DESTINATION COMPETITIVENESS CHALLENGE: A UGANDAN PERSPECTIVE

Abstract

This paper analyses and explicates the limiting role of multiple and varied challenges in the realisation
of a country's tourism potential using Uganda as an exemplar. Two objectives are pursued, one that
entails an assessment of the competitive potential of Uganda’s tourism and another, an explication of
the challenges that limit its full realisation. The study is based on secondary data supplemented
through in-depth interviews with some key informants in Ugandan tourism. The paper identifies
disparities in destination product and demand patterns, inadequate marketing budgets in the face of a
persistent negative image and inadequate institutional and managerial capabilities as key challenges. It
concludes that the complexity of challenges faced by Uganda, a hon-traditional destination, makes the
notion of competitive advantage used in conventional strategy and tourism destinations
competitiveness literature seem inappropriate. This has implications for tourism development and

management in such destinations with particular focus on resource allocation and utilisation.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Most developing countries are drawn to tourism with the rich allure of deriving benefits such as the
inflow of foreign direct investment, foreign exchange, increasing employment prospects, and
crucially, alleviating poverty in order to achieve sustainable development (Akama & Kieti, 2007;
Lea,1988; Mbaiwa, 2005). In an increasingly globalised world, the intensification of competition
among nation states, regions and cities directly influences the markets (goods and services),
investment decisions, the flow of talents, travel and visitation patterns among other things (Anholt,
2007; Buhalis, 2000). This implies that prospective tourists have a wide variety to choose from in
terms of their travel needs, whether these are for business or leisure purposes, and most destinations
are substitutable. The question of how, destinations that have no historical precedence for tourism and
ones that face several, complex challenges can effectively compete and succeed in such an

environment ought to constitute an important area of inquiry in tourism studies.

The aim of this research is to provide a context-specific description, analysis, and explication of the
competitive challenges facing Uganda as a tourism destination within Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) and
the East African (EA) region. It attempts to answer the question why and how, despite the various and
on-going interventions, and the possession of unique tourism resources, Uganda struggles to gain
competitiveness within the region. In so-doing, two specific objectives are pursued. First, the study
assesses the competitive potential of Uganda’s tourism by examining the most recent trends in the
sector and the region. Secondly, it analyses and explicates what are perceived to be some of the
competitive challenges facing Uganda’s tourism sector in order to contextually demonstrate their role

in limiting the attainment of competitiveness in this non-traditional destination.

The term “non-traditional” destination is used here arbitrarily to depict those destinations in a
developing country context, which do not have a well-developed conventional tourism product (e.g.
sun, sand and sea) or a highly developed and marketed niche tourism product. Such destinations have
the potential to develop conventional or niche forms of tourism and there are indicators in place, for
instance, the steady increase in annual tourist arrivals and expenditure as well as a plethora of mostly
natural and cultural tourism resource base. However, such non-traditional destinations remain
relatively unknown in the global tourism industry, their tourism market shares are significantly low
compared to their resource potential; hence, their capacity to benefit from tourism development is
limited (cf. De Holan & Phillips, 1997).

A tourism destination is variously defined by different authors. A few examples include an area that
contains a critical mass of development that has the potential to satisfy traveler needs (Gunn, 1994),
or a place that a tourist has an intention to visit, owing to its attractions (Keller, 1998). The attractions

might exist prior to the phenomenon of tourism or are purposively created to fulfill its objectives



(ibid). A destination is also considered to be an amalgamation of tourism products that offer an
integrated experience to prospective tourists (Buhalis, 2000). Similarly, Vanhove (2012, p.21) defines
a destination as 'a specific geographic area under one or more government authorities, that draws
visitors from a substantial distance away by its attractions and provides paid accommodation
facilities'. However, as noted by Buhalis (2000, p.97), ‘it is increasingly recognised that a destination
can also have a perceptual element which can be interpreted subjectively by consumers depending on
their travel itinerary, cultural background, purpose of visit, education level and past experience'. These
definitions reflect a geographical interconnectedness between socioeconomic, perceptual and spatial
characteristics of a place and its potential to meet multiple and varied needs of prospective tourists. It
is in this relatively wider sense that the destination concept is used throughout this paper. The rest of
the paper is structured as follows: first, a review of the relevant literature is presented; followed by
study context and methods, an in-depth analysis and discussion of the study findings and the

concluding remarks.

2.0 THEORY

The past decade has seen unprecedented interest in the notion of a tourism destination
competitiveness (TDC) within the academe, as evidenced in several publications on the topic (e.g.
Claver-Cortes et al., 2007; Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; Dwyer et al., 2004, 2009; Enright & Newton,
2004; Mazanec et al., 2007; Ritchie & Crouch, 2003, 2011), including a special journal issue in
Tourism Management in 2000 (Volume 21, Issue 1). What might justify this remarkable interest in
TDC is the observation that some previously well established tourism destinations are increasingly
being perceived as unsustainable while others are on the verge of decline (Agarwal, 2002; Zhang &
Jensen, 2007), unless major rejuvenation and market re-adaptation efforts are prioritised (cf. Mazanec
et al., 2007). But, a more poignant rationale is the increasing global competition, and, the realisation
that many more destinations continue to emerge, offering the contemporary tourists variety of choice
(e.g. Buhalis, 2000; Dwyer, et al., 2009).

Besides, there is now an increasingly sophisticated demand side that comprises experienced tourists
whose lifestyles favour flexibility and independence over standardisation (Claver-Cortes et al., 2007;
Dwyer et al., 2009). This complexity in tourism demand is further exacerbated by the availability of
information, facilitated by the advances in information and communication technology (ICT) (Buhalis
& Law, 2008), the prevalence of social media used in online information sharing (Xiang & Gretzel,
2010) and the perceived influences of electronic word of mouth (eWOM) on consumer behaviour
(Sparks et al., 2013). However, the global tourism demand patterns, undeterred by these changes,
continue to manifest an intriguing paradox in which very little has changed in terms of the top ten
tourism destinations in the last decade (UNWTO, 2013). The commentaries in the extant literature

(cited previously) have in various ways, sought to identify and explain what makes some destinations



more competitive than others and what (if any) can be done to attain a competitive edge. The
framework adopted in most cases focuses on strategic management literature, particularly the work of
Michael Porter (1990), with an implied acceptance of Kotler’s (1998) observation that there are
parallels between the administration of a country and that of a business and that both can benefit from

strategic management approach.

Three main TDC frameworks that are perceived to be “universally applicable” are briefly discussed in
this section. It must however be noted that a detailed discussion of the TDC models falls outside the
scope of this paper, but reference can be made to Hassan (2000), Dwyer et al (2004), Ritchie and
Crouch, (2003, 2011), Mazanec et al (2007) for such purposes. Whilst seeking to understand the
behaviour of firms in relation to national competitive advantage, Porter considered the question ‘why
do firms based in particular nations achieve international success in distinct segments and industries’
(Porter, 1990, p. 18)? Here, Porter developed the so-called national diamonds, a framework for
analysing the external environment and one that has been recontextualised into some TDC analysis,
with crucial insights into its significance and limitations (e.g., Buhalis, 2000; Claver-Cortes et al.,
2007; Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; Ritchie & Crouch, 2003, 2011). These studies underscore the
importance of competitive strategies, i.e. ‘the search for a more favourable competitive position
within an industry’ (Buhalis, 2000, p.104) as an imperative that any firm (or destination) ought to
possess. And yet, the notion of competitiveness is inherently difficult to measure (Crouch & Ritchie,
1999), particularly when applied to a tourism destination as opposed to a conventional firm (Claver-
Cortes et al., 2007).

Competitiveness in a tourism destination context means different things to different people, it is not a
concept that is objectively defined and understood (e.g. Hassan, 2000; Ritchie & Crouch, 2003, 2011).
For instance, destination competitiveness, to Hassan (2000) entails its ability to create value-added
tourism products, sustain the resource base and to ensure it has and thus maintains a superior market
position relative to competitors. Meanwhile to Enright and Newton (2004, p.778), it entails the
destination's ability to "attract and satisfy potential tourists [such that] competitiveness is determined
both by tourism-specific factors and a much wider range of factors that influence the tourism service
providers'. In both cases, competitiveness remains a subjective concept that is defined based on

contextual variables (resource base, tourists, service providers, other factors, etc).

The most insightful re-conceptualisation of Porter’s national diamonds to an analysis of TDC can be
found in Crouch and Ritchie (1999) and Ritchie and Crouch (2011). These authors assert that TDC is
influenced by five main components. The first of these includes core resources and attractors, that
comprise the primary elements of destination appeal and hence the key motivators for visiting a
particular destination, (e.g. the physiography and climate of a destination, cultural and historic

attractions, the market ties with originating countries, special events, tourism superstructure, and the



range of activities) (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999, p.146-148; Ritchie & Crouch, 2011, p.341-342). The
second component entails the supporting factors and resources which exert a more less secondary
influence by providing a firm foundation upon which a successful tourism industry can be established,
(e.g. tourism infrastructure, political will and accessibility)', (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999, p.148-149;
Ritchie & Crouch, 2011, p.343-344). They emphasise that 'a destination with an abundance of core
resources and attractors but a dearth of supporting factors and resources, may find it very difficult to
develop its tourism industry at least in the short term, until some attention is paid to those things that
are lacking' (2011, p.343).

Here, international tourists’ quest for experiencing different cultures, landscapes and wilderness
whilst remaining unwilling to relinquish the familiar comforts and security of the home environment
(Azarya, 2004) exacerbates the competitive challenge in destinations lacking adequate supporting
factors. Such demand factors, coupled with inadequate supporting factors constitute one of the main
areas in which developing countries would normally aim to attract foreign direct investment (FDI) in
tourism (e.g. Azarya, 2004; Endo, 2006). Yet the determinants of FDI are strikingly similar for
tourism and non-tourism industries in that they depend on ‘cultural/geographic/historical distance,
political or economic risk, level of development, privatisation of the industry, liberalisation of FDI
regime, availability of hard and soft infrastructure (e.g. roads, airports, electricity, knowledge etc)’
(Endo, 2006, p.601). It can therefore be inferred that a destinations’ inability to provide such
supporting factors and also to attract the required FDI that might address the lack of some of these

factors compounds its competitiveness challenges in the short to medium term.

The third dimension (not previously explored in the 1999 publication) focuses on destination policy,
planning and development which may be a strategic or policy-driven framework that underpins the
nature, scope and direction of tourism development and the expected outcomes of such a development
(Ritchie & Crouch, 2011). This dimension underscores the significance of a common understanding
amongst the tourism stakeholders about the framework, what it is meant to achieve, how this can be
translated into a strategic vision for the destination (ibid). It also entails an analysis of the destination's
current competitive position within the market as well as a process by which prospective outcomes of
the strategic or policy framework can be monitored and evaluated (ibid). The fourth dimension
reflects on the role of destination management which comprises those activities that can enhance the
appeal of the core resources and attractors and strengthen the quality and effectiveness of the
supporting resources inter alia, (e.g. the marketing of the destination, the service experience,
availability of financial and venture capital, crisis management, information/research, human resource

development and resource stewardship).



Here, the role of destination management presumes the existence of an entity with the mandate to
manage a given destination (cf. Kotler, 1998). Such an entity that hitherto, went by the label
destination marketing organisation or increasingly destination management organisation (DMO) has
mostly been responsible for marketing a given destination (Kozak & Baloglu, 2011). However, the
DMOs’ role is being expanded to include the need to espouse and effectuate the strategic goals of the
destination as well as unifying and satisfying various stakeholders (e.g. Beritelli et al., 2014; Bornhost
et al., 2010; Kozak & Baloglu, 2011). Subsequently, the role of destination management and thus the
DMO remains a contentious one. On the one hand, the DMO is, for instance, associated with a
successful destination (e.g. Bornhost et al., 2010) and on the other, the reference to management in
DMO connotes a level of control and influence over a destination’s resources, a situation that applies

to a very small proportion of DMOs (e.g. Pike, 2013).

The fifth and final dimension entails the qualifying and amplifying determinants or situational
conditions whose effect on a destination may define its scale, limit or potential, (e.g. its geographical
location, interdependencies on other destinations, safety and security, awareness and image, the
overall cost/value, as well as its carrying capacity) (Crouch & Ritchie, 1999; Ritchie & Crouch,
2011). They conclude that the ‘“TDC model is an example of a systematic approach that can strengthen
a destination’s ability to compete effectively in the international market place, with a potential to lead
directly to a sustainable improvement in the quality of life of destination’s residents’ (1999, p. 150),
whilst conceding that 'any model is a simplification of reality, as such, [it may be] incapable of fully

capturing the complexities of a tourism destination and its performance’ (2011, p.348).

Subsequently, and in spite of the wide recognition and significance of this TDC framework for
tourism destination policies and practices (e.g., Beeton, 2005; Dwyer & Kim, 2003; Enright &
Newton, 2004; Ritchie & Crouch, 2011), it leaves some theoretical and contextual lacunae when
drawn upon to analyse specific, non-traditional tourism destinations such as Uganda that exhibit
multiple and complex challenges. In other words, various contextual factors influence a destination’s
ability to gain from its resource endowments (e.g. De Holan & Philips, 1997). The model in its
“universal” sense does not adequately account for how situational conditions (or chance events)
might, for instance, influence a non-traditional destination’s quest for competitiveness. A more
profound and relevant critique of the TDC model stems from an observation by Beeton (2005) who
reviewed an earlier version of this framework. Here, Beeton expresses concerns over the fact that
"...Ritchie and Crouch focus on a tourism specific model that appears to come primarily from research
undertaken in developed countries...' (p.295), adding that ' ...it would be interesting to test [it] in

developing countries...' (p. 296).

While some issues discussed in the model (e.g. the existence of core resources and attractors,

development of supporting resources and the political will to develop tourism) do not necessarily have
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to be different for developed and developing countries, the qualifying or situational determinants need
a particular focus. Here, the old argument that ‘firms and nations face very different challenges as
they move from resource to knowledge-based economies’ (Dwyer & Kim, 2003, p373) becomes
particularly relevant in contexts where nations have barely crossed the threshold of being competitive
based on their resource-endowments. Besides, a common conceptual and epistemological critique of
this model has been the inadequate explication of the ambiguous nature of competitiveness (e.g.
Dwyer & Kim, 2003) and the observation that the model appears to be ‘a system of definitional rather
than cause and effect relationships’ (e.g. Mazanec et al., 2007, p.88).

This is where Dwyer and Kim (2003) initially developed their competitiveness model that essentially
synthesised or integrated the main elements of competitiveness found in the general and tourism
specific literature (Crouch and Ritchie’s model in particular), in addition to proposing some (flexible)
indicators of competitiveness. Like Crouch and Ritchie (1999) before them, the model comprises five
main elements, i.e. resources (endowed/inherited & created); enabling factors or supporting resources
(general infrastructure, quality of service, accessibility of the destination, market ties etc); situational
conditions (i.e. the operating environment & the remote or external environment); destination
management (based on activities undertaken by the public and/or private sector); and, demand

conditions (comprising three elements, i.e. awareness, perception & preferences).

The addition of demand conditions and the indicators of competitiveness that are considered to vary
from destination to destination in different combinations gives Dwyer and Kim’s (2003) model a
more universally applicable status than its predecessor. However, in this present research, a number of
weaknesses are identified. For instance, what evidence underpins the presumption that matching
destination's product with evolving consumer preference will in the first instance lead to
competitiveness under the demand conditions for non-traditional destinations? Here, the question of
how many of the key attributes of the TDC must be present or absent in a destination for it to be
competitive or indeed which are the most important attributes within the model is taken for granted,
an issue that has recently been revised and elaborated on by Crouch (2011). It therefore seems
inappropriate to invoke the quest for competitiveness in non-traditional destinations prior to

answering such questions in the first instance.

Put differently, but within the context of the current research, questions arise with regard to what
proportion or combination thereof these determinants, enable a destination to attain competitive
advantage. What if any, is the influence of chance events or government or situational conditions on
the overall TDC, e.g. the history of a destination, its politics, it culture, its image constructed and
perpetuated through a multiplicity of internal and external events? What, if any, might be the prospect

of some of these determinants having neutral effects on the competitiveness of a destination? An



important way of broadening the scope of the TDC to encompass non-traditional destinations entails a
reflection on one or more of these questions. Further still, the interest in competitiveness or lack
thereof non-traditional destinations is supported by an earlier work by De Holan and Phillips (1997)
who argued that the possession of world-class resources such as sun and sand (beaches in developing
countries like Cuba) that have a competitive potential do not always guarantee success in tourism

development.

In response to the limitations identified in some of the earlier TDC models, Mazanec et al (2007)
developed an explanatory model of competitiveness that derives from and refines the World Travel
and Tourism Council’s (WTTC) concept of destination competitiveness. The WTTC assessed
destination competitiveness using eight dimensions and several indicators (ibid). The eight
dimensions include: price, social and economic impact, human resources, social development,
environment, technology, infrastructure and openness. In the original model adapted by Mazanec et al
(2007), aggregate indices are constructed for each one of the eight dimensions and confirmatory factor
analysis is used to determine their weights. The resultant data (estimated weights) makes it possible to
construct a composite index of overall competitiveness. Alternatively, the eight main indicators are
used directly to construct groups of countries with similar competitive strengths. Mazanec et al,
criticize this model for a lack of explanatory perspective, instead refining it through incorporation of
cultural heritage, market share and economic growth indicators that are weighted by bilateral
distances (geographic location). A structural equation model that includes formative indicators is also

presented as a way of dealing with missing data in the WTTC data set used.

The strong interest in assessing TDC by establishing cause-effect relationships in this explanatory
model is self-evident. In fact, recent, mostly mathematically-based models of TDC evaluation that
have been applied in China (e.g. Yangtze River Delta Region by Zhang et al, 2011 and Hong Kong by
Li et al, 2013) are part of this trend that seeks to establish objective assessment of TDC. And yet,
Mazanec et al (2007) stress the importance of reliable data and highlight the need for complex
software programmes that might be required to compute and hence account for missing data in
situations where most countries rarely have complete data on all indicators (of competitiveness) being
measured. An unexplored assumption in these mathematical models appears to be that TDC has
already been attained to varying degrees, thus necessitating some form of measurement or evaluation.
All such observations make it difficult to adopt mathematical or explanatory models to explain the
competitive challenges facing a non-traditional destination such as Uganda, if for nothing else, but the

fact that access to reliable quantitative data presents its own challenge.

Accordingly, a noteworthy observation by Ritchie and Crouch (2011) that enables some of the above

guestions to be addressed in this paper encompasses the distinction between aspects of the TDC



framework that are within the control of the destination (managers) and those beyond their control.
Notable examples of the former are the mix of activities, special events and entertainment that form
part of the core resources and attractors as well as destination superstructure. Meanwhile,
physiography and climate, culture and history as well as the market ties (also key aspects of the core
resources and attractors) are considered to be beyond the control of destination managers. Rather than
belabour the exigencies of any TDC framework, this paper takes a qualitative shift in perspective,
emphasising and re-contextualising the notion of destination competitiveness challenge (hereafter,
DCC) as an under researched dimension in this area.

3.0 MATERIALS AND METHODS: STUDY CONTEXT AND DESIGN

3.1 Uganda: General Overview

Uganda is a landlocked country that lies astride the equator (figure 1 below), and is precariously
located at the heart of the African plateau (Ndyabahika & Bakama, 2010). The great earth movements
of the past 30 million years, commonly associated with the separation of the African continent from
the Arabian Peninsula also created an extensive rift system known to this present day as the East
African (sometimes Afro-Arabian) rift system (Britannica.com). Uganda is thus sandwiched between
the East African rift valley to the east and the west, bordered by Kenya to the east, Tanzania to the
south, Rwanda to the south west, and Congo (DRC) to the west and the newly formed republic of
South Sudan to the north. Despite its disadvantageous location, Uganda has complex geomorphologic
characteristics that can be seen in the varying relief features, extensive swamps, forests and large
water bodies (Doornkamp, 1968; Taylor & Howard, 1998; Yazidhi, 2010). The geomorphology is
thought to be the result of tectonic influences across different geologic epochs. For instance, the
Oligocene is mostly associated with the formation of the western rift valley, meanwhile the oldest
rocks are thought to be Precambrian in age (Doornkamp, 1968) and some aspects such as the

weathered land surfaces are thought to be linked to the Permian era (Taylor & Howard, 1998).

Subsequently, four different physiographic regions can be distinguished in Uganda, varying between
620 to 5,029 metres (2,034 to 16,499 feet) above sea level (Yazidhi, 2010). Similarly, the climate
consists of five identifiable categories, namely, equatorial, modified equatorial, tropical savanna
(continental climate) and semi-arid to arid climates (Ndyabahika & Bakama, 2010). The country’s
combined geological and climatic history have resulted into the convergence of ‘vegetation types
found in central, eastern and southern Africa’ (Ministry of Tourism, Trade and Industry, (MTTI),
2003a.p.20), particularly around the Rwenzori Mountains National Park. Consequently, Uganda is
variously described as ‘Africa’s botanical big game’ (http://whc.unsco.org/en/list/684/), or in former
British Prime Minister Churchill's words, "...truly the pearl of Africa” (Chrétien, 2002).



. syria
Tunisia 7 &l
Morocco B lraq

Algeria

3 Libya Egypt
Westermn X &
Sahara P Saudi Arabia
. = Mauritania RIE =
Karamoja \(8& £ )’ Mali Niger S 2 B
region = chadiys SO (S Yemen

i N Burkina S — 4 n
Democv_’atlc Murchison Falls 1 AL Guiran L Faso_ 5 ey Syffptaoen

Republic of & National Park 4 S Res South sy Ethiopia

the Congo ) Ghana Sout n
Lake Gulf of Guinea =P Ty -
Mount Elgon, e 3 Somalia
Albert Uganda A G;bon i [~/ Kenya.. ..
" DR Congo
S\ \Tanzania
3 P
A i
\ / : Kampala Angola 7 mbia (&
Rw&e?‘zo_n M(;l;’ma‘:ns S N_lozambique
ational Par Entebbe @ e R G
Namibia Zimbabwe
g Lake Bhbvan Madagascar
Bwindi Victoria
ictor :
Atlantic - ~
Ocean South Africa

Figure 1: Map of Uganda and Location within the African Continent
Source: Our Africa, Google Maps

3.1.1 Study Context

Uganda, a former British Protectorate, became independent in October 1962. But the post-
independent Uganda, akin to other SSA countries (cf. Teye, 1986) was at various times, entangled in
numerous civil wars and coup d'états between 1970 and 2005. The country and its inhabitants (native
and foreign) were left dehumanised, dispossessed of human rights, dignity, skilled human resources
and confidence, leading to unprecedented loss of lives and property (Chrétien, 2002; Maathai, 2010;
Mutibwa, 1992). These tragic historical events although mostly under control since the late 1990s,
have not only stifled progress on many fronts, but crucially, they have also defined and constructed
the infamous negative image associated with Uganda both within SSA and internationally. To this
must be added the recent decision by Ugandan law makers to legislate against homosexuality, a move
that has attracted wide spread criticism and condemnation from the international community and the
media (e.g. Smith, 2013; Freeman, 2014). Here, Uganda has acquired an unenviable reputation as a
country which legitimises homophobia, hence exacerbating the historical negative image problem,
although the country’s Constitutional Court recently annulled the anti-homosexual law (Smith, 2014),

in what appears to be a temporary reprieve.

With a population of over 34M (Uganda Bureau of Statistics, (UBOS), 2013), Ugandan tourism (cf.
most countries in SSA), mainly depends on a great diversity of the country’s comparative advantage
in natural and cultural resources (Ministry of Tourism, Wildlife and Antiquities, hereafter MTWA,
2014; cf. Akama, 1999). Unlike Kenya and Tanzania that have extensive coastlines for beach tourism
alongside wildlife tourism, Uganda'’s tourism industry is mainly small scale and nature-based. It

mainly attracts those interested in the rare mountain gorillas, trekking on the snow-capped Rwenzori
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Mountains and bird-watching. These niche forms of tourism are offered alongside the conventional
wildlife tourism, and increasingly, water-based adventure tourism (white water rafting). However, the
diverse cultural and heritage attractions of the country have not as yet been commercialised for

tourism purposes as is the case in the neighboring Kenya for instance (cf. Akama, 2002).

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, a series of measures were taken to revamp the tourism sector that
had been severely disrupted by the civil wars of the previous decade during which some wildlife
species were hunted to near extinction whilst unprecedented damage to infrastructure were
experienced. Key amongst them were the abolition of visa requirements for preferred source markets
(the UK, USA etc) and the liberalisation of the economy under the structural adjustment programmes
of the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank (Bategeka & Matovu, 2011; Ministry of
Finance and Economic Planning, (MFEP), 1995). Other measures entailed prioritising investments in
accommodation and infrastructure (e.g., the main national airport and key road networks), mainly
funded by multilateral donor agencies; and, the launching of the tourism master plan that formally led
to the introduction of ecotourism in Uganda’s protected areas (MFED, 1995). Majority of these
measures are currently being revised and new ones pursued in Uganda as discerned from the recent
National Development Plan (NDP) (Government of Uganda, (GoU) 2010), Ministerial Policy
Statement (MTWA, 2013) and the Background to the National Budget (Ministry of Finance, Planning
and Economic Development, (MoFPED), 2014).

Liberalisation and privatisation policies were being pursued with an interest in attracting private local
and foreign investment into the economy in general and in tourism in particular. Within the limits of
the available data, table 1 below provides an insight into the total investment in Ugandan tourism
between 2000-2004 and 2009-2010, of which over 65% were in hotels, resorts and camping sites.
What is clear from table 1 is that the sector is mostly attracting local private investments as opposed
to FDI or even joint ventures. However, FDI in tourism may be difficult to assess depending on
whether these are investments in equity (with majority or minority control of ownership) or where
foreign companies or investors may prefer a leasing agreement, management contracts or franchises
instead of direct equity investments (Endo, 2006). This is because national statistics seldom consider
non-equity forms of investments as FDI in their reporting (ibid). Besides, several factors are known to
influence the nature and volume of FDI attracted into a country (e.g. Morrissey & Udomkerdmongkol,
2012), making it difficult to comment meaningfully on the limited tourism FDI in Ugandan in the

absence of additional information.

The significance of tourism to Uganda’s economy can be discerned from the existence of several
tourism sector-specific policies that have been formulated, with varying degrees of effective

implementation (MTTI, 2003a). Policies, Acts of Parliament and plans such as the Uganda Wildlife
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Policy (of 1999 & 2014); the Wildlife Act (of 2000); National Tourism Policy (2003-2010); the
Tourism Act (of 2008); the NDP (2010-2015) are key examples.

Table 1: Total Investment in Ugandan Tourism (2000-2004, 2009-2010)

Year Total FDI Total Joint Investment (US$) Total Local Investment (US$)
(US$)

2000 1,181,000 400,000 6,193,000
2001 1,679,000 1,700,000 5,290,000
2002 688,000 588,000 14,064,000
2003 972,000 100,000 11,880,000
2004 10,132,000 22,698,000 11,384,000
2009 110,000 250,000 1,965,462
2010 11,880,457 700,000 73,316,741

Gross

Totals 14,652,000 25,486,000 48,811,000

Source: Former Ministry of Tourism, Trade and Industry, 2010, personal communication

The conservation policies and Acts have culminated into the creation of ‘a network of national parks
and wildlife reserves (approximating 10% of the country’s total area) to protect the country’s wildlife
and special landscapes’ (MTTI, 2003a, p.20; MTWA, 2014). Table 2 below provides a snapshot of
some of the initiatives undertaken by various stakeholders in Ugandan tourism, aimed at developing
the sector from a macro and micro perspective. As would be expected in any least developed country
(LDC) (cf. Akama 1999), there is a strong influence from the government and donor agencies (mostly
top-down), given that the private sector and communities are still under-developed and hence having
limited capacity to play the highly desirable leading role. It is here that private sector frustrations with
the government's role in such things as marketing and promotion (cf. section 4.2) may be

contextualised.

These initiatives (Table 2) have to some extent contributed to Uganda's re-emergence onto the global
tourism industry arena, with notable independent verdicts on the destination’s uniqueness. For
instance, the Lonely Planet recently named Uganda its top destination for 2012. In addition, Uganda
has received accolades from other international publications including: Bwindi: Best African Birding
Destination (2011) by Travel Africa Magazine and Rwenzori Mountains: One of the World’s 15 Best
Hikes (2011) by National Geographic Society (World Bank, 2012). Such favourable international
recognitions have not yet translated into Uganda’s attainment of the much desired tourism
competitiveness within the region and globally. Nevertheless the tourism sector holds a potential for

diversifying Uganda’s economy and for delivering other socio-economic and cultural benefits.
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Table 2: Selected Policy and other Initiatives aimed at developing Tourism in Uganda

Policy and other Initiatives in
Ugandan Tourism (1994-2014)

Tourism Policy (2003-2010)

Uganda Tourism Act (2008)

Uganda National Development Plan
(NDP) (2010-2015)

Uganda Tourism Board (UTB)

Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA)

The Hotel and Tourism Training

Institute (HTTI)

Uganda Tourism Association (UTA)

Description

The first national tourism policy for Uganda formulated under the guidance of a steering committee of key stakeholders from
public and private sectors through a participatory and consultative means with a broad range of actors. The aim of the policy
was to transform tourism into a major economic sector in Uganda and for Uganda to take part in the development of the ever
expanding international leisure and holiday market. This policy expired in 2010 and a new policy is underway to replace it.

An Act of Parliament (the first of its kind) aimed at reforming, consolidating and streamlining the law relating to tourism and
aspects such as licensing, regulation and control of the sector, and the effecting of the implementation of the tourism policy of
government, reconstitution of the Uganda Tourism Board and so forth.

The NDP sets out Uganda's medium term strategic direction, development priorities and implementation strategies. It
explicates Uganda's current development status, challenges and opportunities. Its main objective is to accelerate socio-
economic transformation aimed at achieving the National Vision of a transformed Ugandan society from a peasant to a
modern and prosperous country in 30 years.

The UTB is a statutory organisation established in 1994 primarily to market Uganda as tourism destination. Its role has been
revised and broadened under the new Tourism Act (2008) to promote and popularise Uganda as a viable holiday destination
both locally and internationally in order to increase the contribution of tourism earnings to GDP, improve Uganda's
competitiveness as an international tourism destination, and increase Uganda's share in the African and World tourism market.
In this new role, it is expected to have a wider management responsibility that transcends the previous emphasis on marketing.

UWA is a statutory body established by the Uganda Wildlife Act 2000 although it became operational in 1996 after the
merger of the then Game Department with the Uganda National Parks. Its missions is to conserve and sustainably manage the
wildlife and the protected areas of Uganda in partnership with neighbouring communities and other stakeholders, for the
benefit of the people of Uganda and the global community. It is responsible for the management of 10 National Parks, 12
Wildlife Reserves and 7 Wildlife Sanctuaries and provides guidance over the management of 5 Community Wildlife Areas.

The HTTI was started in the mid 1980s by the government, funded by a UNDP project, with a mission to produce highly
skilled and competent workforce for the country's as well as international hospitality industry. Its main objective is to equip
the students through specialised training, with requisite knowledge and skills in Hotel Management, Tourism Management,
and pastry and Bakery for the hospitality industry. The courses offered are mainly at diploma and certificate (pre-
undergraduate) levels.

UTA is a private sector association of the tourism industry in Uganda. It aims to be the focal point for the tourism private
sector and the driving force for tourism's competitive development in the country. Its membership includes: the Board of
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Uganda Community Tourism Projects
(year of inception)

e UCOTA (1998)

e COBATI (1998)

e  Exposure Africa (1998)

e The National Theatre Craft

Village (1993)
o NDERE Centre (1984)

European Union-Uganda Sustainable
Tourism Development Programme
funded by the European Development
Fund (2002-2007)

The Uganda Tourism Expenditure and
Motivations Surveys:
e By MTTIICB-PAMSU
Project (2003)
e By the World Bank (2013)

Uganda Tourism Sector Situational
Assessment — World Bank (2012)

United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) (2011-2014)

Source: Author (table compiled from a review of the publicly available secondary data on these initiatives and where inaccessible, reference is made to some of the consultancy reports in which

they are covered, e.g. Thomas et al., 2011).

Airlines Representatives; District Tourism Associations; Hotel and Catering Association of Uganda; Uganda Association of
Air Operators; Uganda Association of Tourism Training Institutions; Association of Uganda Tour Operators; the Uganda
Association of Travel Agents; the Uganda Community Tourism Association; and, Uganda Safari Guides Association.

Several community-based tourism initiatives have been started by international volunteers and local social entrepreneurs to
ensure the participation of the independent and mostly informal, small and medium-sized enterprises in the Ugandan tourism.
These projects range from artisanal and handicraft based enterprises (e.g. UCOTA, COBATI, Exposure Africa, and the
National Theatre African Craft Villages) to cultural festival and theatre performances (e.g. Ndere Centre). (Thomas et al.,
2011).

A project aimed at supporting the sustainable growth and development of tourism in Uganda and to create economic and
financial benefits to its stakeholders (local communities, public and private actors). The Project ended due to the perceived
lack of political leadership from the then Ministry of Tourism (Thomas et al., 2011).

Surveys commissioned by the current and former Ministries of Tourism (MTWA & MTTI) but administered by the World
Bank and related projects in Uganda to assess key tourism statistics in the country in 2013 and 2003. The surveys
administered to tourists exiting Uganda during the stated years collect data on tourist expenditure, duration of stay, tourist
activities, sites visited, levels of satisfaction, and suggestions for improvements in the sector. The aim of these surveys is to
generate empirical evidence on Ugandan tourism so as to inform government decisions on ways to increase the contribution of
this sector to the growth of the Ugandan economy.

A 2012 tourism sector rapid situational assessment commissioned by the Ministry of tourism and funded by the World Bank
and DFID in 2012. The purpose was to provide immediate to short term recommendations which if implemented within 24
months, can propel the sector towards competitiveness and sustained growth.

Status: Completed in 2012, but no formal evaluation reports are as yet available.

The UNDP, working with various local and foreign stakeholders (Ministry of Tourism, UTB, MoFPED, UTA, UHOA, UWA,
UNCTAD, UNWTO, ITC etc) has been funding projects aimed at supporting the development of markets in tourism and
crucially focusing on the inclusion of the poor and the local communities in tourism (as entrepreneurs, employers, consumers
etc). This project is still on-going, with an expected end period of 2014.



The balance of payments statistics from the central bank (Bank of Uganda, (BoU)) (2013) indicates
that for the year 2002, the main export sectors such as coffee, travel and transport and remittances
respectively, generated $96.63, $202.48 and $441.82M to the Ugandan economy and in 2012, the
figures had steadily increased to $372.5M, $1,320.47M and $910.32M. The need for diversification is
particularly poignant given the mixed nature of the Ugandan economy that closely mirrors many of
the LDCs; with a large, rural subsistence agricultural sector and one dominant or few primary export
sectors (Colliers & Gunning, 1999; United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
(UNCTAD), 2012). In its annual economic performance report, the MoFPED, (2011) noted that
agriculture (that employs over 80% of the population) only contributed 24% to the GDP in 2010/2011
financial year whilst industry (manufacturing) and the service sectors contributed 27% and 49%
respectively.

Besides, the recent World Bank (2013) report on the economic and statistical analysis of tourism in
Uganda found that ‘the overall impact of tourist expenditures in 2012 was large, contributing to 38
percent of exports and 5.6 percent of GDP, including indirect taxes amounting to 0.5 percent of
GDP’(p.18). The same report indicates that for the year 2012, tourism’s contribution to the regional
GDP was as summarised in Table 3 below. Here, the sector’s highest contributions to GDP are to be
found in Kenya and Tanzania, although disparities in data sources and reporting styles require some
reflection here. For instance, the UBOS statistics on GDP contributions per sector focuses on ‘hotels
and restaurants’ and ‘transportation and communications’ as separate categories. In such cases, the
reported GDP contributions for tourism may approximate that for hotels and restaurants, leaving
contributions from attractions (e.g. the national parks) in the category of ‘other services’ in a country

where the main tourism product is nature-based.

The same World Bank report has two different figures of tourism’s GDP contribution to Uganda,
including the 5.6% quoted from page 18 and 3.7% found on page 2 (Table 3 below) where
comparative regional data is presented. This is where Blake’s (2008) observation about data scarcity
in East Africa becomes a real challenge for generating accurate information about the sector in
Uganda. This also implies that despite the availability of national and regional comparative data from
official reports, it is inherently difficult to find consistent and reliable data sources that provide
accurate information about tourism’s overall contribution to Uganda’s economy. Nevertheless, the
service sector is playing an increasingly important role in the Ugandan economy, necessitating a close
focus on the potential contribution of tourism, a service sector, to the diversification of the economy,

although tourism is not explicitly mentioned in the MoFPED report of 2012.

Uganda has recently discovered large petroleum deposits estimated to be around 700M to 3.5B barrels
along the pristine Albertine basin in the western arm of the East African rift valley (Kathman &

Shannon, 2011) and the country is in the final stages of starting crude oil extraction and possible
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refinery. Ironically, this same area is not only ecologically sensitive but also holds a significant
amount of biodiversity known to be endemic to Uganda and ones that underpin much of her nature-
based tourism industry. The official government position on this potential dilemma, as recently
expressed by the Minister for Tourism on 7th November 2013 (personal communication) is that of

ecological stewardship taking precedence over extractive resource use.

Table 3: Tourism’s Contribution to the GDP in Selected East African Countries

Country International Arrivals (2012) *Contributions to GDP (2012)

Kenya 1,619,000 5%
Rwanda 815,000 3.1%
Tanzania 1,04,000 4.8%
Uganda 1,197,000 3.7%

Source: Arrivals—UN World Tourism Organization, Tourism Highlights, 2012 Edition
*GDP—World Travel and Tourism Council, Travel and Tourism Economic Impact 2013 in World Bank report (2013, p.2).

However, the potential contribution of the oil revenues to Uganda’s long term development needs to
be considered within a wider context that entails inter alia, the unconvincing contribution of oil
exports to meaningful development in countries such as Nigeria (Kathman & Shannon, 2011) and the
generally weak institutional framework in place (Bategeka & Matovu, 2011). This is where the
tourism industry requires some attention, but only if it is well planned, developed and professionally
managed. Tourism development must be grounded in a clear understanding of critical issues that
impinge upon the country's ability to effectively harness the resource base, add value to, and benefit

from it. It is the task of this paper to partially contribute to such an understanding.

3.2 Study Design

A case study approach has been adopted in this paper, mainly because it entails decisions about the
possibility of what to study rather than a methodological choice (Stake, 2005). Specifically, a
gualitative case study that relies on a single case is adopted, where there are no attempts at
generalisation beyond the particular case, but rather an interest in emphasising what can be learnt
from it (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Stake, 2005). There is however an awareness here of the diverse ways
in which the term “case study” is conceived and used in different research contexts (Hammersley,
1990; Piekkari et al., 2009) and where concerns about the conventional discourses on reliability,
replicability and validity abound (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Hammersley, 1990). The pervasive
influences of such discourses, which in themselves reflect the positivist and alternative views on what
is considered scientific is sometimes reflected in researchers' choice of either quantitative or

qualitative approaches (cf. Piekkari et al., 2009). With this in mind, of particular significance to this

16



study is the idea that 'understanding human activity [such as tourism] requires that we look at its
development over time and at its environment, at the configuration of social factors that make up the

situation in which it occurs and the way in which these