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TRUST IN TOURIST DESTINATIONS. 
THE ROLE OF LOCAL INHABITANTS AND INSTITUTIONS

CONFIANZA HACIA LOS DESTINOS TURÍSTICOS. 
EL ROL DE SUS HABITANTES E INSTITUCIONES*

a B st r ac t

The extent to which a tourist trusts a holiday destina-
tion has become an important factor when it comes 
to thinking about where to travel to. However, no pre-
vious studies measuring trust in a tourist destination 
have been found. We are proposing a multidimen-
sional model to measure trust in a tourist destina-
tion, which proves the fundamental roles played by 
honesty, benevolence, and competence by both local 
inhabitants and institutions in developing trust. On 
the other hand, the image perceived works as a back-
ground factor, influenced by the familiarity and rep-
utation of the place. The results of this study provide 
information for the different stakeholders from the 
destination on the factors influencing trust.

Key words: Trust, image destination, familiarity, rep-
utation.

r e su m e n

La medida en la que los turistas confían en un des-
tino para sus vacaciones es un factor importante a 
la hora de pensar a dónde viajar. Sin embargo, no 
se han encontrado estudios que midan la confianza 
en un destino turístico. Proponemos un modelo 
multidimensional para medir la confianza que se 
tiene en un destino turístico, que toma en cuenta 
el papel fundamental que desempeñan la honesti-
dad, la benevolencia y la competencia, no solo de los 
habitantes sino también de las instituciones loca-
les en el desarrollo de la confianza. Por otro lado, la 
imagen percibida funciona como un factor contex-
tual, influenciado por la familiaridad y reputación 
del lugar. Los resultados de este artículo proveen a 
las diferentes partes interesadas información sobre 
los factores que influencian la confianza en los des-
tinos.

Palabras clave: confianza, imagen destino, familiari-
dad, reputación.
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1. Introduction

The sustained growth of the tourism indus-
try has generated, in recent decades, a marked 
dynamism in the use of marketing for tourist 
destinations. According to the World Tourism 
Organization (2009), the number of inter-
national tourists grew by 2% in 2008, reach-
ing a total of 924 million visitors worldwide. 
More time dedicated to leisure, coupled with 
the increase of disposable income and a greater 
efficiency in transportation networks, has led 
consumers to consider a greater number of des-
tinations among their options. 

The rapid changes in the competitive envi-
ronment of this industry require more creativ-
ity and flexibility from the tourist destinations. 
To deal with this competition, collaborative 
relations have been established among differ-
ent organizations within the destinations, with 
the purpose of, on the one hand, reducing the 
risks inherent in the industry and, on the other, 
improving the offer in terms of tourism (Wang 
& Fesenmaier, 2007). This has led to the gener-
ation of higher levels of tourists’ trust and long-
term relationships with tourists (Fyall, Callod 
& Edwards, 2003; Kim, Kim & Kim, 2009).

While improved relations help to build trust 
in order to reduce the tourists’ feeling of vul-
nerability (Moliner, Sánchez & Rodriguez, 
2007), it will be demonstrated further that it is 
even more important that local institutions and 
inhabitants are perceived as honest, benevo-
lent, and competent, which are conceived as the 
main components of trust. In addition, it is also 
necessary that the perceived image of the tour-
ist destination builds itself on a base of differen-
tiating elements. Therefore, this study proposes 
a multidimensional model of trust in a tourist 
destination, mainly beaches, lakes, and other 
tourist attractions. According to the National 
Tourism Service (2008), these locations are 
considered main tourist destinations in Chile, 
as well as in many other areas in the world; 
e.g. in several Latin American countries such 
as Brazil (Rio de Janeiro’s beaches), Argentina 
(Bariloche’s lakes) or Mexico (Mexico City’s 
archaeological sites). In fact, we propose a new 
perspective from other similar studies, which 
analysed tourists’ perceived trust in restaurants 

(Crotts, Coppage & Andibo, 2001; Hyun, 2009), 
hotels (Kim et al., 2009) or travel agencies 
e-commerce (Kim, Chung & Lee, 2011; Wu & 
Chang, 2006). Nevertheless, there is no analysis 
for perceived trust in a tourist destination as a 
whole. It is proposed that trust in a tourist des-
tination consists of honesty, benevolence and 
competence perceived by a tourist from private 
institutions, public institutions and the inhab-
itants of the place in question. In addition, this 
study considers that the perceived image serves 
as a background factor of trust (Orth & Green, 
2009), where the image is both influenced by 
the familiarity (Baloglu, 2001) and reputation 
of the destination (LeBlanc & Nguyen, 1995). 
A confirmatory factor analysis is performed 
by means of the structural equation modeling 
approach. It is used to construct the latent vari-
ables of trust, image, reputation and familiar-
ity, as well as to investigate the relationships 
among the exogenous variables (image, reputa-
tion and familiarity), and trust.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Definition of the Constructs

2.1.1. Trust in Tourist Destinations
 

In general terms, trust could be defined as 
the certainty that one party has in terms of 
its exchange partner’s reliability and integrity 
(Sirdeshmukh, Singh & Sabol, 2002). From the 
particular perspective of a tourist destination, 
trust has been defined as the reliability focused 
on the important elements pertaining to a loca-
tion. These elements can be defined as honesty, 
benevolence and competence of local inhabit-
ants (Vogt and Fesenmaier, 1995; Pizam, 1999), 
public institutions (Saxena, 2003) or private 
institutions (Kim et al., 2009; Vásquez, Suárez 
& Bíaz, 2005). Honesty may be conceived as the 
belief that the other party keeps its word, prom-
ises and obligations (Sanzo, Santos, Vázquez & 
Álvarez, 2003). It is a value learned through 
a permanent social process (Somanathan & 
Rubin, 2004). Benevolence, in turn, is the belief 
that the other party considers one’s interests 
and welfare, and tries to offer positive help and 
guidance (Mayer, Davis & Schoorman, 1995). It 
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is a set of attitudes toward people in conditions 
of fragility, which generates a positive feeling 
and tends to build pro-social behaviors, such as 
helping others with a greater degree of empathy 
(Glick & Fiske, 1996). Finally, competence can 
be understood as the belief that the other party 
has skills, knowledge, and a specific domain 
for its activities (Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002). It 
is the expectation that the other party involved 
in the relationship will have a highly technical 
role based on its skills and experience (Mayer 
et al., 1995). Specifically, components such as 
honesty, benevolence, and competence, which 
create trust, are inherent to people’s attitudes; 
these components are also applicable to orga-
nizations. While an honest, benevolent, com-
petent attitude by local inhabitants will be the 
best introduction of a tourist destination and 
will increase the level of trust from tourists; the 
local inhabitants, as part of the various pub-
lic or private institutions from that place, play 
a key role in the level of trust from tourists in 
such institutions. However, public and private 
institutions can also be perceived as honest, 
benevolent and competent as a result of their 
own organizational philosophy. That is to say, 
their organizational vision and mission, their 
policies to promote tourism, and through their 
processes implemented to give better service 
to tourists, the organizations can implement a 
series of actions that not only show how they 
are competent (Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002), but 
also that they are honest and benevolent with 
tourists (Moliner et al., 2007).

Consequently, the level of trust placed by a 
tourist in a tourist destination is determined by 
the honesty, benevolence, and competence of 
local inhabitants and public and private insti-
tutions.

2.1.2. Image of Tourist Destinations 
Image has been defined as an impression, a 
belief and a perception (Poiesz, 1989) or as a set 
of benefits acquired by the consumer (Keller, 
1993). Considering that tourist destinations 
are places where people travel and where they 
choose to stay for some time to experience cer-
tain features or perceptions of the location’s 
attractions (Buhalis, 2000), the image is based 
not only on the physical and tangible percep-

tion of the location, but also on other mental 
and/or emotional relationships that consciously 
or unconsciously connect tourists to the loca-
tion. In the literature, the importance of the 
role played by the image of a tourist destina-
tion in people’s behavior -in terms of travel or 
vacations- has been made clear. In fact, image 
has been considered in several studies on tour-
ism. It has been identified in various decision 
and travel behavior models as a powerful factor 
in tourists’ decision-making processes (Baloglu 
& Brinberg, 1997; Bigné, Sánchez & Sánchez, 
2001; Chon, 1990; Gartner, 1993; Moutinho, 
1984; Sirgy & Su, 2000; Woodside & Lysonski, 
1989).

As indisputable as the beauty of a particular 
place may be, the perception of its beauty will be 
conditioned by other factors, such as the envi-
ronment or the observer’s inherent personality 
traits. Therefore, the image of a tourist desti-
nation will consist of a set of interrelated com-
ponents, such as cognitive perception, affective 
assessment, functional benefits, symbolic ben-
efits, and hedonic benefits. Cognitive percep-
tion is how the tourist perceives the attributes 
or characteristics of a tourist area (Baloglu & 
McCleary, 1999; Beerli & Martin, 2004): e.g. 
if the facilities of a place are safe or comfort-
able. Meanwhile, affective evaluation relates to 
a feeling about this location (Baloglu & Brin-
berg, 1997; Gartner, 1993) or the knowledge of 
the affective quality of the location (Baloglu 
& McCleary, 1999); e.g. whether a place is fun 
or proportions happiness. Functional benefits 
may be seen as utility value gained through 
functional or physical effects; e.g. if “this place 
is just the vacation I was looking for”. That is, 
functional benefits are gained through the pos-
session of the place’s main features, or attri-
butes (Babin, Darden & Griffin, 1994; Mano & 
Oliver, 1993). The symbolic benefit is the ben-
efit received by the multiple instances of “me”. 
This “me” is composed of a variety of masks 
that each person wears and that are linked to 
a particular set of social circumstances (Sirgy 
& Su, 2000); e.g. “people like me have previ-
ously visited this place”. Finally, the hedonic 
benefit is the pleasure obtained through a ser-
vice experience at the location, combined with 
the fantasies and feelings of consumers (Hol-
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brook & Hirschman, 1982); e.g. “this place is 
nice, attractive and helps me escape from my 
daily routine”.

2.1.3. Familiarity with Destinations 
Familiarity is the understanding, often based 
on interactions, past experience and learning 
through observations of how other people do 
what they do (Gefen, 2000). In other words, 
familiarity is knowledge that people have of a 
service, based on experience and previous con-
tact (Luhmann, 2000). This knowledge can be 
defined as the number of experiences accumu-
lated by the consumer with a product or service 
that can reduce uncertainty and simplify rela-
tions with other people (Alba & Hutchinson, 
1987). Familiarity is achieved not only through 
the use of products or services, but also through 
the search for information and data received by 
the consumer through promotion. The amount 
of information also plays an important role in 
the construction of familiarity and has cer-
tain advantages for the consumer (Johnson & 
Russo, 1984). From the perspective of the tour-
ist destinations, the greater the consumer’s  
knowledge of a particular place, the less desti-
nations they will choose from.  To the extent 
that a greater degree of knowledge of a partic-
ular location is obtained, the tourist’s degree of 
familiarity will be higher. Therefore, familiar-
ity plays an important role in choosing a desti-
nation to visit (Bettman & Park, 1980; Gefen & 
Straub, 2004; Park & Lessig, 1981; Ratneshwar, 
Shocker & Stewart, 1987).

2.1.4. Reputation of a Tourist Destination 
Reputation is considered the result of consis-
tency between what an organization ensures 
its customers and the actual fulfillment of this 
guarantee (Hart, 1988). Having a good repu-
tation may mean increased and longer visits. 
But to accomplish this, the tourist destination 
should, in addition to attracting people, fulfill 
its promises both explicitly and implicitly. For 
example, a tourist destination should use a slo-
gan that reflects the reality of the location. In 
Spain, the city of Mallorca has the slogan “Nat-
ural Mallorca”, and the people who visit the 
city for the first time expect this slogan to be 
fulfilled. If their expectations are not fulfilled, 

this will lead to the location earning a bad rep-
utation, and, in turn,  a negative image.

2.2. Relationship between Trust, Image, 
Reputation and Familiarity
In this study, it is hypothesized that trust is a 
multidimensional variable formed by honesty, 
benevolence and competence generated by the 
inhabitants, and public and private institutions 
in a tourist destination. Additionally, we pres-
ent trust in a tourist destination as an effect of 
its image, while the latter is also determined by 
constructs such as familiarity and reputation. 
These relationships can be expressed as the fol-
lowing hypothesis:

H1: Trust is a multidimensional variable 
based on the tourist’s perception of the local 
inhabitants and institutions’ degree of honesty, 
benevolence and competence.

While from a general perspective, trust plays 
an important role in the relationship between 
tourists and a tourist destination, it is expected 
that both the inhabitants and the institu-
tions involved in the destination possess cer-
tain basic attributes. These attributes, which 
translate into visitor perceptions, are honesty, 
benevolence, and competence (Morgan & Hunt 
1994).

In this paper, we join these three elements 
and agents (honesty, benevolence and compe-
tence of local inhabitants, private institutions 
and public institutions) into a single more com-
plete construct of trust in a tourist destination, 
since they operate, more or less, in a synchro-
nized fashion. In fact, on the one hand, tour-
ists, in their role as consumers, expect service 
providers (private institutions) to be reliable 
when offering their services (Kim et al., 2009): 
receiving a meal from a restaurant just as it was 
ordered -or a room from a hotel in the offered 
conditions- will influence the degree of trust 
that the tourist can deposit in a place. On the 
other hand, tourists, in their role as visitors, 
when required to obtain information relat-
ing mainly to a location’s integrity, will hope 
to receive answers –mainly from local inhab-
itants– that give them the trust to undertake 
their tourist activities. In this sense, because 
trust allows people to take risks (McAllister, 
1995), it is hoped that the information provided 
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by local –public– tourist information offices 
(for example, regarding the paths to a park or 
trails duly authorized for hiking), is accurate 
and thus allows the degree of trust held by the 
tourist to be increased.

H2: The better the perceived image of a tourist 
destination, the greater the tourists’ trust in it.

Since the decision to visit a place depends 
on the image that tourists have of it, the attri-
butes of the location, such as public safety or 
the comfort of its facilities, will project a better 
image and allow the tourist to feel more confi-
dently in selecting one  location over another. In 
other words, a good image will act on an indi-
vidual’s trust, reducing risk and uncertainty that 
this individual faces when selecting a particu-
lar place for vacation (Jarvenpaa, Tractinsky & 
Saarinen, 1999; Kim, Ferrin & Rao, 2008; Mayer 
et al., 1995; Yousafzai, Pallister & Foxall, 2003). 

H3: The greater familiarity with a tourist 
destination, the better the image perceived by 
the tourist.

Different studies have observed the relation-
ship between familiarity with and the perceived 
image of a tourist location (DeCarlo, Laczniak, 
Motley & Ramaswami, 2007; Van der Heijden 
& Verhagen, 2004). Some studies have shown 
that familiarity with a location can have a sig-
nificant effect on the perceived image of a tour-
ist destination (Andsager & Drzewiecka, 2002; 
Baloglu, 2001; Dann, 1996; Fakeye & Cromp-
ton, 1991; Milman & Pizam, 1995; Pearce, 1982; 
Phelps, 1986). When the experience with a des-
tination is greater (Milman & Pizam, 1995) 

or the level of information is higher (John-
son & Russo, 1984), the degree of familiarity is 
greater, and, consequently, the image perceived 
by the tourist is better.

H4: The better the reputation of a tourist 
destination, the better the image perceived by 
the tourist.

A review of the literature has shown that there 
is a link between reputation and image (Balmer 
& Greyser, 2006; Barnett, Boyle & Gardberg, 
2000; Bennett & Gabriel, 2003; Ganesan, 1994; 
Grewal, Krishnan, Baker & Borin, 1998; Leb-
lanc & Nguyen, 1995; Lewellyn, 2002; Shenkar 
& Yaar, 1997; Whetten & Mackey, 2002). Some 
studies suggest that the pillars supporting this 
relationship have different origins (Whetten 
& Mackey, 2002). In this regard, on the one 
hand, reputation can be seen as a dimension 
that is built from within an organization, while 
image, on the other hand, can be considered 
a dimension that is built from the consumer’s 
perception. However, regardless of the origin, 
it is known that both concepts are perceptions 
of the consumer. From this perspective, some 
studies have been able to determine that repu-
tation has a direct effect on the perceived image 
of an organization (Leblanc & Nguyen, 1995). 

With the above hypotheses, based on the 
findings of previous research, this study pro-
poses a conceptual model (see Figure 1). It pos-
tulates that trust is a compendium of three 
important qualities in local inhabitants and 
institutions: honesty, benevolence and compe-
tence. This model also posits that familiarity 

Trust

Familiarity

Image

Reputation

Inhabitants

Public Inst.

Private Inst.

H2

H3

H4
Honesty
Benevolence
Competence

H1
Figure 1. Proposed research mode
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and reputation have positive effects on image, 
which is also positively relevant to explain trust 
in a tourist destination.

3. Methodology 

3.1. Construction of the Measurement Scales
To construct the measurement scales with a high 
degree of content validity, a series of first analy-
ses were performed, summarized in two stages. 

3.1.1. Identification of the Relevant Dimensions 
of Trust in a Tourist Destination
This stage was only necessary for trust since 
there are no precedents in the literature of mul-
timensional scales constructed to measure this 
construct in a tourist destination as a whole. 
To achieve this, a preliminary study was con-
ducted through in-depth interviews, in which 
the subject had to describe the key factors of a 
location that generate trust. A total of 30 indi-
viduals were interviewed; these individuals 
were chosen in a convenience non-probabilistic 
sampling approach. Subsequently, the results of 
this preliminary study were jointly analyzed by 
tourism experts and travel agency executives. 
With these procedures, we obtained the afore-
mentioned three dimensions: trust in local 
inhabitants, trust in public institutions and 
trust in private institutions.

Regarding the scales of image, reputation 
and familiarity, it was not necessary to perform 
this stage. For the case of image, we have con-
sidered some antecedents as Babin and Darden 
(1995), Sirgy et al. (1997), Mathwick, Malho-
tra and Rigdon (2001) and Beerli and Mar-
tin (2004). For reputation, we have taken into 
account some other analyses such as Jarvenpa 
et al. (2000), Fombrun, Gardberg and Sever 
(2000), Nguyen and Leblanc (2001), McK-
night, Choudhury and Kacmar (2002), and 
Kim, Xu and Koh (2004). For familiarity, the 
studies of Kennedy, Ferrell and Leclair (2001), 
Gefen (2000), Coulter and Coulter (2003), Van 
der Heijden and Verhagen (2004), and Ha and 
Perks (2005) were the basis for our research.

3.1.2. Construction and Purification of the Scales
In order to construct these three subscales of 
trust, this study considered other previous 

works such as Kumar, Scheer and Steenkamp 
(1995), Doney and Cannon (1997), Siguaw, 
Penny and Baker (1998) and Roy, Dewit and 
Aubert (2001). Subsequently, these scales were 
purified considering an exhaustive analy-
sis as recommended by De Wulf and Ode-
kerken-Schröder (2003). In particular, a series 
of interviews were conducted with both regu-
lar tourists for different destinations in Chile 
and travel agency business executives. Spe-
cifically for this analysis, we used the Zaich-
kowsky (1985)’s modification of this method. 
It is a qualitative analysis in which each par-
ticipant had to score every item with respect 
to its dimension, considering three choices: 1: 
unrepresentative, 2: somewhat representative 
and 3: clearly representative. Finally, those 
items for which there was a high degree of 
consensus were retained (Lichtenstein, Nete-
meyer & Burton 1990). In the case of image, 
this procedure was performed several times 
until achieving the most representative items 
of each dimension (Hair, Anderson, Tatham & 
Black, 1999). This analysis was used to obtain 
all the scales upon which the questionnaire 
was based (Appendix 1).

 The items were written as statements and 
were answered by means of a multi-item seven 
point Likert scale. All items were written in 
such a way that they could be understood and 
answered by all participants (Appendix 2). 
Finally, with this initial questionnaire, quan-
titative pre-test was performed with a random 
sample of 70 people. Subsequently, with these 
data, an exploratory factor analysis was per-
formed and a Cronbach’s alpha was calculated 
for each of the resulting dimensions. As a con-
sequence, the existence of each of the dimen-
sions that resulted from previous analysis was 
confirmed.

A principal component factor analysis for 
all the constructs analyzed was applied in 
order to examine the validity of the infor-
mation gathered. The value of the KMO 
index was 0.935, very close to a unit, so a fac-
tor analysis is a suitable procedure. The four 
factors included in the model account for a 
69.56 % of the total variance. None of them 
stands out accounting for a higher percent-
age of the variance.
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Table 1. Profile of the Sample

Sex of Respondent % Marital status %

Male 45,6 Married 21,7

Female 54,4 Singles 70,1

Total 100 Divorced or separated 4,7

Widow or widower 0,5

Another 1,6

No response/don’t know 1,3

Total 100

Range of Age of Respondent % Studies %

Between 18 and 24 46,4 Incomplete basic 0,7

Between 25 and 34 28 Complete basic 0,3

Between 35 and 44 13,1 Incomplete secondary 2,3

Between 45 and 54 7,6 Complete secondary 12,4

Between  55 and 64 2,8 Technical (or Professional Institute) incomplete 9,7

More 65 0,5 Technical (or Professional Institute) complete 11,2

Do not know – no answer 1,6 Incomplete university 36,5

Total 100 Complete university 16,9

Incomplete postgraduate studies 6,1

Complete postgraduate studies 3,1

Another 0,1

No response/don’t know 0,7

Total 100

Current Job Situation % Household Income (thousands US$) %

Part-time job 11,9 Less than 278a 0,9

Full-time job 50,4 Between  279 and 463 9,5

Searching for a job 2,7 Between 464 and 863 17,7

Housewife 1,7 Between 864 and 1.389 16,7

Retired 1,1 Between 1.390 and 1.852 12,4

Student 30,4 Between 1.853 and 2.778 11,9

No response/don’t know 1,9 Between 2.779 and 3.704 7,9

Total 100 Between 3.705 and 5.556 5,1

More 5.557 5,2

No response/don’t know 12,8

Total 100

a1 US$ = 540 Chilean pesos as of June 8, 2009.

3.2. Sample and Data Collection
A survey was conducted among a total of 750 
people which considered the last tourist loca-
tion where they stayed overnight (see Table 1). 
A non-probability sampling was used based on 
quotas in proportion to the destinations visited 
in Chile according to the National Tourism 

Service (2008), divided into beaches, lakes, and 
other tourist attractions (see Table 2). The sur-
veys were implemented during the months of 
May and June of 2009 in cities such as Santiago 
de Chile, Arica, Iquique, La Serena, Viña del 
Mar, Curico, Talca, Concepción, and Temuco.
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4. Analysis and Results

4.1. Testing the Trust Scale
In order to test H1, in which trust is proposed 
as a multidimensional variable based on  the 
tourist’s perception of the local inhabitants and 
institutions’ degree of honesty, benevolence 
and competence, we have checked its degree of 
reliability, dimensionality and validity.

For the reliability analysis, a confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) was performed by means 
of the structural equation method1. Consider-
ing the different latent variables, an improve-
ment process was undertaken employing a 
model development strategy (Hair et al., 1998). 
This process consists of eliminating those indi-
cators that did not contribute toward achieving 
a good fit for the proposed model (Jöreskog & 
Sörbom, 1993). First, CFA was applied to con-
struct trust, as well as its previously defined 
three dimensions (trust model). Subsequently, 
the same procedure was performed for all the 
variables of the model: trust, image, reputa-
tion, and familiarity (general model). In both 
cases, it was not necessary to eliminate indi-

1 For this analysis, we used the statistical package EQS 6.1.

cators. Regarding the goodness of fit indica-
tors, they also achieve very satisfactory results 
(Hair et al., 1998)2. To check the reliability of 
each of the measurement scales, three tests 
were applied: Cronbach’s alpha, composite reli-
ability (Jöreskog, 1971) and average variance 
extracted (AVE) (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The 
results ensured a good degree of reliability for 
each of the scales (see Table 3). 

To confirm whether the trust variable is 
multidimensional, a rival-models strategy was 
used (Steenkamp & Van Trijp, 1991), in which a 
one-dimensional model (first order) was com-
pared with a multidimensional model (second 
order). Since the second-order model was bet-
ter in terms of fit than the first-order one, it 
confirmed the multidimensional nature of the 
construct of trust (see Table 4).

The scales used to measure the study vari-
ables (mainly the scale of trust) have a sufficient 
degree of content validity, as they were devel-
oped from a series of qualitative analyses with 

2 For the trust model: Ji-Square (χ2) (df) 145.318 (24), p ≤ 0.001; 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) 0.974; Incremental Fit Index 
(IFI) 0.979; Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.979; Root 
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 0.08. For 
the general model: χ2 (df) 1128.028 (243) p ≤ 0.001; NFI 
0.921; IFI 0.937; CFI 0.937; RMSEA 0.07.

Table 2. Sampling

Destinations Destination type Visitsa (%)
Surveys

Number %
Valparaíso and Viña del Mar

Beach 36% 270 36%
La Serena and Coquimbo
Valparaíso
Concepción
Algarrobo-Santo Domingo
Calafaquén Lake

Lakes 25% 187 25%
Panguipulli and Ranco Lakes
Villarrica and Pucón Lakes
Budi and Temuco Lakes
Llanquihue and all Santos Lakes
Santiago and Farellones

Others Tourist 
Attractions 39% 293 39%

Salto del Laja and Antuco
Chillán and Las Trancas
Chiloé
Valdivia
Rancagua and Cachapoal Valley
La Campana National Park
Elqui Valley
Total 100 % 750 100%
aMajor Overnight Tourist Destinations in Summer 2008 (National Tourism Service, 2008).
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consumers and executives tied to the tourism 
industry (De Wulf and Odekerken-Schröder, 
2003). With respect to the convergent valid-
ity, it can be proved, as shown in Table 4, since 
the standardized coefficients of the confir-
matory model of the variable of trust and the 
proposed general model are, in all cases, statis-
tically significant at 0.01, as well as greater than 
0.5 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). For its part, the dis-
criminatory validity was confirmed through 
two procedures: the ji-square test of differences 
and trust interval tests (Anderson & Gerbing, 
1988; Bagozzi, 1981). Both procedures show 
(see Table 5) that both the variable of trust and 
the proposed general model have discrimina-
tory validity.

Mean values, variance and correlations of 
the constructs investigated are calculated to  
analyze the dispersion of data. The mean values   
ranged between 4.56 and 5.98, the variance val-
ues   ranging between 0.84 and 5.98. Significant 
positive correlations were observed between 
the constructs (Appendix 3).

The previous results do not allow the refusal 
of H1; e.g. they conclude that the proposed trust 
scale for the local inhabitants and institutions’ 
honesty, benevolence and competence achieves 
a good degree of reliability, multidimensional-
ity and validity.

4.2. Analysis of the Proposed Causal 
Relations
The hypotheses 2, 3 and 4 were tested using a 
structural equation model (Bagozzi, 1981). The 
data were analyzed using EQS 6.1. The model’s 
fit indices widely exceed the minimum accept-
able value: NFI 0.912; IFI 0.927; CFI 0.927; 
RMSEA 0.074; Normed χ2 5.14. Therefore, we 
can conclude that the estimated structural 
equation model is statistically appropriate and 
valid for testing the hypothesis.

As shown in Figure 2, the image of the loca-
tion has a direct and positive effect on the peo-
ple’s trust in a tourist destination (β=0.722, 
t-value=12.941, p<0.01). Moreover, the loca-
tion’s image is directly and positively influ-
enced by the location’s reputation (β=0.602, 
t-value=15.978, p<0.01) and the familiarity 
that people have with the destination (β=0.517, 
t-value=14.569, p<0.01).

Additionally, it can be observed that for 
trust, the model explained 52% of the initial 
variance while for image, it absorbs 63%. 

These results fail to reject hypotheses 2, 3, 
and 4. 

Overall, the trust model’s statistical robust-
ness allows us to accept the hypotheses put   
forward in this study. H1: Trust is a multi-
dimensional variable based on the tourist’s 

Table 3. Reliability of the scales

Trust
Image Familiarity Reputation

Inhabitant Public Inst. Private inst.
Cronbach’s alpha 0.81 0.93 0.94 0.87 0.91 0.90
Composite reliability 0.74 0.85 0.86 0.82 0.76 0.81
Average variance extracted 0.50 0.66 0.67 0.50 0.51 0.50

Table 4. Multidimensional analysis of trust 

Indicator Recommended value First order Second order

Absolute fit
NCP
SNCP
RMSEA

Minimum
Minimum
< 0.08

1525.091
2.03

0.275

121.318
0.16

0.082

Incremental fit
NFI
IFI

Close to 1
Close to 1

0.727
0.730

0.974
0.979

Parsimony fit
CFI
AIC
Normed χ2

Closed to 1
Minimum
[1 ; 5]

0.730
1498.091

57.48

0.979
97.318
6.05
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perception of the local inhabitants and insti-
tutions’ degree of honesty, benevolence, and 
competence. The latent variable trust in inhab-
itants is by far the most important in the trust 
construct (r = 0,94), with the indicators of com-
petence and benevolence by inhabitants being 
the most significant. The honesty indicator and 
the latent variable trust in inhabitants have a 
correlation of 0.61 (below the average, which is 
around 0.8 – 0.9): competence and benevolence 
are perceived as more homogeneous. There is 
another high correlation between the benevo-

lence indicator and the latent variable trust in 
public institutions (r = 0.95).

H2: The better the perceived image of a tour-
ist destination, the greater the tourists̀  trust in 
it. The simple correlation coefficient between 
both is 0.72 (image accounts for more than 70% 
of the variability of trust).

H3: The greater the familiarity with a tourist 
destination, the better the image perceived by 
the tourist and H4: The better the reputation of 
a tourist destination, the better the image per-
ceived by the tourist. Both relations confirm 

Table 5. Validity analysis

Convergent validity Discriminatory validity
Ítems Stand. Coeff. Pairs of constructs Differential χ2 (df) Confidence Interval

Trust model Trust model
Honesty Inhabitants 0.606 Inhabitants - Public 332.77 (1)* 0.718-0.798
Benevolence 0.841 Inhabitants - Private 433.884 (1)* 0.636-0.732
Competence 0.861 Public - Private 1093.282 (1)* 0.635-0.723
Honesty Public

institutions
0.844 Proposed general model

Benevolence 0.951 Trust - Image 352.047 (1)* 0.687-0.779
Competence 0.903 Trust - Familiarity 720.446 (1)* 0.408-0.540
Honesty Private institu-

tions
0.898 Trust - Reputation 507.224 (1)* 0.598-0.702

Benevolence 0.934 Image - Familiarity 795.390 (1)* 0.625-0.721
Competence 0.905 Image - Reputation 695.390 (1)* 0.652-0.744
Proposed general model Rep - Familiarity 1919.155 (1)* 0.330-0.466
Honesty Trust Inhabitants 0.623
Benevolence 0.841
Competence 0.852
Honesty Trust 

Public
institutions

0.845
Benevolence 0.951
Competence 0.902
Honesty Trust 

Private institu-
tions

0.898
Benevolence 0.934
Competence 0.906
Cognitive

Image

0.756
Affective 0.714
Functional 0.829
Symbolic 0.709
Hedonic 0.841
Familiarity1

Familiarity

0.732
Familiarity2 0.759
Familiarity3 0.885
Familiarity4 0.887
Familiarity5 0.785
Reputation1

Reputation

0.832
Reputation2 0.776
Reputation3 0.879
Reputation4 0.830
Reputation5 0.726

Note: “*” Coefficients significant to a level of 0.01.
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that a tourist destination’s image is directly and 
positively dependent on the tourist’s familiar-
ity with the location, and, even more so, on its 
reputation. The functional benefit (r = 0.80) 
and hedonic benefit (r = 0.81) indicators are the 
most relevant in the image construct. 

4.3. Additional Results
A series of analyses were undertaken in order 
to confirm image as a mediator variable. That 
is, familiarity and reputation are two back-
ground factors of trust, but they are an indirect 
influence on it through image. In such cases, 
the best method consists in comparing the pro-
posed model with a rival model (Bloemer & 
Oderkerken-Schöder, 2003). In our case, the 
proposed model is compared to a rival model 
where trust is influenced not only by the image, 
but also directly influenced by the familiarity 
and reputation of a tourist destination.

The results of this analysis show that the pro-
posed model is better than the rival model. The 
superiority of the proposed model was verified 
by observing the requirements proposed by 
Morgan and Hunt (1994) for this kind of anal-
ysis. As a matter of fact, the proposed model’s 
CFI (0.927) is higher than that of the alternative 
model (0.880), even beyond the recommended 
0.9. (Bansal & Boyer, 2000). Furthermore, the 
proposed model accounts for the trust relation 
to a higher degree (0.52) than the rival model 
(0.37). Finally, the proposed model’s Normed X2 
index (5.14) is lower than that of the rival model 
(7.70), proving that our model shows a higher 
level of parsimony. On the basis of these results, 
it could be said that image acts as a mediating 
factor in trust relations within the context of 
tourist destinations.

Trust
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Figure 2. The Estimated Structural Model

Notes: “*” Coefficients significant to a level of 0.01. Inh: Inhabitants; Pri: Private Institution; Pu: Public Institution; Hon: honesty; Ben: benevo-
lence; Com: competence; Fam: Familiarity; Rep: Reputation; Cog: Cognitive; Affe: Affective; Fun: Functional; Sym: Symbolic; Hed: Hedonic.
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4.4. Multi-sample
The results of this analysis show no significantly 
different outcomes in comparative terms between 
the proposed model and other models compris-
ing different moderator variables. As a matter of 
fact, models comprising the following modera-
tor variables: tourist place 3: tourist attractions; 
gender, and age ranges do not exceed the adjust-
ment measures of the proposed model. As can 
be seen, the adjustment of the proposed model is 
still better in terms of CFI (0.927); the trust rela-
tion accounted for by R2 (0.52); and a higher par-
simony with a Normed X2 value (5.14).

There are two exceptions; one of them is the 
result of the model consisting of the modera-
tor variable: tourist destination 1: sea, sun, and 
beaches. The second exception is the result of 
the model consisting of the moderator vari-
able: tourist destination 2: lakes. In both sep-
arate models, the trust relation was accounted 
for with a similar R2 value (0.63) versus the pro-
posed model’s R2 value (0.52). Therefore, trust 
is accounted for to a greater extent when the 
model is applied within the context of tourist 
places characterized by the sea, the sun, and 
beaches and when the model is applied within 
the context of tourist destination characterized 
by the presence of lakes.

5. Conclusions and Implications 

5.1. Conclusions
In this study, the components of trust were 
analyzed based on honesty, benevolence, and 
competence for both the inhabitants and the 
institutions of the location. Undoubtedly, a 
place enriched with these conditions will pro-
vide the tourist with a greater level of trust 
and will also contribute toward greater enjoy-
ment and peace during the stay. The proposed 
model leads to the conclusion that trust is a 
factor that is consistent with the image per-
ceived by the tourist. This image is constructed 
with cognitive perception, affective evaluation, 
functional benefit, symbolic benefit and hedo-
nic benefit. Undoubtedly, visiting a place that 
has established a link with the tourist beyond 
its attributes, but also through affection and 
other benefits, will increase the level of trust 
by visitors. For this to occur, the tourist should 

have a good cognitive perception of the loca-
tion, such as the level of comfort of its facili-
ties, and a very good affective assessment of the 
location, such as its natural beauty. It is also 
important for the tourist to have a positive per-
ception of the place’s functional, symbolic, and 
hedonic benefits. For this to happen, the tour-
ist should perceive that the place fulfills his or 
her needs, provides a certain sense of belong-
ing, and offers pleasurable experiences. If these 
conditions are met, the level of trust by a tourist 
in a tourist destination will certainly increase 
greatly. This implies that the better the image 
of a destination, the greater the level of tourist 
trust in that destination. In turn, the findings 
of this study support the conclusion that both 
the familiarity and reputation of a tourist des-
tination are background factors for the tourist’s 
perceived image. Thus, the greater the tourists’ 
level of familiarity with a location and the bet-
ter the perceived reputation of the location, the 
better perceived image of this location and con-
sequently, a higher level of trust.

From the point of view of decision making, 
this study provides the different interest groups 
involved in the destination with information 
about the factors affecting the building of trust, 
in order to establish long-term relations with 
tourists. To get the tourists to increase their 
levels of trust in a particular place, the local 
and regional government and institutions asso-
ciated with tourism development plans should 
incorporate a strategy to increase tourists’ trust 
into the local tourism development strategies. 
This plan should focus on three main actors: 
public institutions, private institutions, and 
local inhabitants. The objective is for all actors 
to be perceived as honest, benevolent, and com-
petent.

Specifically, this strategy should focus its 
efforts on the education and training of the 
general community, including tour operators, 
transport companies, restaurateurs, and hote-
liers. On the one hand, these efforts should be 
focused on training the companies linked to the 
tourism industry to employ qualified people and 
offer quality services. On the other hand, they 
should also prepare (and motivate) the inhab-
itants of the destination with the knowledge of 
the location’s attractions so that they can pro-
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vide tourists with information whenever they 
require it. Continuous assessment should focus 
on helping companies and people to act hon-
estly in order to fulfill their promises and obli-
gations. Additionally, these actors should act 
benevolently, given the interests and welfare of 
the tourists, trying to help and guide them in a 
positive and empathetic manner. Their efforts 
should also be focused on enabling public and 
private institutions to incorporate their actual 
interest in tourist activities into their organiza-
tional vision and mission, in order to ensure its 
implementation through each of their policies, 
processes and services offered to tourists —so 
they can be perceived as honest, benevolent and 
competent entities.

Both the educational strategy implemented 
and the incorporation of values in the vision 
and mission of institutions should be con-
sidered permanent processes with long-term 
results. Similarly, the actors involved in a tour-
istic destination should aim to gain trust with a 
good image, which is based on a very good per-
ception of the tangible attractions of location, 
as well as an emotional connection with the 
tourist. For instance, Chile has implemented 
an international image positioning strategy as 
a “world capital of quality wine”. Undoubtedly, 
at the time of visiting the country the tourist 
expects to find world-class guided tours to the 
main vineyards, with different wine varieties to 
taste, and not something else. In other words, 
the location image should be based on a good 
cognitive perception, in the sense that it is an 
attractive place to visit fostering positive affec-
tive evaluations joined with the perception that 
the destination delivers not only functional 
benefits, but also symbolic and hedonic ones.

Finally, this image—one  of the pillars of 
trust—should be supported by the good repu-
tation of the destination, one that is achieved 
over time through the fulfillment and consis-
tency of the promises made by local authorities 
in advertising, slogans, and public speeches. 

Reputation is a guarantee that a tourist des-
tination will deliver what is offered to tourists. 
If a place has a good reputation as friendly, or 
a bad reputation as unsafe, all stakeholders are 
responsible for this, but one in particular: the 
state. The state is responsible for guaranteeing 

a warm reception or greater safety for tourists. 
For instance, Chile is known for welcoming 
tourists. In order to guarantee that this is ful-
filled, the government has recently launched 
a nationwide campaign for both tourists and 
hosts, called “Buen Turista, Buen Anfitrión” 
(good tourist, good host) with useful tips for 
tourists and more importantly, a list of ten 
good practices regarding good treatment and 
attention to tourists by locals. 

Brazil sets a very good example in terms of 
how to increase or improve a place’s reputation. 
Recently, the government ordered a military 
intervention in every slum in Rio de Janeiro, 
in order to remove all sources of crime. Cur-
rently, guided tours of previously dangerous 
places  are being implemented. The connota-
tion of dangerous place has been used as the 
main attraction. Even though Rio de Janeiro 
used to have a bad reputation as an unsafe 
place, thanks to the government strategy, it has 
become a safe, attractive destination. This is a 
clear demonstration of the key role placed by 
the state in order to implement strategies to 
increase or improve the reputation of a tourist 
destination.

Familiarity refers to knowledge of the tour-
ist destination, so public and private institu-
tions should have access to different means to 
facilitate tourist knowledge and appreciation of 
the place. For instance, through the implemen-
tation of tourist buses offering guided tours to 
the main attractions of a particular destination. 
Similarly, tourist information booths could be 
implemented in main towns in order to provide 
tourists with brochures relating the main quali-
ties and characteristics of the place. Also, infor-
mation on the assets of a tourist destination 
should be disseminated abroad. Consequently, 
it will be necessary to publish as much infor-
mation as possible on the destination through 
all available media. For instance, Colombia has 
launched a campaign to promote its tourist 
destinations through neon signs inside subway 
cars in Santiago de Chile. Undoubtedly, such 
images make the place more familiar for sub-
way passengers, who may visit Colombia in the 
future. Colombia is also advertising its tour-
ist assets through a Web page (www.colombia.
travel/es/), with all the necessary information 
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for future visitors. Tourist destinations will 
be particularly careful to disseminate consis-
tent information in order to avoid raising false 
expectations among tourists.

Undoubtedly, the places that are able to 
guarantee what they offer and advertise them-
selves in a balanced way will be able to sustain 
a better image before tourists.

5.2. Limitations
The results of this study should be generalized 
carefully, since the sample is limited to tourists 
visiting Chilean destinations. 

The kind of tourism chosen for this study, 
which is highly standardized (sea, sun, beaches, 
lakes, and tourist attractions), could be a limi-
tation at the time of attempting to generalize 
results to other kinds of tourism with different 
features (such as rural tourism, cultural tour-
ism, and ecotourism). 

In a further research, it would be interesting 
to apply this same model to each tourist desti-
nation in order to check the robustness of our 
results. As an additional extension, it would be 
interesting to measure the different perceptions 
of trust that arise from the various tourism 
sub-sectors: e.g. hotels, restaurants and public 
transport. This analysis would shed more light 
on the factors that affect the perception of trust 
in local inhabitants. 

It would be interesting to compare the 
results obtained from the application of the 
trust model in other countries, in order to ana-
lyze the difference and perform multi-sample 
analyses to examine the strength of causal rela-
tions in the model, considering tourist destina-
tions with different characteristics.    

It would also be interesting to perform a 
multidimensional measurement of the famil-
iarity of a tourist destination, not only through 
multi-attribute analysis as currently measured. 
For that purpose, it becomes necessary to find 
the dimensions that create familiarity with a 
location.

Similarly, it would also be interesting to 
compare this model considering the tourist 
destination’s reputation multidimensionally, 
and not just through multi-attributes. In order 
to do that, there is a need for a deeper search 

for the dimensions that make up this variable 
within the context of tourism. 
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Appendix 1. Measurement Scales Used

Trust
Inhabitants
The inhabitants of this place are honest.
The inhabitants of this place are concerned about the welfare of the tourist.
The inhabitants of this place have the ability to deal with tourists.
Public Institutions
The public institutions of this place are reliable.
The public institutions of this place operate for the benefit of tourists.
The public institutions of this place do their work well.
Private institutions
The private institutions here are reliable.
The private institutions operate for the benefit of visitors.
The private institutions offer good services.

Image
The facilities of this place are very safe. (Cog)
This place is nice. (Affe)
In this place I got just the vacation I needed. (Fun)
To this place came people like me. (Sym)
This place helps me escape from my daily routine. (Hed)

Familiarity
This place is very familiar
This place is well known to me.
I am always well informed about this place.
I am well aware of what this place is like.
My friends and family say I know this place very well.

Reputation
This place has a very good reputation.
This place has a better reputation than other similar places.
This place is highly respected by people.
People say good things about this place.
This place’s history supports its good reputation.



m a r i nao, c h a s c o y t or r e s

consejo latinoamericano de escuelas de administración, cladea 45

Appendix 2. Questionnaire

Good morning/afternoon. The (name of institution) is analyzing the image of a tourist destination. We 
would appreciate your cooperation, given the importance of your opinion for the development of this study. 
The data will be treated confidentially and only for academic purposes.

¿What was the last tourist place that you visited? __________________________________________ 
In relation to this place, please, answer the following items.

Please, evaluate in a range from 1 to 7 each of these affirmations, wherein:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly 
Disagree

Very much in 
Disagree

Slightly 
Disagree

Neither Agree Nor 
Disagree

Slightly Agree Very much 
agree

Strongly 
Agree

Section I. Affirmations Assessment
Affirmations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

The inhabitants of this place are honest.
The inhabitants of this place are concerned about the tourists’ welfare.
The inhabitants of this place have the ability to deal with tourists.
The public institutions of this place are reliable.
The public institutions of this place operate for the tourists’ benefit.
The public institutions of this place do their work well.
The private institutions of this place are reliable.
The private institutions of this place operate for the visitors’ benefit.
The private institutions of this place offer good services.
The facilities of this place are very safe.
This place is nice.
In this place I got just the vacation I needed.
To this place came people like me.
This place helps me escape from my daily routine.
This place is very familiar
This place is well known to me.
I am always well informed about this place.
I am well aware of what this place is like.
My friends and family say I know this place very well.
This place has a very good reputation.
This place has a better reputation than other similar places.
This place is highly respected by people.
People say good things about this place.
This place history supports its good reputation.

Section II. Socio-Demographic Profile 

Please indicate your level of education: 
 Incomplete 
    basic

  Incomplete
     secondary

  Incomplete technical (or 
Institute professional)

  Incomplete 
university

  Incomplete 
      postgraduate studies

  Another_____

  Complete
     basic

  Complete 
     secondary

  Complete technical (or 
Institute professional)

  Complete 
university

  Complete
      postgraduate studies

  No response/   
     don’t know

What is your current work situation?
   Part-time job  Full-time job   Searching for a job   Housewife Retired   Student   No response/ don’t know

Level of household income (US$): 
  Less than 278   Between 864 and 1.389   Between 2.779 and 3.704  No response/   

     don’t know
  Between  279 and 463   Between 1.390 and 1.852   Between 3.705 and 5.556

  Between 464 and 863   Between 1.853 and 2.778   More 5.557
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Respondent’s sex:
   Man   Woman

Marital status: 

  Married   Single  Divorced or Separated
 

  Widower   Other_____  No response/   
     don’t know

Respondent’s age range:

 Between 
 18 y 24

 Between 
    25 y 34

 Between
    35 y 44

 Between 
    45 y 54

  Between
     55 y 64

  More
      65

 No response/   
     don’t know

Name: ____________________________________ Phone: _______________________________

¡Thank you for your cooperation!

Appendix 3. Mean values, variance and correlation matrix

Descriptive statistical

Constructs N Mínimum Máximum Means Variance

Familiarity (Fam 1) 750 1,00 7,00 5,3240 2,345

Familiarity (Fam 2) 750 1,00 7,00 5,3160 2,414

Familiarity (Fam 3) 750 1,00 7,00 4,7920 2,795

Familiarity (Fam 4) 750 1,00 7,00 5,0067 2,754

Familiarity (Fam 5) 750 1,00 7,00 4,5653 3,325

Reputation (Rep 1) 750 1,00 7,00 5,9133 1,497

Reputation (Rep 2) 750 1,00 7,00 5,6400 1,691

Reputation (Rep 3) 750 1,00 7,00 5,7213 1,547

Reputation (Rep 4) 750 1,00 7,00 5,9147 1,437

Reputation (Rep 5) 750 1,00 7,00 5,6267 1,810

Cognitive Image (Cog) 750 1,98 7,00 5,2469 ,846

Affective Image (Affe) 750 1,00 7,00 5,9811 ,978

Symbolic Image (Sym) 750 1,00 7,00 5,4184 1,383

Functional Image (Fun) 750 1,00 7,00 4,7939 1,892

Hedonic (Hed) 750 1,29 7,00 5,8737 ,954

Trust Honest Inhabitants (Trust - Hon - Inh) 750 1,00 7,00 4,9763 1,573

Trust Benevolent Inhabitants (Trust - Ben - Inh) 750 1,00 7,00 5,4760 1,357

Trust Competent Inhabitants (Trust - Com - Inh) 750 1,00 7,00 5,3950 1,517

Trust Honest Private Institutions (Trust - Pri - Hon) 750 1,00 7,00 5,3667 1,449

Trust  Benevolent Private Institutions (Trust - Pri - Ben) 750 1,00 7,00 5,6097 1,405

Trust Competent Private Institutions (Trust - Pri - Com) 750 1,00 7,00 5,6120 1,362

Trust Honest Public Institutions (Trust - Pu - Hon) 750 1,00 7,00 4,9947 1,584

Trust Benevolent Public Institutions (Trust - Pu - Ben) 750 1,00 7,00 5,2317 1,619

Trust Competent Public Institutions (Trust - Pu - Com) 750 1,00 7,00 5,3507 1,499
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