits outstanding nature and a
heterogeneous structure covering mainly holidakagés and hotels that are high in number
and high in quality, the density of tourism asstioigs is low when compared with similar
clusters which include similar number of tourisrmf. This may be due to the enough
representation of tourism associations to the wme hotels existing in the cluster.
However, district based tourism associations amglyn@merging and low in number in
Kemer. Although they are low in number, it is arsigthich shows the potential for

developing new type of tourism associations inftlewing years.

In fact, Kemer as a government initiated developnauster, has got a strong tourism
infrastructure association, Gatab, which has colialive development projects mainly with
central government and municipalities especiallyimmastructure development activities.
However, tourism investor's and advertising assamia of Kemer are not influential
enough for developing unique type of brand projéoistheir cluster when compared with

other clusters’ associations.

Apart from Kemer cluster, Manavgat-Side tourismstdus are also attractive tourism

clusters in Antalya due to their rich ancient reggé and heterogeneous firm structure and
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high firm number in cluster, however, they have langanizational capacity as in the case of
Kemer. Although the density of tourism associatimibow when compared other clusters,
Manavgat and Side have got different organizatiastalcture by including government
initiated associations and self-help district basraism investor’'s associations. In addition
to infrastructure association named as Matab, iclistrased self-help tourism investor’s
associations also exist in Manavgat and Side dlusteh as Side-Tuder and Tisoder.
Although Tisoder has developed linkages mainly witise associations, Side-Tuder seems
to be more active and powerful than Tisoder whea tbpresented tourism firm set,
collaborative linkages and advertising sites in ititernet are taken into account. As it is
seen from the large cluster size by the numbeowfigm firms, Manavgat and Side create
their representing associations. As to the firne giynamics, it is seen that Titreyengol
district by having big firm size establish Tisoderrepresent their demand and advertise

their district in the global market.

As it is seen from the diverse character of orgaional structure of tourism clusters in
Antalya, a detailed analysis is needed for undedétg the relations and institutional
thickness. Therefore, in the next part, networkieghaviour of tourism associations, the
strength of networking with related associationd tine isolated ones are scrutinized detailly

by using social network analysis.

Networking Behaviour of Tourism Organizations anch€ir Relational Patterns

Institutional relations have defined under the emof institutional thickness that generates
economic development via enhancing collaborativievokks (Amin and Thrift, 1995). In

this context, associational networks are also ingmbrin addition to business networks.
According to Putnam (1993), membership and engagemevoluntary associations are
important for the development of cooperation betweelated actors including public,

private and semi-private ones. That is why, an gt role is referred to associations for
facilitating the spread of information, learningpeabilities and the prospect of economic
innovation through social interaction. According Rutnam (1993), “the increase in
institutions fosters level of communication andsdisination of information in the sector
which is conducive to co-operation”. However, asstians and their networks with

different institutions for supporting the sectorvédeen much less studied in the literature.
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Existance of associations usually arises from eithgovernmental initiative, or from the
self-support activities of business associatioas pinovide individual and collective services
to their members (Bratton, Bennett and Robson, 200Be same emergence dynamics,
governmental initiative and self-help developmenéchanisms, are influential in the
establishment process of tourism associations italga which was emphasized and
discussed in the previous parts. Generally, theseciations give some core services to their
members such as representation, information, advembertising, problem solving,
infrastructure development, personal training, iteation, documentation and business

management training. They generate contact witarottstitutions to reach their targets.

It is discussed in the literature that businesspstiporganizations may also benefit from
external economies of scale. External economiéscalisation may occur where the support
organization is located close to similar bodiesa(Bm, Bennett and Robson, 2003). This
also designs the development of networking scalevden related institutions which is
mostly observed in close proximity institutions. this context, whether proximity matters
for designing the networking scale of businessisnurassociations or not is an important

question to understand networking dynamics of Asatal

In addition to these debates of the literature, luther factors such adifferent interest
groupssuch as accommodation based, advertisement basednaironmentally sensitive
associations andifferent scales of organizatiorssich as the ones at local and global level
designs the networking behaviour between orgawigatis important to understand the
structure of institutional thickness. In fact, tgpef associations, concerned activities and
their relations with other associations are chaggiccording to different clusters of Antalya.
Therefore, the nature of networking behaviour betwdifferent type of tourism institutions
for different clusters of Antalya and also for difént scales are examined. In this context,
the strength of networks, components, bicomponéugpoints and blocks) of network,
factions and blockmodeling astap down sub-group techniqualso cliques, centrality,
eigenvector analysisis a bottom up techniquend ego networks of each cluster as a

neighbourhood technique are evaluated by usinglsoetwork analysis.

The whole network employed in social network analys consisted of defined tourism
associations and their networking relationshipswither institutions according to the data
obtained from survey questionaire. Organizationsckvtihave relations with the surveyed

tourism associations are grouped and defined as;reétations with the same tourism
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associations, other types of associations, glahaigm and environment associations, local
government institutions such as municipalitiesiatrigt and subprovince level, and central
government institutions such as ministry of cultwaed tourism, other ministries and

governorships.

> Top-Down Network Structure: Subgroups of Networkstween Associations

In order to reveal the nature of networking betweestitutions, firstly, spring embedding
layout is employed to the whole network data bethtap-down and bottom-up analysis
which treats the lines of the network as spriwgh a particular elasticity and strength. The

procedure searches for a situatiomvimich the system of springs is in a stable situmatio

For finding and visualizing locasub-structuresin the tourism network, first of all, the
existence otomponenandbicomponentsire scrutinizedGenerally,componentsocates the
parts of graph that are completely disconnecteth fome another, and colors each set of
actors. In the example of tourism actor networle #ntire graph is composed of three

components.

While the first component is a main component cosepoof all tourism institutions except
isolate, the other components are the isolgasjob (Camyuva Otelciler Bigi) andglobal
certificate associationsvhich really show an isolated structure with otmexdes in the
network. Therefore, except these isolate assoomtithe networks of remaining actors are

examined in top down analysis.

In fact, it is revealed that component analysissdoat say so much thing on the subgroups
of relationships in the whole network. After examgn components, the next step in the
network analysis is to define the subgroups whgchalled as Bicomponent analysighat
identifies blocks and cutpointsin the network. It is an important tool for thetwerk to

define important institutions which bounds othestitutions to the networks.

Cutpointsare particularly important actors who act as brekamong network actors that
bounds the network otherwise disconnected grougsgenHowever, it is seen that there are
two cutpoints consisting ARO and ALCED which connect solely the national association

of travel agencies (Tursab) and the national envirent agency (TEMA) to the network. In
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fact, these cutpoints do not give important cludidctv effects the main formation of the

network and the strong subgroup linkages withinatt®rs in the network.

The third step is defining the subgroups by usiractibn and newman-girvan
(blockmodeling) analysis both of which give impaitteclues for understanding network
relations between similar and different institusoin fact, both of the analysis try to identify
local clustering and sub-structure in developintgkdiges. However, blockmodeling tries
create clusters of nodes that are closely conneeiidn, and less connected between
clusters. According to the blockmodel analysiss itevealed that there are three blocks in
tourism network of Antalya. The first block is betan ARO and TURSAB, the second
block is between CEKUL and other municipalities evhiare out of Antalya, and the third
and the most important block is consisting of theofithe remaining tourism associations

which are taken into account in the analysis.

Apart from blockmodeling, faction analysis gives ingportant hints about similar and
different subgroup actors and their relationshifib wach other. According to the Figure 25,
it is seen that sub-province based institutionduting accommodation associations,
environment associations and public institutionshsas municipalities and Ministry of
Culture and Tourism form first main block which atesely connected within each other as
it is seen from their strength of ties. Other aggams in the graph show no clear

distribution in type and linkages.

When we look the factions in tourism network (Fig@5), a clear differentiation can easily
be seen according to the relations between diffénstitutions. Sub-groups in the network
are mainly seen firstly, between the ones whichnamee close to central Antalya, secondly,
the ones far away from Antalya-Center especialkesaplace in Manavgat and Alanya,
thirdly, the ones which are indirectly related upport tourism in Antalya and other

provinces.

A detailed interpretation on subgroups of netwagkarganizations can easily be made on
different type of clusters and organizations. Feg82 shows that organizations that are in
red node faction have a central role in the netvadrtourism in Antalya including Ministry
of Culture and Tourism, nation based leading associs and nationally organized

corporate company associations in central Antalamer and Belek. In fact, these
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associations have strong historical connection wéhtral government and these relations

are still steering the tourism of Antalya.

As it is already known from the previous analygighlic sector involvement is dominant in
all development stages of Kemer, Antalya CentarieB and Manavgat cluster. Public
support is particularly strong in the initiatiomgé and the strongest in approval and finance.
Therefore, in the first subgroup of network consgbf red nodes have a central role in the

network of Antalya which is based on mainly theateins of nation based associations.

The second faction between organizations and tékitions shows that tourism associations
in Alanya creates a subgroup in networking dynamibeh is very dense itself but isolated
from associations in other clusters of Antalya.sThiay be due to being far away from
Central Antalya. By supporting this view, it is sethat strong connection is observed in
spatial proximate associations. In this subgroithpagh Alged has got the central position,
Altid and Altav show a strong connection with eamther in the whole network of this

subgroup. Moreover, the relations with municipatfysubprovinces are also strong in most

of the associations in this subgroup.
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Figure 25 Factions of tourism network with cerntyahnd tie strength measures

220



The third subgroup is consisting of mainly locavgmment associations which are under
the group of nationally organized local associajdviatab and Gatab. In addition, some of
the district based associations are also in thigsup such as Side-Tudéntod, Turktid

and Altuyab. In this group, especially, the stréngt linkages between Matab, Gatab and
Municipality of districts take attention. Shortlhe strong relations of associations around

municipality of districts may be effective in tharfnation of this subgroup.

The last subgroup is composed of the institutitvas &are not directly related with tourism,

however, they support linkages with central governtinstitutions, subcentral government
institutions and other associations. In additioth&se subgroups, environmentally sensitive
associations show also a subgroup in the whole artktand it is seen that they are not
tightly related with other tourism associationstireir linkages. Although these type of

network structure shows the total linkages of wmuarbrganizations which creates confusion,
in the following part sub group linkages of tourigssociations are evaluated in detail to

understand the thickness in relations.

> Bottom up Network Structure between Subgroup Asations in Antalya

After evaluating the top-down approaches that e@efsubgroups in the network, the
following step is based drottom-up approach for defining network between gubups In
this context, mainly clique analysis is used fdiirdeg the regularity of interactions between
organizations and also defining the organizatidwag are more closely and intensely tied to
one another than they are to other members ofahgonk. In addition, the extent to which
these sub-structures overlap, and which actorsnax "central" and most "isolated" from
the cliques is an important point for understandhgnetworking behaviours of the tourism
organizations. This is examined by looking at cawhbership analysis in clique. Clique-by-
Cligue Co-membership (Clique Overlap) matrix thoves us to show the number of

organizations that belong to a clique.

When we look the the cliques of Antalya tourismwaek, it is observed that there are many
cliques consisting of 2 actors, but no cliquesudeig 5 actors in the same clique. That is
why, the cliques which include only 3 and 4 actars important, thereby, tried to be

identified for understanding the ones which areselp connected to each other but less
connected to others in the network. Firstly, thguds which include 4 actors are taken into

consideration, and it is appeared that while towrisrganizations in Central Antalya
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(together with Belek) creates a 4 actor cliquelfitsg showing a strong set of relationships
within each other and also has got the highestaigtand strength in the relations of its
actors, tourism organizations of Alanya form anothactor clique which has weak linkages
in centrality and strength of relationships whempared with the clique in Antalya center
(Figure 26.).

T Central Antalya
. & Belek

Ministry of Culture&Tourism

Figure 26 Cligue by clique co-membership by cligunetuding 4 actors

However, it is seen that both of the cliques intigd4 actors are strongly connected to the
organizations in their cluster and shows an isdlateucture with the ones that are in other
clusters. Especially, Alanya as a self-help grouitister has weak linkages with national
organizations, but has strong linkages with locajaaizations including local tourism

associations and local government institutions. tdghe situation of Alanya, it can be

claimed that space matters when developing cligpe bf strong relationships between
tourism institutions. In other words, spatial prokly seems to be important in developing

institutional thickness between the organization&lanya.
Although tourism organizations of Central Antalyavh strong relation with national

tourism organizations, nation based local tourissoaiations show a strong connection

within each other. In this context, it can be clagrthat strong local connection between
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tourism associations of Central Antalya may alsoelffiected by the spatial proximity

between tourism associations.

For understanding how these interactions constauteamework, favoured representations
of relational data such as strength and centralitich shows the nodal positions within the
network give hints about the network structure. Whentrality and tie strength is compared
according to the two components of the clique,ilgadole of central Antalya organizations

can easily be seen. As it is emphasized beforeisasden in the Figure 26., the strongly
connected and central actors in tourism are maialjon based and nationally organized
corporate company associations. Most of theseisteurism institutions of Antalya takes

place mainly in Central Antalya.

The steering central Antalya associations havealbnkages only with central government
institutions such as with Ministry of Culture andufism, but not have more linkages with
local public institutions such as municipalitiesigfhis mostly observed in other clusters.
However, tourism associations of Alanya have lidsagot only with tourism associations of
Alanya including environmentally sensitive and atigeng associations but also with local

public institutions especially with municipalities.
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Figure 27 Cligue by clique co-membership includihgctors by 3,4 and 5 factions
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Apart from 4 clique overlaps, 3 clique overlapsnefworks between institutions shows the
strict differentiation between the networks of isaor institutions for clusters which has
already been discussed similarly as in 4 cliquerlaps (Figure 27). By the help of

employing spring embedded layout, the nodes whatelstrong relations with each other

are placed close to each other.

In addition to the subgroup definition techniquefaxgtion analysis which shows subgroups
under different colors of nodes, spring embeddeut of all faction analysis give
important hints about the importance of spatialxpnity in developing linkages between
institutions. It is seen that subgroups of netwenkerge according to the different clusters
not only in faction analysis based on differentgobps of color nodes, but also spring

embedded layout based on the proximity betweensiodine graphical portray.

In all graphs and faction analysis, while the orgations of Alanya show a strong
connection within each other, they show a less ected structure with other organizations
in other clusters of Antalya. This may be becauddeeing far away from the center clusters
and also being powerful enough to satify their sel®g using their local dynamics and self-

support civil initiative structure in institutioriahtion.

Apart from Alanya, subgroup of networks are als@esled in tourism organizations of
Manavgat in the next step faction analysis. Becanfs@ot being so close to Antalya,
Manavgat show an introspective structure when dgued) networks. Although Alanya and
Manavgat are more close to each other and far dnwway center, tourism organizations do
not show a collaborative character with each ottiexy show generally an individual and
isolated character. This may also be due to tHehs§p development institutional character
of tourism organizations of Alanya and governmemtidgted development institutional

character of organizations of Manavgat.

While in some of the faction groups, tourism orgations of Kemer show an isolated
structure from other clusters of Antalya in netwogk they show a collaborative networking
structure with tourism organizations of Antalya @en Because of Kemer has got
organizations that have strong connection with reémfovernment and more close relation
with leading organizations of Antalya center, tlaeg taken under the same sub-group in the

network analysis (Figure 27).
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The situation for Belek is somewhat different adiang to the connectedness of tourism
organization with other clusters. While Belek isoagly connected with the nation based
local tourism associations of Antalya Center ars alith the nation based leading tourism
institutions inistanbul, it also shows an individual structure whkereloping projects with
nearby clusters. This may be because of its brdrichws created based on environment and
natural life such as birds, endemic flora and galfirses that is not coincide with the
character of nearby clusters. It is the only clugh@t concerns environment based tematic
projects. When developing these projects, assoaiati Belek mainly develop collaboration
only with Ministry of Culture and Tourism and somets with nation based tourism
institutions. In fact, strong relational structwetourism association of Belek with central
government institutions stems from the support raedm of central government in the

establishment of this association.

As it is seen from bottom up network analysis, sabg relations of tourism organizations
which have strong collaborative linkage with eatcheo are mainly affected by spatial
proximity of clusters and the type of tourism origations according to their changing type
and levels, nation based and local. It seems thifithelp associations collaborate with
organizations at local level and nation based lacghnizations collaborate with tourism

organizations not only at local level but also atianal and at global level.

Cluster Based Ego Networks of Tourism OrganizatidnsAntalya

In addition to the subgroup analysis, cluster bdstatpretation is required for identifying
networks and institutional thickness of differemganizations in different clusters. In this
context, ego network analysis is employed for usi@derding how networks arise from the
local connections of individual actors. Therefaegp-networks are defined for each cluster
to reveal the networks of tourism institutions lireit neighbourhood. While including all of
the ties among all of the actors to whom ego hdsext connection, ego network gives us
key clues on the nature of networking of institaon that cluster. The figures below show
the links between each organization with otherigsmurorganizations regarding the number
of project development for each cluster. Moreovie thickness of lines shows the

proportion of the number of collaborative projeeithin tourism organizations.

Among the associations in ego network, it is sde&t Betuyab and Aktob have got the

largest network, the following ones are Latuyab Attt in size. In addition to the whole
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ego network outputs, cluster based evaluationgyofretworks is taken into consideration

because of giving additional clues on the institudil thickness of each cluster.

In this context, firstly, Alanya cluster is scruiad according to the capacity of networking
between tourism organizations. It is appearing ftbenFigure 28 that the associations, Altid
and Altav, have strong relationship with each otteerepresent and to advertise Alanya.
Although Altav as an advertisement association langa, it has strong linkages with the
leading tourism association of Alanya and alsongriinkages with Ministry of Culture and

Tourism and Municipalities of Districts for represag Alanya in the global market. District
based self-help tourism associations have linkaggsly with municipalities of districts. It

is known that they are also newly emerging tourigesociations in Alanya and the
increasing institutionalization process stems fribra inadequate representation of Altid.

Managers of district based tourism associationSlafya state that;

“Altid can not represent enough our demands adfareint district destination in Alanya.

Because majority of the members of Altid are maiinm Alanya center. Therefore, Altid

represents generally the demand of associatioddainya center most of which are mainly
composed of small size entrepreneurs such as apads3 star hotels. Associations of
Central Alanya which are constituted of small shesel members serve the concept of
bed&breakfast for Alanya. However, our target grampo concept in marketting are different
from Alanya Center. We serve all inclusive for Highualified groups because majority our

members represent five star hotels”.

Moreover, they expressed that;

“Municipalities of districts in Alanya constituteaf different political parties. In fact, this is a
constraint on equal representation of entreprenands markets in different districts. So,
every district in Alanya try to establish a tourisgsociation for representing their concept in
the global market, for advertising their distristsch as in fairs and in meetings to attract
tourists. Generally, most of these associations emadllaborative projects with the
municipality of the district to solve their infragtture problems. That is why presence of
associations are still increasing in different riti$¢ of Alanya for satisfying the demand of

different entrepreneurs”.
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Figure 28 Ego Network of Alanya

As an environmentally sensitive association, Al¢exs really a different perspective in
developing collaborative projects with other asatiohs from other district based
environmental associations of Alanya. Alced clathet it has strong relations with tourism
associations to support the development of toubisised on a “sustainable development”
vision. Strong relational structure is only obsenie Alged with other municipalities and

with tourism related associations in Alanya.

When we look at the whole network of Alanya, itgsen that there are three kind of
subgroups emerge in tourism associations accotdittgeir linkages. First group is based on
the linkages of leading tourism associations thetehstrong linkages with each other.
Second group is composed of networks between didiased self-help newly emerging
tourism associations that are really much in a rmhaurAlanya. The last group is mainly

based on environment associations.

It is seen that there do exist more and diversestypf tourism associations in Alanya,

however, they show a really weak connection witheotsub-provinces and central
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government institutions. This may stem from thd-kelp development character of Alanya
that is mainly based on endogenous growth dynaritigs.observed that existing tourism
associations of Alanya develop linkages with eaitieioby using local dynamics and most
of them do not take additional external supportfaondation and project development

process.

Apart from Alanya, Manavgat is the other clustetthas different growth dynamics based on
institutional structure. Although Manavgat shows gavernmentally initiated type of
development character in institutionalization, Setlester in Manavgat start to illustrate self-
help character in association development by usiogl dynamics recently. Apart from that,
Matab, as a government led infrastructure assooiais the leading association that has
connections with most of the associations in Maaavegelated with infrastructure
development (Figure 29). Also, Matab has shown @sjye dense network with
municipalities to provide the infrastructure seevfor the whole Manavgat. Although Tisoder
is a district based self-help tourism associatiomepresent demands of tourism firms in
Titreyengdl district which is also governmentallypported area. It is seen that Side and
Titreyengdl districts have shown different chardstis in development such as government
supported and self-help developed. Moreover, thesects also show a different structure in

accumulation of firm types which explains theirfelience in network behaviour.
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Figure 29 Ego Network of Manavgat

229



While Side is consisting of mainly small and medisized firms, Titreyeng0l is consisting of

big sized tourism firms. They serve for differenbgps at global, that is why they are taken as
different destinations. Because of these reasods-Bider and Tisoder seem to be not
strongly connected with each other. In fact, isusprising that there are similar associations
of different districts of the same cluster whichynteve similar targets on some issues, but
have not shown collaborative linkages with eackeiogmd have shown individual character to

satisfy their needs.

For Serik-Belek tourism cluster, the situation iedent because of being the only tourism
association in the cluster but showing a densear&ting capacity at local and global level.
As it is discussed in the previous parts, tourissoaiation of Belek, Betuyab as a corporate
company association, has always shown a strongectwity in developing collaborative
projects with Ministry of Culture and Tourism. la$ialso strong networks with members on
project development in Belek. Although it has intdly dense linkages with members in
existing cluster, it has also strong relations andjue projects not only with leading tourism
associations in Central Antalya but also with tksogiations in other provinces of Turkey

such as TYD in Istanbul, Central Government andemities in Ankara.

According to Oktay Varlier (The headman of TYD aid headman of BETUYAB, personal
interview in April 2007), the reason behind the cesgs of BETUYAB is its strong
collaborative relational structure with Ministry o€ulture and Tourism on project
development. Moreover, the success of BETUYAB steinasn the development of
collaborative projects with other institutions motly at local level but also at global level. It
can be claimed that it is the only association tizat more linkages with global associations
than other associations in different clusters (F@g20). Highly connected structure with other
organizations at local and global levels is notyagffected by government initiated growth
character of Belek, but also effected by the v@gniand conscious character of powerful

members of Betuyab in collaborative project devedept to be competitive in global market.

The headperson of LATUYAB, Mert Temimhan, statedt tthey have a crucial role for the
local development of Antalya. Because of they amamosed of the stockholders especially
the big sized tourism firms having enough finangialver and collaborative character, they
support the infrastructure projects of Lara in @bdiration with Ministry of Culture and

Tourism.
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Figure 30 Ego Network of Serik-Belek

Institutional networks of Kemer tourism cluster Basimilarities with other clusters in
Antalya. As it is seen from the graph (Figure 333tab as an infrastructure association has
crucial importance in designing the network streetof Kemer. This is because of its strong
historical connection with central government egghcin foundation and support process of
the projects. In addition, Gatab has networks witlversities and made several collaborative
projects with METU and Hacettepe University, fostamce refining sand is converted into
energy, vector fight research project is impleméntéc. It has also strong collaborative
linkages not only with Ministry of Culture and Tdéam, but also with municipalities of

subprovince and districts on infrastructure deveiept.

In addition to Gatab, Ketav-Ketob is another imaotttourism hotelier's and advertising
association that have linkages not only with theoeisitions inside the cluster, but also with
leading associations of Antalya Center, universidad Ministry of Culture and Tourism in
Ankara. According to results of the questionnaiiéds revealed that Gatab has intense
relationship with Ketav-Ketob. They support eacheoton financal issues and project

preparation for the promotion of Kemer. Becauseth® government initiated growth
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character of Kemer, they have direct collaboratigiih national institutions to take support
for the development projects. It is seen that gsoeiations of Kemer has not only linkages

with local institutions, but also linkages with ioatal institutions.

* CAMOB Other Universities /R&D

Other Tourism Firms

Municipality of Subprovinces

Municipality of Districts

TYD

KETAV-KETOB Ministry of Culture&Tourism

‘Oemral, Gov. Local Instituions
TUROFED

Figure 31 Ego Network of Kemer

After evaluating the institutional thickness amdagrism organizations in different clusters
of Antalya, the last and the central cluster ist@#rAntalya which includes various type of
important and leading tourism associations on w#fie issues. Antalya center includes
nation based local associations and also natioenteril corporate company associations
related with tourism including accommodation, atigerg and environmentally sensitive
interests. It appears that Antalya Center coverstrobthe linkages that the whole Antalya
have (Figure 32). As it is discussed in other gsaimilar groups emerge according to
changing networking structure in different typetofirism organizations. They have also
strong linkages within, but more weaker linkagesveen different type of organizations

because of conflicting interests.

Nation based tourism hotelier's associations forsulgroup in their networking relations.
Environmentally sensitive associations form othebggoup in Center Antalya tourism

network. However, the important thing is that AgalCenter is a dynamic leading cluster
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and all actors related with tourism are sendingrimfation to the center because of including
the head institutions of Antalya province. Thatky Antalya center show a more dense

network structure that steer the nature of toungtvork.

Other Tourism Firms

ATAV

Other Universities /R&D

POYD

LATUYABZ
BEFUYAB /\
\\\ ‘ S TUROFED

B Ant Hotel Pensions Ass.
A\ Ermronr'r‘emAssoc \/
& Akdeniz University \ ‘
Antalya Municipality \‘ “

)/
A R A‘ “?
\ ’

Ministry of Culture&Tourism

"

*TURSAB

AKTOB
Oemra Gov. Central Ministries
l Abroad Env. Ass,
Munlapallly of Subprovinces
Central. Gov. Local Institutions

ALTAV
#Other Ass. (Outof Province)

Other Ass. Other Municipalities (out)

Figure 32 Ego Network of Antalya Center

As it is revealed from the analysis that try toinkefthe relational structure of tourism
organizations in different clusters of Antalya, riem organizations are emerging
increasingly and have become powerful for develpplimkages and designing the
institutional structure of tourism in Antalya. Howve, institutional thickness between
tourism associations are still developing, the ngitie of networking still needs to be
developed for generating successful projects ameklly enhancing the local development in

Antalya.

6.4 The Contribution of Local and Global Networks b the Local Development of
Antalya

In this part of the chapter, the contribution oblwzdl networks versus local networks is

scrutinized in a descriptive way for evaluating thain hypothesis of the thesis. In this
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context, the questiorfTo what extent local & global networks promote &aevelopment

of tourism clusters?is assessed.

General values on the change in employment angdrtveth in the number of firms between
the periods of 1992 and 2002 (Table 12) show treiti@l Antalya and Alanya have got
higher shares of increase in employment and thebeurof firms in almost every sector.
Moreover, Alanya, Manavgat, Kemer and Belek havehygher shares in tourism related
activities, transportation & communication and finel intermediary services. However,
remaining sub provinces of Antalya have shown lowplyment growth in all sectors
(Table 12). According to this situation, it is seetrat sub provinces which show high
specialization in tourism have shown an increasamployment and the number of firms not
only in tourism activities but also in related seat activities. However, these kind of
indicators give us a limited information on the tdwution of local and global networks in
promoting cluster success. Therefore, a detailemlysis is required to understand the
contribution of local and global networks to loa#velopment. Due to the limited data
which shows the networks between tourism firms,veyr questionnaire results are

scrutinized for explaining the contribution of netks to the local development of Antalya.

Within this view, firstly, different type of tounms firms and secondly, different clusters (total
linkages of firms in each cluster) are evaluatezbeding to their level of connection at local
and global levels. Then, contributions of tourisrms to local development by their level of
linkages are evaluated by analysing their purclgagielations (food, textile, durable
consumer good and furniture sales) with its clystéth the province, with other provinces
and with global firms. Thereby, contributions otdb and global connected firms to their
clusters, to provinces and to other provinces canebaluated by using the level of
purchasing relations. Moreover, purchasing relatiah different spatial levels could give
important clues on multiplier effects of tourismtramly to their clusters but also to their
nearby settlements, therefore we can evaluate theriloution of different level of
purchasing relations to the local development. dditéon to this, purchasing relations of
locally and globally connected clusters (definedtliy existence of of globally and locally
connected firms in each cluster) at cluster, praziand national level are also evaluated to
understand their contributions to local developméent using geographical levels of

purchasing relations.
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The Intensity of Purchasing linkages by differgpetof tourism firms

In this part, the intensity of purchasing relatiafgourism firms are evaluated according to
local, province and national and global level. Ragihg relations are defined in the
interviews as food, textile, durable good and fumg relations of tourism firms. For
evaluating the change in the level of purchasitatioms, tourism firms with different type,
size and level of connectedness are compared kethghare in different level of purchasing

relations by using crosstabulation tables.

According to the classification of firms under gidlly connected, locally connected and no
connected, it is seen that each type of tourism §hows a different level of connectivity in
purchasing relations. It is seen that the firmsaolwthave shown no connected structure with
other firms have purchasing linkages only at Idea&l. They are purchasing with the local
firms in their cluster. However, it is observedttiggobally and locally connected tourism
firms have higher shares in developing purchasitegions with the firms that are in central

province and other provinces.

Table 45 Geographical Level of Purchasing Relatiassto the level of connection of

tourism firms

Share of purchasing linkages Globally Locally No Connected

at different level of settlements Connected Firms Connected Firms Firms

Food Relations at Local Level 0,33 0,26 0,64
Food Relations at Province Level 0,65 0,69 0,35
Food Relations with Other Provinces 0,02 0,05 0,01
Food Linkages Total 100% 100% 100%
Textile Relations at Local Level 0,28 0,40 0,60
Textile Relations at Province Level 0,29 0,45 0,37
Textile Relations with Other Provinces 0,43 0,15 0,04
Textile Good Linkages Total 100% 100% 100%
DurableGood Relations at Local Level 0,57 0,48 0,65
DurableGood Relations at Province Level 0,24 0,46 0,35
DurableGood Relations with Other

Provinces 0,19 0,07 0,00
Durable Good LinkagesTotal 100% 100% 100%
Furniture Relations at Local Level 0,33 0,38 0,63
Furniture Relations at Province Level 0,20 0,31 0,37
Furniture Relations with Other Provinces 0,48 0,31 0,00
Furniture Good Linkages Total 100% 100% 100%

Note: (*): Cluster refers the district that theism firm exists in and have linkages with,

(**): Province refers the other clusters in Antalyrovince that the tourism firms have linkage$it
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Locally connected firms have higher shares of pasiiy relations not only with the firms in
their local area but also with the firms in diffetgarts of the province. In fact, this is an
expected result that locally connected firms camegate purchasing relations with its local
area and nearby settlements in the existing previtids also not surprising that globally
connected firms are especially the only ones whhiabe strong connections not only with
their local settlements and province but also wither provinces (Table 45). Therefore, it
can be claimed that they create an extra multigtfact of tourism to the nearby provinces

by developing food, furniture and durable goodtrefes with other provinces.

When the geographical level of purchasing relatemesevaluated according to different type
of accommodation firms (Table 46), linkages gernegaat local level seems to be dominant.
While the linkages at local and province levelti®rgg for all type of firms, linkages with
other provinces and foreign countries seems tooleweak. In local based purchasing
linkages, it is seen that generally small sizeelsotspecially 1 star hotels with 76 percent,
apart hotels with 72 percent and boutique hoteth @2 percent have shown higher shares

when compared with other type of accommodationdifirable 46).

Table 46 Geographical Level of Purchasing Relati@ss to the different type of
accommodation firms

Local Province OtherProvinces Global Linkages Grand Total
1 Star 0,76 0,21 0,03 0,00 1,00
2 Star 0,58 0,34 0,08 0,00 1,00
3 Star 0,37 0,49 0,14 0,00 1,00
4 Star 0,40 0,51 0,08 0,00 1,00
5 Star 0,16 0,71 0,12 0,01 1,00
Apart 0,72 0,25 0,03 0,00 1,00
BoutiqueHotel 0,92 0,00 0,05 0,03 1,00
Holiday Village 0,22 0,70 0,06 0,01 1,00
Hotel 0,64 0,34 0,02 0,00 1,00
Pension 0,53 0,47 0,01 0,00 1,00

Source:Calculated from survey data

It is clearly seen from the Table 47 that while Breized firms have higher shares of local
level purchasing linkages, big sized firms showhbigshares of purchasing linkages at
province level. Big sized firms are also the ondsctv have purchasing linkages not only
with other provinces but also with the ones at gldbvel. Most of the big sized firms are

globally connected as indicated. In fact, relatiop@haviour in purchasing show similar
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results in globally connected firms and big sizén$ which confirms the association

between them.

Table 47 Geographical Level of Purchasing Relatas the size of tourism firms

Province Purchasing Global

Local Level Level Linkages Level

Purchasing Purchasing with Other Purchasing Grand
Firm Size bed capacity Linkages Linkages Provinces Linkages Total
Big Size (700- +bed ) 0,21 0,68 0,11 0,01 1
Medium-Big Size (200-699bed) 0,29 0,59 0,12 0,00 1
Small Size (1-49bed) 0,57 0,42 0,01 0,00 1
Small-Medium Size (50-199bed) 0,64 0,33 0,02 0,00 1

Source:Calculated from survey data

Shortly, tourism firms which are globally connectadd big sized have higher shares of
purchasing relations not only with Antalya provinget also with other provinces which
shows their additional contribution not only to itheluster but also nearby clusters, its

province and nearby provinces.

In addition, the chi-square values of geograpHmatl of purchasing relations as to the size
of tourism firms indicates that there are significdifferences in the level of developing
purchasing relations especially in big sized firdikhough the difference is meaningful at
some geographical levels for big-medium sized ardiom and small sized firms, it is not
statistically significant at most of the geograpthitevel of linkages especially for small
sized firms. It indicates that in general, big diZems have developed different kind and
level of purchasing relations which effects notyotle development of the cluster but also
the development of the province and other provirioean indirect way. However, small
sized firms have shown a locally bounded charaag® in developing purchasing relations

which reduces their multiplier effect for tourisraveélopment.
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Table 48 Chi-square values of Geographical LevédPurichasing Relations as to the size of
tourism firms

Chi-
Types of Firms Levels of Networks Square P-value
Big sized Firms Network with local - Network with province 190.905 0.005**
Network with local - Network with other
provinces 120.721 0.012***
Network with local - Network with global 57.000 0.006***
Network with province - Network with other
provinces 133.905 0.026**
Network with province - Network with global 40.177 0.418
Network with other provinces - Network with
global 38.000 0.035**
Big-medium sized
Firms Network with local - Network with province 283.500 0.274
Network with local - Network with other
provinces 166.725 0.166
Network with local - Network with global 9.563 1.000
Network with province - Network with other
provinces 210.600 0.059*
Network with province - Network with global 54.000 0.027**
Network with other provinces - Network with
global 13.088 0.874
Medium-small sized
Firms Network with local - Network with province 164.997 1.000
Network with local - Network with other
provinces 67.500 0.839
Network with local - Network with global 82.000 0.000***
Network with province - Network with other
provinces 152.094 0.000***
Network with province - Network with global 0.615 1.000
Network with other provinces - Network with
global 19.741 0.001***
Small sized firms Network with local - Network with province 139.065 0.998
Network with local - Network with other
provinces 37.643 0.227
Network with local - Network with global
Network with province - Network with other
provinces 36.321 0.051*
Network with province - Network with global
Network with other provinces - Network with
global

Source:Calculated from survey data

*Statistically significant 0.05 level
** Statistically significant at 0.01 level
***Statistically significant at 0.00 level

The Intensity of Purchasing Linkages of Tourism&raccording to Different Clusters

In this part, different level of networks and puashng linkages at different levels are
evaluated according to the clusters for understanthie contribution of different level of
networks to local development. In recent years, dmhasis on the endogenous growth
shows the importance of networks. It is also beliethat networking with local and global

firms and organizations promote the performandbalf cluster thereby local development.
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Identifying the weight of local and global linkages firms in different clusters give us
important clues about the possible multiplier effeaf tourism firms for that cluster. First of
all, it is clearly indicated from the chi-squardues (Table 49.) that there is a significant
difference between vertical and horizontal netwariesation of tourism firms in all clusters
of Antalya. Related with the created local and globetworks in different clusters of
Antalya, a statistically significant differencedbserved between local and global networks
of firms in clusters except Belek cluster. In fabis result confirms the general relational
behavior of clusters in Antalya. As it is examinedhe previous analysis, it is observed that
local networks have higher shares in most of thstels of Antalya except Belek. Because
in all tourism clusters of Antalya except Beleke ttiistribution of different type and size of
firms generally shows a homogenous character. Memia Belek, most of the firms are big
sized and they have not only strong local netwdmkisalso strong global networks which
explains the indifference seen between local ambajl networks of firms in different

clusters.

Table 49 Chi-square values of Different level aimdlk of Relations as to the clusters

PlaceofFirm  Types of Network Chi-Square  P-value
Alanya Local-Global Network 354.484 0.000***
Vertical-Horizontal Network 562.680 0.000***
Antalya-
Merkez Local-Global Network 2402.014 0.000***
Vertical-Horizontal Network 1811.258 0.000***
Belek Local-Global Network 27.000 0.079
Vertical-Horizontal Network 45.000 0.039*
Kemer Local-Global Network 256.000 0.000***
Vertical-Horizontal Network 400.000 0.000***
Manavgat Local-Global Network 72.000 0.001***
Vertical-Horizontal Network 106.000 0.001***
Side Local-Global Network 173.947 0.000***
Vertical-Horizontal Network 210.000 0.000***

Source:Calculated from survey data

*Statistically significant 0.05 level
** Statistically significant at 0.01 level
*+*Statistically significant at 0.00 level

The findings show that the weight of different lbwé purchasing linkages of clusters are
mainly distributed at local level except Belek, Kamand Kumluca clusters (Table 50.).
Kemer, Belek and Kumluca clusters have higher shafgpurchasing linkages at province
level. Due to having high bed capacity, Belek arairi€r clusters require more purchasing

relations not only at local but also at provinceelethereby contribute to the local economy
239



more compared to others. They have also higheeshair purchasing relations with other
provinces of the country when compared with otHasters. This also contributes to the
economy of the country. According to the chi-squeatues, while level of purchasing
linkages in Belek has a statistically significaiffedence, however, it is surprising that no
statistically significant difference is observeddifferent level of purchasing relations in

Kemer.

Table 50 Geographical Level of Purchasing Relatamtording to the clusters

Linkages Linkages
Local Level Province level with Other  with Grand

PlaceofFirm LinkagesTotal LinkagesTotal Provinces Global Total %
Kas 0,71 0,14 0,14 0,00 1
Alanya 0,65 0,26 0,08 0,00 1
Antalya-

Merkez 0,51 0,42 0,06 0,01 1
Belek 0,07 0,79 0,14 0,00 1
Demre 0,75 0,25 0,00 0,00 1
Finike 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 1
Gazipasa 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 1
Kemer 0,14 0,80 0,06 0,01 1
Korkuteli 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 1
Kumluca 0,06 0,94 0,00 0,00 1
Manavgat 0,63 0,31 0,06 0,00 1
Side 0,64 0,33 0,03 0,00 1

Source:Calculated from survey data

Moreover, tourism firms in Antalya center has got anly higher purchasing linkages with
local but also higher linkages with other clustershe province. This is confirmed by the
chi-square values (Table 51) which show that themot a significant difference observed

between the local and province level linkagesofdiin Antalya center.

Tourism firms in small clusters such as Finike, iBasa and Korkuteli cluster have shown
only local bounded purchasing relations. Althougbal level purchasing relations of firms
are also dominant in kaDemre, Alanya, Side and Manavgat cluster, toufisms in these
clusters have also shown purchasing relations nigt with other clusters in the province,
but also with other provinces which indirectly sopps the economic development except

the firms in Demre cluster (Table 50).
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Table 51 Chi-square values of Geographical LevePofchasing Relations according to
different clusters

PlaceofFirm Levels of Network Chi-Square P-value

Alanya Network with local - Network with province 221.023  0.000***
Network with local - Network with other provinces 136.969  0.001***
Network with local - Network with global 49.000  0.000***

Antalya-

Merkez Network with local - Network with province 97.527 0.989
Network with local - Network with other provinces 216.965 0.000***
Network with local - Network with global 107.780  0.000***

Belek Network with local - Network with province 32.000 0.043*
Network with local - Network with other provinces 27.000 0.041*
Network with local - Network with global - -

Kemer Network with local - Network with province 194.816 0.158
Network with local - Network with other provinces 71.463 0.301
Network with local - Network with global 15.861 0.823

Manavgat Network with local - Network with province 31.778 0.133
Network with local Network with other provinces 24.750 0.132
Network with local - Network with global

Side Network with local - Network with province 188.365 0.561
Network with local - Network with other provinces 65.417 0.427

Network with local - Network with global - -

Source:Calculated from survey data

*Statistically significant 0.05 level
** Statistically significant at 0.01 level
***Statistically significant at 0.00 level

It is well known by the night spending numbers tiAdanya, Side, Manavgat and Ka
clusters are the most attractive clusters for stsirivhich triggers the development of
different level of linkages of firms in that clusie However, it is interesting that the
difference between different level of purchasinigtiens is statistically significant solely in
Alanya according to the chi-square values (Tablg Bithough the distribution of firms
shows variety in size and type, it seems that vhisety affects the level of purchasing

relations of that cluster.

Apart from the level of linkages of tourism firms different clusters, level of purchasing
relations of defined locally and globally connectdaisters points out that firms in globally
connected clusters have purchasing relations rigtadriocal level, but also at province and
national level firms. This shows that firms in ghtlly connected clusters contribute to local
development by purchasing relations spreading gtlewel. Therefore, enhancing global
connectivity in clusters would be beneficial alsr the local development of nearby

settlements.
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However, firms in some clusters of Antalya stilvbahown locally embedded character and
effect the level of connectedness of their clustetbe global market namely KaKumluca,
Finike, Gazipsa and Kale clusters. It seems that firms in localiypnected clusters have
dense purchasing relations at local level. Thigtgp limited connectivity of firms makes
their cluster locally bounded which affects theintibution to economic development by
reducing multiplier effect to other settlementscémtrast, the weight of purchasing relations
at local, province and national level is reallythig firms which are in globally connected

clusters that makes their cluster crucial for il economy of their region (Table 52).

Table 52 Level of Purchasing Relations accordinghi level of connection of tourism
Clusters

Level of

Purchasing

Relations Sum of Firms Globally Connected Clusters Locally Connected Clusters

Local FoodLocal 85.3 14.7
TextileLocal 71.8 28.2
GoodLocal 73.5 26.5
FurnitureLocal 72.7 27.3

Province FoodProvince 88.2 11.8
TextileProvince 78.3 21.7
GoodProvince 75.1 24.9
FurnitureProvince 74.5 25.5

National FoodNational 100.0 0.0
TextileNational 89.4 10.6
GoodNational 94.1 5.9
FurnitureNational 100.0 0.0

Note: Locally and Globally connected clusters aatwated by the location quotient (LQ) values ofefgn tourist
arrivals of each tourism clusters. LQ values whach greater than 1 (Alanya, Kemer, Manavgat, S&iite, Antalya-
Center) are taken as globally connceted clustées,values which are lower than 1 §Ka&inike, Kale, Gazipsa,
Korkuteli, Kumluca) are taken locally connectedstérs.

This part of the chapter having focused on thelle¥gurchasing relations indicates that
different type of tourism firms and different toam firms in different clusters affect the
development by having different level of linkag&se importance of global networking in
addition to local networking have been strongly bagized in development literature, and
the data of the survey questionnaire reveals tipgtitance of locally and globally networked
firms in clusters and their contribution to the dbeconomy by showing their strong
connection not only at local level, but also atioval level with other provinces in

purchasing relations.
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In this chapter, the role of local and global netdmy and institutional thickness of tourism
firms and clusters are evaluated in a descriptiag of analysis. In the following chapter, the
factors defining the success of firms, local depsient and the level of networking are
evaluated by using an econometric model. In thistexd, the significance of local and
global networking of tourism firms, different tyjé networks, institutional thickness and
organizational capacity for the success of toufisms and for local development of tourism

clusters are explored in a quantitative way.
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CHAPTER 7

FACTORS EFFECTIVE ON FIRM SUCCESS, LEVEL OF
NETWORKING AND CLUSTER DEVELOPMENT

For more than two decades networking has been @mateys a very important factor for
competitive advantage of regions and firms (Pori&€90). Firms and clusters actively
engage in networks in order to survive in the vi@aglobal market (Van den Berg et.al.,
2001). Network relationships are particularly imgaot for the tourism sector, as groups of

organisations cluster together to form a destinatimntext (Pavlovich, 2003).

Networking can be at different levels: they careliber worldwide, such as global networks,
or they can be restricted to a specific area, sisclocal networks (Amin and Thrift, 1994;
Capello, 1994; Van den Berg et.al. 2001). Literatan different levels of networking has
been discussed for different periods, beginningnftocal networks in 1980s. Then, starting
from 1990s, the role of global networks have beepleasized as crucial factor for the

competitiveness of regions.

The role of local and global networking on the perfance of firms is also discussed in the
literature. Depending on the characteristics, firheave shown local and also external
networks with other firms which are not boundedatduster. Generally, networks between
firms can extend to a global level due to becongiognpetitive in the global market. Global

networks are particularly crucial for tourism firmmecause of the prerequisite strong
relations with global supplier firms such as topemtors, which are necessary for attracting

global customers and maintaining competitiveneskérglobal tourism market.
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Networks are also the core features of clusterswdl&ing is very important for clusters,
and clusters are generally defined by the locakorts. Therefore, networks between firms
and clusters are discussed in the same theordteaework. Many network relations
between firms can be located in a specific area (#an Berg et.al., 2001) and broaden at a
local level in a cluster. The term ‘cluster’ refeis a localized network of specialized
organizations, which includes close local linkswastn firms from different levels in the
industrial chain. However, in development literatas it is emphasized before it is claimed
that “not only local networks but also global neti®omake important contributions to local

development”.

Based on the above discussions, one of the maistigos of the thesis;Tb what extent
local & global networks and institutional thicknegect the success of tourism clusters and
tourism firms?”is evaluated in a quantitative way. The analytgtaldies presented in the
previous chapter clearly showed that at differemtritorial scales networking differs
according to different types of tourism firms antfedent types of tourism clustergvhich
factors have been important in the success of fantslocal development of tourism clusters
in Antalya? Are global networks formed betweenediffit clusters and different firms
important in their economic growthPhese questions are the basis of studies presanted

this chapter.

A set of analysis is conducted in order to testréhationships between networks at different
scales, firm success and cluster success basdueamefined hypotheses. In this part, the
factors which contribute to the local developmehtlasters and tourism firms are tested
according to the gathered data. Several statistieehniques in addition to simple

percentages are used for evaluating interrelatioetsveen the variables especially by

constructing linear and binary logistic regressions

In this context, firstly, factors affecting firm stess, local development and also especially
networking at different scales are scrutinized atiog to the theoretical and empirical
debates. In the model construction part, the fegtession model is built for evaluating the
factors which affect firm success. Second modekists of the variables that affect growth
in tourism clusters. The third one tries to revdattors which affect the global

connectedness of a tourism firm.

245



7.1 Theoretical and empirical studies that identifythe factors effective on firm success,

cluster development and global networking

In this part of the chapter, the literature on dastaffecting networking scale, firm success
and local development are presented based on th&iesth and theoretical discussions. In
this context, firstly, the factors effective onnfirsuccess, then, factors effective on cluster

development and lastly, determinants of global nétimg is evaluated.

Based on the discussions Bfm success promoting competitiveness is taken as an
important factor for firms. According to Ritchie du€rouch(2000), a firm can enhance its
competitiveness througBpecialization, innovation, investment, risk takimpgyoductivity
improvementsnd formation of strategic alliancekleally, each firm in the tourism industry

will seek to develop new innovative products tacbmpetitive in the global market.

New technology development effects positively tmg@riovement of the productivity at local
businesses (Porteet al, 2001). Developments in information and commuices
technology have greatly increased the potentialcfafaboration between businesses by
making it much easier to integrate and coordina®vork activities. According to Poon

(1993), innovation and a flexible structure aredbenands of consumers in tourism.

Strategic alliances can enhance the productivity emmpetitiveness of the organizations
(Lewis, 1990; Porteet al, 2001). Rabellotti and Schmitz (1999) and Schr(ii&99) have
observed a positive association between colleéffieiency and economic performance of
firms in clusters in Mexico, Brazil, and Italy. Mewver, innovation such as developing new
products positively impacts the performance of §ramd regions (Sternberg, 1999, Camagni
and Capello, 1998, Casson, 1987 etc.). In regidrGeomany (Baden, Saxony and Lower
Saxony etc.), vertical relations are the most irtgodr networks in innovation process.
Besides vertical relations, horizontal relationgl aglations with service firms are also

significant (Koschatzky, 1999).

The benefits which a firm might obtain through i@t integration clearly vary from
industry to industry however, decreased marketkpgnses, stability of operations, certainty
of supplies of materials and services, better cbmiver product distribution, tighter quality

control, prompt revision of production and disttibn policies, better inventory control,
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additional profit margins or the ability to chargever prices on final products are the ones

which are mostly cited (Blois, 1996).

Local development literature emphasize that noty dotal networks, but also global
networks which are required for firms for gainingceess and competitiveness. Increasing
global networks positively affect the internatidmation of a firm thereby its success. For
firms, involvement in global networks is essenfal increasing innovative capacity and
competitiveness in order to access the latest tdapical knowledge from around the globe.
Arndt and Sternberg (2000) emphasizes that firntls giobal linkages have higher turnover
growth and the highest share of export. In thistexin existence of global network and the

level of global connectivity of a tourism firm calibe taken as an indicator for its success.

The success of service firms could be determined dxysting reputation, and brand
affiliation, quality of accommodation, quality oferwices, special features, ease of
reservations, location, perceived price-value raftectiveness of advertising, effectiveness
of direct selling (Yesawich, 2000). According teettheory of the firm, it is seen that the
profit of a firm is affected by competition and geidiscrimination. Therefore, success of the
firm may be influenced by the selling rate of sypptor tourism sector, demand rate for
supply can be taken as a success indicator fosfiEapecially for tourism firmg&ccupancy
rates are taken as important factor for representingn fiuccess. According to Lundberg,
et.al, (1995, p.52) occupancy rates rise duringgedty. Therefore, occupancy rates are

taken as a proxy for a tourism firm to define thecgss in the analyses.

For Dwyer and Kim (2003), firm quality is also amportant factor offering competitive
advantage for that firm. It is generally hypothesizn local development literature that firm
size has positive effect on the innovative capascftyirms, thereby the success of firms.
According to authors, larger firms which employ eadrigh skilled R&D personnel are
typically more innovative (Freel, 2003, Arndt ani®@berg, 2000, Koschatzky, 1999, 2000,

Keeble at. al, 1998) than small ones.

Apart from the discussions which emphasize theofacpromoting firm success, factors
effectingcluster succesandlocal developmenare scrutinized in this part. Lazonick (1992)
and Boekholt (1994) emphasize that in the perfoneasf a cluster, a major role is played
by the networking relations, not only between tlaene type of organizations, but also

between organizations and firms operating in différsectors. It is seen that a complex
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system of connections and interrelationships amndd in tourism clusters because of the
complementary products of activities, such as acgodation, transport and catering, which
co-exist alongside support activities and infradtice (Pavlovich, 2001).

According to Dwyer and Kim (2003), socioeconomiogperity of a region or cluster is
related with the key macroeconomic variables iniciggroductivity levels in the economy,
aggregateemployment levelper capita incomegate of economic growtand so on. For
tourism perspective, it is claimed thdiversified products in tourismservices and
experiences can enhance destination attractiveamessherefore competitiveness (Dwyer &
Forsyth (1993, 1994). Investment in neveativeproducts and services, matched to visitor
needs, may help to overcome seasonality constr&ateign investmentay enable faster

growth of the destination tourism industry to tleméfit of local stakeholders.

Supporting factorsuch as tourism infrastructure, general infrastngtquality of service,
accessibility of destination, hospitality and markes are also important for defining the
success of tourism destinatioMarket ties cover several dimensions along which a
destination establishesd builds linkages with people in origin markdtdncludes ethnic
tiesunderlying VFR travel business ties, and tradeslinkderlying businedsurism (Dwyer

et al, 1995); economic and social ties including ongdiaderelationships, membership of
professional and trade associations, historicalracent immigration flows, common culture

and language, common religion (Dwyer and Kim, 2003)

The actions of various industry associations, eag. transport associations, hotel
associations, tour operator associations, resthassociations, affect the deployment of
tourism resources. These associations may diffeth@r perceptions of the ecological,
social, and cultural impacts of tourism developm@&wourism resources are likely to be used
more effectively when the different associationd adustry groups share a common view
regarding a destination’s strategy for tourism dEwement (Inskeep, 1991). Gaining
common view could be enhanced by developing cotktiins and networks not only at

local and global level, but also at horizontal aedical level.

Go and Govers (1999) claim that ‘partnerships, uditlg private and public sector
collaboration between destinations, is a prerefguisior maintaining destination

competitiveness’. ‘Partnerships between public pndate sector and close cooperation
between all local suppliers is the key to the gbiif destinations to offer quality products’
(Buhalis, 2000: 111). The WTTC strongly advocateswarks between the private and
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public sectors as the most effective means of atfgecompetitive travel and tourism
development (WTTC, 2001). However, it is observedt there is a lack of data related with
the types and level of networks at cluster level Antalya. Therefore, network and
partnership based evaluations could not be madeoimism clusters to evaluate their

Success.

It is widely emphasized in local development litare that the success of tourism cluster is
positively related with the existence of organiaat and institutional thickness. In this
context, Porter emphasizes thath& opportunity for associations to enhance cluster
competitiveness is much greater than governmenkbreover, he claims that trade

associations are more effective that national assons.

In this context, associational capacity and ingtatal support (Plummer and Taylor, 2001,
Boschma, 2004; Camagni, 2002; Porter, 1990), whefbrs public—private-semi-private
cooperation and increasing number of NGOs are itapbfactors for defining the success of
a cluster. As Cooke(1998) notes, the central fd@srin the collaboration and competition
type of relationships to sustain competitive adagat in clusters. Recently, these
relationships come into influence by the creatidriogal voluntary associations; NGO's
which act as mediators for locally based inter-fitoordination and cooperation that allow
for the creation of mutual networks of knowledgeation and production. In Antalya,
existing and emerging tourism associations and theiject development relations with
tourism firms, especially with hotels, are tryirgfind new solutions for joint infrastructure
problems, advertising problems etc. and therefamating new competitive dynamic
environment for that cluster and trigger the depeient of tourism. That is why the increase
in the number of tourism NGOs is taken as an irdicdor showing the increase in

associational capacity of the tourism settlements.

The other indicator for defining the cluster suscesntrepreneurshipwhich is measured

as the increase in tourism entrepreneurs for eadtec. As Plummer and Taylor (2001)
emphasize, the role of local “enterprise culture”revealed — built on specialization,
technological leadership, human resources, andldbal integration of firms- though

significant caveats are attached to the roles eésecto information, institutional support and
interregional trade as promoters of local econagnowvth. Increase in the entrepreneurs will
create new employment opportunities for the peapteonly inbound of the region but also

outbound of the region. It can be underlined thatihcrease in the share of entrepreneurs
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positively affects the competitive capacity andrélfiere local success of that cluster. In
Antalya, it seems that entrepreneurs are increagaygby day in tourism clusters which
needs to be scrutinized.

Another variable for evaluating local success igntified asinnovativenesswvhich is
popular in recent development debates. Accordingdder (1991) and Amin (2000), in
addition to intense levels of inter-firm collabdcet and networking, technological
innovations offer some of the key factors for grovand development of that cluster.
Generally, innovativeness is measured by the nunabepatents, useful models and
industrial designs (Porter, 1998, Camagni, 2002lekla, 2002). Although patent, useful
model and industrial design numbers of tourism raoe very high when compared with
manufacturing sector, these parameters are evdl@andicators of innovativeness for

tourism clusters.

Apart from the factors which are effective on chrstlevelopment and firm success,
identifying the factors which effegiobal networkingof a tourism firm is also important for
reaching the aims of this thesis. In the literatitrkas been widely discussed since the 1990s
that no region can achieve sustained growth andoetitiveness through dependence only
on local networks and endogenous processes inropotary economic relations. Although
local networks of firms in clusters have importainternal dynamics and created
externalities, global networks prevent a lock-itugiion among locally-bounded clusters
(Cooke, 1990; Camagni, 1991; Schmitz, 1999; Amid &hrift, 1994). In this regard it has
recently been argued that not only local networkimgt also global networking (Camagni,
1991; Schmitz, 1999; Amin and Thrift, 1994) andtiedly unbounded network relationships
are required if clusters are to enhance the indalidompetitiveness of the firms, as well as

the clusters themselves.

The first factor defined in the literature relatedh global networking idirm size Todling
and Kaufman (1999) claim thatdrger firms interact more with support institut®mand
global value chains are important in innovative iaities’. Moreover, empirical studies
about relationship between firm size and network#undt and Sternberg, 2000, Kaufmann
and Taodling, 2000) suggest that smaller firms acgenspatially embedded and strongly tie
with local networks than large firms. In additighe increasing technological dependence
of the industry are likely to lead to the furthé&resgthening of large enterprises, while also
opening opportunities for small flexible firms. These of networking and strategic

alliances becomes increasingly important. For stiatfis this will provide opportunities
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to overcome the disadvantages (most notably adoesechnology) associated with their
size (Milne and Ateljevic, 2001).

The second factor used in the model for definirggdiobal connectedness of the respective
firm is human capitalthat is discussed widely in the literature. Itdisectly related with
learning, knowledge therefore skilled manpowenkeh as a proxy for human capital which
is most popular in recent development discussidmsAntalya tourism region, skilled
manpower and educated people are very high becdulse attractiveness of the destination

covering not only comparative advantage, but atsopetitive advantages.

The third factor is related with global networkiisgthe creativeness of tourism firmshich

is mainly discussed in recent development litemtiany studies put emphasis on the
importance of networks for generating creativevéts (Asheim and Cooke, 1997, Arndt
and Sternberg, 2000, Camagni and Capello, 199%eCand Morgan, 1998). Recently, the
importance of global networks has been increasimibcussed especially in empirical

studies under the heading of external networksereat knowledge and creative product
development (Koschatzky, 2000, Collinson, 2000, riRab, 2003). In the survey

questionnaire, the number of creative project dgyekent was asked for each tourism firm
in Antalya. According to the discussion above,ribenber of creative project development is

also taken as a factor for representing the globalorking of tourism firm.

The fourth factor of global connection is identifiasorganizational-associational capacity
which is discussed in several studies (Porter, 18&tin, 2000; Camagni, 2002). Increasing
number of NGOs is implied as the determinant ofaargational capacity. Recently, in
Antalya and in other destinations of the world, tineportance and the numbers of
partnerships and NGOs related with tourism areegming. In the competitive environment
of tourism, collaborative projects of NGOs are easing. While some of the projects are
government supported projects, others are volurgasjects. In this thesis, the number of
membership to tourism associations is taken amtependent variable which represents the

associational capacity of each tourism firm.

The fifth factor is related withgglomerationof a tourism cluster which is mainly discussed
in proximity based literature as a key factor faveloping networks and therefore local
development. Tourism firms which take place in gglamerated cluster are stands for ‘1’

and which are not taken in an agglomerated clsséeds for ‘0’ in the model.
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The last two functions about global networking &estical and horizontal networking

These networks were emphasized in the theoretaalgs the thesis with reference to the
discussions of Tremblay (1998). Although differagpe of networks are defined and
presented under vertical and horizantal networkecl and global scale in the theoretical
part in detail and asked to the respondents irinleeviews, a clear answer were not given
by respondents about the different types of netavdddined in the theoretical part in detail.
Therefore, networks of tourism firms could only dealuated under vertical and horizontal

networks at local and global levels in the analysis

In the literature and thereby in this analydisrizontal networking is taken as networks
comprising horizontal mergers within each of towrs component sectors (for example,
between different hotel companies at local and alaével); and,vertical networkingis
taken as networks comprising mergers across thesgpanent sectors (for example,
between hotels and airlines at local and globaél)e{Lafferty and Van Fossen, 2001;
Buhalis 1998; Yarcan, 1994, 1996; Dussage and @arr@999). For determining the
contribution of each level of networking, types tadrizontal and vertical networking are
taken as important indicators for developing globahnectivity of a tourism firm. In fact,
tourism firms generally dependent on vertical liggs, however, the level of creating
horizontal linkages is not determined. That is wihythe model, the number of vertical and
horizontal relations are divided to the total numbkrelations to define and evaluate their

contribution to global connectedness.

After defining the factors which affect firm sucesesluster development and the level of
networking, the next step is to test and to expthegr degree of contribution to the defined
variables related with the defined hypotheses dmed questions of the thesis by using

multivariate techniques based on models of regyasmnalysis.

7.2 The Relative Importance of Networks on defininghe Success of Tourism Firms:

The Linear Regression Model

In this part, the question related with the aimhaf thesis; to what extent the level (local &
global), the type (vertical & horizontal, assoc@tial) of networks and firm characteristics
significantly affect the success of tourism firns2xamined by using a linear regression

model. Due to the existing differences in the dyitanof accommodation firms and
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supporting firms (transport firms), model is designsolely for hotels to observe the
differences in generating firm success. Due tol#io& of appropriate dependent variable
which shows success for travel agencies, tour ¢t@wraairline and car rental firms,

regression model could not be conducted to thege of firm$? Before estimating the

model, a preliminary study of the correlation neds was carried out to eliminate the
characteristics that caused high correlations witter characteristics. Also, VIF values of
variables which are more than 10 are excluded tl@imodel for preventing possible multi-
colinearity problems. Moreover, outliers are exelddfrom the model. The variables
included in the linear regression analysis weraioktl from the questionnaire survey of 241

hotels.

Table 53 Variables of Firm Success used in thafinegression analysis

VARIABLE EXPLANATIONS

Global Connection GLOBAL: The logarithm of the nueniof global
connection of each firm

Local Connection LOCAL: The logarithm of the numioétocal connection

Agglomeration AGGLO: Location of the tourism firrapresented by a

dummy variable whether existed in an agglomerahester
is stands for ‘1’; or not stands for ‘0’

Firm Size FSIZE: The number of employee that each firm have
Associational Linkages ASSOC: The number of membership of each tourism fir
to tourism associations

Horizontal Linkages HORZN: The logarithm of the number of horizontal
relation of each firm

Vertical Linkages VERTN: The logarithm of the number of vertical rtéda
of each firm

Creativeness CREAT: The number of creative projects of each firm

Base Manpower BMANPOW: The share of base (permanent) labor tal to
labor

Due to the availability of a variable standing fioe economic performance of the hotels, the
basic quest in these analyses is to reveal to wki@nt the economic performance of the
hotels is determined bwetworking characteristi¢csfirm characteristics and locational

variables.As it is discussed in the previous part, occupaatys of hotels implies the level

2 Firstly, the number of tourist arrival the respeetirm organized could be taken as an indicaor f
firms success in supporting firms, however, sizethaf firm affects the number of tourist arrival,
therefore eliminated.
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of prosperity (Lundberg, et.al, 1995), demand rate selling rate of supply, therefore,
economic performance of the hotels are measurtsdrms of occupancy rates as a dependent

variable.

According to Campos Soria et. al. (2003), the oacgy level positively impacts on the

success of the hotel. Due to reducing occupan®} ieMow season periods and some of the
hotels are closed in this period, occupancy levehigh season periods are taken in the
analysis. The direct effect of creative product edlepment, level of existence of base
manpower will generate an increase in sales. dis@imed that size of the firm may affect

the success of the firm differently.

Besides these characteristics, other variable$, asi@enerating different levels and types of
networks will have an important effect on occupatexel. Moreover, location matters for
the success of tourism firms. Being in an agglomeeréourism cluster may positively effect
the success of the hotel due to the externalitresrged by agglomeration. Firm specific
characteristics are measured through the variablgs as firm size (FSIZE), base manpower
(BMANPOW) and creative project development (CREAEN The second one, networking
characteristics created from the hotels' type t¥vaeking relations includes: rate of local
networking (LOCALN), global networking (GLOBALN),drizontal networking (HORZN),
vertical networking (VERTN), and associational khges (ASSOCN). The third
characteristic includes location variables showitngther hotel existing in an agglomerated
cluster or not (AGGLO). In the regression modelpaged, these parameters capture these

effects. The occupancy level of a tourism firmypressed by the equation;

Yit =c +00D0 + $1(log X1)+ 52 (logX2) + ........ +4n (log Xn) +e

Y = f ( (Agglo), (log Globalc), (log Localc), (logorzn), (log Vertn), (Assocn), (Fsize),
(BaseManp), (Creat))

Occupancy Rate = ¢ + a (AGGLO) + b(SUBSDY) + c(HORZ d(VERTN) + e(LOCALN)
+ f(GLOBALN) + g(ASSOCN) + h(FSIZE) + i(CREATI) (BASEMANP)) +¢

What is evident from Table 54 is that the correlasi are remarkably high and supportive of
the hypotheses of the thesis. It is seen that @myprate of a tourism firm is significantly

correlated with all defined variables in the modebrrelation matrices show significant
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association with rate of occupancy and with othefingd variables. However, a high
correlation is observed especially between gldatizontal and local networks of a tourism

firm and occupancy rates.

Table 54 Correlation Matrices of the firm succeassables

LOGGLOB LOGLOCA LOGHOR ASSO BMANPO
Correlations OCCU A L Z AGGLO CREAT FSIZE C W
Pearson 0,221* 0,298**
Correlation OCCU 1,000 0,409*** 0,591*** 0,657*** 0,194*** 0,109* * * 0,179%**
LOGGLOB
A 0,409*** 1,000 0,559*** 0,501*** -0,076 -0,024 0,042 0,024 0,051
LOGLOCA
L 0,591 *+* 0,559*** 1,000 0,828*** -0,034 0,041 0,091* 0,056 0,138**
LOGHORZ 0,657*** 0,501*** 0,828*** 1,000 -0,012 0,023 0,065 0,072 0,103*
0,194**
AGGLO 0,194*** -0,076 -0,034 -0,012 1,000 -0,106* * -0,033 -0,185**
0,646** 0,546**
CREAT 0,109* -0,024 0,041 0,023 -0,106* 1,000 * * 0,576**
0,579*
FSIZE 0,221 *** 0,042 0,091* 0,065 -0,194** | 0,646** 1,000 * 0,865***
0,579**
ASSOC 0,298*** 0,024 0,056 0,072 -0,033 0,546*** * 1,000 0,463***
0,865** 0,463**
BMANPOW 0,179%** 0,051 0,138** 0,103* -0,185%* | 0,576** * * 1,000

*** Significant at .000 level, ** Significant at &, .03 level, * Significant at .05, .08 level

Moreover, in the correlation matrices, strong datren is observed between local network
and horizontal network of a tourism firm (>0.8). &p from that, it is seen that there is a
correlation between firm size and level of base poaver of a tourism firm (>0.85).

Although there is a strong correlation betweenehesiables, both of them are not excluded

from the model because they contribute to the Rusgualues.

Apart from employing correlation analysis, lineagression model is conducted in the next
step for identifying the variables effective on gpancy rate. After checking the VIF values,
it is seen that there is a multi-colinearity prablen vertical networks. Therefore, the
variable, vertical network of a tourism firm, exdkd from the model. According to the
results of standardized residuals, outliers ardueed from the model. In the first model
summary (Table 56.), dependent variable constgutihrates is transformed by using the

formula (Neter, et.al., 1990) as below;

Y (transformation) = 2* Arcsin'Y/100

After this transformation, the model which covere variables defined above is significant

at 0.000 level and R square values seems to be (Bi§f71). In fact, the results of the
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analysis are quite satisfactory in terms of botfhHevels of R-squared and significance of

the variables.

Table 55 Model Summary for the linear regressicalyais on firm success

R 0,75595
R Square 0,57147
Adjusted R Square 0,55595
Std. Error of the Estimate 0,33116
R Square Change 0,57147
F Change 36,8391
dfl 8
df2 221
Sig. F Change 0.000
Durbin-Watson 0,57607
Predictors: (Constant), HUMANCA, LOGGLOBA, AGGLO,

a INSTITUT, LOGHORZ, CREATIVE, LOGLOCAL, FSIZE
b Dependent Variable: ARCSINYE

Unstandardized Collinearity
Coefficients | Coefficients Standardized Coefficients Correlations Statistics
Model B Std. Error | Beta t Sig. Zero-order Partial | Part Tolerance | VIF
(Constant) | 1,812 0,072 25113 | 0.000***
LOGGLOBA | 0,065 0,035 0,101 1,890 0,060** 0,409 0,126 0,083 0,675 | 1,482
LOGLOCAL | 0,053 0,036 0,122 1,478 0,141* 0,591 0,099 0,065 0,283 | 3,534
LOGHORZ | 0,285 0,046 0,489 6,190 | 0,000%** 0,657 | 0,384 0,273 0,311 | 3,220
AGGLO 0,364 0,070 0,236 5,223 | 0,000*** 0,194 0,331 0,230 0,946 | 1,057
CREATIVE 0,037_ 0,022 -0,100 -1,649 0,101* 0,109 | -0,110 -0,073 0,532 | 1,880
FSIZE 0,001 0,001 0,256 2,571 | 0,011*** 0,221 0,170 0,113 0,196 | 5,102
ASSOC 0,094 0,024 0,221 3,883 | 0,000*** 0,298 0,253 0,171 0,598 | 1,673
BMANPOW 0,00]: 0,001 -0,116 -1,299 0,195 0,179 | -0,087 -0,057 0,244 | 4,093
a Dependent Variable: ARCSINYE

*Statistically significant 0.10 level
** Statistically significant at 0.05 level
***Statistically significant at 0.01 level

It is observed that there is a statistically siigaifit positive relationship observed between
the occupancy level of a tourism firm and globalrirontal and associational networks,
indicating the importance of these factors in thies of occupancy. Similarly the proxy of
agglomeration that is introduced to the model Hae a positive effect to the occupancy
level of tourism firms and significant at 0.000 ékvThe only variable related with the firm
characteristics, firm size, is also seen as sicanifi at 0.01 level and is positively related with

the rate of occupancy.
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Creative project development and base manpower haegjative sign, which is against the
findings of the several studies. In local developtrigerature, innovation and human capital
are taken as important factors not only for firnfgenance but also for local development.
However, defining innovation and human capitalés @asy for tourism firms due to having
different character compare to other sectors. Thelimited patent data for tourism. In fact,
the product is different compare to other sect@wsides the importance of permanent
manpower and skilled labor which are discussed lyide the literature, unskilled,
impermanent and mobile labor is consisting of tighér share of employment in tourism
firms. Moreover, the character of tourism is alsgportant for explaining this difference.
Tourism in Antalya still has shown price oriente@ss tourism character. In this kind of
tourism production, the importance given to creatproject development and skilled
manpower reduces. Due to having these kind ofrdiffees observed in tourism and Antalya,

the negative affect of creative project developnaamt base manpower can be explained.

The findings show that tourism firms with high nusnlof global, horizontal, local and

associational linkages with other firms managednttrease occupancy rates than other
tourism firms. Among these firms, the ones withdeigsize indicating the higher rate of

occupancy of a tourism firm. Big sized firms aradenrisk in crisis situations and show a
more fragmented character compare to small sized ambig cancellations of reservations,
therefore they must have a careful strategy ineiasing and stabilizing the occupany rate.
Due to having a careful strategy, the significaotbig sized firms to occupany rate can be

explained.

According to the results of this model, it can t@med that the findings supported the main
hypothesis of the thesis indicating the importantglobal networks in addition to local

networks, institutional thickness and advantageaggilomeration in the success of tourism
firm. The reason behind this type of behavior stdrosn the importance of networks,

especially global networks, for the tourism firnas, they necessitate strong relations with
global supplier firms to attract tourists from ado In this context, the importance of
developing relations with tourism associations barexplained because of their support to

the development of networks not only at local Hsb @t global level.
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7.3 Factors affecting Local Development in TourisnClusters of Antalya: The Linear

Regression Model

This part develops a model for destination comipetiess that will enable comparisons
between different factors on the local developn@niburism cluster. The model seeks to
capture the main elements of local developmentligigted in the general literature, while
appreciating the special issues involved in explprithe notion of destination
competitiveness. A set of indicators that can bedut measure the success and the
development of any given tourism cluster are defiféhese indicators were identified from
the major elements comprising the generic locakligpment model for tourism clusters. By
constructing this model, one of the main questiofisthe thesis;"Which factors are

important for local development of a tourism clu®teis scrutinized.

Table 56 Variables of Cluster Success used initiead regression analysis

VARIABLE EXPLANATIONS

Foreign Tourist Arrival FTOURIST: Ratio of foreidaurist arrival 2002 to 1992
for each cluster

Local Tourist Arrival LTOURIST: Ratio of local teoist arrival 2002 to 1992 for
each cluster

Entrepreneurship ENTREPRE: Ratio of entreprengoizb02 to 1992 for
each cluster

Subsidies SUBSIDY: Ratio of subsidy in number 2692992 for
each cluster

Creativeness CREATIVE: Ratio of number of patents 2002 to 1982
each cluster

Foreign Investment FINVEST: Ratio of foreign investment 2002 to 1992 f
each cluster

Associational Capacity ASSOC: Ratio of association 2002 to 1992 for ezdukter

Specialization SPEC: Location quotient values of each clustefdig2land
2002

The literature emphasizes that the indicators udter success can be the growth of GDP per
capita (Budd and Hirmis, 2004; Dwyer and Kim, 208&son, Martin and Taylor, 2004;
Lever and Turok, 1999; Steinle, 1992), the incres¢he rate of employment (Kitson,
Martin and Taylor, 2004; Steinle, 1992) and emplegilevels (Dwyer and Kim, 2003).
Because of the absence of available GDP per capitees for clusters as an indicator of

local development, employment values of 1992 and28 taken as the only dependent
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variable for representing the growth in clusterlsoAdue to the absence of time series data
for employment values, the ratio of 2002 employmeities to 1992 employment values of
clusters are taken into consideration. Even if tsages data would be better for evaluating
the growth in cluster, comparing two year data a0 give us a chance for evaluating the

growth in clusters.

According to the defined variables on local develept of a cluster in the first part of this
chapter, in this part, results of regression amalgse evaluated for explaining the growth in
tourism clusters of Antalya. In this context, tlegnmession model is conducted based on the
defined independent variables such as the incrigagareign tourist arrival, local tourist
arrival, associational capacity, entrepreneurssifnsidies, creativeness, foreign investment

and specialization of the cluster (Table 56.)

The dependent variable is tourism employment rdiioseach cluster between 1992 and
2002. The variables included in the linear regmssinalysis were obtained from the
institutions which give data on tourism sectorgabprovince level; Ministry of Culture and

Tourism, Turkish Statistical Institute, Turkish @it Institute and Ministry of Treasury. Due

to having limited data which represents developnperéntial of the clusters, we use the
model below; dependent variable is consisting efrdtios of employment 2002 and 1992,
and the independent variables consisting of thegaif the values of the years 2002 and
1992.

The model is constructed as two different types;

t: time i: cross-sectional unit
tl: year 1992  t2: year 2002

In Yi (t2/ t1) = ¢ +40 In(Yi(T1) + pL( X1 (t2/ t1))+ 52 (X2(t2/ t1)) + 42 (In X3(t2/ t1))........
+ pn (InXn(t2/t1)) + o

Employment =f ( Foreign tourist arrival, Local tourist arrivahssociational capacity,

entrepreneurship, subsidies, creativeness, foreigestment, specialization)

After checking relation charts between the varighlsed in two models, the variables;
creativeness, local tourist arrivandforeign tourist arrivalare excluded from the model

due to having high variation problems. Then, catieh matrice is developed for explaining
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the correlations and their significance betweerialdes used in the model. According to
results, the most striking significant correlatiasn observed between the variables;

association capacity, employment growtidforeign investmenfTable 57).

Table 57 Correlation Matrice for the variables emypld in the regression analysis of local
development

Correlations EMPLOY LNENTRE LNSPEC ASSOC FINVEST SUBSIDY LNEMP92

zi?rr;grt}on EMPLOY 1.000 0.096 -0.108 | 0.835*** 0.524** -0.097 -0.334
LNENTRE 0.096 1.000 0.497** 0.306 0.366* 0.192 0.464**
LNSPEC -0.108 0.497** 1.000 -0.050 0.092 0.444* 0.210
ASSOC 0.835*** 0.306 -0.050 1.000 0.862*** 0.138 -0.084
FINVEST 0.524** 0.366* 0.092 | 0.862*** 1.000 0.407* 0.075
SUBSIDY -0.097 0.192 0.444* 0.138 0.407* 1.000 0.489**
LNEMP92 -0.334 0.464* 0.210 -0.084 0.075 0.489* 1.000

*** Significant at .000 level, ** Significant at 2, .03, .04 level, * Significant at .05 level

While constructing the model, first of all, multlsearity problem® is checked for the
variables added to the model. Due to the low olesemalues covering only 15 clusters,
independent variables are tried to reduced by d¢hgakulticollinearities. Similarly, those
characteristics that did not yield statisticallgrgficant differences in the perceived quality
indicator were eliminated. However, the independaniables which are not significant, but

increase the R squares of the model are not omitted

Although some of the variables have high VIF valukey are significant in the model and
have positive contribution to the significance &dquare of the model. Therefore, they are
not eliminated from the model. Also, the clustern@@mus is an outlier, therefore
eliminated from the model. Moreover, two seperatdets are constructed due to high
correlation observed between association capaaityfareign investment (see Table 57).
High correlation between association capacity am@i§in investment affects the sign of
foreign investment in the model and can cause teigiretation of this variable. Therefore,
foreign investment added in the second model tatifjeits contribution to employment
growth by removing the variable, association cagaciWhen association capacity is
eliminated in the second model, it is observed that increase in foreign investment

positively effects employment growth in the tourishaster.

23 The variables which have high VIF values are elated from the models. In th® model, the variables
which have VIF values more than 4 are excluded.
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According to the findings of the first model, itdeen that model is significant at 0.015 level
and coefficient of determination, R square is kehigh (0.783). A statistically significant

relation is observed between employment growththedncrease in associational capacity
of that tourism cluster (Table 58). It implies thivelopment of an associational set-up in a

tourism cluster effects the performance and ecooaevelopment of that cluster.

According to the second model, it is also seen fbetign investment is important for
creating tourism employment to the respective ehsstWhen we remove the variable,
associational capacity, from the model and adddarmvestment, it is seen that the increase
in the rate of foreign investment in a tourism tduspositively affect the employment
increase rate of that tourism cluster. AlthoughRhsquare value of the second model is low
(0.410) compare to the first model, it is signiiitand also explains other factors effective

on the employment growth of a tourism cluster.

Table 58 Model Summary for the linear regressicalyais on cluster development

Variables MODEL 1: MODEL 2:
(Constant) 97.513 101.969
(1.002) (1.438)
Entrepreneurship LNENTERPRE -43.366
(-0.545)
Taken Subsidy SUBSIDY -1.998
(-0.773)
Foreign FINVEST 25.825
Investment
(2.316)**
Associational AC 53.153
Capacity
(4.341)**
Employment LNEMP92 -6.025 -17.873
1992
(-0.522) (-1.631)*
Specialization LNSPEC 10.436
(0.477)
R 0.885 0.641
R2 0.783 0.410
Sig. F Change 0.015%** 0.055**
Ftest 5.763 3.827

Notes: tvalues are in brackets
*  Statistically significant at 0.1 level
** Statistically significant at 0.05 level
*** Statistically significant at 0.01 level
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In the second model, the negative sign of employrrerd992 for each cluster give us the
clue to understand whether big sized clusters dester than small sized clusters or not.
When Ln1992 employment added to the second mddslseen that has a significant effect
on employment growth, however the negative signcatithg that employment growth in
small sized tourism clusters grows faster than $iipd ones. This finding implies that
tourism development in Antalya reinforce the empient growth of small sized tourism

clusters.

According to the results of both models, it cansketed that the richness in associational
capacity and the increase in attracting foreigre&ment by developing global networks in a
tourism cluster positively contribute to the lodalvelopment of that cluster. The increase in
foreign investment affects other foreign firms ahdir decisions to invest that cluster and
may increase the attractivity of that tourism cusMoreover, associations seem to have a
positive role on advertising tourism clusters asnsi@ previous chapters and the increase in
associational capacity would increase the attriigtof that tourism cluster by contributing
the created image and image creation for that rigin, thereby attracts diverse type of
foreign tourists from globe. In fact, these findingupport the theoretical discussions on the
importance of institutions, organizational set-ungl @lobal connections on the development

of clusters.

The estimation results presented in Table 58 inteliche importance of associational
capacity and institutional support for the compegitess and for the development of clusters
which is widely discussed in the literature (Plumnaed Taylor, 2001; Boschma, 2004;
Camagni, 2002; Porter, 1990). They clearly indictiat the increase in associational
capacities which support the relational capacitesl networking of clusters are also
important for local tourism development. By anatgsthe factors widely discussed for local
development, it is verified that these factors emdy networks with associations and
networks with different tourism firms at differetdrritorial scales significantly effect the

local development of tourism clusters in Antalya.

7.4 Important Factors affecting Global Connectednes of Tourism Firms: The Binary

Logistic Model

Due to the increasing significance of global netsomn addition to local networks, the

global connection model is employed for identifyitige factors which effect global
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connectedness of a tourism firm that are also itapofor defining the local development of

a tourism cluster.

Antalya, the leading tourism region of Turkey, sloglobally connected structure to the
global tourism market when compared with other isyardestinations of Turkey. With
respect to tourism, the characteristics of globahnectedness of tourism firms were
discussed in the previous part mainly based@ning global markets, existence of global
function and strategy and the existence of glolagital. Serving for global markets was
defined with the variable of the ratio of foreigiutist arrival; existence of global function &
strategy as the relations with foreign tourism rrand the existence of foreign capital were
identified as the number of foreign partnership amshership which is available in survey
data for firms. In the global connectedness modalklpf the three characteristics are taken
into consideration for defining dependent variablether that firm is globally connected or
not.

Table 59 List of variables used in the binary ltigisegression analysis

VARIABLES EXPLANATIONS

Functions of Global Connection

Firm Size FSIZE:The number of employee that each firm have

Creative project development CREAT: The number of creative projects of each firm & the
existance of creative project

Spatial Agglomeration AGGLO: Firms whether existing in an agglomerated cluster or not
(1-0)

Vertical Networking VERTNET: The number of vertical relation of each firm have

Horizontal Networkin
g HORZNET: The number of horizontal relation of each firm have

Associational Capacit
pacty ASSOC: The number of membership to associations

Base Manpower BMANPOW: The share of base labour to total labour

Note: Hotels, travel agencies, tour operatordinaifirms and car rental firms are covered in éinalysis, tourism associations
and tour guides are excluded due to not repregefitm characteristics.

Binary logistic regression is used in the modelaose the dependent variable is defined as
“global connectedness of that tourism firm” which dichotomous non-metric and
categorical variable. For this purpose, survey luga constructed in the thesis has been
utilized according to the criteria’s discussed abdvhe dependent variable is recoded as the
global connectedness of tourism firms; ‘0’ stanoisrfot globally connected and ‘1’ stands

for globally connected. In the model, a set of Emdé independent variables have been
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identified in order to explain the factors effeetion global connectedness of tourism firm
(Table 59).

In the model, variables that are related with glatmnection are defined according to the
debates of the literature which discuss that fiiee,screativene$$ agglomeration of the
cluster, vertical networking, horizontal networkingssociational networks and base
manpower affects the level of network linkageshat tourism firm (Table 59).

Although logistic regression is used because ofdependent variable, global connection is
non-metric data and dichotomous, different dateesypre used for independent variables
such as categorical, continuous, dichotomous, nemmicrand metric data.

Yit = ¢ 0DO0 + p1l(log X1)+ 52 (log X2) + pn (Xn) +¢

(non-metric) (metric)

GlobalC = f( (AggloD), (log VertN), (log HorzjN(Assocn), (Fsize), (Bmanpow),(Creat))

Table 60 Correlation matrices for the variabledusehe model of global connection

:\:/Iggiauon Constant LOGVERT LOGHORZN AGGLO INNOC FSIZE ASSOCC BMANPOWR
Constant 1,000 -0,221 0,148 -0,837 -0,123 -0,239 -0,242 -0,323
LOGVERT -0,221 1,000 -0,209 0,087 0,015 -0,209 -0,359 0,136
LOGHORZN 0,148 -0,209 1,000 0,027 -0,157 0,098 -0,346 0,271
AGGLO -0,837 0,087 0,027 1,000 0,001 0,228 -0,019 0,016
INNOC -0,123 0,015 -0,157 0,001 1,000 -0,161 -0,198 0,135
FSIZE -0,239 -0,209 0,098 0,228 -0,161 1,000 -0,032 0,108
ASSOCC -0,242 -0,359 -0,346 -0,019 -0,198 -0,032 1,000 -0,036
BMANPOW

R -0,323 0,136 0,271 0,016 0,135 0,108 -0,036 1,000

It is appearing that the model (Table 61) constdicto define global networking is
significant at 0.00 level and R square value i80,3t is indicated thatize of the firm,

existing in an agglomerated clustand vertical networksignificantly effects the global
networking of the respective tourism firm. The sfyoinfluence especially comes from
vertical networkingwhich is important for global connection of toumisin practice, hotels

generally develop vertical linkages with travel agjes and tour operators at local and

24 Creativeness of a tourism firm is determined byettsping different types of services for tourists.
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especially at global level. Travel agencies atlliteael are the representatives of global tour
operators and they have strong connection withajltadur operators for designing the trip.
In fact, this type of behaviour explains the impate of vertical networking on developing

global network of that tourism firm.

Table 61 Model of Global Connection

Model Model of GlobalConnection
Logistic Regression Significance Wald (t test)
Constant -3,724 0,00 19,563
AssociationN* 0,396 0,432 0,618
FirmSize 0,004 0,058 3,606
Creativeness** 0,660 0,116 2,466
Agglomeration** 1,313 0,065 3,399
VerticalN*** 1,198 0,000 23,732
HorizontalN*** -0,052 0,765 3,563
BManpower 0,383 0,156 2,016
_Nagelkerke R Square 0,580
Significance F 0,000

Note: *Associational networks are categorized Bitariables from 1 to 15 real numbers,
**Creativeness and agglomeration variables arertaleedichotomous variables.

*** | ogaritmic values are taken for vertical andriamntal networks of tourism firms.
Real numbers are taken for firm size and base nvespeariables.

It is implied from the results that horizontal t&as have not significant effect on
developing global connectedness, however, the dprednt of vertical relations have
significant contributions to the development oflidb connectedness of that tourism firm.
Generally, horizontal connections between tourisgenés are mainly observed between
hotels and affected from spatial proximity. Fortamee, hotels collaborate with other hotels
at local level for using the advantages of spati@ximity. Generally, they collaborate
especially for overbooking relations in their ckrsand for package tour designs with the

hotels in their chain.

Model indicates that firm size effects the globahiection of a tourism firm which is
statistically significant at 0.000 level. This résaupports the findings of the previous
chapters which emphasize that big sized firms tsnoevn more global connected structure

than small sized ones.

The third significant variable is agglomeration fdefining global connectedness of a

tourism firm. Theoretically, agglomeration is anpontant factor for enhancing networking
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linkages between firms. It is revealed practic#tigt being in an agglomerated cluster really
effects the firm's networking performance positivéh Antalya. Especially, tourism firms

which take place in agglomerated clusters suchhaseimer, Alanya clusters, have more
global linkages and more globally connected tham ¢mes which take place in non-

agglomerated clusters as ingand Kumluca clusters.

It is widely discussed in the literature that arfitries to develop creative products to be
competitive in the global market, in other wordstoglobally connected. In this context, it
is implied that there must be strong associatidwéen creativeness of a tourism firm and
global connectedness. However, as it is seen fremmiodel, creativeness of a tourism firm
does not have a significant effect on global cotinoacDue to the low level of awareness on
the positive contributions of creative service depment, solely some of the big sized

tourism firms have shown creative projects.

According to the model, the level of skilled basenmower in tourism firms seems to have
not significant effect for determining global cosotedness of that tourism firm. It is
surprising that the increase in skilled base mampdvas no explanatory power to define

global connection of a tourism firm.

Related with the variable associational linkages,significant relation is observed with
global connection of that tourism firm. It is sugimg that the level of associational linkages
of that tourism firm does not effect the level dblgal connection. In fact, there is a strong

relation observed between associational linkagdismofand firm size.

Generally big sized firms have more associatiomidages, and big sized firms have more
global linkages. It is indirectly implied that tHiems which have global connection have
high level of connection with associations and ttgveg associational linkages. However,
as the model shows there is no significant relatdfoserved between linkages with

associations and global connectivity of that taarfgm.

Related with the variables of global connectednesslel gives us important clues about the
variables which support the hypothesis of the thadowever, there is also need for other
kinds of descriptive analysis which shows the dbaotion of global networks to the
development of a tourism cluster. In the followipart, the contributions of the level of

networks of tourism firms to the local success Wlevaluated in a descriptive way.
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CHAPTER 8

CONCLUDING REMARKS AND FURTHER POLICY
PROPOSALS

In this thesis, it is attempted to explore the miidocal and global networks and institutions
in the performance of firms and clusters. In additithis thesis is an empirical attempt to
identify the role of networks and organizations fourism development and the relation
between local and global networking and organimatiilding for tourism clusters and
firms which is not available in greater part of fiterature. In this context, this thesis has
offered a case-specific illustration of these ref@l dynamics using quantitative
interdependence techniqueshus, in this concluding chapter, the framework tbe
performance of tourism firms and local developmantiusters is discussed and defined by
the increasing importance of local & global netwdnd institution building approved by
the recent theories of local economic developmedtempirical findings emerging out of

this thesis covering Antalya tourism region.

Within this view, the aim of this concluding chapig to provide an explanation to what is
found in the analysis of the case study and tooegpthe conceptual openings for the
discussions emerging out in development literatliteen, some policy proposals and the
areas of future research are formulated. Basiaudssons defined under the hypotheses of
this thesis are based on firm and cluster sucoessnnection with the different geographical
level of network relations and types of organizatiilding. Critical findings emerging in
this thesis is evaluated under different subheadiag a special part to discuss their
importance in theory and practice. The subheadang$ased on thmportance of big sized
firms, public (central government) support, varigtyorganizational set-up and partnership

types, local and global networks in tourism develept and the importance of different
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success models for different clustdrsaddition, the outcomes emerging out of theifigd

in this thesis shed light on new discussion area®slirism development and development

policy.

In recent development debates, there has been sideosble interest and activity in
networking, institutions and the associated linkhe success of firms and clusters. In this
context,clustering, networking and institutional thicknem® taken as important factors for
defining competitiveness in different geographied different sectorBesides, in most of
the newly developing countries, the service seespecially tourism is taken as a catalyst for
local development at the centre of interest to ewads as well as to urban managers and
policy makers. Many cities invest heavily on toaridor promoting local development,
however, little is known about critical succesddas that determine economic development

of regions via tourism.

Network relations not only at the local but alsotts global level are emphasized as the
crucial factors for promoting the competitivenessl ssustainability of places in recent
development literature. In fact, literature on ttmportance of different levels of networking
has been discussed in different periods, beginmiitg local networks in 1980s. Then,
starting in the 1990s, the role of global netwdrkse been emphasized as crucial factors for
the competitiveness of the region. Although locaktworks of firms in clusters have
important internal dynamics and created extermeaslitit is stated that global networks
prevent a lock-in situation among locally-boundéasters (Cooke, 1990; Camagni, 1991;
Schmitz, 1999; Amin and Thrift, 1994). In this redjat has recently been argued that not
only local networking, but also global networkinGamagni, 1991; Schmitz, 1999; Amin
and Thrift, 1994) and spatially unbounded netwa@lationships are required if clusters are
to enhance the individual competitiveness of thadi as well as the clusters themselves. As
Breschi and Lissoni (2001) explain, there is a niesitle the clusters for agents that can
translate local tacit knowledge into codified kneddge and re-combine it with external

knowledge.

Global networks are of particular importance foe #ourism sector, as they necessitate
strong relations with global supplier firms to atr global demand, such as the relations
between tour operators and hotels. Therefore, glo@aplementary relations are seen as

highly important for providing service to the destiion. That is why, networks especially
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the role of global networks for tourism firms isatvated in this thesis for explaining the

competitiveness of tourism destinations.

Recent studies also showed that some collaboratitrens (Ostrom, 1990; Dedeurwaerdere,
2004) have become the basis of networks, whichbeadefined as an indispensable way of
decision-making and strategy-defining to adapt glaihanges (Tang and Tang, 2006) and
led the emergence of new institutions. Institutians taken as an important source for the
development of a region by providing the basisldogalised social and economic networks:

therefore, strong institutional relations may astaaprelude to regional economic success
(Amin and Thrift, 1995). In this context, the raé institutions and institution building are

also elaborated for explaining the success of sauglusters and firms in Antalya.

Despite the growing amount of local developmergrditure focusing on networking and
institutions, tourism is not covered enough in fierature. In addition, limited discussions
are observed on the contributions made by diffegamigraphical level of networking and
institutions to the competitiveness of tourism fiemd tourism cluster. In this context, the
contribution of this thesis is the exploration bétrole of local and global networking and

institution building in the development of tourisusters and tourism firms.

The following questions were explored in this tegfo what extent do global networks of
tourism firms in a cluster effect the attractiveme$ that cluster and success of that tourism
firm when compared with local networks?”, “What ke contribution of institutional
thickness to the success of tourism firms and $ourclusters?” and “To what extent do
these tourism clusters and firms different regagdtheir level of linkages and emerging
associations?’ The case study of Antalya provides empirical emizk of the existence of

network relations, institution building in differetype of tourism clusters and firms.

Transformation of economic and social developmeamtds of Antalya has shown that it has
become popular as a tourist destination centethiiast two decades. In the development
process of tourism, the following supporting mecbars have really been important for

different tourism clusters of Antalya. Governmemigies, plans and projects has been
effective on tourism development. Apart from goveemt supports, recently, NGO'’s, civil

initiatives and their networking activities havékga an important role on determining the
route of tourism development by infrastructure Biweents, advertisement activities and

tourism supporting projects. Especially, the ralélfly supported associations have been of
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crucial importance for implementing the projectseath tourism area via developing strong
networking linkages at local and global level. Hee®e the increasing role of newly
emerging self-help tourism associations and theiwarks observed mainly at local level
can not be denied for the development of tourismclmsters. Related with its rich
institutional and networking structure based amigm activities, Antalya is elaborated for

explaining the development factors in tourism basetheoretical debates.

Empirical analyses and survey data designed foraljatshow remarkable results in
connection with the defined hypotheses which pmevitew arguments in theoretical
discourse regarding local and tourism developnfemtevaluating the relative importance of
these sets of hypotheses, not only traditionalssitzdl techniques covering multivariate
analyses, chi-square, location quotient, simplegeages of contingency tables but also
new interdependence techniques including corresppareland social network analysis are

employed.

Main contribution of the defined framework of develbbpment to development theories

Although development is a context dependent issaeeral development approaches has
emerged in the literature for explaining the susdastors behind regions which are mainly
lying behind the success stories. Until 1970s,ctiveceptual base of development was built
on investments, subsidies and exogenous resoulfcemtion states based on income
redistribution and welfare policies. After the @iof 1970s, some of the concepts and
approaches have been emphasized as crucial fdotoaslapting the new conditions of the
world. Competitive advantage starts to be emphdsazea crucial factor in promoting local
development. In this contexipcal networkscluster dynamics, and institutional thickness
are taken as important factors for defining contpeiness of different regions and of
different sectors. Starting from 199@snovation, knowledge creation and global networks
has started to be emphasized as key factors npfantegions but also for firms to promote

their competitiveness in the global market.

In this thesis, an empirical attempt has been niadeutting theoretical debates into practice
for Antalya case in tourism development contextislian attempt to identify the role of
widely emphasized factors for local developmentuding the coexistence of local and
global networks, institutions, institution buildiregnd institutional thickness not only for the

performance of different clusters but also for trin addition, this thesis is also a challenge
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for tourism literature by discussing, discoveringdgoining the role of widely discussed

popular concepts of development literature.

The findings of this thesis support the main hype#s of the thesis which are based on the
importance of institutions, institutions buildingdanetworking not only at the local level but
also the global level in the performance of touridasters, firms and the development of the
region. In this context, it is beneficial to dissuse findings of the hypotheses by defining

some headlines shedding light on local developrdebates in tourism context;

The importance of big sized firms in tourism devpioent

As is seen from the findings of the case studyfibigs in tourism are of crucial importance
in sustainable tourism development. In recent dgrabnt debates networking at the local
and the global level, institutional thickness, abcapital, innovativeness and knowledge are
underlined as key factors for promoting competiiez®s. Due to having a higher share of
global networking in addition to local networkingssociational linkage and differentiation
in service products, big sized tourism firms in &g are seen to be more competitive

compare to small sized ones in the global tourisarket.

The necessity for high-quality service and a cawtdid global marketing strategy are the
main factors triggering the strong global linkag#fsbig sized tourism firms, allowing
competitiveness in the global market. Moreoverfiltaup the large number of rooms, big
sized hotels need to develop linkages not onlhatdcal and also the global level to attract
tourists not only for their company but also foeithdestination. That is why the hotels that
are more qualified and big sized enhance more glabanections and show more
collaborative structure in developing associatidimidages. In fact, this kind of networking
structure appears to be a natural consequencents fncreasing their turnover and market
size, and therefore becoming more global in theinee and adaptation. In fact, the demand

structure of tourism in Antalya triggers the deysient of big sized hotels.

Big sized tourism firms and their linkages are venportant in tourism development of
Antalya as dominating by mass tourism productiod price oriented market. However, a
transformation has been observed from mass tounsenmore individualized post-fordist
type of tourism production in the global tourism rked. Tourists start to use internet

reservation for organizing their trips in an indivalized way and choose adventure and
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culture based trips. In this type of transformatibmust be taken into consideration that the
role and the importance of big sized tourism firmay change in the future depending on

the context of tourism production type.

Apart from this contextuality, several empiricalidies into industrial development have
highlighted this close link between global netwatkiand large firmsKoschatzky, 1999,
Grotz and Braun1997, Sternberg, 1999;6dling and Kaufman, 1999; Arndt and Sternberg,
2000; Eraydin and Fingleton, 2006). Todling and fikean (1999) claim that “larger firms
interact more with support institutions and gloalue chains”, while Lynch (2000)
comments on the stable mentality of SMEs and ttesiistance to external interventions. In

this context, this thesis confirms the assumptiiothhese empirical studies.

It is also revealed that the share of relation& watrism associations is extremely higher in
big sized firms compare to small sized firms. Tlmaye also more financial resources to
support and to initiate these institutions. Itlsoaseen that big sized firms especially 4, 5 star
hotels, holiday villages and travel agencies haegéwaorking relations not only with
nationally organized local associations but alsthwself-help local associations. Although
the shares of relationship with nationally orgadizecal associations and with self-help
local associations are low compared to nation basedciations, it is observed that big and
big-medium sized tourism firms are important foveleping strong relations with these

kind of associations.

In this context, institutional thickness which isvadely emphasized development factor in
local development seems to be high in big sizeddoufirms of Antalya. In other words, it
can be concluded that highly qualified and big gitmirism firms are more conscious about
the advantages of institutionalization and institoél thicknessAccording to some debates
in the literature, small sized firms should hawersjer motives for joining and remaining
members of associations in order to gain accessoliective goods (Salisbury, 1984).
However, this is not in line with the situation siall sized tourism firms of Antalya.
Although the linkages between small sized firms assbciations are weak, it is well known
that almost all type and all size of firms requoellaborative type of a linkage with

associations to reinforce the right to be heartbumism.

It is seen from the findings of the analysis th success of big sized firms not only affect

the company performance by attracting higher shardourists but also affect local
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development by creating not only employment growtt also developing successful
collaborative development projects with public, s@ublic and private institutions. Within
the context of cluster development, it is eventusdlen that big sized firms show more effort
compared to small sized firms by having more netimgy relations (local, global,
associational, purchasing, environmental) and ssfekprojects with public institutions for
creating a destination image, competitiveness amdranmental sustainability of that

cluster.

Especially, the characteristics of big sized taarigms having discussed above are mainly
taken as crucial determinants of success in dewedap literature. However, according to
the recent development debates, it is the smadldsiems which are important for the

development of a region. In this context, conttarthe claim of local development literature
based on ‘small is beautiful’, this thesis conttésuto the literature by emphasizing ‘big is

also beautiful’ for tourism development.

The importance of public (central government) suppo tourism development

Evidence from Antalya revealed that public instdns, especially central government
institutions, are still important for the developmef tourism. They are supporting tourism
development through supporting the establishmenseashi-public associations to work
collaboratively with private institutions, and alsopporting by giving subsidies, preparing
tourism development plans as seen in Kemer andkBedeirism Development Project. In
fact, recent local development theories put letentibn to the important role of state and
central/local government institutions, except laditstudies emphasize the reverse (Scott and
Storper, 1987; Cooke and Morgan, 1994; Harrisor9449 1994b; Lin, 1997; Armatli-
Koroglu, 2004). They generally emphasize governance mbdsed on private and semi-
private sectors, the increasing role of firms (SMiad multinational companies) and NGOs
instead of state in promoting local development:. ¥an der Heiden and Terhorst (2007;
344), “Despite their nuanced formulations, manyaeshers in the field of urban studies and

economic geography are inclined to downplay thenat scale altogether”.

Contrary to recent development theories, it is skanthe role of public is still important for
the institutionalization of tourism in Turkey. Thele of state in tourism development has
always been important even before 1980s, howekerfarm of state support has shown a

change for the last years. Tourism developmenteptgjstart to built up in collaboration
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between public and private sectors. In fact, tletestake the steering role in project
development. The coordinator and participant rdlestate to some extent conform the
discussions on glocal state thesis. According ¢oglocal state thesis, a change is observed
from government to governance and a downscaling wataling of various forms of
governance by solely focusing on the scale at laodlglobal, however, the state also often

takes a key role through financing and organiziegetbpments (Brenner, 1999).

It is argued in glocalization debates that the amati state continues to exist and has a
continuing role to support and steer relationskdpsoong the new institutions and scales.
According to van der Heiden and Terhorst (2007}ieti@s observed in glocalization and

cities follow dissimilar trajectories of glocalisat and are therefore also likely to set up
with different development strategies as seen ith&tands case and the cities in the same
and as well as in different countries (the Unit¢ake&s, Canada, the United Kingdom, France,

and ltaly) in the comparative research of Savituth ldantor (2002).

Consequently, it is seen in this thesis that th@nal level continues to play an important
role, even though its primacy is being underminedavour of regional/local and global

scales. The glocalization of the state involveg fba Brenner (1999), the new regional
policy reflects the tendency of the state to pramemdogenous development of regions.
State intervention into regional economic developmeakes increasingly direct and

entrepreneurial forms through regional and locatestinstitutions and state-organized
economic development policies such as public— trivaartnerships (Pelkonen, 2005).
Glocal state thesis seems to be somewhat trueeindhtext of tourism development policy
of central government which supports the creatidnstate organized public-private

partnerships as seen in the establishment of BETRINMATAB, GATAB in Antalya.

The necessity of variety in organizational and pagtship types concerning tourism

development

One remarkable finding of the case study is theéetsaiof organizational and partnership
types observed in tourism clusters of Antalya. ®griis observed in semi-public

organizations of tourism, especially in tourismagsations. It is interesting to see that lots of
varieties in tourism related associations not anlyheir areas of interest (advertisement,
environment, culture and business associations)alaat in their scales (national, local,

district) depending on the cluster type. In thisiteat, the claim of this thesisDifferent
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types of clusters (agglomerated, specialized, gowentally supported, self-help developed

ones) have shown a variety of strengths and tightsganization building”.

It is claimed in the literature that strong indiibnal presence can provide a basis for the
growth of particular local practices and collectrepresentations. The result of the analysis
revealed that a variety observed in institutiomalspnce (variety in tourism associations) and
networks support the development of tourism by treg collaborative development

projects, advertisement and environmental proteciivities.

Why is there such a variety needed/observed insimuassociations and partnerships? One
possible explanation can be the different capagitdaracterictics and contextualities of
different tourism clusters of Antalya. Another exaphtion can be their representative power
for representing their market segments. Due to itmedequate support of existing
associations for different market segment firmss@xg in the tourism cluster, new

associations have increasingly emerged to repréiseintmarket segment in Antalya.

As it is seen from the Antalya case, the firms Whéerve for different markets require
additional support by tourism associations. Relavgth the characterictics and path
dependency of clusters, the distribution of firmsich serve for different markets varies in
different clusters. The development of some touridusters in Antalya were supported by
government especially based on the developmentigif hccommodation capacity and
therefore, these kind of clusters such as KemeBatek were mainly developed on the path
that big sized firms dominate. Due to this reaswse clusters are generally represented by
nationally organized local tourism associations dnelir partnerships with government

institutions such as Ministry of Culture and Touris

It seems that nationally organized local assoaiatiaxe established for the advertisement of
the country and for the development of mass toudsich high accommodation capacity for
clusters. This is in line with the tourism policy @entral government which supports the
development of mass tourism by establishing reptesge associations in some of the
tourism clusters. The strong relation between higdsfirms and nationally organized local

associations can be explained within this context.

Clusters which show an endogenous development aachlanya and, to some extent,

Manavgat show a diverse institutionalization inriem. Due to the existence of a large
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variety of tourism firms (2,3,4,5 Star Hotels) niis in different market segments require to
be represented by tourism associations. This yatiggers the development of interest
based institutionalization by self-help local teoni associations in these kind of clusters.
Newly emerging self-help local associations araldisthed in order to bring solutions to

specific issues and problems of their clusters Wwigdifferent from other districts.

These type of associations are mainly seen andeotnated in the Alanya cluster and
generally create partnership with local governmimstitutions. As it is seen from the

previous specialization analysis of Alanya, it iainty consisted of small and medium sized
tourism firms and thereby tourism associations ilanfa center represent the market
segment of small and medium sized firms. Howevels istated in the interviews that

representing only one market segment for Alanyaatese a lack of representation for
destinations specializing on big sized firms in &lanya tourism cluster. Big sized firms in

different districts of Alanya have started the bsament of new self-help associations to
represent themselves in the global destination etailkhis behaviour explains the relation
between big sized firms and their strong collaboratvith self-help local associations which

is discussed in the previous analysis.

In fact, each type of tourism firm has a strongramtion with nation based associations. 4, 5
star hotels and travel agencies have a relationonbt with nationally organized local
associations but also, and especially with self-hatal associations. High qualified and big
sized tourism firms are more conscious about thearmdges of institutionalization and
institutional thickness. They have also more finanaesources to support and to

establishment of these institutions.

Eventhough Alanya has a diverse associational tetreic high associational capacity in
number including the associations which are congigif big sized tourism firms, they are
newly developed associations and they need timgetonore institutionalized. Therefore,
these associations still have not developed stpamtmerships each other and therefore still
do not have unique or big size projects for theettgument of the cluster. Moreover, having
measured the patterns of networks between diffetyges of tourism associations, it is
revealed that government supported associatidhgdetelop more collaborative projects for

the attractiveness of the cluster than self-hefp@ations.
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Although project based partnerships between adsmtsa are weak, supporting the
development of tourism associations is importandsivbf these associations could act as a
‘broker’ or catalyst for a wider network of relati® between institutions at local and global
scale for the development of successful and cregtiwjects for their cluster. It is well
known that these kinds of associations are takea aslution not only for solving the
requirements and advocating the rights of the firmthe sector, but also for enhancing the

competitiveness, institutional thickness and atitvag of clusters in the global market.

It is observed that the factors that create in#bmal thickness are increasing via the
development of tourism associations. It could lzest that these associations and their
interaction support the development of tourism grdmote a positive role on local
development of Antalya. This is expressed by therurewed associations aghéy give
additional contribution to local developmé&nThey made investments in the region, helped
the development of infrastructure, created employnand also advertise the region to
attract tourists from abroad, however it is wellowm that these are special kind of
institutionalized associations in tourism of Turkéy this context, the headmen of TYD,
Oktay Varlier (personal interview in April 200¢Jaims that they have an important role for

the development of tourism. He stated that;

“Tourism investor's are the members of this assmria and they have regional groups composed of
their members that represent the tourism demanttheofregion. Several times of the year, regional
groups such as regional group of Antalya come tegednd discuss the problems of the sector, decide
on the investment types and investment places aukmeveral advertising campaigns. For example,
they frequently go to the advertisement meetingsaftracting tourists from abroad and this yeaythe
made the project of “Anatolian Tourism Days”, tias collaborative project with TUROFED, they
coordinate tours to advertise 20 cities of Turkayabroad”.

Tourism associations which have different objedilude mostly intense relations within
private business firms and associations such adshahd NGOs, and most of them try to
create and contribute mutual opportunities forterttourism development. This relation is
verified by the created local development model timurism clusters of Antalya. It is
explored in this thesis that there is a positivgniicant relation between the increase in
organizational capacity of tourism cluster and ewpplent growth. As seen in Barcelona
case, the success lies behind the Barcelona mod&l92 Olympic Games stems from new
collaborative structure observed in governancecttra. Participants including politicians,
trade and industry associations, business grougsvaluntary associations had created a

joint action forum to make projects into practi@dLGN, 2005) According to these
277



developments it can be stated that a variety ofigouassociations would have positive
effects on the outgrows of tourism not only by thein projects on clusters but also why

their informal support for the development of ingfonal thickness in clusters.

Importance of Local and Global Networks in TourisDevelopment

One of the main concern of this thesis is to disdh& importance of global networks in
addition to local networks within the context ofnfis, clusters and tourism development.
Parallel to the development debates, it is assuhsdourism firms and clusters which have
global linkages in addition to local linkages arerexsuccessful. My findings confirmed this
assumption for the case of Antalya as it was cowd by many empirical studies in the
development literature. In fact, this thesis is flist empirical study on tourism which

confirms the importance of local and global netvgonkidely discussed in the local

development literature.

Related with the intensity of local and global netks, it is seen from the descriptive
analysis that local networks are increasingly intgoar for tourism firms of Antalya.

However, it seems that global networks are increpaind they are important especially for
high qualified and big sized tourism firms. It isplied that high qualified, big sized tourism
firms seem to be the ones which are crucial fovgméng the lock-in situation by reaching
external knowledge via developing global netwovkscording to binary logistic regression
model results of global connectivity of a firm,ist also confirmed that the big size of the
firm, being in an agglomerated cluster and develppvertical network effects global

networking of that firm positively. This resultiisline with the debates of the literature.

The general findings related with different clustgpe, in fact, do not give a clear
explanation on the level of networks created. Thpartant factor determining the level of
linkages of the cluster is the weight of differsited firms. In this respect, it can be stated
that the greater the number of large companiescioster does have an affect on the level of
networking in that cluster. Lazonick (1992) and Buodt (1994) emphasize that in the
performance of a cluster, a major role is playedtiwy networking relations, not only
between the same type of organizations, but alsedes organizations and firms operating
in different sectors. For Antalya case, networkiegween different tourism type of tourism
firms and organizations are at the starting stagkraquires to be developed and intensified

in all clusters for promoting and sustaining loagt local development.
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The outcomes indicate that although firm size awll networking relationships are still

important for the clusters of Antalya, it is sebattglobal relations are gaining significance
in some of the clusters. This study shows the asing importance of global networks, even
in non-agglomerated specialized clusters such #&skBand non-specialized agglomerated
clusters, as is the case in Alanya, Central Antalyd Side. It is known that “there is need
not only to develop solely local networks, but alsalevelop global networks”. In order to

support the development of a tourism cluster akbbad)node via local networks there is a
need to combine local networks with global onesngyeasing the connection between large

and small companies.

It is clearly shown that the scale of networkinffeds according to different types of tourism
firms and different types of tourism clusters. Hoeg the questions in line with the aim of
the thesis come to the agend@Hhich factors have been important in the succefisna$ and

development of tourism clusters in Antalya?” andréAglobal networks formed between

different clusters and different firms importantieir economic growth?

According to the results of the econometric modsl ffor identifying the success factors for
firms, it is revealed that tourism firms with a higumber of global, horizontal, local and
associational linkages with other firms managednttrease occupancy rates than other
tourism firms. Among these firms, the ones whickehhigger size indicating the higher rate
of occupancy. According to the results of this mpdecan be claimed that the findings
supported the main hypothesis of the thesis indigahe importance of global networks in
addition to local networks, also importance of itlasibnal thickness and advantages of

agglomeration in the success of a tourism firm.

Although the relational capacities, the role ofdlband global networking, are emphasized as
important indicators for the success of clustershe cluster development model, the role of
local and global networking could not be exploreg d¢o the lack of time series and cluster
based network data. However, additional variablegkvcould be an indirect indicator for
global connection employed in the model give usslabout the importance of global
connection for the development of a tourism cluskar instance, it is identified that the
increase in foreign investment to a tourism cluptesitively effects the employment growth,
therefore, the success of that tourism cluster.ridjpam evaluating indirectly related local
and global network variables of the model for @ustevelopment, the contribution of global

networks versus local networks of a tourism firmswevaluated in a descriptive way for
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testing the main hypothesis of the thesis. Theradmntributions of local and global
connected firms to their clusters, provinces andth@r provinces were evaluated by using

the level of purchasing relations of tourism firms.

While the linkages at local and province levelti®sg for all types of firms, linkages with
other provinces seems to be too weak. Howeves ihiserved that globally and locally
connected firms have higher shares in developimghasing relations with the firms that are
in central province and other provinces. In fagtirism firms which are globally connected
and big sized have higher shares of purchasingjoetanot only with Antalya province but
also with other provinces which shows their addaiocontribution not only to their local
area but also nearby clusters, its province ancbggaovinces. Moreover, it is revealed that
the clusters which have highly global connectiomehhigh purchasing relations with other
clusters and provinces, which shows the scale edted multiplier effect of tourism and

their contribution to the local economic developinen

As it is revealed from the additional analysis ba telationship between level of networking
and local development, networking between tourigingf at local and global level have
positive role on local development. Especially,bglonetworks seem to be crucial for the
development of the cluster. Conclusively, this etpé result confirmed the hypothesis of

this thesis by contributing to the developmentditare with a tourism perspective.

Importance of different success models for diffetesiusters

As is emphasized before, development is a coneperdent issue and there is no “one size
fits all” success model for all kinds of clustedoreover, each cluster has its own dynamics
and paths for sustaining developmefs seen in the Antalya case, there is a variety of
clusters not only in their development path, b@obain their specialization of firms and
tourism market. Some clusters are government supported, some ara eElf-help
endogenous development character. Some of theméanéwgh specialization on big sized
firms and their markets, others have no speciatimahcluding all size of tourism firms as
seen in Alanya case. Some of the clusters sered¢ydol mass trips, others serve for culture
tours. That is why, they show a diverse charactaheir linkages, types of organizational
set-up and development structures. However, torbec® competitive destination, firms in
clusters start to initate the development of asgiaris, networking linkages between firms,

associations and public institutions at differawels. In fact, there is a limited discussion on

280



different success models for different clusterstlie literature. The literature mainly
discusses the success stories and tries to adamneralize the success factors for other
clusters. In this context, it can be stated thatextuality is somewhat ignored in the success

models of the literature.

Therefore, in our case, we explored widely discdsseccess factors for local development
in the case of Antalya tourism. We tried to explafgether these success factors are really
important for the development of firms and tourislusters of Antalya. As a matter of fact,
we saw in the analysis that enhancing networkingalges at the local and the global level
and enhancing associational networks contributesthi® development of a cluster,

independently from its type “ governmentally sugpdror self-help developed”.

Having measured the patterns of networks betwelgerant types of tourism associations, it
is revealed that still government supported clsstvelop more collaborative projects for
the attractiveness of the cluster than self-helpeld@pment clusters. In Alanya and Ka
clusters as self-help development clusters, ibiseoved that the strength of network between
tourism associations is not as strong as in themgorent initiated clusters. However, it is
revealed from the survey that they try to enhaheestrength of associational linkages to use

the advantages of collaborative working.

The positive contribution of institutions and orgaation building to the cluster development
is also verified by the regression model. It isfduhat associational capacity is identified as
the most important factor for the success in tooridusters of Antalya. The estimation
results indicate the importance of associationglacdy and institutional support in the

competitiveness of clusters which verifies the Esidvidely discussed in the literature.

In the 2nd model of cluster success, it is alseatad that small sized tourism clusters grow
faster. It is implied from this result that tourigsiavelopment reinforces the development of
small sized tourism clusters. The model also shtves the clusters with high foreign

investment has comparatively higher employment gnow

Although clusters have different development dyrsmas seen in the Antalya case, no
matter whether it is specialized in big sized oalsized firms, or whether it served to mass
market or cultural tourism market, or whether it gslf-developed or governmentally

supported for sustaining the global competitiveShe most important thing for the
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development of clusters is the development of avoit by developing partnerships and
joint projects at any level with firms and assdoias to attract diverse foreign and local

tourists and for making that destination globaltlynpetitive.

Some Policy Proposals

The results of this thesis highlight several braadlines which may have important
implications on the development policies in theufet It is revealed that tourism of Antalya
is institutionalized on network formations, projgertnerships and collaborations observed
within different organizations. However, on the dmend, these formations are not strong
enough and they do not trigger the transformatimegsses in tourism policy. On the other
hand, these kind of developments are signs foettodution of institutional structure from
government structure to governance type of mechamim tourism. In fact, emerging
governance mechanisms in tourism are at the gsjadiage. These governance type of
mechanisms can be taken as a support mechanisgovfernment. As it is discussed before,
state is still the most powerful actor in tourisevdlopment not only by supporting tourism

clusters but also organizational set-ups.

For further tourism development policies, thereégd for new institutionalized governance
practices which supports the development of newativies, organizations, collaborative
projects in tourism. There is also need for tour@ganizations, especially hotels to become
organized under a special kind of law. In the witaws of the case study, it is strongly
emphasized by tourism firms thatvé need a separate law for developing our financial

infrastructure and realizing our demands, proje&igl collaborative partnerships

There is also need for a new institutional mechanist regional level to make an
intermediate role for supporting initiatives in tmun. Moreover, there is need for umbrella
institution which organizes the requirements oftidesions and actors at regional level and
supports collaborative projects between them. Tiirfgs show the relative importance of
institution building regarding the governmentallypported associations and self-help
development ones. Moreover, the importance oftutgtihal thickness is also verified in the
successful collaborative projects of tourism orgations of Antalya. In this context, it is
proposed that collaborative projects at differeetritorial levels and diversity of
organizations which are established not only biestapport but also by local concerns and

endogenous dynamics should be supported by develugmolicies and laws.
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To promote sustainable and competitive developmiartiourism, attraction points (thematic
tourist attraction areas, thematic trip alternatjvehould be created for each cluster and
creative projects should be proposed and develt@ped@intalya by the help of institutional
mechanisms. In this context, efficient instituticare required in order to create these types
of attraction projects. Existing institutions shibglupport the development of these proposals
and support the institution building which comnfie tdevelopment of these projects at local
and global level. Institutional set-ups should trssr abilities and networking relations not
only for developing infrastructure projects as saeAntalya Tourism clusters but also for
developing these kind of creative development pisjeAt this point, the main role is given
to tourism institutions, new organizations and esply tourism associations to upgrade the

level of tourism cluster in the global market.

It is shown that the coexistence of different typad geographical levels of linkages play an
important role in the success of tourism firms a@hdsters of Antalya. Especially, for the
success of tourism firms, it is revealed that theetbpment of global networks seems to be
very important for reaching global competitiveneddoreover, due to the existence
difference between the level of networks in différelusters, it is impossible to create
different type of development policies for eachstdu. Therefore, it is essential to support

the different types of local as well as global parships for clusters.

Developing global integration in tourism should ratly be based on increasing hotel
bookings and night spending of foreign tourist3imkey, but also be based on providing the
opportunity to learn and follow the cultural acties of that tourism cluster for creating the
right image in foreign tourists’ minds. Therefoeepositive image can be created for that
destination, thus, the competitiveness and globtdgration of that local area can be
sustained. In this context, it should be identifiedt; whether existing tourism institutions
including public, semi-private and private instibmis are successful enough for attracting
tourists to the other cultural activities of thatality apart from spending all of their holidays
in all inclusive concepts, Which factors increakeirt success for creating a competitive
destination image?, and lastly, in these factong importance given to diversity in
organizational set-ups and governance structuréseba public and private institutions
should be identified and developed whether it feaive in the success of other clusters as

confirmed in this study.
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It is identified that big sized firms play a cruciale in sustaining global integration of that
locality by developing global linkages and invititgrge amount of tourists to Antalya.
However, big sized firms have a fragile structure crises situations. In case of big
cancellations in reservations from foreign markety became weak easily and this situation
effects negatively to the local economy. In thiadkiof unstable conditions, the survival
capacity of small sized firms is higher than thigt $ized ones. They have a positive role on
sustaining the survival of tourism economy becadheg are especially working for different
niche marketsln current mass tourism oriented development condibns of Antalya, it
seems that strong networking structure of big sizedourism firms contributes to the
local economy and weak networking structure of smalsized firms seems to have not
enough contribution to the development of tourismHowever, diversity is important for
the local economy especially for unstable situaioGenerally, small sized firms are
important for the economy but they should have gkdrtheir existing structure and should
try to be more connected not only to local markétdiso to global market. At this point, an
important role is given to institutions and locasaciations to make them more connected to

the other actors in the market not at local but atsglobal level.

The emerging discussions on networking, especialgted with tourism activities, are

mainly theoretical, and empirical studies that miefihem are limited. No real examples of
success stories observed in tourism case whiclagedon networking and organizational
capacity. In fact, this is the first study whiches to explore the role of networks and

organizational capacity in the success of tourismters and firms.

As this study has put forward, networking practicetourism have been moving ahead, but
studies that generate them are emerging quiteyrdfet this reason, there is a need for more
case studies, comparative examples based on @imetidnalysis in order to confront theory
with practical evidence, although data collecti®wery difficult. In particular, contemporary
interdependence techniques and network analysashvpnovide better explanations than
other techniques, must be taken into consideratioorder to explore the development of
more realistic theories and policies related towneking relationshipsin the tourism
context, special issues related with networkingatiehs and the factors that generate
networking need to be studied in detail in orderptovide inputs for tourism agents,
planners, and academicians who are interested wn rfeiworking can contribute to the

competitive tourism destination development.
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APPENDICES

A. QUESTIONNAIRE FOR HOTELS

The type and quality of the firm: (Star Hotels-Mofeension, A group travel agency, tour operatdina
COrporations €tC. ) =i i e e

e  Structure of the Firm

1. What is the legal structure of the firm?

() Partnership (Adi ortaklik)

() Limited Company

() Joint-Stock Company

( ) Holding Company
If there is a change in legal structure of the fimhat was the old legal
SHUCTUIE?...eiiici

2. Whether firm change its investor and manageriferiast ten years?
Investor ( ) Yes ( ) No Managdr;) Yes () No

If yes;

New investor is from which country? ........ceeeeoeiiiiiieee.n.

Old investor is from which country?.........
New manager is from which country?......
Old manager is from which country? ........cccceeeevieeeennn

3. Has the firm got a partnership? ( ) Y2Question 3,4,5 ( ) N© Question 6

How many partnership does the firm have?...........

Did your firm’s number of partners increased orrdased for the last ten years? ( ) Increase ( )Decrease
( ) No change

Does your firm a family company?...................

4. Does the firm have local partnership? ...... If yes;
> Their names and qualities:

(5 star hotel, A Group travel agency etc.)

> Origin of local partners (province) ?

5. Does the firm have global partnership? If.yes;
> Their names and qualities:

(5 star hotel, A Group travel agency, tour operattr.)
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> Origin of global partners (province) ?

6. What are the reasons of your firm to go on a gastnip? Multiple choice select is possible.
() Capital increase / To secure the supporinaiice

() To reach different markets, Marketting

() To increase work capacity

() To develop the service, supplying hew sewvice

() To promote technology and knowledge transfenew practices of the sector

() ONEE i ane e e

7.1s the firm a part of local or global chain?
() part of local chain () part of global @la( ) Neither of them>Question 8

8. Which local or global chain is the firm a part of?
Name of the local chain ...
Name of the global chain .............c.coo e,

9. Is there a top organization which your firm memb® ............. If yes;
Name of the top organization...........cccccceevevieiieeeennnenn.

10.1s there a new investment of your firm? ........... If yes;
How many and in which subjects are these investsreiumber ..........
Subjects s ) eeee e S e ,

11. For the last ten years, is there any change ®@nuimber of your firms investments? ( ) YesNo) If
yes; Fill in the blanks;

Quality of the investment
Name of the (Establish a new hotel or Their
Investment travel agency.) Origin

New Opened

Establishment,
Travel Agency or Opened establishment inside thé
Transport Com. firm -

Opened establishment by
developing partnership -

Opened establishment by
developing a global partneship| -

New Closed
Establishment, Closed establishment inside the
Travel Agency or firm
Transport Com -

14
1

Closed establishment by
developed partnership -

Closed establishment by
developed global partneship | -
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e Relations of Firms

1. How much do you use local, national, global rela¢? Multiple choice select is possible.

1995 2005

Rarely | SometimesAlways | Rarely| Sometimeg Always

Relations with local firms (inside Antalya)

Relations with national firms (inside Turkey)
Relations with global firms (Abroad)

2. If you prefer to work with firms in your provincejhat are the reasons and their importance for (this2ast
important — 5= most important)

Being in the same settlement/ city makes work easier
Face to face relations, family and kinship relagion
Your working styles are similar within the region
Easier to trust

Difficulty at finding firms from abroad

N
[CETNETRICRIN
w |w|w|w|w
I N G NG N
oo o |on o

3. If you prefer to work with firms from other courgs, what are the reasons and their importancthig? (1=
least important — 5= most important)

Insufficient quality systems of local firms

Insufficient technological levels of local firms

Service and organization structures of local fidosot fit to you

Absence of skilled employees in local settlements

External relations provide new external knowledge gechnology transfer
Difficulty at finding firms from your province

Increase the number of incoming

To be known by the global firms

WwWwWww[w|w|w|w
B R N N B
o |o1 (o1 (o1 (o1 Ot Ot Ot

N T N N e L
NN N (NN N N[N
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4. What is the number of firms you are in relationading to their origins?

Your Other
Your district province provinces | Abroad
Firms Number Number Number Number

Hotels

5 Star Hotels

4 Star Hotels

3 Star Hotels

2 Star Hotels

1 Star Hotels

Boutigue Hotels

Holiday Villages

Travel Agencies

Tour Operators

Airline Corporations

Associations Related with Tourism

Supporting
Firms

Banks

Underwriters

Transport Firms(Taxi, Car Rentals vb.)

Outsourcing Firms

Wholesalers

Food Wholesalers

Good Wholesalers

Textile Wholesalers

Furniture Wholesalers

Other Firms
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5. In what frequency, in which process and throughciwhway and which subjects do you contact
with which firms that you are in relation includiggur kinship relations and what are their
importance for your firm?A1= least important — 5= most important)

Subject of Relationships such as;

Overbooking;

Transportation;

Supply Purchaser, Tourist;

Education of personel;

Infrastructure Development;

Ecological Protection of Environment;

Protection of cultural and natural heritage;
Advertisement, Joining the fairs; Joint web pagepration, Publishing;;
Courses and Seminars;

To find solutions for local and sectoral problems;

To find solutions forJuridical and governmental plems ;
To develop social, cultural and environmental atitg;

And other subjectthat you want to add is possible.

Time
duration
Frequency of of the
Origin of the firm relation relation
(District- Subject of | (Rarely- (for how
Name of the | Province- the Sometimes- many years Importance of
Firms firms Country) relation Always) etc) Relation
5 Star
Hotels | Hotels 1. 1] 2] 3|4] 5
2. 1] 2] 3]4] 5
3. 1 2 314] 5
4 Star
Hotels 1. 1| 2] 3]4] 5
2 1] 2] 3]4] 5
3 1 2 314] 5
3 Star
Hotels 1. 1| 2] 3]4] 5
2 1] 2] 3]4] 5
3 1 2 314] 5
2 Star
Hotels 1. 1| 2] 3]4] 5
2 1] 2] 3]4] 5
3 1 2 314] 5
1 Star
Hotels 1. 1| 2] 3]4] 5
2 1] 2] 3]4] 5
3 1 2 314] 5
Boutique
Hotels 1. 1| 2] 3]4] 5
2 1| 2] 3]4] 5
3 1 2 314] 5
Holiday
Villages 1. 1| 2] 3]4] 5
2 1] 2] 3]4] 5
3 1 2 314] 5
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Origin of Frequency
the firm of relation Time duration
(District- | Subject | (Rarely- of the relation
Name of the Province- | of the | Sometimes- | (for how many | Importance
firms Country) | relation | Always) years etc) of Relation
Relations with Travel
Agencies 1. 42]3]|4]5
2 112|13]4]5
3 142]3]4f5
Relations with Tour
Operators 1. 112]3]4]5
2 112|13]4]5
3 142]3]4f5
Relations with Airline
Corporations 1. 142]3]4]5
2 12|3]4]5
3 12]3[4]5
Relations with Other
Firms 1. 142]3]4]5
( with Banks, companies, o
subcontracting, outsourcing 2. 2(3|4]5
Relations) 3. 12]3|4]5
Relations with Tourism
Related Associations 1. 11 2|3]4]5
(like TUROB,TYD,
TURSAB, TUYED, TUREB)| 2. 12]3]4f5
3 112]3|4]5
Associations with
indirectly related with
Tourism 1. 142]3]4]5
(Associations with
Environmental and
Ecological Protection 2. 1] 2]3]4]5
of Environment etc.) 3. [12]13|4]5
Relations with Public
Institutions 1. 11 2|3]4]5
(Ministries, Province
Head Office,
Municipalities) 2. 142|3]4f5
3 1 2]3[4]5

6. For the last ten years, what is the total nunabeelations according to the origins of the firmkich your
firm obtained consumption goods?

1995 2005

Consumption Your Your Other Abroad | Your Your Other Abroad
Good Input Type | District | Province Provinces District | Province | Provinces

Food

Textile

Durable Consumer
Goods

Furniture

7. What are the emerging problems when your firnmtdrgevelop a relation or partnership with othem§?
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8. Which of the relationship types do you use andtvana their importance for your firn{2= least important —
5= most important)

Importance of
Types of Relations Relation for your firm

Overbooking; Reservation Transfer 1] 2 3 4

Kinship Relations

Local Leader oriented Relationship(especialy travel agency oriented relationships)

Franchising

(G20 (G20 (620N K21 (620 [4)]

1] 2 3
1] 2 3
Licansee Contract 112] 3
1] 2 3
1] 2 3

BN B - N BN

Management Contract
Technical Partnership (isletme icin ve gitim dangmaligi, merkezi rezervasyon sistémand
Consultant Contract

w
N

Hotel Consortia 1] 2 3 4

Reputation Relations/ Under the same roof networksCocoon Relations 1] 2 3] 4] 5
Global Leader oriented relationship (especialy tour operator or travel agency oriénte
relationships) 1 2] 3| 4] 5

Customer’s Developed Relations 1] 2 3 4 5

Outsourcing Relations 1|2 3 4 5

9. Are there any institutional or organizational fdat that you share your sectoral problems?
()Yes ()No If yes;

Which of the them they @re? ... e a e

10. What are the leading firms in your sector?

For Hotels;

1 2 e ———— B ———————
For Travel Agencies;

1 2 e ———— B ———————
For Tour Operators;

L e 2 ————— B ————
For Airline Corporations;

11.1Is your firm in the relation with these leadingris? .................... If yes; Which of them is your firm in
relation with?

gﬂgﬁo'n' of Relation (Year, month €(C.) ......cc..... Origin of the 1eading firm ....cue...vocvrcvrcvn
gﬂgﬁo'n' of Relation (Year, month €{C.).............. Origin of the leading firm ........
Sﬂﬂﬁo'n'6}"F'ééiéﬁ'é{h"&'e"a{r',"r}%'a}}'{r}"é'{é.') ................... Origin of the leading firM........co..coccooc..
Duration of Refation (Vear, monih 616). v Origin of the leading firm .....co...ooccoerc
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12. What are the reasons for leading firms to be ssfo&(1= least important — 5= most important)

Importance
Strong Global Relations (Franchisings, Managememti@acts etc.) 1 2 3 4 5
Strong Local Relations 1 2 3 4 5
Including advanced technology in services and drgdional structures L 2 3 4 5
Being Institutionalized 1 2 3 4 5
Having educated personel 1 2 3 4 5
Good product and service presentation, Advertisemen 1 2 3 4 5
Other 1 2 3] 4 5

13. Head offices and service units sometimes locatiéffarent origins in a country, so where are ybead
offices and where dou you pay your taxes? (Onlyanafithe country is enough)  .......cooiiceeocmiiiiiieeenns

14.Did your firm use tourism subsidies? ...............
If yes; In which years and how much did your firseuhe subsidies? Years ............... TL

e  Firm Success
1. How did the indicators given below changed in thste years? (With current prices)

2003 2005

Total employee

Total educated employee

Rate of Occupancy (% )
Number of Night Spend

Number of Local Tourist arrivals

Number of Local Tourist arrivals

Number of Rooms and Beds

Personal Cost in high season

Personal Cost in low season

Total Added Value

Total Profit

2. Are there any joint strategy that your firm develoith other firms by collaborating?.........
If yes; What are their subjects? ..

3. Which factors are important for increasing the sgscand profit of the firm?
(1= least important — 5= most important)

Importance on firms success and profit
Cost Reduction 1 2 3 4 5
Marketting 1 2 3 4 5
Advertisement 1 2 3 4 5
Pleasure and satisfaction of customer and employee 1 2 3 4 5
Partnerships with hotels 1 2 3 4 5
Partnerships with travel agencies 1 2 3 4 5
Partnerships with tour operators 1 2 3 4 5
Partnerships with airline corporations 1 2 3 4 5
Partnerships with associations 1 2 3 4 5
Others 1 2 3 4 5
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4. Which factors determine preference of your firms?

1995 2005

Price

Service Quality

Developing and widening new service
types

Technology upgrading mechanisms

Educated Employee

5. To promote competitiveness, which factors you sthdnalve to improve?

Price

Service Quality

Develop new service types

~|~|~|—~
e |~ |~ |~

Educated Employee

Developing and widening new service types ()

6. Which ways do you use for developing innovativecficas in services?

Total Innovation level | Importance of
Subjects of innovativgNumber of{(province- innovation for your
practices subjects |country) firm

Alone 1| 2| 3 4

Local
relations |Partnership with Hotels L 2 3 |4

Partnership with
Associations 1

[N
&>
£~

ot

Partnerships with Public
institutions(Ministries,
Province Head Office,
Municipalities) 1] 2| 3 A4

o

Partnerships with
Universities 1] 2| 3] 4

Partnerships with Other
Firms 1] 2] 3 4

Global |Partnerships with Globg|
relations |Organizations ve L

N
w
~

Partnerships with Globgl
Universities 1 22 3 4

o1

Partnerships with Globgl
R&D institutions 1] 2| 3 4

o

Relationships with Other
Global Firms 11 2| 3| 4

Havayolusirketi ile
ishirli gi yaparak 1 2 3 4
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B. QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ASSOCIATIONS

The name of the Association= ...........ccccovviii i,

The year of establishment=.................. The namihe interviewed person =...........ccoceeeeviieninnnnn.
Duty of the interviewed person =..........cc.cociiiiiiiiiiie i e e

Telephone Number= ...

e  Structure of The Association

1. Forthe last ten years, what is the change in timeber of distribution of your local and global
members according to the sectoral composition?

Number of local capital
Your Members member Number of Global capital member

1995 2005 1995 2005

Hotels

Travel Agencies

Tour Operators

Airline
Associations

Others

2. What is the distribution of your members accordimgheir origins?

Number of Member

Your District

Your Province

Your Region (Mediterranean Region)

Other Provinces

Abroad

3. In which subjects does your association supporttbmbers? What are the frequencies of each
supporting service?
1: rarely 2: sometimes 3: frequently 4: usually 5always

Frequency of service

Juridical Subjects 1 2 3 4 5
Sponsorship service 1 2 3 4 5
Discussing the common problems between local firms 1 2 3 4 5
Transfer knowledge about new investments of theosec 1 2 3 4 5
Knowledge about market, journals, fairs, new sertypes, seminers 1 2 3 4 5
Relation with government for solving the problenfishe sector 1 2 3 4 5
Providing common advertisement and common web gdagign 1 2 3 4 5
Providing infrastructure investment 1 2 3 4 5

Precaution on environmental protection and joinbjgmt development
ecological environment

[y
N
w
SN
a1

Facilitating the relationship between local tourisrms 3 4 5
Facilitating and supporting the entrepreneurshih Wical tourism firms 4
Establishing a relation or a partnership with thebgl tourism firms accordi

to their aims 1 2 3 4
Providing education and R&D service 1 2 3 4

4. Has your association got a public interest cegt® ( )Yes () No



5. Does your association utilize financial supportifrother professional organizations or associations
with the same aim or vice versa?...........cc......

If yes; Please fill in the blanks about these piztions

Name of the organizations and associations  FinamtiSupport | Their origin (province, country)
Received| Devoted

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6. Whether your association has opened new representdfices, agencies, associations and heading
institution or not? If yes; please fill in the blkanaccording to the year of establishment, thegis,
the number and subject of joint projects.

Their | The year of Number of Joint-| The subject of
Names origins | establishment Projects joint projects
Representative office and agengy
in your country 1.
2.
Association and heading
institution in your country 1.
2.
3.
Representative office and agengy
in abroad 1.
2.
3.
Assaociation and heading
institution in abroad 1.
2.
3.

7. What are your individual and sectoral problesam association?
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e Relations of theAssociation

8. In what frequency, in which subject and in whickgior do you in relation with tourism associations,
other local associations and global organizatidibat is the importance level of each relationslhips
your firm? (1= least important — 5= most important)

Frequency of | Total

Relation number Importance of
(Rarely- of Joint | Their | each relation

Name of the association The subject of Sometimes- | project | Origi | to your
/ organization relations Always) S n association

Relations with tourism

related associations 1 1. 12|3[4]|5
2 2. 12[3|4]|5
3 3. 12[3|4]|5
4 4. 12[3|4]|5
5 5. 12[3|4]|5

Relations with other

associations 1 1. 12[3]4]|5
2 2. 12[3|4]|5
3 3. 12[3|4]|5
4 4. 12[3|4]|5
5 5. 12[3|4]|5

Relations with global

tourism related

associations 1 1. 12|3]|4]|5
2 2. 12[3|4]|5
3 3. 12[3|4]|5
4 4. 12[3|4]|5
5 5. 12[3|4]|5
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9. In what frequency, in which subjects do you intielawith public institutions? What are total joint
project numbers? What are their origins and whatlaeir contributions on your association?1=
least important — 5= most important)

Frequency
of Relation
about this
subject Total Importance of
(Rarely- number each relation
Name of the public | Subject of the Sometimes-| of Joint | Their | to your
Institution relations Always) projects | Origin | association
Relations with
Central Government
/ 1 112]13]4]|5
(Ministries) 2 1|12]3]|4]|5
3 112]13]4]|5
4 112]13]4]|5
5 112]13]4]|5
Relations with Local
authorities 1 1[2[3]4]5
( Municipalities) 2 112]3]4]5
3 112]13]4]|5
4 112]13]4]|5
5 112]13]4]|5

10. For the last ten years, in which subjects or mtgj¢technical, environmental, social) and in winatjuency,
in which origin do you collaborate with your membend non-members?

The place of the
first three Importance
projects of innovation
Subject of the relation Total number (province- for your
types** of Joint projects country) association
Soc
Techn ial
ical Environ | ser
Technica| Environment | Social | Servic | mental | vic ,
Members | Service | Service service | e Service | e 1 2|3]4]5
Hotels 12]3]4]5
Travel
agencies 112]3]4]5
Tour ,
Operators 1 2| 3]14]5
Airline
Corporatio \
ns 1 2[3]4]5
Non-Members 1 2[3]4]5
Hotels 1 2[3]4]5
Travel \
agencies 112|3]4]|5
Tour \
Operators | | | | | 1 ol 1 2[3]4]5
Airline
Corporatio \
ns 1 2| 3]14]5
** The_subjects of relatiorsaan be classified as;
For Technical Suppart For Environmental Services
Reservation service by internet (l), Ecological environmenotjects(E),
Sponsorship Service (SS), Protection of CulturedaNatural heritage (CNH),
Infrastructure projects and investments (IP), Green Environment developmenjeuts or implementations (GE)
Collection of knowledge (CK), For Othemglease write their name.

Transport (U), For Otherplease write their name.

For Social ServicesJoint advertisements (AJ), Fairs, Conferencespfititions (F,C,C),Festivals ( F), For Otherease
write their name.

325



CURRICULUM VITAE

PERSONAL INFORMATION

Surname, Name: ErkeOztiirk, Hilal

Nationality: Turkish Republic (TR)

Date and Place of Birth: 24 May 1979, Kirikkale
Marital Status: Married

e-mail: hilalerkus@yahoo.com

EDUCATION
Degree nstltution Year of Graduation
B.C.P. DECity and Regional Planning 2001

WORK EXPERIENCE

Year la¢e Enrollment
March 2002-July 2002 DE Planning City Plamn
August 2002- Present METU- Cityld&Regional Planning  Research Assistant

LONG TERM RESEARCH ACTIVITIES ABROAD

Institution/University/PlacetJniversity of Amsterdam, Amsterdam, Holland.

Name of the Supervisor and the Departmemtssist. Prof. Dr. P.J.F. (Pieter) Terhorst,
University of Amsterdam (UVA), Metropolitan and émbational Development Studies
(AMIDST), Department of Geography.

Duration of Stay6 months (27 January 2008 — 27 July 2008)

PUBLICATIONS

Full paper published in a peer reviewed journal emd by SCI, SSCI or AHCI core list:

ERAYDIN, A., ARMATLI KOROGLU, B., ERKUS OZTURK, H., YASAR, S.S. (2008)
Network Governance for Competitiveness: The Roldaolicy Networks in the Economic
Performance of Settlements in tiemir Region,Urban StudiesVol.45, Issue 11, 2291-
2321.

ERKUS OZTURK, H. (forthcoming) The Role of Cluster Typasd Firm Size in designing

the Level of Network Relations: The Experience frémtalya Tourism RegionTourism
Management

326



ERKUS OZTURK, H. and ERAYDIN, A. (forthcoming) Environmeal Governance for
Sustainable Tourism Development: Collaborative Neks and Institution-Building in the
Antalya Tourism ClustefTourism Management

Full paper presented at and published in the prdoegs of a refereed conference regularly
held by an international organization:

ERKUS OZTURK, H. (2006) Competitiveness As A Changing:tba Of Tourism Built
Environment- Case Of Hotels In Turkey, 1st Inteioval CIB Endorsed METU
Postgraduate Conference “Built Environment and rim&tion Technologies”, METU,
Ankara, 17-18 March.

ERKUS OZTURK, H. (2007) Clustering and Firm size Dynasnin Designing Local and

Global Networking of Antalya Tourism Region, Advasc in Tourism Marketing

Conference / Destination and Event Marketing: Mamgadletworks, Valencia, Spain, 10-12
September.

ERKUS OZTURK, H. and TERHORST, P. (2008) Bargaining PoimeCommodity Chains:
Two Chains from Holland to Turkey Compared. Confieezon 'Diverse Europes: Urban and
Regional Openings, Connections and Exclusiongnksil, 17-21 September.

Abstract of a paper presented at and publishechéngroceedings of a refereed conference
regularly held by an international organization:

ERKUS OZTURK, H. and ERAYDIN, A. (2006) Environmental Garnance For
Sustainable Tourism Development: The Experience @pillaborative Networks and
Institution-Building in Antalya Tourism Cluster, per presented RSA Conference -British
& Irish Section, 16-18 August, Jersey, UK.

Full paper presented at and published in the prdosgs of a refereed, regularly held
national conference:

ERKUS OZTURK, H. (2005) Turizm Sektérinde Giindeme GeYani Kurumsallama
Cabalarinin Yerel ve Kuresdliskilerde Sagladigi Firsatlar, 8 November World City
Planners Day 29.th Colloquium, (proceedings) IT&tanbul, Turkey.

ERKUS OZTURK, H. (2006) Kurumlarin Yerel ve Kiresdliskileriyle Tanimlanan
Alternatif Bir Turizm Kalkinmasi Anlayi, The Third Graduate Research in Tourism
Conference, (proceedings), Canakkale, Turkey, 26iayIs.

ERKUS OZTURK, H. and OZTURK, E.Y. (2006) Yerel Kalkinngsslamada Toplumsal
Katilim Ile Tarihi Ve Kiulturel Mirasin Korunmasi Ve [Rerlendirilmesinin Siyaset Ve
Planlama Iliskisi Baglaminda Degerlendirilmesi : Mudurnu-Beypazari-Gudil Ogne
Uzerinden Kagilastirmali Bir Calisma, 30th World City Planners Congress (proceedings)
DEU, izmir, Turkey, 6-7-8 Kasim.

ERKUS OZTURK, H. (2007) Ekolojik Turizm Planlamasina édhatif bir Yaklgim,
Ekolojik Mimarlik ve Planlama Ulusal Konferansi,-28 Nisan, Antalya, Turkey.

327



ERAYDIN, A., ARMATLI KOROGLU- B., ERKUS OZTURK- H., YASAR, S.S., (2007)
Politika Aglarinin Rekabet Gucline Katkidzmir Bolgesindeki Yerlgnelerin Gelfmesinde
Politika Aglarinin Roll, 2. Bolgesel Kalkinma ve Yorgth Sempozyumujzmir, 25-26
Ekim.

Abstract of a paper presented at and publishetiénpgroceedings of a refereed conference
regularly held by an national organization:

ERKUS OZTURK, H. (2005) Sosyal Bilimlerde Alternatif TeihArayislari Ve Ontolojik
Kabullerdeki Dgisimin YoOnetsim Tartismalarindaki Yeri, Dokuzuncu Ulusal Sosyal
Bilimler Kongresi (9th National Social Science Coegg), METU, Ankara, 7-9 December.

Participated Projects and Project Reports
TUBITAK destekli COST A26 projesi 2005-2008

ERAYDIN, A., TUREL, A., UZUN, N., ARMATLI-KORQGLU, B., ATAOV, A., ERKUS-
OZTURK, H. (2008) Kentsel Bolgeler icin Yeni Orgéime Modelleri ve Gelisme
Stratejileri: Turkiye'de Yeni Donemde Ortaya Cikentsel Bolgelerde Rekabetle Sosyal
Batinlesmeyi Uzlastiran Cok Katmanli Ydnetisim Mibbglenin Gelistirilmesi, Proje No:
SOBAG-COST 105K001

328



