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Abstract

Obijective: To assess the level of sustainabil-
ity, based on stakeholders’ tourism percep-
tions of Loreto Bay National Park (LBNP) in
Mexico. Methodology: Indicators were se-
lected and organized in three components: (1)
destination management; (2) social, eco-
nomic, and cultural impact; (3) environmen-
tal impact; and two dimensions: social and
environmental. Surveys were applied to tour-
ist companies, residents, and visitors. Contin-
gency tables were used to identify significant
dependence between indicators. Results: The
results showed an acceptable sustainability
level. Indicators with lower value were resi-
dents’ knowledge about PA, the benefit they
obtain from tourism, as well as their partici-
pation in environmental activities. Limita-
tions: Some of the indicators used are specific
to LBNP, therefore they should be adequate
for each PA. Conclusions: The study con-
cludes with the contributions of the method
and a series of recommendations to increases
residents’ economic benefit and their involve-
ment in PA management.

Keywords: regional development, indicator,
national park, perception, protected area,
stakeholders, sustainability, tourism.

Resumen

Obijetivo: valuar el nivel de sustentabilidad,
con base en las percepciones turisticas de las
partes interesadas del Parque Nacional Bahia
de Loreto (PNLB) en México. Metodologia:
se seleccionaron indicadores y se organizaron
en tres componentes: (1) gestion de destinos;
(2) impacto social, econémico y cultural; (3)
impacto ambiental; y dos dimensiones: social
y ambiental. Se aplicaron encuestas a empre-
sas turisticas, residentes y visitantes. Se utili-
zaron tablas de contingencia para identificar
la dependencia significativa entre indicado-
res. Resultados: un nivel de sustentabilidad
aceptable. Los indicadores con menor valor
fueron el conocimiento de los residentes so-
bre las AP, el beneficio que obtienen del tu-
rismo, asi como su participacién en activida-
des ambientales. Limitaciones: algunos de los
indicadores empleados son especificos para el
PNBL, por lo que deben adecuarse a cada AP.
Conclusiones: las aportaciones del método y
una serie de recomendaciones para incremen-
tar el beneficio economico de los residentes y
su participacion en la gestion de las AP.

Palabras claves: desarrollo regional, indica-
dor, parque nacional, percepcion, area prote-
gida, stakeholders, sustentabilidad, turismo.



Introduction

Protected Areas (PA) play a key role not only in biodiversity conservation, but also in adaptation
and mitigation of climate change, as well in contributing to local and national economies through
tourism (Watson et al. 2014). PA are recognized as the ideal sites for nature-based tourism or eco-
tourism, whose demand has increased (Eagles et al. 2002; Dinica 2018). According to Balmford
et al. (2015), the majority of the world's terrestrial PA collectively receive eight billion visitors per
year. Tourism in PA generates both benefits and costs (Lankford and Howard 1994; Eagles,
McCool, and Haynes 2002; Leung et al. 2018), which may contribute to the protection of natural
and cultural heritage, as well as provide economic benefits and a better quality of life to residents
(Eagles, McCool, and Haynes 2002; Xu et al. 2009; Anup, Kedar, and Ramesh 2015). However,
tourism in PA also generates potential environmental impacts that threaten biodiversity, such as
habitat fragmentation and loss, pollution, change in land use, overexploitation of resources and
disturbance in wildlife behavior (Dowling 1993; Farrell and Marion 2001; Li, Ge, and Liu 2005;
Pickering 2010; Ruschkowski et al. 2013; Oldekop et al. 2016). A sustainable tourism should
benefit mutually local communities and environment conservation (UNEP (United Nations
Environment Programme) & WTO (World Tourism Organization) 2005); and therefore it should
maximize benefits and decrease costs in PA (Eagles, McCool, and Haynes 2002; Leung et al.
2018).

One of the aims of sustainable tourism is to provide socio-economic benefits to stakeholders,
who are all those individuals that may be affected or could influence the actions and decisions
made regarding tourism management (WTO 2004; Weaver 2006; Waligo et al. 2013). According

to the literature, several types of stakeholders have been distinguished: tourists, tourism companies,



local community, authorities or PA personnel, government agencies, educational and research in-
stitutions, as well as interested civil associations (Eagles, McCool, and Haynes 2002; Timur and
Getz 2008; Waligo, Clarke, and Hawkins 2013; Mannetti et al. 2019).

Stakeholders depend on ecosystem services provided by the PA; however, the conservation
activities often cause trade-offs, which leads to conflicts when the interests and goals of some
stakeholders groups confront (Kovécs et al. 2015). Usually these conflicts refer to land use, which
also may include biodiversity and conservation issues (White et al. 2009; Redpath et al. 2013).
Tourism in PA can benefit stakeholders through empowerment or direct incentives, which can mo-
tivate building positive attitudes towards the environment (Nyaupane & Poudel 2011; Arnberger
et al. 2012). Stakeholders’ perceptions and attitudes towards PA are related with their willingness
to participate in the management and conservation issues (Sirivongs & Tsuchiya 2012). The com-
munity-based management of PA, which is based on the involvement of local people, has shown
to improve livelihood of residents and to encourage positive attitudes towards the PA conservation
(Mehta & Heinen 2001; Chen et al. 2012; Zhang et al. 2020). To achieve effective management
and long-term viability of tourism in PA, stakeholder participation should be incorporated through-
out the decision-making process (Eagles et al. 2002; Lockwood 2010; Jones et al. 2017; Mannetti
et al. 2019).

Therefore, it is crucial to study stakeholders’ perceptions, attitudes, and participation, as well
as identify the factors that influence in these. Several studies worldwide have reported that stake-
holders’ support depends on considering their perceptions and attitudes (Eagles, McCool, and
Haynes 2002; Choi and Murray 2010; Mannetti et al. 2019). Nevertheless most of these studies
focus on assessing a single group, mainly residents (Allendorf, Smith, and Anderson 2007;
Sirivongs and Tsuchiya 2012; Oldekop et al. 2016; Alrwajfah, Almeida-Garcia, and Cortés-Macias

2019; Allendorf 2020; Abukari and Mwalyosi 2020; Mitsui, Kubo, and Shoji 2020; Zhang et al.
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2020), tourists (Smith et al. 2014; Rodger, Taplin, and Moore 2015; Backman et al. 2018; Schirpke
et al. 2018; Tverijonaite, Olafsdéttir, and Thorsteinsson 2018; Oviedo-Garcia et al. 2019; Pearce
and Dowling 2019; Sangpikul 2020; Rice et al. 2020), or tourist companies (Haukeland 2011;
Khairatp and Maher 2012; Gopal 2014; Xin and Chan 2014; Byrnes et al. 2016; Font, Garay, and
Jones 2016; McNicol and Rettie 2018).

To consider equitable tourism costs and benefits, the interests and opinions of all the actors
that may be affected should be assessed. In some of the publications that included more than one
group of stakeholders, their perceptions about tourism impacts in PA were assessed and compared
(Tsaur, Lin, and Lin 2006; Puhakka et al. 2009; Imran, Alam, and Beaumont 2014; Poudel,
Nyaupane, and Budruk 2014; Anup, Kedar, and Ramesh 2015; Hatipoglu, Alvarez, and Ertuna
2016), as well as their opinions about management issues (Heck et al. 2011; Bonilla-Moheno and
Garcia-Frapolli 2012; Al-Tokhais and Thapa 2019), and governance models (Eagles et al. 2013).

Tourism studies in PA in Mexico where the perception of various groups of stakeholders has
been assessed are scarce. Among those, Bonilla-Moheno and Garcia-Frapolli (2012) considered
the expectations and opinions of residents, scientists, government agencies, civil organizations and
tourism companies, regarding the goals of a PA in Yucatan. From the state of Baja California Sur
(BCS), Lépez-Espinosa de los Monteros (2002) examined the degree of participation of tour oper-
ators regarding management and conservation objectives in PA of La Paz Bay in BCS. Likewise,
Ibafez-Pérez (2015) developed a model to analyze tourism sustainability in Cabo Pulmo, BCS,
based on the perception of the local community and tourists.

The aim of this study was to design and apply a system of subjective indicators organized in
two dimensions - social and environmental -to assess the level of sustainability of tourism in Loreto
Bay National Park (LBNP) in BCS, Mexico. The information of the indicators was based on per-

ceptions, motivations, attitudes, as well as the level of knowledge and satisfaction of three groups
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of stakeholders- tourist companies that offer tourist tours, residents, and visitors. All of them influ-
ence or are affected by LBNP tourism, so assessing their opinions is essential to achieve sustainable
tourism development.

Methods

Study area

LBNP is in the municipality of Loreto in the State of Baja California Sur, Mexico off the coast in
the Gulf of California. The area is 206 580.75 ha in size and encompasses the Coronados, del
Carmen, Danzante, Montserrat, and Santa Catalina islands, in addition to 12 islets. The populations
that inhabit the localities around influence -Loreto, San Cosme, Ensenada Blanca, Ligui, Nopold,
and Agua Verde- depend mainly on the natural resources of PA (Figure 1).

The population in Loreto was 18 912 inhabitants in 2015 (GBCS, Gobierno de Baja Califor-
nia Sur, 2018), whose economy depends on multiples sectors including agricultural, livestock, fish-
eries and mainly tourism (Hern&ndez-Trejo et al. 2009; GBCS 2018). Hotels and restaurants are
the main source of employment, while commerce is the activity that generates the most economic
gains (GBCS 2018). Loreto experienced an increase in tourist influx in 2016 and 2017 and has
become an important tourist destination worldwide (INEGI 2016; INEGI 2017).

LBNP is known for its diverse habitats with high biodiversity and endemism, which makes
it one of the main tourist attractions in the region (Conanp, 2021). The LBNP Management Pro-
gram has been updated, establishing its zoning and regulation of tourism activities. However, tour-
ism in LBNP may cause environmental damage, such as pollution and modification of the natural
landscape and behavior of some species (Conanp, 2021). Additionally, it may also generate socio-

economic and cultural costs to residents (Mendoza-Ontiveros and Gonzalez Sosa 2014).
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Figure 1. Location of Loreto Bay National Park and its areas of influence in Loreto Municipality, Baja
California Sur, Mexico. Abbreviations correspond to the names of the islands: (COI) Coronados Island;
(DCI) Del Carmen Island; (DI) Danzante Island; (MI) Monserrat Island; (SCI) Santa Catalina Island.
Source: Own production based on Conanp (2002).

Selection of dimensions, components, subcomponents, and indicators

Indicators were selected to measure perception, attitudes, and participation of stakeholders. Select-
ing the indicators and their organization was performed through a literature review (LOpez-
Espinosa de los Monteros 2002; Tsaur, Lin, and Lin 2006; Choi and Sirakaya 2006; Xin and Chan
2014; Ashok et al. 2017), as well as in accordance with the objectives of sustainable tourism: (1)
provide economic benefit to the local community; (2) preserve the culture of the host communities;
(3) achieve a high degree of tourist satisfaction; and (4) educate tourists about the importance of
conserving natural resources (OMT, Organizacion Mundial del Turismo, 2005). The objectives of
LBNP Management Program were also considered to: (1) guide the sustainable use of natural re-
sources; (2) promote knowledge of the area; (3) promote the development of environmental edu-

cation programs; and (4) strengthen compliance with standards (Conanp, 2002).



For assessing sustainability, three components were selected: (1) destination management;
(2) social, economic and cultural impact; (3) environmental impact. Within each component, a
series of subcomponents related to the selected indicators were included. Additionally, the three
components were organized at the same time in two dimensions - social and environmental. The
social dimension consisted of the first two components. The environmental dimension included
indicators that explain the strategies used during tourism activities and participation of the com-

munity in practices that reduce impact on the environment.

Collection of indicator information

The indicator information was obtained by conducting surveys with the residents, tour operator
companies, and visitors. The surveys were carried out in the locality of Loreto, where 88% of its
population inhabits (GBCS, 2018), most of the hotels and tour operators are located in that area,
which is the starting point for most of the tourism tours. Since the number of tour operators in
Loreto was limited (only 11), the survey was applied to all of them. The sample size of the com-
munity and visitors were estimated by stratified sampling, in which the organizational factor was
the length of stay in Loreto.

The community was considered as resident population and visitors as floating population.
The number of sample units of each stratum (nn) was set according to the sample size of the total
population (n = 383) and its weighting coefficient (Wh) (Equation 1); the latter consisted of the
population proportion of each stratum to the total population (Pérez-Lépez 2005). A total of 100
surveys were applied to the community and 240 to the visitors, during three seasons of 2018-2019:

winter (January-February), spring (March-April) and summer (June-July).

ny, =Wy xn (1)



Integration and analysis of information

Indicators were measured by a 5-point Likert scale (1 = very bad, nothing or never; 2 = bad, low
or very rare; 3 = regular; 4 = good, adequate or frequent; 5 = excellent, regularly or always), which
were averaged to obtain the value of each component. The dimensions values were calculated using
the arithmetic average of the components.

The degree of sustainability was established according to a modification of the Barometer of
Sustainability proposed by Prescott-Allen (1997). This method considers the well-being of people
and the ecosystems, so it is based on the two dimensions - social and environmental. Four levels
derived according to the values obtained: (a) good (sustainable) 4.1 - 5; (b) acceptable (almost
sustainable) 3.1 - 4; (c) medium (almost unsustainable) 2.1 - 3; (d) poor (unsustainable) 1.1 - 2.
The visual comparison of sustainable performance of the environmental and social dimensions was
made by locating the values in the Barometer of Sustainability.

Contingency tables were built using cross-tabulation (CROSSTABS) command in the statis-
tical package for the social sciences (SPSS) (Garrido-Luque and Alvarado-Estramiana 1995).
These tables allow testing the independence between the frequencies of the observations of two or
more categorical variables (Zar 1996). In this study, contingency tables were used to analyze the
relationship between different variables, such as knowledge of LBNP, origin and occupation of
tourists, place of birth and section of resident population, as well as percentage of the population
that works within the tourism sector. The Chi-square formula (Equation 2) was used to statistically

analyze the independence or degree of association between the variables (Zar 1996).
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Results

The average of the indicators corresponding to destination management was classified as accepta-

ble (Table 1). Within this component, the indicators that showed the lowest values (less than three)

were those related to residents’ knowledge of the LBNP Management Program. The subcomponent

that showed a higher value was the aptitude of the tourist service.

Table 1.

Indicator values and categorization corresponding to the destination management component
of the social dimension in Loreto Bay Nacional Park, Baja California Sur, Mexico from sur-
veys applied during winter (January-February), spring (March-April) and summer (June-

July) 2018-1019.

Subcomponents

Indicators

Categorization

Knowledge of tourism companies about the 4.5 Good
LBNP Management Program
Knowledge and mon- Knowledge of the resident population about 2.8 Medium
itoring of the man- the extent of LBNP . .
agement program Knowledge of the resident population about 3.1 Acceptable
LBNP flora and fauna
Knowledge of the resident population about 2.8 Medium
LBNP guidelines
Average 3.3 Acceptable
Communication Importance assigned by companies to conser- 2.7 Medium
about sustainable tou-  vation announcements on their websites
rism Importance assigned to environmental educa- 4.9 Good
tion talks during tourist tours
Average 3.8 Acceptable
Tourism participation  Degree of participation with authorities or in- 4.1 Good
of tourism companies  stitutions in Environmental and / or research
in environmental and  programs.
conservation pro- Willingness to continue or start participation 4.3 Good
grams
Average 4.2 Good
Tourist service apti- Transport quality to reach the destination 4.1 Good
tude Hosting quality 4.5 Good
Food and drink consumption 4.4 Good
Quiality of tourist service 4.6 Good
Boat safety 4.5 Good
Attention of tourist service staff 4.7 Good
Quality of local transport 4.0 Good
Quality and price ratio 4.1 Good
Security perception 4.8 Good
Satisfaction of the visit 4.8 Good
Average 44 Good
Component average 3.9 Acceptable

Source: own elaboration.
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The component represented by social, economic, and cultural impact indicators was also cat-
egorized as acceptable (Table 2). The indicators that showed lower values were related to the de-
gree of benefit that tourism provides to residents while the highest values were obtained with the
indicators of quality of life and socioeconomic level of the residents, as well as preservation of

local identity.

Table 2.

Indicator values and categorization corresponding to social, economic, and cultural impact components of
the social dimension in Loreto Bay National Park, Baja California Sur, Mexico from surveys applied during
winter (January-February), spring (March-April) and summer (June-July) 2018-2019.

Subcomponents Indicators Categorization
Percentage of local employees 3.1 Acceptable
Tourism contribution  Percentage of national employees 4.5 Good
to local economy Dependence of residents on tourism 2.5 Medium
Benefit of tourism to residents 2.6 Medium
Average 3.1 Acceptable
Resident satisfaction ~ Socioeconomic level (employment, insur- 4.1 Good
ance, housing)
Quality of life 4.1 Good
Average 4.1 Good
Local identity Preservation of culture and traditions ac- 4.3 Good
cording to residents
Preservation of culture and traditions ac- 3.7 Acceptable
cording to tourists
Average 4.0 Good
Infrastructure impro-  Infrastructure improvement level according 3.3 Acceptable
vement to residents
Infrastructure improvement level according 3.6 Acceptable
to tourists
Average 35 Acceptable
Component average 3.7 Acceptable

Source: own elaboration.

The environmental impact component was classified as acceptable (Table 3). The indicators
categorized as medium level were related to the participation of residents in environmental activi-
ties. Actions to save water (turn off the tap when not in use, reuse water) were the most frequent
with 13% considering total residents. Whereas the participation of residents through beach cleaning

was the most common activity (29% of total residents). Indicators with values higher than four
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were related to the level of conservation of the site, as well as the activities carried out by tourism
companies to minimize environmental impacts.
Finally, considering both dimensions, the sustainability level of tourism in LBNP was cate-

gorized as acceptable or almost sustainable (Figure 2).

Table 3.

Indicator values and categorization corresponding to the environmental impact component
of the environmental dimension in Loreto Bay National Park, Baja California Sur, Mexico
from surveys applied during winter (January-February), spring (March-April) and summer
(June-July) 2018-20109.

Subcomponents Indicators Categorization
Knowledge of the sustainability concept 2.4 Medium
Knowledge of the population about environ- 2.5 Medium
Participation of resi- ~ mental monitoring
dents in environmen-  Level of participation in environmental ac- 2.3 Medium
tal issues tivities
Willingness to start or continue participation 3.7 Medium
in environmental activities
Average 2.7 Medium
Conservation and im-  Conservation state according to tourists 4.6 Good
age of natural sites Experience of visiting natural sites accord- 4.7 Good
ing to tourists
Promedio 4.6 Good
Impact by touristac-  Waste management 4.8 Good
tivities Use of renewable energy 1.1 Poor
Degree of sustainability of tourist activities 4.5 Good
Average 3.5 Acceptable
Impact by domestic Use of saving lights 4.3 Good
activities Responsible use of water 34 Acceptable
Average 3.9 Acceptable
Component average 3.7 Acceptable

Source: own elaboration.
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Figure 1. Barometer of Sustainability for Loreto Bay National Park, Baja California Sur, Mexico from
surveys applied during winter (January-February), spring (March-April) and summer (June-July) 2018-

2019. Both, social (SD) and environmental (ED) dimensions showed acceptable level. The
sustainability level (SL) was categorized as acceptable or almost sustainable.

Variables dependent on tourists " knowledge about Loreto Bay National Park

The contingency analysis showed significant associations (p = 0.001) between occupation and
origin of the tourists with their knowledge about LBNP. Considering the total number of tourists
(n =240) surveyed, the highest percentage of retired tourists (83.3%) and business owners (66.7%)
were informed of PA before reaching their destination. Regarding the total of tourists by country
of origin, most Canadians (90%, n=10) were aware of PA; In contrast, 50% (n=81) of Mexicans

did not know of its existence.
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Variables dependent on residents” knowledge about Loreto Bay National Park and their level of
dependence on tourism

According to the perception surveys (n = 100) of the resident population, a significant association
(p = 0.05) was observed between the place of birth and knowledge about LBNP. Most residents
who were born outside BCS had null or poor knowledge (64%); in contrast, 59.5% of the native
residents showed medium to high knowledge. Another significant association (p = 0.02) was con-
sidering the neighborhoods where the residents lived; Nuevo Loreto showed a higher percentage
of inhabitants with a high knowledge about LBNP (66.7%) while 65.7% of the Miramar neighbor-
hood inhabitants had little or no knowledge. Regarding the economic benefit of tourism, only 28%
of the total of the surveyed residents worked within the tourism sector. The Centro (downtown)
neighborhood showed a greater number of inhabitants working within this sector (38.9%). The
significant association (p = 0.03) between the level of knowledge that residents had about LBNP,
and their tourism dependence showed a higher percentage (51.7%) of inhabitants who worked
within the tourism sector with acceptable to high knowledge; while 55.1% of residents who did not

work within this sector had no knowledge.

Discussion

Destination Management

Effective management of a PA depends on integration and participation of the local community
(Olomi-Sola et al. 2012). Therefore, factors that influence residents’ perception and attitude should
be identified. One of the factors is the knowledge they have about PA. According to the results, the
level of knowledge that residents had about LBNP was medium. About half of the respondents
(49%) had little or no knowledge about its size, location, and guidelines. The limited knowledge
of local communities about the location, boundaries and objectives of a PA has been previously

reported worldwide (Trakolis 2001; Jim and Xu 2002; Ferreira and Freire 2009; Olomi-Sola et al.
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2012). Another one was the lack of residents’ involvement in decision-making about PA, which is
caused by ignorance of the area (Jim and Xu 2002).

Companies that offer ecotourism activities influence consumer decisions and supplier behav-
ior, so they may contribute to protecting the environment (Budeanu 2005; Gopal 2014). The lack
of knowledge of tourist guides about PA, as well as the way to transmit the information to visitors,
were some of the main problems that have been observed in previous studies (Carbone 2006).
However, in this study, the tour operators’ knowledge about the LBNP Management Program was
rated as good, which may have been related to their participation in environmental and research
programs - also rated as good. In contrast to a study conducted in Australia, most tour operators
had not received information from scientists about wildlife protection (Rodger, Moore, and
Newsome 2007).

The collaboration of tour operators with research institutions provides benefits for both, as
well as for tourists. Tour operators gain knowledge about the potential risks of tourism activities,
allowing them to offer a better service and increase their competitiveness in the market. Tourists
benefit from being able to enjoy nature; while scientists have research material (Wolf, Croft, and
Green 2019). For these benefits to continue, educational workshops are necessary, as well as infor-
mational meetings where research findings are disclosed (Rodger, Moore, and Newsome 2007).
These workshops have increased the level of knowledge of tourist guides about PA, as well as their
abilities to interpret and transmit information to tourists (Roggenbuck, Williams, and Bobinski
1992; Randall and Rollins 2009). According to a study carried out in a Norwegian National Park,
knowledge and experience of these tourism actors contributed to PA management (Haukeland

2011). A good relationship between tour operators and PA management personnel can avoid con-
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flicts between the actors involved, reduce environmental impacts, increase the level of tourist sat-
isfaction, thus improve the company's competitiveness in the market (Roggenbuck, Williams, and
Bobinski 1992; Lopez-Espinosa de los Monteros, 2002; Carbone, 2006; Xin and Chan, 2014).

Regarding communication about the sustainable tourism subcomponent, the indicator with
the lowest score was related to the information provided by tour operators through their website.
Information about LBNP, its protection category, and the allowed activities must be included. New
information technologies allow visitors to inform themselves in advance about PA management
and protection policies, which may increase their willingness to support these regulations (Eagles,
McCool, and Haynes 2002).

The results indicated that tourism companies provide information about their sustainable
practices mainly during the tours. Through environmental education talks, tourist guides should
provide information about the destination to tourists and influence their behavior to reduce envi-
ronmental impacts (Choi and Sirakaya 2006). Previous studies in PA have shown that tourists have
a positive attitude towards the regulations established during the tours, which increases their level
of satisfaction (Tsaur, Lin, and Lin 2006; Chan and Baum 2007; Baral, Stern, and Hammett 2012;
Sangpikul 2020).

The aptitude of tourist service was the subcomponent with the highest score. It assessed the
level of tourist satisfaction and quality of the service, which were indicators of successful manage-
ment (Rodger, Moore, and Taplin 2012). Perception of security was the main strength of Loreto,
which confirmed that reported by Cruz-Chavez et al. (2016) where 97% of Loreto's visitors did not
feel insecure. This perception represents a very important point in favor for Loreto, since it has
been considered as one of the main factors affecting tourism demand in developing countries (Ea-
gles, McCool, and Haynes 2002). The indicators related to tourism tours and the experience of

visiting natural sites also had high values. This result confirmed that the satisfaction of tourists
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visiting PA depends on the opportunity to observe something special or unique, including natural

landscapes, wildlife and vegetation (Carbone 2006).

Social, economic, and cultural impacts

Tourism provides economic benefits to local communities living in or near a PA (Eagles, McCool,
and Haynes 2002). Income derived from employment, investment and business are the main eco-
nomic benefits of tourism (Mendoza-Ontiveros and Gonzélez-Sosa, 2014). However, the percent-
age of the Loreto population that works within the tourism sector was low (28%) and the benefit
that residents obtain through tourism obtained a medium score. In addition, the benefited popula-
tion was confined to the central areas of the city, where the flow of tourism was greater. These
results agree with a study conducted in a nature reserve in China, where local community involve-
ment in tourism was limited due to the unfavorable location of their housing and lack of capital to
start their own business (Xu et al. 2009). In a National Park in Australia, limited benefit deriving
from tourism was associated with lack of skills, education and motivation in local communities
(Strickland-Munro and Moore 2013). However, despite the reduced and unequal benefit of tourism,
residents’ perception of quality of life was assessed as good, which may be attributed to the socio-
economic level of the residents surveyed, as well as the preservation of local identity.

The support of the local community is essential for the sustainable development of tourism
(Inbakaran and Jackson 2005; Zhang, Inbakaran, and Jackson 2006). Therefore, tourism should
provide equitable benefit (Alrwajfah, Almeida-Garcia, and Cortés-Macias 2019). Although the per-
centage of local employees within tourism obtained an acceptable rating, this value could be im-
proved. According to Xu et al. (2009) the use of local goods and services should be promoted, as
well as employing residents to generate economic benefits for the community. One way of achiev-

ing these benefits could be by increasing employment and self-employment opportunities, the latter
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by providing capital support to start local businesses (Tsaur, Lin, and Lin 2006; Mathew and
Sreejesh 2017). Equality of economic benefits, as well as the active participation and empowerment
of residents have been reported to contribute to improving both the conservation of the area and
socioeconomic level of the local community (Imran, Alam, and Beaumont 2014; Oldekop et al.
2016). The effectiveness of PA management depends on the satisfaction of the local community;
thus, to avoid disagreements and conflicts, residents should be involved in PA management issues

and in decision-making processes (Ferreira and Freire 2009).

Environmental impact

Knowledge and participation of residents in environmental activities were the indicators that ob-
tained the lowest rating, which indicated they are the main issues where efforts are required. Water
scarcity and coastal pollution were identified as the main concerns. Shortage of drinking water in
Loreto represents a major problem. The source comes from an aquifer, which is susceptible to
saline intrusion due to its overexploitation (Ganster, Arizpe, and Ivanova 2007). Because of this
shortage, when the demand for water increases, the supply decreases (Mendoza-Ontiveros and
Gonzalez-Sosa 2014), which explains the practices of the residents to save water.

Regarding collaboration in beach cleaning, it is likely the activity organized with the most
diffusion and frequency. According to the perception of the respondents, the main reason for low
participation is due to ignorance of these activities. Concern and knowledge of the environment
should be promoted among the local community. Residents’ knowledge about PA conservation
issues, as well as management objectives, have been linked to positive attitudes (Ormsby and
Kaplin 2005; Moorman 2006). The government, schools and media have been considered as the
main sources of information about environmental issues (Choudri et al. 2016), so they have a strong

commitment to environmental education.
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LBNP conservation status obtained the highest category according to the opinion of tourists.
In contrast to the Nevado de Toluca Flora and Fauna Protection Area, whose main problems were
overexploitation of natural resources and pollution (Osorio-Garcia, Monge-Amores, Serrano-
Barquin, Cortés-Soto. 2017). Conservation of natural sites may be related to the adequate manage-
ment of waste by companies and the degree of sustainability of the tourist activities they offer,
which coincides with the low impact techniques performed by tour operators in La Paz Bay (Lopez-
Espinosa de los Monteros 2002). One of the main sustainable practices carried out by the LBNP
tourist guides is the reduction of generating garbage by using reusable or biodegradable containers.
Likewise, the “leave no trace” technique was mentioned by all companies surveyed.

This technique consists of an environmental education program that seeks to influence the
behavior of visitors to minimize their impact, which has been implemented in various PA including
other National Parks (Backman et al. 2018).

The use of renewable energy was the only indicator within the environmental dimension
evaluated as poor. This result differed from a study performed in a PA in Nepal, where ecotourism
promoted the use of alternative energy (Anup, Kedar, and Ramesh 2015). Possibly most tourism
companies do not use this type of energy because the economic gains are not immediate, or due to
ignorance of its advantages (Schluter 1996; Tepelus 2005). According to the perception of the
companies surveyed - except for the use of renewable energy - the impact of tourism activities on
LBNP was minimal. The integration of sustainable practices by tour operators provides them with
benefits such as, a good reputation with consumers, as well as better relationships with suppliers
and local communities (TOIST, Tour Operators’ Initiative for Sustainable Tourism Development,

2003).
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Variables dependent on tourists' knowledge about Loreto Bay National Park

Place of origin was one of the factors that influenced the knowledge that tourists had about the
existence of LBNP. The National Park category functions as a protection status label, which has
positively influenced the decision of tourists to visit the area (Reinius and Fredman 2007). Previous
reports have indicated that the National Park label represents a greater motivation in foreign tourists
than in local ones (Weiler and Seidl 2004). The greater the distance between the place of origin
and tourist destination, the investment of time and money is higher, as well as trip-planning time
(Richards 2002), during which the tourist is likely to obtain information about PA. These results
were consistent with this study since the percentage of foreign tourists who knew of the existence
of LBNP was higher than that of Mexicans. These results also coincide with those reported by
Hernandez-Trejo et al. (2009) at the same site.

Tourists” occupation was the other variable that showed dependence with the level of
knowledge of LBNP. According to Eagles, McCool, and Haynes (2002) older people are more
interested in activities that include wildlife observation and nature study, which coincides with a
higher percentage of retired tourists who showed knowledge about the presence of LBNP. In-
creased longevity in industrialized and developed countries, coupled with early retirement and
good savings, have been reported to allow individuals interested in wildlife to undertake their trav-
els once they have retired (Eagles, McCool, and Haynes 2002; UNEP and CMS 2006).

Variables dependent on residents' knowledge about Loreto Bay National Park and its environmen-
tal activities

The variables that showed a significant relationship with the level of knowledge of the residents
about LBNP were place of birth, housing, and employment location within the tourism sector. The
native residents had a greater knowledge of LBNP than foreigners, which may be attributed to the
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fact that they have lived near this PA most of their lives. Ferreira and Freire (2009) found that
residents who have lived for more than 20 years near PA had a greater understanding of its exist-
ence. Native residents may have had a greater opportunity to participate in environmental informa-
tional meetings and workshops, or have interacted with PA management authorities (Ormsby and
Kaplin 2005).

The inhabitants of the Nuevo Loreto neighborhood showed a greater knowledge of LBNP
than those of Miramar, as well as a higher level of education; 80% of the respondents from the first
section reached the professional degree, in contrast to only 21% from the second one. These results
agree with Olomi-Sola etal. (2012) who found a relationship between literate residents and
knowledge about PA. In previous studies, resident education has shown a positive effect on con-
servation perception and attitudes (Imran, Alam, and Beaumont 2014; Ardoin, Bowers, and
Gaillard 2020). In communities near Serengeti National Park in Tanzania, residents with a higher
educational level have a more positive view of PA because a greater opportunity in the labor field
reduces dependence on the Park’s natural resources (Kideghesho, Rgskaft, and Kaltenborn 2007).

Individuals working within the tourism sector gained a greater understanding of LBNP.
Olomi-Sola et al. (2012), found that residents working within the tourism sector had a greater
knowledge of Dandeli Santuary in India. This relationship may be explained with the fact that
individuals who work within the tourism industry depend economically on PA resources.
Therefore, the success of their job or business depends on their knowledge about PA, and they
might have had a greater opportunity to participate in informative meetings and workshops on

LBNP management.
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Conclusions

The indicators that obtained a lower value corresponded to residents’ knowledge about PA, the
benefit they obtain from tourism, as well as their participation in environmental activities. To reach
a sustainable level, decision makers should include local government and PA management staff
and implement measures to increase equal community participation. These measures may include
environmental education workshops and informational meetings where efforts are made to inte-
grate residents equitably and inform them about the objectives of the LBNP Management Program,
environmental problems, and actions to prevent them. The economic benefit should be increased
through entrepreneurship workshops, capital supports to start new companies and promotion of
local services and products.

One of the main contributions of the proposed method was the integration of three stakehold-
ers, whose participation plays an essential role in the sustainable development of tourism. These
groups corresponded to residents, visitors and tourism companies that offer tours in PA. Most of
the previous studies have focused on a single stakeholder. However, the results demonstrated the
importance of evaluating the three groups of stakeholders in the same study, given that they can
influence both social and environmental performance of the destination sustainability. Generally,
the perceptions and attitudes of stakeholders are assessed using a certain set of variables, but the
role of each of these groups in tourism is different. For this reason, this study assessed different
indicators for each one of the stakeholders.

Another contribution of the study was the application of the contingency analysis, which
allowed identifying the variables that influenced the stakeholder’s knowledge about LBNP. This
factor is generally not addressed in perception studies. However, it has revealed information about

the involvement and interest of residents, training and commitment of tourism companies, as well
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as promotion of PA as a tourist destination. These results can directly influence the conservation

of the site. Therefore, they all should be considered in decision-making about its management.
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