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Abstract Swategically it is immensely beneficial to planners to get acquainted with the resident’s perceptions. It will lead to better

utilization of resources and greater involvement of residents, paving way for the sustainability of future tourism development. A model to

understand these perceptions was created using concepts from the literature. Factor analysis and Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was

used to analyze the data collected from the residents. The results reveal that there is a strong correlation between the satisfaction of resident s

community and their perceptions regarding the impact of tourism on environment.
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INTRODUCTION

Over the international tourists arriving in India during the
period January-April 2019 were 39,35,293 as compared to
38,60,871 in January-April 2018 registering a growth of
1.9%. 2018 numbered 10.56 million, registering a growth
rate of 5.6% over the corresponding period in the previous
year. In 2017 come to 10.18% million, record an increasing
rate of 15.6% over the corresponding period in the previous
year. During 2016, FTAs (Foreign Tourist Arrivals) were 8.8
million with a growth rate of 9.7% over 2015. In the year
2016, Non-Resident Indians (NRI) among the (ITA)
constituted a sizeable chunk of as many as 5.77 million with
a growth rate of 9.7% over 2015. ITAs include both FTAs and
Arrivals of Non-Resident Indians (NRIs). In the year 2016,
there were 14.57 million International Tourist Arrivals (ITAs)
in India, with a growth rate of 9.7% over 2015. Through the
Tourism Foreign Exchange Earnings was 1.4% during the
period of 2017 amounting to Rs.1,80,379 crore and with a
growth of 17% over the corresponding period of the previous
year. The FEEs from tourism in terms of rupees during 2016
were put at Rs.1,54,146 crore with a growth rate of 14.0%.
Many scholars have widely acknowledged the economic
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benefits and have opined that distribution of benefits among
stakeholders in traditional tourism development is seldom fair
and equitable. Environmental and cultural costs do come with
benefits that are borne by the stakeholders (Mortz, Ray & Jain,
2005). This indicates that shifting from this traditional tourism
model towards sustainable tourism development necessitates
the distribution of benefits and costs in an equitable and fair
manner. Local residents are significant stakeholders whose
participation is crucial towards sustainable tourism as opined
(Jamal & Getz, 1995).

In2006, the Sustainable Tourism Study Group was constituted
to bring together several stakeholder groups to carry out
a study on sustainable tourism development in Himachal
Pradesh (DBEDT, 2006a). Twining-Ward and Butler (2002)
in Samoa revealed with the help of a Model developed for
adapting as per the needs of Himachal Pradesh to manage
sustainable tourism initiatives (Fig. 1). Further, the model
suggested how various indicators such as economic, social,
and environmental can be monitored over time and tourism’s
impacts could be calculated (DBEDT, 2006a). Furthermore,
DBEDT (2006a) opined that the land has higher precedence
over stakeholders’ short-term interests (Sheldon et al., 005).
See Fig. 1.
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Many Indian states are more inclined toward development
of sustainable to truism especially Himachal Pradesh. In
fact, tourism is appreciated as an economic engine for the
development of state. Himachal Pradesh has been a core
sector of the economy for several decades. Tourism sector
contributed over 6.6% to its GDP during 2017 and is expected
to reach about 18% by the end of 2022. The state is famous
for its Himalayan landscapes and popular hill-stations. The
state attracted about 19.6 mn tourists in 2017, which is close
to 3 times the size of its population. The state recorded the
highest increase of 16.09 million in domestic tourists’ arrival
and 356000 in foreign tourists during 2018. Ironically, the
rapid increase in tourist traffic has also increased the burden
on resources in the state that has led to rise in prices and
scarcity for energy, water, and land. Oki and Brasher (2003)
revealed that cap rock aquifers are vulnerable to pollution
from over-pumping from the island’s groundwater source.
Urbanization is responsible for change in the character of the
natural environment by affecting native species habitat and is
very tough, slow and costly to diminish the adverse impacts of
development of a particular area. It is imperative on the part of
the residents of Himachal Pradesh to make all possible efforts
to make tourism move sustainable as it would help balance the
demand for natural resources between residents and tourists.
Eventually it has become vital to study the understanding
of residents’ perceptions to ensure the distribution of the
economic, social, environmental costs and benefits of tourism
that will aid and support the growth of tourism development
sustainably (Twining-Ward & Butler, 2002). The objective
of this research is to, understand the “residents’ attitudes for
sustainable tourism development in Himachal Pradesh”.

LITERATURE REVIEW

During last two decades many scholars have turned towards
sustainable tourism development as this area has increased
the concern of local residence beside environment. In fact,
triple bottom line in tourism has attracted many scholars to
suggest timely measures. Tourism development in relation
to environmental issues and costs is the relevant bases for
strength of destination use deal return programmed for
the benefit of all stakeholders and having several positive
environmental impacts that is helpful for tourism planning
preventing far more environmental costs (Cohen, 1978).
Many tourism scholars (Butler’, 1980; Christensen &
Beckmann, 1998 & Gossling, 2002) the cumulative impact
of tourists on the environment and demand for resources also
rise. Leisure travelers are more lenient while on vacation
that raises demands for resources per capita (Warnken et
al., 2004). The leaders could bring economic rewards who
perceive the tourism activities and tend to have the higher
tendency of being involved in capacity building of their
communities viz a viz in context to development of tourism
and may bring negative impact to environment (Fariborz &
Ma’rof, 2009). Singh and Mishra (2004) while examining
the social, economic and environmental dimensions
of the green tourism suggested awareness programs to
minimize biophysical and human vulnerabilities and risks
in mountain regions. In the local community participation
in any project, ‘opinion leaders’ may be consulted for
community’s benefits from the project while other ‘official
leaders’ value the success of such projects (Kibicho, 2008).
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Sustainable development can be achieved by maximising
local population involvement (Jensen, 2010). In same vein
Nunkoo, et al. (2010) figured that insertion of various
variables in behavioral models could help in enhancing
predictive power in elaborating the attitudes towards
tourism and even result in support for the industry. Richa
(2007) revealed the concept of overcrowding of tourism like
in case of nature-based tourism and highlighted the status of
nature-based tourism and a comparison between these states
is drawn further. Tourism activity is one of the best ways
for conservation and development of the local residents
(Bansal & Gautam, 2007). Hwansuk et al. (2010) suggested
some important components of sustainable tourism such as
community participation, environmental sustainability and
long-term planning for tourism.

Matarrita-Cascante et al. (2010) evaluated the social,
economic and environmental sustainable practices that have
been made possible via community agencies and further
suggested to enable community agencies through proper
participation, communication, and tolerance. An approach to
assess sustainable tourism development for protected areas
and communities is a feasible model (Marlies & Breda, 2000).
Moreover, local social interaction elements are necessary
for the achievement of sustainable tourism practices. Ko
and Stewart (2002) opined that resident satisfaction is
closely related to ‘perceived positive and negative’ tourism
impacts. Tourism development is inclined to community
satisfaction through the perception of tourism impacts.
Mohammed (2007) results state that local people have more
favorable attitudes towards tourism development indicators.
Further, Lepp Andrew (2008) shows that residents’ attitudes
depended on those events which took place long before the
introduction of tourism. Further suggesting that tourism is
fruitful to identify the multitude of factors that is influenced by
residents’ attitudes and implications for sustainable tourism
development. Further, the study expose three mechanism of
sustainable tourism, environmental sustainability, continuing
planning, community contribution and within tourism, are
significantly connected to support for tourism and to the
negative and positive impacts of tourism (Choi & Murray,
2010). Many scholars (Bramwell, 2006; Twining-Ward &
Butler, 2002, Bramwell, 2006) perceived that judgment is
based on cultural, environmental, and economic impacts;
how wealth is produced and dispersed; and the virtual
power among the stakeholders. In similar vein Dyer, et al.
(2007) Stakeholders’ cooperation is necessary for sustainable
tourism; otherwise, only the most powerful will benefit. thus
to keep stakeholders satisfied with tourism development and
their community, the environment and culture must be taken
care of (Ahn et al., 2002; Hjalager, 1996). Some scholars
(Dyer et al., 2007; Cavus & Tanrisevdi, 2003; Faulkner &
Tideswell, 1997; Liu, Sheldon & Var, 1987 and Harrill, 2004)
pointed out that resident in mass tourism destinations such
as Hawai’ depends on tourism for their standard of living.

Thus, tourism development usually involves a trade conflict
between economic benefits and environmental or cultural
costs, residents try to downplay the negative impacts and
emphasize the economic gains to maintain satisfaction with
their community. Therefore, residents with the maximum
economic gains are the greatest supporters of the tourism
industry. The study option that residents’ unconstructive
attitudes towards tourism development is when the progress
process controlled by planners (Cavus and Tanrisevdi,
2003). Therefore, when residents perceive that the costs
of tourism exceed the benefits, feelings of resentment
and irritation towards tourists start simmering, leading to
lower community satisfaction (Doxey, 1975; Faulkner &
Tideswell, 1997; Ko & Stewart, 2002) on the other hand
when residents are consulted in tourism planning they tend
positive towards Tourism (Cavus & Tanrisevdi, 2003). Choi
and Sirakaya (2005) suggested that sustainable tourism
promotes growth with some negative environmental impacts
although these can be minimized by measures. Further, costs
on tourism can be audited; advantages may be assessed
for all the stakeholders (Warnken et al., 2004; Wen, 1998).
Many scholars have recognized that by accommodating
carrying capacity of tourism destination is helpful for
making sustainable development (Butler, 1980; Gossling,
Peeters, Ceron, Dubois; Cohen, 1978; Christensen &
Beckmann, 1998; Ahn et al., 2002; Patterson, & Richardson,
2005). Himachal Pradesh is a very popular and charming
destination with well-developed tourism infrastructure and
facilities (Tabatchnaia-Tamirisa et al., 1997). Sheldon, et al.
(2005) the state has sufficient infrastructure for both residents
and tourists, although its natural attractions make the state
lucrative place for tourists. Simultaneously rising tourist
arrivals may yield benefits to the residents (Tabatchnaia-
Tamirisa et al., 1997). Further, M. Chand and Vivek (2012)
study opined that the sustainable tourism development future
preparation should consider the inclusion of local residents.
Similarly, DBEDT (2006a) suggests the need to conserve land,
better coordination between state and country transportation
authorities for the improve tourism management system in
the state. In recent years certain studies have been conducted
to analyse the residents’ perceptions towards sustainable
tourism development (Wall, 1997, Okazaki, 2008; Andereck
et al., 2005; Choi & Sirakaya, 2005; Cole, 2006; Saarinen,
2006; Johnson et al., 1994; Pizam, 1978; Ritchie, 1993;
Robson & Robson, 1996; Liu et al., 1987; Liu & Var1986;
Sirakaya et al., 2001; M. Chand and Vivek, 2012; Teye et al.,
2002; Upchurch & Teivane, 2000). However, these studies
have been conducted by western researchers with meager
aspects on Indian context. In fact, understanding residents”
attitudes towards sustainable tourism development requires
more elaborative and comprehensive study especially in
the context of Himachal Pradesh. Recognizing these vary
facts, the present study has been conducted on residents’
attitudes for sustainable tourism development in himachal
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Pradesh. Four hypotheses have been created to assess the
local residents’ perceptions towards sustainable tourism
development in the present study area.

Hypothesis 1: There is a common set of Residents’
perceptions towards sustainable tourism development in
Himachal Pradesh.

Hypothesis 2: The effective management of tourism will
have a beneficial effect on overall community satisfaction.

Hypothesis 3: The residents have affirmative observation
towards environmental impact of tourism.

Hypothesis 4: Community attitude has shown positive impacts
on the sustainable tourism development.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Study Area

The study was conducted in the popular destinations of
Himachal Pradesh, namely Hill stations like Shimla,
Manali, Dharamshala, Dalhousie, Chamba, Khajjiar, Kullu
and Kasauli etc. areas for both domestic and foreign tourists.

Research Instrument

To test the hypothesis a structured questionnaire was
developed with the help of literature review, consisting of
questions such as demographic profile of respondents and
sustainable tourism development variables. Further, survey
instrument and various sustainable tourism development
factors should be tested (Nunkoo, et al., 2010; Singh &
Mishra, 2004, & Choi & Sirakaya, 2005; Johnson et al.,
1994, Ritchie, 1993; Matarrita-Cascante et al., 2010;
Robson & Robson, 1996; Sirakaya et al., 2001; Teye et
al., 2002; Upchurch & Teivane, 2000). The validated final
questions are made up to a demographic profile containing
14 questions. Eighteen items were emerged but after survey
only thirteen items were found significant.

Likert-type scale values assigned 5 to “strongly disagree”, 4
to “disagree”, 3 to “neither agree nor disagree,” 2 to “agree”
and 1 to “strongly agree”. Respondents gave their level of
agreement that closely corresponded with perception of
following statements.

Sampling and Data Collection

The purpose of this research is to explore Himachal Pradesh
residents’ attitudes towards environmental impacts of
tourism. The intended respondent’s resident of the state
of Himachal Pradesh. A total of 530 questionnaires were
collected. Thirty of the questionnaires were rejected because

they were incomplete or respondents were not residents over
the age of 18. Of the questionnaires collected, 500 (94.33%
were usable. Data were analyzed by applying factor analysis,
mean and S.D.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Demographic Profile

Residents were request to choice their sexual category, age,
and place. In the survey respondents males accounted for
55% and female 45% (Table 1). The average respondent
was in the age group of 26-45. Respondents selected the
following as their primary place Shimla (125), Manali
(110), Dharamshala (80), and Dalhousie (50). Of the 500
respondents who answered, 25 percent come from Shimla,
22% came from Manali, and 18 percent from Dharamshala.
Differences could be attributed to this selection of more than
one place or ‘other’ by several respondents. Respondents
were asked to mention about personal income; education
level; or their family member doing job in the tourism
industry. 41% of respondents held higher degree and 38%
declared their personal per year income between 20,001 and
45,000 rupees. A large proportion of the respondents 80.5%
stated ranged drove to work or school and a huge majority
of 66% commutes spent less than 30 minutes on commuting.
20% of respondents (100) employed in the tourism industry
directly or indirectly, in retail business 14, in hotels 50, in
restaurants 20. The vast majority 50% percent of respondents
reside in Shimla, the Respondents have been in the state on
an average be between 21 to 40 years. See Table 1.

Table 1: Demographic Profile of Survey Respondents

Gender N %
Male 275 55%
Female 225 45%
Age
18-25 100 20%
26-40 190 38%
41-55 150 30%
55 and over 60 12.0%
Marital status
Single 175 35%
Married 325 65%
Race
Shimla 125 24.5%
manali 110 23.0%
Dharamshala 80 18.2%
Delhousie 50 9.8%
Chamba 40 7.5%
Khajjiar 30 5.9%
Kullu 40 0.5%
Kasouli 20 6.8%
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Gender N %
Level of Education
High School 170 34%
GED 25 5%
Associates Degree 100 10%
Bachelor’s Degree 135 27%
Master’s 5467 Degree 60 12%
Doctoral Degree 10 2%
Income Rupees
0-20,000 80 16%
20.001-45,000 190 38%
45,001-70,000 130 26%
Over 70,000 100 20%
Tourism Employment
Respondent
Full-time 100 14.7%
Part-time 50 6.6%
Other industry 350 60.5%
Household Member
Full-time 80 16%
Part-time 50 10%
Other industry 370 74%
Commute
No 100 18.0%
Yes* 400 80.5%
0-15 minutes 180 34.9%
15-30 minutes 150 33.0%
30-60 minutes 100 27.2%
Over 60 minutes 70 4.9%
Hill Station of
Residence 200 40%
Shimla 150 30%
Manali 100 20%
Dharamshala 50 10%
Chamba
Length of Residence
in State 100 20%
0-10 years 70 14%
11-20 years 190 38%
21-40 years 140 28%,
Over 40 years

*Note: some respondents reported a commute time though
they do not drive

Table No. 2 showcases the descriptive statistics of the 13
variables. On the basis of a five-point Likert type scale (5
to “strongly disagree”, 4. to “disagree”, 3. to “neither agree
nor disagree,” 2 to “agree” and 1 to “strongly agree) the
combination variable scores shows that the statements were
strongly agreed : (1) TI3 “Resident make less wastewater
than Tourists” (M = 4.27) (2) TI4 “Tourism progress warns
drinking water supply” (M = 4.27), and (3) GM3 “Due
to tourism the govt. services has enhanced in Himachal
Pradesh” (M = 4.339), Residents were strongly disagreed
of this statement: 1. GM1 “Government does excellent
employment balancing tourists and residents necessitates”
(M = 3.986) 2. CS3 “I like communication with tourists”
(M = 3.85), and 3. CS1 “More land to be urbanized due
to tourism” (M = 3.5006). To fit in with the assumptions of
SEM data was evaluated: linearity, normality, singularity,
multicollinearity and adequacy of covariances At Table 2
Larger samples usually have less sampling error than from
smaller samples derived from results. In order to assess
the perceptions of resident’s towards sustainable tourism
development determinants in the Himachal Pradesh, or in
other words to be able to test H1, a factor analysis with
varimax rotation on the 13 sustainable tourism development
determinants was performed categorized into the three
groups of “Tourism Environment impacts”, “Government
Management of tourism”, “Community Satisfaction”,
“Sustainable tourism”. The Bartlett’s test of sufficiency &
the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test of puerility give support for
the factor analysis. Following were the requirements of the
study: Eigenvalues > 1, cut-off points > 0.40, cross-loadings
> (.10 and Cronbach’s alpha > 0.70.

Table 2 presents significant information about factors
explaining between 82.12 and 78.60% of the variation that
are found above the generally accepted level of 50%.

Thus, all items pass the eigenvalue (more than 1.00), the cut-
off points (factor loading not > 0.54). The Cronbach alpha
(ranging from 0.89 to 0.81) is very high, and is above the
usually accepted level of 0.80.

Table 2: Results of Factor Analysis for the

Community Perceptlons towards Sustainable Tourism
The study had 500 respondents and 13 observedﬁ/arla1
opment Variables

Factor 1 | Factor 2 | Factor 3 | Factor4 | ASTDF | Mean | SD
Explained variation (per cent) 82.22 83.60 80.10 80.20 78.60
Eigen values 2.60 2.57 2.39 240 1.66
1. Tourism Environment Impacts
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Factor 1 | Factor 2 | Factor 3 | Factor4 | ASTDF | Mean | SD
Tourists use more energy than residents .821 3.92 2.1
Tourists use more than residents 935 423 2.1
Tourists generate more wastewater than residents 995 4.27 2.03
Tourism development threatens drinking water sup- 772 4.27 2.07
ply due to tourism
2. Government Management of Tourism
The State government does a job balancing resident’s .895 3.98 973
and tourists’ needs
The state government listens to residents about their 965 3.92 978
concerns with tourism
The quality of public services has improved on Him- 665 433 994
achal Pradesh due to tourism ’ ’ '
3. Community Satisfaction
Tourism causes more land to be developed 767 3.50 2.20
Tourism is responsible for higher land prices .825 4.02 | 2.23
enjoy interactions with tourists 963 3.85 2.17
Due to tourism, housing is not affordable on Him- .865 3.98 2.2
achal Pradesh
4. Sustainable Tourism
I feel I can access the decision-making process to in- .825 3.95 2.02
fluence future tourism development
Long-term government planning control tourism’s 540 431 1.93
negative environmental pacts
Cronbach Alpha 0.84 0.87 0.80 .82 0.81

As shown in Table 3:

Factor 1, Tourism Environment Impacts includes Tourists
use more energy than residents, Tourists use more than
residents, Tourists generate more wastewater than residents,
and Tourism development threatens drinking water supply
due to tourism. The item tourists generate more wastewater
than residents with highest loading 0. (0.995).

Factor 2, Government Management of Tourism includes
the State government does a job balancing resident’s and
tourists’ needs, the state government listens to residents
about their concerns with tourism, the quality of public
services has improved on Himachal Pradesh due to tourism.
The item the state government listens to residents about their
concerns with tourism with highest loading (0.965).

Factor 3, Community Satisfaction includes tourism causes
more land to be developed, tourism is responsible for higher
land prices, enjoy interactions with tourists, Due to tourism
and housing is not affordable on Himachal Pradesh. The
item enjoy interactions with tourists’ highest loading (.963).

Factor 4, Sustainable Tourism includes 1 feel I can access
the decision-making process to influence future tourism
development, Long-term government planning control
tourism’s negative environmental pacts. The item I feel I
can access the decision-making process to influence future
tourism development highest loading (.825). The study

indicates a set of sustainable tourism development factors
that are considered more noteworthy by the respondents
(confirms HI).

Table 3 displays variables used in the present study using
bivariate correlation coefficients.

We observe strong, positive and significant correlations
between all the sustainable tourism development criteria
such as Tourism Environment impacts (Tl), Government
Management of tourism (GM), Community Satisfaction
(CS), Sustainable tourism (AS) and all sustainable tourism
development (ASTDF). These results show that the all
determinants for sustainable tourism development are
optimistically related with demographic variables.

Table 3: In respect to characteristics of education there
is positive and strong association between occupation,
education and age, and maximum variables of sustainable
tourism criteria, providing partial support to hypothesis
H2. The results support H2 stating that effective tourism
management will have fruitful effect on community
satisfaction completely (partially support H2). Contrary there
is a strong and negative association between sex and marital
status, and most systems of the sustainable tourism criteria
see Table 3, thus providing partial support to hypothesis H2.
Further, results reveal that age, occupation and education are
rated as the systems of sustainable tourism higher and other
rated as lower in this case.
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Table 3: Bivariate Correlations for the Variables used in Analysis

Age Gender | Employment | Marital | Education| GM CS TI AS | ASTDI
Status
Age 1.000
Gender -0.822" 1.000
Employment 0.792" 0.812" 1.000
Marital status -0.359™ 0.463" -0.370" 1.000
Education 0.125 0.138 0.164 0.080 1.000
GM 0.565" 0.539" 0.492"" -0.314" 0.427" 1.000
CS 0.497" 0.406" 0.476" -0.207" -0.523" 0503 | 1.000
Ecol 0.405™ 0.412" 0.474" -0.309" <0423 105107 | 0316 | 1.000
AS 0.406 0.412 0.474 -0.309 -0.423 0.511 | 0316 | 1.000 | 1.005
ASTDI 0.170 0.281 -0.205" -0.206 -0.651" 0562 | 0.525" | 0.401°" | 0.400 | 1.000

** Significant at 0.01 level
* Significant at 0.05 level

TI = Tourism Environment impacts, GM = Government Management of tourism ‘CS = Community Satisfaction

AS = Sustainable tourism, ASTDI = all sustainable tourism development impacts

Hypothesis 3: The residents have affirmative observation
towards environmental impacts of tourism.

Table 3 shows the relationship of residents towards
environmental impacts. The findings foretell, that favorable
perception of residents towards environmental tourism
impacts have advantageous results on the community
satisfaction and is such supported with an R’ = 0.73.
Similarly, residents having positive perception towards the
environmental impacts of tourism will experience higher
community satisfaction. The past studies also established
this relationship (Doxey, 1975; Ko & Stewart, 2002; Cavus
& Tanrisevdi, 2003; Cohen, 1978; Dyer et al., 2007; Faulkner
& Tideswell, 1997).

Hypothesis 4: Community attitude have shown positive
impacts on sustainable tourism development.

In order to examine the overall community attitude towards
sustainable tourism development in the state co-coefficient of
correlation applied. Hypothesis 4 reveals that the community
attitude have advantageous impact on sustainable tourism
development for this relationship is substantiated by (R? =
0.27). The finding shows that community involvement in
tourism planning & development is encouraged in the state.
In fact, participation of residents is necessary for sustainable
tourism development which has a profound impact on their
attitudes. Many scholars have also emphasized community
participation in the tourism development process (Ko &
Stewart, 2002; Dyer et al., 2007).

CONCLUSION

The scope of this paper was fourfold: first, examines the
common set of Residents’ perceptions towards sustainable

tourism development in Himachal Pradesh with resident’s
demographic characteristics. The major finding with respect
to the second and third objective may be summarised as
follows, the results of this study indicate that perceived
effective government management of tourism will positively
affect overall community satisfaction and is supported.
The finding indicates that tourism development needs to
be harmonious with destination activities. Furthermore,
government planning is very important for residents’
satisfaction and the additional burden of infrastructure
may be maintained by the public departments. In addition,
the findings show the relationship of residents towards
environmental impacts The findings predict that favorable
perception of environmental tourism impacts will have
positive effect on the overall community satisfaction.
Similarly, residents having more positive perception towards
environmental impacts of tourism will experience high
community satisfaction. Hypothesis 4 reveals community
satisfaction having positive impact on the attitude for
sustainable tourism development, with this relationship
is substantiated. The finding shows that community
involvement in tourism planning & development is
encouraged in the state. In fact, participation of residents is
necessary for sustainable tourism development which has
a profound impact on their attitudes. The findings of this
study are limited by the nature of the sample. The above
findings cannot be comprehensive to the overall population
in India, as the resident’s perception differs with respect
towards sustainable tourism development. Further studies,
especially comparative may be conducted to cover similar
industrial perspectives. Hence, gainful tourism development
of perceived influence over community should be studied
further in a prospective manner as per need. To cope
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with changing requirements of the industry a calculative
methodology needs to be examined and further monitored
for positive results.
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