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Abstract: The aim of this paper is to conduct a comparative analysis of the 27 member states of the 

European Union through the lens of the socio-economic pillar of tourism, using the PROMETHEE-

GAIA multi-criteria decision-making method. The socio-economic pillar, as part of the broader 

framework of sustainable tourism, includes indicators that measure the impact of tourism on the 

economy, employment, and social cohesion, while simultaneously identifying potential 

vulnerabilities within the sector. Using reliable and publicly available data from the EU Tourism 

Dashboard for the period 2019–2023, EU countries were ranked according to their performance 

based on defined criteria. The results of the analysis provide insight into the socio-economic 

strengths and weaknesses of these countries and enable monitoring of progress or stagnation over 

the observed period. These findings can serve as a basis for policymaking and strategic tourism 

development planning. The PROMETHEE-GAIA method has proven to be an effective tool for 

evaluating multidimensional criteria and supporting decision-making processes in the field of 

sustainable tourism development. 
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1. Introduction 

Europe is one of the world’s leading tourist destinations, striving for sustainable, adaptable, and 

high-quality tourism development [1]. In recent years, the European Commission has been actively 

engaged in collecting and providing relevant and reliable data on the tourism sector in Europe, with 

the aim of supporting sustainable development and improving the tourism ecosystem. The purpose 

of these data is to enable monitoring and fostering of the green and digital transition, as well as to 

strengthen the socio-economic resilience of European tourism [2]. Considering the sustainable 

development goals promoted by the European Union (EU), this area is analyzed in the paper. 

The data represent a fundamental component of the EU Tourism Dashboard. The dashboard 

consists of 20 different criteria, organized into three policy pillars: the green pillar, the digital pillar, 

and the socio-economic pillar. The focus of this paper is the socio-economic pillar, which includes 

eight indicators: tourism intensity, tourism seasonality, dependence on the three most significant 

countries of origin, tourism diversity, average tourist expenditure, the direct economic contribution 

of tourism, employment share in the tourism ecosystem, and tourism enterprises by size. Based on 

these criteria, all 27 European Union member states were observed and ranked. 

The aim of this paper is to rank EU countries and assess their socio-economic level of tourism 

development. The paper is structured as follows: the first section outlines the existing body of 

literature addressing the socio-economic pillar of the EU Tourism Dashboard; the second section 
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elaborates on the applied methodological framework, encompassing the analysis of eight indicators 

across 27 EU countries over a five-year period; and the third section presents the empirical findings, 

accompanied by an in-depth discussion of the results. 

Owing to its natural diversity, cultural heritage, and economic significance, the EU represents 

one of the most prominent tourist destinations in the world. The dynamics of the EU development in 

the period following the adoption of the United Nations (UN) 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 

Development have accelerated compared to the previous period in terms of social and economic 

progress [3]. In the context of tourism and sustainable development, research on the EU level has 

moved beyond an exclusively ecological perspective in favor of a holistic view that incorporates the 

socio-economic dimension [4-6]. Consequently, several international initiatives have sought to 

establish systems of indicators and synthetic measures for assessing and monitoring tourism 

sustainability over time [6]. 

The updated EU Industrial Strategy emphasizes the need to accelerate the green and digital 

transitions. Through the work of the European Commission, in collaboration with EU member states 

and relevant international organizations, the EU Tourism Dashboard has been developed as the 

Union’s key tool for the tourism ecosystem [7]. 

The indicators of the EU Tourism Dashboard are organized into three thematic policy pillars: 

environmental impacts, digitalization, and socio-economic vulnerability. In addition, the dashboard 

includes a set of core tourism indicators that provide further context regarding the characteristics of 

tourism destinations in terms of demand, supply, and tourism offerings [8]. 

Indicators play a crucial role as they go beyond mere data records or statistical figures. They 

serve as measures or assessments that capture the current state of a phenomenon by quantifying its 

alignment with specific objectives, thresholds, or targets [9]. These indicators are indispensable for 

conducting meaningful analyses across different time periods and geographic areas [10]. 

 

 
Figure 1. EU Tourism Dashboard structure [10]. 

 

Figure 1 provides an overview of the structure and core elements of the EU Tourism Dashboard 

platform. By adopting this structured framework, the dashboard aims to deliver a comprehensive 

and comparable set of indicators, enabling the assessment of tourism dynamics and facilitating 

informed decision-making in the tourism sector [10]. 
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Given that this is a new digital platform offering access to an extensive and regularly updated 

set of quantitative indicators relevant to the tourism sector at the EU level, research on the tourism 

ecosystem that incorporates the dashboard’s indicators has been on the rise. Authors such as 

Streimikiene address this topic by analyzing the concept, indicators, and framework for assessing 

sustainability in tourism, applying a developmental framework in the Visegrad Group countries 

(Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia) [11]. Pantović et al. examine the core indicators of 

the digital pillar in Western and Central European countries [2]. The EU Tourism Dashboard enables 

systematic monitoring of key trends, thereby serving as a valuable tool for empirical research on the 

dynamic aspects of tourism, the formulation of evidence-based policy recommendations, and 

strategic planning in the tourism sector. Galasso et al. in their publication focus on the use of such 

data to analyze and enhance the development of European destinations [12]. 

The primary objective of the green pillar is to monitor progress toward greener and more 

sustainable tourism, while the digital pillar tracks the level of digital transformation within the 

tourism sector. The socio-economic pillar of the EU Tourism Dashboard focuses on understanding 

and strengthening the resilience of the tourism sector. Its aim is to provide a clear picture of the socio-

economic impact of tourism, including its contribution to the economy, employment, and local 

communities, while at the same time highlighting potential vulnerabilities. By analyzing a range of 

indicators, the dashboard helps identify areas where additional measures are needed to ensure a 

sustainable and resilient tourism ecosystem [7]. A concise overview of the aforementioned indicators 

and the model for further research is presented in Figure 2. 

 

 
Figure 2. The socio-economic pillar of the tourism ecosystem. 

 

Inappropriate indicators and assessment methodologies represent a significant challenge in the 

research process, with Castro et al. emphasizing the added value that digitalization brings to 

achieving sustainable development goals, particularly through new data sources [13]. The authors 

employ a range of databases in their research, which have been enabled and facilitated by advances 

in digitalization. Punzo et al. identify the economic, ecological, and social dimensions as the three 

main interrelated aspects of tourism sustainability, through the construction and validation of a 

composite sustainability indicator, the Sustainable Tourism Index (SusTour-Index) [14]. Cesarini & 

Terraglia specifically analyzed sustainable tourism indicators for 27 EU countries. The results of their 

analysis highlighted substantial differences among destinations with respect to the examined 

indicators, underscoring variations in sustainability profiles and performance within the tourism 

sector [10]. Ruggieri & Platania relying on the new EU industrial ecosystem model, examined 
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interdependencies between tourism and other industrial sectors in four EU countries, pointing to 

their interconnectedness and vulnerability in the face of tourism-related crises [15]. 

The analysis of destination development in Europe has become a highly relevant topic in tourism 

research [16,17]. Based on the aforementioned indicators (Figure 2), EU countries were analyzed and 

ranked, providing insights into their socio-economic strengths and vulnerabilities and allowing for 

the monitoring of progress or stagnation over the observed five-year period. 

2. Materials and Methods 

Empirical evidence on the ranking of countries in terms of economic and tourism performance 

constitutes the starting point of this study. Fedajev employed multi-criteria analysis to examine the 

business environment of transition countries, enabling both comparative assessments and an 

investigation of correlations between business environment quality and developmental performance 

[18]. Lakićević & Durkalić used the PROMETHEE method to measure and evaluate tourism 

performance at the EU country level [1]. Antanasijević et al. applied the PROMETHEE method to 

assess the progress of tourism sustainability in European countries during the 2004-2014 period [19]. 

Similarly, Ranjan et al. applied the PROMETHEE method to quantify the tourism potential of 29 

Indian states [20]. Ilić utilized the PROMETHEE-GAIA method to rank different types of tourism 

accommodation facilities in Serbia with the highest number of domestic and foreign arrivals and 

overnight stays in 2015 [21]. The present study adopts a methodology similar to that of Durkalić et 

al., who applied the PROMETHEE-GAIA method to rank the performance of tourism markets in the 

European Monetary Union (EMU) countries [17]. 

The indicators developed for the EU Tourism Dashboard were constructed based on data and 

statistics collected from available reliable sources, providing the highest possible territorial and 

thematic detail. Eurostat serves as the primary source of statistical data used in this study. 

This analysis includes the EU member states identified by the following two-letter codes: Austria 

(AT), Belgium (BE), Bulgaria (BG), Croatia (HR), Cyprus (CY), Czech Republic (CZ), Denmark (DK), 

Estonia (EE), Finland (FI), France (FR), Germany (DE), Greece (EL), Hungary (HU), Ireland (IE), Italy 

(IT), Latvia (LV), Lithuania (LT), Luxembourg (LU), Malta (MT), Netherlands (NL), Poland (PL), 

Portugal (PO), Romania (RO), Slovakia (SK), Slovenia (SI), Spain (ES), and Sweden (SE). 

The variables (indicators) used in the analysis are as follows: Tourism Intensity (TI), Tourism 

Seasonality (TS), Dependence on the Three Main Source Countries (DOT3C), Tourism Diversity (TD), 

Average Tourist Expenditure (ATE), Direct Economic Contribution of Tourism (DEC), Share of 

Employment in the Tourism Ecosystem (SOE), and Tourism Enterprises by Size – Micro (TEMC), 

Small (TESM), Medium (TEME), Large (TELA). Rankings were performed for five observed years: 

2019, 2020, 2021, 2022, and 2023. 

The PROMETHEE-GAIA methodology offers a framework for comparative analysis, developed 

by the Canadian company Visual Decision [22]. Within the Visual PROMETHEE software used in 

this study, PROMETHEE provides quantitative results, while GAIA assists in their interpretation. As 

a suitable method for solving multi-criteria problems, the PROMETHEE methodology aims to rank 

a final set of alternatives based on criteria that should either be maximized or minimized. 

Multi-Criteria Decision-Making (MCDM) methods enable the sequential sorting, selection, and 

classification of alternatives, producing results that are widely applied in comparative analyses [23]. 

The PROMETHEE method begins with the following decision (evaluation) matrix [17, 20]: 

 
where 𝑔𝑗(𝑎𝑖) represents the performance of the ith alternative according to the jth criterion, m is the 

number of alternatives, and n is the number of criteria. 
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The use of the PROMETHEE method requires the definition of an appropriate preference function 

and the assignment of weights to each input variable [17]. In this method, one of six types of preference 

functions can be selected, each of which can be described by two thresholds (Q and P). The indifference 

threshold (Q) represents the largest deviation that the decision-maker considers negligible, while the 

preference threshold (P) represents the smallest deviation considered significant for making a decision. 

The value of P should not be smaller than Q. The Gaussian threshold (s) represents the average value 

of the P and Q thresholds [17, 24-27]. 

In this study, the preference function assigned to the criteria is the Usual function. The weights 

assigned to the criteria are equal and amount to 0.09% to avoid subjective assessment of the importance 

of each indicator. 

Regarding the classification of criteria as to be minimized or maximized, max criteria were used 

for positive performance aspects, while min criteria were applied for vulnerability indicators, negative 

externalities, or costs, as presented in Table 1. 

 
Table 1. Classification of Min/Max criteria. 

Criteria Label Min/Max Explanation 

Tourism intensity TI Max 
High intensity affects development and positive 

tourism revenues 

Tourism seasonality TS Min 
Higher seasonality is associated with sector instability 

and vulnerability 

Dependence on top 3 

countries of origins 
DOT3C Min 

Higher dependence implies lower market 

diversification 

Tourism diversity TD Max 
Greater diversity may indicate higher resilience and 

market attractiveness 

Average tourism 

expenditure 
ATE Max 

Higher spending per tourist means greater 

economic benefit 

Direct economic 

contribution of tourism 
DEC Max Greater contribution of tourism to GDP is positive 

Share of employment in 

the tourism ecosystem 
SOE Max Higher number of employees in the sector is desirable 

Tourism enterprises by 

size - micro 
TEMC Max 

More micro-enterprises may indicate local 

engagement and agility 

Tourism enterprises by 

size - small 
TESM Max 

More small firms contribute to development and 

employment 

Tourism enterprises by 

size - medium 
TEME Max 

More medium-sized firms imply stability and growth 

capacity 

Tourism enterprises by 

size - large 
TELA Max 

More large enterprises are associated with greater 

investment potential 

 

Ranking based on preferences is the most commonly used method in multi-criteria decision-

making. For each alternative, the value of the alternative is expressed in terms of preferences, which 

have a positive and a negative flow. Based on the calculated preferences, the net preference flow is 

computed, synthesizing all indicators, and based on this, the given alternative is ranked [17, 28]. 

The net outranking flow for each alternative can be obtained using the following equation: 

 

where φ(a) is the net preference flow for each alternative. The value of the net preference flow 

ranges from -1 to 1, where the highest-ranked alternative has the largest positive net preference flow, 

and the lowest-ranked alternative has the largest negative net preference flow. A higher φ(a) value 

indicates a better alternative [17]. 
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3. Results 

The ranking results of EU countries are presented using tabular and graphical forms. Before 

presenting the final country rankings, an overview of the descriptive statistics of the criteria used for 

classification is provided. 

 
Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the analyzed criteria. 

Year Statistic TI TS DOT3C TD ATE DEC SOE TEMC TESM TEME TELA 

2019 

Min. 1.54 33 6.13 / 36.69 1.10 4.26 89.1 0.7 0.3 0.0 

Max. 22.45 73 64.27 / 154.01 11.40 19.80 98.9 8.1 2.5 0.4 

Average 7.54 42 26.14 / 81.67 4.48 9.97 96.0 2.8 1.0 0.2 

St. Dev. 5.50 9 13.98 / 36.13 2.31 3.93 2.3 1.7 0.6 0.1 

2020 

Min. 0.75 43 2.29 / 25.92 0.99 4.20 91.6 0.7 0.3 0.0 

Max. 10.07 86 53.01 / 117.81 6.64 18.23 98.9 6.3 1.9 0.4 

Average 3.42 55 20.67 / 59.39 2.64 8.91 96.6 2.4 0.8 0.2 

St. Dev. 2.07 9 14.77 / 24.29 1.53 3.44 1.9 1.4 0.5 0.1 

2021 

Min. 1.17 41 2.86 0.32 31.61 0.70 3.85 91.6 0.6 0.2 0.0 

Max. 17.75 82 55.37 0.98 124.52 10.09 19.03 99.0 6.3 2.0 0.4 

Average 4.62 55 20.07 0.73 65.94 2.82 8.97 97.1 2.1 0.8 0.1 

St. Dev. 3.47 9 15.57 0.19 24.64 2.13 3.71 2.0 1.4 0.5 0.1 

2022 

Min. 1.40 35 4.77 / 44.33 0.70 3.75 90.6 0.6 0.3 0.0 

Max. 23.34 73 56.33 / 175.21 12.01 18.85 99.0 7.0 2.1 0.5 

Average 6.97 44 24.62 / 86.62 4.25 9.46 96.8 2.2 0.8 0.1 

St. Dev. 4.99 8 14.30 / 32.97 2.95 4.01 2.2 1.6 0.5 0.1 

2023 

Min. 1.54 33 4.96 0.31 48.05 1.00 4.18 86.8 1.0 0.3 0.1 

Max. 23.87 70 56.88 0.98 182.83 12.02 18.67 98.7 10.8 2.1 0.5 

Average 7.49 42 25.19 0.73 95.01 4.62 9.47 95.4 3.6 0.8 0.2 

St. Dev. 5.34 8 13.82 0.19 34.45 2.91 3.82 2.8 2.2 0.5 0.1 

 

 

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics of the 8 analyzed criteria (indicators) over a 5-year period. 

It includes the minimum and maximum values, the average score of each criterion, and the standard 

deviation, representing the average deviation of all data from the arithmetic mean. 

 

Table 3 provides a detailed overview of the ranking of EU countries based on net preference 

flow values over the five-year observation period. The country with the most consistent and highest 

results is Germany, which held first place in all five years (average rank 1.0). It is followed by Ireland 

with an average rank of 2.2. Malta, despite fluctuations in its ranking, holds an average position of 

4.2, while Denmark and Latvia are also among the top-performing countries, with average ranks of 

5.2 and 5.8, respectively. A graphical representation of the ranking of these five countries is shown in 

Figure 3. 

At the opposite end of the spectrum, the three countries with the lowest net preference flow 

values are Croatia, the Czech Republic, and Greece. Croatia was the lowest-ranked country in 2019, 

2022, and 2023, with a particularly negative φ = -0.3112 in the last year and an average rank of 26.4. 

The Czech Republic has an average rank of 25.4, while Greece’s average rank is 25.2. This indicates 

consistently weaker performance in the dimensions encompassed by the socio-economic pillar of 

tourism. 
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Table 3. Ranking of EU countries based on net preference flow values. 

EU27 
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 

Rank φ Rank φ Rank φ Rank φ Rank φ 

Austria (AT) 7 0.1308 12 0.0808 20 
-

0.0769 
5 0.1115 7 0.0594 

Belgium (BE) 19 -0.1154 23 
-

0.1885 
18 

-

0.0629 
14 0.0077 18 

-

0.0559 

Bulgaria (BG) 21 -0.1192 22 
-

0.1654 
21 

-

0.0909 
21 -0.1077 19 

-

0.0594 

Crotia (HR) 27 -0.2462 25 
-

0.2731 
26 

-

0.2797 
27 -0.2577 27 

-

0.3112 

Cyprus (CY) 12 0.0231 9 0.1192 17 
-

0.0559 
11 0.0462 17 

-

0.0420 

Czechia (CZ) 26 -0.2346 26 
-

0.3231 
25 

-

0.2308 
25 -0.2192 25 

-

0.1783 

Denmark (DK) 6 0.1654 6 0.1269 4 0.1259 4 0.1346 6 0.0804 

Estonia (EE) 8 0.1115 11 0.0808 11 0.0769 6 0.1000 13 0.0035 

Finland (FI) 5 0.1885 3 0.1923 12 0.0594 8 0.0923 3 0.1818 

France (FR) 22 -0.1423 19 
-

0.0692 
6 0.1189 17 -0.0500 11 0.0175 

Germany (DE) 1 0.4077 1 0.4038 1 0.3776 1 0.4538 1 0.4580 

Greece (EL) 25 -0.2308 24 
-

0.2500 
27 

-

0.3357 
24 -0.1962 26 

-

0.2902 

Hungary (HU) 13 0.0000 15 
-

0.0038 
19 

-

0.0664 
18 -0.0731 12 0.0140 

Ireland (IE) 2 0.3346 2 0.2231 2 0.2622 3 0.2038 2 0.2133 

Italy (IT) 20 -0,1154 18 
-

0,0538 
14 

-

0,0455 
19 -0,0769 16 

-

0,0070 

Latvia (LV) 4 0,2154 8 0,1192 5 0,1224 7 0,0962 5 0,1294 

Lithuania (LT) 14 -0,0500 10 0,0885 7 0,1189 10 0,0462 15 
-

0,0070 

Luxembourg 

(LU) 
11 0,0538 5 0,1692 10 0,0874 9 0,0538 20 

-

0,0594 

Malta (MT) 3 0,2538 4 0.1846 8 0.1154 2 0.2346 4 0.1469 

Netherlands 

(NL) 
18 -0.1077 20 

-

0.1115 
13 0.0105 22 -0.1115 21 

-

0.0769 

Poland (PL) 17 -0.1077 16 
-

0.0385 
15 

-

0.0559 
20 -0.1000 14 0.0035 

Portugal (PO) 23 -0.1500 17 
-

0.0500 
24 

-

0.1329 
23 -0.1538 23 

-

0.1259 

Romania (RO) 9 0.0654 13 0.0615 9 0.0979 15 -0.0192 8 0.0524 

Slovakia (SK) 15 -0.0692 21 
-

0.1308 
23 

-

0.1259 
12 0.0269 10 0.0350 

Slovenia (SI) 24 -0.2192 27 
-

0.3654 
22 

-

0.1189 
26 -0.2358 24 

-

0.1434 

Spain (ES) 16 -0.1038 14 0.0462 16 
-

0.0559 
16 -0.0308 22 

-

0.0804 

Sweden (SE) 10 0.0615 7 0.1269 3 0.1608 13 0.0269 9 0.0420 
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Figure 3. Graphical representation of the 5 highest-ranked countries. 

 

Figure 3 provides insight into the consistency of Germany's results over the observed period, 

while the greatest fluctuations can be seen for Malta. In addition to the presented quantitative results, 

the GAIA diagram is also shown and explained to aid in their interpretation. 

 

 
Figure 4. GAIA Diagram for 2019 and 2023. 

 

Figure 4 presents the GAIA diagram, which visualizes the results of the multi-criteria analysis. 

The central element of the diagram is the decision vector (red axis), representing the compromise 

direction of the optimal solution within the multidimensional criteria space [29]. Countries 

positioned closer to this vector exhibit higher overall preferences, that is, they demonstrate more 

balanced performance across the analyzed criteria. 

In 2019, Germany, Denmark, Luxembourg, and Latvia were located closest to the decision axis, 

while Estonia was almost perfectly aligned with it. This positioning indicates a high level of balance 

and compatibility with all criteria, which is further confirmed by their high rankings in the tabulated 

results. 

For the most recent observed year (2023), Latvia, Bulgaria, and Germany appear most aligned 

with the decision vector. Denmark, Ireland, and Luxembourg are situated within the same quadrant, 

albeit at a greater distance from the decision vector, which may suggest overall balance with minor 

discrepancies across specific criteria. By contrast, Italy, Portugal, and Slovenia have consistently been 

positioned on the opposite side of the vector, indicating persistent misalignment with the 

compromise solution. With respect to the criteria, the most influential are those related to tourism 

seasonality and the size of tourism enterprises (TS, TESM, TEME, TELA). Their proximity to the 

decision vector underscores their significance in shaping the final ranking of alternatives, i.e., the 

countries under consideration. 
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The quality index, which represents the reliability of the PROMETHEE-GAIA measurement, 

was calculated at 71.7% for 2019, 67.0% for 2020, 66.3% for 2021, 69.9% for 2022, and 67.9% for 2023. 

The highest value was recorded in 2019, indicating the greatest reliability of visual interpretation in 

that year. 

The PROMETHEE Rainbow diagram illustrates the profile of all alternatives and criteria, taking 

into account the weight of each criterion [1]. This is presented below for the first and last years of the 

observed period. 

 

 

 
Figure 5. PROMETHEE Rainbow Diagram for 2019 and 2023. 

 

A comparison of the 2019 and 2023 results reveals stable tendencies among the leading countries, 

as well as consistent weaknesses among those ranked lowest. Germany, Ireland, and Malta achieved 

the highest and most stable rankings in the socio-economic tourism indicators. In contrast, Croatia, 

the Czech Republic, and Greece showed weaker results. The background of these findings is further 

explained in the following discussion. 
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4. Discussion 

Germany demonstrated remarkable stability in socio-economic tourism indicators, which may 

be linked to its substantial investments in infrastructure, sustainability, and the education sector, as 

well as the digitalization of tourism service providers—an aspect highlighted by other authors as 

well [30]. Authors Skvarciany et al. also confirm that the highest level of sustainable socio-economic 

development is in Germany [31]. 

Ireland likewise shows a consistently high position with minimal variation over the years. This 

performance is largely attributable to its orientation toward smart and innovative tourism 

development, coupled with strong regulatory support. Ireland has adopted the “Vision 2030” 

strategy, which aims to position the country as a leader in sustainable tourism growth [32]. 

Malta, although showing somewhat greater variability, remains among the top performers. Its 

economy’s strong reliance on tourism and its highly digitalized tourism offering contribute to its 

favorable ranking, although its small size makes it vulnerable to external shocks. In 2024, Malta 

recorded a historic 3.56 million tourist arrivals. Consistent with its performance, and in cooperation 

with the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Malta has developed a 

set of 37 indicators for monitoring and managing the environmental and social impacts of tourism 

[33]. 

On the other hand, Croatia, despite being a well-known tourist destination, records poor results 

in this pillar. This may be attributed to high seasonality, reliance on informal employment in the 

shadow economy, and insufficient diversification of tourism, which is consistent with OECD findings 

[33]. Improving socio-economic indicators requires strategies that encourage year-round tourism, 

diversification of the offer, and the active involvement of local communities in sector development. 

The Czech Republic ranks second to last. Its weak position can partly be explained by the strong 

concentration of tourism in the capital, Prague, which limits the broader socio-economic impact at 

the national level. Kotíková & Pavlů recommend diversification of the tourism offer to reduce 

dependence on the capital [34]. OECD data also point to a relatively low economic contribution of 

tourism. 

Greece, although traditionally a strong tourist destination, also appears vulnerable in this 

respect. Research by Samprakos confirms the significant contribution of tourism to Greece’s 

economic growth but emphasizes the need for diversification in order to reduce vulnerability, which 

has been exacerbated by economic instability in recent years. Popular destinations such as Santorini 

and Mykonos face overtourism, while infrastructural challenges further undermine socio-economic 

indicators [35]. 

It is also noteworthy to observe the progress of certain countries. For example, Romania and 

Spain display a slight but steady increase in net preference values, while countries such as Lithuania 

and Slovakia show oscillations that call for further analysis of the underlying criteria structure. 

This analysis confirms that the quantitative scale of tourism (e.g., number of tourists or revenues) 

does not guarantee high performance when the sector is evaluated through comprehensive socio-

economic criteria. The key to success lies in balanced development, sustainability, regional 

distribution of benefits, and the integration of tourism with broader economic and social dynamics. 

 

5. Conclusions 

Relying on the multi-criteria decision-making method PROMETHEE-GAIA, this study 

compares the performance of 27 EU member states through the lens of the socio-economic pillar of 

tourism. The results obtained through this method highlight pronounced differences in performance 

across EU countries with respect to this aspect of tourism. Rather than confirming expected narratives 

about “tourism leaders”, the findings suggest that competitiveness in tourism lies in the ability of 

countries to integrate tourism into broader socio-economic processes. 

The highest-ranking countries, such as Germany, Ireland, and Malta, are not necessarily those 

with the largest number of tourist arrivals, but rather those that have developed resilient, inclusive, 

and innovative tourism systems. Conversely, the low ranking of some traditionally strong tourist 
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destinations, such as Croatia and Greece, points to the need for redefined strategies, with a stronger 

orientation toward sustainable development. The Czech Republic is also among the low-performing 

countries. 

In conclusion, the ranking of countries should be viewed as a call to action—particularly for 

those lagging behind yet possessing significant potential. By strengthening institutional support, 

decentralizing development, and better integrating tourism into national development strategies, it 

is possible to achieve greater balance within the European tourism landscape. 

The PROMETHEE-GAIA methodological framework has proven to be a useful tool for mapping 

multidimensional performance in tourism, especially when the objective is to identify relative 

strengths and weaknesses among countries with diverse socio-economic profiles. Its application in 

this context opens avenues for further research. 

Nevertheless, despite its advantages, the study faces certain methodological limitations that 

must be acknowledged. The most notable is the assignment of equal weights to all criteria, implying 

that each criterion is treated as equally important. While this approach enhances neutrality and 

avoids subjectivity, it may overlook actual differences in the relative importance of dimensions, 

particularly in complex sectors such as tourism. Future research should therefore focus on methods 

for determining weights that better reflect real-world priorities and context-specific characteristics. 

In particular: (1) The Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) which enables the inclusion of expert 

judgments in weight determination, or (2) The Entropy Method which represents an objective 

approach based on data variability and is particularly valuable when the goal is to avoid subjectivity 

and rely exclusively on the structure of available information. By combining PROMETHEE-GAIA 

with such weighting techniques, future studies may provide more robust evaluations, thereby 

enhancing the academic relevance of research and further strengthening the validity and applicability 

of results for policymaking and strategic tourism management. 
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