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Abstract: This work aims to investigate the impact of popular UNESCO World Heritage objects on the coun-
try’s tourist arrivals as a factor of attractiveness, to estimate the strong correlation between these phenom-
ena, and to mathematically validate the assumption that the number of such sites has a direct impact on 
the country’s tourism competitiveness. We used data from the UNWTO’s open sources, UNESCO, the World 
Economic Forum expert reports on the competitiveness of travels and tourism of the world’s countries for 
2017. The analysis is based on three rankings of countries in terms of World Heritage assets, international 
touristic arrivals and the country’s tourism and travel competitiveness index, and correlation analysis be-
tween these values. Also, to determine the influence and interdependencies between the studied concepts, 
the method of paired correlation analysis was chosen as a convenient way to demonstrate the influence 
of one variable on another. Determination of the correlation coefficient allowed to speak about the com-
plexity of the relationship and the linearity of these phenomena. In particular, the increase in the number 
of UNESCO World Heritage sites leads to an increase in tourist arrivals and makes the country attractive for 
tourism development. As a result, we have obtained estimates of the unidirectional impact of the number 
of World Heritage sites on the territory of a particular country on the volume of international tourist arrivals. 
However, not always the overall attractiveness and competitiveness of the country in the field of tourism is 
linked to the World Heritage, and our study only confirms the thesis that among the many ways to increase 
the attractiveness of the country, an increase in World Heritage sites leads to an increase in tourist traffic. 
In current trends, choosing public policy to enhance and preserve UNESCO sites one obviously can expect the 
growth of tourist flows to the countries.
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Introduction

Tourism industry is an important component of the economy of many countries, which 
is increasing its global significance. Tourism development affects various sectors of the 
economy, especially in construction, transport, communications, trade, which are the 
most promising areas of structural reorientation of the economy in the post-industrial 
era and the distribution of employment in it. An important prerequisite for the effec-
tive development of tourism industry on a given territory is an increase in the num-
ber of foreign tourists and the inclusion of local residents in the domestic tourist flow. 
A steadily increasing tourist flow supplies the economy with income, which leads to an 
increase in the socio-economic development of the territory and the improvement of 
social standards.

Competition between countries in the global tourism market for the distribution 
of tourism revenues forces specialised state organisations and private companies to 
increase the quality and quantity indicators of tourism appeal of the territory. One of 
the criteria for confirming the generally accepted global trend in choosing state policy 
on the attractiveness of the country as a whole is the concept aimed at developing tour-
ism in the country through the popularisation and status of the natural and cultural 
superstructure. The accumulation of UNESCO World Heritage sites on its territory as 
status, popular and unique attractions which act as a magnet for the flow of tourists to 
the country as a whole is regarded as a success.

Analysis of recent studies and publications

The study of any phenomenon or process requires the primary clarification of its es-
sence, the identification of methods that better reveal this essence, and the interrela-
tion with other processes and phenomena. As noted above, this article examines the 
impact of UNESCO World Heritage Sites on the attractiveness of a country through the 
close relationship with tourist arrivals, and as a result, the relevant calculations confirm 
the assumption that the number of such sites influence the tourist visitation of coun-
tries. So, the task is to clarify the essence of the basic concepts to which this study is 
devoted, namely, “tourist potential”, “tourist attractiveness”, “tourist competitiveness”, 
and others. 

Today there are many scientific approaches and developed methodologies for as-
sessing the tourism potential and attractiveness of the territory. The two indicators 
are affined, although some scientists consider this connection to be spontaneous and 
unprecedented. Let us first consider the essence of the concept of “tourism potential 
of the region”. In the second half of the 20th century, the study of the tourist potential 
of a particular territory was a subject of research of many economists, who considered 
it through the prism of economic concepts. A detailed review of various approaches to 
the interpretation of the term “tourist potential” is given in the article by Iaţu and Bulai 
(2011). For example, Snak (1976, cited in Iaţu, Bulai, 2011: 165), believes that “the 
basic tourist supply is the main prerequisite in the planning and functioning of some 
forms of tourism”. Muntele and Iaţu (2006, Iaţu, Bulai, 2011) interpret tourist potential 
as “the totality of natural, social, cultural and historical resources that support the tour-
ist offer of a certain territory”.
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In the 1990s, the problem of defining and calculating tourism potential flooded the 
geographical and economic literature without specifying its meaning and objectives. 
Today, there are two main trends in defining the concept of “tourism potential”: the 
first one is related to the attribution of non-material factors to this concept. This is the 
opinion of Glăvan (2005), who perceives it as “the sum of opportunities provided by the 
natural and social environment at the disposal of tourist activity”, whereas Hall, Page 
(2004, 2014) see it as “basic conditions of development.”

However, the “materialistic approach” considers the tourism potential as “the sum 
of natural and human resources” (Iațu, Bulai, 2011; Ielenicz, Comănescu, 2006; Ielenicz, 
Comănescu, Nedelea, 2010). The LEADER European Supervisory Programme defines 
tourism potential as the relationship between tourism supply, demand, market trends 
and competition (2005, 2011; Iațu, Bulai, 2011). According to Goeldner and Ritchie 
(2003, 2009; Iațu, Bulai, 2011), the tourism proposition can be divided into four com-
ponents: natural resources, anthropogenic environment, touristic sector activities and 
cultural resources.

Therefore, tourism potential is a qualitative, non-material measure of certain sub-
jective capacities and conditions, while the tourism proposition may include both exist-
ing and possible components that depend on a survey approach or a territorial assess-
ment project. But the tourism proposition does not explain the development of tour-
ism by the range of demand. Therefore, Formica (2000, cited in Iațu, Bulai, 2011: 166) 
defines the relationship between the demand and the offer as tourism attractiveness 
which “depends on the balance between the availability of existing tourism attractions 
and their importance.” Unlike potential, which is part of the proposition, tourism appeal 
requires an approach that is based on the dependence between possible and available 
elements and tourism demand (Lovingwood, Mitchell, 1989, cited in Iațu, Bulai, 2011: 
166), i.e. it is a function of the interplay of proposition and demand. It is the appeal that 
allows assessing the impact of territorial internal forces (proposition) on external forc-
es (demand) and vice versa.

Current research on the tourist potential of certain territories covers mainly geo-
graphical issues (availability of resources, infrastructure, services), but not the analysis 
of the degree of their correlation or significance, which interferes with the knowledge 
of the impact of these indicators and elements of the tourism sphere on the regional 
economy. The shortcoming is the use of indicators of tourist demand in the research, 
expressed by determining the number of arrivals, the number of overnight stays, the 
average stay duration, tax and budget revenues, motivation of tourist trips, etc. Also, 
there is a need to study the tourist potential in terms of tourist appeal. The methods 
suggested by Smith (1987), and supplemented by Lovingwood and Mitchell (1989), 
referenced in Iațu and Bulai (2011), lean against a wide range of tourism data (hotel 
rooms, restaurants, campsites, number of natural features etc.). Using their method of 
research on the basis of a real analysis of all components, to identify territorial for-
mations (clusters) with similar resource characteristics, allows to reveal the economic 
importance of tourism in any particular region or country. 

Analysing the available publications on regional tourism, we observe a high de-
gree of the use of the term “tourism attractiveness of the region”. However, there is 
a reason to believe that not only is there no common understanding of this concept, but 
there is no clear definition that meets scientific requirements. Considerable attention 
to the interpretation of the term “tourist attractiveness” was paid at different times 
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by Benckendorff (2004, 2006) and Kruczek (2015). According to them, the problem in 
a unified interpretation of this concept is also complicated by the fact that there are no 
common approaches or quantitative indicators that allow to assign this or that place in 
the category of “outstanding” or “attractive”. In his monograph, based on previous thor-
ough studies by Benckendorff (2004), Kruczek (2011) systematised approaches to the 
definition of the concept of “tourist attractiveness” by tourism classics Cohen (who first 
used the term in 1972), Lundberg (1985), Leiper (1979), Davidson (1996), Middleton 
(1996, 2003), Lew (1987), etc., comprehensively complemented the interpretation of 
“tourist attractiveness” and, summarizing them, proposed to consider as tourist-attrac-
tive places “all constituent elements of the tourist product (weighty places and events, 
objects and authentic works of culture), defined as unique and such that are able to 
attract tourists and make them choose a particular area”. 

According to McKenzie and Adams (2018), the primary motivation of tourists is 
often driven by the desire to visit a unique attraction in a particular location. The attrac-
tiveness of the latter depends on the quality and status of the site, as some travelers are 
seduced by a particular attraction, while others prefer thematic travel. Therefore, the 
presentation of associative attractions as a showcase of a country attracts the tourist to 
the destination in general. Cmeciu and Druga (2011) agree and confirm the point, they 
believe that apart from Count Dracula, Ceausescu and Comaneci, monasteries of Moldo-
va and Bukovina (eastern and northern part of Romania) constitute a permanent brand 
of the country, inseparably linked in the mind of every foreign tourist with Romanian 
atmosphere.

A different opinion is held by Husbands (1983), whose point is that the problem of 
evaluation and measurement of tourism attractiveness concerns countries as a whole. 
He notes that even if the peculiarity of a country allows it to become tourism attractive 
by resource heritage (as the primary motivation), there are other factors that level the 
initial potential: the sphere of security, health care, the level of freedom and the like. 
The phenomenon of tourism is expressed as the formation of a system with a peculiar 
way of organising a comfortable life.

So, the tourist attractiveness of a region is nothing but the assessment of potential 
tourists’ ability to meet their needs in the region. Tourist attractiveness, as an evalua-
tive category, is characterised by a set of factors, they are interrelated and have varying 
degrees of importance for the overall assessment.

In their study Korol and Krul (2020) define the attractiveness of the territory of 
a country through the indicators of area and population, which are divided and corre-
lated with the number of tourist arrivals, leaning against various geographical factors, 
including the climate. However, in our opinion, this analysis of attractiveness does not 
meet the emotional component of tourist arrivals.

A group of scientists (Truchet et al., 2016) in their study notes that the level and 
status of attractiveness of tourist attractions and their spatial characteristics are deter-
minants of tourism development. However, they take into account the impact of tourist 
attractions on the number of hotel rooms and the number of employees in the tourism 
sector, which does not fully reflect the direct relationship between the presence of out-
standing sites and tourist flows.

Du Cros (2008) notes that UNESCO World Heritage sites are often popular and the 
main attractions of a particular location, particularly in terms of the economic benefits 
they bring due to increased attendance and extended stays. However, it is difficult to 
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achieve the result without quality management and promotion of these sites. In addi-
tion, this phenomenon has the opposite effect, when the excessive number of tourists 
negatively affects the quality of the attraction, as discussed in the article by Gao, Su, 
Zang (2020) based on the example of China. A group of researchers (Kaharuddin et al., 
2021) concluded that the tourist’s motivation to choose a destination is influenced not 
only by the presence of an outstanding attraction, but also by the quality of service and 
its level of satisfaction. This thesis was confirmed through a survey on World Heritage 
Sites in Northern Ireland in Kempiak et al. (2017).

Having studied and analysed the opinions of varios scientists, we formulate the 
definition of “recreational and tourist attractiveness of the territory” as a complex po-
tential of tourist resources to attract (lure) consumers on the one hand, and attractive 
economic and natural conditions for investment and development of a particular ter-
ritory, creating an appropriate comfortable environment for the relevant activities on 
the other. We believe that the primary attractiveness of the country depends on the 
cumulative diversity of a certain number of natural and cultural tourist resources. Sec-
ondary attractiveness (general) is the quality of tourist infrastructure development on 
the basis of the primary component and the level of accessibility to it (Ivanunik, Yavkin, 
2012).

Thus, in our opinion, modern tourist attractiveness is nothing but the assessment 
of potential tourists’ ability to meet their own needs by visiting the chosen country. 
Tourist attractiveness, as an evaluative category, is characterised by a set of indicators 
that are interrelated and have different degrees of subjectivity between them in terms 
of travel motives.

Study objectives

This study aims to demonstrate the impact of World Heritage on the attractiveness of 
the country through a close relationship with tourist arrivals, to confirm the assump-
tion that the number of World Heritage sites directly affects the tourist attractiveness 
and popularity of the country and prove it by calculations.

Source material and methodological basis

The study is based on statistics and methodology of international tourism assessment 
proposed by the UN World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), as well as using system-
atised data of UNESCO, characterising the object base of the World Heritage Site. For 
a basis of research the data of the report of experts of the World economic forum on 
competitiveness of travel and tourism of the world that is expressed by an index TTCI 
(Travel & Tourism Competitiveness Index) are also taken.

Undoubtedly, the concept of “tourism attractiveness” is a multidimensional and 
complex characteristic of a destination. As today there is no unified interpretation of 
the term “tourist attractiveness”, so there is no unified method for determining the lev-
el and degree of attractiveness of a particular territory. The methodology of research in 
tourism was studied by Scott, Baggio, Cooper (2008), Hair i in. (2010), Baggio, Klobas 
(2011), Dwyer, Gill, Seetaram (2012) and many other experts in the tourism industry, 
but we used a system of tourism rating, which is advisable to apply, taking into account 
the accumulated experience in international practice, which is the subject of our study. 
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Proceeding from the goal, we chose and formed three ratings, which indirectly demon-
strate the attractiveness of the countries for further primary analysis (see Table 1). 
Each rating is based on a single indicator, from higher to lower.

The first rating (the main factor) is a selection of countries by the presence of UN-
ESCO World Heritage sites on their territory, which already demonstrates a certain at-
tractiveness. This ranking includes 56 countries that have more than five sites (this is 
an evaluation criterion). Note that the UAE, which has only one UNESCO World Heritage 
Site, was visited by almost 16 million tourists in 2017. Almost the same number visited 
India, which has 38 sites and ranks 6th in the world. So, such a sample is made deliber-
ately in order to get a correct result for further analysis and exclude fluctuations of in-
dicators in the correlation. Note that the array of sample countries accounts for almost 
85% of the world heritage of UNESCO.

The other two country rankings by natural and relative indicators also have a sam-
ple that is derived from the list of World Heritage Sites, and are also formed of 56 coun-
tries.

Today there are many methodologies and assessments of tourist attractiveness. 
Obviously, a simple assessment of the attractiveness of the territory by a quantitative 
indicator is international tourist arrivals, forming our next ranking of countries. This 
indicator demonstrates the overall attractiveness of the country and the magnitude of 
the demand for natural wealth and cultural treasures as the basis of tourism resources. 
The information is gathered and published annually by the United Nations World Tour-
ism Organization (UNWTO).

The third ranking indicator we use reflects tourism attractiveness in relative 
terms. Experts of the World Economic Forum in Davos together with the International 
Air Transport Association (IATA), the International Union for Conservation of the Envi-
ronment (IUCN), the World Travel & Tourism Council (WTTC) and the UN World Tour-
ism Organization (UNWTO) form The Travel & Tourism Competitiveness Index (TTCI) 
which is published every two years and covers over 130 countries, which, according to 
analysts, account for over 98% of world GDP. The Travel & Tourism Competitiveness 
Index of a country consists of four main groups: environment, politics, infrastructure, 
natural and cultural resources.

Despite all the unfluence of experts in determining this index, we would like 
to note a certain disadvantage in its formation. All fourteen indicators that make 
up the TTCI have the same weight of influence, summing up the final value. Al-
though, in our opinion, the primary basis of a country’s attractiveness in tourism 
is a group of natural and cultural resources, which create the basis, all other fac-
tors act as a superstructure. A typical example of the lack of TTCI score is Tur-
key – a country with a comfortable climate, diverse environment, rich cultur-
al heritage (a total of 18 UNESCO sites), which by 2017 was visited by almost 
38 million tourists (8th place in the world rating), but according to the TTCI index it 
ranks only 30th. Despite this, this index has a global completeness of attractiveness, 
which allows for a comprehensive analysis.

Ratings, as an array of data, form an incomplete picture of the destination’s attrac-
tiveness, they show a certain level, relying only on the dominant factor. However, for 
a more in-depth analysis of the impact of World Heritage on tourism attractiveness, 
further we use a method of contrast and comparison of individual factors and their 
influence on each other in correlation analysis.
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To carry out an assessment of the impact of the UNESCO World Heritage on inter-
national tourist arrivals we chose the method of pair correlation, because correlation 
dependence occurs when one of the values depends not only on a given second, but also 
on some random factors; or, when among the conditions on which both values depend, 
there are common for them both. This is particularly appropriate in our case. From the 
data sets created, we will perform a correlation analysis using Microsoft Excel software 
to determine the Pearson correlation coefficient.

  
(1) where (r) – correlation coefficient Pearson, (x) and (y) numerical values of quanti-
ties between which a correlation relationship is established, (ẍ), (ȳ) − their arithmetic 
averages.

For functional relationships, the index refers to the interval from 1.0 to 1.0 inclusive 
and reflects the magnitude of the linear relationship between two sets of data. The cor-
relation is considered strong if (r) is greater than 0.75, indicating the dependence of one 
factor on another.

Results of the study

Thus, the authors of the study offer to define the UNESCO World Heritage Site as a sta-
tus unique micro- (inherent in cultural attractions) and macro-space (natural sites), 
which expresses the basis of motivational and emotional component of the popularity 
of the country. In our opinion, the primary motivation of the modern tourist is perceived 
through unique status locations (including UNESCO World Heritage Sites), which con-
tribute to the growth of tourist flows and the emotional appeal of the country.

1. Let us consider the distribution of UNESCO World Heritage Sites in the 
world, which occurs, at first glance, by assigning the appropriate status to unique sites. 
However, there is a pattern that the number of such sites in the country depends on 
various factors: 1) the historical and cultural heritage of the country (the age of the 
historical period); 2) the natural diversity of landscape formations; 3) the area of the 
country. The last factor is obvious, but not decisive for the number of World Heritage 
sites on the territory of a particular country.

If we analyse the formed rating of countries by the number of UNESCO World Her-
itage sites on their territory, more than half of the first 15 countries are the largest 
in the world by area, such as Russia, Canada, Australia, USA, Brazil, India, Mexico and 
China (see Table 1). This fact confirms the thesis that the larger the country, the more 
likely it is to find UNESCO sites. However, Italy and Spain have a combined total of 105 
UNESCO World Heritage Sites (almost 10%), although these countries are small in size, 
but have a rich historical and cultural heritage and landscape diversity.

The factor of natural diversity today has the least influence on the distribution 
of UNESCO World Heritage sites. Only in three countries in the structure natural sites 
prevail over cultural ones, namely in Canada 11 (natural) out of 20 (total), in the USA 13 
out of 24, and in Australia 16 out of 20. Also, Russia and China are rich in natural sites 
with UNESCO World Heritage status (UNESCO World Heritage List).
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Table 1. Rankings of Countries by Number of UNESCO World Heritage Sites, International Tourist Arrivals and 
Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Index (2017)

№ Countries

World Heritage 
UNESCO

International Tourist 
Arrivals 2017

Travel and Tourism 
Competitiveness Index 

2017
Quantity
(units)

Rating 
position

1000 
persons

Rating 
poisition TTCI Rating 

poisition 
1 Italy and Vatican 57 1 58253 5 4.99 8
2 China 55 2 60740 4 4.72 13
3 Spain 48 3 81869 2 5.43 1
4 Germany 46 4 37452 9 5.28 3
5 France 45 5 86918 1 5.32 2
6 India 38 6 15543 20 4.18 26
7 Mexico 35 7 39291 6 4.54 18–19

8
United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland

32 8 37651 7 5.20 5

9 Russian Federation 29 9 24390 13 4.15 28
10 USA 24 10–11 76941 3 5.12 6
11 Iran 24 10–11 4867 42 3.43 50
12 Japan 23 12 28691 11 5.25 4
13 Brazil 22 13 6589 38 4.49 21
14 Canada 20 14–15 20883 15 4.97 9
15 Australia 20 14–15 8815 31 5.10 7
16 Greece 18 16–17 27194 12 4.51 20
17 Turkey 18 16–17 37601 8 4.14 29–30
18 Portugal 17 18 21200 14 4.74 12
19 Poland 16 19 18400 16 4.11 31
20 Sweden 15 20 7054 34 4.55 17
21 Czechia 14 21–22 13665 22 4.22 25
22 Republic of Korea 14 21–22 13336 23 4.57 16
23 Belgium 13 23 8358 32 4.54 18–19
24 Switzerland 12 24–25 11133 28 4.94 10
25 Peru 12 24–25 4032 44 4.04 35
26 Argentina 11 26 6710 36 4.05 34
27 Austria 10 27–32 29460 10 4.86 11
28 Bulgaria 10 27–32 8883 30 4.14 29–30
29 Croatia 10 27–32 15593 19 4.42 23
30 Denmark 10 27–32 11743 26 4.43 22
31 Netherlands 10 27–32 17924 17 4.64 14–15
32 South Africa 10 27–32 10285 29 4.01 36
33 Ethiopia 9 33–38 933 55 3.10 54
34 Morocco 9 33–38 11349 27 3.81 40–41
35 Colombia 9 33–38 3631 45 3.83 39
36 Cuba 9 33–38 4594 43 3.30 52
37 Indonesia 9 33–38 12948 24 4.16 27
38 Israel 9 33–38 3613 46 3.84 38
39 Hungary 8 39–44 15775 18 4.06 32–33
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40 Norway 8 39–44 6252 40 4.64 14–15
41 Romania 8 39–44 2760 48 3.78 42–43
42 Tunisia 8 39–44 7052 35 3.50 47–48
43 Sri Lanka 8 39–44 2116 50 3.81 40–41
44 Viet Nam 8 39–44 12922 25 3.78 42–43
45 Finland 7 45–53 3180 47 4.40 24
46 Slovakia 7 45–53 5415 41 3.90 37
47 Ukraine 7 45–53 14421 21 3.50 47–48
48 Algeria 7 45–53 2451 49 3.07 55
49 Egypt 7 45–53 8292 33 3.64 44
50 Kenya 7 45–53 1390 51 3.59 46
51 Senegal 7 45–53 1365 52 3.14 53
52 Tanzania 7 45–53 1275 53 3.45 49
53 Bolivia 7 45–53 1134 54 3.34 51
54 Chile 6 54–56 6450 39 4.06 32–33
55 Pakistan 6 54–56 907 56 2.89 56
56 Philippines 6 54–56 6621 37 3.60 45

Source: compiled by the authors based on data from the UNESCO World Heritage List, UNWTO Tourism Hi-
ghlights and The Travel & Tourism Competitiveness Report

Another indication of the territorial differentiation of UNESCO World Heritage 
Sites is the factor of economic development. Among the G20 countries only Argentina, 
Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, South Korea are not included in the top twenty 
UNESCO World Heritage Sites, although the G20 countries account for more than half 
of these sites.

Almost half of the UNESCO heritage sites are in Europe (see Table 2), but there are 
some territorial differences: 19 countries have 10 or more sites. More than half of the 
European countries form the top twenty of the ranking. There are only two countries 
in Europe without World Heritage sites (Liechtenstein and the Kingdom of Monaco) 
(UNESCO World Heritage List).

The next region (according to the UNWTO classification), characterised by the 
specificity of linguistic and cultural environment, is the American macro-region, in 
which the leading positions in the number of UNESCO World Heritage sites is Mexico 
(35 sites) (see Table 1). In the structural distribution a significant advantage belongs 
to the cultural (30 sites) (UNESCO World Heritage List). The representative countries 
of the region are the United States (24 sites), Brazil (22), Canada (20), Peru (12), Ar-
gentina (11). The leader in visits is the United States (almost 77 million a year), and 
second and third places are Mexico and Canada (39 million and 20 million respectively) 
(UNWTO).

In the Asia-Pacific region there is a significant territorial differentiation in the dis-
tribution of UNESCO World Heritage Sites, which depends on the policy of governments 
to expand the base of sites with unique status. The leader of this region is China with 
55 monuments. Every year 60 million tourists visit this country, and the presence of 
UNESCO sites is not the last reason to visit it. Significant potential for monuments has 
India (38 sites), which is the sixth in the ranking. However, it is the 20th most visited 
country in the world (15.5 million tourists a year). This means that there is latent po-
tential for tourism development. Japan (23 sites), Iran (24) and South Korea (14) also 
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have considerable tourism potential with regard to available UNESCO heritage sites. 
We would like to single out Australia, where of the 20 World Heritage Sites, 16 are 
natural sites, which accounts for an even territorial division leading to a sustainable de-
velopment of tourism. One of Australia’s most famous World Heritage Sites is the Great 
Barrier Reef (UNESCO World Heritage List).

The least attractive region of the world is Africa, where there is not a single coun-
try that has more than 10 UNESCO World Heritage sites. On the negative side this re-
gion is represented by the Democratic Republic of Congo with 5 UNESCO monuments, 
but all of them are in danger of extinction or destruction. Rather significant potential 
of the UNESCO sites on the African continent is noted in South Africa (10 sites, 32nd 
place in the ranking), Ethiopia, Morocco (9 sites each), Tunisia (8 sites). This region 
has the most attractive potential among sites of natural value (UNESCO World Herit-
age List).

2. Evaluation of the impact of UNESCO World Heritage on international tour-
ist arrivals. The main goal of tourism development in a particular territory is not the 
number of World Heritage sites, but the value of tourist flows and revenues from them. 
In our opinion, the assessment of the impact of the UNESCO World Heritage on the 
world tourism market can be compared with the indicator, which is calculated by UN-
WTO and demonstrates the international tourist arrivals. Of course, it is not necessary 
to identify all tourist arrivals with all UNESCO World Heritage sites as objects of tourist 
services. Of course, there may be another purpose for visiting a country. The task of 
our study was to identify the relationship between two socio-geographical phenomena: 
the number of UNESCO World Heritage sites and international tourist arrivals, which 
indirectly affect the world tourism market.

After performing a number of calculations, we obtained the results of the corre-
lation analysis. We determined the correlation coefficient of the relationship between 
international tourist arrivals and the number of UNESCO sites. The world correlation 
coefficient is (r = 0.80378), which indicates a sufficiently close level of interrelation of 
the factors under study. The tendency of direct proportionality in this correlation rela-
tionship is clear. In other words, the more world heritage sites a country has, the great-
er the number of tourist arrivals, and vice versa. To better demonstrate to the world 
the correlation relationship between the number of UNESCO World Heritage sites and 
international tourist arrivals one can use a linear correlation graph (see Figure 1).

If we analyse the ranking data sets that were correlated, we see that there are 16 
countries each in the top 20 of both rankings, which is 80% overlap (see Table 1). Sharp 
differences in the overall trends of correlated data with the advantage of World Her-
itage over international tourist arrivals have Iran (11th place in the ranking), Brazil 
(13th), Australia (15th), which have more than 20 sites each. However, their reasons 
are different: while Brazil and Australia have somewhat similar influences (remote ge-
ographical location relative to global tourist destinations), Iran, which has 24 UNESCO 
World Heritage Sites (11th place in the ranking), has less than 5 million tourists (42nd 
place in the visitor arrivals ranking). In our opinion, this is due to political reasons, 
security factor and religious freedoms. In other words, the country’s tourism potential 
is not fully exploited, as demonstrated by the ТТСІ of 3.43, by which Iran ranks 50th in 
the ranking.

The opposite situation with the predominance of international arrivals over the 
World Heritage site base can be observed in the USA (10th place for World Heritage and 
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3rd for international tourist arrivals), Turkey (respectively, 18th and 8th positions), 
Austria (27th, 10th), the Netherlands (31st, 17th). This means that the common root 
causes of visits to these countries are not World Heritage. These countries rank fairly 
high in the TTCI rankings, which confirms the above.

Let us single out the countries where there is a harmonious proportionality be-
tween the three indicators characterising the balance between the primary tourist mo-
tivation and destination possibilities. We included Spain (3rd place by the number of 
UNESCO monuments, 2nd place by international tourist arrivals, 1st place by TTCI), 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland (places in corresponding ratings – 8th, 7th and 5th), 
Portugal (18th, 14th and 12th), Czech Republic (21–22nd, 22nd and 25th), Bulgaria 
(27–32nd, 30th and 29–30th) and others. This situation is predominantly characteris-
tic of European countries.

Therefore, we formed a separate sample of the data set within all the countries of 
the European continent and increased the statistical series in order to obtain a correct 
result for the analysis. The ranking includes 46 states. We deliberately combined Italy 
and the Vatican, and a correlation analysis was carried out using the same methodolo-
gy, which demonstrated certain differences from global trends.

In Europe, the correlation coefficient between the number of UNESCO World Her-
itage sites and international tourist arrivals is r = 0.902664, which is greater than the 
global value and demonstrates an even closer direct correlation between the said in-
dicators. The linear regularity of the correlation distribution in the global trend is also 
confirmed on the European continent (see Figure 2).

Analysing the results, we note some interesting points: Ireland, having on its ter-
ritory two UNESCO World Heritage sites (40th place), receives more than 10 million 
tourists annually, which in international tourist arrivals matches the level of Sweden, 

Figure 1. Graph of the linear correlation distribution (World)

Source: calculated by the authors based on data from the UNESCO World Heritage List, UNWTO
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Denmark, Bulgaria, Belgium, which have ten or more World Heritage sites in their arse-
nal. For example, Austria with its 10 UNESCO sites (9 of them are cultural), occupying 
15th place in the ranking, is popular with almost 30 million tourists, and that is the 7th 
place by international tourist arrivals. It can be assumed that Austria’s attractiveness is 
created by the Alpine ski resorts, which are the primary base attraction, and the cultur-
al sites complement the tourist potential of the country.

3. The impact of World Heritage on a country’s travel and tourism compet-
itiveness index consists of four main groups of factors: environment, policy, infra-
structure, natural and cultural resources. And those, in turn, cover another 14 indi-
cators: legal regulation, ecology and environmental conditions, health and hygiene, 
priority of the tourist sector, air transport infrastructure, ground and port infrastruc-
ture, general tourist infrastructure, information and communication technologies, 
price competitiveness, human resources, level of hospitality, natural resources, cul-
tural and historical resources. Their totality gives us an idea of the overall attractive-
ness of the destination.

Analysing TTСI as an indicator, we see that it demonstrates the civilizational level 
of tourist attractiveness and blurs the concept of the basic potential of tourist attractive-
ness, based, in our opinion, on the natural uniqueness and cultural richness. According 
to the TTCI indicators (see Table 3), the top ten countries have remained unchanged for 
the last two reports. Most of the countries in this ranking represent Europe, but Japan 
has made the most progress over the period.

However, we are more interested in the degree of correlation between World Herit-
age and TTCI. Having carried out the calculations using the same methodology of pairwise 
correlation, data for the world (see Table 1) data for Europe (see Table 2), we received 
the following data: the correlation coefficient between the number of World Heritage 

Figure 2. Linear correlation distribution graph (Europe)

Source: calculated by the authors based on data from the UNESCO World Heritage List, UNWTO
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sites (World) and TTCI is 0.62776, a similar indicator was found in Europe (0.62344). In 
our opinion, this result indicates a non-obvious mutual influence of the two phenomena. 
In terms of the obtained mathematical value of the correlation coefficient, the closeness of 
the mutual influence, according to various estimates in the range from 0.5 to 0.65, ranges 
from weak to medium. In fact, these are the indirect effects of the UNESCO World Heritage 
on the competitiveness of the tourism industry in the country.

Table 3. Ranking of countries by Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Index

Countries
2015 2017

ТТСІ Place in the 
ranking ТТСІ Place in the 

ranking
Spain 5.31 1 5.43 1
France 5.24 2 5.32 2
Germany 5.22 3 5.28 3
Japan 4.94 9 5.26 4
United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland 5.12 5 5.20 5

USA 5.12 4 5.12 6
Australia 4.98 7 5.10 7
Italy 4.98 8 4.99 8
Canada 4.92 10 4.97 9
Switzerland 4.99 9 4.94 10

Source: compiled by the authors based on data from The Travel & Tourism Competitiveness Report 2015–
2017

The reason is that the UNESCO World Heritage is only one of many tools to in-
crease the tourist attractiveness of the country. The overall competitiveness of the in-
dustry depends on investment, tourist safety and many other factors.

The most contrasting indicators are those of China, which shares with Italy the 
first place in the number of World Heritage sites, but ranks only 13th in the attrac-
tiveness of tourism and travel. Equally striking are indicators for India (38 UNESCO 
sites, 6th place in the world), but in terms of TTCI only 26th. A similar picture is in 
the Russian Federation, which has 29 World Heritage Sites (9th place), and by TTCI 
29th. So, Spain is a successful country from the point of view of tourism development 
according to three indicators. It is the third in the number of World Heritage sites, the 
second in international tourist arrivals and the leader in the competitiveness of the 
tourism industry.

Separately, it is worth mentioning the high level of tourist arrivals and the com-
petitiveness index of some countries, namely Singapore, Macao, Luxembourg, which 
are poor in terms World Heritage sites or even do not have them at all. These countries 
are an exception rather than a generalised trend. The basis of tourism development in 
these countries is not natural opportunities or cultural resources, but technological, 
infrastructural, entertainment and business opportunities. These are essentially one-
city countries with no opportunities for spatial distribution of monuments, even if they 
would very much like it. Globally, the trend of the influence of World Heritage on tourist 
arrivals continues and correlation analysis confirms this, although fluctuating excep-
tions in the form of dwarf countries are present.
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Figure 3. Linear correlation distribution graphs (World)

Figure 4. Linear correlation distribution graphs (Europe)

Source: calculated by the authors based on data from the UNESCO World Heritage List and The Travel & 
Tourism Competitiveness Report 2017

Source: calculated by the authors based on data from the UNESCO World Heritage List and The Travel & 
Tourism Competitiveness Report 2017
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Conclusions

In our study, the evaluation of countries is considered as a quantitative attractive-
ness through the prism of tourist arrivals, which is due to the possibility of scientific 
measurement of this phenomenon. At the same time, we did not take into account the 
aesthetic attractiveness of the country (tourist sites) which is a subjective factor influ-
enced by many conditions.

The territorial distribution of UNESCO World Heritage sites and destinations of 
tourist arrivals is usually not uniform on a planetary scale. However, the ranking distri-
bution gave us the first idea of the place of the country in the general process of devel-
opment of the attractiveness of the country and tourism in particular.

The study of the relationship between the number of UNESCO World Heritage sites 
and tourist arrivals confirms the simple truth that the state policy of increasing and 
preserving sites of World Heritage status will obviously contribute to the growth of 
tourist flows into the country, and therefore increase all indicators of the tourism in-
dustry, regardless of the purpose of travel. The current state of tourist flows, above 
all their volume, shows that the number of World Heritage sites in the country is an 
extremely attractive component of the choice of the purpose of tourist travel.

However, the influence of the UNESCO World Heritage on the development of the 
country’s competitiveness is somewhat disproved, as evidenced by the insufficiently 
close correlation between these two phenomena. Competitiveness is influenced by oth-
er factors, levelling the possibilities of the natural and cultural basis.

It is important to note that the high level of correlation between the number of 
World Heritage sites and tourist arrivals should not be seen as the only way to increase 
the tourist flow into the country. Both today and in the future, it is only one of the tools 
to influence tourist attractiveness, but a very effective one.

In the near future, the tourism industry will face new challenges related to the 
post-pandemic period caused by the COVID-19 virus. Trends typical before 2020 may 
become irrelevant. In general, this epidemic has changed not only the world economy, 
social relations, but also the periodisation of the tourism industry. The tourism indus-
try is entering a new era, which will be characterised by the creation of new man-made 
natural and cultural spaces, which will have all the elements of exoticism, uniqueness 
and inimitability. Newly created objects will compete with the UNESCO World Heritage 
for the future tourist, to shape his or her worldview. The first examples of such spaces 
can be seen in the UAE, Qatar, Singapore, and it can change the distribution of world 
tourist flows.
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