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Abstract: Relationships between tourism development, quality of life and sustainable performance
are very important topics and benchmarks in long-term policies and strategies at global, regional and
local levels. Starting from the concerns expressed by researchers and international organizations,
as well as the characteristics of the European region, our research aims to identify these relationships
in the context of increasing pressure from stakeholders on the adoption of decisive measures in order
to limit the negative effects manifested globally in the context of climate change. Using cluster analysis,
we managed to identify relevant groups of countries, based on the selected variables. The results
of the study highlight the existence of a positive relationship between the development of tourism
and the increase of the quality of life, as between the level of sustainable performance and tourism
intensity, opening the possibility of future research on the causal relationships between the selected
variables and the promotion of coherent public policies that support the sustainable development.

Keywords: tourism development; quality of life; sustainable development; SDG performance;
tourism intensity; cluster analysis

1. Introduction

Tourism has always been and will remain a way of progress for all countries of the world,
being an important driver of the use of natural and anthropic resources, of cultural resources, traditions
and local customs, connecting people from all over the planet, bringing real profits for the host
communities, and directly contributing to GDP growth and employment. Tourism is not only
a stimulating factor for local and regional economies, but also a catalyst for all areas of activity
with which tourism companies come into direct and indirect contact. The economic, social and
environmental performance of tourism companies are both a consequence and a stimulating factor for
the entire local, regional and global economy [1–3].

On the other hand, it is also known that tourism can be a trigger factor of environmental crises,
where we identify the phenomenon of overcrowding or tourist pressure, as well as the phenomenon of
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artificial inflation by raising prices at the level of tourist destinations and, hence, all the negative effects
on local communities, including aspects of their quality of life [4,5].

According to the latest data provided by the UN World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), in 2018,
international tourist arrivals exceeded 1.4 billion, while total export earnings from international
tourism reached USD 1.7 trillion (about 2% of global GDP). From the perspective of the existing tourist
destinations on a global level, Europe continues to be a magnet for travel of any kind and, here, we take
into account cultural, coastal, skiing, spa tourism and, last but not least, business tourism. Europe,
as a tourist region, continues to hold global supremacy in terms of revenue and number of travelers
(welcoming half of the world’s international tourist arrivals) but also important positions from the
point of view of economically developed countries, quality of life and, not least, from the point of view
of achieving sustainable development goals [6].

In response to the multiple challenges of the economic, political, social and environmental
environment, a new paradigm of development has been launched, this being closely linked to the
concept of sustainable development or the “Common future” as identified in the United Nations
Report. Thus, the Committee on Environment and Development, also known as Brundtland Report
(1987), supports the idea that sustainable development is, in fact, “development that meets the needs
of the present, without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” [7,8].

Subsequently, concepts such as “responsible tourism”, “ethical tourism” and “green tourism”
were promoted and supported. Regardless of the context or variants of definition and identification,
we are currently talking about a common language of sustainability in general and tourism in particular,
inscribed and promoted globally in the “Global Code of Ethics for Tourism”. This is currently
an important reference element for the development of responsible tourism in relation to cultural,
social and environmental resources [9,10].

It is also important to mention, since the beginning, that tourism directly influences three of the
global objectives, respectively: SDG 8 “Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth,
full and productive employment and decent work for all”; SDG 12 “Ensure sustainable consumption
and production patterns”; SDG 14 “Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources
for sustainable development” [3,11–13].

Relationships between tourism development, quality of life and sustainable performance are very
important topics and benchmarks in long-term policies and strategies at global, regional and local
level, with more and more researchers becoming concerned about this topic. Whether or not it is
sustainable at present is a universally valid decision for all countries of the world; moreover, where we
are witnessing a marked development of the economy, the situation is much different. In other words,
the level of economic development at the level of each country directly influences the quality of life,
but also the implementation and development of sustainable activities [14–16].

As a response to all these challenges and changes, especially those related to environmental
threats, we are currently witnessing an increase in consumer awareness. All these have generated,
in the last period of time, new lifestyles, more ethical and resource efficient, but also in terms of
decisions regarding future generations and quality of life.

If a few years ago the importance of tourism was limited mainly to economic aspects, aiming
to maximize profit and increase employment especially at the level of local communities, at present,
things are completely different and the analyses are carried out following a much wider range of points
of view.

Thus, from the purely economic role of tourism, we are witnessing today the complex implications
of tourism, especially at the social, cultural, environmental, but also quality of life level; tourism being
a stimulating factor for the sustainable use of local tourism resources, in most cases, reinvigorating
traditions, preserving the environment and consequently increasing the quality of life and changing
the lifestyle of the locals.

On the other hand, more tourists represent an increase in tourism pressure at the level of very
attractive destinations (cultural cities, or coastal areas during the summer), an aspect that most often
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generates for the local communities a series of shortcomings, from overcrowding to pollution, from the
increasing of prices on the local market to the degradation of the environment, aspects that lead, in time,
to the degradation of the quality of life for the residents.

Europe has always been divided, both in terms of economic potential, economic and social
performance, quality of life, as well as in terms of tourist resources and attractiveness on the
international tourism market. Thus, we can identify at least three distinct groups. A first group brings
together the economically developed countries, respectively the countries of the north and west of
Europe, whose national economy is not based primarily on tourism and its related activities. A second
group is made up of southern European countries with a Mediterranean coastline that play a major role
in the economy and the European tourism industry, countries with significant tourist attractiveness
and attracting about 1/3 of the European tourist circulation in the summer season. The third group
of countries includes those from central and eastern Europe, countries with an emerging economy
coming from the former communist bloc, being relatively new to the international tourism market,
but with high rates for economic growth and tourism activity.

However, this segmentation into three macro-regions at the level of the European continent
cannot provide a universal answer that characterizes the relationships between tourism development,
quality of life and sustainable performance. From the analysis of research published so far, a clear
conclusion cannot be distinguished, given that results are sometimes contradictory. Some papers
present results that support the positive influence of tourism on improving the quality of life and
sustainable performance [17–20], other authors identify the development of tourism as a factor with
negative effects on the overall index of quality of life and the growth of sustainable performance [21–24],
while a third group of studies shows mixed results [25–27].

Is tourism a progress factor, is tourism a catalyst for achieving sustainable development goals,
is tourism a factor in improving the quality of life? These were the starting points of our research
and this is because the problems related to the sustainable development of the economy, the society,
the welfare of the society in terms of quality of life are the subject of all present and long-term strategies.

Starting from the concerns expressed by researchers and international organizations, as well as
the characteristics of the European region, our research aims to identify at EU level what relationships
exist between the level of tourism development, quality of life and sustainable performance, in the
context in which the achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals set out in the 2030 Agenda for
sustainable development are declared priorities at European and global levels.

In fact, as UNWTO mentioned in a recent document [28], the long-term sustainability of the travel
and tourism industry faces important challenges in terms of making the growth model compatible
with the quality of life of local communities, especially in cities or mature destinations. Additionally,
it is suggested that a paradigm shift is starting, by renouncing the use of models focused on economic
growth at any price and focusing on the quality of this growth and its compatibility with the quality of
life of residents.

The results of this research will bring a better understanding of the links between tourism
development, quality of life and sustainable performance, contributing to the community’s efforts to
identify the best solutions and models of sustainable development.

This paper is divided into five sections, stating with introduction, followed by literature review.
Section 3 includes information on the variables and the model used in data analysis. Further, in Section 4
the main results of the research are presented and discussed, and Section 5 unveils the main conclusion
of the research.

2. Literature Review

From the point of view of the characteristics of the tourism and travel industry, it is well known that
Europe is one of the most competitive tourist regions in the world, including 6 of the 10 best performing
countries in the world in 2019, respectively: Spain, France, Germany, UK, Italy and Switzerland.
Europe also has rich and numerous cultural and natural resources, especially in Southern and Western



Sustainability 2020, 12, 1628 4 of 24

Europe, having one of the best developed tourism-specific infrastructures (with the highest density of
hotels in the world), an advanced infrastructure for business tourism but also high-performance air,
road and rail infrastructure, recording the largest export of tourism, attracting half of the international
tourist arrivals and over 40% of the international receipts [29].

Additionally, the influence of tourism on the environment has led to the publication of a series
of researches conducted in different parts of the world. Scholars from major destinations worldwide
have made due efforts to address issues emerging in their respective continents, and the findings from
these studies have generated both theoretical and practical contributions, tourism being considered as
an integrative reflection of economic, societal, and cultural phenomena, which indicate that sustainable
tourism research should be comprehensive and multi-dimensional [30].

From a tourism perspective, the Global Development Agenda promotes the sustainability of
its domain and its importance especially since the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development
(Rio+10) and the UN Conference on Sustainable Development (Rio+20) in 2012. On the one hand,
the World Tourism Organization defines the sustainability of tourism as “tourism which takes full
account of its economic, social future and environmental impact, addressing the needs of visitors,
industry, the environment and the host communities“ [31]. In the same vein, the 2030 Global Agenda
for Sustainable Development launched a real challenge in 2017, namely the International Year for
Sustainable Tourism (IY2017) which, as the UN General Assembly said, highlighted the importance of
tourism as a trigger for changes in policies, the actions and business practices of the behavior of all the
factors directly and indirectly involved in creating a sustainable tourist [32].

Although the globalization of tourism is evident with all that it represents from an economic,
social and political point of view, tourism is predominantly a regional, national and local activity.
We support this feature by the fact that, although countries are stimulated to focus on international
tourism through the income obtained through exports, domestic tourism has been and continues to be
the main segment, accounting for 73% of total global tourism expenses [33,34].

From the perspective of the major contribution of tourism to economic, social and environmental
progress, its importance and dynamics are obvious, tourism being one of the largest economic sectors
in the world, owning 1 of 10 jobs (319 million) worldwide and generating 10.4% ($8.8 trillion) of world
GDP. Equally important is the fact that the tourism and travel industry registered a growth of 3.9% in
2018, compared to the global economy (3.2%), and 1 of 5 new jobs were created by industry for the past
five years [35].

A number of published studies claim that the development of tourism presents a number of
advantages, especially in relation to the economic development of the states, as well as the increase
of the quality of life. In a published study, Selimi et al. calculate the impact of tourism on economic
growth in Western Balkan countries as being positive, respectively, for every 1% increase of tourist
arrivals, the output will increase approximately by 0.08% [17].

In another macro-level research, Tang and Tan analyzed whether the tourism-led growth hypothesis
is globally valid by accounting for countries’ income levels and their institutional qualities, against
a panel dataset of 167 countries. The results showed that the effect of tourism on economic growth
is positive, but it is also contingent on income levels and institutional qualities of the host tourism
countries [20].

Therefore, we emphasize that global tourism is, in fact, a consequence of local, national and
regional actions, being an important tool for all governments to eliminate poverty and increase
employment and economic growth. On the other hand, the development of local tourism is also
a starting point but also a consequence of investments in the general and specific infrastructure of
tourism, as well as investments in reducing the pressure on the natural environment, in the facilities
to reduce the overcrowding in the tourist destinations, or in the facilities and actions that reduce the
negative impact of seasonality [36,37].

From the point of view of capital investments in tourism, we mention the World Travel and
Tourism Council (WTTC) Global Summit in Madrid, April 2015, in which we analyzed the current
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and future investments in tourism for the Europe region. Thus, the main correlations between the
economic competitiveness of the countries and the investments in tourism were highlighted. It is also
important to note that the report highlights the fact that, despite 2.1 trillion euros in tourism investment
and travel in Europe over the next decade (5% of total investments), many countries may not meet
forecasts from the perspective of GDP and jobs for tourism and travel. The forecast is sustained in
terms of global competitiveness, through the dynamics of investments in reduced infrastructure in
relation to the demand for tourism and travel [38–40].

Additionally, an important and intensely debated aspect in the scientific community is that
regarding the tourism pressure. In 2018, more than 1.4 billion tourists were registered, of which 45%
traveled to visit cities, the first 300 cities in size receiving more than 500 million visitors [40]. Tourism is
creating pressures on the environment, while tourist travels, whether air or road transport, contributes
to greenhouse gas emissions and degrades air quality. In areas where tourism is a dominant activity,
the environment is also subject to strong pressures. The development of tourist accommodation causes
soil degradation resulting from increased urbanization and leads to an increase in the pressures on
natural resources [41,42].

In a pioneering research, Gössling [21] analyzes five major aspects of the leisure-related alteration
of the environment, reaching the conclusion that environmental consequences of travel are substantial,
particularly if looked at from a per capita perspective, and the population from developing countries
may suffer most from these negative consequences. In a similar research, Gössling and Peeters [43]
offer a fresh perspective on tourism’s total global resource use, demonstrating that over the next
four decades, overall resource consumption may grow by between 92% (water) and 189% (land use),
which requires urgent implementation of more sustainable forms of tourism.

In the same note, Kožić [24] refers to another negative effect of tourism development, respectively
on human capital. In his research based on two groups of Croatian towns and municipalities, he showed
that the development of tourism leads to the deterioration of human capital.

On the other hand, the tourism pressure has different manifestation modes, but the problems are
similar, respectively those related to the residents and the way the quality of life is affected, different
levels of the quality of the tourist experience, and the overloaded infrastructure, but also negative
effects on nature, culture and local traditions. Regardless of the magnitude or the presence of all these
negative effects, the direct responsibility belongs to the local authorities, which must choose the best
solutions. Currently, tourism pressure is more than a sensitive issue, sometimes difficult to estimate
and forecast. Basically, the only real diagnosis is the one based on the specific indicators, respectively:
tourist arrivals, number of residents, seasonality and pollution [38,44–46].

The most relevant and impactful issues currently identified are defined through the long-term
strategic objectives. Furthermore, we identified the concept of basic “critical problems” of climate
change, the degradation of the destination and the disturbance of life in nature, elements that define
the future actions. WTTC proposes a list of key challenges and critical sustainability issues that affect
the future growth of tourism and travel. There are, thus, identified 43 problems on 8 different topics:
• Maintaining sustainable destinations in a changing world • Travel, tourism, and environmental
impacts •Travel, tourism, and health •Travel, tourism, and human rights •Travel, tourism, and security
in a changing world • Responsible business practices and leadership • Shifting innovation drivers in
travel and tourism [47].

Quality of life has become a topic of interest in the tourism literature over the past two decades,
leading to intense debates in the social scientific literature in recent years. Many scholars have explored
the contribution that tourism in general makes towards various aspects of the QoL of both hosts and
guests. The vast majority of the studies show that tourists’ experiences and tourism activities tend
to contribute to a positive effect in a variety of life domains such as family life, social life, leisure life,
or cultural life [48–51].
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Thus, we note the research of Paramati and Roca [23], which highlights the effects of tourism
growth on house prices in 20 OECD countries; the authors concluding that tourism directly influences
the price of houses, thus altering the quality of life of the residents.

Additionally, there is another category of studies on the relations between tourism and the
quality of life, demonstrating the existence of inconclusive results, obtaining contradictory conclusions,
or different, from case to case. Conducting two parallel surveys in two different countries (Spain and
Italy), Meleddu et al. showed that the relationship between the presence of tourists and quality of life
of residents’ perceptions are different, respectively in Spanish locations, the residents have shown signs
of distress, while in the Italian destinations the opposite occurs, generating, thus, different attitudes of
residents towards tourists [52].

We should also mention the point of view taken by several authors according to which, including
the perceptions of the residents of the tourist destinations regarding the local economic, social,
environmental and quality of life effects, they are different, depending on the stages of tourism
development, but according to the life cycle in which the tourist destinations are located [53,54].

In terms of the connection between quality of life and sustainable performance, there is a limited
number of researches that address this topic. One of the relevant conclusions drawn from this research
is that sustainability should be based on social cohesion, because of the difficulty in integrating the
numerous needs of citizens and requirements of different cultures, allowing all people throughout the
world to satisfy their basic needs and enjoy a better quality of life, without compromising the quality
of life of future generations [55].

Moreover, we cannot overlook a series of researches carried out in relation to the relationships
between tourism development, quality of life and sustainable performance, which have reached
mixed conclusions, without being able to argue decisively towards the positive or negative side of the
observed effects.

Thus, Ren et al. [26] conducted a study in 8 Mediterranean countries on the income level of
a country’s tourist arrival and economic and environmental effects, and the results showed the existence
of positive and negative impacts on economic growth and emissions. Or, we can mention the research
conducted by De Vita and Kyaw [56] which analyzed the impact of the level of economic development
on the tourism-growth relationship, based on a panel of 129 countries over 20 years. The results of the
research showed that a positive effect of development of tourism is significant only for middle and
high-income countries, while for low levels of economic development, tourism has no contribution to
economic development.

With this multitude of ways, often different, we intend to address the knowledge gap existing in this
complex and extremely dynamic field by conducting this research in the EU countries, to try to identify
existing relationships between tourism development, quality of life and sustainable performance.

Thus, we aim, as the first objective of the present research, to identify the relevant groups of
countries based on the selected variables and to analyze the evolution of the mutations that occurred
during the period since the conclusion of the Paris Agreement. Even though a number of statistical
data were also available for the period before 2015, we consider this year as a reference regarding the
priority adoption at EU level of Sustainable Development Goals, and all the changes that will occur
in the future in relation to the analyzed variables will most likely be due to the measures adopted as
a result of the provisions of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.

A second objective of our research is to identify the level of performance in terms of tourism
development, quality of life and sustainable development, in order to establish a foundation for
relevant stakeholders, especially researchers and policy-makers, to make possible the transfer of good
practices from countries that record high performance to countries that could improve their current
levels of development.
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3. Research Methodology

In order to be able to evaluate the existing relationships between development of tourism
development on the evolution of the quality of life in the European Union countries, we set out to
analyze the evolution of the mutations that have occurred in the structure of the analyzed variables,
between the year of the conclusion of the Paris Agreement and the year 2018, the last year for which
complete statistical data have been reported. We also sought to look at how EU member countries can
be grouped by similar characteristics, using cluster analysis, to identify the characteristic features of
development, but also potential examples of good practice.

Thus, in our research we used the official data provided by the European Commission, through
Eurostat [57], the information made available by the World Travel and Tourism Council [58], as well as
the data extracted from the collaborative online database Numbeo [59] and SDG Index and Dashboard
Reports [60,61].

From the preliminary analysis of the data collected for all the 28 EU member countries, it was
found that there were incomplete data for Malta and Luxembourg, which for this reason were not
included in the final analysis.

According to the European methodology used for tourism statistics [62] and based on the data
provided by Eurostat, the tourism intensity indicator (TIntens) was calculated for each analyzed
country, using the formula:

TIntensk, j =
Tourism_nightsk, j

Resident_populationk, j

where k = year and j = selected country
(1)

using the reports published by the World Travel and Tourism Council, the relevant data regarding
Direct contribution of travel and tourism to GDP (TDGDP), Direct contribution of travel and tourism to
employment (TEMP), Government individual expenditures (GovEx) and Capital investment spending
(CapInv).

According to the methodology used by WTTC [63], Direct contribution of travel and tourism
to GDP defines the GDP that is generated by industries directly connected with tourists, including
hotels, restaurants, travel agencies, airlines and other transport services, as well as the leisure industry.
The value of the indicator is equal to the total travel and tourism spending within, except the purchases
made by those industries, including imports, being consistent to the total GDP calculated in Table 6
of the TSA: RMF 2008. Direct contribution of travel and tourism to employment was estimated in
a similar manner as the previous indicator (direct contribution to GDP), based on the added value
of travel and tourism industry. Government individual expenditures are the spendings made by the
government for services related to the tourist activity, such as cultural services (e.g., museums) or
leisure services (e.g., national parks). Capital investment spending includes the expenses incurred by
all industries directly involved in travel and tourism, the data being consistent with the total gross
formation of the fixed tourist capital from Table 8 of the TSA: RMF 2008.

Quality of life is a broad concept that encompasses a number of different factors (both objective
and subjective). In the present research, the main difficulty in quantifying the quality of life is to obtain
an index, a single value describing the level recorded for a particular country, region or city, in order
not to excessively complicate the analysis by considering a high number of variables (we can mention
here the Eurostat framework based on 8+1 dimensions).

For each country included in the analysis, the Quality of Life Index was obtained from the
collaborative online database Numbeo. The index is calculated as an estimate of overall quality of
life by using an empirical formula that takes into account purchasing power index, pollution index,
house price to income ratio, cost of living index, safety index, health care index, traffic commute time
index and climate index [64].
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Finally, the Bertelsmann Stiftung and the Sustainable Development Solutions Network (SDSN)
methodology was used to quantify the level of performance achieved by the countries analyzed
in relation to the implementation of sustainable development standards (SDG_Perf). Thus, for the
SDG Index calculation, a mix of official data sources and non-official data sources are used. Official
data corresponds to data usually reported by national governments to international organizations,
and non-official data are typically collected by non-governmental actors (research institutions,
universities, NGOs, private sector) using different techniques (estimates, satellite imagery, expert
surveys, others) [65].

It is important to emphasize that by using the proposed method, by comparing in time the
individual and group results, we obtain the advantage of visualizing at the level of each country which
analyzed the individual changes of the values of the variables, simultaneously with the highlighting
of the structural changes that have occurred in relation to the membership of the different clusters,
which leads to the highlighting of the performing and less performing countries, simultaneously with
the identification of the variables that led to these conclusions.

The description of the selected variables for the proposed analysis is presented in Table 1 and
synthetic values for years 2015 and 2018 are shown in Table 2.

Table 1. Selected variables for the analysis.

Variable Description

TDGDP Direct contribution of travel and tourism to GDP
TEMP Direct contribution of travel and tourism to employment
QoL Quality of Life Index

GovEx Government individual expenditures
CapInv Capital investment spending
TIntens Tourism intensity

SDG_Perf Sustainable Development Goals performance

Source: own construction.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics.

Variable
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

2015 2018 2015 2018 2015 2018 2015 2018

TDGDP 1.28 1.54 10.12 10.93 3.6937 3.8868 2.28396 2.47995
TEMP 4.35 4.49 24.12 25.90 11.4785 11.9398 5.39856 5.93971
QoL 68.30 129.69 195.94 197.75 134.9969 164.3746 36.36367 19.31137

GovEx 0.04 0.05 9.34 9.43 2.3676 2.3804 2.64380 2.67762
CapInv 0.65 0.74 14.77 16.74 5.6097 6.0091 3.25689 4.05485
TIntens 1.80 3.10 19.23 19.57 9.0510 9.8291 4.68888 4.69800

SDG_Perf 66.53 70.40 84.53 85.00 74.9042 77.1192 4.77545 4.15240

Source: own construction using SPSS.

In order to identify and analyze the structural changes that have taken place regarding the
sustainable development of tourism and the evolution of quality of life in the selected countries,
hierarchical cluster analysis has been used [66,67]. The available data have been processed and
analyzed using the IBM SPSS Statistics software [68].

For constructing the proximity matrix (W = ‖wi j‖i=1,n, j=1,n), with 26 countries (m) and 7 variables
(n), the Squared Euclidean Distance method was calculated.

To determine the distance between clusters, the Wards Method [44] was used:

∆(A, B) =
∑

i∈A∪B

‖xi −mA∪B‖
2
−

∑
i∈A

‖xi −mA‖
2
−

∑
i∈B

‖xi −mB‖
2
−

nA∩B
nA∪B

‖mA −mB‖
2 (2)

Based on existing research [66,69,70], analyzing the cluster formation steps and the dendrogram,
we can state that for year 2015, a significant number of three clusters can be identified. However,
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given the purpose of the research and without violating the recognized methodologies for selecting the
optimal number of clusters, we propose to select the base five clusters, which may be more relevant for
a better observation of the influences of the variables analyzed (Figure 1).Sustainability 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 9 of 23 
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Applying the same methodology for the year 2018, we can observe on the basis cluster formation
steps and the dendrogram, the formation of the same number of three clusters, but with a different
composition. However, by maintaining the analysis at this level, we cannot obtain sufficiently relevant
results. Therefore, without violating the recognized methodologies for selecting the optimal number of
clusters, we will adapt the level of analysis by increasing the number of clusters to six, as can be seen
in Figure 2.
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To check the validity of the clusters, we decided to use the Welch Test and the Brown–Forsythe
Test (Null Hypothesis H0_1: variable means do not differ significantly). The results of the tests for
a significance threshold of α = 0.05 are presented in Tables 3 and 4.

For all the selected variables, the null hypothesis is rejected, which means that we can consider
their values as significant for the analysis of the formed clusters.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 1628 11 of 24

Table 3. Robust Tests of Equality of Means—year 2015.

Statistic a df1 df2 Sig.

TDGDP Welch 0.883 4 7.620 0.014
Brown–Forsythe 0.622 4 19.508 0.042

TEMP Welch 0.600 4 7.058 0.006
Brown–Forsythe 0.273 4 18.538 0.039

QoL Welch 135.965 4 5.514 0.000
Brown–Forsythe 129.965 4 4.654 0.000

GovEx Welch 1.136 4 5.630 0.012
Brown–Forsythe 1.209 4 8.316 0.037

CapInv Welch 13.464 4 5.950 0.004
Brown–Forsythe 1.171 4 16.026 0.036

TIntens Welch 13.019 4 6.490 0.003
Brown–Forsythe 8.824 4 12.304 0.001

SDG_Perf Welch 15.959 4 5.249 0.004
Brown–Forsythe 9.586 4 8.715 0.003

a Asymptotically F distributed. Source: own construction using SPSS.

Table 4. Robust Tests of Equality of Means—year 2018.

Statistic a df1 df2 Sig.

TDGDP Welch 2.573 5 7.618 0.017
Brown–Forsythe 3.238 5 8.580 0.033

TEMP Welch 40.093 5 8.237 0.000
Brown–Forsythe 5.224 5 3.809 0.042

QoL Welch 110.210 5 7.727 0.000
Brown–Forsythe 171.443 5 12.461 0.000

GovEx Welch 1.660 5 7.336 0.027
Brown–Forsythe 1.188 5 5.942 0.014

CapInv Welch 1.849 5 7.083 0.021
Brown–Forsythe 1.366 5 7.332 0.033

TIntens Welch 5.129 5 7.752 0.022
Brown–Forsythe 3.515 5 10.517 0.040

SDG_Perf Welch 11.453 5 7.660 0.002
Brown–Forsythe 10.519 5 12.202 0.000

a Asymptotically F distributed. Source: own construction using SPSS.

The scattergrams for the three main variables, Direct contribution of travel and tourism to GDP,
Quality of Life Index and SDG performance, for 2015 and 2018, are shown in Figure 3:
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Figure 3. Scattergrams for TDGDP, QoL and SDG performance, 2015 and 2018. Source: own
construction using SPSS. (a) TDGDP-QoL 2015; (b) TDGDP-SDG Performance 2015; (c) TDGDP-QoL
2018; (d) TDGDP-SDG Performance 2018.

4. Empirical Results and Discussion

In order to evaluate the relationship between tourism development, quality of life and sustainable
performance in the countries of the European Union, we analyzed the evolution of the mutations that
occurred in the structure of the selected variables, between the year of the Paris Agreement (2015) and
the year 2018, which is the last year for which complete statistical data are reported. We also sought to
look at how EU member countries can be grouped by similar characteristics, using cluster analysis,
in order to identify potential correlations between variables, highlighting high performing groups of
countries that can become potential examples of good practices.

The following clusters resulted from the analysis (Table 5):

Table 5. The components of the clusters for 2015 and 2018.

Year Cluster Countries

2015 A-2015 Austria, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Sweden
B-2015 Belgium, Croatia, Czech Rep., France, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain
C-2015 Bulgaria, Romania
D-2015 Greece, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia
E-2015 Cyprus, Estonia, Ireland, Netherlands, United Kingdom

2018 A-2018 Austria, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Netherlands
B-2018 Belgium, Czech Rep., France, Ireland
C-2018 Bulgaria, Greece, Hungary
D-2018 Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia
E-2018 Estonia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom
F-2018 Croatia, Cyprus, Portugal

Source: own construction using SPSS.
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For a better observation of the evolution of the variables, we present the values recorded by the
analyzed variables for the two years considered (2015 and 2018) in Table 6 and, respectively, Table 7.

Table 6. Values of variables for analyzed clusters—year 2015.

No. Variable A-2015 B-2015 C-2015 D-2015 E-2015

1. TDGDP 3.5196 3.5239 2.1152** 4.4850* 3.4370
2. TEMP 11.1839 11.9990 8.1935** 11.6406 12.2031*
3. QoL 190.5700* 133.5583 75.9650** 103.9725 154.4020
4. GovEx 1.0309** 1.3381 1.7958 3.1629 3.8961*
5. CapInv 3.9029** 4.7076 7.6712* 6.1955 6.6369
6. TIntens 14.6730* 9.4862 2.4208** 5.6333 10.2568
7. SDG_Perf 81.80* 75.40 69.66** 71.50 74.97

* maximum value; ** minimum value. Source: own construction using SPSS.

Table 7. Mean values of variables for analyzed clusters—year 2018.

No. Variable A-2018 B-2018 C-2018 D-2018 E-2018 F-2018

1. TDGDP 3.4588 2.6882** 4.7249 2.8379 3.3845 8.2954*
2. TEMP 11.0253 7.9878 15.2735 7.4814** 13.1065 22.3717*
3. QoL 192.9120* 163.9400 133.1433** 148.3767 175.0840 162.7700
4. GovEx 1.0352** 1.4338 5.5659* 2.0601 2.1715 3.6880
5. CapInv 3.8748** 6.8916 9.5706 4.6261 4.7354 9.7172*
6. TIntens 14.0691* 12.1449 5.2933** 6.1833 11.3079 9.0373
7. SDG_Perf 81.88* 79.10 72.90** 73.72 79.48 73.63

* maximum value; ** minimum value. Source: own construction using SPSS.

Comparing the two analyzed periods (2015 and 2018), we can underline a first important
remark of this research, related to top performers and to the countries with potentially unused
development potential.

In 2015, the top performing countries could be considered Austria, Denmark, Finland, Germany
and Sweden, countries which hold the highest values for the Quality of Life Index and SDG performance,
but also for tourism intensity. On the other hand, the countries from the same cluster record the lowest
average values for Government individual expenditures and Capital investment spending.

For the year 2018, the grouping of the above countries identified by the highest values for the
Quality of Life Index, SDG performance and tourism intensity involved a small change, respectively
the replacement of Sweden with the Netherlands, maintaining the same lowest average values for
Government individual expenditures and Capital investment spending.

Continuing the comparative analysis of the A-2015 and A-2018 clusters, we note a positive evolution
regarding the values of the variables Quality of Life Index, Government individual expenditures,
and, only marginally, SDG performance, corroborated with a decrease in the values recorded by the
variables Direct contribution of travel and tourism to GDP, Direct contribution of travel and tourism to
employment Capital investment spending and Tourism intensity.

The highlighting of these countries from the perspective of the significant indicators for the
objective of our research also support the fact that, the development of the economy, the quality of life,
the significant results for achieving the SDG, are not always similar and are with important results of
tourism activities/tourism development. The case of these countries (especially those from northern
Europe) reconfirms that the supremacy of European tourism in terms of tourist flows, tourism exports,
tourism-specific indicators, is the responsibility of the countries of southern Europe, respectively those
of the coast to the Mediterranean. The massive annual flow of tourists from northern Europe to the
south, on the other hand, favors the emergence of negative phenomena related to tourism intensity and
even lower performance in terms of SDGs and the quality of life of residents, as we have also identified
in our research for Mediterranean countries: Italy, Greece, Spain, Croatia, Portugal and France.
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Regarding the countries at the opposite pole to the performing countries, the changes between the
analyzed periods are more significant. Thus, if in 2015, 2 countries, Bulgaria and Romania (cluster
C-2015), were significantly detached by the rest from the countries with the lowest average values in
terms of Direct contribution of travel and tourism to GDP, Direct contribution of travel and tourism
to employment, Quality of Life Index, Tourism intensity and SDG performance, in year 2018, cluster
C-2018 is composed of 3 countries, respectively Bulgaria, Greece and Hungary. Despite the fact that
the average values recorded by the selected variables have made visible progress compared to 2015,
the countries in the C-2018 cluster still have the lowest average values for Quality of Life Index, Tourism
intensity and SDG performance.

On the other hand, the inclusion of the countries in cluster D-2015 (Croatia, Greece, Hungary, Italy,
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Slovakia) supports the idea of association in this group as being mainly
related to the recording of the highest average value for the direct contribution of travel and tourism to
GDP; these are also countries with increasing tourism but also where the indicators of quality of life
and the contribution to the SDG, record relatively average values or below average values.

For the year 2018, in cluster D-2018, we identify significant changes in terms of the association
of countries. Thus, Italy is, this time, with Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Romania.
The characteristic of this group is given by the recording of the lowest average values for the direct
contribution of travel and tourism to employment and tourism intensity. Additionally, the average
values recorded for the rest of the analyzed variables are relatively lower compared to the values
recorded by the other clusters.

However, in order to better understand the relationships between the selected variables, we decided
to deepen the analysis at the level of the clusters identified for 2015 and 2018 (Tables 8–12).

Table 8. Cluster A-2015.

No. Variable Austria Denmark Finland Germany Sweden

1. TDGDP 7.59 2.20 2.00 3.48 2.34
2. TEMP 16.26 7.76 9.32 12.13 10.44
3. QoL 182.62 190.18 190.25 195.94 193.86
4. GovEx 0.97 0.43 0.57 2.81 0.39
5. CapInv 4.16 4.21 4.01 3.86 3.28
6. TIntens 9.64 17.85 19.23 12.71 13.94
7. SDG_Perf 79.07 83.88 81.00 80.52 84.53

Source: own construction using SPSS.

In the cluster A-2015 (Table 8), the following countries were grouped: Austria, Denmark, Finland,
Germany and Sweden. The countries belonging to this cluster are characterized by the top five highest
values for Quality of Life Index and for SDG performance, but also by the highest average tourism
intensity value (with Finland having the highest value of all the 26 analyzed countries). Additionally,
the countries included in this cluster are characterized by the lowest average values for Government
individual expenditures and Capital investment spending, even if the individual values recorded are
not at the absolute minimum level between EU countries. Even though Austria has very different
variable values compared to the other countries in the cluster, it is obvious that the countries grouped
in A-2015 have the highest values for Quality of Life Index and for SDG performance; this seems to be
the main grouping criterion.
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Table 9. Cluster B-2015.

No. Variable Belgium Croatia Czech Rep. France Portugal Slovenia Spain

1. TDGDP 2.33 10.12 2.59 3.89 5.97 1.28 5.09
2. TEMP 6.25 22.34 9.09 10.57 19.36 12.49 14.23
3. QoL 135.95 112.34 127.53 139.31 129.16 134.49 134.91
4. GovEx 0.59 0.15 3.70 0.59 1.67 0.04 1.45
5. CapInv 2.30 10.76 3.17 6.42 9.28 0.65 6.43
6. TIntens 6.84 8.00 11.09 15.04 5.40 8.72 11.30
7. SDG_Perf 77.43 70.71 76.73 77.90 71.49 76.62 72.21

Source: own construction using SPSS.

Seven countries were reunited in cluster B-2015 (Table 9), Belgium, Croatia, Czech Republic,
France, Portugal, Slovenia and Spain respectively. All seven countries have relatively average levels for
the analyzed variables, with a relatively high Quality of Life Index, which is also found in the case of
SDG performance. However, we can also note the existence of quite pronounced differences between
the values recorded by the countries thus grouped, as is the case of Croatia and Slovenia in terms
of Direct contribution of travel and tourism to GDP and Capital investment spending, or between
Belgium and Croatia in terms of Direct contribution of travel and tourism to employment.

Table 10. Cluster C-2015.

No. Variable Bulgaria Romania

1. TDGDP 2.77 1.46
2. TEMP 9.96 6.42
3. QoL 68.30 83.63
4. GovEx 3.29 0.30
5. CapInv 7.25 8.10
6. TIntens 1.80 3.05
7. SDG_Perf 71.80 67.51

Source: own construction using SPSS.

The C-2015 cluster (Table 10) is an extremely small one, being composed of only two countries,
namely Bulgaria and Romania. The defining characteristic of the two countries is the recording of
the lowest average and absolute values for the Quality of Life Index, as well as the lowest average
values for Direct contribution of travel and tourism to GDP, Direct contribution of travel and tourism
to employment, Tourism intensity and SDG performance. On the other hand, surprisingly, the two
countries thus grouped register the highest average value of Capital investment spending among the
five clusters analyzed.

Table 11. Cluster D-2015.

No. Variable Greece Hungary Italy Latvia Lithuania Poland Slovakia

1. TDGDP 7.81 2.35 5.36 4.31 1.72 1.80 2.41
2. TEMP 24.12 7.96 14.44 9.30 4.60 4.35 6.02
3. QoL 94.66 93.07 100.99 99.04 112.85 109.74 109.09
4. GovEx 7.98 5.25 0.77 3.13 3.11 2.73 2.17
5. CapInv 14.77 4.43 3.27 6.11 3.26 3.08 3.88
6. TIntens 4.99 6.07 3.85 5.95 5.49 6.88 6.21
7. SDG_Perf 69.90 73.37 70.90 72.49 72.10 69.81 72.70

Source: own construction using SPSS.

In Cluster D-2015 (Table 11), Greece, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Slovakia are
grouped together, the feature of this cluster being the recording of the highest average value for Direct
contribution of travel and tourism to GDP. The rest of the selected variables record relatively average
or below average values, but not extreme. However, even with regard to Direct contribution of travel
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and tourism to GDP, excessive polarization can be observed; Greece and Lithuania being diametrically
opposed, at great distance. The same extremely high variations can also be observed in terms of
Direct contribution of travel and tourism to employment and Capital investment spending (between
Greece and Poland), or in terms of the level of Government individual expenditures (between Greece
and Italy).

Table 12. Cluster E-2015.

No. Variable Cyprus Estonia Ireland Netherlands United Kingdom

1. TDGDP 6.27 3.88 1.87 1.69 3.48
2. TEMP 19.72 15.43 5.93 8.85 11.09
3. QoL 154.91 144.59 148.85 166.76 156.90
4. GovEx 9.34 8.30 0.83 0.41 0.60
5. CapInv 11.67 7.40 6.90 2.41 4.80
6. TIntens 15.83 7.69 10.34 13.22 4.21
7. SDG_Perf 66.53 74.48 76.75 78.94 78.14

Source: own construction using SPSS.

Finally, the E-2015 cluster (Table 12) brings together the rest of five countries, namely Cyprus,
Estonia, Ireland, Netherlands and United Kingdom. The main feature of this cluster is the recording
of the highest average values for two of the analyzed variables, namely Direct contribution of travel
and tourism to employment and Government individual expenditures. As in the case of the previous
clusters, in this situation, we can also meet considerable variations between the individual values
recorded by the countries grouped in E-2015, such as the situation for Direct contribution of travel and
tourism to employment and Government individual expenditures, with extreme differences between
Cyprus and Ireland, or the differences between Cyprus and the Netherlands in terms of Capital
investment spending.

Continuing the research, in order to observe the variations in the influence of sustainable
development of tourism and quality of life in EU countries at the level of 2018, we again resorted
to cluster analysis, obtaining a number of six relevant clusters. Additionally, for greater ease in
appreciating the changes that have taken place, we have tried to maintain the consistency of the clusters
formed in the two analyzed periods (Tables 13–18).

Table 13. Cluster A-2018.

No. Variable Austria Denmark Finland Germany Netherlands

1. TDGDP 7.71 2.37 2.04 3.46 1.72
2. TEMP 16.89 8.22 9.37 12.00 8.65
3. QoL 190.22 197.75 195.30 190.04 191.25
4. GovEx 0.95 0.43 0.57 2.81 0.41
5. CapInv 4.72 4.36 4.17 3.92 2.20
6. TIntens 10.57 11.96 19.57 14.05 14.20
7. SDG_Perf 80.00 84.60 83.00 82.30 79.50

Source: own construction using SPSS.

In the A-2018 cluster (Table 13) were kept a number of five countries (Austria, Denmark, Finland,
Germany and Netherlands), with the observation that the Netherlands took the place of Sweden,
most likely due to the lower Quality of Life Index for the latter. The characteristic of this cluster is that
it maintains the level of the highest average values for Quality of Life Index and for SDG performance,
along with the lowest average values of Government individual expenditures and Capital investment
spending. As in 2015, there are still differences between the values recorded by the countries grouped
in this way, but they seem to tend to diminish.
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Table 14. Cluster B-2018.

No. Variable Belgium Czech Rep. France Ireland

1. TDGDP 2.21 2.67 3.93 1.94
2. TEMP 5.75 9.22 10.72 6.27
3. QoL 164.00 162.01 166.22 163.53
4. GovEx 0.59 3.74 0.59 0.82
5. CapInv 1.59 3.51 6.11 16.36
6. TIntens 8.26 12.17 16.58 11.58
7. SDG_Perf 79.00 78.70 81.20 77.50

Source: own construction using SPSS.

Cluster B-2018 (Table 14) comprises four European states, namely Belgium, Czech Republic,
France and Ireland. Compared to 2015, in this cluster were kept three of the countries initially included
(Belgium, Czech Republic and France) to which is added Ireland, most probably due to the growth
recorded for the variables Quality of Life Index and Capital investment spending. Regarding the
rest of the analyzed variables, average values are recorded and distributed evenly, except for Capital
investment spending where significant variations are observed between Belgium and Ireland.

Table 15. Cluster C-2018.

No. Variable Bulgaria Greece Hungary

1. TDGDP 3.11 8.48 2.59
2. TEMP 10.95 25.90 8.97
3. QoL 129.69 137.43 132.31
4. GovEx 3.34 8.05 5.31
5. CapInv 7.40 16.74 4.58
6. TIntens 3.10 6.09 6.69
7. SDG_Perf 73.10 70.60 75.00

Source: own construction using SPSS.

The third cluster, C-2018 (Table 15), comprises three countries: Bulgaria, Greece and Hungary.
The characteristic of this cluster is that the component countries register the lowest average value for
two important variables, namely Quality of Life Index and SDG performance, specifying that all these
three countries also record the lowest levels for Quality of Life Index of all the analyzed countries.
However, another feature of this cluster is the recording of the highest average value for Government
individual expenditures.

Table 16. Cluster D-2018.

No. Variable Italy Latvia Lithuania Poland Romania Slovakia

1. TDGDP 5.63 3.59 1.80 1.91 1.54 2.57
2. TEMP 14.94 8.08 4.81 4.49 6.33 6.25
3. QoL 146.13 149.15 148.98 146.58 144.05 155.37
4. GovEx 0.77 3.18 3.16 2.76 0.30 2.20
5. CapInv 3.04 6.35 3.27 3.00 8.11 3.99
6. TIntens 5.04 5.65 6.01 8.49 3.45 8.46
7. SDG_Perf 74.20 74.70 72.90 73.70 71.20 75.60

Source: own construction using SPSS.

Six countries were grouped in the D-2018 cluster (Tabel 16), namely Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland,
Romania and Slovakia, as opposed to 2015 when eight countries were present. The characteristic of
this cluster is the recording of the lowest average values for Direct contribution of travel and tourism
to employment and Tourism intensity. Additionally, the average values recorded for the rest of the
analyzed variables are at relatively lower values compared to the values recorded by the other clusters.
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Table 17. Cluster E-2018.

No. Variable Estonia Slovenia Spain Sweden United Kingdom

1. TDGDP 3.77 1.60 5.42 2.43 3.71
2. TEMP 15.26 12.76 14.67 10.94 11.91
3. QoL 176.44 175.36 174.92 176.81 171.89
4. GovEx 8.41 0.05 1.42 0.38 0.59
5. CapInv 7.45 0.74 6.59 3.35 5.55
6. TIntens 11.93 9.43 12.08 19.09 4.02
7. SDG_Perf 78.30 80.00 75.40 85.00 78.70

Source: own construction using SPSS.

Five EU countries were grouped into the E-2018 cluster (Table 17): Estonia, Slovenia, Spain,
Sweden and United Kingdom. For these countries, at the level of the analyzed variables, it is not noticed
the recording of extreme minimum or maximum values, and the average values are above average.
However, we can observe the existence of significant variations between the values of Government
individual expenditures and Capital investment spending between Slovenia and Estonia.

Table 18. Cluster F-2018.

No. Variable Croatia Cyprus Portugal

1. TDGDP 10.93 6.86 7.10
2. TEMP 23.26 22.05 21.81
3. QoL 162.36 159.24 166.71
4. GovEx 0.16 9.43 1.48
5. CapInv 10.93 12.07 6.15
6. TIntens 5.81 15.30 6.01
7. SDG_Perf 76.50 70.40 74.00

Source: own construction using SPSS.

The sixth cluster formed at the level of 2018 is F-2018 (Table 18), which includes Croatia, Cyprus
and Portugal. Interestingly, this cluster records the highest average values for four of the seven
variables analyzed, namely Direct contribution of travel and tourism to GDP, Direct contribution of
travel and tourism to employment, Capital investment spending and Tourism intensity.

An interesting discussion can be started in relation to the variations registered between 2015 and
2018 by the variables analyzed at the level of each country. Thus, the most relevant changes occurring
at the level of the analyzed countries are encountered in the case of the countries that migrated during
the analyzed period between clusters.

For example, in the case of Romania, the main change in the analyzed variables had materialized
in the increase of Quality of Life Index by more than 72% during the analyzed period (from 83.63
points to 144.05 points), but also to increase the sustainable performance by about 5.5% (from 67.51
points to 71.20 points); the rest of the variables recording insignificant variations. Due to these changes,
in 2018, we find Romania as part of a different cluster, along with two of the Baltic Countries, Poland,
Slovakia and Italy.

Another relevant example can be considered in Sweden, which in 2018 we no longer find in the
cluster of the best performing countries at EU level, despite the increase of more than 9.6% of the
Quality of Life Index during the analyzed period (from 176.81 points to 193.86 points). Most likely,
the structural change occurred due to the decreases recorded in terms of tourism intensity (−27%)
or sustainable performance (−0.5%). Additionally, a reduction of Direct contribution of travel and
tourism to GDP (about 0.1 percentage points, respectively −3.7%), which can be associated with the
negative variation of tourism intensity, can be noticed.

Another country with special characteristics regarding the evolution of the variables analyzed
is Croatia. It has the highest absolute values of Direct contribution of travel and tourism to GDP
in 2015 and 2018 (10.12% and 10.93% respectively) and the second highest absolute value of Direct
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contribution of travel and tourism to employment (22.34% and 23.26% respectively). During the
analyzed period, the Quality of Life Index increased by 44.5% (from 112.34 points to 162.36 points),
sustainable performance increased by 8.2% (from 70.71 points to 76.50 points), but tourism intensity
decreased by about 28.4% (mainly due to the reduction in the number of tourist nights).

Such individual or group observations can be debated and analyzed for both the selected
period and the future. Due to the multitude of factors that influence the variables selected for
the analysis, as well as due to the multiple plans in which different influences can be manifested,
it is almost impossible to determine a universally applicable model. However, when using cluster
analysis combined with qualitative analysis in the countries analyzed, certain characteristics can be
distinguished to be considered in order to establish appropriate policies to support the development of
tourism, increase the quality of life and improve sustainable performance.

5. Conclusions

Analyzing the relationships between development of tourism, quality of life and sustainable
performance in EU countries was the main aim of the present research, thus bringing to the fore the
problem of the sustainability of European countries, of European tourism, with its precise targets
for 2030.

Although controversial and sometimes neglected, the problems related to the sustainable balance
of the tourist actions and the quality of life of the residents of the tourist destinations, the current research
comes to shape the idea that there is a direct and strong connection between the two aspects, these being
significant also from the perspective of the current society’s performance and its long-term viability.

This desire is also identified and supported by our research, which concretely reflects the changes
in the structure of the analyzed variables, between the year of the Paris Agreement (2015) and the
year 2018. On the other hand, it was interesting to be noted and highlighted the way of grouping the
countries according to the performance of the economic indicators of the tourism, the quality of life,
the performance of the SDG and the tourism intensity.

We mention thus, the relative sensitivity identified at the level of the European countries (especially
those with emerging economies) from the point of view of the position compared to the indicators
analyzed in our research, sensitivity justified especially by the fact that we speak about countries
that from an economic, political and potential tourist perspective, open to tourism, historically,
have different starting points. Thus, we explain the grouping in different clusters as well as the
sustainable development of tourism and the quality of life of the countries of central and eastern Europe
as being relatively low, by the fact that, these are mostly countries with emerging economies, countries
from the former communist group, countries that after three decades have a significantly different
dynamic in relation to the global economic, political, social and environmental priorities as well as
different levels of development and reporting towards the sustainable development of the economy.

Regarding the first objective of this research, through our analysis, we were able to identify the
countries with high performances at European level, namely Austria, Denmark, Finland and Germany,
together with Netherlands. These record the highest values of the Quality of Life Index and sustainable
performance, along with relatively high values of tourism intensity. At the same time, the values
of Direct contribution tourism to GDP and Direct contribution tourism to employment are kept at
a moderate level, while the values of Government individual expenditures and Capital investment
spending are very low, being characteristic of the economically developed countries.

Additionally, following the analysis of the obtained results, it can be stated that the countries that
have registered an above average value of Direct contribution tourism to GDP and Direct contribution
tourism to employment, in general, have registered the most important increases of the Quality of Life
Index, which highlights the existence of a positive relationship between the development of tourism
and the increase of the quality of life during the analyzed period.

Another significant result obtained from this research is the highlighting of a positive relationship
between the level of sustainable performance and tourism intensity, so that countries showing high
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sustainable performances also record above average values in terms of tourism intensity. We can see
that it is more than likely that maintaining high levels of tourism intensity will lead, in time, to the
further development of tourism in the countries analyzed.

At the same time, from the perspective of developing the tourism activity, these are new countries
entering the international tourism market, which generates, on the one hand, a competitive advantage
from the point of view of the novelty and attractiveness but also from the point of view of the general
and specific tourism infrastructure, countries where investments in the field (as our research shows)
are constantly increasing. Thus, we suggest that these countries should adopt models of good practices
on sustainable/smart investments from countries with advanced sustainable economy, countries with
the highest performance in achieving the SDGs and with the highest Quality of Life Index (see cluster
A-2015 and A-2018).

As a subject of reflection, the changes registered by the European countries in relation to the
sustainable development of tourism and the quality of life, we emphasize, at the end, that there is no
easy or general solution that can justify the sustainability of the economy in general and of tourism in
particular, and nor to what extent this, with all the direct, indirect and induced effects, generates the
quality of life in a positive or negative sense. What is more and more obvious, however, is the reality of
the over-demanding tourist destinations, where the presence of a large number of people brings with
them the benefits of an economic nature (high incomes, high employment, high number of employees,
etc.) and a number of negative effects of a purely social and environmental nature.

We also notice how the imbalances of the sustainability of the tourist activity, in relation to the
quality of life, generates decisions and strategies regarding the intelligent financing of the tourist
destinations, but also concrete actions that, in time, can alleviate these imbalances so that the local
communities and the tourism companies “profit” in a sustainable way of the benefits of tourism.

In conclusion, it is more than imperative that every European country, especially every European
tourist destination, develops, implements and monitors its own set of sustainable development
solutions in relation to the quality of life of the residents, so that tourism becomes, essentially, a path to
the existence of a sustainable global community.

The findings of this empirical research should also be seen in light of the potential limitations it
implies, but which may open new directions for future research. A potential limitation of this study
is that empirical findings are conditioned by the selected sample and the availability of information.
The results of this study may be limited by the Quality of Life Index and SDG performance rating and
the models used to obtain these scores. Sometimes, the information used is from sources not readily
quantifiable, and each rating company has its own models, so that scores vary according to each rating
company. Another potential limitation of this research may be related to the short period of time for
which we sought to highlight the links between sustainable tourism development and the change in
quality of life.

However, the results obtained can serve as a starting point for the development of other research
to identify new ways of quantifying the relationships between tourism development and economic
growth, but without negatively impacting the quality of life and without endangering the environment
or the existence of future generations.
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