
Ⅰ. Introduction

With increased attention paid to “smart” as a con-
cept arises interest in and application of the term 
across different fields. The buzzword is a technol-
ogy-oriented term and it is often used as a prefix 

implying specific technological characteristics which 
are connectivity and intelligence (Gretzel et al, 2015a). 
The word can be defined originally as resource opti-
mization based on the utilization of information and 
communication technologies (ICT) (Gretzel et al., 
2015b; Werthner et al., 2015). As the concept expands 
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in application areas, it has also made its way into 
tourism, resulting in smart tourism signifying phe-
nomena related to the use of smart technologies 
across a plethora of travel-related activities and expe-
riences (Gretzel et al., 2015b; Hunter et al., 2015). 
Specifically, smart tourism has been most extensively 
explored and investigated in the context of smart 
tourism destinations due to the close relationship 
to smart city concepts. Related research studies about 
different aspects of smart tourism destinations draw 
from practical cases (Boes et al., 2015), focus on 
personalized services in smart tourism destinations 
(Buhalis and Amaranggana, 2015), address general 
phenomena in smart tourism destinations (Buhalis 
and Amaranggana, 2013), and provide examples of 
smart tourism destinations from the perspectives of 
mobile and cloud computing technologies (Lamsfus 
et al., 2015). What the current literature does not 
explore is how smart technology contributes to overall 
destination competitiveness. 

Crouch and Ritchie (1999) created the concept 
of destination competitiveness, which is a destina-
tion’s ability to provide higher quality travel experi-
ences to the visitors than other destinations. As the 
importance of destination competitiveness was recog-
nized academically and practically, some researchers 
elaborated on the original conceptual model of desti-
nation competitiveness (Crouch and Ritchie, 2005; 
Dwyer and Kim, 2003; Mazanec et al., 2007) and 
other researchers verified the model empirically 
(Crouch, 2010; d'Hauteserre, 2000; Enright and 
Newton, 2004, 2005; Gomezelj and Mihalič, 2008; 
Kozak and Rimmington, 1999). These academic ap-
proaches make practical contributions especially to 
destination management organizations (DMOs) by 
enabling them to find their own destinations’ com-
petitive resources, to understand the current sit-
uation, and to improve the competitiveness of their 

destinations (Enright and Newton, 2004, 2005). 
Furthermore, other stakeholders, such as tourism 
companies, ICT companies, and government, are 
closely involved because this research can be mean-
ingful practically for these stakeholders (Boes et al., 
2015). With the understanding of smart tourism com-
petitiveness, in the case of travel agencies, they can 
develop the new competitive advantage and strength-
en their existing competitiveness, in the case of firms 
in information technology (IT) industry, they can 
enlarge their business area, and in the case of govern-
ment, it can make its country attractive destination 
with alternative scheme, even though it is not com-
petitive tourism destination because of lack of natural 
resources (Boes et al., 2015). In this vein, the modeling 
of destination competitiveness can be considered as 
an essential tool for the development of tourism 
destinations. However, the existing model is not per-
fectly proper to apply it to the smart tourism destina-
tions because Crouch and Ritchie’s model (1999) 
did not consider ICT that was not well-developed 
and not prevalent in tourism area at that time. As 
discussed, ICT and smart technologies, including mo-
bile devices or clouding services, are referred as a 
main sector for realizing the smart tourism (Buhalis 
and Amaranggana, 2013, 2015; Lamsfus et al., 2015). 
Thus, with the lack of consideration of smart tech-
nologies and the introduction of smart tourism desti-
nations, these models are in urgent need of updating.

The case study methodology employed in existing 
studies on smart tourism destinations resulted in 
smart tourism performance definitions that are nei-
ther transferrable across levels and types of smart 
technology adoption nor across destinations. Yet, 
there is a great academic as well as practical need 
to be able to conceptualize smart tourism destination 
success at an overall level and to evaluate and bench-
mark smart destination initiatives from a holistic 
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point of view. The focus on the technological side 
of smart tourism development by countries currently 
implementing smart tourism policies is problematic 
because the convergence of smart technologies and 
existing resources is much more important than the 
technical improvement (Gretzel et al., 2015b). 
Therefore, both academic and practical efforts need 
a conceptual base from which broader views can 
emerge. 

The purpose of this study is to develop a conceptual 
model of smart tourism destination competitiveness 
(DestCompST) that can inform smart tourism desti-
nation development and management. The im-
portance of the conceptual model lies in its recog-
nition of the interconnection of smart technology 
and destination management activities, which is nec-
essary to achieve DestCompST.

Ⅱ. Destination Competitiveness

To conceptualize the DestCompST, the Crouch 
and Ritchie’s model (1999) is explored to find 
out which elements should be selected for the 
DestCompST. In short, this results in the need of 
placing smart technologies in the DestCompST as 
a main element. Based on the investigation, 
DestCompST is suggested and explained with several 
examples, including smartphone application.

2.1. Comparative Versus Competitive 
Advantages in Tourism

Crouch and Ritchie (1999) propose a conceptual 
model of destination competitiveness with consid-
erations of comparative advantages and competitive 
advantages in a tourism context. Destination com-
petitiveness is explained as a destination’s ability to 

provide high quality travel experiences to tourists 
and a high quality of life to residents based on the 
identification and management of various tourism 
resources. The comparative and competitive advan-
tages, distinguishing among resource status and re-
source utilization, are adopted as foundations of the 
destination competitiveness (Crouch and Ritchie, 
1999). According to Porter (1990), comparative ad-
vantages address resource endowment, meaning the 
resource availability, for example, infrastructure, cap-
ital resources, knowledge resources, physical re-
sources and human resources. While comparative 
advantages focus on the available resources them-
selves, competitive advantages imply the ability to 
utilize those resources effectively. Porter (1990) notes 
that competitive advantages have to be estimated 
for measuring competitiveness, because competitive-
ness cannot be fully described only with re-
source-based comparative advantages. Especially, the 
composition-based competitive advantages demon-
strate their effects in the tourism sector, which is 
a completely tradeable global market as all destina-
tions over the world are in open competition based 
on a fully liberalized institutional environment 
(Richardson, 1987). For example, although Singapore 
and South Korea are not considered as destinations 
owning abundant natural resources, they rank in 
the top ten countries regionally, i.e. in the Asia-Pacific 
region, in terms of the travel and tourism competitive-
ness index (TTCI) due to their competitive advan-
tages, which are the positive agglomeration effects 
of Singapore resulting from a recent investment in 
a resort complex based on international openness 
and the attraction effect of South Korea created from 
cultural contents, such as the Korean wave (World 
Economic Forum, 2015).

In the conceptual model of destination com-
petitiveness, the core resources and attractors are 
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viewed as main factors influencing the attractiveness 
of destinations and prompting travelers to visit the 
destinations. A total of six core resources and attrac-
tors are presented: physiography, culture and history, 
tourism superstructure, market ties, mix of activities, 
and special events (Crouch and Ritchie, 1999). 
Physiography refers to the overall natural circum-
stances of a destination, such as location, landscape, 
and climate and tourism superstructure describes 
major facilities closely related with the tourism in-
dustry, such as a hotel, restaurant, and theme park. 
Out of the six factors, the first three components 
(physiography, culture and history, and tourism su-
perstructure) are closely related with comparative 
advantages due to the definitions of comparative ad-
vantages and resource-oriented aspects of those three 
attractors. On the other hand, the other three compo-
nents of core resources and attractors (market ties, 
mix of activities, and special events) can be connected 
with competitive advantages in the sense that the 
three attractors are structured by the proper allocation 
of available resources (Crouch and Ritchie, 1999). 

2.2. Conceptual Model of Destination 
Competitiveness

Destination competitiveness is defined as the abil-
ity of destinations to deliver better travel experience 
for tourists and to create a better living environment 
for local residents than other destinations (Crouch 

and Ritchie, 1999; Dwyer and Kim, 2003). Along 
with the definition, a conceptual model of destination 
competitiveness was developed to explain the concept 
with a holistic approach primarily through literature 
reviews of broadly related research fields (Crouch 
and Ritchie, 1999). The conceptual model of Crouch 
and Ritchie (1999) is regarded as the best approach 
to understanding destination competitiveness, hence 
a number of studies investigated destination com-
petitiveness quantitatively and qualitatively in various 
settings based on the conceptual model (Crouch, 
2010; Dwyer and Kim, 2003; Enright and Newton, 
2004, 2005; Gomezelj and Mihalič, 2008). For that 
reason, this study proposes the conceptual model 
of smart destination competitiveness to be based on 
the destination competitiveness developed by Crouch 
and Ritchie (1999).

The conceptual model is composed of four basic 
elements for destination competitiveness (core re-
sources and attractors, destination management, 
qualifying determinants, and supporting factors and 
resources), two environmental elements defining the 
boundaries of competition (competitive (micro) en-
vironment and global (macro) environment), and 
two fundamental concepts for destination com-
petitiveness (comparative advantages and com-
petitive advantages). Among the four basic elements, 
the two elements, core resources and attractors and 
destination management, can be recognized as direct 
determinants of destination competitiveness. In the 

Comparative advantages Competitive advantages
Notion Available resources itself Resources utilization or management
Focus Resource endowments Resource deployment

Core resources & attractors
• Physiography
• Culture & history
• Tourism superstructure

• Market ties
• Mix of activities
• Special events

<Table 1> Comparison between Comparative Advantages and Competitive Advantages
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case of core resources and attractors, the key compo-
nents of destination competitiveness represent the 
destination appeal, thus the six factors included in 
this category act as tourist attractors. Additionally, 
the effects of core resources and attractors are 
improved by destination management elements 
(Crouch and Ritchie, 1999). As for the comparative 
advantages and competitive advantages, they are the 
backbone of the diamond of national competitiveness 
framework, which served as the base for the destina-
tion competitiveness conceptualization (Crouch and 
Ritchie, 1999; Porter, 1990; Enright and Newton, 
2005). Therefore, comparative advantages and com-
petitive advantages have to be the focus to understand 
destination competitiveness.

As for global (macro) environment, their factors 
are uncontrollable forces that destinations should 
monitor and overcome to be or remain competitive 

(Crouch and Ritchie, 1999). However, these issues 
can be a cause of opportunities for each destination 
to make innovation and to enable market exploitation 
(Crouch and Ritchie, 1999). On the other hand, com-
petitive (micro) environment directly forms destina-
tion’s immediate field of competition (Kotler et al., 
2015). To compete as a destination, micro environ-
ment factors should be adapted based on destination’s 
condition (Crouch and Ritchie, 1999). Core resources 
and attractors represent the fundamental ingredients 
of destination attraction (Crouch and Ritchie, 1999). 
Most visitors or travelers go to a destination mainly 
because of the destination’s core resources and 
attractors. Compared to core resources and attractors, 
supporting factors and resources do not have a sig-
nificant effect on travelers’ motivation, but they am-
plify the motivations to inbound tourism (Crouch 
and Ritchie, 1999). Without supporting factors and 
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<Figure 1> Crouch and Ritchie (1999)’s Conceptual Model of Destination Competitiveness
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resources, the impact of core resources and attractors 
cannot be maintained for a long time. The factors 
of destination management, like those of supporting 
factors and resources, complement the appeal of core 
resources and attractors, yet they also supplement 
the roles of supporting factors and resources (Crouch 
and Ritchie, 1999). However, the elements of destina-
tion management have to adapt to the situations 
that qualifying determinants make. Qualifying deter-
minants give an impact to other three segments, 
core resources and attractors, supporting factors and 
resources, and destination management (Crouch and 
Ritchie, 1999). Refining the power of the other three 
groups, qualifying determinants alter destination 
competitiveness (Crouch and Ritchie, 1999). Thus, 
they are considered as situational conditions and, 
likewise global (macro) environment, they are usually 
out of destination’s control (Crouch and Ritchie, 
1999).

Ⅲ. Smart Tourism Destinations

Smart destinations are grounded in situation-based 
optimization on the basis of seamless connections 
between high quality information technology and 
physical infrastructure through sensors, smart de-
vices, and big data management employed within 
a certain geographical area (Gretzel et al., 2015b; 
Werthner et al., 2015). Since the tourism industry 
is one of the well-suited areas where information 
technology is used extensively from operational and 
business perspectives, it is not surprising that the 
idea of smart tourism destinations has developed 
fairly quickly. 

Destinations are complex combinations of attrac-
tions and locales. Lue, et al. and Fesenmaier (1993) 
divide the tourists’ travel tendencies into five distinc-

tive spatial patterns, single destination pattern, en 
route pattern, base camp pattern, regional tour pat-
tern, and trip chaining patter. Among them, the single 
destination pattern, representing a travel to a single 
destination, is the least selected pattern by travelers 
because only a few destinations stand alone without 
any other related attractions (Lue et al., 1993). This 
implies that tourists stop by a number of attrac-
tions/points of interest on the way to or from the 
main attraction (en route pattern) or visit various 
attractions sequentially in the destination before they 
return to their origin (regional tour pattern) (Lue 
et al.et al., 1993). This travel tendency, which travelers 
visit a number of attractions, places, and destinations, 
indicates the prevalence of multi-attraction travel and 
multi-attraction travel is an influential trend for ICT 
development, because it increases the need of improv-
ing ICT and stimulates realization of smart 
destination. The ICT for smart destinations primarily 
focuses on connection of various platform, including 
attractions, places, or destinations, so the value of 
ICT’s development and smart destination has increas-
ing with the prevalence of multi-attraction travel 
(Gretzel et al., 2015b; Werthner et al., 2015).

The phenomenon of multi-attraction travel is in-
creasingly promoted through the developments of 
ICT that facilitate information distribution and 
navigation. In this vein, a destination concentrating 
on only a key attraction will have difficulty to be 
competitive in relation to destinations utilizing the 
complementary strengths generated from diverse at-
tractions (Ewing et al., 1983; Gunn, 1988). 

Since a smart tourism destination provides unique 
personalized experiences derived from real-time data 
based on the convergence of ICT and the existing 
environment, each visitor can get heterogeneous ex-
periences even at the same attraction (Lamsfus et 
al., 2015; Lopez de Avila, 2015). Additionally, many 
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different attractions at a destination can be integrated 
as complementary components of the whole destina-
tion by analyzing the real-time data primarily col-
lected from the tourists, for example using demand 
forecasting, visitor behavioral analysis, and feature 
analysis (Gretzel et al., 2015b). Therefore, the smart 
tourism destination concept can be especially im-
portant for destinations where one attraction domi-
nates or where attractions are so varied that making 
and marketing connections among them is difficult.

Most researchers define smart tourism destina-
tions by putting the primary emphasis on the in-
formation technology (Boes et al., 2015; Buhalis and 
Amaranggana, 2013; Lamsfus et al., 2015; Lopez de 
Avila, 2015). In particular, the researchers emphasize 
the operational role of ICT for applying the ‘smart’ 
concept to tourism destinations (<Table 2>). Boes 
et al. (2015) argue that a smart tourism destination 
is a specific place using related technologies and tech-
niques to achieve the goals of tourism destinations. 

Buhalis and Amaranggana (2013) state that a number 
of stakeholders should be interconnected in a smart 
tourism destination through ICT. In some cases, the 
application of ICT to existing infrastructure is in-
troduced as a key factor for smart tourism destina-
tions (Lamsfus et al., 2015; Lopez de Avila, 2015). 
It shows that these studies assume the original value 
of smart tourism destinations is created by collabo-
ration of entities based on the self-operation and 
automation characteristic of ICT. Three kinds of ICT, 
cloud services, internet of things (IoT), and end-user 
internet service system, are typically recognized for 
their indispensable roles in realizing smart tourism 
destinations (Zhang et al., 2012). The three techno-
logical approaches have advantages due to their differ-
entiated effects fitted with the specific needs of smart 
tourism destinations (Wang et al., 2013). The cloud 
services enable the multiple entities, such as applica-
tions, programs, or data, to share the information 
by providing scalable access (Dikaiakos et al., 2009). 
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<Figure 2> Lue et al. (1993) and Fesenmaier’s Five Spatial Patterns of Travel Tendencies
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The IoT system takes charge of data collection, in-
formation analysis, whole system automation and 
system control based on a host of sensors, chips, 
and actuators integrated extensively in the physical 
infrastructure of the destination (Atzori et al., 2010). 
As for the end-user internet service system, it supports 
the cloud services and IoT through applications and 
devices (Huang and Li, 2011). The smart technologies 
represented by cloud services, IoT, and end-user in-
ternet service systems have main values in interacting 
at all levels of stakeholders in the tourism context, 
hence symbiotic relationships among various tourism 
and non-tourism stakeholders can be achieved 
(Gretzel et al., 2015b). Therefore, it can be concluded 
that there are particular technologies especially im-
portant for the construction of smart tourism destina-
tions and that those smart technologies are essential 
requirements for the realization of smart tourism 
destination success. Furthermore, smart technologies 
have a key role to conceptualize DestCompST as 

a big difference between the existing destination com-
petitiveness model of Crouch and Ritchie (1999) and 
the DestCompST, thus this also can be a main differ-
ence between previous related studies and this 
research.

Ⅳ. Conceptual Model of Smart 
Tourism Destination Competitiveness

The conceptual model of DestCompST is based 
on the destination competitiveness model of Crouch 
and Ritchie (1999) due to its recognition as the best 
framework in the field of destination competitiveness 
research (Enright and Newton, 2004). The current 
model expanded the framework to the smart tourism 
context through literature reviews and brainstorming 
based on adaptations of the questions originally asked 
by Crouch and Ritchie (1999). These questions were 
designed based on a number of previous studies and 

<Table 2> Definitions of Smart Tourism Destinations

Authors Definitions

Boes et al.
(2015)

“Places utilizing the available technological tools and techniques to enable demand and supply to co-create 
value, pleasure, and experiences for the tourist and wealth, profit, and benefits for the organizations and 
the destination.”

Buhalis and 
Amaranggana

(2013)

“Bringing smartness into tourism destinations meaning that destinations need to interconnect multiple 
stakeholders through a dynamic platform mediate by ICT in order to support prompt information exchange 
regarding tourism activities through machine-to-machine learning algorithm which could enhance their 
decision making process.”

Lamsfus et al.
(2015)

“A tourism destination is said to be smart when it makes intensive use of the technological infrastructure 
provided by the smart city in order to: (1) enhance the tourism experience of visitors by personalizing 
and making them aware of both local and tourism services and products available to them at the destination 
and (2) by empowering destination management organizations, local institutions and tourism companies 
to make their decisions and take actions based upon the data produced in within the destination, gathered, 
managed and processed by means of the technology infrastructure.”

Lopez de Avila
(2015)

‘‘An innovative tourist destination, built on an infrastructure of state-of-the-art technology guaranteeing the 
sustainable development of tourist areas, accessible to everyone, which facilitates the visitor’s interaction 
with and integration into his or her surroundings, increases the quality of the experience at the destination, 
and improves residents’ quality of life.’’
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academic conference papers (Crouch, 1996; Crouch 
and Ritchie, 1994; Crouch and Ritchie, 1995; Glaser 
and Strauss, 1967; Kirker and Crouch, 1994; Ritchie 
and Crouch, 1993; Ritchie and Crouch, 1995).

• What are the factors that determine the success or 
competitiveness of a major smart tourism destination? 
Is it possible to prioritize these factors?

• What criteria can be used to assess success or 
competitiveness?

• What are the greatest competitive strengths of existing 
smart tourism destinations?

• What are the main determinants of the notion of 
“smart” for a destination? 

• How does a destination improve its competitive 
position? In the short-term? In the long-term?

Each question intends to employ important factors 
of each section, sections presented in destination 
competitiveness model. The first (What are the factors 
that determine the success or competitiveness of a major 
smart tourism destination? Is it possible to prioritize 
these factors?) and second (What criteria can be used 
to assess success or competitiveness?) questions are re-
lated to the elements of three segments, supporting 
factors and resources, destination management, and 
qualifying determinants, which represent destina-
tion’s success and profitability. The third question 
(What are the greatest competitive strengths of existing 
smart tourism destinations?) is about elements of glob-
al (macro) environment, competitive (micro) envi-
ronment, and core resources and attractors, segments 
representing destination’s current situation and origi-
nal resources. The forth question (What are the main 
determinants of the notion of “smart” for a destination?) 
is for deciding core factors to define or represent 
smart destination, which is especially important for 
DestCompST. The last question (How does a destina-

tion improve its competitive position? In the short-term? 
In the long-term?) is linked to the relationship among 
core resources and attractors, supporting factors and 
resources, destination management, and qualifying 
determinants. This process resulted in the 
DestCompST model presented in <Figure 3>. While 
it is firmly grounded in the traditional destination 
competitiveness model, it takes the peculiarities of 
smart tourism into account.

Since smart technology is fundamental to realizing 
smart tourism (Gretzel et al., 2015b), smart technol-
ogy is added as a new factor that links core resources 
and attractors. Smart technology has a central role 
in building a smart destination and, at the same 
time, improving the quality of the smart destination. 
In terms of comparative advantages and competitive 
advantages, the smart technology therefore can fall 
into both categories. On the one hand, the cloud 
services, IoT, and end-user internet service systems 
are technological tools or intangible resources like 
human resources and knowledge resources; on the 
other hand, the actual effects of smart technologies 
are generated through a combination of technology 
and existing infrastructure (Lamsfus et al., 2015; 
Lopez de Avila, 2015). For example, the Project LIVE 
implemented in Barcelona as an initiative for smart 
tourism destinations was established by applying 
smart technology to the existing transportation infra-
structure, which consequently created an innovative 
platform for electronic vehicles. Also, the smartphone 
application called Street Museum launched by the 
Museum of London provides unique experiences to 
visitors by showing the streets of London through 
time on the smartphone’s screen and this can be 
possible based on the connection between the city 
environment and a new type of ICT, namely aug-
mented reality. Therefore, the smart technology deliv-
ers both characteristics of comparative advantages 
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and competitive advantages.
The five components responsible for destination 

management become to be involved with smart tech-
nology in the smart tourism destination context. The 
smart tourism destination enhances the traveler’s ex-
perience by making it personalized, context-based 
in real time (Buhalis and Amaranggana, 2015) and 
progresses the tourism industry through demand 
forecasting, process automation, and value co-crea-
tion (Sigala, 2011, 2012; Werthner, 2002; Wöber, 
2003; Yoo et al., 2015). All the performances are 
possible by collecting, analyzing, and creating the 
information which is a core ingredient as well as 
product of smart technology (Gretzel et al., 2015a). 
Through the smart technology, the past role of in-

formation in the tourism sector, such as figuring 
out visitor needs, developing new products, and mon-
itoring service performances, is increased and the 
augmented effects are expanded to other destination 
management factors sequentially (Crouch and 
Ritchie, 1999). A smartphone application called 
“google trips” is a good example. This application 
provides not only basic travel information, such as 
famous restaurants, climate of destination, or trans-
portation timetable, but also day plans for each 
traveler. There are many day plans for each destina-
tion and these day plans are created based on previous 
travelers experience, including location information 
collected by GPS and online reviews written by actual 
travelers. Unlike the recommendation plan made by 
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<Figure 3> Conceptual Model of DestCompST 
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travel agencies or travel books, these functions are 
operated by a huge number of actual traveler data, 
thus more useful and effective information can be 
provided to travelers. In the case of resource steward-
ship, the real time data derived from visitors as well 
as from residents allows resources to be checked 
for their receptive capacity and informs crisis 
management. Such evidence-based management im-
proves the overall resource management and also 
the quality of life at the destination (Crouch and 
Ritchie, 1999; Gretzel et al., 2015a, 2015b). The service 
component, meaning the overall travel experience 
of tourists, is the most privileged part among the 
destination management factors. Primarily with loca-
tion-based services and sensor technology, custom-
ized information on each visitor’s context can be 
created and the tourist is able to enjoy personalized 
services in real time (Lamsfus et al., 2015). This leads 
to enhancements in the traveler’s experience, espe-
cially the on-site experience, by offering the customer 
desired information (Crouch and Ritchie, 1999; 
Gretzel et al., 2015a, 2015b). The tourist’s quality 
of experience is considered as a crucial antecedent 
of traveler satisfaction, thus the influence of smart 
technology on the traveler’s on-site experience de-
serves to be emphasized in terms of visitor satisfaction 
at the destination (Baker and Crompton, 2000). In 
the case of day plans of “google trips,” the whole 
plan is modified and altered in real-time and based 
on the user’s situation, for example, if the lunch 
time is delayed, the next route and plan is automati-
cally changed or if the user do not want to visit 
specific place in the plan, the application recommend 
other places based on the user’s preferences. In this 
way, travelers do not have to follow the plans which 
made by others’ experiences and can get unique expe-
rience by making his or her own day plans and 
these new day plans can be another data sources 

of the application, which enables the application to 
give better experience for other travelers.

The smart technology also contributes to the or-
ganizational structure of destination. The benefits 
of smart tourism destinations lie not only in serving 
the tourists but also helping the citizens by improving 
the quality of their residential environment through 
smart technologies (Piro et al., 2014). The ICT sys-
tems optimize the production and consumption of 
limited resources based on the destination circum-
stances (Piro et al., 2014). Additionally, the real-time 
monitoring makes it possible to manage a variety 
of problematic situations immediately and efficiently 
(Buhalis and Amaranggana, 2015). Indeed, sustain-
ability is a major component of smart tourism desti-
nation conceptualizations (Gretzel et al., 2015a). For 
instance, a kind of accommodation sharing service, 
“Airbnb”, promotes a village in Japan, Yoshino, eco-
nomically and sustainably. The small village was de-
clining because of population aging. Furthermore, 
the village was not famous for travel destination be-
cause of lack of attractions. However, after “Airbnb” 
built some traditional houses in the village and made 
villagers hosts of the houses who accommodate visi-
tors, young travelers who find a new destination 
for their travel started to visit this village through 
the “Airbnb” online website and, now, the village 
has been improved economically and villagers believe 
this development will be maintained. At the same 
time, the smart technology allows for new 
“plug-and-play” business interactions among the var-
ious commercial and governance entities at the desti-
nation, leading to a more viable/adaptable industry 
structure. In terms of marketing, since the visitors’ 
information, such as individual location, messages 
of social network service (SNS), and payment in-
formation, is collected in real time through the in-
dividual smart devices, the promotional efforts have 
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the potential to be more effective by targeting relevant 
potential tourists and the strategies of channel dis-
tribution or pricing are able to be more customer-ori-
ented (Crouch and Ritchie, 1999; Gretzel et al., 2015a). 

Importantly, like the original model, DestCompST 
can be applied across all types and levels of 
destinations. In addition, it is not dependent on spe-
cific smart technology but, rather, captures the under-
lying qualities of smart tourism. Most notably, it 
emphasizes the connections of smart technology with 
different destination management components and 
both the resulting competitive and comparative 
advantages. 

Ⅴ. Concluding Remarks

The smart tourism destination has become a new 
paradigm in the tourism field and its development 
is already under way (Boes et al., 2015; Gretzel et 
al., 2015a; Wang et al., 2013). This study suggests 
a conceptual model of DestCompST to provide a 
framework for the smart tourism destination’s con-
ceptualization and development. Through a literature 
review on destination competitiveness and smart 
tourism destinations, the conceptual model was 
developed. It is based on the successful destination 
competitiveness model of Crouch and Ritchie (1999) 
but critically scrutinized and the applicability of tradi-
tional assumptions in the smart tourism destination 
context and made necessary adjustments. 

In the suggested DestCompST model, the smart 
technology is added as a key factor representing the 
core of smart destination competitiveness, and its 
central role across all destination management activ-

ities is recognized. From a theoretical point of view, 
DestCompST provides a much needed basis to guide 
future research in the smart tourism destination 
arena. Practically, DMOs as well as policy-makers 
can refer to the suggested model to comprehend 
the constructs of smart tourism destinations and 
adopt the model as a guideline for strengthening 
the competitiveness of their particular smart tourism 
destinations. Some destinations and countries have 
already launched initiatives and try to realize smart 
tourism destinations but most of them are not focused 
on the systematic flow and integration among smart 
technologies and other components of destination 
competitiveness because they emphasize the technical 
tools (Gretzel et al., 2015a). Such techno-myopia can 
lead to tremendous failure as smart tourism consists 
of multiple layers (technology, management and ex-
perience layers see Gretzel et al., 2015a) that need 
to build on each other in order to realize smart 
tourism success. In this vein, this research can provide 
a blueprint for destinations by describing the relation-
ships among the multiple factors of smart tourism 
destination competitiveness. However, the developed 
DestCompST will need to be evaluated further 
through feedback from practitioners. Additionally, 
empirical studies and case studies verifying the useful-
ness of DestComST in comparing smart tourism des-
tinations need to be performed in the future.
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