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Abstract

Sustainable heritage tourism requires more than just increasing destination visibility; it relies on
effectively turning digital marketing into community engagement and authentic cultural experiences.
Although digital branding, community-based tourism (CBT), and cultural experiences are important,
researchers have often studied them separately, limiting insight into their roles in sustainability. This
study examines and compares how these three factors impact sustainable heritage tourism in the
Mount Penanggungan heritage landscape in East Java, Indonesia. Using a cross-sectional, quantitative
approach, we gathered data from 397 visitors through purposive sampling and analyzed it using partial
least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM). Results show that digital branding strongly
influences CBT (B = 0.774) and positively affects cultural experiences (B = 0.374), but has a moderate
direct effect on sustainable tourism (B = 0.218). CBT positively impacts both cultural experiences (B =
0.484) and sustainable tourism (B = 0.247), with cultural experience being the most significant direct
predictor of sustainable tourism (B = 0.482). The model explains 76.6% of the variance in sustainable
tourism. These findings challenge strategies that focus solely on promotion, illustrating that digital
visibility alone does not ensure sustainability. The study recommends an integrated framework where
digital branding enables community governance through CBT, with cultural experience serving as the key
immediate driver of sustainability. Heritage destinations should, therefore, combine digital efforts with
community empowerment and authentic cultural interpretation instead of only increasing visibility.

INTRODUCTION

The global tourism industry has displayed notable resilience following the COVID-19 pandemic, with
international travel rapidly approaching pre-COVID levels. This recovery has revitalized employment,
regional enterprises, investment, and destination economies, notably in regions heavily reliant on tourism
[1], [2], [3]. However, the swift recovery has also raised concerns about environmental degradation,
resource overuse, cultural commodification, over-tourism, and the unequal distribution of tourism
benefits [4], [5], [6], [7]. These issues show that increased visitor arrivals and tourism revenue do not
inherently enhance destination sustainability or community well-being. As a result, current tourism
discourse increasingly assesses destinations based on their capacity to maintain environmental
integrity, empower local communities, preserve cultural resources, and foster economic resilience, rather
than focusing solely on visitor numbers or short-term economic gains [3], [8], [9], [10]. This evolution
shows a broader understanding that sustainable tourism necessitates balancing destination
competitiveness, community welfare, cultural continuity, responsible tourist behavior, and ecological
resilience.

The global tourism industry has demonstrated remarkable resilience following the COVID-19 pandemic,
with international travel recovering rapidly and revitalizing employment, local businesses, investment,
and destination economies [1], [2], [3]. However, this recovery has also intensified environmental
degradation, resource overuse, cultural commaodification, over-tourism, and unequal benefit distribution
[4], [5], [6], [7]. Consequently, tourism sustainability is increasingly assessed through environmental
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integrity, community well-being, cultural preservation, economic resilience, and responsible tourism
practices rather than visitor growth alone [3], [8], [9], [10].

Heritage tourism poses distinct challenges for sustainable tourism because heritage resources serve as
attractions, expressions of collective identity, sources of community livelihood, and irreplaceable public
assets. While cultural heritage destinations can generate employment, promote urban and rural
regeneration, reinforce territorial identity, and revitalize traditional economic activities, they are also
susceptible to commercialization, physical deterioration, overcrowding, loss of historical authenticity,
and weakened community attachment to local heritage [11], [12], [13], [14]. The commodification of
heritage may oversimplify historical narratives and prioritize marketable representations over values
important to local communities. Therefore, sustainable heritage tourism should be understood as an
integrated system in which cultural resources, residents, visitors, institutions, businesses, governance
structures, and technological innovation interact to sustain long-term destination resilience [15], [16)],
[17],[18].

This systemic perspective aligns with the Sustainable Development Goals, particularly Goals 8, 11, and
12, which emphasize productive local economies, inclusive communities, cultural heritage protection,
and responsible production and consumption. Community-based tourism can advance these objectives
by generating local employment, supporting small enterprises, enhancing social inclusion, and retaining
a larger share of tourism benefits within host communities [19]. However, realizing these benefits
requires institutional coordination, participatory governance, environmental responsibility, and
empowering local stakeholders in destination development. Recent scholarship therefore promotes
collaborative governance, community participation, stakeholder integration, knowledge sharing, and
technological innovation as interconnected elements of sustainable tourism, rather than as isolated
managerial tools [13], [20], [21], [22], [23]. Destinations are thus expected to develop tourism systems
that reinforce local resilience and cultural identity while safeguarding heritage authenticity, rather than
prioritizing economic growth at the expense of social and environmental outcomes.

These challenges are particularly pertinent to Mount Penanggungan in East Java, Indonesia, recognized
as one of the nation’s most significant Hindu—-Buddbhist cultural landscapes. The site contains over 170
archaeological remains from the ninth to the sixteenth century and is designated as a Provincial Cultural
Heritage Area. Unlike heritage destinations managed solely by centralized institutions, tourism at Mount
Penanggungan is characterized by collaboration among cultural authorities, the state forestry enterprise,
village-owned enterprises, tourism groups, and local communities. Community organizations oversee
heritage attractions, trekking routes, cultural activities, and tourism services while striving to protect
archaeological resources and enhance local livelihoods. These collaborative arrangements reflect
broader Indonesian initiatives to integrate cultural heritage preservation, community empowerment, and
sustainable village tourism (Gin et al., 2024; Herpamudji et al., 2025; Kusumastuti et al., 2024). Mount
Penanggungan thus provides a valuable context for investigating sustainable heritage tourism through
the interconnected dimensions of digital branding, community-based tourism, and cultural experience.
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Digital branding has emerged as a critical strategy for enhancing destination visibility and
competitiveness. Developments in communication technology have transformed how destinations
construct identities, convey cultural narratives, engage potential visitors, and shape destination images
through websites, social media, online travel platforms, influencer content, online reviews, and user-
generated content [8], [26], [27]. Digital media enable destinations to communicate directly with
dispersed audiences and continuously influence perceptions before, during, and after travel. Social
media engagement can affect destination awareness, perceived value, travel intentions, and value co-
creation by facilitating the exchange of experiences and participation in destination narratives (Ok et al.,
2025; Yaling et al., 2025; Yusoff & Wan Hasan, 2026). Territorial and destination branding can also
distinguish lesser-known regions, reinforce local identity, and align tourism development with broader
regional sustainability goals (Bekmurzaya et al., 2025; Seidualin et al., 2025).

Digital technologies are especially significant for heritage destinations, as they facilitate interpretation,
education, storytelling, and the communication of conservation values. Tools such as digital platforms,
recommendation systems, augmented reality, virtual environments, and smart tourism applications can
deliver personalized information, visualize historical narratives, and make complex heritage meanings
more accessible[34], [35], [36]. Digital intelligence can enhance the accessibility and interpretation of
industrial and archaeological heritage, while interactive interfaces may increase user engagement with
cultural resources (Zhou et al., 2025). Furthermore, spatial and immersive technologies enable visitors to
interact with heritage representations that might otherwise be inaccessible due to physical fragility,
geographic distance, or conservation restrictions [31], [38]. Thus, digital branding exceeds traditional
promotion by communicating historical values, enriching cultural interpretation, and fostering
responsible engagement with heritage assets.

However, increased digital visibility does not inherently lead to sustainable tourism. Marketing-driven
promotion may boost visitor numbers but can also intensify congestion, environmental stress, heritage
commercialization, and spatial concentration if not accompanied by effective governance and
destination management [5], [6], [7]. Social media content often highlights visually appealing aspects
while overlooking community values, conservation needs, or appropriate visitor behavior. Digital
platforms may also perpetuate inequalities if local stakeholders lack the skills, infrastructure, or authority
to shape destination narratives and economic activities. Therefore, digital branding should be embedded
within a comprehensive sustainability framework that integrates technological innovation with
community participation, institutional coordination, cultural preservation, and responsible visitor
management [26], [39], [40]. Participatory digital branding is particularly important, as it enables
communities to create destination narratives rather than serving solely as subjects of external
promotional efforts (Wijaya et al., 2026).

In addition to digital branding, community-based tourism has become a key strategy for sustainable
heritage tourism by involving residents as active participants in tourism planning, management, cultural
representation, and benefit distribution. Unlike conventional models dominated by external investors and
growth-oriented institutions, community-based tourism prioritizes local entrepreneurship, participatory
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governance, social equity, cultural stewardship, and retaining economic benefits within host
communities [19], [41], [42]. Community participation can enhance residents’ sense of ownership,
increase the legitimacy of tourism policies, mobilize local knowledge, and strengthen commitment to
environmental and cultural conservation. In heritage contexts, community members serve not only as
tourism service providers but also as custodians of cultural memory, traditional practices, sacred values,
and place-based knowledge [43], [44], [45].

Empirical research shows that community-led destinations often exhibit greater social cohesion, local
empowerment, adaptive capacity, and stakeholder support for tourism development [10], [46], [47].
Social capital can enhance participation by fostering trust, cooperation, and collective action among
community members, while resident empowerment may increase support for sustainable tourism
policies and technological innovation [47], [48]. Community co-creation also helps ensure that tourism
products reflect local cultural values rather than externally imposed representations [49]. Thus,
community participation is increasingly viewed as a foundational requirement for sustainable heritage
management rather than a supplementary social benefit.

Despite its acknowledged significance, implementing community-based tourism remains challenging in
many heritage destinations. Institutional fragmentation, power imbalances, insufficient funding, limited
managerial capacity, and the dominance of governmental or private decision-making often constrain
meaningful community involvement. Residents are frequently engaged only during operational or
implementation phases, while more influential institutions control strategic planning, policy
development, branding, and resource allocation. These dynamics diminish the transformative potential
of community-based tourism and may create only the appearance of participation without granting real
authority to local stakeholders [2], [21], [50]. Therefore, sustainable tourism relies not merely on including
community actors but on their ability to influence tourism priorities, cultural representations,
conservation practices, and the distribution of economic benefits.

Cultural experience constitutes another central factor in sustainable tourism. Cultural experience is a key
component of sustainable heritage tourism. Modern tourists increasingly seek meaningful, authentic,
educational, and participatory experiences rather than passive observation of cultural sites. Such
experiences may include cognitive understanding, emotional engagement, sensory interaction, direct
contact with residents, participation in traditions, local cuisine, religious activities, cultural performances,
storytelling, and traditional crafts [49], [51], [52]. Meaningful engagement with both tangible and
intangible heritage can deepen visitors’ understanding of local history and enhance their appreciation of
a destination’s cultural values. Authenticity, local culture, perceived tourism value, and memorable
experiences are also strongly linked to revisit intentions and destination loyalty in heritage tourism [53],
[54]. It can encourage visitors to respect heritage resources, support local producers, and recognize
communities as living cultural actors rather than tourism spectacles. Perceived cultural authenticity can
strengthen experience quality and sense of place, which may subsequently encourage sustainable
heritage tourism behavior [35]. Heritage interpretation can also promote inclusion and resilience by
allowing communities to communicate their histories in their own voices and challenge simplified or
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externally constructed narratives [55]. The value of cultural experience therefore extends beyond visitor
satisfaction; it can connect heritage conservation with place attachment, community identity,
responsible behavior, and long-term destination support.

Technological innovation can enhance cultural experiences by improving interpretation, interactivity,
personalization, and accessibility. Tools such as spatial augmented reality, immersive media, live
streaming, smart travel technologies, and digital storytelling allow visitors to explore historical narratives
and intangible cultural meanings in more engaging ways [56], [57], [58]. Interactive technologies can
increase presence, mental simulation, psychological ownership, and word-of-mouth by fostering a closer
connection between visitors and cultural objects or heritage settings [38], [56]. However, technology
cannot replace authentic interaction with residents, cultural custodians, and everyday community
practices. Therefore, sustainable heritage tourism requires a balance in which digital innovation
complements, rather than replaces, direct cultural engagement and locally grounded interpretation [35],
[49].

Although scholarly interest in digital branding, community-based tourism, and cultural experience has
increased, these concepts have largely evolved within separate research domains. Digital tourism
studies primarily address destination image, platform adoption, social media engagement, brand equity,
user-generated content, and travel intention [8], [26], [27]. Research on community-based tourism mainly
explores empowerment, social capital, collaborative governance, local livelihoods, and community
participation [19], [42], [47]. Studies of cultural experience typically focus on authenticity, emotional
engagement, memorable tourism experiences, place attachment, satisfaction, loyalty, and revisit
intention [35], [53], [54]. Few studies have examined these three dimensions together within a unified
structural framework to compare their respective impacts on sustainable heritage tourism.

This fragmentation constitutes a significant theoretical and practical gap. Without directly comparing
digital branding, community-based tourism, and cultural experience, destination managers risk
overemphasizing promotional visibility while neglecting community authority, cultural interpretation, and
visitor engagement. Such imbalances may increase visitor numbers without corresponding
improvements in cultural preservation, resident welfare, responsible tourist behavior, or destination
resilience. These issues are especially critical in heritage landscapes, where commercial exploitation of
cultural resources must be balanced with their spiritual, historical, archaeological, and communal
significance. Determining which factor most strongly contributes to sustainability is essential for
evidence-based policy, strategic investment, and the effective allocation of limited destination resources
[11],[15], [16], [17].

Mount Penanggungan offers a pertinent empirical context for addressing this gap, as its tourism system
integrates extensive archaeological heritage, village-based destination management, expanding social
media promotion, and diverse cultural experiences shaped by interactions among communities, visitors,
and institutional stakeholders. These features facilitate the simultaneous examination of market-
oriented, community-oriented, and experience-oriented approaches within a unified sustainable heritage
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tourism model. The site also allows for assessment of whether digital visibility alone can achieve
sustainability outcomes or if community participation and meaningful cultural experiences are more
influential determinants of sustainable destination development.

Accordingly, this study introduces an integrated framework to compare the direct effects of digital
branding, community-based tourism, and cultural experience on sustainable heritage tourism. In contrast
to prior research that has typically examined these constructs separately, this study assesses their
relative explanatory power within a single structural model. It identifies which factor most strongly
contributes to sustainability in a heritage destination. The research advances sustainable heritage
tourism literature by linking technological promotion, community empowerment, and visitor experience
within a unified analytical perspective. It also informs ongoing debates about whether destination
sustainability is primarily driven by market visibility, locally controlled tourism development, or visitors'
meaningful engagement with cultural heritage. Practically, the findings offer guidance for policymakers,
destination managers, heritage authorities, village-owned enterprises, and local communities in
prioritizing strategies that enhance cultural conservation, community welfare, destination
competitiveness, and long-term tourism resilience.

Building on theories such as Destination Branding, Community-Based Tourism, the Experience Economy,
and Sustainable Tourism Frameworks, this study develops an integrated model explaining how digital
communication, community involvement, and cultural engagement relate to sustainable heritage
tourism. Digital branding is anticipated to support community-based tourism by offering more
opportunities for local participation and representation, while also enriching visitors’ cultural experiences
and perceptions of tourism sustainability. Community-based tourism is expected to improve cultural
experiences through meaningful interactions with local communities, traditions, and heritage assets,
directly contributing to sustainable tourism. Cultural experience is also likely to promote sustainable
tourism by fostering heritage appreciation, responsible visitor behavior, and conservation efforts.
Accordingly, this study proposes that digital branding is positively associated with community-based
tourism (H1), cultural experience (H2), and sustainable tourism (H3); community-based tourism is
positively associated with cultural experience (H4) and sustainable tourism (H5); and cultural experience
is positively associated with sustainable tourism (H6). The proposed model further enables comparison
of the relative contributions of digital branding, community-based tourism, and cultural experience to
sustainable tourism within the Mount Penanggungan heritage landscape.

METHOD

A quantitative survey examined how digital branding, community tourism, and cultural experiences
influence sustainable tourism. A cross-sectional design was chosen because the study collected data on
all variables from respondents at a single point in time. The study targeted individual social media users
who had visited tourism sites in the Mount Penanggungan area of East Java, Indonesia. This
methodology enabled an empirical investigation of the hypothesized relationships based on visitors’
perceptions.
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Research sites were selected based on four criteria: the presence of cultural heritage resources,
evidence of community-based tourism features, local community involvement in destination
management, and adherence to sustainable tourism principles. Accordingly, four locations in the Mount
Penanggungan region were selected: Petirtaan Jolotundo and its hiking trail, the Kedungudi Ancient Site
trail, Penanggungan Nature School, and Sumber Gempong Nature Park. These sites collectively
represent diverse cultural, natural, educational, and community-managed tourism aspects across the
Mount Penanggungan landscape.

The target population comprised all visitors to tourism sites in the Mount Penanggungan area. Because
an exact population count and a comprehensive sampling frame were unavailable, the study used
nonprobability purposive sampling. Eligibility criteria required participants to have visited at least one
selected destination, to have been active on social media, and to have completed the entire
questionnaire. Social media engagement was essential because digital branding was a primary focus.
Respondents were expected to have encountered, accessed, or shared digital information about the
destinations. Data were collected via an online questionnaire, with the survey link distributed through
TikTok, Instagram, Facebook, and WhatsApp groups related to tourism and the Mount Penanggungan
area. Using multiple platforms enabled access to a diverse range of visitors with varying demographics
and social media profiles, reducing reliance on a single recruitment source. After screening and
removing incomplete or ineligible responses, 397 completed questionnaires were retained for analysis.
This sample size was sufficient for Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM), given
the model's complexity and the number of structural paths to the endogenous constructs.

Data were collected using a structured questionnaire with two sections. The first section collected
demographic and visit-related information from respondents. The second section assessed four latent
constructs: digital branding (X1), community-based tourism (X2), cultural experience (Y1), and
sustainable tourism (Y2). All items were rated on a five-point Likert scale from 1 ("strongly disagree") to 5
("strongly agree"). Before analyzing the measurement and structural models, the data were screened for
completeness, eligibility, response patterns, and other quality concerns.

Data analysis was conducted using SmartPLS 4 and the Partial Least Squares Structural Equation
Modeling (PLS-SEM) method. The analysis comprised two primary steps: assessing the measurement
model and evaluating the structural model. The measurement model was examined using confirmatory
factor analysis to determine whether the observed indicators accurately represented their respective
latent constructs. For reflective measurement models, indicator reliability was assessed using outer
loadings, and internal consistency was measured using Cronbach'’s alpha and composite reliability.
Convergent validity was evaluated using the average variance extracted (AVE) [59]. Discriminant validity
was primarily assessed using the heterotrait—monotrait ratio (HTMT), supplemented by cross-loading
analysis as necessary. Indicators with low outer loadings were carefully reviewed, considering their
theoretical relevance and the impact of their removal on construct reliability and validity [60].
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After confirming that the measurement model met the required reliability and validity standards, the
structural model was evaluated. Potential collinearity was assessed using the variance inflation factor
(VIF). The model’s explanatory and predictive capabilities were examined using the coefficient of
determination (R?), effect size (f%), and predictive relevance [61]. Hypothesis testing focused on the
direct relationships between constructs specified in the research model. We assessed the significance
of path coefficients using bootstrapping in SmartPLS 4, examining path coefficients, p-values, and 95%
confidence intervals. Because community-based tourism and cultural experience were not treated as
mediating variables, results were interpreted based on the direction, magnitude, and statistical
significance of the direct effects in the structural model.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
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Table 1
Characteristics of Respondents (n = 397)

Characteristic Category Frequency Percentage
(n) (%)
Gender Male 224 56,5
Female 158 39,8
Not Answer 15 3,8
Age of Tourist 15-20 147 37
21-25 120 30,2
26-30 41 10,3
31-35 37 9,3
36-40 25 6,3
>40 27 6,8
Tourist Location* Jolotundo Temple 152 38,8
Kedungudi Cultural Heritage 147 37
Sumber Gempong Park 62 15,6
Natural School 132 33,2
Penanggungan
Purpose Family Trip 90 22,7
Outdoor Activities 140 353
Education purpose 71 17,9
Recreation 96 24,2
Visiting Frequency 1 time 178 44,8
2-3time 159 40,1
>4 time 60 15,1
Social Media to Get Tiktok 181 45,6
Information
Instagram 87 21,9
Facebook 17 4,3
Google Map 31 7,8

* Tourists can choose more than one

Data source: Data processing results, 2026
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Characteristic Category Frequency Percentage
(n) (%)

Web News 19 4,8
WhatsApps 23 58
Others 39 9,8

Education Level Elementary School 4 1
Junior High School 24 6
Senior High School 178 44,8
Graduates 158 39,8
Post Graduates 33 8,3

Jobs Students 226 56,9
Cooperation 69 17,4
Enterpreneur 44 11,1
Civil Servant 41 10,3
Freelancer 17 4,3

* Tourists can choose more than one

Data source: Data processing results, 2026

Table 1 summarizes the demographic and visitation characteristics of the 397 respondents. The sample
was predominantly male (56.5%) and relatively young, with respondents aged 15-20 years (37.0%) and
21-25 years (30.2%) accounting for more than two-thirds of the participants. Jolotundo Temple (38.8%)
and the Kedungudi Cultural Heritage Site (37.0%) were the most frequently visited destinations; however,
these percentages are not mutually exclusive because respondents could select more than one location.
Outdoor activities constituted the primary purpose of visiting (35.3%), followed by recreation (24.2%),
family trips (22.7%), and educational purposes (17.9%). Regarding visitation frequency, 44.8% were first-
time visitors, 40.1% had visited two or three times, and 15.1% had visited more than four times. TikTok
was the dominant information source (45.6%), followed by Instagram (21.9%), underscoring the
importance of visual social media platforms in shaping destination awareness. The sample also showed
relatively high educational attainment, with 44.8% having completed senior high school and 39.8%
classified as graduates, while students constituted the largest occupational group (56.9%). Overall, the
respondent profile reflects a young, digitally connected visitor segment whose travel decisions and
awareness of heritage destinations are closely associated with social media exposure.

Validity and Reliability
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Before evaluating the hypothesized relationships among the latent constructs, the measurement model
was assessed to establish the instrument's reliability and validity. This stage examined the extent to
which the observed indicators adequately represented digital branding, community-based tourism,
cultural experience, and sustainable tourism. Indicator quality was evaluated using factor loadings, while
convergent validity and internal consistency reliability were assessed using average variance extracted
(AVE) and composite reliability (rho_c), respectively.

The measurement model was estimated in two stages. The initial estimation identified several indicators
with weak empirical contributions to their corresponding constructs. The model was subsequently
refined by removing selected indicators based on their factor loadings, effects on AVE and composite
reliability, and theoretical relevance. Table 2 compares the initial and modified measurement models,
including the retained and removed indicators, as well as the final AVE and composite reliability values
for each construct.
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Table 2

Convergent Validity, Reliability, and Multicollinearity Test Results

Variable

Digital
Branding (DB)

Community
Based
Tourism

(CBT)

Cultural
Experience
(CE)

Indicator

Accessibility - DB.1
Interactivity - DB.2

Informativeness -
DB.3

Credibility - DB.4

Content Quality -
DB.5

Brand Awareness -
DB.6

Consistency - DB.7
E-Wom - DB.8

Local Culture -
CBT.1

Local
Accommodation -
CBT.2

Local Community -
CBT.3

Local Entertaiment
-CBT.4

Local Food - CBT.5

Local
Superstructure -
CBT.6

Natural
Environment -
CBT.7

Cultural
Participation - CE.1

Loading
Factor

1st
Estimated

0,562
0,666
0,699

0,746
0,689

0,679

0,672
0,632
0,660

0,635

0,703

0,746

0,665
0,741

0,679

0,488

Data source: Data processing results, 2026

Loading AVE
Factor

Modify

Composite
Reliability
(rho_c)

Dropped 0,517 0,865
0,658

0,715

0,786
0,762

0,701

0,686
Dropped

Dropped 0,554 0,861

Dropped

0,695
0,787
0,738
0,795

0,702

Dropped 0,512 0,862

Outer

VIF

1,571
1,906
1,959

1,859
1,671

1,492

1,571
1,906
1,467

1,814

1,620

1,871

1,539
1,467

1,814

1,438

Page 13/29




Variable

Sustainable
Tourism (ST)

Indicator

Cultural
Understanding -
CE.2

Authentic
Experience - CE.3

Emotional
Experience - CE.4

Cultural
Appreciation - CE.5

Cultural Learning -
CE.6

Experience
Memory - CE.7

Sustainable Intent -
CE.8

Income Stabilty -
ST.1

Income Stabilizer -
ST.2

conservation local
values - ST.3

quality of life - ST.4

Toursim Impact -
ST.5

Environmental
Awarnes - ST.6

Community
Support - ST.7

Community
Develop Policies -
ST.8

Sustainability
Intention - ST.9

Loading Loading
Factor Factor
Modify
1st
Estimated
0,515 Dropped
0,641 0,633
0,692 0,721
0,703 0,757
0,740 0,778
0,723 0,750
0,629 0,641
0,664 0,635
0,640 Dropped
0,694 0,664
0,706 0,684
0,684 0,741
0,663 0,760
0,703 0,726
0,762 0,741
0,643 Dropped

Data source: Data processing results, 2026

AVE

0,516

Composite
Reliability
(rho_c)

0,882

Outer

VIF

1,771

1,788

1,843

1,789

1,408

1,438

1,771

1,457

1,718

2,060

2,069
1,913

1,849

1,632

1,457

1,718
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The initial measurement-model assessment revealed that several indicators contributed insufficiently to
their respective constructs. The model was therefore refined iteratively, considering indicators’ factor
loadings, theoretical relevance, and effects on average variance extracted (AVE) and composite
reliability. Eight indicators were removed: Accessibility (DB.1) and electronic word of mouth (DB.8) from
digital branding; Local Culture (CBT.1) and Local Accommodation (CBT.2) from community-based
tourism; Cultural Participation (CE.1) and Cultural Understanding (CE.2) from cultural experience; and
Income Stabilizer (ST.2) and Sustainability Intention (ST.9) from sustainable tourism. This refinement
yielded a more parsimonious measurement model while retaining indicators that adequately represented
the conceptual domains of the four constructs.

After the modification, factor loadings for digital branding ranged from 0.658 to 0.786, with Credibility
(DB.4) emerging as the strongest indicator. Community-based tourism loadings ranged from 0.695 to
0.795, with Local Superstructure (CBT.6) making the largest contribution. The retained cultural-
experience indicators generated loadings from 0.633 to 0.778, with Cultural Learning (CE.6) exhibiting
the highest loading. Meanwhile, the sustainable-tourism indicators ranged from 0.635 to 0.760, with
Environmental Awareness (ST.6) providing the strongest representation of the construct. Although some
retained indicators had loadings below the preferred value of 0.708, they remained above 0.60. They
were retained because of their theoretical relevance and because their corresponding constructs
satisfied the overall requirements for convergent validity and internal consistency reliability.

The refined measurement model demonstrated satisfactory convergent validity and construct reliability.
The AVE values were 0.517 for digital branding, 0.554 for community-based tourism, 0.512 for cultural
experience, and 0.516 for sustainable tourism, all exceeding the recommended minimum value of 0.50.
These findings indicate that each construct explained more than 50% of the variance in its retained
indicators. Composite reliability values were also satisfactory, ranging from 0.861 to 0.882, thereby
exceeding the minimum threshold of 0.70 while remaining below the upper limit of 0.95. Taken together,
the results confirm that the modified measurement model achieved an acceptable balance among
indicator reliability, convergent validity, internal consistency, and theoretical coverage, thus providing an
adequate basis for assessing discriminant validity and subsequently testing the structural model.
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Table 3
Results of the Discriminant Validity Test-HTMT

Comunity Based Comunity Based Cultural Digital Sustainable
Tourism Tourism Experience Branding Tourism

Cultural Experience 0,952

Digital Branding 0,957 0,919
Sustainable 0,957 1,010 0,926
Tourism

Data source: Data processing results, 2026

As reported in Table 3, HTMT values ranged from 0.919 to 1.010, exceeding the recommended threshold
of 0.90 for all construct pairs. These results indicate that discriminant validity was not established under
the threshold-based assessment. The highest value occurred between cultural experience and
sustainable tourism (HTMT = 1.010), raising particular concerns about the empirical distinctiveness of
their measures. The remaining values also suggest substantial overlap among the constructs.

These findings require consideration of both empirical evidence and theoretical distinctions. Emphasize
that discriminant validity assessment should be informed by theoretical foundations and that failure to
establish empirical distinctiveness does not necessarily imply that the underlying concepts are identical
[62]. However, this qualification does not demonstrate that the present measures adequately distinguish
the constructs. Accordingly, the elevated HTMT values remain an unresolved measurement limitation.
Structural relationships involving these constructs should therefore be interpreted cautiously, particularly
when attributing distinct explanatory contributions to cultural experience and sustainable tourism.
Further examination of item content, construct specifications, and additional validity evidence is needed
before drawing firm conclusions about their separate effects.

Hypothesis Testing

After establishing the measurement model’s reliability and validity, the structural model was tested
through bootstrapping to examine the hypothesized links between digital branding, community-based
tourism, cultural experience, and sustainable tourism. Significance was confirmed with t-statistics above
1.96, p-values under 0.05, and 95% confidence intervals excluding zero. As shown in Figure X, all
relationships had p-values less than 0.001, confirming their statistical significance. The model explained
59.9% of the variance in community-based tourism, 65.4% in cultural experience, and 76.6% in
sustainable tourism, indicating strong explanatory power. Table 4 provides detailed path coefficients,
confidence intervals, t-statistics, effect sizes, collinearity statistics, and hypothesis results.
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Image 1. Results of PLS SEM evaluation

According to Table 4, all hypothesized relationships were positive and statistically significant. H1
indicated that digital branding significantly positively influenced community-based tourism (B =0.774, t =
33.068, p<0.001, f2 = 1.496), while H2 and H3 confirmed its positive effects on cultural experience (8 =
0.374,t1=26.798, p < 0.001, f2= 0.162) and sustainable tourism (8 =0.218,t=29.588, p<0.001, f2 =
0.070), respectively. Additionally, community-based tourism positively impacted cultural experience (H4:
B=0.484,t=8.354,p<0.001, f2=0.271) and sustainable tourism (H5: B = 0.247,1=8.784, p<0.001, f2 =
0.082). Cultural experience also had a significant positive effect on sustainable tourism (H6: B = 0.482, t
=9.262, p < 0.001, f2 = 0.344), making it the strongest immediate predictor of sustainable tourism.
Therefore, H1-H6 were supported. Lastly, all inner VIF values ranged from 1.000 to 3.173, well below the
critical threshold of 5, confirming no multicollinearity issues among the constructs.

Based on Table 4, the bootstrapping results demonstrate that all hypothesized structural relationships
were positive and statistically significant, as indicated by p-values below 0.001 and confidence intervals
that did not include zero. Digital branding had a strong positive effect on community-based tourism (H1:
B=0.774,t=33.068, p<0.001), with a very large effect size (f2 = 1.496), indicating that digital branding
plays a substantial role in strengthening community-based tourism practices. Digital branding also
positively influenced cultural experience (H2: B = 0.374,t=26.798, p < 0.001), with a moderate effect size
(f2=0.162). Its direct effect on sustainable tourism was comparatively weaker but remained statistically
significant (H3: B =0.218,1=29.588, p <0.001, f2 = 0.070). These findings suggest that digital branding
contributes to sustainable heritage tourism both by directly supporting sustainability outcomes and,
more prominently, by reinforcing community-based tourism and enhancing visitors’ cultural experiences.

Community-based tourism demonstrated a significant positive effect on cultural experience (H4: 8 =
0.484,1t=8.354, p<0.001), with a moderate effect size (f2 = 0.271). This result confirms that meaningful
community involvement enhances visitor engagement with local culture. Community-based tourism also
exerted a direct effect on sustainable tourism (H5: B =0.247,1=8.784, p < 0.001), although the effect
size was relatively small (f2 = 0.082). Cultural experience exhibited the strongest immediate direct effect
on sustainable tourism (H6: B =0.482,t=9.262, p < 0.001), with an effect size of 0.344, approaching the
threshold for a large effect. All hypotheses (H1-H6) were supported. Furthermore, all inner VIF values
ranged from 1.000 to 3.173, remaining below the recommended threshold of 5, indicating that
multicollinearity did not adversely affect the estimation of structural relationships. These findings
identify cultural experience as the most influential immediate driver of sustainable tourism, while digital
branding serves as a foundational factor that strengthens the broader community- and culture-based
tourism system.
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Table 4
Hypothesis Testing Results

Hyp. Structural Total Cl t- p- £2 Inner Interpretation
Relationship effects (2.5% — Statistic value
97.5%) VIF
H1 Digital 0,774 (0,727- 33,068 0,000 1,496 1,000 Supported
Branding -> 0,819)
Comunity
Based
Tourism
H2 Digital 0,374 (0,251- 26,798 0,000 0,762 2,496 Supported
Branding -> 0,493)
Cultural
Experience
H3 Digital 0,218 (0,109- 29,588 0,000 0,070 2901 Supported
Branding -> 0,332)
Sustainable
Tourism
H4 Comunity 0,484 (0,370- 8,354 0,000 0,271 2,496  Supported
Based 0,599)
Tourism ->
Cultural
Experience
HS Comunity 0,247 (0,139- 8,784 0,000 0,082 3,173 Supported
Based 0,348)
Tourism ->
Sustainable
Tourism
H6 Cultural 0,482 (0,380- 9,262 0,000 0,344 2,892 Supported
Experience -> 0,585)
Sustainable
Tourism
Data source: Data processing results, 2026

Discussion

The positive influence of digital branding on community-based tourism indicates that digital
communication can increase community involvement in heritage destination development. Despite this
relationship, digital branding and community-based tourism remain conceptually distinct. Digital
branding involves the external presentation of a destination's identity through digital media, while
community-based tourism centers on local participation, empowerment, and governance. Recent
research supports this distinction, showing that digital tourism platforms promote sustainable tourism
only when they facilitate stakeholder interaction, community engagement, and collaboration in
destination development, rather than simply increasing visibility [8], [26]. Similarly, community-led
tourism is increasingly characterized by participatory governance, local empowerment, and collective

Page 18/29



decision-making [20], [46]. The measurement model demonstrated acceptable reliability, convergent
validity, and discriminant validity based on HTMT and cross-loading tests. Inner VIF values were below
recommended thresholds, indicating that multicollinearity or measurement artifacts are unlikely to have
influenced the results. While it is difficult to eliminate common method variance entirely in cross-
sectional surveys, anonymous responses and standardized procedures helped minimize this bias.

The findings primarily support the internal consistency of the proposed theoretical framework rather
than establishing definitive causality. Partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM)
evaluates whether empirical data align with specified theoretical relationships but does not determine
temporal causality. The proposed sequence from digital branding to community-based tourism, cultural
experiences, and sustainable tourism is grounded in Destination Branding Theory, Community-Based
Tourism Theory, the Experience Economy perspective, and Sustainable Tourism Frameworks. These
frameworks highlight that destination communication, community involvement, and meaningful cultural
interactions are essential for tourism sustainability. Recent studies show that digital technologies
generate sustainable value by fostering community co-creation, strengthening local identity, and
increasing visitor engagement, rather than serving solely as marketing tools [63], [64], [65]. To establish
causal relationships, future research should employ longitudinal or cross-lagged study designs.

The positive relationships identified in this study should be interpreted within the specific context of
Mount Penanggungan, where heritage tourism is in the early stages of community-based development.
In this context, digital branding appears to enhance local participation and enrich visitors' cultural
experiences, thereby supporting sustainable tourism. However, this pattern may not be generalizable to
all destinations. Recent evidence indicates that tourism competitiveness and destination promotion
must be balanced with community resilience, heritage preservation, and responsible governance to avoid
unsustainable tourism development [42], [66], [67]. Research on community-led tourism emphasizes that
long-term sustainability depends on collaborative governance, equitable benefit-sharing, and local
participation, rather than on promotional intensity alone [68], [69]. Therefore, the effectiveness of digital
branding depends on robust community governance that aligns tourism promotion with heritage
conservation, equitable benefit distribution, and the long-term sustainability of cultural resources.

The strong relationship between digital branding and community-based tourism observed in this study
contrasts with recent research suggesting that digital visibility alone rarely results in meaningful
community empowerment or sustainable destination governance. The sustainability benefits of digital
tourism depend on collaborative governance, stakeholder engagement, and institutional support that
enable local communities to participate actively in tourism development, rather than being passively
represented in online promotion [68], [69], [70]. This discrepancy may be attributed to the specific context
of Mount Penanggungan, where heritage tourism remains community-oriented, and local actors are
actively involved in destination promotion, cultural interpretation, and tourism management. In this
setting, digital branding appears to reinforce existing community initiatives rather than simply increasing
destination visibility. Nevertheless, the relatively weak direct effect of digital branding on sustainable
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tourism suggests that digital promotion alone is insufficient to achieve sustainability without effective
community governance, collective action, and meaningful cultural experiences [71], [72], [73].

This study advances current theory by integrating Destination Branding Theory, Community-Based
Tourism Theory, the Experience Economy, and the Sustainable Tourism Framework into a unified
explanatory model. Unlike previous research that examined these constructs separately, the present
findings indicate that digital branding primarily functions as an enabling mechanism, community-based
tourism serves as the governance mechanism, and cultural experience represents the most immediate
pathway to sustainability outcomes. This integrated perspective suggests that digital branding
contributes to sustainable heritage tourism indirectly and relies significantly on effective community
governance and authentic cultural interpretation. Therefore, digital transformation should be viewed not
only as a marketing strategy but as a collaborative process that aligns destination promotion with
community empowerment, heritage conservation, and long-term sustainability.

This study contributes theoretically by integrating digital branding, community-based tourism (CBT),
cultural experience, and sustainable tourism into a unified framework. The findings demonstrate that
digital branding primarily facilitates community participation, while cultural experience is the most
immediate driver of sustainable tourism. These results extend existing perspectives in Destination
Branding Theory, Community-Based Tourism Theory, the Experience Economy, and the Sustainable
Tourism Framework by showing that sustainable heritage tourism emerges from the interaction of digital
communication, community governance, and authentic cultural experiences, rather than from destination
promotion alone. Practically, the results suggest that destination managers and policymakers should
move beyond prioritizing digital promotion and instead integrate digital branding with community
empowerment, participatory governance, heritage interpretation, and authentic cultural storytelling to
ensure that tourism growth supports long-term conservation and equitable local benefits.

Several limitations should be acknowledged. The cross-sectional design precludes definitive causal
inference; self-reported online survey data may introduce common method and social desirability bias;
and the findings are based on visitors to the Mount Penanggungan heritage area, which may limit
generalizability to destinations with different governance structures, tourism maturity, or visitor pressure.
Future research should use longitudinal or cross-lagged designs, compare multiple heritage destinations
at different stages of development, and incorporate additional constructs such as destination
governance, perceived authenticity, over-tourism, residents' support, and environmental carrying capacity
to better understand the mechanisms underlying sustainable heritage tourism.

Conclusion

The findings indicate that sustainable heritage tourism results less from increased digital visibility and
more from translating that visibility into community participation and meaningful engagement with
cultural heritage. By analyzing digital branding, community-based tourism (CBT), and cultural experience
within a unified structural model, the study identifies a hierarchy in their contributions to sustainability.
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Digital branding significantly enhances CBT and contributes to cultural experience, but its direct effect on
sustainable tourism is limited. In contrast, cultural experience is the strongest immediate predictor of
sustainable tourism, while CBT provides a crucial foundation for community engagement and
governance, supporting both cultural engagement and sustainability outcomes. These results suggest
that the primary value of digital branding lies in its ability to activate community- and culture-centered
processes rather than in promotion alone.

This study extends Destination Branding Theory, Community-Based Tourism Theory, the Experience
Economy, and sustainable tourism perspectives by integrating them into a comprehensive explanation of
heritage destination sustainability. Instead of viewing digitalization, community participation, and visitor
experience as parallel determinants, the findings indicate distinct functional roles: digital branding
primarily serves as an enabling mechanism, CBT provides participatory and governance infrastructure,
and cultural experience is the most immediate mechanism linking heritage value to sustainability. This
approach challenges promotion-centered models of destination development and shifts the focus from
digital visibility to destinations' ability to transform visibility into locally grounded, culturally meaningful
tourism.

This distinction has direct implications for heritage destination management. Investments in social
media presence, digital storytelling, and destination branding should not be implemented as isolated
marketing initiatives. Instead, digital strategies should amplify local voices, connect visitors with
community-managed tourism activities, enhance heritage interpretation, and communicate cultural
meanings that go beyond visually appealing representations of the destination. In emerging heritage
destinations such as Mount Penanggungan, this approach can help ensure that increased visibility
supports local participation, heritage conservation, and equitable benefits, rather than contributing to
commodification or excessive visitor pressure.

These conclusions should be interpreted within the study's limitations. The cross-sectional, self-reported
design does not establish temporal causality, and purposive recruitment of digitally engaged visitors,
along with the focus on a single heritage landscape, limits generalizability. Future research should test
the proposed relationships longitudinally and across heritage destinations with varying governance
structures and levels of tourism development. Particular attention should be paid to destination
governance, perceived authenticity, resident support, over-tourism, and environmental carrying capacity.
Investigating these factors would clarify when digital visibility serves as a resource for sustainability and
when it may simply drive tourism growth. Ultimately, sustainable heritage tourism relies not on the extent
of a destination's visibility, but on how effectively visibility is transformed into community value,
meaningful cultural engagement, and long-term heritage stewardship.

Declarations

Ethics Approval

Page 21/29



The Research Ethics Committee, Institute for Research and Community Service, Universitas Negeri
Surabaya, Indonesia, formally granted an ethical exemption for this study because it involved an
anonymous, non-interventional, questionnaire-based survey, did not collect identifiable or sensitive
personal information, and posed minimal risk to participants. Ethical Exemption No.
163/UN38.16/KEP/EC/2026.

Ethical Accordance

The study was conducted in accordance with the ethical principles outlined in the 2016 CIOMS
International Ethical Guidelines and the seven ethical standards established by the WHO in 2011.

Consent to Participate

The researchers obtained informed consent from all participants before they participated in the study.
Participants were informed about the purpose and procedures of the study, the voluntary nature of their
participation, the confidentiality and anonymity of their responses, and their right to withdraw from the
study at any time without consequences.

Consent to Publish:
Not applicable.
Clinical trial number

Not applicable.
Funding

Author Contribution

N.B.S. conceptualized the study, developed the methodology, coordinated data collection, performed the
formal analysis, prepared the tables and figures, and wrote the original manuscript. S.S. contributed to
the research design, supervised the study, and critically revised the manuscript. EM. & A.M.H
contributed to the theoretical framework and interpretation of the findings. R.A.C.R. contributed to the
discussion and implications for sustainable heritage tourism and critically revised the manuscript. All
authors reviewed and approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgement

Page 22/29



The authors gratefully acknowledge Universitas Negeri Surabaya (UNESA) for providing institutional and
financial support for this research. The authors also extend their sincere appreciation to the local
communities, tourism managers, and visitors in the Mount Penanggungan heritage area who contributed
to and supported the data collection process.

Data Availability

The datasets generated and analyzed during the current study are available from the corresponding
author upon reasonable request. The data are not publicly available because they contain participant-
level survey responses, and their distribution is subject to the confidentiality commitments
communicated to the participants.

References

1. Vu HD, Nguyen ATN, Nguyen NTP, Tran DB. Impacts and restoration strategy of the tourism industry
post-COVID-19 pandemic: evidence from Vietnam, Journal of Tourism Futures, vol. 12, no. 1, pp.
141-153, Apr. 2026, 10.1108/JTF-09-2021-0218

2. Aunchistha P-UDBA. Resilience and reinvention: knowledge management strategies for community-
based tourism in Post-Pandemic Thailand. Sustainable Futures. Jun. 2025;9:100772.
10.1016/j.sftr.2025.100772.

3. Mihalic T. Trends in Sustainable Tourism Paradigm: Resilience and Adaptation. Sustainability. Sep.
2024;16:7838. 10.3390/su16177838.

4. Yilmaz YU, Rezapouraghdam H, Kilic H. The Nexus Between Tourism and Environmental Quality in
Countries Most Dependent on Tourism: A RALS Approach to the Cointegration Test. Sustainability.
Apr. 2025;17(9):3943. 10.3390/su17093943.

5. Fedyk W, Sottysik M, Olearnik J, Barwicka K, Mucha A. How Overtourism Threatens Large Urban
Areas: A Case Study of the City of Wroctaw, Poland. Sustainability. Feb. 2020;12(5):1783.
10.3390/su12051783.

6. Murzyn-Kupisz M, Hotuj D. Museums and Coping with Overtourism, Sustainability, vol. 12, no. 5, p.
2054, Mar. 2020. 10.3390/su12052054

7. Yaprak B, Okkiran S, Vezali E. Reframing Sustainability in the Context of Overtourism: A Comparative
Five-Dimensional Resident-Centered Model in Athens and Istanbul, Sustainability, vol. 17, no. 15, p.
6789, Jul. 2025, 10.3390/su17156789

8. Rajput A, Gandhi A. Impact of social media influencer content on generation Z sustainable tourism
choices. Discover Sustain. Oct. 2025;6(1):1121. 10.1007/s43621-025-02004-z.

9. Sangnak D. Sustainable tourism development in Thailand: The role of agricultural tourism and
government support for SMEs. Sustainable Futures. Jun. 2025;9:100782.
10.1016/j.sftr.2025.100782.

Page 23/29



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Nainggolan HC, Negara S, Fitri I, Purwoko A. Resilient Ecotourism and Community Well-Being: A
PLS-SEM Approach in Bukit Lawang, International Journal of Sustainable Development and Planning,
vol. 20, no. 8, pp. 3383-3390, Aug. 2025, 10.18280/ijsdp.200820

Aldossary MJ, Algahtany AM, Alshammari MS. Cultural Heritage as a Catalyst for Sustainable Urban
Regeneration: The Case of Tarout Island, Saudi Arabia. Sustainability. May 2025;17(10):4431.
10.3390/su17104431.

Farhan SL, et al. Balancing Heritage Preservation and Sustainable Development in Historic Cities: A
Case Study of Old Najaf in the Context of Global Best Practices. Int J Sustainable Dev Plann. Mar.
2025;20(3). 10.18280/ijsdp.200311.

Ginting N, Zahrah W, Hamzah A, Mohamed B, Trombadore A, Damanik U. Preserving Cultural
Heritage: A Case Study Of Cultural Tourism Sustainability Development In Girsang Sipangan Bolon,
Indonesia, GeoJournal of Tourism and Geosites, vol. 56, no. 4, pp. 1551-1563, Dec. 2024,
10.30892/9gtg.56412-1326

Griffiths T. Significance of biocultural heritage, cultural landscape and islandness for responsible
tourism: a Knoydart case study. Tourism Geographies. Apr. 2024;26(3):453-73.
10.1080/14616688.2024.2325943.

Melenez-Roman J, Font X. Collective actions for sustainable tourism innovation. Ann Tour Res. Jan.
2026;116:104090. 10.1016/j.annals.2025.104090.

Mandi¢ A, PivCevic S. Living Labs as Governance Mechanisms for Sustainable Tourism Monitoring:
Evidence From Six European Destinations. Int J Tourism Res. May 2026;28(3). 10.1002/jtr.70346.

Srivastava P, Sinha K, A Study of Sustainable Tourism Framework for Heritage Conservation. Feb., : A
Case Study of Varanasi’s Five Heritage Zones, International Journal of Sustainable Development and
Planning, vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 883-892, 2025, 10.18280/ijsdp.200236

Vardopoulos |, Papoui-Evangelou M, Nosova B, Salvati L. Smart ‘Tourist Cities’ Revisited: Culture-Led
Urban Sustainability and the Global Real Estate Market. Sustainability. Feb. 2023;15(5):4313.
10.3390/su15054313.

Jackson LA. Community-Based Tourism: A Catalyst for Achieving the United Nations Sustainable
Development Goals One and Eight. Tourism Hospitality. Feb. 2025;6(1):29.
10.3390/tourhosp6010029.

Basri E, Idris, Marta J. The Hexa Helix Model for Sustainable Tourism Development: A Case Study of
Belibis Island, International Journal of Sustainable Development and Planning, vol. 20, no. 02, pp.
793-805, Feb. 2025, 10.18280/ijsdp.200228

del Argueta G, Rosado Varela AA, Argiiello JCC, Pamplona BB, Solis. A Theoretical-Methodological
Model for Communities Engaged in Alternative Tourism: Integrating the 2030 Agenda and
Sustainable Development Structures. Sustainability. Jul. 2025;17(14):6247. 10.3390/su17146247.

Melenez-Roman J, Font X. Collective actions for sustainable tourism innovation. Ann Tour Res. Jan.
2026;116:104090. 10.1016/j.annals.2025.104090.

Page 24/29



23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Munguia N, Pulgarin Herrera AG, Falcon Perez CJ, Anaya Eredias C, Velazquez L. Citizen Science for
Sustainable Tourism Governance in a Mexican Coastal Community. Sustainability. Feb.
2026;18(5):2200. 10.3390/su18052200.

Kusumastuti H, Pranita D, Viendyasari M, Rasul MS, Sarjana S. Leveraging Local Value in a Post-
Smart Tourism Village to Encourage Sustainable Tourism. Sustainability. Jan. 2024;16(2):873.
10.3390/s5u16020873.

Herpamudji DH, Mulyanto M, Saptaningtyas H, Widiyanto W. The Interplay Of Perception, Belief, And
Socioeconomic Factors In Borobudur For The Sustainability Of Smart Tourism Villages, Indonesia,
Geojournal of Tourism and Geosites, vol. 62, no. 4, pp. 2339-2349, Dec. 2025, 10.30892/gtg.62430-
1596

Zeqiri A, Ben Youssef A, Maherzi Zahar T. The Role of Digital Tourism Platforms in Advancing
Sustainable Development Goals in the Industry 4.0 Era. Sustainability. Apr. 2025;17(8):3482.
10.3390/su17083482.

Qi M, Abdullah Z, Rahman SNA. Navigating the Digital Landscape: Evaluating the Impacts of Digital
IMC on Building and Maintaining Destination Brand Equity. Sustainability. Oct. 2024;16(20):8914.
10.3390/su16208914.

Okpa UJ. Et AL, Role Of Social Media As A Catalyst For Sustainable Tourism Development In Calabar
Metropolis, Nigeria, GeoJournal of Tourism and Geosites, vol. 58, no. 1, pp. 412-421, Mar. 2025,
10.30892/9gtg.58138-1423

Yaling Z, Rehman AU, Nawal A, Ullah I, Puwanendram G. Exploring the impact of ecotourism
experiences and social media engagement on value co-creation, Cogent Soc. Sci., vol. 11, no. 1, Dec.
2025, 10.1080/23311886.2025.2537809

Yusoff M, Wan WN. Hasan, Trust In User-Generated Content For Smart Tourism Development In
Malaysia, Planning Malaysia, vol. 24, Jun. 2026, 10.21837/pm.v24i42.2051

Trivino-Tarradas P, Mohedo-Gatdn A, Carranza-Cafadas P, Hidalgo-Fernandez RE. The Application of
Metaverse in the Tourism Sector as a Tool for Enhancing Sustainability—Case Study: A Medieval
‘Perfume Burner’ of the Local Historical Museum of Montilla (Cordoba, Spain), Sustainability, vol. 16,
no. 16, p. 6966, Aug. 2024, 10.3390/su16166966

Seidualin D, Mussina K, Mukanov AA. Leveraging Territorial Branding For Sustainable Development
And Tourist Attraction: Case Of Ulytau, Kazakhstan, GeoJournal of Tourism and Geosites, vol. 58, no.
1, pp. 61-77, Mar. 2025, 10.30892/gtg.58106-1391

Bekmurzayeva Z, Uruzbayeva N, Ibragimov AN. Unlocking Blue Growth: Policy Synergies And
Regional Branding In Caspian Maritime Tourism, Geojournal of Tourism and Geosites, vol. 62, no. 4,
pp. 2272-2281, Dec. 2025, 10.30892/gtg.62424-1590

Puttinaovarat S, Chai-Arayalert S, Saetang W. GIS-Based Personalized Tourism Recommendation
Using Association Rule Mining to Support Sustainable Tourism, Sustainability, vol. 18, no. 6, p. 3145,
Mar. 2026, 10.3390/su18063145

Page 25/29



35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

Ma C, Somrak T, Manajit S, Gao C. Exploring the Potential Synergy Between Disruptive Technology
and Historical/Cultural Heritage in Thailand’s Tourism Industry for Achieving Sustainable
Development in the Future. Int J Tourism Res. Sep. 2024;26(5). 10.1002/jtr.2759.

Li Y, Sun Z. Teachers’ perceptions and challenges in implementing multiliteracies pedagogy. Teach
Teach Educ, 92, 2020.

Zhou L, Liu X, Wei W. The Emotional Foundations of Value Co-Creation in Sustainable Cultural
Heritage Tourism: Insights into the Motivation—Experience—Behavior Framework. Sustainability. Jul.
2025;17(15):6961. 10.3390/su17156961.

Gao P, Zhu Z-Y. Does Xenophobia Among Local Residents Affect Sustainable Tourism Development
in China? A Study Based on Attribution Theory and Social Identity Theory. Sustainability. Dec.
2025;17(24):11201. 10.3390/su172411201.

Yao C, Yang G, Lu J. Online Attention Competition and Polarization Among Beijing's 5A-Level
Tourist Attractions: A Baidu Index—BCG Matrix Analysis for Sustainable Destination Management.
Sustainability. Apr. 2026;18(9):4178. 10.3390/su18094178.

Bestin B, Prawira NG, Soetedja ZS, Karyono T, Susanto E. Strengthening community interaction and
sustainable tourism through digital marketing, African Journal of Hospitality Tourism and Leisure, vol.
15,no. 1, p. 155, Mar. 2026, 10.46222/ajhtl.19770720.726

ljose OA, KC B. Community-Based Homestay as a Form of Sustainable Tourism in Nigeria.
Sustainability. Jun. 2025;17(11):5217. 10.3390/su17115217.

Turcinovi¢ M, Vujko A, Stanisi¢ N. Community-Led Sustainable Tourism in Rural Areas: Enhancing
Wine Tourism Destination Competitiveness and Local Empowerment, Sustainability, vol. 17, no. 7, p.
2878, Mar. 2025, 10.3390/su17072878

Altinay L, Toros E, Vatankhah S, Seyfi S. Women entrepreneurs as cultural custodians in tourism: A
social feminism theory perspective. Tour Manag. Feb. 2026;112:105267.
10.1016/j.tourman.2025.105267.

Soeswoyo DM, Dewantara MH, Purwanti DP, Pramesti DS, Simanihuruk M, Rifai AN. Cimande’s
Cultural Legacy: Expert Insights On Enhancing Sustainable Tourism Through Intangible Heritage,
GeodJournal of Tourism and Geosites, vol. 58, no. 1, pp. 376—385, Mar. 2025, 10.30892/gtg.58134-
1419

Domniku And M, Kacamakovic MK. Preserving Intangible Heritage Through Sustainable Ethnic
Tourism: A Systematic Review Of Kosovo's Approach, Geojournal of Tourism and Geosites, vol. 63,
no. 4 supplement, pp. 2593-2603, Dec. 2025, 10.30892/gtg.634spl04-1619

Cvijanovi¢ D, Karabasevic¢ D, Vujko A, Vukoti¢ S, Popovi¢ G, Mirceti¢ V. The Future Is Community-Led:
Rethinking Rural Tourism Sustainability Through the Bregenzerwald Model. Sustainability. Jun.
2025;17(12):5450. 10.3390/su17125450.

Van Ninh N, Van Tam T. The role of social capital in enhancing community participation for
sustainable agricultural tourism. Sustainable Futures. Jun. 2026;11:101612.
10.1016/j.sftr.2025.101612.

Page 26/29



48.

49.

50.

o1.

52.

93.

o4.

99.

56.

57.

58.

99.

Megawati V, Otok BW, Purnomo JDT. Moderating Technology Acceptance Model on Resident
Empowerment in Support for Sustainable Tourism. Sustainability. May 2025;17(9):4217.
10.3390/su17094217.

Tandamrong D, Laphet J, Ouansrimeang S. Heritage Assets, Cultural Significance, and Sustainable
Community-Based Coastal Tourism: The Role of Authentic Experience, International Journal of
Sustainable Development and Planning, vol. 21, no. 3, pp. 1085-1096, Mar. 2026,
10.18280/ijsdp.210311

Phuong VTH, Trang BTQ, Quy NLD, Quyen DH. Factors shaping local residents’ participation in
sustainable tourism: a case study in Vietnam. Discover Sustain. Aug. 2025;6(1):746.
10.1007/s43621-025-01687-8.

Pazari F, Avdia B, Mamoci AE. Cultural Heritage And Experiential Tourism: Opportunities And
Challenges In Greece-Albania Cross-Border Area (Berat, Gjirokastra And loannina), Geojournal of
Tourism and Geosites, vol. 61, no. 3, pp. 1656—-1667, Sep. 2025, 10.30892/gtg.61324-1534

Eck T, Zielinski S, Ahn Y. Authenticity, Restaurant Quality, and Place Attachment: Evaluating
Authentic Food Tourism Experiences, Sustainability, vol. 18, no. 4, p. 1957, Feb. 2026.
10.3390/su18041957

Satrya IDG, Adityaji R, Susilo C, Karya DF, Hendra. The Role of Authenticity, Local Culture, Tourism
Perceived Value, and Memorable Tourism Experience for Heritage Tourism Revisit Intention,
International Journal of Sustainable Development and Planning, vol. 19, no. 3, pp. 1163-1170, Mar.
2024, 10.18280/ijsdp.190334

Ye S, Shi L, Wu J, Hyuk G. Beyond the Tangible: Factors Influencing Memorable Experiences in
Intangible Culture Heritage Tourism in Wuxi, China. Sage Open. Jan. 2025;15(1).
10.1177/21582440251319959.

Abrahams And E, Tichaawa TM. Telling Our Story, Holding Our Ground: Heritage Interpretation As A
Tool For Resilience And Inclusive Tourism In A South African National Park, Geojournal of Tourism
and Geosites, vol. 62, no. 4, pp. 2478-2485, Dec. 2025, 10.30892/gtg.62442-1608

Lin B, Chen J, Bin G, Zhu L. Cognitive Misalignment Among Stakeholders and Governance Strategies
in the Li River Karst Scene—Village System: A Q Methodology Study. Sustainability. Feb.
2026;18(3):1569. 10.3390/su18031569.

Caiola V, Moreira Kares E, Pillan M, Spallazzo D, Tuomi A. Remote Cultural Events: Investigating the
Usefulness of Live Streaming for Creating Cultural and Social Engagement in Communities of Older
Adults. Sustainability. Jul. 2023;15(13):10594. 10.3390/su151310594.

Lemy DM, Juliana J, Pramezwary A. Cultural Value in the Digital Age: Combining Smart Travel

Technology with Traveler Satisfaction and Loyalty, International Journal of Sustainable Development
and Planning, vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 607-621, Feb. 2025, 10.18280/ijsdp.200212

Zeng N, Liu Y, Gong P, Hertogh M, Konig M. Do right PLS and do PLS right: A critical review of the
application of PLS-SEM in construction management research, Frontiers of Engineering
Management, vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 356—369, Sep. 2021, 10.1007/s42524-021-0153-5

Page 27/29



60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

Ravand H, Baghaei P. Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling with R CB-SEM vs PLS-
SEM. Practical Assess Res Evaluation. 2016;21(11):1-16.

Shmueli G et al. Nov., Predictive model assessment in PLS-SEM: guidelines for using PLSpredict,
Eur. J. Mark., vol. 53, no. 11, pp. 2322-2347, 2019, 10.1108/EJM-02-2019-0189

Henseler J, Ringle CM, Sarstedt M. A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-
based structural equation modeling. J Acad Mark Sci. Jan. 2015;43(1):115-35. 10.1007/s11747-
014-0403-8.

Fatma A, Bhatt V. Conceptualizing smart tourism ecosystem: multi-level framework integrating
smart technologies and stakeholders for value Co-creation. J Hospitality Tourism Insights. Mar.
2026;1-24.10.1108/JHTI-06-2025-0693.

Mananda IGPBS, Ariwangsa IMB, Antara IK. Bridging Cultural Heritage and Digital Creativity: Social
Media Engagement for Sustainable Event Tourism in Denpasar Bali, Journal of Cultural Analysis and
Social Change, pp. 2756-2778, Nov. 2025, 10.64753/jcasc.v10i2.1999

Wijaya F, Suryana S, Miftahudin A, Jamiat N, Yusup |. participatory digital branding in youth-driven
geotourism: community engagement and sustainable geosite development, Geojournal of Tourism
and Geosites, vol. 65, no. 2, pp. 925-933, Jun. 2026, 10.30892/gtg.65227-1732

Aldossary MJ, Algahtany AM, Alshammari MS. Cultural Heritage as a Catalyst for Sustainable Urban
Regeneration: The Case of Tarout Island, Saudi Arabia. Sustainability. May 2025;17(10):4431.
10.3390/su17104431.

Khater M, Faik M. Tourism as a catalyst for resilience: Strategies for building sustainable and
adaptive communities, Community Development, vol. 56, no. 2, pp. 175-191, Mar. 2025,
10.1080/15575330.2024.2382174

Muruganantham G, Patro US. Community-based sustainable tourism: a systematic review and future
research agenda. Asia Pac J Tourism Res. Apr. 2026;1-24. 10.1080/10941665.2026.2662270.

Suriyankietkaew S, Krittayaruangroj K, Thinthan S, Lumlongrut S. Creative tourism as a driver for
sustainable development: A model for advancing SDGs through community-based tourism and
environmental stewardship. Environ Sustain Indic. Sep. 2025;27:100828.
10.1016/j.indic.2025.100828.

Laksmi PAS, Suriani NN, Arjawa IGW, Saputra KAK. Sustainable tourism development in the digital
era: Assessing the impact of competitive strategies and community participation. Eur J Sustainable
Dev Res. Apr. 2026;10(2):em0373. 10.29333/ejosdr/17841.

Alhaddar M, Kummitha HR. The Impact of Digitalization on Sustainable Branding in the Tourism
destination. in Branding in the academic and business world — Future challenges: BBU Day of
Hungarian Science. Budapesti Gazdasagi Egyetem; 2024. pp. 5-15. 10.29180/978-615-6342-86-7_1.

Alhaddar M, Kummitha HR. Digitalization and sustainable branding in tourism destinations from a
systematic review perspective. Discover Sustain. Oct. 2025;6(1):1167. 10.1007/s43621-025-01751-
3.

Page 28/29



73. Zada M, Khan S, Zada S, Dhar BK, Marcao R. Harnessing Social Media and Collaboration for
Advancing Sustainable Ecotourism Policy: A Pathway to Sustainable Tourism Development,
Sustainable Development, vol. 33, no. 3, pp. 4702-4717, Jun. 2025, 10.1002/sd.3373

Figures

CES CEE

. 0.633,0.721(0,000) (0778 [0.000) 641 (0.000)

0658 (0. 000} Digital Brandi

— [} 715 (0. Dﬁ'ﬂ}
*0.786 (0.000) 0.374 (0.000) Cuitural Experience
DRE « 0762 (0 HUU} =
' [} o110 DDU]
86 ‘yfﬁ 0000
DBe.7?

4 (0.000) 0.484 (0.000) 0.482 (0D.000) 1R

/ T3

0664 (0.000) ¥
=
0684 {ﬂ.ﬂﬂlﬁ_}i ST4
-
0.741 (0.000)
0247 (0.000) 0760 (0.000)- ST.5
U.?ZEqU.quL
M e
Sustainable Tourism ﬂ.?fll ['DDEU]I ST.6

\ N\ e

CBT.E l'_'ZET.d CBTS CETS CBT.7

Comunity Based Tourism | 2]

Figure 1

Image 1. Results of PLS SEM evaluation
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