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The present study provides a snapshot of Slovenian tourists’ perceptions in a historically unique point of time – the early days of the covid-19-related lockdown.
Based on an online survey performed in March and April 2020 the study provides
first insights into Slovenian tourists’ perceived threats of covid-19 on two dimensions: severity and susceptibility; how this depends on their demography and past
travel experience and what, in this specific point in time, they think about future
travel avoidance. The results have shown that age affects the two measured dimensions of perceived threat and future travel avoidance, but only with women. Furthermore, people who have travelled the most in the past express the least likelihood of
avoidance to travel due to the covid-19 pandemic. Those who are more educated,
on the other hand, perceive higher risk, yet education has no role in their expressed
future travel avoidance. The results, moreover, show that the moral obligation towards taking care of others might be a highly important element in the success factor of covid-19 measures and thus future appeals by the tourism industry. Finally,
the results show that we cannot easily predict how the general population will behave regarding their future travel avoidance since the opinions are not polarised in
the extremes. This does indicate, however, that tourists will be susceptible to the
context-specific factors of future travel decisions, such as assurances of health safety
provided by the tourism industry.
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Introduction

With the declaration of a pandemic, caused by the
spread of the covid-19 disease, the world is experiencing the biggest lock-down in recent decades,
also affecting the developed countries of the western
hemisphere. who released the announcement that
covid-19 disease is characterised as a pandemic on
March 11th 2020, thus calling for action on a global
level to fight against the disease. Even though this pandemic is not the first nor the only one of the 21st century (Mathis et al., 2015), the world is facing a global
health crisis unlike any in the last 75 years.
The travel industry is amongst those first and most
hit by the pandemic (oecd, 2020). Countries have
taken different measures to limit the spread of the disease, including total or partial lock-down, strict limitations on meetings of people in public and closed
public and private places, limited free mobility of residents and execution of services. The latest report by
unwto shows that 96 of global destinations have
imposed travel restrictions (unwto, 2020). Public
and massive modes of mobility (i.e. airplanes, trains,
buses, ships, etc.) have been recognised as a primary
threat to the spread of this new disease and thus first
to be made subject to preventive measures.
Furthermore, experiences vital to the tourism sector such as cruises, gambling, wellness, beauty and
health services, group sport activities, concerts and
events, culinary events and many others have been
hit hardest by governmental restrictions and practically shut down for the related period. According to
unwto estimation, tourist arrivals on a global level
in 2020 will be down by 20 to 30 when compared
with 2019 figures. This in turn will also affect millions
of tourism jobs and it will take several years to recover
from the fall.
A pandemic is classified in literature as one of
the five major categories of disasters, next to political events, natural disasters, financial events and manmade events, and the travel and tourism sector have
suffered the hardest thus far from the series of pandemics and epidemics like avian flu and swine flu,
which have occurred in the 21st century (Bhati et al.,
2016). The tourism industry has proven to be vulnerable to national disasters, even though on a global level
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such downturns are not always visible (unwto, 2011).
Since World War ii, the tourism industry has experienced enormous growth which has also caused a
change in the character of tourism. The early 20th century decades were characterised as the infancy period
of mass tourism (Sezgin & Yolal, 2012). The Fordist
model of mass production made mass tourism possible and turned tourism itself in effect into a Fordist
mode of production and consumption (Torres, 2002).
The after-war period has been marked, among other
factors, by greater prosperity of the population at large,
paid holidays for many European workers, better education, technological development, etc., which have
resulted in greater numbers of tourist arrivals per year,
increasing from 25 million in 1950 to 1,401 million in
2018 (unwto, 2019) and 1.5 billion in 2019.
This form of development has in turn created a
feeling of existential angst or alienation amongst its
citizens. According to Smith (2003), long working
hours, and fragmentations of communities and traditions have exacerbated feelings of isolation, depression, and stress, causing individuals to seek solace and
activities which enhance their physical, mental and
spiritual well-being. Within the literature, escapism
has been posited as a key motivation factor for travel,
relating to escape from routine, making important decisions, desire to postpone work or other responsibilities (Cohen, 2010).
Considering the modern development of tourism
and the latest events related to the pandemic, the
tourism sector is expecting major challenges in the
immediate future. Compared to the usual asymmetric
distribution of the impact of economic recession, the
impacts of pandemics are symmetrical. With covid19-related measures, tourism was practically suspended. According to unwto (unwto, 2020), 93 of
destinations in Europe (as of 6 April 2020) have adopted covid-19-related restrictions since January 2020.
Europe as a destination alone still represents more
than 50 of all international tourist arrivals, and the
Americas an additional 15 (unwto, 2019).
The questions of when and how tourism will rebound are thus of a highly important focus with not
enough early information on how potential future
travelers will respond to the covid-19 crisis. This re-
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search builds on results of an online survey conducted
in Slovenia in the first three weeks of covid-19 selfisolation measures. The sample was a convenient sample, focusing on catching a specific timeframe of early
responses to the covid-19 pandemic. The research
aims presented in this paper were threefold: (a) to
analyse the perceived threat of the covid-19 disease
expressed by the survey participants, (b) to analyse
the future travel avoidance expressed by the survey
participants, and (c) to analyse how threat perception
and future travel avoidance are correlated with age,
travel experience, gender and education of the survey
participants.
The research question is as follows: How do tourists
in the early phase of lockdown perceive threats related
to covid-19 and express future travel avoidance with
respect to their age, travel experience, gender, and education? The answer to the question could help the
industry to address the key segments in the openingup phase and identify the issues that potential tourists
care and worry about most.
Literature Review
Threats, Risks, Security and Tourism

Safety and security have become key criteria in global
travel decisions. The global importance and dimension of tourism as an economic activity have caused
safety concerns not only to affect the individual and his
or her travel choices, but also the economic and political stability of entire regions. Bajpai (2000) argues that
the term ‘human security’ directs the concept of security towards the survival, well-being, and freedom of
people. Contrary to Bajpai (2000), Inglehart and Norris (2012) refer to the concept of human security as a
security concept that seeks to ensure the security of
individuals and communities where there is a lack of
agreement on its definition of content between ‘freedom from fear’ and ‘freedom from desires.’
In the United Nations Human Development Survey (Bajpai, 2000; Oberleitner, 2002; Paris, 2001), human security also refers to the protection of personal
safety and individual freedom against diseases that
we define as indirect violence and set aside, underdevelopment, environmental degradation, overpopulation, wars and refugee crises. The covid-19 pan-

demic has highlighted the extreme vulnerability of the
global population, both economically and physically.
Protective policies are needed to reduce risks to the
most vulnerable sections of the population. Moussa
(2001) notes that human security is an acknowledgment of the right of people and nations to an equal
share of global economic, social and political development and protection against threats arising from their
own and other countries.
The consequences of global security crises demonstrate the impact of security on tourism, and on the
other hand, tourism has very little impact on security at the macro level, as stressed by Mekinc and
Dobovšek (2011), and that tourism is very dependent
on security, as also claimed by Hall et al. (2003). This
is additionally confirmed by the findings of Mansfeld
and Korman (2015), who emphasise that the seemingly
safe and developing tourism environment is very fragile since the reason for the restoration of environmental safety is not in the development of tourism, but in
the fields of politics, the economy and society, which
together must first create safe conditions for the development of tourism in an environment. The covid-19
pandemic has shown that the global health crisis as a
security threat has hit global tourism and travel particularly hard. When security threats occur at or near
tourist destinations, this is generally reflected in a decline in the number of tourist arrivals in the wider area
of influence. However, if the security threat is global,
the imbalances in global tourism are even more affected. The reason for this is mainly information networking, which can transmit information from one
end of the world to the other in real-time. Thus, information on escalating security threats reached potential tourists’ homes in real-time and discourages
them from making a travel decision (Kurež, 2011). A
characteristic of the covid-19 pandemic, as a global
security crisis, is also the stringent action taken by
countries regarding movement, border crossings, and
closure of service activities, which hinders most tourism activities.
Global security threats, such as a pandemic, do not
arise on their own but are a product of the security
environment and its instability, which in covid-19 is
reflected in the development of individual health sys-
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tems. International measures and proactive action will
need to be taken to prevent and limit global health
crises. As Kurež (2011) notes, the international community has many resources at its disposal to deal with
security threats in tourism. The risks and threats need
to be identified first, followed by risk and threat management. Proposals for security improvements should
be based on an audit of the existing situation, which requires a thorough and in-depth analysis of vulnerabilities and security risks exposures, both internally and
externally. Global risk management refers not only to
the coherence of international measures but also to the
understanding of individual countries’ responsibilities
to limit or counteract the security threat (Ivanuša et al.,
2012).
An important element in threat management is
how tourists perceive the threats and what tourists’
characteristics affect their threat perception. We will
turn to this question in the next sub-section.
Perceived Threats and Travel Research

In travel research, risk perception has long been recognised as one of the main predictors of travel intentions,
with early research focusing on the topic of general
risk perception (see e.g. Roehl & Fesenmaier, 1992;
Sönmez & Graefe, 1998a) and becoming more casefocused in the last millennium. Risk perception is often researched in the context of destination image,
with perceived safety being one of the common indicators of overall destination image measures (e.g.
Karl, 2018b; Kim et al., 2019; Tavitiyaman & Qu, 2013;
Tsiotsou et al., 2010).
Health-related risk perception, however, has received a relatively smaller focus in travel research to
date. Yang & Nair (2014) performed a content analysis
of 46 articles on risk and perceived risk. Out of the 46
articles, only one was specifically focused on health
risks: Atherton and Wilks (1994), while not including risk perceptions. From 42 risk factors involved in
travel identified by Mitchell & Vassos (1998) in their
‘classic’ study, none was related to health risks. At the
time, the terrorism and sociocultural risk emerged as
the most significant predictors of travel anxiety, with
health risks remaining in the background (Reisinger
& Mavondo, 2005).
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As Seabra et al. (2013) point out, the past 50 years
of study on risk perception reveal difficulties in operationalising this concept, mostly because risk perceptions are specific to each situation, and should therefore be evaluated using measurement instruments
appropriate to the decision-making context. Twenty
years ago, Sönmez and Graefe (1998a) tested which
types of risk are most often associated with tourism
to specific destinations. These were financial, psychological, satisfaction, and time risks. Resinger and
Mavondo (2005) defined perceived risk as one’s perceptions of the uncertainty and negative consequences
of buying and consuming traveling services and at the
destination.
Perceived health risks were measured with one
item: ‘possibility of becoming sick while travelling or
at destination’ (measured on a 7-point scale; 1 = none;
7 = very high). In their study it showed to be a part of
a common factor named ‘health and financial risk’ including also physical, financial and functional risk perceptions – reflecting the relative lesser importance of
health-related risks in the overall perception of travel
risks and its measurements.
Health-related risks were in the past thus analysed
primarily through the prism of becoming sick while
travelling – what Hunter-Jones et al. (2008) termed
‘everyday types’ of health hazards while travelling. It
was only after the foot and mouth disease outbreak affecting livestock in the uk (Frisby, 2003; Sharpley &
Craven, 2001), and sars and the bird flu epidemics
(Mao et al., 2010) that the fear of pandemics, or ‘crisis
health hazards’ (Hunter-Jones et al., 2008) started to be
more prominently recognised in travel research. Both
Seabra et al., (2013) and Yang & Nair (2014), for example, mention ‘fear of pandemics,’ ‘health threats such
as influenza’ or ‘a number of major tragedies, including the sars outbreak’ as main arguments as to why
risk perception should be analysed in travel research,
but do not include any measures in their research. Perceived threat is also recognised as one of the main independent variables affecting one’s risk aversive behaviour in relation to the sars pandemic (Brug et al.,
2009; Smith, 2006; Vartti et al., 2009). The analysis of
sars-specific travel literature (Aro et al., 2009; Moreira, 2004, 2008; Rittichainuwat & Chakraborty, 2009;
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Zeng et al., 2005) shows that more specific measures
regarding perceived threats and pandemics were included, yet remained only at the level of comparing
one disease against another. For example, Rittichainuwat and Chakraborty (2009) included questions on
perceived risks for three types of disease: sars, bird
flu, and anthrax, but did not include a more in-depth
measure of perceived risks related to these types of disease.
What the covid-19 pandemic calls for at the moment are more specific analyses of the extent to which
covid-19 is perceived as a health risk and how this
affects travel intentions. In order to analyse risk perception of covid-19 in more depth, we turned to
measures in the promotion of health behaviour. While
travel research recognises the importance of communicating safety information to travellers (Abrams et
al., 2020; Wang & Lopez, 2020), covid-19 reflects
a globally unprecedented need for public health risk
communication of which we are currently witnessing
the first analyses (Abrams et al., 2020; Zhang et al.,
2020).
An important area of research is so-called threat
or fear appeals (Dillard & Li, 2020; Yuen et al., 2020)
with disease being a common threat in public-fears appeals such as anti-smoking campaigns (Pechmann et
al., 2003). Following the protection motivation theory
(Floyd et al., 2000; Rogers, 1975) and the extended parallel process model (Maloney et al., 2011; Witte, 1992)
we can identify what Seabra et al. (2013) term a more
context-specific, more in-depth definition and measurement of risk perception in relation to the covid19 pandemic.
Rogers (1975) was amongst the first to identify the
two dimensions of perceived threat: (a) the magnitude
of noxiousness of a depicted event (‘Severity of the
threat’) and (b) the probability of that event’s occurrence (‘Susceptibility or vulnerability to the threat’). In
the current research we build on Witte’s (1992) operationalisation of the two dimensions (see the Methods
section) and are primarily interested in the differences
of the two dimensions of perceived threat according to
travel experiences, gender, age, and education and how
this correlates with future travel intentions of Slovenian travellers.

Travel Intentions and Perceived Threat According
to Age, Travel Experience, Gender and Education

The literature review within tourism studies shows
that various individuals perceive travel risk differently
and react to it in distinctive ways (Garg & Kumar, 2017;
Karl, 2018a, 2018b; Yang & Nair, 2014), especially when
from different cultural backgrounds (Le Serre et al.,
2013; Matyas et al., 2011; Park & Reisinger, 2010; Qi et
al., 2009; Reisinger & Mavondo, 2006a, 2006b; Vartti
et al., 2009).
Furthermore, even within the same nation or age
group, tourists are heterogeneous in terms of their risk
perception (Karl, 2018b; Seabra et al., 2013; Wantono
& McKercher, 2020). While risk is generally studied
as a factor that increases risk aversive behaviour, it is
important also to note that for some people risk includes higher motivation to seek risky behaviour – a
point of research covered especially within the area
of sensation-seeking personality traits and tourism
(Lepp & Gibson, 2003, 2008; Pizam et al., 2001, 2004).
For example, Gibson and Jordan (1998a, 1998b) found
that solo women tourists take calculated risks while
traveling in order to gain a sense of empowerment
and adventure.
In terms of demographic factors, risk perception is
related to factors such as life stage, gender, nationality,
education, and social class (Gibson & Yiannakis, 2002;
Karl, 2018b; Lepp & Gibson, 2003, 2008; Matyas et al.,
2011; Park & Reisinger, 2010; Pizam et al., 2014, 2004;
Qi et al., 2009; Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005, 2006a,
2006b; Roehl & Fesenmaier, 1992; Sönmez & Graefe,
1998a, 1998b). Yang and Nair’s (2014) study deals with
15 internal factors that can influence tourists’ risk perception, categorised into four dimensions: sociocultural, socio-demographic, psychographic and biological. Nationality and past experience were found to be
the most significant factors shaping tourists’ risk perception.
Regarding age, Sönmez and Graefe (1998a) found
that age did not influence an individual’s perception
of travel-related risk, which was also confirmed by the
work of Garg and Kumar (2017). However, Gibson
& Yiannakis (2002) found that preference for riskrelated tourism tended to decrease with age. These
were the results of many other researches as well (Ha-
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jibaba et al., 2015; Hallahan et al., 2004; Lepp & Gibson,
2003; Pizam et al., 2004; Reisinger & Mavondo, 2006a,
2006b; Williams & Baláž, 2013). Williams and Baláž
(2013) highlight that the general health and safety factor tended to be significantly more important for older
people.
With age, riskier travel forms decrease and are
explored within the non-institutionalised forms of
tourism, such as travel of ‘explorers and drifters’ (Cohen, 1973), backpacking (Carr, 2001; Elsrud, 2001) and
budget travelling (Riley, 1988). Hajibaba et al. (2015)
found that tourists who are extremely resistant to
risk are generally younger than other tourists with a
more risk-averse behaviour. According to Pizam et al.
(2001, 2004), young males showed more propensity
for spontaneous vacations and are more adventurous.
Higher age groups are more dominant in risk- and
uncertainty-averse tourist types (Karl, 2018b).
However, there are large differences even within
the same age groups, and non-institutionalised tourism styles are not homogeneous in terms of risk perceptions. Kozak et al. (2007) found that older experienced male travellers were less likely to change
their travel plans when faced with potential terrorism,
health, or natural disaster related risks. Williams and
Baláž (2013, pp. 22–23) found that ‘package tourists
were more likely to be relatively younger (and therefore to have young children), while explorers are likely
to be relatively older.’ Organised mass tourists and
independent mass tourists are generally more concerned about health risks than tourists engaging in
non-institutionalised forms of tourism (Lepp & Gibson, 2003).
Another important factor affecting travel risk perception is travel experience, with the most experienced tourists perceiving less risk (Hajibaba et al.,
2015; Karl, 2018b; Kozak et al., 2007; Lepp & Gibson,
2003, 2008; Park & Reisinger, 2010; Qi et al., 2009;
Sönmez & Graefe, 1998a, 1998b). The survey of Sönmez and Graefe (1998a, 1998b) showed that previous
visits to a destination considered risky were associated
with greater likelihood of avoiding these in future, but
Lepp and Gibson (2003) found positive relationships
between travel experience and preference for destinations with higher risks.
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Regarding gender and risk perception, the results
are mixed. Although the research of Sönmez and Graefe (1998a, 1998b) showed no influence, other studies
concluded that gender does influence travel risk perception and risk-aversive behaviour while travelling
(Carr, 2001; Darley & Smith, 1995; Elsrud, 2001; Garg
& Kumar, 2017; Hawes, 1988; Kinnaird & Hall, 1996;
Kozak et al., 2007; Lepp & Gibson, 2003; Loker-Murphy & Pearce, 1995; Matyas et al., 2011; McGehee et al.,
1996; Mitchell & Vassos, 1998; Pizam et al., 2004; Qi
et al., 2009; Reichel et al., 2007; Squire, 1994; Williams
& Baláž, 2013; Yang & Nair, 2014). Lepp and Gibson
(2008) concluded that gender is only significant for
subcategories of risk that may disrupt a holiday (i.e.
strangeness of food) but not for life-threatening risk
factors. According to Byrnes et al. (1999) men are
more risk tolerant in 14 out of 16 observed types of
risk behaviour and Boksberger et al. (2007) showed
that women have been found to be more likely to be
concerned about physical risks in tourism. Thus, in
general, women are often shown as not as willing to
take risks as men are (Garg & Kumar, 2017; Lepp &
Gibson, 2003; Matyas et al., 2011; Pizam et al., 2004;
Wantono & McKercher, 2020; Williams & Baláž, 2013),
where risk aversion depends on the specific situation.
In Lepp and Gibson’s (2003) study, the results have
shown that amongst most travel styles, men generally
perceived less risk of terrorism than women, with one
exception. The so-called ‘drifters’ group of travellers
showed the opposite results – here women perceived
less risk than men. On the other hand, Williams and
Baláž (2013, p. 22) found that ‘drifters were more likely
to be men, which is consistent with their greater risk
and uncertainty tolerance.’
With respect to health risks, Mattila et al. (2001)
found gender differences in perceived health risk. According to Kozak et al. (2007), female tourists are
more concerned about risks in terms of infectious diseases, terrorist attacks and natural disasters than male
tourists. Lepp and Gibson (2003) reported that men
are less concerned about health and food-related risks
than women. Literature from the field of disease prevention showed that after the sars outbreak, women
reported higher perceptions of risk than men (Brug et
al., 2004). Lau et al.’s (2004) investigation of sars in
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connection to preventive and risk behaviours showed
that male travellers were much less likely to be using
masks or washing their hands frequently.
An important warning about gender as a factor affecting risk perception is the fact that it is often only
representative of other more comprehensive and indepth differences. Carr (2001), for example, points out
that other factors, such as personality type, are probably more influential on an individual’s travel risk perception than gender per se.
Finally, many authors confirm that tourists’ perceptions of travel risks vary depending on education
(Chang, 2010; Hallahan et al., 2004; Karl, 2018b; Park
& Reisinger, 2010; Sönmez & Graefe, 1998a; Williams
& Baláž, 2013). Generally, the results show that highereducated tourists perceive lower travel risk than lesseducated tourists (Garg & Kumar, 2017; Halek & Eisenhauer, 2001; Hallahan et al., 2004). Williams and Baláž
(2013) concluded that package tourists had relatively
lower educational qualifications, while explorers and
drifters had higher qualifications.
The research performed in Germany (Karl, 2018a,
2018b) has shown that high educational levels and high
travel frequencies are distinct characteristics of riskaffine tourists. Garg and Kumar (2017) showed that
tourists’ decision-making is influenced by their riskperception level in relation with socio-cultural factors
and media influence. Park and Reisinger (2010) postulate that tourists with low educational attainment
perceive a greater influence of social risk than highand middle-educated tourists perhaps because they
have relatively fewer social skills and are less confident about their vacation choice. Higher-educated
tourists are likely to be more informed regarding natural disasters and travel risks and hold fewer misconceptions about the real risk than less-educated individuals (Laver et al., 2006). Similarly, Brug et al.’s
(2004) survey of sars conducted in the Netherlands
has shown that people with less education expressed
more worries about the disease.
In the remainder of this study we focus on how
age, travel experience, gender and education affect
covid-19 threat perceptions and future travel risk
avoidance amongst the sample of the Slovenian population.

Methods
Questionnaire

We used an on-line questionnaire (open from 17th
March to 11th April 2020) that addressed variables for
perceived threat, travel experience and future travel
avoidance, and standard demographic variables. We
adjusted the perceived threat measures from the extended parallel process model (Witte, 1992; Witte &
Morrison, 2000) with 3 questions measuring perceived severity dimension and 4 questions measuring
susceptibility or vulnerability dimension (see Table
3). The items were measured on a 5-point Likert scale
from strongly disagree to strongly agree. We measured
travel experience with three numerical questions, for
example ‘How many times a year have you on average
gone on vacation (for 5 days or more) in the last three
years?’ Finally, we measured future travel intentions or
travel avoidance as the extent to which the participants
express planned travel avoidance after the covid-19
lock-down measures.
Population, Sample and Source of Data

The data were collected from a convenience sample of
respondents (N = 428), which is an acceptable form
of data collection in tourism (Carr, 2001). The survey
was made among residents of Slovenia, asking them
about the new sars-cov-2 virus and their perception
of possibilities of self-isolation and traveling. Table 1
represents the sample we have collected; next to the
information in Table 1 we have also calculated the average age of respondents was 32.7 years, some 10 years
lower than the national average.
Data Acquisition and Analyses

We processed the acquired data in Microsoft Excel
2013 and ibm spss v.23. For simple data analysis we
used Excel’s built-in functions, such as counting individual responses, calculating percentages, and calculating mean values. ibm spss version 23 was used
for statistical analyses. The threshold for rejecting a
null hypothesis was set at α = 0.05. The correlations
between dependent and independent variables were
calculated using Spearman’s Rho and differences between respondents’ views based on parameters was
calculated using the Kruskal-Wallis H test.
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Table 1

Perceived Threat of COVID-19 and Future Travel Avoidance

Sample Demographic

Variable
Gender

n
Male
Female

Level of
education



 .

Table 2 Factor Analysis – Total Variance Explained –
Perceived Threats
()

()
(a)

 .

(b)

()
(c)

Secondary education or lower*

 .



Higher professional education

 .



. . .

University education

 .



. . .

 .



.

. .



.

. .



.

. .



.

..

Post graduate education
Do not want to disclose



.

Notes * Post-secondary, pre-university.

Results

First, we tested the reliability of the collected data measuring the three main variables: perceived susceptibility of threat, perceived severity of threat and future
travel avoidance (see Tables 3 and 5 for the exact items)
by calculating the value of Cronbach’s alpha. The value
was 0.837 and this represents an acceptable reliability
(Cronbach, 1951), which suggests that the ‘measures
were free from random error and thus reliability coefficients estimate the amount of systematic variance’
(Churchill, 1979, p. 4).
Factor Analysis

We have performed a factor analysis on both sets
of variables (perceived threats, future travel intentions) separately. First, we performed factor analysis
on variables that have measured perceived threat levels amongst respondents. As seen from Table 2 and
Table 3, there are two distinctive factors found. In line
with past research (Witte, 1994) the first factor was
‘susceptibility to threat’ (explains 36.57 of variability). Again, in line with past research, the second factor was ‘severity of threat’ (explaining an additional
13.50 of variability). With both factors together we
were able to explain 50.07 of variability of perceived
threats.
The analysis of the mean value on each of the items
shows that in general people perceive a relatively high
probability that they themselves or their loved ones
could fall sick to the covid-19 disease (perceived susceptibility). Regarding the perceived severity, however,
the mean values are lower, with the survey participants
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(a)

(b)

()
(c)

. . .

. . .

.

. . .

.

Notes Extraction method: principal axis factoring. Column headings are as follows: (1) factor, (2) initial eigenvalues, (3) extraction sums of squared loadings, (4) rotation
sums of squared loadings (when factors are correlated, sums
of squared loadings cannot be added to obtain a total variance), (a) total, (b) percentage of variance, (c) cumulative
percentage.

generally perceiving lesser gravity of the disease. There
is an important exception, though: the indicators measuring perceived threat to oneself versus the indicators measuring perceived threat to one’s loved ones
show that survey participants generally perceive the
covid-19 more endangering the people that we love
rather than ourselves, which is probably also a reflection of the relatively young sample. These results, however, indicate that the moral obligation towards taking
care of others might be a highly important element
in the success factor of covid-19 measures. The results are in line with similar research, for example on
effectiveness of antismoking campaigns (Goldman &
Glantz, 1998).
Next, we have performed factor analysis on variables measuring future travel avoidance. As seen from
Table 4 and Table 5, all the variables have positioned
themselves in one factor, named ‘Future travel avoidance.’ With this factor we can explain 40.59 of variability of future travel intentions. The items we introduced to measure future travel avoidance are a relatively reliable scale for measuring this variable. The
lowest travel avoidance is somewhat surprisingly measured with the item ‘In the future I will no longer attend crowded events due to the fear of the new coron-
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Table 3

Perceived Threat of COVID-19 and Future Travel Avoidance

Factor Analysis on the Group of Variables Measuring Perceived Threats

Factor

Variable

()

()

()

 Perceived threat:
It is highly likely that I myself will fall sick with the new cor. disease.
Susceptibility (. It is highly likely that my loved ones will fall sick with the new cor. disease.
variability explained)
I myself am at risk of contracting the new coronavirus disease.

.

. .

.

. .

.

. .

 Perceived threat:
The new coronavirus disease is extremely dangerous to one’s health.
Severity (.
The new coronavirus disease has a high mortality rate.
variability explained)
The new coronavirus disease is not curable.

.

. .

.

. .

My loved ones are at great risk of dying from the new coronavirus disease.

.

. .

.

. .

Notes Column headings are as follows: (1) factor value, (2) mean value, (3) standard deviation. Extraction method: principal
axis factoring. Rotation method: Oblimin with Kaiser normalization (rotation converged in 5 iterations).

Table 4

Factor Analysis – Total Variance Explained –
Future Travel Intentions

()

()
(a)

(b)

()
(c)



. . .



. . .



. . .



.

. .



.

. .



.

. .



.

. .

(a)

(b)

(c)

. . .

Notes Extraction method: principal axis factoring. Column headings are as follows: (1) factor, (2) initial eigenvalues, (3) extraction sums of squared loadings, (a) total, (b)
percentage of variance, (c) cumulative percentage.

avirus.’ Gathering with others was something the participants perceived as least likely they will give up in
the future. This might indicate good news for future
event management. The highest travel avoidance is
measured with the item ‘Once the problems are over,
I will travel extensively in order to make up for the
lost time.’ This item, however, next to being reversely
coded, also had the lowest factor value.
A deeper analysis of mean values per item shows
that on average survey participants’ travel avoidance,
when calculated in an index (average of all items) performs very similarly to a normal distribution (see Table 6). The mean value of index of future travel avoid-

ance is 2.51 on a 5-point scale. In other words, we cannot easily predict how the general population will behave regarding their future travel avoidance since at
the time of the results there was only a slight tendency
for the participants to answer more often that they will
not avoid future travel. It is thus important to analyse
the differences in travel avoidance according to other
variables to be better able to predict which groups of
future travellers are those that will more likely and/or
sooner be travelling again.
After performing the factor analysis, we have made
an index for each of the three variables (the sum of all
the items measuring the same variable) and performed
basic descriptive statistics on newly formed indexes. In
Table 6 we can see that the highest mean value (2.83) is
for ‘Susceptibility of threat,’ followed by ‘Future travel
avoidance’ (mean value 2.51) and ‘Severity of threat’
(mean value 2.22). In the continuation of the paper
we will analyse the effects of age, gender, education,
and travel experience on the three variables: susceptibility of threat, severity of threat and future travel
avoidance. Since distribution is not parametric based
on the Shapiro-Wilk test (p < 0.005), we are further
treating the variables as non-parametric and using adequate statistical tests.
Diﬀerences Based on Age

We first investigated correlations between the three
dependent variables ‘susceptibility of threat,’ ‘severity of threat’ and ‘future travel avoidance’ and the
independent variable ‘age of respondents.’ We have
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Table 5

Perceived Threat of COVID-19 and Future Travel Avoidance

Factor Analysis on the Group of Variables Measuring Future Travel Intentions

Factor

Variable

()

()

()

Future
travel
avoidance
(.
variability
explained)

I will be avoiding travelling abroad for at least a year.

.

. .

I will prefer to stay home this summer as a precaution and not go on any vacations.

.

. .

If travelling I will avoid public transportation.

.

. .

In the future I will no longer attend crowded events due to the fear of the new coronav. .

. .

I will have no prob. about using planes, buses or trains as they will be safe again soon.* .

. .

This year I will rather look for holiday possibilities within my own country.

.

. .

Once the problems are over, I will travel extensively in order to make up for lost time.* .

. .

Notes Column headings are as follows: (1) factor value, (2) mean value, (3) standard deviation. * Reversely coded. Extraction
method: principal axis factoring. Rotation method: Oblimin with Kaiser normalization (rotation converged in 5 iterations).
Table 6

Descriptive Statistics of Indexes of the Factors Gained from Factor Analysis

Variable

()

()

()

()

()

()

()

Susceptibility of threat



. . . . –. .

Severity of threat



. . . . –. .

Future travel avoidance



. . . . . .

Notes Column headings are as follows: (1) number, (2) mean, (3) standard deviation, (4) skewness, (5) standard error of
skewness, (6) kurtosis, (7) standard error of Kurtosis.

Table 7

Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient of Correlation
between Age and Three Variables

weak, we have decided to see if there are any additional differences with regards to difference in gender.
We have determined that within the group of male
Variable
Correlation with age
respondents there is no statistically significant correBoth
Man Woman
lation with any of the three factors; however, within
Susceptibility of threat
.**
.
.**
the group of female respondents correlation is now
(p = .)
seen with all three factors. The results are thus only
Severity of threat
.**
.
.**
partly in line with the literature review. As in previous
(p = .)
research, both threat perception and travel avoidance
Future travel avoidance
.
–.
.**
are affected by age – yet in our research this is con(p = .) (p = .)
firmed only for women.

Notes ** p ≤ 0.01.

Diﬀerences Based on Past Travel Experience

used Spearman’s correlation for this analysis. Table 7
shows that two out of three factors show statistically
significant correlations to age of respondents. Older
respondents evaluate susceptibility to threat higher
than younger respondents; they also evaluate severity
of threat higher than younger respondents, while age
does not correlate with future travel intentions when
both genders are included in the analysis. Since correlations made for both genders together were relatively
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We have furthermore analysed correlations between
the variable ‘future travel avoidance’ after the covid19 crisis (see Table 6 for exact items, index was calculated as mean scores) and the three items measuring
travel experience (see Table 8 for exact items). We have
used Spearman’s correlation for this analysis. Results
are shown in Table 8. In accordance with expectations
from the literature review, one of the three items for
travel experience showed a statistically significant neg-
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Table 8

Perceived Threat of COVID-19 and Future Travel Avoidance

Table 10

Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient among
Variables ‘Travel Experience’ and ‘Future Travel
Avoidance’

Travel exp. in the past  years

Future travel avoidance

Number of holiday travels*

Analysis of Differences on Susceptibility and
Severity of Threat and Future Travel Avoidance
Based on Education

Variable

–.**

Susceptibility of threat

H

p

.

.

()

()

(a) .

Number of international travels

–. (p = .)

(b) .

Number of air flights

–. (p = .)

(c) .

Notes * For 5 days or more. ** p ≤ 0.01.
Table 9

(d) .

Analysis of Differences among Males and Females
on Susceptibility and Severity of Threat and
Future Travel Avoidance

Variable

z

p

.

.

–
.

. . .

Severity of threat

–
.

. . .

Future travel avoidance

–
.

. . .

(a) .
(b) .
(c) .
(d) .

Mean rank
Male Female

Susceptibility of threat

Severity of threat

Travel avoidance

.

.

(a) .
(b) .
(c) .

ative correlation (p ≤ 0.05) with future travel avoidance. The results thus show that people who have travelled the most in the past will be the ones who also express the least likelihood of avoidance of travel due to
the covid-19 pandemic.
Diﬀerences between Gender

Further, we tested for differences between respondents’ views based on gender. As we can see from Table 9, even though women evaluate the variable higher
than men in all three cases, the differences are not statistically significant. The results are thus again in line
with the literature review: while women are often said
to perceive more threat, the differences are not shown
in every research and are generally not as significant
as they are for age.
Diﬀerences Based on Education

Finally, we also tested if there are any statistically significant differences between respondents’ views based
on their level of education. Results are shown in Table 10. Regarding future travel avoidance, the results
show no significant differences. However, from Table

(d) .
Notes Column headings are as follows: (1) level of education, (2) mean rank. Row headings are as follows: (a) secondary education or lower, (b) higher professional education, (c) university education, (d) postgraduate education.

10 we can see that there are statistically significant differences on both dimensions of perceived threat. On
the dimension susceptibility of threat there is a statistically significant difference (H = 17.083, p = 0.001)
among various levels of education. The lowest mean
rank has respondents with secondary education or
lower (mean rank 140.02) and the highest those with
post graduate education (mean rank 198.95). Similarly, severity of threat is also statistically significantly
different between the differently-educated groups of
participants (H = 8.566, p = 0.036). The group with
secondary education or lower has evaluated this factor lowest (mean rank 144.63) whilst the group with
highest evaluation is the one with Higher professional
education (mean rank 179.06). Compared with the literature review, however, these results are surprising.
Namely, higher-educated persons tend to accept more
risk and thus their susceptibility to threat is lower. But
with covid-19, higher-educated people feel that they
are more susceptible to threat, and they also perceive
that the threat is more severe. More future research
is needed to analyse the reasons for the differences in
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education. We can only speculate that the differences
are a result of different information sources between
the differently-educated groups. With regards to travel
avoidance we did not discover any statistically significant differences between education levels.
Discussion, Limitations and Further Research
Recommendations

The covid-19 pandemic is an unpreceded event that
shook global tourism industry to its core. It is too early
to reliably say what kind of effects it will have for the
future of tourism. The present study cannot provide
answers to the questions of when and how tourists will
be willing to travel again. Rather, it provides a snapshot of Slovenian tourists’ perceptions in a historically
unique point of time – the early days of the covid-19related lockdown. The value of the study is thus primarily in its analytical insight in the situation-specific
state of tourists’ perceived threats, how this depends
on their demography and what they in this specific
point in time think about their future travel avoidance.
As such, the study first has a methodological merit:
to our knowledge this was the first study that developed a scale of perceived threat of covid-19 on
the two dimensions of severity and vulnerability. Perceived threat is a variable that is very context specific.
In the past, travel research primarily focused on comparing several types of threats and providing only very
general measures of health-related risks. The covid19 pandemic, however, is a specific situation that called
for a more in-depth analysis of perceived threat. To
achieve this, we have built on literature on healthrelated fear appeals in order to develop a scale that
showed to be context specific, reliable and in-depth.
Similarly, the merit of the present study is the development of a scale for measuring one’s expressions
of future travel avoidance due to covid-19. As with
perceived threat, this variable, too, showed to include a
reliable set of indicators, all showing one dimension of
future travel avoidance. However, an important limitation of measuring future travel avoidance is its dependence on actual behaviour control – which is mostly
not in the hands of the tourists but is rather an issue
of policy regulation and how the disease will spread
in the future. Future travel avoidance is a measure of
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what people expect about the future, and not a measure of actual future behaviour. Therefore, it cannot be
used as a valid predictor of actual future travels. It can,
however, point to important early considerations.
The oecd (2020), World Tourism Organization
(2020) and the European Commission (2020) recently
published guidelines regarding tourism recovery after
covid-19. Common amongst these are three basic
proposals that seem to be supported by the present
research: providing health assurances to the tourists,
promoting domestic tourism, and targeting younger
tourists and those who have travelled more in the past.
First, the Slovenian early sample shows that people will be relatively highly susceptible to the contextspecific factors that will affect their decisions, such as
assurances of health measures. The European Commission (2020) highlights the importance of updated
and easily accessible information to travellers in order
to be reassured that public health and safety rules are
respected. Our results show that we cannot easily predict how the general population will behave regarding their future travel avoidance since at the time of
the results most participants were not on either of the
two extremes of the opinion. However, while we cannot predict whether this means they will be more willing or less willing to travel in the future, it does mean
that the general opinion might be highly susceptible to
the context of the future. Extreme opinions are those
that are the most difficult to change. The common sets
of health standards and assurances of health safety in
the after-covid-19 scenarios are thus likely to fall on
appreciative ears.
Second, a common assumption regarding the recovery of tourism is to focus on domestic tourists. For
Slovenian tourism it is thus of highest importance that
in general the data shows that the survey participants
are slightly more inclined to intend travel domestically
in the near future. Therefore, the support to domestic
travel such as tourism vouchers, a focus on ‘local gems’
and general short-term localisation of tourism seem to
be supported by the current data.
Third, the data supports the general proposals that
younger tourists and those with more travel experience are those who should be primarily targeted in the
recovery attempts. The results have shown that age af-
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fects the two dimensions of perceived threat and future
travel avoidance, but only with women. Men, on the
other hand, do not seem to be affected by age differences, nor are there significant differences in gender in
general. The results furthermore unsurprisingly show
that people who have travelled the most in the past
will be the ones who also express the least likelihood
of avoidance of travel due to covid-19 pandemic.
Contrary to the above three main research results,
the current data also provides two unexpected and
thus important research conclusions: the first is perception of threat in relation to education and the second is perception of threat in relation to one’s moral
position.
The results on perception of threat in relation to
education are surprising compared to past research on
risk perception in tourism studies. Past research generally showed that higher-educated persons tend to accept more risk. But with covid-19, higher-educated
people in the Slovenian sample feel that they are more
susceptible to threat, and they also perceive the threat
is more severe. Future research is needed to analyse
the reasons for the differences in education. At the
moment, we can only speculate that the differences
are probably a result of different information sources
between the differently-educated groups. This does
mean, however, that the higher-educated tourists are
those who perceive higher risk and are thus those
who will pay more attention to health standards and
health-related assurances. Such standards and assurances thus need to be prepared with the highest caution and information support for concerned tourists.
Finally, the analysis showed that in general the survey participants perceive covid-19 as a disease more
endangering to the people that they love rather than
themselves. More research is needed; however, these
results show that the moral obligation towards taking
care of others might be of utmost importance in the
success factor of covid-19 measures for policy makers and the tourism industry. In future persuasive appeals on covid-19-related threats, appealing to the
safety of one’s loved ones might show to be the most
effective.
Future research is needed in order to assess how
threat perception and future travel avoidance differ

in later points in time and in other national contexts.
Specifically, as the restrictions ease and new measures
are being introduced such as, for example, spatial distancing on beaches and during transportation, more
research is needed on how risk perception is related
to perception of pleasure and travel value and to what
extent these might be perceived as lowered due to the
covid-19-related measures. Additionally, more research is needed on how different generations differ
regarding covid-19 threat perception and especially
why there seem to be generational differences amongst
women, while not amongst men. The issue of moral
stance (taking care of others) in relation to covid-19
might have an important role in the future – more research is needed on how effective are appeals on safety
to one’s health and health for one’s loved ones. And
especially, how this moral stance might relate to the
issues of sustainable tourism of the future. Finally, the
roles of information sources and social class need to be
analysed in the future in order to provide the answers
as to why in relation to covid-19 the more educated
perceive more risk than the less educated.
Just as the September 11, 2001, attacks on the United
States forever changed our understanding of security
in international tourism, and we adapted to the consequences in the form of increased controls at airports,
so will the covid-19 global health crisis bring forth
changes in the way international travel and transport
are conducted. New security protocols will be implemented at airports, hotels, and border crossings. The
new security protocols will become part of international security standards. After every security crisis
so far tourists returned to their destinations as soon
as the threat was eliminated. Even with the covid19 pandemic, we hopefully expect that ‘tourists have a
bad memory’ about security threats, as claimed (McKercher & Huij, 2003) and that tourism will blossom
again when conditions calm down and safety measures
are transformed in a way that they allow safe travelling
again.
Acknowledgments

The research presented in this article has been partly
conducted within Interreg Mediterranean med Programme Panoramed peoject BestMed project co-financed

Academica Turistica, Year 13, No. 1, June 2020 | 15

Maja Turnšek et al.

Perceived Threat of COVID-19 and Future Travel Avoidance

by the European Regional Development Fund and partly
by the trl3-6 Tourism 4.0 research and development
project co-financed by the Republic of Slovenia and the
European Regional Development Fund of the European
Union.
References

Abrams, K. M., Leong, K., Melena, S., & Teel, T. (2020). Encouraging safe wildlife viewing in national parks: Effects
of a communication campaign on visitors’ behavior. Environmental Communication, 14(2), 255–270.
Aro, A. R., Vartti, A.-M., Schreck, M., Turtiainen, P., &
Uutela, A. (2009). Willingness to take travel-related
health risks-a study among Finnish tourists in Asia during the avian influenza outbreak. International Journal
of Behavioral Medicine, 16(1), 68.
Atherton, T., & Wilks, J. (1994). Health and safety in Australian marine tourism: A social, medical and legal appraisal. Journal of Tourism Studies, 5(2), 2–16.
Bajpai, K. P. (2000). Human security: Concept and measurement (Kroc Institute Occasional Paper No. 19). University of Notre Dame.
Bhati, A., Upadhayaya, A., & Sharma, A. (2016). National
disaster management in the asean-5: An analysis of
tourism resilience. Tourism Review, 71(2), 148–164.
Boksberger, P. E., Bieger, T., & Laesser, C. (2007). Multidimensional analysis of perceived risk in commercial air
travel. Journal of Air Transport Management, 13(2), 90–
96.
Brug, J., Aro, A. R., Oenema, A., de Zwart, O., Richardus,
J. H., & Bishop, G. D. (2004). sars risk perception,
knowledge, precautions, and information sources, the
Netherlands. Emerging Infectious Diseases, 10(8), 1486–
1489.
Brug, J., Aro, A. R., & Richardus, J. H. (2009). Risk perceptions and behaviour: Towards pandemic control of
emerging infectious diseases. International Society of Behavioral Medicine, 16, 3–6.
Byrnes, J. P., Miller, D. C., & Schafer, W. D. (1999). Gender
differences in risk taking: A meta-analysis. Psychological
Bulletin, 125(3), 367–383.
Carr, N. (2001). An exploratory study of gendered differences in young tourists perception of danger within London. Tourism Management, 22(5), 565–570.
Chang, H.-H. (2010). Nationality’s differences in youth tourists’ travelling risk perceptions and satisfactions within
Taiwan. Journal of Tourism, 11(2).
Churchill, G. A. Jr. (1979). Marketing research: Methodologial
fundations. Dryden Press.

16 | Academica Turistica, Year 13, No. 1, June 2020

Cohen, E. (1973). Nomads from affluence: Notes on the phenomenon of drifter-tourism. International Journal of
Comparative Sociology, 14(1/2), 89–103.
Cohen, S. (2010). Searching for escape, authenticity and
identitiy: Experiences of lifestyle travellers. In M. L. Morgan, & J. R. B. Ritchie (Eds.), The tourism and leisure
expeerience: Consumer and managerial perspectives (pp.
27–42). Channel View Publications.
Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal
structure of tests. Psychometrika, 16(3), 297–334.
Darley, W. K., & Smith, R. E. (1995). Gender differences in
information processing strategies: An empirical test of
the selectivity model in advertising response. Journal of
advertising, 24(1), 41–56.
Dillard, J. P., & Li, S. S. (2020). How scary are threat appeals?
Evaluating the intensity of fear in experimental research.
Human Communication Research, 46(1), 509–532.
Elsrud, T. (2001). Risk creation in traveling: Backpacker adventure narration. Annals of Tourism Research, 28(3),
597–617.
European Commission. (2020). Tourism and transport in
2020 and beyond (com(2020) 550 final). European Commission.
Floyd, D. L., Prentice-Dunn, S., & Rogers, R. W. (2000). A
meta-analysis of research on protection motivation theory. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 30(2), 407–429.
Frisby, E. (2003). Communicating in a crisis: The British
Tourist Authority’s responses to the foot-and-mouth
outbreak and 11th September, 2001. Journal of Vacation
Marketing, 9(1), 89–100.
Garg, A., & Kumar, J. (2017). The impact of risk perception
and factors on tourists’ decision making for choosing
the destination Uttarakhand/India. Ottoman Journal of
Tourism and Management Research, 2, 144–160.
Gibson, H., & Jordan, F. (1998a, 26–30 October). Shirley
Valentine lives! The experiences of solo women travelers. Paper presented at the Fifth congress of the World
Leisure and Recreation Association, Sao Paulo, Brazil.
Gibson, H., & Jordan, F. (1998b, 16–20 July). Travelling solo:
A cross-cultural study of British and American women
aged 30–50. Paper presented at the fourth international
conference of the Leisure Studies Association, Leeds,
uk.
Gibson, H., & Yiannakis, A. (2002). Tourist roles: Needs and
the lifecourse. Annals of Tourism Research, 29(2), 358–
383.
Goldman, L. K., & Glantz, S. A. (1998). Evaluation of antismoking advertising campaigns. Jama, 279(10), 772–777.
Hajibaba, H., Gretzel, U., Leisch, F., & Dolnicar, S. (2015).

Maja Turnšek et al.

Perceived Threat of COVID-19 and Future Travel Avoidance

Crisis-resistant tourists. Annals of Tourism Research, 53,
46–60.
Halek, M., & Eisenhauer, J. G. (2001). Demography of risk
aversion. Journal of Risk and Insurance, 68(1), 1–24.
Hall, C. M., Dallen, J. T., & Duval, D. T. (2003). Security and
tourism: Towards a new understanding? In C. M. Hall,
J. T. Dallen, & D. T. Duval (Eds.), Safety and security in
tourism (pp. 1–18). The Haworth Press.
Hallahan, T. A., Faff, R. W., & McKenzie, M. D. (2004). An
empirical investigation of personal financial risk tolerance. Financial Services Review, 13(1), 57–78.
Hawes, D. K. (1988). Travel-related lifestyle profiles of older
women. Journal of Travel Research, 27(2), 22–32.
Hunter-Jones, P., Jeffs, A., & Smith, D. (2008). Backpacking
your way into crisis: An exploratory study into perceived
risk and tourist behaviour amongst young people. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 23(2/4), 237–247.
Inglehart, R. F., & Norris, P. (2012). The four horsemen of the
apocalypse: Understanding human security; The 2011 Johan Skytte Prize lecture. Scandinavian Political Studies,
35(1), 71–96.
Ivanuša, T., Lesjak, M., Roša, M., & Podbregar, I. (2012).
Soodvisnost okolja, turizma in nacionalne varnosti. In
G. Meško, A. Sotlar, & K. Eman (Eds.), Ekološka kriminaliteta in varovanje okolja-multidisciplinarne perspektive (pp. 433–464). Fakulteta za Družbene vede.
Karl, M. (2018a). The influence of risk perception on destination choice processes. European Journal of Tourism
Research, 18, 160–163.
Karl, M. (2018b). Risk and uncertainty in travel decisionmaking: Tourist and destination perspective. Journal of
Travel Research, 57(1), 129–146.
Kim, S., Leht, X., & Kandampully, J. (2019). The role of familiarity in consumer destination image formation. Tourism
Review 74(4), 885–901.
Kinnaird, V., & Hall, D. (1996). Understanding tourism processes: A gender-aware framework. Tourism Management, 17(2), 95–102.
Kozak, M., Crotts, J. C., & Law, R. (2007). The impact of
the perception of risk on international travellers. International Journal of Tourism Research, 9(4), 233–242.
Kurež, B. (2011). Sodobno varnostno okolje in turizem.
Varstvoslovje: Journal of Criminal Justice & Security,
13(3), 330–347.
Lau, J. T. F., Yang, X., Tsui, H. Y., & Pang, E. (2004). sars
related preventive and risk behaviours practised by Hong
Kong–mainland China cross border travellers during the
outbreak of the sars epidemic in Hong Kong. Journal of
Epidemiology and Community Health, 58(12), 988–996.

Laver, S. M., Wetzels, J., & Behrens, R. H. (2006). Knowledge of malaria, risk perception, and compliance with
prophylaxis and personal and environmental preventive
measures in travelers exiting Zimbabwe from Harare
and Victoria falls international airport. Journal of Travel
Medicine, 8(6), 298–303.
Le Serre, D., Legohérel, P., & Weber, K. (2013). Seniors’ motivations and perceived risks: A cross-cultural study. Journal of International Consumer Marketing, 25(2), 61–79.
Lepp, A., & Gibson, H. (2003). Tourist roles, perceived risk
and international tourism. Annals of Tourism Research,
30(3), 606–624.
Lepp, A., & Gibson, H. (2008). Sensation seeking and tourism: Tourist role, perception of risk and destination
choice. Tourism Management, 29(4), 740–750.
Loker-Murphy, L., & Pearce, P. L. (1995). Young budget travelers: Backpackers in Australia. Annals of Tourism Research, 22(4), 819–843.
Maloney, E. K., Lapinski, M. K., & Witte, K. (2011). Fear appeals and persuasion: A review and update of the extended parallel process model. Social and Personality
Psychology Compass, 5(4), 206–219.
Mansfeld, Y., & Korman, T. (2015). Between war and peace:
Conflict heritage tourism along three Israeli border areas. Tourism Geographies, 17(3), 437–460.
Mao, C.-K., Ding, C. G., & Lee, H.-Y. (2010). Post-sars
tourist arrival recovery patterns: An analysis based on
a catastrophe theory. Tourism Management, 31(6), 855–
861.
Mathis, M., Briand, S., & Prentice, T. (2015). Emerging and
re-emerging infectious threats in the 21st century. Weekly
Epidemiological Record, 90(20), 238–244.
Mattila, A. S., Apostolopoulos, Y., Sonmez, S., Yu, L., &
Sasidharan, V. (2001). The impact of gender and religion on college students’ spring break behavior. Journal
of Travel Research, 40(2), 193–200.
Matyas, C., Srinivasan, S., Cahyanto, I., Thapa, B., Pennington-Gray, L., & Villegas, J. (2011). Risk perception and
evacuation decisions of Florida tourists under hurricane
threats. Natural Hazards, 59(2), 871–890.
McGehee, N. G., Loker-Murphy, L., & Uysal, M. (1996). The
Australian international pleasure travel market: Motivations from a gendered perspective. Journal of Tourism
Studies, 7(1), 45–57.
McKercher, B., & Hui, E. L. L. (2003). Terrorism, economic
uncertainly and outbound travel from Hong Kong. Journal of Travel and Tourism Marketing, 15(2/3), 99–115.
Mekinc, J., & Dobovšek, B. (2011). Uvodnik. In J. Mekinc &
B. Dobovšek (Eds.), Varnost v turizmu (p. 7). Annales.

Academica Turistica, Year 13, No. 1, June 2020 | 17

Maja Turnšek et al.

Perceived Threat of COVID-19 and Future Travel Avoidance

Mitchell, V. W., & Vassos, V. (1998). Perceived risk and risk
reduction in holiday purchases: A cross-cultural and
gender analysis. Journal of Euromarketing, 6(3), 47–79.
Moreira, P. (2004, 8–10 December). Stealth risks and catastrophic risks: Risk perception in a tourism destination. Paper presented at the Proceedings from the New Zealand
Tourism and Hospitality Conference 2004, Wellington,
New Zealand.
Moreira, P. (2008). Stealth risks and catastrophic risks: On
risk perception and crisis recovery strategies. Journal of
Travel & Tourism Marketing, 23(2/4), 15–27.
Moussa, G. (2001, 27–28 November). Challenges to human
security in the Middle East. In What Agenda for Human
Security in the Twenty-first Century? Paper presented at
the First International Meeting of Directors of peace Research and Training Institutions Paris, France.
Oberleitner, G. (2002). Human security and human rights
(etc Occasional Paper Vol. 8, No. 8). European Training
and Research Centre for Human Rights and Democracy.
oecd. (2020). Tourism policy responses to the coronavirus
(covid-19). oecd. https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/view/
?ref=124_124984-7uf8nm95se&title=Covid-19
_Tourism_Policy_Responses
Paris, R. (2001). Human security: Paradigm shift or hot air?
International Security, 26(2), 87–102.
Park, K., & Reisinger, Y. (2010). Differences in the perceived
influence of natural disasters and travel risk on international travel. Tourism Geographies, 12(1), 1–24.
Pechmann, C., Zhao, G., Goldberg, M. E., & Reibling, E. T.
(2003). What to convey in antismoking advertisements
for adolescents
Pizam, A., Jeong, G.-H., Reichel, A., van Boemmel, H., Lusson, J. M., Steynberg, L., Kucerova, J. (2004). The relationship between risk-taking, sensation-seeking, and the
tourist behavior of young adults: A cross-cultural study.
Journal of Travel Research, 42(3), 251–260.
Pizam, A., Reichel, A., & Uriely, N. (2001). Sensation seeking and tourist behavior. Journal of Hospitality & Leisure
Marketing, 9(3/4), 17–33.
Qi, C. X., Gibson, H. J., & Zhang, J. J. (2009). Perceptions of
risk and travel intentions: The case of China and the Beijing Olympic Games. Journal of Sport & Tourism, 14(1),
43–67.
Reichel, A., Fuchs, G., & Uriely, N. (2007). Perceived risk
and the non-institutionalized tourist role: The case of Israeli student ex-backpackers. Journal of Travel Research,
46(2), 217–226.
Reisinger, Y., & Mavondo, F. (2005). Travel anxiety and intentions to travel internationally: Implications of travel

18 | Academica Turistica, Year 13, No. 1, June 2020

risk perception. Journal of Travel Research, 43(3), 212–
225.
Reisinger, Y., & Mavondo, F. (2006a). Cultural consequences
on traveler risk perception and safety. Tourism Analysis,
11(4), 265–284.
Reisinger, Y., & Mavondo, F. (2006b). Cultural Differences
in Travel Risk Perception. Journal of Travel & Tourism
Marketing, 20(1), 13–31.
Riley, P. J. (1988). Road culture of international long-term
budget travelers. Annals of Tourism Research, 15(3), 313–
328.
Rittichainuwat, B. N., & Chakraborty, G. (2009). Perceived
travel risks regarding terrorism and disease: The case of
Thailand. Tourism Management, 30(3), 410–418.
Roehl, W. S., & Fesenmaier, D. R. (1992). Risk perceptions
and pleasure travel: An exploratory analysis. Journal of
Travel Research, 30(4), 17–26.
Rogers, R. W. (1975). A protection motivation theory of fear
appeals and attitude change1. The Journal of Psychology,
91(1), 93–114.
Seabra, C., Dolničar, S., Abrantes, J. L., & Kastenholz, E.
(2013). Heterogeneity in risk and safety perceptions of
international tourists. Tourism Management, 36, 502–
510.
Sezgin, E., & Yolal, M. (2012). Golden age of mass tourism:
Its history and development. In M. Kasimoglu (Ed.), Vision for global tourism industry: Creating and sustaining
competitive strategies (pp. 73–90). IntechOpen.
Sharpley, R., & Craven, B. (2001). The 2001 foot and mouth
crisis-rural economy and tourism policy implications: A
comment. Current Issues in Tourism, 4(6), 527–537.
Smith, M. (2003). Holistic holidays: Tourism and the reconciliation of body, mind and spirit. Tourism Recreation Research, 28(1), 103–108.
Smith, R. D. (2006). Responding to global infectious disease
outbreaks: Lessons from sars on the role of risk perception, communication and management. Social Science & Medicine, 63(12), 3113–3123.
Sönmez, S. F., & Graefe, A. R. (1998a). Determining future
travel behavior from past travel experience and perceptions of risk and safety. Journal of Travel Research, 37(2),
171–177.
Sönmez, S. F., & Graefe, A. R. (1998b). Influence of terrorism risk on foreign tourism decisions. Annals of Tourism
Research, 25(1), 112–144.
Squire, S. J. (1994). Gender and tourist experiences: Assessing women’s shared meanings for Beatrix Potter. Leisure
Studies, 13(3), 195–209.
Tavitiyaman, P., & Qu, H. (2013). Destination image and be-

Maja Turnšek et al.

Perceived Threat of COVID-19 and Future Travel Avoidance

havior intention of travelers to Thailand: The moderating effect of perceived risk. Journal of Travel & Tourism
Marketing, 30(3), 169–185.
Torres, R. (2002). Cancun’s tourism development from a
Fordist spectrum of analysis. Tourist Studies, 2(1), 87–
116.
Tsiotsou, R. H., Ratten, V., Byon, K. K., & Zhang, J. J. (2010).
Development of a scale measuring destination image.
Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 8(4), 508–32.
unwto. (2011). Tourism towards 2030: Global overview.
unwto. https://www.globalwellnesssummit.com/wpcontent/uploads/Industry-Research/Global/2011
_UNWTO_Tourism_Towards_2030.pdf
unwto. (2019). International tourism highlights. unwto.
https://www.e-unwto.org/doi/book/10.18111/
9789284421152
unwto. (2020, 17 April). Covid-19 response: 96 of global
destinations impose travel restrictions, unwto reports.
unwto. https://www.unwto.org/news/covid-19
-response-travel-restrictions
Vartti, A.-M., Oenema, A., Schreck, M., Uutela, A., de Zwart,
O., Brug, J., & Aro, A. R. (2009). sars knowledge, perceptions, and behaviors: A comparison between Finns
and the Dutch during the sars Outbreak in 2003. International Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 16(1), 41.
Wang, F., & Lopez, C. (2020). Does communicating safety
matter? Annals of Tourism Research, 80, 102805. https://
www.doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2019.102805
Wantono, A., & McKercher, B. (2020). Backpacking and
risk perception: The case of solo Asian women. Tourism
Recreation Research, 45(1), 19–29.

Williams, A. M., & Baláž, V. (2013). Tourism, risk tolerance
and competences: Travel organization and tourism hazards. Tourism Management, 35, 209–221.
Witte, K. (1992). Putting the fear back into fear appeals:
The extended parallel process model. Communications
Monographs, 59(4), 329–349.
Witte, K. (1994). Fear control and danger control: A test of
the extended parallel process model (eppm). Communications Monographs, 61(2), 113–134.
Witte, K., & Morrison, K. (2000). Examining the influence
of trait anxiety/repression-sensitization on individuals’
reactions to fear appeals. Western Journal of Communication, 64(1), 1–27.
Yang, E. C. L., & Nair, V. (2014). Tourism at risk: A review of
risk and perceived risk in tourism. Asia-Pacific Journal
of Innovation in Hospitality and Tourism, 3(2), 1–21.
Yuen, K. F., Li, K. X., Ma, F., & Wang, X. (2020). The effect of emotional appeal on seafarers’ safety behaviour:
An extended health belief model. Journal of Transport &
Health, 16, 100810. https://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.jth
.2019.100810
Zeng, B., Carter, R. W., & De Lacy, T. (2005). Short-term
perturbations and tourism effects: The case of sars in
China. Current Issues in Tourism, 8(4), 306–322.
Zhang, L., Li, H., & Chen, K. (2020). Effective risk communication for public health emergency: Reflection on
the covid-19 (2019-ncov) outbreak in Wuhan, China.
Healthcare, 8(1), 64. https://doi.org/10.3390/
healthcare8010064

Academica Turistica, Year 13, No. 1, June 2020 | 19

