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Abstract

:

Those in charge of tourism destinations face the need to create tourism development models compatible with the essence of the localities that they manage. These models have to be sustainable, both environmentally and socially, and also must become drivers of the local economy. However, tourists also generate negative impacts in the locality which, when they are perceived by the residents, can give rise to a rejection of visitors. Hence, improving the tourism management is necessary. This is why to know the residents’ perceptions about the impacts of tourism is essential. Moreover, measuring the impact effects on their satisfaction with the public administration of the destination can be of great usefulness. This study falls into this research line, as it proposes a model to measure these impacts and their effect on satisfaction. To do so, an empirical study is performed among residents in the city of Seville (southern Spain, one of the most visited destinations in the world), based on subjective economic, social, and environmental indicators. The results show that the citizens value three types of impacts, the social impact coming after the economic impact as to its influence on their satisfaction with the administration. Based on this, we postulate that the efforts made to attract events to the city, or to improve connections to access a broader market, must be approached as public procurements in which selection criteria that are compatible with the destination’s positioning and strategy prevail. Social and environmental criteria should be considered among these criteria.
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1. Introduction


The consideration of consumption as a driver of the economy has for years fostered a lifestyle, which gives rise to serious social imbalances and the threat of a scarcity of energy, water, and other resources. This situation has promoted, at an international level, the development of an approach of public procurement [1,2,3], which integrates different impacts: Its environmental impact, considering, for example, greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) or the consumption of water and energy; its social impact, through the presence of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in the contracting or the inclusion of employees at risk of exclusion, among others; its economic impact, mainly through savings generated, such as the cost of the lifecycle; and its impact regarding innovation which, as such, is at a very early stage, but has great potential and relevance. Consequently, since 2001 the European Commission has developed different measures to encourage environmental and socially sustainable and innovative public contracting, but we are still at an incipient stage: The price, ahead of the technical quality of the offer, is still considered the main criterion of choice in public tenders [4].



In this line, [5] conclude in their study with experts in Public Procurement that there is a need to train the personnel involved in the process of public procurement to achieve a view of value and not only of price (economic criterion), suggesting even the development of campaigns which make citizens knowledgeable about the use of environmental, social, and economically sustainable criteria in public tenders. The experts also call for objective accounting models of these factors, as well as the price factor and the incorporation of new criteria to identify and quantify the social value generated.



It is therefore fundamental to know the social value and the level of sustainability of the public tender from its multiple impacts, mainly environmental, social, and economic [6,7]. It is fundamental because Public Procurement promotes responsible behaviors. Hence, it has the capacity to facilitate changes in production and consumption models that are not sustainable [2,8]. The initiatives regarding sustainable public procurement developed, both nationally and internationally by the European Union, United Nations Environment Program (UNEP), the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), or others, come to defend this exemplary capacity of public procurement. It is also essential to be aware of the citizens’ perception concerning the different impacts of Public Procurement. For both aims, it is necessary to dispose of information related to each type of impact in each offer. We can turn to the use of indicators to achieve this. These are quantitative instruments fundamental in management and territorial or sectoral planning for their capacity of prevention, as they can alert about possible negative impacts. They must, therefore, “generate information, be methodologically consistent, scientifically valid and easy to apply and communicate” [9] (p. 431).



For its part, tourism was one of the first fields which became aware of the importance of sustainability and due to its continued concern for sustainability it is ahead of many other industries and has made a great leap forward to demonstrate the importance which it gives to it [10]. On the other hand, tourism is the third largest sector of international trade with 10.4% of the GDP and is responsible for 313 million jobs worldwide, according to the joint communiqué “Tourism, Trade and the WTO”, of 8 October 2018, of the The World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), the World Trade Organization (WTO), the World Travel & Tourism Council (WTTC), and the International Trade Centre (ITC) [11]. Tourism has also been included in the Final Document of Rio + 20, as a sector capable of significantly contributing to the three dimensions of sustainable development. Due to all of this, it must be well administrated for it to benefit local communities and the natural and cultural environments in which it is developed, as is reflected in the Guidebook “Sustainable Tourism for Development” which was produced by WTO in 2011, with the financing of the European Commission Directorate-General Development and Cooperation, and was published in 2013 [12].



Hence, the importance of an appropriate Public and Sustainable Administration of Tourism and which, therefore, requires the use of tourism indicators that reflect the social value or the level of sustainability of each offer and procurement decision or contracting. Therefore, diverse studies have tried to respond to the suitability of counting on an operative framework which helps to achieve a sustainable public administration. This is for the public destination managers to have information at their disposal relative to the scope of the objectives of sustainability proposed when they require it and in a systematic manner.



Consequently, at the global level, a relevant increase of the initiatives with regard to indicators has been generated, in such a way that governments, academic institutions, private firms, and the communities themselves have carried out research into the matter [13]. However, among the difficulties which researchers face is that there does not exist a scientific agreement regarding which are the indicators to use [13]. Nor is there an agreement among experts and scientists regarding the number of indictors of each dimension or impact. This is linked to the lack of consensus which the very concept of sustainable development also reflects [9,14,15]. Nevertheless, these difficulties must not halt the interest in going deeply into the knowledge and the assessment of the tourism indictors given that, as Moreno et al. [16] assert, if a system of effective control in tourism administration is not implemented, we may find ourselves with a process of spontaneous and unsustainable development.



On the other hand, though the concept of sustainability comes from the environmental field [17], there does seem to be a greater consensus concerning the integral study of sustainability, the economic and socio-cultural impacts, as well as the environmental impact being mainly considered as those most relevant in tourism [9,15]. In this line, the European Commission offered in 2013 the “European Tourism Indicators System (ETIS)” as a tool, of voluntary use, so that destinations may measure and control the results of their tourism administration in terms of sustainability, using a common comparable approach. After a review process, the European Commission published the current 2016 edition in which it proposes a system of 43 basic indicators which aids controlling the essential aspects of sustainability, and other optional indicators, as an open list that helps the system to adapt itself according to the destination’s specific needs or category. All these are subdivided into four categories: Administration of Destinations, Social and cultural influence, Economic value, and Environmental impact [18].



Nevertheless, most of the research has centered on objective indicators, losing sight of the view of the destination’s tourists and residents who are the main agents involved in tourism. In addition, it is especially important to know the perception of the citizens of the Public Tourism Administration as this will reveal their being aware or not of the effort of this administration in matters of sustainability, as well as their assessment, which will influence their level of satisfaction with the public administration of tourism. Therefore, it is relevant to incorporate subjective indicators into the studies of tourism sustainability. This is reflected by the WTO, which states that sustainable tourism is “Tourism that takes full account of its current and future economic, social and environmental impacts, addressing the needs of visitors, the industry, the environment and lost communities” [19].



In this line, Sancho and García [20] state that, in the evaluation of tourism administration, too much importance has been given to easily quantifiable indicators; that is to say, the aims of investment, inflation, etc. However, these indicators must be complemented with indicators that are more difficult to quantify, in other words subjective, to discover the perceptions and satisfaction of the local population and of the tourists as internal and external customers, respectively, of the tourism administration. This is even more important given that the results of both types of indicators may not coincide.



Specifically, the support of the residents of the destination is essential, as a hospitable local population is a critical factor for the tourism development; the residents influence the satisfaction of the tourist [21]. Hence, if the planners wish to be successful in any tourism project, it is essential to identify and understand the factors which influence the support of the host community [22].



In line with what has been stated, the WTO [13] made it known that the residents’ assessment of the different impacts of tourism and their satisfaction are fundamental for the sustainability of tourism. In extreme cases, the hostility of the local population has alienated tourists. Therefore, it suggests the use of questionnaires targeting the residents which are repeated annually to compare the results of two or more similar communities of the same destination and carry out time comparisons. These questionnaires are of great importance as the host community’s groups of individuals may have different opinions about what is positive or negative for them. Consequently, these subjective indicators are basic indicators for the Public Tourism Administration as they serve as an alert. That is to say, they are a key tool for control in this administration, as they permit the planning of corrective measures when a negative effect is identified. Moreover, they reflect the citizens’ assessment of the administration, which is important as the residents are its internal customers.



Lastly, although much of the literature shows studies with different indicators, these used to focus on only one of its impacts [23], and mainly on the environmental impact, because of the origin of the term “sustainable development” and the environmental degradation and excessive consumption of natural resources as consequences of tourism [9,24]. Another reason can also be found in the lack of consensus on the meaning of “sustainability” [15,25]. However, in recent times tourism has caused other socio-economic problems, so studies on the subject have evolved in recent years [24]. Due to the growing consensus for the need to include social value in public tender [5], it is necessary to include socio-cultural indicators in tourism assessment. As the WTO again specifically indicates [13], in all the forms of tourism and all kinds of destinations, an appropriate balance must be found between the three main dimensions already commented on to attain long-term sustainability. Some studies also include the institutional, political, technological dimensions, and others that are specific to the concrete approach that they study [9,15,24].



The aim of our research has been to analyze the perceptions of environmental, economic, and social impacts of tourism by residents of the destination town, their satisfaction with the Public Administration of Tourism and the cause-effect relationship between them. Assessing the responses from 447 residents in the city of Seville (Spain) and due to the importance of resident´s behavior as an integral part of the tourism product, we have attempted to meet a further objective that is to support Public Administration in Tourism Planning.



The paper attempts to answer a series of questions expressed in previous researches:




	
Tourism may become a threat if it is not managed, and satisfaction of the needs of tourists and current and future residents should be considered key aspects in strategic tourism planning [12,26]. Hence, tools that provide information on what current activities are unsustainable and to what extent are widely recognized [23,24];



	
Tourist surveys are an important source of useful information (Moore et al. 2007), but it is strange that tourist satisfaction measures are more numerous than satisfaction of the host [27]. Moreover, the broad consensus on the idea that input of residents should be integrated into any tourism planning process is important [22,28]. Indifference or hostility from residents could make tourists move away [21,29];



	
Resident´s attitude towards tourism and their perception on tourism impacts have been widely treated [28,30]. However, literature reveals that many studies seem to use attitude when in fact they measure perception; therefore, few scholars have recommended a careful use of the terms [31]. Satisfaction may also have been measured as perception of tourism sustainability or attitude towards tourism;



	
Understanding the antecedents of residents´ support to tourism is crucial for policy makers [32]. Hence, the lack of explanatory research limits the understanding of resident responses towards tourism [31]. In this line, applying methodologies that allow to measure relationships among host satisfaction, tourism impact perception, personal benefits from tourism, attitude towards tourism, etc., are recommendable [33,34].









2. Theoretical Foundations and Development of Hypotheses


Next, we analyze each impact or dimension of sustainability and, specifically, we mention some of the indicators which the literature has considered appropriate for the tourism field. However, we must make two important remarks. Firstly, the effects of tourism on the destination place are interlinked in such a way that they generate synergies. Secondly, the lists of indicators offered by different sources must be taken as open and adaptable lists so that in future research new indicators can be included in order to adjust them to each destination’s peculiarities. We also analyze the concept Residents’ Satisfaction with tourism, thus taking into consideration, along with the tourists, one of the main agents of the tourism experience, the destination’s residents.



2.1. Economic Impact


The concept “Circular Economy” arises supporting the sustainability of the planet. This advocates an economic development which respects the environmental limits. By transforming waste into new resources, it achieves a greater efficiency, also favoring the local economy [4]. On the other hand, tourism has become a key driver of the socio-economic progress in countries worldwide and hence the importance of its administration. The sustainability of the destination cannot be guaranteed without a specific administration, which generates economic performance [16]. We also point out the synergy between impacts, so that the economic development frequently involves cultural changes, which accompany the tourism development. Hence, at times the economic impacts are evaluated as socio-cultural impacts [13] and therefore the economic and cultural indicators in the different research studies do not coincide.



The ETIS and the WTO are references in the development of tourism impact indicators, though the latter places greater emphasis on the appropriateness of supplementing objective indicators with subjective indicators. Thus, for example, among the objective indicators we find the number of overnight stays, the relative contribution of tourism to the economy of the tourism destination in question (percentage of the GDP), the daily expenditure per tourist who stays overnight, the occupancy rate in commercial lodgings, the residents employed in the tourism sector, seasonal employment, tourism businesses, business permits and licenses, revenues generated, etc. [13,18]. Furthermore, the WTO [13] proposes knowing the residents’ perception of the economic impact through a periodic questionnaire with subjective indicators, such as the assessment of the creation of employment for local residents, for young people in the locality, the price increases of items, among others.



In this line, the research of Sancho and García [20] stands out. This offers a list of both objective and subjective indicators, the latter for the perception of residents and tourists concerning the economic impact of the tourism development in their environment. Focusing on the residents, they offer indicators of perception related with the creation of jobs, the attraction of investment, and the increase of prices, among others. On the other hand, in the environment of rural tourism, the study of Marzo et al. [35] proposes a measurement scale of the residents’ perceptions, which is later refined with the following economic indicators: Employment for the community, benefits for the firms involved and for all the community, the improvement of the existing infrastructures and of the quality of life.




2.2. Environmental Impact


Among the basic principles of the Global Code of Ethics for Tourism is the maintaining of the destination’s environmental quality [36]. For its part, the EU, aiming to foster an efficient use of resources for the development of a Green Economy, defines the term “Green Public Procurement” (GPP) or “Sustainable Public Procurement” (SPP) as "…a process whereby public authorities seek to procure goods, services and works with a reduced environmental impact throughout their life cycle when compared to goods, services and works with the same primary function that would otherwise be procured." [37] (p. 4). Though only in the more advanced countries of the EU, today one talks about “Circular Procurement” when combining the concepts of a Circular Economy and Green Public Procurement [4]



In this endeavor, Spain passed the Plan of Green Public Procurement (2018−2025) (PGPP), which offers a series of “general environmental procurement, of a voluntary nature, which may be incorporated into the procurement sheets” [8]. Returning to tourism, its administration is key to guarantee the integrity of natural resources typical of the destination; these may, moreover, be the fundamental motive of the visit [16]. Again, the ETIS and the WTO are key in the analysis of its environmental impact from objective indicators relative to the means of transport, the carbon footprint, the participation of tourism firms in programs of mitigation of climate change, waste and waste water, the consumption of water and energy, biodiversity, the local scenery, protected areas, the reproduction of selected species, businesses in energy conservation programs or that apply policies and techniques of energy saving, renewable, recycled resources, etc., [13,18]. Subjective indicators are also included, such as the residents’ perception of the damage to the environment and the use of natural resources necessary for the residents (fishing, hunting, water, etc.) [13]. The authors in [20,35] propose indicators on the perception of public investment in the environment, the recuperation and promotion of natural species, the amounts of rubbish in the streets, traffic congestion, environmental noise, the worsening of the environment, accessibility to natural areas, conserving natural resources, and increasing the society’s ecological awareness, among other matters.




2.3. Socio-Cultural Impact


The Directive 2014/24/UE of public procurement, in its point nº 2, specifically indicates that it must facilitate “the participation of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in public procurement, ……. in support of common societal goals” [38] (p. L 94/65). Therefore, public contracts must be dynamizers of good business practices, becoming a judicial tool in public powers to achieve their “fundamental aims and values: social cohesion, redistribution of wealth, equality and justice” [39] (p. 5). In this line, The European Commission in 2011, converted this into Socially Sustainable Public Procurement (SSPP) considering:



“one or more of the following social considerations: employment opportunities, decent work, compliance with social and labour rights, social inclusion (including persons with disabilities), equal opportunities, accessibility design for all, taking account of sustainability criteria, including ethical trade issues (6) and wider voluntary compliance with corporate social responsibility (CSR), while observing the principles enshrined in the Treaty for the European Union (TFEU) and the Procurement Directives” [6] (p. 7).



For its part, the Global Code of Ethics for Tourism supports the improvement of the host community’s quality of life, as well as the maintaining of its cultural quality [36], aiming to minimize the negative impacts of tourism on the heritage at the same time as maximizing the benefits for the local population of the destinations [40]. Therefore, the public administration of tourism must protect the cultural resources inherent to the destination, which may be the reason for the tourists’ visits. Furthermore, the administration must avoid possible socio-cultural conflicts which may negatively influence the traditional lifestyle, traditions, or local values. This must be done in such a way that it benefits the local population by its involvement in experiential activities, in the creation of new firms in the sector, exploring the possibilities of arts and crafts, etc. [16].



Thus, tourism means “jobs, poverty eradication, gender equality, and the protection and promotion of our natural and cultural heritage” [12] (p. 9).



The ETIS consistently proposes measuring the socio-cultural impact of tourism from indicators relative to the complaints of the tourists to the police and the people employed in tourism, the public transport and places of interest accessible to disabled people and those with specific accessibility needs, the residents satisfied with the impact of tourism on the destination’s identity, the events held there and centered on culture, and the traditional heritage, among others [18].



Returning to the synergy of the impacts of tourism, the WTO [13] declares that the socio-cultural effects tend to be mixed, especially those that are economic as they are difficult to measure. On the other hand, the local population at times does not wish to share its culture with tourists and does not understand the interest of tourists in their traditions. Nevertheless, the current globalization favors interaction between cultures, the local population receiving the impact of the cultures of the visitors, and vice versa, thus making isolation complicated. Hence, the increase of the rate of delinquency, the undermining of moral norms, the stimulus of local crafts and culture, etc., are some of the perceptual indicators suggested.



Similarly, later studies, such as those of Sancho and García [20] and Marzo et al. [35], offer subjective indicators for residents, such as the improvement of cultural, educational, and recreational means, the restoration of historic buildings, the recuperating of traditional crafts and local traditions, the influence on the lifestyle and quality of life, the maintaining of the local identity and culture, of social welfare (health, safety, etc.), of public services and infrastructures, etc.




2.4. Satisfaction with the Public Administration of Tourism


We now recall that the residents’ satisfaction is a basic indicator for the Public Tourism Administration as it serves as a tool in the control of this administration. The public administration and, in the topic which we are addressing, the Public Tourism Administration must seek the satisfaction of its customers and the citizens who reside in the destination are its internal customers.



Moreover, the local population is capable of influencing the tourism development in its locality as it is the main agent, along with the tourists, which more directly experiences the tourism experience. Therefore, the residents’ collaboration in carrying out sustainable tourism policies is essential for the development of the activity and this support depends on the residents’ opinions and satisfaction. With this in mind, De Oliveira [41] places emphasis on administrations having to be aware of the link between tourism development and residents’ satisfaction and opinion.



On the other hand, the local population’s degree of satisfaction depends on the level of impact that the tourism activity can generate [42]. Hence, for example, the interaction between the tourists and the residents, as well as the development of the industry itself can create changes in the local population’s quality of life [43], which can influence the residents’ satisfaction.



For its part, the WTO [13] suggests two methods for its measurement, one objective through the analysis of the number of complaints presented by the residents to the local authorities and another subjective through a community questionnaire; that is to say, targeting the destination’s residents. What is more, it is likewise recommended, for the residents’ assessment of the different impacts of tourism, to repeat the analysis annually to compare the results of two or more similar communities of the same destination or to measure the trend of the level of general satisfaction over time.



Though, there exist quite a number of research works on satisfaction with tourism experience, centered on the satisfaction of the tourists. There are very few which deal with the satisfaction of the host. Moreover, the latter are based on the WTO’s C6 questionnaire model [13], only offering one 5-point Likert-type question about general satisfaction with tourism, while it has 14 questions about the assessment of the different effects of tourism, two questions about the benefit of tourism for the community and for the residents themselves, and one about the wish for there to be more or less tourism, all also 5-point Likert-type, as well as two open questions for the residents to be able to express their ideas.



Lastly, the researchers have also centered more on the relations between the hosts’ perceptions of the sustainability of tourism and their support of it [44]. We do not find studies which address the relation between these perceptions and the residents’ satisfaction with the administration of tourism.



Based on these considerations, we propose the following model of relations (see Figure 1):



H1. 

A high positive economic impact positively affects satisfaction with the public administration of tourism.





H2. 

A low negative environmental impact positively affects satisfaction with the public administration of tourism.





H3. 

A high positive socio-cultural impact positively affects satisfaction with the public administration of tourism.







3. Empirical Study


Next, we present the empirical study’s main characteristics, centered on the methods of information collection, the design of the measurement instrument, and the statistical techniques used in the data analysis.



3.1. Data Collection and Research Instrument


To test the hypotheses proposed an empirical study was done based on an electronic questionnaire given to residents in the city of Seville aged 18 years and older. The selection of the respondents was done with a snowball-type convenience sample, using emails and social networks, obtaining a total of 447 valid questionnaires after eliminated those that were incomplete or which contained systematic or inconsistent answers, as well as observations which did not fulfill the criteria suggested by Hair et al. [45] to handle lost data. The collection of information via the online questionnaire was carried out during the months of June, July, and August 2019. The description of the sample is detailed in Table 1.



Regarding the measurement instruments used, all the constructs were measured based on 7-point Likert scales where value seven indicates the best situation possible; that is, high positive economic impact, high positive social impact, low environmental impact, and high satisfaction with the administration. All the scales are made up of indicators extracted from the theoretical review carried out, and specifically adapted to our study, centered on the resident’s subjective view and not on objective impact data. With a view to maintaining an appropriate balance between the three impact dimensions (economic, environmental, and socio-cultural), each one of them is composed of the same number of indicators—eleven—some of which are extracted from the proposal elaborated by the European Commission (ETIS) [18], others from the study done by Sancho and García [20], and the rest has been prepared ad-hoc for this research, based on studies on public procurement indicators conducted by Bernal et al. [5]. The variable satisfaction with the public administration of tourism is, for its part, formed by five indicators extracted from the ETIS [12], and also measured via a 7-point Likert scale.




3.2. Measurement Model


As to the statistical techniques used, we opted for the variance-based approach or Partial Least Squares (PLS), utilizing the SmartPLS software version 3.2.7. All the constructs were modeled in mode A. This involves an evaluation of the measurement model based on the application of the traditional measurements of internal consistency, reliability, and validity [46]. In this line, in a first phase the factor loadings of the indicators were analyzed. These must attain the value of 0.6 for an exploratory research work, which implies a refining process of the scale aimed at eliminating the indicators that are not very reliable. The final scale must assure a high internal consistency, measured both through the Cronbach alpha and the composite reliability index. The results for the reliability, both individual and composite, are offered in Table 2.



The average variance extracted (AVE) is applied to attest the convergent validity of the Mode A constructs. In our model, all the constructs and dimensions satisfy this criterion as their AVEs surpass the level of 0.5 (Table 2). To accept the discriminant validity, which indicates that each construct differs from the other constructs, two means are used: The squared correlation of the construct must not exceed the value of the AVE [47] and the HTMT index (Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio) [48]. All the values of the matrix are below 0.85 [49] (Kline, 2010), and also the confidence intervals for the HTMT do not contain the value 1 [48], so the discriminant validity is accepted (Table 3).




3.3. Structural Model


Having concluded the analysis of the measurement model, we analyzed the structural model. Firstly, the possible existence of multicollinearity between the antecedent variables of the endogenous construct was tested. According to Hair et al. [50], there exist signs of multicollinearity when the VIF indicator is above 5. In the structural model proposed problems of multicollinearity do not exist. After this, a Bootstrapping (5000 samples) was done. This provides both the t values and the confidence intervals which allow the evaluation of the statistical significance of the relations. The empirical evidence reveals that there exists a significant relation between the three impact dimensions analyzed (economic, environmental, and social) and the satisfaction with the public administration of tourism, so hypotheses H1, H2, and H3 are accepted. Table 4 shows the direct effects included in our research model.



The application of blindfolding enables evaluating the predictive importance of the constructs. When carrying out blindfolding procedures, all the Q2 values are above zero, which backs the predictive relevance for the endogenous constructs (Table 5). Values higher than 0.25 (0.325) depict medium predictive accuracy of the PLS path model [29].



The coefficient of determination (R2) is also examined to evaluate the explanatory power for the endogenous constructs and indicates the quantity of variance of a construct which is explained by the predictive variables of this endogenous construct in the model [51]. Therefore, in the model proposed the Economic Impact explains 41.87% of the satisfaction with the public administration of tourism, the environmental impact 9.35% of it, and the socio-cultural impact explains 13.46% of this satisfaction (Table 5).



All indicator´s Q2-predict values are positive and comparing the RMSE values from the PLS-SEM analysis with the naïve LM benchmark (Table 6), we find that the PLS−SEM analysis produces lower prediction errors for all the indicators. Therefore, high predictive power was achieved [52].





4. Discussion


The results obtained in this study confirm that a high perceived economic impact, a low environmental impact, and a high socio-cultural impact have a positive and significant effect on satisfaction with the public administration of tourism.



The positive influence of the economic impact supports hypothesis H1 as it explains a variance of 41.87%. Therefore, it is stated that the perception of a high economic impact can be translated into a clear improvement in the satisfaction with the public administration of tourism. This result is in line with previous studies concerning the need to include economic impacts in the assessment of this public administration [9,18,20,24]. However, our study is a pioneer in assessing the economic impacts from a subjective perspective, based on the opinion of the residents in the locality analyzed. In this way, if the residents perceive that tourism really contributes to economic development and the improvement of the citizens’ standard of living, they will be more satisfied with the public administration and therefore more inclined to tolerate the discomforts that coexistence with tourists can generate.



As to the socio-cultural impact, as hypothesis H3 postulates this also shows a significant positive influence on satisfaction with the public administration of tourism, explaining 13.46% of the satisfaction. This result confirms that the social impacts of tourism are important in confirming the residents’ satisfaction. They value not only the economic effects on the locality but also the impacts on its society and culture. In this, many studies are in accordance, but this paper is a pioneer in revealing that the residents really value these impacts, even more than those that are environmental.



Finally, the perceived environmental impact also has a significant influence on satisfaction with the public administration of tourism, so hypothesis H2 is supported as well and explains 9.35% of the variance of the satisfaction with the public administration of tourism. In this sense, we can therefore state that if the residents perceive a low environmental impact in the city due to the tourism activity, they will be satisfied with the public administration of tourism. This result is also innovative, as it uses measurements of the residents’ subjective perception, though the environmental impact is considered relevant in all the previous studies analyzed [9,18,20]. We must highlight the fact that the residents accord this dimension less important for satisfaction with the administration of tourism than the rest of the impacts. This is perhaps a reflection of a scant development of environmental awareness.




5. Conclusions


This research sought to find out the effect that economic, social, and environmental impacts perceived by the residents in a tourism destination have on satisfaction with the public administration of tourism. The citizens, under the perspective addressed, have a specific perception about the positive and negative effects that the tourism activity has on them. Phenomena of tourismphobia and situations of rejection of the public administration may arise when this perception is negative. This can have very adverse effects on the coexistence in the city and its image as a tourism destination. This is why to know the residents’ perception about the economic, social, and environmental repercussion of tourism can be useful for the public managers of tourism, who make great efforts of public procurement which is reflected, for example, in the search for major events or new air connections for the city.



The attraction of sustainable tourism tends to be one of the priorities of public managers. However, the positive return on the investment necessary to attract the target of suitable tourism for the city is not recuperated directly, rather it is through the benefits which are obtained from the tourists that this public investment is justified. Nonetheless, we know that these visitors do not only produce economic benefits, there is also the inconvenience derived from the environmental damage which they can cause and, on the other hand, they have an influence on the city’s socio-cultural field. Therefore, including indicators which are not only economic, but also social and environmental, as Bernal et al. [5] postulate, must be considered a key strategic variable, which enables the political actors to know and understand to what extent the attraction of tourists is going to generate positive perceptions among the residents. These indicators, as has been revealed in this study, must not be only objective, but also subjective, as it will be the citizens’ perceptions which determine their level of acceptation of tourism policies for their destination and, therefore, their readiness to welcome the tourists that the locality receives.



We must highlight the great importance that residents accord to the positive economic impact which tourism produces in the city. The perception of the citizens is that their city is clearly seen to benefit from the generation of employment, the creation of new firms, and the attraction of investments, which improves their satisfaction with the public administration of tourism.



The importance of the socio-cultural impact is also especially significant. This leads the citizens to be concerned by the effect that tourism has on the on the protection of the cultural heritage, employment among disadvantaged groups, and the improvement of the cultural, educational, and recreational means caused by the development of tourism.



Although it has a significant influence, the environmental impact is in the last position in terms of its relative importance for the residents’ satisfaction. This must serve as a clear call to the public managers that they have to increase their endeavor for the citizens to perceive that the environmental effort produces low environmental impacts and, therefore, there is an improvement of the quality of life in the city.



Various limitations prevent the generalization of the study’s results. A first limitation of our study is that it has only been carried out on a sample of residents in the city of Seville. The residents of this city in the south of Spain have their own cultural and social characteristics. In addition, this city hosts a large number of tourists and a great diversity of large events throughout the year. Another limitation comes from the non-longitudinal nature of the study. Nevertheless, the theoretical foundations set out support the causal relationships of the research’s hypotheses.



As a future line of research, we propose to carry out an intercultural study to measure the effect that different cultures have on residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts. We also propose to conduct the study in cities with lower tourist density. In addition, future research could examine the role of different variables, such as tourist density, the city’s brand, the city’s image, or the city’s reputation as possible moderators. Finally, we consider the study of gentrification and tourismphobia as possible consequences of residents’ perceptions of the negative impacts that tourists have on their cities.
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