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title
In the pursuit of sustainability: Residents’ perceived benefits as a triple dimension.
ABSTRACT

Bearing in mind that residents’ perceptions are pondered crucial to accomplish sustainable tourism, this research aims to explain sustainability by examining residents’ perceived benefits in detail. Perceived benefits were analysed as a dimension that comprehends community benefits, destination profile and economics benefits and amenities and facilities development benefits. This study examines the impacts of residents’ perceived benefits on sustainability for the first time, offering revealing scholar and managerial contributions. Results showed that the three most significant linkages were between (1) perceived benefits and support for tourism, (2) perceived benefits and sustainability, and (3) community involvement and perceived benefits. This research confirms the significance of residents’ participation in decision-making processes so as to perceive benefits and finally enhance sustainable development in the destination. This study outlines the relevance of perceived benefits in the achievement of sustainability. 
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1. Introduction
Residents’ support for tourism has been widely explained by scholars, mainly by explaining residents’ attitudes due to the cost-benefit analysis (Wang et al., 2020) or by considering sustainability as a three dimension thar considers encompassing economic, social and environmental positive and negative impacts (Gursoy et al., 2018). In this research, the scope is to examine perceived benefits in detail, precisely within an approach that includes community benefits, destination profile and economics benefits and amenities and facilities development benefits. It has been argued that perceived costs hinder support for tourism, whereas benefits maximise it (Nugroho and Numata, 2020; Nunkoo and Gursoy, 2012; Qi et al., 2021). 
Locals’ involvement in activities that develop the tourism industry in a destination is considered imperative as their role in the tourism value chain is crucial, and thus their perceptions of the advantages they obtain for this tourism development (Lee, 2013). The social interaction and stakeholder collaboration influences sustainability (Eyisi et al., 2021), which is understood the achievement of a long-term welfare that allows future generation to fulfil their needs (Cotterell et al., 2020). Although of its importance, up to date no research has been found that examines residents perceived benefits influence on sustainability. Moreover, residents’ perceived benefits of natural parks tourism development have been examined, but from different actors’ perspectives such as local visitors (Croy et al., 2020; Esfandiar et al., 2022) or even comparing local and nonlocal visitors’ attitudes (Li and Wu, 2019) rather than certainly inhabitants. 

Nature-based tourism is increansgly gaining attention from visitors and tourists, which has made compulsory the implemnentation of commercial actitivies (Spenceley, 2016; Thapa et al., 2022). This commercial context for natural parks is to be considered so as to embrace its sustainability. Therefore, scholars have indicated that sustainability has to include a market orientation perspective (Insch, 2020; Mitchell et al., 2013). In relation to this context, different natur-based resources have been examined so to analyse the linkage between community members’ perceived benefits and support for tourism, revealing contradictory results (Nugroho and Novata, 2022; Wang and Luan, 2021).
Given the above-mentioned reasons, the following impacts were measured as hypotheses: (1) community involvement on (a) perceived benefits, (b) support for tourism, and (c) sustainable market-oriented approach; (2) perceived benefits on (a) support for tourism, and (b) sustainable market-oriented approach; (3) support for tourism on sustainable market-oriented approach. Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) analysis was employed to perform the examination. The study setting was Arribes del Duero Natural Park as it results of interest as the destination was confronting development phase of the tourism life cycle.

2. Literature review
2.1 Community involvement as driver 
Tourism development inevitability has an impact on residents’ daily lives. These are the agents that are probably the most affected actors in the tourism value chain. Their enrolment in tourism planning, management and execution of activities turns them into active actors and it supposedly makes them realise of the benefits that emerge from the tourism activity (Blasco et al., 2018; Wang and Luan, 2021). This level of collaboration also implies co-responsibility of the decisions undertaken (Moghavvemi et al., 2020), which has been proved that has a direct influence on tourists’ experiences, and destination image (Blasco et al., 2018; Orgaz-Agüera et al., 2020). 
Perceived benefits can be understood comprehending different dimensions, precisely community benefits, destination profile and economic benefits, and amenities and facilities development benefits, which are important to explain in detail all the supposed advantages of tourism development there are for locals. In this regard, it has been presumed that implicating residents in tourism management, will make them be more aware of the positive effects of tourism development. However, scholars have concluded different findings regarding the effect of community involvement on perceived benefits (Wang and Luan, 2021). Some studies revealed a positive and significant effect (Blasco et al., 2018; Lee, 2013; Nugroho and Numata, 2020), whereas other found there was no influence or even it was negative (Choi and Murray, 2010; Nicholas et al., 2009; Wang and Luan, 2021).
It has been stated that community involvement is the cornerstone for sustainable development (Nicholas et al., 2009; Rasoolimanesh et al., 2017), as it stimulates residents’ support for tourism development (Lee, 2013). In the same vein, it seems reasonable that those locals that are implicated in tourism initiatives will tend to support tourism development. However, discrepancies have been found, as some scholars proved there was a significant and positive effect of community involvement on support for tourism (Lee, 2013); while others reported there was no significant influence (Nicholas et al., 2009).  Even in the same study, analysed in a multigroup comparison, results showed the dissimilarities (Rasoolimanesh et al., 2017).
Sustainable tourism ensues future generations’ capacity to fulfil their future needs, which are contemplated not only in financial terms, but also non-financial. The fragile nature of tourists’ resources that are actually been commercialised, has modified the sustainability concept by introducing market orientation in its definition, as their appealing as products needs to be guaranteed (Blasco et al., 2018; Camarero et al., 2015; Pulido-Fernández et al., 2015). In this regard, it has been argued that locals’ active implication will likely improve the economic and social development of the destination (Blasco et al., 2018; Orgaz-Agüera et al., 2020; Rasoolimanesh et al., 2017). Given the precedent arguments, it is reasonable to think that if locals feel they are active agents in tourism management, they will tend to perceive benefits from the tourism development, support for tourism and sustainable tourism will be enhanced. Hence, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H1: Community involvement has a positive and significant influence on (a) perceived benefits, (b) support for tourism and (c) sustainability.
2.2 Perceived benefits’ role on enhancing sustainability
According to the social exchange theory (SET, from now on), residents participate in initiatives because they are expecting to receive some advantages from their implication (Gursoy et al., 2018), and if this occurs, they will support tourism development (Alipour and Gavilyan, 2018).  Specifically, it has been argued that this support happens once locals have obtained economic opportunities from the tourism development  (Lee, 2013; Hanafiah et al., 2021). Thus, it has been suggested that residents before supporting tourism, evaluate the benefits they can obtain from the tourism advancement  (Pereira and Gadotti dos Anjos, 2021). In this regard, it has been indicated that locals that perceive more benefits from tourism development support in a higher extent its advancement than those that do not receive benefits or obtain few advantages (Blasco et al., 2018). In this regard, many scholars have argued that those residents’ who perceive opportunities from tourism flows tend to support tourism development (Lee, 2013; Park et al., 2015; Stydilis, 2014), which makes sense as people tend to support initiatives if they check that due to them there is an improvement of their economic and social environment (Gursoy et al., 2018; Rasoolimanesh et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2019). 
Unfortunately, tourism development can also generate some disadvantages such as traffic congestion, real state pressures, pollution, among others (Lee et al., 2021). Following SET, residents tend to maximize the benefits while minimising the costs (Nugroho and Numata, 2020; Nunkoo and Gursoy, 2012). Thus, it is considered that perceived costs diminish support for tourism development, and consequently sustainable development (Qi et al., 2023). Residents’ attitudes are contemplated as rational and self-interested actions (Wang et al., 2020). Different studies have demonstrated that perceived benefits have a significant and positive effect on support for tourism, without including costs as a dimension to examine (Lee et al., 2018; Pereira and Gadotti dos Anjos, 2021).
Sustainable tourism is increasingly been studied by scholars, suggesting different insights of how to improve its accomplishment (Lee et al., 2021). However, still few studies have examined the impact of residents’ perceived benefits on sustainable tourism development (Blasco et al., 2018). Therefore, the next hypotheses are postulated: 

H2: Perceived benefits have a positive and significant influence on (a) support for tourism and (b) sustainability.
2.3 The link between support for tourism and sustainability
Sustainable tourism could be understood as a performance outcome, as a way of ensuring future generation capabilities of satisfying their own needs (Lee, 2013). Customer orientation is now included in the definition, as it is necessary to maintain the tourism product competitiveness (Camarero et al., 2015; Pulido-Fernández et al., 2014). Hence, sustainable tourism is measured in economic, social and market terms, which a constantly re-balanced to fulfil residents’ needs and desires so as to achieve the desired sustainable performance (Lee, 2013; Pulido-Fernández et al., 2014). 

Although it seems obvious that to achieve sustainability, residents’ support is required, up to date few studies have examined this relationship (Blasco et al., 2018). Related studies have pinpointed that locals’ participation is needed (Tolkach and King, 2015; Woodley, 1993), but not specifically their support. Therefore, it is interesting to corroborate if there is a positive and significant effect between residents’ support and sustainable tourism. Thus, it is established:

H3: Support for tourism has a positive and significant influence on sustainability.
3. Methodological approach
3.1 Research context
This study was based on Arribes del Duero Natural Park, a protected natural area of 170,000 hectares on the border line between Spain and Portugal (Ramírez-Rodríguez and Amich, 2014). It is characterized by an extraordinary labyrinth of canyons and valleys (Sanz et al., 2013) with rocky cliffs that, at certain points, overpass 400 meters high (Antón et al., 2012). Due to the difference in altitude there are in the territory, the climate is normally mild annual temperatures with an almost non-appearance of frost (Martínez-Graña, Goy and Cimarra, 2015).

This thermal regime has enabled the appearance of a thermophilic flora and the expansion of orchards, olive groves and vineyards (Marino-Alfonso et al., 2021). It is a region of an extraordinary faunal value due to the large number of sedentary and migratory birds that seek the area to nest.  Due to all of these natural extraordinary peculiarities, in 1991 Arribes del Duero was included in the Plan for Protected Natural Areas of Castilla y León and after, it came the declaration of the Arribes del Duero Natural Park (2002). Besides, it is also classified as a Special Protection Area for Birds and a Special Conservation Area included within the European project Red Natura 2000. In addition, on 2015, both the Portuguese and Spanish zones were declared UNESCO cross-border biosphere reserve and named Meseta Ibérica (Campos et al., 2021; Aparicio et al., 2022). Despite its importance, there are yet no studies concerning residents’ impressions of tourism development in the area. 
3.2 Data collection 

Arribes del Duero residents was the target population. The information to test the model showed in Figure 1 was gathered by an online survey. As there was no public or private information concerning a census of the residents that live in the proximity of Arribes del Duero Natural Park, convenience sampling technique was used as in other related-studies (Blasco et al., 2018; Kim et al., 2006; Yuksel et al., 2010). This is considered appropriate method to recognise real and acceptable subjects for the sample (i.e., residents) and it fosters completing a high level of response rate (Kim and Li, 2009; Malhotra and Birks, 2007).

Residents were requested to fill in an online questionnaire, which was developed in Spanish by Google forms tool and was available for around 52 days. Different platforms were used to ask for participation: a web (i.e., pueblosdesayo.com) and local press and local digital media platforms (i.e., La Opinión de Zamora, Zamoranews.com, Zamora24horas and Salamanca RTValdia.com. Following the standards that guarantee quality, the online survey integrated an introductory scheme where the research was explained, participants were ensured that their responses would be anonymous, and their data only used for research purposes, and that honest responses were expected (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
[Figure 1. The proposed model]

A total of 301 usable questionnaires were received, from the 21st of July to the 12th of September 2023. It was no possible to calculate the representativeness and response rate as there is no census or related data of second homeowners, which also occurred in other related studies (Hao et al., 2011; 2013; 2014). Table I presents the socio-demographic profile of the sample. Table II shows the measurement model and the descriptive analysis. 
[Table I]

[Table II]
The scale items were assumed from prior research and all of them were rated on a seven-point Likert scale. Community involvement was estimated employing Lee’s (2013) scale items. Perceived benefits were calculated using the first-order dimensions: community benefits, destination profile and economic benefits, amenities and facilities development benefits from Qi et al. (2023). Sustainability was estimated by means of the first-order dimensions: economic, market and social sustainability from Blasco et al.’s (2018) scale items. Lastly, support for tourism was measured using Nunkoo and So scale items (2016). 
3.3 Data analysis technique 
The PLS-SEM technique is particularly appropriate for this research for the following reasons: (1) the proposed model is based on a complicated combination of first- and second-order constructs for which covariance-based structural equation modelling would require a significantly higher sample size; but PLS-SEM is based on OLS regressions that has a minimum requirement regarding sample size (Hair et al., 2012); and (2) preliminary tests performed on our sample displayed the presence of non-normal data, and the PLS-SEM is not so severe when using these types of bias (Hair et al., 2014).

Power analysis was examined using G*Power 3 (Faul et al., 2007). The sample size of 401 ensured power for the R2 deviation from zero test as the result is above 95 per cent for the present model (Figure 1) (Cohen, 1988). 
4. Findings
4.1 Reliability and validity examination 
Firstly, measurement model’s reliability and convergent validity tests were assessed. Table III presents the results of the measurement model reliability and convergent validity tests. All loading factors are accepted, except CI2 i.e. community involvement, item 2) which was dropped as the value was not above 0.7 (Hair et al., 2011). Construct reliability is ensued as the internal consistency indicators (Cronbach alpha coefficients) are above 0.70 (Hair et al., 2006). 
Composite reliability coefficients present the shared variance among a set of observed items measuring a construct (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), and all of these are higher than 0.60 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). Composite reliability values are above 0.60, proving that the shared variance among a set of observed items measured each construct (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The examination of convergent validity and discriminant validity determine the validity of the results (Hair et al., 2011). Convergent validity has been established as the average variance extracted (AVE) value for each construct is higher 0.50 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). 
[Table III]

Discriminant validity has been determined by demonstrating the shared variance between pairs of constructs and checking it was lower than the corresponding AVE (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), which has confirmed the extent to which each construct differed from other latent variables in the measurement model (Hair et al.,  2016). The heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio method (Henseler et al., 2016) has been evaluated and all values were lower than 0.90 (Teo et al., 2008). Table IV reveals the discriminant validity values with the three second-order constructs of the model.
[Table IV]
4.2 Structural model 
R2 was calculated to explain the explanatory power for the proposed model (Hair et al., 2014), presenting that all dependent constructs were higher than 0.10 (Falk and Miller, 1992). Likewise, positive Stone-Geisser’s Q2 were calculated employing blindfolding with an omission distance of D=7 (Henseler et al., 2009). Table V indicates both indicators, demonstrating the predictive relevance of the model.

As suggested by Hair et al. 2011), bootstrapping (5000 resamples) was used to offer standard errors and t-values that allowed for individual sign changes (Henseler et al., 2009). 
[Table V]
4.3 Hypotheses testing

The results show that that community involvement has a positive and significant effect on perceived benefits, support for tourism and sustainability (H1a; (=0.360 p<0.01; H1b; (=0.128 p<0.01; H1c; (=0.124 p<0.01). Also, it has been proved that perceived benefits have a significant and positive effect on support for tourism and sustainability (H2a; (=0.693 p<0.01; H3b; (=0.587 p<0.01). Finally, it has been determined that support for tourism has a positive and significant effect on sustainability (H3; (=0.232 p<0.01).
[Table VI]
5. Discussion 
This study offers valuable contributions in academic and managerial terms. Concerning scholar implications, this research proposes mainly three. Firstly, the proposed model offers a detail explanation of perceived risks, as it has been measured comprehending community benefits, destination profile and economics benefits and amenities and facilities development benefits. Interestingly there has been no consensus in literature regarding the effect of locals’ perceived benefits on support for tourism. Some scholars found the linkage nonsignificant (Wang and Luan, 2021), whereas other revealed it was positive and meaningful (Nugroho and Novata, 2020. This result is extremely important as in this research the linkage was not only positive and significant but it was the most significant relationship among all the proposed (Table VI).
Secondly, this study does not analyse support for tourism development from adopting SET as model foundation. The research focus is identifying the extent in which residents’ attitudes and implication affects sustainability, as residents now are considered crucial actors due to their proactive implication (Blasco et al., 2018). Natural parks, and in general nature-based resources and destinations, are increasingly gaining popularity among tourists and visitors, forcing managers to implement strategic management plan that design their commercial activity (Insch, 2020; Mitchell et al., 2013; Spenceley, 2016; Thapa et al., 2022). Due to this paradigm, sustainable development must be understood in broad sense that includes economic, social and market dimensions. As now these non-renewable resources compete as tourism products, market appealingness has be ensured for future generations. This research examines for first time the linkage between perceived benefits and sustainability, revealing this relationship significant and positive and as the second most meaningful linkage of the model proposed in this study (Table VI).
Thirdly, up to date no research has been found that analyses the influence of residents’ support for tourism on sustainability. Although different scholars have pinpointed that it is expected that residents’ support favours sustainable tourism (Lee, 2013; 2020; Sebele, 2010), it has not yet been proved. This support is expected to be a result of their implication in tourism activities (Nugroho and Novata, 2022). However, as previously noted, it has not always been demonstrated. Some scholars found that community involvement has a positive and significant effect on support for tourism (Lee, 2013) while others revealed it was not significant (Rasoolimanesh et al., 2017). In this study, it was concluded as positive and significant and as the third most meaningful relationship of the model. 
This research offers very valuable insights for tourism professionals concerning the importance of residents’ implication so as to enhance sustainability in the destination. First, it offers a detailed description of the different benefits that can be perceived by residents in a destination. It has been pinpointed the relevance of community benefits, as the second first order construct most valued by respondents (after support for tourism, Table II). Also, the results showed that the two strongest relationships of the model were between perceived benefits and support for tourism; and between perceived benefits and sustainability (Table VI). This reveals the role residents’ perceived benefits plays on enhancing tourism sustainability. Thus, in the case of Arribes del Duero Natural Park it is suggested to invest on rising locals’ facilities and amenities and profile and economic benefits so as to improve all the benefits locals recognize the tourism development is offering them. Besides, it is prompted that tourism managers of other destinations encourage the development of initiatives that boost the advantages locals perceive from the tourism development. For the effective tourism management, this will imply that market research is conducted periodically, where residents’ opinions are considered and taken into account (Blasco et al., 2018; Stylidis et al., 2014).
Second, policymakers have to comprehend the need of adapting a customer orientation perspective in the management of tourism development so as to achieve sustainable development. This study has proposed sustainability as a concept that includes economic, social and market dimensions, which together are necessary to accomplish an excellent performance (Font et al., 2021). The development of successful marketing plans requires transparency and honest communication actions that will significantly increase residents’ confidence and trust on tourism management initiatives, and thus it will improve the sustainable performance of the destination (Sebele, 2010; Nunkoo and Ramkisnsoon, 2011). Futhermore, it is suggested that tourism professionals consider the phase of the tourism life cycle to design the management plan in order to achieve sustainability in the destination (Moghavvemi et al., 2020).
Third, it has been proved that community involvement facilitates residents’ perceived benefits and support for tourism. Therefore, professionals ought to take into consideration residents in the tourism development and all the activities that favour the destination and the community, such as local employment, artisans trade, environmental protection measures, initiatives to raise awareness of the significance of tourism development and increase local pride, among many others (Pereira and Gadotti dos Anjos, 2021).

6. Limitations and future research lines
Scholars are invited to consider the limitations of this research as future research areas. In first place, the impossibility of considering a census of data for the residents nearby Arribes del Duero Natural Park, that also included second homeowners, did not make possible the implementation of a probabilistic method. However, as this happened in other related studies (Hao et al., 2011; 2013; 2014), the study was conducted by means of the convenience sampling technique. Scholars are prompted to examine residents’ perceived benefits as a three-dimension and sustainability considering market in its concept using a probabilistic sampling method.

In second place, the particularities of Arribes del Duero Natural Park may limit the findings, and thus it is recommended that the proposed model is examined in different contexts, not only nature-based, to also prove if the dissimilarities among hypotheses still occur (e.g., Lee, 2013; Rasoolimanesh et al., 2017; Nugroho and Numata, 2020; Wang and Luan, 2021). Besides, perceived costs could be considered in future research Wang et al., 2020), and proof if there is negative impact on the sustainability. Finally, the development of tourism requires the implication of different actors, wand thus, its of interest examining their attitudes towards the achievement of sustainable tourism.
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	Table I. Profile of respondents (n=401)

	Characteristics
	Frequency
	 
	Percentage (%)

	Gender 

	 
	Female
	182
	 
	45,4

	 
	Male
	219
	 
	54,6

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Age

	 
	Under 24
	34
	 
	8,5

	 
	25 – 34
	67
	 
	16,7

	 
	35 – 44
	99
	 
	24,7

	 
	45 – 54
	113
	 
	28,2

	 
	55 – 64
	59
	 
	14,7

	 
	Over 65
	29
	 
	7,2

	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Education

	 
	Without studies
	2
	 
	0,5

	 
	Primary studies 
	21
	 
	5,2

	 
	Secondary studies 
	110
	 
	27,4

	 
	University 
	268
	 
	66,8

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Occupation

	 
	Employee 
	251
	 
	62,6

	 
	Freelancer
	4
	 
	1,0

	 
	Housewife
	5
	 
	1,2

	 
	Retired 
	37
	 
	9,2

	 
	Self-employed 
	55
	 
	13,7

	 
	Student 
	30
	 
	7,5

	 
	Unemployed 
	19
	 
	4,7

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Household income per month

	 
	Under 1000 euros
	41
	 
	10,2

	 
	1000-1500 euros
	90
	 
	22,4

	 
	1501-2000 euros
	90
	 
	22,4

	 
	2001-2500 euros
	56
	 
	14,0

	 
	2501-3000 euros
	44
	 
	11,0

	 
	Over 3000 euros
	80
	 
	20,0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Home ownership

	 
	Home owners
	316
	 
	78,8

	 
	Home renters
	85
	 
	21,2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of years living in the Natural Park Arribes del Duero

	 
	11-20 years
	45
	 
	11,3

	 
	21-34 years
	104
	 
	26,2

	 
	3-5 years
	12
	 
	3,0

	 
	35-50 years
	131
	 
	33,0

	 
	51 years or more
	64
	 
	16,1

	 
	6-10 years
	12
	 
	3,0

	 
	I only summer for less than 5 years
	11
	 
	2,8

	 
	Less than 3 years
	18
	 
	4,5

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Type of resident 

	 
	I live permanently in the area
	150
	 
	49,8

	 
	I temporarily reside in the area
	151
	 
	50,2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Household involvement with tourism-related activities (just one option)

	 
	Respondent of any informal tourism social groups
	15
	 
	3,7

	 
	Follower of online tourism-related social media
	169
	 
	42,1

	 
	Member of a tourism-related organization 
	28
	 
	7,0

	 
	No connection with any tourism-related activity
	126
	 
	31,4

	 
	Related more than 1 of the tourism-related activities mentioned
	59
	 
	14,7

	 
	Subscriber to a tourism-related magazine
	4
	 
	1,0

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	Table II. Descriptive analysis.

	Construct/Associated Items


	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Community involvement (CI)

	1.
	I participate in tourism-related activities. 
	4.197
	2.146

	2.
	I support research for the development of tourism in Arribes del Duero Natural Park. d
	2.006
	1.716

	3.
	I am involved in the planning and management of tourism in the Arribes del Duero Natural Park. 
	2.559
	1.931

	4. 
	I am involved in the decision-making for tourism of Arribes del Duero Natural Park. 
	2.135
	1.726

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Community Benefits (CBE)

	1.
	The tourism promotion of Arribes del Duero Natural Park increases the pride of local residents in their community.
	5.833
	1.765

	2.
	The tourism promotion of Arribes del Duero Natural Park brings the community together. 
	5.429
	1.862

	3.
	This tourism promotion makes Arribes del Duero Natural Park a more interesting place to live in.
	5.706
	1.877

	4.
	This tourism promotion of Arribes del Duero Natural Park enhances local residents’ spirit of hospitality.
	5.401
	1.911

	5.
	This tourism promotion of Arribes del Duero Natural Park leads to higher levels of service offered by local businesses.
	5.496
	1.903

	6.
	This tourism promotion of Arribes del Duero Natural Park leads to a wider range of goods available in the shops.
	5.364
	1.980

	7.
	This tourism promotion of Arribes del Duero Natural Park increases the awareness/recognition of the local culture.
	5.636
	1.899

	8.
	This tourism promotion of Arribes del Duero Natural Park improves the understanding of different people and cultures by residents.
	5.332
	1.989

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Destination Profile and Economic Benefits (DPB) 

	1.
	Belonging to the Arribes del Duero Natural Park promotes the area as a tourist destination.
	5.878
	1.602

	2.
	Arribes del Duero Natural Park gives our area an international identity.
	5.838
	1.648

	3.
	The activities of the Arribes del Duero Natural Park give residents the opportunity to meet new people.
	5.102
	1.909

	4.
	Arribes del Duero Natural Park provides employment opportunities in the community.
	4.810
	1.982

	5.
	Arribes del Duero Natural Park increases trade for local businesses.
	5.167
	1.920

	6. 
	Arribes del Duero Natural Park increases personal income of local residents.
	4.554
	2.087

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Amenities and Facilities Development Benefits (AFB)

	1.
	Arribes del Duero Natural Park improves the appearance of the area.
	5.284
	1.980

	2.
	Arribes del Duero Natural Park improves the quality of local services (e.g., police, medical and utilities) in the area.
	4.157
	2.268

	3.
	Arribes del Duero Natural Park leads to the development of new facilities which can be used by local residents.
	4.489
	2.188

	4.
	Arribes del Duero Natural Park increases the variety of entertainment in the [insert destination name].
	4.885
	2.079

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Economic sustainability (ESU)

	1.
	Because of tourism, during these last three years I think the income generated in the area has increased.
	4.419
	1.853

	2.
	... the number of visitors of the area has increased.
	5.200
	1.679

	3.
	… the area has completely fulfilled its financial objectives.
	4.112
	1.806

	4.
	... the area has diversified its financial lines (donations, public money, associations of friends, services, goods, shop…).
	3.768
	1.884

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Market sustainability (MSU) 

	1.
	Because of tourism, during these last three years I think the area has improved its reputation and prestige.
	5.082
	1.742

	2.
	... I see that visitors of the area show their enthusiasm and satisfaction after their visit to the Arribes del Duero Natural Park.
	5.733
	1.554

	3.
	...I know many visitors have returned or have recommended the visit to others. 
	5.825
	1.503

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Social sustainability (SSU)

	1.
	Because of tourism, during these last three years I know that the Arribes del Duero Natural Park has contributed in the improvement locals’ standard of living.
	4.160
	1.977

	2.
	... I know that the Arribes del Duero Natural Park has contributed in increasing visitors’ interest.
	5.352
	1.747

	3.
	 … I think the Arribes del Duero Natural Park has completely fulfilled the objectives respecting the visitors it receives and the wines they sale. 
	4.708
	1.814

	4.
	... has contributed in raising community’s awareness about the importance of the natural resources in the region.
	4.833
	1.986

	5.
	... has transformed the area into an important natural landmark. 
	5.175
	1.929

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Support for tourism (SFT) 

	1.
	Tourism is one of the most important industries for my community.
	4.998
	1.945

	2.
	Tourism helps my community grow in the right direction.
	5.027
	1.915

	3.
	I am proud that tourists are coming to my community.
	6.115
	1.404

	4.
	Tourism continues to play an important economic role in my community.
	5.177
	1.887

	5.
	I support the development of tourism as it is vital to my community.
	5.703
	1.615

	6.
	My community should attract more tourists.
	6.045
	1.492

	 
	 
	 
	 

	NOTE: d Dropped during the estimation of the measurement model.

 

 


	Table III. Reliability and convergent validity of the final measurement model.
	 

	Factor
	Indicator
	 
	 

	
	
	Standardized
Loading
	t-Value
(bootstrap)
	CA
	rho_A
	CR
	AVE
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Amenities and facilities development benefits
	AFB1
	0.864
	57.081
	0.934
	0.935
	0.953
	0.835
	 

	
	AFB2 
	0.900
	65.011
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	AFB3
	0.957
	201.661
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	AFB4
	0.932
	100.596
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Community benefits
	CBE1
	0.872
	43.212
	0.967
	0.967
	0.972
	0.813
	 

	
	CBE2
	0.900
	62.854
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	CBE3
	0.892
	48.927
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	CBE4
	0.900
	56.010
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	CBE5
	0.909
	64.599
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	CBE6
	0.895
	61.779
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	CBE7
	0.925
	74.919
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	CBE8
	0.919
	78.425
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Community involvement
	CI1
	0.799
	29.546
	0.819
	0.819
	0.892
	0.735
	 

	
	CI3
	0.903
	59.194
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	CI4
	0.865
	43.348
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Destination profile and economic benefits
	DPB1
	0.820
	34.049
	0.937
	0.937
	0.950
	0.760
	 

	
	DPB2
	0.844
	45.918
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	DPB3
	0.855
	53.780
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	DPB4
	0.904
	86.953
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	DPB5
	0.918
	101.356
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	DPB6
	0.887
	70.234
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Economic sustainability
	ESU1
	0.918
	92.540
	0.922
	0.928
	0.945
	0.811
	 

	
	ESU2
	0.849
	42.531
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	ESU3
	0.938
	118.069
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	ESU4
	0.896
	74.661
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Market sustainability
	MSU1
	0.863
	43.566
	0.881
	0.881
	0.927
	0.808
	 

	
	MSU2
	0.922
	79.181
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	MSU3
	0.912
	64.091
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Support for tourism
	SFT1
	0.874
	72.041
	0.916
	0.952
	0.933
	0.701
	 

	
	SFT2
	0.889
	69.446
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	SFT3
	0.771
	22.909
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	SFT4
	0.882
	69.694
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	SFT5
	0.895
	54.751
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	SFT6
	0.805
	29.926
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Social sustainability
	SSU1
	0.863
	55.569
	0.941
	0.941
	0.955
	0.808
	 

	
	SSU2
	0.885
	61.713
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	SSU3
	0.918
	85.922
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	SSU4
	0.913
	72.375
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	SSU5
	0.915
	90.328
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Perceived benefits
	Amenities and facilities development benefits
	0.918
	92.133
	0.923
	0.925
	0.951
	0.867
	 

	
	Community benefits
	0.921
	93.449
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Destination profile and economic benefits
	0.953
	168.267
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Sustainability
	Economic sustainability
	0.917
	112.192
	0.910
	0.915
	0.943
	0.847
	 

	
	Market sustainability
	0.898
	77.663
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Social sustainability
	0.945
	124.258
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Note: All loadings are significant at p < .01 level. CA = Cronbach’s alpha; CR = composite reliability; AVE = average variance extracted.
 


	Table IV. Measurement Model Discriminant Validity for Higher-Order Constructs
	 
	 

	Factor
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1
	Community involvement
	0.857
	0.358
	0.335
	0.373
	0.421

	2
	Perceived benefits
	0.406
	0.931
	0.355
	0.738
	0.803

	3
	Support for tourism
	0.416
	0.796
	0.212
	0.854
	0.711

	4
	Sustainability
	0.481
	0.874
	0.385
	0.769
	0.920

	Note: Diagonal values are AVE square root.
	 
	 
	 
	 


	Table V. Evaluation of the estimated models

	Concept
	R2 
	Q2
	 

	Perceived benefits
	0.128
	0.121
	 
	 

	Support for tourism
	0.553
	0.098
	 
	 

	Sustainability
	0.686
	0.187
	 
	 


	Table VI. Hypotheses testing.
	 
	 
	 

	Hypothesis
	Path
	Standardized Path
Coefficients
	 
	t-value
(bootstrap)

	H1a
	Community involvement -> Perceived benefits
	0.360
	 
	8.054

	H1b
	Community involvement -> Support for tourism
	0.128
	 
	3.682

	H1c
	Community involvement -> Sustainability
	0.124
	 
	3.744

	H2a
	Perceived benefits -> Support for tourism
	0.693
	 
	21.011

	H2b
	Perceived benefits -> Sustainability
	0.587
	 
	12.103

	H3
	Support for tourism -> Sustainability
	0.232
	 
	4.410

	Note: All hypotheses are significant at p < 0.01 level.
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Figure 1. The proposed model.
