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A B S T R A C T   

This research establishes the theoretical link between the development of tourism and citizens’ trust. The 
research is grounded in political economy of state intervention in tourism and draws from social exchange theory 
to build the theoretical model. The latter incorporates variables such as trust, power, knowledge, and benefits 
and costs of tourism, which are central to any exchange process between social actors. The model distinguishes 
and proposes a theoretical relationship between domain specific political trust and generic political trust. The 
former refers to citizens’ trust in local government in the specific context of tourism development while the latter 
refers to citizens’ general level of trust in local government. The model is tested using data collected from res-
idents of the metropolitan area of Naples, Italy. Results suggest that residents’ trust in local government in the 
specific context of tourism strongly influences their general level of trust, suggesting a spill-over effect of political 
trust. We demonstrated empirically that political trust in the context of tourism and the general trust in an 
institution are theoretically distinct concepts. The constructs we used to conceptualize tourism development has 
distinct influence on the two dimensions of political trust.   

1. Introduction 

The purpose of this research is to theoretically establish and empir-
ically test the link between the development of tourism and the trust that 
citizens place in tourism institutions’ initiatives. It is important to un-
derstand if tourism policies implemented by the government foster cit-
izens trust in local institutions. This is a significant research endeavor 
because trust is central to a modern and contemporary society and is 
essential for social, political, and community relations [1]. Citizens’ 
trust in government, also known as political trust, is defined as citizens’ 
beliefs that the political system or some of it will produce preferred 
outcomes even in the absence of constant scrutiny [2]. Trust allows a 
government to maintain effective legitimacy and authority in 
decision-making and is important for good governance, sustainability of 
the political system, and democratic consolidation [3,4]. Thus, main-
taining citizens’ trust is an important political objective of any govern-
ment in power. 

The concept of trust has evolved over time. Traditionally, from a 
political point of view, trust was conceived in a one-to-many relation-
ship, rather than in a co-creating process of interaction between politi-
cians and citizens, characterized by a continuous exchange of opinions, 
reciprocal understanding and perceptions. This approach leads to a new 
vision of trust, which is no longer a pre-condition, but rather the result of 
trustworthy behaviors by the parties involved in an exchange process. 
Therefore, citizens trust what they consider a trustworthy behavior. In 
order to build trust, knowledge and reciprocal benefits from the rela-
tionship are of extreme importance. Moreover, even policy-makers 
suggest that for a destination to develop in a socially compatible 
manner, trust is necessary. Trust is a glue that holds communities and 
societies together, and in the absence of trust, collective actions are not 
achievable. Besides, this also means that trust develops when there are 
reciprocal benefits in an exchange process through profitable interaction 
between involved parties [5]. 

The research is grounded in political economy of state intervention 
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in tourism and draws from social exchange theory (SET) to build the 
theoretical model of political trust in tourism (Fig. 1). The model in-
corporates variables such as trust, power, knowledge, and benefits and 
costs of tourism which are central to any exchange process between 
social actors [6,7]. Following recommendations of researchers (e.g. 
Ref. [8], the model distinguishes and proposes a theoretical relationship 
between domain specific political trust and generic political trust. The 
former refers to citizens’ trust in local government in the specific context 
of tourism development while the latter refers to citizens’ general level 
of trust in local government. The model is tested using data collected 
from citizens living in the metropolitan area of Naples. The research 
makes an important theoretical contribution to the literature. 

The research makes an important theoretical contribution to the 
literature. While the political nature of tourism has been the subject of 
debate among researchers since the 1990s [9–12], little is known about 
the implications of tourism development for citizens’ trust in govern-
ment. The proximity between tourism and local communities means that 
the industry can be an important agent of change in political trust in 
tourism institutions in a destination. For example, if developed in a 
socially compatible way, tourism can increase residents’ trust in gov-
ernment, while a mismanagement of tourism impacts can have the 
opposite effect, creating suspicions among the local people about gov-
ernment’s intention in development [13]. Therefore, it is important to 
understand the tourism development factors that can influence resi-
dents’ trust in local government. This study also responds to the call of 
researchers to investigate the relationship between the “domain speci-
ficity of trust and trustworthiness” and the general level of trust in 
government [3,8]; p. 499). 

2. Literature review and research hypotheses 

Political economy considers government to have a central role in 
tourism development and planning [14]. Much of the responsibility of 
managing and developing tourism rests with local governments [10,15], 
who control most of the planning aspects needed for tourism develop-
ment [16] as they are legislatively mandated to make policies regarding 
land-use planning and to regulate local development [17]. Governments 
have also been criticized for implementing tourism policies that are 
short-term and lack overall direction and coordination [18] and for 
embracing communities in tourism development only passively [19]. In 
other instances, governments have been found to engage in corrupt 
practices in tourism development and planning [20,21]. These threaten 
legitimacy of government institutions, creating political and social 
instability. This is probably why some researchers note that public trust 
in government in the context of tourism development is declining [22]. 

Trust can be defined as a positive process of good expectations of 
others’ intentions and behaviors [23], both in inter-firm relationships 
and among different actors in a territory. Trust in government is a 
subjective phenomenon because citizens use different criteria to 

determine their general trust in government [24]. This is because certain 
institutions of government and their services are more visible and 
judged more important by people than others [25]. The public may also 
trust government in some respects and contexts, but not in others [26]. 
The profound implications of tourism at the local level suggest that 
public trust in local government in the context of tourism development 
may have determining impact on the general level of political trust. For 
example, Nunkoo’s [13] study on the Niagara Region, Canada, found 
that residents’ level of trust in tourism-related institutions is positively 
related to their trust in the government, suggesting a spill-over effect of 
domain specific political trust (tourism) to the general level of trust in 
government. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is developed: 

Hypothesis 1. Political trust in the specific context of tourism devel-
opment positively influences the general level of political trust. 

Tourism is widely perceived as an industry with several economic 
benefits [27–30]. Development of the industry provides employment 
and investment opportunities for local people and improves the local 
economy [5] and also increases personal income and enhances standard 
of living of local communities [31–33]. However, growth of the industry 
also results in several costs on communities [34]. Tourism increases 
prices of goods, services, land and property, destroys the natural envi-
ronment, increases crime rate, and creates psychological tension among 
community members [27]. Government formulates tourism policies that 
in turn determine the level of benefits and costs of tourism for local 
communities, and in exchange, it receives trust from individuals who are 
satisfied with these policies and cynicism from dissatisfied ones [35]. 
For example, Nunkoo [13] empirically demonstrated that benefits of 
tourism positively influenced resident’s trust in tourism institutions as 
well as their general level of trust in the government. The study also 
found that while residents’ perceptions of the costs of tourism was not 
related to residents’ trust in tourism institutions, it was inversely related 
to their general level of political trust. These findings suggest that the 
impacts of tourism have differential effects on the domain specific trust 
and the general level of trust. Hence, the following hypotheses are 
developed: 

Hypothesis 2. Benefits of tourism positively influence political trust in 
the specific context of tourism development. 

Hypothesis 3. Benefits of tourism positively influence the general 
level of political trust. 

Hypothesis 4. Costs of tourism negatively influence political trust in 
the specific context of tourism development. 

Hypothesis 5. Costs of tourism negatively influence the general level 
of political trust. 

Residents’ level of power is also a key consideration in the politics of 
tourism development. Power governs the interactions among actors 
influencing or trying to influence the formulation of tourism policy and 
the ways in which it is implemented [36]. This research conceptualizes 
power from the perspective of residents and it is defined as “the capacity 
of individuals to make decisions that affect their lives” [37]; p. 1892). 
Residents’ level of power in tourism depends on the political arrange-
ment of government institutions involved in tourism development. In 
tourism, less powerful actors are usually negatively disposed toward 
tourism and view its development skeptically [6,38]. Indeed, empirical 
studies using SET found residents’ level of power to be positively related 
to perceived benefits and inversely related to perceived costs of tourism 
[30], although findings are inconclusive to-date. Therefore, the 
following hypotheses are developed: 

Hypothesis 6. Power positively influences benefits of tourism 
development. 

Hypothesis 7. Power negatively influences costs of tourism 
development. Fig. 1. Theoretical model linking tourism development with trust 

in government. 
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In the event of power inequalities resulting from the political ar-
rangements of government institutions, political trust is hindered 
[39–41]. In his study on the Nigara Region, Canada, Nunkoo [13] 
empirically found that residents’ power in tourism development was 
positively related to their trust in tourism institutions as well as to their 
general disposition of trust in the government. Nunkoo and Ramkis-
soon’s [30] research also revealed that residents’ power in tourism 
development positively influenced their trust in government actors in 
tourism. Outside tourism, the relationship between power and trust has 
been established in a number of studies [42,43]. Therefore, the 
following hypotheses are developed: 

Hypothesis 8. Power positively influences political trust in the spe-
cific context of tourism development. 

Hypothesis 9. Power positively influences the general level of politi-
cal trust. 

Citizens’ knowledge of the role of government is an important 
concept in the literature on political trust (e.g. Ref. [44]. Knowledge of 
the functioning of government allows individuals to make relatively 
confident predictions that the object of trust is trustworthy, while poor 
knowledge causes lack of trust [26]. For the purpose of this study, 
knowledge refers to residents’ understanding of tourism development 
issues and of the role of local government in the industry. Political sci-
entists have investigated the relationship between citizens’ knowledge 
of the functioning of government (or of specific services) and political 
trust and have demonstrated a positive relationship between the two 
constructs (e.g. Ref. [44,45]. Some researchers note that local commu-
nities often have inadequate knowledge of the functioning of the tourism 
industry, hindering good governance (e.g. Ref. [46,47]. Lack of knowl-
edge among communities may cause unfavorable bias in their opinions 
toward local government, undermining trust. Therefore, the following 
hypotheses are developed: 

Hypothesis 10. Knowledge positively influences political trust in the 
specific context of tourism development. 

Hypothesis 11. Knowledge positively influences the general level of 
political trust. 

In a democracy, knowledge is power [48]. Not only does citizens’ 
knowledge shapes their trust in government, but it also allows them to 
translate their opinions into meaningful forms of political participation 
[49]. Community knowledge of tourism development is central to good 
tourism governance [46]. Residents’ lack of power in tourism planning 
is often the result of their poor knowledge of the industry which in-
creases their reliance on other stakeholders to control the process of 
development [46,50]. Residents’ knowledge of tourism development 
has also been found to shape their opinions about the benefits and costs 
of tourism development [46,51], although research is inconclusive 
to-date. Based on the above, we formulated the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 12. Knowledge positively influences power in tourism 
development. 

Hypothesis 13. Knowledge positively influences benefits of tourism. 

Hypothesis 14. Knowledge negatively influences costs of tourism. 

3. Research methodology 

The survey was carried out using a structured questionnaire. The 
scale items were borrowed from Nunkoo and Ramkissoon [52] and 
Nunkoo [13]. In the first section, respondents were asked to state their 
general level of trust in two local government institutions: the municipal 
administration of Naples and the Campania Region. These institutions 
are responsible for the planning and development of tourism in the re-
gion, although they are not tourism-specific institutions. The second 
section asks for the level of trust in the same institutions, but with 

reference to the specific context of tourism development. In the third 
and fourth sections, respondents were asked to evaluate the positive and 
negative impacts of tourism on the city of Naples (benefits and costs). In 
the remaining two sections, respondents had to rate their knowledge of 
the tourism sector and their level of power in tourism decision-making in 
the city. All questions were measured on a 1–5 Likert scale. Table 1 
presents the scale items that were measured to measure each construct 
in the theoretical model. The questionnaires were distributed to resi-
dents living in the metropolitan area of Naples with the assistance of 
trained students from the Faculties of Engineering and Economics of the 
University of Naples Federico II. Out of 1000 questionnaires that were 
distributed, 463 valid questionnaire were returned, resulting in a 
response rate of around 46%. 

4. Modelling process 

The most suitable statistical approach for testing our theoretical 
model is the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). SEM consists of the 
measurement model and the structural model (inner model) and the. 

Table 1 
Measurement scales.  

Constructs Scale items 

General level of political trust (GPT) 1 = do not trust at all; 5 =
trust very much. 

Trust in the municipal administration of Naples  
Trust in the Campania Region  
Political trust in the specific context of tourism (PTT) 1 = do not trust at all; 5 =

trust very much. 
Trust in tourism decisions made by the municipal 

administration of Naples  
Trust in tourism decisions made by the Campania 

Region  
Trust in the municipal administration of Naples to 

make the right decisions in tourism  
Trust in the Campania Region to make the right 

decisions in tourism  
Trust in the municipal administration of Naples to 

look after the interest of the community in tourism 
development  

Trust in the Campania Region to look after the interest 
of the community in tourism development  

Trust in the municipal administration of Naples to 
make decisions relating to investments in the 
tourism sector  

Trust in the Campania Region to make decisions 
relating to investments in the tourism sector  

Perceived benefits of tourism (PBT) 1 = strongly disagree; 5 =
strongly agree. 

Employment opportunities  
Opportunities for local businesses  
More investment  
Development of sites of interest  
Preservation of cultural identity  
Development of other sectors  
Perceived costs of tourism (PCT) 1 = strongly disagree; 5 =

strongly agree. 
Traffic problems  
Litter  
Increases in prices of goods and services  
Environmental pollution  
Knowledge of tourism (KT) 1 = strongly disagree; 5 =

strongly agree. 
I know about tourism development in my community  
I know the possible impacts of tourism on my 

community  
I have knowledge about local government’s tourism 

policies in general  
Perceived power in tourism (PWT) 1 = strongly disagree; 5 =

strongly agree. 
Personal influence in tourism planning and 

development  
Opportunity to participate in tourism planning and 

development   
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The measurement model specifies the relationships between the latent 
variables and their indicators or measured variables. The structural 
model specifies the relationships between the theoretical constructs or 
latent variables [38,52]. There are two families of SEM techniques: 
covariance-based techniques, as represented by Linear Structural Re-
lations of Joreskog (LISREL), and variance-based techniques, of which 
Partial Least Squares Path Modeling (PLS-PM) is the most prominent 
representative. Given the small size of our sample and the non-normal 
nature of our data, we use PLS-SEM to test our theoretical model. 
PLS-SEM works efficiently with small size and does not require the data 
to be normal. It achieves high level of statistical power with small 
sample sizes [53]. PLS-SEM has the ability to deal with both reflective as 
well as formative constructs [54]. In this study, all constructs were 
modeled reflectively in line with the research of Nunkoo [13,41]. We use 
the ADANCO software which uses a PLS path model. 

5. Results 

5.1. Sample profile 

Male respondents slightly dominated the sample (51%). Forty-nine 
percent (49%) of the respondents were female. The age distribution of 
the sample was as follows: 18–24 years (28%), 25–34 years and 55–64 
years (20% each), 45–54 years (17%), 35–44 years (10%) and 65–74 
years (4%). Most of the respondents were single (49%), followed by 
married (35%), common-law partners (13%), widowed and separated/ 
divorced (2% each). The sample was educated, with 94% of the re-
spondents having at least the upper middle school license. Out of those, 
47% had university level education. More than half of the respondents 
(59%) had an annual family income of less than € 25,000. 

5.2. Residents’ attitudes to tourism 

Our findings indicate that respondents have a generally low level of 
trust in local government. Only around 31.4% of the sample trusts the 
Naples municipal administration, while only 26.6% of the respondents 
trusts the Campania Region. In the specific context of tourism, the 
proportion of respondents who trusts the municipal administration of 
Naples and the Campania region is 27.5% and 23.9% respectively. The 
majority of respondents (85%) believes that tourism is a source of 
employment for the local people; 80.5% find that tourism encourages 
public investments in territorial development; 83% believes that tourism 
encourages the development of other sectors interconnected with it and 
encourages the renewal of the offer of museums, sites of interest and 
cultural heritage. The majority of respondents (76%) finds that tourism 
helps to preserve the cultural identity of the community. A fair number 
of respondents believes that tourism involves costs for the population in 
terms of increase in the prices of goods and services (30.7%), increase in 
traffic (27%), increase in the problem of waste (25.3%) and increased 
environmental pollution (26.7%). Only a small proportion of the re-
spondents (23.1%) is aware of the tourism development policies of the 
city and the impacts of tourism. Even fewer respondents (5.4%) feel that 
they have some influence over tourism planning and decision. 

5.3. Testing the structural model 

We followed the two-step approach to testing the theoretical model 
of the study. First, we assessed the reliability and validity of the mea-
surement model. Results are presented in Table 2. We determined reli-
ability using the Cronbach’s α value [55], which provides an estimate for 
reliability based on indicator inter-correlations. An internal consistency 
reliability value greater than 0.7 in the early stages of research and 
values greater than 0.8 or 0.9 in more advanced stages of research are 
considered satisfactory [56], whereas a value below 0.6 indicates poor 
reliability. As shown in Table 2, the Cronbach’s α values for all con-
structs are acceptable. However, Cronbach’s alpha assumes that all 

indicators are equally reliable (i.e., all the indicators have equal outer 
loadings on the construct), while PLS-SEM prioritizes the indicators 
according to their individual reliability. Moreover, Cronbach’s alpha is 
sensitive to the number of items in the scale and generally tends to 
underestimate the internal consistency reliability. Hence, we applied 
two additional measures of composite reliability: Joreskog’s ρc [57] and 
Dijkstra-Henseler’s ρa [58]. As shown in Table 2, the composite reli-
ability values confirm good internal consistency for all constructs. 

We assessed validity using convergent validity and discriminant 
validity. Convergent validity means that a set of indicators represents 
one and the same underlying construct. Fornell and Larcker [59] suggest 
using the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) as a criterion for conver-
gent validity. An AVE value of 0.50 or higher indicates sufficient 
convergent validity, meaning that the construct is able to explain more 
than half of the variance of its indicators on average. Conversely an AVE 
of less than 0.50 indicates that, on average, more error remains in the 
items than the variance explained by the construct. The results in 
Table 2 confirm the convergent validity of all constructs given that all 
AVE values are higher than 0.5. 

Discriminant validity is the extent to which a construct is truly 
distinct from other constructs by empirical standards. Thus, establishing 
discriminant validity implies that a construct is unique and captures a 
phenomena not represented by other constructs in the model. In PLS, 
this aspect is evaluated by means of three measures: (i) the Fornell and 
Larcker criterion; (ii) the Heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio of corre-
lations; and (iii) cross-loading. According to the Fornell-Larcker [59]; 
discriminant validity can be assessed by comparing the amount of the 
variance capture by the construct (AVE) and the shared variance with 
other constructs. Thus, the levels of square root of the AVE for each 
construct should be greater than the correlation involving the con-
structs. The second criterion measures validity as the ratio between the 
heterotrait correlation (HT, the average correlations of indicators across 
constructs measuring different phenomena) and the monotrait correla-
tions (MT, the correlations of indicators within the same construct) for 
each construct [56]. The authors suggested a ceiling value of 0.90. The 
third criterion implies that the loading of each indicator is expected to be 
greater than all of its cross-loadings [60]. Results presented in Table 3 
(Fornell and Larcker criterion), Table 4 (HTMT) ratio of correlations), 
and Table 5 (cross-loading) suggest that discriminant validity is ach-
ieved across all three criteria. 

Now that the measurement model has been assessed for its reliability 

Table 2 
Assessment of the measurement model: construct reliability and validity.  

Construct Dijkstra- 
Henseler’s rho 
(ρA) 

Jöreskog’s 
rho (ρc) 

Cronbach’s 
alpha (α) 

Average 
Variance 
Extracted (AVE) 

GPT 0.8242 0.9184 0.8224 0.8491 
PTT 0.9303 0.9402 0.9275 0.6630 
PB 0.9303 0.9310 0.9118 0.6923 
PC 0.9102 0.9169 0.8808 0.7340 
KT 0.8859 0.9211 0.8722 0.7957 
PWT 0.9287 0.9568 0.9103 0.9172  

Table 3 
Discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker criterion). Squared bivariate corre-
lations between constructs.  

Construct GPT PTT PB PC KT PWT 

GPT 0.8491      
PTT 0.4184 0.6630     
PB 0.0304 0.0081 0.6923    
PC 0.0108 0.0154 0.0035 0.7340   
KT 0.1175 0.1337 0.0288 0.0053 0.7957  
PWT 0.0165 0.0416 0.0032 0.0122 0.0845 0.9172 

Diagonal elements represent AVE. * indicates a squared correlation not satis-
fying the FL criterion. 
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and validity, the structural model is tested. Table 6 presents the good-
ness of fit of the PLS-PM structural model which represents the 
discrepancy between observed values and the values expected under the 
model in question. The ADANCO software uses the standardized root 
mean square residual (SRMR [61], which represents the square root of 
the discrepancy between the sample covariance matrix and the model 
covariance matrix. SRMR ranges from 0 to 1, with a value of 0.08 or less 
indicating an acceptable model. 

The essential criterion for structural or inner model assessment is the 
coefficient of determination R2 of the dependent or endogenous latent 
variables. Chin [60] describes R2 values of 0.67, 0.33, and 0.19 in PLS 
path models as substantial, moderate, and weak respectively. If the inner 
path model structures explain an endogenous latent variable by only a 
few (e.g., one or two) independent or exogenous latent variables, a 
“moderate” R2 value may be acceptable. Table 7 shows R2 values for all 
endogenous latent variables. 

Table 8 presents the estimation of the path coefficients and Fig. 2 
illustrates the tested model with the b coefficients and R2 values. The 
individual path coefficients can be interpreted as linear bivariate 

correlation coefficients, which are equivalent to the standardized beta 
coefficients of ordinary least square regressions. A p value of ≤0.05 
implies that the coefficient is significantly different from 0. Structural 
paths, whose sign is in line with a priori postulated algebraic signs, 
provide a partial empirical validation of the theoretically assumed re-
lationships between latent variables. Paths that possess an algebraic sign 
contrary to expectations do not support the hypotheses formulated a 
priori. Confidence intervals and p values for path coefficients were ob-
tained using the bootstrap resampling technique in order to determine 
the statistical significance of the results [62]. Results from Table 8 
suggest that of the 14 hypotheses proposed, seven were supported (H1, 
H3, H6, H8, H10, H11, and H12) while the remaining seven were 
rejected (H2, H4, H5, H7, H9, H13 and H14) by our findings. 

6. Discussion of results 

This study develops a model that links important variables of tourism 
development to political trust. The results provide support for Hypoth-
esis 1 proposing a relationship between domain specific political trust 
(tourism) and the general level of political trust (b = 0.559). The high 
path coefficient suggests that citizens consider tourism an important 
function of local government such that their level of trust in those in-
stitutions in the specific context of tourism has a strong effect on their 
general level of trust in those institutions. On the other hand, it is 
possible to also affirm that the lack of trust in the context of tourism can 
compromise citizens’ trust in local governments, creating suspicious 
among local people and leading to a lack of endorsement for tourism 
development policies. This is because public trust influences citizens’ 
policy attitudes and judgments about acceptability of development 
projects [63,64]. 

Interestingly, while residents’ perceptions of the benefits of tourism 
is insignificantly related to their political trust in the specific context of 
tourism, leading us to reject Hypothesis 2 (b = 0.036), it is positively 
related to their general level of political trust, allowing us to accept 
Hypothesis 3 (b = 0.099). These findings suggest that residents’ expec-
tation to receive benefits from the development of tourism creates a 
basis for the development of political confidence in general, but does not 
change their level of trust in institutions in the specific context of 
tourism. From a theoretical standpoint, this finding confirms the social 
exchange theory, postulating that benefits results from an exchange 
between actors lead to an increase in trust [39,65]. The relationships 
between perceived costs and the two dimensions of political trust 
examined by Hypothesis 4 (b = 0.087) and Hypothesis 5 (b = 0.018) 
have been rejected by our study findings. These insignificant findings 
can be theoretically justified. Researchers argue that it is not always 
necessary that the costs derived from an exchange relationship between 
social actors prevent the development of trust. On the contrary, presence 
of costs in a relationship acts as a catalyst for development of trust 
because an exchange partner judges the trustworthiness of the other 
partner based on the latter’s ability to minimize costs [65]. This is in line 
with studies that emphasize how trust is a social capital [66] and how a 
different approach is necessary: no more the person-centric, modirec-
tional approaches, but rather a focus on inter-personal mediating trust in 
relationships among stakeholders [13]. 

Hypothesis 6 proposing a positive relationship between residents’ 
perceived power in tourism and benefits of tourism is supported (b =

Table 4 
Discriminant validity. Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio of Correlations (HTMT).  

Construct GPT PTT PB PC KT PWT 

GPT       
PTT 0.7325      
PB 0.1934 0.0896     
PC 0.1159 0.1342 0.0756    
KT 0.4007 0.4018 0.1817 0.0662   
PWT 0.1446 0.2231 0.0671 0.1218 0.3202  

* indicates a ratio not satisfying the HTMT criterion. 

Table 5 
Discriminant validity (cross loadings criterion). Loadings (in bold font) and cross 
loadings (in normal font).  

Indicator GPT PTT PB PC KT PWT 

GPT1 0.9169 0.5876 0.1798 0.0556 0.3031 0.0794 
GPT2 0.9260 0.6042 0.1428 0.1339 0.3279 0.1550 
PTT1 0.6081 0.8108 0.1184 0.0532 0.3366 0.0948 
PTT2 0.6393 0.8193 0.1222 0.1316 0.3060 0.1502 
PTT3 0.4945 0.8046 − 0.0017 0.0094 0.3134 0.2155 
PTT4 0.4402 0.7973 − 0.0157 0.1188 0.2367 0.2177 
PTT5 0.4899 0.8267 0.0927 0.0905 0.3150 0.1489 
PTT6 0.5111 0.8399 0.0552 0.1463 0.2640 0.1749 
PTT7 0.4833 0.7977 0.0707 0.0757 0.3149 0.1663 
PTT8 0.5035 0.8166 0.1176 0.1805 0.2833 0.1795 
PB1 0.1760 0.0742 0.8353 0.0588 0.0806 − 0.1111 
PB2 0.1171 0.0659 0.8308 0.0731 0.1161 − 0.0941 
PB3 0.0692 0.0650 0.8175 0.1044 0.1224 − 0.0126 
PB4 0.1805 0.1165 0.8672 0.0169 0.1960 − 0.0240 
PB5 0.1484 0.0575 0.7937 0.0402 0.1694 − 0.0272 
PB6 0.1431 0.0543 0.8459 0.0335 0.1360 − 0.0154 
PC1 0.1212 0.0946 0.0978 0.8584 0.1042 0.0857 
PC2 0.0416 0.0974 0.0359 0.8470 − 0.0242 0.0896 
PC3 0.1045 0.0907 0.0901 0.8252 0.0406 0.0718 
PC4 0.0752 0.1345 − 0.0131 0.8948 0.0883 0.1236 
KT1 0.3457 0.3529 0.2037 0.1027 0.9151 0.2739 
KT2 0.2724 0.2898 0.1612 0.0421 0.8707 0.1969 
KT3 0.2915 0.3299 0.0844 0.0428 0.8897 0.2995 
PWT1 0.1442 0.2163 − 0.0097 0.0956 0.3064 0.9648 
PWT2 0.0978 0.1707 − 0.1068 0.1178 0.2459 0.9506 

* indicates a ratio not satisfying the cross loadings criterion. 

Table 6 
Measurement model assessment: Goodness of model 
fit.  

Model SRMR 

Saturated model 0.0583 
Estimated model 0.0596  

Table 7 
Structural model assessment: R Squares.  

Construct R2 Strength 

GPT 0.4423 Moderate 
PTT 0.1532 Weak 
PB 0.0411 Low 
PC 0.0140 Low 
PWT 0.0845 Low  
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.203), while Hypothesis 7 proposing an inverse relationship between 
perceived power and costs of tourism is rejected (b = 0.045). These 
findings suggest that while more powerful residents are able to derive 
higher benefits from tourism in the region, less powerful ones are not 
necessary negatively disposed toward development. Our findings sup-
port the mixed empirical evidence with respect to the influence of power 
on residents’ perceptions of the benefits and costs of tourism [5,30], but 
provide only partial support to the social exchange theory postulating 
that less powerful residents are more inclined to view tourism to result in 
negative impacts (Ap, 992). The relationships between residents’ per-
ceptions of their level of power in tourism development and the two 
types of political trust were examined by Hypotheses 8 and 9. Results 
indicate that while residents’ power was insignificant related to their 
general level of trust in the local government (b = -.023), it exerted a 
positive effect on the domain specific level of trust (b = 0.102). Our 
results suggest that powerful residents were only more likely to trust 
local government in the specific context of tourism, confirming the 
result of Nunkoo [13]. Theoretically, this finding confirm the joint and 

fundamental role of power and trust in a successful exchange relation-
ship as postulated by the social exchange theory [65]. 

We found support for Hypothesis 10 proposing that knowledge 
positively influence trust in the specific context of tourism (b = 0.112) 
and for Hypothesis 11 proposing that knowledge influence the general 
level of trust in local government (b = 0.324). Residents who are more 
aware of tourism development policies are more likely to trust local 
government actors in the specific context of tourism development as 
well as more generally. Residents’ knowledge of tourism development 
helps people develop stable and consistent views on government that are 
then translated into higher levels of political trust. This is because 
knowledgeable individuals are able to understand the political- 
administrative system of governments and are in a better position to 
appreciate the ways in which public services are organized and struc-
tured [3]. However, an uneven distribution of knowledge biases col-
lective opinions about government, impeding political trust [67]. 

The Hypothesis 12 which proposed a positive direct relationship 
between the knowledge of residents and their power in tourism was 

Table 8 
Structural model assessment: Direct Effects.  

Effect b Standard bootstrap results Percentile bootstrap quantiles Result 

Standard error t-value p-value 97.5% 99.5% 

H1: PPT→GPT (+) 0.599 0.047 12.657 <0.001*** 0.683 0.707 Supported 
H2: PB→PTT (+) 0.036 0.052 0.691 0.245 0.138 0.159 Rejected 
H3: PB→GPT (+) 0.099 0.042 2.343 0.009** 0.180 0.202 Supported 
H4: PC→PPT (− ) 0.087 0.050 1.729 0.042* 0.188 0.228 Rejected 
H5: PC→GPT (− ) 0.018 0.039 0.472 0.319 0.096 0.111 Rejected 
H6: PWT→PB (+) 0.203 0.048 4.280 <0.001*** 0.297 0.327 Supported 
H7: PWT→PC (− ) 0.045 0.057 0.776 0.219 0.146 0.184 Rejected 
H8: PWT→PTT (+) 0.102 0.050 2.065 0.020* 0.202 0.223 Supported 
H9: PWT→GPT (+) − 0.023 0.038 − 0.612 0.271 0.054 0.074 Rejected 
H10: KT→PTP (+) 0.324 0.051 6.378 <0.001*** 0.420 0.455 Supported 
H11: KT→GPT (+) 0.112 0.046 2.432 0.008** 0.205 0.222 Supported 
H12: KT→PWT (+) 0.291 0.052 5.578 <0.001*** 0.396 0.419 Supported 
H13: KT→PB (+) − 0.116 0.054 − 2.147 0.016* − 0.014 0.013 Rejected 
H14: KT→PC (− ) 0.097 0.056 1.751 0.040* 0.207 0.236 Rejected 

* indicates that a direct effect between the two constructs is significant (p ≤ 0.05.), ** (p ≤ 0.01) or *** (p ≤ 0.001) using bootstrap procedure with 1000 replications. 

Fig. 2. The tested theoretical mode with b coefficient and R2 values. 
Broken path indicates an insignificant relationship between two constructs. 
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supported by the results of the study (b = 0.291). This suggests that the 
greater the knowledge of tourism development policies on the part of the 
residents, the more powerful they consider themselves in tourism 
development. Finally the hypotheses 13 and 14 that postulating a pos-
itive relationship between residents’ knowledge of tourism and the 
perceived benefits (Hypothesis 13) and an inverse relationship between 
the knowledge of tourism and the costs perceived by the development of 
tourism (Hypothesis 14) have been both rejected. This suggests that 
there is no significant relationship between residents’ knowledge of 
tourism development and their perceptions of the benefits and costs of 
tourism. 

6.1. Implications 

The findings provide valuable insights for tourism policy-makers to 
ensure that the industry is developed in a socially compatible manner, 
while ensuring the good tourism governance. The results suggest that 
fostering residents’ trust in the local government in the specific context 
of tourism is an effective strategy for increasing their general level of 
trust. Thus, it is important that policies and strategies are designed so 
that residents consider local government as trustworthy in tourism 
development. The results of the study suggest that the benefits for res-
idents arising from the development of tourism are important for their 
political confidence in general, but not in the specific context of tourism. 
Therefore, it is important that the local government is more efficient in 
tourism by ensuring that development produces benefits for the com-
munity. Unequal distribution of the benefits of tourism could hinder the 
development of trust, especially among communities that feel margin-
alized in the process. Local government should also ensure that these 
benefits are not only confined to limited segments of the population, but 
that they are more evenly distributed among residents of different social 
spectrum. 

Power, which is a central element of the tourism development pro-
cess, has emerged as a determining factor of political trust in tourism. 
Therefore, local government can increase political confidence by 
empowering residents in the development of tourism. In addition, power 
positively influences the perception of the benefits that tourism brings to 
the community. The knowledge of residents on the development of 
tourism has emerged as another important basis for their trust in local 
government in the specific context of tourism but not in general. In-
stitutions are likely to foster political trust by providing information 
about their actions to citizens [68]. Our results suggest that a low level of 
knowledge about tourism development and the role of local government 
may impede political confidence. It is therefore extremely important 
that the local government informs residents about tourism issues and its 
roles and responsibilities in the development of tourism. 

7. Conclusion 

The study developed a theoretical model of political trust which was 
tested using data collected from residents of the metropolitan area of 
Naples, Italy. The results of the structural equation modeling analysis 
provided support for seven hypotheses. The research makes some 
important theoretical contributions to the literature on the political 
implications of tourism development in a community. Responding to the 
call of researchers to investigate the relationship between domain spe-
cific political trust and the general level of political trust [3,8,13], this 
research empirically demonstrated that residents’ trust in the specific 
context of tourism influences their general level of trust in local gov-
ernment. So far, the political implications of tourism have been mainly 
understood from an impact perspective, while only a few studies have 
investigated the role of tourism development in fostering political trust 
government [13]. In the present study, we demonstrated empirically 
that political trust in the context of tourism and the general trust in an 
institution are theoretically distinct concepts. The constructs we used to 
conceptualize tourism development have distinct influence on the two 

dimensions of political trust. For example, while residents’ perceptions 
of tourism benefits significant influenced the general level of political 
trust, this variable was insignificantly related to political trust in the 
specific context of tourism. Our study suggests that it is of value for 
tourism researchers to distinguish theoretically between domain specific 
political trust and general political trust. 

Despite the theoretical value of the study, it is not free from limita-
tions. First, the study did not consider the “dark side of the coin”. For 
example, the theoretical model did not analyze variables such as citi-
zens’ perceptions of corruption in local government and its influence on 
political trust. Previous studies suggest a strong empirical link between 
these two constructs [69]. Therefore, it is important that future research 
includes such variables in the theoretical model to improve its predictive 
power. Second, the political nature of tourism policy and planning is 
place specific. Therefore, findings of the study may have limited appli-
cability to other regions in and outside Italy. To validate our findings 
and confirm the theoretical relationships among the variables, re-
searchers should test the model in other geographical locations. Third, 
the small sample makes it less likely that statistically significant re-
lationships between the theoretical constructs will be detected. Thus, it 
may be useful for future studies to test the theoretical model using a 
larger sample size, which may also increase the extent to which the 
results may be generalized to the wider population [70]. Finally, polit-
ical trust is influenced by factors exogenous to the political system such 
as demographic variables like gender, race, and ethnicity. The present 
study does not take into account such determinants and it is therefore 
recommended that future research analyze their influence on citizens’ 
trust in local government. Despite these limitations, the study makes an 
important theoretical contribution to tourism research and can be used 
as a foundation for future studies on the political nature of tourism 
development. 
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