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Abstract: This study is one of the few of its kind that explores the individual impact of each of
the cognitive attributes of a tourist destination’s image on cruisers’ destination loyalty and overall
satisfaction. It also analyzes the mediating role of satisfaction between each of the attributes and
loyalty. Variance-based structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) was used for this analysis, based on
a survey of 457 cruisers visiting the city of Malaga. The results confirm that three of the five attributes,
the destination’s environment image, the perceived value image of services and the accessibility
image have a direct influence on cruisers’ overall satisfaction, where environment image has the
most significant impact. Moreover, the results support the mediating role of satisfaction in certain
cases. There is total mediation between perceived value and loyalty, as well as between accessibility
image and loyalty while there is only partial complementary mediation between environment
image and loyalty. The confirmation that overall satisfaction influences loyalty enables management
organizations to develop more efficient loyalty strategies for their respective destinations.

Keywords: cognitive destination image; cruise; satisfaction; loyalty; behavioral intention; structural
equation modeling; PLS-SEM

1. Introduction

The relationship between satisfaction and the success of organizations has historically
been considered to be a business reality, a fact that has been validated by various studies [1,2].
However, since the end of the 20th century, various authors have criticized this model in
studies that demonstrate a high customer attrition rate despite having high rates of satisfac-
tion [3–5], calling for a shift in the paradigm where loyalty becomes the new strategic objective
for business success through customer retention.

The tourism sector is also susceptible to this paradigm shift. Both public and private
institutions, in addition to academics, are growing increasingly interested in learning
about the factors that influence loyalty to a tourist destination [6,7] and, consequently, the
intention to revisit the destination and recommend it to other travelers.

Loyalty has been considered by different perspectives: attitudinal loyalty, behavioral
loyalty and composite loyalty, as well as, the integration of attitudinal and behavioral [8].
Composite loyalty is often operationalized as behavioral intention which includes revisit
intention and intention to recommend [9,10]. From now onwards, we use the term loyalty
to refer to composite loyalty and we will use, alternatively, both terms—loyalty and
behavioral intention—as synonyms.

Recent studies have established that destination loyalty, or behavioral intention, is the
cornerstone of a tourist destination’s brand equity and a determining factor in its competi-
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tiveness [11]. Within this context, numerous studies have confirmed that satisfaction with
the travel experience [12–15] and destination image [16–18] are antecedents of loyalty and,
therefore, the desire to return to a destination and recommend it to others. There is also
discussion about the magnitude and direction of the relationships between the different
components of destination image (both cognitive and affective) and tourist loyalty [8,19,20].

However, there is very little information about the antecedents of tourists’ destination
loyalty in the scientific literature, especially considering that the cruise tourism sector is so
important, although there are more studies that analyze the influence of image and/or cruisers’
satisfaction on loyalty to the cruise line or their experience on board the ship [21–24] than the
tourist destination itself [25–27]. There is also a lack of research regarding the relationship
between the elements and attributes associated with destination image and the satisfaction
and behavioral intention of travelers in general and cruisers in particular.

Considering the lack of empirical research that can explain these relationships, this
article analyzes the antecedents of cruisers’ loyalty to the tourist destination they are
visiting and, specifically, the predictive power of the cognitive attributes of the tourist
destination image on overall satisfaction and the influence of both on the behavioral
intention of the cruisers visiting the city of Malaga (Spain).

Therefore, one key contribution of this article is to study, in the specific field of cruise
tourism, the relationship between cognitive image and cruise passenger satisfaction and
loyalty to the destination. Likewise, to the best of our knowledge, this is a novelty in which
the attributes of the cognitive image of the destination are divided into five dimensions
and their direct and indirect influence on satisfaction and loyalty are analyzed in the cruise
tourism sector.

According to data from the Port Authority of Malaga [28] a total of 477,001 cruisers
arrived at the Port of Malaga in 2019 on 288 ships, making it the second largest port in
continental Spain in terms of visitors, after Barcelona. It is estimated that 11% of the tourists
that visit Spain do so via cruise ships, generating a total revenue of 1.255 billion euros [29].
Following the United Nations World Tourism Organization [30], cruise travel has grown
nearly 7%, for a total of 28.5 million travelers. Cruises in the Mediterranean have increased
by 8%, for a total of over 4 million cruisers. These data justify the interest in studying a
sector as important as cruise tourism and a destination as established as the city of Malaga
(capital of the Costa del Sol).

In this study, destination loyalty is considered to be a dependent variable of variance-
based structural equation modeling using partial least squares (PLS-SEM), while the
different attributes of tourist destination cognitive image and overall satisfaction with the
destination are predictor variables.

This article is organized in five sections, including the introduction. The second section
offers a literature review regarding the perception of cruise passengers towards tourism, as
well as the theoretical bases of the study and the relationship between image, satisfaction
and loyalty. The third section includes the methodology and the data collected from the
survey give to cruise passengers. The fourth section presents the results and the fifth
section includes a discussion about these results, in addition to conclusions, limitations
and proposed future lines of research.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses
2.1. Attributes of the Cognitive Image of a Tourist Destination

Although the first generic studies about the importance of perceived image on human
behavior were conducted in the 1950s [31,32], it was towards the end of the 20th century
when researchers began to consider image as a determining factor in the individual per-
ception of travelers and, consequently, in understanding their behavior and the tourist
destination selection process [33–35].

Accordingly, measuring the image of a tourist destination [35–38], analyzing the
changes in perception before, during and after the visit [39,40], determining the factors that
influence image [41,42] and understanding the elements that compose said image [43–46],
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have been addressed by academics in numerous scientific articles. In the area of market-
ing, Hallmann et al. [47] demonstrated that the purchase decision process is simplified
when the perception of a product or service is favorable and, therefore, their analysis is
an effective marketing strategy, which plays a decisive role in the communication and
commercialization of a destination as a tourism product.

There is a general consensus in the academic community that destination image is a
multidimensional concept with at least two components: affective and cognitive [19,48],
although some authors add a conative component as well [49,50].

The affective image of a destination refers to the emotions that individuals associate
with the place they are visiting [41,43,51–54], while the cognitive image of a destination is
related to the beliefs and knowledge a tourist has about the destination and arises from
their assessment of the perceived attributes [43,55–57].

Conative image, on the other hand, is associated with an individual’s behavior or
true intention towards the destination, such as revisiting it, recommending it [56,58,59]
or speaking positively about it [60]. Within this context, there are numerous researchers
that associate it with destination loyalty or behavioral intention more than a component of
destination image [12,19,55,61].

These dimensions can be studied separately in order to better understand their com-
plexity as a whole [49,62–64], as the authors have done in this paper, focusing on the
attributes of cognitive destination image for cruisers.

So, present research focuses on cognitive destination image. This election is justified,
as indicated by Walmsley and Young [65], because the cognitive component is more
descriptive, measurable and observable than the affective component and provides more
specific information about the destination that is easier to interpret [42]. There are numerous
empirical studies that analyze and support the cognitive component of destination image
for its ability to characterize a destination, e.g., [43,66], and, also, using a multi-attribute
approach [67–70].

The attributes that are most highly referenced by academics include environment
image (the main indicators of which include the natural environment and climate) [71],
green management [72,73], the atmosphere [74] and the singularity of cultural image and
cultural heritage [56]. Other noteworthy attributes include infrastructure image, which
mainly refers to available restaurant, shopping and accommodation services [43]. Similarly,
various authors consider other attributes to be integral to cognitive destination image, such
as attractions and entertainment image [12], accessibility image [75] and the perceived
value image of services [76].

For the purposes of this study, we consider cognitive destination image from a multi
attribute perspective, consisting of the aforementioned attributes we have adapted from
Chi and Qu [12]: environment image, available infrastructure image, attractions and
entertainment image, accessibility image and the perceived value image of services.

2.2. Impact of the Attributes of Cognitive Destination Image on Cruisers’ Satisfaction and Loyalty

Numerous researchers have studied the influence of cognitive destination image
on travelers’ satisfaction [19,77–81], loyalty and behavioral intention [55,82] or on both
concepts [12,16,17,83–87].

The correlation of destination image with satisfaction and loyalty has been studied
to a lesser degree in the cruise tourism sector [22,27,88,89]. However, there are very few
scientific studies that specifically analyze the relationship between cognitive image and
these constructs, which can be considered in certain cases to be either a relevant, positive
relationship [27,90] or of little significance [85].

Therefore, although there is research on the influence of a destination’s overall image
and some research on cognitive image, there are very few studies on the relationship of
each of the integral attributes of the destination’s cognitive image with travelers’ loyalty
and satisfaction and more so in the area of cruise tourism.
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2.2.1. Impact of Environment Image

Various authors have analyzed the influence of environment image on travelers’
satisfaction and loyalty. Jin et al. [91] define environment image as the relevant cognitive
experience that influences the perception of a place when an individual is traveling to
a specific destination. This perception affects their satisfaction and loyalty, especially in
relation to their intention to revisit or recommend the destination.

Several studies [79,92,93] have demonstrated a positive influence of the destination’s
environment image on tourists’ satisfaction. Research has also been conducted on its
influence on the behavioral intention model associated with loyalty [94]. Ortegón-Cortázar
and Royo-Vela [95] also demonstrated the indirect and positive influence of natural envi-
ronment on behavioral intention through satisfaction.

Among the specific literature about cruise tourism, authors such as Sanz-Blas and
Carvajal-Trujillo [96] or Toudert and Bringas-Rábago [27] have confirmed the direct relation-
ship of the environment image construct with satisfaction on the one hand and destination
loyalty on the other. Others, however, DiPietro and Peterson [25] or Silvestre et al. [26]
have focused their research on the relationship of the latent variable (environment image)
with the cruiser’s intention to return to the destination and recommend it.

Keeping in mind all of these considerations, we postulate the following hypotheses:

H1. Environment image has a direct, positive, influence on satisfaction.

H2. Environment image has a direct, positive, influence on loyalty.

H3. Satisfaction mediates between environment image and loyalty.

2.2.2. Impact of Attractions and Entertainment Image

As indicated by Albaity and Melhem [16], the attractions and entertainment image is
a determining factor in the selection of a tourist destination. This perception also affects
the general image of the destination, influencing other attributes and the decision-making
process [97]. Other authors such as Zhang [98] include this attribute in leisure experience.

The influence of a destination’s attractions and entertainment on travelers’ satisfaction
has been adequately studied in the scientific literature [93,99]. Similarly, the influence of
this cognitive attribute on loyalty and behavioral intention has also been considered in
multiple studies [92,100,101].

In the cruise tourism sector, from the best of our knowledge, no one has studied the
direct influence of attractions and entertainment image on cruisers’ satisfaction or their
future behavioral intention (as loyalty) in regard to the destination. However, there are
studies that measure indirectly how attractions and entertainment can influence satis-
faction such as Sanz-Blas and Carvajal-Trujillo [96] and Sanz-Blas et al. [89] include this
attribute in a second order construct (destination image) and demonstrate its influence on
cruisers’ satisfaction.

Furthermore, the items related to attractions and entertainment image (which the
authors have included in the dimension entitled tourism resources) have a low degree of
relevance in relation to the destination image construct as compared to other attributes
such as infrastructure image and environment image. However, Toudert and Bringas-
Rábago [27] consider that this construct has the greatest influence on cruisers’ satisfaction
for the destination Baja California.

We have also found few studies that indirectly analyze the influence of attractions
and entertainment on destination loyalty (revisiting and recommending it). Thus, Silvestre
et al. [26] have included what we call attractions and entertainment in a construct entitled
satisfaction with the city and the visit, concluding that there is no significant direct rela-
tionship between this construct (which includes attractions and entertainment image) and
cruisers’ destination loyalty. Additionally, Lee [102] tested a significant positive relation
between leisure experience and behavioral intention through destination perceived value.

Therefore, we have developed the following hypotheses based on the literature review:
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H4. Attractions and entertainment image has a direct, positive, influence on satisfaction.

H5. Attractions and entertainment image has a direct, positive, influence on loyalty.

H6. Satisfaction mediates the relationship between attractions and entertainment image and loyalty.

2.2.3. Impact of Infrastructure Image

Accommodations and restaurant services consist of a series of products and services,
making it a much more complex task to present an image that meets travelers’ expecta-
tions [103]. It is important to study the role of this infrastructure on destination image
since general satisfaction in the tourism sector is strongly related to infrastructure image,
specifically restaurant and accommodation services, among other variables [104]. A study
by Simarmata et al. [105] highlights that tourism infrastructure image (travel agencies,
accommodations and restaurants) has a significant influence on visitors’ satisfaction. In the
area of cruise tourism, various authors have confirmed that infrastructure is a decisive com-
ponent of destination image [41,96]. However, Puh [80] does not consider infrastructure to
play a decisive role in the formation of said image and, consequently, on satisfaction.

In regard to loyalty, various studies have concluded that if the image of the services
and infrastructure available at a destination are positive, this could stimulate word-of-
mouth recommendations, as well as travelers choosing to revisit the same destination in
the future [12,14,106]. Similarly, regarding cruise tourism, a positive experience at the port
of call has a decisive influence on travelers’ behavioral intention to revisit a specific port
and even to recommend visiting that destination to people they know [26]. Furthermore,
Nasir et al. [107] studied the indirect relationship between the infrastructure and loyalty
to destination

Consequently, based on the relevant literature, we propose the following hypotheses:

H7. Infrastructure and services image has a direct, positive, influence on satisfaction.

H8. Infrastructure and services image has a direct, positive, influence on loyalty.

H9. Satisfaction mediates between infrastructure and service image, and loyalty.

2.2.4. Impact of Perceived Value Image

Perceived value is defined by Zeithaml [108] as a consumer’s overall assessment
regarding the utility of a product or service, which is based on their perception of what
is received and what is given. According to Lovelock [109], this concept is the balance
between the perceived benefits and perceived costs.

Various studies have highlighted the importance of the relationship of the quality-
value-loyalty chain [76,110] specifically determined that quality is an antecedent of per-
ceived value, while satisfaction is a consequence of perceived value, which results in
an attitude of loyalty. Many authors have studied this relationship in the tourism sec-
tor [15,111–118]. In particular, a tourist’s perceived value of the quality of the trip is a
construct that is directly related to their satisfaction with said trip [119,120]. In turn, satis-
faction has an indirect relationship with loyalty [10,121]. Specifically, in the area of cruise
tourism, various authors have studied the price-quality relationship (a component of our
perceived value attribute) and its positive effect on satisfaction [26,88,122].

Similarly, other authors have demonstrated that perceived value in relation to loyalty
has a positive impact on a tourist’s decision to return to a destination [114,123]. According to
studies by various authors, this relationship is also true in the area of cruise tourism [124,125].

Based on the aforementioned literature, we propose the following hypotheses:

H10. Perceived value image has a direct, positive, influence on satisfaction.

H11. Perceived value image has a direct, positive, influence on destination loyalty.

H12. Satisfaction mediates between perceived value and loyalty.



Mathematics 2021, 9, 1218 6 of 24

2.2.5. Impact of Accessibility Image

The accessibility of a destination is one of the attributes of cognitive image that deter-
mines tourists’ satisfaction [79]. Many authors have considered the accessibility construct:
making sure that the area has the appropriate signage [126], the importance of the loca-
tion’s accessibility factors for disabled tourists [127] and access to tourism information [128].
In regard to cruisers, the urban environment has a significant influence [27] on having
a positive experience at the destination, which in turn influences the development of a
positive image of the location visited. Furthermore, Wisker et al. [129] studied the indirect
relationship between the accessibility and loyalty to destination.

Regarding its relationship with loyalty, tourists that positively value a destination’s
accessibility are more prone to travel during the off-season, which can help reduce the
effects of seasonality as they have more time and, on average, stay longer at the destination,
thereby spending more than average at said location. Furthermore, the more satisfied
visitors are with the tourism available at a destination, the more loyal they are to said
destination [75].

Consequently, we propose the following hypotheses:

H13. Accessibility image has a direct, positive, influence on satisfaction.

H14. Accessibility image has a direct, positive, influence on destination loyalty.

H15. Satisfaction mediates between accessibility image and loyalty.

2.3. Influence of Tourists’ Satisfaction on Destination Loyalty

The relationship between satisfaction with the travel experience and destination
loyalty or behavioral intention has been amply studied in the scientific literature. Sat-
isfaction is considered to be both an antecedent [13–15] and a mediator of image and
loyalty [12,83,86,130].

In addition to a rational preference, satisfaction often leads to an emotional relation-
ship, which creates greater customer loyalty [131]. Loyalty also makes customers more
prone to recommend a tourist service to the people they know [132]. In parallel, in the
cruise tourism sector, cruisers’ satisfaction is also a determining factor of loyalty. Silvestre
et al. [26] determined that satisfaction with the city and the visit is a more decisive de-
termining factor than satisfaction with establishments and services. Similarly, Brida and
Coletti [133] concluded that the probability of cruise tourists revisiting a destination de-
pends on their satisfaction with their experience at the destination. Along these lines, other
researchers have concluded that general satisfaction has a positive influence on cruisers’
loyalty, which is understood as their intention to return to the destination and recommend
it [96,134]. Similarly, according to Satta et al. [135], there is a positive relationship between
satisfaction with the destination and cruisers’ word-of-mouth recommendations. Finally,
Toudert and Bringas-Rábago [27] and Albaity and Melhem [16] have analyzed the influence
of satisfaction as a mediator between a cruise’s image and destination loyalty.

Therefore, in accordance with the points made above, we propose the following hypothesis:

H16. Overall satisfaction has a direct, positive, significant influence on destination loyalty.

3. Data Collection and Methods
3.1. Description of the Study Location: Malaga (Costa del Sol, Spain)

Malaga, the capital of the Costa del Sol (Andalusia, Spain) is a coastal city in the
Mediterranean and tourism is the most important component of its economy. In 2019, the
city had a population of 574,654 residents and received over 1.4 million tourists, making it
the third largest tourist destination in Spain in terms of the annual number of visitors [136]
and the second largest in terms of the number of cruisers in continental Spain, after
Barcelona, with a total of 477,001 cruise passengers [29]. Consequently, Malaga was chosen
for this study due to its importance in Spain’s cruise tourism sector (Figure 1).
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3.2. Sample, Data Collection and Construct Measures

A cross-sectional study was conducted with a random sample using raw data from a
survey in which cruise tourists are the unit of analysis. The data were collected throughout
the year 2019 from cruisers traveling on different ships. The questionnaire was handed out
in person, in hard copy format, as passengers were boarding the ship after returning from
visiting the city. Once the data were collected, a total of 457 valid surveys were considered
(from a total of 470 collected) and there were no missing values (Table 1). The survey is
included in the Supplementary Material.

Table 1. Descriptive sociodemographic.

Range Frequency Percentage Indicator Category Frequency Percentage

Age 18–30 74 16.2 Sex Man 217 47.5
30–40 51 11.2 Woman 240 52.5
40–50 59 12.9 Total 457 100.0
50–60 86 18.8 N (sample size)
60–70 129 28.2 Valid 457 100.0
70–90 58 12.7 Missing 0 0

Source: Own elaboration from SPSS.

A 7-point Likert scale was used to evaluate the degree of agreement or disagreement
with each statement (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = neutral, 7 = strongly agree). The frequency
and percentage of the respondents’ ages and genders were included in the survey (see
Table 1). At a 5% level of significance and a statistical power of 80%, with a maximum of
3 arrows pointing at a construct in the structural model and a minimum of 10% explained
variance, according to this author, the minimum sample size is 300 [139] and, therefore, the
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sample more than fulfills this requirement. Table 2 shows the items included in the survey
and their descriptive measures.

Table 2. Survey items about the city of Malaga (Andalusia, Spain).

Indicators or Items No. Mean Me Min Max Standard
Deviation

Excess
Kurtosis Skewness

1st construct: 1. Environment
1.1. Pleasant weather 1 5.796 6 1 7 1.43 1.394 −1.279
1.2. Clean and tidy environment 2 6.039 6 2 7 1.19 0.513 −1.139
1.3. Friendly and helpful local people 3 5.937 6 1 7 1.194 0.943 −1.101
1.4. Safe and secure environment 4 5.921 6 1 7 1.237 0.597 −1.082
1.5. Picturesque views 5 6.035 7 1 7 1.185 0.189 −1.018
2nd construct: 2. Attractions and entertainment
2.1. Wide arrays of shows/exhibitions 6 4.521 4 1 7 1.075 0.903 1.33
2.2. Wide variety of entertainment 7 4.519 4 2 7 1.059 0.885 1.345
2.3. Tempting cultural events 8 4.593 4 1 7 1.15 0.27 1.118
3rd construct: 3. Infrastructure and service
3.1. Wide selection of restaurants/cuisine 9 5.508 6 1 7 1.312 −0.837 −0.373
3.2. Wide variety of shopping options 10 5.597 6 1 7 1.274 −0.391 −0.537
3.3. Wide choice of accommodations 11 4.648 4 1 7 1.144 0.185 0.949
3.4. Reasonable price for food and accommodation 12 5.186 5 1 7 1.287 −0.737 −0.079
4th construct: 4. Perceived value
4.1. Good value for money 13 5.263 5 1 7 1.325 −0.694 −0.265
4.2. Reasonable price for attractions and activities 14 5.026 5 1 7 1.323 −0.793 0.168
4.3. Good bargain shopping 15 4.814 4 1 7 1.429 −0.399 0.046
4.4. Appropriate signposting 16 5.449 6 1 7 1.382 −0.523 −0.501
5th construct:5. Accessibility
5.1. Easy access to city center 17 5.917 6 1 7 1.265 1.022 −1.146
5.2. Disabled access 18 4.814 4 1 7 1.261 −0.382 0.498
5.3. Tourism information points 19 5.56 6 1 7 1.3 −0.386 −0.552
6th construct: 6. Satisfaction with destination
6.1. Overall Satisfaction (1 item) 20 6.088 6 3 7 1.008 0.514 −1.05
7th construct: 7. Loyalty with destination
7.1. Intention to revisit it 21 5.737 6 1 7 1.415 1.024 −1.171
7.2. Intention to recommend 22 6.057 6 1 7 1.142 1.696 −1.304

Note: N = Total participants = 457; Me = Median. Source: Own elaboration from [140].

Infrastructure, perceived value and accessibility have been validated as measurement
instruments by Chi and Qu [12]. Environment and, also, attractions and entertainment
has been validated by means of individual factor analysis for each construct with SPSS
software prior to import the database to the software SmartPLS. Different studies have
used the overall satisfaction as measure, e.g., [12,79,141,142]. In addition, as we mentioned
in the introduction section, loyalty can be measured through the variables used to mea-
sure behavioral intention, the return intention and the recommendations to friends and
relatives [8–10,12,61,80,143–146].

3.3. Data Analysis

In our case, the descriptive analysis of the items in the measurement scales confirmed
that the data does not follow a normal distribution based on skewness as the data exceeds
the recommended thresholds of ±1 [147].

For this study, we opted to use variance-based structural equation modeling estimated
with partial least squares (PLS-SEM). These models are intended to predict and explain the
variance of the endogenous construct under study (loyalty) by means of different latent
variables that are predictors (cognitive image and satisfaction attributes).

Theoretical concepts of behavioural investigation are usually represented as latent
variables according to Benitez et al. [148]. Following Dijkstra and Henseler [149], the use
of PLSc is a recommended method to consistently estimates model in case the common
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factor model is true; and it is equally recommended in comparison with the covariance
based structural equation modelling. Additionally, Dijkstra and Henseler conclude that
the PLSc approach report less problems in the framework of non-recursive linear reflective
model [149]. Among other reasons, these aforementioned facts justify the selection of PLSc.
Later, we have computed the model with partial least squares structural equation modeling
with the software SmartPLS version 3.3 [140] using PLSc to test the hypotheses.

Two phases englobe the assessment of the PLS-SEM: Firstly, the evaluation of the
measurement model and, secondly, the assessment of the structural model. Concerning the
mediation, Nitzl et al. [150] is followed. To end with this section and based on the literature
review described earlier, we propose a confirmatory model with a nomogram (Figure 2)
showing the relationships between the constructs, as well as the sign and direction of
said relationships.
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Figure 2. Confirmatory model. Source: Own elaboration using [140].

4. Results
4.1. Measurement Model

Following the recommendations based on the functionality of SmartPLS, PLSc was
selected since the constructs are common factors. The evaluation of the measurement model
of reflective constructs with its corresponding items included various assessments [151,152]
item reliability, internal consistency reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity.

Concerning the items removed from the measurement models, firstly, it should be
noted the item 5.3 of construct accessibility was removed; the outer loading was below
0.6 and after removing from the model, AVE has increased [153,154]. Secondly, it was
removed from infrastructure the indicator 3.3 variety of accommodation as we realize that
cruise passengers do not spend nights in destination. The rest items from first construct
environment with outer below 0.7, but near of this value, were not removed due to
content validity.
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Firstly, in regard to item reliability, the external load must be greater than or equal to 0.6
for an exploratory model and 0.7 for a confirmatory model (Tables 3 and A1 of Appendix A
for more description). Secondly, internal consistency reliability was evaluated using
composite reliability, [155,156], Dijkstra–Henseler RhoA and Cronbach’s alpha [157], both
of which must be greater than 0.7. Convergent validity was measured using the Average
Variance Extracted (AVE) [158], which must be greater than 0.5. The aforementioned
threshold requirements were all met in our case, as shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Item reliability, internal consistency reliability and convergent validity.

Constructs Related to Malaga Destination CA > 0.7 RhoA > 0.7 CR > 0.7 AVE > 0.7
Factorial
Loadings

(Min.; Max.)

1. Environment 0.836 0.843 0.838 0.510 (0.533; 0.823) *
2. Attractions and entertainment 0.915 0.919 0.917 0.787 (0.736; 0.962) *
3. Infrastructure and service 0.822 0.824 0.822 0.699 (0.735; 0.904) *
4. Perceived value 0.859 0.861 0.860 0.606 (0.663; 0.851) *
5. Accessibility 0.807 0.808 0.807 0.583 (0.681; 0.843) *
6. Satisfaction with destination (1 item) 1 1 1 1 (1.000)
7. Loyalty with destination 0.832 0.871 0.846 0.736 (0.680; 1.000) *

Note: CA: Cronbach’s alpha; RhoA: Dijkstra–Henseler rho (also denotes by ρA), CR: Composite reliability; AVE: Average variance extracted.
Obtained from the * 95% Confidence Intervals. Source: [140].

Multiple criteria can be used to analyze discriminant validity, which measures how
different the constructs are from each other. In this case, two criteria were used: first, the
criterion of Fornell and Larcker [158], which consists of comparing the correlations between
constructs with the square root of the AVE and the correlations between constructs and
any of said correlations exceeding the AVE; second, the Heterotrait–Monotrait ratio of
correlations (HTMT), which should not exceed 0.90 [159]. All of the established threshold
requirements for the measurement model evaluation were met in this study, according to
the calculated values shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Discriminant validity: Fornell and Lacker versus Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio criteria.

Construct 1. Environment 2. Attractions and
Entertainment

3. Infrastructures
and Services

4. Perceived
Value 5. Accessibility 6. Satisfaction 7. Loyalty

1. Environment 0.714 0.357 0.589 0.541 0.681 0.646 0.667

2. Attractions and
entertainment 0.357 0.887 0.462 0.472 0.387 0.262 0.299

3. Infrastructures
and services 0.592 0.460 0.836 0.555 0.590 0.408 0.425

4. Perceived value 0.539 0.470 0.556 0.778 0.608 0.472 0.467

5. Accessibility 0.679 0.386 0.589 0.607 0.763 0.538 0.508

6. Satisfaction 0.644 0.262 0.409 0.472 0.538 1.000 0.791

7. Loyalty 0.658 0.297 0.422 0.460 0.507 0.784 0.858

Source: [140]. Note: The square of AVE in the diagonal. Constructs’ inter-correlations under diagonal and HTMT values over the diagonal.

4.2. Structural Model

In this case, all of the bootstrap exact fit tests (the standardized root mean square
Residual, SRMR, the unweighted least squares discrepancy, DULS, and the geodesic
discrepancy, DG) of the assessed model were computed, providing no significant results
(p > 0.005); thus, the model fit is not satisfactory. However, other scholars disagree with
these requirements according to Chin et al. [160].

The structural model was evaluated according to the recommendations made in
various studies [147,161,162]. The assessment of the internal model includes: (1) collinearity
between constructs; (2) the model’s predictive power using the coefficient of determination
(R2) and the Stone Geisser Q2 coefficient [163,164], (3) evaluation of effect size f2; and (4)
statistical significance and relevance of the path coefficients.
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4.2.1. Collinearity Assessment

In order to evaluate the degree of collinearity with the constructs preceding the
endogenous construct, the software calculates the reciprocal of the tolerance (TOL); that is,
the variance inflation factor (VIF = 1/TOL). In the context of PLS-SEM, TOL values that
are less than or equal to 0.20, equivalent to VIF values greater than or equal to 5, mean
that there is a potential problem of collinearity [152]. Nevertheless, other authors use other
thresholds, considering VIF values greater than 3.3 [165], as well as a value of 5 [166]. After
calculating the VIF, the results indicate that there are no potential problems of collinearity
between the latent variables (see Table 5).

Table 5. Variance inflation factor (VIF).

Constructs’ VIF 6. Satisfaction 7. Loyalty

1. Environment 2.109 2.560

2. Attractions and entertainments 1.388 1.389

3. Infrastructure and services 1.929 1.932

4. Perceived value 1.896 1.938

5. Accessibility 2.293 2.329

6. Satisfaction 1.804
Source: [140].

4.2.2. Predictive Power

Two measurements were used to quantify the predictive power of this structural
model: the coefficient of determination R2 and Stone–Geisser Q2 criteria. First, the coeffi-
cient of determination measures the model’s predictive precision and R2 ≥ 0.1 is recom-
mended [167]. However, another criterion has been established, considering that values
of 0.1, 0.25 and 0.5 are weak, moderate and substantial, respectively [147]. The results
are greater than the minimum threshold R2 ≥ 0.1, with loyalty values at R2 = 0.658 and
satisfaction at R2 = 0.446 (next to substantial); therefore, our model has a substantial pre-
dictive power in relation to R2 (Table 6). The general rule indicates that a cross-validated
redundancy of Q2 > 0.5 is considered to be a predictive model [139]. In this case, the
Q2 criterion by Stone–Geisser is close to the established threshold in the case of loyalty
(Table 6).

Table 6. Variance explained and cross-validated redundancy index.

Dependent Construct R2 Q2

6. Satisfaction 0.446 * 0.378
7. Loyalty 0.658 * 0.466

Source: [140]. Note. * p < 0.05.

4.2.3. Effect Size f2

The change produced in the value of R2 by eliminating an exogenous latent variable
from the structural model can be used to indicate whether the omitted construct has a
substantial impact on the endogenous construct. This change is measured by the effect
size (f2). The construct’s effect size measures the impact of the exogenous variable in the
structural model’s predictive power. Values in the range: 0.02 ≤ f2 < 0.15, 0.15 < f2 ≤ 0.35
and f2 ≥ 0.35 indicate weak, moderate and strong effects, respectively, according to Co-
hen [168]. In our case, all of the f2 values fluctuate between 0.00 and 0.606. The effect size of
cruise tourists’ satisfaction when explaining loyalty is strong (0.606), the f2 of environment
image when explaining satisfaction is moderate (0.214). Moreover, the f2 of perceived value
when explaining satisfaction (0.022) are weak likewise environment on loyalty (0.071). The
rest of the effects are essentially non-existent or without any effect (0.000 to 0.016), whether
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for the image of the rest of the latent variables when explaining satisfaction or the image of
the rest of the constructs when explaining loyalty (Table A2).

4.2.4. Path Coefficients, Significance and Relevance

In bootstrapping, subsamples are created with randomly drawn observations (with
replacement) from the original set of data, with the same sample size as the study’s original
sample (457 cases). To ensure the stability of the results, there must be a large number of
subsamples. The significance of the normalized path coefficients was obtained through
a bootstrap resampling procedure of 5000 samples of the same number of observations
(457 cases), which is considered to be the ideal number of bootstrap samples [169,170]. The
standardized path coefficients reported in the path diagram (Figure 3) are significant at a
level of 5%.
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The relevance of the normalized path coefficients was obtained from the comparison
between said coefficients, keeping in mind that the greater the value of these coefficients,
greater the relevance. The direct path coefficients of the constructs of environment image
and perceived value are significant and positive (Table 7) in relation to satisfaction, with
environment image being the most relevant of the two image sub-dimensions with a value
of 0.500, followed by perceived value. However, the relationships between attractions
and entertainment image, infrastructure and services and accessibility with satisfaction
are not significant. In regard to loyalty, only the constructs of environment image and
satisfaction have significant direct effects, with satisfaction having the most substantial
effect (0.500) after satisfaction in loyalty (0.612). Furthermore, we included the variance
account for (VAF) equals to the proportion that indirect effect represents from total effect
(also in percentage). It is a supplementary and secondary criterion: VAF below 20% is
considered no mediation; VAF between 20% and 80% is partial mediation and greater than
80% full mediation [147].

Table 7. Direct, indirect and total effect concerning to model for Malaga destination.

HYPOS Direct Path Coefficient
(Percent.Boot.95%CI) Sig.

supported H1 Environment directly affects satisfaction. 0.500
(0.392; 0.617) *

supported H2 Environment directly affects loyalty. 0.250
(0.103; 0.394) *

rejected H4 Attractions and entertainments image directly
affects satisfaction.

−0.022
(−0.090; 0.042) NS

rejected H5 Attractions and entertainments image directly
affects loyalty.

0.041
(−0.018; 0.103) NS

rejected H7 Infrastructure and service image directly
affects satisfaction.

−0.044
(−0.156; 0.064) NS

rejected H8 Infrastructure and service image directly
affects loyalty.

0.004
(−0.103; 0.106) NS

supported H10 Perceived value image directly affects satisfaction. 0.152
(0.046; 0.254) *

rejected H11 Perceived value image directly affects loyalty. 0.034
(−0.072; 0.141) NS

rejected H13 Accessibility image directly affects satisfaction. 0.141
(−0.014; 0.287) NS

rejected H14 Accessibility image directly affects loyalty. −0.030
(−0.186; 0.121) NS

supported H16 Overall satisfaction affects loyalty. 0.612
(0.508; 0.714) *

Specific Indirect Path Coefficient
(Percent.Boot.95%CI) Sig. VAF

supported H3 Environment indirectly affects loyalty
through satisfaction.

0.306
(0.230; 0.396) * 55.07%

partial mediation

rejected H6 Attractions and entertainments affects loyalty
indirectly through satisfaction.

−0.013
(−0.057; 0.025) NS –

rejected H9 Infrastructure and service image affects loyalty
indirectly through satisfaction.

−0.027
(−0.096; 0.040) NS –

supported H12 Perceived value image affects loyalty indirectly
through satisfaction.

0.093
(0.028; 0.159) * 73.30%

partial mediation

rejected H15 Accessibility image affects loyalty indirectly
through satisfaction.

0.086
(−0.008; 0.182) NS –
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Table 7. Cont.

Total = Direct + Indirect Coefficient
(Percent.Boot.95%CI) Sig.

Direct effect H1 Environment influences on satisfaction. 0.500
(0.392; 0.617) *

Direct and
indirect H2 Environment influences on loyalty. 0.556

(0.410; 0.707) *

No effect H4 Attractions and entertainments influences
on satisfaction.

−0.022
(−0.090; 0.042) NS

No effect H5 Attractions and entertainments influences on loyalty. 0.028
(−0.042; 0.101) NS

No effect H7 Infrastructure and service influences on satisfaction. −0.044
(−0.156; 0.064) NS

No effect H8 Infrastructure and service influences on loyalty. −0.023
(−0.153; 0.102) NS

Direct effect H10 Perceived value influences on satisfaction. 0.152
(0.046; 0.254) *

Direct and
indirect H11 Perceived value influences on loyalty. 0.127

(0.011; 0.240) *

No effect H3 Accessibility influences on satisfaction. 0.141
(−0.014; 0.287) NS

No effect H14 Accessibility influences on loyalty. 0.056
(−0.121; 0.228) NS

Direct effect H16 Satisfaction influences on loyalty. 0.612
(0.508; 0.714) *

Note: HYPOS, hypotheses, Perc.Boot.CI, Percentile bootstrap confidence intervals, Sig.: Significant, NS: Not significant. *: p < 0.05. Variance
account for (VAF). Source: Own from [140].

Considering that the direct effects of the other constructs of the destination’s cognitive
image are not significant in relation to loyalty, it is interesting to study the mediating
role of satisfaction on said constructs and classify all these relationships. In the case of
attractions and entertainment, infrastructure and services and, finally, in accessibility, there
is no mediation; that is, they have no effect on loyalty, as both the direct and indirect
effects are not statistically significant. Additionally, satisfaction is a partial collaborative—
complementary—mediator between environment image and loyalty likewise perceived
value and loyalty is (Table 8). Whether the direct or indirect path coefficients are signif-
icant or not is repeated in Table 8, summarizing the comparisons under consideration.
Furthermore, Figure 3 offers a comprehensive visualization of the path model for the
estimated model.
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Table 8. Mediation analysis of satisfaction.

Path Sig. Sign Hypotheses Result of Satisfaction as Mediator between Each
Image’s Sub-Dimension and Loyalty

Environment directly affects loyalty. Yes (+)
H3: Satisfaction mediates between

environment and loyalty.

H3 supported.

Environment affects indirectly to loyalty through satisfaction. Yes (+) Type of mediation: partial and positive.
It is a collaborative-complementary-partial mediator.

Conclusion: Satisfaction mediates between environment and loyalty through satisfaction, partially and positively.

Attraction and entertainment directly affects loyalty. No H6: Satisfaction mediates between attraction
and entertainment and loyalty.

H6 rejected.

Attraction and entertainment indirectly affects loyalty. No No effect, no mediation.

Conclusion: Satisfaction does not mediate between attractions and entertainments and loyalty.
Attraction and entertainment have no effect on loyalty (neither direct nor indirect)

Infrastructure and services directly affects loyalty. No H9: Satisfaction mediates between
infrastructure and services and loyalty.

H9 rejected.

Infrastructure and services indirectly affects loyalty. No No effect, no mediation.

Conclusion respect to infrastructure and services: Satisfaction mediates between infrastructure and services and loyalty through satisfaction.
Infrastructure and services have no effect on loyalty (neither direct nor indirect)

Perceived value directly affects loyalty. Yes (+)
H12: Satisfaction mediates between perceived

value and loyalty.

H12 supported.

Perceived value indirectly affects loyalty. Yes (+) Type of mediation: partial and positive.
It is a collaborative-complementary-partial mediator.

Conclusion: Satisfaction mediates between perceived value and loyalty through satisfaction, partially and positively.

Accessibility directly affects loyalty. No H15: Satisfaction mediates between
accessibility and loyalty. H15 rejected.

Accessibility indirectly affects loyalty. No No effect, no mediation.

Conclusion: Satisfaction does not mediate between accessibility and loyalty.
Accessibility has no effect on loyalty (neither direct nor indirect).

Note: Sig.: Significant at level 5% based on one-side test. Source: Own elaboration.
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5. Discussions and Conclusions
5.1. Theoretical Implications

This study presents a model that explains the influence of the cognitive attributes of
tourist destination image on destination loyalty, as well as the mediating role of cruisers’
overall satisfaction between each of these attributes and loyalty. One of the most relevant
elements of this research as compared to other prior studies is the consideration of the
individual influence of each of the attributes of cognitive destination image on both cruisers’
satisfaction and loyalty. The few prior studies on cruise tourism offer overall results of
destination image as a second-order construct, providing generic conclusions about its
influence on satisfaction and loyalty [22,27,88,89]. However, this study allows us to answer
which specific constructs of cognitive image are determining factors of cruisers’ satisfaction
and which constructs influence destination loyalty.

In comparison with Chi and Qu’s research [12], our study includes the image desti-
nation in sub-dimensions in the model; meanwhile, Chi and Qu considered a construct
of the overall image destination. Similarly, we also analyze direct and indirect effects of
image through overall satisfaction. Specifically, our model is a sub-model of these authors
with the novelty of considering the image divided into different dimensions in order to
detect which constructs affects more to the satisfaction and the loyalty. Finally, this survey
was conducted during the whole year; therefore, seasonality may not restrict the research
findings to summer tourists.

With regards to Chen and Phou [66], they did not assess the destination image direct
relation to loyalty with destination, only indirectly through the satisfaction. Similarly, we
do assess the cognitive dimension of the destination image; however, they did this as an
overall image, while in our study, the destination image is divided into five dimensions, as
we have mentioned above.

From the results of this study, we can conclude that a destination’s environment
image is the attribute of cognitive image that has the greatest influence on cruisers’ over-
all satisfaction, through a direct, positive, substantial relationship. This conclusion is in
line with the study by Sanz-Blas and Carvajal-Trujillo [96], which demonstrates that the
travel environment is the component of destination image that plays the most decisive
role in cruisers’ satisfaction in Valencia (Spain). However, in a study about the destination
Ensenada (Baja California), Toudert and Bringas-Rabago [27] consider that although en-
vironment image has a significant direct effect on satisfaction, it has less of an influence
than other cognitive components such as a destination’s attractions and entertainment and
the urban environment. These coincidences may be due to the fact that both destinations
Valencia and Malaga are Mediterranean ports and, therefore, present a similar conception
of environment image as compared to destinations at other latitudes, such as Ensenada. It
also may be possible that cruisers in the Mediterranean have different expectations and
that factors such as climate and picturesque views are more decisive in the construct of
satisfaction than in other types of cruises, depending on their destinations. Ultimately,
maintaining a pleasant, distinguishable environment should satisfactorily meet cruisers’
motivations and expectations, as suggested by Qu and Ping [171].

Attributes such as the destination’s attractions and entertainment image, or the image
of infrastructure such as restaurants, hotels and shops, do not have an influence on cruisers’
satisfaction or destination loyalty. These results corroborate the results obtained by Sanz-
Blas et al. [89] and, partially, by Toudert and Bringas-Rábago [27], since the latter authors
conclude that attractions are especially relevant.

On the other hand, cognitive attributes of the destination’s image such as accessibility
and the perceived value of services do have a direct influence on cruisers’ satisfaction
and also have an indirect influence on loyalty, to a lesser degree, although it has a weaker
effect than environment image. These conclusions are in line with the results of a study
conducted by Meng et al. [88], which were obtained from the opinions of passengers on
the Star Cruise line.
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Another important finding of this article is that environment image not only has
an influence on cruisers’ satisfaction, but that it also has a positive, direct, significant
relationship with destination loyalty. These results are in accordance with the findings of
DiPietro and Peterson [25], who also concluded that positive experiences with environment
image contribute to cruisers revisiting and recommending a destination. However, these
results differ from those obtained by Silvestre et al. [26] in regard to a similar construct that
does not influence cruisers’ loyalty.

Perceived value does not have a direct influence on loyalty; however, it does have an
indirect effect through satisfaction, which acts as a total mediator in this case, although
the indirect effect is weak. While these results are in line with the findings of various
authors [124,125], they differ from those obtained by Murphy et al. [114] in regard to the
direct relationship between the perceived value of tourism services and loyalty. Similarly,
accessibility only has an indirect influence on loyalty through the mediation of satisfaction.
This may be due to the fact that cruisers’ assessment of accessibility depends on a positive
perception of overall satisfaction.

Along these lines, the conclusion that cruisers’ overall satisfaction has a decisive
influence on loyalty confirms what has been established by prior studies, both in the
tourism sector in general [13–15] and in cruise tourism in particular [96,134].

Finally, the results of this study corroborate the mediating role of satisfaction between
image and loyalty, in accordance with the results obtained by other authors in both a
general context [12,84,86,130] and within the specific context of cruises [16,27].

5.2. Managerial Implications

The attributes of cognitive image that have a significant influence on cruisers’ satis-
faction and loyalty (environment image, perceived value and accessibility) fall under the
responsibility of destination management organizations such as city councils, business own-
ers, trade associations and other public and private institutions. These institutions must
proactively manage the variables that can produce satisfactory experiences for cruisers and
help them develop a bond, both cognitive and emotional, when visiting the city.

The confirmation that overall satisfaction influences loyalty enables management
organizations to develop more efficient loyalty strategies for their respective destinations.
Therefore, if the goal is to get cruisers to return to the destination or for them to recommend
it to the people they know, it is of the utmost importance to focus on issues of cleanliness,
picturesque locations, safety and hospitality. These variables (which pertain to the attribute
environment image) have the greatest influence on cruisers’ satisfaction and loyalty, both
directly and indirectly.

Meeting the expectations that cruisers associate with a destination’s image is also
crucial in this process of producing satisfaction and, consequently, loyalty. Otherwise, not
only does it limit the likelihood of cruisers revisiting a destination, it also means that they
would not give positive feedback about the destination to the people they know. If cruisers
were to revisit the destination on another cruise, it would actively contribute to moderating
the significant seasonality of hotels in the city of Malaga.

We believe that it is crucial to involve not only relevant institutions, but also the
destination’s local residents through appropriate communication and loyalty strategies for
these kinds of initiatives, for example, through challenges, public greetings or promotional
messages regarding the importance of welcoming cruise tourists and their significance in
the local economy. These initiatives should be integrated in the destination’s marketing
and strategic plans.

5.3. Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

This study reveals various limitations in addition to laying the groundwork for future
research. One limitation to keep in mind is that the data refers to a specific port in the
Mediterranean, which has specific, unique characteristics that are different from other ports
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of a similar scale. Similarly, the data were collected just before the emergence of COVID-19
and its consequences for cruise ships and their respective destinations.

It would, therefore, be important for future studies to expand the field of research,
conducting a comparison with other destination ports that have other characteristics that
differ from the Mediterranean. It would also be interesting to apply panel data using
information post-COVID-19, in addition to the prior data that were collected. Lastly, we
recommend expanding the cognitive attributes of the destination’s image, considering the
specific health risks associated with the disease and the destination’s healthcare system.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Outer loadings.

Constructs
Indicators Outer Loadings t Statistics p-Value 5.0% 95.0%

1. Environment
1.1. Pleasant weather 0.611 13.572 0.000 0.533 0.681
1.2. Clean and tidy environment 0.764 21.962 0.000 0.704 0.818
1.3. Friendly and helpful local people 0.732 19.363 0.000 0.669 0.793
1.4. Safe and secure environment 0.768 22.219 0.000 0.709 0.823
1.5. Picturesque views 0.685 14.857 0.000 0.604 0.757

2. Attractions and entertainment
2.1. Wide arrays of shows/exhibitions 0.906 26.209 0.000 0.847 0.962
2.2. Wide variety of entertainment 0.916 31.524 0.000 0.866 0.962
2.3. Tempting cultural events 0.836 14.684 0.000 0.736 0.919

3. Infrastructure and service
3.1. Wide selection of restaurants/cuisine 0.807 25.841 0.000 0.754 0.857
3.2. Wide variety of shopping options 0.864 33.260 0.000 0.819 0.904
3.3. Wide choice of accommodations – – – – –

4. Perceived value
4.1. Reasonable price for food and accommodation 0.795 23.608 0.000 0.735 0.847
4.2. Good value for money 0.803 25.353 0.000 0.749 0.851
4.3. Reasonable price for attractions and activities 0.731 18.390 0.000 0.663 0.793
4.4. Good bargain shopping 0.782 18.252 0.000 0.710 0.850

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/math9111218/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/math9111218/s1
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Table A1. Cont.

Constructs
Indicators Outer Loadings t Statistics p-Value 5.0% 95.0%

5. Accessibility
5.1. Appropriate signposting 0.752 23.573 0.000 0.699 0.804
5.2. Easy access to city center 0.794 25.280 0.000 0.741 0.843
5.3. Disabled access – – – – –
5.4. Tourism information points 0.743 20.796 0.000 0.681 0.799

6. Satisfaction with destination (1 item)
6.1. Overall satisfaction 1.000 1.000 1.000

7. Loyalty with destination
7.1. Intention to revisit it 0.742 21.059 0.000 0.680 0.798
7.2. Intention to recommend 0.960 38.125 0.000 0.918 1.002

Source: Own elaboration from [140].

Table A2. Effect size f2.

Constructs Related to Malaga Destination f2 p-Value Type

Environment on satisfaction 0.214 0.002 Moderate
Environment on loyalty 0.071 0.112 Weak

Attractions and entertainments on satisfaction 0.001 0.439
Attractions and entertainments on loyalty 0.004 0.333
Infrastructure and servicies on satisfaction 0.002 0.413

Infrastructure and servicies on loyalty 0.000 0.499
Perceived value on satisfaction 0.022 0.126 Moderate

Perceived value on loyalty to destination 0.002 0.443
Accessibility on satisfaction with destination 0.016 0.243

Accessibility on loyalty to destination 0.001 0.476
Satisfaction with destination on loyalty 0.606 0.002 Substantial

Source: Own elaboration from [140].
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