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Abstract
Community-based ecotourism contributes to the socio-economic development of an area in several ways. This study examines the contribution of ecotourism activities to the selected coastal community stakeholders. A quantitative and qualitative research design was used to achieve the study objectives. Results of the Mann-Whitney U analysis revealed statistically significant differences between the two stakeholders on three economic impact factors: livelihood activities (U= 2692, p= 0.004), create business opportunities (U= 2912, p= 0.048), increase household income (U= 2742, p= 0.005), with tourist operators consistently rating impacts higher than the community members. No significant differences were observed across the seven social impact indicators (all p > 0.05). The economic disparities as perceived by the two stakeholders suggests that local policymakers should prioritize equitable benefit-sharing mechanisms — livelihood and income distribution — to ensure economic gains from ecotourism extend beyond tourism operators to the wider coastal community.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Community-based ecotourism activities can alleviate the socioeconomic status of people in various ways. This helps communities build a sense of ownership and accountability, thereby enhancing socioeconomic growth and environmental sustainability (Koricha & Adem, 2024). Ecotourism has a lot of potential to help meet Sustainable Development Goals, such as poverty alleviation and promotes the protection and preservation of biodiversity and water resources (Abdurakhmanova & Ahrorov, 2025; Chatterjee & Datta, 2024). In Asia, a multi-stakeholder approach is encouraged for sustainable ecotourism (Salman et al., 2023), which can also be implemented in the Philippines, considering that many ecotourism sites are mostly managed by a group of people, such as women's associations or people's organizations. The ecotourism have been instrumental in boosting community involvement, equity, and local governance impact community-based tourism and ecotourism (Augusto da Costa et al., 2025). Likewise, it enable to improved access to basic education, decent work, and the economy (Abuhay et al., 2023).
However, these livelihood activities in ecotourism areas of the local community may be sustainable if they adhere to sustainable practices considering the well-being of communities, workers, and tourist operators and their relationship to the environment. While ecotourism is recognized to promote environmental conservation within a protected area, there are limited ecological studies conducted (Guerrero-Moreno & Oliveira-Junior, 2024) at ecotourism destinations. Local job generation opportunities exist, including jobs in hospitality, guiding services, transportation, retail, porter, taxi driver, and translator roles. There is also a significant impact if local communities are directly involved in ecotourism activities. As shown in their study, locals directly benefit from employment opportunities, planning, and management activities of ecotourism projects (Surya, 2024). Socially, it enables the development of a community by attracting people. Through participation in ecotourism activities, locals learn about it. It can help improve the standard of living, including potentially better access to education and healthcare services, as observed in studies on ecotourism employment in other regions and is implied as a potential benefit in Samarkand. However, it shows that education levels and better resource access lead to greater economic benefits from ecotourism (Abdurakhmanova & Ahrorov, 2025).
On the one side, the shift in economic activity from agriculture to hospitality management among the local community is also felt and revealed in other studies wherein traditional livelihood from farming to becoming tourism workers in the form of jobs (Zuniga, 2019). However, it appears in their analysis that the standard of living, employment opportunities, investment opportunities, tourism development, better understanding and appreciation, and problems encountered are not significant in relation to their attitudes, values, and opinions towards socio-economic effects (Zuniga, 2019). Moreover, community perceptions recognized more economic impacts than social and environmental impacts (Abuhay et al., 2023).
In Calbayog City, some tourism destinations are managed by people's organizations. The success of ecotourism depends on the cooperation and participation of this group in the overall management of the area. However, as shown in previous reviews, weak collaboration among multiple stakeholders (Salman et al., 2023) hinders sustainability, apart from the individual differences of the members of the group. Despite a growing body of literature on the socio-economic impact of ecotourism in Southeast Asia (Abuhay et al., 2023; Salman et al., 2023) few studies have empirically compared stakeholder-disaggregated perceptions between tourism operators and general community members in coastal Philippine setting using inferential statistical methods. Most existing studies rely on aggregate community assessments or qualitative approaches alone (Guerrero-Moreno & Oliveira-Junior, 2024), thereby obscuring the benefit disparities that exist within communities. This gap limits the evidence base available to policymakers seeking to design inclusive ecotourism governance frameworks. The present study addresses this gap by applying Mann-Whitney U analysis to comparative Likert-scale data from two distinct stakeholder groups at two ecotourism sites in Calbayog City, Philippines.
This study is guided by the following research questions: RQ1: How do community members and tourist operators in Calbayog City perceive the social and economic impacts of community-based ecotourism, and what are the specific areas of agreement and disagreement in their perceptions? RQ2: What are the perceived negative impacts of community-based ecotourism (CBET) on the locality as viewed by community members and tourist operators? In pursuit of these research questions, the following null hypothesis was tested: H₀: There is no statistically significant difference between the perceptions of tourist operators and community members regarding the social and economic impacts of community-based ecotourism in Calbayog City.
2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Given that a community is a group comprising many individuals, community-based ecotourism is considered a stakeholder-run enterprise. This study is anchored in the stakeholder theory (ST) proposed by Freeman (1984) (Freeman, 2004; Mahajan et al., 2023). In a seminal bibliometric review analysis by Mahajan et al. (2023), a stakeholder is any entity, whether a group or an individual. Accordingly, the company or "firm" should strive to address and consider the interests of all stakeholders, wherein businesses and their activities can have a direct impact on stakeholders. According to these authors, ST can be applied in various fields, such as finance, accounting, business ethics (Mahajan et al., 2023), environmental management, and information technology (Mishra & Mishra, 2013). The significant contributions of ST in the literature are as follows: ST and sustainability, ST and organizational performance, ST and strategic management, and ST and stakeholder management. As explained in their study (Mishra & Mishra, 2013), Freeman's original framework on the stakeholder model includes a centric oval "Firm" which has two-headed arrows pointing to other groups of stakeholders such as government, shareholders, suppliers, civil society, employees, customers, and competitors. In their stakeholder analysis of IT, it appears that ST can have a profound impact on the different stages of IT. Furthermore, it is vital to assess the needs and interests in the planning process and carry out the organization's performance (Mishra & Mishra, 2013).
The stakeholder approach focuses on businesses and their activities. Contrary to the stakeholder approach or stakeholder management, which is purely based on business ethics and strategic management (Freeman, 2004), weaving into the values of the individual to produce relatively significant outcomes for the organization. In the context of community-based ecotourism (CBET), the 'firm' in Freeman's model is reconceptualized as the ecotourism enterprise or management body — often a people's organization, barangay (village) unit, or local government unit (LGU) — whose activities directly affect multiple stakeholder groups including local residents, tourism operators, fisherfolk cooperatives, and government agencies (Salman et al., 2023). This theoretical lens is operationalized in the present study through a comparative analysis of stakeholder perceptions, allowing the researcher to assess whether the benefits of CBET are equitably distributed across stakeholder groups — a central tenet of ST-informed sustainable enterprise management (Mahajan et al., 2023).
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Fig. 1. Adapted Stakeholder Model for Community-Based Ecotourism in Calbayog City (adapted from Freeman, 1984, as cited in Mahajan et al., 2023)
Source: Authors' own work
In this study, stakeholder theory posits the importance of community-based ecotourism for the sustainable development of natural resources. This implies that the network of various stakeholders at ecotourism sites is vital for implementing ecotourism. Support from marketing, conservation, skills development, and participation is sought from these stakeholders.
3. METHODOLOGY
This study was conducted at two community-managed ecotourism sites in Calbayog City, Samar Island, Philippines (Figure 2): (1) Malajog Ridge Nature Park, a ridge-to-reef eco-trail ecotourism site with 750 meters, with documented floral and faunal biodiversity along the ridge trail; and (2) Isla Pawikan (Turtle Island), a Marine Protected Area (MPA) located at Barangay Binaliw, approximately 34 km from the city center, which supports diverse marine ecosystems including coral reefs and nesting marine ecosystem habitat. Both sites are managed by community-based organizations — specifically a Women's Association and a Fisherfolk Association — operating under the oversight of the local government unit (LGU) of Calbayog City. The sites were selected because they represent the primary active ecotourism operations in the city and involve the two distinct stakeholder groups that form the basis of the comparative analysis.
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Fig. 2. Location of the Study
Source: Authors' own work
Research Design
A quantitative research design was employed using a survey questionnaire and focus group discussions among the tourist operators and community members.
Data Gathering and Sampling
Purposive sampling was employed to cover all the members of the tourist operators, such as the Women's Association and Fisherfolks. Meanwhile, random sampling of 88 respondents among community members was conducted. G-power analysis software was used to compute for the sample size or power analysis given its alpha (α) error probability, power and effect size (Kang, 2021). It is designed for stand-alone power analysis program for statistical tests commonly used in social and behavioral research. The alpha (α) error prob (Alpha error probability) is the significance level representing the probability of making type 1 error (false positive). This means incorrectly rejecting the null hypothesis when it is true (Kang, 2021).
A priori power analysis using G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007) indicated a minimum sample size of 88 respondents per group for a Mann-Whitney U test (two-tailed; α = 0.05; power = 0.95; effect size d = 0.5). The final sample was reduced to 80 tourist operators/workers and 86 community members (total n = 166) due to overlapping membership between the Fisherfolk Association and the Women's Association, which precluded double-counting individuals in the tourist operator category. A post-hoc power analysis confirmed that the achieved sample (n = 166) retained 94% power with the same effect size and alpha parameters, representing a negligible reduction in statistical sensitivity (Table 1 below).
Table 1
G*Power Analysis Parameters
	Test
	Mann-Whitney U

	α error probability
	0.05

	Power (a priori)
	0.95

	Effect size d
	0.5

	Required n per group
	88

	Achieved n
	(Tourist Operators) = 80; (Community Members) = 86
Post-hoc power = 0.94

	Total n
	166


Source: Authors' own work
Data Analysis
Frequency and percentages were used to describe the profile of the respondents, while the Mann-Whitney U test was used to compare the two groups of respondents. Tourist operators such as members of women's associations and fisherfolks, and local community members with ordinal data from a Likert scale question response.
Instrument Development and Validity
The survey questionnaire comprised three parts: (1) a demographic profile section; (2) a perceived social impacts scale consisting of seven Likert-scale items (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree); and (3) a perceived economic impacts scale consisting of six Likert-scale items using the same response format. A separate five-item scale assessed perceived negative impacts using the same Likert format. The questionnaire was adapted from validated instruments used in community-based ecotourism perception studies (Abuhay et al., 2023) (Abuhay et al., 2023; Andereck et al., 2005) and contextualized to the Calbayog City setting. Content validity was established through expert review by a community development faculty member and was administered in Waray-Waray, the primary languages of respondents in Samar Island, to ensure comprehension and reduce measurement error.
4. RESULTS
Profile of the Respondents
Table 2 presents the profile of the respondents were mostly male dominated (58.3%) and majority are married (77.8%), few were single (12.3%). Many of them achieve secondary education or high school level (23.4%) while slightly lower have only primary education or elementary level (22.8%). Only 5.4% have attained a tertiary education while others have senior high and college level. The respondents have either full time or part-time working in the ecotourism site. Majority of the respondents age ranges from 49-58 with an average of 44.6 years old indicating that they are mature enough to be part of the survey. As shown in the results many of them were adults already.
Meanwhile, many (21.69%) of them have been residing in the area for 30-39 years with an average of 38.3 years. The longer residency period suggest that they are familiar with the area and it's surrounding enough to answer the questions about the impact of ecotourism in their personal lives and community relationships. The average family size is 5.4 which is the common household size in the Philippines. As shown in Table 2, 99 or 60.74% belong to households having 4-6 members. This will likely have an impact on the ecotourism activity in terms of economy and food security.
In addition, the monthly income range was 1000-5999 with an average of P5,551 with the standard deviation of P4,174 implying that the response is most likely closer to the actual average income the respondents. Accordingly, 69.75% of them belong to below poverty thresholds.
However, this income range is below the minimum poverty threshold in the region. Accordingly, the income is mostly from informal economy participated by the respondents to include the ecotourism activity. This study has similarity with other results like most have attained only basic primary education and is in adulthood 41-60 years old. However, one contrast is that respondents are mostly women dominated (Subongkod et al., 2025).
Table 2
Profile of the Respondents
	Variables
	Tourist Operators/Workers
	Community Members
	f
	%

	Age
	
	
	
	

	19–28
	13
	12
	25
	15.0

	29–38
	16
	19
	36
	21.6

	39–48
	12
	22
	34
	20.4

	49–58
	26
	17
	43
	25.9

	59–68
	11
	8
	19
	11.4

	69–78
	2
	6
	8
	4.8

	79–88
	
	1
	1
	0.60

	Total (f)
	
	
	166
	100

	Sex
	
	
	
	

	Male
	39
	59
	98
	58.3

	Female
	43
	25
	66
	40.5

	Prefer Not to Say
	0
	2
	2
	1.2

	Total (f)
	
	
	166
	100

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	

	Single
	12
	8
	20
	12.3

	Married
	63
	63
	126
	77.8

	Separated
	1
	2
	3
	1.9

	Widow
	3
	10
	13
	8.0

	Total (f)
	
	
	166
	97.59

	Educational Attainment
	
	
	
	

	Elementary Level
	19
	18
	38
	22.8

	Elementary Graduate
	13
	11
	24
	14.4

	High School Level
	21
	17
	39
	23.4

	High School Graduate
	13
	19
	32
	19.2

	Senior High School Level
	2
	2
	4
	2.4

	Senior High School Graduate
	2
	3
	5
	3.0

	College Level
	8
	8
	16
	9.6

	College Graduate
	1
	8
	9
	5.4

	Ecotourism involvement
	
	
	
	

	Full time
	40
	0
	40
	50.0

	Part-time
	40
	0
	40
	50.0

	Total (f)
	
	
	80
	48.19

	Income
	
	
	
	

	1000–5999
	59
	53
	112
	69.57

	6000–10999
	19
	21
	40
	24.84

	11000–15999
	
	3
	3
	1.86

	16000–20999
	1
	4
	5
	3.11

	26000–30999
	
	1
	1
	0.62

	Total (f)
	
	
	161
	96.98

	Family Size
	
	
	
	

	1–3
	8
	17
	25
	15.34

	4–6
	49
	50
	99
	60.74

	7–9
	18
	15
	34
	20.86

	10–12
	4
	1
	5
	3.07

	Total (f)
	
	
	163
	98.19

	Residency
	
	
	
	

	10–19
	3
	6
	9
	5.42

	20–29
	17
	14
	31
	18.67

	30–39
	15
	20
	36
	21.69

	40–49
	12
	15
	27
	16.27

	50–59
	20
	11
	31
	18.67

	60–69
	8
	7
	15
	9.4

	70–79
	2
	3
	5
	3.01

	Total (f)
	
	
	154
	92.77


Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth and may not total exactly 100.0%.
Source: Authors' own work
Perceived Social Impacts of Community-Based Ecotourism (CBET)
Of the six items, food security got highest mean (Mean = 4.52, SD = 0.727) rating followed by education (Mean = 4.49, SD = 0.71) where both groups responded to "strongly agree" indicating their consensus on the matter. These statements proved that the CBET helped to augment the basic needs of the people in terms of food and education which is attuned to the SDGs 1 (No Poverty) and 5 (Food Security).
Moreover, other statements received above 4 rating on both groups, but it was the statement "increase social cohesion" (Mean = 4.17, SD = 1.07) had the lowest mean and followed by "provides decent jobs (e.g. tour guide curator)" having the second lowest mean (Mean = 4.25, SD = 0.954) score of the six statements. This implies that while providing decent jobs to the target respondents is highly valued and a noble work, apparently, this appears to be the least preferred impact or less felt compared to others. Notably, tourist operators and community have different opinions about the impact where tourist operators gave "strongly agree" and community members only "agree". This same goes to the "increase social cohesion".
Although social cohesion is sought to be an important indicator for sustainability, it appears that both groups have perceived its effect as least compared to other indicators. Based on the focus group discussion, leadership is important in managing the organization. If leaders do not perform well, the group will suffer. Overall, the CBET has made an impact to the social life of the people under the ecotourism industry.
Table 3
Perceived Social Impact of Community-Based Ecotourism
	Impact Statements
	Tourist Operators
	
	
	Community
	
	
	Overall
	

	
	Mean
	St. D
	Desc.
	Mean
	St. D
	Desc.
	Mean
	St. D

	a. Provides decent jobs (e.g., tour guide, curator)
	4.47
	0.55
	SA
	4.07
	1.14
	A
	4.25
	0.954

	b. Educates children
	4.54
	0.549
	SA
	4.47
	0.749
	SA
	4.49
	0.71

	c. Encourages participation in community planning activities
	4.54
	0.672
	SA
	4.29
	1.04
	SA
	4.4
	0.906

	d. Improves access to better health
	4.53
	0.502
	SA
	4.44
	0.879
	SA
	4.47
	0.743

	e. Provides peace of mind
	4.52
	0.527
	SA
	4.41
	1.02
	SA
	4.44
	0.855

	f. Ensures food on the table during crisis
	4.58
	0.521
	SA
	4.49
	0.84
	SA
	4.52
	0.727

	g. Increases social cohesion
	4.35
	0.71
	SA
	4.05
	1.27
	A
	4.17
	1.07

	Social Impact
	4.5
	0.452
	SA
	4.32
	0.764
	SA
	4.39
	0.675


Legend: 4.21 – 5.00 Strongly Agree (SA); 3.41 – 4.20 Agree (A); 2.61 – 3.40 Neutral (N); 1.81 – 2.60 Disagree (D); 1.00 – 1.80 Strongly Disagree (SD)
Source: Authors' own work
Notably, tourist operators gave higher ratings than community members implying a disparity in the perceived benefits of ecotourism activities. Conversely, community members may have "Strongly Agree" to many benefits, and the higher ratings by tourist operators suggest that they perceive these benefits more strongly. Moreover, "Ensuring food on the table during crisis" appeared to have the highest mean score indicating as the most critical and successful benefit delivered to the community. Although the CBET may provide decent jobs and social cohesion, it is not strongly felt compared to education and health benefits which have also higher mean score than the later.
Perceived Economic Impact of Community-Based Ecotourism (CBET)
Table 4 presents the economic impact of CBET as perceived by both groups. Accordingly, they have same position on the impact of CBET towards their lives where economically it helped them one way or the other. Conversely, "increases personal/household income" (Mean = 4.12, SD = 0.825) and "offers additional livelihood activities" (Mean = 4.11, SD = 0.865) got the highest mean score among the indicators. This signifies the importance and the immediate tangible impact of ecotourism in their lives where they can earn additional income from it. This observation is also true with other impact statements where tourism operators (TO) have higher rating than the community members (CM). On the other hand, the statement "provides access to credit" was not something that they felt economically. With a mean score of 2.93, this statement proved that some of them may not be able to access credit opportunities despite having earned from CBET as tour guide or something. Unlike for government employees and private individuals who are employed in companies, these group of people have perceived that it is not enough to have an additional income but rather a source of safety net through credit might helped. As found out in previous studies, lower-income consumers often turn to private credit markets when income and government benefits are insufficient. This suggest that access to credit is a vital tool as a de facto safety net to manage economic vulnerability  (Berger et al., 2024).
Table 4
Perceived Economic Impact of Community-Based Ecotourism
	Impact Statement
	Tourist Operators
	
	
	Community
	
	
	Overall
	

	
	Mean
	St. D
	Desc.
	Mean
	St. D
	Desc.
	Mean
	St. D

	a. Provides access to government funds
	4.31
	0.605
	SA
	3.8
	1.36
	A
	4.03
	1.11

	b. Offers additional livelihood activities
	4.35
	0.53
	SA
	3.92
	1
	A
	4.11
	0.865

	c. Creates business opportunities
	4.12
	0.807
	A
	3.64
	1.33
	A
	3.86
	1.13

	d. Increases personal/household income
	4.34
	0.526
	SA
	3.93
	0.973
	A
	4.12
	0.825

	e. Provides access to credit
	3
	1.15
	N
	2.89
	1.36
	N
	2.93
	1.27

	f. Enhances entrepreneurial skills
	4.19
	0.582
	A
	3.69
	1.28
	A
	3.92
	1.04

	Economic Impact
	4.06
	0.477
	A
	3.64
	0.903
	A
	3.83
	0.777


Legend: 4.21 – 5.00 Strongly Agree (SA); 3.41 – 4.20 Agree (A); 2.61 – 3.40 Neutral (N); 1.81 – 2.60 Disagree (D); 1.00 – 1.80 Strongly Disagree (SD)
Source: Authors' own work
Perceived Negative Impacts of Community-Based Ecotourism
Table 5 shows that both stakeholders varied in their opinions on the negative impact of ecotourism in the area. While both disagree and strongly disagree with the five statements. Community members gave lower ratings on the following statements: "Tourist disturbance in the community" (Mean = 1.57, SD = 1.06) and "Unable to use the area designated for ecotourism" (Mean = 1.82, SD = 1.22) and "Ecotourism site visitors show no respect for local culture" (Mean = 1.87, SD = 1.19). The "increase waste generation from tourists" (Mean = 2.2, SD = 1.43) and "Limits access to neighboring areas near the ecotourism site" (Mean = 2.27, SD = 1.36) however is slightly higher among the five statements.
On one note, a high variability between the two is the statement "limit access to neighboring areas near ecotourism site" where TO are "neutral" and community members "disagree" on the statement. Tourist operators "strongly disagree" on the tourist disturbance in the community than community who only disagree to the statement. This implies that for TO, they value tourist visitors and see no problem about the presence in their community contrary to the community members which slightly lower rating of "disagree. However, both groups have found that these negative impacts are not that a major concern since generally they disagree to strongly disagree in the following statements mentioned.
Overall, tourist disturbance in the community was not a major problem as seen in the results have the lowest mean score suggesting both groups are strongly disagreed. This is followed by unable to use the area designated for the ecotourism and ecotourism site visitors have no respect to local culture. On the other hand, increase waste generation from tourist, and Limits access to neighboring areas near the ecotourism site have slightly increased mean score having a description of "Disagree". Although they both disagree to such perceived negative impact, the slightly higher mean score compared to other statements suggest its looming perceived negative impacts however it's not yet ultimately felt among the respondents.
Table 5
Perceived Negative Impacts of Community-Based Ecotourism
	Statement
	Tourist Operators
	
	
	Community
	
	
	Overall
	

	
	Mean
	St. D
	Desc
	Mean
	St. D
	Desc
	Mean
	St. D

	a. Limits access to neighboring areas near the ecotourism site
	2.61
	1.37
	N
	1.95
	1.29
	D
	2.27
	1.36

	b. Unable to use the area designated for the ecotourism
	1.74
	1.13
	D
	1.9
	1.31
	D
	1.82
	1.22

	c. Tourist disturbance in the community
	1.36
	0.75
	SD
	1.76
	1.26
	D
	1.57
	1.06

	d. Increase waste generation from tourist
	2.13
	1.33
	D
	2.26
	1.51
	D
	2.2
	1.43

	e. Ecotourism site visitors have no respect to local culture
	1.64
	0.945
	SD
	2.08
	1.36
	D
	1.87
	1.19


Legend: 4.21 – 5.00 Strongly Agree (SA); 3.41 – 4.20 Agree (A); 2.61 – 3.40 Neutral (N); 1.81 – 2.60 Disagree (D); 1.00 – 1.80 Strongly Disagree (SD)
Source: Authors' own work
Comparison of Social and Economic Impacts of CBET
Table 6 below shows the perceived social impact of community-based ecotourism between community members and tourist operators. The Mann-Whitney U analysis revealed that tourist operators gave "strongly agree" with the statement while community members "agree" on the statement "provides decent jobs". Other social impact statements such as "educates children", "encourages participation in community planning activities", "improves access to better health", "provides peace of mind", "ensures food on the table during crisis" and "increases social cohesion" did not differ significantly between the two groups opinions. Simply, both groups have similar opinion on these aspects giving a rate of "Strongly Agree" except for "increase in social cohesion" which both "Agree".
Among the social impact statements, there seemed to be no disparity between the two groups indicating an agreement on all social impact. Most statements in the social impact appears to have an agreement between the two groups having p-values mostly above 0.05. For the education, health and food, the very high p-values suggest that they agree on the said social impact. On the one hand, the statement "provides decent job" is in the borderline signaling that both groups almost seeing different perspective whether the ecotourism provides decent job though it was not strictly significant (p < 0.08).
However, in economic impact, the following statements have shown significant difference on the two groups such as "Offers additional livelihood activities", "Creates business opportunities," and "Increases personal/household income. As previously discussed in table 5, the tourist operators gave higher rating compared to community members suggesting that they have fully felt the impact of community-based ecotourism in their life. These statements are highly significant between the two members indicating a high variability in terms of economic benefits. Arguably, it is the tourist operators benefits a lot and gave higher rating due to their involvement in the CBET activities.
Notably, livelihood and income have very low p-value (0.004 and 0.005) suggesting the one group (tourist operators) felt strong about the economic impact they received from CBET activities like tour guiding, and curator. Overall, there is a highly significant disagreement (p < 0.005) between the two in terms of economic impact.
Table 6
Perceived Difference of Social and Economic Impacts of CBET
	Statements
	U
	p
	Mean difference

	a. Provides decent jobs (e.g., tour guide, curator)
	2953
	0.08
	3.25E-05

	b. Educates children
	3375
	0.802
	1.92E-06

	c. Encourages participation in community planning activities
	3118
	0.233
	4.17E-05

	d. Improves access to better health
	3381
	0.819
	-4.25e−5

	e. Provides peace of mind
	3244
	0.461
	-1.22e−5

	f. Ensures food on the table during crisis
	3382
	0.819
	-5.22e−5

	g. Increases social cohesion
	3294
	0.601
	2.77E-05

	Social Impact
	3194
	0.411
	7.47E-05

	a. Provides access to government funds
	2976
	0.104
	3.75E-05

	b. Offers additional livelihood activities
	2692**
	0.004
	2.87E-05

	c. Creates business opportunities
	2912*
	0.048
	4.21E-05

	d. Increases personal/household income
	2724**
	0.005
	3.52E-05

	e. Provides access to credit
	3117
	0.583
	3.70E-05

	f. Enhances entrepreneurial skills
	2818
	0.067
	5.11E-05

	Economic Impact
	2446**
	0.005
	0.333


Note: *** - significant at α, p <0.001; ** - significant at α, p <0.01; * - significant at α, p < 0.05
Source: Authors' own work

5. DISCUSSIONS
Ecotourism can foster economic development, as seen in the growth of hotels, lodges, resorts, restaurants, infrastructure, gift shops, travel and tour companies, and grocery stores (Abuhay et al., 2023). From the lens of social sustainability of ecotourism, this study suggests that ecotourism indeed provide social impact to the local community as a social promise between the two stakeholders. This was found to be the same result as other authors. Ecotourism undeniably benefits local communities in terms of employment and economic development through revenue generation (Rana, 2023). Most ecotourism occurs in natural parks, and it is said that the socio-economic impacts of natural parks are limited spatially according to their location (D'Alberto et al., 2024).
In relation to stakeholder theory, ecotourism impacts should be applied to all stakeholders. This means that both tourist operators and community members should have no differing perceptions on its impacts. Hypothetically, there is no significant difference between the two groups. However, in this study the author fails to reject the hypothesis that there is no difference between the two groups on these impacts. Thus, the study supports the theory that affirm which the CBET address most of the social impacts and to some respect the economic impacts.
It was evident also that food security tops the most social impact followed with education. This result may be due to the felt need of the people. Their engagement in ecotourism activities enabled them to provide food in the table during crisis and support their children's education. On this view, the ecotourism activity must be enhanced, and stakeholders be capacitated to sustain the CBET ensuring food security and support education aligned with sustainable development.
On the other hand, although CBET is envisioned to provide equal benefits to the community and other stakeholders. The study reveals that only those who are directly involved in tourist operations perceive significantly greater economic returns than general community members. This result suggests that policymakers and leaders should strengthen efforts to ensure inclusive community participation.
The result of this study mirrors previous study where ecotourism involvement has increased the income of those who participate compared to those who do not (Abdurakhmanova & Ahrorov, 2025). This is also in contrast to other study where some respondents felt that the economic impact or revenue was not felt by those participating in the tourism activity but rather by those living outside. Hence, equitable revenue sharing must have been initiated (Abuhay et al., 2023). Furthermore, the two stakeholders reveals that the two groups significantly show a differing perspective in economic impacts. This disparity displays an issue of unequal distribution of benefits economically and lead to conflict of interest among stakeholders resulting to unhealthy cooperation. From the focus group discussion, it was confirmed that community members felt these unequal benefits from ecotourism activity in terms of monetary gains. Policymakers through the local government unit (LGU) must strengthen community participation in the CBET as this is vital in sustainability.
Contribution of CBET in Sustainable Development
From the perspective of Sustainable Development, the study reveals that the ecotourism strongly provides the social dimensions to both stakeholders. Social impact like ensures food in the table during crisis has high impact and is directly contributing to attaining SDG 2 (Zero Hunger) End hunger and ensure access to safe, nutritious food. Although the least felt social impact due to its least mean score, increase in social cohesion help attain SDG 16 where it targets to "Promote peaceful and inclusive societies". The second highest impact felt as both respondents "Strongly Agree" is the Education where it is linked to SDG 4 (Quality Education).
From economic point of view, the ecotourism has helped attained SDG 1, 8 and 9 where it offers additional livelihood activities, business opportunities and increase livelihood income. Ecotourism creates employment opportunities for local communities, and it is considered an approach to sustainable community development (Islam & As, 2024).
This resonates to the findings of previous studies that ecotourism activities a positive impact on the sustainable economic development of the community (Yan et al., 2025). However, there is a disparity in the opinions of these benefits according to the respondents where only tourist operators have rated higher than the community members. While these benefits are strongly felt by the tourist operators, there is a need to strengthen ecotourism initiatives in both areas to include community members in planning and implementation. This initiative may be through a local government unit in partnership with a Non-Government Organization (NGO) to ensure sustainability in terms of monitoring ecotourism activities. Furthermore, there are clamors among the tourist operators the need for training for souvenir making. The survey results likewise corroborate to this opinion wherein ecotourism enhances entrepreneurial skills have least mean score of the five indicators. This indicates that it has not been deeply felt among the respondents. Thus, to increase the young with these skills, and to complement the achievement of SDG 8, young people not only those married should be included in the ecotourism activities. In the survey, it appears that only 13 were aged 19-28 belonging to young adults.
In this study, there is a call to reduce social inequality as shown in the uneven distribution of social and economic perceived by community members and tourist operators. This resonates to the prior studies that for ecotourism to contribute to sustainable development in local communities, social inequality should be reduced and encouraged community members to participate in the protection of the local environment and culture (Xaba & Adanlawo, 2024).
6. CONCLUSION
This study uniquely quantified the perceptual dissonance between tourism operators and community members regarding the socio-economic impacts of Community-Based Ecotourism (CBET) on Turtle Island and Malajog Ridge and Nature Park. While both groups maintain a fundamentally positive outlook toward ecotourism development, the significant statistical disparity in economic perception validated by Mann-Whitney U analysis suggests a failure in current benefit-sharing mechanisms. Specifically, the lower economic ratings provided by community stakeholders indicate that while social cohesion remains high, the promised 
asenso or progress has not yet reached the household level for the broader population.
The findings offer concrete evidence that perceived inequity is a primary risk factor for sustainable management. If community members continue to perceive lower economic returns than operators, their long-term participation may diminish, potentially leading to stakeholder conflict and a decline in tourist experience quality. Conversely, the shared disagreement on negative impacts suggests a resilient community identity that can be leveraged for future conservation efforts. To bridge this gap, local policymakers must transition from general tourism promotion to targeted and equitable benefit-sharing interventions such as community-led cooperatives and micro-enterprise support.
This research is not without limitations. As a cross-sectional study, it captures a single temporal snapshot of stakeholder sentiment rather than a longitudinal progression. Future research should employ longitudinal designs to track how these perceptions evolve as ecotourism projects mature. Additionally, qualitative inquiries into the specific barriers to community-level business opportunities would provide more granular data for local governance.
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