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Stakeholders in tourism are broadly classified as players of supply-side and
demand-side. The comparative and competitive advantage that a destination
possesses over similar other destinations heighten the engagement and commitment
of supply-side stakeholders for further investment in the tourism sector and thereby
business enlargement at the destination. Thus, framing proper stakeholder
management policies and strategies are important for any tourist destination to
enhance and sustain its competitiveness in both domestic and international markets.
This article presents an analytical framework to explore whether tourism
destination competitiveness with a mediating effect of destination-supplier fit lead
to supply-side stakeholders’ engagement at the destination which could facilitate a
clearer understanding of the nature of tourism stakeholders’ reactions to tourism,
so that the results could help tourism planners and policy-makers to develop more
appropriate destination products as well as to enhance competitiveness in tourism
markets in turn.
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INTRODUCTION

In the context of tourism, the attractiveness of destination as well
as networks and collaboration among stakeholders are principal
means by which policy makers and planners can meet their specific
motives and thus reach sustainable development of destination. Thus,
framing proper stakeholder management policies and strategies are
important for any tourist destination to enhance and sustain its
competitiveness in both domestic and international markets. It is
extremely critical if the destination has already crossed its carrying
capacity and reached a saturated market level. According to
UNWTO, tourism establishments and tourism enterprises, including
their associations are important stakeholders in tourism development
(UNWTO report 2005). Yoon (2002) demonstrated that tourism
suppliers’ support and participation are among the most important
factors in the tourism business; their professional involvement,
knowledge, and practical experiences regarding tourism attraction
planning and development must be reliable sources of developing
tourism planning programs and strategies in order to enhance
destination competitiveness (p.40). Policy makers and practitioners
acknowledge the importance of inter- organizational relationship
among stakeholders which are likely influenced by the success of
Destination Management Organization (Angelo Presenza and Maria
Cipollina, 2010). The attractiveness of destinations and
administrative efficiency of respective DMOs are the critical factors
which may influence stakeholders’ engagement at the destinations.
Most of the studies in this area dealt with the factors which were
found to be influencing the competitiveness of destinations. These
factors shape the characteristics of destinations which ultimately
attract the tourists to the destination. However, even though studies
on tourism destination competitiveness (TDC) have been conducted
from various perspectives, its influence on stakeholder engagement at
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the destination with a mediating factor of destination fit has not been
clearly addressed yet.

Thus, the study presents an analytical framework grounded on
social exchange theory taking perceived destination competitiveness
as an antecedent to stakeholders’ engagement with mediating effect
of stakeholder- general environment of destination fit. This could
facilitate a clearer understanding of the nature of tourism
stakeholders’ reactions to tourism and help tourism planners and
policy-makers to develop more appropriate destination products
thereby enhancing tourism development. The rest of the article is
divided into three sections. The first one discusses the background of
the study reviewing the related works and conceptual issues. The
second section explains the outcome and research implication of the
study. The last section concludes the paper by highlighting the need
for enhancing the competency of tourism destination to engage
tourism stakeholders in the same and thereby tourism development.

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The influence of destination characteristics (destination
competency) on stakeholders’ engagement is depends on the
congruence between the stakeholders in the destination and the
destination as a whole. Therefore, a more comprehensive approach
to understand the phenomenon of tourism stakeholders’ engagement
in the destination will help in promoting tourism. The conceptual
framework presented in the article proposes relationships between the
different factors identified from various fields such as tourism
management, stakeholder management, human resource management
and literature on social exchange theories. Some of these relationships
are evident, whereas others are being proposed to further explore the
interaction between the destination competency factors that influence
stakeholder engagement in an organizational setting. These
relationships are discussed in detail in subsequent sections.
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Social Exchange Theory In Tourism Stakeholder
Management

Social exchange theory is basically rooted in “utilitarianism” and has
its origin in various disciplines like economics, anthropology, and
psychology. It rests on the principle that people are reward-seeking
and punishment-avoiding creatures, motivated to action by the
expectation of profits; that is, rewards minus costs, investments, and
foregone rewards (Ap John, 1992; Kim Kyoung 2013; Kayat, 2002).
Resources and rewards are more likely social, political or
psychological nature and not mere of monetary terms (Napier and
Bryant, 1980). In particular, social exchange theory involves a game
of expectations of perceived benefits and perceived costs or trading
of tangible and intangible resources between individuals and groups.
Some studies in tourism management describe the perception of
various tourism stakeholders on tourism development by using social
exchange theory as a basic theoretical framework (Perdue et al., 1990;
Jurowski et al., 1997; Gursoy et al., 2002; McGehee & Andereck,
2004; Kuvan & Akan, 2005; Abbasi D.S & Badaruddin Mohamed
2013, Yoon et.al 2001; Yoon 2002). Most of these studies show
residents' evaluations on prospects and consequences of tourism
development, and their level of support and engagement for further
tourism development in their particular regions.

From a tourism viewpoint, social exchange means that the
stakeholders who have personal benefit or dependency on the
industry tend to have a more positive perception of destination
attractive factors, policies, and strategies. The article based on social
exchange theory postulates that stakeholders’ (suppliers’) attitudes
toward tourism industry at the destination, and subsequent level of
engagement at the destination, will be influenced by their evaluation
of resulting outcomes in the destination. Thus grounded on social
exchange theory, stakeholder analysis approach is taken into
consideration here for understanding stakeholder preferences,
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interrelations, the influence of resources and their engagement in
destinations.

Stakeholder Analysis Approach

Stakeholder analysis, not a single tool, rather it consists of different
methodologies for analyzing stakeholder interest in an organization
or a particular environment (Crosby,1992). Stakeholder analysis
insists on the fact that, for evaluating strength and opportunities of an
organization and thus framing proper strategic management policies,
the interests and influence of stakeholders should be taken into
consideration (Mason and Mitroff 1981; Brugha and Varvasovszky
2000). While conducting the analysis, one of the key issues arising is
stakeholders’ identification with respect to those particular
organization contexts (Brugha and Varvasovszky 2000). With
information on stakeholders, their interests, and their influence, the
policy makers and planners can decide on how to best accommodate
them, thus assuring policies adopted are viable, representative and
sustainable.

WHO ARE STAKEHOLDERS?

The definition of stakeholders varies among scholars. Freeman
defined stakeholders as units (such as groups and individuals) capable
of exerting influence or being influenced by the achievement of
organizations objectives (Freeman, 1984). The significance of
stakeholder may change as the motives that organization are
concerned with change (Mitchel et al 1997; Frooman 1999)

Tourism development, especially policy-making and planning, has
accepted stakeholder concept because tourism development has been
accompanied by complicated stakeholder groups with different
interest and ideas about the cost and benefits of the development (Kim
Kyoung 2013). In the context of stakeholder theory, Pavlovich
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(2003) stated that the tourism destination generally comprises
different types of complementary and competing organizations,
multiple sectors, infrastructure and an array of public/private linkages
that create diverse and highly fragmented supply structure (p.203).
The intricate networks prevailing in tourism sector make the
identification of stakeholders more complicate (Sautter and Leisen,
1999; Buhalis, 1999). In tourism, the key destination stakeholders
can be identified, classified according to their goals and examined
based on either of unrequited or reciprocal influences (S. Timur and
Donald Gets, 2008).

The common examples of tourism stakeholders in supply-side are
national governments, local governments, tourism establishments and
tourism enterprises, including their associations, institutions engaged
in financing tourism projects tourism employees, tourism
professionals, tourism consultants, trade unions of tourism
employees, tourism education and training centers, local populations
and host communities, non-governmental organizations specializing
in tourism and directly involved in tourism projects and the supply of
tourism services (UNWTO Report 2005). The three main
components of tourism supply are considered to be accommodation,
transport, and intermediaries (travel agents and tour operators)
(Sinclair and Stabler 1997). These service providers/suppliers are
important stakeholders of the tourism industry of any destination. In
this process, the supplier must have the commonly prescribed
entrepreneurial traits along with service sector specialties.

Stakeholder Engagement At The Destination

The competitive micro environment of destination is an important
determinant of competitiveness of destination (Dwyer and Kim, 2004,
Crouch and Ritchie, 1995). It relates to the network, commitment,
and engagement of tourism entrepreneurs/stakeholders at the
destination and is termed as situational conditions of destination.
According to Neil Jeffrey,
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“Stakeholder engagement is premised on the notion that those groups
who can affect or are affected by the achievements of an
organization’s purpose’ should be given the opportunity to comment
and input into the development of decisions that affect them.
Meaningful engagement occurs when organizations are aware of the
changes in the society and how they relate to organization
performance, choose to establish relations with stakeholders as a
means to manage the impact of those changes”.

Stakeholder engagement is the process used by an organization to
engage relevant stakeholders for a purpose to achieve accepted
outcomes (AccountAbility, 2008). Thus engagement is not merely an
outcome but acts as a way to build a better relationship within the
organization or a particular setting which eventually lead to improved
business performance.

In human resource management, engagement is a latent construct
driven by vigour, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli, et.al. 2009;
Hakanen et al 2008; Bakker and Demeroutti 2008). Engagement is
about human behavior and attitudes which involves motivation,
commitment, satisfaction with the agency, a sense of alignment with
organization goal and desire to work hard to achieve this goal
(Kangrue F.M., 2014). Engagement at the organization is evaluated
through satisfaction, identification, commitment and performance
(Sacks, 2006; Kumar, 2015).

Engaged employees show loyalty towards the organization, advocacy
for the organization, and candid effort to help achieve organization’s
goals (Scottish social Research, 2007). As Baker et al (2008) pointed
out, engaged employees put much effort into their work because they
identify with it. The significance of employee engagement is more
evident for an organization or agency than they themselves. When
we apply employee engagement in the context of tourism, in terms of
stakeholder engagement taking destination as a whole as an
organization, it is proposed that a well-organized and performance
oriented destination’s stakeholders (supply side) have a high level of
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energy and are enthusiastic about their business and its extension in
the destination. To sum up, tourism stakeholder (suppliers)
engagement is a process with the end goal being the success of
tourism development in the destination.

Stakeholder Fit On General Environment Of The
Destination

Stakeholder fit refers to the degree to which the stakeholder and
destination  characteristics ~ match. Stakeholder(supplier)
characteristics may include their psychological needs, values, goals,
abilities, or personality, while destination characteristics could
include intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, role, cultural values, or
characteristics of other stakeholders. The concept is adapted from
person—environment fit (Kristof-Brown, et. al, 2005; Muchinsky and
Monahan, 1987; Beasley, et. al, 2012). Even though much of the
recent theories and empirical investigations of P-E fit have come from
industrial-organization psychology and business management, past
research has been focused on applying the theory in to other fields too
such as particular community settings, mutual help support groups
etc. (Tracey, et. al 1986; Buffum, 1988; Lehmann, et.al,1978; Segal
et al, 1989; Humphreys & Woods, 1993; Luke
et.al,1993; Mankowski et. al., 2001; Mankowski, et. al, 2001). Basely
et.al (2012) developed a theory on general environment fit in which a
scale is developed to check person’s fit with the “setting” with five
theoretical dimensions such as value congruence, similarity, needs-
supplies fit, demands-abilities fit, and unique contributions.

Generally, person-environment fit (P-E fit) theory proposes that the
congruence between persons and their environments influences
behavior and psychological functions (Walsh, 2009). Within this
literature, P-E fit has been measured either directly, by explicitly
asking individuals how well they fit with an environment or
indirectly, by measuring both the individual and the environment
(Kristof, 1996). Some examples of indirect fit include the assessment
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of the values of the individual and the environment, the needs of the
individual and supply of those needs by the environment, and the
demands of the environment and the abilities of the
individual. Individuals who do not fit into an environment may leave
the setting (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Schneider, 1987).

Destination Competency As An Antecedent To
Stakeholder Engagement

Competitiveness of an industry is a critical determinant of how well
it performs in a market economy. The success of tourism destinations
in world markets is influenced by their relative competitiveness. The
development of tourism sector in an economy basically depends on
its ability to maintain the competitive advantage in its delivery of
goods and service to tourists (Dwyer L et al, 2000). Many studies
(Heath and Wall 1992; Ritchie and Crouch, 1993; Hassan, 2000;
Mihalic, 2000, Kozak, 2001; Dwyer and Kim, 2003; Enright and
Newton, 2004; Ruhanen, 2007) theoretically and empirically
contribute to the understanding of various aspects of competitiveness
of tourism destinations. It was Ritchie and Crouch (1993, 2003) and
Crouch and Ritchie (1999) who have done the most detailed work on
overall tourism competitiveness. They have stated that ‘whereas
destinations compete primarily for economic reasons, with an
emphasis on attracting tourist expenditure, other motives may also
underlie tourism development’ (Crouch and Ritchie, 1999, p:144).
According to them the concepts of comparative and competitive
advantage provide a theoretically sound basis for the development of
a model for destination competitiveness

Crouch and Ritchie also pointed out that competitiveness is
determined by the combination of both assets (comparative
advantage) and processes (competitive advantage) where assets are
inherited (e.g. natural resources) or created (e.g. infrastructures) and
processes transform assets into economic results (Crouch and Ritchie,
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1999).  Generally, the central pillars of competitiveness of any
destination are regarded as Core tourism resources, Supporting
resources, Destination management policies and Situational factors.
Core tourism resources and supporting resources are referred as
primary elements and ‘springboard’ for tourism development which
originated from comparative advantage of destination (Ritchie and
Crouch 1993, 2003). This is analogous to ‘endowed’ and ‘created’
resources of Dwyer model (Dwyer et. al, 2004). Core tourism
resources comprise of natural resources, cultural resources, and
tourism superstructure such as food and lodging, entertainment
available for tourists, mix of activities intended for tourists, special
events designed for tourists etc. Supporting resources are mainly
general infrastructure and allied facilities like accessibility to the
destination. There are many other social and situational
factors/resources that may directly or indirectly influence
competitiveness such as hospitality of residents towards tourists and
tourism industry as a whole, shopping experiences at the destination,
safety, security, political stability etc. The significance of these
factors vary individually according to nature and type of tourism that
a destination offers. Many destinations believe that the hospitality or
friendliness of their residents or employees towards visitors provides
a competitive advantage. It is not enough to deliver all the attributes
of an experience in a cold and detached manner (Crouch G.l., 2010).
For the same reason this category is identified separately in most of
destination competitiveness model (Dwyer and Kim 2003, Kresic D.
and Darko Prebezac 2011, Kozak M. and Rimmington 1999).

For successful utilization of comparative advantage, the destination
has to strengthen its competitive advantage by proper destination
management activities. Destination management activities directly
reflects managerial capability of destination management
organizations (DMOs). The activities undertaken by DMOs involves
implement the policy and planning framework established under
destination policy, planning and development, enhance the appeal of
the core resources and attractors, strengthen the quality and

91



TOURISMOS: AN INTERNATIONAL MULTIDISCIPLINARY JOURNAL OF
TOURISM
Volume 13, Number 1, pp. 82-105
UDC: 338.48+640(050)

effectiveness of the supporting factors and adapt best to the
constraints or opportunities imposed or presented by the situational
conditions of destination. Competitiveness of destination greatly
depends on the micro environment of the destination (Dwyer and Kim
2003, Crouch and Ritchie 1995). Micro environment of the
destination refers to the efficiency of local tourism industry which
consists of numerous suppliers. Competition among firms creates an
environment for excellence. The competitive micro environment of
the destinations includes the capabilities and strategies of firms within
the tourism industry (local and foreign enterprise) and the inter-
organizational dynamics including alliance formation (Dwyer et.al,
2004). These activities represent the most direct mechanism for
managing the destination's competitiveness and sustainability. The
entire portfolio of existing tourism resources, attractions and facilities
of destination influences for suppliers’ knowledge, experience,
commitment and engagement at the destination (Raija Kompula,
2014).

Studies have investigated the role of tourism suppliers in the
development of competitiveness of a destination (Dwyer and Kim
2003; Ritchie and Crouch 1999; Koh and Hatten 2002; Komppula
Raija 2014; Rusko et.al 2009; Enright and Newton 2005; Waayers
et.al 2012; Beritelli 2011). It calls for reciprocity in relationship such
as competitive position of a destination which strengthen competitive
micro environment of the same destination. Competition compels the
service providers to innovate, use resources efficiently and respond
to demands effectively. The successful performance of destination
ultimately may boost stakeholders’ engagement and commitment
towards the destination. However, no serious effort has been seen to
explore how competitiveness lead to stakeholder engagement of the
destination.
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DESTINATION COMPETENCY AND STAKEHOLDER
ENGAGEMENT

Destination competency and stakeholder destination fit is
significantly important for stakeholder engagement in the destination
according to the findings of the study. Implication of this may be
considered for formulating strategies to promote tourism
development process of the destinations. These aspects are detailed

below.

Importance Of Perceived Destination Competency And
Stakeholder Destination Fit For Stakeholder Engagement

The model given as figure 1 originated from the assumption that
favourable micro environment (such as network, commitment and
engagement of tourism entrepreneurs/stakeholders at the destination)
is one of the several factors that enhance competitiveness of
destination, but the competency of destination is increasingly
important for supplier’s engagement at the destination.

Much of the TDC research has focused on identifying and evaluating
the proper matches between destination resources and destination
management policies mostly from tourist perspective on one side;
exploring the determining factors of destination competitiveness both
theoretically and empirically on other side, but a very few have gone
in depth of analyzing the role of perceived competency of destination
in enhancing tourism suppliers’ engagement at the destination in
return. Tourism attractions are evaluated either through idiographic,
organisational or cognitive perspectives (Lew, 1987). Yoon (2002)
stated, the idiographic perspective is related to the supply component
and often assesses tourism attractions/ resources by asking public and
private tourism professionals such as tourism stakeholders to
ascertain which tourism resources or elements are most important to
tourists and to destination attractiveness. The cognitive perspective,
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the most common evaluation method is associated with the demand
component, in which tourists evaluate their travel experiences,
depending on the different types of tourism attractions available to
them It has been argued that while assessing competitiveness of a
destination idiographic approach is preferred to the cognitive
approach because the possibility of latter is limited due to the short
period of visiting time of tourists, and their limited knowledge of or
familiarity with attractions existing in a given destination (Formica,
2000; Milman & Pizam, 1995). Thus supplies (resource
endowments) and suppliers (resource deployment) act as the corner
stones of tourism development process.

The product of the tourism sector is an experience that is delivered by
a destination to its visitors. This experience is produced not by a
single firm but by all players. The multiplicity of players involved in
the supply and delivery of tourism services, and hence the varied the
experience of the visitor, makes management of the destination
product vastly more complex compared to the management of simple
products produced by single firms (Crouch, G.I., 2010). To a greater
extent the level of involvement from the part of supply-side
stakeholders determine the proper matches between tourism
resources and management strategies (Dwyer et.al, 2000, Armenski
etal 2012). Factors of destination competitiveness shape the type and
nature of tourism that a destination offers. If a destination offers
serene and picturesque beaches predominantly and it might have a
comparative advantage on those aspects over the other neighbouring
destinations, then the destination is characterized as a beach
destination and belongs to the category of island tourism or coastal
tourism. Consequently, supplier at the destinations figure out and
make use of their favourable destination attractive factors and
generate tourism products in such a way that would maximise their
benefits.
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Here, six factors of TDC have been identified that are significant by
themselves but do not exert their influence on ‘stakeholder’s
engagement at the destination’ in isolation. The six factors are

i attractiveness of destination,
ii. quality of core tourism resources,
iii. quality of supporting resources,
iv. hospitality,
V. inter-organizational relationship among suppliers, and
vi. managerial capability of Destination Management
Organisations (DMOs).

Grounded in social exchange theory, it can be stated that
stakeholder’s fit with destination is an underlying mechanism through
which competitive characteristics of the destination influences
stakeholders’ engagement at the destination.

Figure 1: A model of perceived tourism destination competency
and tourism stakeholder engagement

Percieved tourism Tourism Stakeholder- Tourism stakeholder
destination competency Tourism destination fit engagel'neng in the
destination
) o *Value congruence +Satisfaction
*Percieved destination « Inter-stakeholder oY
attractiveness Similarity *Identification
*Quality of tourism *Needs-supplies fit + Commitment
resourees . +Demands-abilities fit *Loyalty
*Quality of supporting + Unique contributions *Performance
resources
*Hospitality
«Interorganisational
relationship among
tourism suppliers
»Percieved managerial
capability of DMO \ /

The model specifies that the first three factors of destination
competitiveness— destination attractiveness, quality of core tourism
resources and quality of supporting resources—are embedded within
comparative advantage of destination, be it primary element of
destination appeal or catalyst for tourism development. These are
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directly related with suppliers’ engagement at the destination.
Whereas, hospitality of the destination (friendliness of local residents
towards tourists and tourism industry) and micro competitive
environment of the destination such as inter-organizational
relationship among stakeholders and managerial capability of DMO
boost competitive advantage position of the destination which
eventually benefit the suppliers to deliver their products and services
in a more demonstrative way. All the factors identified in this model
do not exert the same amount of influence on suppliers’ engagement
in all organizational settings. The relative importance of each of these
factors is influenced by the business goals and values of the DMO.
The absence of one or more of these factors in an organization do not
prevent suppliers’ engagement at the destination. However, the model
presented here proposes that the six factors of destination
competitiveness are directly related to suppliers’ engagement at the
destinations. Suppliers-destination fit play a mediator role between
destination competency and supplier engagement.

Implications

With the increasing importance of the suppliers or service providers’
engagement in the destination or destination management
organization, there exist many opportunities for researchers in the
area of tourism management to advance the understanding of
destination competitiveness and suppliers engagement. The model
presented in this article suggests opportunities for research that fall
into the following two broad areas:

i Research related to destination competitiveness factors: The
significance of factors of competitiveness of destinations
varies according to each destination’s tourism products. For
a destination to be competitive and successful, it needs to
have common understanding of what and where its
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comparative and competitive advantage lies in terms of both
natural and man-made tourism products.

Research related to application of social exchange theory in
tourism development: The competitive advantage, that a
destination possess over other destinations, enhances the
identity of stakeholders especially on supply side, which
increases the loyalty toward the destination and finally end
up with their engagement at the destination, thus supporting
tourism development.

The following propositions are suggested which captures the attention
of both researchers and practitioners alike:

1.

The nature of tourism competitiveness of a destination is
complex and varies differently across destinations. Each
destination has its own unique characteristics and may not
be replicated. For a destination to be successful and
competitive while attracting tourists, there need to have a
common understanding of what and where the destination’s
competitive and comparative advantages rest upon.

Six destination competitive factors crucial to stakeholder
engagement are destination attractiveness, quality of tourism
resources, quality of supporting resources, hospitality, inter-
organizational relationship and managerial capability of
DMOs.

All these six factors together with destination’s favourable
general setting (in terms of value congruence, inter-
stakeholder similarity, needs-supplies fit, demands-abilities
fit, and unique contributions) create an optimum
environment which boost stakeholder/supplier engagement
at the destination. Highly competitive destinations satisfy
the identity of stakeholders at the destination and mold their
attitude towards destination attractive factors, policies and
strategies  positively. This enhances stakeholders’

97



TOURISMOS: AN INTERNATIONAL MULTIDISCIPLINARY JOURNAL OF
TOURISM
Volume 13, Number 1, pp. 82-105
UDC: 338.48+640(050)

motivation, commitment and satisfaction with the
destination and develop a sense of congruence with
destination goal and desire to work hard to achieve this goal.
Thus, stakeholder fit with the general environment of the
destination go along with destination competency factors
likely influencing stakeholder/supplier engagement at the
destination.

4. Competitiveness of destination is perceived and valued
differently by stakeholders at variou business levels, thus
affecting their level of engagement differently at the
destination.

CONCLUSION

An evaluation of tourism competency factors from stakeholders’
view is crucial to maintain competency and sustainability of any
tourism destination. The importance of stakeholder perception on
tourism competency of a destination would determine their
involvement, commitment and engagement at the destination. The
model presented in the article is based on social exchange theory
relating to stakeholder engagement in tourism destinations with
comparative advantage factors of destination competitiveness, inter
organizational relationship among stakeholders, effective DMOs and
favourable environment of the destination. Enhancing the antecedent
factors through interventions will make a positive stakeholder
engagement in tourism destinations, thus favouring the development
in tourism.
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