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Abstract: In the recent years, the rapid growth of the tourism industry has risen to prominence
as a global concern. Tourism empowers communities and uplifts the economy. However, it poses
social and environmental challenges, which in turn draws attention to tourism patterns. Sustainable
tourism promises protection of the environment and the social-cultural elements of any given
destination. Hence, this study aims to understand the complex relationship between sustainability
policy, management, and tourist behavior. Thus, we examined the relationships between sustainable
tourism policy and destination management, destination social responsibility, and tourist value
orientation with sustainable tourism development. We recruited participants at managerial level
coming from 163 Malaysian companies and conducted a cross-sectional quantitative study, using
partial least square structural equation modeling. We propose that sustainable tourism policy
and destination management and destination social responsibility significantly impact sustainable
tourism development. Moreover, destination social responsibility partially mediates the relationship
between sustainable tourism policy destination management and sustainable tourism development.

Keywords: sustainable tourism policy and destination management; destination social responsibility;
tourist value orientation; sustainable tourism development

1. Introduction

International tourist arrivals are expected to reach 1.8 billion by 2030 [1]. Due to
the prediction, sustainability is the main concern for authorities all over the world. The
Asia Pacific region received 25% of the world’s total tourists in 2018 with 7% regional
growth in tourism expenditure, which in turn accounted for 30% of global tourism [2].
International tourist arrivals in Southeast Asia grew by 7% in 2018, with 5% growth in
tourism receipts [2]. Moreover, in 2018, Malaysia, famous for its islands and coastline,
ranked third-largest economy with tourism as a key economic pillar [3]. Currently, the
world and the entire tourism industry face the COVID-19 pandemic that significantly
influenced global tourism. At the present time of the COVID-19 pandemic, the importance
of tourism and its sustainable development is extremely important [4]. The sustainable
development of tourism creates a link between needs of local, natural resources and
tourism [4,5]. Therefore, sustainability initiatives are crucial for communal economies [6].

The COVID-19 has had a detrimental effect on people’s livelihoods and economies
worldwide. Social, economic, religious, and cultural activities have been interrupted
throughout this epidemic. Numerous researchers have highlighted the need of doing a
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comprehensive study on COVID-19 and its economic and social consequences [7]. Conse-
quently, addressing sustainable tourism is critical, as dealing with COVID-19 pandemic
impacts is a part of dealing with sustainability [8]. From a sustainability perspective, past re-
search papers suggested many sustainable tourism models hinge upon an understanding of
communal costs and benefits. For example, tourism provides benefits to local communities,
however, it also generates negative environmental, social, and cultural effects [9]. Con-
sequently, researchers have focused on ways of mitigating the harmful effects of tourism
on host destinations [10–13]. Tourism destinations rely on cultural and environmental
resources. Thus, it is required to emphasize socially responsible practices to stimulate
tourism as well as protect the degradation of natural resources [14,15]. Corporate social
responsibility (CSR) bears significance to the tourism industry [16]. Socially responsible
behavior of organizations performs a substantial role in achieving sustainable development
of destinations [17] and in terms of protecting natural resources, culture, environment, and
economy of local communities [18,19]. Local communities of tourist destinations consider
the impact of tourism as an accumulation of the activities performed by all stakeholders in
that location [20]. Subsequently, [17] (p. 309) specify that “destination social responsibility
(DSR) includes stakeholder activities that protect and improve the social and environmental
interests of an entire destination, in addition to the economic interests of the individual
organizations”. Hence, destination-competitive development facilitates the protection of
natural and cultural resources and improves the wellbeing of the local communities [21].

Destination management organization (DMO) roles are inevitable in tourism man-
agement and development. Past researchers emphasized that planning and management
are crucial for tourism development [22,23]. Moreover, to achieve sustainability, tourism
destinations should design appropriate policies for their sustainable development [22,23].
On the other hand, environmental and cultural resources are essential factors for the de-
velopment of a tourism destination, therefore, these resources should be managed and
developed responsibly through sustainable tourism policy and destination management
(STPDM) [20,21,24]. It has been established that socially responsible practices of tourism
destinations contribute to sustainable development [17].

Although scholars have focused on STD [25–27], little attention is paid to its links with
the social responsibility of destination [28,29], and tourism policy and management [21,24].
Moreover, efficient policies, destination management, and stakeholders’ responsibility play
a substantial role in mitigating inevitable problems related to tourism activities [30]. Fur-
thermore, pro-environmental behavior of tourists ensures a destination’s long-term tourism
attractiveness and economic viability [31]. Subsequently, the present paper proposes in-
sights on STPDM and DSR as antecedents of STD with the moderating factor of tourist
value orientation (TVO) that measures tourists’ anti-environmental behavior functions for
sustainable development. STPDM has potential to maximize economic development while
improving destination competitiveness [24]. Similarly, DSR can improve positive tourism
impact on local communities [19]. Moreover, this study focuses on Langkawi and Penang
Islands—Popular tourist destinations, located in the northwest of Malaysia—A suitable
context to research the complexities of growing tourism and sustainability [32].

Despite considerable research, sustainable tourism development is a dynamic process
that is constantly faced with new challenges [33]. Hence, the topicality of the research is
timely because numerous scientists have identified significant challenges for sustainable
tourism as a result of rapid growth in tourism sector [34,35], however, there is currently
a lack of sustainability as a result of such rapid growth resulting in unsustainable solu-
tions in the tourism sector. Moreover, in various tourist destinations, different kinds of
COVID-19 related crises are resolving and tourists’ destinations are re-opening for interna-
tional tourists [36]. Though, international tourism is expected to return to pre-pandemic
2019 levels by 2024 or later [37]. Thus, developing sustainable tourism strategies is crit-
ical to fostering resilience prior to the restoration of international demand. The article
discusses the major difficulties of STD and offers some suggestions for the potential con-
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solidation of sustainable destination management, DSR, and sustainable development of
tourist destinations.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. First, we review the extant
literature that led to the development of our hypotheses. Second, we present our methodology,
followed by analysis. Fourth, we discuss our results in light of theory development and
managerial implications. Finally, we conclude with limitations and avenues for future research.

2. Literature Review

The majority of tourism literature was written from the 1960s onward, specifically
with the growth of tourism [38]. Scholars have extensively shown the connection between
tourism and development theories in an evolutionary manner, using well-known devel-
opment theories, such as modernization, dependence, neo-liberalism, and sustainable
development [39,40]. Tourism has often been framed as contradictory to the nature of sus-
tainable development [41,42]. Conversely, Mbaiwa [43] argues that applying the concept
of sustainable tourism to practice, has potential to resolve adverse effects of the tourism
industry. Sustainable tourism is defined as “a positive approach intended to reduce the
tensions and friction created by the complex interactions between the tourism industry,
visitors, the environment and the communities which are host to holidaymakers” [44] (p. 2).
Sustainable tourism contributes to the development and long-term sustainability of the
tourist industry [45,46]. Therefore, STD can be considered as tourism development that
contributes significantly to the process of development or, at least, do not contradict the
maintenance of the principles of development in an indefinite time without compromising
the ability of future generations to satisfy their own needs and desires [47]. Consequently,
sustainable tourism policies, destination management, and monitoring are important fac-
tors in improving community wellbeing, preventing the misuse of natural resources, and
providing a better tourism experience [21].

Many sociological theories have been utilized to study the complexities of tourism. For
instance, tourist behavior has been linked to emotional solidarity theory [48], communal
involvement, social representation theory [49], and social disruption theory [50]. Hence,
there is an evident lack of consensus on a single theoretical approach regarding the most
predictive power in examining sustainable tourism. However, research on sustainable
tourism is dominated by the theoretical foundation of SET [10,51–53], since the SET suggests
that residents who support sustainable development tend to be benefit-oriented [54].
Residents live in the destination for a long time and they have to experience consistent
changes in their lives under protean tourism-related situations, thus, residents are crucial
stakeholders of a destination [54].

SET postulates that individuals, groups, and organizations exchange resources through
interactions [51]. These interactions are mainly based on procedures to offer each other
valuable resources, which can be considered as an exchange of resources between indi-
viduals, groups, and organizations. The resources are subject to social exchange, maybe
material, social, or even psychological [51]. Typically, theoretical approaches to examining
communal support for tourism development have employed communal advantages [6,55].
Researchers claim that anticipated benefits are the main reasons for supporting STD [10–12].
Their basic premise is that, with the rise in adverse impacts of tourism, community support
for tourism decreases. Taking into account the trade-off between positive (benefits) and
negative (costs) effects of tourism, the SET has often been used to justify communal support
for STD [56].

In the context of the present study, stakeholders who realize the advantages of sus-
tainable tourism could actively contribute to its development. Moreover, stakeholders may
willingly get involved in an exchange interaction to pursue sustainable tourism as some-
thing of value [10,53]. Local communities are more likely to abandon their participation
in such an exchange, if they perceive associated risks of sustainable tourism surpass the
advantages, which negatively affect the host community’s support for STD. Hence, SET
evaluates effective policy and management regarding tourism development influenced by
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exchange interaction. Accordingly, the extant literature is abundant in studies reliant on
SET and its link to other concepts, such as communal support of tourism [57], communal
participation, and empowerment [52,58], community involvement [11], tourism policy, res-
idents’ attitude, and environmental sustainability [59], sustainability practices and policy
adoption [60], environmentally responsible behavior [19], and host–tourist interaction [61].

Further, stakeholder theory (ST) can explain various aspects of tourism related to
policies, procedures, culture, tourism development, and management [62]. ST, proposed by
Freeman [63], offers management and organizational framework for tourism. Many authors
have emphasized the importance of ST in sustainable tourism management [64,65]. ST has
lately been used in tourism research, focusing on identifying stakeholders and boosting
collaboration in tourism planning and development [64,66–68]. Stakeholder participation
is a key factor of effective sustainable tourism. Local communities with greater degrees
of interest or participation favor sustainable tourism and perceive economic and social
benefits of sustainable tourism [69]. Moreover, Byrd [64] emphasized that stakeholder
participation promotes success of sustainable tourism.

Eslami et al. [10] extend the model of community involvement proposed by Lee [11],
to investigate STD in the context of Malaysia. The model relies on different elements
including community attachment, perceived impacts of tourism, quality of life, and STD.
These authors assert that improved quality of life induces community support for STD,
which alludes to the transactional nature of motivations for sustainability efforts [10].
Similarly, Cheng et al. [6] have offered a pioneering insight by investigating the effect of
communal involvement in both residents’ attitudes and their personal environmentally
responsible behavior toward STD. The study reveals that community involvement and
environmentally responsible behavior positively influence STD. Further, these researchers
suggest a mechanism based on sustainable policies and management to encourage STD.
Islam et al. [60] suggest that tourism organizations should reconsider their policy and
operational practices for sustainable development by ensuring economic aspects and by
facilitating social well-being, especially, in countries where crowded tourist destinations
are environmentally adverse.

On the other hand, previous studies have suggested that communal involvement
plays a significant role in STD and provides opportunities for communities to improve their
socio-economic and environmental wellbeing [9,19]. Subsequently, residents’ involvement
is a crucial element for effective planning and management of tourism destinations. Thus,
the tourism industry needs to understand what their resident counterparts require from
the development of their site for preventing extra economic, environmental, and social
burdens, to carrying capacity of destination [70].

Hypotheses Development

The concept of destination management was introduced in tourism literature during
the 1980s, and further improved in the late 1990s [71]. Destination management is the pro-
cess of bringing together and integrating various components of the destination mix within
a certain geographic area, in line with well-defined tourism strategies [72]. Destination
management is widely considered as a critical factor in determining destination competi-
tiveness [73]. Destination competitiveness has been evaluated through market share and
frequency of tourist visits and it largely omits sustainability concerns [70]. A competitive
destination, on the other hand, is a sustainable tourism destination where environmental
and social values are protected, alongside economic ones [24]. Competitive destinations are
seen to provide better tourism experience in comparison to other destinations [74]. More-
over, destination competitiveness is defined as “what makes a tourism destination truly
competitive is its ability to increase tourism expenditure, to increasingly attract visitors,
while providing them with satisfying, memorable experiences, and to do so in a profitable
way, while enhancing the well-being of destination residents and preserving the natural
capital of the destination for future generations” [75] (p. 2). Hence, STPDM emphasizes
optimizing economic growth while simultaneously enhancing the attractiveness of destina-
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tions. Thus, a sustainable competitive destination not only serves tourists’ needs, protects
local environmental, and cultural resources, but also improves the economic and social
wellbeing of communities [24].

Sustainable tourism calls for careful management [76] and destination sustainable
competitiveness [17,19,29]. Dwyer et al. [74] highlight the importance of demand manage-
ment to sustain destination competitiveness. Moreover, a competitive destination enhances
long-term well-being of the local communities [77]. Subsequently, local communities’
participation in tourism activities improves sustainable development [24]. From this per-
spective, sustainable tourism policies, planning, and management are not outcomes, but
vehicles for STD.

Tourism policy and destination management appropriately depict attributes of des-
tination competitiveness in terms of experience, knowledge, and information related to
concerns of tourism stakeholders [78]. Residents’ involvement with tourism enhances the
positive impact of tourism on destination communities [79,80], whereas, lack of residents’
support hinders tourism development [13,52,57].

Further, tourism should protect sociocultural values, customs, natural heritage, and
society of tourism destinations against degradation impact [58,81]. Therefore, a tourism-
reliant economy should develop sustainable tourism to meet residents’ needs. Falatooni-
toosi et al. [82] revealed that STD positively links to environmental quality, sociocultural
empowerment, economic growth, quality of life, and tourist satisfaction. STD provides
better tourism experience and promotes tourist–resident cooperation. Consequently, it
is crucial to implement sustainability in tourism, which potentially contributes to the
community economy [56] while maintaining a balance between social, economic, and envi-
ronmental concerns [6]. Additionally, researchers proposed a model to analyze destination
competitiveness based on influencing factors of the tourism industry including tourist
policies, which are related to managing destinations [83]. Hence, sustainable tourism
cannot be achieved without appropriate policies and management [21,24]. Therefore, we
theorize a causal link and propose the following hypotheses:

Null Hypothesis 1 (H1o). STPDM will have no significant influence on STD.

Alternative Hypothesis 1 (H1a). STPDM will positively influence STD.

A tourism destination is a geographical area with the experience required for tourists
to come and stay, with both amenities and infrastructure [84]. A destination’s success is
not limited to the earning of the commercial side of its stakeholders but is rooted in the
wider potential of a destination to boost the social and economic well-being of local com-
munities [85,86]. Simultaneously, the development of a destination relies on alliances, co-
operation, and coordination between stakeholders and the host community as the region’s
political, economic, cultural, social, and environmental sustainability is affected [57,85–87].

Given the value of communal support and stakeholders in the tourism industry [71],
tourism priorities in the other industries and within the local communities are seen by the
organizations responsible for managing a destination [88]. These DMOs are required to
play a broader role in society’s STPDM: e.g., tourism development planning; management
and monitoring; partnering with experts and advancing partnerships among local-tourist
businesses; as well as engaging environmental and cultural champions, and tourism advo-
cates [21,71]. Policy and management of destinations are typically assigned to a delegated
DMO within the area. This may be an independent or multifunctional organization [89].
Their governance structures vary from municipal authorities to public–private collabora-
tion frameworks. More precisely, “[a] DMO is the leading organizational entity which may
encompass the various authorities, stakeholders, and professionals and facilitates tourism
sector partnerships towards a collective destination vision” [90] (p.12).
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Tourism literature indicates that the development of tourism destinations can have
negative economic, social, and environmental consequences [91–93]. Increased tourism, for
example, could cause a rise in the price of commodities in the region, undermine existing
culture, and increase crime and conflict [20,91]. Moreover, increased tourism activities could
have negative environmental impacts, such as air and water contamination, accelerated
habitat degradation, overcrowding, and wetland degradation [18,91]. Consequently, in all
kinds of destinations, the economic gains for the local communities and the minimization
of negative environmental and socio-cultural effects should be complementary objectives,
and to achieve these objectives it is crucial to design and implement sustainable tourism
policies to manage and control activities of tourism destinations [21,24]. In this regard,
DSR is likely to protect the economic, social, and environmental aspects, as well as secure
interests and rights of stakeholders. DSR implies that decisions should be based on ethical
principles, and outcomes should be above the appropriate performance levels as prescribed
by regulatory criteria [29]. It is therefore hypothesized that the STPDM could have a
positive relationship with the DSR. Thus, we formulate that:

Null Hypothesis 2 (H2o). STPDM will have no significant influence on DSR.

Alternative Hypothesis 2 (H2a). STPDM will positively influence DSR.

Recently, an increasing number of researchers have been focusing on tourism desti-
nations and CSR [19,53,94]. CSR is a useful approach to study organizational behavior;
however, it is not completely suitable in the destination context [20].

DSR extends the concept of CSR in the context of tourism by concentrating on envi-
ronmental, economic, stakeholder social, and voluntary dimensions of destination. DSR
has been defined as “the collective ideology and efforts of destination stakeholders to
conduct socially responsible activities as perceived by residents” [20] (p. 3). Hence, DSR
pertains to activities in tourism destinations that reduce economic, social, and environ-
mental imbalances. It also sets social standards such as to protect working conditions and
cultural heritage, as well as environmental standards to harness natural resources and
protect destination diversity [19].

DSR has been examined with a variety of constructs in antecedents and consequent
setting including, economic development, community identification [53], community
commitment [94], environmentally responsible behavior [17,19], trust [53], community
satisfaction [94], quality of life [20], destination sustainability [55] and tourism develop-
ment [28,95]. However, the relationships between STPDM, DSR, and STD, are less clear.

Previous studies confirm that tourism destinations have initiated social responsibility
practices such as involving the communities in tourism activities, public relationships, en-
vironmental initiatives, and sustainability management [19,96]. DSR is proven to improve
destination competitiveness and promote sustainable development of tourism destina-
tions [15]. Additionally, DSR significantly influences community support for tourism
development [19]. Globally, stakeholders of the tourism industry had raised concerns to
transform tourism activities in congruence with sustainability principles [15]. Sustainable
management of tourism destinations creates a balance between environmental, social, and
economic considerations [95].

Subsequently, DSR encourages stakeholders to contribute to economic development
while being committed to their immediate community and society at large. As the tourism
industry has far-reaching negative socio-cultural and environmental impacts, the imple-
mentation of sustainable policies is necessary not only to eradicate immediate environmen-
tal and socio-cultural issues [6,97] but also to aid long-term sustainability in the tourism
industry. DSR is a strategy to improve sustainability, as it obligates organizations to per-
form in a sustainable way to interest of communities and society as a whole [17]. Moreover,
Su et al. [53] highlight the key role of destination development induced by better man-
agement and strategic planning, potentially leading toward sustainable development of
the tourism industry. Subsequently, organizational involvement in socially responsible
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practices contributes to the welfare of the local communities [19]. DSR could improve
the quality of the relationship between the destination and its residents, which could
boost economic efficiency, as well as the effect of tourism activities on the environment,
socio-culture, stakeholders, and most other members of the community sphere [53]. Then,
residents could contribute in a constructive way to support STD, as suggested in the
SET. Additionally, grounding their argument in SET, Su et al. [19] propose that socially
responsible practices promote communal support for tourism development. Moreover, re-
searchers confirm that DSR significantly influences residents’ perception of tourism impact,
environmentally friendly behavior, and overall communal satisfaction, which potentially
improves sustainable development in tourism destinations [17,19]. Hence, we articulate
the following hypotheses:

Null Hypothesis 3 (H3o). DSR will have no significant influence on STD.

Alternative Hypothesis 3 (H3a). DSR will positively influence STD.

Null Hypothesis 4 (H4o). DSR will not mediate the relationship between STPDM and STD.

Alternative Hypothesis 4 (H4a). DSR will mediate the relationship between STPDM and STD.

Pro-environmental behavior of tourists is beneficial to host communities as it enhances
destination competitiveness, environmental protection, and economic vitality [98,99]. Pro-
environmental attitude is enhanced by emotional connection to animals, plants, and the
natural environment of a given destination and is informed by individual value sys-
tems [100]. Qu et al. [31] developed an obstructive tourism value orientation scale by
taking forward the work of Chubchuwong et al. [98] to gauge tourists’ anti-environmental
behavior. Researchers identified two aspects of TVO, i.e., safeguarding tourism functions
and lacking a sense of responsibility [31]. The first aspect, safeguarding tourism functions,
comprises different elements including the joy of traveling as liberation from daily rou-
tines [101]. Tourists can freely consume destination resources, regarded as paid products
and services [99], and environmental concerns add extra obligations to the vacations [98].
These elements induce tourists to feel unobligated to be responsible due to their tendency
to dilute the core purpose of traveling. The second aspect, lack of responsibility includes
elements such as tourists having no interest in environmental responsibility for tourism
destinations due to the short duration of their stay [99].

Tourists have interest in many environmentally unfriendly activities, however, not
all of their actions are conscious [102]. Several psychological and neuroscience research
results show that individuals can physiologically adapt to a situation and make a decision
long before the consciousness begins its assessment [103]. In line with the Johari window,
self-knowledge is limited [104], tourists perform many actions unconsciously without
realizing their actions and effect on the host community.

Qu et al. [31] highlight that tourists with different levels of value orientation have
variations in their resistance intensity to transform a pro-environmental attitude. High im-
pediments encountered and high environmental activation frustration are possibly linked
with enhanced tourists’ value orientation level. Previous research has supported the role of
TVO as a moderating function, given its significant influence on environmental activities.
TVO is used to measure tourists’ attitude functions for sustainable development [31].

Since, the majority of tourists believe that they have the right to do anything for the
money they spend on holidays [105]. Therefore, an increasing number of studies have
shown concern about the misbehavior of tourists [106]. Several studies examine tourists’
misbehavior from tourists’ perspective [106,107], however, limited studies have examined
tourists’ behavior from the perspectives of managers [108,109]. Hence, this study gauges
TVO from the perspective of resident managers. Further, the present research conducts a
moderated-mediation analysis because of the existence of both mediation and moderation
in the same study [110]. Additionally, Su et al. [19] identify the relationship between
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tourism development, DSR, and environmental value orientation. Hence, the following
hypotheses have been developed:

Null Hypothesis 5 (H5o). TVO will not moderate the relationship between STPDM and STD.

Alternative Hypothesis 5 (H5a). TVO moderates the relationship between STPDM and STD. A
higher level of TVO negatively moderates the relationship.

Null Hypothesis 6 (H6o). TVO will not moderate the relationship between DSR and STD.

Alternative Hypothesis 6 (H6a). TVO moderates the relationship between DSR and STD. A
higher level of TVO negatively moderates the relationship.

Hinging upon SET, this research presents a model to demonstrate the direct impact of
STPDM on STD and depicts indirect effect through DSR. Moreover, TVO examines as a
moderator in the STD model, shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Research model.

3. Methodology
3.1. Study Location, Sampling, and Data Collection

Tourism is one of the fastest growing industries in Malaysia [111]. In 2018, the tourism
industry amounted to around 5.9 percent of the Malaysian GDP, meaning tourism was the
third biggest contributor to the national GDP [112]. After the Malaysian Tourism Strategy
was introduced in 1992, its steady growth has prompted the government to aggressively
explore a variety of new elements [113]. Ecotourism has been described under this strategy
as a mode of tourism to be prioritized and extended. A more comprehensive National
Ecotourism Strategy 1996 [114], followed shortly, as did the following National Ecotourism
Strategy (2016–2025) that offers a general context for the creation and utilization of the
future ecotourism of the country [115]. Additionally, the Malaysian government introduced
destination management projects such as Langkawi Blueprint 2011–2015 (collaboration
program between state agencies, public and private sector for tourism development) and
Local Agenda 21 (STD program for local authority), to initiate environmental conservation
activities and sustainable tourism.
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This study was conducted in the northwest of Malaysia on Langkawi and Penang
Islands where 507 tourism companies operate [116]. Considering the specific goal of this
research, data were collected from a sample of people in executive positions, namely man-
agers of tourism companies. However, in engaging them explicitly, we also marginalized
other stakeholders, such as the service-users—the tourists themselves. Recognition and
inclusion of stakeholders’ perspectives can lead to a more comprehensive analysis; how-
ever, it has been established that managers have a deep understanding of tourism policy,
DSR, and sustainable development [78]. Our choice of respondents stems from several
reasons. First, managers, as those surveyed, have accurate knowledge of the specifics of a
given destination, more so than tourists and other stakeholders. Second, they have a deep
understanding of tourists’ behavior. Tourists might have a better assessment of the quality
of tourism services, destinations attractions, and resources. However, destination tourism
policy, social responsibility, and sustainable development evaluation required a wider
viewpoint about the general business environment, social elements, management, policy,
and destination issues, which are beyond traditional tourists’ attributes [78]. Third, tourists
are more concerned about the attractiveness of the destinations as compared to the policy,
management, and social responsibility, or other supporting factors of STD. Thus, their
focus on destination attractiveness may have an impact on their evaluation, which could
be influenced by their set of preferences. Finally, managers at tourism companies are
all residents and live in Langkawi/Penang Island, therefore, they are bound to be more
concerned about the development of the tourism industry and its subsequent impacts [22].

Managers are recognized as valuable contributors and are perceived to play a crucial
role in reviewing, identifying, and supporting various initiatives [117,118]. Thus, the
managers’ perception may provide an actual understanding of tourists’ anti-environment
behavior on tourism destinations. On the other hand, tourists’ misbehavior is noticed glob-
ally [105,106], however, tourists are unable to see their blind self, i.e., unknown to self and
known to others [104], and unknowingly involve in anti-environmental behavior. Hence,
this study provides novel insight into tourists’ environment un-friendly behavior from
the perspective of managers. Researchers also highlighted scare studies have examined
tourists’ behavior from the perspective of managers [108,109]. Additionally, TVO had not
yet been examined based on their actions from the perspective of managers.

In light of all this, we chose to narrow down our respondent sample to managers.
We also collected data about TVO from managers based on their observation of tourist
behavior. Further, several researchers recommend a minimum sample size of 100–200
or five cases per free parameter in the model [119,120], however, these general rules
require cautious attention [121]. A growing number of researchers start using model-based
methods for sample size calculation, with methods based on fit indices or power analysis of
the model [121]. Therefore, in this study, the Gefen et al. [122] a priori F-test was performed
using G*Power v.3.1.9.2 [123] to determine the minimum sample size, i.e., 158 respondents,
required for empirically validating the proposed model.

We used a random sampling approach via searching the survey areas and companies
on internet to include managers from tourism companies by paying visits to their offices.
After explaining the purpose of the research, managers were asked to participate in the
survey. Upon their acceptance of voluntary participation, questionnaires were handed
over to managers and sufficient time was provided to fill them and, in many cases, ques-
tionnaires were collected on another day. The data collection took place between August
and September 2019 with the use of self-administered questionnaires. A research team,
including students who received appropriate training prior to their involvement, visited
265 tourism companies and distributed questionnaires to managers. The Hair et al. [124]
guidelines were followed for data screening criteria, questionnaires with 5% or more miss-
ing data were removed, and respondents who answered all questions using the same scale
were also excluded (also known as straight-lining). The response rate was 61.5%, a total of
163 questionnaires were retained for analysis.
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3.2. Measures

The questionnaire was professionally translated into Malay language, further, assis-
tance of field experts had taken for questionnaire face validity before data collection. All
constructs were adopted from previous studies to create a questionnaire that consisted of
five parts. The first part inquired demographic information of the respondents, such as
gender, age, education level, and work experience, presented in Table 1, other parts gauge
the variables, including; STPDM, DSR, TVO, and STD.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics.

Demographic Characteristics Frequency Percentage %

Gender

Male 126 77.3
Female 37 22.7

Age

<25 9 5.5
25–35 94 57.7
36–45 46 28.2
>45 14 8.6

Education Level

High School 21 12.9
Diploma 85 52.1
Degree 49 30.1
Master 8 4.9

Tourism-based Work
Experience

<5 3 1.8
5–10 79 48.5
10–15 62 38.0
>15 19 11.7

The questionnaire was based on a five-point Likert scale from 1 = highly disagree
to 5 = highly agree. In the second part of the questionnaire, the STPDM construct was
measured using seventeen items adopted from [21]. Respondents were asked about the
public sector commitment to reduce negative environmental and social impact of tourism,
collaboration among public and private sectors for local tourism development, destination
management, and monitoring of tourism destinations. The third part of the questionnaire
measured STD construct using six items adopted from [10]. Respondents were asked
about tourism planning and development to sustain economic, social, and environmental
standards of tourism destinations. In the fourth part of the questionnaire, DSR construct
was gauged using the five-item scale created by [19]. Respondents were asked about
public sector concerns for environment, community, economy, stakeholders, and voluntary
services. The fifth part of the questionnaire deals with the measurement of TVO by using
the five-item scale created by [31]. Respondents were inquired about tourist attitudes and
behavior for resources of destination.

4. Results and Interpretation
4.1. Measurement Model

The analytical results of measurement model obtained for validity and reliability
of each construct fulfill the recommended criteria for both the factors, average variance
extracted (AVE) is >0.50 and the value of Jöreskog’s rho (ρc) is >0.70 [125,126]. Individual
indicator reliability is considered adequate when the indicator has a factor loading greater
than 0.7 on its respective construct [127]. All the items for each construct were loaded on
their respective factor and no cross-loadings were found. Each of our item loadings is
above 0.7, results are shown in Table 2.
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Table 2. Results of measurement model.

Construct Source Item Item Coding Loading Jöreskog’s rho (ρc) AVE

Sustainable Tourism
Policy and Destination
Management (STPDM)

[21]

“Public sector commitment to
minimizing the negative

environmental impacts of tourism”.
STPDM1 0.835

0.892 0.824

“Importance of integrated approach
to tourism planning”. STPDM 2 0.836

“Political commitment to tourism”. STPDM 3 0.810
“Public sector commitment to
minimizing the negative social

impacts of tourism on the
local community”.

STPDM 4 0.814

“Importance of environment
compatible approach to tourism

development planning”.
STPDM5 0.855

“Emphasis on community
participatory process in

tourism planning”.
STPDM6 0.896

“Cooperation between public and
private sector for local
tourism development”.

STPDM7 0.781

“Collaboration among public sector
units for local

tourism development”
STPDM8 0.837

“Stewardship of the
natural environment”. STPDM9 0.891

“Promotion of partnerships between
public and private stakeholders”. STPDM10 0.869

“Tourist destination communication”. STPDM11 0.846
“Effectiveness of destination

management structure”. STPDM12 0.870

“Public sector commitment to
tourism/hospitality education

and training”.
STPDM13 0.807

“Effectiveness in crafting
tourism experiences”. STPDM14 0.911

“Tourism impacts management
and monitoring”. STPDM15 0.863

“Tourist guidance and information”. STPDM16 0.903
“Promotion of partnerships among

local tourist businesses”. STPDM17 0.883

Sustainable Tourism
Development (STD) [10]

“Tourism-based plans and
development to sustain local

socio-cultural values
and traditions”.

STD1 0.868

0.831 0.773

“Cultural exchanges between
natives and visitors”. STD2 0.745

“Promotion of environmental
education and conservation”. STD3 0.812

“Tourism planning initiatives to
develop local economy and

local employment”.
STD4 0.835

“Regulatory environmental
standards to reduce the negative

impacts of tourism”.
STD5 0.844

“Tourism planning and
development initiatives to promote

local products”.
STD6 0.791

Destination Social
Responsibility (DSR) [19]

“Island seems to include
environmental concerns in

its operations”.
DSR1 0.873

0.826 0.795

“Island seems to give back to the
local community”. DSR2 0.846

“Island seems to be successful in
their profitability”. DSR3 0.877

“Island seems to treat its
stakeholders well”. DSR4 0.790

“Island seems to be based on ethical
values and beyond
legal obligations”.

DSR5 0.852
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Table 2. Cont.

Construct Source Item Item Coding Loading Jöreskog’s rho (ρc) AVE

Tourist Value
Orientation (TVO) [31]

“Tourists take a trip to get rid of all
the shackles of daily life and freely

enjoy the holidays”.
TVO1 0.838

0.775 0.751

“Tourists do not want to take an
extra burden on vacationing because

of environmental concerns”.
TVO2 0.736

“Tourists feel entitled to consume
the destination resources freely, as
They have paid for the holiday”.

TVO3 0.859

“Tourists feel unobligated to be
responsible for destination

environmental degradation given
their short stay”.

TVO4 0.764

“The destination environment is not
within Tourists personal influence

and control”.
TVO5 0.749

To determine non-response bias, the independent t-tests method was performed by
comparing the first and last 25 respondents for all constructs [128,129]. The results showed
an insignificant difference between the early 25 and late 25 responses, which reveals non-
response bias. Besides, a common method bias test was conducted by using the collinearity
approach [130,131]. The results revealed a satisfactory value of 2.563 for average full
variance co-linearity inflation factor (AFVIF), which is less than 3.3. Thus, we established
that there are no common bias issues.

Finally, all variables of the model were tested for discriminant validity. The Fornell–
Larcker criterion was used to test discriminant validity, results revealed that the correlation
between the constructs is less than the square root of the AVE on diagonal lines in the
model, shown in Table 3, which means that all variables in the research model fulfill
discriminant validity requirement [124]. Further, we examine discriminant validity using
the Heterotrait–Monotrait criterion (HTMT), shown in Table 4. The results showed that
HTMT value is smaller than 0.90, which fulfills the required criteria [126]. Thus, the model
revealed satisfactory results for both tests of discriminant validity.

Table 3. Fornell–Larcker criterion.

Construct DSR STPDM STD TVO

DSR 0.827
STPDM 0.663 0.815
STD 0.512 0.478 0.794
TVO 0.314 0.574 0.621 0.789

Table 4. Heterotrait–Monotrait criterion.

Construct DSR STPDM STD TVO

DSR
STPDM 0.580
STD 0.658 0.756
TVO 0.747 0.557 0.674

4.2. Structural Model

The SRMR was used for goodness of fit [132]. The SRMR value 0.061 was successfully
obtained by the model, which fulfills a certain threshold value of <0.08, hence, empirical
data perfectly fit the model. The coefficient of determination (R2) value is 0.371, which
means that 37.1 percent variance in STD is explained by the model. The value of Stone–
Geisser’s Q2 is obtained through the blindfolding procedure for the model. The obtained
value 0.218 demonstrates that the model consists of predictive relevance, as it is higher
than 0 [133,134].
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Table 5 demonstrates the results of the structural model. Results reveal the ex-
istence of significant positive relationship between STPDM and STD where b = 0.269,
t-value = 4.319, p-value = 0.000 and f2 = 0.085, which reject null hypothesis 1 and support
alternative hypothesis 1. Additionally, finding reports that STPDM have significant positive
relation with DSR, where b = 0.265, t-value = 6.291, p-value = 0.000 and f2 = 0.154 and
DSR also have significant positive relation with STD, where b = 0.239, t-value = 2.673,
p-value = 0.008 and f2 = 0.059. Therefore, null hypotheses 2 and 3 were rejected and alter-
native hypotheses 2 and 3 were accepted.

Table 5. Results of structural model.

Effect β CI (5%, 95%) t-Value p-Value f2 R2 Q2

STPDM -> STD 0.269 (0.243,0.426) 4.319 0.000 0.085 0.371 0.218
STPDM -> DSR 0.265 (0.114, 0.307) 6.291 0.000 0.154 0.316 0.180
DSR -> STD 0.239 (0.056, 0.310) 2.673 0.008 0.059
TVO -> STD −0.117 (−0.289, −0.088) 3.946 0.000 0.070
STPDM × TVO -> STD −0.007 (−0.138, 0.124) 0.760 0.448 0.000
DSR × TVO -> STD 0.122 (0.014, 0.210) 2.219 0.027 0.016

Further, the study examines the moderating effect of TVO by applying a two-stage
approach as recommended by Hair et al. [124]. The results revealed that interaction term
of STPDM*TVO->STD is not significant, where b = −0.007, t-value = 0.760, p-value = 0.448,
f2 = 0.000. Thus, accepted null hypothesis 5 and rejected alternative hypothesis 5. Fur-
ther, the standardization of interaction variables reveals that the interaction term of
DSR*TVO->STD is significant, where b = 0.122, t-value = 2.219, p-value = 0.027 and
f2 = 0.016. The effect size (f2) of the interaction term (DSR × TVO) is 0.016, which in-
dicates a medium effect. Subsequently, the significant interaction effect was plotted, shown
in Figure 2, to better understand the deviations of DSR on STD [135]. The graph reveals that
the relationship between DSR and STD is stronger in the presence of high TVO, shown in
Figure 2. The nature of the results is highly implausible as the higher level of TVO theorized
to degrade the connection between DSR and STD. For this reason, null hypothesis 6 was
rejected and alternative hypothesis 6 was accepted.

Figure 2. Moderating effect of TVO on DSR to sustainable tourism development.
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4.3. Mediation Analysis

This study applied the Nitzl et al. [136] analytical approach in conducting mediation
analysis. Results of mediation analysis revealed that the values of 95% bias-corrected
confidence interval (BCCI) did not straddle a 0 in between, which indicates the existence of
a mediating effect of DSR, shown in Table 6. Further, to determine the degree of mediation,
i.e., partial or full, the variance accounted for (VAF) index was used to examine the size of
the indirect effect (STPDM -> DSR-> STD) related to the total effect (STPDM -> STD). The
results reveal the existence of partial mediation, as the resulting VAF value of 24.86 percent
falls within the range of 20–80 percent, which rejects null hypothesis 4 and partially
supports alternative hypothesis 4. Hence, the finding concludes that DSR partially mediates
the relationship between STPDM and STD.

Table 6. Mediating effect analysis.

Total Effect BCCI Path t-Value Indirect Effect 95% BCCI Path t-Value VAF

STPDM -> STD (0.167; 0.396) 0.358 * 4.981 STPDM -> DSR -> STD (0.011; 0.129) 0.089 * 2.314 24.86%

* Significant at p < 0.05.

Lastly, the study conducted a post hoc test suggested by Hayes [137] to analyze the
conditional indirect effect by using PROCESS Macro. The PLS algorithm was used to
compute latent variable scores through SmartPLS 3.2.8, then extract as the input for the
PROCESS Macro, shown in Table 7. The finding shows that conditional indirect effect has
contained a 0 in between the values of 95% BCCI, which reveals the absence of a conditional
indirect effect [138].

Table 7. Moderated mediation index.

95% BCCI

Mediating Variable SE Index Lower Upper

DSR 0.0361 −0.004 −0.0720 0.0724

5. Discussion

This study found that STPDM significantly supports STD. Effective destination man-
agement and policy encourage a responsible exchange of resources between stakeholders,
which contributes to STD. In this sense, STD potentially provides economic benefits to local
communities, minimizes environmental and social repercussions. Policy and management
are crucial for STD [76]. Hence, this study suggests that sustainable tourism policies, plan-
ning, management, and monitoring ultimately improve the living standard of communities
through STD. STPDM is positively associated with DSR. Previous studies also support that
economic benefits to local communities and the minimization of negative environmental
and socio-cultural effects should be complementary objectives in all types of destinations,
and it is critical to design and implement sustainable tourism policies to manage and
control tourism destinations’ activities [21,24]. As a result of considering stakeholders’
interests, ST predicts that the destination will be more effective, sustainable, and man-
ageable [63,139]. In line with ST, DMOs should communicate with the local community,
as well as the tourists, to connect and coordinate the diverse interests of stakeholders
within a destination in order to develop a quality and recognizable destination image, to
achieve market excellence and long-term competitiveness, and to ensure the destination’s
sustainable development. By educating and engaging the local community, the tourism
industry will be strengthened. Additionally, it will provide a better understanding of
the perceived and actual consequences of tourism on the community. Hence, sustainable
management of tourism destinations can contribute to long-term environmental, social,
economic development, and can also provide an improved tourism experience. Further,
DSR practices stimulate communal tourism activities, public relationships, environmental
initiatives, and sustainability management [96].
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We report a significant positive relationship between DSR and support for STD. There-
fore, our findings are consistent with previous work [19], as socially responsible practices
promote community support for tourism development. Previous studies [15,17,53] also
support that DSR improves destination competitiveness and promotes sustainable tourist
development. From the perspective of SET, support for STD is an exchange interaction of
the communities to seek something of value [10,52]. Additionally, this study found that
DSR partially mediates the relationship between STPDM and STD. Therefore, STPDM is
positively linked with DSR, which subsequently improves STD.

Furthermore, this study proposed TVO as a boundary condition, suggesting that both
STPDM and DSR influence STD. Though, findings reject the theorized moderating role of
TVO in the sustainable tourism model. The results report no moderation effect of TVO on
STPDM and STD relationship. Wu and Geng [140] propose that tourists’ anti-environmental
behaviors can be detrimental to STD. However, results of the present study did not provide
sufficient evidence to indicate a moderation effect of TVO on STD in presence of STPDM.
The results indicate that the STD effect derived from STPDM is highly stable and its positive
power is barely subject to moderation. It may also indicate that tourists with a strong affinity
toward nature are less likely to harm the environment [141–144]. Even researchers claim that
anti-environmental behavior brings about unethical behavior [145], whereas pro-environmental
behavior is correlated with pro-social behavior and ethical behavior [146,147].

Further, the findings reveal that the DSR and STD relation becomes stronger when
TVO is high. This may be attributed to tourists’ tendency to separate their behavior from
tourism motives in sustainable destinations. According to previous studies, different social
values and a vocational mindset create an adverse effect on tourists’ eco-friendly attitudes,
however, lack of information, policies, and sustainable infrastructure negatively affect
tourists’ behaviors [98,99]. Consistent with these findings, tourists’ eco-friendly attitudes
can be improved through stimulating affiliation to the destination by providing frequent
sustainable tourism experiences. Other factors that can enhance eco-friendly behavior
are appropriate provision of environmentally friendly information, tourism products,
and infrastructure [98]. Additionally, SET supports the concepts of costs, benefits, and
reciprocity between people involved in a social relationship. Thus, tourists may resort
to pro-environmental behavior to deal with sustainable destinations. Besides, effective
destination management may simply dilute the effect of TVO and engage in STD as a
coping mechanism [19].

Aside from that, the current COVID-19 epidemic is impacting the tourism sector,
raising new challenges for sustainable tourism development. One of the major challenges
for global sustainable tourism will be to maintain activity in wealthy nations while bringing
activity to poor countries, some of which are excessively reliant on the tourism industry
and markets [148]. Travel and tourism will transform in a post-Covid world due to
tourists’ choice, destination availability, and regulatory change [149]. Thus, these concerns
should be considered in future research creating sustainable tourism development trends
to avoid pandemics.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

The present paper offers valuable theoretical contributions in the area of STD. First,
it confirms that STPDM antecedents of STD. This is an important finding in terms of
destination management and its link to sustainability. It specifies that destinations can
be developed in a sustainable way through sustainable destination policies, management
structure, integrated approach, and monitoring. Previous studies [21,24] have examined
STPDM; however, no specific study seems to have attempted to examine the relationship
between STPDM and STD.
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Second, DSR holds the potential to influence tourism development [19], and the link
between tourism and DSR has become a new heated research topic [28,29]. However, no
study to date has examined DSR as an outcome of STPDM. Our research addresses this
knowledge gap and demonstrates that STPDM is positively related to DSR, which results
in enhanced communal support for tourism development.

Third, the study reveals that DSR positively supports STD. Perhaps more impor-
tantly, DSR perceived by residents can function as a social input in the process of social
exchange. Thus, DSR forms perceived impact and then support for tourism development
as a behavioral outcome, which is consistent with previous studies [6,15,17].

5.2. Managerial Implications

We offer important implications for practitioners and policymakers for sustainable
destination management. We provide a novel insight into the role of DSR that stakehold-
ers’ concerns in destination operations significantly improve communal support for STD.
Hence managers should adopt a “win-win” approach by considering all stakeholders in
the destination. This calls for an investment in DSR initiatives such as a social respon-
sibility management fund that can be used for community development or to address
local emergencies. Local tourism could benefit from a wider collaboration in form of
the collective discussions between policymakers and businesses to adopt an integrated
approach of tourism planning to minimize adverse social effects of tourism on local com-
munities. Sustainable tourism is meant to protect the socio-cultural values and traditions
and to encourage cultural exchange between residents and tourists, as well as to create
employment opportunities and better economic conditions. Besides, sustainable tourism
destination management and monitoring provide stewardship of the natural environment
and effectively create a pleasant tourism experience.

DSR significantly encourages communal support for STD. Practitioners and policymak-
ers should consider an environmental approach (e.g., initiating environmental protection
awareness campaigns or creating environmental protection funds), and ethical values
(e.g., cultural, political, and professional) beyond legal obligations in their operations to
compensate local communities. Further, the COVID-19 pandemic has influenced tourists’
choices and risk perceptions, as tourists consider visiting a destination with health regula-
tory laws that may impact future tourism development; thus, destination managers should
implement infection monitoring programs and health regulatory measures to contribute to
public health promotion in the immediate aftermath of the pandemic and beyond. Addi-
tionally, policymakers should organize campaigns to provide hospitality education and
training regarding the importance of cultural identity, acknowledgment for different values,
and cultural exchange awareness between host community and tourists to heighten sup-
port for STD. In line with prior literature, residents are much more concerned about their
economic well-being [56]. Thus, the economic aspect in terms of working opportunities as
well as living standards should be considered practically while maintaining the diversity of
the destination in question. Further, practitioners could also share information about how
tourism contributes to the communal tax base and encourages economic development.

Finally, TVO correlates with STD but shows no moderation on STPDM and STD
relationship. This phenomenon explains the tendency of tourists to separate their behavior
from tourism motives in control mechanisms. Besides, it was found that the strength of
DSR and STD relationship increases when TVO is higher. A possible explanation is that
DSR practices simply dilute the effect of TVO and engage in STD as a coping mechanism.
Therefore, the proposed framework can be considered by policymakers and practitioners to
enhance the STD of crowded tourism destinations by providing “green” infrastructure, such
as waste recycling containers and eco-friendly transport to improve the environmentally
friendly behavior of tourists. Hence, the framework can help policymakers to comprehend
the requirements of sustainable tourism.
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5.3. Limitations and Future Directions

In this study, the data used for empirical analysis were collected from popular tourist
destinations, hence, the findings are limited to highly crowded tourist destinations. There-
fore, the study could be replicated by researchers in different geographic, social, and
cultural scenarios. This study was based on a cross-sectional research design; therefore, a
significant contribution for future research could be the collection and analysis of longitu-
dinal data and adopting a mixed-method approach which could have yielded alternative
results. Thus, the pivotal findings can be obtained by taking several implications into
account due to the given magnitude of outcomes, opinions, and responses of other sus-
tainability stakeholders. Furthermore, this study used a limited sample size for empirical
analysis, however, combined with previous literature the data provide important prelimi-
nary empirical findings. Therefore, future research with larger sample size is needed to
improve the precision of estimates. Moreover, it is advisable to utilize other variables
related to tourism education for tourists in different languages for a better and friendly
tourism experience [150,151].

6. Conclusions

The present study contributes to the sustainability literature by reporting the unex-
plored relationships between sustainable tourism policy and destination management,
destination social responsibility, tourist value orientation, and sustainable tourism devel-
opment. The study attempts to depict the dependency of sustainable development of
tourism on effective sustainable policies and management. As emerged from the tourism
literature review, there is a lack of knowledge about the role of STPDM and DSR for STD in
presence of anti-environmental behavior of tourists, and there were no prior frameworks
systematically presenting these relationships. Moreover, as the globe grapples with the
reality of the COVID-19 pandemic, there is a chance to reconsider the future of tourism
and grasp the opportunities for development of sustainable tourism [148].

Sustainable development has enormous economic, environmental and social impli-
cations as a core principle of development. The development of the tourism industry
is also tied with three aspects of sustainable development linked to the modern world.
The analyses of new ways present in the modern world are important for the tourism
industry, as global economic, social, and environmental mechanisms are expanding. It
adopts that sustainable destination is best conceived of as an upper-level competence
that involves the coordination of a range of different factors. STPDM and DSR intend to
reduce adverse effects of tourism and tensions created by a complex interaction between
tourists, environment, and host communities. Subsequently, development of sustainable
tourism facilitates host community wellbeing, promotes sustainability education, and pro-
tects the environment, it also provides a better tourism experience, and promotes cultural
exchange between tourists and natives. Tourists perform many activities that negatively
influence destination sustainability. Hence, tourists’ anti-environmental behavior needs to
cope up with better management and planning strategies for sustainable development of
tourism destinations.

This study addressed a research gap by establishing empirical evidence for the de-
velopment of sustainable tourism through sustainable policies, management, and DSR.
Additionally, research indicates that anti-environmental behavior of tourists can be coped
up with effective sustainable management strategies. The finding of this study reveals that
sustainable tourism policy and destination management empower local communities and
facilitate tourist requirements via managing and controlling tourism destination activities.
The results supported that STPDM positively and significantly influences STD. Moreover,
DSR partially mediates the relationship between STPDM and STD. Although the theorized
moderating effect of tourist value orientation was not supported, we yielded an interesting
result: the relationship between destination social responsibility and sustainable tourism
development becomes stronger when tourist value orientation is high.
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