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INTRODUCTION

There is growing concern that continued economic growth is irreversibly depleting the Earth’s resources and ecosystems,
significantly degrading the environment, accelerating global warming, generating emissions that exceed planetary boundaries,
and exacerbating income and wealth inequalities alongside other social injustices (Raworth, 2017a, b; Kallis, et al, 2020;
Jackson, 2021). Tourism is a major contributor to these processes (Dwyer, 2018).

Across the social sciences, there is strong support for the ‘Beyond GDP’ approach, which advocates for destination performance
measures that capture social and environmental wellbeing alongside economic indicators (Durand, 2015; Fuchs et al., 2020;
Dwyer, 2020). Global surveys consistently show that human wellbeing is widely regarded as the ultimate goal of public
policy, while acknowledging responsibilities to other life forms (Raworth, 2017a, b; Exton & Shinwell, 2018; Durand &
Exton, 2019; Frijters et al;, 2020; Fleurbaey & Ponthiere, 2023). A United Nations resolution (2011) encouraged countries
to develop additional quality-of-life measures to guide public policy, and more recently, the UN Secretary-General called for
‘new measures to complement GDP, to support people and our plane’” (United Nations, 2021). These recommendations urge
policymakers to move beyond narrow, efficiency-driven economic indicators and adopt wellbeing measures to gauge progress
toward sustainable development. Similar views are echoed by heterodox critics of tourism growth.

Recognizing the need for feasible, relevant, and reliable metrics to assess tourism’s economic, social, and environmental
impacts, UN Tourism (formerly UNWTO) has developed the Statistical Framework for Measuring Sustainable Tourism (SF-
MST)-an internationally agreed framework for measuring tourism’s impacts and dependencies on the economy, society, and
environment at both national and subnational levels (UN Statistical Commission, 2024). The SF-MST aims to broaden the
range of indicators used to monitor tourism development, providing a comprehensive toolkit for tracking progress toward
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (United Nations, 2020). It also seeks to strengthen institutional arrangements for
managing tourism statistics, offering a foundation for improved governance (UN Statistical Commission, 2024).

The SF-MST has been widely praised as ‘groundbreaking,” ‘a valuable guiding tool for destination’s,” ‘a new global standard
for measuring tourism sustainability,” and ‘a historical milestone” in assessing tourism’s sustainability (UNWTO, 2025).
Supported by key global institutions-including the UN Statistics Division, ILO, Eurostat, and OECD-the framework has been
adopted by all 193 UN member states as the official reference for measuring sustainable tourism and monitoring its contribution
to the SDGs. According to UN Tourism Secretary-General Zurab Pololikashvili, ‘its adoption marks a paradigm shift, going
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beyond GDP by enabling the measurement of what matters most to people and planet’. <https://www.environmentenergyleader.
com/2024/03/un-adopts-global-standard-statistical-framework-for-sustainable-tourism/ (accessed on 13 October 2025)>

Despite this widespread support, this paper argues that the SF-MST remains inadequate in several respects and, in some cases,
provides a misleading basis for policy decisions on sustainable tourism development. The primary shortcoming is its failure to
treat stakeholder wellbeing outcomes with sufficient rigor. While the SF-MST background report (UN Statistical Commission,
2024:5.57, 5.59) mentions wellbeing outcomes, it does not conceptualize wellbeing, its sources, or a comprehensive set of
indicators. Consequently, the SF-MST does not, contrary to its claims, measure what ‘matters most’ (UN Statistical Commission,
2024;1.3). The list of indicators includes only narrow, simplistic ‘satisfaction’ or ‘perception’ measures for host communities and
visitors, rather than the robust wellbeing metrics currently being developed by government agencies and researchers worldwide.
This superficial treatment limits the framework’s ability to guide destinations seeking to enhance stakeholder wellbeing as a core
performance indicator of sustainable development. Given the rapid adoption of SF-MST globally, addressing this issue is urgent.

The omission of robust wellbeing measures has several implications for tourism theory, policy, and practice. These include
an undue emphasis on visitor satisfaction at the expense of resident wellbeing; prioritizing sustainability of impacts over
wellbeing outcomes; adopting a static rather than dynamic view of sustainable tourism; perpetuating a pro-growth mindset;
failing to balance economic, social, and environmental impacts; neglecting new models of tourism enterprises; and inadequately
addressing worker wellbeing and decent work conditions.

The paper is structured as follows: Section Two argues that stakeholder wellbeing outcomes should be a key performance
indicator for sustainable tourism development. Section Three provides an overview of the SF-MST, highlighting its accounting
framework, “economy-in-society-in-nature” perspective, and selected indicators. Section Four examines the shortcomings of
current practices in achieving sustainable destination development. Some policy implications are addressed in Section Five.
The paper concludes with a recommendation to extend the SF-MST framework to include a mix of subjective and objective
wellbeing measures that better support destinations striving for sustainability in the Anthropocene.

1. THE IMPORTANCE OF WELLBEING OUTCOMES FOR DESTINATION MANAGEMENT

1.1 The Nature of Wellbeing

A substantial and evolving body of social science literature is exploring the nature of wellbeing and its appropriate measures,
drawing on disciplines such as psychology, economics, sociology, biology, philosophy, literature, developmental studies,
health, education, and public policy (Durand, 2015; Adler & Seligman, 2016; Austin, 2016; Briguglio et al., 2025). Research
indicates significant differences in how wellbeing-and related concepts such as happiness and quality of life-are understood

across cultures and demographic groups (Konu & Smith, 2024).

Despite variations in emphasis, wellbeing is generally regarded as a multidimensional concept encompassing several key
aspects, as outlined in Table 1.

Table 1: Dimensions of Wellbeing

Physical Wellbeing. Good health and functioning of the body, Access to healthcare, good nutrition, physical comforts,
exercise, and leisure.

Mental and Emotional Wellbeing. Psychological resilience, emotional stability. Ability to cope with stress, maintain
relationships, financial and physical security, self-esteem, access to education, lifelong learning opportunities, cognitive
stimulation. Ability to make choices, personal agency, political and civil rights.

Social Wellbeing. Meaningful social relationships, strong support networks; sense of belonging to the community, social
trust. cultural preservation, equitable distribution of resources, opportunities for civic engagement

Economic Wellbeing. Distribution of income and wealth, security of employment, availability of decent work; job satisfaction,
housing. Affordability and quality of goods and services, financial stability, cost of living and ability to meet basic needs
Environmental Wellbeing. Living in a safe, clean, and sustainable environment, Connection to nature and ecological
health, supportive and inclusive natural and built environments, access to green space, air and water quality.

Spiritual Wellbeing. Sense of purpose, values, and inner peace, personal growth, spirituality, good work-life balance,
thriving, flourishing, engagement in meaningful activities

Subjective Wellbeing. Life satisfaction- cognitive assessment of one’s life as a whole, goals and achievements: Positive/
Negative Affect- emotional experiences, pleasant and unpleasant, assessed over s short period of time; Fudaimonic
Wellbeing - reflecting a sense of purpose, autonomy, personal growth, and meaning in life, fulfillment and self-realization.

Source: Dodge et al., 2012; Austin, 2016; Adler and Seligman, 2016; Tov, 2018)
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Wellbeing is assessed through diverse quantitative and qualitative indicators reflecting these dimensions. The growing literature
on wellbeing indicators has evolved beyond perception-based measures to incorporate a mix of subjective and objective
indicators. As measurement approaches have matured, an increasing number of countries and organizations now use wellbeing
metrics to guide decision-making and inform budgetary processes for sustainable development (Adler & Seligman, 2016).
Notable initiatives include: the World Health Organization (2023) advocating for creating sustainable ‘wellbeing societies’; The
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC,) prioritizes human wellbeing in climate policy (IPCC,2023); the World
Wellbeing Movement (2025): a global coalition promoting wellbeing-centered decision-making in business and public policy
The Wellbeing Economy Alliance (WEAII), comprising nearly 200 organizations, is the leading advocacy group for integrating
comprehensive wellbeing measures into public policy (Costanza et al., 2022; WEAII, 2023). Similarly, a growing body of
research positions human wellbeing as the fundamental objective of political, economic, and social systems (Costanza et al.,
2014; Raworth, 2017a, b; Dalziel et al., 2018; Durand & Exton, 2019; Coscieme et al, 2019; Durand, 2020).

1.2 Need for a Wellbeing Framework to Guide Tourism Policy

The scope and relevance of wellbeing indicators for tourism analysis and policy depend on the specific framework adopted
(Fuchs etal., 2020; Eurostat, 2023). A wellbeing framework is a structured model designed to understand and measure wellbeing.
It identifies key sources of wellbeing among destination stakeholders and highlights interventions to enhance the wellbeing of
individuals, communities, and populations.

Numerous wellbeing frameworks are currently applied at local, national, and international levels (Exton & Shinwell, 2018).
These include OECD’s Better Life Index, (OECD, 2020); Bhutan’s Gross National Happiness (Lepeley, 2017, Measuring
National Wellbeing in the UK (Randall et al., 2019; World Happiness Report (Helliwell et al., 2020) ‘Doughnut Economics
(Raworth, 2017a, b; New Zealand’s Living Standards Framework (Treasury, 2022); Australia’s Measuring What Matters
Framework (Australian Treasury, 2023a,b).

Arguably, the most reputed conceptual framework for understanding the sources of wellbeing and associated indicators, is the
Better Life Index (Stiglitz et al, 2018; OECD, 2020: Durand, 2020). The BLI framework accommodates both universal and
context-specific wellbeing indicators, making it suitable for diverse tourism destinations. The Betfer Life framework identifies
over 80 indicators of wellbeing across two domains: Current Wellbeing includes material living conditions (income, jobs,
housing), and quality of life (health, education, work-life balance, social connections, civic engagement and governance,
environment, personal security, subjective wellbeing). Future Wellbeing focuses on the sustainability of wellbeing through
capital stocks- economic, human, social and environmental- and their capacity to support wellbeing over time (Arrow et al,
2012; Dwyer, 2023b).

Although the abovementioned frameworks differ in emphasis, they share substantial agreement on the sources of wellbeing,
generic indicators, and the types of interventions required to achieve key wellbeing outcomes. While dimensions may be
grouped or described differently, the components listed in Table 1 represent fundamental elements of any wellbeing framework
with policy relevance to industrial development.

A wellbeing framework offers several advantages over traditional approaches that focus primarily on economic growth or
single-issue outcomes such as resident satisfaction. Key benefits are summarized in Table 2.



Tourism and Hospitality Management, 33(1), pp, 2027
Dwyer, L. (2027). MEASURING SUSTAINABLE TOURISM: THE IMPORTANCE OF WELLBEING OUTCOM...

Table 2: Key characteristics of a wellbeing framework

Holistic understanding: Recognition that wellbeing is complex and influenced by interacting physical, mental, emotional,
economic, social, environmental and spiritual aspects. A wellbeing framework considers multiple aspects of life rather than
just economic indicators or tourist and resident satisfaction or ‘perceptions’.

Evidence-based: Each domain is measured using specific indicators. Built on research and best practices, often drawing
from national and international expertise, as well as public input reflecting a whole of community approach to identification
of wellbeing sources and indicators

Encourages Collaboration: Involves communities, businesses, and civil society in defining and improving wellbeing,
promoting cooperation by stakeholders across different areas in the economy in both the private and public sectors.

Dynamic: Wellbeing is not a static condition of an individual or society. A wellbeing framework needs to be sufficiently
flexible to take particular community values into account in analysis and policy making. A wellbeing framework helps
societies move beyond narrow measures of success, supporting more balanced, equitable, and sustainable development.

Supports Accountability and Transparency: A wellbeing framework offers clear benchmarks for governments and
organizations to determine successful performance, facilitating open communication regarding progress and challenges,
ensuring sustainability and equity are central to destination development.

Policy Guidance: Wellbeing frameworks inform decision making, helping policymakers to identify priorities, allocate
resources, and evaluate the impact of policies on people’s lives, intra-and inter-generationally. Government budgets allocate
resources based on wellbeing priorities Helps policymakers identify disparities between groups, regions, or communities
and where interventions will have the greatest impact.

Source: Author’s construction.

Over the past decade, significant progress has been made in developing internationally comparable measures of wellbeing to
better understand the impacts of industrial growth on individuals, households, and communities (Bache & Scott, 2018; Durand
& Exton, 2019; Brandt et al, 2022). National statistical offices in an increasing number of countries now routinely collect and
publish national wellbeing dashboards that meet official statistical quality standards (Exton & Shinwell, 2018). These dashboards
typically present high-level dimensions of wellbeing alongside a suite of indicators to monitor performance within each domain.

A key strength of wellbeing indicators developed in consultation with global statistical agencies is their alignment with
national Systems of National Accounts (SNA), providing a credible foundation for policy-making (Durand & Exton, 2019).
The Wellbeing Economy Governments (WEGo) partnership-comprising Scotland, Iceland, New Zealand, Wales, and Finland,
with support from Canada-positions wellbeing outcomes as the central goal of public policy, including the achievement of the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (Abrar, 2021; Fioramonti et al., 2022; Mason & Biichs, 2023). WEGo members aim to
integrate wellbeing variables throughout the policy cycle, from agenda setting and prioritization to implementation, evaluation,
and monitoring (Dwyer, 2025a,b). Other countries, while not part of WEGo, are also adopting wellbeing frameworks. For
example, Australia recently introduced Measuring What Matters, a national wellbeing framework featuring 50 indicators that
assess factors critical to individual and social wellbeing (Australian Treasury, 2023a,b).

Global efforts to embed wellbeing measures in public policy have significant implications for tourism theory, planning, and practice.
To identify sustainable development pathways, destination managers should evaluate tourism policies using similar metrics.

1.3 Converting Impact Measures to Wellbeing Measures

There are two primary approaches to integrating stakeholder wellbeing outcomes into tourism development research. On the
complementary indicators approach specific wellbeing indicators are selected to accompany standard measures of destination
performance (Berbekova et al, 2022).0On the Wellbeing Lens Approach a a comprehensive set of wellbeing indicators are
applied as a ‘lens’ or ‘prism’ to translate the monetary and physical impacts of tourism development into stakeholder wellbeing
outcomes, both intra- and inter-generationally (Dwyer, 2020). Under this approach, wellbeing measures serve as the ultimate
benchmark for assessing tourism destination performance.

Constructing a wellbeing lens enables estimation of changes in wellbeing under alternative development paths and facilitates
a deeper understanding of interrelationships among various wellbeing dimensions (Dwyer, 2022a; 2023a,b; 2024b). National
statistical offices in many countries now routinely publish wellbeing dashboards that meet official quality standards. Unless
destination managers and tourism researchers adopt or develop wellbeing measures aligned with those used by theorists
and policymakers, tourism development will remain disconnected from broader public debates on resource allocation and
sustainability. A wellbeing lens based on indicators from the Better Life Index has recently been applied in studies addressing
destination competitiveness, tourism contributions to the SDG agenda, productivity, overtourism, degrowth, and smart tourism
(Dwyer, 2022a,b; 2023a,b,c,¢; 2024a,b;2026).

Developing a wellbeing lens can be challenging for destinations with limited statistical capacity or where wellbeing data
are not routinely collected within national systems. wellbeing measures may vary significantly across countries because they
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reflect different cultural values, policy priorities, and socioeconomic conditions. Nevertheless, policymakers can leverage
indicators developed elsewhere. Over time, improvements in data quality and preferred indicator sets will enable more accurate
assessments of social progress linked to tourism development. Regardless of the framework employed, a wellbeing lens offers
significant advantages for converting tourism impacts into meaningful wellbeing outcomes. Table 3 outlines these benefits.

Table 3: Advantages in use of a wellbeing lens to estimate tourism outcomes

e converts tourism’s impacts into meaningful stakeholder wellbeing outcomes

e informs tourism policies to enhance wellbeing outcomes for different stakeholder groups

e supports tourism policy development and evaluation (ex ante and ex post)

o allows for revision over time as improved measures of stakeholder wellbeing become available

o helps destination managers monitor social progress linked to tourism development

o identifies and addresses social deprivations among destination residents

o enhances tourism policy design, monitoring, and accountability

o facilitates effective tourism resource allocation to improve individual and collective wellbeing

o makes trade-offs among alternative tourism policy choices more transparent

o highlights societal and environmental wellbeing outcomes of tourism developments that may otherwise be overlooked

o empowers destination managers to contribute more meaningfully to broader economic, social and environmental development

o strengthens strategic collaboration among tourism stakeholders in public, private, and civil society including international cooperation
Sources: (Durand and Exton, 2019; Dwyer, 2022, 2024a,2025a,b).

In the discussion to follow, it will be argued that a failure to appreciate the importance of wellbeing as a core objective of
tourism destination development, greatly limits the potential of the SF-MST and those destinations that adopt it, to measure
‘what matters’ to tourism stakeholders and the wider community, thus limiting its policy significance.

2. THE SF-MST

The Statistical Framework for Measuring Sustainable Tourism (SF-MST) is a United Nations-endorsed system that provides
a comprehensive structure for collecting, organizing, and analyzing data on tourism’s economic, environmental, and social
impacts. Unlike traditional metrics focused primarily on GDP growth, SF-MST offers a holistic perspective on tourism’s
contributions and consequences.

At its core, SF-MST adopts an accounting-based approach, assessing sustainability through the evaluation of economic, human,
social, and natural capital, along with associated income flows and benefits. The framework integrates the Tourism Satellite
Account (TSA) and the System of Environmental-Economic Accounting (SEEA)-both aligned with the System of National
Accounts (SNA)-to ensure consistency and comparability. This integration enables structured measurement of sustainable
tourism across multiple domains, supports progress tracking toward the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), and informs
destination management and policy development.

2.1 Economy-in-Society—in-Environment Perspective

SF-MST adopts an ‘Economy-in-Society—in-Environment’ perspective, conceptualizing tourism destinations as nested systems:
the economy embedded within society, which in turn exists within the broader environment (UN Statistical Commission,
2024: 2.3). This mode of framing challenges traditional views that treat the economy as an isolated entity, emphasizing its
interdependence with social and ecological systems.

Supported by an ecological economics mindset, this approach contrasts with mainstream sustainability models that depict
economy, society, and environment as separate but overlapping spheres. A systems-based perspective facilitates integration of
all three pillars-economic, social, and environmental-while recognizing stakeholder interconnections across spatial scales (UN
Statistical Commission, 2024: 2.5).

Importantly, SF-MST does not prescribe a fixed set of indicators. Instead, it is designed as a flexible, evolving framework,
adaptable to diverse country contexts and responsive to emerging data sources and technologies.
2.2 Indicator Themes in SF-MST
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SF-MST organizes indicators under three domains: Economy, Environment, and Society, as in Table 4.

Table 4: SF-MST recommended indicators to achieve sustainable destination development

Type of Indicator

Measure

ECONOMY

Visitor expenditure

Tourism economic
performance

Tourism economic
structure

Tourism employment

Distribution of
economic benefits

Tourism Investment

Government tourism-
related transactions

Average internal tourism expenditure per visitor

Tourism direct GDP, tourism value added, share of total output for each tourism industry

Share of large and SME tourism establishments; share of resident-owned tourism establishments

Total employment in tourism industries; share of employed persons in tourism; share of women
employed; labour productivity of different tourism sectors

Share of compensation of tourism employees relative to tourism direct value added

Total GFCF in tourism-specific assets relative to total GFCF by tourism industries and total
economy

Total tourism-related government final consumption expenditure

ENVIRONMENT

Water flows
Water resources
Wastewater
Solid waste flows
Energy flows
GHG emissions

Ecosystem extent
(tourism areas)

Ecosystem services
flows (tourism areas)

Tourism water use per visitor/overnight; per unit of tourism value added

Annual tourism water use as proportion of net change in water stock

Tourism wastewater per visitor overnight

Solid waste per visitor/tourist; per unit of tourism GDP; share of tourism solid waste relative to total
Total tourism end use of energy products

Internal tourism GHG emissions per visitor and per unit of tourism GDP

Share of tourism-related ecosystem assets; % of protected areas in tourism areca

Total recreation-related services in tourism area

SOCIETY

Visitor satisfaction

Host community
perception

Decent work

Governance

Share of satisfied visitors; repeat visitors; likelihood to recommend destination
Overall perception of visitors by host communities

Compensation share relative to tourism value added; share of informal employment in tourism
industries

Implementation of standard accounting tools for monitoring economic and environmental aspects
of tourism development

Source: (UN Statistical Commission, 2024:Table 2)

The background report emphasises that key indicators of the SF-MST, as listed in Table 1, comprise only a small number

that can be derived from an SF-MST-based data set and that this latest version of the SF-MST is not a final statement but

rather a common starting point for future developments in the measurement of the sustainability of tourism and a basis for
improving institutional arrangements for the governance and management of statistics on sustainable tourism (UN Statistical
Commission, 2024:1.22). An important means of advancing the implementation of the framework is through pilot projects in
countries or destinations. To date, 28 pilot studies have demonstrated the policy relevance and technical feasibility of the SF-
MST framework while identifying areas for improvement (World Tourism Organisation, 2022). At the same time, the report
recommends that initial work on the compilation of the SF-MST accounts focus on the use of currently available data rather
than considering the development of new data sources (UN Statistical Commission, 2024: 5.100). This strategy implies a data-
driven approach rather than indicator development to measure ‘what really counts’. Moreover, as we shall argue below, it serves
to promote ‘business as usual among tourism stakeholders.
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2.3 Benefits of SF-MST

Broadly, the SF-MST benefits three key groups of stakeholders, each having different connections to information for decision
making about the sustainability of tourism. These groups comprise data producers, including but not limited to national statistical
offices (NSOs), for whom SF-MST supports the compilation of comparable and robust statistics; data analysts who work with
and integrate data from various sources and provide information to decision makers, for whom SF-MST provides a common
focal point for standard definitions, classifications and organization structures that facilitate integration and more consistent,
comparable and meaningful data analysis; and decision makers across public and private sectors, for whom SF-MST describes
a common language for discussion of progress towards the sustainability of tourism (UN Statistical Commission, 2024:1.7).

2.4 Inadequate Attention to Stakeholder Wellbeing

Despite its claims of comprehensiveness for tourism planning and evaluation, SF-MST omits robust wellbeing measures,
relying instead on simplistic, survey-based indicators such as visitor satisfaction and host community perception. The
background report acknowledges the need to complement subjective measures with objective data on economic, environmental,
and social contexts, but fails to identify or incorporate such indicators within its framework (UN Statistical Commission, 2024:
5.46). This omission undermines SF-MST’s assertion that it collects ‘the data that matters most’ (UN Statistical Commission,
2024: 1.3). Sole reliance on subjective measures poses problems: individuals may overlook key wellbeing drivers (e.g.,
ecosystem services), and emphasise immediate concerns to the neglect of long-term sustainability. To effectively assess social
sustainability, a balanced mix of subjective and objective indicators is essential. Without this, SF-MST falls short of global best
practice, particularly compared to initiatives by WEGo, OECD, and the Wellbeing Economy Alliance (OECD, 2020; Wellbeing
Economy Alliance, 2023; Dwyer, 2025a,b).

The neglect of stakeholder wellbeing has significant implications for tourism research, policy, and practice—issues explored
in the following section.
3. CONSEQUENCES OF NEGLECTING STAKEHOLDER WELLBEING OUTCOMES

Several consequences follow from a neglect of stakeholder wellbeing outcomes in the SF-MST. These consequences, as set out
in Table 5, are such as to seriously mislead destination managers who adopt the SF-MST as an evaluation and policy framework.

Table 5: Consequences of Neglect of Stakeholder wellbeing outcomes

Emphasis on Visitor Satisfaction

Emphasis on Sustainability, rather than Wellbeing

Sustainability as a Dynamic Concept

Tourism’s Pro-Growth Stance

Balancing Tourism’s Economic, Social, and Environmental Impacts
Worker Wellbeing

Beyond Corporate Social Responsibility

Source: author construction
3.1 Emphasis on Visitor Satisfaction

The SF-MST, in line with a substantial body of tourism research, underscores the significance of tourist satisfaction for
sustainable destination development (UN Statistical Commission, 2024:5.35). While it is reasonable to acknowledge that
positive visitor experiences can foster favourable word-of-mouth promotion and repeat visitation, the strategy fails to clarify
how visitor wellbeing-experienced by non-residents directly contributes to destination sustainability.

Resident wellbeing arguably should take precedence over that of visitors, whose enjoyment may stem from activities that are
economically, socially, or environmentally disruptive. The precise mechanisms through which tourist experiences advance
sustainable destination development remain unexplored. Although visitor expenditure can enhance host community material
wellbeing through increased generated income and employment, the associated immaterial adverse quality-of-life impacts—
such as those arising from overtourism—may be considerable (Dwyer, 2026).

Ultimately, progress toward sustainable development hinges on improving resident wellbeing, both now and in the future.
The interconnections among tourist satisfaction, resident wellbeing, and sustainable destination development have yet to be
examined comprehensively in the tourism literature. The SF-MST offers little insight into this matter, merely recommending
further refinement of visitor satisfaction surveys (UN Statistical Commission, 2024:5.352).



Tourism and Hospitality Management, 33(1), pp, 2027
Dwyer, L. (2027). MEASURING SUSTAINABLE TOURISM: THE IMPORTANCE OF WELLBEING OUTCOM...

3.2 Emphasis on Sustainability, rather than Wellbeing

Much of the tourism literature positions sustainability as the ultimate goal of tourism development. However, researchers
often overlook that assessing tourism’s contribution to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) requires evaluating current
and future wellbeing outcomes (Fioramonti et al, 2019; Dwyer, 2022b). Studies examining tourism’s role in the SDG agenda
reveal an almost complete neglect of wellbeing measures and outcomes (Farmaki et al, 2022; Rajani & Boluk, 2022; Fauzi,
2025). For example, a recent Journal of Sustainable Tourism Special Issue on measuring sustainable tourism indicators-while
acknowledging that ‘what doesn’t get measured doesn’t get managed’-fails to address wellbeing outcomes (Miller & Torres-
Delgado, 2023). Similarly, a paper outlining future research directions in tourism sustainability omits wellbeing as a topic for
investigation (Yang et al., 2023). This persistent focus on physical or monetary impacts, rather than stakeholder wellbeing, limits
the relevance of tourism research for achieving sustainable development and diminishes its policy significance (Durand, 2020).

Destination managers and tourism researchers should view tourism’s economic, social, and environmental impacts, not as
ends in themselves, but as means to enhance stakeholder wellbeing. Without an overarching goal, frameworks such as the SF-
MST offer little guidance on prioritizing indicators. They fail to address the fundamental question: What is the ultimate aim of
tourism development? 1f sustainability, defined as balancing economic, social, and environmental effects, is treated as the goal,
how should trade-offs among these impacts be managed? Recognizing human wellbeing as the ultimate objective implies that
tourism must move beyond impact assessments and prioritize wellbeing outcomes. This shift requires a focus on sustainable
wellbeing, not merely sustainable development. The SF-MST makes limited progress on this front, continuing to emphasize
sustainable development as the overarching aim while marginalizing stakeholder wellbeing.

3.3 Sustainability as a Dynamic Concept

In tourism research, the concept of sustainability is often applied somewhat loosely, typically reflecting a static perspective that
emphasizes mitigating adverse economic, social, or environmental impacts in the immediate term. However, sustainability is
inherently dynamic. It involves preserving or enhancing a destination’s stock of capital to ensure the transmission of stakeholder
wellbeing over time (Arrow et al., 2012; Dwyer, 2023b).

The critical role of changes in the quality and quantity of capital stocks-factors that shape present and future consumption
opportunities-is frequently overlooked (Stiglitz et al., 2018; Durand, 2020; Dwyer, 2023b,d). While the SF-MST background
report endorses a capitals-based approach to measuring sustainability (UN Statistical Commission, 2024:1.48), it pays insufficient
attention to how variations in capital stocks influence wellbeing outcomes across generations. For tourism development to be
truly sustainable, the per capita wellbeing of future generations must be at least equal to that of the present generation. Yet,
the SF-MST framework focuses primarily on tourism impacts rather than wellbeing outcomes. By neglecting mechanisms
that transmit stakeholder wellbeing over time, SF-MST and destination strategies based on its metrics fail to address the core
dimensions of sustainable tourism development.

Because capital stocks determine the capacity of systems to sustain or constrain wellbeing across generations, monitoring
changes in their quantity and quality is essential for evaluating tourism development pathways. To strengthen the theoretical
foundations of sustainable tourism research, it is imperative to recognize the role of capital stock changes and the wellbeing
outcomes they generate (Arrow et al, 2012; Dwyer, 2023b). Unfortunately, the SF-MST’s recommended indicators largely
overlook the long-term implications of tourism development for future generations.

3.4 Tourism’s Pro-Growth Stance

Economic growth remains a central objective for most governments and businesses worldwide, and tourism is no exception.
For destination managers, tourism growth is widely regarded as a key driver of sustainable development (Edgell, 2020; Butcher,
2023). This pro-growth orientation is deeply embedded in the thinking of destination managers, industry operators, and tourism
researchers, as reflected in the extensive literature and industry reports advocating strategies to restore tourism growth after
crises such as 9/11, SARS, the Global Financial Crisis, and the COVID-19 pandemic.

Contrary to claims of a ‘paradigm shift’, the SF-MST framework is firmly rooted in this mainstream pro-growth mindset. Its
background report even highlights the “tremendous growth” in tourism activity as a positive feature of the global industry
(UN Statistical Commission, 2024:1.32). While acknowledging the adverse environmental and socio-economic impacts of
global tourism growth, the prevailing view is that these impacts can be mitigated through improved management practices,
technological innovation, and effective policy interventions (Edgell, 2020). Despite increasing criticism (Fletcher, et al, 2019;
Dwyer, 2023c¢) this ‘growth management’ perspective continues to be endorsed by major international bodies such as UNEP,
OECD, and UN Tourism, which promote ‘green’, ’inclusive,” and ‘responsible’ growth as pathways to sustainable development
United Nations Environmental Program, 2011; Boarini et al, 2015; OECD, 2024).
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Three major criticisms of the growth management approach have emerged:

Persistent Negative Impacts. Critics argue that the “business as usual” approach perpetuates overtourism, social
inequities, and environmental degradation. Evidence suggests that green growth management is failing, as the social and
environmental costs of economic growth continue to escalate globally. Rational decision-making by tourism stakeholders
requires abandoning a losing development strategy (Dwyer, 2018).

Wellbeing vs. GDP Growth. Research indicates that personal wellbeing depends more on equitable income and wealth
distribution than on absolute levels. Beyond a certain threshold, GDP growth does not significantly enhance social
wellbeing (Easterlin and O’Connor, 2020). This undermines arguments for tourism-led economic growth, particularly
in developed destinations. Tourism strategies should therefore prioritize wellbeing and quality of life rather than GDP
contributions. Yet, growth models in tourism economics largely ignore these findings, continuing to focus on income and
wealth while neglecting non-material values (Dwyer, 2024c¢).

The Decoupling Myth. Growth management approaches often overstate the potential for ‘decoupling’ economic growth
from resource depletion and emissions (Parrique et al, 2019). While relative decoupling means resource use grows more
slowly than economic output, absolute decoupling-where resource use and environmental impacts decline-is essential
for true sustainability. Evidence increasingly shows that technological progress, even with managerial efficiencies,
cannot achieve absolute decoupling in tourism or other industries (Parrique et al, 2019; Kallis et al., 2020, Hickel,
2023). The SF-MST report fails to address this challenge, reflecting its uncritical pro-growth stance and overlooking
the biophysical limits to sustainable tourism development. While UN Tourism need not adopt an anti-growth position, it
must acknowledge these complexities and the constraints imposed by planetary boundaries.

3.5 Balancing Tourism’s Economic, Social, and Environmental Impacts

A key question is whether the capital stocks used in tourism development are interchangeable (weak sustainability) or whether
some-particularly natural capital-are irreplaceable and essential for life and wellbeing (strong sustainability). The SF-MST
background report offers no clear overarching goal for governance. It simply calls for a -suitable balance’ among environmental,
economic, and socio-cultural effects to ensure long-term sustainability (UN Statistical Commission, 2024:1.27), leaving decision-
making without a guiding principle for prioritizing outcomes. Tourism researchers generally, at least implicitly, support strong
sustainability, recognizing that substitutability is limited by the need to maintain critical thresholds of certain stocks (Dwyer,
2023d). However, trade-offs among capital stocks can only be made intelligently if development goals are clearly defined.
Wellbeing outcomes should guide these decisions, enabling stakeholders to evaluate alternative development paths.

While debates on resource criticality and substitution dominate broader sustainability literature (Pelenc & Ballet, 2015;
Reijnders, 2021), tourism research remains largely silent. Issues such as stock depletion, substitution limits, critical thresholds,
and trade-offs are overlooked in the SF-MST framework and its indicator set, despite claims to focus on ‘data that matters most.’

3.6 Worker Wellbeing

The SF-MST framework adopts a tourism supplier perspective, emphasizing decent work, employment characteristics,
entrepreneurship, and operator values (UN Statistical Commission: 5.14). Its indicators-such as employee compensation relative
to tourism value added and the share of informal employment-capture only part of what constitutes decent work. Missing are
critical dimensions such as job satisfaction, fair treatment, opportunities for development, social integration, job security, and
safe working conditions—all essential to worker wellbeing (Wijngaards et al, 2022).

Worker wellbeing encompasses mental, physical, emotional, social, and financial health, influencing how employees feel and
function at work (Isham et al, 2021). While the SF-MST acknowledges the ILO framework (UN Statistical Commission, 2024:
5.5;1LO, 2013), its focus on labour productivity reflects an assumption that decent work equals productive work. This overlooks
evidence supporting the ‘happy worker—productive worker- thesis, which links higher wellbeing to improved performance
(Garcia-Buades et al., 2020).

Neither worker wellbeing nor job satisfaction appears among SF-MST indicators, despite their broader significance. Wellbeing
extends beyond productivity: healthy, satisfied employees enjoy better quality of life, reduced health risks, longer lifespans,
stronger social ties, and greater civic engagement (Faggian et al, 2019). Increasingly recognized as a strategic lever, employee
wellbeing drives gains in productivity, engagement, and profitability. For tourism, integrating wellbeing metrics into performance
evaluations and reporting is essential.
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3.7 Beyond Corporate Social Responsibility

Private sector activities significantly shape the environmental, social, and economic impacts of tourism development. Therefore,
expanding the SF-MST indicator set to include stakeholder wellbeing should go beyond destination management and encompass
business operations. Although the background report (UN Statistical Commission, 2024:5.58) acknowledges private sector
responsibilities across environmental, social, and governance domains, its indicators remain confined to conventional business
performance measures. It fails to address the relevance of emerging business models grounded in values such as cooperation,
sharing, and community-rather than competition, growth, and profit (Geissdoerfer et al, 2018).

These innovative models link business activity to broad stakeholder wellbeing and sustainable development. They prioritize
creation of long-term value for all stakeholders, both internal and external, over narrow financial returns. Hybrid business
models, which combine commercial viability with positive social and environmental impact, challenge traditional assumptions
that firms operate independently of social and ecological systems. They emphasize mutually beneficial relationships and the
generation of diverse forms of societal value. Mission statements of such businesses explicitly embed sustainability principles
and wellbeing outcomes into organizational decision-making.

Recent research on sustainable business model innovation has identified pathways for firms to implement these approaches and
advance the Sustainable Development Goals (Alberti & Varon Garrido, 2017; Ferlito & Faraci, 2022). Given the critical role of
tourism operators in achieving SDGs, the absence of discussion on these progressive models and related indicators represents
a significant gap in the SF-MST framework.

4. IMPLICATIONS FOR DESTINATION DEVELOPMENT

To strengthen the policy relevance and practical utility of the SF-MST framework and destination strategies, the following
actions are recommended. These are listed in Table 6:

Table 6: An action agenda

Integrating stakeholder wellbeing outcomes into tourism policy.
Redefining the aim of tourism development.

Shift from static to dynamic sustainability.

Challenge the pro-growth paradigm.

Balancing the effects of destination development.

Embed worker wellbeing in policy and reporting.

Promote innovative business models

Strengthen data infrastructure and capacity

Source: author construction

Sustainable tourism development cannot be meaningfully assessed without considering the wellbeing of all stakeholders-both
within and beyond the tourism sector. Tourism development strategies should adopt a wellbeing lens that converts economic,
social, and environmental impacts into meaningful wellbeing outcomes. Destination managers should look beyond narrow
indicators such as visitor satisfaction and host perceptions to include a balanced mix of subjective and objective indicators aligned
with international best practices. Wellbeing dashboards should be used to monitor progress and inform resource allocation.

Destination managers need to position human wellbeing as the ultimate objective of tourism development, rather than sustainability
or growth alone. Sustainability’ must now be seen as an intermediate, rather than primary, goal along the path of human progress.
Stakeholder wellbeing outcomes, both present and future, must be integrated into every stage of the tourism policy cycle.

Destination managers and tourism business enterprises need to carefully monitor changes in the quantity and quality of capital
stocks (economic, social, human, natural) to ensure intergenerational wellbeing, essential for evaluating long-term sustainability.
Destination managers and tourism firms should be required to report on these changes as part of sustainability assessments.

Destination managers and tourism businesses need to re-assess tourism growth strategies that assume all or most adverse
environmental impacts of growth can be mitigated through technology and better management. In particular, there is an urgent
need to recognize the limits to absolute decoupling and the need for policies that respect planetary boundaries. Selective
degrowth options should be explored where appropriate.

There is a need to establish clear governance principles for prioritizing these outcomes. Tourism stakeholders should adopt a
strong sustainability approach, maintaining critical thresholds of natural and social capital.

The range of indicators must be extended beyond ‘decent work’ to include various essential elements of worker wellbeing
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beyond job satisfaction such as security of employment, work life balance, opportunities for career progress and personal
development, fair compensation, workplace culture.

There is a need to develop hybrid and sustainable business models that create long-term value for all stakeholders, not just
financial shareholders. This will help to align tourism operator practices with achieving the SDGs .

Destinations need to invest in statistical systems and staff training to collect wellbeing data at national and destination levels,
ensuring compatibility with national accounts and international frameworks for credibility and comparability. This could
involve sharing best practices and harmonizing indicators to support cross-country learning and benchmarking.

The types of strategies recommended will not always be easy to implement. Some may be actionable rather quickly, while others
may be expected to take some time. Different destinations may prioritise the strategies differently and different behavioural and
institutional barriers must be overcome (Mason & Biichs, 2023). Overcoming these barriers will comprise an important part of
the strategic action agenda to extend the scope of the SF-MST

CONCLUSION

The SF-MST framework does not provide a sufficiently comprehensive guide to sustainable tourism development, primarily
because it fails to adequately integrate stakeholder wellbeing-particularly that of residents-into its recommended sustainability
indicators. Impact assessments alone cannot capture the full consequences of tourism development, nor can they identify
policies that support alternative sustainable development pathways. This omission represents a missed opportunity to align
tourism research with the global movement to embed wellbeing measures into public policy frameworks.

Although the SF-MST claims to position itself as global best practice, moving ‘Beyond GDP,’ its key performance indicators
remain narrowly focused, emphasising simplistic indicators such as ‘visitor satisfaction’ and ‘host perceptions’, rather than
the balanced mix of robust subjective and objective wellbeing metrics essential for achieving and maintaining sustainable
tourism. This paper has argued that incorporating stakeholder wellbeing outcomes into public and private tourism development
strategies offers a more holistic and policy-relevant approach than the current framework. Placing wellbeing at the centre
of tourism policy would enable destination managers and industry stakeholders to contribute more meaningfully to broader
economic and social development goals.

The critique of SF-MST has broader implications: many destinations still overlook wellbeing as a guiding principle in tourism
planning. As global efforts to develop wellbeing frameworks accelerate, tourism strategies must evolve to reflect these values.
If wellbeing is the ultimate aim of industrial development, it should also be the guiding objective of tourism development.
Converting tourism’s economic, social, and environmental impacts into stakeholder wellbeing outcomes requires applying a
credible wellbeing lens. By adopting metrics aligned with public policy frameworks, destinations can better assess tourism’s
contribution to sustainable development and societal progress. The challenge now is for destinations to adopt, adapt, or develop
suitable wellbeing measures to guide future development paths. If the SF-MST is truly to fulfill its promise of addressing ‘what
truly matters to people,’ it must incorporate wellbeing measures in its further development, and so must the world’s tourism
destinations which depend on this indicator framework for guidance in achieving and maintaining sustainable development.

REFERENCES

Abrar, R. (2021). Building the transition together: WEALL’s perspective on creating a wellbeing economy. In Laurent, E. (Ed.), The wellbeing transition:
Analysis and policy (pp. 157-180). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-67860-9_9

Adler, A., & Seligman, M. (2016). Using wellbeing for public policy: Theory, measurement, and recommendations. International Journal of Wellbeing, 6(1),
1-35. https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v6il.429

Alberti, F. G., & Varon Garrido, M. A. (2017). Can profit and sustainability goals co-exist? New business models for hybrid firms. Journal of Business Strategy,
38(1), 3—13. https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-12-2015-0124

Arrow, K. J., Dasgupta, P., Goulder, L. H., Mumford, K. J., & Oleson, K. (2012). Sustainability and the measurement of wealth. Environment and Development
Economics, 17(3), 317-353. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355770X12000137

Austin, A. (2016). On wellbeing and public policy: Are we capable of questioning the hegemony of happiness? Social Indicators Research, 127, 123—138.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-015-0955-0

Austrade. (2024). Longitudinal indicators for the visitor economy: A more holistic perspective of Australia’s visitor economy. Retrieved January 12, 2025, from
https://www.austrade.gov.au/en/news-and-analysis/publications-and-reports/opportunities-for-the-visitor-economy-report>, accessed 12 January, 2025

Australian Treasury. (2023a). Measuring what matters statement. https://treasury.gov.au/publication/p2023-mwm

Australian Treasury. (2023b). Measuring what matters dashboard. https://treasury.gov.au/policy-topics/measuring-what-matters/dashboard

Bache, 1., & Scott, K. (2018). Wellbeing in politics and policy. In Bache, 1., & Scott, K., The politics of wellbeing: Theory, policy and practice (pp. 1-22).
Palgrave. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-58394-5

Berbekova, A., Uysal, M., & Assaf, A. G. (2022). Toward an assessment of quality of life indicators as measures of destination performance. Journal of Travel
Research, 61(6), 1424—1436. https://doi.org/10.1177/00472875211026755

Boarini, R., Murtin, F., & Schreyer, P. (2015). Inclusive growth: The OECD measurement framework (OECD Statistics Working Papers No. 2015/06). OECD
Publishing.


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-67860-9_9
https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v6i1.429
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-12-2015-0124
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355770X12000137
https://www.austrade.gov.au/en/news-and-analysis/publications-and-reports/opportunities-for-the-visitor-economy-report
https://treasury.gov.au/publication/p2023-mwm
https://treasury.gov.au/policy-topics/measuring-what-matters/dashboard
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-58394-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/00472875211026755

Tourism and Hospitality Management, 33(1), pp, 2027
Dwyer, L. (2027). MEASURING SUSTAINABLE TOURISM: THE IMPORTANCE OF WELLBEING OUTCOM...

Brandt, N., Exton, C., & Fleischer, L. (2022). Wellbeing at the heart of policy: Lessons from national initiatives around the OECD (No. 01/2022). OECD.

Briguglio, M., Czap, N., & Laffan, K. (2025). Wellbeing and policy: Evidence for action. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003382447

Butcher, J. (2023). What path should global tourism take? Tourism's Horizon. Retrieved June 3, 2025, from
https://tourismshorizon938.substack.com/p/what-path-should-global-tourism-take

Costanza, R., McGlade, J., Lovins, H., & Kubiszewski, I. (2014). An overarching goal for the UN sustainable development goals. Solutions, 5, 13-16.

Costanza, R., Fioramonti, L., Kubiszewski, 1., Markowitz, D., Orr, C., Trebeck, K., & Wallis, S. (2022). Creating a Wellbeing Economy Alliance (WEALII) to
motivate and facilitate the transition. In R. Costanza, J. Erikson, J. Farley, & 1. Kubiszewski (Eds.), Sustainable wellbeing futures (pp. 399-407).
Edward Elgar Publishing.

Coscieme, L., Sutton, P., Mortensen, L. F., Kubiszewski, 1., Costanza, R., Trebeck, K., Pulselli, F. M., Giannetti, B. F., & Fioramonti, L. (2019). Overcoming
the myths of mainstream economics to enable a new wellbeing economy. Sustainability, 11(16), 4374. https://doi.org/10.3390/sul1164374

Dalziel, P., Saunders, C., & Saunders, J. (2018). Wellbeing economics: The capabilities approach to prosperity. Palgrave Macmillan.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-93194-4

Dodge, R., Daly, A., Huyton, J., & Sanders, L. (2012). The challenge of defining wellbeing. International Journal of Wellbeing, 2(3), 222-235.
https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v2i3.4

Durand, M. (2015). The OECD better life initiative: How’s life? and the measurement of wellbeing. Review of Income and Wealth, 61(1), 4-17.
https://doi.org/10.1111/roiw.12156

Durand, M. (2020). What should be the goal of public policies? Behavioural Public Policy, 4(2), 226-235. https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2019.45

Durand, M., & Exton, C. (2019). Adopting a wellbeing approach in central government: Policy mechanisms and practical tools. In Global happiness and
wellbeing policy report. Global Happiness Council.

Dwyer, L., Forsyth, P., & Spurr, R. (2016). Contributions of the Sustainable Tourism Cooperative Research Centre to economic analysis and policy.
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 26, 91-99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2016.01.003

Dwyer, L. (2018). Saluting while the ship sinks: The necessity for tourism paradigm change. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 26(1), 29—48.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1308372

Dwyer, L. (2020). Tourism development and sustainable well-being: A beyond GDP perspective. In SITCON 2020: Tourism and sustainable development —
Challenges, opportunities, and contradictions (invited paper). https://www.researchgate.net/publication/348067054 Tourism_Development _and_
Sustainable Well-Being_ A Beyond Gdp_Perspective

Dwyer, L. (2022a). Destination competitiveness and resident wellbeing. Tourism Management Perspectives, 43, 100996.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2022.100996

Dwyer, L. (2022b). Tourism contribution to the SDGs: Applying a wellbeing lens. European Journal of Tourism Research, 32, 3212.
https://doi.org/10.54055/ejtr.v321.2500

Dwyer, L. (2023a). Why tourism economists should treat wellbeing more seriously. Tourism Economics, 29(2), 1975-1994.
https://doi.org/10.1177/13548166221128081

Dwyer, L. (2023b). Resident wellbeing and sustainable tourism development: The ‘capitals approach’. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 31(9), 2119-2135.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1990304

Dwyer, L. (2023c). Tourism degrowth: Painful but necessary. Sustainability, 15(20), 1-23. https://doi.org/10.3390/su152014676

Dwyer, L. (2023d). Tourism development to enhance resident wellbeing: A strong sustainability perspective. Sustainability, 15(4), 3321.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15043321

Dwyer, L. (2023e). Are smart tourism destinations developing sustainably? Smart Tourism, 4(2). https://doi.org/10.54517/st.v4i2.2487

Dwyer, L. (2024a). Measuring the sustainability of tourism (SF-MST): New wine in an old bottle? Sustainability, 16(14), 5867.
https://doi.org/10.3390/sul16145867

Dwyer, L. (2024b). ‘Measuring what matters’: Resident wellbeing and the tourism policy cycle. Sustainability, 16(22), 9718.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16229718

Dwyer, L. (2024c). Tourism degrowth and resident wellbeing. Journal of Tourism, Sustainability and Wellbeing, 12(3), 206-225.
https://doi.org/10.34623/s9m9-gq43

Dwyer, L. (2025a). Tourism development in a wellbeing economy. Sustainability, 17(8), 3706. https://doi.org/10.3390/sul 7083706

Dwyer, L. (2025b). Tourism and wellbeing: Failures of theory, research and practice. Highlights of Sustainability, 4(3), 192-204.
https://doi.org/10.54175/hsustain4030012

Dwyer, L. (2026). Overtourism and resident wellbeing: A framework for analysis. In R. Butler & R. Dodds (Eds.), 4 research agenda for overtourism: Origins,
problems, resolutions. Edward Elgar Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781035355341.00028

Easterlin, R., & O’Connor, K. (2020). The Easterlin paradox (IZA Discussion Paper No. 13923). Institute of Labor Economics (IZA).
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3743147

Edgell, D. L. (2020). Managing sustainable tourism: A legacy for the future (3rd ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429318122

Eurostat. (2023). Quality of life indicators: Measuring quality of life. Retrieved January 23, 2025, from
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Quality of life indicators_- measuring quality of life <accessed 23 January, 2025

Exton, C., & Shinwell, M. (2018). Policy use of wellbeing metrics: Describing countries’ experiences (OECD Statistics Working Papers No. 2018/07). OECD
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/d98eb8ed-en

Faggian, A., Modrego, F., & McCann, P. (2019). Human capital and regional development. In Handbook of regional growth and development theories
(pp. 149-171). https://doi.org/10.4337/9781788970020.00015

Farmaki, A., Altinay, L., & Font, X. (Eds.). (2022). Planning and managing sustainability in tourism: Empirical studies, best-practice cases and theoretical
insights. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-92208-5

Fauzi, M. A. (2025). Sustainable tourism and sustainable development goals (SDGs): A state-of-the-art review of past, present, and future trends. Environment,
Development and Sustainability, 27, 2841-2862. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-023-04077-0

Ferlito, R., & Faraci, R. (2022). Business model innovation for sustainability: A new framework. Innovation & Management Review, 19(3), 222-236.
https://doi.org/10.1108/INMR-07-2021-0125

Fioramonti, L., Coscieme, L., & Mortensen, L. F. (2019). From gross domestic product to wellbeing: How alternative indicators can help connect the new
economy with the Sustainable Development Goals. The Anthropocene Review, 6(3), 207-222. https://doi.org/10.1177/2053019619869947

Fioramonti, L., Coscieme, L., Costanza, R., Kubiszewski, I., Trebeck, K., Wallis, S., Roberts, D., Mortensen, L. F., Pickett, K. E., Wilkinson, R., & Ragnarsdottir,
K. V. (2022). Wellbeing economy: An effective paradigm to mainstream post-growth policies? Ecological Economics, 192, 107261.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2021.107261

Fletcher, R., Murray Mas, 1. M., Blanco-Romero, A., & Blazquez-Salom, M. (2019). Tourism and degrowth: An emerging agenda for research and praxis.
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27, 1745-1763. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2019.1679822

Fleurbaey, M., & Ponthiere, G. (2023). Measuring wellbeing and lives worth living. Economic Theory, 75(4), 1247-1266.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00199-022-01446-0

Frijters, P., Clark, A. E., Krekel, C., & Layard, R. (2020). A happy choice: Wellbeing as the goal of government. Behavioural Public Policy, 4(2), 126-165.
https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2019.39

Fuchs, D., Schlipphak, B., Treib, O., Long, L. A. N., & Lederer, M. (2020). Which way forward in measuring the quality of life? A critical analysis of
sustainability and wellbeing indicator sets. Global Environmental Politics, 20(2), 12-36. https://doi.org/10.1162/glep_a_00554


https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003382447
https://tourismshorizon938.substack.com/p/what-path-should-global-tourism-take
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11164374
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-93194-4
https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v2i3.4
https://doi.org/10.1111/roiw.12156
https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2019.45
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2016.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1308372
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/348067054_Tourism_Development_and_Sustainable_Well-Being_A_Beyond_Gdp_Perspective?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/348067054_Tourism_Development_and_Sustainable_Well-Being_A_Beyond_Gdp_Perspective?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2022.100996
https://doi.org/10.54055/ejtr.v32i.2500
https://doi.org/10.1177/13548166221128081
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1990304
https://doi.org/10.3390/su152014676
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15043321
https://doi.org/10.54517/st.v4i2.2487
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16145867
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16229718
https://doi.org/10.34623/s9m9-gq43
https://doi.org/10.3390/su17083706
https://doi.org/10.54175/hsustain4030012
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781035355341.00028
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3743147
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429318122
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Quality_of_life_indicators_-_measuring_quality_of_life
https://doi.org/10.1787/d98eb8ed-en
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781788970020.00015
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-92208-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-023-04077-0
https://doi.org/10.1108/INMR-07-2021-0125
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053019619869947
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2021.107261
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00199-022-01446-0
https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2019.39
https://doi.org/10.1162/glep_a_00554

Tourism and Hospitality Management, 33(1), pp, 2027
Dwyer, L. (2027). MEASURING SUSTAINABLE TOURISM: THE IMPORTANCE OF WELLBEING OUTCOM...

Garcia-Buades, M. E., Peiro, J. M., Montafiez-Juan, M. 1., Kozusznik, M. W., & Ortiz-Bonnin, S. (2020). Happy-productive teams and work units: A systematic
review of the ‘happy-productive worker thesis’. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 17(1), 69.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17010069

Geissdoerfer, M., Vladimirova, D., & Evans, S. (2018). Sustainable business model innovation: A review. Journal of Cleaner Production, 198, 401-416.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.06.240

Helliwell, J. F., Layard, R., Sachs, J. D., & De Neve, J.-E. (Eds.). (2020). World happiness report 2020. Sustainable Development Solutions Network.

Hickel, J. (2023). On technology and degrowth. Monthly Review, 75(3), 44-50. https://doi.org/10.14452/MR-075-03-2023-07_3

International Labour Organization. (2013). Decent work indicators: Guidelines for producers and users of statistical and legal framework indicators (2nd ed.).
https://www.ilo.org/wemsp5/groups/public/---dgreports/---integration/documents/publication/wems_229374.pdf

Isham, A., Mair, S., & Jackson, T. (2021). Worker wellbeing and productivity in advanced economies: Re-examining the link. Ecological Economics, 184,
106989. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2021.106989

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. (2023). Climate change 2023: Synthesis report (Summary for policymakers). Retrieved November 3, 2025,
fromhttps://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/syr/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_SYR_SPM.pdf

Kallis, G., Paulson, S., D’Alisa, G., & Demaria, F. (2020). The case for degrowth. Polity Press.

Konu, H., & Smith, M. K. (2024). Tourism and wellbeing. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Jackson, T. (2021). Wellbeing matters: Tackling growth dependency, an economy that works. Sustainable Human Development. Retrieved October 3, 2025,
from https://jussemper.org/Resources/Economic%?20Data/Resources/TimJackson-WellbeingMatters.pdf

Lepeley, M. T. (2017). Bhutan’s gross national happiness: An approach to human-centred sustainable development. South Asian Journal of Human Resources
Management, 4(2), 174—184. https://doi.org/10.1177/2322093717731634

Mason, N., & Biichs, M. (2023). Barriers to adopting wellbeing-economy narratives: Comparing the wellbeing economy alliance and wellbeing economy
governments. Sustainability: Science, Practice and Policy, 19(1), 2222624. https://doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2023.2222624

Miller, G., & Torres-Delgado, A. (2023). Measuring sustainable tourism: A state of the art review of sustainable tourism indicators. Journal of Sustainable
Tourism, 31(7), 1483—1496. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2023.2213859

Murray, 1., Fletcher, R., Blazquez-Salom, M., Blanco-Romero, A., Cafada, E., & Sekulova, F. (2025). Tourism and degrowth. Tourism Geographies, 27(3-4),
547-557.

OECD (2020). How’s Life?. Measuring Wellbeing. OECD Publishing. Brussels, Belgium

OECD. (2024). Creating economic prosperity through inclusive and sustainable tourism: G7/OECD policy priorities paper (OECD Tourism Papers No.
2024/01). OECD Publishing.

Parrique, T., Barth, J., Briens, F., Kerschner, C., Kraus-Polk, A., Kuokkanen, A., & Spangenberg, J. H. (2019). Decoupling debunked: Evidence and arguments
against green growth as a sole strategy for sustainability. European Environment Bureau.

Pelenc, J., & Ballet, J. (2015). Strong sustainability, critical natural capital and the capability approach. Ecological Economics, 112, 36-44.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.02.006

Rajani, F., & Boluk, K. A. (2022). A critical commentary on the SDGs and the role of tourism. Tourism and Hospitality, 3(4), 855-860.
https://doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp3040053

Randall, C., Cochrane, L., Jones, L., & Manclossi, S. (2019). Measuring national wellbeing in the UK: International comparisons, 2019. Office for National
Statistics. Retrieved November2025, fromhttps://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/wellbeing/articles/measuringnationalwellbeing/
internationalcomparisons2019 accessed November 2025

Raworth, K. (2017a). A doughnut for the Anthropocene: Humanity’s compass in the 21st century. The Lancet Planetary Health, 1(2), e48—e49.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(17)30028-1

Raworth, K. (2017b). Doughnut economics: Seven ways to think like a 21st-century economist (1st ed.). Chelsea Green Publishing.

Reijnders, L. (2021). Substitution, natural capital and sustainability. Journal of Integrative Environmental Sciences, 18(1), 115-142.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1943815X.2021.2007133

Stiglitz, J., Fitoussi, J., & Durand, M. (2018). Beyond GDP: Measuring what counts for economic and social performance. OECD Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264307292-en

Tov, W. (2018). Wellbeing concepts and components. In E. Diener, S. Oishi, & L. Tay (Eds.), Handbook of subjective wellbeing (pp. 1-15). Noba Scholar.

Treasury. (2022). The living standards framework dashboard — April 2022. New Zealand Treasury.

United Nations. (2011). General Assembly Resolution 65/309: Happiness: Towards a holistic approach to development.

United Nations. (2020). Global indicator framework for the Sustainable Development Goals and targets of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.
Retrieved October 25, 2025, from https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/indicators-list/

nited Nations. (2021). Shaping our future together: Listening to people’s priorities for the future and their ideas for action (Concluding report of the UN75
Office) https://www.un.org/sites/un2.un.org/files/2021/01/un75_final report_shapingourfuturetogether.pdf> accessed 24 October 2025

United Nations Environment Programme. (2011). Towards a green economy: Pathways to sustainable development and poverty eradication.

United Nations Statistical Commission. (2024). Statistical framework for measuring the sustainability of tourism (SF-MST). Retrieved October 30, 2025, from
https://www.untourism.int/tourism-statistics/statistical-framework-for-measuring-the-sustainability-of-tourism

Wellbeing Economy Alliance. (2023). For an economy in service of life. Retrieved August 2, 2025, from https://weall.org/

Wijngaards, 1., King, O. C., Burger, M. J., & van Exel, J. (2022). Worker wellbeing: What it is, and how it should be measured. Applied Research in Quality of
Life, 17(2), 795-832. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-021-09930-w

World Health Organization. (2023). WHO European wellbeing economy initiative. Retrieved July 30, 2025, from
https://www.who.int/europe/initiatives/who-european-wellbeing-economy-initiative

World Tourism Organization. (2019). Experiences from pilot studies in measuring the sustainability of tourism: A synopsis for policy makers.

https://webunwto.s3.eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/2020-09/Experiences-from-pilot-studies-in-Measuring-the- Sustainability-of-Tourism.pdf

World Tourism Organization. (2022). Measuring the sustainability of tourism: Learning from pilots. https://doi.org/10.18111/9789284424061

World Wellbeing Movement. (2025). How's life? Retrieved August 1, 2025, from https://worldwellbeingmovement.org

Yang, Y., Wani, G. A., Nagaraj, V., Haseeb, M., Sultan, S., Hossain, M. E., Kamal, M., & Shah, S. M. R. (2023). Progress in sustainable tourism research:

An analysis of the comprehensive literature and future research directions. Sustainability, 15(3), 2755. https://doi.org/10.3390/su15032755

Please cite this article as:
Dwyer, L. (2027). Measuring Sustainable Tourism: The Importance of Wellbeing Outcomes. Tourism and Hospitality Management, 33(1), pp,
https://doi.org/10.20867/thm.33.1.1

Creative Commons Attribution — Non Commercial — Share Alike 4.0 International


https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17010069
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.06.240
https://doi.org/10.14452/MR-075-03-2023-07_3
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---dgreports/---integration/documents/publication/wcms_229374.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2021.106989
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/syr/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_SYR_SPM.pdf
https://jussemper.org/Resources/Economic%20Data/Resources/TimJackson-WellbeingMatters.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/2322093717731634
https://doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2023.2222624
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2023.2213859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.02.006
https://doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp3040053
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/wellbeing/articles/measuringnationalwellbeing/internationalcomparisons2019%20accessed%20November%202025
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/wellbeing/articles/measuringnationalwellbeing/internationalcomparisons2019%20accessed%20November%202025
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(17)30028-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/1943815X.2021.2007133
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264307292-en
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/indicators-list/
https://www.un.org/sites/un2.un.org/files/2021/01/un75_final_report_shapingourfuturetogether.pdf
https://www.untourism.int/tourism-statistics/statistical-framework-for-measuring-the-sustainability-of-tourism
https://weall.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-021-09930-w
https://www.who.int/europe/initiatives/who-european-wellbeing-economy-initiative
https://webunwto.s3.eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/2020-09/Experiences-from-pilot-studies-in-Measuring-the- Sustainability-of-Tourism.pdf
https://doi.org/10.18111/9789284424061
https://worldwellbeingmovement.org
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15032755

	_Hlk220338471
	_Hlk216803414
	_Hlk216918007
	_Hlk216963420
	_Hlk216990629
	_Hlk118657836
	_Hlk216780557
	_Hlk216716653
	_Hlk216741881
	_Hlk212887742
	_Hlk213146752
	_Hlk213146988
	Declaration_of_conflicting_interests
	Funding
	ORCID_iD
	Notes
	_Hlk205200481
	_bookmark21
	_bookmark20
	_bookmark19
	_bookmark18
	_bookmark17
	_bookmark16
	_bookmark15
	_bookmark14
	_bookmark13
	_bookmark12
	_bookmark11
	Disclosure_statement
	References
	_bookmark0
	_bookmark7
	_bookmark8
	_bookmark9
	_Hlk205113958
	_Hlk157431462
	_Hlk159851210
	_Hlk157257063
	_Hlk159134726
	_Hlk199177421
	_Hlk189556432
	_Hlk214013051
	_Hlk214012840
	_bookmark36
	_bookmark35
	_bookmark33
	_bookmark34
	_Hlk214020442
	_bookmark32
	_bookmark31
	_bookmark30
	_bookmark29
	_Hlk156560623
	_Hlk154063240
	_Hlk159660034
	_Hlk158971041
	_Hlk159407514
	_Hlk188783015
	_Hlk188785493
	_Hlk188964105
	_Hlk205199398
	_Hlk200785231
	_bookmark28
	_bookmark27
	_bookmark22
	_bookmark23
	_bookmark24
	_bookmark25
	_bookmark26
	_Hlk213741512
	_Hlk213586569
	_bookmark6
	_bookmark5
	_bookmark4
	_bookmark3
	_bookmark2
	_bookmark1
	ZOTERO_BREF_nFev7BzsD1u5

