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ABSTRACT          

 

MODIFICATION AND VALIDATION OF A TRAVEL SAFETY ATTITUDE 

SCALE (T-SAS) 
 

  

 

Zhijun Wan                            Advisors: Dr. HS Chris. Choi 

University of Guelph, 2017                        Dr.Tanya L. MacLaurin                                                                     

     

 

This thesis is an investigation of the Travel Safety Attitude Scale (T-SAS), a measure that 

can be applied to assess tourists’ attitude and behavior intentions towards travel safety. 

Previous studies have shown that travel behaviors are influenced by tourists’ attitudes 

toward safety at a destination. This study enhanced and validated an existing travel safety 

scale with data collected from two countries—China and Canada. A set of purified travel 

safety scale items was revised by checking the wording and content adequacy. The 

refined scale was translated into Chinese by utilizing back translation. Questionnaires 

were developed to conduct research using online survey systems in both China and 

Canada. With the sample (N=535), a 5-factor solution with 22 items was supported, and 

the internal consistency, test reliability and predictability were found to be adequate. 

Research results discuss the theoretical and practical implications of this research. 

 

Keywords: Travel safety; Attitudinal scale; Scale validation; Confirmatory factor 

analysis 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Safety is very important during travel, and most people do not risk their safety while 

participating in tourism activities (Sönmez & Graefe, 1998). Generally, safety issues cause 

concerns from tourists and influence their behaviour at all the stages of travel. In the travel 

planning stage, people tend to avoid destinations with an unsafe reputation. Second, during travel, 

unsafe feelings and experiences diminish tourists’ positive mood and desire to take part in tourism 

activities and degrade the quality of their travel experience. Third, after the travel is complete, 

tourists who have perceived the destination as highly unsafe may choose not to revisit or 

recommend the destination to others (George, 2003). For any destination, those negative 

consequences can potentially lead to a significant loss of both foreign and domestic tourists. It is 

undeniable that making sure people feel safe during their travel and maintaining the safe 

reputation of a destination are essential for increasing tourism demand (Cavlek, 2002).  

Travel safety is a huge concept and covers a wide range of issues. Tarlow and Santana 

(2002) identified eight safety and security aspects, including transportation, pollution, violence, 

natural disasters, health issues (food safety), international terrorism, crime, and political instability 

(acts of war). With the advent of some new technologies, Kovari and Zimanyi (2011) added 

personal data safety and obtaining accurate information to tourists’ safety concerns. In the last 

two decades, a series of natural and man-made tragedies such as SARS in 2003, the Japanese 

earthquake in 2011, and ISIS terrorist attacks in recent years have occurred. The Internet has 

proven to be an effective platform for the dissemination of information about these events to 

potential tourists around the globe. As a result, tourists are paying more attention than ever to 

safety. Once unsafe perceptions have been assigned to a specific destination, a lasting negative 

image can be formed; changing this image takes a long time and is a costly marketing investment 
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(Donaldson & Ferreira, 2009).  

Previous studies have indicated that it is important to know how tourists perceive safety and 

form their attitude towards travel safety. However, there has been relatively little research on 

tourists’ attitudes toward travel safety, while there has been much research on risk and the 

relationship between risk perception and other outcome variables (e.g. visit intention and word of 

mouth) (Seabra, Dolnicar, Abrantes, & Kastenholz, 2013). Several researchers have studied a 

specific travel safety topic, such as terrorism (Sönmez, Apostolopoulos, & Tarlow, 1999; 

Korstange & Clayton, 2012), crime (Dimanche & Lepetic, 1999; Barker, Page & Meyer, 2002; 

Bartra, 2011; George, 2010; Biagi & Detotto, 2014), health (MacLaurin, 2003; Wilks & Atherton, 

2004), and political instability (Shin, 2005). In addition, other researchers have examined the 

relationship between safety perception and destination choice (Sirakaya, Sheppard, & McLellan, 

1997) and how tourists perceive safety in specific settings, such as adventure tourism (Bentley, 

Page, Meyer, Chalmers, & Laird, 2001), a special event (Barker, Page, & Meyer, 2003), and 

destination (George, 2003; Donaldson & Ferreira, 2009). The existing literature has mainly 

focused on the perception of risk, and safety. Furthermore, most of the previous studies measured 

perceived risk or safety with a single item. No known study has examined tourists’ attitudes 

toward travel safety except Yun and MacLaurin (2006).  

Yun and MacLaurin (2006) attempted to develop a multi-dimensional scale that measures 

attitude towards travel safety, and they refined their initial scale with data collected from 300 

university students. However, because of the use of university students, the scale fits a specific 

population, resulting in the need for further validation from a broader population. Thus, the 

purpose of this study is to validate the Attitudinal Travel Safety Scale developed by Yun and 
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MacLaurin (2006).  

The objectives of this study are to modify and refine the Yun and MacLaurin’s travel safety 

scale items (2006), validate the new Travel Safety Attitude Scale with two country 

samples—China and Canada—and examine its predictability.  
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

2.1 Travel Safety and Security 

A review of the tourism literature finds little research focused on tourists’ safety attitudes. 

Most researchers use the terms safety and security interchangeably, and they do not clearly 

define the term ‘safety’ (Sirakaya, Sheppard, & McLellan, 1997; Chiang, 2000; Sönmez & 

Sirakaya, 2002; Tarlow & Santana, 2002; George, 2003; Shin, 2005; Nardi & Wilks 2007; 

Donaldson & Ferreira, 2009; Kovari & Zimanyi, 2011; Popescu, 2011; Pennington-Gray & 

Schroeder, 2013). One study even combined these two concepts into one, using the word ‘surety’ 

(Tarlow, 2006). Other studies examined safety and security perceptions together with risk 

perception (Sönmez & Graefe, 1998; Lepp & Gibson, 2003; Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005; 

George, 2010; Seabra et al., 2013). Undeniably, the concepts of safety and security are 

overlapping and can be confusing. This may be partially attributed to viewing both safety and 

security as freedom from danger, risk, and doubt (Zeithaml, Parasuraman, & Berry, 1990; Nardi 

& Wilks 2007; Byres & Cusimano, 2010). However, a few scholars have stated that there is a 

lack of research clearly defining safety, suggesting that this concept is different from security 

and has distinct dimensions (Hall, Timothy, & Duval, 2004; Coursen, 2014; Yang & Nair, 2014).  

Definition of Safety. Only one study was founded that provided a clear definition for safety, 

which states safety includes “any physical harm that can befall tourists in accidents” (Korstanje 

& Clayton, 2012).  

Definition of Security. Security is more than just the personal safety of individuals (Hall et 

al., 2004). Michalko (2003) specifically added that security issues in tourism should include the 

protection of tourists’ property. Moreover, security problems are usually induced by the 
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negligence of humans. Security is the process of maintaining stability and has to be ensured by 

other professionals or organizations (Coursen, 2014). Pizam and Mansfeld (2006) identified 

several types of incidents in tourism that could be categorized as security incidents, including 

crime, terrorism, war, and political/civil unrest. 

Definitions Used in This Research. For this research, travel safety and security are defined 

separately. Travel safety is used to mean general safety during travel. Safety is defined as being 

free from bodily harm and loss of personal property. In particular, this study will mainly focus on 

several aspects of travel safety: ensuring food safety and sanitation at destinations, preventing 

violence and criminal acts toward tourists, and providing a stable social environment and 

accurate travel safety information.  

Security in this research will be defined as the process for ensuring safety.  

2.2 The Impact of Perceived Safety before Travel  

Destination image is a critical factor for tourists choosing a destination. Among the many 

factors that influence tourists’ assessment of image, perception of safety is identified as an 

essential one (Bonn, Joseph, & Dai, 2005). The perceived safety level of a destination positively 

influences the likelihood of potential tourists travelling (Sirakaya et al., 1997). Their perception 

of safety or the risk of unsafe conditions can affect a destination’s image, thus influencing 

potential tourists’ intended behaviour. In addition, safety concern is a stronger predictor of 

avoiding destinations than of planning to visit (Sönmez & Graefe, 1998). If safety concerns are 

perceived to be unacceptable, the results are postponement, change of destination, or even 

cancellation of the trip. It can be even more detrimental when people link those concerns with a 

specific destination, causing a lasting image to form, resulting in costly marketing efforts to 
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change the destination’s image (Dimanche & Lepetic, 1999; Popescu, 2011). Those destinations 

that can provide safe impressions are often more competitive than destinations that do not (Nardi 

& Wilks, 2007). 

The topic of safety has been studied as a primary area of tourism research, with many 

studies addressing its importance. Baloglu and McCleary (1999) treated personal safety as a key 

attribute of destination image when conducting destination image research for four counties: 

Turkey, Greece, Italy, and Egypt. They tested an image determinant model among the sample 

consisting of people who searched information about Turkey but had not been there yet. The 

results of factor analysis showed that for these potential tourists, personal safety as an important 

item of their cognitive evaluation can enhance the overall image and affective evaluation. 

Joppe, Martin, and Waalen (2001) conducted an importance-satisfaction analysis on 

destination attributes. The data was collected from 359 American and Canadian visitors to 

Toronto to assess the level of importance and satisfaction of 14 destination attributes, including 

transportation, hospitality, food, cleanliness, attractions and activities, accommodations, and 

safety. The results showed that visitors perceived personal safety as the most important factor 

when choosing a destination to travel to, regardless of their country of origin.  

Sonmenz and Sirakaya (2002) conducted a survey among 1000 international tourists to 

identify several significant predictors for potential tourists to choose Turkey as a destination. The 

perception of a safe/hospitable environment was found to be a strong one, but due to the negative 

image of safety and security of Turkey, it conversely decreased the likelihood of visiting. 

Corresponding to the findings, perceived level of safety was identified by Prideaux (2005) 

as an increasingly important factor in destination choice. Moreover, Country Brand Index (CBI) 
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(2006; 2016), which is a comparative ranking of tourism destinations based on their performance 

in all aspects, has used safety as a key category to score since 2006. The inclusion of safety 

reinforced the importance of it for tourists choosing travel destinations.  

2.3 The Impact of Safety During Travel 

During travel, safety concerns affect people’s psychological state of mind and behaviour, 

thus impacting the quality of the tourism experience (Barker, Page & Meyer, 2002). Compared 

to local residents, tourists are commonly believed to have more opportunities to be exposed to 

safety issues. The reasons are multifaceted; first, tourism activities usually bring about a 

concentration of people, thereby creating opportunities for crime and possible accidents (Barker, 

et al., 2002; Biagi & Detotto, 2014). Secondly, tourists are easy targets. As visitors, they are not 

very familiar with the local environment and do not know how to avoid some dangerous areas 

(George, 2003; Korstanje & Clayton, 2012), but in the meantime criminals can quickly recognize 

and target them by observing their appearance and behaviour (Biagi & Detotto, 2014). Thirdly, 

tourists adopt risky behaviours as a result of the physical and psychological escape mentality 

(Gartner, 1996); travelling can provide a sense of freedom that makes people feel more willing to 

try unfamiliar foods and activities, which increases the opportunities for safety problems. These 

factors are working together to generate lots of issues. To exacerbate the situation, the media 

tend to emphasize travel safety events since safety issues linked with tourists usually receive 

more media attention around the globe. Specifically, political instability or terrorism-caused 

safety incidents can generate great political significance (Sönmez et al., 1999; Korstanje & 

Clayton, 2012).  

Considering the situation that tourists may be easier targets than locals, people often take 
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some action to protect themselves, tourists who feel less safe will try to mingle with local people 

(Lepp & Gibson, 2003) and to avoid going outside of accommodations for activities after dark 

(George, 2003). Undeniable, these unwanted behaviours resulting from tourists’ safety concern 

could affect satisfaction with their travel experiences.  

2.4 Factors that Influence Tourists’ Attitude Towards Safety 

Nationality. Researchers have found that tourist characteristics may influence attitudes 

toward safety. Nationality is one of these factors. Tourists from different regions sometimes have 

different safety attitudes. Shin (2005) conducted a survey among 400 visitors to the demilitarized 

zone (DMZ) in Korea and asked whether they perceived the DMZ area as a dangerous tourism 

destination or not. The results revealed that compared with foreign tourists, Korean tourists rated 

the DMZ as less dangerous; however, did not find a statistical difference between the two 

groups. Similarly, studies carried out in Bangkok found that Asian tourists are less concerned 

about safety and potential crime than European tourists (Batra, 2008). These two findings may be 

explained by Lepp and Gibson’s suggestion (2003) that a familiar environment usually makes 

tourists feel safer. 

Reisinger and Mavondo (2005) carried out empirical research to test the relationships 

among culture and risk and safety perceptions of tourists. They compared a sample of Australian 

and foreigner tourists to find that nationality can generate differences, especially for tourists to 

decide the most important type of risk for them. The differences are partially due to different 

development levels of countries and individuals’ cultural backgrounds.  

Seabra et al. (2013) took nationality as a proxy of cultural backgrounds and further 

analyzed its effects on tourists’ patterns of risk perceptions toward international travel. They 
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conducted a survey study among 600 international tourists. The results of data structure analysis 

supported the existence of nationality differences; more specifically, international tourists from 

41 countries segmented into 7 different groups that showed perceptions were by nationality 

groups. 

Business or Leisure Travel. Some studies tested the differences among the different 

motivations for travel and tourists’ concerns for safety. People who are on business trips 

generally feel safer than those who go on a leisure trip, especially when leisure tourists are with 

family members or friends (Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005). Furthermore, the result of one-way 

ANOVA showed that the purpose of visiting was a variation of safety awareness; tourist who go 

on a trip for visiting friends and relatives possess greater awareness of safety than those who are 

on business or on leisure trips (George, 2010). Differently, Donaldson and Ferreria (2009) found 

that tourists who visited South Africa for business or visiting friends and relatives are more 

worried about their safety than those for leisure.  

Income and Education. Individuals with higher incomes and education were found to 

report more concern about safety and security (Demos, 1992; Pinhey & Iverson, 1994). High 

income and education groups usually have more knowledge and information about travel safety, 

which underlined their cognitive part of attitude formation.  

Gender. Gender does not significantly impact overall safety and risk perceptions (George, 

2010). However, the perceptions of health and food safety issues vary between genders; females 

generally consider these issues during the trip to be more important than males do (Lepp & 

Gibson, 2003; MacLaurin, 2003).  

Age. In addition, age can bring about effects on attitudes toward safety. George (2003) 
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found in the survey study among 438 visitors to Cape Town and analyzed the relationships 

among their demographic characteristics and perceptions. Results of cross-tabulation analysis 

show that as the age increases, tourists are more likely to recommend Cape Town as a safe 

destination.  

In summary, the literature on travel safety suggests that to better understand this concept, 

individual differences including nationality, age, motivation, education background, income 

level and gender could be taken into consideration. 

2.5 Attitudes and Travel Attitude Studies 

 Attitude is defined as a favourable or unfavourable evaluative reaction towards an object 

(Myers, 1993).  Attitudes have three major components: cognitive, affective, and behavioural. 

The cognitive component involves one’s belief and knowledge about a subject. The affective 

component concerns one’s emotions and feelings (Fishbein, 1967). The behavioural component 

is a tendency of action or response towards an object, and is usually predictive to some degree 

(Wicker, 1969).  

 Attitude cannot directly determine actual behaviours; it affects people’s behavioural 

intentions, and can guide, affect, and generate consistent changes in actual acts (Kraus, 1995). 

Undeniable, the understanding of attitude formation is critical to consumer behaviour studies, 

since how the attitudes people hold will be reflected in their behaviours (Fazio, et al. 1989). As a 

result, attitude is commonly studied as a predisposition of behaviours, and has been well studied 

in tourism studies. However, less attention has been paid to attitudes toward travel safety.  

Travel safety was mainly measured with a single item in most of the previous studies in 

tourism settings while several studies examined travel safety as a single dimensional construct 
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(George, 2003; 2010). George (2003; 2010) considered perceived safety as a single dimensional 

construct with six items and examined the relationship between their perceived safety and revisit 

intention. Reisinger and Mavondo (2005) insisted that it is truly necessary to research 

psychological constructs related to travel safety (e.g. attitudes and perception). Through the 

literature, no known study has examined attitudes toward travel safety and treated it as a 

multi-dimensional construct, except the travel safety attitudinal scale developed by Yun and 

MacLaurin (2006). However, their study only purified the travel safety scale with the university 

student sample and thereby a further validation is needed. Given the evidence for the importance 

of travel safety and the association between tourists’ attitude and their behavior, the establishing 

of a reliable and valid scale that assess tourists’ attitude towards travel safety would be very 

likely to advance the research in this area. Thus, this study modifies and validates this travel 

safety scale in a cross-cultural setting.  
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Chapter 3. Scale Development Process 

In order to develop a reliable and valid attitude scale, the psychometric procedure of 

measurements development is constructed as follows (Churchill, 1979; Hinkin, 1998): 

3.1 Step 1. Initial Item Generation  

An initial set of items that reflects a construct should be generated from a literature review, 

personal experiences, interviews with people who are knowledgeable about the construct, or any 

other methods (e.g. focus group discussion, content analysis) that can help to capture the internal 

structure and build insight into the research construct (Churchill & Iacibucci, 2001). Each item 

should only focus on one single issue; double-barrelled items can represent two constructs and 

will bring about confusion, therefore, they would be split up or eliminated (Churchill, 1979). In 

terms of wording, the items should all apply a KISS (Keep it simple and short) rule, and be easily 

understandable by the study population (Hinkin et al., 1997).  

3.2 Step 2. Content Adequacy (CA) Assessment  

After the initial item generation, it is critical to assess the content adequacy of the initial 

item pool. The CA process is to assess the conceptual consistency of the scale items. 

(Schriesheim, 1993). By assessing the initially developed items, the researcher can delete items 

that are conceptually inconsistent (Hinkin, 1998). Recommended content adequacy assessment 

methods include: 1) A group sorting using an analysis of variance approach (Hinkin & Tracy, 

1999); 2) A two-step content validity approach: a) the substantive agreement (SA) and the 

substantive validity (SV) index and b) a group sorting technique (Anderson & Gerbing, 1991); 

and 3) A group sorting approach (Schrieshiem et al., 1993) (See Table 1 for details).  
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Table 1. Three Recommended CA Assessment Methods 

Method Procedure  

The two-step 

content 

validity 

approach 

(Anderson & 

Gerbing, 1991) 

A confirmatory factor analysis of data 

collected in a questionnaire survey that 

asked respondents to evaluate how well 35 

items assess the posted construct; the 

results of SA and SV indices carried on a 

sorting task that asked respondents to 

assign those same items into the most 

applicable definition.  

SV values are used to decide 

whether an item should be 

retained or deleted; the results 

from confirmatory factor 

analysis will then be compared 

with SA and SV indices to 

compute correlations. The 

consistency of the two can 

help to confirm the deletion. 

The group 

sorting 

approach 

(Schrieshiem 

et al., 1993) 

The results from a questionnaire survey 

that asked respondents to rate 20 items of 

MSQ (Minnesota Satisfaction 

Questionnaire) on a Likert scale to indicate 

how well the item corresponded with 

construct definitions. 

Q-factor analysis and principal 

axis factor analysis will be 

conducted to judge the items.  

The variance 

approach 

(Hinkin 

&Tracy, 1999) 

The results from a survey that asked 

respondents to rate 39 items from MLQ 

(Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire) on 

a Likert scale to evaluate to which extent 

they are consistent with the four 

dimensions of the research construct. 

Mean scores for all items on 

each of the four dimensions 

were calculated and compared 

to examine whether the items 

were sorted consistent with 

Bass’ proposition. 

 

Researchers recommended assessing CA using a small group of student respondents (15 to 

150) to sort the scale items reflecting the study construct. They will be given a list of the items as 

well as definitions of the construct; for each of the items, respondents will have to evaluate how 

well it corresponds with definitions. The results then will be analyzed; items that cannot be 

sorted to the correct definition or do not load appropriately on it will be eliminated. 

3.3 Step 3. Scale Purification  

In practice, not all initially generated items can be used. Instead, only a sample of the most 

relevant items in the domain will be obtained (Churchill, 1979). To delete those items that cannot 

present appropriate and reasonable measurements, the scale item pool then needs to be further 
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purified. 

The survey research method can be applied here with a questionnaire that is developed 

from the current scale items. An adequate sample size will be used to conduct the survey. 

Previous studies recommended that a sample size of 200 is adequate to purify the initially 

developed scale items (Churchill, Ford & Walker, 1974; Saxe & Weitz, 1982; Parasuraman, 

Zeithaml & Berry, 1988). The following statistical techniques are recommended to carry out the 

purification process: exploratory factor analysis (EFA), reliability test, and confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA). The most widely used EFA approach is a principal component analysis with 

varimax rotation to find the latent relationships among the items and help to group items into a 

smaller set of core factors (Yong & Pearce, 2013).  

After the completion of the factor analysis, a reliability test is conducted. The most widely 

used test is Cronbach’s alpha, which examines the internal consistency of the scale items. A 

higher internal consistency of a multi-item factor indicates all the items can better measure the 

same domain of a construct together. On the contrary, an item that has low internal correlations 

with others implies it was not drawn from the appropriate domain (Churchill, 1979). After the 

internal consistency assessment, items with high internal correlations will be retained; thus, the 

possibility of error can be reduced. 

Some researchers also perform CFA to empirically examine a predefined factor structure 

based on an underlying theory. If the scale performed a poor fit, it might be because some items 

are measuring multiple factors. Items that relate too much with others within one factor can also 

negatively impact the model fit. Therefore, those inappropriate items have to be considered for 

deletion (Stapleton, 1997). 
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3.4 Step 4. Scale Validation  

A purified attitudinal scale should then be modified and refined, if necessary, and validated. 

A small group of experts are asked to assess the purified scale in a similar way to assessing the 

initially developed scale items to improve the content validity. Based on the individual 

assessment of the purified items and sub-dimensions, the scale items are refined for clarity, 

readability, and simplicity (Hinkin, 1998). In addition, some eliminated items at the purification 

stage can be added based on the recommendation of an expert group since it is still at a 

development stage (See Choi, 2003 for details). The then refined scale items should be validated 

by assessing the reliability and construct validity. The following statistical techniques are used to 

assess them:   

3.4.1 CFA. As stated in the purification process, CFA is conducted to decide whether the 

collected data fit the predetermined factor structure or not. Based on the theory that guided the 

scale construction, the factor structure can be predicted; CFA analyzes how well the competing 

structures fit the data or explain the co-variation among items (Stapleton, 1997). The 

goodness-of-fit will be explained by a series of indices. At this stage, if the scale performs a poor 

fit, the theory behind it may have to be refuted; however, if the deviation is acceptable, the factor 

structure can be modified and improved until the fitness-of-good reaches a preferable level 

(Prudon, 2015). 

3.4.2 Reliability. Reliability is the quality of the scale items to obtain dependable data. It is 

usually tested using Cronbach’s alpha, which provides an evaluation of the internal consistency 

of the scale items (Cronbach, 1951). The alpha is presented as a number between 0 and 1; a 

higher value indicates better correlation among items and further proves all items can better 
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measure the same construct. However, the value of Cronbach’s alpha is also affected by the total 

number of items and the dimensionality of the construct (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). A larger 

number of items can also increase the alpha regardless of whether the items are highly consistent 

or not; moreover, if multiple factors are underlying the scale items, the Cronbach’s alpha will 

underestimate true reliability. Therefore, a composite reliability formula (Fornell & Larcker, 

1981) is also recommended to measure the internal consistency of a scale, as it allows a standard 

error and provides more accurate reliability of the composite score. But in practical terms, the 

differences between these two were found to be relatively not significant (Peterson & Kim, 

2013).  

3.4.3 Construct validity. Construct validity is assessed by examining convergent and 

discriminant validity. An examination of “the extent to which the scales correlated with other 

scales designed to assess similar constructs (convergent validity) and to which they do not 

correlate with dissimilar measures (discriminant validity)” (Hinkin et al., 1997, p. 114) can be 

performed. To assess them, an adequate scale has to be selected, and the correlation coefficient 

will be calculated. The correlation among items that are reflecting the same construct should be 

very high while among items that from different constructs should be very low. Moreover, 

assessing the criterion-related validity is also useful to test the relationship between measures 

and the outcome. By drawing an inference from measurements to performance, whether scales 

have met the performance criteria can be determined.  
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Chapter 4. Research Method 

Here this study advances Yun and MacLaurin’s Attitudinal Travel Safety Scale (2006) by 

modifying and refining scale items, and validates the scale across two countries tourist sample 

which consists of Chinese tourists and Canadian tourists. To achieve the research objectives of 

determining scale items and examining additional reliability and validity, confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA) was conducted as recommended by the psychometric procedure of measurements 

development (Churchill, 1979; Hinkin, 1998). In order to distinguish the scale we are modifying 

from Yun and MacLaurin’s scale, the scale was renamed the Travel Safety Attitude Scale 

(T-SAS). 

4.1 Attitudinal Travel Safety Scale (2006) 

The Attitudinal Travel Safety Scale was initially developed and purified by Yun and 

MacLaurin in 2006. Following the scale development procedures, the initial item pool was 

generated through content analysis of studies related to safety, security, and risk in the travel and 

the tourism field. After the pilot test and careful revision, the items included 130 statement 

measures. The initially developed items were measured on a seven-point Likert attitude scale to 

collect data. The study population was 300 undergraduate and graduate students at an Ontario 

university, and a total of 263 responses were collected.  

Cronbach’s reliability tests and exploratory factor analysis were repeatedly conducted to 

purify the measures. After the first round, items that reached an alpha score of 0.70 and with 

item-to-total correlations that exceeded 0.50 were retained, and the total number of 

measurements in the scale was reduced to 81. After the deletion, tests were re-ran to examine the 

structure. Identified factors were then labeled as seven cognitive factors and three affective 



 18 

factors; finally, the scale was reduced to 23 cognitive measures and 10 affective measures. 

4.2 The Purified Scale Assessment 

4.2.1 Existing scale review. The previous study (Yun & MacLaurin, 2006) purified 

initially developed items into seven cognitive dimensions with 23 items and three affective 

dimensions with 10 items. To modify the original scale, the researcher consulted with a group of 

8 research experts who are experienced in the tourism field and familiar with scale development 

procedures. Among seven cognitive dimensions, two are labeled as safe destination 1 and safe 

destination 2 which may not reflect the specific aspects of travel safety. These two dimensions 

were eliminated based on the suggestion of the expert group. Moreover, considering affective 

factors may not be clearly defined, to better assess the attitude the research team decided to focus 

on cognitive factors. After the removing of two cognitive dimensions and three affective 

dimensions, 17 items were retained with five cognitive factors for further validation.  

4.2.2 Item modification. Based on the 17 items, the researcher consulted with the research 

experts group to modify and refined the existing scale items. The expert group recommended 

adding 20 items from the initially developed item pool to the existing scale, and the number of 

existing items in the scale was expanded to 37. Finally, the expert group assessed the content 

adequacy (i.e. conceptual consistency) of all 37 items, and further refined the Travel Safety 

Attitudinal Scale (T-SAS) items in terms of wording, resulting the final version of initial T-SAS 

items (see Table 2 for the final item pool).   
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Table 2. Initial T-SAS Items 

Dimension Items 

Travel safety 
information 

1. Tourist destinations should provide travel safety information to visitors.* 
2. Travel safety information can help reduce personal injuries.* 
3. Travel safety information may prevent accidents or injury.* 
4. It is important to provide safety information in different languages.* 

5. Seeking travel safety information is a wise use of my time.** 
6. Travel safety information may help ensure my personal safety while traveling.** 
7. It is worth spending some time to collect travel safety information when planning a trip overseas.** 
8. I always check travel advisories before traveling overseas.** 

Health 
concern 

1. As a tourist, I may be vulnerable to unfamiliar bacteria.* 
2. Tourists may be easily suffered from food poisoning.* 
3. Some infections in foreign countries may threaten my health.* 
4. I worry about getting access to quality medical care if I become ill while traveling.** 
5. I am concerned about traveling to a destination with low standards of health care.** 
6. I am afraid of getting an upset stomach from eating or drinking unfamiliar foods and beverages.** 
7. Washing hands before I eat will prevent the spread of germs.** 

Personal 
safety  

1. I carry my own first-aid items with me when traveling.* 
2. I carry water purification tablets for preventing an upset stomach when traveling.* 
3. I carry personal safety items (e.g. whistles, portable alarm) on trips that will ensure my personal safety.* 
4. To prevent an upset stomach when traveling, I only drink bottled water.* 
5. I believe a concealed money belt or pouch is essential to protect valuables when traveling.** 
6. I feel relatively safe in city destinations when walking around at night.** 
7. I think traveling with an organized tour is safer than traveling alone.** 
8. Tourists should only drink bottled water when traveling** 
9. I prefer to travel with others to avoid potential crimes (e.g., assault, robbery, pickpocketing).** 
10. I usually stick to frequently-traveled streets at all times to avoid crimes (e.g., assault, robbery, 
pickpocketing) while traveling.** 

Vulnerability 
to crime 

1. Excessive alcohol consumption while traveling can make tourists more vulnerable to crimes than 
locals.* 
2. Using recreational drugs can increase exposure to crimes.* 
3. Tourists are easy targets for robbers or pickpockets.* 
4. Carrying a large sum of money makes tourists more susceptible to crimes.** 
5. To reduce the threat of robbery when traveling, tourists should not wear expensive rings, jewellery or 
watches.** 

Police safety 

1. I believe the local police protect tourists from potential criminal activities.* 
2. I think the local police ensure tourists are not victimized.* 
3. I feel safer when I see local police officers present.* 
4. I think some dangers can only be controlled with police presence.** 
5. Police presence helps to give the destination a safe image.** 
6. I worry if the destination has a reputation of police corruption.** 
7. Language barriers make it difficult for tourists to ask the police for help.** 

Note: *: Original items; **: Newly added items from the initial pool 
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4.3 Survey Design 

4.3.1 Measurements 

Initial Travel Safety Attitude Scale (T-SAS). The initial T-SAS included 37 items that 

measured tourists’ attitude toward travel safety. All the items were followed the previous study to 

be measured on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly 

Agree). Although a five-point Likert scale is also widely used in survey research, the seven-point 

format provides two more extreme options that help to yield more information (Pearse, 2011) 

and is considered to be effective in identifying the necessary variance that can help examine the 

relationships among scales (Hinkin et al., 1997). Moreover, for an online-based survey study, a 

seven-point Likert scale is found to be more reliable than the three and five-point (Perez-Rivera, 

2015). 

Risk taking behavior intention. The risk taking behavioral intention items were retained 

from the previous study (Yun & MacLaurin, 2006). All seven items were measured using 7-point 

Likert scale asking participants to indicate their level of agreement towards a series of 

sensational-seeking behavior statements.  

Socio-demographic information. The demographic information was collected at the end of 

the questionnaire, including gender, age, marital status, education level, and employment status. 

4.3.2 Back translation. In order to collect responses from both Canadians and Chinese 

groups, the questionnaire was first prepared in English first and then translated into Chinese. As 

suggested by Ozolins (2009), the back translation methodology was used since it is a highly 

useful tool to control the quality of translated questionnaire. The back translation process of this 
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survey instrument followed guidelines suggested by the World Health Organization (WHO, n.d.) 

as following: 

 Forward translation: The researcher whose mother language is Chinese but also 

knowledgeable with English-speaking completed this step. In line with the conditions, 

the translator is also familiar with the travel safety area and can understand scales 

clearly. A draft of Chinese version of the questionnaire was posed. 

 Questionnaire review: A panel consisting of four bilingual experts who are fluent in 

both Chinese and English were hired to review and revise the draft. The group 

included the original translator and experts who had experience in survey instrument 

development and translation. After this procedure, the first version of Chinese 

questionnaire draft was completed.  

 Back translation: The questionnaire was then translated back to English using a 

translator whose mother language was English but had never been exposed to the 

questionnaire before. The newly translated English version was compared with the 

original one to see whether they were consistent. The forward translation and 

questionnaire review process was performed repeatedly to revise weaknesses in the 

Chinese version of the questionnaire, until it truly re-produced the original English 

version.  

4.4 Procedure 

The Canadian and Chinese participants were recruited via the online panel companies 

Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) and SoJump, respectively, during a weeklong period. Both 
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companies are commonly used in each country and have over 10 years’ experience of providing 

panel information services. They do not have specific restrictions for registration, and anyone 

can log in to be a participant, so their panel is similar to the general population. Regarding the 

size of the pool, MTurk has 500,000 qualified research participants from all over the world, 

whereas SoJump has 2.6 million.  

 The following selection criteria to identify eligible study participants were applied, 

including: (1) age (18 years or older), and (2) at least one overseas travel experience during the 

last 12 months. Furthermore, an additional criterion was applied for the participants recruited 

through MTurk: (3) Nationality (Are you a Canadian?). The IP addresses of all participants were 

also checked to ensure that they are citizens currently residing in Mainland China or Canada.  

All participants were presented with standard consent forms before the actual survey 

started, and the full anonymity and security of their data were guaranteed. After consenting, for 

Canadian participants, a link to an online survey that was prepared on the survey platform 

Qualtrics was presented, which took about 10 to 15 minutes to complete. With the completion of 

the survey on Qualtrics, participants received a code which could be used to convert CAN $1.50 

on Amazon Mechanical Turk. The Chinese participants completed the back-translated Chinese 

version of the questionnaire on SoJump. It also took about 15 minutes to complete a survey, and 

participants who completed the online survey were given points on SoJump that could be 

converted to small gifts as a reward. After the completion of the data collection process, SoJump 

and Qualtrics provided complete data to the researcher without any identities. 

The survey set 500 as a targeted number of sample size. To minimize the probability of 

errors, a large sample is always better than a small one. Comfrey and Lee (1992) suggested 200 

as a fair size and 300 as a “good” one; in addition, Hatcher (1994) recommended an 
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item-to-response ratio of 1:5 for conducting factor analysis. Considering the suggestions above, 

200 to 250 responses from each country, which means 400 to 500 responses in total should be 

adequate for the scale validation. 
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Chapter 5. Results 

5.1 Participants 

 After data cleaning, 535 usable surveys were retained in this study, including 270 Chinese 

and 265 Canadian responses. Among them, the gender distribution is almost balanced; 279 are 

women, and 256 are men. Only adult respondents participated in the survey, and the mean age 

was 34.7 (SD = 10.3). All of them have traveled overseas at least once in the recent 12 months. 

For marital status, 55.0% respondents were married, and 40.5% had never married. Most 

participants have college or university degrees (70.5%). In terms of the employment status, 

full-time employees were the majority (77.9%), along with 11.0% students, and 4.3% part-time 

workers. Table 3 provides details on demographic information of participants.  

5.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

To analyze this 37-item initial T-SAS, the study began by conducting CFA using AMOS 

24.0. As indicated in the previous study, all 37 items were constrained to load onto their 

corresponding factors. Through the process, inappropriate items that have low standardized 

regression weight and high-standardized residue were removed (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, 

& Tatham, 2006). Moreover, a series of modifications were applied to improve the 

goodness-of-fit indices, including chi-squared (χ2), χ2/df, GFI, CFI, and RMSEA. Finally, 22 

T-SAS items in total were retained for the model, showing a satisfactory level of model fit: 

χ2=540.217, χ2/df=2.728, GFI=0.92, CFI=0.93, and RMSEA=0.06. The five-factor solution was 

supported. 
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Table 3. Demographic Information of Participants 

  
Chinese 

(n=270) 

Canadian 

(n=265) 

Total 

(N=535) 

      % 

Gender Female 62.6% 41.5%   279   52.1% 

Male 37.4% 58.5%   256   47.9% 

Marital status Married 70.7% 38.9%   294   55.0% 

Never married 28.1% 55.1%   222   41.5% 

Other 1.1% 6.0%   19   3.6% 

Education High school or less 2.6% 20.4%   61   11.4% 

College or university 83.0% 57.7%   377   70.5% 

Graduate degree 14.4% 21.9%   97   18.1% 

Employment Full-time 78.9% 77.0%   417   77.9% 

Part-time 0.7% 7.9%   23   4.3% 

Student 14.1% 7.9%   59   11.0% 

Retired 3.3% 3.0%   17   3.2% 

Homemaker 0.4% 2.3%   7   1.3% 

Other 2.6% 1.9%   12   2.2% 

Age group 18-25 17.8% 16.2%   91   17.0% 

26-35 53.0% 46.0%   265   49.5% 

36-45 16.7% 19.2%   96   17.9% 

46-55 9.6% 12.5%   59   11.0% 

56+ 3.0% 6.0%   24   4.5% 

 

 

5.3 Construct validity 

The final model of T-SAS contained five factors and 22 items. To further assess the 

construct validity of T-SAS, convergent and discriminant validity of this measurement scale was 

examined. As shown in Table 4, most of the factor loadings of items in five factors met the 

suggested threshold value of 0.60. The standardized regression weights ranged from 0.55 to 0.88, 
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with all t-values significant (p<0.001). The composite reliabilities were all greater than the 

cut-off value of 0.70, ranging from 0.71 to 0.81. Also, the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 

was computed as suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981), which ranged from 0.38 to 0.63. All 

the parameters suggested an acceptable level of convergent validity.  

The discriminant validities of each factor were examined using Fornell and Larcker’s 

(1981) method, which requires the square root of AVEs for each factor to be greater than its 

correlation with any other factors. Table 5 shows the correlation matrix along with the square 

root of the AVEs of the five factors. Results demonstrated a sufficient discriminant validity of all 

factors. Table 6 presents the remaining measurement items of T-SAS. 
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Table 4. The Convergent Validity Test of T-SAS. 

Factor Item 

Item reliability 
Composite 

reliability 
AVE Factor 

loadings 

Standard 

error 

Standardized factor 

loading 
t-value 

TSI 

TSI1 1 — 0.74 — 

0.87 0.53 

TSI2 1.119 0.07 0.72 16.061*** 

TSI4 0.988 0.063 0.71 15.675*** 

TSI5 1.053 0.074 0.64 14.237*** 

TSI6 1.041 0.062 0.75 16.749*** 

TSI7 1.115 0.064 0.78 17.371*** 

VC 

VC1 0.976 0.08 0.63 12.203*** 

0.80 0.45 

VC2 0.902 0.075 0.62 12.04*** 

VC3 1 — 0.67 — 

VC4 1.046 0.077 0.71 13.604*** 

VC5 1.089 0.079 0.72 13.753*** 

HC 

HC1 1 — 0.68 — 

0.81 0.52 
HC2 1.346 0.087 0.82 15.497*** 

HC3 1.223 0.08 0.80 15.276*** 

HC6 0.963 0.086 0.55 11.159*** 

POS 

POS1 1 — 0.85 — 

0.83 0.63 POS2 1.072 0.059 0.88 18.141*** 

POS3 0.726 0.05 0.62 14.583*** 

PES 

PES7 1 — 0.57 — 

0.71 0.38 
PES8 1.022 0.107 0.58 9.514*** 

PES9 1.072 0.104 0.67 10.282*** 

PES10 0.977 0.096 0.65 10.15*** 
Note: TSI=travel safety information, HC=health concern, VC=vulnerability to crime, POS=police safety, and PES=personal safety.  
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Table 5. The Discriminant Validity Test of T-SAS. 

Factor  TSI VC HC POS PES 

TSI 0.72 
   

 VC 0.62 0.67 
  

 HC 0.42 0.56 0.72 
 

 POS 0.17 0.06 -0.06 0.79 

 PES 0.43 0.54 0.41 0.28 0.62 

Note: TS=travel safety information, HC=health concern, VC=vulnerability to crime, POS=police safety, and 

PES=personal safety.  

The diagonal elements (bolded) are the square root of the AVEs of each factor and should be greater than its 

correlation with other factors. 
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Table 6. Final Measurements of T-SAS. 

Dimensions Items 

Travel safety 

information 

TSI1 Tourist destinations should provide travel safety information to visitors. 

TSI2 Travel safety information can help reduce personal injuries. 

TSI4 It is important to provide safety information in different languages. 

TSI5 Seeking travel safety information is a wise use of my time. 

TSI6 Travel safety information may help ensure my personal safety while traveling. 

TSI7 It is worth spending some time to collect travel safety information when planning a trip overseas. 

Vulnerability to 

crime 

VC1 
Excessive alcohol consumption while traveling can make tourists more vulnerable to crimes than 

locals. 

VC2 Using recreational drugs can increase exposure to crimes. 

VC3 Tourists are easy targets for robbers or pickpockets. 

VC4 Carrying a large sum of money makes tourists more susceptible to crimes. 

VC5 
To reduce the threat of robbery when traveling, tourists should not wear expensive rings, jewelry 

or watches. 

Health concern 

HC1 As a tourist, I may be vulnerable to unfamiliar bacteria. 

HC2 Tourists may be easily suffered from food poisoning. 

HC3 Some infections in foreign countries may threaten my health. 

HC6 I am afraid of getting an upset stomach from eating or drinking unfamiliar foods and beverages. 

Police safety 

POS1 I believe the local police protect tourists from potential criminal activities. 

POS2 I think the local police ensure tourists are not victimized. 

POS3 I feel safer when I see local police officers present. 

Personal safety 

PES7 I think traveling with an organized tour is safer than traveling alone. 

PES8 Tourists should only drink bottled water when traveling. 

PES9 I prefer to travel with others to avoid potential crimes (e.g., assault, robbery, pickpocketing). 

PES10 
I usually stick to frequently traveled streets at all times to avoid crimes (e.g., assault, robbery, 

pickpocketing) while traveling. 
Note: TS=travel safety information, HC=health concern, VC=vulnerability to crime, POS=police safety, and PES=personal safety.  
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5.4 Applications of T-SAS  

To explore the applicability of T-SAS, a K-means cluster analysis was conducted after 

CFA. Specifically, the composite means of the five factors were used for cluster analysis. The 

analysis tried several different cluster solutions (2-5) (Milligan & Cooper, 1985) to determine the 

number of clusters, and found three market segments to be most meaningful and practical. The 

final three groups contained all 535 participants. After segmenting participants into different 

sub-groups, their socio-demographic information, behaviour intention, and risk taking were also 

compared by using a chi-square analysis, ANOVA, and MANOVA.  

Table 7 shows the mean values of each factor among three groups: Group 1 safety seekers 

(N=221), Group 2 safety balanced (N=224), and Group 3 risk takers (N=90). The F-values from 

the ANOVA test suggest that these three groups present entirely different safety attitudes 

towards various aspects of travel experience (p<0.001). In addition, the MANOVA analysis 

confirmed the significant differences (p<0.001) on their travel safety attitudes between these 

three groups, supported by the results of Wilks’ lambda (.191, F=136.034), Hotelling's Trace 

(3.480, F=183.385), and Roy's Largest Root (3.247, F=343.526). Therefore, the result indicated 

that the safety seekers (41%) are most cautious toward safety related issues, followed by safety 

balanced (42%) and risk-takers (17%). 

Table 7. The Cluster Analysis Results of MANOVA and Post Hoc Analysis. 
             Group 

Factor 

Group 1:  

Safety seekers 

(N=221) 

Group 2: 

Safety balanced 

(N=224) 

Group 3: 

Risk-takers 

(N=90) 

Total 

(N=535) 

F-value 

Travel safety information  6.50a 6.11b 5.09c 6.10 132.315***
 

Vulnerability to crime 6.49a 5.76b 4.83c 5.90 219.961***
 

Health Concern 6.02a 4.54b 3.97c 5.05 290.380***
 

Police safety 5.05a 5.25a 3.84b 4.93 61.935***
 

Personal safety 5.95a 5.10b 4.11c 5.28 165.890***
 

Notes: *** p < .001; a, b, and c indicate significant differences in the three groups, and a>b>c. 



 31 

A cross-tabs analysis was first conducted to explore the socio-demographic differences 

among the three groups (see the detailed profile and Pearson Chi-Square statistic results in Table 

8). The Chi-square tests indicated significant differences among safety seekers, safety balanced, 

and risk-takers on marital status, age, and nationality, but not gender, education, and 

employment. Specifically, the risk-takers are more likely to have never married (62.2%), while 

the safety seekers and safety balanced have a relatively high proportion of married tourists, 

57.5%, and 60.7% respectively. Regarding nationality, safety seekers are more prone to be 

Canadian (61.1%), safety balanced tend to be Chinese (64.7%), while risk-takers are quite 

balanced between tourists coming from China (43.3%) and Canada (56.7%). Finally, risk-takers 

have the highest percentage of tourists aged 18-25 years (23.3%) compared to the other two 

groups. 



 32 

Table 8. The Demographic Information and Travel Attitudes of the Three Groups. 

Characteristics 

Group 1: Safety 

seekers 

(N=221) 

Group 2: Safety 

balanced 

(N=224) 

Group 3: 

Risk-takers 

(N=90) 

Gender       

Male 43.4% 50.9% 51.1% 

Female 56.6% 49.1% 48.9% 

Marital Status*** 
   

Married 57.5% 60.7% 34.4% 

Never married 38.0% 36.6% 62.2% 

Other 4.5% 2.7% 3.3% 

Education 
   

High school or less 14.5% 8.9% 10.0% 

College or university 65.6% 75.4% 70.0% 

Graduate 19.9% 15.6% 20.0% 

Employment 
   

Full-time 76.5% 78.6% 80.0% 

Part-time 4.5% 4.0% 4.4% 

Student 9.5% 12.5% 11.1% 

Retired 5.4% 1.8% 1.1% 

Homemaker 2.7% 0.0% 1.1% 

Other 1.4% 3.1% 2.2% 

Nationality*** 
   

Chinese 38.9% 64.7% 43.3% 

Canadian 61.1% 35.3% 56.7% 

Age*** 
   

18-25 14.0% 17.4% 23.3% 

26-35 42.5% 56.3% 50.0% 

36-45 19.9% 17.0% 15.6% 

46-55 15.4% 7.6% 8.9% 

56 and up 8.1% 1.8% 2.2% 
Note: chi-square and p values: gender (x2=2.938, p=.230), marital status (x2=20.833, p<.001), education (x2=6.058, 

p=.195), employment (x2=15.053, p=.130), nationality (x2=31.867, p<.001), and age (x2=26.247, p<.001). 

*** Statistically significant at the 0.001 level. 
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Then, separate ANOVAs were performed on participants’ risk taking behavior intention 

items (see details in Table 9). Among the seven items tested, this study identified significant 

differences on four items among three groups. For instance, the safety balanced tourists are more 

interested in street foods compared to the other two groups (BI3). Also, the safety seekers and 

safety balanced tourists prefer guided tours more when traveling in a foreign country compared 

to the risk takers (BI4). 
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Table 9. Results of ANOVA Tests for Risk Taking Behavioral Intention. 

Groups 

 

Variables                       

Group 1:  

Safety 

seekers 

(N=221) 

Group 2: 

Safety 

balanced 

(N=224) 

Group 3: 

Risk-takers 

(N=90) 

Total 

(N=535) 
F-value 

BI 

BI1. I like to travel to unfamiliar places. 4.95 4.72 4.93 4.85 1.257 

BI2. I like to travel to out of the way areas rather than popular tourist 

destinations. 
4.64 4.67 4.49 4.63 0.376 

BI3. I like to try street foods when traveling to a foreign destination. 5.07b 5.41a 5.09b 5.21 3.057 

BI4. I like to go to nightclubs or bars at late hours at destinations. 3.27b 3.85a 3.98a 3.63 8.002*** 

BI5. I like to be on a guided tour when traveling in a foreign country. 4.89a 4.42b 3.33c 4.43 27.811*** 

BI6. I like to travel alone when traveling in a foreign country. 3.73b 3.96ab 4.37a 3.93 3.943* 

BI7. I like to travel to remote areas. 3.89b 3.79b 4.51a 3.96 5.761* 

Note: BI=risk taking behavioral intention;  

 *** p < .001, ** p < .01; a, b, and c indicate significant differences between groups, and a>b>c; no significant differences were found between a and ab, and ab 

and b, and a>ab>b.  
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Chapter 6. Conclusion 

This study modified Yun and MacLaurin’s Attitudinal Travel Safety Scale (2006), and 

cross-culturally validated the newly modified T-SAS using a sample consisting of tourists from 

two countries: Canada and China. The results suggested T-SAS is a relatively reliable and 

psychometrically valid scale for measuring attitudes toward a series of travel safety issues. From 

the theoretical perspective, the establishing of this valid scale advanced research in the travel 

safety area and contributed to a better understanding towards the association between tourists’ 

safety attitude and behavior. The study assessed the usability of T-SAS by utilizing a K-mean 

cluster analysis, and the results supported that the T-SAS is a useful tool to assess tourists’ 

attitudes towards travel safety. 

For T-SAS, 17 items were retained from the previous Attitudinal Travel Safety Scale (Yun 

& MacLaurin, 2006). Based on these 17 items, the number of items was then expanded to 37 and 

finally was reduced to 22 via the cross-cultural validation process. Through a series of 

modifications of the scale, the five-factor solution employed from the previous study was 

associated with a satisfactory model fit. These five dimensions of tourists’ safety concerns were 

confirmed, covering travel safety information, health concerns, vulnerability to crime, police 

safety, and personal safety. Corresponding with George’s (2010) study, these observed factors 

demonstrated that travel safety as a multidimensional construct should not be only examined 

with one single measurement. 

The result of cluster analysis suggested a three-segment solution of tourists going overseas: 

safety seekers, safety balanced tourists, and risk-takers. Among them, the safety seekers group 

possesses the highest awareness of safety issues in all five dimensions, while risk-takers felt 
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relatively free during international travel. The safety balanced and safety seekers groups were 

almost identical in quantity, but the risk-taker group was much smaller in number, providing 

only 90 responses among 535. This distribution is not surprising, as most people pay attention to 

safety issues and avoid risks during travel (Sönmez & Graefe, 1998). Correspondingly, the 

preferences towards risk taking behavior intention statements across the three groups 

significantly differed in four items. Risk-takers are more willing to engage in some 

adventure-exploring behaviors, such as “go to nightclubs or bars at late hours at destinations”, 

“travel alone when traveling in a foreign country”, and “travel to remote areas”; in the meantime, 

safety seekers rated the item “I like to be on a guided tour when traveling in a foreign country” 

higher than others. These associations between tourists’ travel safety attitudes and risk taking 

behaviour intentions suggested that the T-SAS has predictability and is potentially usable. 

The demographic information among three groups did not significantly differ in gender, 

education level, and employment status. However, corresponding with the literature, nationality 

and age showed a difference. Chinese tourists are more distributed in the safety balanced group 

while there are more Canadian tourists in the safety seeker group, revealing that Canadians are 

more cautious toward safety issues. As suggested by Seabra et al. (2013) and Reisinger and 

Mavondo (2005), the nationality differences are likely generated from tourists’ cultural 

backgrounds. There are also more tourists around the age of 18-25, which is the youngest age 

group of our sample, distributed in the risk-taker group compare to the other two groups. 

Moreover, although not many researchers addressed marital status, this study has identified a 

statistically significant difference, revealing that married tourists care more about safety issues 

during travel.  

Several characteristics of the sample were identified in this study. Most participants are 
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full-time employees (77.9%); in terms of the education level, the majority of respondents have a 

college or university degree (70.5%). Specifically, Chinese participants showed an even higher 

education level, with only 2.6% of them having high school or less education, and 97.4% have a 

university or graduate degree.  

Implications 

Theoretical implications. This study findings adopted Reisinger and Mavondo’s (2005) 

study findings that psychological factors (e.g. attitude, perception, self-concept) should be 

considered as key variables in understanding tourists’ reactions toward risk and safety. Although 

attitude has been well researched in tourism, attitudinal studies related to safety are lacking. The 

validation of T-SAS can enrich the way by which researchers study travel safety, as well as 

provide evidence that attitude is an effective concept to better understand safety in the tourism 

context. In short, the study further modified Yun and MacLaurin’s travel safety scale and 

demonstrated sufficient reliability and construct validity (i.e. convergent and discriminant 

validities) of the travel safety attitude scale (T-SAS). In addition the CFA results indicated that 

the measurement model of T-SAS demonstrated a very good fit for the five factor model.     

A plethora definitions of travel safety, security and risks have been interchangeably used in 

the tourism context. Most of those are supply-side definitions. The tourism literature shows that 

most travel safety studies do not distinguish between safety and security, and sometimes, they 

even combine it with the term “risk,” resulting in confusion in this research area. This study 

contribute the literature by proposing the modified definition of travel safety with five 

sub-dimensions from the demand-side perspective and confirmed that all five dimensions of 

travel safety were maintained and validated through the proper data analysis process (i.e. CFA, 
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Composite reliability and Construct validity). The proposed definition in this study will help 

future researchers better understand travel safety from the demand-side perspectdive. 

Practical implications. Destination marketing organizations and travel providers should 

address all the factors identified in the T-SAS when providing services and products to tourists 

visiting their destination. It can be seen from the results that tourists are considering safety issues 

in an integrated manner, taking all five factors into considerations. Understanding and applying 

those factors of safety can help tourism operators to attract more tourists and enhance the 

competitiveness.  

This study also proved that T-SAS could be used to effectively segment the market. The 

results indicated three types of tourists and identified their different characteristics and 

behavioral intentions. In practical application, the demographic information obtained has useful 

implications to marketers. For instance, compared with the two other groups, safety seekers 

skewed toward married females, with relatively more middle-aged and elderly people, whereas 

risk takers lean toward unmarried young people. Adventure tourism operators could therefore 

better focus their efforts on the latter group. All these differences should be noted by tourism 

marketers and could be applied while they are promoting different tourism programs, especially 

when tailoring the safety aspect of these programs to the targeted consumers’ needs. 

To provide travel safety information, DMOs and governments should consider various 

outlets in meeting tourists’ needs, especially those who have lower risk tolerance. It is strongly 

recommended to distribute the information not only via official sources (e.g. government website, 

public media), but also provide information through daily accessible information platforms and 

outlets, such as advertisements on public transportation or social networking sites. In addition to 
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the direct promotion of travel safety issues, conveying safety to tourists on a more practical level 

is also recommended. For example, the presence of the (tourist) police officers can be effective 

in establishing tourists’ positive safety perception and improving tourists’ evaluation of safety 

environment in destinations. Providing safety information at multiple levels (e.g. public, private 

and community group) with different online and offline platforms (e.g. subway stations, airports, 

SNS, in-flight video clips, etc.) will strengthen and improve perceptions of safety. 

 The characteristics of the sample can also help build insights into the composition of 

mainstream tourists in the international tourism market. The study sample shows that tourists are 

mostly highly educated people with a stable income. This observation is consistent with the fact 

that in most cases, these same people are the ones who can afford overseas travel. It is also 

noteworthy to mention that for the Chinese, most of their overseas travels require a valid visa, so 

their level of education and income is highly correlated with their ability to make visa 

applications. From a practical standpoint, international tourism marketers should therefore focus 

on this group. 

Limitations and Future Studies 

The limitations of this study should also be acknowledged. First, the sample consisted of a 

large portion of young age groups (84.5% are under 45 years old, 66.5% are under 35). Since the 

data were collected through an Internet platform, it may have eliminated the participation of 

older people with limited computer skills. In addition, as the data collection process was 

completed in several continuous days in August 2017, there is a possibility that the sample was 

skewed somewhat. Therefore, findings of this study may only be able to reflect a relatively 

similar population. As a direction for future study, repeating the research with a broader tourist 
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sample and testing the scale across a longer time may minimize those potential impacts. The 

platform of data collection should also be carefully selected to prevent possible bias. 

Moreover, although this study aimed to establish a scale that can be applied to general 

tourists, the study attempted to validate the scale with Chinese and Canadian tourists because of 

time and cost constraints. This limitation resulted in a boundary delimitation that restricted the 

findings to the tourists of only two countries and thus the study findings can be partially 

generalized in two countries. Future research could replicate the study and apply T-SAS with 

participants from different geographic regions, especially top tourist-generating countries, to 

examine how well the measurements fit tourists from various countries with different cultural 

backgrounds and to provide more meaningful information to tourism marketers. 

Future studies can also explore further the differences between tourists’ safety attitude and 

their family status. As Nellis and Savage (2012) state, people are sometimes more worried about 

the safety and risk related to their family members, especially their children and grandchildren, 

than their own safety. Although this study attached importance to the demographic variable of 

marriage, the status of being in a parent-and-child relationship also needs to be considered.  
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