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Abstract 

Tourism attributes such as destination image, tourists’ satisfaction and tourists’ perceived 
values are nothing new in the research study on destination competitiveness. These are considered 
as factors that affect the competitiveness of a destination, however local communities’ attitudes 
(LCA) have yet to be tested whether it has an influence on the relationships on all these three 
attributes against competitiveness. Hence, Cat Museum in Kuching has been selected as a research 
site to be tested on, as this site carries its own unique selling proposition and believed to be able to 
satisfy tourists and given an utmost distinguished value in their travel. This study has introduced the 
local communities’ attitudes into the framework as moderator to test out whether local communities 
have an influence on these attributes that eventually affect destination competitiveness. For this 
study, 150 sets of questionnaires in total were collected. Both Statistical Package for Social Science 
(SPSS) version 23.0 and Smart PLS (version 3.2.7) were used for analyzing the data collected. The 
findings revealed that destination image, tourists’ satisfaction and tourists’ perceived values were 
significantly impacting on destination competitiveness and were proven as positively affecting the 
destination competitiveness. The implications of the study were further discussed. 
Keywords: Destination Image, Tourists’ Satisfaction, Tourists’ Perceived Values, Destination 
Competitiveness, Cat Museum 
 
Introduction 

A growing trend of travel can be seen throughout the world economy and due to the great 
value of tourism to the economies, there is a need to focus on tourism sector as it generates lucrative 
revenues for the economy. As supported by Tang and Tang (2015) and Tugcu (2014), many authors 
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quoted that the existence of a causal relationship between tourism development and economic 
expansion. This has portrayed that income has greatly affected by the development. Malaysia’s 
economy was boosted with a total of RM84.1 billion in tourist receipts from the expenditure of 25, 
832,354 international tourists who visited Malaysia throughout 2018 (Malaysia Tourism Promotion 
Board, 2019). The statistics has shown that growth rate of tourism has significantly impact to the 
economy, this situation has been mentioned by Adinegara (2018) and Haarhoff and De Klerk (2019). 
Many countries, like Malaysia are giving great attention towards tourism industry too. 
Simultaneously, the research in the field of tourism specifically destination image, tourists’ 
perception on values, and tourists’ satisfaction are getting relatively more important. There are many 
factors which can make a destination performing and successful. In overall world markets, the 
competitiveness of a destination as compared to other alternative destinations makes a tourism 
destination successful (Dwyer, Forsyth, & Rao, 2000) and as such, the main task of destination 
management is to focus on enhancing and maintaining the destination competitiveness. Thongma, 
Leelapattana, and Hung  (2012) proposed that the participation of local communities are imperative 
towards tourism development as communities are instrumental in ensuring that the success of 
tourism destination sites. Moreover, local communities are vital as they have the ability to impress 
on visitors with regards to attractions at the destination sites. Therefore, local communities’ 
involvement and support are important in stimulating tourism sites to ensure their success in the 
long run. 

In order to understand, comprehend and further study on destination competitiveness, few 
attributes have been selected to study on the destination competitiveness of Cat Museum in Kuching, 
Sarawak. The three identified attributes are Destination Image, Tourists’ Satisfaction and Perceived 
Values. Destination Image is an important factor in tourism destination success (Bigné, Sánchez & 
Sánchez, 2001; Court and Lupton, 1997). Esch et al. (2006) and Ha (2004) have quoted that visitors’ 
satisfaction and trust will have an impact on destination. McDougall and Levesque (2000) indicated 
that perceived values are crucial in determining the success of tourist destination. Twinning-Ward 
and Butler (2002) also mentioned that supportive attitude of local community is essential and it does 
contribute for a good experience by tourists. As such, local community perception is important to the 
success of tourist destination (Cottrell & Vaske, 2006), failing which the destination will not be able 
to achieve its objectives and goals. Therefore, the aim of this study is to test the impact of local 
communities’ attitudes involvement as a moderator to tourism attributes (destination image, 
tourists’ satisfaction & tourists’ perceived values) towards destination competitiveness of a selected 
site - Cat Museum in Kuching.  It is regarded as the world’s first museum on cats and is devoted to all 
things connected to the feline. Visitors to Cat Musuem will be able to explore exhibits, photos, art 
and souvenirs related to cats.   

 
Literature Review 
Destination Competitiveness 

With reference to findings from Novais et al. (2018), the three distinct concepts of destination 
competitiveness are hierarchically related, it reveals that destination competitiveness as perceptions 
of a destination, it is as performance and it is a long-term process. In the view of macro perspective 
in tourism context, competitiveness is the key and also the ultimate goal to improving community’s 
real income in the national concern (Dwyer & Kim, 2003). As such, destination competitiveness is a 
broad construct to encompass all environmental, social, cultural and economic variables that leads 
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to the performance of the nation in international markets in tourism industry. In order to achieve 
destination competitiveness, a destination should outshine itself to be different than its rivals, 
capable of being able to attract new tourists, better off if it could maintain and cultivate loyalty within 
tourists whom have ever visited the destination earlier (Campo-Martı´nez, Garau-Vadell, Martı´nez-
Ruiz, 2010, Alegre & Cladera, 2006; Reichheld, 1996). Further emphasized by Li et al. (2013), 
mentioned that a destination is only considered competitive only when it has ability to convert the 
advantageous positions of some indicators into tourism revenues. According to Resource-based view 
theory, it focuses on inimitable ‘resources’, emphasizing on capabilities and competencies that 
combining the resources possessed in order to create that sustainable competitive advantage 
(Barney, 1991; Grant, 1991; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). This is the definition by Croes, Ridderstaat, & 
Shapoval (2020) in defining sustained competitive advantage in executing value creating strategy that 
could not be duplicated by current of potential competitors. In other words, the so-called competitive 
advantage is indeed the core competence. On the micro perspective, in order to stay competitive, 
the services and fees charged against tourists or offered to tourists must be fair and willingly be paid. 
Only then, it is attractive to tourists and could stay in business to stand competitive (Dwyer & Kim, 
2003). With matching of theories (e.g., Crouch, 2011; Dwyer, Mellor, Livaic, Edwards, & Kim, 2004)), 
Countries with valuable core resources and well-known tourists attraction are more prone to be 
benefitted from the inflow of tourists in long term (Jalilvand & Samiei, 2012; Oye, Okafor, & Kinjir, 
2013; Zehrer, Smeral, & Hallmann, 2016; Yozcu, 2017).   
 
Destination Image, Tourists’ Satisfaction and Tourists’ Perceived Values 

Destination image defined by Crompton (1979) as “the sum of beliefs, ideas, and impressions 
that a tourist holds about a destination”, some researchers defined it as ‘‘a tourist’s general 
impression of a destination’’ (Coshall, 2000; Fakeye & Crompton, 1991).  Particularly from Fakeye and 
Crompton (1991), they defined it as an individual’s mental representation of knowledge, feelings and 
general overall perception on a specific destination. It can be constructed as a set of impressions 
perceived by a tourist about a particular place (Coshall, 2000; Gallarza, Gil, & Caldero´ n, 2002). DI 
also plays an important role in creating tourist loyalty, and relationships with tourists must be 
handled proactively if they are to become lasting ones (Bigné, Sánchez and Sánchez, 2001) and as an 
important factor to affect tourists as close as branding strategy in marketing the destination 
(Crompton and Ankomah, 1993; Gartner, 1989; Goodall, 1988).  Chiu et al. (2016) has conducted an 
examination on the influence of a destination’s image and tourist satisfaction on loyalty among 
Chinese tourists in Korea. DI is found to go hand-in-hand with satisfaction on loyalty. In the same year 
there is this study conducted by Wu (2016) tested a theoretical model of destination image, 
consumer travel experience, satisfaction and destination loyalty in the tourism context. The study 
concluded that satisfaction is more inclined to build destination loyalty.  

DI is posited by Court and Lupton (1997) to be an essential factor in tourism as it is said to be 
very influential towards tourists’ behavioral intention, it means that if a destination left a positively 
good image to tourists, then it earns an impact and brighter chance on tourists to return to the same 
destination again. DI tends to build a relationship with competitive advantage if it happens to be a 
positive one. With regards to the relations, destination image is obvious that there is inter-relation 
with satisfaction too. Lee and Lee (2005) have quoted that DI positively influencing perceived quality 
and satisfaction. A more favourable image will ultimately lead to greater satisfaction and higher 
values perceived. Scholars Echtner & Ritchie, 2003 quoted that the chain relations between DI and 
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satisfaction, DI relates to perceived quality (values); end up perceived quality will reflect the degree 
of satisfaction (Yan, Wang, & Chau, 2015). In short, DI not only direct affecting satisfaction but also it 
has direct relations to tourist’ perceived quality (values). 

Satisfaction is defined by Rust and Oliver (1994) as the level of positive feelings from the 
experience; shall the feelings is negative, then it portrays the contrast reaction, which is 
dissatisfaction. This situation is backed by Reisinger and Turner (2003) saying that a dissatisfied 
feeling emerged if the experience is displeasure. By having said that, the relationships between 
perceptions and expectations, is a concept of tourists’ satisfaction (Churchill & Surprenant, 1982). 
This seems to simplify the whole context in an understandable way. Chen and Phou (2013) quoted 
that satisfaction or dissatisfaction, is indeed a form of tourists’ emotional reaction towards their 
needs and expectations when travelling to a destination. Tourists’ satisfaction is said to be positively 
affected by DI (Bigné et al., 2001), with prior to visit expectations perceived by tourists when they 
evaluate depending on their knowledge of place against their post visit experience. The image can 
positively affect satisfaction and trust and with that it can positively affect visitors’ satisfaction and 
trust toward a destination (Esch et al., 2006; Ha, 2004). Besides, another point has been mentioned, 
which is the expectation. Jeong et al. (2019) has investigated the relationships between even quality, 
tourist satisfaction, place attachment and behavioural intentions and concluded that a perception is 
directly related to satisfaction. This finding depicts the relationship of perception and expectation 
against satisfaction. In tourism, tourists’ satisfaction is a critical factor that impacts destination 
competitiveness. The causal-effect as explained by Alexandris, Kouthouris and Meligdis (2006), 
Oppermann, (2000), Bramwell (1998) and Pritchard and Howard (1997) as satisfaction eventually 
leads to destination loyalty; and destination loyalty reflected by the revisit intentions. Revisit 
intention will be the ultimate goal that destination competitiveness intends to achieve, with that RI 
it eases a lot of efforts on promotion, publicity and creating awareness, since recommendations 
through words of mouth is utmost effective (Oppermann, 2000). This post-purchase behaviour of RI 
explanation is explained and supported by Hallowell (1996); Rust and Zahorik, (1993) quoting that 
there is a relation between satisfaction and post-purchase behaviour, and as a sign of loyalty (Cronin 
et al., 2000; Taylor and Baker, 1994) and a sign of RI (Yoon and Uysal, 2005; Kozak, 2001; Kozak and 
Rimmington, 2000). In general, in order to be sustainable, experiences formed through the 
interactions with environments result in value perceptions and satisfaction is said to me important. 
(Byun & Jang, 2018; Hwang & Lee, 2017; Lyu & Hwang, 2017; Chua, Lee, Goh, & Han, 2015; Jin, Lee, 
& Lee, 2015) This can concluded from Wu, Li, & Li (2016) and Deng and Pierskalla (2011)’s studies 
that when tourists’ experience quality is satisfactory, then it will lead to the positive experience of  
perceived value with what they have paid. They are also studies confirming on positive effect of 
perceived value on satisfaction (Wu et al., 2016; Gallarza et al., 2013; Chen & Chen, 2010) and so as 
perceived price on satisfaction (Kim & Park, 2017; Ali et al., 2016; Han & Hyun, 2015).  

Perceived value has increasingly received attention by researchers but still there is no widely 
accepted definition exists, the definitions varies. (McDougall and Levesque, 2000; Zenithal, 1988; 
Woodruff, 1997). As argued, PV is operationalized with single-item scale – “value for money” and this 
does not address the overall concept of perceived value (Gallarza and Saura, 2006; Sweeney, Soutar, 
and Johnson, 1999).  This argument based on social judgment theory, where Bolton and Drew (1991) 
posited that when value is the core between cognitive elements of perceived quality or performance, 
perceived monetary sacrifice and behavioural intentions, then perceived value would be richer 
measure of consumers’ overall evaluation on service than perceived service quality. According to 
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Zenithal (1988), perceived value is defined as ‘consumer’s overall assessment of the utility of a 
product (or service) based on perceptions of what is received and what is given’. Whereas to 
Woodruff (1997) it is defined as conceptualized as utility, perceived benefits, price, worth and quality. 
With evolution of conceptualization, Cravens et al. (1988) suggested that traditionally it is a 
consumer’s value perception treated with ration amount or even as trade-off between quality and 
price. Somehow, this seems to be the old school of thought. In this study, adoption of definition will 
be benchmarking on Zenithal’s definition.  

Kozak and Rimmington (2000), have quoted that perceived values on the quality of travel will 
determine the satisfaction of consumers. This is again another relationship between the two factors 
of perceived values and satisfaction because satisfaction in the context of consumption is the 
outcome of customers’ assessment towards the perceived quality or values that they are expecting. 
Kim and Park (2017) has explored the relationships between perceived value, satisfaction and loyalty 
in the context of community-based ecotourism in South Korea and found that perceived value 
significantly predicts satisfaction. On the other hand, Hapsari, Clemes, and Dean (2016) revealed that 
perceived value is indeed a significant mediator between service quality and satisfaction in the 
context of aviation industry. As in hospitality sector, guests’ perceptions of price have a mediating 
effect between performance and satisfaction (Ali et al., 2016) 

In short, shall the perceived values be met, it will lead to satisfaction; as a result, a destination 
is said to have destination competitiveness over its rivals. García-Fernández et al. (2018) has 
conducted an examination on the relationships between perceived quality, service convenience, 
perceived value, satisfaction, and future intentions, maintaining that perceived quality and service 
convenience play a pivot role in predicting perceived value. In recent years, the linkage between 
perceieved quality, perceived value and satisfaction in tourism context has been supported by several 
studies; hence, the relationships existed (Su et al., 2016; Chen and Chen 2010; De Rojas and Camarero 
2008; Severt et al. 2007) 
 
Local Communities’ Attitudes  

The tourism industry is regarded as the primary industry that generates revenue for the local 
community (Lo, Mohamad, Songan & Yeo, 2012b) and this local community being the beneficiaries 
tend to react to the tourism activities as a response reflected by tourism. This is what it meant to be 
as posited by Alam and Paramati (2016) that a highly sustainable tourism model is the one that can 
net benefits to the poor and increase the employment opportunities for the most vulnerable group 
in society. Residents of the community started to involve and participate themselves when tourism 
is blending in. This involvement is known as community involvement and it is defined as the intensity 
in which residents engage in everyday activities in their residential communities (Lee, 2013) in the 
context of tourism. Law et al. (2016) mentioned that a successful implementation of sustainable 
tourism model in developing countries very much depends on committed public and private 
leadership from various levels; ranging from national level, provincial or state to local levels like the 
community. With that community involvement, it will then develop and gradually lead to community 
support as long term gesture which will eventually impact sustainable tourism development.  

Community support is essential in achieving STD (Zhang & Lei, 2012; Choi & Sirakaya, 2005; 
Gursoy et al., 2002; Andereck & Vogt, 2000) and the co-operation from the local community also 
factoring commercial, social, cultural, physical, political, and economic stability of the industry 
(Jamaludin, Othman & Awang, 2009). Hence, community support is working tightly on tourism, as 
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quoted by researchers, without the support of local community, it is not possible to sustain tourism 
(Ahn, Lee & Shafer 2002; McCool, Moisey & Nickerson 2001).  

As suggested by the social exchange theory, residents tend to support tourism development, 
when they foresee that expected benefits will exceed costs (Andereck et al., 2005; Gursoy et al., 
2002; McGehee & Andereck, 2004, Fredline & Faulkner, 2000).Choi (2003) has posited to emphasise 
the “sense of community” and this is how it actually influences tourism impacts. Sense of community 
is defined by McMillan (1996) as “spirit of belonging together, a feeling that there is an authority 
structure that can be trusted, and an awareness that trade and mutual benefit arises by being 
together, and a spirit that comes from shared experiences that are preserved as art”. This could be 
further explained by Schweitzer (1996) that residents whom uphold a strong sense of community 
shows more feelings of safety and security, aggressively involved and having greater chance to vote, 
volunteer and support tourism activities because active welcoming behaviours towards visitors has 
shown how dedicated a community support. As a result, local community is said to be more sensitive 
and caring with positive perception of impacts of tourism. This could conclude that attitudes towards 
tourism is highly affected by the attitudes of the local community. On the other hand, as quoted by 
Kitnuntaviwat and Tang (2008), that hospitality represents social capital that associated with a 
destination, it plays an important role in tourism initiatives. Therefore, destinations that succeeded 
to provide genuine hospitality are at an advantage over those that do not. Hospitality comes from 
local community support with positive attitudes towards tourism. According to Eshliki and Kaboudi 
(2012) the attitude of local community is valuable for decision makers and local communities’ benefit 
from tourism from an economic perspective. It is obvious that sustainable tourism requires local 
communities support, if locals were poorly informed, marginalized and alienated from decision 
making then likelihood that they become inhospitable attitudes toward current and future 
development in tourism is unescapable (Butcher, 1997). The focus from the researchers now are 
eyeing on the impact of tourism on the local communities. This has become a major topic for 
researchers while being the key element in building sustainable and long-term tourism strategies 
(Almeida et al., 2016; Dutescu et al., 2012). This has made local community has become one of the 
most important stakeholders of the tourism industry (Lo et al. 2014, Cañizares et al. 2014). It is sound 
to make another reference to Sinclair-Maragh et al. (2017), Rasoolimanesh et al. (2017), Kyle et al. 
(2017) and Nunkoo et al. (2015) on their statement on local’s support has become a critical issue for 
researchers. 
 
Hypotheses Development 
Destination Image, Tourists’ Satisfaction and Tourists’ Perceived Values Factoring Destination 
Competitiveness 

In the context of destination competitiveness, many studies are done which shows different 
aspects. For analyzing strengths and weakness of a destination, identification of the destination 
image is necessary (Chen and Uysal, 2002). Due to its importance, destination image has received a 
lot of attention in tourism research (Gartner and Hunt, 1987; Oppermann, 1996).  To assure 
competitive success, the image of the destination in tourist mind is crucial. (Telisman-Kosuta, 1994). 
 

Tourists’ satisfaction is referred to the tourist expectation before and after tour about a 
destination. If experiences are good as compared to expectations, it results in satisfaction. If 
experience is bad, then the tourist will be dissatisfied (Reisinger and Turner, 2003). Many past studies 
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have examined satisfaction has in tours, destinations and accommodation (Lee, Lee & Lee, 2005; 
Yoon & Uysal, 2005) 
 

Perceived value is conceptualized differently by different authors (McDougall & Levesque, 
2000). According to Zeithaml (1988), ‘the evaluation of the usefulness of a commodity from the 
perception of what is received and what is given is the perceived value’. Cravens et al. (1988) defined 
the perceived value based on the aspect of price and quality. In the tourism context, the perceived 
value is defined as the difference between the advantage and the price of the offerings of destination 
(Bajs, 2015). 
 
The relations between the destination image, tourists’ satisfaction and tourists’ perceived values to 
the destination competitiveness is reciprocal, the more positively these constructs impacted, the 
more competitive the destination to be and vice versa. Hence, the proposed hypotheses are: 

H1 : Destination image is positively related the destination competitiveness.  
H2 : Tourists’ satisfaction is positively related the destination 

competitiveness. 
H3 : Tourists’ perceived values are positively related the destination 

competitiveness. 
 
Local Community Attitudes Moderate Tourism Attributes on Destination Competitiveness 

The framework of this paper is having local communities’ attitudes to moderate the factors 
that influence destination competitiveness, hence hypothesis H4, H5 and H6 are constructed. There 
is a strong linkage between community involvement in tourism development (Nzama 2008). Local 
communities’ attitudes have played a very important part in determining the competitiveness. The 
participation by community is vital for a sustainability of tourism destination (Zhang & Lei, 2012).  
Local communities play a role as hosts for tourists, past researchers suggest that maintaining tourism 
to a destination is not possible if local communities are not supportive (Ahn, Lee & Shafer 2002; 
Twinning-Ward & Butler, 2002; McCool, Moisey & Nickerson, 2001;). Support from local communities 
for tourism is essential to ensure the economic and socio-cultural sustainability of the tourism sector. 
According to Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, (2011) past studies have suggested that support from local 
community is also affected by their attitudes. The attitude of local communities evaluates the current 
situation to the destination to the great extent because of the closeness of the area (Cottrell & Vaske 
2006). The proposed hypotheses are: 
 

H4 : Local communities’ attitudes are positively moderating the relationship 
between destination image and destination competitiveness; such that 
when local communities’ attitudes are high the relationship between 
destination image and destination competitiveness will be stronger. 

H5 : Local communities’ attitudes are positively moderating the relationship 
between tourists’ satisfaction and destination competitiveness; such that 
when local communities’ attitudes are high the relationship between 
tourists’ satisfaction and destination competitiveness will be stronger. 

H6 : Local communities’ attitudes are positively moderating the relationship 
between tourists’ perceived values and destination competitiveness; such 
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that when local communities’ attitudes are high the relationship between 
tourists’ perceived values and destination competitiveness will be 
stronger. 

   
Methodology 

Cat Museum has been the selected site for the study. Tourists from foreign countries and 
within Malaysia (Peninsula) have been approached for the questionnaire survey, in other words they 
are the targeted respondents. As for the tool used for this research is by using pre-set questionnaire 
conducted by interviewer to respondents face-to-face with immediate clarifications from 
interviewer, shall it deem to be necessary. This is a quantitative approach in Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis manner to measure and assess the study. The structure of the questionnaire is divided into 
four parts. The first section, collecting the demographic information of the respondents, then 
followed by the second section which will be multiple questions seeking respondents’ feedback on 
the variables of destination image, tourists’ satisfaction, tourists’ perceived values and on 
competitiveness of the destination and with the influence of local communities’ attitudes. In between 
the questions in section two, it slotted-in a section where ranking the priority of respondents on their 
priority of their visits (prioritize with 1 = utmost priority to 7 = least priority).  On the multiple 
questions section, questions are adapted from Artuğer (2015); Herstanti, Suhud and Wibowo (2014); 
Canny and Hidayat (2012); Chi and Qu (2008); Collins (2005), questions are modified to cater and suit 
the use in a domestic context. A seven-pointer Likert scale (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = 
stronger agree) to the question is used to lead the respondents to the best describe of the degree of 
agreement.  

There are also some restrictions set on selection of respondents approached. Minority aged 
below 16-year-old would not be eligible to be interviewed, this is to maintain the level of maturity 
and standard set to the analysis. Purposive and random technique is adopted towards approaching 
respondents to ensure no favoritism and bias. G* Power software is used to determine the sample 
size required to justify the explanatory level of the model constructed. By using medium effect size 
to priori power analysis, the minimum sample size suggested is 150. A total of 150 sets of 
questionnaires have been successfully collected, and at the preliminary stage analysis those data 
were processed by using Statistical Package for Social Science 23.0 (SPSS). This software application 
is used to address missing values and straight lining. At the following stage, data were then analyzed 
by PLS-SEM technique with software of Smart PLS (version 3.2.7). There were two stages for running 
this analysis. At first stage the research model or measurement model (Fig. 1) is run with algorithm 
followed by bootstrapping with 5,000 resample for generating the standard errors of the estimation 
and p values. 
 
Findings 
Assessment of the Measurement Model 

Measurement scales reliability, convergent reliability and discriminant validity were all need 
to be tested under confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) approach. Referred to Bagozzi, Yi and Philips 
(1991), the loadings of each constructs refrained at Table 1, needed to be maintained at the minimum 
cut off point of 0.5 and above to meet the internal consistency. According to Chin (2010), composite 
reliability (CR) values which greater than the minimum cut off point of 0.7 would be refrained and 
declared as valid. For average variance extracted (AVE) values, it should be greater than minimum 
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criteria of 0.50 according to suggestion posited by Fornell and Larcker (1981). It is mandating that 
CR’s and AVE’s values have to meet minimum criteria respectively. Besides, to test on the reliability 
and internal consistency of the instrument, Cronbach’s alpha values were also been used for that 
purpose and indicating that the alpha values are considered at good level (Cronbach, 1951). Referring 
to Nunally and Bernstein (1994), alpha’s values at 0.60, 0.61 – 0.79, and above 0.80 is considered 
poor, acceptable and good respectively. 

As for the discriminant validity, there are two tables been shown; Table 2, the Fornell and 
Larcker (1981) criterion, and Table 3, Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) ration. The value of AVE was 
square rooted and testified against the inter-correlation of the construct with other constructs under 
the same research model (Chin, 2010). According to Kline (2011), the rule of thumb is that the ratio 
should not HTMT0.85 value of 0.85 or HTMT0.90 value of 0.90 according to Gold, Malhotra, and Segars 
(2001). Under the mentioned situation, the measurement model is regarded as reliable and valid, 
witnessing that it provides sufficient evidences in term of reliability, convergent validity, and 
discriminant validity. The coefficient of determination (R2) was 0.697 for destination competitiveness, 
which indicated more than 69.7 % of the construct. The R2 was above the moderate indication as 
suggested by Cohen (1998) which is slightly above the moderate model of R2_0.33. 

 
 

 
Figure 1: Research model 
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Table 1: Results of measurement model 

Construct Items Loadings CR Cronbach’
s Alpha 

AVE 

Destination 
Image 

DI_1 0.860 0.939 0.919 0.756 

 DI_2 0.859    
 DI_3 0.892    
 DI_4 0.890    
 DI_5 0.847    

Tourists’  SCAT_1 0.943 0.961 0.945 0.859 
Satisfaction SCAT_2 0.930    
 SCAT_3 0.935    

 SCAT_4 0.899    

Tourists’  Values_1 0.882 0.935 0.907 0.782 
Perceived 
Values 

Values_2 
0.878 

   

 Values_3 0.922    
 Values_4 0.854    

Local  LCA_1 0.905 0.937 0.910 0.787 
Communities’  LCA_2 0.903    
Attitudes LCA_3 0.882    
 LCA_4 0.858    

Destination 
Competitivene
ss 

DC_1 0.830 0.915 0.877 0.730 

DC_2 0.875    

DC_3 0.885    

DC_4 0.826    

Note: 
 a Composite Reliability (CR)  
 b Average Variance Extracted (AVE)   
 

Table 2: Discriminant validity of constructs (Fornell & Larcker criterions) 

  1 2 3 4 5 

1 DC 0.855         
2 DI 0.762 0.870       

3 LCA 0.630 0.541 0.887     
4 SCAT 0.707 0.695 0.615 0.927   
5 Values 0.704 0.745 0.551 0.667 0.885 

        Note: Diagonals represent the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE) while the 
other entries represent the correlations. 
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Table 3: Discriminant validity of constructs (HTMT) 

  1 2 3 4 5 

1 DC           
2 DI 0.845         
3 LCA 0.704 0.590       
4 SCAT 0.777 0.745 0.662     
5 Values 0.788 0.813 0.603 0.718   

 
 
Assessment of the Structural Model  

Table 4 is presenting the results of hypotheses testing, regards that for one-tailed hypotheses 
testing, the t value should exceed 1.645 or 2.33. The statistical results indicated that all three of the 
direct relationship hypotheses tested were found supported.  

Destination image, Tourists’ satisfaction and tourists’ perceived values all have a positive 
impact on destination competitiveness. Local community attitude which is used as a moderator also 
showed a positive impact on destination competitiveness. H5 and H6 are the hypothesis in which 
local community attitude use as a moderator between tourists’ satisfaction and destination 
competitiveness and tourists’ perceived values with the destination competitiveness respectively was 
not supported., To check whether there is multicollinearity issue is presented among the 
independent variables of destination image, tourists’ satisfaction and tourists’ perceived values, the 
value of variation inflation factor (VIF) values were obtained. The results indicated that no 
multicollinearity issue exist among the construct as all the VIF values were below 10, which is 
confirmed with the rule mentioned by Bock, Zmud, Kim and Lee, 2005.  Blindfolding procedures was 
performed to obtain the Q2 value which explain the predictive relevance of the model Hair, Hult, 
Ringle, and Sarstedt (2016) presented that the Q2 value of more than zero value is relevant, thus the 
Q2 value of destination competitiveness is 0.515 (see Table 5).  
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Table 4: Path coefficients and hypothesis testing 

Hypothes
is  

Relationship Standa
rd Beta 

Standa
rd 

Error 

t-
value 

Decision VIF f2 

H1 Destination image → 
destination 
competitiveness 

0.396 0.084 4.714
** 

Support
ed 

2.712 
 

0.191 

H2 Tourists’ satisfaction 
→ destination 
competitiveness 

0.250 0.085 2.941
** 

Support
ed 

2.769 0.075 

H3 Tourists’ perceived 
values → destination 
competitiveness 

0.158 0.075 2.107
* 

Support
ed 

2.737 0.030 

H4 Local Communities’ 
Attitudes moderate 
Destination image 
and destination 
competitiveness 

0.140 0.084 1.667
* 

Support
ed 

2.831 0.027 

H5 Local Communities’ 
Attitudes moderate 
Tourists’ satisfaction 
and destination 
competitiveness 

0.019 0.073 0.260 Not 
Supporte

d 

2.837 0.001 

H6 Local Communities’ 
Attitudes moderate 
Tourists’ perceived 
values and 
destination 
competitiveness 

-0.060 0.081 0.741 Not 
Supporte

d 

2.953 0.005 

  Note: p<0.05*; p<0.01** 
 

Table 5: The results of the prediction values 

 SSO SSE Q² (=1-SSE/SSO) 

Destination Competitiveness 600.000 291.054 0.515 
Destination image 750.000 303.837 0.595 
Tourists’ satisfaction 600.000 187.909 0.687 
Tourists’ perceived values 600.000 248.836 0.585 
Moderating Effect LCA*DI 3,000.000 1,913.519 0.362 
Moderating Effect LCA*SCAT 2,400.000 2,129.515 0.113 
Moderating Effect 
LCA*Values 

2,400.000 1,662.883 0.307 

Local Communities’ Attitudes 
(M) 

600.000 244.899 0.592 
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Discussion 

With Reference to H1, it is confirmed that destination image impact positively on the 
destination competitiveness. Destination image is the overall perception in the mind of the tourists 
towards a particular destination (Fakeye & Crompton,1991), so the better off the image of a particular 
destination the more competitive advantages the destination gained.  

 
Tourists’ satisfaction impact from H2, it is confirmed that the satisfaction level of the tourists 

has a positive effect towards destination competitiveness.  The competitive advantage of a particular 
destination over the others has increased, if the satisfaction level of the tourists towards that 
particular destination is high. The scenario is that satisfied tourists are the source of publicity that 
promotes the destination which ultimately increased the destination competitiveness. Incorporation 
of local community attitude and support bounces the tourist industry to expand and grow (Hanafiah, 
Jamaluddin & Zulkifly, 2013). In an indirect manner, local community positive attitude has a favorable 
impact over tourists; it has the potential to influence level of satisfaction of tourists. This satisfaction 
level will positively lead their intention to re-visit and it also increases their recommendations to 
other through words of mouth (Gursoy & Rutherford, 2004).     

 
With reference to H3, it is also accepted that the tourists’ perceived values positively impact on the 
destination competitiveness. As quoted earlier literature by Kozak and Rimmington (2000) and 
Fornell, Johnson, Anderson, Cha and Bryant (1996), satisfaction very much affected by the perceived 
values, so since the destination is highly valued then it will be promoted and good reputation will 
have a direct impact on its competitiveness. Satisfaction again is related and being influential towards 
the competitiveness. 
 
Conclusion, Theoretical and Practical Implications 

To conclude, looking at the finding from the results, destination image, tourists’ satisfaction 
and tourists’ perceived values are positively impacted and significantly related to the destination 
competitiveness as H1, H2 and H3 were all shown supported.  The local community attitude seems 
to be moderating the relationship between destination image and destination competitiveness well, 
as H4 was also shown supported. However local community attitude does not seem to be moderating 
the relationship between tourists’ satisfaction towards destination competitiveness and between 
tourists’ perceived values towards destination competitiveness, therefore H5 and H6 are not 
significant. In referring to the findings of this research, locals seem to be very proud of their current 
surroundings and they are capable of promoting the environmental factor that they possessed.  
However, they seem to be poor in winning the tourists’ satisfactions and does not let the visitors felt 
worth their efforts in visiting the destination. It is very much worth considering the knowledge on 
tourism among the local community. Perhaps, visitors are not satisfied or rather not feeling worthy 
in visiting the destinations is not over solely putting on a blame on the communities’ attitudes; but 
rather it could be because of service rendered by the community. These locals might not be well-
trained in term of hospitality and catering. Hence, they do not meet the expectations of the visitors. 
Otherwise, with the advantage on destination image it is quite impossible to jeopardize the other 
two variables, which are satisfaction and perceived values. Being another reason on hand, the locals 
should seriously look into the pricing that they imposed and the variety of exhibits. The possible 
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reason that causing low ratings on satisfaction and perceived values could be affected by fees that 
imposed and also the artefacts that been exhibited. It could be over-priced or over-charged by the 
local operators that triggered the visitors’ unfavoured responses, another possibility is the less 
attractive artefacts. In the long run, shall these feedbacks not been seriously taken into solution and 
reasons not been rectified, it could eventually turn into a weakness and serve as an opportunity to 
overturn the game by other destinations. Indeed, it is very critical and alarming to the stakeholders 
and the local government authorities. It is recommended to investigate further the research 
framework in other destination which is similar to Cat Museum to test the outcome. On the other 
hand, it is worth investigating on this museum itself on the reasons why research triggered 
unsatisfactory visitors and low values perceived by visitors.  
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