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Abstract: This study examines local foodscapes and their dimensions, namely, eco-friendly envi-
ronment, tradition, infrastructure, accessibility, and price/value, on trust in a store and local food,
which in turn impacts loyalty and identified full mediating roles of trust in a store and local food in
the relationship between local foodscapes and loyalty. Data were collected from visitors (tourists)
who had experienced local foods over the last three months and were analyzed with SmartPLS 3.3.3.
The findings show that the dimensions of price/value and eco-friendly environment influence trust
in the local store, whereas the history or the tradition along with the eco-friendly environment has
an impact on local food consumption—both the local store and the local food influence the level
of loyalty among tourists. Implications for theory and practice are discussed within the context of
local foodscapes.

Keywords: local food; local foodscape; trust; loyalty; SmartPLS

1. Introduction

As local foods contribute to the growth and differentiation of the local economy, local
food tourism is attracting attention from scholars and practitioners. Local foods help en-
hance the travel experience [1]. Studies on local foods have primarily been being conducted
in the areas of destination foodscapes [2], local food consumption [3,4], food/gastronomic
experiences in tourism [5–7]. Unique local foods serve as motives to stimulate tourists’
travel [8] and play crucial roles in affective responses, such as emotions [9], perceived
value [10,11], trust [12], attachment [13,14], satisfaction [9,12] during travel, and behavioral
responses, such as revisit intention and word-of-mouth [10] after travel.

Eighty percent of the travelers research food and drink options while traveling to a
new destination (World Food Travel Association 2021) [15]. According to Technavio, a
market research firm out of the UK, the compound annual growth rate for food tourism
is expected to increase by 9% between 2019–2023. Food tourists spend on average, 25%
of their travel budget on food and beverages (World Food Travel Association 2021) [15].
Within Korea, the geographical location of the study, local food contributes to increasing
the image and income of the local community by providing unique local products. The
local food direct stores in Korea started with 21 stores in 2013 and increased to 660 stores in
2021. Meanwhile, the related sales increased from KRW 19.3 billion to KRW 460.4 billion
in 2020 (http://www.agrinet.co.kr/news/articleView.html?idxno=304016, accessed on 15
November 2021). The local food in Korea is one of the primary reasons why foreign tourists
have engaged in choosing Korea as a tourist destination [16].

Local food marketing should be managed and involved in rural development strat-
egy [17] because tourist satisfaction and responses are influenced in “local foodscapes”,
where local tour experiences are produced and consumed. Based on Lee et al. [9], this
is a basic question or task that needs to be solved by managers of local tourism. Local
foodscapes could play a pivotal role in building tourist-based places or local equity because
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tourists spend money on experiencing a variety of local attractions as well as buying local
foods. Research has found that local foods can enhance the image of a destination because
it represents national, regional, and personal identities [18–20]. Rong-Da Liang et al. [21]
found that food and beverage expenditure increases tourists’ revisit intention and favorable
word-of-mouth. Despite the significance of local foodscapes, very little is known about
successful local foodscapes and whether they affect local food stores and trust, which, in
turn, increase tourist loyalty. This study aims to close that gap in the literature.

This study serves multiple purposes. It addresses the factors or dimensions of local
foodscapes. It answers the call for studies to be conducted on food consumption as it
is an important component in the field of tourism and hospitality (e.g., [1]) by trying to
identify the components of the local foodscapes. To the best of our knowledge, no research
has addressed the factors of local foodscapes and their effect on trust and loyalty in the
tourism context. Second, the current study contributes to the literature by integrating the
cue-consistency and trust-transfer theories. This study, based on cue-consistency theory [22]
and trust-transfer theory [23,24], suggests that local foodscapes, which represent the overall
image of tourist destination, can be the source of trust for tourists who are unfamiliar
with the destination and are positively associated with trust in local foods stores and
local foods. Lastly, this study concerns the treatment of local store trust and local food
trust as mediators. In this study, the mediating effect is a valuable step forward to test
the effects of local foodscapes on local foods stores and local foods. According to some
studies [24–26], researchers view local foodscapes perceived by consumers as an original
source of tourist trust about local foodscapes, embodying consumer trust in stores and
foods and leading to loyalty. This view illustrates the process of generating and transferring
trust by showing the evidence by which tourist perception or direct experience of local
foodscapes leads to trust [24,25,27]. Our paper is organized as follows: we first discuss
the relevant literature and then propose the hypotheses for the study. We follow this by
explaining the methodology that we use to arrive at the results. We conclude the paper by
addressing the implications and limitations of the study.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Local Foodscapes and Local Food Consumption

Local foodscapes as destination cues play crucial roles in influencing tourists’ experi-
ence [9,28] or destination quality [29] within a local destination based on environmental
psychology. The question here is which factors should be considered when evaluating
a destination. In order to accomplish this, researchers have suggested starting with the
SERVICESCAPE by Bitner [30] and presenting the physical environment or cues as a
destination clue in the context of retail [31], destination [32], restaurant [29], and festival
situations [9]. As Bitner [30] noted, SERVICESCAPE is the environment built or physical
surroundings made by humans and can be regarded as a place where people visiting a
place and organized environments interact [31]. Based on this, local FOODSCAPES should
be viewed as physical or environmental cues of a destination where interactions between
the organized places visited and the tourists who purchase local food. These cues can vary
across different types of service contexts and destinations. Studies similar to local food-
scapes have included different subdimensions to capture the experience. Studies [32–34]
on various service contexts and destinations have included an eco-friendly environment,
tradition, infrastructure, accessibility, and price/value to measure the foodscapes. To mea-
sure the local foodscapes, we decided to include cognitive cues or images that are directly
observable, descriptive, and measurable. We decided to include these in our measure of
the local foodscapes [34,35].

As the interest in food tourism using food and the demand for tourism increase, the
eco-friendliness or sustainability of areas producing local food is regarded as an important
factor in evaluating local foodscapes [31]. It allows the local or regional community to
have a local food system that produces local specialties on a small scale, using natural
ingredients compared to global food. The transmission of the natural image that food is
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growing naturally ensures that the food production process is controlled and produced
with natural attributes [36–38].

Regions with a unique history, traditions, and eno-gastronomic heritage influence
the success of the niche market for food tourism [17]. Tourists are psychologically and
physiologically assimilated to local values by purchasing or consuming natural, tradi-
tional, or farm products [39]. This indicates that food culture plays an important role
in commercializing tradition [40] and allows the regional marketer to build consuming
heritage branding [41]. Traditional food refers to food that has been recognized by the
community [42]. Local foods with traditional characteristics or images are perceived as
high-quality [43,44], sustainable foods [45,46] that satisfy consumers’ desire for cultural
identity and ethnocentrism.

In order to meet and promote consumer demand, it is necessary to establish infrastruc-
ture, such as local food stores or shopping centers and restaurants for local food production
sites [47]. The infrastructure of a well-established local food production area can increase
customer trust in food [48].

On the other hand, local food is generally sold locally, so access to local food places
is very important to tourists. Accessibility is the ease of access from a customer’s place
of departure to a designated destination [49] and refers to the proximity of a customer’s
place of residence to the place of food purchase [50,51]. In addition, accessibility is the
convenience of movement based on public transportation and road networks [52]. Devel-
oping accessibility of local food reduces the temporal and physical distance between food
production and consumption [53].

Lastly, the price/value concept is regarded as a monetary sacrifice or product quality
for a customer to obtain a product [54] and affects customer trust and behavior [55]. Value
for money also can influence service quality perception [35] of local food stores and local
food. In general, organic food is perceived to be more expensive than non-organic food [56],
making it an obstacle to consumption [57] as well as reducing purchase intention [58].
Therefore, local food marketers should check whether the price of local food is perceived
appropriately, fairly, and reasonably compared to other general products, and identify
the impact on consumer trust because local food is a medium that allows the exchange of
trust between tourists and buyers [59], indicating local food delivers high quality and trust
to consumers.

2.2. Relationship between Local Foodscapes and Trust

Consistent with prior research [60] that incorporates consumers as agents in the
development of local food projects, we posit that local foodscapes play an important role in
the formation of trust in the local stores along with trust in the local food. This indicates
that the locale in which local foods are produced, or local foods, is associated with the
tourist, resulting in the creation of the tourist’s local food experience [61], which in turn
leads to a tourist’s overall impression of a local food destination or place. Accordingly,
local foodscapes as a holistic perception play critical roles in building tourists’ trust in local
food destinations and food.

Local food is perceived as high-quality food produced by local artisans with history
and tradition. However, local food is produced on a smaller scale compared to global brand
food, so tourists have a high level of uncertainty and safety concerns that may reduce trust
in local foodscapes, including local food. Therefore, it becomes important to understand
how to manage the local food system in a way that lessens the risks or improves safety.
However, research on trust in food tourism is still relatively limited compared to other
retail settings. Based on the literature on destination image [62,63], local foodscapes act as
direct antecedents of trust. In addition, Su et al. [52] found that a World Heritage Site with
a positive image reduces tourists’ uncertainty and perceived risk, thus resulting in a higher
level of trust toward destination service providers. Roy et al. [64] argued that local food
farmers need to develop trust-based relationships to make it easier for buyers to access the
local food market.
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Trust in local food is essential because tourists consume or purchase local food without
complete information on the quality, safety, and sustainable production of local food [65].
When arriving at a local food tourist destination, tourists build trust in local food stores
and local food through the overall impression of the various factors that make up local
foodscapes. In general, trust in food is formed through ongoing social dynamics between
different actors and institutions involved in the process of production, distribution, control,
and consumption of food [66,67]. However, trust in local food will be formed through the
ongoing social dynamics between different actors and local food outlets in local foodscapes.
This means that, unlike general food, trust in local food is shaped through interactions
such as product information acquired at stores where local food is sold, information shared
through salespeople, etc. Therefore, similar to the study of Al-Ansi and Han [12], trust is
embodied as the confidence and certainty that tourists have acquired about local food stores
and local food as an important element of exchange. Thus, we proposed the following
hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Local foodscapes have a positive influence on trust in local food stores.

Hypothesis 1-1 (H1-1). An eco-friendly environment has a positive influence on trust in local
food stores.

Hypothesis 1-2 (H1-2). Tradition has a positive influence on trust in local food stores.

Hypothesis 1-3 (H1-3). Infrastructure has a positive influence on trust in local food stores.

Hypothesis 1-4 (H1-4). Accessibility has a positive influence on trust in local food stores.

Hypothesis 1-5 (H1-5). Price/value has a positive influence on trust in local food stores.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Local foodscapes have a positive influence on trust in local food.

Hypothesis 2-1 (H2-1). An eco-friendly environment has a positive influence on trust in local food.

Hypothesis 2-2 (H2-2). Tradition has a positive influence on trust in local food.

Hypothesis 2-3 (H2-3). Infrastructure has a positive influence on trust in local food.

Hypothesis 2-4 (H2-4). Accessibility has a positive influence on trust in local food.

Hypothesis 2-5 (H2-5). Price/value has a positive influence on trust in local food.

2.3. The Linkage between Local Food Stores and Local Food and Trust Transfer Theory

We posit that trust in local food stores is an antecedent of trust in local food. This
argument is based on the theory of trust transfer that the source of trust can be transferred
to another object (or person) with no direct experience of the trustor [23,24]. Research
has [24,26,68] shown that trust generated in a place or institution can be transferred to a
product or service. For example, Doney and Cannon [69] showed that customer trust in a
store can be transferred to trust in the products the store sells. Xiao et al. [70] showed that
trust in the O2O platform is transferred to trust in merchants. Liu et al. [71] also found that
consumer-to-marketer (C2M) trust has a positive effect on brand trust in on social media
brand community context. In addition, Konuk [68] found that trust in manufacturer brands
influences trust in private brands. Accordingly, we expect that trust in local food stores
stemming from local foodscapes can be transferred to trust in local food.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Trust in local food stores has a positive influence on trust in local food.
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2.4. The Relationship between Trust and Loyalty

Trust is the certainty and confidence of an exchange partner [72] and is defined as
the belief that the exchange partner will perform well in the business relationship [73].
Trust in local food stores and local food can play critical roles, leading to customer loyalty.
The tourists believe that their expectations and desires for a local food experience will
be met [74] by local food stores and local food and that local food marketers will deliver
on their promises [75]. In the context of local food destinations, since trust reduces the
uncertainty in the environment in which consumers feel vulnerable by relying on trusted
brands [76], it strengthens consumers’ repetitive buying behavior and induces brand
attitude and buying behavior in the future or increases loyalty [77]. Accordingly, numerous
studies found that trust plays a critical role in increasing loyalty (buying intention and
word-of-mouth) or buying behavior. Konuk [78] found that store trust influences store
loyalty. Chaudhuri and Holbrook [79] found that brand trust is related to brand loyalty.
Meanwhile, Xiao et al. [70] showed that trust in the O2O platform and merchants influence
repurchase intention. In addition, Konuk [68] found that trust in manufacturer brands and
trust in private brands result in a higher willingness to buy. Based on this, we hypothesize
that trust in local food stores and local food increase loyalty.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Trust in local food store has a positive influence on loyalty.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Trust in local food has a positive influence on loyalty.

3. Methodology
3.1. Sampling and Data Collection

Data were collected using an online survey questionnaire from respondents who had
experienced local foods over the last 3 months through a market research company. An
online survey has the advantages of low management cost, a short period of time, and easy
to obtain many samples [8]. To ensure the content validity of the measures, we tried to use
existing measures wherever possible. We sought the help of experts with translation and
back translation (using separate experts for each aspect that we twice reviewed by two
bilingual researchers fluent in English and Korean). We approached experts to review the
questionnaire and assess the ambiguity and readability of the items in the study [80]. We
made changes to the questionnaire as we received feedback on every stage of the process.

The online survey company sent e-mails and text messages to a total of 2100 panelists
with local food tourism experience. A total of 291 panelists responded. Of the collected
data, 11 responses included incomplete data and were deleted from the analyses. We had a
final sample of 280 usable responses. The sample size is more than 5 times per variable,
which is sufficient for structural models [81–83].

The sample for our study was evenly distributed in terms of gender. Fifty-five percent
of our respondents reported that they were married. In terms of age, 36.8% of the respon-
dents were in the age group of the 30s, followed by those in their 40s (28.2%), 20s (23.6%),
and 50s or older (11.4%). More than half of the sample were college-educated (55.4%). In
terms of employment, 48.2% of the respondents reported that they held some official post.
Finally, 31.1% of the respondents reported a monthly household income of 200–400 million
won (USD1 = approximately 1000 Korean won), followed by 400–600 million (28.9%) and
600–800 million (15.7%) (see Table 1).
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics (n = 280).

Category n %

Gender Male 144 51.4
Female 136 48.6

Marital status Single 126 45.0
Married 154 55.0

Age 20–29 66 23.6
30–39 103 36.8
40–49 79 28.2
50–59 32 11.4

Educational level Below high school 41 14.6
Undergraduate 54 19.3

Four years university 155 55.4
Graduate school 30 10.7

Monthly incomes Less than 1 million won # 9 3.2
1 million–Less than 2 million won 26 9.3
2 million–Less than 4 million won 87 31.1
4 million–Less than 6 million won 81 28.9
6 million–Less than 8 million won 44 15.7

More than 8 million won 33 11.8

Job Officer 135 48.2
Student 24 8.6

Housewife 24 8.6
Professional 38 13.6

Technical 15 5.4
Service 23 8.2
Other 21 7.5

# USD1 = approximately 1000 Korean won.

3.2. Construct Operationalization

All items were adopted/modified from established scales in the literature and measured
using items utilized in prior studies using 7-point Likert scales anchored by “1 = strongly
disagree” and “7 = strongly agree”. Local foodscapes and their dimensions, eco-friendly
environment, tradition, infrastructure, accessibility, and price/value, were measured by
modified items used by previous studies [32,33,35]. Trust in the local store and trust in local
food were measured by modifying items used by Xie et al. [84]. Finally, loyalty was measured
using modifying items used by Kim et al. [85] and Lee et al. [86].

4. Results
4.1. Measurement Model

In order to assess validity and reliability, measurement model and structural model
analyses were conducted using the SmartPLS 3.3.3 program. As shown in Table 2, the
average variance extracted (AVE) and factor loadings exceeded 0.5, indicating convergent
validity was confirmed. Next, the values of composite reliabilities (CR) were larger than 0.7,
so (internal consistency) reliability was established. In addition, the square root of AVE in
each construct was larger than other correlation values among the constructs (see Table 3).
Finally, the heterotrait–monotrait (HTMT) ratio of correlations [87,88] values was under
0.900 (see Table 4). Thus, discriminant validity was well established. In addition, normality
was checked using values of kurtosis and skewness. As shown in Table 2, normality was
not problematic because the values of skewness and kurtosis were less than |2.0| and
|9.0|, respectively [89].
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Table 2. Measurement Model.

Items Standardized
Factor Loadings Kurtosis Skewness Mean SD

Eco-friendly environment
(CR a = 0.911, AVE b = 0.673, Cronbach α = 0.878)
Safe and secure environment 0.788 1.279 0.353 4.70 0.98
Clean and tidy environment 0.838 5.186 1.038 4.84 1.01
Hygienic local people 0.808 0.403 −0.140 4.67 1.03
Tranquil and restful atmosphere 0.841 0.441 −0.328 4.73 0.95
Clean air 0.826 2.017 −0.633 4.82 1.05
Tradition
(CR = 0.903, AVE = 0.757, Cronbach α = 0.839)
Most produced local food 0.852 4.124 0.670 4.89 1.05
Local food with a long story 0.862 0.571 −0.238 4.93 0.98
Most known local food 0.895 0.436 0.157 5.00 1.091
Infrastructure
(CR = 0.923, AVE = 0.800, Cronbach α = 0.873)
Wide selection of restaurants/cuisine 0.870 0.784 −0.248 4.59 1.14
Various local food stores 0.912 0.639 0.220 4.47 1.09
Wide choice of local foods in the store 0.899 1.808 −0.229 4.46 1.09
Accessibility
(CR = 0.904, AVE = 0.702, Cronbach α = 0.859)
Well communicated traffic flow and parking
information 0.845 0.665 0.110 4.42 1.03

Available parking downtown 0.849 1.301 −0.070 4.45 1.08
Easy access to the area 0.854 1.069 0.325 4.52 1.14
Easy-to-use and affordable trolley system 0.804 0.676 −0.366 4.29 1.23
Price/value
(CR = 0.904, AVE = 0.701, Cronbach α = 0.859)
Reasonable price for local food 0.830 1.092 0.372 4.21 1.13
Good value for money 0.862 1.004 −0.312 4.48 1.01
Fair price for local foods 0.860 0.532 0.057 4.35 1.03
Good bargain shopping 0.796 0.441 −0.267 4.19 1.15
Store trust
(CR = 0.946, AVE = 0.815, Cronbach α = 0.924)
I trust this local food store 0.897 0.935 −0.046 4.70 1.01
The local food store is reliable 0.912 1.183 −0.243 4.71 1.09
The local food store is honest 0.902 1.776 0.067 4.64 1.06
The local food store is dependable 0.900 0.512 0.062 4.59 1.05
Local food trust
(CR = 0.922, AVE = 0.748, Cronbach α = 0.887)
I trust this local food. 0.845 7.991 −1.128 4.92 0.95
The local food is reliable 0.901 1.103 −0.144 4.92 0.96
The local food is honest 0.869 0.216 0.288 4.78 1.02
The local food is dependable 0.844 0.218 0.284 4.91 0.93
Loyalty
(CR = 0.939, AVE = 0.794, Cronbach α = 0.913)
I will buy the local food again the next time 0.890 3.917 0.530 5.01 1.00
I think I will buy the local food again in the
future 0.894 0.915 −0.293 4.93 1.05

I will make efforts to buy this local food more
actively in the future 0.900 -0.027 0.119 4.71 1.13

I would recommend this local food to my friends
and neighbors 0.879 0.200 −0.431 4.68 1.12

a CR (Composite Reliability), b AVE (Average Variance Extracted).
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Table 3. Fornell–Larcker Criterion and Correlation Matrix.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Eco-friendly environment 0.820
2. Tradition 0.687 # 0.870
3. Infrastructure 0.598 0.502 0.894
4. Accessibility 0.633 0.531 0.594 0.838
5. Price/value 0.635 0.440 0.627 0.716 0.837
6. Store trust 0.689 0.524 0.570 0.571 0.640 0.903
7. Local food trust 0.746 0.606 0.561 0.540 0.573 0.779 0.865
8. Loyalty 0.666 0.548 0.538 0.525 0.583 0.753 0.779 0.891
Mean 4.753 4.940 4.506 4.421 4.305 4.661 4.880 4.835
SD 0.823 0.904 0.987 0.940 0.905 0.951 0.836 0.958

# All coefficients are significant at p < 0.01. Note: Bold numbers indicate the square root of AVE.

Table 4. Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Eco-friendly environment
2. Tradition 0.798
3. Infrastructure 0.680 0.580
4. Accessibility 0.724 0.608 0.684
5. Price/value 0.723 0.505 0.722 0.840
6. Store trust 0.763 0.591 0.633 0.637 0.710
7. Local food trust 0.844 0.701 0.634 0.613 0.643 0.860
8. Loyalty 0.744 0.624 0.601 0.590 0.648 0.819 0.865

4.2. Testing for Common Method Bias

To reduce common method bias (CMB), we used procedural and statistical approaches
suggested by the authors of [90]. Procedurally, we first informed the participant about
the research purpose of the study and provided them with instructions to help increase
the probability of response accuracy [91]. Then, we removed ambiguous items which
were difficult for the respondents to understand or interpret in the pre-test stage of the
questionnaire development. Finally, we changed the order sequence of the variables (both
independent and dependent) and did not measure in the order presented in the proposed
model and provided page breaks in the online questionnaire. Next, in terms of the statistical
approach, the CMB bias was assessed using the variance inflation factor (VIF) value [92].
The common method bias was not a problem because the VIF value was lower than 3.3
(VIF = 1.948–3.026).

4.3. Assessment of Structural Model

We assessed the structural model using the following criteria with SmartPLS 3.3.3 [93–95]
(see Figure 1). PLS is a suitable analytical method for maximizing the explained variance of
endogenous variables, namely, or for research contexts that are data-rich and grounded in
theory [96]. PLS-SEM provides a high degree of statistical power compared to covariance-
based SEM [97], which means that PLS-SEM is more likely to determine relationships as
significant when they are, in fact, existent in the population [98]. This characteristic of the
method is useful for testing a model that introduces a new latent variable [97]. This study
presents antecedents of store trust and local food trust and their relationship to loyalty.
While an argument can be made that trust and loyalty are commonly addressed concepts,
the antecedents of store trust and local food trust, such as tradition and infrastructure, are
novel latent concepts that motivated us to use PLS-SEM for hypothesis testing. First, the
data have no multicollinearity problem among exogenous constructs because the values
of VIF were lower than 3.1. Second, R2 values of the dependent variables were above
moderate (0.67 = substantial, 0.33 = moderate, 0.19 = weak, [99]) because the predictive
power of the model ranged from 0.557 to 0.701. Third, the prediction relevance of the model
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was achieved because the values of the Stone–Gesser test (Q2) ranged from 0.446 to 0.522,
indicating the prediction relevance of the model was achieved. Finally, the structural model
was considered a good fit because the value of standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR) (0.054) was lower than the cut-off threshold of 0.08 [100].
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4.4. Hypotheses Testing

H1a–H1e look at the direct relationship between local foodscapes and store trust. We
found support for H1a, where the eco-friendly environment significantly affects the trust in
the local store (β = 0.379, t = 4.242, p < 0.001), and H1e, where the price/value (β = 0.274,
t = 4.015, p < 0.01) significantly affects trust in the local store. However, none of the other
dimensions of the local foodscapes had an impact on trust in the local food store (see
Table 5).

Similarly, we tested for the direct relationship between the local foodscapes and trust
in the local food. We found support for the dimension of eco-friendly environment and
trust in the local food (H2-1: β = 0.315, t = 4.625, p < 0.001) and between tradition and trust
in the local food (H2-2: β = 0.128, t = 2.068, p < 0.05). None of the other dimensions of the
local foodscape had a significant impact on trust in local food consumption.

We further looked at the relationship between trust in the local store and trust in
the local food. We found support for H3 (β = 0.485, t = 8.056, p < 0.001). We also looked
at the relationship between trust in the local store and loyalty (H4: β = 0.371, t = 5.573,
p < 0.001). Store trust significantly affects local food trust and loyalty. Thus, H3 and H4
were supported. Finally, we also found support for the relationship between trust in local
food and loyalty (H5: β = 0.490, t = 7.632, p < 0.001). H5 was supported (see Table 5).
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Table 5. Structural Estimates (PLS).

Paths Estimate t-Value p f2
2 Support

H1-1 Eco-friendly environment→ Store trust 0.379 4.242 0.000 ** 0.120 Yes
H1-2 Tradition→ Store trust 0.068 1.105 0.269 0.005 No
H1-3 Infrastructure→ Store trust 0.122 1.582 0.114 0.017 No
H1-4 Accessibility→ Store trust 0.026 0.381 0.703 0.001 No
H1-5 Price/value→ Store trust 0.274 4.015 0.000 ** 0.067 Yes
H2-1 Eco-friendly environment→ Local food trust 0.315 4.625 0.000 ** 0.110 Yes
H2-2 Tradition→ Local food trust 0.128 2.068 0.039 * 0.027 Yes
H2-3 Infrastructure→ Local food trust 0.055 0.885 0.376 0.005 No
H2-4 Accessibility→ Local food trust −0.034 0.636 0.525 0.002 No
H2-5 Price/value→ Local food trust −0.004 0.060 0.952 0.000 No
H3 Store trust→ Local food trust 0.485 8.056 0.000 ** 0.349 Yes
H4 Store trust→ Loyalty 0.371 5.573 0.000 ** 0.160 Yes
H5 Local food trust→ Loyalty 0.490 7.632 0.000 ** 0.280 Yes

R2 Q2

Store trust 0.557 0.446
Local food trust 0.701 0.516

Loyalty 0.662 0.522

** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05.

4.5. Analysis of Effect Size

We examined the relative effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable
using the effect size (f2) (Chin, 1998), where 0.35, 0.15, and 0.02 represent large, medium,
and small, respectively (Cohen, 1988). As shown in Table 5, the effect size of eco-friendly
environment (0.120) and price/value (0.067) on store trust were small, respectively. Fur-
thermore, the effect size of eco-friendly environment (0.110) and tradition (0.027) on local
food trust were small, respectively. In addition, store trust had a moderate effect size on
local food trust (0.349) and loyalty (0.160), respectively. Finally, the effect size of local food
trust on loyalty was medium (0.280).

Additionally, we tested the mediating roles of local food stores and local food between
local foodscapes and loyalty. The findings of our study showed that local foodscapes
did not have a significant effect on loyalty. Therefore, store and local food trust play full
mediating roles in the relationship between local foodscapes and loyalty.

5. Conclusions and Implications

This study identified five dimensions—eco-friendly environment, tradition, infras-
tructure, accessibility, and price/value—that represented local foodscapes and examined
how these cues influence trust in a store and local food and, in turn, loyalty. The findings
indicated that local foodscapes marketers should establish a resource allocation strategy
according to the relative importance of the five local foodscapes cues to increase trust and
increase loyalty. This study also suggests that trust in local food stores and local food
plays a crucial role in understanding customer loyalty, such as purchase behavior and
word-of-mouth communication.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

The current study contributes to the literature on environmental cues. First, this study
used the term local foodscapes in a similar way to the festivalscapes study [9] and suggested
the cues to be considered for evaluating local food places. Based on a cue-consistency
theory [22], this study supports the role of the five local food cues in building tourists’ trust
and loyalty. Our findings demonstrate that tourists judge local foodscapes along with five
local food place environment cues and that these judgments drive subsequent trust in a
store and local food and behavioral intentions. The findings of the study serve as a starting
point for future researchers to test and develop more comprehensive and sophisticated
models of local food consumption.
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Second, this study proposed an integrated model and examined the impacts of local
foodscapes on trust and loyalty using a cue-consistency theory, resources matching theory,
and trust-transfer theory. Prior research has seldom gone beyond the relationship between
destination image, emotion, satisfaction, and loyalty except for Chen and Phou’s [34] study.
Research has shown [24–26] that tourists build trust in retailers and local food through
environmental cues about the area where local food is sold. This study addressed the
causal process through which consumer trust is formed based on the expectations that
tourists experience through the visits to the regions, stores in those regions, and the local
food consumed. Using the cognitive resource matching (CRM) hypothesis where messages
will reinforce persuasion if there is a match between essential and available cognitive
resources [101], this study provided a theoretical framework that informs what is the
matching principle or method to make a positive relationship between local foodscapes,
as persuasive information cues, and trust in local food store and local food under limited
resource allocation conditions.

Lastly, this study explored the mediating roles of trust in a store and local food in
the relationship between local foodscapes and loyalty and the casual relationship between
trust in a store and local food. In the local food context, trust in local food was found to be
an important mediator in the relationship between trust in a store and loyalty. The findings
showed that trust in a store and local food are drivers that increase loyalty; tourist loyalty
can be increased when local food managers understand the process of local foodscapes→
trust in a store→ trust in a local food→ loyalty.

5.2. Managerial Implications

The current study investigated how different local foodscapes influence trust in a store
and local food variables that simultaneously influence increasing loyalty. The findings
could be of interest to local managers who face establishing a differentiation strategy to
increase the patronage of tourists or visitors. Accordingly, local food managers should
devise marketing programs that increase trust in a store and local food using various local
food environmental cues. Using the resource matching theory [101–103], persuasive local
foodscapes communication should be used appropriately and differently depending on the
type of store and local food trust. When local food managers try to improve trust in a store,
they can focus on maintaining an appealing eco-friendly image and focus on the price/value
offering. Local food managers who want to build trust in local food should emphasize the
rich history and their eco-friendly image in the communication. COVID-19 has brought
about changes in the day-to-day behavior of consumers. There is a lot of apprehension
and fear on the part of the consumers to frequent places. This, combined with travel bans
imposed by governments and cancellation of airline flights, has resulted in a sharp decline
in revenue for the hospitality and the tourism industry. As a result, the tourism industry has
experienced “under-crowding”. However, with new vaccination measures and the recovery
from the global humanitarian crisis, one expects the tourism and hospitality industry to see
a sharp increase in patronage as consumers are looking for an opportunity to move out of
the confines of their homes. This might result in “overcrowding.” It becomes important to
develop crowd management strategies to determine appropriate levels of crowd density. A
collective effort on the part of communities, service operators, local businesses is warranted
to ensure the safety and recovery of the tourism and hospitality industry [104].

First, local foodscapes marketers should focus on building eco-friendly cues or images
of the regions where local food is produced since eco-friendly cues have the most powerful
influence on trust in a store and local food. Local food marketing success will be increased
when efforts are geared toward improving existing attractions and developing new food
tourism resources [35]. More specifically, local food production areas should be safe, clean,
quiet, and have a comfortable atmosphere and fresh air, and local people should also be
sensitive to hygiene. Although trust has been built by consistently providing customers
with signals that local foods are clean, safe, and hygienic, if hazardous substances or
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carcinogens are found in some foods, trust in local food and local food store produced in
the region may be diminished.

Second, marketers should try to provide value for money because that appears to
influence trust in a store. Therefore, local food should be perceived as reasonable, inex-
pensive, and worthwhile for the cost of the food. Local food marketers can use short food
supply chains (SFSCs) that can reduce the number of intermediaries between local food
producers and consumers [105]. With the challenges associated with supply-chain deliv-
ery and shortages in supply, local foodscapes should focus on sourcing their food (fruits,
vegetables, meat, dairy, etc.) from local farms as they have been able to provide a steady
stream of fresh goods. These local farms have been able to provide a quick turnaround
delivery combined with contactless collection. In addition, with local foods, the retailer
always knows where the food comes from, which provides them an assurance in terms of
quality combined with the timeliness of the delivery [106]. SFSCs can not only increase
the added value of farmers by improving distribution margins but also serve to increase
the value for money to consumers by providing fresh food to consumers [107], lowering
consumer prices, and buying local foods anywhere, anytime in the country. Local food is
also recognized by customers as high-quality food at a low price [108].

Third, in order to specialize local food as a local specialty, marketers should find
or develop stories that are interesting, demonstrate tradition and history related to local
specialties, and use them in local food stores. Historical stories about local food will help
tourists perceive educational, cultural, and novelty values, thereby enhancing the brand
value of local foodscapes.

Infrastructure and accessibility were found to have no significant effect on trust in a
store and local food. However, marketers should maintain or improve local transportation
and personal safety/security along with hospitable people since infrastructures and ac-
cessibility are regarded as an important component of the destination image (e.g., [32,33]).
Many local restaurants have taken advantage of the changes caused by the pandemic by
adapting quickly, offering contactless delivery and dining options. Since local businesses
have a smaller staff, they are able to react quicker and adapt to the changes faster. A store
where you can buy a variety of local foods at the destination will provide tourists with
the convenience of comparative shopping. In addition, since there are many tourists who
use private cars or tour buses, providing a large and convenient parking lot will provide
the convenience of food shopping. The provision of public transportation for tourists will
activate the attraction of food shopping tourists.

Lastly, it is important for the local businesses/stores to work in conjunction with
their local health department for protocols and guidance in terms of measures required
to keep their business running smoothly. Setting up clear protocols for the local stores
and businesses and communicating them to their partners, suppliers, employees, and
customers’ needs to be established in the new normal caused by the pandemic. Other social
distancing guidelines (such as washing hands, maintaining adequate distance, limiting the
number of staff in the food preparation area, among others) need to be enforced. This will
allow the patrons of the local stores and businesses to feel comfortable and provide the
assurances of the necessary checks and balances while visiting these stores [106].

5.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions

The findings from the research provide not only a framework for better understanding
the purchasing process of local food visitors in local foodscapes but also implications for
future research. Firstly, our study used cross-sectional data. Future studies should be
conducted at multiple destinations and at different points in time to monitor changes in
behavior among tourists and their patronage of these destinations. Dining experiences
during and beyond the pandemic need to ensure that the food is hygienic and, at the same
time, provides value for money [109]. This study was conducted with respondents from
Korea, so it may be difficult to generalize the findings from the study. Therefore, it is
recommended that future research needs to be conducted in a variety of cultures, countries,
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and regions. Additionally, future research may want to include other cues/dimensions to
address local foodscapes, such as service quality measures, among others. Finally, it would
be desirable for future studies to focus on specific regions that have been successful with
local food and analyze the cues/dimensions that have made them successful.
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