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Abstract: Realising that tourism is a fragile sector, many tourist destinations compete with
each other to remain relevant in the global tourism market. A successful destination must
be able to provide diverse tourism products and better quality experience than others and
more importantly meet the tourists’ expectations. This paper aims to measure the level of
destination competitiveness of 15 urban destinations in Malaysia according to the perceptions
of Malaysian travellers based on 40 attributes of five themes: tourist attraction, facilities and
services, infrastructure, cost and hospitality. This paper also attempts to identify the perceived
image of each destination of domestic tourists and evaluate the overall satisfaction level of
tourists towards the visited destinations on a 10-point scale. The results were drawn from
a questionnaire survey of  716 domestic tourists conducted online and at major tourist
spots throughout the country. The findings indicate that respondents perceived all
destinations to be competitive in accommodation (μ= 3.87), scenery/natural resources (μ=
3.84), food and beverage facilities (μ= 3.75), food/cuisine (μ= 3.74), accessibility of attractions
(μ= 3.74) and variety of tourist attractions (μ= 3.74). Overall, Kuching was perceived to be
the most attractive city for vacation compared with other destinations listed in the study.
The five significant competitive indicators of Kuching include scenery and natural resources,
culture and ethnicity, history, food or cuisine and accessibility of  attractions. Results generated
from this research can assist tourism marketers to identify destination strengths and
weaknesses and consequently develop future marketing and positioning strategies to meet
the tourists’ expectation.
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Introduction
Tourism development in Malaysia is accelerating at a tremendous pace.  The tourism
sector has been recognised by the  government as the fifth most important source of
revenue after oil, gas and energy, financial services, wholesale and retail, and palm oil.
The tourism sector contributed RM34 billion to the gross national income in 2010.
Realising the importance of this sector as an income generator, many local destinations
have begun to compete with each other to attract more tourists and visitors. The
emerging competition is a sign of a broader phenomenon of a new economic
competition (Asch & Wolfe, 2001) and human competition in the social, technological,
cultural and political spheres (Ritchie & Crouch, 2003). In a recent survey of  domestic
tourism conducted by the Department of Statistics Malaysia (2010), Kuala Lumpur,
Sarawak, Johor, Penang and Selangor have been rated as the five most visited
destinations by local travellers in 2009. However, the competitiveness level of these
destinations as well as their strengths and weaknesses were not demonstrated by rated
results.

Furthermore, tourism research  indicates that destination competitiveness studies
are necessary for the understanding of  a destination’s ability to deliver better goods
and services compared with that of  other destinations with regard to the aspects of
tourism experience (Dwyer & Kim, 2003). The tourism experience is difficult to
produce and manage compared with other products because of the involvement of
many different elements. Moreover, as  the participation or role of  the tourist in the
experience is so critical (Ritchie & Crouch, 2003), a destination needs to consider
introducing and developing new tourism products to remain competitive. The newly
developed products must be highly diversified and must have added value. Pearlman
(1989) asserted that a successful site attraction or destination requires a critical mass of
compatible products with market viability and appeal to sustain the tourism activities.
Nevertheless, the development of new tourism products and destinations has become
one of the manifestations of the tourism sector to shift towards increased productivity
(Fadeeva, 2003).

Moreover, a destination also depends on a distinctive and clear image to continue
attracting tourists. Destination image plays an important role in influencing decisions
made by a traveller as to which destination to visit (Hunt, 1975; Ashworth, 1990;
Goodall &Ashworth, 1998; Goodall, 1991; Kotler, Haider & Rein, 1993). The image
influences tourists to condition the after-decision-making behaviors, including
participation (on-site experience), evaluation (satisfaction) and future behavioral
intentions (intention to revisit and willingness to recommend) (Ashworth & Goodall,
1988; Bigne, Sanchez, & Sanchez, 2001; Cooper, Fletcher, Gilbert & Wanhill, 1993;
Lee, Lee & Lee, 2005; Mansfeld, 1992). The studies mentioned confirm the positive
correlation between destination image and visitation intention of  tourists.
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Laws (1995) revealed that consumers are more likely to make comparisons
between facilities, attractions and service standards of  other destinations. In general,
‘the choice of  a particular good or service is the result of  a comparison of  its perceived
attributes with the person’s set of  preferences’ (Fishbein & Ahjen, cited in Laws
(1995: p. 113)). Mayo & Jarvis (1981) argued that a consumer selects a destination
among alternatives and evaluates each alternative considering its potential to serve the
benefits he/she looks for. However, different factors may influence destination choice.
Each tourist has the opportunity and freedom to choose among a set of destinations
(Laws, 1991).

A number of studies published in major tourism journals have explored positioning
by comparing competitive destinations (Goodrich, 1978; Haahti, 1986; Calantone,
Bendetto, Hakam, & Bojanic,1989; Gartner, 1989; Crompton, Fakeye, & Lue, 1992;
Kim, 1998; Botha, Crompton, & Kim, 1999; Kozak & Rimmington, 1999; Andreu,
Bigne, & Cooper, 2000; Uysal, Chen & Williams, 2000; Chen & Uysal, 2002; Kim &
Agrusa, 2005; Omerzel, 2006). Determining the facts on destination competitiveness
is crucial in tourism planning. However, studies on destination competitiveness
conducted in Malaysia are scarce. Thus, this paper intends to measure the
competitiveness level of selected Malaysian towns and cities, and to identify their
image as perceived by domestic tourists. This paper also aims to evaluate the overall
satisfaction level of  tourists towards the visited destinations. Taking Kuala Lumpur as
the benchmark, this paper makes a comparative analysis between Kuala Lumpur and
the most attractive city found by this study.

Destination Competitiveness
Literature has highlighted several definitions related to destination competitiveness.
The definitions offered in the literature provide both macro and micro connotations
of  destination competitiveness. In the case of  defining tourism destination
competitiveness, several researchers have adapted the definitions of national
competitiveness by Scott  & Lodge (1985), Porter (1990), Newall (1992) and the
World Trade Organisation (2000). For example, according to Dwyer & Kim (2003),
destination competitiveness appears to be linked to the ability of a destination to
deliver better goods and services compared with that of  other destinations with
regard to the aspects of  tourism experience considered important by tourists.
d’Hauteserre (2000) defined competitiveness as the ability of a destination to maintain
its market position and share and/or to improve upon them through time. Hassan
(2000), who agreed with d’Hauteserre, further defined competitiveness as the
destination’s ability to create and integrate value-added products that sustain its resources
while maintaining market position relative to competitors. Thus, this study accepted
and adopted the definition by Dwyer & Kim (2003).



APJIHT  Vol. 1 No. 1 March 2012

Shida Irwana Omar, Badaruddin Mohamed & Gelareh Abooali8 8

Concepts of  Comparative and  Competitive  Advantage in Tourism
Tourists travel to destinations for many reasons. Some of  the destinations visited may
be incidental or central to the reason for travel. As tourists are required to travel to a
destination in order to receive the destination experience (service), factor conditions
are important determinants of  attractiveness (Ritchie & Crouch, 2003). According to
Porter (1990):

“The role of  factor conditions in service competition depends on the form of  international
competition in a particular service industry. In services where the buyer is attracted to a
nation (Type 1), factor conditions are usually important to success. For example, tourism
depends heavily on climate and geography, and education and health services depend on the
training and skill of local personnel.” (p. 256)

Therefore, the theory of comparative advantage, which recognises spatial variations
in the factor endowments of production, can help explain the competitiveness of
tourist destination (Ritchie & Crouch, 2003). However, Porter (1990) argued the
following:

“A new theory must move beyond the comparative advantage to the competitive advantage
of  a nation. It must explain why a nation’s firms gain competitive advantages in all its
forms, not only the limited types of  factor-based advantage contemplated in the theory of
comparative advantage. Most theories of trade look solely at cost, treating quality and
differentiated products in a footnote. A new theory must reflect a rich conception of  competition
that includes segmented markets, differentiated products, technology differences and economies
of  scale. Quality, features and new product innovation are central in advanced industries
and segments.” (p. 20)

Comparative Advantage versus Competitive Advantage
The theory of comparative advantage covers the natural endowments and created
resources of  the factors of  production. Porter (1990) grouped the factors of
production into five categories: human resources, physical resources, knowledge
resources, capital resources and infrastructure. Referring to the theory of tourism
context, Ritchie & Crouch (2003) considered that it is appropriate to add historical
and cultural resources as an additional category. They also expanded the infrastructure
category to include the tourism superstructure.

On the other hand, according to Ritchie & Crouch (1993), competitive advantage
is related to a destination’s ability to use the comparative advantage resources (e.g.,
tourism infrastructure, quality of management, skills of the workforce, government
policy, etc.) effectively in the long term. These competitive factors refer to the secondary
tourism supply. They also claimed that competitive factors could be produced and
improved by the tourist firms or governmental policy. Ritchie &  Crouch (1993)
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further asserted that without secondary tourism supply, the tourism destination is not
able to sell attractions, for example, primary tourism supply on a tourist market, and
without primary supply, the tourism infrastructure is not useful. In later years, Ritchie
& Crouch (2003) noted the following:

“Destination with a wealth of resources may sometimes not be as competitive as a destination
with a lack of resources. A destination that has a tourism vision, shares the vision among
all the stakeholders, has management which develops an appropriate marketing strategy
and a government which supports tourism industry with an efficient tourism policy, may be
more competitive than one that has never asked what role tourism is to play in its economy.”
(p. 23)

Factors Affecting Destination Competitiveness
According to Pearce (1997), competitive analysis refers to comparative studies.
Therefore, destination competitiveness can be evaluated both quantitatively and
qualitatively (Kozak, 1999). Kozak (1999) further suggested that the quantitative
performance of  a destination could be measured by examining  numbers such as
annual numbers of tourist arrivals, amount of annual tourism receipts, level of
expenditure per tourist and length of  overnight stays. However, he attempted to
include the qualitative patterns of destination competitiveness because these patterns
ultimately drive quantitative performance, such as socio-economic and socio-
demographic profiles of tourists, level of tourist satisfaction, dissatisfaction or
complaints, comments of  tour operators or other intermediaries, quality of  staff
working in tourism, quality of  facilities and services in tourism. According to Kozak
(1999), 12 factors can affect the success of the organisation or the destination and its
competitiveness in the marketplace: (1) socio-economic profile of tourism demand
and changes in market; (2) access to tourist markets (distance); (3) mature tourist
destinations and consumer psychology; (4) influence of  tourist satisfaction; (5)
marketing by tour operators and their perceptions of destinations; (6) prices and
costs; (7) exchange rates; (8) use of  information technologies; (9) safety, security and
risk; (10) product differentiation (positioning); (11) adequacy and quality of tourist
facilities and services; and (12) quality of  environmental resources.

Poon (1993) suggested four principles to follow to become a competitive
destination: (1) put the environment first; (2) make tourism a leading sector; (3)
strengthen the distribution channels in the market place; and (4) build a dynamic
private sector. Clearly, these principles are too general to be meaningful to tourism
stakeholders and policy makers (Kim et al., 2001). Ritchie & Crouch (2000) claimed
that ‘to be competitive, a destination’s development of  tourism must be sustainable,
not just economically and not just ecologically, but socially, culturally and politically as
well’.



APJIHT  Vol. 1 No. 1 March 2012

Shida Irwana Omar, Badaruddin Mohamed & Gelareh Abooali9 0

Indicators of Destination Competitiveness
With regard to the scope of competitiveness, a number of criteria can be employed
to assess the performance of  tourist destinations. These criteria may be similar to or
different from those of  other locations. Kozak (1999) explored four criteria, namely,
the volume of tourist arrivals, volume of repeat tourists, volume of tourism receipts
and share of tourism receipts in the gross national product. Dwyer & Kim (2003)
listed six indicators that form their model of  destination competitiveness: endowed
resources, created resources, supporting factors, destination management, demand
factors and market performance indicators. As stated by Dwyer, Livaic & Mellor
(2003), there is no single or unique indicator that applies to all destinations at all times.
The previous studies by Goodrich (1978), Haahti (1986), Calantone et al. (1989),
Gartner (1989), Crompton, Fakeye & Lue (1992), Kim (1998), Botha, Crompton &
Kim (1999), Kozak & Rimmington (1999), Andreu, Bigne & Cooper (2000), Uysal,
Chen & Williams (2000), Chen & Uysal (2002), Kim & Agrusa (2005) and Omerzel
(2006) utilised a variety of  tangible and intangible features in determining a destination’s
position and competitiveness, potential and actual demand, levels of satisfaction and
intentions to revisit, and positive word-of-mouth advertising.

Methods
Destination Competitiveness Attributes
As previous studies pertaining to the competitiveness and positioning of Malaysian
tourism destinations are limited, a set of destination competitiveness attributes was
developed. The identification of the attributes was based on a review of tourism
literature on competitiveness models by Hassan (2000), Ritchie & Crouch (1993),
Evans & Johnson (1995), Kozak (2001), De Keyser & Vanhove (1994) and Dwyer,
Livaic, & Mellor (2003). The selection of indicators was in accordance to the tourism
scenario of  Malaysian destinations. As a result of  the reliability test, a group of  40
attributes was identified and categorised into five themes, namely, attractions, facilities
and services, infrastructure, cost and hospitality (Table 1). The reliability value of
Cronbach Alpha was 0.943, which is an indication of  strong item homogeneity. All
items appeared to be worthy of retention: the greatest increase in alpha would come
from deleting item 1 (scenery/natural resources), item 2 (weather) and item 29 (streets/
highways), but removal of these items would increase alpha only by 0.001. These
attributes were included in the survey instruments and presented on a five-point
Likert scale, with 1 offering very little, 3 offering neither little nor much, and 5 offering
very much.
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Questionnaire Instrument
The questions and variables used in the questionnaire were derived from previous
research, specifically Dwyer et al. (2003), Go & Govers (1999) Kozak & Rimmington
(1998), Mill & Morrison (1992), Laws (1995), Goodall & Bergsma (1990), McLellan
& Fousher (1983), Pyo, Mihalik & Uysal (1989), Selby & Morgan (1996) and Sirakaya,
McLellan & Uysal (1996). The questionnaire consisted of  three sections, namely, general
information of  the respondent, destination competitiveness attributes and image of
town/city. The first section identified the respondents’ demographic background
such as nationality, age, gender, race, employment and main transportation used to
reach the destination visited.  The second section measured the respondents’ perceptions
of competitiveness attributes of the destination visited. The third section required the

Theme Attributes

Tourist attractions Scenery/natural resources, weather, culture and ethnicity, food/
cuisine, history, accessibility of  attractions, nightlife and
entertainment, variety of tourist attractions, well-known landmarks,
special events and festivals, local way of life, interesting architecture,
safety at attractions

Facilities and services Accommodation, local transport services, sport facilities and
activities, entertainment, shopping centres, food and beverage
facilities, conference facilities, signage and direction to attractions,
parking facilities at attractions, facilities at the airport, quality of
destination information, quality of restaurants and bars, facilities
for children

Infrastructure Telecommunication networks for tourists, health/medical facilities
to serve tourists, streets/highways, security systems, hygiene and
sanitation

Cost Value for money, accommodation prices, food and beverage prices,
transportation prices, shopping prices

Hospitality Friendliness and helpfulness of the local people, efficiency of staff
at the airport/port/bus terminal, responsiveness to customer
complaints, attitude of customs/immigration officials

Destination Competitiveness Attributes of Malaysian Towns and Cities
Table 1



APJIHT  Vol. 1 No. 1 March 2012

Shida Irwana Omar, Badaruddin Mohamed & Gelareh Abooali9 2

respondents to state their level of agreement on the destination image on a five-point
Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with a neutral
position in the middle. The respondents were asked to rank their visit on a scale of 1
to 10 (from poor to excellent) and recommend the elements that need to be improved
in the destination. The questionnaire was prepared in both Malay and English.

Study Areas
A total of  15 destinations were selected as study areas. The destinations of  choice
were determined by the popularity of  the places as the top and potential tourist spots
among domestic travellers. These destinations represented Peninsular Malaysia, Sabah,
and Sarawak (Table 2).

         Region                                                 Towns and Cities

Peninsular Malaysia North Kuala Kangsar, Taiping, Lumut, Penang, Ipoh, Kangar

Centre Port Dickson, Kuala Lumpur, Seremban

South Malacca

East Cameron Highlands, Kota Bharu, Kuala Terengganu

Sabah and Sarawak Kota Kinabalu, Kuching

Selection of Study Areas

Sample and Data Collection
The sample was made up of domestic travellers aged 18 years and above. The

enumerators distributed the questionnaire on a face-to-face basis by approaching
potential respondents in the study areas to answer the questionnaire on the spot. The
face-to-face approach was employed to allow for greater accuracy and to avoid
repeat surveying. This study also utilised a Web-based survey to increase the response
rates. The respondents were gathered by snowball technique.

A total of 716 valid responses were received. The respondents comprised 41.2%
males and 58.8% females, with an average age of  32 years. The largest age group was
respondents  below 25 years (35.1%), followed by the group aged 26 to 35 years
(33.1%). About 71.3% of the respondents worked in the public sector and 22.9% in
the private sector; 5.7% of the respondents were self-employed. Malay respondents
were the majority (66.3%), followed by Chinese (24.3%), Indian (2.0%), Bumiputera
(5.2%) and others (2.0%). The majority of the respondents were single (53.2%).

Table 2
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Data Analysis and Interpretation
Obtained data were entered and coded onto the SPSS program. Data cleaning and
crosschecks were performed during the data entry process. Responses from open-
ended questions were recoded to allow meaningful descriptive analysis to be
performed. The data were then analysed using descriptive method. In the next stage,
the data were further analysed using correspondence analysis and multidimensional
scaling analysis, to produce two-dimension perceptual maps indicating the study areas
and respondents’ perception of  their destination’s competitiveness attributes. However,
to achieve the objectives of this paper, only the results of descriptive analysis will be
presented and discussed.

Findings
Identification of Close Competitors
Respondents perceived all destinations to be competitive in accommodation (μ=
3.87), scenery/natural resources (μ= 3.84), food and beverage facilities (μ= 3.75),
food/cuisine (μ= 3.74), accessibility of attractions (μ= 3.74) and variety of tourist
attractions (μ= 3.74). The responses were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale.
The respondents were required to rate their vacation destinations according to their
preference and satisfaction on a 10-point scale. Kuching (Table 3) was perceived to
be the most attractive vacation destination among the 14 other destinations listed in

Ranking Destination Mean Standard Willing to revisit Will recommend the
rank error (SD) the destination destination to others

     1 Kuching 7.12    1.716          91.8%              95.9%
     2 Kota Bharu 7.05    2.235          86.5%              89.2%
     3 Kota Kinabalu 6.99    1.550          96.9%              94.9%
     4 Kuala Terengganu 6.94    1.453          90.0%              95.7%
     5 Malacca 6.86    1.567          88.4%              93.0%
     6 Kuala Lumpur 6.78    1.473          97.5%              91.6%
     7 Cameron Highland 6.76    1.471          91.7%              91.9%
     8 Penang 6.75    1.528          94.4%              94.3%
     9 Lumut 6.63    1.962          87.5%              93.3%
   10 Taiping 6.53    1.642          73.3%              78.6%

Respondents’ Ranking of  Malaysian Vacation Destinations

Note. Mean scores on a 10-point scale (1= poor, 10= excellent)

Table 3
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the study (Table 4). Kota Bharu and Kota Kinabalu ranked second and third,
respectively. Malaysia’s renowned heritage cities of  Melaka and Penang ranked fifth
and eighth, respectively.

Although Kuala Lumpur was perceived to be less attractive than Kuching, its
corresponding percentage of willingness to revisit was higher than that of Kuching,
as Kuala Lumpur has excellent networks of accessibility aside from various
opportunities for business, trade, education and others (Table 5). Thus, it has become
a frequently visited destination among Malaysian travellers. Overall, the majority of

Image Mode Mean    SD Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
disagree    agree

1. Shopping paradise    5 4.42 0.817   1.3%    2.6%    5.2% 35.1%   55.8%
2. Excellent nightlife    5 4.30 0.796   0.0%    0.0%  20.8% 28.6%   50.6%

and entertainment
3. Appetizing local    4 4.03 0.858   1.3%    1.3%  23.4% 41.6%   32.5%

cuisine
4. Breathtaking    5 4.00 1.064   3.9%    3.9%  20.8% 31.2%   40.3%

skyscrapers
5. Great family    4 3.85 0.968   0.0%  10.3%  24.4% 35.9%   29.5%

vacation destination

Image of Kuala Lumpur as Perceived by Respondents

Note. Likert Scale (1) Strongly disagree; (2) Disagree; (3) Neutral; (4) Agree; (5) Strongly agree

Image Mode Mean   SD Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
disagree agree

1. Remarkable cultural     5  4.43 0.612    0.0%     0.0%    6.1% 44.9%   49.0%
heritage

2. Unique natural     5  4.35 0.723    0.0%     2.0%    8.2% 42.9%   46.9%
attractions

3. Interesting local    4,5  4.24 0.804    0.0%     4.1%  10.2% 42.9%   42.9%
arts and crafts

4. Beautiful mountains     4  4.18 0.808    0.0%     4.1%  12.2% 44.9%   38.8%
and highlands

5. Safe travel destination     4  4.02 0.692    0.0%     0.0%  22.4% 53.1%   24.5%

Image of Kuching as Perceived by Respondents

Note. Likert Scale (1) Strongly disagree; (2) Disagree; (3) Neutral; (4) Agree; (5) Strongly agree

Table 5

Table 4
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the respondents had high positive overall satisfaction levels on the destinations. They
also showed a high tendency to revisit the destination in the near future and recommend
the destination to family members and friends.

This study compared the image of  Kuching with that of  Kuala Lumpur. Kuala
Lumpur was chosen as the benchmark because of its position as the largest
metropolitan city in the country. The images of  Kuching were perceived as a
remarkable cultural heritage, followed by its unique natural attractions, interesting
local arts and crafts as well as beautiful mountains and highlands. The urban tourism
elements, such as shopping paradise, excellent nightlife and entertainment, appetising
local cuisine, and breathtaking skyscrapers, significantly reflected the image of Kuala
Lumpur according to the respondents.

This study also identified five significant competitiveness indicators of Kuching
and Kuala Lumpur, as perceived by the respondents (Tables 6 and 7). The scenery
and natural resources as well as culture and ethnicity were the most significant
competitive indicators in Kuching, followed by history, food or cuisine and the
accessibility of  attraction. Conversely, Kuala Lumpur has a dynamic and sophisticated
city environment. Its competitiveness indicators were shopping centres, followed by
food and beverage facilities, nightlife and entertainment, urban entertainment and
accommodation. The result indicates that Kuching offers various unique tourism
products that may not be available in other towns and cities in Malaysia. Among
Kuching’s unique tourism products are the Cat Museum, Fort Margheritta, the Astana
and so on. Therefore, the willingness to recommend Kuching as a vacation destination
is higher than that of Kuala Lumpur because Kuching is surrounded by a clean

Indicator Mode Mean   SD Offering Offering Offering Offering Offering
   very   some  neither   some    very
  little  -what little nor  -what  much

  little   much  much

1. Scenery and      4 4.10 0.743   0.0%   2.0%  16.3%  51.0%  30.6%
natural resources

2. Culture and      4 4.10 0.848   0.0%   3.1%  12.2%  46.9%  34.7%
ethnicity

3. History      4 3.88 0.807   0.0%   6.1%  20.4%  53.1% 20.4%
4. Food/cuisine      4 3.86 0.842   0.0%   3.1%  24.5%  46.9%  22.4%
5. Accessibility      4 3.73 0.995   2.0% 10.2%  22.4%  42.9%  22.4%

of attraction

Five Significant Competitiveness Indicators of Kuching

Note. Scores on a 5-point scale (1=offering very little, 5=offering very much)

Table 6
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environment. Moreover, as Kuching is located on the Borneo Island, where numerous
natural attractions can also be found, such as the National Parks (notably Bako and
the Kuching Wetlands National Park) and the Semenggoh Wildlife Centre, which
boasts of an orangutan orphanage and rehabilitation programme. As the largest city
in Borneo, Kuching has become one of  the main entrances to exploring the heart and
beauty of  Borneo.

Table 8 shows the elements that need to be improved in the destination. Event
facilities required the most improvement in Kuching, followed by events, eating out
facilities and services such as car rental, among others. The attractions in Kuala Lumpur
need special attention. Attractions should be diverse to cater to the demands of
tourists from various segments. Moreover, the attractions can be enhanced by
emphasising marketing and promotion. Other elements that required improvement
in Kuala Lumpur include activities, events and services.

Discussion and Conclusion
Although Kuala Lumpur is the capital city and the main gateway to Malaysia, Kuching
was perceived as the more attractive destination, as indicated by this study. Moreover,
Kuching was also perceived as the most attractive vacation destination compared

Indicator Mode Mean   SD Offering Offering Offering Offering Offering
   very  some-  neither  some-   very
  little   what little nor   what much

  little  much  much

1. Shopping      5 4.71 0.667   1.3%   0.0%   3.8% 16.7% 78.2%
centers

2. Food and      5 4.53 0.748   0.0%   3.8%   3.8% 27.8% 64.6%
beverage
facilities

3. Nightlife      5 4.46 0.874   1.3%   3.8%   6.3% 25.3% 63.3%
and enter-
tainment

4. Enter-      5 4.41 0.793   0.0%   2.5% 11.4% 29.1% 57.0%
tainment

5. Accom-      5 4.35 0.850   1.3%   2.6%   9.0% 34.6% 52.6%
modation

Five Significant Competitiveness Indicators of Kuala Lumpur

Note. Scores on a 5-point scale (1=offering very little, 5=offering very much)

Table 7
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with other cities and towns in Malaysia. Kuala Lumpur was selected as the benchmark
because of  its position as the largest metropolitan city in the country. Consequently,
the study compared and analysed the attractiveness and competitiveness between
Kuching and Kuala Lumpur.

The results indicate that Kuching ranked the first among the respondents because
it could offer various unique tourism products. Destination competitiveness is linked
to the ability of  a destination to deliver better goods and services compared with that
of other destinations with regard to those aspects of the tourism experience considered
important by tourists. Moreover, Kuching is located on Borneo Island and is capable
of  offering many natural attractions located near Kuching. Hence, Kuching’s climate
and geography are the factors that make it successful in the market. Although Kuala
Lumpur was perceived as less attractive than Kuching, its percentage of willingness
to revisit was higher than that of  Kuching. The reason is that Kuala Lumpur has
excellent networks of accessibility aside from business and trade infrastructure.

To meet the objectives of  this research, a set of  competitiveness indicators was
identified for Kuching and Kuala Lumpur. The competitiveness indicators for Kuching
are scenery and natural resources as well as culture and ethnicity, followed by history,
food or cuisine and accessibility of attraction. The competitiveness indicators for
Kuala Lumpur are shopping centres, food and beverage facilities, nightlife and
entertainment, urban entertainment and accommodation. In terms of  the image of
the destinations, Kuching has a remarkable cultural heritage, unique natural attractions,
and charming local arts and crafts. The urban tourism elements, such as shopping
paradise, excellent nightlife and entertainment and breathtaking skyscrapers, significantly
reflect the image of  Kuala Lumpur. The elements that need to be improved in Kuching
are event facilities and events. New event facilities and continuous maintenance of

  Elements for improvement in Kuching            Elements for improvement in Kuala Lumpur

Element Percentage (%) Element Percentage (%)

1. Event facilities         36.7 1. Attractions          34.2
2. Events         34.7 2. Activities          26.6
3. Eating out facilities         34.7 3. Events          24.1
4. Services (car rental, etc.)         34.7 4. Services (car rental, etc.)          22.8
5. Activities         28.6 5. Event facilities          19.0
6. Sport facilities         28.6 6. Sport facilities          17.7
7. Accommodation         26.5 7. Accommodation            8.9
8. Attractions         20.4 8. Eating out facilities            6.3

Elements for Improving the Destination
Table 8
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these facilities should be provided by the local authority. At the same time, various
events should be organised to attract more domestic tourists. Moreover, tourism
marketing, particularly on the attractions in Kuala Lumpur, should be highly encouraged
through media and campaigns to inform tourists about the city’s attractions. In general,
the majority of the respondents had high positive overall satisfaction levels on the
destinations. They also showed a high tendency to revisit the destination in the near
future and to recommend the destination to family members and friends.

According to the results, Kota Bahru and Kota Kinabalu ranked second and
third, respectively, followed by Kuala Terengganu. Malaysia’s renowned heritage cities
of  Malacca and Penang ranked fifth and eighth, respectively. As domestic tourists are
a different segment from the international tourists, their expectations have to be well
identified. This understanding should lead marketers to plan their tourism products
and activities to cater to the domestic market as well. For instance, Kota Bahru is
famous among domestic tourists because of its local bazaar that offers affordable
goods. Overall, most of  the respondents had high positive overall satisfaction levels
on the destinations. They also showed a high tendency to revisit the destination in the
near future and to recommend the destination to family members and friends.

In conclusion, the tourism development zones should concentrate on the different
packages of tourism products to take full advantage of their resources and locational
advantages. The classification of  these important tourism assets can help tourism
planners and authorities plan the physical development, allocate the appropriate budget,
and direct the policies on development. The results generated from this research can
assist tourism marketers to promote and position the destinations accordingly.
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