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Abstract 

The tourism market is characterized by a high degree of competition 
among several tourist destinations that compete with similar tourist 
products. Most countries in the North African region are price-
competitive destinations. Egypt has great tourism attractiveness with its 
unique natural and cultural resources. However, Egypt’s 
competitiveness position as a tourism destination is affected by concerns 
about safety, security, and political unrest experienced in North Africa 
in early 2011, causing a reduction in international arrivals and limiting 
receipts and funds. This study aims to show Egypt's position in the 
tourism market from 2009 till 2014 using the Boston Consulting Group 
(BCG) matrix model. The model is applied to determine Egypt’s market 
share as a tourist destination in a highly competitive market among the 
North African countries. It also assesses the profitability and growth 
rate of tourism in Egypt. Finally, the study recommends a number of 
appropriate marketing strategies, according to Egypt's position in the 
model, that will give opportunities for future growth and create high 
returns. 
 
Key words: BCG Matrix, Market Position, Competitiveness, Market 
Growth, Market Share, Egypt, Morocco. 
 
Introduction  
Due to the increasing complexity of today’s competitive environment 
among tourist destinations, these destinations strive for their survival 
and growth in the tourism market. A tourism destination can achiesve a 
competitive position in the tourism market if its recourses are managed 
well, and if the destination is capable of maintaining its competitive 
advantages (Armenski, et al., 2013). 
The competitive position refers to two dimensions: The market share of 
a product and the growth rate of the market, compared to competitors. 
As a consequence, a tourism destination management has to adjust its 
competitive strategy depending on the category in which the destination 
is located in and its position in the market (Kotler, 2014; Živoder and 
Čorak, 2013).A destination’s competitiveness depends on its capabilities 
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 to increase the tourism incomes, its constant flow of tourists, providing 
unique experience and profitability, and ensuring a standard of living for 
citizens and natural environment protection (Milohnić and Jurdan, 2008; 
Pike and Page, 2014). Economists realize three methods for quantifying 
the degree of competitiveness (Moraru, 2012). First, the cost-benefit 
analysis is a method for measuring competitiveness based on financial 
measures, such as production costs or price competitiveness. Such 
method is available for analyzing a company's competitiveness, but it is 
not an efficient method in case of countries in which the factors that 
influence an industry are multiple. Second, the resource-based analysis 
is a method suitable for analyzing a company. However, it is less 
relevant for evaluating a country. Third, the rankings is an appropriate 
method for analyzing a country's competitive position in the tourist 
market since it includes a set of indicators that influence such market 
and the costs or resources already existing (Moraru, 2012). Moreover, 
fourteen factors must be put into consideration when identifying a 
country's competitiveness in the tourism market. These factors are 
developed by the World Economic Forum. They include business 
environment, safety and security, health and hygiene, human resources 
and labor market, Information Communication Technology readiness, 
prioritization of travel and tourism, international openness, price 
competitiveness, environmental sustainability, air transport 
infrastructure, ground and port infrastructure, tourist service 
infrastructure, natural resources, and cultural resources.  
According to the Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Index, Egypt is 
the 83rd in the global ranking, and it is the 3rd in the North African 
region in 2015, with approximately 9 million tourists per year. 
Unfortunately, current instability reduces Egypt’s appeal to international 
tourists, and limits receipts and funds available for investment (World 
Economic Forum, 2015). Therefore, this paper aims to evaluate the 
current position of Egypt as a tourist destination, determine the degree of 
Egyptian tourism competitiveness, analyze Egypt’s position in the 
tourism market among the North African countries from 2009 till 2014 
using the Boston Consulting Group (BCG) matrix tool, and highlight the 
effective marketing strategies for each phase.  

Literature Review 

The Boston Consulting Group (BCG) Matrix  
Since strategic planning is the basis for decision making in any business 
(David, et al., 2009), a number of strategic planning tools is developed. 
One of the most popular tools is the Boston Consulting Group (BCG) 
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matrix (Philip et al., 2012) that allows classifying, positioning, and 
evaluating the business according to the market share and growth rate 
(Nordin, 2012; Davidovic, 2013). This matrix is also known as the 
growth–share matrix, portfolio matrix, portfolio diagram, portfolio 
analysis, B-Box, Boston box, and Boston matrix. The BCG matrix is a 
model developed by “Bruce Henderson” for the Boston Consultancy 
Group in 1970 (Yadav, 2013). The matrix is used as an analytical tool in 
strategic management, portfolio management, brand marketing, and 
product management. Moreover, it aids identifying the cash flow 
requirements, investments, and marketing decisions (Philip et al., 2012; 
Rudnicki and Vagner, 2014; Wikipedia, 2015). The matrix also helps 
developing strategies appropriate to the status of the business (Ami, 
2009). Besides, the BCG matrix provides recommendations for the 
development of the strategic resource allocation criteria (Lacar, 2009). 
In addition, the BCG matrix classifies positions of products or business 
along two dimensions: First, attractiveness of the market by market 
growth rate, in vertical axis; second, the ability of the product to 
compete (competitive advantage) by its relative market share, in 
horizontal axis (Armstrong and Brodie, 1994; Zhenping and Zhanping, 
2006; and Mutandwa et al., 2009). Each axis is represented in ‘High’ 
and ‘Low’ categories (Lu and Zhao, 2006). 
 
Market growth rate refers to how much the industry in which the product 
belongs is growing with an increase in demand. A higher growth rate is 
indicative of accompanying demands on investment. A market growth 
rate above 10 percent is considered high. 
 

Market growth rate = (Industry sales current year – Industry sales last 
year) / sales of last year. 
 

Relative market share refers to how the unit’s share of the market is 
compared to the market share of its competitors, specially the largest 
one. It measures the competitive strength in the market. Relative market 
share is divided into high and low share, using 1.0 as the dividing line. 
 

The market share for any particular year = Relative market share current 
year (revenues) / Leading and largest competitor’s market share current 
year (revenues) (Zhenping and Zhanping, 2006). 
 

As shown in Figure (1), a product or market situation for a business is 
identified through four symbols; each of them holds an implications for 
a marketing strategy: Cash cows (to be milked), stars (to empower their 
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 position), question marks (to deal with carefully), and dogs (to avoid) 
(Lu and Zhao, 2006). 
 

 
 

 
Figure (1) The BCG Matrix 

 
Source: Debrecht and Levas, 2014 
 
Cash cows: It is characterized by high profit and cash generation. Cash 
Cows have high market share and a strong competitive position in the 
mature market, with low growth market. Cash cows also require little 
investment to maintain market share and sustain leadership position 
(Philip et al., 2012). If a product falls in the cash cow category, 
resources should be used to protect market share and invest in modifying 
products to align with the changes in consumers’ tastes. 
Recommendations in this quadrant include product differentiation to 
stay competitive or to keep up with the changes in consumers' tastes 
(Debrecht and Levas, 2014). Regarding cash cows, it is desirable to 
maintain a strong position as long as possible. Thus, the strategic options 
in this case include product development through modification of the 
quality, style, and performance of the product or service. They also 
encourage diversification through promoting new products in a new 
market to attract new customers. The typical investment decision for 
cash cows should be "Harvest, Milk" to get cash quickly from the 
business. 
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Stars: The Star product is the product which has high market growth 
with high market share. Stars are good sources of profit (Nordin, 2012). 
They frequently require ongoing investment in term of advertising to 
maintain their market leadership (Philip et al., 2012). Stars are cash 
consuming, and they also generate large amounts of cash. They are 
leaders in the market. The strategies for stars are represented in the 
protection of the existing market shares and acquisition of equal or 
greater proportion of the expanding market in order to maintain their 
leadership. Moreover, successful stars become cash cows and generate 
significant cash (Debrecht and Levas, 2014). Marketing strategies for 
stars are represented in market penetration (current product-current 
market), market development (existing product-new market), and 
product development (new product-existing market). The typical 
investment decision for stars should be "Invest" to increase resources 
(capital, human, managerial, and other) and to create business growth or 
"Hold/Build" to maintain the status quo of the market share. 
 

Question marks: A question mark is also called (wild cat or problem 
child question). Question marks have the worst cash characteristics 
because they have high cash demands and generate low returns; this is 
due to their low market share. If the market share remains unchanged, 
management must decide if it will ever increase its market share through 
heavy investment or decide to withdraw from the market (Debrecht and 
Levas, 2014).When a tourist destination introduces a new product, it has 
relatively low market shares which are known in the BCG matrix as a 
question mark. This question mark product still has uncertain future, but 
it is a rapid-growth product indeed. Moreover, during this stage, the 
tourist destination has to put a lot of investment and be patience because 
at its early stage the product may give low yield in return due to low 
market share although it is high in demand. However, the product is a 
potential product to be a star product if it gains larger portion of market 
shares. Furthermore, question marks need to be analyzed carefully to 
determine whether they are worth the investment required to grow 
market share (Nordin, 2012).Strategic options for question marks 
include market penetration, market development, product development, 
and divestment (Yadav, 2013). The typical investment decision for the 
question mark is "Build". 
 

Dogs: A dog suffers from having low market share and low market 
growth. Investment will usually have little benefit; and withdrawal is 
usually the best strategy for products classified as dogs (Zhenping and 
Zhanping, 2006). It is critical to the future of the business and must be 



Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research  Vol. 1, Issue 2,December, 2016 

- 6 - 
 

defended at all costs. A dog often generates poor profits. Moreover, cash 
needs are frequently higher than the cash that is generated. The typical 
investment decision for the dog is "Divest" (sell or go out of business). 
Strategies for the dogs according to Philip et al., (2012) include the 
following: 
*Niching: The business could target unique portions of the total market 
in which it has specialized competencies and capabilities. Therefore, it 
could dominate and protect the market. 
*Harvesting: The business can reduce all promotional costs and all other 
supportive costs to a level that would permit optimization of the 
available cash flow. 
*Retrenchment :It can be used if it is believed that the business could be 
revived. 
*Divestment/Withdrawal: The company or business may withdraw from 
the market when the cost of keeping it becomes excessive. 
 
Uses and Benefits of the BCG Matrix  
The BCG Matrix is an excellent integration of the strategic aspects 
(growth, investment, and disinvestment) together with the financial 
aspects (Duica et al., 2014). It provides a base for decision-making for 
future actions and strategic options, provides information about efficient 
resource allocation, and identifies the cash flow requirements of the 
product. Moreover, the model helps to know the product position in the 
market whether it is cash cow, star, question mark, or dog. It also defines 
the criteria for deciding which current business one should invest in, 
hold, harvest, or divest (Ami, 2009). Furthermore, the BCG matrix helps 
to manage and control the product life cycles (Nordin, 2012). 
 
The BCG Matrix and Product Life Cycle 
The BCG matrix method is based on the product life cycle theory. This 
theory establishes the concept that products usually start as question 
marks (the start-up); next, they become stars (the development stage) if 
business runs successfully; then, they grow to be cash cows (the mature 
phase); and finally, they finish their existence as dogs (the decline 
phase) that will withdraw from the market (Zhenping and Zhanping, 
2006; Duica et al., 2014), as shown in Figure (2). The BCG matrix helps 
to determine what priorities should be given to a business on each phase 
and to ensure long-term value creation. 
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Figure (2) The BCG Matrix and Product Life Cycle 
Source: Kamphaus and Yates,2016 
 
Marketing Strategies 

The most four possible competitive marketing strategies according to 
Moraru, 2012; Philip et al., 2012 and Yadav, 2013; are as follows: 
• Market penetration strategies that seek to increase the current product 
in the current markets. 
• Market development strategies that look for new markets in which the 
existing product can extend. The expansion of the total market served by 
a business is achieved by: (1) Entering new segments through expanding 
the geographic base of the business or by using new channels to reach 
un-served customers; (2) conversion of nonusers through lower prices or 
increased (or specially designed) promotion; and (3) increasing usage by 
present users through developing and promoting new uses for the 
product. 
• Product development strategies offer new products in the existing 
market. This involves introducing major modifications to the product or 
service. Such modifications could include improving quality, style, 
performance, and so on. 
• Diversification strategy considers that new products should be 
promoted in a new market. 

Field study 
Egypt is one of the most popular tourist destinations in the North 
African region. It is endowed with a wide variety of tourist attractions, 
but it has not got an appropriate share of the global tourism movement. 
It is worth mentioning that the political turmoil in early 2011 caused a 
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decline in the number of tourist arrivals, which has been reflected 
negatively on the tourism movement in Egypt and on Egypt’s 
competitiveness as a tourist destination. 
 
Table (1) shows that the tourist arrivals have been affected dramatically 
since 2011. The number of tourists in 2008 was about 12.296 million. In 
2010 the number of tourists coming to Egypt was 14.061 million. They 
also decreased about 5 million tourists in the year 2011. The number of 
tourists in 2011 was 9.497 million. However, with the arrival of 2012 the 
number increased and reached 11.196 million tourists. On the other 
hand, this number dropped again in 2013 and 2014 and reached about 
9.174 million and 9.628 million, respectively. Also, Table (1) indicates 
that tourism revenues reduced remarkably. They reached about 10 
billion and 985 million dollars in 2008; it reached 12 billion and 528 
million dollars in 2010. On the other hand, the revenues decreased by 
about 3 billion dollars in 2011 and 2012 and became 9 billion and 707 
million dollars in 2011 and 9 billion and 940 million dollars in 2012. 
Furthermore, the revenues returned to decline sharply in 2013 and 2014 
reaching 6 billion and 47 million dollars in 2013 and 7 billion and 208 
million dollars in 2014. This means that the tourism revenues fell more 
than 5 billion dollars compared to 2010. 

Table (1) Number of Tourists Coming to Egypt and Tourism Revenues 
(2008 to 2014) 

Indicator 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Tourists' 

numbers (by 
million) 

12.296 11.914 14.061 9.497 11.196 9.174 9.628 

Tourism 
revenues (by 

billion) 

10.985 11.757 12.528 9.707 9.940 6.047 7.208 

  Source: UNWTO, Tourism Highlights, from 2008 until 2015 

According to the BCG matrix, the researchers have compared Egypt's 
market share, growth rate of the number of tourists and tourism 
revenues, and the level of growth and decline to the biggest competitor 
to Egypt in North Africa (Morocco), during the period from 2009 until 
2014, to estimate Egypt’s competitive position. Moreover, the 
researchers recommend appropriate strategies to promote tourism 
activities to raise the number of tourists, increase growth rates, and 
increase market share. Tables (2) and (3) show that Morocco is the 
biggest competitor to Egypt among the North African countries, in terms 
of the number of tourists and tourism revenues.  
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Table (2) Tourists' Number (by million) in the North African Region 
(2008 to 2014) 

Country Indicator 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Egypt No. 12.296 11.914 14.061 9.497 11.196 9.174 9.628 

% 42.4% 41% 43.5% 36.5% 38.4% 32.5% 33.4% 

Tunisia No. 7.050 6.901 6.903 4.785 5.950 6.269 6.069 

% 24.3% 23.7% 21.4% 18.4% 20.4% 22.2% 21.1% 

Algeria No. 1.772 1.912 2.070 2.395 2.634 2.733 2.810 

% 6.1% 6.6% 6.4% 9.2% 9% 9.7% 9.8% 

Morocco No. 7.879 8.341 9.288 9.342 9.375 10.046 10.282 

% 27.2% 28.7% 28.7% 35.9% 32.2% 35.6% 35.7% 

Total No. 28.997 29.068 32.322 26.019 29.155 28.222 28.789 

% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Source: UNWTO, Tourism Highlights, from 2008 until 2015 

Table (3) Tourism Revenues in the North African countries (2008 to 2014) 

Country Indicator 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Egypt By 

billion 
10.985 11.757 12.528 9.707 9.940 6.047 7.208 

% 51.3% 49.8% 56.7% 50.8% 52.1% 39.1% 42.4% 
Tunisia By 

billion 
2.953 3.524 2.645 1.914 2.227 2.191 2.342 

% 13.8% 14.9% 12% 10% 11.7% 14.2% 13.8% 
Algeria By 

million 
324 361 219 209 217 350 390 

% 1.5% 1.5% 1% 1.1% 1.1% 2.3% 2.3% 
Morocco By 

billion 
7.168 7.980 6.703 7.281 6.703 6.854 7.055 

% 33.4% 33.8% 30.3% 38.1% 35.1% 44.4% 41.5% 
Total By 

billion 
21.430 23.623 22.095 19.111 19.087 15.442 16.995 

% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Source: UNWTO, Tourism Highlights, from 2008 until 2015 
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Applying the BCG Matrix 

1- Calculating the relative market share 

 

 
 

Table (4) Egypt's Relative Market Share from 2009 to 2014 

Years Indicator Egypt's 
market share 

Largest competitor's 
market share 
(Morocco) 

Egypt's 
relative 
market 
share 

2009 Tourists' 
Number 

41% 28.7% 1.4 

Tourism 
revenues 

49.8% 33.8% 1.5 

2010 Tourists' 
Number 

43.5% 28.7% 1.5 

Tourism 
revenues 

56.7% 30.3% 1.9 

2011 Tourists' 
Number 

36.5% 35.9 % 1.0 

Tourism 
revenues 

50.8% 38.1% 1.3 

2012 Tourists' 
Number 

38.4% 32.2 % 1.2 

Tourism 
revenues 

52.1% 35.1% 1.5 

2013 Tourists' 
Number 

32.5% 35.6% 0.9 

Tourism 
revenues 

39.1% 44.4 % 0.9 

2014 Tourists' 
Number 

33.4% 35.7% 0.9 

Tourism 
revenues 

42.4% 41.5% 1.0 

 

 

2- Calculating Egypt's market growth rate  

 
 

Relative market share 
Egypt's market share (tourists' number and tourism revenues) 

The largest competitor's market share (Morocco) (tourists' number 
and tourism revenues) 

= 

Market growth 
rate 

Industry sales (numbers and revenues) this year - Industry sales (numbers and revenues) last year 

Industry sales (numbers and revenues) last year 
= 
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2.1. Calculating tourists' number growth rate in Egypt 
 
Tourism market growth in terms of the number of tourists coming to the 
North African countries (Egypt, Tunisia, Algeria, and Morocco) during 
the period from 2009 to 2014 is (0.1 / 1.6 / -3.2 / 1.6 / -0.5 / 0.3). Table 
(5) shows the growth rate of the number of tourists coming to Egypt. 
 
Table (5) Growth Rate of the Tourists' Number Coming to Egypt from 
2009 to 2014 

Year Tourists' Number (by millions) Growth rate Rise/Decline 
2009 2009 11.914 -3.11% Decline 

2008 12.296 
2010 2010 14.061 18.02% Rise 

2009 11.914 
2011 2011 9.497 -32.5% Decline 

2010 14.061 
2012 2012 11.196 17.9% Rise 

2011 9.497 
2013 2013 9.174 -18.1% Decline 

2012 11.196 
2014 2014 9.628 4.9% Rise 

2013 9.174 
 

2.2. Calculating Egypt's tourism revenues growth rate  
 
Tourism market growth in terms of the tourism revenues in the North 
African Countries (Egypt, Tunisia, Algeria, and Morocco) during the 
period from 2009 to 2014 is (1.5 / -1.1 / -2.1 / -0.02 / -2.7 / 1.1). Table 
(6) shows the growth rate of Egypt's tourism revenues. 

 
Table (6) Growth Rate of Egypt's Tourism Revenues from 2009 to 2014 

Year Tourism revenues (by billion) Growth rate Rise/Decline 
2009 2009 11.757 7.03% Rise 

2008 10.985 
2010 2010 12.528 6.56% Rise 

2009 11.757 
2011 2011 9.707 -22.5% Decline 

2010 12.528 
2012 2012 9.940 2.4% Rise 

2011 9.707 
2013 2013 6.047 -39.5% Decline 

2012 9.940 
2014 2014 7.208 19.2% Rise 

2013 6.047 
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Table (7) Egypt's Relative Market Share and Growth Rate in terms of 
Tourists’ Number Coming to Egypt from 2009 to 2014 

Year Egypt's 

market 

share 

Largest 

competitor's 

market 

share 

(Morocco) 

Egypt's 

relative 

market 

share 

Growth 

rate 

Market 

growth 

market 

share 

Growth 

rate 

Cell 

2009 41% 28.7% 1.4 -3.11% 0.1% Rise Decline Cash 

cow 

2010 43.5% 28.7% 1.5 18.02% 1.6% Rise Rise Star 

2011 36.5% 35.9 % 1.02 -32.5% -3.2% Rise Decline Cash 

cow 

2012 38.4% 32.2 % 1.2 17.9% 1.6% Rise Rise Star 

2013 32.5% 35.6% 0.9 -18.1% -0.5% Decline Decline Dog 

2014 33.4% 35.7% 0.9 4.9% 0.3% Decline Rise Question 

mark 
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High                    Relative Market Share                 Low 
Figure (3) The BCG Matrix for Tourists' Number Coming to Egypt 

According to Table (7) and Figure (3), the BCG matrix clarifies the 
position of Egypt's relative market share in terms of tourists' number as 
follow: 

Stars Question  Mark 

Dogs Cash Cow 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014
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- In 2009, Egypt's market share in terms of tourists' number was (1.4). It 
is larger than one; therefore, it's a high market share and clear indicator 
of the superiority of Egypt over its biggest competitor in North Africa 
(Morocco). The growth rate was (-3.11), which means that there was a 
decline of 3.11% compared to 2008, and it is a low rate compared to the 
market growth rate during this year that was (0.1) (rise). Thus, Egyptian 
tourism, in terms of the number of tourists, falls in the “Cash cow" cell. 

- In 2010, Egypt's market share in terms of the number of tourists was 
(1.5). It is larger than one; therefore, it is a high market share and a clear 
indicator of the superiority of Egypt over its biggest competitor in North 
Africa (Morocco).The growth rate was (18.02), which means that there 
was an increase in the number of tourists compared to 2009 by 
(18.02%), and it is a high rate compared to the market growth rate 
during this year that was (1.6) (rise). Thus, Egyptian tourism (tourists’ 
number) falls in the "Star" cell. 

- In 2011, Egypt's market share in terms of the number of tourists was 
(1.02). It is larger than one; therefore, it is a high market share and a 
clear indicator of the superiority of Egypt over its biggest competitor in 
North Africa (Morocco). The growth rate was  
(-32.5), which means that there was a decrease in the number of tourists 
compared to 2010 by (32.5%), and it is a low rate compared to the 
market growth rate during this year that was (-3.2) (decline). Thus, 
Egyptian tourism (tourists’ number) falls in the "Cash cow" cell. 

- In 2012, Egypt's market share in terms of the number of tourists was 
(1.2). It is larger than one; therefore, it is a high market share and a 
clear indicator of the superiority of Egypt over its biggest competitor in 
North Africa (Morocco).The growth rate was (17.9), which means that 
there was an increase in the number of tourists compared to 2011 by 
(17.9%), and it is a high rate compared to the market growth rate during 
this year that was (1.6) (rise). Thus, Egyptian tourism (tourists’ number) 
falls in the "Star" cell. 

- In 2013, Egypt's market share in terms of the number of tourists was 
(0.9). It is less than one; therefore, it is a low market share and a clear 
indicator of the superiority of Morocco over Egypt. The growth rate 
was (-18.1), which means that there was a decrease in the number of 
tourists compared to 2012 by (18.1%), and it is a low rate compared to 
the market growth rate during this year that was (-0.5) (decline). Thus, 
Egyptian tourism (tourists’ number) falls in the "Dog" cell. 
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- In 2014, Egypt's market share in terms of the number of tourists was 
(0.9). It is less than one; therefore, it is a low market share and a clear 
indicator of the superiority of Morocco over Egypt. The growth rate 
was (4.9), which means that there was an increase in the number of 
tourists compared to 2013 by (4.9%), and it is a high rate compared to 
the market growth rate during this year that was (0.3) (rise). Thus, 
Egyptian tourism (tourists’ number) falls in the “Question mark" cell. 

 
Table (8) Egypt's Relative Market Share and Growth Rate in terms of 

Tourism Revenues from 2009 to 2014 
 
 

Year Egypt's 

market 

share 

Largest 

competitor's 

market 

share 

(Morocco) 

Egypt's 

relative 

market 

share 

Growth 

rate 

Market 

growth 

market 

share 

Growth 

rate 

Cell 

2009 49.8% 33.8% 1.5 7.03% 1.5% Rise Rise Star 

2010 56.7% 30.3% 1.9 6.56% -1.1% Rise Rise Star 

2011 50.8% 38.1% 1.3 -22.5% -2.1% Rise Decline Cash 

Cow 

2012 52.1% 35.1% 1.5 2.4% -

0.02% 

Rise Rise Star 

2013 39.1% 44.4 % 0.9 -39.5% -2.7% Decline Decline Dog 

2014 42.4% 41.5% 1.02 19.2% 1.1% Rise Rise Star 
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Figure (4) The BCG Matrix for Tourism Revenues in Egypt 

As for Table (8) and Figure (4), the BCG matrix displays the position of 
Egypt's tourism revenues as follow: 

 - In 2009, Egypt's market share in terms of tourism revenues was (1.5). 
It is larger than one; therefore, it is a high market share and a clear 
indicator of the superiority of Egypt over its biggest competitor in North 
Africa (Morocco). The growth rate was (7.03), which means that there 
was an increase in tourism revenues compared to 2008 by (7.03%), and 
it is a high rate compared to the market growth rate during this year that 
was (1.5) (rise). Thus, Egyptian tourism (tourists’ number) falls in the 
"Star" cell. 

- In 2010, Egypt's market share in terms of tourism revenues was (1.9). 
It is larger than one; therefore, it is a high market share and a clear 
indicator of the superiority of Egypt over its biggest competitor in North 
Africa (Morocco). The growth rate was (6.56), which means that there 
was an increase in tourism revenues compared to 2009 by (6.56%), and 
it is a high rate compared to the market growth rate during this year that 
was (-1.1) (decline). Thus, Egyptian tourism (tourists’ number) falls in 
the "Star" cell. 

- In 2011, Egypt's market share in terms of tourism revenues was (1.3). 
It is larger than one; therefore, it is a high market share and a clear 
indicator of the superiority of Egypt over its biggest competitor in 

Stars 

Question  Mark 

Dogs Cash Cow 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014



Minia Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research  Vol. 1, Issue 2,December, 2016 

- 16 - 
 

North Africa (Morocco). The growth rate was (–22.5), which means 
that there was a decrease in tourism revenues compared to 2010 by 
(22.5%), and it is a low rate compared to the market growth rate during 
this year that was (-2.1) (decline). Thus, Egyptian tourism (tourists’ 
number) falls in the "Cash cow" cell. 

- In 2012, Egypt's market share in terms of tourism revenues was (1.5). 
It is larger than one; therefore, it is a high market share and a clear 
indicator of the superiority of Egypt over its biggest competitor in 
North Africa (Morocco). The growth rate was (2.4), which means that 
there was an increase in tourism revenues compared to 2011 by (2.4%), 
and it is a high rate compared to the market growth rate during this year 
that was (-0.02) (decline). Thus, Egyptian tourism (tourists’ number) 
falls in the "Star" cell. 

- In 2013, Egypt's market share in terms of tourism revenues was (0.9). 
It is less than one; therefore, it is a low market share and a clear 
indicator of the superiority of Morocco over Egypt. The growth rate 
was (-39.2), which means that there was a decrease in tourism revenues 
compared to 2012 by (39.2%), and it is a low rate compared to the 
market growth rate during this year that was (-2.7) (decline). Thus, 
Egyptian tourism (tourists’ number) falls in the "Dog" cell. 

- In 2014, Egypt's market share in terms of tourism revenues was (1.2). 
It is larger than one; therefore, it is a high market share and a clear 
indicator of the superiority of Egypt over its biggest competitor in North 
Africa (Morocco). The growth rate was (19.2), which means that there 
was an increase in tourism revenues compared to 2013 by (19.2%), and 
it is a high rate compared to the market growth rate during this year that 
was (1.1) (rise). Thus, Egyptian tourism (tourists’ number) falls in the 
"Star" cell. 
 

Recommendations 
The existence of the tourists’ number coming to Egypt within the 
question mark cell in 2014 means that Egyptian tourism occupies a low 
competitive position. However, it has a high growth rate. Therefore, the 
state and those responsible for tourism in Egypt should exert more 
efforts to stimulate tourism movement and attract tourists to Egypt; in 
this case Egypt may become within the star cell. On the other hand, if 
the state ignored supporting the tourism industry in order to increase the 
number of tourists, Egyptian tourism (tourists’ number) may become 
within the dogs cell.  
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Moreover, those responsible for tourism in Egypt should provide the 
support and necessary investment to increase market share through using 
media and promotion and creating new tourist activities. In light of this, 
the appropriate strategic option in this case is to follow the build 
strategy, which is one of the growth strategies to increase market share. 
Depending on this strategy results in low profitability in the short term, 
but there is no other choice since maximizing future profits can offset 
the amount of loss. Consequently, continuous, accurate, and detailed 
studies on the increasing in tourists’ number rates after the adoption of 
this strategy are required in order to identify the stages of the market 
share development or growth and avoid failure. In this respect, those 
responsible for tourism in Egypt should take into account some variables 
that are relevant to competition such as the security and political 
conditions, the nature of Egypt's tourism product and competitors, the 
market share for each competitor, the growth rates in North Africa,  and 
income levels. 
The existence of Egypt's tourism revenues within the star cell in 2014 
means that Egyptian tourism (tourism revenues) occupies a high 
competitive position in terms of tourism revenues, where the state 
achieves high cash flows. Therefore, the best strategic option to increase 
Egypt's tourism revenues is to choose a build strategy to keep the current 
position which tends to be stabilized temporarily. Besides, being one of 
the defense strategies, it helps the country keep its competitive position 
among its competitors through allocating investments and providing the 
support needed to ensure stability and lead in a gradual ascending. 
Furthermore, it is important to focus on the external factors that are 
considered means of pressure that may be beyond the control of the state 
and officials. These factors are such as the ongoing travel warnings 
released by the tourists exporting countries to their citizens about the 
danger of traveling to Egypt and the foreign tour operators' abolition of 
flights to Egypt. Also, other factors are related to the tourists themselves 
such as changing their desires and needs, changing their purchasing 
abilities, in addition to the anxiety and stress from traveling to Egypt in 
light of the volatile security conditions that prevailed during some 
periods. Thus, a strong strategy including these factors is necessary for 
Egypt to keep its competitive position and enhance it. 
 

 
Conclusion 
Egypt faces considerable competition with Morocco, which is one of the 
leading tourist destinations among the North African countries, 
according to the statistics of the United Nations World Tourism 
Organization (UNWTO). In spite the fact that Egypt has been exposed to 
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many political unrests and security issues over the past period, the flow 
of tourists and tourism revenues in Egypt is still close to those of 
Morocco, which, on the other hand, enjoys stability. 
 
Moreover, the findings of the study reveal that the number of tourists 
coming to Egypt fell in the "Cash cow" cell, while Egypt's tourism 
revenues fell in the "Star" cell in 2009. In 2010 and 2012, the tourists’ 
number and Egypt's tourism revenues were within the "Star” cell, while 
the tourists’ number and Egypt's tourism revenues were within the "Cash 
cow" cell in 2011. On the contrary, the tourists’ number and Egypt's 
tourism revenues were within the "Dog" cell in 2013. However, in 2014, 
tourists’ number was within the "Question mark" cell, whilst the tourism 
revenues were within the "Star" cell.   
 
Finally, the Egyptian tourism product has a strong competitive position 
and has the ability to achieve high profits. Therefore, the Egyptian 
tourism product must take the highest priority with regard to funding and 
support, advertising and marketing, the need to improve the security 
situation, opening a serious dialogue channels with tourists' exporting 
countries, and emphasizing that Egypt is still the country of security and 
safety until Egypt recovers its tourism rightful position. 
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