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Abstract:
							                           
This study uses a segmentation framework to categorize the residents of Minas de Riotinto, a mining town in Andalusia, Spain, based on their perceptions of the personal and community effects of tourism. These segments were then classified according to their tourism attitudes, utilizing a three-dimensional approach encompassing affective, cognitive, and behavioral elements. For this purpose, a cluster analysis and the Kruskal-Wallis test were successively applied to the responses of 346 residents. The results revealed three main groups of residents: "interested and enthusiastic supporters", " disinterested and moderate supporters" and "incongruous and impulsive residents". Contrary to our expectations, all groups showed favorable affective attitudes towards tourism development in their region. However, significant differences emerged between groups concerning the cognitive and behavioral dimensions of their attitudes.



Keywords: Tourism impact, resident perceptions, resident segmentation, mining tourism.
		                         


Resumen:
						                           
Este artículo segmenta a los residentes de la localidad minera de Minas de Riotinto (Andalucía, España) según sus percepciones sobre los efectos personales y comunitarios del turismo y clasifica los segmentos resultantes de acuerdo con sus actitudes hacia el turismo, utilizando para ello un enfoque tridimensional que diferencia tres componentes actitudinales: afectiva, cognitiva y conductual. Para ello, se aplica sucesivamente un análisis de conglomerados y el test de Kruskal-Wallis a las respuestas de una muestra de 346 vecinos de la localidad. Los resultados obtenidos permiten identificar tres grandes grupos de residentes: “partidarios interesados ​​y entusiastas”, “partidarios desinteresados ​​y moderados” y “residentes incongruentes e impulsivos”. Contrariamente a lo esperado, todos los grupos tienen actitudes afectivas favorables hacia el desarrollo turístico en su territorio. Sin embargo, existen diferencias significativas entre grupos respecto a las dimensiones cognitivas y conductuales de la actitud.



Palabras clave: Impactos del turismo, percepciones del residente, segmentación de residentes, turismo minero.
                                








Minas de Riotinto, located in Huelva, Spain, is internationally renowned for having the largest open-pit mine in Europe, known as “The Corta Atalaya." Notably, its striking resemblance to the planet Mars has aroused considerable interest from NASA. In the latter half of the 20th century, Minas de Riotinto recognized the potential of mining tourism as a strategic response to the crisis affecting mining activity that had been ongoing for 5,000 years. This municipality has evolved into an international benchmark for its successful model of revitalizing and diversifying the local economy through industrial tourism. It offers an enticing proposition that seamlessly blends elements of history, industry, culture, anthropology, mining, landscapes, and even scientific exploration.

Over three decades, the Rio Tinto Foundation has established the Mining Park of this town as Spain’s premier industrial tourism destination. In recognition of its achievements, the mining park has received numerous accolades, including the Henry Ford Award in the Heritage category in 1998 and the Europa Nostra Award for the best heritage recovery project in 2003. Furthermore, its inclusion as an "Anchor Point" in the European Route of Industrial Heritage (ERIH) in 2016 underscores its status as a preeminent site for industrial heritage on the European continent. The reopening of the world’s most famous mine, which operated during the late 19th and early 20th century, positions Riotinto as one of the few places in the world where the past, present, and future of the mining industry converge.

Undoubtedly, this transformation has challenged the resident population, whose livelihoods were traditionally rooted in the primary mining sector. They have been forced to adapt to a way of life that now revolves around the service industry and involves coexisting with the burgeoning tourism sector. Recent research has shown how local support is pivotal in achieving sustainable economic development. Moreover, understanding the factors that drive this support can provide valuable insights for researchers seeking to determine why some projects succeed while others do not (Mueller & Tickamyer, 2020).

In the last decade, a notable body of academic literature reviews has revealed state-of-the-art on "residents' support towards tourism" (Nunkoo, Smith, & Ramkissoon, 2013; Sharpley, 2014; García, Vázquez, & Macías, 2015; Hadinejad et al., 2019; Gursoy et al., 2019; Rasoolimanesh & Seyfi, 20201; Scalabrini & Romoaldo, 20202; Olya, 20230). In the case of Spain, a country boasting the second-highest number of international tourist arrivals worldwide, research concerning the social perception of tourism is of particular relevance, as summarized by Moreira and Vargas-Sánchez (2022). For the period 2005-2019, these authors identified 19 quantitative studies based on public opinion surveys of residents. Most of these studies focused on well-established sun and beach destinations, including the Balearic Islands, Canary Islands, and Malaga. However, only one study (Vargas-Sánchez, Plaza-Mejia, & Porras-Bueno, 2009a) has focused on an industrial mining tourism destination undergoing transition.

Indeed, Vargas-Sánchez et al. (2015), in their general review of the literature on industrial heritage and tourism, noted that the issue of resident support remains a relatively underexplored area. However, Xie (2006) identified residents' perceptions as one of the six key factors contributing to the success of industrial tourism, while some recent studies are also worth citing (Guerra, Moreno, de Almeida, & Vitorino, 2022; Andrade & Caamaño-Franco, 2018; Xie, Lee, & Wong, 2020; Andrade-Suárez & Caamaño-Franco, 2020). In the specific geographical area under study, Minas de Riotinto, several works by Vargas-Sánchez, Plaza-Mejia & Porras-Bueno (2009a), Vargas Sánchez, Porras-Bueno, Plaza-Mejía, 2009b; Plaza-Mejía, Porras-Bueno & Flores-Ruiz, (2019) deserve mention. These studies, spanning over a decade, reveal a predominantly positive perception of the impacts of tourism on Minas de Riotinto and the potential benefits it could bring. This positive attitude was grounded primarily in the anticipated benefits for the community rather than at an individual level.

However, it is worth noting that in Minas de Riotinto, similar to most general research on residents' support for tourism, the local population has been treated as a single, homogenous group (Rasoolimanesh, Ringle, Jaafar, & Ramayah, 2017). This approach assumes that perceptions and attitudes remain consistent over time, even as they evolve (Cardona & Cantallops, 2015). This assumption has been suggested as one of the factors contributing to the contradictory results of studies involving communities with similar economic and demographic backgrounds (Petrzelta et al., 2005; Sharpley, 2014). Recognizing this challenge, tourism researchers have begun to adopt research methods that can accommodate the heterogeneity of local populations (Wassler et al., 2019).

The academic literature highlights a notable absence of segmentation research focused on residents' perceptions and attitudes in a mining locality, with limited attention paid to destinations in the emerging phase of tourism development (Schoroeder, 1992; Martin, 1995; Harril et al., 2011; Brida et al. 2011; Chen, 2011; Schofield, 2011; Sinclair-Maragh, Gursoy & Vieregge, 2015; Da Cruz Vareiro, Remoaldo, & Ribeiro, 2018; Wassler, Nguyen, & Schuckert, 2019; Zheng, Ritchie, Benckendorff, & Bao, 2019; Lopes, Remoaldo, & Ribeiro, 2019; Nguyen, 2022).In Spain, studies on the segmentation of residents are scarce and have predominantly focused on island sun and beach destinations (Aguiló-Pérez & Roselló-Nadal, 2005; Garau-Vadell, Díaz-Armas, & Gutierrez-Taño,  2014; Martín, Moreira, & Román, 2020; Camprubí & Garau-Vadell, 2022). Some exceptions include research on event tourism (Parra-Camacho et al., 2016) and urban tourism (González-Reverté, 2022),  all of which are at the consolidation (maturity) stage of the Tourism Area Life Cycle Theory (Butler 1980).

The research work presented here aims to fill this gap by focusing on a type of destination that has seldom been examined in the context of resident segmentation — a mining enclave in an emerging phase of tourism development. This study emphasizes the importance of segmenting the resident population from the initial phases of tourism development in a destination. This approach is particularly pertinent in areas where such development represents a radical shift in the local way of life, as in the case of a mining community. Segmentation will not only offer a more comprehensive understanding of community responses to tourism (Fredline & Faulkner, 2000; Sheldon and Abenoja, 2001 ) but will also facilitate the planning and management of tourist activities in a manner that optimizes overall community support while mitigating the perceived impacts within each specific segment (Aguiló-Pérez & Roselló-Nadal, 2005).

Additionally, this work seeks to contribute to the existing segmentation literature from a theoretical perspective. In addition to the traditional segmentation of residents, which is based solely on their perception of the impact of tourism on the destination as a whole, this work introduces an innovative and value-added dimension: the perception that residents have about the impact of tourism for their own benefit. Moreover, our study uses the tri-component attitude model (Stahlberg and Frey, 1990), which allows for analyzing attitudes from cognitive, affective, and behavioral perspectives rather than the more commonly used one-dimensional approach. To enhance the interpretation of the findings, this study follows the recommendations of previous authors (Rasoolimanesh & Seyfi, 2020; Ko & Stewart, 2002) and incorporates Social Exchange Theory (SET) in conjunction with the Tourism Area Life Cycle (TALC) model proposed by Butler (1980) and the Index of Tourist Irritation (ITI) (Doxey, 1975). From a theoretical perspective, the findings related to the relationship between perceptions and attitudes challenge the results of previous studies, prompting a reevaluation of conventional assumptions.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1. Residents' perceptions of the impact of tourism development on personal and community benefits.

Social Exchange Theory (SET) serves as the primary theoretical framework in most studies examining residents' support for tourism. According to SET (Allen et al., 1993), residents’ willingness to engage in tourism development depends on whether they positively evaluate their relationship with the tourism activity. In other words, residents will engage when they perceive that the benefits derived from tourism outweigh the associated costs. These benefits and costs include both positive and negative impacts, including economic, sociocultural, and environmental aspects. These effects can personally impact individual residents and influence the wider community.

When examining the direct personal impacts on residents, various studies have demonstrated, in alignment with SET, that residents who are reliant on the tourism industry or those who witness its substantial economic gains tend to show a more favorable attitude towards tourism than those who do not experience such dependence or visibility (Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996; Harrill, 2004; Jurowski et al., 1997; Lankford & Howard, 1994; Pizam et al., 1978). An exception to this pattern can be found in the studies conducted by Teye et al. (2002). The findings reported by these authors indicate a contrary outcome, where the negative attitudes of individuals working in sectors linked to tourism can be explained by the unfavorable working conditions experienced by employees.

Furthermore, previous research findings consistently support the notion that residents who personally benefit more from tourism tend to perceive its advantages more positively and show a more favorable attitude towards tourism development (Ko & Stewart 2002; McGehee & Andereck 2004; Oviedo-Garcia et al. 2008; Vargas et al., 2009a; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2010, 2011; Vargas et al. 2011; Lee, 2013; Vargas et al., 2014; Woo et al., 2015; Kang & Lee, 2018;  Su & Swanson, 2020).

Concerning the perception of the economic, sociocultural, and environmental impacts of tourism on the community as a whole, it is generally concluded that those who primarily recognize the positive effects of tourism express a more favorable attitude towards increasing levels of tourism development (Perdue et al., 1990; Gursoy et al. 2002; Gursoy & Rutherford, 2004; Ko & Stewart, 2002;  Dyer et al., 2007; Vargas-Sánchez et al., 2009a; Vargas-Sánchez et al., 2015; Stylidis et al., 2016; Gursoy et al., 2019).

2.2. Attitude: a complex concept

The study of residents’ attitudes is often pursued empirically without any prior clear conceptualization or definition of the term and the associated psychological dimensions. This lack of clarity complicates efforts to identify in research studies whether attitudes are being approached from a particular perspective, and if so, which attitude model or construct is being employed — whether it is considered a reflective construct or a formative composite (Rasoolimanesh & Seyfi, 2020).

Stahlberg and Frey (1992) presented three potential frameworks for examining attitudes: the three-dimensional, two-dimensional, and one-dimensional approaches. The three-dimensional framework, known as the ABC Model, developed by Smith (1947), defines attitude as consisting of three components: the cognitive component (including the set of beliefs, opinions, and information that an individual holds about the object of their attitude), the affective component (feelings of liking or disliking the object), and the behavioral component (dispositions, intentions, and behavioral tendencies regarding the object to which the attitude is directed). The behavioral component (concerning pro-tourism intentions and behaviors) has received little attention in the scientific literature on residents' support (Vargas et al., 2020).

The traditional one-dimensional framework of attitude distinguishes between the beliefs and intentions underlying the attitude, essentially equating the attitude with its affective component. In this context, the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), and subsequently, the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991), expressly view attitude within the one-dimensional framework. This approach entails including intention and behavior as separate variables in the model rather than as integral components of attitude.

In line with the SET mentioned above, and considering residents' perceptions of tourism impacts (both at the personal and community levels) as well as their attitudes (affective, cognitive, and behavioral) towards tourism, the following hypotheses were tested concerning the segments of residents:

H1. Segments of residents with varying perceptions of tourism's personal and community benefits will show significant differences in their attitudes toward further tourism development.

H1.1. Segments of residents with different perceptions of the personal and community benefits of tourism (PPBT and PCBT) will also show significant differences in their cognitive attitudes towards further tourism development (CATFTD).

H1.1.1 Segments of residents with different perceptions of the personal and          community benefits of tourism (PPBT and PCBT) will also show significant          differences in their level of conviction that tourism is a source of wealth and well-being for Rio Tinto and its citizens (CWWBT)

H1.1.2 Segments of residents with different perceptions of the personal and community benefits of tourism (PPBT and PCBT) will also show significant differences in their level of knowledge about tourism development projects (LKTDP).

H1.2. Segments of residents with different perceptions of the personal and community benefits of tourism (PPBT and PCBT) will also show significant differences in their affective attitude towards further tourism development (AATFTD).

H1.2.1. Segments of residents with different perceptions of the personal and community benefits of tourism (PPBT and PCBT) will also show significant differences in their attitudes towards further tourism development in the locality (ATFTD).

H1.2.2. Segments of residents with different perceptions of the personal and community benefits of tourism (PPBT and PCBT) will also show significant differences in their attitudes towards an increased number of tourists in the locality (ATFT).

H1.3. Segments of residents with different perceptions of the personal and community benefits of tourism (PPBT and PCBT) will also show significant differences in their behavioral attitudes towards further tourism development (BATFTD).

H1.3.1 Segments of residents with different perceptions of the personal and community benefits of tourism (PPBT and PCBT) will also show significant differences in their motivation to promote the locality (MTPL).

H1.3.2 Segments of residents with different perceptions of the personal and community benefits of tourism (PPBT and PCBT) will also show significant differences in their recommendation behavior (RB).

Figure 1.

Model for Hypothesis 1, based on Social Exchange Theory (SET). Source: Authors' own.
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Source: Authors' own.








Figure 1. Model for Hypothesis 1, based on Social Exchange Theory (SET). Source: Authors' own.

2.3. Residents' perception of current tourism development in their locality.

Several authors have highlighted the need to expand the theoretical framework for studying residents' attitudes (Ko & Stewart, 2002; Rasoolimanesh & Seyfi, 2020). While SET has thus far been the theoretical framework predominantly used in most studies focused on residents’ support for tourism, this approach can be enriched by integrating several theories, allowing for a more comprehensive interpretation of the results. Johnson & Snepenger (2006) posit that the stages in the TALC are critical for understanding the perceived overall impacts of tourism development.

The TALC is grounded in the concept that tourist areas are dynamic and that, as a result, they change and evolve through various phases (exploration, involvement, development, consolidation, and stagnation) determined by the number of tourists in the destination. The number of tourists gradually increases during these phases until it surpasses the critical threshold, resulting in environmental, social, and economic challenges.

Parallel to this development, following the ITI framework (Doxey, 1975), residents’ attitudes towards tourists and tourism change over time, shifting from positive and favorable feelings towards the presence of tourists (euphoria) to a more neutral stage of apathy, eventually leading to negative emotions (irritation and antagonism).

Considering these two theories, it becomes apparent that variables such as the "number of tourists" and, more specifically, "tourist density" are key factors in predicting residents' attitudes towards tourism. These variables can be measured objectively (based on the ratio of visitors to the territorial area of the destination) or subjectively by measuring the local population’s perception of the current extent of tourist development in their locality concerning its potential for tourism development. From this perspective, one might expect that residents in destinations with limited tourist development would display more favorable attitudes toward an increased presence of tourists and greater tourism development in their locality.

Although some authors question the universal validity of Doxey’s (1975) saturation model (Faulkner & Tideswell, 1997; Lepp, 2007), numerous studies suggest that the level of tourism development perceived by residents (LTDP) negatively influences residents’ attitude towards tourism development (ATTD) (Allen et al., 1988; Allen et al., 1993; Harrill, 2004; Smith & Krannich, 1998; Vargas et al., 2011).

In accordance with the TALC and ITI, and considering residents' attitudes from a three-dimensional perspective (affective, cognitive, and behavioral), the following hypotheses were tested:

H2. Segments of residents with similar perceptions of the current level of tourism development in their locality will not differ in their attitudes towards further tourism development.

H2.1. Segments of residents with similar perceptions of the current level of tourism development in their locality (LTDP) will not differ in their cognitive attitude towards further tourism development (CATFTD).

H2.1.1. Segments of residents with similar perceptions of the current level of        tourism development in their locality (LTDP) will not differ in their level of conviction that tourism is a source of wealth and well-being for Rio Tinto and its citizens (CWWBT)

H2.1.2. Segments of residents with similar perceptions of the current level of tourism development in their locality (LTDP) will not differ in their level of knowledge about tourism development projects (LKTDP).

H2.2. Segments of residents with similar perceptions of the current level of tourism development in their locality (LTDP) will not differ in their affective attitude towards further tourism development (AATFTD).

H2.2.1. Segments of residents with similar perceptions of the current level of tourism development in their locality (LTDP) will not differ in their attitudes towards further tourism development in the locality (ATFTD)

H2.2.2. Segments of residents with similar perceptions of the current level of tourism development of their locality (LTDP) will not differ in their attitudes towards an increased number of tourists in the locality (ATFT)

H2.3. Segments of residents with similar perceptions of the current level of tourism development in their locality (LTDP) will not differ in their behavioral attitudes towards further tourism development (BATFTD).

H2.3.1 Segments of residents with similar perceptions of the current level of tourism development in their locality (LTDP) will not differ in their motivation to promote the locality (MTPL).

H2.3.2 Segments of residents with similar perceptions of the current level of tourism development in their locality (LTDP) will not differ in their recommendation behavior (RB).

Figure 2.

Model for Hypothesis 2, based on the Tourism Area Life Cycle (TALC) and the Index of Tourist Irritation (ITI).
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Source: Authors' own.








2.4. Segmenting resident perceptions of tourism impacts in destinations at the early stages of tourism development

A comprehensive search was conducted using the most relevant scientific search engines (EBSCOhost, ISI Web of Knowledge, Scopus, and Google Scholar) to provide a theoretical context for the study outlined in this paper. The search utilized the keywords “segmentation” and “cluster” in conjunction with “residents.” Annex 1 presents the most relevant research on the segmentation of residents’ perceptions, extracted from peer-reviewed scientific journals within the field of tourism, with the requirement that they employ data-driven segmentation on a multivariate basis. A total of 49 studies were identified for the period under review (1988–2022). 

Establishing direct equivalences between segments across different studies is challenging and unwise (Fredline & Faulkner, 2000; Weaver & Lawton, 2001) due to variations in the variables applied to assess the perception of impacts and the different types of factor analysis applied before segmentation. Despite this challenge, the review provides an overview of the segmentation studies conducted on residents' perceptions of tourism. This overview offers a preliminary understanding of the commonly identified segments and their characteristics.

When examining the stage of tourism development, the studies listed in Annex A can be categorized as follows: 22.5% of the studies pertain to the early stages of the tourism life cycle (exploration/involvement, emerging, or predevelopment); 26.5% correspond to destinations in the development/consolidation phase; 26.5% represent destinations in the final stage of development (stagnation or maturity phase); and the remaining 24.5% correspond to studies covering areas with high to low levels of tourism, or do not specify the stage of tourism development.

Due to space limitations, we have focused solely on analyzing the results from segmentation studies in destinations similar to the one under investigation, according to the early stages of the Butler tourism life cycle. (See Annex).

Schofield (2011) and Wassler et al. (2019) focused their attention on urban environments in the early stages of tourism development and proposed three segments similar in character and proportion to those found in previous research. Schofield (2011) identifies these as "anti-tourism" (16%), "pro-tourism" (36%), and "uncertain" (49%), while Wassler et al. (2019) refer to them as "low-support" (21.4%) "high-support" (39.7%), and "neutral" (38.9%).

In a study focusing on two rural communities in Turkey experiencing relatively new tourism development, Sinclair-Maragh et al. (2015) identified four segments. The first three segments were classified based on the two most significant impact factors perceived by residents. In contrast, a fourth segment comprises “inconsequential” residents (13.1%) who show little interest in the impacts of tourism development. The study conducted by Vareiro et al. (2013) in Guimarães (Portugal), an industrial town where the tourism industry had recently developed, identified three groups among residents: "skeptics" (19%), "moderately optimistic" residents (40%), and "enthusiasts" (42%). Scalabrini and Remoaldo (2020) analyzed residents’ perceptions in Joinville (Santa Catalina State, Brazil) regarding their tourism development, particularly based on culture. This study identified four groups: Moderate Optimists (16%), Optimists (30%), Sceptics (23%), and Enthusiasts (31%). Lopes et al. (2019), in their study conducted among residents of a rural community in Northeast Portugal (Boticas), also identified three groups: Neutral (20%), Moderately optimistic (33%), and Optimistic (47%).

According to the ITI, studies focusing on segmenting residents in destinations in their early stages of tourism development tend not to identify groups with anti-tourism behavior. However, our study, conducted in a mining town in the southwest of Spain, characterized as an industrial tourism destination currently in the phase of emerging tourism development,  complements and contrasts with the findings of the studies mentioned above.

3.     Methodology

3.1. Aim of the research

The aim was to segment residents according to their perceptions of the impact of tourism on a personal and community level. Following this segmentation, we set out to determine whether segments of residents with different perceptions of tourism also show different attitudes toward tourism development (distinguishing between the cognitive, affective, and behavioral components of their attitudes).

To this end, cluster analysis and the Kruskal-Wallis test were applied consecutively to the responses provided by a sample of 346 residents in an old mining enclave currently in an emerging phase of tourism development.

3.2.

Study site

Minas de Riotinto is a town located in Andalusia (Spain),  whose economy, for more than 5,000 years, has almost exclusively centered around mining. The importance of this mining activity is underscored by the fact that it is home to Europe’s largest open-pit mine, known as The Corta Atalaya, which was operational from 1907 to 1992 and employed over  2,000 workers.

In the latter half of the 20th century, the mining industry faced a crisis driven by various factors, including a decline in ore prices, competition from new markets, and the emergence of alternative materials such as optical fiber. These challenges gradually eroded the viability of mining operations in the region, leading to the closure of the copper mine in 1986 when it was no longer economically sustainable. This downturn, as illustrated in Figure 3, triggered a demographic crisis, resulting in a 50% reduction in the population over the course of a century. As of 2022, the population stood at 3,738 inhabitants, a stark contrast to the more than 11,000 residents recorded at the beginning of the 20th century (Sistema de Información Multiterritorial de Andalucía, 2023).

Figure 3.

Population trend in Minas de Riotinto (1900-2021).
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Source: Authors' own (based on the Multiterritorial Information System of Andalusia, 2023).








The mines have been reactivated, and ore extraction is again in progress. Although mining activity no longer plays the central role that it once did in the region, efforts have been made to revive and diversify the local economy through industrial mining tourism. Notably, in 2011, the number of employment contracts in the services and construction sectors exceeded those in the industrial sector. However, with the recent reactivation of the mine, the number of contracts in the industrial sector has risen, highlighting the current diversification of the region’s economic activities.

The most striking example of the region’s attractiveness to tourists is the Riotinto Mining Park, which has been operational for 25 years, welcoming 96,935 visitors in 2022 (only 40 less than in 2019). These numbers represent a recovery from the drastic drop in visitor levels observed in 2020 and 2021 (41,803 and 62,245 visitors, respectively) due to COVID-19 restrictions (Rio Tinto Foundation, 2023).

The Mining Park provides information on the history of Riotinto County, with its English heritage and unique landscape, which attracted interest from NASA due to its striking resemblance to Mars. Since 2022, the Riotinto Mining Park has significantly expanded, offering six different tourist attractions throughout the year: (1) a tour of the old mining railway along a recovered 11-kilometer route that immerses the visitor in the River Tinto ecosystem; (2) a visit to the Peña del Hierro mine, showing both open-cast and underground mining by traveling more than 200 meters along one of its galleries; (3) a visit to the iconic Corta Atalaya; (4) Mining Museum, the most comprehensive Spanish museum showing the rich history of the mining territory; (5) House 21 in the English quarter, which reproduces the way of life of the British colony that managed Riotinto for eight decades; and (6) the "Mars on Earth" circuit, a journey that aims to highlight the parallels identified by scientists between the environment of the red planet and the Rio Tinto region (Fundación de Río Tinto, 2023).

Figure 4.

Comparison of annual hiring rates according to productive sector (2011-2022).




[image: 28977305006_gf5.png]










The most striking example of the region’s attractiveness to tourists is the Riotinto Mining Park, which has been operational for 25 years, welcoming 96,935 visitors in 2022 (only 40 less than in 2019). These numbers represent a recovery from the drastic drop in visitor levels observed in 2020 and 2021 (41,803 and 62,245 visitors, respectively) due to COVID-19 restrictions (Rio Tinto Foundation, 2023).

The Mining Park provides information on the history of Riotinto County, with its English heritage and unique landscape, which attracted interest from NASA due to its striking resemblance to Mars. Since 2022, the Riotinto Mining Park has significantly expanded, offering six different tourist attractions throughout the year: (1) a tour of the old mining railway along a recovered 11-kilometer route that immerses the visitor in the River Tinto ecosystem; (2) a visit to the Peña del Hierro mine, showing both open-cast and underground mining by traveling more than 200 meters along one of its galleries; (3) a visit to the iconic Corta Atalaya; (4) Mining Museum, the most comprehensive Spanish museum showing the rich history of the mining territory; (5) House 21 in the English quarter, which reproduces the way of life of the British colony that managed Riotinto for eight decades; and (6) the "Mars on Earth" circuit, a journey that aims to highlight the parallels identified by scientists between the environment of the red planet and the Rio Tinto region (Fundación de Río TintoRio Tinto Foundation, 2023).

Given this rapid expansion of tourism in Minas de Riotinto, various local companies and new agents have launched initiatives to create interesting local routes and services. These endeavors aim to diversify and enrich the overall tourist experience for those visiting the region. However, the considerable and increasing demand for tourism starkly contrasts the limited accommodation options available. Currently, the region offers only 74 places for lodging, including a hostel restaurant and a handful of Victorian-style rural houses (Registro de Turismo de AndalucíaAndalusian Tourism Register, 2023). As a result, most visitors to Minas de Riotinto are day-trippers who do not stay overnight, leading to a loss in tourist spending in the region.

Minas de Riotinto has recently been declared a "Tourist Municipality" by The Andalusian Board. This designation emphasizes the significant growth in tourism witnessed by the municipality and reflects the commitment of the regional public administration to promote tourism as a strategic avenue for economic diversification in the area.

3.3. Sample and data collection

In 2017, the population of Minas de Riotinto consisted of 3924 inhabitants, which is the reference year for this study. Of these inhabitants, 3,361 (85.65%) were 18 or older, making them the target population for the study. The study sample consisted of 346 individuals (Table 1). The sampling method used (stratified according to gender and age), and the sample sizes (determined with a margin of error of ±5%, a confidence level of 95.5% [2σ], and a population variance of 50%) were chosen to ensure that the sample is statistically representative of the local population at the community level.

Table 1.

: Distribution of the sample of Minas de Riotinto residents. Source: Authors' own.




Table 1









	
	20-29 years
	30-44 years
	45-64 years
	65  years and above
	TOTAL



	
MALES


	26
	43
	64
	35
	168



	
FEMALES


	23
	40
	62
	53
	178



















Source: Authors' own.

A structured questionnaire was administered to this sample between May and July 2017 (under the direction of two interviewers who had received prior training in the data collection method). The population under study was exclusively made up of permanent residents. After eliminating cases with missing values, the final sample for analysis consisted of 344 residents.

3.4. Measurement instrument

This study considered 17 psychological variables organized into seven thematic blocks (Table 2). Each of these variables was assessed using a five-point Likert scale. The questionnaire was created by adapting variables examined in previous studies regarding residents’ attitudes towards tourism.

In addition, the study also considered seven sociodemographic variables and one variable related to economic dependence on tourism activity. These additional variables were included to construct the sociodemographic and economic profile of the clusters.

Table 2.

: Questionnaire items and descriptive statistics.
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	Variable  
	Items and Likert Scale
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Item Sources



	Perception of the personal benefits of tourism (PPBT)  
	To what extent do you think that the development of tourism benefits or will benefit you personally? (1. Not at all- 5.Very much)
	2.95
	1.336
	Harrill (2004); Ko and Stewart (2002); McGehee and Andereck (2004); Perdue et al. (1990); Vargas-Sánchez et al. (2009a, 2011, 2015).



	Perception of the overall community benefits of tourism (PCBT)
	In general, the benefits of tourism development outweigh its costs (at a community level) (1. Completely disagree- 5. Completely agree)
	4.05
	1.113
	Vargas-Sánchez et al. (2011, 2015).



	Perception of the benefits and costs of tourism according to its nature (PBCT)
	Perception of the economic benefits of tourism (PEBT) (1. Completely disagree - 5. completely agree)
	4.08
	1.161
	      Ap (1992); Kayat (2002); Ko and Stewart (2002); Ribeiro, et al. (2013); Tosum (2002); Vargas-Sánchez et al. (2011, 2015).



	Perception of the economic costs of tourism (PECT) (1. Completely disagree - 5. Completely agree)
	3.73
	0.979



	Perception of the sociocultural benefits of tourism (PSBT) (1. Completely disagree- 5. Completely agree)
	3.73
	0.925



	Perception of the sociocultural cost of tourism (PSCT) (1. Completely disagree- 5. Completely agree)
	2.22
	1.102



	Perception of the environmental benefits of tourism (PENBT) (1. Completely disagree- 5. Completely agree)
	4.03
	1.061



	Perception of the environmental cost of tourism (PENCT) (1. Completely disagree- 5. Completely agree)
	1.94
	1.147
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	Variable
	Items and Likert Scale
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Item Sources



	Perception of the current level of tourism development in the locality (LTDP)
	Regarding the opportunities that, in your opinion, tourism could bring to your locality, do you consider that the current degree of tourism development is... (1. Very low-5. Very high)
	2.65
	0.972
	    Vargas-Sánchez et al. (2011, 2015).



	Attitude towards further tourism development in the locality (Affective component) (AATFTD)  
	I am in favor of greater tourist development in my locality (ATFTD) (1. Completely disagree- 5. Completely agree)
	4.72
	0.735
	Vargas-Sánchez et al. (2011, 2015).



	I would like the number of tourists visiting my town to increase (ATFT) (1. Completely disagree- 5. Completely agree)  
	4.70
	0.721
	Vargas-Sánchez et al. (2011, 2015).



	Attitude towards further tourism development in the locality (Cognitive component) (CATFTD)  
	I am convinced that tourism is a source of wealth and well-being for Rio Tinto and its citizens (CWWBT) (1. Not convinced-5. Very convinced)
	4.19
	0.990
	Woo et al. (2015); Nunkoo and So (2016).



	Level of knowledge about tourism development projects that are proposed for my town (LKTDP) (1. Zero – 5. Very high)  
	2.51
	1.153
	Nunkoo and So (2016);  Rasoolimanesh et al. (2016).



	Attitude towards further tourism development in the locality (Behavioral  component) (BATFTD)
	To what extent am I motivated to promote my locality? (MTPL) (1. Not motivated -5. Highly motivated)
	3.81
	1.142
	Ribeiro et al. (2017).



	How often do I recommend tourists/visitors/friends/family to visit tourist attractions in Rio Tinto (RB) (1. Never-5. Very frequently)
	4.01
	1.007
	Chen and Raab (2012);  Jeuring and Haartsen (2017).























Table 2: Questionnaire items and descriptive statistics. Source: Authors' own.

3.5. Study methods and data analysis

This study followed a structured methodology composed of four main stages:

1. The first stage involved calculating univariate statistics for all survey items. This step aimed to establish the profile of the sample in terms of sociodemographic variables, perceptions, and attitudes.

2. The second stage focused on segmenting the residents based on two key variables: PPBT (perception of the personal benefit of tourism ) and PCBT (perception of the benefits and costs of tourism according to its nature). Initially, a two-stage cluster analysis was conducted as an exploratory tool to determine the optimum number of clusters, select the segmentation criteria, and assess the quality of the groupings. Subsequently, a k-means non-hierarchical analysis cluster was conducted to refine this study further to identify profiles of residents with similar perceptions of tourism at the intra-group level while maintaining as much heterogeneity as possible.

3. In the third stage, the study focused on identifying and analyzing the sociodemographic and economic profiles of the established clusters. Additionally, the aim was to determine whether there were significant differences in these variables between the clusters.

4. In the fourth stage, Kruskal-Wallis and Bonferroni-Dunn post-hoc tests were used to analyze the identified clusters. The dependent variables under consideration were as follows:

·

· - Various perception items excluded in the first stage, specifically PBCT items, were included to evaluate the quality of segmentation.

· - The variable LTDP was used to explore possible differences in the perceived level of tourism development between the clusters.

· - Six items measuring the three variables CATFTD, AATFTD, and BATFTD were utilized to examine and test the hypotheses concerning differences in attitudes between the groups.

The statistical package SPSS Statistics 25 was used for data analysis purposes.

4. Results

4.1. Univariate statistics

Regarding the sociodemographic profile of the sample, 51.7% of the study population consists of women, and almost 39% of the sample are aged between 36 and 55, while almost a quarter of the surveyed individuals are over 65 years old.

Around 71% of the residents have lived in the town since birth, while only 15% have lived there for less than half of their lives.

Only 17% of individuals over 18 have a university education, although the percentage of people with no education is also very low (10%), with vocational training and elementary school having almost equal weight. One-third of the surveyed population is employed, almost 27% are retired, and 10% are unemployed.

Notably, the tourism sector does not appear to be a significant source of employment for the local population, as 84% of those surveyed are not personally involved in tourism. This percentage drops to 73% when considering the absence of family employment ties (see Table 4). These numbers might help to understand why the residents of Minas de Riotinto have a neutral perception (average of 2.95 out of 5 points) of the personal benefit they stand to gain from tourism development in their locality (Table 2). This perception is similar to that reported in a study by Vargas-Sanchez et al. (2009a), conducted in the same locality a decade earlier (reporting a mean of 3.30 at that time-2006).

However, the residents explicitly acknowledge that tourism positively impacts the community at a global level (as indicated by their response to the single item, "the benefits outweigh the costs at the global level," with a mean rating of 4.05). This perception of the benefits outweighing the costs is consistent across all tourism effects on the community. The largest difference between perceived benefits and costs is observed in the case of environmental effects (+2.09), followed by sociocultural effects (+1.51), and less pronounced in the case of economic effects (+0.35). Comparing these results with those reported by Vargas-Sanchez et al. (2009a) shows that, over the course of a decade (Figure 5): (1) the residents’ perception of both the positive and negative economic effects and environmental benefits of tourism activity has intensified (narrowing the gap between the two); (2) the perception of negative sociocultural and environmental impacts has decreased even further (widening the gap between sociocultural and environmental benefits/cost); (3) while residents now perceive a lesser net economic benefit, they perceive a greater net sociocultural and environmental benefit.

The degree of tourism development residents perceive in Minas de Riotinto is low to medium (with a mean score of 2.65), consistent with the emerging stage in which this industrial tourism destination finds itself.

Figure 5.

: Perception of community tourism impacts in Minas de Riotinto (2006-2017).
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Source: Authors' own.








In the section focusing on the affective or emotional component of attitude, the residents of Minas de Riotinto express strong support for increasing the number of tourists (mean rating of 4.70) and further tourism development in their locality (mean=4.72) compared to a mean rating of 4.66 a decade earlier (Vargas-Sanchez et al., 2009a). At the cognitive level, residents are convinced that tourism activity serves as a source of wealth and well-being for Riotinto and its residents (mean rating = 4.19). However, they feel poorly informed about tourism development projects in their locality (mean rating=2.51). Finally, at the behavioral level, residents are highly motivated to promote their locality as a tourist destination (3.81), often engaging in pro-tourism behaviors such as recommending the place to tourists, friends, or family (4.01).

4.2. Resident segmentation.

The variables considered for segmenting residents based on their perceptions were as follows: PPBT, PCBT, PEBT, PECT, PSBT, PSCT, PENBT, and PENCT.

To ensure the analysis was not affected by multicollinearity issues and given the strong bivariate correlations observed between a significant portion of the six variables assessing the perception of the effects of tourism according to sign and nature, these six variables were initially excluded from the cluster analysis. However, they were later reintroduced into the analysis when verifying the quality of the segmentation.

The two-stage cluster analysis effectively yielded three clusters, demonstrating good segmentation quality and a high proportion of both variables (PPBT, PCBT), exceeding 95%. Based on these results and considering the statistical criteria and theoretical insights from the previous literature review, a non-hierarchical k-means cluster analysis was conducted, forming three groups (Table 3). The initial cluster centers or means for each of the three groups were set as follows: 1.00, 1.00, and 5.00 (for the variable PPBT) and  5.00, 1.00, and 3.00 (for the variable PCBT).

Based on the final areas determined for each cluster and supported by insights from the related literature, we categorized the three segments according to their perceptions of PPBT, PCBT, CATFTD, AATFTD, and BATFTD.

Group 1: “Disinterested and moderate supporters” (55.2%). This cluster consists of residents who hold a moderate level of interest in tourism and support it to a certain extent. They perceive the various benefits associated with tourism with moderate intensity (mean between 3.6 and 4) and believe the benefits outweigh the costs. Notably, residents in this cluster do not perceive PSCT and PENCT.

These residents explicitly believe that the benefits of tourism outweigh its costs for the good of their community (mean=4.23). This perception is more prominent than the implicit perception derived from the gaps between the benefits and costs of each type of effect (4.08), which is closely aligned with their conviction that tourism is a source of wealth and well-being for Riotinto and its residents (4.22). However, they clearly believe that tourism does not benefit them personally (2.08).

Regarding AATFTD, even though this group has limited knowledge about tourism development projects in their area (2.31), they show a very favorable affective attitude towards further tourism development and an increased presence of tourists in the locality (with mean scores of 4.73 and 4.75, respectively). However, this positive attitude does not necessarily translate into pro-tourism intentions and behaviors.

Group 2: “Incongruous and impulsive residents” (7.8%). Members of this relatively small group show a notable disparity between their perceptions and attitudes, and concerning the latter, between the constituent affective, behavioral, and cognitive components. In terms of their perceptions, they believe that tourism does not benefit them personally (2.33), and they struggle to distinguish between the various positive and negative effects of tourism, often leaning towards the belief that its costs outweigh the benefits. This contrasts with their tenuous conviction that tourism is a source of wealth and well-being for Riotinto and its residents (3.41).

Despite this complex picture of perceptions and beliefs and the fact that this group has limited knowledge about tourism development projects (2.48), their support for tourism development in the area and the increased presence of tourists is strikingly evident. This is particularly reflected in their AATFTD scores, with a mean of 4.37 in both cases and, to a lesser extent, in BATFTD. This group appears to be driven more by impulsive, emotional reactions than rational considerations. Interestingly, despite their ostensibly unfavorable perceptions of tourism, they often engage in behaviors such as recommending visits to the locality to outsiders (3.93), which goes far beyond their tenuous intentions or motivations (3.26).

Group 3: “Interested and enthusiastic supporters” (36.9%). This cluster unequivocally perceives that tourism activity will personally benefit them and is also beneficial for the wider community (means of 4.39 and 4.36, respectively).

Members of this group are strongly aware of the various positive effects of tourism (mean ratings ranging between 4.0 and 4.6), and, similar to Cluster 1, they do not perceive the sociocultural and environmental costs (PSCT and PENCT). Aligned with their belief in the overall benefits of tourism for themselves and their community, these residents fully support further tourism development and an increase in the number of tourists in the locality (means of 4.80 and 4.72, respectively). They are highly motivated to promote their locality (4.08) and frequently recommend it as a destination to tourists, friends, and family (4.20).

Table 3.

: Final cluster centers/means and Kruskal-Wallis test for perceptions and attitudes.
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	Final cluster centers/means
	Kruskal-Wallis
	Bonferroni-Dunn post-hoc tests



	Cluster 1 (n=190, 55.2%)
	Cluster 2  (n=27, 7.8%)
	Cluster 3 (n=127, 36.9%)
	H-Kruskal-Wallis
	Sig
	Pairwise Comparisons (Significant differences)



	Perception of the personal benefit of tourism (PPBT)
	2.08
	2.33
	4.39
	239.377
	0.000
	(1-3)*** (2-3)***



	Perception of the global community benefit of tourism (PCBT)
	4.23
	1.30
	4.36
	86.306
	0.000
	(1-2)*** (2-3)***



	Perception of the benefits and costs of tourism according to its nature (PBCT)
	Perception of the economic benefits of tourism (PEBT) 
	3.96
	2.74
	4.55
	48.345  
	0.000
	(1-2)*** (2-3)*** (1-3)***



	Perception of the economic cost of tourism (PECT) 
	3.64
	2.93
	4.06
	29.179
	0.000
	(1-2)** (2-3)*** (1-3)***



	Perception of the sociocultural benefits of tourism (PSBT)
	3.63
	2.96
	4.03
	28.703
	0.000
	(1-2)** (2-3)*** (1-3)***



	Perception of the sociocultural cost of tourism (PSCT)
	2.04
	2.48
	2.43
	11.307
	0.004
	(1-3)***



	Perception of the environmental benefits of tourism (PENBT)
	3.98
	3.11
	4.34
	21.445
	0.000
	(1-2)*** (2-3)*** (1-3)**



	Perception of the environmental cost of tourism (PENCT)
	1.81
	2.26
	2.04
	6.909
	0.032
	Not significant



	Perception of the current level of tourism development in the locality (LTDP)
	2.58
	2.44
	2.80
	3.735
	0.155
	Not significant



	Attitude towards further tourism development in the locality (Affective component) (AATFTD)  
	I am in favor of greater tourism development in my locality (ATFTD)
	4.73
	4.37
	4.80
	4.160
	0.125
	Not significant



	I would like the number of tourists visiting my town to increase (ATFT) 
	4.75
	4.37
	4.72
	3.237
	0.198
	Not significant



	Attitude towards further tourism development in the locality (Cognitive component) (CATFTD)  
	I am convinced that tourism is a source of wealth and well-being for Rio Tinto and its citizens (CWWBT)
	4.22
	3.41
	4.33
	12.324
	0.002
	(1-2)*** (2-3)***



	Level of knowledge about tourism development projects that are proposed for my town (LKTDP)
	2.31
	2.48
	2.84
	16.755
	0.000
	(1-3)***



	Attitude towards further tourism development in the locality (Behavioral  component) (BATFTD)
	To what extent am I motivated to promote my locality? (MTPL)
	3.70
	3.26
	4.08
	11.294
	0.004
	(1-3)** (2-3)**



	How often do I recommend tourists/visitors/friends/family to tourist attractions in Rio Tinto (RB)
	3.89
	3.93
	4.20
	6.606
	0.037
	(1-3)**











Source: Authors' own.








Significant at 0.1 level (*); Significant at 0.05 level (**); Significant at 0.01 level (***).

To ensure the analysis was not affected by multicollinearity issues and given the strong bivariate correlations observed between a significant portion of the six variables assessing the perception of the effects of tourism according to sign and nature, these six variables were initially excluded from the cluster analysis. However, they were later reintroduced into the analysis when verifying the quality of the segmentation.

The two-stage cluster analysis effectively yielded three clusters, demonstrating good segmentation quality and a high proportion of both variables (PPBT, PCBT), exceeding 95%. Based on these results and considering the statistical criteria and theoretical insights from the previous literature review, a non-hierarchical k-means cluster analysis was conducted, forming three groups (Table 3). The initial cluster centers or means for each of the three groups were set as follows: 1.00, 1.00, and 5.00 (for the variable PPBT) and 5.00, 1.00, and 3.00 (for the variable PCBT).

Based on the final areas determined for each cluster and supported by insights from the related literature, we categorized the three segments according to their perceptions of PPBT, PCBT, CATFTD, AATFTD, and BATFTD.

Group 1: “Disinterested and moderate supporters” (55.2%). This cluster consists of residents who hold a moderate level of interest in tourism and support it to a certain extent. They perceive the various benefits associated with tourism with moderate intensity (mean between 3.6 and 4) and believe the benefits outweigh the costs. Notably, residents in this cluster do not perceive PSCT and PENCT.

These residents explicitly believe that the benefits of tourism outweigh its costs for the good of their community (mean=4.23). This perception is more prominent than the implicit perception derived from the gaps between the benefits and costs of each type of effect (4.08), which is closely aligned with their conviction that tourism is a source of wealth and well-being for Riotinto and its residents (4.22). However, they clearly believe that tourism does not benefit them personally (2.08).

Regarding AATFTD, even though this group has limited knowledge about tourism development projects in their area (2.31), they show a very favorable affective attitude towards further tourism development and an increased presence of tourists in the locality (with mean scores of 4.73 and 4.75, respectively). However, this positive attitude does not necessarily translate into pro-tourism intentions and behaviors.

Group 2: “Incongruous and impulsive residents” (7.8%). Members of this relatively small group show a notable disparity between their perceptions and attitudes, and concerning the latter, between the constituent affective, behavioral, and cognitive components. In terms of their perceptions, they believe that tourism does not benefit them personally (2.33), and they struggle to distinguish between the various positive and negative effects of tourism, often leaning towards the belief that its costs outweigh the benefits. This contrasts with their tenuous conviction that tourism is a source of wealth and well-being for Riotinto and its residents (3.41).

Despite this complex picture of perceptions and beliefs and the fact that this group has limited knowledge about tourism development projects (2.48), their support for tourism development in the area and the increased presence of tourists is strikingly evident. This is particularly reflected in their AATFTD scores, with a mean of 4.37 in both cases and, to a lesser extent, in BATFTD. This group appears to be driven more by impulsive, emotional reactions than rational considerations. Interestingly, despite their ostensibly unfavorable perceptions of tourism, they often engage in behaviors such as recommending visits to the locality to outsiders (3.93), which goes far beyond their tenuous intentions or motivations (3.26).

Group 3: “Interested and enthusiastic supporters” (36.9%). This cluster unequivocally perceives that tourism activity will personally benefit them and is also beneficial for the wider community (means of 4.39 and 4.36, respectively).

Members of this group are strongly aware of the various positive effects of tourism (mean ratings ranging between 4.0 and 4.6), and, similar to Cluster 1, they do not perceive the sociocultural and environmental costs (PSCT and PENCT). Aligned with their belief in the overall benefits of tourism for themselves and their community, these residents fully support further tourism development and an increase in the number of tourists in the locality (means of 4.80 and 4.72, respectively). They are highly motivated to promote their locality (4.08) and frequently recommend it as a destination to tourists, friends, and family (4.20).

Based on the final areas determined for each cluster and supported by insights from the related literature, we categorized the three segments according to their perceptions of PPBT, PCBT, CATFTD, AATFTD, and BATFTD.

Group 1: “Disinterested and moderate supporters” (55.2%). This cluster consists of residents who hold a moderate level of interest in tourism and support it to a certain extent. They perceive the various benefits associated with tourism with moderate intensity (mean between 3.6 and 4) and believe the benefits outweigh the costs. Notably, residents in this cluster do not perceive PSCT and PENCT.

These residents explicitly believe that the benefits of tourism outweigh its costs for the good of their community (mean=4.23). This perception is more prominent than the implicit perception derived from the gaps between the benefits and costs of each type of effect (4.08), which is closely aligned with their conviction that tourism is a source of wealth and well-being for Riotinto and its residents (4.22). However, they clearly believe that tourism does not benefit them personally (2.08).

Regarding AATFTD, even though this group has limited knowledge about tourism development projects in their area (2.31), they show a very favorable affective attitude towards further tourism development and an increased presence of tourists in the locality (with mean scores of 4.73 and 4.75, respectively). However, this positive attitude does not necessarily translate into pro-tourism intentions and behaviors.

Group 2: “Incongruous and impulsive residents” (7.8%). Members of this relatively small group show a notable disparity between their perceptions and attitudes, and concerning the latter, between the constituent affective, behavioral, and cognitive components. In terms of their perceptions, they believe that tourism does not benefit them personally (2.33), and they struggle to distinguish between the various positive and negative effects of tourism, often leaning towards the belief that its costs outweigh the benefits. This contrasts with their tenuous conviction that tourism is a source of wealth and well-being for Riotinto and its residents (3.41).

Despite this complex picture of perceptions and beliefs and the fact that this group has limited knowledge about tourism development projects (2.48), their support for tourism development in the area and the increased presence of tourists is strikingly evident. This is particularly reflected in their AATFTD scores, with a mean of 4.37 in both cases and, to a lesser extent, in BATFTD. This group appears to be driven more by impulsive, emotional reactions than rational considerations. Interestingly, despite their ostensibly unfavorable perceptions of tourism, they often engage in behaviors such as recommending visits to the locality to outsiders (3.93), which goes far beyond their tenuous intentions or motivations (3.26).

Group 3: “Interested and enthusiastic supporters” (36.9%). This cluster unequivocally perceives that tourism activity will personally benefit them and is also beneficial for the wider community (means of 4.39 and 4.36, respectively).

Members of this group are strongly aware of the various positive effects of tourism (mean ratings ranging between 4.0 and 4.6), and, similar to Cluster 1, they do not perceive the sociocultural and environmental costs (PSCT and PENCT). Aligned with their belief in the overall benefits of tourism for themselves and their community, these residents fully support further tourism development and an increase in the number of tourists in the locality (means of 4.80 and 4.72, respectively). They are highly motivated to promote their locality (4.08) and frequently recommend it as a destination to tourists, friends, and family (4.20).

Moreover, as expected from a well-executed segmentation strategy, the three groups differ significantly regarding PPBT and PCBT, as illustrated in Figure 6.

Figure 6.

: Perceptual Cluster Map (Perceived Community Benefit/ Personal Benefit).
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It is worth noting that, in all the groups, the mean ATFTD and ATFT scores are above 4, indicating a strong AATFTD. While some residents hold unfavorable views of tourism (complete or considerable disagreement), this minority accounts for less than 4% of the sample. This group can be considered a purely token group in the locality. Consequently, none of the identified groups indicated opposition to tourism development in the area.

4.3. Sociodemographic and economic profile of the clusters.

Starting with “age”, the continuous analysis of this variable revealed that Cluster 1 has a mean age of 52.4 years, Cluster 2 has a mean age of 42.0 years, and Cluster 3 has a mean age of 46.8 years (Table 4). This demonstrates that the “incongruous and impulsive residents” are younger on average than the “interested and enthusiastic supporters” while the "disinterested and moderate supporters” have the oldest mean age.

A similar trend emerges when examining the variable "years of residence in the locality." Cluster 1 has a mean of 46.7 years, Cluster 2 has 28.7 years, and Cluster 3 has 40.4 years. This suggests that the “incongruous and impulsive residents” are relatively recent arrivals to the locality, while the “disinterested and moderate supporters” have resided in the area the longest. Subtracting the respective means (age – years of residence) reveals that the values are very similar in Clusters 1 and 3 (5.7 and 6.4 years, respectively). In contrast, Cluster 2 has a notably higher difference of 13.3 years, the mean age at which the resident moves to the locality. The same trend is evident when comparing the percentage of time that residents in Clusters 1 and 3 have been living in the locality (88% and 84%, respectively) with Cluster 2 (66%), which is significantly lower.

These findings suggest that the two groups of residents who strongly perceive that the benefits of tourism outweigh the costs are those who have spent their entire lives in the locality. On the other hand, the “incongruous and impulsive residents” who perceive tourism differently have spent a smaller percentage of their lives in the municipality. It would be interesting to analyze whether there is any relationship between these results and Community Attachment Theory.

Concerning the "level of educational attainment variable," the "disinterested and moderate supporters" group has a lower mean education level, with 43.4% having either not studied or having completed only elementary school. The “interested and enthusiastic supporters” are characterized by the prevalence of high school and professional studies (55.9%), while the “incongruous and impulsive residents” group consists mainly of individuals with elementary school and professional qualifications, with around two-thirds having completed these levels of education.

Finally, concerning the "resident's employment relationship with tourism activity, whether at a personal or family level," some notable patterns emerge among the clusters. Cluster 1 has a lower percentage of individuals with a personal connection to tourism activity (9.0%) and a slightly higher percentage with a family connection (21.2%). These results are consistent with the fact that individuals in this group also perceive that they personally benefit less from tourism activity. In contrast, in Cluster 3, 36.2% of respondents reported having family members employed in tourism-related roles. In Cluster 2, a third of residents have a personal employment relationship with tourism (with the highest percentage among the three groups). Interestingly, this cluster does not perceive that tourism benefits them personally but still supports continued tourism activity in the municipality.

Cross-tabulation and Pearson’s chi-squared test (Table 4) were then used to profile the clusters in terms of gender, age, civil status, years of residence in the locality, level of educational attainment, employment status, and personal and family employment relationships with tourism. Significant differences were found between the clusters for these variables (except for gender and civil status) at the 0.10 significance level, which is commonly accepted in these cases, according to Hair et al. (2010). The only exception to this pattern was the employment status variable, which was not significant when assessed at the traditional 0.05 level.

Table 4.

: Sociodemographic and economic profile of the clusters. Source: Authors' own.
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	Cluster 1 (55.2%)
	Cluster 2 (7.8%)
	Cluster 3 (36.9%)
	Total (100%)
	Statistics



	
Gender


	
	
	
	
	Chi-square = 1.461, p = 0.482



	Male
	46.3%
	44.4%
	52.8%
	48.3%
	



	Female
	53.7%
	55.6%
	47.2%
	51.7%
	



	
Age


	
	
	
	
	Chi-square =27.653, p = 0.002



	Aged 18 to 25
	7.4%
	14.8%
	11.8%
	9,5%
	



	Aged 26 to 35
	12.1%
	14.8%
	15.0%
	13.6%
	



	Aged 36 to 45
	15.3%
	40.7%
	19.7%
	18.8%
	



	Aged 46 to 55
	18.9%
	7.4%
	26.0%
	20.8%
	



	Aged 56 to 65
	18.9%
	14.8%
	7.1%
	14.2%
	



	Older than 65
	27.4%
	7.4%
	20.5%
	23.1%
	



	
Civil status


	
	
	
	
	Chi-square = 3.724, p = 0.445



	Married
	62.1%
	55.6%
	55.9%
	59.2%
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	Cluster 1 (55.2%)
	Cluster 2 (7.8%)
	Cluster 3 (36.9%)
	Total (100%)
	Statistics



	Single
	17.9%
	18.5%
	26.0%
	21.1%
	



	Other
	20.0%
	25.9%
	18.1%
	19.7%
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	Cluster 1 (55.2%)
	Cluster 2 (7.8%)
	Cluster 3 (36.9%)
	Total (100%)
	Statistics



	
Years of Residence in the Locality


	
	
	
	
	Chi-square =28.097, p = 0.000



	1 to 15 
	5.8%
	33.3%
	15.0%
	11.6%
	



	16 to 30 
	18.9%
	18.5%
	19.7%
	19.1%
	



	31 to 45 
	20.5%
	25.9%
	22.0%
	21.7%
	



	46 to 60 
	26.3%
	22.2%
	23.6%
	24.9%
	



	Over 60
	28.4%
	0.0%
	19.7%
	22.8%
	



	
Educational Level


	
	
	
	
	Chi-square = 19.434, p = 0.035



	Uneducated
	12.7%
	0.0%
	8.7%
	10.1%
	



	Elementary school
	30.7%
	29.6%
	18.1%
	26.4%
	



	High school
	18.0%
	7.4%
	20.5%
	18.0%
	



	Professional Education
	22.2%
	37.0%
	35.4%
	28.1%
	



	University education: Diploma or degree
	14.3%
	18.5%
	15.0%
	14.8%
	



	University education: Master or doctorate
	2.1%
	7.4%
	2.4%
	2.6%
	



	
Occupation


	
	
	
	
	Chi-square = 21.486, p = 0.090



	Employed
	31.1%
	48.1%
	32.3%
	32.7%
	



	Self-employed
	5.8%
	11.1%
	8.7%
	7.2%
	



	Civil servant
	8.4%
	14.8%
	9.4%
	9.2%
	



	Retiree/pensioner
	32.6%
	7.4%
	22.0%
	26.6%
	



	Student
	2.6%
	7.4%
	7.9%
	4.9%
	



	Homemaker
	8.4%
	0.0%
	4.7%
	6.9%
	



	Unemployed
	9.5%
	11.1%
	13.4%
	11.0%
	



	Other
	1.6%
	0.0%
	1.6%
	1.4%
	



	
Personal employment relationship with tourism 


	
	
	
	
	Chi-square = 18.102, p = 0.000



	Yes 
	9.0%
	33.3%
	23.6%
	16.5%
	



	No
	91.0%
	66.7%
	76.4%
	83.5%
	



	
Family employment relationship with tourism


	
	
	
	
	Chi-square = 9.089, p = 0.011



	Yes
	21.2%
	22.2%
	36.2%
	27.0%
	



	No 
	78.8%
	77.8%
	63.8%
	73.0%
	























Source: Authors' own.


 Table 4: Sociodemographic and economic profile of the clusters. Source: Authors' own.


4.4. Results of the Kruskal-Wallis and Bonferroni-Dunn post-hoc tests.

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (Clusters 1 and 3) and the Shapiro-Wilk test (Cluster 2) revealed that the dependent variables do not follow a normal distribution. Additionally, the samples are not balanced, and the nature of the variables under study further complicates using ANOVA for group comparisons. Consequently, a non-parametric equivalent, the Kruskal-Wallis test, was employed. Moreover, we used the Bonferroni-Dunn test for post-hoc comparisons (Lubin et al., 201305; 166). (See Table 3).

4.4.1. Results from the Kruskal-Wallis test to verify the quality of the segmentation.

The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test used to assess the quality of the segmentation test based on variables related to the perceived impacts of tourism confirmed the effectiveness of the segmentation procedure. Except for the PENCT variable, this test consistently yielded significant values (p<0.05), revealing significant group differences for these variables. Subsequent post-hoc analyses, conducted using the Bonferroni-Dunn post-hoc test, confirmed significant differences between all the groups in the case of PEBT, PECT, PSBT, and PENBT. In the case of PSCT,  a significant difference was only observed between Cluster 1 and Cluster 3.

4.4.2. Results from the Kruskal-Wallis test to explore differences in the perceived level of tourism development

Concerning the variable LTDP, the Kruskal-Wallis test yielded a non-significant value (p>0.05). This indicates the absence of statistically significant differences between the means of the three segments. In all three cases, the mean values range between 2.44 and 2.80, suggesting that residents perceive a low to medium LTDP in Minas de Riotinto. This result demonstrates clear consistency between the subjective perception of the residents and the objective analysis presented in Section 3.2 (“Study Site”) and aligns with the characteristics of a destination at an involvement phase of tourism development.

4.4.3. Results from the Kruskal-Wallis test to explore group differences in attitudes

· - Cognitive dimension of attitude

Regarding the two variables that represent CATFTD in the locality (CWWBT and LKTDP), the Kruskal-Wallis test revealed statistically significant differences between the groups (level of significance of p<0.01 in the first case and p<0.001 in the second). Hypothesis H1.1 can thus be accepted. In contrast, hypothesis H2.1 must be rejected.

Subsequent post-hoc analyses using the Bonferroni-Dunn post-hoc test enabled us to determine which pairs of groups showed significant differences in mean scores. In the case of CWWBT, significant differences were observed between Groups 1 and 2 and Groups 2 and 3, which were the pairs of groups for which the segmentation initially revealed differences in PCBT.

In the case of LKTDP, significant differences were only found between Groups 1 and 3, which were heterogeneous regarding PPBT.

xTherefore, we can conclude that residents with different levels of PCBT also differ in CWWBT and that groups of locals who differ significantly in PPBT also differ in their LKTDP.

· - Affective dimension of attitude

Considering the two items that constitute AATFTD (ATFTD and ATFT), no significant differences in the mean scores were found between the clusters (p>0.05). This result contradicts what might be expected on the basis of SET (Figures 7 and 8) and implies that Hypothesis H1.2 of this study (based on SET) must be rejected.

Figure 7.

: Perceptual Cluster Map (Residents' attitude towards tourism (affective attitude) vs perceived personal benefit derived from tourism).
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Figure 8.

Perceptual Cluster Map (Residents'’ attitude towards tourism (affective attitude) vs perceived community benefits derived from tourism).
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The results of this research appear to support our Hypothesis H2.2. No differences were observed in the mean scores of AATFTD between the three clusters, similar to the results found for LTDP in Minas de Riotinto (as seen in Section 4.2.2.). This is clearly illustrated by the concentration of the three clusters in the first quadrant of Figure 9.

Figure 9.

Perceptual Cluster Map (Residents'’ attitude towards tourism (affective attitude) vs level of perceived tourism development).
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Source: Authors'’ own.








· - Behavioral dimension of attitude

BATFTD is represented in the study by two variables: MTPL and RB.

The Kruskal-Wallis test revealed statistically significant differences in the means of both variables, with a significance level of p<0.01 in the case of MTPL and p<0.05 in the case of RB.

Post-hoc analyses revealed significant differences in the means between Clusters 1 and 3 and Clusters 2 and 3 for the variable MTPL – precisely the groups that differ regarding PPBT. In the case of RB, differences were found between Clusters 1 and 3, which are the groups that differ the most in terms of PPBT.

Consequently, we can conclude that residents who differ in their PPBT will also differ in both their MTPL and (in particular) their RB. As a result, hypothesis H1.3 can be accepted, whereas hypothesis H2.3 must be rejected for the same reasons described for CWWBT.

Table 5.

Hypothesis testing results




Table 5









	Hypothesis
	Cognitive Component
	Affective Component
	Behavioral Component



	H1 (based on SEM)
	H1.1 Accepted  
	H1.2. Rejected  
	H1.3. Accepted



	H2 (based on TALC)
	H2.1 Rejected
	H2.2. Accepted  
	H2.3. Rejected



















Source: Authors'’ own.

Table 5: Hypothesis testing results. Source: Authors' own.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

In our analysis of the Minas de Riotinto residents, adopting a segmentation approach has allowed us to identify three major groups, ranked in descending order according to their significance within the overall community. These groups are characterized as follows: “disinterested and moderate supporters,” “interested and enthusiastic supporters,” and “incongruous and impulsive residents.”

The “disinterested and moderate supporters” are individuals who, despite not believing that they personally benefit from tourism, recognize the net positive impact of this activity on their community. They firmly believe that tourism is a source of wealth and well-being for the local population. This support is expressed in the promotion of the destination in a moderate/moderate way.

Conversely, the “interested and enthusiastic supporters” unequivocally perceive tourism'’s personal and community benefits. They, therefore, fully support tourism development in their locality, not only affectively but also with a high level of motivation and persistent/intense pro-tourism behaviors.

Finally, the “incongruous and impulsive residents” represent a smaller faction of the community. These residents emotionally support tourism development despite harboring negative perceptions of its impact at both a personal and community level. There is a clear disconnect between this group’s perceptions and attitudes, not only in terms of the affective components but also regarding cognitive and behavioral aspects. Consequently, we have classified this group as “impulsive.” Their pro-tourism behaviors appear to be primarily driven by their emotions rather than being guided by a rational process aligned with their perceptions and motivations. According to some studies (Cardona & Álvarez-Basi, 2017), this inconsistency between perceptions and attitudes within this group could be due to the limited time they have resided in the locality, which has prevented them from forming an established opinion of the impacts of tourism, resulting in mixed responses. Furthermore, this apparent inconsistency could also be attributed to the relatively recent introduction of tourism development in Minas de Riotinto, which is why some residents still lack a clear understanding of its consequences for the region.

From a general standpoint, one of the most striking findings, compared to previous studies in this mining community, is the absence of residents with unfavorable or even neutral attitudes toward tourism development. This absence is evident across all dimensions of attitude but is particularly pronounced in the affective or emotional component. Regardless of their varying perceptions of the personal and community benefits of tourism, the three groups of residents express a strong interest in seeing a growth in tourism activity and an increased presence of tourists in their locality in the future. This conclusion is unprecedented in the literature we have reviewed, in addition to studies conducted in other destinations at the early stages of tourism development.

Contrary to expectations based on Social Exchange Theory (SET) and the findings of previous segmentation studies (Pavlić et al., 2020), the results from the Kruskal- Wallis test reveal that all three groups of residents exhibit a clear positive affective attitude towards tourism development in Minas de Riotinto. Additionally, there is no significant difference in mean scores between these groups despite their mixed perceptions of the personal and community impacts of tourism.

In accordance with SET, Oviedo-García et al. (2008) and Lee & Back (2003) concluded that residents who personally benefit from tourism are more supportive of tourism, observing greater support among those who directly benefit than those who benefit indirectly through the community. However, the results produced in Minas de Riotinto suggest that the affective attitude towards an increased influx of tourists and further tourism development is unrelated to their perceptions of its community and personal benefits.

While past empirical research conducted in Minas de Riotinto (Vargas et al., 2009) contradicts these findings, they align theoretically with the TALC and the ITI. These theoretical frameworks help us understand the euphoric attitude of some residents who, irrespective of the cluster to which they belong, perceive that the current level of tourism development in their locality is still low to medium in relation to its potential. This perception leads them to express favorable sentiments towards the continued development of tourism. In light of this analysis, the TALC/ ITI offers better insights into the emotional dimension of residents’ attitudes towards tourism than SET.

Different conclusions emerge when examining the other two dimensions of residents’ attitudes, that is, the cognitive and behavioral components.

Regarding the cognitive component of attitude, specifically the variable of “conviction”, we observed that, in line with SET, the groups of residents that differ considerably in their overall perception of the community effects also differ significantly in the cognitive attitude variable. Notably, both the “disinterested and moderate supporters” and “interested and enthusiastic supporters” display a much stronger degree of “conviction” than the “incongruous and impulsive residents” group. Concerning the cognitive component and the "“knowledge"” variable, it is evident that the degree of “knowledge” of the tourism development projects of the locality seems to be greater among residents who perceive personal benefits from tourism activity (“interested and enthusiastic supporters”) than those who do not (“disinterested and moderate supporters”).

In summary, the results of this study regarding the cognitive attitude variable are aligned with the principles of SET. However, differences in the “conviction” variable appear to stem from the differing perceptions of the community effects of tourism. In contrast, variations in the "“knowledge"” variable seem to lie in the different perceptions of personal benefits.

Finally, concerning the behavioral component, this study has explored two variables: the motivation to engage in pro-tourism behavior and the actual pro-tourism behavior of promoting the destination. In the first case, significant differences in motivation were observed in the group of “interested and enthusiastic supporters” in line with the principles of SET.

Regarding the pro-tourism behavior variable, it is evident that this behavior is more prevalent in the “interested and enthusiastic supporters” group than in the “disinterested and moderate supporters” group. These findings suggest that residents’ motivation to engage in pro-tourism behaviors and their actual participation in such activities are significantly influenced by the extent to which they perceive the personal benefits of tourism. This observation is in accordance with the principles of SET.

In light of the present results, we conclude that while the affective dimension of residents’ attitudes is consistent with the TALC, the cognitive and behavioral components appear to be supported by SET. Specifically, "“knowledge,"” “motivation,"” and “pro-tourism behavior” are determined by residents’ perceptions of the personal benefits gained from tourism, whereas “conviction” is influenced by their perceptions of its community benefits.

Our findings also have important practical implications for the municipality of Riotinto and other tourism destinations in the early stages of development.

For the local authorities of Riotinto, our results show how its residents generally hold a positive view of tourism development in the region. As a result, tourism activities should continue to be part of the region’s socio-economic development plans. However, beyond the mere attitudinal support expressed by residents, local managers must implement actions to raise awareness among residents regarding the personal and community benefits of tourism. Such initiatives could help to increase residents'’ active involvement in promoting tourism development. In this regard, the following specific measures could be implemented to reinforce the behavioral component of residents’ attitudes: a) organizing participatory workshops that involve residents, seeking their input and opinions on various issues related to tourism development within their area; b) establishing programs offering free visits to local tourist attractions, with a particular focus on residents who have been living iIn the area for the least amount of time; c) implementing initiatives that encourage and engage the local population in the promotion of the destination; and d) introducing tourism entrepreneurship programs targeting the local population.

The global potential of Minas de Riotinto as a mining tourism destination highlights the broader relevance of these findings since the practical implications of our results apply to other destinations with similar characteristics.

6.       Limitations and future lines of research

While our work makes a valuable contribution to this area of research, it is not exempt from certain limitations.

The findings presented here build on previous research carried out over the course of a decade in this municipality. However, it would be prudent to update these results with a new survey, especially in light of the potential impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the tourism sector. Additionally, a comparative analysis with results from other mining towns belonging to the ERIH would be beneficial, using the present study as a starting point for replication in other destinations.

From a methodological standpoint, it would be advisable to cross-verify the results using alternative statistical techniques such as multi-group analysis, applying Structural Equation Modeling, regression analysis, or alternative segmentation methods such as hybrid-fuzzy segmentation (Martín et al., 2020).

This study has examined attitudes from a three-dimensional perspective. However, it would be worthwhile to formulate and test new models that interconnect the variables analyzed in this study, adopting a one-dimensional perspective. This approach could potentially help to establish connections between perceptions, attitudes, intentions, and behaviors, creating a model that combines SET with TRA or TP, following the proposal made by Chen and Raab (2012) and the conceptual framework developed by Plaza et al. (2020).
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