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Objective: The objective of this study is to examine the effects of smart tourism
infrastructure and smart tourism governance on destination competitiveness, with
an emphasis on the mediating role of smart tourism innovation.

Methods and Materials: This study adopts an applied research approach and
employs a descriptive—survey design. The statistical population consists of
managers, experts, and employees working in tourism companies in the city of
Mashhad. A total of 351 respondents were selected using a non-probability
convenience sampling method. Data were collected through a standardized
questionnaire designed to measure smart tourism infrastructure, smart tourism
governance, smart tourism innovation, and destination competitiveness. To
analyze the data and test the research hypotheses, structural equation modeling
based on the partial least squares approach (PLS-SEM) was used. Reliability and
validity of the measurement model were assessed through Cronbach’s alpha,
composite reliability, average variance extracted, and discriminant validity tests,
followed by evaluation of the structural model using path coefficients, coefficients
of determination, predictive relevance, and goodness-of-fit indices.

Findings: The results indicate that smart tourism infrastructure has a positive and
significant effect on smart tourism innovation and destination competitiveness.
Smart tourism governance also shows a positive and significant effect on both
smart tourism innovation and destination competitiveness. In addition, smart
tourism innovation has a positive and significant effect on destination
competitiveness. The mediation analysis confirms that smart tourism innovation
plays a significant mediating role in the relationships between smart tourism
infrastructure and destination competitiveness, as well as between smart tourism
governance and destination competitiveness, indicating that part of the impact of
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infrastructure and governance on competitiveness is transmitted through

innovation.

Conclusion: The findings demonstrate that destination competitiveness in smart
tourism contexts is strengthened through the combined effects of smart
infrastructure, effective governance, and innovation, highlighting the central role
of smart tourism innovation as a strategic mechanism linking technological and
institutional capacities to competitive outcomes.

Keywords: smart tourism,; smart tourism infrastructure; smart tourism governance, smart
tourism innovation,; destination competitiveness

1 Introduction

he rapid advancement of digital technologies has

fundamentally transformed the structure,
management, and competitiveness of tourism destinations
worldwide. In recent years, the concept of smart tourism
destinations has emerged as a strategic response to
increasing competition, changing tourist expectations, and
the growing complexity of destination management in the
digital era. Smart tourism destinations are characterized by
the intensive use of information and communication
(ICTs),

infrastructure

technologies data-driven  decision-making,

integrated systems, and innovative
governance models aimed at enhancing tourist experiences,
operational efficiency, sustainability, and long-term
competitiveness (Jovicic, 2019). As tourism markets
become more globalized and technologically mediated,
destination competitiveness is no longer determined solely
by natural attractions or traditional services, but increasingly
by the capacity to leverage smart infrastructure, governance
mechanisms, and innovation ecosystems.

One of the central pillars of smart tourism development is
smart tourism infrastructure, which encompasses digital
platforms, intelligent transportation systems, sensor
networks, big data analytics, and integrated service systems
that enable seamless interactions among tourists, service
providers, and destination managers. Smart infrastructure
provides the technological backbone that supports real-time
information exchange, personalization of services, and
efficient resource management. Recent studies highlight that
destinations with advanced smart infrastructure are better
positioned to improve service quality, enhance tourist
satisfaction, and respond adaptively to dynamic market
conditions (Bentley & Jun, 2024; Sun et al., 2025). In this
context, infrastructure is not merely a technical component
but a strategic asset that underpins innovation and
competitiveness in tourism destinations.

Alongside infrastructure, smart tourism governance has
gained increasing scholarly and practical attention as a

critical determinant of successful smart destination

development. Smart governance refers to collaborative,

transparent, and  technology-enabled  governance
frameworks that integrate multiple stakeholders, including
public authorities, private firms, residents, and tourists, into
decision-making processes. Through digital governance
tools, destinations can improve coordination, policy
coherence, accountability, and responsiveness to
stakeholders’ needs (Errichiello & Micera, 2021; Ivars-
Baidal et al., 2024). Effective smart governance enables
destinations to align technological investments with
strategic objectives, ensuring that smart initiatives contribute
meaningfully to sustainable development and competitive
advantage.

The relationship between governance and destination
performance has been further emphasized in recent studies
examining digital and smart governance practices. Digital
governance mechanisms facilitate data-driven
policymaking, enhance institutional capacity, and support
adaptive management in tourism systems. Empirical
evidence suggests that destinations adopting smart
governance approaches are more resilient to external shocks
and better able to sustain tourism development in volatile
environments (Abdelmalak, 2024; Wang et al., 2025). These
findings underscore the importance of governance structures
in translating technological capabilities into tangible
outcomes for destination competitiveness.

Innovation represents another core dimension of smart
tourism destinations, acting as a bridge between
infrastructure, governance, and competitive performance.
Smart tourism innovation involves the development and
implementation of new digital services, business models,
experiences, and organizational processes enabled by
advanced technologies. Innovation in smart tourism is not
limited to technological novelty but also includes
institutional, managerial, and experiential innovations that
reshape value creation within destinations (Xu et al., 2025).
By fostering innovation, destinations can differentiate
themselves, enhance visitor engagement, and create
memorable tourism experiences that strengthen destination

image and loyalty.
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The growing body of literature emphasizes the role of
smart tourism technologies in shaping tourist experiences
and behavioral outcomes. Smart applications, personalized
services, and interactive platforms contribute to higher levels
of tourist satisfaction, engagement, and emotional
connection with destinations (Afzal et al., 2024; Elshaer &
Marzouk, 2024). These experiential outcomes, in turn,
reinforce destination competitiveness by encouraging repeat
visitation and positive word-of-mouth. As such, smart
tourism innovation serves as a critical mechanism through
which technological and governance inputs are transformed
into market-level advantages.

Destination competitiveness itself is a multidimensional
construct that reflects a destination’s ability to attract and
satisfy tourists while maintaining sustainable economic,
social, and environmental performance over time.
Contemporary models of destination competitiveness
increasingly integrate technological readiness, innovation
capacity, governance quality, and stakeholder collaboration
as key determinants (Mior Shariffuddin et al., 2023). In the
smart tourism context, competitiveness is closely linked to a
destination’s ability to orchestrate complex technological
systems, foster innovation, and govern tourism development
effectively.

Despite the growing recognition of smart tourism
infrastructure, governance, and innovation as drivers of
destination competitiveness, the interrelationships among
these constructs remain insufficiently explored, particularly
in emerging and developing tourism contexts. While prior
studies have examined the direct effects of smart
technologies on tourist satisfaction and loyalty (Tulung et
al., 2025), or the role of governance in smart destination
management (Errichiello & Micera, 2021; Naveen Kumar et
al., 2025), there is limited empirical research investigating
how smart tourism innovation mediates the relationships
infrastructure, and destination

between governance,

competitiveness. Understanding  these = mediating
mechanisms is essential for designing integrated smart
tourism strategies that maximize the returns on technological
and institutional investments.

Recent research highlights that infrastructure alone is
insufficient to guarantee competitive outcomes unless it is
embedded within supportive governance frameworks and
innovation-oriented ecosystems. For instance, studies
focusing on smart tourism development in different regional
contexts emphasize the need for coordinated infrastructure
planning, stakeholder engagement, and innovation policies

to achieve sustainable competitiveness (Bourdin et al., 2023;
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Nourmandipour et al., 2025). These findings suggest that
smart tourism innovation may play a pivotal mediating role
by enabling destinations to translate infrastructural and
governance capacities into competitive performance.

Moreover, the increasing emphasis on digitalization and
smart destination strategies in national and regional tourism
policies further underscores the relevance of examining
these relationships empirically. Comparative and large-scale
studies demonstrate that destinations with higher levels of
digital innovation and integrated governance frameworks
exhibit stronger tourism growth trajectories and resilience
(Sun et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2025). However, contextual
differences in institutional capacity, technological readiness,
and stakeholder collaboration necessitate localized empirical
investigations to inform policy and managerial practice.

In this regard, examining smart tourism destinations
within specific urban and regional contexts can provide
valuable insights into how infrastructure, governance, and
innovation interact to shape destination competitiveness. By
focusing on these interactions, researchers can contribute to
a more nuanced understanding of smart tourism
evidence-based

development pathways and offer

recommendations  for  destination = managers and
policymakers seeking to enhance competitive positioning in
the digital era (Ivars-Baidal et al., 2024; Xu et al., 2025).

In summary, the literature suggests that smart tourism
infrastructure and smart tourism governance are
foundational elements of smart destinations, while smart
tourism innovation functions as a dynamic mechanism that
links these elements to destination competitiveness.
Nevertheless, empirical research that simultaneously
examines these constructs within an integrated analytical
framework remains limited. Addressing this gap is critical
for advancing theoretical understanding and supporting the
effective implementation of smart tourism strategies in
practice. Therefore, the aim of this study is to examine the
effect of smart tourism infrastructure and smart tourism
governance on destination competitiveness, with an

emphasis on the mediating role of smart tourism innovation.

2 Methods and Materials

In terms of purpose, this study is applied, and in terms of
research execution, it adopts a descriptive—survey design.
The statistical population consists of managers, experts, and
employees working in tourism companies in the city of
Mashhad. A sample of 351 respondents was selected using a
convenience (non-probability) sampling method, and
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questionnaires were distributed among them. The data
collection instrument was a standardized questionnaire. In
this study, structural equation modeling using the partial
least squares method and PLS software was employed to test
the hypotheses and assess the validity of the model. PLS is a
variance-based approach that, compared with covariance-
based structural equation modeling techniques such as
LISREL and AMOS, requires fewer assumptions. Its main
advantage is that, relative to LISREL-based modeling, it
requires a smaller sample size.

3 Findings and Results

Modeling in PLS is conducted in two stages. In the first
stage, the measurement model is evaluated through
reliability and validity analyses. In the second stage, the
structural model is analyzed by estimating the paths between
variables and determining model fit indices.

Testing the measurement model is related to examining
the validity and reliability of the measurement instruments.

To assess convergent validity, the criteria of AVE
(Average Variance Extracted) and CR (Composite
Reliability) were used, and the results of these criteria for the
four research variables are presented in Table 1. Composite
reliability values above 0.70 and average variance extracted
values above 0.50 are the two necessary conditions for
convergent validity and construct correlation. As shown in
Table 1, all composite reliability values are greater than 0.70

Table 1

Assessment of Questionnaire Validity and Reliability
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and all AVE wvalues exceed 0.50, indicating that the
convergent validity of the present questionnaire is at an
acceptable level.

To examine the reliability of the questionnaire,
Cronbach’s alpha method was also used. If the value of
Cronbach’s alpha exceeds 0.70, the reliability of the items is
considered acceptable. To calculate questionnaire reliability,
a preliminary sample of 30 questionnaires was pretested.
Using the data obtained from these questionnaires and SPSS
statistical software, reliability was calculated for each
independent and dependent variable, as shown in the table
below. As can be observed, all questionnaire items have
reliability values above 0.70, indicating a high degree of
reliability and trustworthiness of the questionnaire. Based on
the results presented in Table 1, the reliability of the
questionnaire is confirmed. In addition to Cronbach’s alpha,
indicator reliability was also used to assess questionnaire
reliability. Indicator reliability is calculated by measuring
factor loadings through the correlation between the
indicators of a construct and that construct. If this value is
equal to or greater than 0.30, it indicates acceptable
reliability for the measurement model. However, if the factor
loading between an item and its related dimension is less
than 0.30, that item can be removed from subsequent
analyses. As shown in Figures 1 and 2, all factor loading
values between constructs and items are greater than 0.30,
indicating strong correlations.

Variables AVE CR Cronbach’s Alpha
Smart Tourism Governance 0.569 0.887 0.845
Destination Competitiveness 0.566 0.902 0.889
Smart Tourism Infrastructure 0.578 0.910 0.900
Smart Tourism Innovation 0.583 0.836 0.817

Discriminant validity is the third criterion for assessing
the fit of measurement models in the PLS method.
Discriminant validity refers to the low correlation of the
indicators of one latent variable with other latent variables.
According to the method proposed by Fornell and Larcker
(1981), discriminant validity is acceptable when the square
root of AVE for each construct is greater than the shared
variance between that construct and other constructs in the
model. Accordingly, acceptable discriminant validity of a
measurement model indicates that a construct interacts more
strongly with its own indicators than with other constructs.
In the PLS method, this is assessed using a matrix in which

the cells contain correlation coefficients between constructs,
and the main diagonal contains the square roots of the AVE
values for each construct. The discriminant validity matrix
is presented in Table 2.

As shown in Table 2, the square root of AVE reported for
each construct (main diagonal) is greater than its correlations
with other constructs in the model, indicating acceptable
discriminant validity for the measurement models. After
ensuring the adequacy of the measurement models through
reliability testing, convergent validity, and discriminant
validity, the results of the outer model can be reported.
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Table 2

Discriminant Validity Assessment Matrix
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Smart Tourism Destination Smart Tourism Smart Tourism
Governance Competitiveness Infrastructure Innovation
Smart Tourism Governance 0.754
Destination Competitiveness ~ 0.812 0.752
Smart Tourism 0.787 0.815 0.760
Infrastructure
Smart Tourism Innovation 0.828 0.781 0.760 0.764
Table 3
Obtained Goodness-of-Fit Indices
Dimensions R? Index Q? Index GOF
Smart Tourism Governance — 0.44 0.736
Destination Competitiveness 0.753 0.39
Smart Tourism Infrastructure — 0.42
Smart Tourism Innovation 0.716 0.40

The coefficient of determination indicates the effect of
exogenous variables on endogenous variables. This criterion
reflects the model’s ability to reduce errors in the
measurement model and increase variance between
constructs and indicators, and it is controlled exclusively in
PLS. The values 0f 0.10, 0.22, and 0.57 are considered weak,
moderate, and strong levels of relationship intensity,
respectively. Based on the R? values reported in Table 3, the
coefficients of determination for the endogenous variables
are at an acceptable level.

The quality of the structural model is assessed using the
predictive relevance index (Q?). The purpose of this index is
to evaluate the predictive capability of the structural model

using the blindfolding procedure. According to this criterion,

Table 4

Examination of Research Hypotheses Results

the model should be able to predict the reflective indicators
of endogenous latent variables. In terms of predictive power
intensity, the values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 are considered
weak, moderate, and strong, respectively. Given the values
obtained for all variables in the above table, the predictive
power is acceptable.

The goodness-of-fit criterion (GOF) pertains to the
overall structural equation model and allows for the
assessment of the overall fit after examining both the
measurement and structural components of the research
model. The values of 0.01, 0.25, and 0.36 are considered
weak, moderate, and strong, respectively. Based on the

calculated model, a strong level of fit was achieved.

Hypotheses Standardized Path t- Significance  Hypothesis
Coefficient value Status

Smart tourism infrastructure has a positive and significant effect on smart tourism  0.284 3.66 0.016 Supported

nnovation.

Smart tourism governance has a positive and significant effect on smart tourism 0.604 342 0.001 Supported

nnovation.

Smart tourism infrastructure has a positive and significant effect on destination 0.404 2.84 0.005 Supported

competitiveness.

Smart tourism governance has a positive and significant effect on destination 0.324 241 0.021 Supported

competitiveness.

Smart tourism innovation has a positive and significant effect on destination 0.206 4.36 0.000 Supported

competitiveness.

Smart tourism innovation mediates the relationship between smart tourism 0.314 3.852  0.005 Supported

infrastructure and destination competitiveness.

Smart tourism innovation mediates the relationship between smart tourism 0.271 2.69 0.037 Supported

governance and destination competitiveness.
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Figure 1
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The first hypothesis proposed that smart tourism
infrastructure has a positive and significant effect on smart
tourism innovation. The results of the structural model
analysis support this hypothesis, as the standardized path
coefficient between smart tourism infrastructure and smart
tourism innovation is positive (B = 0.284) and statistically
significant (t = 3.66, p = 0.016). This finding indicates that
the development and enhancement of technological, digital,
and information infrastructures in tourism destinations
contribute directly to the stimulation of innovative smart
highlighting  the
foundational role of infrastructure in enabling innovation-

tourism practices and solutions,
oriented activities.

The second hypothesis examined whether smart tourism
governance has a positive and significant effect on smart
tourism innovation. The findings confirm this relationship,
with a relatively strong standardized path coefficient (f =
0.604) and a statistically significant t-value (t = 3.42, p =
0.001). This result suggests that effective smart governance
mechanisms—such as data-driven  decision-making,
stakeholder coordination, transparency, and adaptive policy
frameworks—play a critical role in fostering smart tourism
innovation by creating an enabling institutional and
regulatory environment.

The third hypothesis stated that smart tourism
infrastructure has a positive and significant effect on
destination competitiveness. The empirical results support
this hypothesis, showing a positive standardized path
coefficient (B = 0.404) that is statistically significant (t =
2.84, p = 0.005). This outcome implies that investments in
smart infrastructure, including digital platforms, intelligent
transportation systems, and information and communication
technologies, enhance a destination’s ability to compete by
improving service quality, efficiency, accessibility, and the
overall tourist experience.

The fourth hypothesis assessed the impact of smart
tourism governance on destination competitiveness. The
analysis demonstrates a positive and significant relationship
between these variables (B = 0.324, t = 2.41, p = 0.021),
thereby supporting the hypothesis. This finding indicates
that smart governance practices—characterized by strategic
planning, inter-organizational collaboration, and the
effective use of data and technology—contribute to
strengthening destination competitiveness by improving
policy coherence, resource allocation, and long-term
strategic positioning.

The fifth hypothesis proposed that smart tourism

innovation has a positive and significant effect on
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destination competitiveness. The results confirm this
hypothesis, as the standardized path coefficient is positive (8
= (0.206) and statistically significant (t = 4.36, p < 0.001).
This evidence suggests that the introduction of innovative
smart tourism products, services, and processes enhances a
destination’s  competitive advantage by increasing
differentiation, responsiveness to tourist needs, and the
capacity to deliver value-added experiences.

The sixth hypothesis examined whether smart tourism
innovation mediates the relationship between smart tourism
infrastructure and destination competitiveness. The
mediation analysis indicates a significant indirect effect (B =
0.314, t = 3.852, p = 0.005), confirming the mediating role
of smart tourism innovation. This result implies that smart
tourism infrastructure not only has a direct impact on
destination competitiveness but also exerts an indirect
influence by facilitating innovation, which in turn
strengthens competitive performance.

The seventh hypothesis investigated whether smart
tourism innovation mediates the relationship between smart
tourism governance and destination competitiveness. The
findings support this hypothesis, as the indirect effect
through smart tourism innovation is positive and statistically
significant (f = 0.271, t = 2.69, p = 0.037). This indicates
that smart governance enhances destination competitiveness
partly by promoting an innovation-friendly environment,
underscoring the pivotal role of smart tourism innovation as
a key mechanism through which governance practices

translate into competitive outcomes.

4 Discussion

The results of the present study provide robust empirical
evidence regarding the relationships among smart tourism
infrastructure, smart tourism governance, smart tourism
innovation, and destination competitiveness. The findings
demonstrate that smart tourism infrastructure has a positive
and significant effect on smart tourism innovation,
indicating that destinations equipped with advanced
technological, digital, and service-oriented infrastructures
are more capable of generating and sustaining innovative
tourism solutions. This result aligns with the growing body
of research emphasizing the foundational role of
infrastructure in enabling smart destination development, as
digital platforms, data systems, and intelligent services
create the necessary conditions for experimentation, service
redesign, and innovation diffusion (Bentley & Jun, 2024;
Sun et al., 2025). From this perspective, infrastructure is not
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merely a passive technical asset, but an active driver of
innovation that enhances a destination’s capacity to respond
to changing tourist demands and competitive pressures.

In addition, the study reveals a strong and significant
relationship between smart tourism governance and smart
tourism innovation. This finding suggests that governance
frameworks characterized by collaboration, transparency,
and digital integration play a critical role in fostering
innovation within tourism destinations. Smart governance
mechanisms facilitate coordination among diverse
stakeholders, align strategic objectives, and reduce
institutional barriers to innovation. This result is consistent
with prior studies highlighting the importance of
collaborative governance networks and digital governance
tools in supporting innovation-oriented tourism ecosystems
(Errichiello & Micera, 2021; Ivars-Baidal et al., 2024).
Moreover, recent evidence indicates that destinations
adopting digitally enabled governance structures are better
positioned to mobilize resources, share knowledge, and
accelerate innovation processes (Abdelmalak, 2024; Wang
et al., 2025). The present findings reinforce the argument
that governance quality is a decisive factor in transforming
technological potential into innovative outcomes.

The direct effects of smart tourism infrastructure and
smart tourism governance on destination competitiveness
were also found to be positive and statistically significant.
These results indicate that both technological readiness and
governance effectiveness independently contribute to
enhancing a destination’s competitive position. Smart
tourism  infrastructure

improves competitiveness by

increasing  operational efficiency, service quality,
accessibility, and personalization, thereby strengthening the
overall tourist experience. This finding is in line with
previous research demonstrating that technologically
advanced destinations are more attractive to tourists and
better able to differentiate themselves in increasingly
competitive markets (Afzal et al., 2024; Tulung et al., 2025).
Similarly, the positive impact of smart tourism governance
on destination competitiveness underscores the role of
effective policy frameworks, stakeholder coordination, and
strategic management in shaping long-term competitive
advantage. Governance systems that leverage digital tools
and participatory approaches enhance decision-making
quality and destination resilience, which are critical
components of sustained competitiveness (Abdelmalak,
2024; Errichiello & Micera, 2021).

A particularly important contribution of this study lies in

confirming the positive and significant effect of smart
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tourism innovation on destination competitiveness. This
result highlights innovation as a central mechanism through
which destinations create value, differentiate offerings, and
strengthen their market position. Smart tourism innovation
enables destinations to develop novel experiences, integrate
digital services, and enhance tourist engagement, all of
which contribute to improved destination image and loyalty.
This finding is consistent with prior studies emphasizing that
innovation-driven destinations are more successful in
creating memorable tourism experiences and sustaining
competitive performance (Elshaer & Marzouk, 2024; Xu et
al., 2025). By demonstrating the direct link between
innovation and competitiveness, the study reinforces the
strategic importance of fostering innovation capabilities
within smart tourism destinations.

Beyond direct effects, the mediation analysis provides
deeper insights into the structural relationships among the
study variables. The results show that smart tourism
innovation plays a significant mediating role in the
relationship between smart tourism infrastructure and
destination competitiveness. This finding suggests that
infrastructure investments alone are insufficient to fully
enhance competitiveness unless they are -effectively
translated into innovative tourism products, services, and
processes. In other words, smart infrastructure contributes to
competitiveness primarily by enabling innovation, which
then drives market-level outcomes. This interpretation is
consistent with earlier research indicating that the
benefits

investments depend heavily on an organization’s or

competitive of digital and technological
destination’s innovation capacity (Bourdin et al., 2023;
Nourmandipour et al., 2025). The mediating role of
innovation underscores the need for destinations to adopt an
integrative  approach  that connects infrastructure
development with innovation strategies.

Similarly, the study confirms that smart tourism
innovation mediates the relationship between smart tourism
governance and destination competitiveness. This result
implies that governance structures influence
competitiveness not only directly, but also indirectly by
shaping the innovation environment within destinations.
Smart governance fosters innovation by promoting
collaboration, reducing regulatory constraints, and
encouraging knowledge sharing among stakeholders. These
conditions, in turn, facilitate the development and diffusion
of innovative tourism  solutions that enhance
competitiveness. This finding resonates with recent

governance-focused studies suggesting that the effectiveness
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of smart governance is largely determined by its ability to
stimulate innovation and adaptive capacity in tourism
systems (Naveen Kumar et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2025). The
mediation effect highlights innovation as a key transmission
mechanism linking governance quality to competitive
outcomes.

Taken together, the findings of this study contribute to the
smart tourism literature by empirically validating an
integrated model that connects infrastructure, governance,
innovation, and destination competitiveness. The results
support the theoretical argument that smart tourism
destinations function as complex socio-technical systems in
which

components are deeply interdependent (Jovicic, 2019).

technological, institutional, and innovative
Rather than operating in isolation, smart tourism
infrastructure and governance interact through innovation
processes to shape competitive performance. This integrated
perspective advances existing research by moving beyond
fragmented analyses of individual factors and offering a
destination

more holistic understanding of smart

development.

5 Conclusion

From a contextual standpoint, the findings are
particularly relevant for destinations seeking to enhance
competitiveness in an increasingly digital and experience-
driven tourism market. The evidence suggests that
policymakers and destination managers should prioritize not
only the deployment of smart technologies, but also the
establishment of governance frameworks and innovation
ecosystems that maximize the strategic value of these
technologies. This conclusion is consistent with recent
comparative studies indicating that destinations with
integrated smart strategies exhibit stronger tourism growth
and resilience (Sun et al., 2025; Xu et al., 2025). By
empirically demonstrating these relationships, the study
provides a solid foundation for evidence-based decision-
making in smart tourism development.

Despite the valuable insights generated by this study,
several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the
research relies on cross-sectional data, which limits the
ability to capture dynamic changes and causal relationships
over time. Second, the use of a single urban context may
restrict the generalizability of the findings to other
destinations with different institutional, cultural, or
technological conditions. Third, the study focuses on
selected dimensions of smart tourism infrastructure and
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governance, while other potentially influential factors, such
as social capital or environmental sustainability, were not
explicitly examined.

Future research could address these limitations by
adopting longitudinal research designs to explore how the
relationships among infrastructure, governance, innovation,
and competitiveness evolve over time. Comparative studies
across multiple destinations or countries would also enhance
the generalizability of findings and allow for the
examination of contextual differences. In addition, future
studies could expand the conceptual model by incorporating
additional variables, such as sustainability performance,
resident satisfaction, or data governance quality, to provide
a more comprehensive understanding of smart tourism
destination dynamics.

From a practical perspective, the findings suggest that
destination managers and policymakers should adopt an
integrated approach to smart tourism development.
Investments in smart infrastructure should be accompanied
by initiatives that strengthen governance capacity and foster
innovation-oriented cultures. Encouraging collaboration
among stakeholders, supporting experimentation with new
digital services, and aligning smart tourism strategies with
long-term competitiveness goals can significantly enhance
destination performance. By focusing on innovation as a
strategic bridge between infrastructure, governance, and
competitiveness, destinations can better position themselves

for sustainable success in the digital tourism era.
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