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1.0. Introduction
Academic institutions can be tourist destinations, as educational tourism has a large share in 

global tourism programs (Attaalla, 2020). Universities realized their civic mission by engaging in 
educational tourism. Universities can incorporate teaching, research, and community engagement 
outside their premises (Goddard et al., 2016). When a university fully possesses the necessary 
resources, components, and or conditions such as attractions, accessibility, accommodation, 
activities, and amenities, it is very ready as a tourist destination (Sujaritchai & Artnarong (2016), 
while accountability is highlighted on the need of the tourists for communication for better customer 
service (Sahid, 2018).  This is because the A’s of tourism influence the decision-making of tourists to 
choose to visit a particular place (Arpornpisal, 2018). 

In educational tourism, the university and its regional roles are closely linked to each other and 
embedded in the educational journey (Tomasi et al., 2020). Educational tourism is picking up in Asia 
spurred by globalization and thus a need for greater international exposure by both students and 
teachers (Rahimi et al., 2018; Lee & King, 2016).  International tourist interest is likewise increasing 
in most ASEAN countries, with a growing rate of inbound student arrivals (Maga & Nicolau, 2018). 
Hence, universities in the ASEAN need to engage in intergovernmental collaboration in tourism 
(Wong, 2010).

The major sub-sectors in Philippine tourism include ecotourism, medical, health and wellness, 
and retirement, meetings, incentives, conventions and exhibitions (MICE), adventure, outdoor and 
sports, amusement, entertainment and leisure, and cultural and heritage tourism (Javier & Elazigue, 
2011) and educational tourism. Educational tourism is often considered general education tourism, 
specifically referring to ecotourism and cultural heritage tourism (Lee, 2018; McGladdery & Lubbe, 
2017). As a result, the industry contributed a gross value added of PHP1.0 trillion, representing an 
8.2% increase in the share of the country’s GDP.  It also created up to 5.0 million jobs, which is a 
12.7% increase in national employment from 2014 (Department of Tourism, 2016), hence the need 
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for universities to keep their programs responsive to the industry’s needs (Mungai et al., 2021) and 
improve the image, reputation, and readiness of the destination university (Tomasi et al., 2020).

The huge potential of tourism to bring positive results has encouraged the country to bank on 
it for post-pandemic economic recovery (Department of Budget and Management Memo No. 136 
series of 2021) and international educational excellence.  According to the DBM Memo, the country 
will rely heavily on tourism to revive the economy brought down by the COVID-19 pandemic.  Partly 
in support of efforts aimed at the recovery of the Philippine tourism industry, the Commission on 
Higher Education (CHED) launched in 2021 an international competitiveness building program called 
Edutourism: Study in the Philippines to develop the country as an education hub.  The project is part 
of a bigger initiative to establish the Philippines as a center of quality higher education in identified 
niche/programs of excellence in the ASEAN (CHED, 2021).

Negros Occidental has been identified as a priority tourism area under the National Tourism 
Development Plan 2016-2022 and Tourism Regional Strategic Action Plan.  Evidently, its tourism 
traffic is good.  In particular, the tourism industry trends in Southern Negros Occidental between 
2014 and 2017 manifested a good number of visitor arrivals except for 2016 with a slight decrease 
(Mendoza, 2018).

Being a priority area, Negros Occidental’s state universities and colleges are qualified to avail of 
CHED’s grants for proposals on enhancing tourism products. A State University in Southern Negros 
Occidental was among the recipient of this grant, which seeks to improve the resources of universities 
for tourism under the core principle of glocalization of education (CHED, 2021). 

Areas for improvement in tourism destinations are usually identified through readiness 
assessments (Soeswoyo, 2016; Chotsopanon, 2018). The improvements are made to satisfy customers 
to ensure repeat visits and loyalty (Ismail & Rohman, 2019).  Destination readiness assessments 
were also done to determine the extent of management effort and investment, particularly of 
governments, in national tourism development thrusts (Widyastuti & Dharmest, 2020).  The process 
often includes identifying areas as a potential for development as attractions (Kunz & Ratliff, 2019; 
Mahadewi, 2017).

Studies reviewed include the promotion of educational tourism by HEIs as demonstrated by its 
tourism products such as nature, farm, health and wellness, and culture and heritage (Widyastuti & 
Dharmesti, 2020; Arcana & Wiweka, 2016; Darroca, 2020; Santoso et al., 2019). The most successful 
destinations recognize the broader implications of the relationship between tourism, culture, 
traditions, and nature, hence creating employment and development of the local community in 
the long term. In fostering local development through educational tourism, the role of universities 
includes students’ involvement in place-based activities, increased tourism business, and generating 
economic and social benefits to the community. Locally, there is a perceived high demand for 
universities in educational and scientific activities (Ramirez, 2021). These imply that HEIs as regional 
educational hubs should develop the potential of educational tourism destinations (Tomasi et al. 
2020). 

However, there is a dearth of studies on readiness assessments for tourism destinations, 
especially for universities or colleges.  This is particularly absent in the case of universities and colleges 
in Negros Occidental.  For this reason, the researcher conducted a study to determine the readiness 
of a state university in terms of the 6A’s of tourism – attractions, accessibility, accommodation, 
activities, amenities, and accountability.  The study also identified opportunities for the promotion 
and enhancement of tourism resources.  

2.0. Framework of the Study 
The study theorized that the tourism destination readiness of a Philippine State University is 

dependent on the availability of resources and conditions that support tourism. These are determined 
by internal and external stakeholders who know the destination’s core features, capabilities, and 
conditions.    

The study is anchored on the Resource-Based View (RBV) Theory.  The RBV Theory promotes 
identifying the organization’s unique internal resources and capability strengths to achieve sustainable 
competitive advantage.  It is an inside-out view that looks at an organization as a collection of 
physical, human, and organizational resources (Madhani, 2010).  Based on the theory, the resources 
must be valuable, rare, have imperfect imitability, and non-substitutability to provide a competitive 
advantage; and must be valuable, heterogeneously distributed across competitors, and imperfectly 
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mobile for the competitive advantage to be sustainable.  The theory is commonly used to analyze 
the potential, competitiveness, or success indicators of businesses, including tourism enterprises.  

The RBV theory is relevant to the study in that identifying the unique internal resources and 
capability strengths of the university was done using the lens of the 6As.

Attractions refer to the destination’s unique, rare, interesting, or unusual tangible and non-
tangible resources that compel people for a visit. This study classified these resources under the 
tourism product categories nature, farm, education, health and wellness, and culture and heritage. 
Accessibility refers to roads, road networks, and public transportation that enable tourists to visit 
the destination.  It also refers to online bookings and an inquiry system that allow guests to set an 
appointment for a tour or ask for tourism-related information. Further, it refers to the availability 
of the attractions throughout the seasons of the year and the possibility of reaching them on foot 
or by all types of vehicles. Accommodation refers to lodging facilities such as hotels, guest houses, 
and dorms within the university or 20-25 minutes from the university. Activities are all typical leisure 
activities that tourists may engage in during their visit to the tourism destination. Amenities are 
the basic facilities and infrastructure that support tourism activities and make tourists comfortable. 
Accountability refers to resources and mechanisms that enable a destination to achieve good 
governance.  It consists of tourism plans and policies, and activities that would protect the university’s 
assets.  It also includes systems for communicating with clients, guests, or tourists.  

Attractions and accessibility are the unique, valuable, rare, imperfectly imitable, non-
substitutable, heterogeneously distributed, and imperfectly mobile internal resources that, in the 
context of this study, the theory refers to as the competitive advantage of the university over other 
educational tourism destinations.  While accommodation, activities, amenities, and accountability 
complete the whole collection of the university’s internal resources.

3.0. Methodology
The study used a descriptive-comparative research design. The respondents of the study 

were 239 internal stakeholders and 23 external stakeholders.  Internal stakeholders were chosen 
by stratified random sampling, while external stakeholders were chosen by proportional stratified 
random sampling. 

The researcher utilized a researcher-made survey instrument designed to measure tourism 
destination readiness based on the aspects or attributes: attractions, accessibility, accommodations, 
activities, amenities, and accountability.  The 5As or the aspects or attributes were based on the 
Tourism Guidebook for Local Government Units (2017). The accountability aspect was included to 
project the participation of governance in tourism.  Part II contained the survey on the tourism 
destination readiness of the University in terms of attractions, accessibility, accommodations, 
activities, amenities, and accountability.  

The attractions were sub-categorized into tourism products nature, farm, health and wellness, 
culture and heritage, and education.  Statements ranged from one to 13 items per sub-category 
or aspect.  The measurement of the tourism destination readiness used a Likert-type scale of 1 
to 4 with the following interpretation: 3.00-4.00 mean range is very ready corresponding to the 
verbal interpretation, “The attribute, resource, or condition is highly present;” 2.00 – 2.99 is ready 
corresponding to “The attribute, resource, or condition is present;” 1.00 - 1.99 is almost ready 
corresponding to “The attribute, resource, or condition is moderately present;” and 0.99 – 1.00 is not 
ready corresponding to “The attribute, resource, or condition is not present.”  Part III was a checklist 
to determine aspects of tourism where opportunities for promotion and enhancement possibly exist. 

The survey questionnaire was subjected to content validation using Lawshe’s Content Validation 
Ratio.  The resulting Content Validation Index after the process was 0.89.  The survey questionnaire 
was also subjected to a reliability test by pilot testing.  Responses were analyzed through Cronbach’s 
Alpha method, and the alpha coefficient was 0.973.  The researcher distributed the link to the online 
survey through messenger.  This was the preferred mode of conduct to ensure the safety of both 
researcher and respondents during the time of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Face-to-face administration of the questionnaires was also done for respondents who were 
not reached online.  Enumerators were employed to administer the survey to parent officers and 
community leaders.  The data were then tabulated, transcribed, and analyzed.  Descriptive analysis 
was used for the profile of respondents using frequency count and percentage distribution.  Mean 
and standard deviation were used for the readiness rating of the attributes. 
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Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to determine the normality of the variables.  The normality 
test revealed that the variables of attraction [KS=0.059, p=0.028], accessibility [KS=0.126, p=0.000], 
accommodation [KS=0.202, p=0.000], activities [KS=0.148, p=0.000], amenities [KS=0.071, p=0.003], 
and accountability [KS=0.121, p=0.000] were not normally distributed, hence the use of nonparametric 
tests for inferential results.

Mann Whitney U test was used to determine the significant difference in the extent of 
readiness of a Philippine State University as a tourism destination in terms of attraction, accessibility, 
accommodation, activities, amenities, and accountability when stakeholders are grouped according 
to designation as internal and external stakeholders.

4.0. Results and Discussion

Extent of Tourism Destination Readiness
Table 1 shows that the readiness of the state university, as a whole (M=3.09, SD=0.49), is very 

ready according to both internal and external stakeholders.  This means the University fully possesses 
the necessary resources, components, and conditions to allow tourist destination management to 
conduct tourism activities successfully.  It further shows that the state university can cater to tourists 
in a diverse range of product needs.  The finding means that the University can now be fully operated 
as a tourism destination because it has appropriate resources and support services.  It supports the 
premise stated by Sujaritchai and Artnarong (2016) that the presence of these factors (As) of tourism 
determines the success of a destination.  It is because the 5As influence the decision-making of 
tourists to choose to visit a particular place (Arpornpisal, 2018). 

In terms of the variables, accommodation got the highest rating (M=3.25, SD=0.72), followed 
by attractions (M=3.15, SD=0.52), amenities (M=3.09, SD=0.55), and accessibility (M=3.09, SD=0.63); 
the least was activities (M=3.02, SD=0.64).  The sixth attribute, accountability, was rated lowest or 
only ready (M=2.94, SD=0.70).

The highest mean rating was provided to accommodation (M=3.25: SD=0.72), interpreted as 
very ready.  This signifies that the destination excels in terms of the availability of temporary sleeping 
or lodging provisions, as evidenced by three-star hotels located at the nearest urban center proximate 
to the University.  The availability of accommodation is important as it closely relates to the study of 
Novianti et al. (2019), which likewise determined the availability of accommodation amenities within 
the campus and three-star hotels within its proximity.  Both supported the potential of a university to 
become an educational tourism attraction. Results, however, become insignificant when viewed from 
the studies of Arpornpisal (2018) and Arcana and Wiweka (2016), in which accommodation rated low 
among the factors that influence the decision of tourists to travel.

Attractions were rated the second-highest (M=3.15, SD=0.52), interpreted very ready.  This 
is significant because attractions are top determinants of a destination’s potential, supporting the 
University’s overall readiness rating.  It means the destination has sufficient natural and anthropic 
resources with strong appeal, uniqueness, or interesting characteristics.  This suggests the fitness of 
the destination for operation as a tourism destination because it has elements that can draw tourist 
visits.  This finding aligns with the study of Ismail and Rohman (2019), which states that attraction 
can influence customer satisfaction and loyalty, hence the success of tourism in a particular area.  
The study of Hoang et al. (2018) is confirmed because it determines where development can best 
be carried out.  However, it does not align with the study of Soeswoyo (2016), wherein despite the 
high readiness of attractions, the overall result is not yet ready due to deficiencies in other attributes.   

The readiness in terms of amenities as a whole (M=3.09, SD=0.55) is very ready.  Amenities 
ranked third highest among the 6As.  Overall, the University possesses the basic facilities and 
infrastructure that support tourism activities and make tourists comfortable.  The high readiness 
result is significant considering that amenities are often put alongside attraction and accessibility 
in terms of importance (Novianti et al., 2019; Santoso et al., 2019).  These three are the basic A’s of 
tourism.  Ismail and Rohman (2019) affirmed that facilities indeed influence customer loyalty.   The 
result aligns with that of Soeswoyo (2016), which highlighted the strong influence of amenities as 
support to the overall readiness of a destination. 

The readiness in terms of accessibility as a whole (M=3.09, SD=0.63) is very ready.  The rating 
score was raised by the availability of public transportation from major urban centers to the University 
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but lowered by lower ratings on the availability of online bookings and inquiries.  This means that 
enabling factors, such as road infrastructure and transportation at the least, are available to allow 
tourist visits to the destination.  This is due to the University’s location along a national highway plied 
by all types of vehicles and its proximity from the urban centers of two provinces.  These support 
the overall very ready rating of the state university and its potential to become a successful tourism 
destination.  However, due to the online platforms for bookings and inquiries that were observed 
to be not as highly present, the accessibility is diminished.  The low rating suggests that while this 
system is present, there is a need to make it fully available to increase the University’s potential and 
support its readiness. 

In line with the results of the study of Darroca (2020), the use of public transport is perceived as 
convenient and provides satisfaction to tourists.  The significant role of accessibility in influencing the 
viability of a destination for tourism supports the study of Arpornpisal (2018) and Hoang et al. (2018), 
which put the influence of accessibility on the readiness and potential of a destination as one of the 
strongest factors.  However, results negate those of Ismail and Rohman (2019), which determined that 
accessibility does not influence customer satisfaction and loyalty. 

The readiness in terms of activities as a whole (M=3.02, SD=0.64) is very ready mainly because of 
the availability of coffee and dining experience around the campus.  However, external shareholders 
rated the item “shopping, souvenir items and gift buying” at the low level of ready (M=2.68; SD=0.89), 
lowering the result.  The ratings mean sufficient leisure activities could be enjoyed within the 
University aside from visiting major nature, farm, and health and wellness attractions or participating 
in educational-related events or happenings.  However, there is a need to make souvenirs and gift 
buying a more enjoyable activity when visiting the destination.  The significance of creating activities 
within a tourism destination agrees with the studies of Mahadewi (2017) and Oladeji (2020).  It is also 
in consonance with the approach specified in the study of Chotsopanon (2018) that tourist attractions 
with a medium level of ability to create local experiences should provide additional activities.

Accountability was rated the lowest (M=2.94: SD=0.70), interpreted as ready.  In particular, a 
low score was given to social media sites for tourism and client feedback mechanisms. This means 
the University still has room to enhance systems that ensure it takes responsibility for its actions and 
continuously improves customer service.  This brings to the fore the results of the studies of Sahid 
(2018) and Purnomo et al. (2019) that highlighted the need for communication with tourists as an 
indicator of accountability and good governance.   Meanwhile, with regards to client feedback, the 
low result is similar to the study of Mahadewi (2017), which interpreted that the findings indicated 
management’s weakness in terms of performance evaluation.  In concurrence, Albu and Cîmpean 
(2017) put a high value on satisfying customers by adding to their model for assessing tourism 
the aspect of online reviews and recommendations. This development was done considering the 
widespread use of the internet by people looking for destinations to visit. 

By tourism product, specific results show high readiness for nature, farm, health and wellness, 
and education tourism products.  The specific items rated very high are diverse but essentially 
nature-based, particularly pollution-free environment, farming technologies, landscape, landforms, 
and water bodies. 

The results are similar to those of Mahadewi (2017), Widyastuti and Dharmesti (2020), Arcana 
and Wiweka (2016), Darroca (2020), and Santoso et al. (2019), wherein very good ratings were 
obtained mainly because of the presence of attractors in the form of scenic natural views and 
peaceful atmosphere.  In consonance, this study found out that the main attractor was the natural 
environment, even if the destination offers other tourism products.  Meanwhile, the diversity of 
the attractive features that were rated high coincides with Artnarong and Sujaritchai (2016) and 
Arpornpisal (2018) and Darroca (2020), which emphasized the need for variety in tourist destinations 
to make it more attractive. 

Culture and heritage got a slightly lower mean rating of very ready due to the lower ratings for 
the practice of indigenous cultural activities and museums and galleries.  The result deviates from the 
assertion of Hoang et al. (2018) that cultural-historical value is the ultimate determinant of internal 
tourism potential.  However, it exemplifies what Soeswoyo (2016) is pointing out that in order for a 
destination to offer cultural attraction, it is not enough to have a unique culture.  The elements that 
make up the culture must be packaged for the enjoyment of tourists. 
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Difference in the Extent of Tourism Destination Readiness 
Table 2 shows that there is no significant difference in the extent of readiness of a Philippine 

State University as a tourism destination in terms of attraction [U=2592.5, p=0.653], accessibility 
[U=2379.0, p=0.283], accommodation [U=2598.5, p=0.653], activities [U=2336.5, p=0.228], amenities 
[U=2490.5, p=0.457], and accountability [U=2521.0, p=0.510] when stakeholders are grouped 
according to designation as internal and external stakeholders.  Internal stakeholders assessed the 
University as very ready (M=3.08: SD=0.50); external stakeholders also assessed it as very ready 
(M=3.09: SD=0.49), with almost the same mean ratings.  This means that the findings are consistent, 
indicating and confirming the result that the University is very ready to engage in tourism activities. 

The result is similar to Mahadewi (2017) and Oladeji (2020).  In the same line, the studies share 
a common finding: that stakeholders who agree on the high readiness of the destination were 
also highly aware and receptive of the potential tourism development in their area.  Both findings 
support the overall readiness rating of very ready and the claim of Ismail and Rohman (2019) that 
an agreement between the local community and management is also an indicator that visitors will 
most likely be satisfied with the destination’s tourism services.  Awareness, common understanding, 
support, and good tandem between internal and external stakeholders justify the no significant 
difference of their findings on the attributes.
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          Table 1.  Extent of Readiness of a Philippine State University as a Tourism Destination

Variables 
Internal External Overall 

M SD Int M SD Int M SD Int 

Attractions 3.14 0.52 VR 3.22 0.43 VR 3.15 0.52 VR 

Accessibility 3.08 0.63 VR 3.21 0.66 VR 3.09 0.63 VR 

Accommodation 3.24 0.73 VR 3.33 0.68 VR 3.25 0.72 VR 

Activities 3.03 0.65 VR 2.88 0.62 R 3.02 0.64 VR 

Amenities 3.08 0.56 VR 3.19 0.37 VR 3.09 0.55 VR 

Accountability 2.94 0.72 R 2.91 0.56 R 2.94 0.70 R 

Readiness 3.08 0.50 VR 3.14 0.37 VR 3.09 0.49 VR 
            Legend: VR=Very Ready, R=Ready, M=Mean, SD=Standard Deviation, Int=Interpretation
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Variable U Z p 
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Accessibility 2379.0 -1.073 0.283 
Accommodation 2598.5 -0.449 0.653 
Activities 2336.5 -1.205 0.228 
Amenities 2490.5 -0.744 0.457 
Accountability 2521.0 -0.658 0.510 
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Opportunities for Promotion of Resources 

Table 3 shows respondents' answers on which resources of the university may be promoted 
as tourism attractions; responses revealed that 168 or 64.1% identified agricultural production 
technology; 166 or 63.4% water bodies; 160 or 61.1% farm products; 142 or 54.2% plant and 
animal species; 141 or 53.8% natural landform; and 140 or 53.4% farm management technology.  
The respondents were asked about the specific names of the resources for promotion as tourism 
attractions.  The answers were numerous and extensive.  Those least recommended for promotion 
as tourism attractions are items related to education, culture, and heritage. 

Three or 50% of the top six resources recommended for promotion as tourism attractions 
were under the theme farm tourism and nature.  This means that stakeholders are highly aware of 
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Mahadewi (2017) and Kunz and Ratliff (2019), which state that this is important to destination 
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could work together to develop marketing strategies that would project a positive image of both 
the institution and the destination. 

The high awareness of stakeholders of the attractions in the destination reflects the study of 
Mahadewi (2017), wherein stakeholders rated the destination as very good, driven by a high 
rating on awareness of rural communities of the destination.  The extent and variety of attractions, 
including sports facilities and technology demonstration projects, recommended for promotion 
show that the University could practically offer almost all its operations, resources, and facilities as 
tourism objects as a long-established educational institution.  Meanwhile, the lack of 
recommendation for educational tourism is similar to the findings of Arcana and Wiweka (2016), 
which determined that in terms of motivation, tourists' motivation is still 'tourism first' rather than 
'education first.'  This suggests management intervention to make stakeholders aware of 
alternative tourism other than nature and farm tourism. 
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Educational gatherings 78 29.8 
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Opportunities for Enhancement of Resources 
Table 4 shows respondents’ answers on which resources of the University need to be 

enhanced for tourism purposes.  It is shown that 179 or 68.3% identified "trails to natural and 
cultural attractions," 164 or 62.6% "road within the campus," 159 or 60.7% "signages," 157 or 
59.9% "infrastructures such as tourist sheds and viewing decks," 155 or 59.2% "food services," 149 
or 56.9% "web and social media sites," 145 or 55.3% "souvenir shops," 142 or 54.2% "museums 
and galleries," 134 or 51.1% "quality of lodging accommodation," and 132 or 50.4% "visitor 
lounges." The resources they least recommended for improvement were the basic, particularly 
electricity, communication, water, drainage, and communication. 

The recommendations highlight the specific resources, infrastructure, and services that 
stakeholders deem lacking or need improvement in order for the University to offer a comfortable 
stay in the destination.  These are the items that management must include in its Tourism 
Development Plan to ensure customer satisfaction.    
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The contrasting ready rating with recommendations for improvement to make the destination 
more suitable for tourism purposes has similarities to the findings of Soeswoyo (2016) in a study of 
a cultural village.  It was found out that the destination has infrastructures and some tourist facilities, 
but not all of them were functioning optimally.  Meanwhile, the recommendation to improve web and 
social media sites supports the point made by Kunz and Ratliff (2019) to include awareness factors 
in the Tourism Potential Index.  The results fortify the recommendation in the study of Widyastuti 
and Dharmesti (2020), which is to develop a strong social media presence for the tourism village to 
enhance its potential.  It also agrees with the findings of Ismail and Rohman (2019) that amenities and 
ancillary services must be improved to attain customer satisfaction.  Overall, these affirm the study 
of Tomasi et al. (2020) that higher education institutions can enhance the potential of educational 
tourism destinations.
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                        Table 4.  Physical Resources to be enhanced for Tourism Purposes

Physical Resources  f % 
Attractions   

Museums and galleries 142 54.2 
Natural landscape and surroundings 126 48.1 

Accessibility   
Trails to natural and cultural attractions 179 68.3 
Road within the campus 164 62.6 
Signage 159 60.7 

Accommodations   
Quality of lodging accommodations 134 51.1 
Activities   
Souvenirs and local products 128 48.9 

Amenities   
Infrastructures, such as tourist sheds and 
viewing decks 

157 59.9 

Food services 155 59.2 
Visitor lounges 132 50.4 
Seminar and training facilities 124 47.3 
Souvenir shops 145 55.3 
Potable water 121 46.2 
Restrooms 121 46.2 
Dining amenities 120 45.8 
Convenience shops 119 45.4 
Drainage 115 43.9 
Cleaning water supply 114 43.5 
Communication  114 43.5 
Solid waste management   112 42.7 
Convention venues 106 40.5 
Car parking 100 38.2 
Electricity 81 30.9 

Accountability   
Web and social media sites 149 56.9 
Tour guides 130 49.6 
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5.0. Conclusion
The state university is very ready to become a tourism destination as measured according to the 

6A’s of tourism. This means that the university highly possesses the needed resources, components, 
and conditions to be a tourist destination. 

The university is very ready in terms of attractions, implying that varied types of natural 
and anthropic resources with strong appeal, uniqueness, or interesting characteristics are highly 
observable in its area.  It is also very ready in terms of accessibility, indicating that transportation 
systems and infrastructure are highly available for tourists. It further means that the destination is 
highly accessible throughout all seasons of the year and by all modes of transportation. The university 
is also very ready in terms of accommodation because sleeping or lodging facilities are highly present 
and within its service area. Likewise, the university is very ready in terms of activities, signifying that 
leisure or recreational activities other than that done for educational purposes may also be highly 
enjoyed within or around the campus. The university is also very ready in terms of amenities. It has 
more than the basic facilities and infrastructure that facilitate tourism and make tourists comfortable. 
The university is rated ready in terms of accountability, suggesting it has basic mechanisms and 
systems that ensure management responsibility and good customer service.

Both internal and external shareholders concur that the university is very ready to become 
a tourist destination, evidenced by the more than the adequate level of physical assets and 
organizational mechanisms to conduct tourism activities successfully. As to resources for promotion, 
they recommended that the university advertise farm and natural tourism assets as attractions. It 
was suggested to improve accessibility and certain amenities. These comments of stakeholders were 
included in the Tourism Development Plan as the output of the study.
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