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Abstract: This paper aims to determine an instrument’s validity in measuring the context of informa-
tion authenticity that may influence online destination images through the eyes of selfie tourists. Selfie
tourists have been reached via the snowball sampling technique through surveymonkey.com and
the data were analysed using SmartPLS software version 3.3. The outcome favours the confirmatory
factor analysis, convergent validity, discriminant validity, and the instrument’s internal consistency
analysis. This research is anticipated to cultivate literature on information authenticity, travel selfies,
online destination images, and computer-mediated communication by providing a validated tool for
future empirical research.
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1. Introduction

Capturing travel selfies (trafies) and posting them on social media, more precisely, on
Instagram, is a 21st-century trend amongst tourists worldwide. Tourists share their travel
photos on social media as part of eWOM [1], and social media seems to be the leading
platform accommodating selfies [2]. For example, #selfie, #travelselfies, and #travelphotos
are popular hashtags actual travellers use when posting travel selfies on Instagram, captur-
ing viewers’ attention. Despite the fact that the popularity of travel selfies is familiarized
entirely by the popular media as a medium for destination marketing, the quest to authenti-
cate the information shared by tourists (actual tourists and paid reviewers) and destination
hosts for public view on social media, and how it could impact the destination’s image,
remains under-researched topics. Understanding the context of information authenticity
within the tourism communication perspective is indeed crucial in this digital age, to rival
disinformation and misinformation spread through social media, as penned by Rubin [3].
With the assumption that information authenticity could positively impact the destination
image of a particular tourism destination, the present study began to explore the influence
of information authenticity on the formation of online destination images by incorporating
the context of travel selfies.

The context of destination images has been growing since the 1970s. Now, after the
rise of research focusing on antecedents of destination images, user-generated content, and
how tourists reproduce destination images through social media posts (see, i.e., [1,4–7]),
the context of destination images can be expected to evolve uninterruptedly. Scholars have
mutually accepted destination images as “the sum of beliefs, ideas and impressions that a
person has towards a destination” [8] (p. 19).

Accepting this definition fully, renowned scholars have introduced attributes of des-
tination images, such as a cognitive image [8]; affective image [9]; cognitive, affective,
and conative [10]; and holistic and attributive, functional and psychological, and common
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and unique [11]. The present study adapted three primary constructs from destination
images: cognitive image, affective image, and overall image. Delving further into the
context of information authenticity, few scholars have established their works within the
communication realm (see, i.e., [12–16]). The present study precisely refers to information
authenticity as the truthfulness of information and imageries shared by tourists via travel
selfies for general view on social media. Aligned with the direction of the present study,
the framework proposed by Gilpin et al. [13], which shapes authenticity in the social media
context, seemed appropriate. Nevertheless, overall, a valid instrument that has proven to
empirically depict the present topic remains scarce in the tourism literature. The present
study strongly believes that a valid instrument is fundamental in gauging a particular
study’s objectives. Therefore, this paper aims to validate the questionnaire developed based
on the instruments designed and used by Crompton [8], Baloglu and McCleary [17], Beerli
and Martin [18], Echtner and Ritchie [19], Ekinci and Hosany [20], Rawlins [21], Gilpin
et al. [13], Ponzi, Fombrun, and Gardberg, [22], Kaakinen et al. [23], Michael et al. [4], and
Khan and Jan [24]. The present study considered using the constructs developed by these
scholars and adapted them within the scope of the study by incorporating the context of
online computer-mediated communication and travel selfies. The questionnaire designed
for the present study portrays the influence of information authenticity and travel selfies
on Malaysian online tourism destination images through the eyes of selfie tourists. It is
anticipated to provide a comprehensive overview of computer-mediated communication
that occurs in the online landscape within the Malaysian selfie tourism context.

2. Methodology

As part of the quantitative research, the present study began with questionnaire de-
velopment. The items for the construct were established by adapting the scales developed
by several renowned scholars within the area. The instrument was drafted and developed
with eight sections: socio-demographic, information authority, author’s identity, engage-
ment, transparency, cognitive image, affective image, and overall destination image. Each
item within the section depicts the objective to be measured within the scope of the study.
The instrument was universally designed with several qualifying questions, open-ended
questions, and exit points, as a measure to reach the targeted respondents. Table 1 illustrates
the development of the instrument based on the sections, variables, and sources.

Table 1. Instrument Development.

Section Variable No of Items Sources

A Socio-Demographic 6 Self-constructed
B Information Authority 11 [13,22,24]
C Author’s Identity 7 [13,23,24]
D Engagement 7 [13,21]
E Transparency 7 [13,21]
F Cognitive Image 21 [4,8,17–20]
G Affective Image 5 [17]
H Overall Destination Image 6 [4,17]

Section A gathers information about the demographic profile of selfie tourists; several
qualifying and disqualifying questions were also included in this section. Section B gathers
information on the selfie tourist’s trust towards the authors’ expertise and credibility on
social media. Section C depicts the selfies tourist’s trust towards the authors’ authentic
identity. The engagement variable gathers information on the selfie tourist’s trust of the
interaction between the author and members in social media communication. Section E
gathers information on the selfie tourist’s trust towards the level of openness in social
media communication. Section D, the cognitive image, gathers information about the selfie
tourist’s belief and factual knowledge regarding Malaysian tourism destinations’ physical
attributes as portraits in travel selfies on social media. Affective images gather information
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about the selfie tourist’s inner or subjective feeling towards Malaysian tourism destinations
based on travel selfies posted on social media. Finally, the overall destination image gathers
information about the selfie tourist’s behavioural intention based on the cognitive and
affective impression made towards the tourism attraction through travel selfies. For all
items in Sections B to H, a five-point Likert scale was used.

As a measure to ensure the dependability of the instrument drafted, validity tests were
first conducted ahead of the pilot test. Ghauri and Gronhaug [25] declared that validity
represents how accurately the instrument could engulf the objective of the study. Two
types of validity test were covered to ensure the dependability of the instrument in the
present study: content validation and construct validation. Content validity has been
done through expert review by referring the instrument to several expert panels, varying
from subject matter experts, methodology experts, and language experts, ahead of the
pilot study. The experts referred to are academic and tourism industry panellists. Based
on their constructive remarks, the instrument was revised and sent out for the pilot test.
The pilot test was conducted via an online survey created through surveymonkey.com. A
total of 100 selfie tourists were reached through the universally designed questionnaire.
The snowball sampling technique, part of non-probability sampling, was used to reach
the participants and obtain data with the highest point of generalization. The snowball
sampling method was deemed suitable for the respondents as the target group that the
present study aimed to reach was secluded. To ensure data quality, potential respondents
were clearly notified about the study requirement on the main screen of the online survey.
Upon completion of the data collection process for the pilot test, the construct validity test
comprising convergent validity and discriminant validity was conducted and the results
are presented in Tables 3 and 4. Due to the study’s exploratory nature, SmartPLS software
version 3.3 was used during the analysis processes, as suggested by Hair et al. [26], and we
considered this software to be expedient for examining small samples and when testing
both convergent and discriminant validity.

3. Findings

Table 2 presents the demographic profile of the respondents. In total, 66% of our
respondents were female, with 66 responses received, followed by 34 responses from male
respondents. Most of the respondents are known to be earning between RM 3001 and RM
4000, which carries a weight of 53%, followed by 31 respondents earning less than RM 3000
and 3 responses received from those with no income. The majority of our responders are
between the ages of 31 and 40, with a total of 58 responses received followed by 42 responses
from those aged between 18 and 30 years old. The result shows that the mainstream
respondents are employed in the private sector, with 67%, or 67 respondents, followed
by business personnel and government servants, with 17 responses and 10 responses,
respectively. As for marital status, 61 respondents, or 61%, are known to be single, followed
by 39 respondents who are married. Lastly, most of our respondents reported to have
completed their tertiary education (76 respondents), followed by 24 respondents who have
completed a higher degree.

Mata et al. [27] performed a PLS-SEM confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using Smart-
PLS software to establish a scale’s structural validity. Correspondingly, the present study
decided to employ CFA due to the nature of the instrument, which was developed based
on references from previous scholars. As recommended, the result from the present study
reached the minimum value of 0.5 for all the loading factors’ performance. Both the t-value
and p-value for the present study were accepted and significant at the p < 0.001 level. In
addition, Hair et al. [28] suggested that two types of validity must be met in confirming the
measurement model: convergent validity and discriminant validity. As per the authors,
convergent validity includes the average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability
(CR). Ngah et al. [29] highlighted that convergent validity can be established should the
factor loading and AVE reach more than 0.50, and the CR more than 0.75. Table 3 below
exhibits the convergent validity result, comprising the AVE, CR, and Cronbach’s alpha
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values. The factor loading for all items (64 items) within the study passed the minimum
value of 0.50. Items that failed to reach the minimum value were removed and the analysis
was recommenced. AVE and CR for this study were achieved after both reached more than
0.50 for AVE and more than 0.75 for CR, as defined by Hair et al. [28].

Table 2. Demographic profile.

Variable Frequency Percentage (%)

Gender
Male 34 34

Female 66 66

Income
No Income 3 3

Less than RM 3000 31 31
RM 3001–RM 4000 53 53
RM 4001–RM 5000 6 6
RM 5001 and above 7 7

Age
18–30 42 42
31–40 58 58
41–50 0 0
51–60 0 0

61 and above 0 0

Occupation
General Government Servant 10 10

Private Sector Employee 67 67
Business and Self Employed 17 17

Home Maker 0 0
Student 6 6
Retiree 0 0

Unemployed 0 0

Marital Status
Single 61 61

Married 39 39
Divorced/Widowed 0 0

Education Level
Higher Degree—Masters/PhD 24 24

Tertiary Education—Diploma/Degree 76 76
Secondary/High School Education 0 0

Primary/Elementary Education 0 0

With the Cronbach’s alpha value exceeding the minimum value of 0.70, as required by
Hair et al. [30], all items were found reliable through internal consistency analysis. Hence,
the instrument is deemed fit to proceed with discriminant validity.

Table 3. Convergent validity.

Items CR AVE Rho_A Cronbach’s Alpha

Information Authority 0.906 0.520 0.884 0.883
Author’s Identity 0.903 0.572 0.879 0.875

Engagement 0.930 0.656 0.914 0.913
Transparency 0.922 0.628 0.903 0.901

Cognitive Image 0.966 0.578 0.964 0.963
Affective Image 0.917 0.688 0.893 0.887

Overall Destination Image 0.943 0.735 0.929 0.927
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Discriminant validity can be tested using three prime tests: cross loading, Fornell–
Larcker criterion, and heterotrait–monotrait (HTMT). This present study approached dis-
criminant validity through HTMT. Franke and Sarstedt [31] uttered that, HTMT values
should be less than 0.85 to fulfil the validity test. Table 4 indicates the HTMT values
for information authority, author’s identity, engagement, transparency, affective image,
cognitive image and overall destination image, which is less than 0.85. The result approves
the validity test requirement.

Table 4. Discriminant Validity.

Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Information Authority
Author’s Identity 0.451

Engagement 0.395 0.791
Transparency 0.390 0.802 0.815

Cognitive Image 0.131 0.277 0.301 0.395
Affective Image 0.105 0.262 0.320 0.345 0.703

Overall Destination Image 0.138 0.281 0.346 0.396 0.613 0.740

4. Discussion

The objective of this study was to investigate the validity of a research instrument that
aims to measure the influence of information authenticity and travel selfies on Malaysian
online tourism destination images. Instrument validity, encompassing CFA, content validity,
and construct validity, and instrument reliability, comprising internal consistency, were
tested to fulfil the aim of the study. The result suggests that the instrument established in
this study is reliable, valid, and capable of producing the relevant statistical results upon
application. This study has employed PLS-SEM measurements through SmartPLS version
3.3 (Joe F. Hair, Mobile, AL, USA). It provides greater statistical power to the research and
can analyse complex structural equations consisting of many indicators and constructs [32].
Notably, the fundamental Cronbach’s alpha value of more than 0.7 assures the reliability of
the item used to measure the construct [33]; the present study thus projected that the result
was satisfactory, indicating that all the seven constructs had a high level of reliability. This
suggests that the instrument can be relied upon to explain the subject matter.

As part of convergent validity, the fundamental rules—these being an external loading
rating value greater than 0.5 [34], a CR value greater than 0.75 [28], and an AVE value
for each construct greater than 0.7 [35]—were rigorously monitored. Hence, convergent
validity for the present study was established. HTMT, as part of discriminant validity,
requires values less than 0.85 [36] or 0.90 [37]. Given that the HTMT values from the present
study are all below 0.9, discriminant validity was established, proving that the constructs
are not highly correlated. Some items were eliminated in the initial phase for failure to
meet the minimum requirement regarding the factor loading rating, and so the data were
retested. After accomplishing the test requirement, the overall result implies that all of the
constructs and items reported in the study are valid and reliable.

5. Conclusions

The present study has employed and validated seven constructs—information au-
thority, author’s identity, engagement, transparency, affective image, cognitive image, and
overall destination image—which were evaluated through the eye of selfie tourists. As
part of the theoretical contribution, the validated instrument has integrated the role of
information authenticity as represented by the information authority, author’s identity,
engagement, transparency, and destination images—represented by cognitive and affective
images—through the eyes of actual selfie tourists. Exclusively, this study is anticipated
to nourish the literature on information authenticity, travel selfies, destination images,
and computer-mediated communication, by providing a validated instrument for future
empirical research. The findings from this study will also be an eye-opener for destination
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hosts and prospective tourists about the rise of information authenticity within the online
landscape, which could directly or indirectly impact online destination image. Forthcom-
ing scholars interested in the subject area are welcome to use the instrument, giving great
attention to sample size, mode of data collection, and the target respondents.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, S.K.V. and N.H.H.; methodology, S.K.V. and N.H.H.;
software, S.K.V.; validation, S.K.V. and N.H.H.; formal analysis, S.K.V. and N.H.H.; investigation,
S.K.V.; resources, S.K.V. and N.H.H.; data curation, S.K.V. and N.H.H.; writing—original draft
preparation, S.K.V. and N.H.H.; writing—review and editing, S.K.V. and N.H.H.; visualization, S.K.V.
and N.H.H.; supervision, N.H.H.; project administration, S.K.V. and N.H.H.; funding acquisition,
N.H.H. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Mata, I.L.; Fossgard, K.; Haukeland, J.V. Do visitors gaze and reproduce what destination managers wish to commercialise?

Perceived and projected image in the UNESCO World Heritage area ‘ West Norwegian Fjords. Int. J. Digit. Cult. Electron. Tour.
2018, 2, 294–321. [CrossRef]

2. Senft, T.M.; Baym, N.K. What does the selfie say? Investigating a global phenomenon. Int. J. Commun. 2015, 9, 1588–1606.
3. Rubin, V.L. Disinformation and misinformation triangle: A conceptual model for “fake news” epidemic, causal factors and

interventions. J. Doc. 2019, 75, 1013–1034. [CrossRef]
4. Michael, N.; James, R.; Michael, I.; Michael, N. Australia’scognitive, affective and conative destination image: An Emirati tourist

perspective. J. Islamic Mark. 2018, 9, 36–59. [CrossRef]
5. Natasha, N.; Fawzi, M.; Hussin, S.R.; Hashim, H. The on destination image formation influence of culture: A critical review. Glob.

Rev. Res. Tour. Hosp. Leis. Manag. 2018, 577–596.
6. De La Hoz-Correa, A.; Muñoz-Leiva, F. The role of information sources and image on the intention to visit a medical tourism

destination: A cross-cultural analysis. J. Travel Tour. Mark. 2019, 36, 204–219. [CrossRef]
7. Lam, J.M.S.; Ismail, H.; Lee, S. From desktop to destination: User-generated content platforms, co-created online experiences,

destination image and satisfaction. J. Destin. Mark. Manag. 2020, 18, 1–13. [CrossRef]
8. Crompton, J.L. An assessment of the image of Mexico as a vacation destination and the influence of geographical location upon

that image. J. Travel Res. 1979, 17, 18–23. [CrossRef]
9. Russel, J.A.; Prat, G. A description of affective quality attributed to environment. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1980, 38, 311–322.

[CrossRef]
10. Gartner, W. Image formation process. J. Travel Tour. Mark. 1993, 2, 191–215. [CrossRef]
11. Echtner, C.; Ritchie, J.R.B. The measurement of destination image: An empirical assessment. J. Travel Res. 1993, 31, 3–13. [CrossRef]
12. Cohen, E. Authenticity in tourism studies: Apres ia lutte. Tour. Recreat. Res. 2007, 32, 75–82.
13. Gilpin, D.R.; Palazzolo, E.T.; Brody, N. Socially mediated authenticity. J. Commun. Manag. 2010, 14, 258–278. [CrossRef]
14. Ismail, S.; Latif, R. Authenticity Issues of Social Media: Credibility, Quality and Reality. Proc. World Acad. Sci. Eng. Technol. 2013,

74, 265–272.
15. Morhart, F.; Malär, L.; Guèvremont, A.; Girardin, F.; Grohmann, B. Brand authenticity: An integrative framework and measure-

ment scale. J. Consum. Psychol. 2015, 25, 200–218. [CrossRef]
16. Tran, V.; Keng, C. The brand authenticity scale: Development and validation. Contemp. Manag. Res. 2018, 14, 277–291. [CrossRef]
17. Baloglu, S.; McCleary, K. A model of destination image formation. Ann. Tour. Res. 1999, 26, 808–889. [CrossRef]
18. Beerli, A.; Martín, J. Factors influencing destination image. Ann. Tour. Res. 1999, 31, 657–681. [CrossRef]
19. Echtner, C.; Ritchie, J. The meaning and measurement of destination image. J. Tour. Stud. 2003, 14, 37–48.
20. Ekinci, Y.; Hosany, S. Destination personality: An application of brand personality to tourism destinations. J. Travel Res. 2006,

45(2), 127–139. [CrossRef]
21. Rawlins, B.L. Measuring the relationship between organizational transparency and employee trust. Public Relat. J. 2009, 2, 1–21.
22. Ponzi, L.J.; Fombrun, C.J.; Gardberg, N.A. RepTrak pulse: Conceptualizing and validating a short-form measure of corporate

reputation. Corp. Reput. Rev. 2011, 14, 15–35. [CrossRef]
23. Kaakinen, M.; Sirola, A.; Savolainen, I.; Oksanen, A. Shared identity and shared information in social media: Development and

validation of the identity bubble reinforcement scale. Media Psychol. 2018, 23, 25–51. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1504/IJDCET.2018.092205
http://doi.org/10.1108/JD-12-2018-0209
http://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-06-2016-0056
http://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2018.1507865
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2020.100490
http://doi.org/10.1177/004728757901700404
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.38.2.311
http://doi.org/10.1300/J073v02n02_12
http://doi.org/10.1177/004728759303100402
http://doi.org/10.1108/13632541011064526
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2014.11.006
http://doi.org/10.7903/cmr.18581
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(99)00030-4
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2004.01.010
http://doi.org/10.1177/0047287506291603
http://doi.org/10.1057/crr.2011.5
http://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2018.1544910


Proceedings 2022, 82, 81 7 of 7

24. Khan, M.F.; Jan, A. A measure of social media marketing: Scale development and validation. Jindal J. Bus. Res. 2019, 8, 158–168.
[CrossRef]

25. Ghauri, P.; Gronhaug, K. Research Methods in Business Studies; FT/Prentice Hall: Harlow, UK, 2005.
26. Hair, J.F.; Risher, J.J.; Sarstedt, M.; Ringle, C.M. When to use and how to report the results of PLS-SEM. Eur. Bus. Rev. 2019, 31,

2–24. [CrossRef]
27. Mât,ă, L.; Clipa, O.; Tzafilkou, K. The development and validation of a scale to measure university teachers’ attitude towards

ethical use of information technology for a sustainable education. Sustainability 2020, 12, 6268. [CrossRef]
28. Hair, J.F.; Ringle, C.M.; Sarstedt, M. Partial least squares structural equation modeling: Rigorous applications, better results and

higher acceptance. Long Range Plan. 2013, 46, 1–12. [CrossRef]
29. Abdul Hafaz, N.; Gabarre, S.; Eneizan, E.; Asri, N. Mediated and moderated model of the willingness to pay for halal transporta-

tion. J. Islamic Mark. 2020, 12, 1425–1445.
30. Hair, J.F.; Black, W.C.; Babin, B.J.; Anderson, R.E. Multivariate Data Analysis: A Global Perspective; Pearson Education: New York,

NY, USA, 2010.
31. Franke, G.; Sarstedt, M. Heuristics versus statistics in discriminant validity testing: A comparison of four procedures. Internet Res.

2018, 29, 430–447. [CrossRef]
32. Hair, J.F., Jr.; Hult, G.T.M.; Ringle, C.; Sarstedt, M. A Primer On Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM); Sage:

Thousand Oak, CA, USA, 2016.
33. Nunnally, J.; Bernstein, I. Psychometric Theory, 3rd ed.; McGraw-Hill: New York, NY, USA, 1994.
34. Hulland, J. Use of Partial Least Squares (PLS) in strategic management research: A Review of Four Recent Studies. Strateg. Manag.

J. 1999, 204, 195–204. [CrossRef]
35. Bartlett, J.E.; Kotrlik, J.W.; Hiiggiinss, C.C. Organizational Research: Determining Appropriate Sample Size in Survey Research.

Inf. Technol. Learn. Perform. J. 2001, 19, 43–50.
36. Kline, R.B. Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling, 3rd ed.; Guilford Press: New York, NY, USA, 2011.
37. Gold, A.H.; Malhotra, A.; Segars, A.H. Knowledge management: An organizational capabilities perspective. J. Manag. Inf. Syst.

2001, 18, 185–214. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1177/2278682119850285
http://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12156268
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2013.01.001
http://doi.org/10.1108/IntR-12-2017-0515
http://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199902)20:2&lt;195::AID-SMJ13&gt;3.0.CO;2-7
http://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.2001.11045669

	Introduction 
	Methodology 
	Findings 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

