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RESUMEN

La cooperacion publico-privada en destinos turisticos estd expuesta a multiples factores.
Hasta la fecha se ha puesto el foco de atencion en factores exdgenos -aquellos que tienen su
origen en fuera de la voluntad de las partes cooperantes-. Aspectos sobre la cooperacion y el
desarrollo econdmico, social, medioambiental, legal y territorial de un destino turistico han
sido ampliamente estudiados. Sin embargo, para que la cooperacion, basada principalmente
en factores exdgenos, sea exitosa es necesario determinar una serie de factores enddégenos que
contribuyen decisivamente al éxito de los segundos. Apenas encontramos estudios sobre
destinos turisticos centrados en determinar los factores que radican en el interior de las
personas que contribuyan decisivamente a la cooperacion publico-privada. A través de una
metodologia mixta cualitativa-cuantitativa se ha disefiado un modelo exploratorio que valide
la importancia de los factores endogenos para abordar los exdgenos. Cuatro constructos y
quince indicadores extraidos de la revision de la literatura se han aportado. Los
descubrimientos han sido la relevancia de los factores denominados actitudes cooperativas, la

formacion en cooperacion, el disefio y ejecucion de acuerdos y normas de actuacion como
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elementos esenciales para lograr una cooperacién publico-privada eficaz. El interés y el
sacrificio individual de las partes para lograr un bienestar comun es primordial para establecer
vinculos de cooperacion. Ademads, la transparencia comunicativa y el beneficio mutuo son
imprescindibles para garantizar el éxito del modelo. La toma de decisiones es mads
participativa si las partes involucradas cuentan con una adecuada formacion enfocada a la
cooperacion y son conscientes de los roles que desempefian.

Palabras clave: cooperacion, empresas publicas, empresas privadas, destino turistico,

formacion.

ABSTRACT

Public-private cooperation in tourist destinations is exposed to multiple factors. To date, the
focus has been on exogenous factors - those that have their origin outside the will of the
cooperating parties. Aspects of cooperation and the economic, social, environmental, legal
and territorial development of a tourist destination have been extensively studied. However,
for cooperation, based mainly on exogenous factors, to be successful, it is necessary to
determine a number of endogenous factors that contribute decisively to the success of the
latter. We hardly find studies on tourist destinations focused on determining the factors that lie
within the people that contribute decisively to public-private cooperation. Through a mixed
qualitative-quantitative methodology, an exploratory model has been designed that validates
the importance of endogenous factors to address exogenous ones. Four constructs and fifteen
indicators extracted from the literature review have been contributed. The discoveries have
been the relevance of the factors called cooperative attitudes, training in cooperation, the
design and execution of agreements and standards of action as essential elements to achieve
effective public-private cooperation. The individual interest and sacrifice of the parties to
achieve a common welfare is paramount to establishing ties of cooperation. In addition,
communicative transparency and mutual benefit are essential to ensure the success of the
model. Decision-making is more participatory if the parties involved have adequate training
focused on cooperation and are aware of the roles they play.

Key words: cooperation, public companies, private companies, tourist destination, training.
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Since decades, public-private cooperation (CPP) has been developed mainly in three fields
such as education, health care (Kuhnle and Selle, 1992; Bolleyer, 2018; Ibsen & Levinsen,
2019) and economic development (Mcquaid, 2000; Walzer and Jacobs, 1998; Weaver and
Dennert, 1987; Westeren, 2000; Kickul and Lyons, 2020). Cooperation organizations, known
as "public-private partnerships" (PPPs), go beyond the simple occasional collaboration
between organizations (Ibsen and Levinsen, 2019), of informal meetings between politicians
and the industry (Ansell and Gash, 2008; Rhodes, 1997; Sanchez-Oro, Castro-Serrano and
Robina-Ramirez, 2021). Collaboration is the first step of stable cooperation. The latter is
based on legal-organizational forms of stable duration over time (Pierre, 1998; Vaillancourt
Rosenau, 2000; Korab-Karpowicz, 2020). It includes a variety of cooperative efforts with
various ramifications, legal, economic, social etc., of a public-private nature (Mele and
McLeskey, 2018; Ingerson, 1999; Lawther, 2000; Peters, 1998; Pforr, 2021).

Cooperation in tourism has usually been analyzed based on exogenous factors that greatly
influence the willingness of the parties to cooperate (Baggio, 2011; Hall, 2008; Siakwah et al.,
2020). Factors such as the strength of institutional and representative power of the parties in
tourist destinations (Bramwell and Meyer, 2007; Church & Coles, 2007; Hall, 2010, 2011b;
Macleod and Carrier, 2010, Pforr, 2005; Pforr, 2021), the economic collaboration between the
parties to develop a destination (Romeiro & Costa, 2010; Van der Duim & Caalders, 2008;
Bolleyer, 2018), private or public inter-organizational relations (Erkus-Oztiirk and Eraydin,
2010; Ibsen and Levinsen, 2019); cooperation in destination with protected areas (Buckley,
2004; Lovelock, 2001; Kirkpatrick et al., 2022), the typology of cooperation between tourism
agents (Zapata, Hall, Lindo, & Vanderschaeghe, 2011; Sanchez-Oro, Castro-Serrano and
Robina-Ramirez 2021); the role that tourism clusters play in destinations (Hall, 2005;
Michael, 2007; Dela Santa, 2018); communication networks and marketing in the promotion
of the destination (Roxas et al., 2020; Beaumont & Dredge, 2010; Bramwell & Lane, 2011;
Dredge & Pforr, 2008; Pforr, 2021), etc.

The study of the influence of those exogenous factors in public-private collaboration has
left aside the analysis of the endogenous factors that contribute to its correct development.
The cooperative predisposition between the parties is ascribed in the theory of the activation
of norms and responsibility of Schwartz (1977). Any external circumstance (CC) entails an

ascription of responsibility (AR), which generates a series of norms (N) to modify the
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Figure 1. Theory of the activation of norms and responsibility of Schwartz (1977).

If we start from an external environment of cooperation between the administration and
the private enterprises, the opening to cooperation is developed through the promotion of
cooperative attitudes (AC) between both. This cooperative attitude generates an ascription of
responsibility of both institutions (AR). Under the premises of trust in the design and
execution of agreements (DEA), rules of procedure in cooperation (AN) are extracted. These
are based on a planning of the cooperation process between both parties regarding investment
policies, training, promotion. These endogenous factors are strongly connected with the

exogenous ones referenced above.
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Figure 2. Public-private cooperation model based on Schwartz's theory (1977).

The contribution of this communication is to propose an evaluation model of endogenous
factors in the process of public-private cooperation in tourist destinations from the Schwartz's
theory (1977).

The process is structured from the explanation of the main reasons for the growth of
public-private collaboration and the increase in the formation of associations in the tourism
sector. Afterwards, the dimensions of the endogenous process will be analyzed based on the
attributes extracted from the Schwartz (1977) model. Then, the methodology describes the
means by which the data used in this document were collected and analyzed. From there we

get the results from version 3.36 of the SmartPLS software. The article concludes with a
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discussion of the results and the contribution of new theories to the understanding of
public-private collaboration in the tourism sector.
2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
One of the essential elements in the development of a tourist destination is planning.
According to Leal and Robina (2022) tourism planning has allowed the development of
tourist destinations by interconnecting economic, environmental, social, and demographic
perspectives. According to Nieto Masot and Rios Rodriguez, (2021) cooperation between
agents through orderly strategic planning has contributed to the harmonious growth of
territories, especially in rural areas.

2.1.Public- private cooperation in tourism (CPP)

In recent decades the CPP has gained popularity as an instrument for tourism planning
and the management and marketing of destinations (Leal-Solis & Robina-Ramirez, 2022;
Roxas et al., 2020; Sanchez-Oro, et., 2021; Kirkpatrick et al., 2022; Siakwah et al., 2020). In
this cooperation process, chambers of commerce, tourism commissions, tourism industry
associations, city convention offices, development agencies or local tourism boards, among
others, have been incorporated (Dredge & Jenkins, 2007; Hall, 2008, 2011a; Sanchez-Oro et
2021; Roxas et al., 2020).

The reasons for the growth of public-private collaboration and the increase in the
formation of partnerships in the tourism sector are varied. First, the public sector's pursuit of
effectiveness (Kirkpatrick et al., 2022; Solli, Demediuk and Sims, 2005; Mele and McLeskey,
2018) from the subcontracting of public services (Hall, 2008; Mele and McLeskey, 2018). Second,
the State has developed a relational model based on building public-private networks
(Bult-Spiering and Dewulf, 2006; Bolleyer, 2018), initiating proposals for cooperation with
the tourism industry (Fayos-Sola, 1996; Pforr, 2021). Third, the effects of financial crises,
deregulation processes and cuts in public funding have led to the privatization of public
services (Kirkpatrick et al, 2022; Dredge & Jenkins, 2007; Hall, 2008). In this new scenario,
the public sector tends to seek alliances with the private sector to implement policies and
projects (Hall, 2009; Kirkpatrick et al, 2022; Pforr, 2021; Korab, 2020) favored by the
fragmentation of tourism organizations and the high interdependence of the tourism sector of
the public entity of private associations (Hall, 2008; Dela Santa, 2020).

However, the public development of CPPs contrasts with their practical ineffectiveness
by requiring cooperation as a waste of time by tourism actors; the ineffectiveness of the

advisory bodies and the power struggles between public-private entities (Brunsson, 2006).
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Cooperating involves connecting decisions and actions based on the development of
cooperative attitudes in public-private entities legally trained and legitimated to represent
different groups. This requires an adequate training process in cooperation.

2.2. Cooperative attitudes (AC)

In the current post-pandemic era, tourism development cannot be built on an ideology
focused solely on the interests of the organization (Collier, 2011; Harvey, 2005; Alphin,
2021), which does not see beyond economic interests.

In the commitment to cooperative attitudes of both public institutions and private agents,
it is necessary to learn to sacrifice personal benefits to build a common good (Nowak &
Highfield, 2011; Tremblay et al., 2019). This sacrifice is even more necessary in crisis situations
(Sharma et al., 2021). According to Hosteltur (2020), there is a cooperative model in the
tourism sector since the beginning of the pandemic crisis where tourists, local communities,
SMEs and governments form an interdependent business ecosystem, capable of anticipating
new disasters for the sector. Although in practice that cooperative model has failed.

As a solution, the tourism industry has proposed a sustainable model of public-private
collaboration between companies and local, regional and national tourism authorities based on
the protection of tourism resources and the development of destinations (Sommez, 2002;
Roxas et al.,, 2020). However, this model must necessarily go through the promotion of
cooperative attitudes to transform the management of a territory into a participatory model at
the service of those who live in the tourist destination (Tribe, 2006; Sanchez-Oro,
Castro-Serrano and Robina-Ramirez, et al., 2021; Roxas et al., 2020; Tremblay et al., 2019).

This model requires the consideration of affected communities in tourist destinations
(Jamal et al., 2013; Pforr, 2021) to reduce inequality (Cole & Morgan, 2010; Siakwah et al.,
2020) and promoting fair and participatory tourism (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2008; UNWTO,
1999; Liasidou, 2019).

2.3. Cooperative training (FC)

At the basis of any cooperative institutional agreement between the public and private
sectors lies a training model in cooperative processes that allows reaching agreements
beneficial to both parties (Hodge and Greve, 2009).

According to the WTO (2015), public-private cooperation brings together stakeholders with
various objectives, resources and skills in an informal or formal voluntary partnership not
only to improve the productivity of tourist destinations, but also to contribute to improving
the standard of living of the inhabitants in that destination through an efficient management of

the power groups that act in the destination (Dar, 2022).
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The government, as a planner and controller of tourism resources, must approach the private
companies that manage those resources, and needs to articulate training strategies for joint
decision-making with the private sector (Wiig, 2002; Roxas et al., 2020; Sanchez-Oro, et al.,
2021). According to (WTO, 2011), cooperation between both sectors can improve not only
the tourist attractiveness of the destination but also the competitive advantage of the
communities receiving tourism. For this both parties must be well trained in cooperative
attitude in the design and execution of agreements by both parties.

2.4. Design and execution of agreements (DEA)

The intention to cooperate through cooperative attitudes does not guarantee success.
Decisions may be directed towards common values or ideals, but without coordination of
specific actions and possible agreements aimed at achieving the purpose or mission it is not
possible to move forward (Hodge and Greve, 2009; Bolleyer, 2018).

Communicative transparency in the design and execution of agreements between the
public-private sector becomes the best ally to share a common achievement between both
sectors (Gabriela et al., 2013, McQuaid, 2000; Kickul and Lyons, 2020). Only from the level
of communicative transparency is it possible to cooperate with tourism service providers
(mainly from the private sector) and regulators (mainly from the public sector) in each
destination (Gabriela et al., 2013; Korab, 2020; Leal-Solis and Robina-Ramirez, 2021).

Gray (1985) adds that cooperation will improve the situation of the participants if the
parties are clear in the execution of their agreements of the importance of pooling their
resources, obtain efficiencies, and by combining complementary forces can increase the scope
of their activities. For the design and execution of agreements between the parties, it is
necessary to propose rules of procedure that regulate the relationship between both parties.
2.5.Rules of procedure (AN)

The proposal of cooperative attitudes and the design of agreements built from platforms

of communicative transparency allows to establish rules of action between the parties that
really

boost cooperation. These rules are based on four elements.

The first component is to develop action regulations that are beneficial to all. The parties can

enter the negotiation expecting one side to win and the other to lose (Thompson, 1990; Dar,

2022). When a win-win spirit underlies the wording of the rule of action, it allows the parties

in dispute to transfer to the option of reaching a mutually beneficial result through the

adoption of a cooperative negotiation strategy (Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff, 2011; Ibsen and

Levinsen, 2019).



X
ol

EL NUEVO TURISMO

The parties tend to argue from conflicting positions, based on a particular outcome, adopting
limiting strategies to reach common agreements that are reflected in the rules of action.
Hence, the second component is based on clarifying what the benefit or harm is for the parties
(Schaefter and Loveridge, 2002; Kickul and Lyons, 2020).
The third element of the development of standards is not only to be inclusive for relevant
communities, businesses,and associations in tourism planning, but also to integrate tourists
into the responsible tourism strategy (Medhekar, 2014; Dela Santa, 2018) New strategies
should delve into new ways of connecting tourists, locals and public agents (Robina-Ramirez
et al., 2022).
According to Lew, Cheer, Haywood, Brouder & Salazar (2020), adaptive resilience actions
must lead the development of tourist destinations to avoid the collapse of the tourism system.
And for this it is necessary to properly and responsibly channel tourism opportunities,
innovation and creativity to adjust growth according to destination planning by implementing
standards by institutions to consolidate sustainable tourism awareness.
In the tourism sector, this cooperative work contains five aspects: (1) tourism facilities as a
key element of tourism planning and development of destinations, providing solutions from
tourism authorities to seasonality and infrastructure maintenance costs (Scheyvens, 2003;
Leal-Solis and Robina-Ramirez, 2021); (2) the provision of emergency health services to
control the effects of new outbreaks of the virus (Horowitz, 2007; Robina-Ramirez et al.,
2022) as well as other financial and economic services to favor the tourism industry for the
benefit of local entrepreneurs (Kickul and Lyons, 2020); (3) train communities to develop
cooperative work for the maintenance of tourist facilities (Lucchetti & Font, 2013; Siakwah et
al., 2020); (4) improve transport infrastructure to support tourism and local development,
especially in remote destinations (Gdssling et al., 2020); and 5) build social justice related to
the distribution of costs and benefits at the local, regional and national levels (Bolleyer, 2018).
These five aspects allow us to build safer tourist destinations and manage them during the
pandemic crisis and the post-virus phase with greater guarantees of success.
3. Methodology
3.1. Sample selection

The population consists of 1462 tourist offices distributed among the main regions of
Spain and a total of 302 tourist planners. To obtain this information, the research team
contacted during the month of April 2022 with all the general directorates of each region in
Spain. Throughout the month of May, the invitation to participate in the research was sent by

electronic mail. The final sample has been 205 tourist offices spread throughout Spain and
8
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185 tourism planners spread throughout the Spanish geography. Table 1 shows the total
number of tourism planners, as well as the tourist offices of local and regional governments
throughout Spain.

Table 1. Tourist planners and tourist offices

Tourist Tourist
Tourism Planning Services planners  Offices
Population Population
Provincial Government of Badajoz (Extremadura) 10 144
Provincial Government of Caceres (Extremadura) 8 78
Local Government of Extremadura (Communities) 33 -
Regional Government of Extremadura 17 57
Regional Government of Murcia 36 41
Provincial Government of Albacete (Castilla-La Mancha) 10 39
Provincial Government of Murcia (Murcia) 14 41
Regional Government of Navarra 4 121
Regional Government of Castilla y Leon 18 223
Provincial Government of Salamanca (Castilla y Leon) 9 42
Provincial Government of Burgos (Castilla y Leon) 8 32
Provincial Government of Zamora (Castilla y Ledn) 7 27
Provincial Government of Ciudad Real (Castilla La
Mancha) 8 2
Provincial Government of Almeria (Andalucia) 6 39
Government of Jaén (Andalucia) 4 38
Provincial Government of Sevilla (Andalucia) 6 51
Provincial Government of Cérdoba (Andalucia) 7 49
Provincial Government of Toledo (Castilla-La Mancha) 10 32
Provincial Government of Lugo (Galicia) 8 36
Provincial Government of Pontevedra (Galicia) 7 27
Provincial Government of Vigo (Galicia) 9 38
Provincial Government of A Corufia (Galicia) 9 39
Provincial Government of Oviedo (Principado de Asturias) 6 37
Provincial Government of Gijon (Principado de Asturias) 6 31
Provincial Government of Valencia (Comunidad 14 53
Valenciana)
Provincial Government of Alicante (Comunidad
Valenciana) 1 48
Provincial Government of Elche (Comunidad Valenciana) 9 37
Regional Government of La Rioja 8 28
TOTAL 302 1462

Source: Self-made.
9
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3.2. Variable selection criteria

Once the number of participants was known, four zoom meetings were held in order to
explain the content of the work and its scientific nature. Special emphasis was placed on the
importance of promoting public-private collaboration in tourist destinations. Various inputs
were received on the type of cooperation and its benefits in tourism planning processes. From
there, the research team informed the participants of conducting a series of interviews
between the participants and private companies, chosen randomly. The objective was to know
the degree of public-private cooperation in tourism and other factors related to cooperation.
The participating entities were: tourist offices (19), tourist city guides (14), urban hotel chains
(12), congress organizing companies (12), tourism companies (16), tourism clusters (11),
travel agencies (16), regional administrations (5), provincial (6), local (8). To contrast the
proposal of indicators according to the review of the literature. Although the indicators were

mostly accepted, there were corrections in 6 indicators in the way of writing the questionnaire

questions. Table 2 shows the main contributions of each of the groups of participants.

Table 2 shows the main contributions of each of the groups of participants.
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From the interviews, the research team drew the following conclusions: 1) The tourist offices

must transfer the effort of public-private cooperation to the tourist and provide information so
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that tourism managers avoid excess load. 2) Guided tour companies denounce the lack of
interest of the public administration in cooperating. 3) Hotel chains, shows the scarce
cooperation with the public administration and their ignorance of tourism promotion policies.
4) Companies organizing congresses, lack of representativeness of the private sector in public
administrations. 5) Tourism cluster, scarce public-private communication, importance of
protecting the local. 6) Public-private cooperation to convey the tourist value of the
destination. 7) Regional administration, little interest of private enterprise in cooperating. 8)
Provincial administration, cooperation by geographical areas. 9) Local administration, fluid
public-private communication.

From there, some contents of the interviews were incorporated into the literature review that
had been previously ignored. And a list of indicators was presented (see Table 3). These

indicators were validated by the 114 entities interviewed.

3.3.  Conceptual model and working hypothesis

The model fixes the working hypotheses that are seven:

H,: Cooperative training (FC) influences rules of procedure (AN)

H,: Cooperative training (FC) influences design and execution of agreements (DEA)
H;: Cooperative training (FC) influences cooperative attitudes (AC)

H,: Design and execution of agreements (DEA) influences rules of procedure (AN)
H;: Cooperative attitudes (AC) influence design and execution of agreements (DEA)
Hg: Cooperative attitudes (AC) influence rules of procedure (AN)

H,: Rules of procedure (AN) influence public- private cooperation in tourism (CPP)

12
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Figure 1. Research model designed.
4. Results

4.1. Definition of the model

To define the nature of the constructs that participate in it, it has been estimated that
public-private participation has been modeled as a Composite (Henseler, 2017; Bollen, 2011;
Bollen and Bauldry, 2011) is a compound in which its indicators are expected to correlate
with each other (Sarstedt et al, 2016; Henseler et al., 2014). Public-private participation has
been measured through 4 indicators. The rest of the variables of the model (attitudes of
cooperation, training in cooperation, design and execution of agreements, norms) have been
modeled as reflective common factor constructs (Henseler et al., 2016; Henseler, 2019). This
type of model is the one that is generally used when it comes to behavioral constructs that
measure personality traits or attitudes of individuals.

Measurement model

13
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Through the Smart PLS v4 program the Partial Least Squares technique was used (Ringle et
al., 2022) due to the predictive model presented (Henseler, 2018; Henseler et al., 2016). This
research has been developed with 354 valid cases.

4.2.Individual reliability of construct items

The commonly used rule is the one expounded by Carmines and Zeller (1979) which
determines the boundary of the coefficient A (individual loads) at 0.707. Therefore, those
indicators whose load or loading is equal to or greater than 0.707 should be maintained, while
items with a loading of less than 0.707 should be deleted.

Composite reliability, measured by the internal consistency of each scale, has been analyzed
through the Composite Reliability (CR), as well as with the confidence interval of the CR. In
all cases the value of CR is greater than 0.7 so it can be said that there is composite reliability
in all first-order constructs. Composite reliability suitability will come when 0.7<CR > 0.95
(Hair et al., 2019). This test is met for all latent variables. On the other hand, analyzing the
coefficient Rho A (Dijkstra and Henseler, 2015) we find no doubts about the internal
consistency of any construct. In conclusion, it is stated that all constructs achieve optimal
consistency.

Convergent validity expresses the extent to which the set of indicators on a scale represents a
single underlying factor, showing signs of its probable one-dimensional character (Henseler,
et al., 2009). The AVE parameter (mean extracted variance) is the main indicator of
convergent validity, and it is required that the AVE of all constructs be equal to or greater than
0.5 which, in this model, is amply fulfilled in all cases.

Below is a summary table with the evaluation indicators detailed above of the measuring
instruments, after the elimination of items that did not reach the minimum value of individual
reliability (see Table 3).

Table 3. Individual reliability of construct items.

Medi Carg Rho_

CONSTRUCT/INDICATOR S.D. CR a AVE

a a(\) A
PUBLIC-PRIVATE COOPERATION (CPP) 0,859 0,810 0,810 0,549
CPP1 Cooperation helps to market the management and 512 2,03 0763

marketing of destinations
0,711
Coopefatlon improves .the effegtlveness of the public 476 173 0777
sector in cooperation with the private sector.
CPP3 Cooperat%on improves governance models through 52 203 0715
public-private networks.
CPP4 Cooperation responds better to times of funding cuts 5,19 1,83 0,737
CPP5 Co.operatmn. is a response .to the sea.rch for tourism 502 201 0763
alliances to implement policies and projects

COOPERATIVE TRAINING (FC) 0,912 0,871 0,886 0,722
14
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Medi

Carg

CONSTRUCT/INDICATOR a S.D. a(h) CR o A AVE
FC1 Training is necessary for cooperative processes 6,77 1,84 0,901
FC2 Pubhc entities .should promote training strategies of 6.55 1.64 0.868
private companies
FC3 Public entities must train in negotiation skills 7,22 2,15 0,774
Training should be oriented to participatory
FC5 Lo .. . 7,61 1,87 0,850
public-private decision-making
DESIGN AND EXECUTION OF AGREEMENTS (DEA) 0.935 0913 0915 0.744
DEA The mission of public-private actions and agreements 724 172 0.886
1 1s to cooperate
DEA Communicative transparency between actions and
L 0,886
2 public-private agreements
DEA Transparent cooperan.on agre§ments between suppliers 698 180 0838
3 and regulators of tourism services
DEA Un.lon of public-private tourism resources to design 693 186 0806
4 actions and agreements.
COOPERATIVE ATTITUDES (AC) 0,921 0,871 0,872 0,795
ACI Attltudeslof .cooperatlon improve the destiny not only 6.86 1.66 0,890
the organization
AC2 To start sacrificing personal benefits to cooperate 7,12 1,62 0,875
AC3 Cooperatl've attitudes must transform the management 714 175 0,909
of the entity
RULES OF PROCEDURE (AN) 0,910 0,876 0,880 0,670
ANI1 The rules are oriented to the profit of both parties 6,81 193 0,845
AN2 The. rules clarify what the benefit or harm is for the 706 1.81 0,766
parties
AN3 The. rules must begin with the tourism planning of the 692 1.89 0.820
territory
AN4 The rules must connect tourists, locals and public 0.843
agents
ANS The rules should include resilience practices among 724 206 0815

tourism actors to meet the challenges set.

Discriminant validity of constructs

Along with the observation of possible cross-loads, the criteria for assessing discriminant

validity were the Fornell and Larcker criterion (1981) and the HTMT coefficient, as well as

the observation of the HTMT confidence interval. The following table shows the data for
these parameters (Table 4). From the ANALYSIS of the HTMT it is not perceived that there

may be excessive overlap or convergence in the relationships between constructs. In the same

vein, the matrix of Fornell and Larcker does not show problems of discriminant validity.

Tabla 4. Fornell and Larcker criterion

Fornell-Larcker criterion Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)
AC CCP DEA FC NA AC CCP DEA FC NA

AC 0,892

CCP 0,345 0,741 0,389

DEA 0,711 0,388 0,862 0,796 0,434

FC 0,643 0,570 0,625 0,850 0,726 0,666 0,690

NA 0,616 0,677 0,622 0,660 0,818 0,703 0,789 0,692 0,748
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4.3.Evaluation of the structural model

The causal relationships, which star in the relational hypotheses of the model, measured
through the path coefficients present positive values, significantly different from zero at a
confidence level of 99%. Therefore, all research hypotheses are accepted for such a strict
level of confidence. The sizes of the causal effects (f*) have a small size, the effects of the
activation of norms on public-private cooperation and training in cooperation on cooperative
attitudes are outstanding. Hence, the contribution of explanatory constructs (exogenous) such
as AN and FC to explain the endogenous variables AC and CCP respectively, in terms of R* is
very high.

The fit of the model measured through Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) is
0.076, it is less than 0.08 which is accepted (Cepeda-Carrion, Cegarra-Navarro, & Cillo,
2018). The second measure of adjustment is the value of NFI was 0.753, moving in a range of
0 to 1 and being close to 1 is considered accepted.

The R? of public-private cooperation reaches the value of 0.458. This indicates that the model
manages to explain 45.8% of the variance of public-private cooperation in tourist destinations,
which shows a moderate explanatory capacity of the model (Chin, 1998) being an interesting
value. The R? of the other endogenous variables is also shown. The coefficient Q* presents
positive values in all cases thus determining the predictive relevance of the model.

Table 5. Estructural model results

Estructural model resutls

Path P-Value
Path Suppor
Coefficien Path Inty; 5.,  t-statistic
nit; s t
t

H1: FC -> AN 0,381** 0,293 0,476 7,992 0,000 YES
H2: FC -> DEA 0,287** 0,195 0,375 6,170 0,000 YES
H3: FC -> AC 0,643** 0,580 0,699 20,593 0,000 YES
H4: DEA > AN 0,244** 0,104 0,372 3,291 0,001 YES
H5: AC > DEA 0,526*%* 0,443 0,609 11,870 0,000 YES
H6: AC > AN 0,198** 0,068 0,307 3,114 0,002 YES
H7: AN -> CCP 0,677** 0,627 0,725 27,366 0,000 YES

Measuring the size of effects (°)
FC > AN 0,161
FC -> DEA 0,108
FC > AC 0,705
DEA -> AN 0,056
AC > DEA 0,363
AC -> AN 0,035
AN -> CCP 0,844

Goodness of fit

16
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SRMR 0,074
NFI 0,753

Explanatory capacity R2 and Predictive CapacityQ2

R2 Q2
AC 0,414 0,326
CCP 0458 0,242
DEA 0,553 0,405
AN 0,525 0,348

* significant to the 95%; ** significant to the 99%; ™ not significant to the 95%

5. Discussion

Table 6. Effects on endogenous variables

Effects on endogenous variables

Correlatio
Adjusted R (°  Direct Effect Variance explained (%)
n
N . 0,24

Public- private cooperation (CCP) 0,458 )

Rules of procedure (AN) 0,677 0,677 0,458
Rules of procedure (AN) 0,525 0’3 4

Design and execution of agreements

(DEA) 0,244 0,622 0,152

Cooperative training (FC) 0,381 0,66 0,251

Cooperative attitudes (AC) 0,198 0,616 0,122
Design and execution of agreements 0,40
(DEA) 0,553 5 0,525

Cooperative attitudes (AC) 0,526 0,711 0,374

Cooperative training (FC) 0,287 0,625 0,1794
Cooperative attitudes (AC) 0,414 0,32 0,553

Cooperative training (FC) 0,643 0,643 0,413

The presented model of public-private cooperation addresses aspects hitherto little studied in
the literature, more based on factors prior to any cooperation process than cooperation itself.
These factors have been detected in interviews with public-private agents. In these interviews
collected as a summary in Table 2, the important differences between the two parties have
been revealed. Hence, it is necessary to carry out a previous work of training and training of
tourism companies and public officials in tourism to prepare the ground for cooperation.

According to Chin (1998) the public-private cooperation model is moderately significant
R2=45.8%. This means that the model is valid to dispose the parties towards cooperation
(Sommez, 2002; Roxas et al., 2020). The interest in cooperation helps the parties to move
beyond mere subjective interests based on profit and expansion of power quota (Nowak &

Highfield, 2011; Tremblay et al., 2019)
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Ourense - 7.8y 9 octubre 2022

If we analyze the contribution of each of the elements to develop an adequate public-private
cooperation, we observe in Table 7 how, in terms of the variance explained, it is the "Design
and execution of agreements (DEA)" (R2=0.553) and the "Activation of Standards (AN)"
(R2=0.525) who contribute the most to the explanation of the model. It is significant how the
third variable "cooperative attitudes" explains in similar terms its contribution to cooperation
between the parties. If we analyze the weight that each of the variables has within each
construct, we can say that for the "activation of norms" "training in cooperation" is essential

(Var=0.251). This is explained by the importance of not only the development of cooperative
skills to regulate the cooperative behaviors of the parties (Hodge and Greve, 2009), but to

develop norms related to decision-making that affect the two sectors (Wiig, 2002; Roxas et
al., 2020; Sanchez-Oro, et al., 2021). Cooperative training also contributes to the development
of win-win standards between parties (Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff, 2011; Ibsen and
Levinsen, 2019) and clarify the profits and losses of both parties (Schaeffer and Loveridge,
2002; Kickul and Lyons, 2020).

In the case of "design and execution of agreements" are, however, "cooperative attitudes"
(Var=0.374). This design and execution of cooperative agreements has already existed in the
minds of tourism companies (Hosteltur, 2020). However, the cooperative intention is largely
far from the results due to the absence of teaching strategies of "cooperative attitudes" to
transform tourist destinations from the design and execution of agreements (Tribe, 2006;
Sanchez-Oro, Castro-Serrano and Robina-Ramirez, et al., 2021; Roxas et al., 2020; Tremblay
etal., 2019).

Table 7. Analysis of variance by constructs

Efectos sobre las variables endogenas

Adjusted Direct Variance
O’ Correlation
R Effect explained (%)
. . 0,24

Public- private cooperation (CCP) 0,458 )

Rules of procedure (AN) 0,677 0,677 0,458
Rules of procedure (AN) 0,525 0,83 4

Design and execution of agreements

(DEA) 0,244 0,622 0,152

Cooperative training (FC) 0,381 0,66 0,251

Cooperative attitudes (AC) 0,198 0,616 0,122
Design and execution of agreements (DEA) 0,553 0,;10 0,525

Cooperative attitudes (AC) 0,526 0,711 0,374

Cooperative training (FC) 0,287 0,625 0,179
Cooperative attitudes (AC) 0,414 0,22 0,553
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Cooperative training (FC) 0,643 0,643 0,413

If we analyze the hypotheses they are all significant. Above all the hypotheses, the close
relationship between the variables "Training in cooperation (CF)" and "Cooperative Attitudes
(CA)" stands out (H;: FC AC, B: 0.643, t: 20.593). At the base of any cooperative attitude in
tourist destinations is training that overcomes a vision closed to the company that values
cooperation only from the prism of personal gain (Collier, 2011; Harvey, 2005; Alphin, 2021).
Hence the importance of moving to more participatory models that incorporate all the agents
of the tourist destination (Tribe, 2006; Sanchez-Oro, Castro-Serrano and Robina-Ramirez, et
al., 2021; Roxas et al., 2020; Tremblay et al., 2019). In this shift from an individual vision to
one more committed to destiny and its agents, it is necessary to learn to sacrifice personal
benefits for the benefit of destiny (Nowak & Highfield, 2011; Tremblay et al., 2019).
Similarly, the relationship between the variables "Cooperative Attitudes (CA)" and "Design
and execution of agreements (DEA)" (H5: AC DEA, B: 0.526, t: 11.870) highlights the need
for directionality in any agreement between the parties. This directionality not only takes into
consideration the cooperative values of the parties but the specification of cooperative
purposes that feed each of the steps of the agreements (Hodge and Greve, 2009; Bolleyer,
2018).

According to Chin (2010) and Hair et al. (2011), the values of Q* of the variable dependent
"ET-Energy transitions" > 0. 242 (Q2=0.24.2). This indicates that the model can be replicated
or in scenarios of similar socioeconomic characteristics. This conclusion is particularly
relevant to be able to draw the positive consequences that this model brings when setting up a
process of cooperation between the parties.

6. Conclusions

The development of public-private cooperation has been analyzed according to the motivation
of the internal factors for its implementation. These factors are not only essential for the
cooperation process to be consolidated and successful (Sommez, 2002; Roxas et al., 2020).
This process has the capacity to feed back (Schwartz's model, 1977) thus improving the
starting circumstance: the promotion of cooperation.

Three theoretical and three empirical conclusions are deduced from the model:

Theoretical conclusions

Although the perception of cooperation has been highly polarized by the public and private
sectors, communication and collaboration are essential in the development of public-private

cooperation models (Gabriela et al., 2013, McQuaid, 2000; Kickul and Lyons, 2020). The
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private sector expresses certain shortcomings regarding the lack of corporate
representativeness in the decision-making process and the limited communication between the
two parties. According to these perceptions expressed during the interviews, current
cooperation lacks effectiveness and balance between the two parties (Brunsson, 2006).
Second, it is imperative that the common welfare prevail over individual achievements
(Nowak & Highfield, 2011; Tremblay et al., 2019) to ensure satisfactory results in the
cooperation process. Therefore, the commitment and willingness of the parties to sacrifice
their own interests for the achievement of group benefits is paramount.

Third, the results achieved through public-private cooperation should benefit all parties
involved (Hodge and Greve, 2009). To achieve this shared benefit it is necessary to specify
the roles that each party will play in achieving the achievements (Gray, 1985).

Empirically

In the first place, the results highlight the importance of having a good planning and
implementation of the agreements linked to an adequate execution of the rules to establish an
effective public-private cooperation. These agreements must be geared towards cooperation
and resilience.

Second, the assessments of the elements that define the model also highlight the improvement
of financing and the transformation of management through cooperation and the positive
influence of training on decision-making. In this way, these elements have to be priorities
within the objectives and requirements projected in the public-private cooperation process.
Thirdly, the analysis carried out in this model responds positively to the replicability of the

phenomenon. It can be extrapolated to other similar cooperation situations.

The limitations of this study refer to the difficulty of contact and organization of groups in
virtual meetings. To this end, it has been necessary to increase the number of contacts by
reducing the groups of companies surveyed. On the other hand, the absence of studies that
have addressed the role of endogenous factors in public-private cooperation to develop tourist
destinations has limited the comparison with these studies. In this sense, future lines of
research are emerging aimed at the incorporation of other endogenous factors that influence

the cooperative process and the reproduction of the model proposed in other regions.
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