
Peer-reviewed academic journal

Innovative Issues and Approaches in 
Social Sciences

IIASS – VOL. 9, NO. 1, JANUARY 2016



Innovative Issues and Approaches in Social Sciences

 

  | 2  

Innovative Issues and Approaches in Social Sciences  
 
IIASS is a double blind peer review academic journal published 3 times 
yearly (January, May, September) covering different social sciences: 
political science, sociology, economy, public administration, law, 
management, communication science, psychology and education. 
 
IIASS has started as a SIdip – Slovenian Association for Innovative 
Political Science journal and is now being published in the name of 
CEOs d.o.o. by Zalozba Vega (publishing house).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Typeset 
This journal was typeset in 11 pt. Arial, Italic, Bold, and Bold Italic; the 
headlines were typeset in 14 pt. Arial, Bold 

 
Abstracting and Indexing services 
COBISS, International Political Science Abstracts, CSA Worldwide 
Political Science Abstracts, CSA Sociological Abstracts, PAIS 
International, DOAJ. 

 
Publication Data: 
CEOs d.o.o.  
 
Innovative issues and approaches in social sciences
 
 
ISSN 1855-0541 
 

Additional information: www.iiass.com  



Innovative Issues and Approaches in Social Sciences, Vol. 9, No. 1 

 

  | 8  

DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF A SCALE TO 
MEASURE PERCEIVED SUSTAINABILITY OF 

TOURISM DESTINATIONS: A MULTI STAKEHOLDER 
APPROACH  

Paul V. Mathew1, Moli P. Koshy2 

Abstract  
The term ‘sustainability’ emerges as a buzz word in all sectors of 
development. Achieving sustainability in triple-bottom line areas viz; 
society, environment, and economy become a point of concern for policy 
makers and planners, considering the brewing imbalance prevailing in 
the current approach of development. Being a fastest growing industry, 
the issue gets much attention in the tourism sector. Though it has a 
decisive role in regional development and economic growth, the issue of 
overreaching of carrying capacity and the adverse impacts of tourism on 
the lives of local residents and environment raise questions on the future 
of tourism. Hence also, special attention should be put to maintain 
sustainability of tourism destinations. It was in the wake of these 
situation, present study endeavored in to development of a stake holder 
based scale to measure sustainability of tourism destinations.  
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Introduction  
Tourism is often cited as one of the fastest growing industries in the 
world. As a dynamic sector, tourism plays a significant role in the 
economic and social development of destinations and communities 
around the world. However, it is learnt that increased impacts of tourism 
causes several potential environmental, socio-cultural, economic, and 
political problems in destinations, which creates an immediate need for 
alternative and host friendly practices in tourism planning and 
development (Buckley, et al., 2003; Butler, 2006; Hall & Vredenburg, 
2004; Richins & Pearce, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2001). A sustainable 
tourism development approach envisions active participation of industry 
and destination community governed by the local government needs to 
be practiced in destination to achieve a win-win situation and to maintain 
sustainability of destinations.  
 
Literature review  
A tourism destination is a “physical space in which a tourist spends at 
least one overnight which includes tourist attractions, products, and 
supporting services that are necessary to meet the stay of a tourist on 
the place at least for one day” (WTO, 2007). The term "destination" 
refers broadly to “an area where tourism is a relatively important activity 
and where the economy may be significantly influenced by tourism 
revenues” (UNEP, 2003). According to Carter & Fabricius (2007), 
destination has physical and administrative boundaries, which specify its 
management plan, and has an image and perception that determines 
destination competiveness and image. Destinations may of many kinds 
based on region and stakeholders, from a whole country to a village, 
town or city, or a Centre and consists of various stakeholders often 
consisting of host community, and with a network to form larger 
destinations (WTO, 2007). 
 
Destination management is an area of growing importance as 
destinations strive to maintain sustainability, offer quality products to 
travelers; and to minimize negative impacts of tourism on host 
communities and environment. Carmichael (2006) defines it as a multi-
functional task of dealing with diverse, often conflicting interests of 
different stakeholders like local community, industry, tourists and socio-
political representatives and to manage various activities of destination. 
According to Franch, et al., (2004), destination management is a 
“strategic organizational and operational decision taken to manage the 
activities like definition, promotion, commercialization of destination or 
tourism products and to generate manageable flows of incoming tourists 
that are balanced, sustainable, and sufficient to meet the social, 
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economic, and environmental needs of the stakeholders involved with 
destination development”.  
  
Destination Sustainability 
Sustainable development is one of the most apparent themes and a 
need of the contemporary world as well. The concept was first 
introduced by International Union for the Conservation of Nature and 
Natural Resources (IUCN) in 1980 through its publication World 
Conservation Strategy (WCS). It has been conceptualized in the 
Brundtland Report of UN World Commission on Environment and 
Development called Common Future that defined sustainable 
development as “meeting the needs of the present without jeopardizing 
the ability of future generation to meet their needs” (WCED, 1987, p. 8), 
same was accepted by world with the UN environment and development 
conference held in Rio de Janeiro in 1992. The Rio conference while 
defining this term emphasized the need of the public-private participation 
and the involvement of local administration units for the implementation 
of sustainable development concept (Tosun & Jenkins, 1998).  
 
The term sustainable tourism development is often used instead of 
destination sustainability (Ginson, 2006). The integration of sustainability 
and tourism has gained momentum during the last two decades 
(Krippendorf, 1982; Romeril, 1985; Kennedy; 1992; Australian 
Government, 1997; Godfrey, 1998; Mowforth & Munt, 1998; Simpson, 
2001; Hall & Vredenburg, 2004). It is also observed that destination 
sustainability is frequently used in connection with local community in 
the destination (Aspinall, 2006; Baros & David, 2007; Choi & Sirakaya, 
2006). As in the case of sustainable development principles, sustainable 
tourism development envisages a quadruple or triple bottom line 
approach consists of economic, social, and environmental sector that 
envisages an ideal situation where exists a balance among all the three 
dimensions (Dredge, 2008).  
 
According to the World Tourism Organization, sustainable tourism is; “it 
is a development strategy that involves the sustaining of cultural 
integrity, ecological processes, biological diversity and systems that 
maintains life by conserving environment without causing its destruction 
with which humans are in interaction, the continuation of cultural 
integrity, essential ecological processes, biological diversity and life 
systems and also governing all resources to meet the economic, social 
and aesthetic needs of people living at this region and tourists and to 
meet the same needs of future generations”. The World Tourism 
Organization (WTO) suggested that sustainable development guidelines 
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and management practices are applicable to all forms of tourism in all 
types of destinations. 
 
Carrying capacity and limits of growth are two relevant concepts 
involved with sustainable tourism development which are generally been 
defined as the maximum number of people who can use a site without 
any unacceptable alteration in the physical environment and without any 
unacceptable decline in the quality of the experience gained by tourists 
(Jianlin, 2007). Various theoretical explanations on the impact of tourism 
on destination community are based on the concept of social carrying 
capacity (Kim, 2002; Madrigal, 1993; Perdue & Allen, 1990; Perdue, et 
al., 1990) which implies that when tourism development exceeds 
“carrying capacity” or “level of acceptable change”, that may leads to 
negative social and environmental consequences which in turn 
diminishing returns on investment (Kim, 2002). 
 
Broadly, destination sustainability consists of four dimensions; viz. 
economic, social, cultural and environmental. UNEP defines economic 
sustainability as the capability of the destination to maintain and sustain 
equitable distribution of revenue and assuring viability and feasibility of 
business enterprises for a long term (UNEP and (UN)WTO, 2008). It 
specifically defined the constituents of economic sustainability as 
economic viability, local prosperity and employment quality. According to 
Richins (2009), the economic sustainability consists of a strong, viable 
and sustainable tourism economy which integrates all Sustainable 
Tourism Strategy (STS) factors that supports and contributes positively 
to the stakeholders especially to the local community; and it should be 
capable of creating vibrant and distinctive experiences to visitors. The 
theory of social exchange (Emerson, 1976) warns that the attitude of 
local community may go awry, if the cost outweighs benefits out of 
tourism (Emerson, 1976).  
 
The principle of social sustainability (White et al; 2006) comprises of 
improve quality of life of local communities, stakeholder participation in 
decision-making, and satisfying and rewarding experience for the 
customer. According to Richins (2008), the vision for social sustainability 
included achievement of social cohesion, community wellbeing and 
sense-of-community which provides an attraction for residents and an 
interactive experience for visitors. UNEP and WTO, (2008) classified 
social sustainability in to three components: social equity, visitors 
fulfilment, local control and community well-being. Social sustainability 
lies in the achievement of quality of life of a community which can be 
enhanced by economic diversification through tourism. The document 
further explained that the facilities should be developed to meet the 
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combined needs of tourists and local people so that recreational and 
leisure well-being of the individuals can be enhanced. It is a proved fact 
that sustainable tourism enhances esteem of local community and 
provides opportunity for greater understanding and communication 
among peoples of diverse backgrounds. 
 
When the whole world is facing threat of extinction of diverse culture, 
heritage, traditions, indigenous styles, sustainable tourism suggests 
effective mechanism to maintain and preserve cultural diversity. To 
respect and enhance the historic heritage, authentic culture; UNEP and 
WTO (2008) proposed strategic measures which envisaged making 
people to respect and understand cultural diversity of nations and 
people. It emphasizes tourism as a force for the conservation of historic 
and cultural heritage, and to stimulate arts, crafts, and other creative 
activities within communities. This sustainability approach also providing 
a source of income thereby encouraging communities to value their 
cultural heritage and to be proud of their heritage. Manesh and Paul 
(2014) suggest sustainable tourism as a strategy to curtail degradation 
of traditional heritage and for the develop pride among indigenous 
communities. Tourism: 2020 Vision, the World Tourism Organization 
(WTO) predicted that cultural tourism will be emerged as one of the five 
key tourism market segments in the future and the growth in this area 
will increase challenge managing visitor flows to cultural sites. Similarly, 
UNESCO noted that cultural tourism has the potential to encourage 
traditions and can restore historic sites and monuments. However, it 
apprehended that the unbridled tourism can have the opposite effect. 
Thus, a sustainable approach promoting symbiosis between the needs 
of conservation management and tourism is a way out to get rid from the 
conflict of cultural degradation and tourism development.  
 
Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria (GSTC, 2011) put forth measures to 
achieve environmental sustainability of destinations: identify and reduce 
environmental risks, protection of sensitive environments, wildlife 
protection, controlling greenhouse gas emission, energy conservation, 
waste management, water security, water quality, controlling solid, liquid 
and noise pollution; and minimize the impact of transportation and 
development on tourism areas. According to Richins (2008), the strategy 
of environmental sustainability encompasses best practices in 
environment management, achieving excellence within the tourism and 
other related industries, and gaining confidence of community to 
maintain ecological processes through sustainable development and 
management of natural resources. UNEP and WTO provided a detailed 
view on environmental sustainability that spans in to four categories: 
physical integrity, biological diversity, resource efficiency, and 
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environmental purity. It is vital to note that that the term ‘sustainability’ 
got attention only after the environmental summit in Rio in 1992, dealt 
with multiple and prevailing global concerns like climate change, global 
warming, environmental degradation, pollution and related hazards.  
 
Indicators and Measurement  
Butler (1999: 16) commented that without indicators or measures ‘the 
use of the term “sustainable” is meaningless’ and ‘becomes hyperbole 
and advertising jargon’. Schianetz & Kavanagh (2008) stated that the 
development of indicators of destination sustainability should be based 
on a comprehensive and systemic approach, which should recognize the 
interrelations between indicators and focus on resilience thinking and 
enhancing systems rather than on the interpretation of individual system 
variables. Sustainability indicators are not only for reporting the 
progress, but also to catalyze the learning process to enhance the 
overall understanding of economic, social, and facilitate community 
development programs; environmental problems; and to achieve 
sustainable development goals (Miller & Twining-Ward, 2005; Reed, et 
al., 2006).  
 
Waldron & Williams (2002) described five broad categories of 
sustainability frameworks: domain-based, goal-based, sectorial, issue-
based, and causal frameworks. According to Schianetz & Kavanagh 
(2008) destination sustainability indicators are categorized in to two: 
thematic and supportive system. Based on thematic areas, destination 
sustainability has categorized in to economic, social, cultural, technical, 
political or institutional (Choi & Sirikaya, 2005; Miller & Twining-Ward, 
2005; WTO, 2004; Twining-Ward, et al., 2002; Allin, et al., 2001). 
According to Bossel (1999), sustainability indicators are divided in to 
three functional subsystems: the human system (social aspects), the 
natural system (ecological and environmental), and the support system 
(financial and physical aspects). Payne (1993) offered methods that 
could be used to monitor the sustainability of tourism in terms of 
ecological, social, and economic sustainability. According to Duc (2009), 
principles behind sustainable tourism management are waste 
management, sustainable use of resources, and diversity maintenance.  
 
The WTO provides eleven core indicators on destination sustainability 
(Twining-Ward & Butler, 2002); social impacts, site stress, site 
protection, waste management, use intensity, development control, the 
planning process, the critical ecosystem, consumer satisfaction, 
tourism’s contribution to the local economy, and local satisfaction. 
Eagles, et al (2002) suggested indicators that can be used to monitor the 
achievement of sustainable tourism consists of employment generated 
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by the tourism industry, tourism revenues, average tourist expenditure, 
taxes from tourism, the number of registered tourism-related businesses, 
stability and diversity of markets, compliance with best practice 
guidelines in designing, planning and constructing buildings, energy 
savings, environmentally sound practices, and the percentage of profits 
reinvested in nature conservation.  
 
Fernández (2009) has analyzed two widely accepted proposals for 
constructing composite indices in tourism, environmental management, 
and sustainable development named tourism competitiveness monitor of 
the WTTC (World Travel and Tourism Council) and the environmental 
sustainability index (ESI) of the WEF (World Economic Forum). The 
tourism competitiveness monitor consists of 65 tourism competitiveness 
indicators classified under eight main dimensions: human tourism, 
infrastructure, environment, price competitiveness, technology, tourism 
openness, social development and human resources. It was designed 
originally to measure the level of tourism competitiveness in nearly 200 
countries throughout the world and it was put into practice in 2001. The 
ESI, a proposal of the WEF, was designed by the Yale Center for 
Environmental Law and Policy of Yale University and by the Center for 
International Earth Science Information Network of Columbia University. 
It is obtained from 76 variables, grouped into 21 environmental 
sustainability indicators, and calculated for 146 countries. ESI analyses 
five broad categories: reduction of human vulnerability to environmental 
stresses, environmental systems, environmental stress reduction, social 
and institutional efficiency to respond to environmental challenges, and 
global management. While evaluating the sustainability of destinations, 
Duc, (2009) considered economic sustainability, environmental 
sustainability, socio-cultural sustainability, and institutional framework for 
sustainable tourism. The GEF project "Sustainable Tourism in Biosphere 
Reserves in Central and Eastern Europe" aimed at promoting 
sustainable tourism development in destinations classified sustainable 
tourism in to community-well-being, employment indicators, social and 
cultural protection, local economy and long term viability, living condition, 
participation and local control, satisfaction with tourism, protection of 
natural heritage and cultural heritage; environmental awareness, tourism 
product quality and tourist satisfaction, cultural exchange, and 
management and monitoring (Criteria For Sustainable Tourism, 
Ecological Tourism In Europe and UNESCO Mab, 2007) 
 
Indicators of sustainable development for tourism destinations: a 
guidebook (WTO, 2004) provided indicators of sustainable tourism 
development which are local satisfaction, economic benefits, energy 
management, and sewage treatment. Criteria for sustainable 
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development of tourism destinations developed by WTO (Manning & 
Dougherty, 1994) consist of cultural, economic, environment, and 
tourism management dimensions. The growing concern about 
sustainability has led to an increased need for tourism studies to develop 
indicators for monitoring the sustainability of the tourism industry. 
Sustainable tourism development contains ecological, social, economic, 
cultural, institutional, and psychological dimensions, and these 
dimensions are found at all levels – international, national, regional and 
community (Choi and Sirakaya, 2001).  
 
The WTO also provides 11 core indicators to compare tourism’s 
sustainability between two destinations which are social impacts, 
consumer satisfaction, site protection, site stress, use intensity, 
development control, waste management, the planning process, the 
critical ecosystem, local satisfaction and tourism’s contribution to the 
local economy (Twining-Ward & Butler, 2001). These are, so far, 
considered as a set of internationally acceptable sustainable tourism 
indicators and an established mechanism for tourism managers to 
implement sustainable tourism practices. However, Twining-Ward & 
Butler (2001: 366) reported that, despite the WTO’s work providing a 
useful staring point, a closer analysis still reveals many issues such as a 
lack of clear stakeholder participation, and a lack of an appropriate 
monitoring framework to help translate these indicators into appropriate 
management actions. 
 
Fernández (2009) proposed a composite index to measuring tourism 
sustainability. He observed that there is still no agreement on a universal 
list of indicators enabling the comparison of sustainability levels in 
different tourism destinations. He also designed a composite index 
calculated from a broad system of indicators that contribute information 
about four dimensions of sustainability, viz: economic, social, 
environmental and institutional. The resulting single indicator that 
synthesizes all this information facilitates analysis of the situation in 
tourist destinations and the decisions made by their stakeholders. This 
ST Index can be used to compare the behavior of tourism destinations in 
terms of tourist sustainability. Fernández (2009) further argued that 
application of the ST index method to the analysis of a specific tourist 
destination will provide a real vision of its situation with respect to 
sustainability. 
 
Even though the indicator list of destination sustainability has multiple 
components, it is conspicuous from the literature that, dimension of 
destination sustainability often state as economic, social, cultural, 
environmental, management and tourist satisfaction components. As the 
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study focused on destination management aspects, indicators should be 
focused on the immediate stakeholders of tourism in the destination. 
Hence fours sustainability dimensions viz. economic, social, cultural and 
environmental conceptualized by the UNEP seems assimilating the 
whole concept of destination sustainability. 
 
Economic Sustainability, which means generating prosperity at 
different levels of society and addressing the cost effectiveness of 
all economic activity. Crucially, it is about the viability of 
enterprises and activities and their ability to be maintained in the 
long term. 
Social Sustainability, which means respecting human rights and equal 
opportunities for all in society. It requires an equitable distribution of 
benefits, with a focus on alleviating poverty. There is an emphasis on 
local communities, maintaining and strengthening their life support 
systems.  
Environmental Sustainability, which means conserving and managing 
resources, especially those that are not renewable or are precious in 
terms of life support. It requires action to minimize pollution of air, land 
and water, and to conserve biological diversity and natural heritage 
Cultural Sustainability , which means to respect and enhance the 
historic heritage, authentic culture, traditions and distinctiveness of host 
communities 
Table 1 gives a detailed view on Indicators of Destination Sustainability  
 
Methodology  
The initial step was fine-tuning items of the sustainability dimensions 
based on the guidelines of destination sustainability (UNEP and WTO, 
2005 and GSTC, 2011)). The generated items were vetted through an 
expert opinion survey with a group consist of 13 including academicians, 
tourism practitioners, and social scientists. Further, an initial study was 
carried out. Main study was conducted in three tourism destinations in 
Kerala: Kovalam, Kumarakom, and Thekkady; selected based on the 
criteria suggested by experts (Rabeendran (2009) and the 
benchmarking on the basis a community feedback survey in destinations 
(Kerala Tourism, 2011). These destinations are declared as Responsible 
Tourism destinations by Government of Kerala and have been 
implementing RT from 2008 onwards. Data were collected from of 452 
respondents from a stake holder list provided by the Responsible 
Tourism Cell, Government of Kerala consist respondents including local 
residents, tourism officials, responsible tourism practitioners, enterprise 
owners.  
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Data analysis  
After treating missing values and outliers, data were checked for 
normality. The skewness and kurtosis of each variable were examined to 
measures normality, and found that no variable fell outside the ±1.96 
range for skewness an all the variables fall under the kurtosis value of 3, 
inferring that all of the variables for the study are reasonably free from 
skewness and kurtosis was not problematic in this research (Chou and 
Bentler, 1995 and Hair et al; 1998). The analysis of reliability and validity 
is based on the assumption of unidimensionality (Nunnally and Bernstein 
1994). The data were splitted in to two to confirm the factor structure 
through Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis (CFA).  
 
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) with a principal component method 
was conducted for each construct and the sub-constructs, to determine 
the scale dimensionality. As the items of destination sustainability and its 
sub-construct were predetermined, a separate principal component 
analysis was conducted for each sub construct. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
measure of sampling adequacy and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity were 
examined to determine the appropriateness of factor analysis 
(Rejikumar, 2011). According to Gaskin (2014), interpretive adjectives 
for the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy are: 0.90’s 
(marvelous), 0.80's (meritorious), 0.70's (middling), 0.60's (mediocre), 
0.50's (miserable), and below 0.50 (unacceptable). In order to ascertain 
that each factor identified by EFA has only one dimension and that each 
items loads on only one factor, items that had factor loadings of lower 
than 0.5 and items loading on more than one factor with a loading score 
of equal to or greater.50 on each factor were eliminated from the 
analysis (Chen & Hsu, 2001).  
 
Based on the literature, destination sustainability consisted of economic, 
social, cultural, and environmental dimensions. Since the factor structure 
of each dimension was pre-determined, a separate factor analysis was 
conducted for each sub-dimension. As conceptualized earlier, four factor 
structures emerged after EFA. But one item under environmental 
sustainability (Conservation of natural areas, habitats and wildlife) found 
loading below 0.5 and removed. This may be due to absence of wildlife 
or environmental sensitive regions in the destinations. Result of the 
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is shown in the Table 2.  
 
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) is the variance extracted estimate, 
which assesses the amount of variance that is captured by an underlying 
factor in relation to the amount of variance due to measurement error 
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and it is desirable that constructs exhibit estimates of.50 or larger, 
because estimates less than.50 indicate that variance due to 
measurement error is larger than variance captured by the factor 
(Fornell and Larcker 1985). Fornell and Larcker (1985) suggested that 
variance extracted to be a more conservative measure than construct 
reliability. As a rule of thumb good reliability is suggested if Cronbach’s 
alpha estimate is higher than 0.7 and the Variance extracted (AVE) for a 
construct should be larger than 0.5 (Hair et al 1995,Holmes-Smith 2001). 
Table 2 presents the standardized loadings, composite reliabilities, and 
the variance extracted estimates of constructs. The composite indicator 
reliabilities and variance extracted estimates were calculated using the 
formula recommended by Fornell and Larcker (1985). As presented in 
table 2, all of the composite reliabilities were above.7 and all variance 
extracted estimates were above.5. 
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is to confirm the measurement scale 
properties. Being the constructs consisted of sub-dimension, a separate 
CFA was required to perform on each sub-dimension of the constructs to 
check the reliability and validity of the indicators, before testing the 
measurement model properties of the whole proposed measurement 
model. The second group of the splitted data (the observed variables 
that were grouped together in the EFA) were utilized to perform CFA. 
After assessing the uni-dimensionality of each sub dimension 
individually, fitness of measurement model was also estimated. Results 
of the CFA of the measurement models and the structural model of 
Destination sustainability dimension are given below in Table 2.  
 
The eight indicator variable model related to “social sustainability” 
dimension was suggesting poor fitting model in the first estimate. The 
normed alpha, RMSEA and CFI were above the permissible level. It is 
found that the indicator ‘Infrastructure facilities are being developed to 
meet the combined needs of tourists and local community’ was shown 
less significant and hence removed. Also, as per modification indices, an 
error correlation was added between indicator variables “benefits to 
backward people and social programs” and “space for recreation and 
infrastructure development” considering the theoretical grounds, as to 
correlate error terms there needs to be a strong theoretical justification 
behind such a move (Joreskog and Long 1993) to develop a well-fit and 
significant model. Theoretically there is a chance for their error variables 
to have correlation. All the paths shown in the model are significant as 
critical ratio were above 1.96. 
Comparative Fit Index or CFI is a measurement of uni-dimensionality 
whereas Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMSR), 
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Standardized RMR (SRMR) is the average difference between observed 
variances, predicted and covariance in the model, based on 
standardized residuals. Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, 
RMSEA or RMS or RMSE or discrepancy per degree of freedom. If 
PCLOSE is less than.05, we reject the null hypothesis and conclude that 
the computed RMSEA is greater than.05, indicating lack of a model fit. 
PCLOSE tests the null hypothesis that RMSEA is not greater than.05. 
Hoelter's critical N issued to judge if sample size is adequate. Normally, 
sample size is adequate if Hoelter's N is greater than 200. 
 
Analysis found that the CFI, RMSEA, and normed alpha were above the 
permissible level. Hence, the resulting models were found to be good 
fitting model with recommended indices as illustrated in Table 3. All the 
paths in the model found significant as critical ratios were above 1.96. 
As per modification indices, an error correlation was added between 
indicator variables “public awareness” and “community engagement” 
and “support for the enterprises of backward” and “employment 
opportunities for backward” considering the theoretical grounds 
(Joreskog and Long 1993) to develop a well-fit and significant model. In 
the first case, variables represent responses related to community 
engagement and public awareness; as the participation in public 
awareness may have relation with community engagement, theoretically 
there is a possibility for these error variables to have correlation. Also, 
two items development of local infrastructure and improvement of basic 
amenities found cross loaded and removed the latter.  
 
Convergent validity of the measurement was established when the 
relationship between measurement items and the factor were 
significantly different from zero. Anderson and Gerbing (1988) 
suggested that parameters of critical ratio greater than 1.96 were 
considered significant based on the level of p=0.05. The present 
analysis found all of the measurement items represented their factors 
significantly, being the critical ratio of every item exceeded the value 
1.96; hence, all of the measurement items satisfied the convergent 
validity test. Additionally, the standardized regression weights should be 
significantly linked to the latent constructs and have at least loading 
estimate of 0.5 and ideally exceed 0.7 (Hair et al 2006). As a rule of 
thumb composite reliability is considered high if squared multiple 
correlation R2 (“smc”) greater than 0.5, moderate if between 0.3 and 0.5 
and poor if less than 0.3 suggesting construct reliability (Holmes-Smith 
2001).  
 
Final questionnaire on Destination Sustainability is given as Table 4. 
Conclusion  
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When destinations all over the world face severe challenges to strike a 
balance between sustainability and development, efforts to measure and 
track sustainability of destinations provide meaningful contributions. 
Development considers local settings only will sustain. A systematic 
effort embraces triple-bottom line approach is a need of this time to 
practice sustainable management of tourism destinations. Considering 
the crucial role of diverse stakeholders and the participatory approach 
envisages in sustainable destination management, determining the 
sustainability status of destination through a multi-stakeholder approach 
gains currency. Benchmarking destinations on the basis of performance 
in TBL areas on the basis of a validated measurement reflects response 
of key stakeholders can bring changes in the strategy of destination 
management.  
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Table 1: Indicators of Destination Sustainability  
DESTINATION SUSTAINABILITY (UNEP and UNWTO, 2005). 
Economic Sustainability (6 
Items) 

Regional Development 
Local enterprise growth 
Improvement of living standards  
Jobs and benefits 
Tangible benefits 
Consistent and reliable income 

Social Sustainability (8 Items) Benefits to backward people 
Social programs and schemes 
Empowerment of local 
communities 
Congestion 
Infrastructure Development 
Infrastructure for combined needs  
Space for recreation  
Social Issues 

Cultural Sustainability (5 Items) Management and conservation of 
heritage sites  
Preservation of CHT 
Quality of landscapes and 
environment  
Development is appropriate to local 
condition  
Preservation of traditional rural 
landscapes 

Environmental Sustainability (5 
Items) 

Environmental Protection 
Environmental Pollution 
Business Impact 
Disturbance and Noise 
Conservation of natural areas 
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Table 2: Factor analysis result of the destination sustainability 
construct 
Constructs and Scales Loading Eigen 

Values 
Variance 
Explained 

Economic Sustainability  .77* 3.427 57.109% 
Local Enterprise Growth .776   
Improvement of living standards .596   
Jobs and benefits .516   
Tangible Benefits .905   
Consistent and Reliable Income .827   
Regional Development  .837   
Kaiser-meyer-olkin msa .852   
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity .000   
Social Sustainability  .872* 4.52 53.14% 
Benefits to backward people .817   
Social programmes and schemes .844   
Empowerment local communities .714   
Congestion .719   
Infrastructure development .713   
Infrastructures for a combined need .720   
Space for recreation .680   
Social Issues .595   
Kaiser-meyer-olkin msa .857   
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity .000   
Cultural Sustainability .865* 3.36 55.6% 
Management and conservation of 
Heritage sites 

.778  91.15% 

Preservation of CHT .863   
Quality of landscapes and 
environment 

.825   

Development is appropriate to local 
conditions 

.739   

Preservation of Traditional rural 
landscapes 

.812   

Kaiser-meyer-olkin msa 0.759   
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity .000   
Environmental Sustainability  .864* 3.7 60.13% 
Environmental Protection .851   
Environmental Pollution .860   
Business Impact .889   
Disturbance and noise .731   
Conservation of natural areas, 
habitats and wildlife 

<5   
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Kaiser-meyer-olkin msa .822   
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity .000   
* Reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s Alpha) 
 
Table 3 CFA – Destination Sustainability 
 
Sl
. 
N
o 

Considerat
ions 

Thresh
old 
Values 

Observed Values of Destination 
Sustainability  
Econo
mic 

Soci
al 

Cultu
ral 

Environm
ental 

Over
all 

1 CMIN/DF <3 0.11 2.05 2.91 0.956 2.31 
2 SRMR <0.08 0.03 0.02

3 
0.020 0.008 0.068 

3 CFI >0.9 1 0.98
8 

0.995 1 0.947 

4 RMSEA <0.08 0 0.56 0.074 0.0 0.057 
5 PCLOSE >0.05 0.986 0.39 0.193 0.643 0.49 
6 HOELTER

’S 
CRITICAL 
N 

>200 1184 386 459 1706 203 
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Table 4: Multi Stakeholder Scale to Measure Perceived 
Sustainability of Tourism Destinations 
 
Please put a tick mark ( ) to the appropriate code against each 
statement. [1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3= Neutral, 4=Agree, 
5=Strongly Agree] 
 
ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY  
1 Local economy is fairly developed to provide 

sustenance to the destination community  
1 2 3 4 5 

2 I feel local residents are satisfied with their 
basic needs and standard of living  

1 2 3 4 5 

3 Community members get fair, stable and full-
time jobs 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 I think local people have necessary 
skill/expertise in performing their jobs 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 I think local community members get 
consistent and reliable sources of income 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 I fell local enterprises have sufficient 
opportunities to grow in the destination 

1 2 3 4 5 

SOCIAL SUSTAINABILITY  
1 Destination development brings social 

programmes and schemes for the local 
community 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 Development of the destination provides 
opportunities for socially and economically 
backward people 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 I believe local community is empowered to 
become influential in the decision making on 
destination development. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 Tourism has resulted in unpleasantly 
overcrowded hiking trails for local residents 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 I am satisfied with the roads, local services 
and other related infrastructural development 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 Development of infrastructures is being 
designed to meet the combined needs of 
visitors and the community 

1 2 3 4 5 

7 Destination provides more open spaces, 
entertainments and other amenity areas for 
residents and visitors. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8 Social issues like crime, drug use, 
prostitution, and so forth are high in this area 

1 2 3 4 5 
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CULTURAL SUSTAINABILITY  
1 Cultural and historic heritage sites of the 

destination are being preserved and 
managed effectively 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 Local culture, art forms and traditions are 
being preserved and promoted 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 Quality of landscapes is being preserved and 
avoids physical and visual degradation of the 
environment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 I think destination development is appropriate 
to local environmental conditions 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 People respect tourists and proud of their 
own local culture 

1 2 3 4 5 

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY  
1 Natural areas, biodiversity, habitats/wildlife 

are being preserved and conserved  
1 2 3 4 5 

2 Destination development takes care of 
environment and minimizes damage to 
natural eco system 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 Waste is effectively managed and pollution is 
controlled in the destination 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 Local community, business stakeholders and 
travelers are sensitive about environmental 
concerns 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 Destination activities create congestion, 
disturbance and noise  

1 2 3 4 5 
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