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LGBTQ+-Friendly Destination Image Scale: A Multi-Dimensional Identity-Based
Approach

Abstract

This study develops and validates a multi-dimensional identity-based scale for measuring
LGBTQ+-friendly destination images, grounded in the sexual orientation, gender identity,
and gender expression dimensions. Through qualitative and empirical testing with 654
international tourists in Thailand, the scale demonstrates strong psychometric properties,
including reliability, convergent validity, discriminant validity, and nomological validity. The
overall LGBTQ+-friendly destination image significantly predicts tourists’ satisfaction,
word-of-mouth, and revisit intentions, highlighting its predictive validity. Notably, LGBTQ+
friendliness has universal relevance; while friendliness toward diverse sexual orientations and
gender expressions is a central determinant for all tourists, including non-LGBTQ+ travelers,
friendliness toward diverse gender identities holds particular importance for LGBTQ+
travelers. The scale is designed for broad application in assessing LGBTQ+-friendly
destination images in diverse tourism contexts. This validated tool offers destination
marketing organizations a comprehensive framework to assess and enhance LGBTQ+
friendliness, benefiting both LGBTQ+ and non-LGBTQ+ travelers through its association
with general safety and openness.
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1. Introduction

The global LGBTQ+ travel market has emerged as a significant driver of tourism industry
growth, generating substantial economic impact while advancing the visibility and
acceptance of diverse identities worldwide (Globetrender, 2023a; World Travel & Tourism
Council, 2024). The global LGBTQ+ communities, estimated at 388 million people aged 15
and above, wield considerable economic influence, with a combined wealth of US$30 trillion
and a collective GDP of US$4.7 trillion, led by major markets such as the US, China, and
Japan (LGBT Capital, 2023). As a key travel segment, LGBTQ+ tourists spend
approximately US$218 billion annually—a figure expected to rise to US$568.5 billion by
2030—highlighting substantial market growth and spending power (Globetrender, 2023b;
LGBT Capital, 2023). This market trend has also encouraged an industry shift toward
inclusivity in various global destinations (United Nations World Tourism Organization,
2017). To equip tourism and hospitality professionals with the necessary tools to foster
inclusivity and ensure that LGBTQ+ travelers feel welcome, the International LGBTQ+
Travel Association Foundation (IGLTAF, 2024a) has recently published a comprehensive
guide for LGBTQ+-inclusive communication. Evidenced by Airbnb hosts worldwide, the use
of LGBTQ+-inclusive language has risen nearly 90% since 2017 (Airbnb, 2023). These
patterns underscore the need for reliable tools to measure and enhance LGBTQ+ friendliness
at the destination level, supporting both economic growth and social inclusion.

Despite increasing market significance, LGBTQ+ travelers continue to face violence,
discrimination, and exclusion (Vongyvisitsin et al., 2025). Meanwhile, destinations positioned
as LGBTQ+-friendly tend to attract more travelers from this market, enhance their
memorable experience and satisfaction, and foster their loyalty and revisit intention
(Alguero6 Boronat et al., 2025). LGBTQ+-friendliness also implies overall safety perceptions,
creating positive appreciation by all tourists regardless of their affiliation with the community
(Ram et al., 2019). In this study, LGBTQ+ travelers refer to individuals who travel while
identifying as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, non-binary, or beyond. An LGBTQ+-
friendly destination is defined as one that is welcoming, safe, inclusive, and supportive—
demonstrated through inclusive marketing, anti-discrimination policies, positive local
attitudes, and enabling travelers to express their identities without fear (UNWTO, 2017;
Veilleux et al., 2020).

Destination image is one of the most prevalent topics in tourism marketing studies
(Afshardoost & Eshaghi, 2020; Chaulagain et al., 2019). A growing body of scale
development studies in measuring destination image has been observed because of its
impactful solutions, such as monitoring tourist satisfaction (Veasna et al., 2013), tourist
loyalty (Zhang et al., 2014), revisit intention, and intention to recommend others (Choe &
Kim, 2018). While traditional scales effectively capture the cognitive and affective
components of destination images, they often overlook perceptions specifically related to
LGBTQ+ friendliness. Due to the heterogeneity of LGBTQ+ communities and the diversity
of their travel experiences (Monterrubio, 2021), a limited understanding of how these
perceptions intersect with distinct sexual and gender identities constrains destinations’ ability
to ensure their relevance to the lived realities of LGBTQ+ travelers. These critical gaps are
particularly significant in light of the documented economic and attitudinal benefits of
LGBTQ+-friendly tourism destinations, including higher levels of tourist satisfaction and
broader economic gains (Ram et al., 2019).



The prevailing literature on LGBTQ+-friendly tourism destinations has predominantly
utilized case-study or event-based approaches, such as Pride events (Kaygalak-Celebi et al.,
2020). This methodological approach provides valuable insights into specific aspects of
LGBTQ+ friendliness; however, they do not fully capture the continuous and overarching
role of LGBTQ+-friendly images at the destination level (Sousa-Silva et al., 2024).
Significant literature, including Hadjisolomou et al. (2023), Melian-Gonzalez et al. (2011),
Wong & Tolkach (2017), and Vorobjovas-Pinta and Hardy (2016), primarily addresses
destinations marketed as “gay-friendly.” Nevertheless, this term is often narrowly focused
and may not adequately represent the diverse and complex needs of the broader LGBTQ+
communities (Veilleux et al., 2020). Hence, it is important to critically assess and expand this
terminology to better encompass the broad spectrum of LGBTQ+ identities and experiences.
The IGLTAF (2024b) further emphasizes the critical need to address specific concerns within
the transgender and gender-diverse communities, advocating for LGBTQ--friendly practices
that extend beyond the predominantly gay and lesbian tourist segments. This advocacy
highlights the necessity of employing a more nuanced and comprehensive approach to
LGBTQ+ friendliness and inclusivity in travel and tourism.

To address these shortcomings, a more nuanced approach that references the multi-
dimensionality of sexual and gender identities specifically, rather than rigidly categorizing
individuals into LGBTQ+ segments, is advocated by scholars in socio-legal, human rights,
and policy studies (Gilbert & Thar, 2019; McKenzie et al., 2022; Weiss, 2021). This multi-
dimensional identity-based approach can be achieved by clearly delineating the distinctions
between sexual orientation, gender identity and expression, and sex characteristics
(SOGIESC), which are essential for accurately understanding and representing the LGBTQ+
communities (Park, 2019; Smith, 2023). While SOGIESC has been widely applied in
examining inclusivity and non-discrimination in healthcare, education, and the workplace
(Jadav & Chakrapani, 2023; McKenzie et al., 2022; Ng et al., 2025), its application in
tourism research remains limited. Meanwhile, sexual characteristics (SC), referring to
biological variations, including chromosomes, hormones, and reproductive organs (National
Institutes of Health, 2024), are excluded due to their clinical nature, which demonstrates
minimal relevance to destination marketing research. Hence, the present study focuses on
SOGIE dimensions as constructed through social interactions, shaped by others’ subjective
perceptions, assumptions, and potential biases. Through this multi-dimensional identity-based
approach, this research advances a more holistic approach to developing LGBTQ+-friendly
destination images, moving beyond conventional gay-centric, event-specific studies
(Veilleux, 2021), while contributing to both academic scholarship and industry practice.

Thailand was selected as the foundational context for scale development due to its unique
position as both an established LGBTQ+-friendly destination and a society with complex,
evolving gender norms. The country’s international recognition for LGBTQ+ friendliness has
translated into the highest economic impact among comparable destinations, with inbound
LGBTQ+ visitors contributing 1.23% of GDP (US$6.5 billion) in 2019 (LGBT Capital,
2023). Moreover, its visible LGBTQ+ communities and progressive industry initiatives,
reinforced by Asia’s largest Pride events in Bangkok, provide an ideal setting to capture the
broad spectrum of SOGIE-related destination perceptions (Central Pattana, 2025; Veilleux et
al., 2020). Methodologically, this approach aligns with established principles of scale
development, which recommend studying constructs in contexts where they are sufficiently



observable to allow for complete dimension identification (Churchill, 1979; DeVellis, 2017).
Situated within Thailand’s observable LGBTQ+ tourism ecosystem, this context enables the
integration of diverse dimensions of destination friendliness into scale items. Also, its cultural
particularities—characterized by widespread social tolerance yet incomplete legal equality—
provide a stringent test of the scale’s capacity to capture nuanced perceptual differences. This
strategic selection ensures the development of a theoretically robust measurement tool whose
foundations in the universal SOGIE framework allow for future adaptation across diverse
cultural contexts.

Overall, this study aims to develop and validate a multi-dimensional identity-based scale
for measuring an LGBTQ+-friendly destination image in Thailand, grounded in the SOGIE
framework. This comprehensive lens allows for a nuanced understanding of diverse identities
and experiences within LGBTQ+ communities. In tourism contexts, subjective perceptions of
an individual’s SOGIE can lead to differential treatment, discrimination, or feelings of
exclusion. Feeling safe to express one’s authentic self without fear of prejudice is critical to a
positive tourism experience (Vongvisitsin et al., 2025). Therefore, analyzing destination
friendliness through the SOGIE lens provides valuable insights for creating inclusive
environments for LGBTQ+ tourists, thereby enhancing the effectiveness of destination
marketing organizations (DMOs) in fostering inclusivity.

2. Literature review
2.1 Destination image measurement

Destination image is a fundamental construct in tourism research, recognized as a
critical determinant in tourists’ decision-making processes and destination selection
(Chaulagain et al., 2019; Hunt, 1975). Its conceptual foundation lies in competitive
positioning, where destinations must cultivate distinctive and favorable mental
representations to differentiate themselves within increasingly saturated tourism markets
(Lewis etal., 2019). Contemporary tourism scholarship predominantly conceptualizes
destination image through a two-dimensional framework encompassing cognitive
(belief-based) and affective (emotion-based) components (Ragb et al., 2020; Zhang
etal., 2014). This structure acknowledges that perceptions arise from both rational
evaluations of tangible attributes and subjective emotional responses, although the exact
operational boundaries between these components remain debated due to tourism’s inherent
complexity (Gallarza et al., 2002; Ragb et al., 2020).

The formation of destination images is theoretically understood as a dynamic,
multi-sourced process grounded in information processing and social construction. Gunn’s
(1988) seminal model identified two primary formative influences: organic sources, such as
word-of-mouth and independent media coverage, and induced sources, such as destination
marketing communications. Echtner and Ritchie (1993) added a third category, autonomous
inputs, referring to uncontrolled events or independently produced content such as news
reports and documentaries. Kim and Richardson (2003) further demonstrated how perceptual,
cognitive, and affective components interact dynamically through these channels to shape
holistic destination representations. This work reinforces that image construction is socially
mediated and evolves through cumulative information processing across multiple



touchpoints. Within this theoretical context, the SOGIE framework explains how
identity-related information circulates through these same channels for LGBTQ+ travelers:
organic inputs may involve community word-of-mouth or peer travel blogs, induced inputs
may include targeted LGBTQ+ marketing or inclusive tourism campaigns, and autonomous
inputs may consist of global news about equality developments or discrimination incidents.
These SOGIE-specific pathways influence both the cognitive component (e.g., beliefs about
safety, legal rights, and inclusivity) and the affective component (e.g., feelings of safety,
comfort, and belonging), while also contributing personality-like perceptions of openness,
authenticity, and respect for diversity.

Empirical research has identified numerous cognitive sub-dimensions within this
framework. Chalip et al. (2003) proposed nine factors, including developed environment,
natural environment, value, sightseeing opportunities, risk, novelty, climate, convenience,
and family environment. Obenour et al. (2005) identified six factors, such as priority,
attractiveness for overnights, resources, facilities, peripheral attractiveness, and reputation.
Hui and Wan (2003) suggested eight dimensions spanning leisure and tourist amenities,
shopping and food paradise, residents and nightlife, political stability, adventure and weather,
local culture, cleanliness and personal safety, and convenience. Aksu et al. (2009) distilled
these into five core elements, emphasizing shopping, health and hygiene, information,
transportation, and accommodation. The present study extends this body of work by
demonstrating that SO friendliness, GI friendliness, and GE friendliness perceptions operate
as identity-specific cognitive sub-dimensions, capturing evaluative beliefs about inclusivity,
representation, and equal access that are not addressed in existing taxonomies.

Equally important, destination image extends beyond cognitive evaluations to encompass
affective responses, which are also shaped through the same formation channels. As Phillips
and Jang (2008) and Ragb et al. (2020) emphasize, destination image is fundamentally a
collection of experiences and feelings, making affect a critical component. Baloglu and
Brinberg (1997) and Beerli and Martin (2004) demonstrated how affective states such as
pleasure, relaxation, arousal, and excitement emerge from tourists’ processing of organic,
induced, and autonomous inputs. In the SOGIE contexts, these affective responses may
include feelings of safety, belonging, pride, or anxiety, depending on perceived inclusivity
and support for diverse sexual orientations, gender identities, and gender expressions. This
confirms that affect’s integral role in the holistic image construct also encompasses
identity-specific emotions that meaningfully influence destination choice.

Despite these theoretical parallels, mainstream destination image frameworks have
largely overlooked identity-based perceptions grounded in SOGIE dimensions, such as
LGBTQ+ friendliness. This omission limits the explanatory power of destination image
theory in accounting for the diverse factors that influence travelers’ destination appraisals
(Ram etal., 2019; Ro & Khan, 2022). Recent developments in the servicescape literature
(Vongvisitsin et al., 2025) further underscore the need to recognize how sexual and gender
sensitivities are activated cognitively through visible cues and affectively through intangible
atmospheres. The intersectional and fluid nature of sexual and gender identities adds
complexity to the assessment of inclusivity, highlighting the limitations of conventional
destination image models.



To address this gap, the present research introduces the first systematic integration of a
holistic framework theoretically grounded in gender studies into destination image theory. By
conceptualizing LGBTQ+-friendly destination image through the identity-based approach,
this study systematically captures both cognitive (e.g., beliefs about equal treatment, legal
recognition, and visible representation) and affective (e.g., feelings of safety, comfort, and
belonging) components within the established cognitive—affective paradigm. Furthermore, the
multi-dimensionality of the SOGIE framework is linked to destination personality theory by
showing how travelers’ evaluations of SO, GI, and GE friendliness give rise to human-like
personality traits attributed to destinations. For example, destinations perceived as supportive
of diverse SOGIE are more likely to be described as open-minded, authentic, or respectful.
These traits emerge from the interplay between cognitive beliefs and affective responses,
thereby extending existing destination personality models to include identity-based attributes
that shape destination evaluation and choice. This integration responds directly to recent calls
for greater attention to social identity in destination image formation (Chen et al., 2024) and
expands the theoretical scope of destination image research to encompass the intersectional
and fluid nature of SOGIE.

2.2 LGBTQ+ friendliness

LGBTQ+ individuals often face discrimination in various facets of their lives, from
healthcare to education and employment (Aleshire et al., 2019; Yilmaz et al., 2021). These
experiences highlight the need for non-discriminatory but actively inclusive environments.
The imperative for LGBTQ+ friendliness in sectors like healthcare and education signals a
broader societal requirement for inclusivity (Aleshire et al., 2019; Russell et al., 2014), which
is equally crucial in the tourism industry. Recognizing the unique needs and significant
economic contributions of LGBTQ+ travelers, the global tourism industry has begun to
emphasize the importance of inclusivity. According to the IGLTAF and the UNWTO,
LGBTQ+ communities represent a dynamic and influential market segment. Reports from
these organizations highlight destinations known for their LGBTQ+ friendliness that not only
foster greater visitor loyalty and satisfaction but also enjoy substantial economic benefits
(UNWTO, 2017).

Although tourism scholars and practitioners have acknowledged the importance and
benefits of LGBTQ+ friendliness (Guaracino & Salvato, 2017; Vongyvisitsin & Wong, 2021),
very few efforts have been made in developing a standardized scale of LGBTQ+-friendly
destination image and examining its consequences. In addition, current LGBTQ+ tourism
studies often use case study or event-specific approaches to evaluate the LGBTQ+
friendliness of a destination (e.g., Ram et al., 2019). However, respondents who have a
positive attitude toward the event do not necessarily have a positive attitude toward the
destination image in terms of LGBTQ+ friendliness. Thus, tourism scholars must avoid
generalizing research findings from perceptions of specific LGBTQ+ events. These do not
necessarily reflect the broader perception of LGBTQ-+-friendly destination image. In this
regard, LGBTQ+ friendliness refers to places, people, policies, or institutions that are
welcoming to LGBTQ+ people and create a supportive environment respectful of LGBTQ+
people and their relationships and identities (Giuffre et al., 2008). In this study, LGBTQ+-
friendly destination image refers to an overall evaluation of a holistic impression of the place
based on the level of LGBTQ+ friendliness.



2.3 Multi-dimensional identity-based approach to measuring LGBTQ+-friendly destination
image

Destination image can positively affect tourist impressions (Jenkins, 1999). Analyzing
LGBTQ+-friendly destination images through a multi-dimensional identity-based approach is
crucial to fostering positive attitudes and impressions among LGBTQ+ tourists. Referring to
the SOGIE framework, scholars have widely applied this approach within fields, such as law,
human rights, and healthcare (Gilbert & Thar, 2019; McKenzie et al., 2022; Weiss, 2021).
Within the UN’s human rights framework, the UN member states have established the special
procedures, which include the mandate of the Independent Expert tasked with addressing
violence and discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation and gender identity (United
Nations Development Program, 2022). This framework acknowledges the importance of a
multi-dimensional, identity-based approach to holistically reflect the lived identities and
realities of LGBTQ+ individuals and inform development policy and practice (Japan
International Cooperation Agency, 2025). However, this important concept has not received
significant attention in tourism literature despite being a powerful tool in explaining the
underlying dimensions of the LGBTQ+ communities.

Sexual orientation (SO) refers to sexual and emotional attraction to another person,
that is, men, women, both, or other gender identities (Jourian, 2015; Aleshire, 2016). A
previous study indicated that sexual orientation can be fluid (Diamond, 2008). Several words
can be used to describe sexual orientations in the LGBTQ+ communities, such as
homosexual, gay, lesbian, and agender (Jourian, 2015). Recently, the binary definition in
gender studies has been rejected because it cannot represent the diversity of sexual
orientation (Matsuno & Budge, 2017). Some terms were created to define sexual orientation
clearly, such as monosexual, pansexual, omnisexual, ambisexual, and polysexual (Jourian,
2015). In this study, SO friendliness destination image refers to the perceptions of the
destination’s environment that is welcoming to non-heterosexual people.

Gender is defined as the social, cultural, and psychological characteristics and roles
that a society attributes to people, which may or may not align with their sex assigned at birth
(Jourian, 2015). Specifically, gender identity (GI) refers to the sense of being a male, female,
or alternative gender. Meanwhile, gender expression (GE) refers to the way people present
their gender in their lives, including their appearances and behaviors (Aleshire, 2016). GI
may or may not correspond with the sex assigned at birth. Someone whose GI and sex
assigned at birth do not correspond can identify as transgender or gender-diverse (Aleshire,
2016). In addition, GE may or may not be along with GI as well (Rieger et al., 2008). Many
terms can describe GI and GE. For example, man, woman, transgender, gay, lesbian,
genderqueer, agender, and others describe GI, while masculine, feminine, and androgynous
describe GE (Jourian, 2015). In this study, GI- and GE friendliness destination image refers
to the perceptions of the destination’s environment that is welcoming to people who identify
with different genders from their sex assigned at birth and people who present themselves in
genders different from stereotypical gendered images, respectively.



2.4 Impact of LGBTQ+-friendly destination image on tourist perceptions and behaviors

Extensive research in tourism and hospitality has established that LGBTQ+-friendly
environments significantly enhance visitor experiences, leading to higher satisfaction,
stronger perceptions of safety, increased visit intentions, and greater loyalty

(Alguerd Boronat et al., 2025; Oakenfull, 2013; Ram et al., 2019; Ro, 2025). These findings
underscore the critical need to understand and systematically measure LGBTQ+-friendly
destination image attributes. However, current literature lacks robust, multi-dimensional, and
identity-based scales that specifically capture this construct and examine its nuanced effects
on tourist perceptions and behaviors (Sousa-Silva et al., 2024).

In particular, most existing studies rely on broad inclusivity measures that do not
capture how different aspects of LGBTQ+ friendliness uniquely influence decision-making,
on-site experiences, and post-visit evaluations (Ong et al., 2022; Sousa-Silva et al., 2024).
Furthermore, both academic research and industry practice often treat LGBTQ+ travelers as a
single, homogeneous market, despite evidence of important differences in needs, preferences,
and experiences (Vongvisitsin & Wong, 2021; Beeth & Schinzel, 2024). For example, the
visibility and unique challenges faced by transgender and gender-diverse travelers often
differ substantially from those of cisgender gay or lesbian travelers, influencing perceptions
of safety, inclusivity, and comfort. Moreover, much of the existing literature that claims to
examine “LGBTQ+ friendliness” disproportionately focuses on gay and lesbian segments,
overlooking the distinct realities of bisexual, transgender, non-binary, and gender-diverse
travelers. This narrow focus risks producing incomplete or misleading assessments of
inclusivity. These differences highlight the need for a more nuanced analytical approach. The
SOGIE framework offers an inclusive and systematic foundation for capturing the broad
spectrum of identities, thereby providing more theoretically robust and practically valid
measures of LGBTQ+ friendliness. By adopting SOGIE, this study addresses this gap,
enabling a more precise examination of how distinct identity dimensions shape tourism
decision-making, on-site experiences, and post-visit evaluations.

The conceptual relationship between LGBTQ+-friendly destination image and tourist
behavioral outcomes can be understood through environmental psychology’s stimulus—
response framework. In this context, the three SOGIE dimensions—SO friendliness, GI
friendliness, and GE friendliness—function as environmental stimuli that directly influence
key tourist behaviors. Specifically, SO friendliness attributes (e.g., recognition of same-sex
couples), GI friendliness features (e.g., availability of gender-neutral facilities), and GE
friendliness elements (e.g., visible acceptance toward diverse gender expressions) each
represent concrete aspects of LGBTQ+ friendliness that can shape travelers’ satisfaction with
the destination, intention to revisit, and likelihood of recommending the destination to others
(Jang & Namkung, 2009; Lin et al., 2017; Ram et al., 2019; Ro, 2025). As shown in
Figure 1, these three SOGIE dimensions collectively create a friendly environment that
directly influences satisfaction, revisit intention, and positive word-of-mouth (WOM)
recommendations. This direct-effect model aligns with established scale development
protocols that prioritize demonstrating fundamental predictive relationships (Ghosh &
Mandal, 2019). The study contributes by conceptualizing LGBTQ+-friendly destination
image through the multi-dimensionality of sexual and gender identities and empirically
validating their stimulus—response effects, offering destination managers an identity-sensitive
foundation for targeted strategies and inclusivity initiatives.
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Figure 1. Direct effects of SOGIE-friendly destination on tourist outcomes
3. Research methods

The scale development process followed established methodological protocols (Churchill,
1979; DeVellis, 2017) and tourism-specific best practices (Choe & Kim, 2019; Wong & Kim,
2020), comprising six key phases: (1) subdomain specification, (2) item generation, (3)
expert review, (4) item purification, (5) pilot testing, and (6) main survey validation (see
Appendix 1).

3.1 Specifying the definition of subdomain

The initial phase involved specifying subdomains of LGBTQ+-friendly destination
images through content analysis of destination image literature (Ceylan et al., 2020; Echtner
& Ritchie, 1993; Ragb et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2014), gender studies, and international
LGBTQ+ friendliness reports (Burchiellaro, 2021; Everly & Schwarz, 2015; Lubowiecki-
Vikuk & Borzyszkowski, 2016; Ram et al., 2019; Vongvisitsin & Wong, 2021). Thematic
analysis systematically identified key themes and insights from these sources.

LGBTQ+-friendly destination image was defined as the beliefs, ideas, and
impressions individuals hold regarding a destination's level of friendliness toward lesbian,
gay, bisexual, transgender, and non-binary people. Four external experts in destination image
and gender studies verified both this definition and the resulting dimensionality. The content
analysis demonstrated alignment with the SOGIE framework (Weiss, 2021), Notably, this
framework had not yet been applied in tourism and destination image studies, despite its
established use in gender studies. Despite SC being considered as a potential separate
subdomain, this dimension revealed inconsistencies and was excluded due to the typically
clinical and less observable nature of SC in shaping destination image, following deliberation
with two additional gender studies scholars. This process yielded three final dimensions: SO
friendliness, GI friendliness, and GE friendliness.



3.2 Generating sample items

The second step involved generating an initial pool of measurement items through
qualitative methods, including in-depth interviews and an open-ended survey. These
approaches facilitated theme identification, item clarification, and content validation for the
newly developed scale. A total of 24 items were derived from journal articles (Andrade et al.,
2019; Kama & Ram, 2020; Hughes, 2002; Ram et al., 2019; Thelen, 2021; Vongvisitsin &
Wong, 2021) and industrial reports (Asher & Lyric, 2021; Community Marketing & Insights,
2019; ILGA Europe, 2021; Spartacus, 2021; UNWTO, 2017).

Three domains were proposed: SO friendliness (9 items), GI friendliness (9 items),
and GE friendliness (6 items). Given the multi-dimensional nature of LGBTQ+-friendly
perceptions across different stakeholders, the scale was designed to capture these distinct
dimensions. To assess predictive validity, three dependent constructs were incorporated:
visitor satisfaction (3 items; Liu et al., 2017), WOM intention (2 items; Prayag et al., 2017),
and visit intention (3 items; Hung et al., 2016).

3.3 Experts’ review of an initial pool of measurement items

In-depth interviews with ten LGBTQ+ tourism experts were conducted to refine the
measurement items and identify potential omissions (DeVellis, 2017; Wong & Kim, 2020).
Participants, selected through purposive sampling, included scholars, activists, human rights
lawyers, and therapists specializing in LGBTQ+ issues. Semi-structured interviews (30-70
minutes duration) incorporated both literature-derived questions and contextual probes. The
interview protocol began with general perceptions of LGBTQ+ friendliness and experiences
with unfriendly service encounters. Experts then evaluated the preliminary 24-item pool for
appropriateness and construct representation. Items were eliminated if either: (1) >50% of
experts questioned their relevance, or (2) they demonstrated conceptual redundancy with
other items. Following this evaluation, participants provided experiential insights and
recommendations for item modification. This process resulted in the removal of five items
due to duplication or ambiguity. All retained items underwent refinement based on expert
feedback to enhance face and content validity, yielding a final set of 19 items for subsequent
analysis.

3.4 Pre-test and pilot test

A pre-test was conducted with 40 doctoral students majoring in gender studies and tourism
management. This sample was selected based on their expertise in scale development
methodologies and familiarity with both LGBTQ+ concepts and destination image research.
The pre-test focused exclusively on item purification rather than expansion, maintaining the
original scope of measurement items. Using established criteria (Lawshe, 1975), two items
were eliminated for failing to meet the required thresholds: both demonstrated mean and
median values below 5.0, along with content validity ratios under 0.29. This refinement
process resulted in a finalized set of 17 items for pilot testing.

A pilot test was conducted to verify the proposed multi-dimensionality of the
LGBTQ+-friendly destination image scale. The sample included 156 tourists who visited
Thailand in the last three years. Tourists in Thailand were selected because Thailand is
friendly to the LGBTQ+ communities (World Nomads, 2021; Veilleux et al., 2020).
Regarding respondents’ demographic features, about 33.3% were male, 57.7% were female,
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and 9.0% were gender-diverse. Moreover, 35.9% identified themselves as part of the
LGBTQ+ communities. Most of the respondents were 20-29 years old (44.9%), followed by
30-39 years old (42.3%). Among respondents, 35.9% had a university degree and 43.6% held
a master’s degree or above. Meanwhile, 30.8% of the respondents reported an annual
household income less than USD12,000, followed by those who earned USD24,001-36,000
(16.7%), USD12,001-24,000 (15.4%), and USD36,001-48,000 (15.4%).

Principal component analysis with Promax rotation revealed a robust three-factor
structure for the LGBTQ+-friendly destination image scale (67.01% cumulative variance
explained). All 17 items demonstrated adequate psychometric properties, with communalities
and factor loadings exceeding 0.40 (Stevens, 2009) and inter-item correlations above 0.30
(Everitt, 2002). Reliability analysis showed excellent internal consistency across all
dimensions (Cronbach's a > 0.81). The final solution comprised three distinct factors: (1)
sexual orientation friendliness, (2) gender identity friendliness, and (3) gender expression
friendliness. These 17 items were subsequently employed in the main survey.

3.5 Data collection of the main survey

The study selected Thailand as its research context following a scale development
methodology that prioritizes environments where the focal construct is clearly observable
(Churchill, 1979). Thailand's internationally recognized LGBTQ+ friendliness and visible
queer communities (World Nomads, 2021; Veilleux et al., 2020) provided an ideal setting for
capturing the broad spectrum of SOGIE-based destination perceptions. Also, specifying
Thailand in the questionnaire ensured that respondents could meaningfully reflect on
LGBTQ+ friendliness based on direct experiences, which may not be feasible in less
LGBTQ+-friendly destinations at the scale development stage.

After rigorous pre-testing and pilot validation, the main survey was administered
using Qualtrics, targeting international tourists who had visited Thailand within the previous
three years. Focusing on this group allowed the measurement of LGBTQ+-friendly
destination image to be grounded in more nuanced insights derived from lived experiences,
rather than relying solely on hypothetical expectations or perceptions shaped by secondary
sources. While destination image can also be influenced by indirect sources among those who
have never visited, this approach was prioritized to ensure robust scale validation and to
capture nuanced perceptions grounded in actual travel experiences. Prior research
recommends using post-visit evaluations to ensure more accurate and comprehensive
assessments of destination attributes, as tourists’ perceptions are shaped and refined through
actual travel experiences (Beerli & Martin, 2004; Prayag & Hosany, 2014).

To enhance external validity and capture diverse cultural perspectives, a maximum
variation approach was applied, including participants across a wide spectrum to identify
common patterns that transcend cultural differences (DeVellis, 2017; Etikan et al., 2016).
Consistent with this principle, a quota sampling method was employed based on Thailand’s
tourist arrival statistics to ensure representative coverage across six key source markets:
Australia, China, India, Malaysia, the UK, and the USA. By incorporating respondents from
these varied cultural backgrounds, the study maximized heterogeneity in perspectives on
LGBTQ+ friendliness while also enabling the identification of cross-cutting patterns that
support the universality and cross-cultural applicability of the developed scale. Each target
country contributed a minimum of 100 qualified respondents. Eligible participants were non-
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Thai nationals who had visited Thailand within the previous three years. Data collection was
completed in May 2024, yielding 680 initial responses. To ensure data quality, the survey
incorporated multiple attention-check questions throughout the questionnaire. Following
rigorous screening, 26 responses were excluded due to inconsistent or inattentive responding
patterns. The final dataset retained 654 valid responses for subsequent analysis.

4. Findings
4.1. Demographic profile

The demographic profile of the study sample highlights a diverse range of participant
characteristics, crucial for the contextual interpretation of the results. The gender distribution
was nearly equal, with 50.0% male, 49.2% female, and 0.8% identifying as gender-diverse,
reflecting balanced representation. Cultural diversity was also well represented, with
substantial proportions of respondents from China (18.2%), the UK (17.3%), the USA
(16.8%), Malaysia (17.0%), Australia (15.4%), and India (15.3%). This global representation
enriches the study’s international perspective. Notably, 28.9% of participants identified as
part of the LGBTQ+ communities. Professional backgrounds varied, with 50.6% employed in
companies, followed by professionals (8.9%), business owners (8.1%), and students (3.5%).
Annual household income levels also ranged widely, from 15.0% earning above US$168,001
to 8.0% earning less than US$12,000. This diversity ensured the inclusion of a broad range of
views and experiences relevant to tourism and destination imaging.

4.2. Cross-validation of data

The dataset was randomly divided into two subsets to facilitate a robust cross-validation
process. First, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed on one half of the data (n
= 327) to identify the underlying dimensions of the LGBTQ+-friendly destination image
scale. Using principal axis factoring with Promax rotation, a three-factor solution consistent
with the SOGIE framework was extracted. These factors explained 58.56%, 7.16%, and
6.37% of the variance. Internal consistency for each factor was high, with Cronbach’s alpha
values of 0.93, 0.94, and 0.82 (Table 1). Another EFA also conducted for WOM, revisit
intention, and satisfaction, confirming one-factor solutions explaining 85.32%, 78.33%, and
75.68% of the variance, respectively. Cronbach’s alpha values of 0.83, 0.86, and 0.84
confirmed high internal consistency for these constructs (Table 2).

Next, a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted in the second half of the dataset (n
= 327), producing satisfactory fit indices. A full CFA with the entire dataset (N = 654) was
then performed to validate the structure of all constructs, including the LGBTQ+-friendly
destination image scale, WOM, revisit intention, and satisfaction. During this analysis, two
items (SO6 and GES) were removed due to low factor loadings. The standardized loadings
for the remaining items ranged from 0.706 to 0.888, exceeding the recommended cutoff of
0.50 (Hair et al., 2013). The overall model demonstrated excellent fit, with indices including
a normed chi-square of 2.334 (¥2[df=203] =473.724, p < 0.001), comparative fit index (CFI)
=0.97, Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) = 0.97, incremental fit index (IFI) = 0.97, normed fit index
(NFI) = 0.95, root mean square residual (RMR) = 0.06, and root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) = 0.05.
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The constructs exhibited strong convergent validity, with average variance extracted
(AVE) values of 0.59, 0.65, and 0.59 and composite construct reliability (CCR) values of
0.89, 0.92, and 0.85 for SO friendliness, GI friendliness, and GE friendliness, respectively.
All AVE values surpassed the 0.5 benchmark, and CCR values were above the 0.7 threshold
(Hair et al., 2013), affirming measure adequacy. Discriminant validity was also confirmed
because the AVE values for each construct were greater than the squared correlation
coefficients between constructs, adhering to the criteria set by Fornell and Larcker (1981).
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Table 1. EFA result for LGBTQ+-friendly destination image (N=327)

Dimensions and items Communality Factor loading Mean

Dimension 1: GI friendliness (eigenvalue: 9.955, variance explained: 58.556%, Cronbach’s a = 0.93, grand mean: 5.09)
Overall, I think that Thailand recognizes and respects people who identify themselves as having a different gender from at

GI1 birth 0.684 0.891 5.12

GI2 Overall, I think that Thailand is a place where it is acceptable for people to use a bathroom that is affirming to their gender, 0.723 0.848 492
which is identified differently from their sex at birth. ' ’ '

GI3 Overall, I think that Thailand is a place that is welcoming for transgender people to go through sex reassignment surgeries. 0.703 0.832 5.09

Gl4 Qvergll, I thlnk that Thailand is a good place for people to consult and pursue hormone adjustment to a gender that is 0.797 0.901 5.09
identified differently from their sex at birth.

GI5 Overall, I think that Thailand is a place that is friendly for people who hold a legal document that indicates sex at 0744 0931 508
birth/gender title that does not conform to their gender identities. ' ’ '
Overall, I think that Thailand is a place that provides equal job opportunities for people who identify themselves as a

GI6 . . . 0.697 0.741 5.23
different gender from their sex at birth.

Dimension 2: SO friendliness (eigenvalue: 1.216, variance explained: 7.155%, Cronbach’s o = 0.94, grand mean: 4.92)

SO1 Overall, I think that Thailand is a good place to develop romantic relationships with gay, lesbian, and bisexual people. 0.773 0.874 4.88

SO2  Overall, I think that Thailand is a good place to hold marriage ceremonies for gay, lesbian, and bisexual people. 0.805 0.905 4.81

SO3  Overall, I think that Thailand is a good place to celebrate honeymoon for gay, lesbian, and bisexual people. 0.795 0.93 5.03

SO4  Overall, I think that Thailand is a good place to welcome gay, lesbian, and bisexual parents with kids. 0.814 0.986 491

305 Overal!, I think th?lt Thailand is a place that is acceptable for gay, lesbian, and bisexual people to visit their significant 0.750 0.735 496
others in the hospital.

SO6  Overall, I think that Thailand is a place that provides equal job opportunities for gay, lesbian, and bisexual people. * 0.752 0.681 4.94

Dimension 3: GE friendliness (eigenvalue: 1.083; variance explained: 6.373%, Cronbach's a = 0.82, grand mean: 5.09)

GEl O\{eral.l, I think that Thailand is a friendly place for people to dress up themselves in a gender that is different from their 0551 0.406 535
daily life.

GE2  Overall, I think that Thailand is a friendly place for people to use gender-non-conforming speech patterns. 0.719 0.688 5.16

GE3 f))fvse(fgi,t}ll think that Thailand is a friendly place for people to pose body gestures that do not conform to the gender norms 0.686 0.624 507

GE4 Overall, I think that Thallanq is a place that provides equal job opportunities for people who express themselves differently 0.656 0.46 507
from the gender norm of society.

GE5 Overall, I think that Thailand does not recognize and respect people who identify themselves as a different gender from 0.605 0.972 478

their sex at birth (R). *

* Item marked for removal because of low factor loading in the CFA
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Table 2. EFA of other constructs (N = 654)

Dimensions and items Communality  Factor loading Mean
WOM (eigenvalue: 1.706, variance explained: 85.324%, Cronbach’s o = 0.83, grand mean: 5.72)
WOMI1 I will say positive things about Thailand to other people. 0.853 0.924 5.74
WOM2 1 will recommend Thailand to families and/or friends. 0.853 0.924 5.69
Revisit intention (eigenvalue: 2.350, variance explained: 78.331%, Cronbach’s o = 0.86, grand mean: 5.56)
RV1 I intend to (re)visit Thailand within the next three years. 0.773 0.879 553
RV2 I’d love to travel to Thailand within the next three years. 0.753 0.868 5.65
I think I will go/go back to Thailand within the next three 0.824 0.908 5.51
RV3 years.
Satisfaction (eigenvalue: 2.270; variance explained: 75.681%, Cronbach's o = 0.84, grand mean: 5.79)
SATI I really enjoyed the trip to Thailand. 0.774 0.880 5.88
SAT2 I think visiting Thailand was a wise choice. 0.759 0.871 5.77
I think my travel experience in Thailand was what I 0.738 0.859 5.73

SAT3 expected.

4.3. Model comparison of LGBTQ+-friendly destination image scale

Three distinct model configurations were assessed and compared to determine the optimal
model for conceptualizing the LGBTQ+-friendly destination image scale. Figures 2 illustrate
these alternatives: Model 1 is a first-order model consisting of a single factor with 15 items;
Model 2 is a first-order model segmented into three factors; and Model 3 is a second-order
model comprising three factors. The goodness-of-fit indices for each model are presented in
Table 3. The analysis revealed that Model 2, the first-order model with three distinct factors,
demonstrated superior fit indices and was subsequently identified as the most appropriate
model for measuring the LGBTQ+-friendly destination image scale. Given these findings, the
first-order model with three factors was selected as the most effective approach in this study,
providing robust support for the multi-dimensional nature of the construct.

Table 3. Model comparison for dimensionality of the LGBTQ+-friendly destination image
scale (N = 654)

Measurement model

Goodness-of-fit indices Model 1: First-order Model 2: First-order Model 3: First-order
model with one factor model with three factors model with two factors

RMSEA 0.104 0.054 0.061
GFI 0.844 0.957 0.944
CFI 0.897 0.976 0.966
NNFI 0.880 0.967 0.959

e 724.755 223.082 295.425

df 90 76 87

*/df 8.053 2.935 3.396
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Figures 2. Model comparison of the LGBTQ+-friendly destination image scale
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4.4. Measurement invariance test

Two distinct tests of measurement invariance were conducted to enhance the validity of the
measurement scale employed in this study. The participant sample was divided into
subgroups based on gender and another random criterion to facilitate these tests. Table 4
illustrates that the invariance of the model across different groups was evaluated using
differences in chi-square (Ay?) and degrees of freedom. The comparative analysis between
the two gender groups yielded a Ay? of 10.680 with a p-value > 0.05, indicating no significant
difference across genders. Similarly, the comparison between two randomly divided samples
resulted in a Ay? of 9.411 with a p-value > 0.05. These findings affirm that the measurement
model maintains consistent reliability and convergent validity across different subgroups.
Overall, the results confirm that the measurement model performs robustly and invariantly,
lending further credence to its applicability and generalizability.

Table 4. Model comparison for the measurement invariance test

Self-identified gender (n= 327 in male; Randomly split groups (n=327 in first

n= 322 in female) dataset; n= 327 in second dataset)
Fit indices Unconstrained Eull rpetrlc Unconstrained Eull H.lemc
invariance invariance
X 863.238 873.918 968.671 978.082
/df 2.105 2.047 2.363 2.291
df 410 427 410 427
GFI 0.897 0.896 0.885 0.884
RMSEA 0.041 0.040 0.046 0.044
TLI 0.944 0.947 0.933 0.936
CFI 0.955 0.956 0.945 0.946
IFI 0.955 0.956 0.946 0.947
NFI 0.918 0.917 0.910 0.909
Ay’ =10.680 (p > 0.05) Ay’ =9.411 (p > 0.05)

4.5. Internal consistency of the scale

The internal consistency within each domain of the scale was evaluated by conducting
reliability assessments using three distinct datasets: the entire sample (N = 654), individuals
identifying as part of the LGBTQ+ communities (n = 189), and those identifying as not part
of the LGBTQ+ communities (n = 465). Recognizing that different community perspectives
can influence the interpretation of constructs, akin to how contextual factors affect
perceptions within different groups, examining the scale’s reliability across these diverse
segments is important. The Cronbach’s alpha values, ranging from 0.751 to 0.914 across all
dimensions and datasets, demonstrated a high degree of internal consistency for each domain.
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4.6. Nomological validity

Nomological validity refers to the extent to which a scale correlates with other theoretical
constructs (Mentzer & Flint, 1997). Hair et al. (2013) suggest that the strength of these
correlations helps assess a scale’s nomological validity. In this study, prior research indicates
that LGBTQ+ friendliness significantly impacts tourists’ WOM, revisit intentions, and
satisfaction (Lai et al., 2024; Madinga et al., 2023; Ram et al., 2019; Ro & Khan, 2022, 2023;
Ro & Olson, 2014). Thus, this study evaluated the nomological validity of the LGBTQ+-
friendly destination image scale by examining the correlations between the scale’s domains
and the constructs of WOM, revisit intention, and satisfaction. The results, presented in
Table 5, show that all variables are positively and significantly correlated. This significant
correlation across the constructs supports the scale’s nomological validity and reinforces the
theoretical framework posited by the existing literature.

Table 5. Nomological validity of the LGBTQ+-friendly destination image scale

€)) () (€) 4) ©) (6)
(1) 1
() 0.755* 1
3) 0.695* 0.766* 1
(4) 0.450% 0.461* 0.539* 1
(5) 0.524* 0.520* 0.555* 0.680* 1
(6) 0.455* 0.464* 0.545* 0.743* 0.727* 1

Note: * p <0.001,

(1) = SO friendliness, (2) = GI friendliness, (3) = GE friendliness, (4) = WOM, (5) = Revisit intention, (6)
= Satisfaction.

4.7. Predictive validity

Predictive validity is a crucial aspect of measurement validation, assessing the ability of a
scale to predict outcomes related to other constructs (Kline, 2016). Hence, multiple
regression analyses, focusing on how the measurement scale predicts three dependent
variables: employee attitude, employee satisfaction, and organizational commitment, were
performed. The variance inflation factor scores were all below 3.471, indicating the absence
of significant multicollinearity concerns, because these scores are well under the threshold of
4.0 (Dattalo, 2013). As outlined in Table 6, variables such as SO- and GE friendliness were
significant predictors of the three dependent variables. Additionally, the regression analyses
revealed varying levels of explanatory power between the two groups. Overall, the LGBTQ+-
friendly destination image scale demonstrated moderate explanatory power, effectively
confirming its predictive validity by capturing significant variations in tourist behavioral
intention and satisfaction.
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Table 6. Effects of LGBTQ+-friendly destination image scale on three dependent variables

Independent variables

Dependent variable: WOM

All samples (N = 654)

LGBTQ+ communities (n = 189)

Non-LGBTQ+ communities (n = 465)

B t-value VIF p t-value VIF p t-value VIF
SO friendliness 0.116 2.400* 2.521 0.214 2.719%** 2.155 0.083 1.381 2.607
GI friendliness 0.052 0.853 3.157 0.09 0.971 2.255 0.039 0.501 3.471
GE friendliness 0.447 7.797%** 2.624 0.348 3.652%** 2.213 0.474 6.728%%* 2.722

F=93.776 (p <0.001), R>=0.302 F=31.770 (p < 0.001), R> = 0.340 F=48.969 (p <0.001), R>=0.284

Dependent variable: Revisit intention

Independent variables All samples (N = 654) LGBTQ+ communities (n = 189) Non-LGBTQ+ communities (n = 465)

B t-value VIF p t-value VIF p t-value VIF
SO friendliness 0.224 4.389%** 2.521 0.317 3.753%%* 2.155 0.195 3.090%* 2.607
GI friendliness 0.126 1.941 3.157 0.185 1.853 2.255 0.099 1.209 3.471
GE friendliness 0.375 6.205%** 2.624 0.208 2.034%* 2213 0.423 5.724%*%* 2.722

F=116.096 (p <0.001), R =0.349

F=33.939 (p <0.001), R2=0.355

F=178.433 (p <0.001), R2=0.338

Independent variables

Dependent variable: Satisfaction

All samples (N = 654)

LGBTQ+ communities (n = 189)

Non-LGBTQ+ communities (n = 465)

B t-value VIF B t-value VIF B t-value VIF
SO friendliness 0.108 2.478% 2.521 0.056 0.755 2.155 0.13 2.438* 2.607
GI friendliness 0.042 0.757 3.157 0.229 2.599%* 2.255 -0.034 0.626 3.471
GE friendliness 0.413 7.986%** 2.799 0.355 3.940%** 2.213 0.44 7.023%** 2.722

F=96.691 (p <0.001), R>=0.309

F=32249 (p<0.001), R?=0.343

F=64.002 (p <0.001), R>=0.294
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5. Discussions and implications

This study introduces a multi-dimensional identity-based approach to evaluating the
LGBTQ+-friendly image of tourism destinations, with a particular focus on the
differentiation between the concept of SOGIE. Previous studies, including Algueré Boronat
et al. (2025), Ram et al. (2019), and Ro & Khan (2022), have predominantly explored “gay-
friendly” destinations that cater primarily to non-heterosexual tourists. This narrow scope has
often overlooked the broader range of identities within the LGBTQ+ communities,
particularly those related to transgender and gender-diverse individuals, thus potentially
skewing perceptions of inclusivity. The adoption of the SOGIE framework is instrumental in
bridging these gaps. This framework encompasses sexual orientation while also providing
insights into GI and GE, recognizing the complex and intersecting identities within the
LGBTQ+ communities. Employing SOGIE is crucial for a holistic understanding of how
various factors of LGBTQ+ friendliness influence tourists’ attitudes and behavioral intentions
across a wide spectrum of identities. Specifically, the visibility and unique challenges faced
by transgender and non-binary individuals are especially significant (IGLTAF, 2024b).
Unlike SO, GI and GE are more visible, which exposes these individuals to heightened risks
of targeted discrimination. Such vulnerability can profoundly affect their travel choices and
experiences. Therefore, the newly developed measurement scale incorporates the SOGIE
framework, emphasizing key factors such as perceived safety, social and public acceptance,
and the accessibility and availability of facilities, visitation rights, and employment
opportunities, addressing the diverse needs of the LGBTQ+ communities and contributing to
a more inclusive understanding of tourism destinations.

The findings underscore the critical impact of LGBTQ+-friendly destination image,
with GE friendliness emerging as a particularly strong determinant of tourist satisfaction,
WOM, and intentions to revisit. This broad-based effect suggests that GE friendliness is not
merely a niche concern for LGBTQ+ travelers but a central element shaping overall
perceptions of a destination and influencing diverse tourist behaviors. In contrast, while SO
friendliness attributes remain significant, they appear to be regarded as a baseline expectation
among today’s travelers. Increasingly, tourists seek destinations that not only accommodate
but actively celebrate sexual and gender diversity (Ram et al., 2019), reflecting a broader
societal shift toward visibility and recognition of diverse gender and sexual identities in
public spaces (Kirby et al., 2024). This trend challenges destinations to adopt comprehensive
inclusivity that embraces a fuller spectrum of LGBTQ+ identities and experiences.

The pronounced importance of GE friendliness can be better understood through the
lens of gender performativity theory (Butler, 1988; 1990). According to this theory, gender is
not an inherent or fixed trait, but is continually created and recognized through repeated acts,
expressions, and performances in social contexts. In Thailand, gender diversity is highly
visible in public life, as seen in the presence and cultural recognition of “kathoey "—usually
refers to transfeminine individuals—and other non-binary gender identities (Totman, 2011).
However, despite a reputation for tolerance, people with diverse gender expressions may still
encounter social stigma or legal uncertainties, especially outside of major urban and tourist
centers. Because gender expression is often highly visible in public settings, it is more likely
to be scrutinized, policed, or subject to discrimination (Vongvisitsin et al., 2025). As Butler
(1988; 1990) and subsequent scholars have noted, the ability to safely express one’s gender in
public is fundamental to individual dignity and psychological well-being (Meyer, 2003; Testa
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et al., 2012). This theoretical perspective helps explain why GE friendliness serves as a
strong predictor of positive tourist outcomes. When destinations visibly support diverse
gender expressions, travelers can authentically express themselves without fear. This sense of
acceptance and safety subsequently enhances satisfaction and increases the likelihood that
visitors will revisit or recommend the destination. For many individuals, especially those with
diverse gender expressions, GE friendliness represents not only comfort but also safety and
self-affirmation. These findings should also be interpreted in light of the cultural context.
Thailand provides a distinctive environment where gender diversity is visible in public life,
yet legal recognition and protections remain incomplete. In more conservative or less
supportive societies, expressions of gender identity or gender non-conformity may be more
contested or restricted, which could change how travelers evaluate SO, GI, and GE
friendliness (Fergusson & Fergusson, 2023). Drawing on six nationalities, this study
incorporates diverse cultural perspectives, but future research could examine how the scale
performs in destinations with different cultural and legal contexts to better understand the
influence of societal norms on perceptions of LGBTQ+ friendliness.

The study also revealed a non-significant impact of GI friendliness on travel
decisions. One possible explanation is the gap between tourists’ perceptions and the actual
legal and social landscape in Thailand. While Thailand is internationally recognized for its
visible transgender and gender-diverse communities and appears welcoming on the surface,
formal and legal gender recognition and protections remain limited (Veilleux et al., 2020).
Many tourists may assume that transgender and gender-diverse individuals are widely
accepted and legally recognized, due to the highly visible transgender and gender-diverse
communities and the tourism commodification of them. This perception can result in tourists
overlooking or undervaluing GI friendliness attributes when choosing destinations, as they
may not accumulate the insights into gender recognition locally. At the same time, the
absence of formal recognition means that the needs of transgender and gender-diverse
individuals are insufficiently addressed within the tourism infrastructure. Thus, the non-
significant impact observed may reflect both a lack of tourist awareness about institutional
gaps and a resulting underappreciation of the importance of GI friendliness features.

Furthermore, the research reveals the nuanced impacts of LGBTQ+ friendliness on
both LGBTQ+ and non-LGBTQ+ tourists. While LGBTQ+ friendly practices predictably
support positive experiences among LGBTQ+ travelers, the findings highlight that LGBTQ+
friendly destination images also significantly influence the emotions and behaviors of non-
LGBTQ+ tourists. This phenomenon can be explained through the lens of signaling theory
(Connelly et al., 2011), which posits that individuals interpret visible cues and practices as
signals of underlying qualities and values. In this context, LGBTQ+ friendliness serves as a
highly visible signal that a destination upholds principles of safety, openness, and
cosmopolitanism, attributes that are appealing not only to LGBTQ+ travelers but also to a
broader audience. Non-LGBTQ+ tourists often associate LGBTQ+-friendly destinations with
social progressiveness, a welcoming atmosphere, and enhanced security. These perceptions
significantly contribute to higher levels of visitor satisfaction and loyalty (Hughes & Deutsch,
2010; Waitt & Markwell, 2006). Notably, the positive effects of LGBTQ+ friendliness on
WOM, revisit intentions, and satisfaction are even more pronounced among non-LGBTQ+
tourists, potentially due to greater visibility and societal awareness of LGBTQ+ issues. These
findings suggest that LGBTQ+ friendliness functions as a proxy for universal hospitality and
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progressive social values, thereby benefiting all visitors regardless of identity. Future
research should further investigate which specific aspects of LGBTQ+ friendliness resonate
most with both LGBTQ+ and non-LGBTQ+ tourists, and how these perceptions collectively
shape destination choice and overall travel experience, ensuring that the benefits of inclusive
practices are understood and optimized for all travelers.

5.1 Theoretical implications

This study advances destination image theory by systematically incorporating the
SOGIE framework—sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression—into the
established cognitive and affective components of destination image. As one of the first
applications of a theoretically grounded framework from gender studies and sociology to this
field, it addresses a long-standing limitation in tourism research by moving beyond the
tendency to focus on partial segments such as gay travelers or on event-specific contexts
(Ong et al., 2022), which has often overlooked the distinct needs and experiences of bisexual,
transgender, non-binary, and other gender-diverse travelers (Wong & Tolkach, 2017). By
capturing the broad spectrum of identities and expressions, the SOGIE framework provides a
nuanced approach to assessing destination friendliness that is more inclusive and socially
relevant to the lived realities of LGBTQ+ travelers. The development of SO friendliness, GI
friendliness, and GE friendliness dimensions shows that perceptions of LGBTQ+ friendliness
are central to understanding both cognitive evaluations (beliefs about legal recognition, equal
opportunities, and visible representation in marketing and services) and affective responses
(feelings of safety, comfort, and belonging). SO friendliness items capture acceptance of
same-sex relationships and rights, while GI friendliness and GE- friendliness items reflect
awareness of resources such as gender-affirming facilities or policies, as well as the
emotional comfort associated with gender expression. These dimensions also shape the
perceived personality of a destination, contributing to impressions of openness, authenticity,
and respect for diversity, and together they offer a theoretically robust and empirically
validated framework for understanding how travelers perceive and experience destinations
through the lens of diverse sexual orientations, gender identities, and gender expressions.
This theoretical integration demonstrates that the SOGIE framework not only enriches the
traditional cognitive—affective paradigm but also provides a foundation for developing
empirically validated measures of LGBTQ+ friendliness in tourism.

In addition, the development of a validated and reliable multi-dimensional identity-
based scale to measure the LGBTQ+-friendly destination image represents a significant
theoretical advancement in tourism research. This new scale facilitates a systematic and
empirical approach to assess how well destinations accommodate and appeal from the
perspective of LGBTQ+ friendliness, introducing a quantifiable metric into an area that has
often been characterized by qualitative analyses (Sousa-Silva et al., 2024). This
methodological innovation extends the theoretical frameworks used in tourism studies by
providing a tool that allows for the nuanced exploration of LGBTQ+ friendliness as a distinct
aspect of destination image (Dwyer & Kim, 2003). The introduction of this scale does more
than fill a research gap—it fundamentally shifts how researchers can study and understand
the impact of inclusivity on destination appeal. By enabling the precise measurement of
LGBTQ+ friendliness, the scale supports a more detailed examination of how this dimension
interacts with other factors to influence overall destination perception among various traveler
groups (Echtner & Ritchie, 1993). Furthermore, the scale’s development encourages the
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refinement of existing theories on destination image by incorporating the perspectives and
experiences of a broader range of travelers, particularly focusing on the inclusivity of
LGBTQ+ individuals. The ability to gather data specifically related to this dimension allows
for the construction of more inclusive and representative theoretical models, potentially
leading to broader applicability and deeper insights into how destination images are formed
and evolved.

Building on the methodological advancements introduced by the LGBTQ+-friendly
destination image scale, this study further refines theoretical implications in the field of
tourism by emphasizing the diversity and intersectionality within the LGBTQ+ spectrum
(Vongvisitsin & Wong 2021). This nuanced approach significantly enhances the
understanding of LGBTQ+ travelers, moving beyond generalized assumptions about the
community’s travel preferences and needs (Beeth & Schénzel, 2024; Usai et al., 2022). The
importance of differentiating among various elements of the LGBTQ+ spectrum is crucial for
developing more precise marketing strategies and a deeper understanding of the diverse
factors influencing travelers’ decisions and perceptions. This differentiation allows for the
recognition of unique needs and preferences within the LGBTQ+ communities, thereby
avoiding the pitfalls of a homogenized approach to LGBTQ+ friendliness in tourism. By
incorporating these distinctions, the scale not only broadens the conceptual framework of
destination image studies but also introduces a more inclusive and accurate depiction of
destination attributes as perceived by diverse tourist groups.

5.2 Practical implications

This newly developed scale to assess LGBTQ+-friendly destination image offers valuable
guidance for DMOs. The scale enables DMOs to accurately measure their standing in terms
of LGBTQ+ friendliness, serving as a critical indicator of overall appeal to a diverse range of
tourists (Tressoldi et al., 2023). By identifying both strengths and areas for improvement,
DMOs can enhance the experience for LGBTQ+ visitors while also making destinations
more welcoming for all tourists. Notably, this study indicates that LGBTQ+-friendly
destination images have a significant impact not only on LGBTQ+ travelers but also on non-
LGBTQ+ tourists. Many non-LGBTQ+ visitors perceive LGBTQ+-friendly destinations as
safer, more open, and socially progressive, which enhances the destination’s attractiveness to
the broader market. This demonstrates that LGBTQ+-friendliness serves as a marker of
universal hospitality, benefiting visitor satisfaction, loyalty, and positive WOM across
diverse demographic groups.

Building on these insights, DMOs can use the scale to regularly assess how their
destination is perceived in terms of LGBTQ+ friendliness and track changes over time. This
information can guide marketing efforts by identifying which aspects of the destination image
are most attractive to both LGBTQ+ and non-LGBTQ+ tourists. For instance, if tourists view
the destination as especially welcoming or safe, these strengths can be featured in
promotional campaigns and visitor information. If the assessment reveals weaker areas, such
as a lack of visible support or community acceptance, DMOs can address these issues
through clear communication and engagement with local stakeholders. By using data from
the scale, DMOs can set measurable goals for destination image, monitor progress, and adjust
their strategies to better meet the expectations of a diverse tourist base. This approach can
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help increase satisfaction, encourage repeat visits, and strengthen positive WOM for the
destination (Alguer6 Boronat et al., 2025).

Another crucial practical implication of the newly developed scale is its role in
promoting greater friendliness, which contributes significantly to creating a safer and more
welcoming environment for all visitors (Algueré Boronat et al., 2025). The scale provides
empirical data that DMOs and local stakeholders can use to assess and enhance LGBTQ+
friendliness in ways that align with community values and tourism objectives. By
highlighting specific areas for improvement, such as hospitality training, public safety, and
cultural programming, the scale encourages progress that is both organic and sensitive to
local contexts. This approach fosters ongoing dialogue among LGBTQ+ communities,
businesses, and tourism authorities, ensuring that efforts to increase friendliness are
meaningful and sustainable. Over time, such initiatives not only enhance a destination’s
appeal to a diverse range of travelers but also strengthen its reputation as a welcoming and
friendly place for all (Lai et al., 2024).

6. Limitations and suggestions for future study

This study develops and validates an LGBTQ+-friendly destination image scale through a
multi-dimensional identity-based approach by applying the SOGIE framework within the
unique context of Thailand. Thailand’s setting, noted for its gender diversity and established
LGBTQ+ tourism sector, provided a salient context for scale development and validation.
Nevertheless, several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the study did not
disaggregate participants by specific LGBTQ+ identities. More detailed subgroup analyses
(e.g., gay men, lesbian women, transgender individuals, non-binary, and intersex travelers)
could yield deeper insights into how perceptions of SO-, GI-, and GE friendliness attributes
vary across diverse segments within the community. While destination images often
emphasize observable SOGIE elements, future research should also examine the potential
role of SC in shaping travel perceptions and experiences, especially among intersex and other
non-endosex travelers.

Second, while the inclusion of respondents from six nationalities offered cultural diversity,
the data were collected within a single destination. Future research could apply this scale in
comparative studies across diverse social, cultural, and legal contexts to better understand
how societal norms shape perceptions of LGBTQ+ friendliness. Although grounded in the
universal SOGIE framework, the relative salience of SO, GI, and GE friendliness is likely to
be culturally contingent; in more conservative societies, for example, GE friendliness may be
contested or restricted, potentially altering how tourists evaluate LGBTQ+ inclusivity. These
observations underscore the theoretical boundary conditions of the scale, as the applicability
of SOGIE constructs may shift depending on socio-cultural and legal environments.
Longitudinal designs could also provide valuable insights into how evolving societal attitudes
toward LGBTQ+ issues influence tourist perceptions over time.

Third, this study included only travelers who had visited Thailand, omitting two important
groups: (1) potential travelers who have never visited, including non-LGBTQ+ tourists who
may evaluate LGBTQ+ friendliness differently, and (2) local residents, whose perspectives
shape the lived realities of inclusivity. Comparing these groups would help uncover
differences between perceived and experienced LGBTQ+ friendliness, particularly how pre-
travel expectations align with (or diverge from) on-the-ground realities. Finally, future
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research could explore the impact of specific marketing initiatives designed to promote
LGBTQ+ friendliness. Identifying which strategies are most effective in enhancing
destination images would contribute to building more inclusive and welcoming tourism
environments globally.
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