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Heritage tourism is special-interest tourism in which tourists seek out the local 

history and culture of an area as their primary motive for traveling. Compared to other 

types of tourists, heritage tourists have greater economic impacts for destination 

development; however, they may also have higher safety and security concerns prior to 

their departure due to their meticulous travel planning behavior. Hence, the safety and 

security concerns of heritage tourists regarding travel destinations need attention from 

researchers and practitioners, which has been a void in the literature thus far.  

Another void exists in perceptions of Japan’s safety and security among potential 

international tourists, heritage tourists, or US tourists. Japan is a heritage tourism 

destination; its historic sites are among the primary reasons that international tourists, 

including US travelers, visit Japan; however, for several reasons, travel to Japan may 

carry potential threats to safety and security, including natural disasters and cultural 

differences, especially for international travelers from distant and culturally different 

tourist markets such as the United States.  

This study investigates Japan’s safety and security perceptions among US 

heritage tourists. The participants were contacted through Amazon Mechanical Turk®. 
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A comprehensive instrument included (1) primary purpose of travel, (2) past travel 

experience, (3) Japan’s safety and security perception, (4) desirability of Japan as a 

vacation destination, (5) likelihood of visiting Japan, and (6) sociodemographic factors. 

This study empirically confirmed that Japan has a strong destination image as a 

culturally-oriented and urban-developed country. No difference was found between 

heritage and non-heritage tourists with regard to their safety and security perception of 

Japan; however, the two groups were different in their age. Both heritage and non-

heritage tourists were most concerned with problems related to cultural and geographic 

distance, rather than those related to personal safety and security, and natural and 

human-made disaster. T-test and ANOVA revealed differences between males and 

females and among education levels in terms of Japan’s overall safety and security 

perception. Moreover, Japan’s overall safety and security perception, familiarity with 

Japan, desirability of Japan as a vacation destination and likelihood of visiting Japan 

were all positively correlated. Suggestions and implications are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Research Problem Statement 

Cultural heritage is a unique representation of human creation, which is inherited 

across the globe and throughout human history (World Tourism Organization [UNWTO], 

n.d.a.). Increasing information and access to sites and places marked by cultural 

heritage have generated global curiosity and demand for such places (UNWTO, n.d.a). 

Heritage tourism is defined as “traveling to experience the places, artifacts and activities 

that authentically represent the stories and people of the past,” including cultural, 

historic, and natural resources (National Trust for Historic Preservation, n.d., “Heritage 

Tourism,” para. 2). Despite some differences in primary motives and the attractions 

involved, heritage tourism and cultural tourism have close ties, one being categorized 

as a part of the other (Nuryanti, 1996; Richards, 1996, 2001a; Timothy, 2011; Timothy & 

Boyd, 2006; Zeppel & Hall, 1992). The terms and concepts of cultural tourism and 

heritage tourism have also been used interchangeably (Richards, 2001a; Timothy, 

2011); hence, some phenomena discussed in the context of one can also apply to the 

other.  

Heritage tourists, who presumably include experiencing the local history and 

nostalgia in their primary motives to visit a destination, comprise a significant market 

segment for destinations. Several cultural and heritage tourism studies have found that 

tourists in this category tend to spend and shop more and stay longer in a destination 

than other types of tourists (Richards, 1996; Silberberg, 1995; National Trust for Historic 

Preservation, n.d.; US Office of Travel and Tourism Industries [OTTI], 2011; Zeppel & 

Hall, 1992). Based on its research into the cultural heritage visitor (CHV) to the United 
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States, the US Office of Travel and Tourism Industries (2011) also reported that these 

tourists are more likely to visit various destinations than average international tourists. 

Moreover, heritage tourism, consequently, helps locals feel self-esteem and community 

pride in their cultural heritage (Timothy, 2011). Hence, these tourists bring more positive 

economic and socio-cultural benefits to local communities and may also be more 

cautious about local cultures and environments than other types of tourists. Therefore, 

heritage tourism is believed to be more lucrative for destination development than other 

types of tourism, and the National Trust for Historic Preservation (n.d.) proposed that “a 

good heritage tourism program improves the quality of life for residents as well as 

serving visitors” (“Heritage Tourism,” para. 1).  

In addition, heritage travelers have a different sociodemographic profile than 

other tourists. Heritage tourists in general tend to be middle-aged or older, represented 

by aging baby boomers and retirees; be highly educated; have a relatively higher socio-

economic status, such as average or higher than average incomes; be employed full-

time, part-time or self-employed; have professional or managerial households; and be 

married with older children (Chandler & Costello, 2002; Prentice, Witt, & Hamer, 1998; 

Richards, 1996, 2001b, 2007; Silberberg, 1995; Timothy, 2011; Zeppel & Hall, 1992). 

Furthermore, compared to other types of tourists, heritage tourists also tend to be 

first-timers to that destination, need longer planning time, purchase flight tickets earlier, 

and collect more information about the destinations they visit (OTTI, 2011; Timothy, 

2011). Thus, one can assume that heritage tourists may be more cautious about their 

trips than other tourists in general. This is supported by risk and tourism studies 

reporting that older tourists and highly educated tourists tend to have more safety and 



 

16 

security concerns and want to engage in intellectual and safer activities, have more 

positive attitudes toward international travel, and engage in more complex trips that 

require more planning time, such as travel for cultural activities (Gibson & Yannakis, 

2002; Somez & Graefe, 1998a; Zalatan, 1996); however, despite their significance to 

the local economy and different degree of safety and security concerns from other types 

of tourists, heritage tourists’ safety and security perceptions and its influence on their 

behavior have not been empirically studied. To date, risk studies generally have 

targeted general tourists, instead of tourists with special interests, except for ones 

focused on sports tourists (Qi, Gibson, & Zhang, 2009; and others).  

In 1970, Maslow proposed the theory of human motivation, termed the hierarchy 

of human needs. According to this theory, when psychological needs, mainly hunger 

and thirst, are satisfied, we start to experience secondary needs; that is, safety (and 

security) needs. To meet these needs, we want to be free from fear and anxiety and to 

feel safe and secure. In fact, in Pearce’s (1988, 1996) Travel Career Ladder, the need 

for safety and security is also listed as one of the basic needs of tourists (Ryan, 1998).  

Risk is “the possibility of experiencing a negative outcome” (Pizam et al., 2004, p. 

251); thus, one can assume that safety and security is threatened by the presence of 

risk. In fact, previous studies have suggested that safety and security concerns are 

determined by risk; that is, risk affects the perception of safety and security as a crucial 

factor in decision making (Dowling, 1986; Fuchs & Reichel, 2004, 2006; Moreira, 2008; 

Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005; Somez & Graefe, 1998a, b). Tourism consumption itself 

can be associated with perceived threats to safety and security because tourism 

requires tourists to be alienated from home, stay in a different local culture with a 
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different language, and behave in an acceptable manner (Fuchs & Reichel, 2011). 

Somez and Graefe (1998a) warned that “unfounded perceptions of risk can seriously 

hurt a destination” (p. 137). Fuchs and Reichel (2011) also proposed that “[f]or such 

volatile destinations, understanding tourists’ risk perception might assist in the 

formulation of marketing strategies that will consider the various dimensions of risk 

perceptions and that will mitigate some of the psychological barriers to travel” (p. 266). 

Thus, tourists’ safety and security perceptions about destinations, domestic and 

international, have a strong influence on their decision making and other travel behavior 

regarding visiting a destination; however, despite its importance, little empirical attention 

has been paid to safety and security perceptions and their influence on the behavior of 

heritage tourists.   

Japan has long been a heritage tourism destination; the Japan National Tourism 

Organization (JNTO; 2011b, c) reported that visiting historic and traditional sites is 

among the top three primary purposes of visiting the country. Yet, despite its popularity 

and brand image as a culturally-oriented country, few studies have been conducted on 

cultural and heritage tourism in Japan (Jimura, 2011). Accordingly, the present study 

assumes that more empirical studies about Japan’s heritage tourism are needed not 

only within Japan but also internationally.  

US tourists comprise an important market segment for Japan in its inbound 

tourism; the number of US tourists to Japan was 727,234 in 2010, 565,887 in 2011, and 

717,372 in 2012 (JNTO, 2012a). In 2010, the JNTO (2011b, c) also found that historic 

and traditional sites ranked in the top three primary purposes for visiting Japan among 

US tourists. In 2013, in its promotional plan for the US market, the Japanese 
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government has targeted US citizens who live in big cities, have higher incomes, are 

over 40 years old, and graduated with a bachelor’s degree as the most important target 

segment (Japan Travel Agency, 2013). In its plan, the government has appealed to this 

segment by introducing them to a variety of content, including historic and traditional 

architecture and buildings. In addition, according to UNWTO (2012b), US tourists 

ranked second in international tourism expenditure. Therefore, US tourists are among 

the most significant markets in terms of their economic contribution to both international 

tourism and Japan’s tourism. Although the proportion of their expenditure may depend 

on their destination of travel and the price of goods at these destinations, the data of 

UNWTO are still supportive in understanding the significance of US tourists in 

international tourism. 

Despite its attractiveness, international tourists may not regard traveling to Japan 

as safe and secure because of the country’s potential threats. Due to its geographic 

location and climate, Japan is intrinsically vulnerable to natural disasters, particularly 

earthquakes, tsunamis, and typhoons (Cooper & Erfurt, 2007). For example, in addition 

to the tremendous economic loss, the Great East Japan Earthquake (M 9.0) of March 

11, 2011 had negative impacts on the tourism industry, resulting in a decline in the total 

number of inbound visitors in 2011 (JNTO, 2012a). Noting that other factors may be 

present, such as the appreciation of the value of the yen, JNTO assumed that safety 

and security perceptions due to the natural disaster and radiation may be one main 

cause of this decline (JNTO, 2012b). Therefore, the probability of natural disasters and 

the local climate in Japan can constitute threats to international tourists’ safety and 

security; in addition, other factors may affect their safety concerns, such as various 
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dimensions of political, financial, natural, social, cultural, and geographic/environmental 

conditions. Japan can represent potential threats to safety and security for international 

travelers, especially those from distant and culturally different tourist markets such as 

the United States, more than for travelers from close and culturally similar countries 

such as South Korea, China, and Taiwan. Nevertheless, no study has investigated the 

perception of Japan’s safety and security as a tourism destination for potential 

international tourists, especially heritage tourists. In destination management and 

marketing, it is important to measure the perceptions of potential tourists because 

potential tourists may have different constraints from tourists who have taken action and 

actually visited a destination. 

Purpose of the Study 

The main purpose of the study is to investigate Japan’s safety and security 

perceptions among US heritage tourists. In addition, the relationship of 

sociodemographics and past travel experience (familiarity) with safety and security 

perception and, consequently, the relationship of safety and security perception with the 

desirability of Japan as a destination, as well as the likelihood of visiting Japan, will also 

be investigated.  

The premise of this study is that due to individual differences in travel purpose, 

past travel experience (familiarity) and sociodemographics, there will be differences 

among US heritage tourists in terms of their safety and security perception of Japan. 

Therefore, this study also assumes that relevant differences may be found among US 

heritage tourists in terms of their safety and security perception level. Accordingly, this 

study also assumes that US heritage tourists’ safety and security perceptions may affect 
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their desirability rating of Japan as a vacation destination, as well as their likelihood of 

visiting Japan.  
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CHAPTER 2 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

This chapter consists of four sections. The first section is a review of the 

literature on heritage tourism. The second section is on safety and security perceptions, 

and risk as a threat to safety and security. The third section is on safety and security of 

specific destinations. The last section is on heritage tourism in Japan. 

Heritage Tourism 

What Is Heritage Tourism? 

Heritage tourism, as special-interest tourism (Nuryanti, 1996; Zeppel & Hall, 

1992), is the oldest form of travel in human history (Timothy & Boyd, 2006). It is one of 

the most popular types of tourism, which hundreds of millions of tourists participate in 

every year (Timothy & Boyd, 2006). The “buzz word,” heritage (Millar, 1989, p. 13; 

Palmer 1999, p. 315; Yale, 1997, p. 32) has gained the attention of a number of 

researchers because of its significance as a profitable resource in tourism.  

Heritage serves as a representation of the nation’s past (Palmer, 1999), as well 

as economic and cultural knowledge capital (Graham, 2002); indeed, heritage is used 

as an “iconic representation of tourism” in each country (Timothy, 2011, p. 277). In fact, 

in destination marketing, countries are willing to invest in the United Nations Educational, 

Scientific, and Cultural Organization’s (UNESCO’s) World Heritage sites and use the 

brand as an advantage in the competitive market (Timothy, 2011). For example, 

according to Millar (1989), “individual heritage sites such as Notre Dame Cathedral and 

the Eiffel Tower in Paris, or the Tower of London and Shakespeare's birthplace at 

Stratford-upon-Avon in England, provide the motivation for people to visit a country in 

the first place” (p. 14). In addition, the World Tourism Organization (UNWTO; n.d.b.) 
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declared that “World Heritage Sites are among the world’s most visited and heavily 

marketed tourism attractions, forming the basis of national tourism products” 

(“Collaboration with UNESCO,” para. 1).  

Heritage tourism is defined as tourism “based on nostalgia for the past and the 

desire to experience diverse cultural landscapes and forms” (Zeppel & Hall, 1992, p. 47). 

In addition, heritage tourism has played a role in constructing and maintaining a national 

identity (Palmer, 1998; Pretes, 2003) and emphasizing political ideologies (Timothy & 

Boyd, 2006). Thus, it is widely employed to enhance patriotism among citizens and 

display the nation’s propaganda to foreign tourists (Timothy & Boyd, 2006). Therefore, 

heritage tourism, as “a production or reproduction of the past” (Nuryanti, 1996, p. 252), 

enables tourists to feel personal connections to heritage sites (Timothy, 2011) and to 

appreciate the past through experiencing heritage sites as visualized forms of the link 

between the past, present, and future (Nuryanti, 1996).  

In addition, heritage tourism has played a key role in revitalizing abandoned or 

“unnecessary” buildings and spaces to make better room to preserve traditional and 

contemporary cultural values (UNWTO, n.d.a.). In this way, heritage tourism assists in 

historic preservation by enabling commercialization of historic architecture and 

landscapes for tourists, thereby leading to a revitalization of the economy (National 

Trust for Historic Preservation, n.d.). Thus, as Zeppel and Hall (1992) stated, heritage 

tourism provides a reason for urban redevelopment. Fyall and Garrod (1998) proposed 

that “[h]eritage and sustainability share a common theme of inheritance”; that is, 

heritage tourism is the consumption of inherited resources and sustainability aims to 

preserve and manage such resources for well-being of future generation (p. 213). 
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At the same time, heritage tourism should be cautiously planned, developed, 

managed, and marketed with various approaches in both developing and developed 

countries (Nuryanti, 1996). Thus far, several measures and principles have been 

proposed to achieve so-called good heritage tourism programs. The National Trust for 

Historic Preservation (n.d.) proposed five guiding principles for successful and 

sustainable heritage tourism development (collaborate; find the fit; make sites and 

programs come alive; focus on quality and authenticity; and preserve and protect) and 

four steps for getting started (assess the potential; plan and organize; prepare, protect, 

and manage; and market for success), which have been developed and adapted widely 

across the United States and worldwide. If these principles and measures are 

overlooked or undermined, the results can be not only the opposite of expectations, but 

also irreversibly destructive (National Trust for Historic Preservation, n.d.). UNWTO 

(2012a) suggested that, if not appropriately planned and managed, heritage tourism can 

hurt the destination by causing irreversible negative impacts on the cultural and natural 

heritage, as well as the environment and local communities. In addition, in 2011, 

UNWTO published Communicating Heritage: A Handbook for the Tourism Sector as 

guidance to achieve successful and effective heritage communication strategies and 

policies (UNWTO, 2012a).  

Heritage Tourism and Cultural Tourism 

Heritage tourism is often categorized as a part of cultural tourism and vice versa 

(Nuryanti, 1996; Richards, 1996, 2001a; Timothy, 2011; Timothy & Boyd, 2006; Zeppel 

& Hall, 1992); thus, some authors utilize the terms cultural tourism and heritage tourism 

interchangeably (e.g., Richards, 2001a; Timothy, 2011) or prefer to use “cultural 

heritage tourism” instead of either (e.g., du Cros, 2001; Timothy, 2011). According to 
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Timothy (2011), cultural tourism and heritage tourism are “being two separate but 

related, or overlapping, phenomena” (p. 4); that is, it is difficult to distinguish them 

because the differences would be subtle, even if they were found (Timothy, 2011). 

Timothy (2011) further argued that heritage tourism tends to be consumed in rural areas 

and is more “place-bound,” while cultural tourism occurs in urban areas and is 

independent of location (pp. 4-5). Hence, Richards (2001a) declared that: 

Cultural tourism therefore covers not just the consumption of the cultural 
products of the past, but also contemporary culture or the ‘way of life’ of a 
people or region. Cultural tourism can therefore be seen as covering 
considered as covering both ‘heritage tourism’ (related to artefacts of the 
past) and ‘arts tourism’ (related to contemporary cultural production). (p. 7) 

Therefore, based on their definitions, heritage tourism can be defined as special-interest 

tourism in which tourists have a strong interest in history as well as educational 

opportunities to learn about the local culture. Moreover, as we have seen, since cultural 

tourism and heritage tourism share many commonalities and have been used 

interchangeably, some phenomena discussed in the context of one may also apply to 

the other. Hence, the present study assumed that cultural tourists share commonalities 

with heritage tourists in terms of their profile and characteristics. Thus, previous 

literature on cultural tourism studies were reviewed for the understanding of heritage 

tourists’ characteristics.  

Characteristics of Heritage Tourists 

In successful strategic marketing, it is important to understand the characteristics 

of heritage tourists. Demographic segmentation classifies tourists depending on their 

social and socio-economic status, including age, gender, employment, marital status, 

education, and income (Timothy, 2011). In addition, sociodemographic characteristics of 

heritage tourists tend to be homogenous (Chandler & Costello, 2002; Prentice, 1993). 



 

25 

As listed in Table 2-1, compared to tourists in general, heritage tourists tend to be highly 

educated (Chandler & Costello, 2002; Prentice, Witt, & Hamer, 1998; Richards, 1996, 

2001b, 2007; Silberberg, 1995); have higher socio-economic status such as average or 

higher than average incomes (Richards, 1996, 2001b, 2007; Silberberg, 1995; Zeppel & 

Hall, 1992); be employed, either full-time or part-time, or self-employed (Chandler & 

Costello, 2002; Richards, 1996, 2001b); have professional or managerial households 

(Richards, 2001b, 2007); and be married with older children (Chandler & Costello, 2002). 

Furthermore, more women participate in cultural and heritage tourism than men 

(Richards, 2001b; Silberberg, 1995). Previous studies have also reported that general 

heritage tourists tend to be middle-aged or older, represented by aging baby boomers 

or retirees (Chandler & Costello, 2002; Prentice, Witt, & Hamer, 1998; Richards, 1996, 

2001b; Silberberg, 1995; Timothy, 2011; Zeppel & Hall, 1992); however, Richards (1996, 

2001b, 2007) and Timothy (2011) found that, in addition to middle-aged tourists, 

younger tourists are currently a key segment; “[t]he single largest age group is between 

20 to 29 and almost 40 percent of visitors are under 30” (Richards, 2007, p. 15). 

Regarding this current trend, Richards (2007) further argued that younger tourists, 

especially students, are an important market segment because there is a significant 

relationship between cultural consumption and education; however, as Timothy (2011) 

noted, the trend in demographic characteristics differs depending on the place.  

Heritage tourists travel to “learn something new or enhance their lives in some 

way” (Timothy, 2011, p.4), as well as to gain cultural and heritage experiences as 

“meaningful and authentic or shallow forms of entertainment” (Chandler & Costello, 

2002, p. 162). This is consistent with Crompton’s (1979) finding that two primary cultural 
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motives for tourism are novelty and education. In fact, serious heritage tourists whose 

primary reason to travel is to visit heritage tourism attractions tend to be very highly 

educated and demonstrate a strong personal interest in history, culture, and other 

aspects of the places they visit. Thus, education can be a key factor in stimulating 

tourists to become interested in history and culture and related activities (Timothy, 

2011) because a direct correlation exists between the level of education and the desire 

to learn and experience different lifestyles and cultures (McKercher & du Cros, 2002). In 

addition, Timothy (2011) stated that “[t]here are direct correlations to income and 

education levels, and willingness to pay for the experience being offered” (p. 27).  

Significance of Heritage Tourism 

Indeed, as listed in Table 2-1, some cultural and heritage tourism studies have 

found that general heritage tourists tend to spend more, shop more, and stay longer in a 

destination than other types of tourists (Richards, 1996; Silberberg, 1995; National Trust 

for Historic Preservation, n.d.; US Office of Travel and Tourism Industries [OTTI], 2011; 

Zeppel & Hall, 1992). Based on its research into the cultural heritage visitor to the 

United States, the OTTI (2011) also reported that heritage tourists are more likely to 

visit various destinations than average international tourists. Moreover, in consequence, 

when countries notice that their cultural heritage has value and attracts foreign tourists, 

heritage tourism can help local communities feel self-esteem and community pride, 

resulting in motivation for them to preserve such sites as well as to clean up and 

maintain a cleaner environment (Timothy, 2011). Therefore, heritage tourists are an 

important market segment for tourism development because they bring more positive 

economic and socio-cultural benefits and are believed to be more cautious about the 

local culture than other types of tourists.  
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Table 2-1. Characteristics of general cultural and heritage tourists  

Author(s) or Organizations Characteristics 

Chandler & Costello (2002); Prentice, Witt, & Hamer 
(1998); Richards (1996, 2001b); Silberberg (1995); 
Timothy (2011); Zeppel & Hall (1992) 
 

Middle-aged or older, including baby-boomers 
and retirees 

Chandler & Costello (2002); Prentice, Witt, & Hamer 
(1998); Richards (1996, 2001b, 2007); Silberberg (1995) 
 

Highly educated 

Richards (1996, 2001b, 2007); Silberberg (1995);  
Zeppel & Hall (1992) 

Higher socio-economic status; higher than 
average income 

 
Chandler & Costello ( 2002); Richards (1996, 2001b) 
 

Employed (full-time or part-time), self-
employed 

Richards (2001b, 2007) Professional or managerial household 
 

Chandler & Costello (2002) Married and have older children 
 

Richards (2001b); Silberberg (1995) More women than men 
 

Richards (1996, 2001b, 2007); Timothy (2011) Younger 
 

National Trust for Historic Preservation ( n.d.); Richards 
(1996); Silberberg (1995); US Office of Travel and 
Tourism Industries (2011) 
 

Spend and shop more at a destination 

National Trust for Historic Preservation (n.d.); Richards 
(1996); Silberberg (1995); US Office of Travel and 
Tourism Industries (2011); Zeppel & Hall (1992) 
 

Stay longer at a destination 

US Office of Travel and Tourism Industries (2011) 
 

Visit various destinations 

Millar (1989); Timothy (2011) Help locals feel self-esteem and community 
pride in their cultural heritage 

Note: For a more detailed summary, see Appendix B. 

 

Safety and Security Concerns of Heritage Tourists 

Furthermore, in travel planning, heritage tourists display different behavioral 

tendencies from other types of tourists (see Table 2-2). The US Office of Travel and 

Tourism Industries (OTTI; 2011) reported that international cultural heritage tourists to 

the United States tend to spend longer planning for their trips, book flight tickets earlier 

than average international travelers, and are more likely first-timers. According to 

Timothy (2011), heritage tourists also collect more information about destinations they 
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visit. Thus, one can assume that heritage tourists tend to be more cautious about their 

trips than other types of tourists.  

Table 2-2. Travel planning behavior of general heritage tourists 

Author or Organization Characteristics 

US Office of Travel and Tourism Industries (2011) 
 

Be first-timers 
Need longer planning time 
Purchase flight tickets earlier 
 

Timothy (2011) Collect more information about the destinations 
they visit 

 
Demographic Segmentation and Behavioral Segmentation in Heritage Tourism 

As discussed, heritage tourists tend to be homogeneous in their characteristics; 

however, the heterogeneity of heritage (Prentice, 1993) generates divergent choices to 

meet various needs of tourists with different interests and lifestyles (Millar, 1989); thus, 

heritage tourism is heterogeneous (Balcer & Pearce, 1996; Nuryanti, 1996) and heritage 

tourists have various motives and purposes for traveling (Balcer & Pearce, 1996; 

McKercher, 2002; McKercher & du Cros, 2002, 2003; Poria, Butler, & Airey, 2003; Poria, 

Reichel, & Biran, 2006; Prentice, 1993; Richards, 1996, 2001b; Silberberg, 1995). 

Hence, “[t]he importance or centrality of cultural motives” significantly varies among 

tourists in the process of planning and destination choice (McKercher & du Cros, 2003, 

p. 46). In fact, previous research has reported that most cultural and heritage tourists 

are casual tourists; that is, serious tourists, who have strong interest in local culture and 

history and mainly visit such attractions during their travel, constitute a very small 

segment of the market (Balcer & Pearce, 1996; McKercher, 2002; McKercher & du Cros, 

2002, 2003; Poria, Butler, & Airey, 2003; Prentice, 1993; Richards, 1996; Silberberg, 

1995). Hence, some scholars have proposed typologies of cultural and/or heritage 

tourists to describe the diversity of segments in the market (e.g., McKercher, 2002; 
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McKercher & du Cros, 2002, 2003; Poria, Butler, & Airey, 2003; Silberberg, 1995). 

Therefore, Prentice (1993) claimed that since heritage tourists seek different 

experiences and prefer different types of holiday vacations, benefit segmentation is 

preferable to socio-demographic segmentation to understand their demands; however, 

although some scholars have argued that demographic segmentation provides an 

insufficient index of cultural and heritage tourists (Prentice, Witt, & Hamer, 1998), 

sociodemographic factors have been employed as a powerful and relevant tool in 

heritage tourism marketing (Prentice, Witt, & Hamer, 1998). 

Perception of Safety and Security and Destination Choice 

Safety and Security as a Basic Need of Human Beings 

In human psychology, Maslow (1970) proposed the theory of human motivation, 

known as the hierarchy of human needs. Although it has not been empirically studied, it 

is one of the most frequently employed theories in social science. According to 

Maslow’s theory, the needs to be satisfied are hierarchical; every human being has 

intrinsic psychological needs and, consequently, tries to satisfy self-actualization needs 

by fulfilling other needs. The psychological needs are mainly for hunger and thirst 

satisfaction (e.g., food, water, sexual desire, sleepiness, homeostasis for sensory 

pleasures, a tendency toward laziness, and a need for excitement). When psychological 

needs are satisfied, humans start to attend to secondary needs, that is, safety (and 

security) needs. For these needs, people want to be free from fear and anxiety and to 

protect themselves from threats. After safety needs are fulfilled, people try to satisfy 

higher level needs, including, in order, belongingness and love needs, esteem needs, 

and the need for self-actualization. Therefore, Maslow’s theory of the hierarchy of needs 

tells us that psychological needs and safety needs are the priority to survive in society. 
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In other words, without the satisfaction of such basic needs, we cannot share love with 

others or feel peace in our mind. The World Tourism Organization (UNWTO; 1997) also 

stated that both gaining new experiences and feeling safe and secure are among the 

basic needs of every human being; in addition, these basic needs are of more concern 

when traveling to unfamiliar places than when staying home (UNWTO, 1997). Indeed, in 

Pearce’s (1988, 1996) Travel Career Ladder, the need for safety and security is listed 

as one of the basic needs of tourists (Ryan, 1998). 

Safety and Security and the Tourism Industry 

Traveling, by its nature, is associated with different degrees of perceived threats 

to safety and security, ranging from mere disappointment from expectations to fear of 

injury or death (Fuchs & Reichel, 2004, 2006; Somez & Graefe, 1998b). In fact, tourism 

consumption can be intrinsically fearful and associated with various types of threats 

because tourism requires tourists to leave home and stay in an unfamiliar environment 

(Fuchs & Reichel, 2011; World Tourism Organization [UNWTO], 1997). Therefore, 

anxiety is strongly related to a high level of safety and security concern among tourists 

(Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005). Hence, tourism is a vulnerable industry (Dimanche & 

Lepetic, 1999; Mansfeld, 1994; Maser & Weiermair, 1998; Murphy & Bayley, 1989; 

Roehl, 1990), affected by politics, ethnic and socioeconomic issues, and regional 

tensions or the natural environment (Dimanche & Lepetic, 1999; Roehl, 1990). In fact, 

unpredictable world events have significant power to make tourists change their travel 

plans (Somez & Graefe, 1998a). For example, the fear of terrorism makes a destination 

that carries the possibility of experiencing an attack seem more costly than other safer 

alternatives (Somez & Graefe, 1998a). Thus, one can assume that image serves as the 

representation of a destination and has an influence on tourists’ decision to visit it.  



 

31 

In addition, in general, tourists easily become targets or victims of certain threats, 

for example, natural disaster, crime, and terrorism attack (Lepp & Gibson, 2003; Murphy 

& Bayley, 1989). In short, tourists choose a destination based on their own cost-benefit 

analysis; they choose the most desirable destination perceived as less costly and less 

dangerous but having similar or better benefits that can better fulfill their needs than the 

alternative (Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005; Somez & Graefe, 1998a). Unlike business 

tourists, leisure tourists tend to have more freedom in the process of evaluation and 

judgment, which means they have a greater possibility of being interrupted by various 

threats to safety and security associated with their destination (Somez & Graefe, 1998a, 

b). Therefore, as Lepp and Gibson (2003) and Roehl and Fesenmaier (1992) suggested, 

it is crucial and beneficial for its competitiveness in international marketing to improve 

the image of a destination, more specifically to alleviate visitors’ fear and anxieties and 

make them feel secure and safe before, during, and after their trip to the destination. To 

achieve this, as Somez and Graefe (1998a) and Park and Reisinger (2010) suggested, 

more and “correct” information about risks and actual situations should be provided to 

potential tourists.  

Risk as a Threat to Safety and Security Perception 

Risk is defined as the possibility of experiencing undesirable or adverse 

consequences; it is our daily concern and we all have experienced it to a certain degree 

(Pizam et al., 2004). As stated, safety and security constitute the basic need of every 

human being in general, and tourists in particular, to be free from fear and anxiety; thus, 

one can assume that safety and security perception is threatened when risk is 

perceived. In short, safety and security perception is determined by risk because risk is 

a powerful predictor of safety concerns as well as a crucial factor in decision making 
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(Dowling, 1986; Fuchs & Reichel, 2004, 2006; Moreira, 2008; Reisinger & Mavondo, 

2005; Somez & Graefe, 1998a, b). Therefore, as Fuchs and Reichel (2004) stated, 

“[c]onsumer behavior literature has been dealing with the theory of ‘perceived risk’ for 

over four decades…The theory of ‘perceived risk’ assumes that consumers perceive 

risk in their purchasing behavior and usually act to reduce it” (p. 23). 

Perceived Risk and Actual Risk 

Perceived risk and actual risk differ (Rittichainuwat & Chakraborty, 2009; Somez 

& Graefe, 1998a) because decision makers react differently to uncertainty depending on 

the situation, the types of risk they perceive, and their personality traits (Roehl & 

Fesenmaier, 1992; Somez & Graefe, 1998a). While perceived risk has an effect, even 

though it is not real, unperceived risk will be ignored and will not affect consumers’ 

decision making, even if it is real (Fuchs & Reichel, 2006). Therefore, perceived risks 

may outweigh actual risks when personal safety is the issue; the actual probability of 

encountering risky situations is obscured due to media sensationalism and word-of-

mouth (Somez & Graefe, 1998a). In a natural disaster, especially when it attacks a 

destination that relies heavily on tourism, mass media plays a key role (Milo & Yoder, 

1991). National and international media reports can make viewers perceive the 

destination as unsafe and worry about their personal safety (Dimanche & Lepetic, 1999). 

The generalization effect, due to continuous stimulation of media reports, is problematic 

because a single act or incident can create a negative image of the affected area, as 

well as the surrounding regions (Lepp & Gibson, 2003; Somez & Graefe, 1998a). Hence, 

to mitigate influence from the generalization effect, tourism destination marketers need 

to develop specific marketing strategies to correct the biased and misperceived images 

(Lepp & Gibson, 2003; Rittichainuwat & Chakraborty, 2009) because an image of 
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threats to safety and security at a destination may affect the likelihood of tourists visiting 

not only the destination itself, but also the region (Lepp & Gibson, 2003). 

In sum, Roehl and Fesenmaier (1992) and Somez and Graefe (1998a) proposed 

that since the relationship between safety and security perception, and travel behavior 

is situation-specific, different tourists have different perceptions. Also, it is not a matter 

of whether the risk is real or perceived; the perceived presence of risk itself affects 

tourists’ travel decisions (Somez & Graefe, 1998a). Somez and Graefe (1998a) found 

that safety concerns increase with the level of risk perception but decrease with a more 

positive attitude toward international travel in the evaluation of potential destinations. 

Therefore, one can assume that risk, as a strong predictor of safety and security 

concerns, is perceived differently and is socially, culturally, and politically constructed. 

Information Search Behavior to Satisfy Safety and Security Needs 

To reduce risk perception and potential negative consequences, tourists collect 

detailed information about a trip (Roehl & Fesenmaier, 1992; Somez & Graefe, 1998a; 

Zalatan, 1996).  This assertion is supported by Somez and Graefe’s (1998a) findings 

reporting that, in the case of terrorism risk, tourists’ information search behavior can be 

most predicted and determined by the following factors in the following order of 

strength: “attitude [toward international travel], income level, and risk perception level” 

(p. 132). More clearly, as they gained a more positive attitude, higher income, and 

stronger risk perception, tourists engaged in more active or formal information searches 

(Somez & Graefe, 1998a). Somez and Graefe (1998a) also found that the three 

factors―risk perception, attitude, and income level―directly affect potential tourists’ 

decision making at the key stages. In fact, Zalatan (1996) stated that older and highly 

educated tourists spend more time in planning. In addition, highly educated tourists tend 
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to engage in more complex trips that require more planning time; in other words, tourists 

who want to engage in cultural activities may spend more time on trip planning than 

sun-lust tourists (Zalatan, 1996). Also, familiarity helps to reduce the amount of 

information and consequently planning time (Zalatan, 1996). More specifically, tourists’ 

past experience, risk perception, and the importance of their trip determine the degree 

of the information search they conduct (Somez & Graefe, 1998a). According to Money 

and Crotts (2003), depending on their demographics and other characteristics as well 

as situations, tourists use different types of information sources. Zalatan explained that 

travel agencies help tourists reduce their planning time and uncertainty before traveling, 

in particular when they travel a long distance. Thus, a positive correlation exists 

between planning time and distance. As the distance between home and destination 

grows, tourists need more money and information to travel (Zalatan, 1996). In addition 

to travel agencies, media and social interactions, including word-of-mouth, can increase 

tourists’ knowledge to make their final decision (Somez & Graefe, 1998a).  

Various Types of Risks as Threats to Safety and Security Perception 

Tourists’ safety and security concerns are associated with different risk 

dimensions. Derived from consumer behavior studies, Roehl and Fesenmaier (1992) 

employed seven risks in their study: equipment risk (the possibility of mechanical or 

equipment problems during a trip), financial risk (the possibility that the purchased trip 

will not provide value for the money spent), physical risk (the possibility of physical 

danger, injury, or sickness during a trip), psychological risk (the possibility that the 

purchased trip will not reflect the tourist’s personality or self-image), satisfaction risk (the 

possibility that the purchased trip will not provide personal satisfaction), social risk (the 

possibility that the purchased trip will affect others’ opinion of the tourist), and time risk 
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(the possibility that the purchased trip will take too much time or be a waste of time). 

Somez and Graefe (1998a) added health risk (the possibility of getting sick during a trip), 

political instability risk (the possibility of being involved in political conflicts or turmoil), 

and terrorism risk (the possibility of being involved in a terrorist attack). Lepp and 

Gibson (2003) added cross-cultural differences (cultural risk; the possibility of 

experiencing any difficulties, what is called “culture shock”) and strange food (food risk; 

the probability of eating unfamiliar food and getting sick). Law (2006) investigated 

infectious disease risk (the probability of being infected with an epidemic disease such 

as SARS, bird flu, or HIV) and natural disaster risk (the probability of being involved in 

natural disaster), as well as terrorism risk. Derived from previous studies, Park and 

Reisinger (2010) used 13 types of risk, including crime risk (the probability of being 

victimized or involved in a crime). Roehl and Fesenmaier’s study showed that financial, 

psychological, satisfaction, and time risks are important factors in evaluating a 

destination choice. 

Crime differs from other crises such as earthquakes, riots, and terrorism in that it 

does not have a specific time frame and “pervades the tourism industry by slowly 

affecting the image of the destination and by changing people’s perceptions” (Dimanche 

& Lepetic, 1999, p. 21). This is supported by Moreira’s (2008) study, which investigated 

and compared the perceptions of residents and tourists toward both catastrophic and 

stealth risks. According to Moreira, stealth risks exist in a long time line, are diffused 

and increase gradually, and have low intensity (e.g., crime levels, air quality), while 

catastrophic risks exist in a short time line, are concentrated and increase suddenly, 

and have high intensity (e.g., accidents, epidemic diseases, terrorist attacks, natural 
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disasters) (Moreira, 2008). In this regard, as Moreira argued, since they take longer to 

become diffused, stealth risks “seem to be therefore less visible risks, more difficult to 

detect and acknowledge” (Moreira, 2008, p. 21). Moreira claimed that stealth risks carry 

long-lasing negative impacts that interrupt sustainable development of a destination 

because of their invisibility, resulting in “the unawareness or underestimation of their 

consequences until it is already too late” (Moreira, 2008, p. 16). Moreira found 

significant differences between residents and tourists in the three stealth risk 

perceptions: gradual degradation of the air quality due to pollution, gradual degradation 

of the city hygiene levels, and gradual degradation of the city international image. 

Moreira explained that, for the first two risks, residents may have more concerns about 

the degradation of quality of life in the city than tourists because of tourists’ short stays 

in the city. As for the last risk, the author explained that residents may understand the 

importance of a positive image of the city for tourism development in terms of its 

economic dependency on the industry. Although their perceptions differed in the three 

stealth risks, the study found that stealth risks were perceived as significantly higher 

than catastrophic risks by both residents and tourists. The results also showed that 

gender did not have any effect on the differences in risk perception. Moreira (2008) 

concluded that stealth risks are perceived as higher because of “the longer exposure to 

the negative effects”; therefore, perceived danger is determined “not only by the 

magnitude of the impacts and by the probability of occurrence but also by the 

distribution of the impacts over time” (Moreira, 2008, p. 25).  

Maser and Weiermair (1998) found that “[t]he assumed types of risk were 

associated with travel-related diseases, crime, natural disaster, accidents, hygiene, 



 

37 

danger stemming from different means of transportation, culture/language barriers and 

uncertainty with destination specific regulations and laws” (p. 113); however, as Fuchs 

and Reichel (2006) criticized, the measurement scale was not clearly provided in the 

article. Maser and Weiermair (1998) concluded that “[t]his study did not address in detail 

the composition concerning the overall perceived risk.…[n]o tests were carried out 

investigating the importance and the contribution of these different types of risk for 

creating an overall perceived risk” (p. 117). 

Tourists’ Characteristics and Safety Perception Level 

In tourism, tourists’ safety and security perceptions are determined by their 

characteristics (Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005). Park and Reisinger (2010) found that 

tourists’ concerns about safety and security vary depending on their sociodemographic 

and economic characteristics; that is, gender, marital status, education level, 

employment, income level, and travel companionship all affect safety and security 

perceptions.  

The probability of occurrence affects which risks are of most concern (Park & 

Reisinger, 2010). For example, Park and Reisinger (2010) found that, in the case of 

natural disaster risk, Asian tourists tend to perceive higher risk of tornados than US 

tourists. In addition, Somez and Graefe (1998a) reported that, on international travel, 

their respondents, mostly Americans, often perceived risk of health, financial, political 

instability, equipment, and terrorism. National culture and ethnicity such as collectivism 

versus individualism also affect information search behavior (Money & Crotts, 2003), 

safety and security perception, and sociocultural risk (Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005). 

Hofstede’s uncertainty avoidance index (UAI) is a great tool for assessing cultural 
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differences in risk-taking behavior (cf., Money & Crotts, 2003; Park & Reisinger, 2010; 

Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005). 

Social class and life stage serve as strong predictors in understanding tourist 

expenditures on holiday vacation; that is, age, the presence of children, and marital 

status significantly affect tourists’ destination choice (Ryan, 1995). Tourists with young 

children are more likely to perceive threats and show high concern for safety (Roehl & 

Fesenmaier, 1992); however, Somez and Graefe’s (1998a) study did not show that the 

presence of children in a household was a significant predictor of safety and security 

perception.  

In addition, Somez and Graefe (1998a) found that gender did not affect safety 

and security perception; however, other studies have shown significant differences in 

gender in terms of safety and security perception. Compared to men, women tend to 

perceive more risks of terrorism, natural disaster, physical risk (Park & Reisinger, 2010), 

and health and food risks (Lepp & Gibson, 2003). In fact, Small’s (2005) study found 

that women had to feel certain about their children’s safety and happiness and 

prioritized this certainty over their own holiday desires.  

Somez and Graefe’s (1998a) study did not show that age affected individuals’ 

travel safety and security perception in their sample; however, Gibson and Yannakis 

(2002) found that, as they age, tourists decrease their preference for risk-seeking 

activities and want to engage in more intellectual and safer types of activities.  

Highly educated tourists tend to perceive significantly lower social risk than low- 

or middle-educated tourists, because they have more social skills and are more 

confident with their travel decision than the two groups (Park & Reisinger, 2010). Thus, 
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Park & Reisinger proposed that educated tourists tend to have lower risk perceptions. 

Students tend to perceive significantly higher natural disaster risk than the employed 

and unemployed because they may have learned more about the consequences of 

natural disasters in school than any other respondent groups (Park & Reisinger, 2010). 

Also, low-educated tourists tend to perceive high social risks because they are likely to 

have fewer social skills and unlikely to feel confident in their travel decision (Park & 

Reisinger, 2010). Low- and middle-income tourists tend to perceive significantly higher 

financial and natural disaster risk than high-income tourists because they generally 

have lower travel budgets and are anxious about the extra spending or financial losses 

caused by being involved in a natural disaster (Park & Reisinger, 2010). Tourists with 

higher incomes have access to various goods and leisure activities that combine to 

produce more individualized lifestyles (Ryan, 1995). Somez and Graefe (1998a) found 

that as their levels of education and income increased, tourists tended to have more 

previous experience in international travel.  

 
Table 2-3. Travel behavior of older and highly educated tourists 

Author(s) or Organizations Characteristics 

Gibson & Yannakis (2002) Older tourists have more safety and security 
concerns and want to engage in intellectual 
and safer activities 

 
Somez & Graefe (1998a)  Highly educated tourists have a more positive 

attitude toward international travel 
Tourists who have higher education and income 

have more past travel experience 
 

Zalatan (1996) Engage in more complex trips that require more 
planning time, such as for cultural activities  

 
Park & Reisinger (2010) Highly educated tourists perceive less social risk 
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Past Travel Experience 

Past experience also can be an independent variable (Somez & Graefe, 1998a, 

b) because it affects risk perception and destination image, which in turn affect 

evaluation and decision making in destination selection (Fakeye & Crompton, 1991; 

Somez & Graefe, 1998a, b). Experienced tourists tend to perceive less risk of health, 

terrorism, and food (Lepp & Gibson, 2003). Repeaters tend to perceive higher financial 

risk because they are more realistic and knowledgeable enough to compare travel costs 

and benefits of their current travel to that of their previous trips, as well as less likely to 

be affected by media reports (Rittichainuwat & Chakraborty, 2009). Past travel 

experience to geographically different regions makes tourists more confident and more 

likely to revisit the destinations (Somez & Graefe, 1998b). Tourists who have actual 

experience with a destination, including first-timers, repeaters, and Visiting Friends and 

Relatives (VFR) tourists, especially the longer stayers, tend to have more chances and 

experience to understand local infrastructure, food, and people, to compare their 

perceived and actual risks, to reduce their stereotypes, and to strengthen more realistic 

perceptions (Fakeye & Crompton, 1991; Roehl & Fesenmaier, 1992; Somez & Graefe, 

1998b). Thus, because of lack of experience, knowledge, and confidence, first-timers 

tend to perceive more risks than repeaters, which results in their quick decision to avoid 

a destination perceived as risky and to choose an alternative perceived as safe (Somez 

& Graefe, 1998b). Also, as stated, the more familiarity and previous experience tourists 

gain, the less time they spend in planning (Zalatan, 1996).Therefore, in international 

travel, personal experience, not only with a destination but also with travel in general, 

influences safety and security perception, even during a trip (Somez & Graefe, 1998b). 

Somez and Graefe (1998b) found that past experience with specific destinations 
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“increased the likelihood of travel to and decreased the intention to avoid those regions” 

(p. 176). Also, Somez and Graefe (1998a) found that, in the case of terrorism and 

political instability risk, previous experience as an independent variable was significantly 

associated with the two dependent variables, risk perception level and attitude toward 

international travel. This means that, although noting that the experience of 

encountering a seriously dangerous situation could increase risk perception, as tourists 

gained more personal experience, “their risk perception levels decreased and their 

attitudes toward international tourism improved” (Somez & Graefe, 1998a, p.133). 

Individual Differences in Risk-Taking Behavior 

As discussed, risk perception is multi-dimensional (Park & Reisinger, 2010); 

different tourists perceive and react to risks in various ways (Roehl & Fesenmaier, 

1992). Roehl and Fesenmaier (1992) identified three basic dimensions of perceived risk 

by factor analysis: physical-equipment risk, vacation risk, and destination risk. Based on 

these three dimensions, they classified tourists into three groups: the functional risk 

group, the risk neutral group, and the place risk group. The functional risk group tended 

to perceive physical and equipment risk as higher than the other two groups. The risk 

neutral group perceived less risk in all types of risk. The place risk group perceived 

travel in general as fairly risky and the most recent trip as very risky. The three groups 

differed in the characteristics of their most recent trip, information search sources and 

planning behavior, benefits sought, and sociodemographics. The authors also found 

that the risk neutral group was more likely to perceive travel in general as safe and to 

seek adventurous and exciting experiences than either the functional risk group or the 

place risk group (Roehl & Fesenmaier, 1992). Therefore, although they have significant 

relationships with risk perception, sociodemographics and economic characteristics 
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cannot clearly explain individual differences such as why some tourists perceive more 

risk than others (Somez & Graefe, 1998a). 

Risk taking is defined as “any purposive activity that entails novelty or danger 

sufficient to create anxiety”; it can be “either physical or social, or a combination of the 

two” (Levenson, 1990, p. 1073). Personality, or personal traits, is useful in 

understanding tourists’ destination choice, risk-taking behavior, and anxiety level 

because different tourists are inclined to take on different levels of risk and get involved 

in different risky situations (Lepp & Gibson, 2003; Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005; Roehl & 

Fesenmaier, 1992; Somez & Graefe, 1998a). In fact, Roehl and Fesenmaier (1992) 

assumed that both tourists’ intrinsic preference for excitement and adventure and their 

risk-handling behavior influence their risk attitudes because some can enjoy uncertainty 

created by the desire for thrills and adventure as excitement, rather than a fear to avoid. 

Money and Crotts (2003) said that it makes sense for risk avoiders to want to go back 

home quickly and spend fewer nights at a destination, while risk takers willingly stay 

longer and visit more places at a destination, regardless of the travel cost. Thus, a 

number of authors have declared that risk perception is influenced not only by 

sociodemographics but also by the psychographics of tourists in risk-taking behavior, 

including personality, such as personality traits, class, or type (Roehl & Fesenmaier, 

1992; Somez & Graefe, 1998a; Plog, 1974; Smith, 1990; Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005; 

Lepp & Gibson, 2003, 2008); tourist role or type (Cohen, 1972; Roehl & Fesenmaier, 

1992; Lepp & Gibson, 2003); tourist experience (Cohen, 1979); novelty seeking (Lee & 

Crompton, 1992; Cohen, 1972, 1974, 1979; Crompton, 1979); optimal stimulation level 

(OSL) and life style stimulation (LSS) (Wahlers & Etzel, 1985); and sensation seeking 
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(Lepp & Gibson, 2008; Pizam, Reichel, & Uriely, 2001; Pizam et al., 2004; Trimpop, 

Kerr, & Krikcaldy, 1999; Zuckerman, 1971; Zuckerman, Eysenck, & Eysenck, 1978). In 

the context of cultural tourism and heritage tourism, Wahlers and Etzel (1985) proposed 

that tourists who prefer to visit familiar destinations and participate in pre-organized 

tours and activities tend to have a strong interest in intellectual, educational, and cultural 

travel. In addition, based on the sensation-seeking theory, first proposed by Zuckerman 

in 1969 (Zuckerman, 1971), Pizam, Reichel, and Uriely (2001) also found that high 

sensation seekers who are willing to participate in high-risk activities during their trip 

had higher scores on the sensation-seeking scale (SSS) than those who preferred 

cultural/heritage attractions or other types of attractions. Therefore, cultural tourists and 

heritage tourists are believed to be stimulation avoiders, as well as low sensational-

seeking tourists; thus, one can assume that cultural and heritage tourists are more likely 

to be risk averse than other types of tourists.  

Safety and Security of Specific Destinations 

As discussed earlier, safety and security affects tourists’ willingness to visit a 

specific destination in their destination choice (Mansfeld, 1994) and are “the primary 

conditions for normal tourism development of a destination, country or region” 

(Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005, p. 212). According to Fuchs and Reichel (2011), safety 

and security concerns are exaggerated in the case of destinations affected by threats 

such as geo-political instability and terrorism. In fact, wars, conflicts, and terrorism have 

negative impacts on tourism development (Mansfeld, 1994). For example, international 

tourists, especially Americans, avoided travel to Jamaica in the 1970s and Europe in 

1986 because of social instability, violence, and terrorism (Roehl, 1990). As stated, 

tourists are easily victimized by criminals, and instant media news reports that are 
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negative deter potential tourists from visiting the destination (George, 2010). News 

about the terrorist attack on the World Trade Center in New York City on September 11, 

2001, spread rapidly throughout the world; accordingly, the threat of international crime, 

including terrorism, became the center of concern among authorities worldwide 

(Rittichainuwat & Chakraborty, 2009). Thus, each destination carries specific threats to 

safety and security, and the types of threats vary depending on the different regions and 

countries around the world. 

China  

A change of destination image results from decision makers’ attitudinal shifts 

rather than their perception of a less attractive pull from the destination (Gartner & Shen, 

1992). Tourists’ rational decisions in planning to visit a specific destination depend on 

the availability of information; thus, travel agents have played an important role in 

consumers’ decision-making process (Roehl, 1990). In 1989 in China, students 

gathered at Tiananmen Square in Beijing and protested the government’s anti-

democracy movement. The political demonstrations in turn affected travel agents’ 

attitude toward the People’s Republic of China (PRC), which eventually affected not 

only Chinese but also international tourism (Roehl, 1990). As a counter-action, in North 

America, travel agents’ help in canceling or modifying customers’ trips to the PRC 

created economic difficulties for related companies in the travel and hospitality 

industries (Roehl, 1990). In addition, many travel companies shifted from the PRC and 

emphasized other “rival” Asian countries in their products (Roehl, 1990). Roehl found 

that the political event affected travel agents’ attitudinal change. Most of the 

respondents opposed boycotting or restricting travel to the PRC and insisted that 

tourists should be allowed to make rational decisions by being informed (Roehl, 1990).  
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That study was followed by Gartner and Shen’s (1992) study, which assessed the 

image of China in the US market in terms of image change before and after the 

Tiananmen Square conflict. They employed a two-wave mail survey following Dilman's 

(1978) method. The first study was repeated one year after the event with a similar 

sample population. For the purpose of the study, the two groups were drawn from the 

same population so as to compare their image change. As Gartner and Shen explained, 

the two groups had some differences in their sociodemographics; however, the 

differences were not significant. The survey questions were structured and answered 

with a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (least attractive) to 5 (most attractive) and from 1 

(poor) to 5 (excellent). The survey tested 22 attraction attributes related to five 

categories and 10 service-related attributes in the PRC, including safety and security, 

and included a profile of respondents. Gartner and Shen found that the Tiananmen 

Square conflict affected the image change of the PRC. At the time of the event, since 

media were broadcast throughout the city, Beijing-, urban-, and people-related attributes 

were perceived more negatively than natural resources. The respondents also expected 

that the hospitality in the PRC would not be satisfactory in the aftermath of the conflict, 

especially with regard to safety and security, pleasant attitudes of service personnel, 

receptiveness of local people to tourists, and cleanliness of environment. The largest 

decline in responses was on safety and security. Therefore, Gartner and Shen (1992) 

proposed that, if service-related attributes are more influential than attractions in 

destination selection and the perception of attractions is easier to change positively than 

that of hospitality, it is more effective to improve service in the destination than to 
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provide more images of attractions through promotions and campaigns in terms of 

increasing visitation of potential tourists.  

A mega-event offers the best timing to assess the destination image of the host 

country because the host country makes an effort to provide positive images and 

potential participants have concerns about their personal safety. Qi, Gibson, and Zhang 

(2009) investigated the relationship between tourists’ risk perceptions and intentions in 

the case of China as the host country of the Beijing Olympic Games. The authors 

studied US college students who passed the questionnaire’s screening test, asking their 

nationality and age so as to assess their eligibility as participants. Questions for 

international travel experience were measured with an ordinal scale (never, 1-2 times, 

3-4 times, 5 or more times) and other questions were measured with a 5-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (very unlikely) to 5 (very likely), from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree), and from 1 (very risky) to 5 (very safe). The questionnaire included five 

variables: risk perception associated with traveling to the Beijing Olympic Games and 

China as the host country, travel intentions, international travel experience, tourist roles, 

and demographics. A factor analysis identified four types of risk factors: personal safety, 

cultural risk, socio-psychological risk, and violence risk. Their study found that the 

respondents, young US college students, perceived slightly less risk in visiting the 

Beijing Olympic Games than in traveling to China as general tourists. The results 

showed that China was perceived as a moderately risky destination with respect to 

personal safety, violence risk, and cultural risk and the respondents assigned a lower 

value to socio-psychological risk. The violence risk factor and the socio-psychological 

risk factor negatively affected intention to travel to China. Although not statistically 
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significant, cultural risk was positively related to travel intentions. Then, Qi et al. 

explained that most of the respondents perceived the cultural difference as an attractive 

dimension of China as a tourism destination, while the respondents who perceived 

higher violence and socio-psychological risk were less likely to visit China in the next 

five years. Females tended to perceive violence risk as higher than males. Organized 

mass tourists perceived higher socio-psychological risk than independent mass tourists, 

explorers, and drifters. In addition, organized mass tourists and independent mass 

tourists perceived higher violence risk than explorers and drifters. Finally, there was no 

significant relationship between previous international travel experience and risk 

perception. Qi et al. (2009) suggested that more cooperation and communication 

between sporting event organizers and tourism agencies are needed for the future 

success of a host country because they found that risk perception associated with the 

time potential tourists visit a host country as general tourists differs from risk perception 

when they visit as sports tourists. 

South Africa  

 As it gained attention as the host country of 2010 FIFA World Cup, safety and 

security in South Africa became a great concern among potential international tourists 

(George, 2010). George (2010) examined (1) the causal relationships between visitors’ 

safety perceptions of crime and intentions to revisit and recommend Table Mountain 

National Park (TMNP) in Cape Town, and (2) whether or not their attitudes toward risk 

influence the causal relationships during their visit to TMNP. He studied domestic and 

international tourists (43% from South Africa and the remaining from overseas) who 

were visiting TMNP with an on-site, self-administrated survey. Except for one open-

ended question asking the type of crime experienced, the survey questions were 
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structured and close-ended, using ordinal scales for the first part and a 5-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) for the second part. The 

survey included the following variables: the nature of respondents’ visit to TMNP (the 

first part); heard of crime (the first part); their perceptions of Cape Town (the second 

part); their perceptions of TMNP (the second part); their attitude towards risk (the 

second part); their likelihood of revisiting TMNP (the second part); their likelihood of 

recommending TMNP (the second part); and user questions including their purposes of 

visit and sociodemographic factors (the third part). George found that age, nationality, 

frequency of visit, and purpose of visit are significant factors in tourists’ risk perception 

of TMNP. The results showed that, as they aged, tourists tended to become anxious 

about their personal safety. Since the majority of the respondents were domestic, 

George suggested that their likelihood to recommend and revisit may derive from their 

patriotism and national pride. Frequent visitors to TMNP tended to feel that they could 

be easily victimized and warned other people about crime there (George, 2010). George 

argued that as they visit the park more frequently, they may hear about or become 

aware of crime in TMNP through warning signs and patrolling officers. In fact, risk 

perceptions between international tourists and domestic tourists differed; local South 

African visitors had less perception of crime risk but higher awareness of crime 

incidents than international tourists (George, 2010). Moreover, Visiting Friends and 

Relatives (VFR) tourists tended to feel more risk than business and holiday tourists 

because their friends and relatives knew more about crime in TMNP and warned them; 

holiday tourists perceived TMNP as safer than business or VFR tourists (George, 2010). 

This study further found that the respondents’ risk perception did not affect their 
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intention to visit TMNP. Most of the respondents recommended TMNP to others and 

returned to TMNP, even though they perceived that TMNP might be unsafe; however, 

the respondents’ attitudes toward risk did not influence the causal relationship between 

crime-safety and intention to revisit or recommend TMNP. For this non-significant 

relationship, George (2010) explained that most of the respondents were South Africans 

who are likely risk-tolerant, based on Hofstede’s uncertainty avoidance index (UAI) 

scale. His findings indicated that gender was not a specific factor of risk perception 

(George, 2010).  

India 

According to Chaudhary (2000), although it is a culturally sophisticated country 

that possesses rich arts and cultural heritage, India is having difficulty achieving the 

expected number of inbound tourists because of its negative image as a dangerous 

tourism destination. Chaudhary’s study investigated attitudes of inbound tourists and 

measured whether or not they actually perceived the negative images by analyzing their 

pre- (expectation) and post-trip perceptions (satisfaction). A gap analysis between 

tourists’ expectations and satisfaction level was employed to understand whether or not 

they were matched. The author studied international tourists who had traveled or stayed 

in India with a questionnaire, using Oliver's (1980) approach. The survey employed 

structured questions with a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree) and included 20 attitudinal factors (10 positively framed attributes and 

10 negatively framed attributes for expectation and satisfaction level, respectively), as 

well as a socio-demographic profile. There were differences, both positive and negative, 

between expectation and satisfaction in 17 items. Tourists’ expectations and satisfaction 

were matched in 3 items: inexpensive destination, good transportation, and poor quality 
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of roads. Chaudhary found that the respondents’ overall image of India was negative. 

The variety of arts and rich cultural heritage were two positive items; however, they 

have already been used as main tourism attractions in India to contribute to its branding 

image. Therefore, Chaudhary (2000) concluded that by improving other attributes, such 

as infrastructure and safety, India can boost its image as a destination with a 

sophisticated culture.  

Hong Kong 

Hong Kong is also one of the most famous tourism destinations in Asia and the 

Pacific. Law (2006) investigated perception of the impact of risk among international 

tourists in their decision making, focusing on infectious diseases, natural disasters, and 

terrorist attacks. The author studied international travelers to Hong Kong with a wide-

scale omnibus survey using personal interviews. The survey questions were structured 

and close-ended with 5-point scales ranging from 1 (very low) to 5 (very high), 1 (very 

unlikely) to 5 (very likely), and 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), except for one 

open-ended question. The open-ended question asked about other possible risks that 

might cause the respondents to change their plans. The questionnaire included two 

qualifying questions in the first section, which tested the respondents’ eligibility by 

asking whether or not they were residents of Hong Kong as well as the purpose of their 

visit. The main part of the questionnaire included five variables: types of risks, measures 

that strengthen tourists' confidence to travel, the likelihood that tourists will change their 

original plan if any of these risks occur in their travel destination, the agreement on 

whether the implementation of a set of measures will strengthen their confidence to 

travel, and demographic data of tourists. Law (2006) found that the respondents 

expected the destination they visit to be free of the probability of occurrence of risks of 
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infectious disease, terrorist attack and natural disaster. His findings also showed a 

statistically significant relationship between respondents’ country of residence and their 

risk perception.  

Thailand 

Thailand’s domestic terrorist attacks and reported images of armed civilians have 

created its negative image as a risky destination and negatively affected its tourism 

industry (Rittichainuwat & Chakraborty, 2009). According to Rittichainuwat and 

Chakraborty (2009), Thailand has also suffered from its negative image as a destination 

with disease risks of SARS and bird flu (H5N1 virus). Therefore, the authors aimed to 

“(1) identify tourists’ concerns about perceived travel risks while travelling abroad, (2) 

explore whether such perceived risks affect tourists’ decision during crises, (3) 

investigate whether such risks are in any way mitigated by a traveler’s prior experience 

with the foreign country, and (4) determine the impact of terrorism and the impact of 

disease[s] such as SARS and bird flu on Thailand’s hospitality industry” (p. 410). They 

used a mixed-method approach, including interviews, self-administrated questionnaire 

surveys, and in-depth, one-on-one, interviewee-administered interviews. The 

respondents included inbound tourists for the first qualitative study; first-time and repeat 

inbound leisure tourists for the quantitative study; and managers of hotels, managers of 

tour operators and travel agencies, and managers and chefs of restaurants targeting 

tourists for the second qualitative study. For the first qualitative study, a semi-structured 

interview was conducted. For the quantitative study, the questions were close-ended 

and measured with a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree). Finally, for the second qualitative study, a structured interview was 

conducted to better understand the impacts of disease and terrorism risk on the 
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hospitality industry in Thailand. The first qualitative study asked the respondents about 

the top three reasons that would deter them from traveling abroad, the impact of SARS 

and bird flu on their decisions to take other international trips, and the impact of 

terrorism on their decision. The quantitative survey was designed based on the results 

of the first qualitative study. The survey included four variables: travel behaviors, 

perceived travel risks, travel intentions toward taking international trips, and selected 

demographics. The second qualitative study included questions about the respondents’ 

opinions regarding the short- and long-term impacts on their business associated with 

SARS, bird flu, and terrorism in three specific provinces in Thailand, as well as their 

strategy to increase sales during such crises. Rittichainuwat and Chakraborty found that 

the respondents would not overlook their personal safety even if travel costs were low. 

With regard to terrorism, the respondents agreed that they would choose travel to a less 

dangerous destination rather than stop traveling completely. As stated earlier, the 

results revealed that first-time tourists worried about disease risk, while repeat tourists 

were concerned about the increased travel costs and inconvenience. Rittichainuwat and 

Chakraborty suggested that first-time tourists are “destination-naïve” because of their 

lack of knowledge and familiarity, while repeat tourists are “destination-aware,” thanks 

to their previous experience (p. 415). The authors argued that repeat tourists’ previous 

experience enabled them to compare their previous trip and current trip in terms of cost 

and convenience. In addition, their study did not find any statistical difference between 

first-time and repeat tourists for the following items: terrorism, lack of novelty, and 

deterioration of tourist attractions. Therefore, Rittichainuwat and Chakraborty (2009) 

concluded that since the respondents worried about their personal safety more than 
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price promotion, the government and authorities should provide security information to 

minimize potential tourists’ risk perception, rather than discounting travel costs, which 

generate a negative destination image of low-cost and “cheap,” which may be difficult to 

reverse.  

London, United Kingdom  

Developing countries are not alone in their need to reduce tourist’s destination 

risk perception. Developed countries also need to make efforts to reduce tourists’ 

destination risk perception. London is one of the most urbanized and culturally 

sophisticated cities in the world. Carr (2001) investigated gender differences in young 

tourists’ perception of danger within the city of London in terms of leisure spaces and 

time. In this study, danger was measured by asking the respondents how safe, relaxed, 

vulnerable, threatened, and at risk people felt while in London. The author studied 

young tourists (age 16-35) staying in the City of London Youth Hostel, using a 

questionnaire at the face-to-face level. The questions about “danger” were rated with a 

10-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very unsafe) to 10 (very safe), 1 (very tense) to 10 

(very relaxed), 1 (very vulnerable) to 10 (not vulnerable at all), 1 (very threatened) to 10 

(not threatened at all), 1 (at risk) to 10 (at no risk), and 1 (very dangerous) to 10 

(virtually no danger). The values for each item were summed and grouped into five 

categories: very dangerous (total value 5-10), dangerous (11-20), slightly dangerous 

(21-30), low danger (31-40), and virtually no danger (41-50). The questionnaire included 

five variables: perception of danger, gender, age, time, and group composition. Carr’s 

study found that women were more likely to perceive London as a dangerous or slightly 

dangerous place during the nighttime than men; however, the author further argued that 

the differences between men and women were subtle, even though they behaved 
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slightly differently on some occasions. Carr (2001) concluded that since the study 

showed similarities in men’s and women’s perceptions of danger, an “individual’s 

perception of danger is not only influenced by the socio-cultural norms and values that 

gender represents, but also by personal desires” (p. 569).  

New Orleans, United States 

Although it is one of the main urban tourism destinations in the United States, 

New Orleans has been perceived as an unsafe city because of its high crime rate 

(Dimanche & Lepetic, 1999); however, “[a] recent New Orleans visitor profile report 

indicated that 82.4% of the respondents perceived New Orleans to be a somewhat safe 

or safe destination” (Dimanche & Moody, 1997, cited in Dimanche & Lepetic, 1999, p. 

21). Dimanche and Lepetic (1999) argued the visitors’ shift in perception could be 

attributed to (1) risk takers, attracted by the risky image, actually visiting the city and 

finding that it was not as dangerous as they had expected and (2) many visitors, in 

particular international tourists, arriving without being aware of the risky situation. 

Israel 

Focusing on Israel, Fuchs and Reichel (2004) investigated inter-cultural and 

inter-religious differences in tourists’ destination risk perception based on their premise 

that tourists with different religious and cultural backgrounds have different levels of risk 

perception and different risk reduction strategies. A structured questionnaire included 

overall destination risk perception, types and dimensions of destination risk (human-

induced risk, financial risk, service quality risk, socio-psychological risk, natural 

disasters and car accident, and food safety and weather), risk-reduction strategies, 

socio-demographic characteristics, and self-image as a risk taker. The questions about 

overall risk perception were mixed into one overall risk index. The authors studied 
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international tourists to Israel with a questionnaire using interviews at the face-to-face 

level. Structured questions were measured with a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) for questions about destination risk perception, 

1 (very religious) to 7 (totally secular) for questions about religious observance, 1 (very 

low) to 7 (very high) for questions about risk reduction strategies, and 1 (like to take 

high risks) to 7 (do not like to take high risks) for questions about risk-taking propensity. 

Fuchs and Reichel found that tourists’ nationality had a significant influence on their 

overall risk perception; types of risk they perceived, especially human-induced risk, 

financial risk, socio-psychological risk, food safety and weather; risk-reduction 

strategies; and self-image. Simultaneously, their religious background also affected their 

degree of destination risk perception, risk-reduction strategies, and self-image. For 

example, overall risk perceived by German tourists was significantly higher than that of 

tourists from the US, Canada, France, and other Western European countries. Although 

human-induced risk and socio-psychological risk were perceived as higher by other 

international tourists, financial risk, and food safety and weather were perceived as 

higher among tourists from the US and Canada. Tourists from the US and Canada 

sought significantly more information from travel agents than tourists from France, 

Germany, and other Western European countries. US and Canadian tourists also 

searched for more information on the Internet, from friends and relatives, and through 

consulting with people who had previously visited the destination, and made their 

decision in cooperation with others more frequently than tourists from France. US and 

Canadian tourists were more likely to watch television programs than tourists from 

Western Europe. Overall risk was perceived as significantly smaller by Jews versus 
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Catholics, Protestants, and those who were not affiliated with formal religion. Tourists 

from France had a self-image as greater risk takers than tourists from the US and 

Canada. Fuchs and Reichel suggested that Jewish tourists’ perception of relatively low 

overall destination risk as well as human-induced risk can be attributed to the significant 

role of Israel as their heritage. Hence, Fuchs and Reichel (2004) suggested that since 

tourists have diverse destination risk perceptions, depending on their nationalities and 

religious backgrounds, destination marketers should focus on the similarities and 

differences in their perceptions and design marketing strategies to attract them.  

Fuchs and Reichel (2006) examined destination risk perception of international 

tourists to Israel and conducted open-ended interviews with academic experts, tourists, 

and tour guides as well as a literature review to find more risk items to add to the 

outcome of the literature review. They studied academic experts who were university 

professors of tourism in Israel and the US, as well as tourists and tour guides, and 

obtained the following items: the way the locals would react to tourist behavior, crowded 

sightseeing, tasteless food, and tourist valuable vacation time. In order to create a 

questionnaire, the authors then divided all the risk factors acquired in the qualitative 

approach into six categories: physical risk, performance risk, social risk, psychological 

risk, time risk, and financial risk; however, in this study, due to the difficulties 

respondents had in distinguishing them, social risk and psychological risk were 

combined into socio-psychological risk (Fuchs & Reichel, 2006). Based on their 

assumption that “each destination is characterized by both an overall risk perception 

and specific categories or items” (Fuchs & Reichel, 2006, p. 90), they included overall 

risk perception in the questionnaire to measure tourists’ general attitude toward the risk 
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associated with Israel as a specific destination. The questionnaire, the Tourist 

Destination Risk Perception Scale, was designed and composed of 5 questions 

measuring the overall destination risk perception of Israel and 29 questions measuring 

various types of risks associated with Israel, as well as other variables such as motive 

for visiting Israel, experience in international travel and past visits to Israel, strategies for 

dealing with risk, and sociodemographics factors. Structured questions asked the 

respondents about their risk perception before their arrival, except for one question in 

the overall risk perception section asking their risk perception while visiting the 

destination. The questions were measured with a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The authors studied international tourists to 

Israel with a questionnaire using interviews at the face-to-face level. A factor analysis 

using the method of principal component with Varimax rotation identified six groups: 

human-induced risk, financial risk, service quality risk, socio-psychological risk, natural 

disaster and car accidents, and food safety and weather. The factor analysis revealed 

that the respondents did distinguish the various types of risks associated with Israel 

(e.g., car accidents as physical threat caused by human beings and natural disaster as 

physical threat caused by nature). Their study found that the overall risk measure 

(index) was correlated with all six of the factors in the following order: human-induced, 

financial, service quality, socio-psychological, natural disasters and car accident, and 

food safety and weather. Finally, Fuchs and Reichel (2006) suggested that to measure 

tourists’ overall risk perception, future researchers can use either the overall risk 

perception index, including all five questions or choose one of the five questions from 
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the index because there were high correlations within the overall risk perception index, 

as well as between the risk index and the various types of risk. 

In 2011, Fuchs and Reichel (2011) extended their research to investigate the 

difference between first-time tourists and repeat tourists in their destination risk 

perception, risk reduction strategies, and motivation to visit Israel. They used data 

obtained from Fuchs and Reichel's (2004) study. Fuchs and Reichel found that first-time 

tourists tended to perceive human-induced risk, socio-psychological risk, and food 

safety and weather, while repeat tourists perceived financial risk, service quality risk, 

and natural disaster and car accident. As for risk reduction strategies, first-time tourists 

tended to employ various types of strategies, while repeat tourists tended to make 

decisions with relatives and friends and to take inexpensive trips. As for their main 

motivations, first-time tourists were more likely to visit Israel for religion, sightseeing, 

and culture, while repeat tourists went for health, leisure, and to visit friends and 

relatives. According to Fuchs and Reichel, Israel’s cultural heritage and centripetal force 

as a pilgrimage or religious tourism destination have been regarded as its main pull 

factor as a brand; however, such cultural heritage and religious sites can all be visited in 

a single trip; thus, repeat tourists had more diversified motives in addition to religious 

motives. Therefore, this study showed that different segments of tourists have different 

destination risk perceptions, risk reduction strategies, and motivations to visit a specific 

destination (Fuchs & Reichel, 2011). 

In conclusion, destination risk perception is multidimensional; overall destination 

risk can be identified with the associated various risk types and dimensions (Fuchs & 

Reichel, 2006). Therefore, in destination marketing, it is important to understand the 
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constructs of tourists’ safety and security perception of the destination and deal with 

their perceptions with various strategies (Fuchs & Reichel, 2006).  

Heritage Tourism in Japan 

Japan as a Cultural and Heritage Tourism Destination  

Japan’s sophisticated culture and inherited cultural properties, including World 

Heritage sites, have attracted a number of inbound international tourists. In 2010, Japan 

welcomed 8,611,175 overseas visitors (Japan National Tourism Organization [JNTO], 

2011a, 2013b), and the economic impact for the year was 49.4 trillion yen on output 

(5.5% of total output), 25.2 trillion yen on GDP (5.2% of GDP), and 4.24 million jobs 

(6.6% of the total number of jobs in Japan) (Japan Tourism Agency, 2012b, p. 7). JNTO 

(2011b, c) conducted a large survey from February through October in 2010 in which 

21,342 international tourists from more than 15 countries participated. One of the survey 

questions asked about their primary purpose for visiting Japan before their arrival and 

12,338 international tourists answered this question. The result showed that their 

primary reasons for visiting in 2010 were (in order of popularity) food (62.5%), shopping 

(53.1%), historic and traditional sites and landscapes (45.8%), natural and seasonal 

landscapes and rural scenery (45.1%) and hot springs (44.3%) (JNTO, 2011b, c). 

Based on these data, historic and traditional sites and landscapes ranked third in 

motivation of international tourists; therefore, one can assume that Japan is already a 

heritage tourism destination and has the potential to appeal to the world with that 

destination image; however, despite Japan’s popularity and branding image as a 

culturally oriented country, Jimura (2011) argued that little research has been conducted 

into cultural and heritage tourism in Japan.  
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US Tourists in Japan Tourism and Their Primary Purpose for Visiting  

In 2010, 727,234 US tourists visited Japan, ranking them fourth behind South 

Korea, China, and Taiwan (Japan National Tourism Organization [JNTO], 2012a). In 

2011, the number of US tourists decreased to 565,887; however, they were again 

ranked fourth, following the top three countries (JNTO, 2012a). In the JNTO (2011b, c) 

survey conducted in 2010, 2,120 US tourists were interviewed with 28.3% reporting they 

visited Japan for sightseeing, 43.5% for business, 18.7% for Visiting Friends and 

Relatives (VFR), and 9.4% for other purposes; however, JNTO’s (2012a) survey 

reported that in 2010, 747,234 US tourists visited Japan (457,247 for sightseeing, 

208,232 for business, and 61,755 for other purposes). Thus, the results of the JNTO 

(2011b, c) survey conducted in 2010 may represent a sampling error and the numbers 

reported by the second JNTO survey (2012a) may be more accurate because the JNTO 

investigated more than 700,000 US tourists’ purposes. Therefore, one can conclude 

that US inbound tourists are more likely to be leisure tourists. The survey also found 

that 62.4% of US tourists in 2010 were first-timers and 37.6% were repeaters (JNTO, 

2011b, c). The JNTO (2011b, c) survey further found that 10.5% visited by 

packaged/group tour, 87.5% by personally organized travel, and 2.0% by other modes 

of travel or not sure. Among the primary purposes of the visit among US tourists 

(N=601) in 2010 were food (80.4%); historic and traditional sites and landscapes 

(72.4%); curiosity about the life of locals and communication with locals (56.1%); 

shopping (53.4%); and to experience Japanese traditional culture/watch shows and 

performances (47.8%). Therefore, it is clear that US tourists are an important target 

segment and Japanese heritage has contributed in attracting them.  
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In 2013, in its promotional plan for the US market, the Japanese government has 

targeted US citizens who live in big cities, have more than $120,000 in household 

income, are over 40 years old, and have a bachelor’s degree as the most important 

target segment because US tourists who have actually visited Japan tend to have those 

characteristics (Japan Travel Agency, 2013). In its plan, the government has appealed 

to this segment by introducing a variety of content, including historic and traditional 

architecture and buildings. In addition, according to the World Tourism Organization 

(UNWTO; 2012b), US tourists ranked second in international tourism expenditure; they 

spent US$75.5 billion in 2010 and US$79.1 billion in 2011. Therefore, US tourists are 

among the most significant markets in terms of their economic contribution to both 

international tourism and Japan’s tourism.  

Japan’s Potential Threats to Safety and Security Perception among Tourists 

As stated, safety and security perception is a crucial factor in tourists’ decision 

making. Even though it may rarely be categorized as a dangerous destination, Japan 

carries potential threats related to safety and security perception among international 

tourists. Due to its geographic location and climate, Japan is vulnerable to natural 

disasters, particularly earthquakes, tsunamis, and typhoons (Cooper & Erfurt, 2007). 

According to Cooper and Erfurt, despite its vulnerability, the Japanese government did 

not mention the frequent occurrence of volcanism, earthquakes, and flooding in its 

promotional campaign for international tourism. Such natural disasters may affect 

perceptions of Japan and the desirability of Japan as a vacation destination among 

potential visitors because (1) they happen on a large scale with high magnitude, (2) they 

usually strike the mainland that holds the capital and big cities, (3) they happen 

continuously, and (4) a lack of knowledge, not only about the actual area affected or to 
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be affected but also about the country as a whole, results in biased public perceptions 

led by the media and word of mouth (Cooper & Erfurt, 2007).   

In fact, the Great East Japan Earthquake (M 9.0) hit the northern area of Japan, 

Tohoku, on March 11, 2011. It was the biggest earthquake in Japan’s history and the 

fourth largest in world history (Reconstruction Agency, 2012b), which resulted in a huge 

number of casualties (15,882 dead, 2,668 missing, and 6,142 injured as of March 11, 

2013) (National Police Agency, 2013). Even though they survived or were saved from 

the chaotic situation, a number of people (1,632 as of March 31, 2012), mainly the 

elderly, lost their lives due to harsh conditions in temporary housing or accommodations, 

stress, and fatigue, as well as inaccessibility to hospitals and medical care 

(Reconstruction Agency, 2012a). Furthermore, many valuable cultural heritage sites 

and properties were also lost or damaged (744; the reported total was 754 because 

some of them were designated over two or more categories) (Agency for Cultural Affairs, 

2012a, b). The economic impacts were tremendous; the Japanese government reported 

more than 16.0 trillion yen ($192bn) in economic losses (BBC, 2012; Cabinet Office of 

Japan, 2011; Asahi Shimbun Company, 2011) and released 12.1 trillion yen ($145bn) 

for reconstruction of the affected areas (BBC, 2011; Ministry of Finance Japan, 2011). 

The unpredictable and inevitable event also had huge impacts on the tourism industry. 

In 2011, compared with the 8,611,175 in 2010 (Japan National Tourism Organization 

[JNTO], 2011a, 2013b), the total number of inbound visitors was lower: 6,218,747 

visitors (JNTO, 2012a); the JNTO assumed that the perception of risk toward disaster 

and radiation, as well as the appreciation of the value of the yen, may have caused this 

decline (JNTO, 2012b). Therefore, given that the economic impacts also may decrease 
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accordingly, the issue of the revitalization of the economy is no longer only concerned 

with the affected area but with the whole country. For instance, the government has 

acknowledged the crucial role of tourism in the post-disaster recovery and has been 

working on tourism promotion and planning to revitalize the tourism industry and the 

economy as a whole (Japan Tourism Agency, 2012a; Prime Minister of Japan and His 

Cabinet, 2012). In 2012, the total number of inbound tourists grew to 8,367,872 (JNTO, 

2013a).  

Recent Destination Image of Japan  

In 2012, to examine the image of Japan among US citizens, the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs “commissioned the Gallup Organization to conduct an opinion poll”, 

which has been carried out almost every year since 1960 (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 

Japan [MOFA], 2012a, “Opinion Poll,” para. 1). This poll mostly asked about diplomatic 

and political concerns; however, it also included the following question: Question 13: I 

am going to read some phrases that may or may not describe Japan. From what you’ve 

heard or read, please tell if it does or does not describe Japan (MOFA, 2012b, p. 4). In 

answering the question, the respondents agreed that Japan is a country that has great 

traditions and culture (97%), a country with a strong economy and high-technology 

(91%), a country that disseminates new culture to the world such as animation, fashion, 

and cuisine (90%), and a country with beautiful nature (88%) (MOFA, 2012b, p. 4). In 

this question, there was no significant difference among the percentages in 2010, 2011, 

and 2012.  

In 2013, the World Economic Forum (WEF) published The Travel & Tourism 

Competitiveness Report 2013 in which it assessed “140 economies worldwide based on 

the extent to which they are putting in place the factors and policies to make it attractive 
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to develop the travel and tourism sector” (WEF, 2013a, “Travel & Tourism,” para. 1). 

The report announced that Japan was fourteenth internationally in the 2013 Travel & 

Tourism Competitiveness Index (TTCI), which was up eight places since the last 

assessment in 2011. In Asia and the Pacific region, Japan is ranked fourth, following 

Singapore (first), Australia (second), and New Zealand (third) (WEF, 2013b). In 

summary, WEF (2013b) commented that: 

This achievement is especially impressive against the backdrop of the 2011 
tsunami and related nuclear disaster. Japan’s T&T [travel and tourism] 
sector resilience can be ascribed to its rich cultural resources (ranked 11th), 
with its 32 World Heritage cultural sites, the many international fairs and 
exhibitions hosted by the country, and its rich creative industries. Its ground 
transport infrastructure is among the best in the world (ranked 7th), 
especially its railroads, and Japan continues to lead in the area of education 
and training (ranked 13th). Moreover, it has continued to develop its already 
strong ICT [Information and Communication Technology] infrastructure and 
now ranks 7th in this area. In addition, Japan’s extremely customer oriented 
culture (1st) is an important strength for the T&T industry. On the other 
hand, the country continues to be an expensive destination, ranking 130th 
in the price competitiveness pillar. (p. 20)  

Therefore, the reports of the MOFA and WEF indicated that Japan is considered to be 

successfully recovered from the crisis that occurred in 2011 and perceived as a country 

with rich culture and high technology. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS AND INSTRUMENT 

This cross-sectional survey research examined Japan’s safety and security 

perceptions among US heritage tourists. This chapter explains the methods and 

procedures used for data collection as well as data analysis procedures.   

Research Questions 

As proposed earlier, this study was conducted based on the premise that (1) 

because of individual differences in travel purpose, past travel experience and 

sociodemographics, US heritage tourists would have different degrees of safety and 

security perceptions regarding traveling to Japan, and (2) accordingly, their safety and 

security perceptions might affect their desirability rating of Japan as well as their 

likelihood of visiting Japan. Therefore, in this study, the following research question was 

proposed: What are Japan’s safety and security perceptions among US heritage 

tourists? Additionally; 

1. What are the sociodemographic and behavioral characteristics of US heritage 
tourists? 

2. Is there any difference between heritage tourists and other tourists in terms of 
their (1) sociodemographics, (2) past travel experience (both international and to 
Japan) and familiarity with Japan, (3) perceptions of Japan’s safety and security 
(overall perceptions and perceptions of specific threat factors), (4) desirability of 
Japan as a vacation destination, and (5) likelihood of visiting Japan? 

3. What are the differences among sociodemographic factors in terms of overall 
safety and security perceptions of Japan? 

4. What are the relationships among safety and security perception factors (overall 
perceptions and perceptions of specific threat factors)? 

5. What are the relationships among safety and security perception factors (overall 
perceptions and perceptions of specific threat factors), familiarity with Japan, the 
desirability of Japan as a vacation destination, and likelihood of visiting Japan in 
the future?  



 

66 

 

Figure 3-1. Conceptual framework 

 
Data Collection 

The participants were selected by random sampling procedures through Amazon 

Mechanical Turk® (http://aws.amazon.com/mturk/ or 

https://www.mturk.com/mturk/welcome). According to Amazon Web Services, Inc. or its 

affiliates (2012), “Amazon Web Services, the ‘Powered by Amazon Web Services’ logo 

and name any other AWS Marks used in such materials are trademarks of Amazon.com, 

Inc. or its affiliates in the United States and/or other countries” (para. 12). The online link 
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to the questionnaire was uploaded on Amazon Mechanical Turk® where the 

respondents could participate and be compensated at any time while the survey link 

was activated. Once they clicked the link, the respondents were automatically 

transferred to the online survey tool Qualtrics® (https://ufl.qualtrics.com/), Version 

45279. Copyright © 2013 Qualtrics. According to Qualtrics (n.d.), “Qualtrics and all other 

Qualtrics product or service names are registered trademarks or trademarks of Qualtrics, 

Provo, UT, USA. http://www.qualtrics.com” (“Example Citation,” para. 1). The 

participants were then taken to the consent form on the first page of the questionnaire. 

The consent form gave them instructions about the nature of the study, including the 

purpose of the study, voluntary participation, and confidentiality of their answers. Only 

after agreeing to participate were the participants allowed to take the survey. This was 

achieved by clicking the “Agree” button at the bottom of the consent form. Access to the 

questionnaire was limited to subscribers to Amazon Mechanical Turk®.  

On Amazon Mechanical Turk®, “requesters” (employers) create “Human 

Intelligence Tasks” [HITs] (tasks) and hire “workers” (employees) to complete their tasks. 

Requesters post their tasks online with descriptions (e.g., the amount of reward, time to 

complete) and enable workers to complete them through online survey methods (e.g., 

Qualtrics®). Workers can decide in which tasks they participate by reading each of the 

descriptions, such as “shopping.” Once they successfully complete a task, workers can 

get a “reward” (compensation for participation paid by the requesters). Requesters can 

refuse to pay a reward for workers’ unsatisfactory completion on their task. Refusal of 

payment by requesters harms the workers’ “reputation” because, in general, requesters 

can avoid hiring workers with high refusal rates (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). 

https://ufl.qualtrics.com/
http://www.qualtrics.com/
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Buhrmester et al. confirmed that Amazon Mechanical Turk® can help researchers to 

complete research by allowing them to collect high-quality data, and save money and 

time in data collection. The authors further found that “MTurk [Amazon Mechanical 

Turk®] participants are at least as diverse and more representative of noncollege 

populations than those of typical Internet and traditional samples. Most 

important[ly],…the quality of data provided by MTurk met or exceeded the psychometric 

standards associated with published research” (p. 5). They also noted that Amazon 

Mechanical Turk® enables researchers to hire participants quickly in an affordable 

manner. The Web site helps researchers acquire valid data because the amount of 

compensation does not affect the quality of data but affects the data collection speed. 

Moreover, it enables researchers to collect the data that are “at least as reliable as 

those obtained via traditional methods” (Buhrmester et al., 2011, p.3). The authors 

conclude that with such contributions, Amazon Mechanical Turk® will become a major 

research tool in psychology and other social science studies. Therefore, this study used 

Amazon Mechanical Turk® for data collection. Upon conducting the survey, small 

incentives were provided to the respondents. 

Instrumentation  

The self-administrated, structured questionnaire consisted of six sections: (1) 

primary purposes of travel, (2) past travel experiences, (3) desirability of Japan as a 

vacation destination, (4) likelihood of visiting Japan, (5) perceptions of Japan’s safety 

and security, and (6) sociodemographic factors.  

The first question asked the respondents to state and rank their top three primary 

purposes for traveling in general, in order of importance from 1 (most important) to 3 

(least important). If the respondents included historic attractions or cultural attractions 
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as the most important factor, this study considered them as heritage tourists, while the 

remaining were considered as non-heritage tourists. This question was intended to 

divide the respondents into two groups.  

To measure general perceptions of Japan among the respondents and how the 

perceptions could have implications for overall perceptions of Japan’s safety and 

security, the survey included one open-ended question: When you think of Japan, what 

would be the first three words or images that come to your mind?  

Past travel experiences consist of three items: previous international travel 

experience (and the number of countries), previous travel experience to Japan (and the 

number of trips and main purpose), and familiarity with Japan. The question about the 

past international travel experience were both closed- and open-ended.  Familiarity with 

Japan was measured with a 7-point bipolar scale ranging from 1 (very low) to 7 (very 

high).  

Desirability of Japan as a vacation destination was measured with a 7-point 

bipolar scale ranging from 1 (very undesirable) to 7 (very desirable). Likelihood of 

visiting Japan was measured with a 7-point bipolar scale ranging from 1 (very unlikely) 

to 7 (very likely). 

Perceptions of Japan’s safety and security included overall safety and security 

perception and 30 threat items. The respondents were asked to provide three words or 

images associated with Japan (open-ended question). Then, they were asked to give 

their opinions about the level of safety and security in Japan along a 7-point bipolar 

scale ranging from 1 (very dangerous/risky) to 7 (very safe/secure). The second close-

ended question, Please rate your level of agreement with the following issues to emerge 
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if you were to visit Japan, asked the respondents to state the extent to which they 

agreed with each of 30 specific threats along a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). Existing scales that the researcher modified 

and used are summarized in Table 3-2. As shown in Table 3-2, the 30 items were all 

derived from an exhaustive review of literature, including, physical risk, 

functional/performance risk, social risk, psychological risk, financial risk and time risk, 

crime risk, cultural risk, food risk, health risk, infectious disease risk, and natural 

disaster risk, political instability risk, and terrorism risk items (Fuchs & Reichel, 2006; 

George, 2010; Qi et al., 2009; Rittichainuwat & Chakraborty, 2009). This study added 

new items: high cost of travel, lack of communication access (e.g. Internet, telephone), 

long distance from home, negative effect on my physical well-being, negative effect on 

my psychological well-being, trip experience not meeting my expectations, and violation 

of tourist rights. The current study added radiation, which may be specifically associated 

with Japan. In this study, radiation risk is defined as the probability of being harmed by 

radiation during a trip.  

The sociodemographic section included gender, age, education level, 

occupation and annual income before taxes in 2012. Occupation was included because 

it had been employed to understand the profile of heritage tourists in previous heritage 

tourism studies (e.g., Light, 1996). The instrument was pilot tested for reliability and 

validity. 
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Table 3-1. Methodologies of destination risk studies 

 

Researcher(s) Country Context Method(s) Main Mode(s) of Data 
Collection 

Risk Component(s) 
Measured 

Main Mode 
Questions 

No. of 
Attributes 

No. of 
Factors 

Gartner and 
Shen (1992) 

China General tourism  Quantitative 2-wave mail survey, using 
Dilman's (1978) method  

Safety and security Structured 10 - 

Carr (2001) London, 
UK 

Urban tourism Quantitative Questionnaire, face-to-face  Perception of personal danger Structured - 6 

Fuchs and 
Reichel (2004) 

Israel Cultural and 
heritage tourism, 
Religious 
tourism 

Quantitative Questionnaire, face-to-face 
interview 

Overall destination risk perception 
Perception of types of risk 

Structured 26  
(5 + 21) 

7  
(1 + 6) 

Fuchs and 
Reichel (2006) 

Israel Cultural and 
heritage tourism, 
Religious 
tourism 

Combination (the qualitative)  
Interview 

(the quantitative) 
Questionnaire, face-to-face 
interview 

 

Overall risk perception 
Perception of types of risk 
 

(the qualitative)  
Open-ended 

(the quantitative) 
Structured 

23  
(5 + 18) 

7  
(1 + 6) 

Law (2006) Hong 
Kong 

General tourism Quantitative The wide-scale Omnibus 
Survey, Personal interview 

Perception of the probability of 
occurrence,  

magnitude of threat and efficiency of 
official media in terms of Infectious 
disease risk, natural disaster risk and 
Terrorism risk  

(Open-ended question about what 
other possible risks might cause 
tourists to change their travel plans) 

 

Structured, 
open-ended 

- 3 

Maser & 
Weiermair 
(1998) 

- - Quantitative Survey, Questionnaire for 
personal interviews 

Not clear Semi-structured Not clear Not 
clear 

Qi, Gibson, & 
Zhang (2009) 

China General tourism, 
sports tourism 

Quantitative Questionnaire Overall risk perception regarding 
traveling to China,  

Perception of types of risk 

Structured 17 4 

Rittichainuwat & 
Chakraborty 
(2009) 

Thailand General tourism Combination Interview, self-administrated 
questionnaire survey, in-
depth, one-on-one 
interviewees -administrated 
interviews  

 

Travel safety concerns,   
Perception of types of risk 

(the qualitative) 
Semi-structured, 
(the quantitative) 
Structured  

24  
(4 + 20) 

7  
(1 + 6) 

George (2010) South 
Africa 

Nature-based 
tourism, Cultural 
tourism, Sport 
tourism  

Quantitative Intercept, on-site survey, self-
administrated 

Perception of Cape Town,  
Visitor perceptions of TMNP, 
Visitor attitude towards risk,  
Likelihood of revisiting and 
Likelihood of recommending TMNP 
 

Structured, 
open-ended  

11 - 

Fuchs and 
Reichel (2011) 

Israel Cultural and 
heritage tourism, 
Religious 
tourism 

Quantitative Used data obtained in Fuchs & 
Reichel's (2004) study that 
used a Tourist Destination 
Risk Perception Questionnaire 

[Developed Fuchs & Reichel’s (2004, 
2006) study] 
Overall destination risk perception 
Perception of types of risk 

Structured - 6  
(1 + 5) 
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Table 3-2. Threat items and resources from which the items were derived. 

Variable Dimensions Research 

Safety and security 
perception—overall safety 
and security perception 

 

Overall safety and security perception Fuchs & Reichel (2004, 
2006, 2011); George 
(2010); Qi, Gibson, & 
Zhang (2009) 

Safety and security 
perception—specific threats 
to safety and security 

Physical risk  
Crime (e.g. theft, robbery, pickpocket) 

 
Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

 Cultural difference Fuchs & Reichel 
(2006); Qi, Gibson, & 
Zhang (2009) 

 Epidemic diseases (e.g. HIV, SARS, bird flu) Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

  Food safety problems  Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

 Lack of communication access (e.g. Internet, 
telephone) 

New item 

 Language barrier  Qi, Gibson, & Zhang 
(2009); Rittichainuwat & 
Chakraborty (2009) 

 Long distance from home New item 

 Low standard health care Qi, Gibson, & Zhang 
(2009) 

 Natural disasters (e.g. earthquake, tsunami, 
and typhoon) 

Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

 Political unrest  Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

 Pollution  Rittichainuwat & 
Chakraborty (2009) 

 Terrorism Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

 Traffic accidents  Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

 Violence  Qi, Gibson, & Zhang 
(2009) 

 Wars in close vicinity  Qi, Gibson, & Zhang 
(2009) 

 Negative effect on my physical well-being New item 

 Radiation New item 

 Functional/Performance risk  
Lack of hospitality and courtesy of service 

personnel 

 
Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

 Low quality products and services Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

 Uncomfortable level of crowds Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

 Unfriendly locals Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

 Strikes (at airports, railway stations, buses) Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

 Weather controversy Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

 Trip experience not meeting my expectations  New item 

 Violation of tourist rights New item 

 Social risk  
Trip’s negative effect on my image among 

friends and family 

 
Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

  Psychological risk  
Negative effect on my psychological well-

being 

 
New item 

 Financial risk 
Low value for money 

 
Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 

 High cost of travel  
Time risk 
Time consuming in planning, scheduling and 

traveling 

New item  
 
Fuchs & Reichel (2006) 
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The Sample 

The participants were over 18 years old, since Amazon Mechanical Turk® 

requires its subscribers to be 18 or above. Amazon Mechanical Turk® assures 

anonymity of the respondents because the respondents can be identified only by their 

user ID number provided by Amazon. Therefore, although Internet use and online 

surveys often compromise privacy or anonymity, Amazon Mechanical Turk® can 

minimize these risks. Besides, the sample gained from the crowdsourcing web-market 

service is more likely to be representative of the US population (Buhrmester, Kwang, & 

Gosling, 2011). In this study, to obtain valid data, Amazon Mechanical Turk® allowed 

the researcher to collect the responses only from the participants whose HIT Approval 

Rate (the percentage whose contributions had been approved by other requesters 

[employers/researchers]) was at least 90% and who were in the United States by 

screening their IP address. 

Data Analysis 

Data was analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences v21 

(SPSS 21.0). This study employed descriptive statistics, such as mean and standard 

deviation, frequencies, Independent Samples t-test, One-way Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA), and correlation.  

For Research Question 1, descriptive statistics were conducted for all of the 6 

sections: (1) primary purposes of travel, (2) past travel experience (both international 

and to Japan) and familiarity with Japan, (3) desirability of Japan as a vacation 

destination, (4) likelihood of visiting Japan, (5) perceptions of Japan’s safety and 

security (overall perceptions and perceptions of threat items), and (6) sociodemographic 



 

74 

variables. In addition, the frequency analyses of the open-ended questions were 

conducted after recording with a code book. 

For Research Question 2, as proposed earlier, the primary purpose variable was 

first used to divide the respondents into two groups: heritage tourists or non-heritage 

tourists. Further descriptive statistical analyses were conducted on the two groups 

respectively in order to find some specific characteristics or tendencies in their 

responses. After that, crosstabs Chi-square tests (gender, marital status, education 

level, occupation and annual income) and Independent Samples t-test (age) were 

conducted to analyze the differences between the two groups in terms of each variable.  

For Research Question 3, Independent Samples t-test (gender), ANOVA (marital 

status, education level, occupation and annual income), and correlation (age) were 

employed to analyze the relationships between each sociodemographic variable with 

Japan’s overall safety and security perceptions. The ANOVA analysis was followed by a 

post hoc test to examine differences among groups. 

For Research Question 4, before conducting the factor analysis, this study 

excluded the following threat items: negative effect on my physical well-being, trip 

experience not meeting my expectations, trip's negative effect on my image among 

friends and family, negative effect on my psychological well-being, low value for money, 

time consuming in planning, scheduling and traveling. As stated earlier, these six items 

were derived from previous literature and represent respectively the six general risks 

which have been used in previous studies: physical risk, functional/performance risk, 

social risk, psychological risk, financial risk, and time risk. By excluding the six risk 

factors, this study aimed to examine the relationships between the six risk factors and 
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the extracted threat factors in factor analysis; for example, “is Factor 1 more correlated 

with physical risk than social risk?” Therefore, this study conducted the factor analysis 

with the remaining 24 threat items.  

Exploratory factor analysis with principal component analysis was applied to 

summarize and identify the subgroups that display the correlations among the items and 

to extract uncorrelated factors. In this analysis, factors with eigenvalue greater than 1 

were retained and Varimax rotation was used as the rotation method. According to Hair, 

Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1998), variables with loadings equal to or greater than 

l0.5l are kept in factor analysis due to their significance. Therefore, this study used the 

variables with substantial loadings, equal to or more than l0.5l, as the factors.  

This, exploratory factor analysis can “employ a smaller set of measures (the 

factors) to explain a substantial portion of the total variance that is explained by all the 

original variables” (Gerber & Finn, 2005, p. 181). According to Gerber and Finn, 

confirmatory factor analysis can be used when “the researcher has a pre-established 

notion of which variables are associated with a given factor” (p.181). Although the threat 

scale was developed based on the literature review, since this study added new items 

(e.g., lack of communication access, radiation), exploratory factor analysis was selected 

for this study. Besides, Cronbach’s alpha and correlation were used to test the internal 

consistency of the 30 threat items as well as to confirm the results of the exploratory 

factor analysis. The validity was assured by the extensive literature review and opinions 

of academic experts when the threat scale was developed.  

For Research Questions 4 and 5, correlation was utilized to analyze the 

relationships among the variables (overall safety and security perceptions, perceptions 



 

76 

of specific threat factors, familiarity with Japan, desirability of Japan as a vacation 

destination, likelihood of visiting Japan).  
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS  

In this study, a total of 300 questionnaires were completed through Amazon 

Mechanical Turk® and Qualtrics®. This chapter reports the results of the data analyses. 

General Primary Purpose of Travel and Tourist Type  

As proposed earlier, the question for the respondents’ primary purpose for 

traveling in general was used to divide the respondents into two groups: heritage 

tourists or non-heritage tourists. Heritage tourists were the respondents who included 

cultural attractions or historical attractions as their top one reason to travel, which 

means those respondents stated that cultural or historical attractions were the most 

important factors for their reason or purpose of traveling in general (see Table 4-1). 

Accordingly, the remaining 190 respondents were categorized as non-heritage tourists. 

Based on the categorization, this study obtained a total of 109 heritage tourists and 190 

non-heritage tourists. The result of frequencies showed that the most frequent primary 

purposes among non-heritage tourists were visiting family or friends, sea-and-sun 

experience, and natural attractions. The responses given on Other are listed in Table 4-

2.  

Since one respondent did not answer this question, the total number, summing 

up heritage and non-heritage tourists, was 299. The respondent did not answer only this 

question; therefore, this study included this case in the rest of analyses. In short, this 

study coded the answer as a missing value (999) and did not include it in any 

comparison analysis between heritage tourists and non-heritage tourists.  
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Table 4-1. Primary purposes of the respondents  
 All  Heritage  Non-heritage 

Category 
Given 
rank 

N 
 Given 

rank 
N 

 Given 
rank 

N 

Cultural attractions 1 71  1 71  2 48 
2 63  2 15  3 28 
3 35  3 7    

        
 Total 169  Total 93  Total 76 
         
Historical attractions 1 38  1 38  2 22 

2 45  2 23  3 29 
3 37  3 8  6 1 
6 1       
        

 Total 121  Total 69  Total 52 
         
Man-made attractions 1 25  2 11  1 25 

2 30  3 12  2 19 
3 45  5 1  3 33 
5 1       

        
 Total 101  Total 24  Total 77 
         
Events 1 20  2 18  1 20 

2 35  3 12  2 17 
3 36  5 2  3 24 
5 3  7 1  5 1 
7 1       

        
 Total 95  Total 33  Total 62 
         
Natural attractions 1 33  2 27  1 33 

2 53  3 29  2 26 
3 58  4 2  3 29 
4 2       

        
 Total 146  Total 58  Total 88 
         
Sea-sand-sun 
experience 

1 34  2 3  1 34 
2 24  3 21  2 21 
3 39  4 1  3 18 
4 3  6 1  4 2 
6 1  7 1    
7 1  8 1    
8 1       

        
 Total 103  Total 28  Total 75 
         
Visit friends or family 1 66  2 10  1 66 
 2 32  3 13  2 22 
 3 22  4 1  3 9 
 4 1  6 1  8 1 
 6 1  8 1    
 8 2       
 Total 124  Total 26  Total 98 
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Table 4-1. Continued. 
 All  Heritage  Non-heritage 

Category 
Given 
rank 

N 
 Given 

rank 
N 

 Given 
rank 

N 

Business 1 4  3 1  1 4 

2 4  9 3  2 4 
3 8     3 7 
9 4     9 1 

        
 Total 20  Total 4  Total 16 
         
Shopping 1 4  2 2  1 4 

2 9  3 6  2 7 
3 16  5 1  3 10 
5 1  6 1  7 1 
6 1  7 1    
7 2  8 1    
8 1       

        
 Total 34  Total 12  Total 22 
         
Other 1 1  10 2  1 1 

2 1     2 1 
10 2       

        

Total 4  Total 2  Total 2 

 
Table 4-2. Main primary purposes given by the respondents on other category 

 All 
 

Heritage 
 Non-

heritage 
Response N  N  N 

Adventure 1    1 

Food 1  1   

Taking vacations 1    1 

To enjoy 1  1   

Total 4  2  2 

 

Sociodemographic Characteristics 

As shown in Table 4-3, the gender distribution was balanced; females 

represented 49.7% and males represented 50.3%. The age range was from 18 to 70, 

with the mean age being 30.94 years-old. Fifty-six percent of the respondents 

graduated from a university and almost twelve percent received advanced degrees, 

master’s or Ph.D.. The remaining respondents’ highest education was from high school 

(23.3%), vocational school (8.0%), and primary school (1.0%). Half of the respondents 
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were single, and 30% were married, followed by living with a partner (14.3%), divorced 

(2.7%), other (1.7%), and separated (0.3%). Almost 60% of the respondents were 

employed, having professional/managerial (31.7%) or labor/worker (29.0%) status; 

however, almost 40% of the respondents might have financial constraints such as being 

a student (22.3%) or unemployed (15.3%). Only 1.7% of the respondents were retired. 

In terms of annual income before taxes in 2012, 28.7% earned under $15,000, followed 

by $25,000-&34,999 (16.0%), $35,000-$49,999 (16.0%), $15,000-$24,999 (14.7%), 

$50,000-$74,999 (13.7%), $75,999-$99,999 (8.0%), $100,000-$149,999 (2.0%), 

$150,000-$199,999 (0.7%), and $200,000 and above (0.3%).  

In summary, this result revealed that (1) the respondents were young (mean age 

30), (2) the proportion of males and females was almost equal (50% and 50%), (3) more 

than 50% of the respondents graduated from a university, (4) 50% were single, (5) 60% 

were employed, and (6) 60 % of the respondents had an annual income ranging from 

$15,000 to $74,999. 

As stated, a total of 109 heritage tourists and 190 non-heritage tourists were 

found in this study based on their ratings on the important factors when they travel in 

general. The results in Table 4-3 also revealed that the mean age of heritage tourists 

was younger than non-heritage tourists by 4 years. The proportion of males and 

females was almost equal in both of the groups. The number of non-heritage tourists 

who graduated from a university (57.4%) was higher than that of heritage tourists 

(53.2%). Also, compared to non-heritage tourists, heritage tourists tended to have 

higher education levels, considering the number of respondents who had master’s or 

Ph.D. (12.8%); however, at the same time heritage tourists included more low-educated 
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respondents (1.8% graduated from primary school and 29.4% from high school). 

Heritage tourists (56.0%) included more singles than non-heritage tourists (48.4%), 

while non-heritage tourists (32.6%) included more married respondents (heritage 

tourists—25.7%). Students (30.3%) were a dominant segment in the heritage tourist 

group, while the respondents who had professional/managerial status (33.2%) were 

dominant in the non-heritage tourist group. In both groups, 30% of the respondents had 

an annual income below $15,000, and 60% belonged to the income range from $15,000 

to $74,999.  

For Research Question 2, as seen in Table 4-3, the results of the Chi-square 

analysis did not provide any difference between heritage tourists and non-heritage 

tourists in terms of their gender, marital status, education level, occupation and annual 

income; however, the result of the Independent Samples t-test revealed that there is a 

statistically significant difference in age between heritage tourists and non-heritage 

tourists (Mean Difference =-3.921, t =-3.377, p=.001). Hence, there is a reason to 

believe that heritage tourists are younger than non-heritage tourists. 

 
Table 4-3. Sociodemographic characteristics of the respondents 

Variable Category All Heritage 
Non- 

heritage 

Test of 
Difference 

(X²/T-test: Sig.) 

Age (Mean) Years-old 30.94 28.43 32.35 .001* 

Gender (%) Female  
Male 
 

49.7 
50.3 

45.9 
54.1 

51.6 
48.4 

.383 

Education (%) Primary School 
High School 
Vocational   School  
University 
Master’s or Ph.D. 
 

  1.0 
23.3 
  8.0 
56.0 
11.7 

  1.8 
29.4 
  2.8 
53.2 
12.8 

  0.5 
20.0 
11.1 
57.4 
11.1 

.205 

 

 



 

82 

Table 4-3. Continued. 

Variable Category All Heritage 
Non- 

heritage 

Test of 
Difference 

(X²/T-test: Sig.) 

Marital status (%) 
 

Single 
Married 
Divorced 
Separated 
Living with a partner 
Other  

51.0 
30.0 
  2.7 
  0.3 
14.3 
  1.7 

 

56.0 
25.7 
  1.8 
  0.9 
14.7 
  0.9 

48.4 
32.6 
  3.2 
13.7 
  2.1 

.380 

Occupation (%) 
 
 
 
 
 
Annual income (%) 

Student 
Unemployed 
Retired 
Labor/Worker 
Professional/Managerial 
 
Under $15,000 
$15,000-$24,999 
$25,000-&34,999 
$35,000-$49,999 
$50,000-$74,999 
$75,999-$99,999 
$100,000-$149,999 
$150,000-$199,999 
$200,000 and above 

22.3 
15.3 
  1.7 
29.0 
31.7 

 
28.7 
14.7 
16.0 
16.0 
13.7 
  8.0 
  2.0 
  0.7 
  0.3 

30.3 
16.5 
  0.9 
23.9 
28.4 

 
28.4 
17.4 
14.7 
16.5 
14.7 
  5.5 
  1.8 
  0.9 

  0 

17.9 
14.7 
  2.1 
32.1 
33.2 

 
28.9 
13.2 
16.8 
15.8 
13.2 
  8.9 
  2.1 
  0.5 
  0.5 

.282 
 
 
 
 
 

.559 

Note: *. Significant at the 0.05 level.  

 
Past Travel Experience 

As seen in Table 4-4, more than sixty percent of the respondents had previous 

international travel experience. The number of countries they had visited varied 

between 1 and 70, and 3.11 on average. The result of frequencies showed that the 

number varied between 1 and 15, and 70 was the outlier. Therefore, only when 

computing the mean of the number of countries, the outlier was omitted (see Table 4-6). 

Regarding traveling to Japan, only 7.0% of them had previous visits to Japan. The 

number of trips they made, ranging from 1 to 7, was 1.95 on average. Their primary 

purposes for taking a trip to Japan are shown in Table 4-7. The Chi-square test 

revealed that there is no difference between heritage and non-heritage tourists in both 

international travel experience and travel experience to Japan (see Table 4-5). 
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Table 4-4. Past travel experience of the respondents 

Variable Category N % 

International travel experience 
 

Yes 
No 
Total 
 

189 
111 
300 

  63.0 
  37.0 
100.0 

Travel experience to Japan Yes 
No 
Total 
 

21 
279 
300 

    7.0 
  93.0 
100.0 

 
Table 4-5. Comparison of past travel experience of heritage and non-heritage tourists 

Variable Tourist type Category N % 

Test of 
Difference 

(X²: Sig.) 

International travel experience 
 

Heritage 
 

Yes 
No 
Total 
 

72 
37 

109 

  66.1 
  33.9 
100.0 

.514 

 Non-heritage 
 

Yes 
No 
Total 
 

116 
74 

190 

  61.1 
  38.9 
100.0 

 

Travel to Japan Heritage 
 

Yes 
No 
Total 
 

7 
102 
109 

    6.4 
  93.6 
100.0 

.918 

 Non-heritage 
 

Yes 
No 
Total 
 

14 
176 
190 

    7.4 
  92.6 
100.0 

 

 
Table 4-6. The number of travels of heritage and non-heritage tourists 

Variable Respondents N   Mean Min. Max. SD 

Number of 
countries 

All 
Heritage 
Non-heritage 
 

187 
72 

114 

3.11 
3.14 
3.11 

1 
1 
1 

15 
11 
15 

2.605 
2.315 
2.785 

Number of visits 
to Japan 

All 
Heritage 
Non-heritage 
 

21 
7 

14 

1.95 
1.57 
2.14 

1 
1 
1 

7 
3 
7 

1.532 
0.787 
1.791 

Note:   As for the number of countries, one respondent did not provide the specific number; thus, the 
mean was computed after the exclusion of the two respondents: the one who did not answer this question 
and the outlier. 
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Table 4-7. Main purpose of the respondents’ past trip to Japan 

 All 
 
Heritage 

 Non-
heritage 

Response N  N  N 

Work 1  1   
Travel 1    1 

Family 1  1   

Leisure 1  1   

Vacation 3  1  2 

Business 1    1 

Shopping 1    1 

Visit family 1    1 

Sightseeing 1    1 

To visit Tokyo 1    1 

Tokyo Disneyland 2  1  1 

To know the culture 1  1   

Cultural and sightseeing 1  1   

Temporary Employment 1    1 

Stopover on the way to Taiwan 1    1 

Once for business and once for  pleasure 1    1 

Moved there when I was younger for 5 years 1    1 

Once for military and once for company business 1    1 

Total 21  7  14 

 

Familiarity with Japan 

The respondents were asked to rate their level of familiarity with Japan on a 7-

point bipolar scale, ranging from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely). The mean rating 

score was 3.45, which was less than the neutral score 4 (neither agree nor disagree), 

meaning the respondents thought they were slightly unfamiliar with Japan. The result of 

the Independent Samples t-test revealed that there is no difference between heritage 

tourists and non-heritage tourists in terms of their familiarity with Japan (see Table 4-

10); however, the p-value (.059) was very close to 0.05; therefore, it is difficult to 

conclude with 100% confidence that there is no difference between them.  

General Image of Japan 

The purpose of this question was to understand general image perceptions of 

Japan among the respondents and how their perceptions could have implications for 
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their overall perceptions of Japan’s safety and security. For the analysis of the open-

ended question, a total of 900 responses were analyzed: first, second and third images 

or words that came in their mind when the respondents thought of Japan. As proposed 

earlier, all of the responses were coded as 10 different image categories (cultural, 

historic, modern/urban, disaster, natural, geographic, human, affective and exotic 

description, Japanese word or phrase, and unclear/unintelligible response), and the 

codebook was created by the researcher to summarize the common features among 

the responses (see Table 4-8).  

The results of the frequency analysis are provided in Table 4-9. The analysis of 

the respondents’ first image/words revealed that 40% of the respondents provided 

modern/urban images or words, followed by cultural (31.0%) and natural (8.3%). The 

analysis of their second image/words showed that 40% of the respondents gave cultural 

images or words, followed by modern/urban (33.3%) and human (6.7%) images or 

words. Interestingly, the analysis of their third images or words revealed that the ranking 

and percentage were almost equal to the second ones; cultural-related ones consisted 

of 40% of the responses, followed by modern/urban (30%) and human (8.0%) images. 

Therefore, the results indicated that Japan has a very strong and confirmed destination 

image as culturally-oriented and urban-developed country. 

In comparison of heritage tourists and non-heritage tourists, there was no 

difference in the order of the frequency responses; that is, both heritage tourists and 

non-heritage tourists provided modern/urban and cultural images most frequently in all 

of the first, second and third images. 
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Table 4-8. Code book for frequency analysis of the open-ended question 

Code Category Response 

1 Cultural  Arts, crafts and music/Culture and tradition/Cultural architecture or interior 
design (e.g., decor, tea garden) 
Cultural festival/Fashion (trend or traditional)/Food/ 
Cuisine/Etiquette/Game and anime/Movie/Movie-related character (e.g., 
samurai, ninja, geisha, Godzilla)/ Language barrier/Religion and symbols 
(e.g., lotus flower, dragon)/Respect/Sun or the national flag/Traditional 
sports (e.g., sumo, karate)/Collective 
 

2 Historic  Ancient/Japan’s dark history (e.g, WWII, atomic bomb)/Heritage/ Historic 
architecture (e.g., temple garden)/Historic sites (e.g., temple, pagoda, 
shrine)/ History-associated city (e.g., Hiroshima, Kyoto, Nagasaki) 
 

3 Modern/Urban Active/Busy/Bustling/Chaotic/City or specific place/ 
Cleanliness/Congestion or level of crowd/Economy or level of urban 
development/Disneyland/Expensive/ Futuristic/ Innovative/Industry or 
commerce/Modern/ Modern architecture (e.g., skyscraper)/Modern life 
(e.g., convenience, neon lights, night life)/ Money/ Population/Sport or 
sport event/Shopping/Technology and science/Vibrant 
 

4 
 

Disaster Natural disaster (e.g., tsunami, earthquake)/Nuclear/ Radiation 
 

5 
 

Natural  Cherry blossom/Mt. Fuji/Landscape/Scenery/Volcano/ Animal or 
plant/Picturesque 
 

6 
 

Geographic  Asia/Korea/Island/Distant/Far/Orient 
 

7 
 

Human Ethnicity (e.g., Asian, Japanese)/Attitude of Japanese/ 
Characteristics of Japanese/Disciplined/Japanese women/Japanese 
people/Name of a famous Japanese person/Sex or 
romance/Courteous/Friendly/Naughty/ Polite/Smart 
 

8 
 

Affective and 
exotic description 
 

Crazy/Different/Exotic/Fascinating/Mystical/Quirky/Unique/Weird/Chaotic/D
iverse/Awesome/Beautiful/Claustrophobic/Exciting/Fun/Happy/Melancholy/
Peaceful/Wonderful/ 
 

9 
 

Japanese word 
or phrase 
 

Kawaii (cute or adorable)/Domo arigato (a casual way of saying thank you) 
 

10 
 
 
 

999 

Unclear/ 
Unintelligible 
response 
 
No response 

“q”/”dfg”/”fdgh” 
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Table 4-9. The respondents’ general image of Japan 

    All  Heritage  Non-heritage 

 Code  Category N %  N %  N % 

General 
image1: 

First 

1  Cultural 93   31.0  38   34.9  55   28.9 
2  Historical 13     4.3  4     3.7  9     4.7 
3  Modern/Urban 119   39.7  46   42.2  73   38.4 
4  Disaster 6     2.0  1     0.9  5     2.6 
5  Natural 25     8.3  5     4.6  20   10.5 
6  Geographic 11     3.7  4     3.7  7     3.7 
7  Human 21     7.0  5     4.6  15     7.9 
8  Affective and exotic descriptions 10     3.3  4     3.7  6     3.2 
9  Japanese words or phrases 0     0  0     0  0     0 

10  Unclear/Unintelligible response 2     0.7  2     1.8  0     0 
999  No response 0     0  0     0  0     0 

  Total 300 100.0  109 100.0  190 100.0 
            

General 
image2: 
Second 

1  Cultural 115   38.3  46   42.2  69   36.3 
2  Historical 21     7.0  7     6.4  13     6.8 
3  Modern/Urban 100   33.3  32   29.4  68   35.8 
4  Disaster 6     2.0  1     0.9  5     2.6 
5  Natural 19     6.3  8     7.3  11     5.8 
6  Geographic 5     1.7  0     0  5     2.6 
7  Human 20     6.7  8     7.3  12     6.3 
8  Affective and exotic descriptions 11     3.7  4     3.7  7     3.7 
9  Japanese words or phrases 1     0.3  1     0.9  0     0 

10  Unclear/Unintelligible response 2     0.7  2     1.8  0     0 
999  No response 0     0  0     0  0     0 

  Total 300 100.0  109 100.0  190 100.0 
            

General 
image3: 

Third 

1  Cultural 116   38.7  44   40.4  72   37.9 
2  Historical 22     7.3  2     1.8  19   10.0 
3  Modern/Urban 88   29.3  34   31.2  54   28.4 
4  Disaster 7     2.3  3     2.8  4     2.1 
5  Natural 17     5.7  6     5.5  11     5.8 
6  Geographic 8     2.7  1     0.9  7     3.7 
7  Human 24     8.0  11   10.1  13     6.8 
8  Affective and exotic descriptions 15     5.0  6     5.5  9     4.7 
9  Japanese words or phrases 1     0.3  0     0  1     0.5 

10  Unclear/Unintelligible response 2     0.7  2     1.8  0     0 
999  No response 0     0  0     0  0     0 
  Total 300 100.0  109 100.0  190 100.0 
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Desirability of Japan as a Vacation Destination 

In addition, the respondents were asked to rate the desirability of Japan as a 

vacation destination with a 7-point bipolar scale, ranging from 1 (very undesirable) to 7 

(very desirable). The respondents generally agreed that Japan had been a relatively 

desirable destination for vacation purpose (Mean [M] =4.85). The result of the 

Independent Samples t-test revealed that there is no difference between heritage 

tourists and non-heritage tourists in terms of their desirability rating (see Table 4-10). 

Likelihood of Visiting Japan 

In terms of their likelihood of visiting Japan in the future, the respondents 

expressed that they were slightly unlikely to visit Japan in the future (M=3.87). The 

result of the Independent Samples t-test showed that there is no difference between 

heritage and non-heritage tourists in terms of their likelihood to visit Japan (see Table 4-

10).  

Table 4-10. Descriptive statistics for Japan’s overall safety and security perception and 
other variables 

Variable Respondents N Mean  Min. Max. SD 
Test of 

Difference 
(T-test: Sig.) 

Japan’s 
Overall Safety 
and Security 
Perception 
 

All 
Heritage 
Non-heritage 
 

300 
109 
190 

5.28 
5.26 
5.29 

1 
1 
1 

7 
7 
7 

1.464 
1.578 
1.402 

.830 

Familiarity with 
Japan 

All 
Heritage 
Non-heritage 
 

300 
109 
190 

3.45 
3.69 
3.32 

1 
1 
1 

7 
7 
7 

1.615 
1.568 
1.632 

.059 

Desirability of 
Japan as a 
Vacation 
Destination 
 

All 
Heritage 
Non-heritage 
 

300 
109 
190 

4.85 
4.91 
4.82 

1 
1 
1 

7 
7 
7 

1.891 
1.813 
1.942 

.685 

Likelihood of 
visiting Japan 

All 
Heritage 
Non-heritage 
 

300 
109 
190 

3.87 
4.13 
3.71 

1 
1 
1 

7 
7 
7 

2.135 
2.060 
2.167 

.099 

Note:   Measured with a 7-point bipolar scale ranging from 1 = very low to 7 = very high (familiarity), from 1 
= very undesirable to 1 = very desirable (desirability), from 1 = very unlikely to 7 = very likely (likelihood), 
from 1 = very risky/dangerous to 7 = very safe/secure (overall safety and security perception).  
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Safety and Security Perception 

Overall Safety and Security Perception 

As for their overall safety and security perception, the mean rating was 5.28, 

which showed that the respondents somewhat agreed that Japan is a safe or secure 

destination. As shown in Table 4-10, the result of Independent Samples t-test revealed 

that there is no difference between heritage tourists and non-heritage tourists in terms 

of their overall perception of Japan’s safety and security. 

Specific Threats to Safety and Security 

Table 4-11 summarizes the results of the 30 threat items. The descriptive 

statistics revealed that the respondents were most worried about experiencing 

difficulties or problems because of the language barrier (Mean [M] =5.79) and high cost 

of travel (M=5.79), followed by long distance from home (M =5.40), cultural difference 

(M =5.36), uncomfortable level of crowds (M =4.74), and time consuming in planning, 

scheduling and traveling (M =4.25). On the other hand, the respondents tended to put 

lower values on the following items: trip's negative effect on my image among friends 

and family (M =1.83), terrorism (M =2.30), negative effect on my psychological well-

being (M =2.37), violence (M =2.44), strikes (M =2.46), and negative effect on my 

physical well-being (M =2.46). The comparison between heritage tourists and non-

heritage tourists are provided in Table 4-12. As seen in Table 4-11, the result of the 

Independent Samples t-test showed that there is no difference between heritage tourists 

and non-heritage tourists in terms of their perceptions of safety and security on any of 

the 30 threat attributes. 
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The correlations among the 30 threat items are provided in Table 4-13. As shown, 

there were significant correlations ranging from 0.737 at the highest to 0.114 at the 

lowest.  

 
Table 4-11. Descriptive statistics for threat attributes and comparison of heritage and 

non-heritage tourists 

Threat Attributes N Mean  SD 
Skew-
ness 

Min. Max. 
Test of 

Difference 
(T-test: Sig.) 

Language barrier 300 5.79 1.315 -1.522 1 7 .222 

High cost of travel 300 5.79 1.257 -1.443 1 7 .227 

Long distance from home 300 5.40 1.686 -1.123 1 7 .106 

Cultural difference 300 5.36 1.473   -.898 1 7 .151 

Uncomfortable level of crowds 300 4.74 1.766   -.618 1 7 .193 

Time consuming in planning, scheduling and 
traveling 

300 4.25 1.775   -.316 1 7 .200 

Natural disasters 300 3.93 1.601   -.142 1 7 .127 

Pollution 300 3.87 1.660   -.180 1 7 .575 

Traffic accidents 300 3.67 1.495   -.148 1 7 .636 

Radiation 300 3.59 1.695    .083 1 7 .629 

Unfriendly locals 300 3.51 1.542    .081 1 7 .902 

Low value for money 300 3.49 1.527    .135 1 7 .487 

Weather controversy 300 3.27 1.416    .211 1 7 .208 

Food safety problems 300 3.09 1.631    .435 1 7 .516 

Crime 300 2.96 1.447    .362 1 7 .605 

Trip experience not meeting my expectations 300 2.96 1.474    .530 1 7 .183 

Violation of tourist rights 300 2.74 1.463    .691 1 7 .279 

Epidemic diseases 300 2.68 1.549    .791 1 7 .588 

Lack of hospitality and courtesy of service 
personnel 

300 2.64 1.453    .816 1 7 .445 

Low standard health care 300 2.63 1.495    .839 1 7 .862 

Low quality products and services 300 2.63 1.391    .788 1 7 .308 

Wars in close vicinity 300 2.61 1.476    .908 1 7 .535 

Lack of communication access 300 2.57 1.606    .890 1 7 .291 

Political unrest 300 2.48 1.396    .799 1 7 .578 

Negative effect on my physical well-being 300 2.46 1.347    .847 1 7 .637 

Strikes 300 2.46 1.222    .614 1 7 .773 

Violence 300 2.44 1.246    .969 1 7 .709 

Negative effect on my psychological well-being 300 2.37 1.283  1.111 1 7 .542 

Terrorism 300 2.30 1.247  1.039 1 7 .695 

Trip's negative effect on my image among 
friends and family 

300 1.83 1.206  1.845 1 7 .260 

Note:   Measured using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.
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Table 4-12. Mean comparison of heritage and non-heritage tourists in 30 threat items 
Heritage  Non-heritage 

 
N Mean  SD Skewness Min. Maxi. 

 
 N Mean  SD Skewness Min. Max. 

Language barrier 109 5.67 1.299 -1.144 1 7  Language barrier 190 5.86 1.326 -1.754 1 7 

High cost of travel 109 5.67 1.225 -1.064 1 7  High cost of travel 190 5.85 1.276 -1.665 1 7 
Cultural difference 109 5.19 1.469   -.769 1 7  Long distance from home 190 5.52 1.720 -1.221 1 7 

Long distance from home 109 5.19 1.619 -1.013 1 7  Cultural difference 190 5.45 1.475   -.987 1 7 

Uncomfortable level of crowds 109 4.56 1.761   -.557 1 7  Uncomfortable level of crowds 190 4.84 1.770   -.664 1 7 
Time consuming in planning, 

scheduling and traveling 
109 4.07 1.704   -.311 1 7  Time consuming in planning, 

scheduling and traveling 
190 4.35 1.816   -.346 1 7 

Pollution 109 3.80 1.609   -.181 1 7  Natural disasters 190 4.04 1.601   -.248 1 7 
Natural disasters 109 3.74 1.595    .055 1 7  Pollution 190 3.91 1.696   -.188 1 7 

Radiation 109 3.65 1.646   -.007 1 7  Traffic accidents 190 3.70 1.508   -.095 1 7 

Traffic accidents 109 3.61 1.484   -.245 1 7  Radiation 190 3.55 1.729    .137 1 7 
Unfriendly locals 109 3.52 1.488    .075 1 7  Low value for money 190 3.53 1.542    .155 1 7 

Weather controversy 109 3.40 1.382    .075 1 7  Unfriendly locals 190 3.50 1.579    .081 1 7 

Low value for money 109 3.40 1.504    .114 1 7  Weather controversy 190 3.19 1.431    .308 1 7 
Food safety problems 109 3.01 1.596    .500 1 7  Food safety problems 190 3.14 1.656    .408 1 7 

Crime 
109 2.90 1.453    .363 1 7  Trip experience not meeting my 

expectations 
190 3.04 1.563    .535 1 7 

Trip experience not meeting my 
expectations 

109 2.82 1.306    .373 1 6  
Crime 

190 2.99 1.451    .365 1 7 

Lack of communication access 109 2.69 1.562    .787 1 7  Violation of tourist rights 190 2.81 1.515    .704 1 7 
Violation of tourist rights 109 2.61 1.367    .641 1 7  Epidemic diseases 190 2.72 1.605    .845 1 7 

Low standard health care 109 2.61 1.485    .932 1 7  Low quality products and services 190 2.68 1.416    .755 1 7 

Epidemic diseases 
109 2.61 1.459    .644 1 6  Lack of hospitality and courtesy of 

service personnel 
190 2.68 1.468    .784 1 7 

Lack of hospitality and courtesy of 
service personnel 

109 2.55 1.437    .889 1 7  
Wars in close vicinity 

190 2.64 1.476    .906 1 7 

Wars in close vicinity 109 2.53 1.469    .962 1 7  Low standard health care 190 2.64 1.508    .796 1 7 
Low quality products and services 109 2.51 1.344    .878 1 7  Political unrest 190 2.52 1.402    .771 1 7 

Violence 
109 2.48 1.199    .811 1 7  Negative effect on my physical well-

being 
190 2.49 1.387    .876 1 7 

Negative effect on my 
psychological well-being 

109 2.43 1.189    .789 1 6  
Lack of communication access 

190 2.48 1.626    .984 1 7 

Strikes 109 2.43 1.228    .529 1 6  Strikes 190 2.47 1.224    .673 1 7 

Political unrest 109 2.42 1.396    .870 1 7  Violence 190 2.42 1.277  1.048 1 7 

Negative effect on my physical 
well-being 

109 2.41 1.285    .783 1 7  Negative effect on my psychological 
well-being 

190 2.34 1.338  1.265 1 7 

Terrorism 109 2.26 1.258  1.150 1 7  Terrorism 190 2.32 1.245    .993 1 7 

Trip's negative effect on my image 
among friends and family 

109 1.93 1.274  1.780 1 7  Trip's negative effect on my image 
among friends and family 

190 1.76 1.165  1.915 1 7 

Note:   Measured using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. 
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Table 4-13. Correlations among 30 threat attributes 
Pearson    
  Correlation 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

Violence 1                              

Pollution .490
**
 1                             

Radiation .346
**
 .489

**
 1                            

Terrorism .609
**
 .420

**
 .424

**
 1                           

Political unrest .737
**
 .415

**
 .337

**
 .680

**
 1                          

Traffic accidents .385
**
 .435

**
 .187

**
 .351

**
 .460

**
 1                         

Unfriendly locals .341
**
 .198

**
 .087 .282

**
 .357

**
 .375

**
 1                        

Language barrier .158
**
 .217

**
 .034 -.007 .126

*
 .307

**
 .243

**
 1                       

High cost of travel -.006 .205
**
 .084 -.017 -.048 .215

**
 .227

**
 .544

**
 1                      

Cultural difference .115
*
 .112 -.022 -.012 .121

*
 .218

**
 .238

**
 .516

**
 .379

**
 1                     

Weather 
controversy 

.315
**
 .157

**
 .227

**
 .310

**
 .354

**
 .292

**
 .181

**
 .145

*
 .029 .338

**
 1                    

Low value for 
money 

.296
**
 .141

*
 .170

**
 .319

**
 .309

**
 .275

**
 .258

**
 .137

*
 .103 .224

**
 .345

**
 1                   

Wars in close 
vicinity 

.605
**
 .316

**
 .381

**
 .563

**
 .681

**
 .348

**
 .313

**
 .110 -.079 .081 .365

**
 .345

**
 1                  

Food safety 
problems 

.559
**
 .445

**
 .402

**
 .501

**
 .613

**
 .428

**
 .377

**
 .174

**
 .067 .195

**
 .374

**
 .278

**
 .665

**
 1                 

Violation of tourist 
rights 

.595
**
 .392

**
 .300

**
 .514

**
 .641

**
 .436

**
 .465

**
 .177

**
 .075 .197

**
 .340

**
 .304

**
 .669

**
 .745

**
 1                

Low standard 
health care 

.545
**
 .301

**
 .222

**
 .496

**
 .611

**
 .292

**
 .415

**
 .138

*
 -.028 .196

**
 .409

**
 .275

**
 .623

**
 .623

**
 .682

**
 1               

Long distance 
from home 

.164
**
 .335

**
 .121

*
 .042 .210

**
 .252

**
 .164

**
 .406

**
 .336

**
 .435

**
 .220

**
 .185

**
 .174

**
 .276

**
 .212

**
 .235

**
 1              

Uncomfortable 
level of crowds 

.264
**
 .353

**
 .177

**
 .183

**
 .330

**
 .414

**
 .348

**
 .411

**
 .353

**
 .381

**
 .165

**
 .274

**
 .222

**
 .343

**
 .358

**
 .258

**
 .456

**
 1             

Low quality 
products and 
services 

.613
**
 .380

**
 .214

**
 .545

**
 .655

**
 .430

**
 .404

**
 .175

**
 -.034 .235

**
 .387

**
 .342

**
 .556

**
 .614

**
 .674

**
 .697

**
 .211

**
 .313

**
 1            

Negative effect on 
my physical well-
being 

.538
**
 .319

**
 .274

**
 .525

**
 .608

**
 .315

**
 .321

**
 .071 -.068 .068 .351

**
 .297

**
 .562

**
 .495

**
 .598

**
 .603

**
 .076 .251

**
 .648

**
 1           

Crime .595
**
 .496

**
 .240

**
 .535

**
 .633

**
 .477

**
 .378

**
 .171

**
 .057 .148

*
 .291

**
 .282

**
 .501

**
 .617

**
 .657

**
 .567

**
 .198

**
 .399

**
 .708

**
 .640

**
 1          

Trip experience 
not meeting my 
expectations 

.376
**
 .189

**
 .110 .314

**
 .386

**
 .252

**
 .344

**
 .203

**
 .033 .224

**
 .303

**
 .333

**
 .388

**
 .411

**
 .490

**
 .439

**
 .194

**
 .340

**
 .495

**
 .570

**
 .469

**
 1         

Negative effect on 
my psychological 
well-being 

.491
**
 .240

**
 .257

**
 .437

**
 .508

**
 .303

**
 .330

**
 .078 -.035 .110 .347

**
 .333

**
 .528

**
 .452

**
 .563

**
 .582

**
 .151

**
 .280

**
 .560

**
 .710

**
 .500

**
 .662

**
 1        

Epidemic 
diseases 

.479
**
 .357

**
 .375

**
 .501

**
 .559

**
 .315

**
 .331

**
 .199

**
 .020 .123

*
 .345

**
 .274

**
 .570

**
 .575

**
 .558

**
 .595

**
 .184

**
 .309

**
 .550

**
 .608

**
 .556

**
 .403

**
 .570

**
 1       

Strikes .447
**
 .292

**
 .209

**
 .542

**
 .591

**
 .360

**
 .270

**
 -.063 -.108 .120

*
 .377

**
 .273

**
 .491

**
 .448

**
 .541

**
 .499

**
 .140

*
 .227

**
 .589

**
 .616

**
 .567

**
 .391

**
 .554

**
 .430

**
 1      

Lack of hospitality 
and courtesy of 
service 
personnel 

.456
**
 .294

**
 .178

**
 .488

**
 .512

**
 .291

**
 .550

**
 .108 -.030 .156

**
 .291

**
 .307

**
 .498

**
 .541

**
 .608

**
 .632

**
 .199

**
 .309

**
 .601

**
 .561

**
 .552

**
 .548

**
 .559

**
 .486

**
 .535

**
 1     

Time consuming 
in planning, 
scheduling and 
traveling 

.113 .215
**
 .034 .141

*
 .161

**
 .294

**
 .306

**
 .234

**
 .252

**
 .359

**
 .183

**
 .217

**
 .180

**
 .180

**
 .152

**
 .230

**
 .475

**
 .389

**
 .283

**
 .184

**
 .231

**
 .251

**
 .246

**
 .149

**
 .245

**
 .276

**
 1    

Natural disasters .352
**
 .341

**
 .409

**
 .317

**
 .372

**
 .286

**
 .141

*
 .198

**
 .156

**
 .158

**
 .344

**
 .294

**
 .411

**
 .420

**
 .345

**
 .335

**
 .279

**
 .359

**
 .297

**
 .331

**
 .355

**
 .328

**
 .385

**
 .517

**
 .397

**
 .277

**
 .252

**
 1   

Trip's negative 
effect on my 
image among 
friends and 
family 

.425
**
 .194

**
 .175

**
 .484

**
 .441

**
 .204

**
 .222

**
 -.075 -.122

*
 -.003 .314

**
 .239

**
 .435

**
 .355

**
 .441

**
 .457

**
 -.015 .104 .478

**
 .513

**
 .377

**
 .359

**
 .541

**
 .421

**
 .476

**
 .428

**
 .114

*
 .295

**
 1 . 

Lack of 
communication 
access 

.505
**
 .248

**
 .193

**
 .475

**
 .560

**
 .272

**
 .301

**
 .111 -.046 .155

**
 .393

**
 .287

**
 .542

**
 .513

**
 .561

**
 .604

**
 .147

*
 .141

*
 .603

**
 .520

**
 .444

**
 .323

**
 .499

**
 .490

**
 .506

**
 .491

**
 .192

**
 .302

**
 .494

**
 1 

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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For Research Question 4, as stated, exploratory factor analysis with principal 

component analysis was used to summarize the 24 threat attributes and identify the 

underlying constructs. The result of the first factor analysis identified three factors with 

only two items, traffic accident and weather controversy. The traffic accident item had a 

loading score less than 0.5, while the weather controversy item loaded separately for 

other items. Each factor needs at least three loading items to be a meaningful group of 

dimensions (Hair et al., 1998). Hence, the factor analysis was repeated after the 

elimination of the two items.  

The result of the second factor analysis was provided in Table 4-14. The second 

factor analysis identified three factors, and all three factors were extracted with 

substantial loadings of 24 threat items with no cross-loadings. Factor loadings, percent 

of variance explained, cumulative percent of variance explained, factor grand means, 

and Clonbach’s coefficient alpha values are also provided in Table 4-14.  

In the factor analysis, items in a factor need to have variable loadings of greater 

than 0.5 to be considered as practically significant (Hair et al., 1998). In this study, 

individual items showed good correlation with the extracted factors. According to the 

characteristics of the dimensions, the three factors were labeled as: personal safety and 

security concern (Factor 1), cultural and geographic distance (Factor 2), and natural and 

human-made disaster (Factor 3). Factor 1 includes features that are usually concerns 

among tourists when traveling; thus, the label is personal safety and security concern. 

Factor 2 includes features that can be constraints for tourists when traveling to culturally 

and geographically distant destinations; thus, the label is cultural and geographic 
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distance. Factor 3 has dimensions that are specifically associated with the disaster that 

occurred in 2011; thus, the label is natural and human-made disaster.  

 
Table 4-14. Summary of the factor analysis 

Threat Dimensions and Factors 
Factor 

Loadings 

% of 
Variance 
Explained 

Cumulative 
% of 

Variance 

Factor 
Grand 
Mean 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 
Value 

Factor 1: Personal Safety and Security 
Concern 

 34.501 34.501 2.69 .942 

Low quality products and services .832     

Low standard health care .818     

Violation of tourist rights .801     

 Lack of hospitality and courtesy of service  
personnel 

.779     

Political unrest .764     

Lack of communication access .729     

Crime .722     

Wars in close vicinity .715     

Strikes .701     

Food safety problems .697     

Violence .671     

Terrorism .637     

Epidemic diseases .622     

Unfriendly locals .553     

Factor 2: Cultural and Geographic Distance  13.646 48.147 5.42 .776 

Language barrier .794     

High cost of travel .738     

Cultural difference .730     

Long distance from home .661     

Uncomfortable level of crowds .644     

Factor 3: Natural and Human-made Disaster  12.102 60.249 3.80 .680 

Radiation .816     

Pollution .665     

Natural disasters .590     

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser 
Normalization. Rotation converged in 4 iterations. Items ordered by the size of loadings. 

 
The factors explain 60.249% of the initial variables. The computation for internal 

consistency revealed high values of Cronbach’s alpha coefficient: α=.942 (personal 

safety and security concern), α=.776 (cultural and geographic distance), and α=.680 

(natural and human-made disaster). A Cronbach’s alpha of 0.70 is considered as stable 

and acceptable (Hair et al., 1998). The alpha for the natural and human-made disaster 

factor was below the 0.70; however, as provided in Table 4-15, the correlations among 
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the items in the natural and human-made disaster factor were all significant at the 0.01 

level. Thus, this study assumes the alpha for the natural and human-made disaster 

factor is also acceptable. Hence, these coefficients display that factors were stable with 

high internal consistencies. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling 

adequacy was 0.926. KMO scores close to or greater than 0.7 are considered a good 

indication that correlation is comparatively compact, and factor analysis should acquire 

distinct and reliable factors.  

 
Table 4-15. Inter-item correlations for the natural and human-made disaster factor 

Pearson Correlation 1 2 3 

Pollution 1   

Radiation .489
**
 1  

Natural disasters .341
**
 .409

**
 1 

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 
level (2-tailed). 

 
The ranking of the summated means were 5.42 (cultural and geographic 

distance), 3.80 (natural and human-made disaster), and 2.69 (personal safety and 

security concern). In short, items in the cultural and geographic distance factor were 

perceived to be more “threatening” than those in the natural and human-made disaster 

factor and the personal safety and security concern factor. Hence, this result revealed 

that Japan is considered as a relatively safe and secure country for tourists; however, it 

also carries threats to safety and security specifically associated with cultural and 

geographic distance.  



 

96 

Differences and Relationships  

Sociodemographic Factors and Overall Safety and Security Perception 

For Research Question 3, this study analyzed the relationships between 

sociodemographic factors with overall safety and security perceptions. As seen in Table 

4-16 and Table 4-17, there was a significant difference in overall safety and security 

perceptions among education levels. More specifically, the Tukey HSD post hoc 

analysis revealed that tourists whose highest education was primary school (Mean [M] 

=3.00) had significantly lower safety and security perception than those who graduated 

from university (M =5.32) and those who had master’s or Ph.D education (M =5.54). In 

other words, tourists with low education levels tended to perceive Japan as a more risky 

or dangerous country than middle- or highly educated tourists. 

Furthermore, the result of the Independent Samples t-test revealed that there 

was a difference between males and females in terms of their overall safety and 

security perceptions (Mean Difference =-.403, t =-2.402, p =.017). Females (M =5.08) 

had lower overall safety and security perception than males (M =5.48). Thus, both of 

them generally agreed that Japan was relatively a safe country because their mean 

scores were more than 4 (neither agree nor disagree); however, compared to males 

females tended to perceive Japan as a risky or dangerous country. The result of the 

correlation analysis did not reveal any relationship between age and overall safety and 

security perception (r =.025, p=.669). In other words, there is no influence of age on 

Japan’s overall safety and security perception among the American respondents. 

Therefore, no significant relationship was observed between sociodemographic factors 

(age, marital status, occupation and annual income) and Japan’s overall safety and 

security perceptions.  
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Table 4-16. Results of the ANOVA analysis: sociodemographics and Japan’s overall 

safety and security perception 

Variables  
Sum of 
Squares 

df 
Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Education Between Groups   24.187 4 6.047 2.892 .023* 
 Within Groups 616.730 295 2.091   
 Total 

 
640.917 299    

Marital status Between Groups     9.591 5 1.918   .893 .486 
 Within Groups 631.325 294 2.147   
 Total 

 
640.917 299    

Occupation Between Groups   17.344 4 4.336 2.051 .087 
 Within Groups 623.573 295 2.114   
 Total 

 
640.917 299    

Annual income Between Groups   20.309 8 2.539 1.190 .305 
 Within Groups 620.608 291 2.133   
 Total 

 
640.917 299    

Note: *. Significant at the 0.05 level. 

 
Table 4-17. The result of the Tukey HSD post hoc test on education 

(I) Education level Mean  (J) Education level 
Mean 

Difference 
(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 

Primary School 3.00 
 
 

High School -2.329 .852   .052 
Vocational School -1.792 .885   .257 
University -2.321

*
 .842   .048 

Master's or Ph.D. -2.543
*
 .870   .030 

High School 5.33 
 

Primary School  2.329 .852   .052 
Vocational School    .537 .342   .518 
University    .007 .206 1.000 
Master's or Ph.D.   -.214 .299   .953 

Vocational School 4.79 Primary School  1.792 .885   .257 
High School   -.537 .342   .518 
University   -.530 .316   .449 
Master's or Ph.D.   -.751 .383   .288 

University 5.32 Primary School  2.321
*
 .842   .048 

High School   -.007 .206 1.000 
Vocational School    .530 .316   .449 
Master's or Ph.D.   -.221 .269   .923 

Master's or Ph.D. 5.54 Primary School  2.543
*
 .870   .030 

High School    .214 .299   .953 
Vocational School    .751 .383   .288 
University    .221 .269   .923 

Note: *. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. Dependent Variable: Safety 
and security in Japan (overall safety and security perception).    Measured with a 7-point 
bipolar scale ranging from 1 = very risky/dangerous to 7 = very safe/secure (safety and 
security).  
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Overall Safety and Security Perceptions and Threat Factors 

For Research Question 4, this study also examined the relationships among the 

safety and security factors. The results of the correlation also provided the relationships 

of the extracted factors in factor analysis with other threat items, as seen in Table 4-19. 

The factor mean scores were utilized when analyzing the relationships among the 

extracted factors (the personal safety and security concern factor, the cultural and 

geographic distance factor and the natural and human-made disaster factor) (See Table 

4-18). 

 As seen in Table 4-18, there were positive correlations among the personal 

safety and security concern factor, the cultural and geographic distance factor, and the 

natural and human-made disaster factor. A positive correlation was found between the 

personal safety and security concern factor and the cultural and geographic distance 

factor (r =.295). The personal safety and security concern factor also has a positive 

correlation with the natural and human-made disaster factor (r =.552). Also, there is a 

positive correlation between the cultural and geographic distance factor and the natural 

and human-made disaster factor (r =.334).  

In terms of the relationships between the extracted factors in factor analysis and 

other threat items, as seen in Table 4-19, the personal safety and security concern 

factor has the highest correlation with physical risk (r =.717). It also has positive 

correlations with psychological risk (r =.651), social risk (.564), functional/performance 

risk (r =.536), financial risk (r =.348), and time risk (r =.221). The cultural and 

geographic distance factor has the highest correlation with time risk (r =.435). It is 

positively correlated with functional/performance risk (r =.215), and financial risk (r 

=.186). The factor has a negative correlation with social risk (r =-.124). The natural and 
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human-made disaster factor is most correlated with physical risk (r =.211), followed by 

psychological risk (r =.177), social risk (r =.145), and financial risk (r =.130).  

As seen in Table 4-19, the result of the correlation analysis showed that overall 

safety and security perceptions had the highest correlation with the personal safety and 

security concern factor (r =-.530). It was also negatively correlated with physical risk (r 

=-.431), psychological risk (r =-.338), functional/performance risk (r =-.300), social risk (r 

=-.268), the natural and human-made disaster factor (r =-.194), and financial risk (r =-

.143).  

Safety and Security Perceptions and Other Variables 

For Research Question 5, this study found that there are significant relationships 

among safety and security perceptions (overall safety and security perceptions and 

perceptions of specific threats), familiarity with Japan, desirability of Japan as a vacation 

destination, and likelihood of visiting Japan. As seen in Table 4-19, the results of 

correlation revealed that overall safety and security perceptions, familiarity with Japan, 

desirability of Japan as a vacation destination and likelihood of visiting Japan were all 

positively correlated. Familiarity with Japan had positive correlations with Japan’s 

overall safety and security perceptions (r =.393), desirability of Japan as a vacation 

destination (r =.508) and likelihood of visiting Japan (r =.483). Japan’s overall safety and 

security perceptions were also positively correlated with desirability of Japan as a 

vacation destination (r =.429) and likelihood of visiting Japan (r =.311). The highest 

positive correlation among the variables was between desirability of Japan as a 

vacation destination and likelihood of visiting Japan (r =.747).  

Familiarity with Japan also has negative correlations with the personal safety and 

security concern factor (r =-.236), functional/performance risk (r =-.219), the cultural and 
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geographic distance factor (r =-.209), physical risk (r =-.179), psychological risk (r =-

.168), financial risk (r =-.155), and social risk (r =-.152).  

Desirability of Japan as a vacation destination has negative correlations with the 

personal safety and security concern factor (r =-.340), functional/performance risk (r =-

.315), physical risk (r =-.300), psychological risk (r =-.285), social risk (r =-.208), and 

financial risk (r =-.136).  

Likelihood of visiting Japan also has negative correlations with 

functional/performance risk (r =-.265), the personal safety and security concern factor  

(r =-.250), psychological risk (r =-. 244), the cultural and geographic distance factor (r =-

.212), physical risk (r =-.211), and financial risk (r =-.137).  

 
Table 4-18. Correlations among the extracted factors in the factor analysis 

Pearson Correlation 
F1 

Mean 
F2 

mean 
F3 

mean 

The personal safety and security concern factor (factor mean) 1   

The cultural and geographic distance factor (factor mean) .295
**
 1  

The natural and human-made disaster factor (factor mean) .552
**
 .334

**
 1 

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). F1= Factor 1 (the personal safety 
and security concern factor); F2= Factor 2 (the cultural and geographic distance factor); 
F3=Factor 3 (the natural and human-made disaster factor). 
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Table 4-19. Correlations between safety and security perception variables and other variables 

Pearson Correlation F1 F2 F3 FR TR PR PSYR SR FIR SS FM DB LH 

Factor 1:  
  Personal safety and security concern 

1             

Factor 2: 
  Cultural and Geographic distance 

.000 1            

Factor 3: 
  Natural and human-made disaster 

.000 .000 1           

Functional/performance risk:  
  Trip experience not meeting my expectations 

.536
**
 .215

**
 .050 1          

Time risk:  
  Time consuming in planning, scheduling and traveling 

.221
**
 .435

**
 .030 .251

**
 1         

Physical risk:  
  Negative effect on my physical well-being 

.717
**
 -.004 .211

**
 .570

**
 .184

**
 1        

Psychological risk:  
  Negative effect on my psychological well-being 

.651
**
 .059 .177

**
 .662

**
 .246

**
 .710

**
 1       

Social risk:  
  Trip's negative effect on my image among friends and 

family 

.564
**
 -.124

*
 .145

*
 .359

**
 .114

*
 .513

**
 .541

**
 1      

Financial risk:  
  Low value for money 

.348
**
 .186

**
 .130

*
 .333

**
 .217

**
 .297

**
 .333

**
 .239

**
 1     

Japan’s overall safety and security perception 
 

-.530
**
 -.021 -.194

**
 -.300

**
 -.071 -.431

**
 -.338

**
 -.268

**
 -.143

*
 1    

Familiarity with Japan 
 

-.236
**
 -.209

**
 -.047 -.219

**
 -.059 -.179

**
 -.168

**
 -.152

**
 -.155

**
 .393

**
 1   

Desirability of Japan as a vacation destination 
 

-.340
**
 -.108 -.034 -.315

**
 -.073 -.300

**
 -.285

**
 -.208

**
 -.136

*
 .429

**
 .508

**
 1  

Likelihood of visiting Japan 
 

-.250
**
 -.212

**
 -.058 -.265

**
 -.103 -.211

**
 -.244

**
 -.091 -.137

*
 .311

**
 .483

**
 .747

**
 1 

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). FR=Functional/Performance risk; 
TR=Time risk; PR=Physical risk; PSYR=Psychological risk; SR=Social risk; FIR=Financial risk; SS=Japan’s overall safety and security perception; 
FM=Familiarity with Japan; DB=Desirability of Japan as a vacation destination; LH=Likelihood of visiting Japan. 
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Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
 

Figure 4-1. Correlations between the personal safety and security concern factor and 
other threat factors 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Ns=not statistically significant. 
 

Figure 4-2. Correlations between the cultural and geographic distance factor and other 
threat factors  
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Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Ns=not statistically significant. 
 

Figure 4-3. Correlations between the natural and human-made disaster factor and other 
threat factors 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Ns=not statistically significant. 
 

Figure 4-4. Correlations among the safety and security perception factors  
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Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Ns=not statistically significant. 
 

Figure 4-5. Correlations between familiarity with Japan and threat factors 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Ns= not statistically significant. 
 

Figure 4-6. Correlations between desirability of Japan as a vacation destination and 
threat factors  
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Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Ns=not statistically significant. 
 

Figure 4-7. Correlations between likelihood of visiting Japan and threat factors 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
 

Figure 4-8. Correlations between Japan’s overall safety and security perception and 
other variables  
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The purpose of the study was to explore Japan’s safety and security perception 

among US heritage tourists. This chapter interprets the results of the analyses by 

referring to the findings of previous studies and draws conclusions with implications for 

future studies. 

Heritage and Non-heritage Tourists 

In this study, there was a statistically significant difference between heritage 

tourists and non-heritage tourists in their age; that is, heritage tourists are younger than 

non-heritage tourists. The result supports the Richards’s (1996, 2001b, 2007) and 

Timothy’s (2011) assertions; that is, in addition to middle-aged tourists, younger tourists 

are currently a key segment in the cultural and heritage tourism markets. At the same 

time, this study did not confirm the findings of previous studies reporting that general 

heritage tourists tend to be middle-aged or older, represented by aging baby boomers 

or retirees (Chandler & Costello, 2002; Prentice, Witt, & Hamer, 1998; Richards, 1996, 

2001b; Silberberg, 1995; Timothy, 2011; Zeppel & Hall, 1992).  

Also, this study did not find any difference between heritage and non-heritage 

tourists in other sociodemographic variables. Therefore, this result does not confirm the 

findings of previous literature reporting that general heritage tourists tend to have higher 

education (Chandler & Costello, 2002; Richards, 1996, 2001b, 2007; Silberberg, 1995; 

Prentice, Witt, & Hamer, 1998); higher socio-economic status, such as income 

(Richards, 1996, 2001, 2007; Silberberg, 1995; Zeppel & Hall, 1992); be employed 

(Chandler & Costello, 2002; Richards, 1996, 2001b); have a managerial or professional 
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position (Richards, 2001b, 2007); be married with older children (Chandler & Costello, 

2002); and be females rather than males (Richards, 2001b; Silberberg, 1995).  

Moreover, as stated, based on the findings of previous research about general 

heritage tourists’ sociodemographic characteristics and meticulous travel planning 

behavior, this study first assumed that heritage tourists may have higher safety and 

security concerns than other types of tourists prior to their departure; however, the 

results of the Independent Samples t-test did not find any difference between heritage 

tourists and non-heritage tourists in their overall safety and security perception and 

perceptions of 30 threat items, including time consuming in planning, traveling and 

scheduling. Moreover, this study did not find any difference between the two groups in 

their past travel experience, familiarity with Japan, desirability rating, and likelihood of 

visiting Japan. Therefore, this study concludes that there is no difference between 

heritage tourists and non-heritage tourists except for their age. 

Sociodemographics and Safety and Security Perception 

In this study, safety and security perceptions were also examined based on 

sociodemographics of the respondents. This study found a significant difference 

between males and females in their overall safety and security perceptions. Females 

had a lower perception of safety and security than males, although both males and 

females generally agreed that Japan is a relatively safe or secure destination. In other 

words, compared to males, females tended to perceive Japan as a more risky or 

dangerous country. This is consistent with previous findings (e.g., Carr, 2001; Lepp & 

Gibson, 2003; Park & Reisinger, 2010; Qi et al., 2009).  

In addition, there was a difference in terms of Japan’s overall safety and security 

perceptions among education levels. As stared earlier, Park and Reisinger (2010) found 
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that highly educated tourists perceive lower social risk than low- and middle-educated 

tourists; thus, educated tourists tend to have lower risk perceptions. The authors further 

stated the result supported their other finding that students tend to perceive significantly 

higher natural disaster risk than the employed and unemployed (Park & Reisinger, 

2010). Although there was no difference among occupation items in terms of overall 

safety and security perceptions in this study, this study found that highly educated 

tourists and middle-educated tourists have higher overall safety and security 

perceptions than low-educated tourists. This means highly educated and middle-

educated tourists tended to perceive Japan as a safer or more secure country than low-

educated tourists. Thus, this study confirms the findings of Park and Reisinger.  

General Image of Japan 

The frequency analysis for the open-ended question clearly displayed that Japan 

has a strong destination image as a culturally-oriented and urban-developed country. 

This is consistent with the findings of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan (MOFA; 

2012a, b) and the World Economic Forum (WEF; 2013b). The descriptive statistics 

revealed that, out of 900 responses, the number of cultural-related responses was 324 

(36%) and that of modern-/urban-related responses was 308 (34.2%). The result also 

found that US tourists, both heritage and non-heritage, had cultural or modern/urban 

images in mind as their first image when they thought of Japan. This is a significant 

finding, because it assured that Japan has a very strong and confirmed destination 

image. It should also be noted that in this open-ended question only 20 respondents (6 

for the first image, 6 for the second image, and 7 for the third image) provided disaster-

related images or words. Therefore, the result of this open-ended question revealed that 

the majority of the respondents tended to have cultural or modern/urban images or 



 

109 

words as their first images when they thought of Japan, rather than disaster-related 

ones. In short, the findings indicated that in 2013, after two years of the occurrence of 

the Great East Japan Earthquake, most US tourists may be concerned with cultural and 

geographic distance rather than the disaster-related problems, regarding traveling to 

Japan. In addition, one can assume that Japan’s strong and confirmed destination 

images may have some influence on Japan’s safety and security perceptions among 

potential international tourists, such as those from the United States.  

The item uncomfortable level of crowds was included in the cultural and 

geographic distance factor in factor analysis. This result can be interpreted that it is 

considered as a part of Japanese culture among US tourists. In fact, the result of the 

open-ended question revealed that 40 responses (11 for the first image, 21 for the 

second image and 8 for the third image) were about the level of crowd or congestion in 

cities. In addition, as seen in the codebook for the frequent analysis of the open-ended 

question, the code 3 (modern/urban) included the responses about the level of crowds 

and other related features (e.g., “Active,” “Busy,” “Bustling,” “Chaotic”). Indeed, media, 

including pictures, newspapers, news reports, television, the internet, or movies, usually 

show crowded streets or crossroads as the iconic representation of city life in Japan. 

The respondents may have seen the scenes on such media or have heard about it from 

family or friends. Travel guidebooks may also be one of the “providers” of the image. 

Thus, crowded cities may be perceived as one of the destination images of Japan. 

Therefore, it is reasonable that uncomfortable levels of crowds are considered as a part 

of Japanese culture and also as a construct of Japan’s destination image.  
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Safety and Security Perception 

This study revealed that Japan was perceived as a comparatively safe country 

among US tourists. The respondents also rated Japan as a relatively desirable 

destination for vacation purpose; however, they were slightly unlikely to visit Japan in 

the future. This study revealed the factors that are correlated with the likelihood of 

visiting Japan.  

As proposed earlier as one of the premises of this study, the researcher 

assumed that traveling to Japan may carry potential threats to safety and security, 

including natural disasters and cultural differences, for international travelers, especially 

from distant and culturally different tourist markets such as the United States, than from 

close and culturally similar countries such as South Korea, China, and Taiwan. The 

frequency analysis revealed that, regarding traveling to Japan, both heritage tourists 

and non-heritage tourists were highly concerned with language barriers and the high 

cost of travel, followed by long distances from home; cultural differences; uncomfortable 

levels of crowds; and time consuming planning, scheduling and traveling. Interestingly, 

the first five items were loading and extracted as the cultural and geographic distance 

factor in the factor analysis. The item time consuming in planning, scheduling and 

traveling represents time risk. Hence, the frequency analysis revealed that the 

respondents were most concerned with the cultural and geographic distance factor and 

time risk. This result was confirmed by the summated mean scores in factor analysis; 

the items in the cultural and geographic distance factor were perceived as more 

“threatening” than those in the natural and human-made disaster factor and the 

personal safety and security concern factor. Hence, Japan has been considered as a 
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relatively safe and secure country for tourists; however, it also carries threats to safety 

and security specifically associated with cultural and geographic distance.  

The results of the correlation analysis also provided the relationships among the 

safety and security perception factors. The personal safety and security concern factor, 

the cultural and geographic distance factor and the natural and human-made disaster 

factor were all positively correlated. Hence, as they have higher perceptions of the items 

in the personal safety and security concern factor, tourists tend to worry about the threat 

items both in the cultural and geographic distance factor and the natural and human-

made disaster factor.  

The personal safety and security concern factor is positively correlated with 

physical risk, functional/performance risk, psychological risk, social risk, financial risk, 

and time risk. As they have higher perceptions of those risks, tourists perceive the 

personal safety and security concern factor higher. It makes sense that the personal 

safety and security concern factor is correlated with all six risk factors, because the 

dimensions of the personal safety and security concern factor are all associated with the 

six factors by its nature.  

The cultural and geographic distance factor was positively correlated with 

functional/performance risk, financial risk, and time risk. Thus, as they have higher 

perceptions of those risks, tourists perceive the cultural and geographic distance factor 

higher. In addition, the result of the correlation analysis found a positive correlation 

between long distance from home and time consuming in planning, scheduling and 

traveling (r = .475). These results support Zalatan’s (1996) finding that there is a 

positive correlation between distance and planning time; that is, as the distance 
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between home and destination grows, tourists need more money and information to 

travel (Zalatan, 1996). Also, as discussed so far, the frequency analysis also revealed 

that the respondents are mainly concerned with cultural and geographical distance, as 

well as required time and cost, regarding traveling to Japan. Since they have to travel 

long distances and spend more money and time in planning, scheduling and traveling, 

the respondents must expect high satisfaction and do not want to get disappointed 

during their trip. Food is considered as a threat to safety and security in general, 

especially when traveling to distant and culturally different countries; however, 

Japanese food itself has been acknowledged as a big brand worldwide; regarding 

traveling to Japan, tourists may be concerned with food safety problems not because 

they worry about their health but worry about satisfaction. Thus, food may not be a 

threat but a key cultural attraction for some international tourists, in the case of Japan. 

Hence, it makes sense that the cultural and geographic distance factor is correlated with 

time, financial and functional/performance risk.  

The cultural and geographic distance factor was also negatively correlated with 

social risk; which means, as they have higher perceptions of the cultural and geographic 

distance factor, they perceive less in social risk. This may be because of the opportunity 

to travel. Japan is a distant and culturally different country for US tourists. A trip to 

Japan requires much money and time in planning, scheduling and traveling; therefore, 

the trip may be an “once-in-a-lifetime” opportunity for most of US tourists. As discussed 

earlier, the result of the open-ended question revealed that Japan is perceived as a 

culturally-oriented country, and the destination image seems to be widespread among 

US tourists. Hence, when they travel to Japan, the respondents’ family and friends can 
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assume what they would do and what they could acquire from the trip. For example, 

their family or friends can imagine that the respondents eat “authentic” sushi or drink 

real sake during their trip. Therefore, some of their family and friends may be jealous of 

their trip to Japan, because it may be a quite rare opportunity for US tourists, 

considering the geographical distance and time and money for traveling. If that is the 

case, the respondents would feel good about it and be less likely to worry about their 

image among family and friends. In short, the farther the geographic distance from 

home becomes, the farther the cultural distance becomes. As the cultural and 

geographic distance becomes farther, tourists may have more constraints and may 

perceive trips to such distant and culturally different destinations as “privileges”. 

The natural and human-made disaster factor had positive correlations with 

physical risk, psychological risk, social risk, and financial risk. As they have higher 

perceptions of those risks, they also perceive the natural and human-made disaster 

factor higher. Since the natural and human-made disaster factor was associated with 

the disaster that occurred in 2011, the Great East Japan Earthquake. As Cooper and 

Erfurt (2007) stated, due to its geographic location and climate, Japan is intrinsically 

vulnerable to natural disasters, in particular earthquakes, tsunamis, and typhoons. The 

respondents may have known about a huge number of casualties, nuclear plant 

accidents, and the related pollution that may affect their health through media reports. 

Thus, they may worry about their physical and psychological safety and security. 

Likewise, when they travel to Japan, their family or friends may worry about their 

personal safety and security in Japan. Therefore, it is reasonable the natural and 

human-made disaster factor is also correlated with physical risk, psychological risk, and 
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social risk. Also, as they have higher perceptions of the natural and human-made 

disaster, they may start to worry about additional expenditures (e.g., see a doctor) by 

being harmed by radiation or pollution or getting involved in natural disaster.  

Overall safety and security perceptions had negative correlations with the 

personal safety and security concern factor, the natural and human-made disaster 

factor, physical risk, functional/performance risk, social risk, psychological risk, and 

financial risk. Thus, as they have higher perceptions of those threats and risks, tourists 

come to think that Japan is a risky or dangerous country.  

Japan’s Overall Safety and Security Perceptions and Other Variables 

This study found the relationships among safety and security perceptions (overall 

safety and security perceptions and perceptions of specific threats), familiarity with 

Japan, desirability of Japan as a vacation destination and likelihood of visiting Japan.  

Familiarity with Japan had negative correlations with the personal safety and 

security concern factor, the cultural and geographic distance factor, physical risk, 

functional/performance risk, social risk, psychological risk, and financial risk. Thus, as 

they have less perceptions of those threats and risks, tourists feel more familiar with 

destinations; however, there was no relationship between familiarity and time risk. Thus, 

this study does not support Zalatan’s (1996) assertion that familiarity helps to reduce 

the amount of information and, consequently, planning time.  

Desirability of Japan as a vacation destination has negative correlations with the 

personal safety and security concern factor, physical risk, functional/performance risk, 

social risk, psychological risk, and financial risk. This means, as tourists perceive these 

threats less, Japan becomes more desirable as a vacation destination.  
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Likelihood of visiting Japan also has negative correlations with the “personal 

safety and security concern” factor, the cultural and geographic distance factor, physical 

risk, functional/performance risk, psychological risk, and financial risk. Therefore, as 

they have fewer perceptions of those threats and risks, tourists become more likely to 

visit Japan in the future. 

As a result, this study found positive correlations among Japan’s overall safety 

and security perceptions, familiarity with Japan, desirability of Japan as a vacation 

destination and likelihood of visiting Japan; this means, as one of them increases, the 

other three all go up. Familiarity with Japan had positive correlations with Japan’s 

overall safety and security perceptions, desirability of Japan as a vacation destination 

and likelihood of visiting Japan. Japan’s overall safety and security perceptions were 

also positively correlated with desirability of Japan as a vacation destination and 

likelihood of visiting Japan. The highest positive correlation among the variables was 

between the desirability of Japan as a vacation destination and likelihood of visiting 

Japan.   

Crompton (1979) proposed that familiarity can be perceived when tourists 

recognize cultural gaps as cultural ties rather than cultural differences. This study 

confirms his statement because there was a negative correlation between the cultural 

and geographic distance factor and familiarity with Japan. As they have higher 

perceptions of the cultural and geographic distance factor, familiarity goes down. 

Therefore, as Crompton said, when cultural differences are perceived as constraints or 

threats, tourists feel more unfamiliar with the destination. As stated, this study found that 

Japan’s overall safety and security perceptions, familiarity with Japan, desirability of 
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Japan as a vacation destination and likelihood of visiting Japan were all positively 

correlated. Therefore, as tourists perceive cultural distance as cultural ties, they feel 

familiar with the destination. As they feel more familiar, the safety and security 

perception of the destination is improved. As the safety and security perception is 

improved, the desirability of the destination goes up. Accordingly, as the desirability 

goes up, eventually they are more likely to visit the destination.  

Conclusion and Implication 

This exploratory study is one of the first studies to investigate (1) safety and 

security perceptions of heritage tourists, (2) Japan’s safety and security perceptions 

among potential international tourists, and (3) perceptions of Japan as a heritage 

tourism destination among potential international tourists. Thus, this study contributes to 

the understanding of safety and security perceptions of US heritage travelers in the 

case of Japan, a distant and culturally different country as a vacation destination. The 

findings are expected to help destination marketing organizations (DMOs), Japan and 

others, to formulate necessary and effective marketing and communication strategies 

addressing and minimizing safety and security concerns that tourists may have, 

regarding a trip to destinations, including Japan. Moreover, in academia, since there is a 

lack of attention to the gap in the previous literature, this study measuring heritage 

tourist’s safety and security perception may provide new insights both in heritage 

tourism and in image studies.  

In this study, there was no difference between heritage and non-heritage tourists 

except for their age. As stated, the Japanese government has targeted middle-age or 

older tourists as the important market segment in their promotional plan of 2013 (cf., 

Japan Travel Agency, 2013). Hence, this study suggested that the Japanese 
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government should formulate marketing strategies to target not only middle-aged and 

older tourists, but also younger tourists because they are currently a key segment in the 

cultural and heritage tourism markets. 

Moreover, the findings of the open-ended question confirmed that Japan has a 

very strong and confirmed destination image as a culturally-oriented and modern 

country among US tourists. This study also empirically studied and confirmed that 

Japan carries potential threats to safety and security for US travelers. In this study, both 

heritage and non-heritage tourists were most concerned with cultural and geographic 

distances, such as the language barrier, high cost of travel, long distance from home, 

cultural differences, and uncomfortable crowd levels, regarding traveling to Japan. They 

also have concerns about time consuming planning, scheduling and traveling. Therefore, 

this study concludes that potential tourists’ perceptions of safety and security may be 

harmonized and may not be diverse, if the destination has a very strong and confirmed 

destination image, like Japan. The majority of the respondents in this study did not have 

past travel experience to Japan, and only 7% had previous trips to the country. 

Generally speaking, since potential tourists have not arrived in the destination, their 

perceptions are not influenced by any factors that are experienced through the actual 

visits. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that destination images may play a key 

role in investigating safety and security perceptions of potential international tourists.  

Although the factor analysis found that the natural and human-made disaster 

factor is still perceived as the relevant threat to Japan’s safety and security, this study 

can conclude that, in 2013, US tourists are concerned with the cultural and geographic 

distance factor rather than such disaster-related factors. This is confirmed by the results 
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of the open-ended question, which revealed that only a few respondents provided 

disaster-related features as their first, second and third images or words, when they 

thought of Japan. Thus, suggestions are provided to the Japanese government and 

DMOs that they should formulate effective marketing strategies addressing the items in 

the cultural and geographic distance factor because they are the most popular concerns 

among potential US tourists, both heritage and non-heritage tourists. 

This study also revealed that Japan’s overall safety and security perceptions, 

familiarity with Japan, desirability of Japan as a vacation destination, likelihood of 

visiting Japan are all positively correlated. Therefore, once they have more familiarity 

with Japan, Japan’s safety and security perception is improved. As tourists perceive 

Japan as a safer and more secure country, the desirability of Japan as a vacation 

destination goes up. Accordingly, as the desirability of Japan goes up, eventually 

tourists are more likely to visit Japan.  

As mentioned previously, familiarity with Japan has a negative correlation with 

the cultural and geographic distance factor, and the cultural and geographic distance 

factor was negatively correlated with functional/performance risk, financial risk, and time 

risk. Thus, functional/performance risk, financial risk and time risk are the key factors to 

increase familiarity with Japan among US tourists. As a rule, physical distance (i.e., 

geographic distance) is difficult to minimize; however, psychological distance (i.e., 

cultural distance) can be more easily reduced. Considering the results that US tourists, 

both heritage and non-heritage tourists, have high concerns in cultural and geographic 

distance and time consumption, this study also provides the following suggestions to the 

Japanese government.  
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The government can strengthen their affiliation with Japanese airline companies 

and try to provide more desirable products and services to US customers. If they find 

something valuable to do or experience on board, US tourists may find value in 

spending a lot of money and time to fly to Japan. In addition, Japanese airline 

companies should expand their market in the United States and provide more direct 

flights, in order to facilitate the immersion into the culture. Furthermore, the results of 

the open-ended question revealed that some respondents provided “expensive” or 

“money” as their general images when they thought of Japan. Hence, the government 

should strengthen their affiliation with Japanese hospitality and travel industries to 

provide cheap tickets, discounted services and products, and coupons. To make such 

marketing strategies more effective, the government should have more affiliations with 

US travel agencies and online ticketing companies, because US tourists may rarely use 

Japanese ones, due to the language barrier when purchasing flight tickets. 

Language is a key to encourage potential international tourists to visit Japan. As 

seen, the result of the correlation analysis revealed that language barrier has a positive 

correlation (r =.516) with cultural difference. In general, lack of knowledge creates fear 

and anxiety. As they become familiar with local languages, tourists can acquire more 

information about destinations. Thus, cultural differences are expected to be minimized. 

Therefore, the government should provide more free e-learning services on which 

potential tourists can learn some useful Japanese phrases for better communication 

with locals. Then, US tourists may become familiar with listening and uttering Japanese 

phrases, and finally they may have a desire to use them in real situations. It is also 

important to keep trying to place the staff who can speak foreign languages at touristic 
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places such as airports, railway stations, attractions and hotels, in addition to provide 

information in various languages. Multi-language audio-guidance at tourist attractions 

should be more promoted.    

Limitation and Recommendation for Future Research 

This exploratory study will not be definitive because the sample may not be 

representative of the US population. Although the Amazon Mechanical Turk® enables 

researchers to obtain demographically-diverse respondents, the sample of this study 

may not include the right persons to measure regarding the perceptions of Japan’s 

safety and security. Therefore, the findings of this study may not be generalizable or 

applicable to the entire population, including heritage tourists in other heritage tourism 

destinations in the United States and those in foreign countries. In this regard, future 

research is warranted and researchers need to test the validity of the findings of this 

study.  

Besides, Amazon Mechanical Turk® allowed the researcher to reach to the 

sample who were in the United States by screening their IP address; however, IP 

addresses cannot identify their citizenship. Therefore, it is possible that some of the 

respondents might not be US citizens. 

Furthermore, this study did not analyze the relationships between each of the 

sociodemographic factors and the specific threat factors (the six risk factors and the 

extracted 3 factors in factor analysis). Thus, future research is expected to analyze 

those relationships, in addition to checking of the validity of the findings. 

Also, this study investigated only US heritage tourists’ perceptions of safety and 

security; therefore, future research is expected to employ heritage tourists with various 

ethnic backgrounds and then investigate cultural differences in their perceptions.  
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As a result, this study did not find any difference between heritage tourists and 

non-heritage tourists, except for their age. As stated earlier, McKercher & du Cros 

(2003) proposed that “[t]he importance or centrality of cultural motives” significantly 

varies among tourists in the process of planning and destination choice (p. 46). For data 

collection, this study also employed the importance of cultural and heritage motives to 

identify the tourist type of the respondents. In this study, tourists who had ranked 

cultural or historic attraction as the most important factor for traveling in general were 

considered heritage tourists, and the remaining were categorized as non-heritage 

tourists. Thus, this study was very conservative to divide them into the two groups. As 

discussed earlier, previous literature found that most cultural and heritage tourists are 

casual tourists, and serious tourists compose a very small segment of the market 

(Balcer & Pearce, 1996; McKercher, 2002; McKercher & du Cros, 2002, 2003; Poria, 

Butler, & Airey, 2003; Prentice, 1993; Richards, 1996; Silberberg, 1995). Therefore, 

more differences might be found if future researchers categorize the tourists, not only 

those who include cultural or historic attractions as the most important factor but also as 

the second or third most important factor, as heritage tourists. Therefore, to achieve this, 

future research should include a larger sample size.  

Lastly, this study did not address individual differences among tourists in their 

risk-taking behavior. As stated earlier, Gibson and Yannakis (2002) found that, as they 

age, tourists decrease their preference for risk-seeking activities and want to engage in 

more intellectual and safer types of activities. If this study is the case, heritage tourists 

may be more risk-tolerant than non-heritage tourists because they are younger; 

however, it is risky to conclude that based on their sociodemographic factors. Even 
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though sociodemographic characteristics are key factors, previous literature proposed 

that sociodemographics cannot explain individual differences in risk taking behavior, but 

psychographic characteristics can (e.g., Somez & Graefe, 1998a). In fact, as stated 

earlier, some previous studies have found that cultural tourists and heritage tourists are 

stimulation avoiders who prefer to visit familiar destinations and participate in pre-

organized tours and activities (Wahlers & Etzel, 1985) and lower sensational-seeking 

tourists (Pizam, Reichel and Uriely, 2001); thus, cultural and heritage tourists are likely 

more risk averse than other types of tourists. In fact, some cultural and heritage tourism 

studies have suggested that benefit segmentation is a more useful tactic to employ in 

market segmentation because tourists in this context seek different experiences (e.g., 

Silberberg, 1995; McKercher & du Cros, 2002; Poria, Butler, and Airey, 2003; Prentice, 

1993). Therefore, future research should address such individual differences in risk-

taking behavior among heritage tourists. 
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APPENDIX A 
DEFINITIONS OF CULTURAL AND HERITAGE TOURISM 

Author & Year Cultural Tourism Cultural Heritage Tourism Heritage Tourism 

Zeppel & Hall 
(1992) 

  “Arts and heritage tourism can 
be regarded as a subset of 
cultural tourism…” (p. 47).  

“Heritage tourism is based on 
nostalgia for the past and the 
desire to experience diverse 
cultural landscapes and 
forms” (p. 47).  

“Heritage tourism based on 
history tends to be education-
oriented and includes guided 
tours of buildings, monuments 
and ruins, dramatic sound 
and light performances and 
the re-enactment of 
historically significant 
occasions” (p. 48). 

“Heritage tourism is thus a 
broad field of specialty travel 
including many special 
interest aspects of tourism 
ranging from examination of 
the physical remains of the 
past and natural landscapes 
to the experience of local 
cultural traditions” (p. 48).  

Prentice 
(1993) 

  “[V]isitors to heritage attractions 
are largely seeking 
‘nostalgia’” (p. 81).  

“Heritage tourism should be 
regarded as a series of 
overlapping and somewhat ill 
defined market places, in 
which potential consumers 
seek to benefit internally 
through the beneficial feelings 
of ‘consuming’ heritage, and 
producers present products 
for consumption as 
attractions” (p. 222). 

Silberberg 
(1995) 

“[V]isits by persons from 
outside the host 
community motivated 
wholly or in part by interest 
in the historical, artistic, 
scientific or 
lifestyles/heritage offerings 
of a community, region, 
group or institution” (p. 
361).  

  

Balcer & 
Pearce (1996) 

  Adapt Zeppel & Hall's (1992) 
definition: “heritage tourism as 
a broad field of specialty 
travel, 'based on nostalgia for 
the past and the desire to 
experience diverse cultural 
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landscapes and forms'” (p. 
203).  

Adapt Prentice's (1993) 
definition that “Heritage 
tourism should be regarded 
as a series of overlapping and 
somewhat ill defined market 
places, in which potential 
consumers seek to benefit 
internally through the 
beneficial feelings of 
‘consuming’ heritage, and 
producers present products 
for consumption as 
attractions” (p. 203).  

Nuryanti 
(1996) 

  “Heritage tourism offers 
opportunities to portray the 
past in the present. It provides 
an infinite time and space in 
which the past can be 
experienced through the 
prism of the endless 
possibilities of interpretation. 
Postmodern tourists use the 
power of their intellect and 
imagination to receive and 
communicating messages, 
constructing their own sense 
of historic places to create 
their individual journeys of 
self-discovery" (pp. 250-251).  

“Heritage tourism, as a 
production or reproduction of 
the past,…” (p. 252).  

“[H]eritage tourism is part of 
cultural tourism in a broader 
sense…” (pp. 254-255).  

“Heritage tourism, particularly 
built heritage, is a form of 
special interest tourism” (p. 
257). 

Richards 
(1996)  

  “Heritage tourism, as a part of 
the broader category of 
'cultural tourism'…” (p. 261).   

Yale (1997)   “’Heritage’ sounds less dry, 
more homely, even more 
patriotic. Nostalgia has also 
become important to other 
areas of business, as if the 
faster modern life moves, the 
more people want to look 
back and cling to their roots. 
‘Heritage’ seems to 
encapsulate their mood” (p. 
32). 

“[H]eritage tourism’ really 
means little more than tourism 
centred on what we have 
inherited, which can mean 
anything from historic 
buildings, to art works, to 
beautiful scenery” (p. 32). 
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Fyall & Garrod 
(1998) 

  “Heritage and sustainability 
share a common theme of 
inheritance. Heritage tourism 
is, as an economic activity, 
predicted on the use of 
inherited environmental and 
socio-cultural assets in order 
to attract visitors. 
Sustainability requires that 
those assets are carefully 
managed to ensure that future 
generations inherit a resource 
base that is sufficient to 
support their needs and 
wants” (p. 213). 

Palmer (1999)   “[H]eritage tourism is a powerful 
force in the construction and 
maintenance of a national 
identity because it relies upon 
the historic symbols of the 
nation as a means of 
attracting tourists” (p. 313). 

“The nationalistic ‘messages’ of 
heritage tourism must, 
therefore, have an impact on 
how individuals within that 
nation conceive of their 
personal identity and, by the 
same token, how the nation 
and its people are perceived 
by others” (p. 317). 

Garrod & Fyall 
(2000) 

  “[T]he relationship between 
heritage tourism and 
sustainability because the two 
concepts evidently share a 
common theme…The pivotal 
concept in both of these 
definitions is clearly that 
of ’inheritance’…” (p. 683). 

 “Heritage tourism has 
traditionally involved 
individuals from a wide range 
of backgrounds, including 
conservators and curators, 
planners, operations 
managers, strategic experts, 
public relations experts, and 
marketing professionals” (p. 
688). 

Du Cros 
(2001) 

Adapts Silberberg’s (1995) 
definition: “…‘visits by 
persons from outside the 
host community motivated 
wholly or in part by interest 
in the historical, artistic, 
scientific or 
lifestyles/heritage offerings 
of a community, region, 
group or institution’” (p. 
165). 

 
 

“Cultural tourism, of which 
cultural heritage tourism 
is part,…” (p. 165). 
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Richards 
(2001a) 

“Cultural tourists can learn 
about the culture of a 
destination and gain new 
experiences related to that 
culture in a number of 
ways, depending on the 
forms of culture they 
consume”(p. 7).  

“Cultural tourism therefore 
covers not just the 
consumption of the cultural 
products of the past, but 
also of contemporary 
culture of the ‘way of life’ 
of a people or region. 
Cultural tourism can 
therefore be seen as 
covering both ‘heritage 
tourism’ (related to 
artefacts of the past) and 
‘arts tourism’ (related to 
contemporary cultural 
production)” (p. 7). 

“Cultural tourism, heritage 
tourism, arts tourism, 
ethnic tourism and a host 
of other terms seem to 
be almost 
interchangeable in their 
usage, but it is rarely 
clear whether people are 
talking about the same 
thing” (p. 7). 

“It seems that the combination 
of nostalgia for the past, the 
need to reassert national and 
local identities and the 
perceived economic benefits 
of cultural development have 
had a dramatic effect on the 
supply of cultural attractions” 
(p. 6). 

 

Chandler & 
Costello 
(2002) 

  “[E]veryone [researchers of 
previous studies] tends to 
agree that tourists want more 
cultural and heritage 
experiences, whether these 
are meaningful and authentic 
or shallow forms of 
entertainment” (p. 162). 

Pretes (2003)   “The viewing of heritage sites by 
domestic tourists is a key 
aspect in the formation and 
maintenance of a national 
identity, especially when 
nationalism is understood as 
an ‘imagined community’” (p. 
125). 

Timothy & 
Boyd (2006) 

  “Heritage Tourism, which 
typically falls under the 
purview of cultural tourism 
(and vice versa), is one of the 
most notable and widespread 
types of tourism and is among 
the very oldest forms of 
travel” (p. 1).  

“This form of travel entails visits 
to sites of historical 
importance, including built 
environments and urban sites, 
ancient monuments and 
dwellings, rural and 
agricultural landscapes, 
locations where historic 
events occurred and places 
where interesting and 
significant cultures stand out. 
The pervasiveness of heritage 
resources has put heritage 
tourism at the forefront of the 
industry in many parts of the 
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world. It is one of the most 
significant types of tourism in 
terms of visitors and 
attractions, involving 
hundreds of millions of people 
every year” (p. 2).   

Timothy 
(2011) 

“Cultural tourism is 
sometimes used to refer to 
people visiting or 
participating in living 
cultures, contemporary art 
and music or other 
elements of modern 
culture” (p. 4).  

“[C]ultural tourism is more 
about people trying to 
edify their cultural selves 
and satisfy their cultural 
needs by visiting places 
and observing built 
heritage, arts, 
performances, and living 
cultures” (p. 5). 

Cultural tourism and 
heritage tourism are 
“being two separate but 
related, or overlapping, 
phenomena” (p. 4).  

“Even contemporary art 
and living culture are 
important constituents of 
heritage, because they 
are based upon past 
(recent or distant) 
creative and social 
values and because they 
become historical while 
they are being produced” 
(p. 5).  

“[C]ultural heritage tourism 
encompasses built 
patrimony, living 
lifestyles, ancient 
artifacts and modern art 
and culture. While some 
authors prefer to draw 
distinctions between 
cultural tourism and 
heritage tourism based 
on people's desires or 
the currency of 
resources, the 
differences, if they exist 
at all, are rather subtle, 
and both terms used 
interchangeably 
throughout this book” (p. 
6). 

“Some people define heritage 
tourism as people visiting 
heritage places or viewing 
historical resources. Others 
suggest that a personal 
connection to the objects or 
places being viewed is what 
defines heritage tourism” (p. 
3).  

“[H]eritage tourism is based on 
visits by people who want to 
learn something new or 
enhance their lives in some 
way” (p. 4).  

“[T]here are many definitions of 
heritage tourism, but they all 
include elements of the 
human past as a resource, 
and entail a variety of motives 
on the part of the tourists” (p. 
4).  

“[H]eritage tourism refers to 
travelers seeing or 
experiencing built heritage, 
living culture or contemporary 
arts. Its resources are 
tangible and intangible and 
are found rural and urban 
settings” (p. 4).  

“[H]eritage tourism is based 
upon antiquated relics; it 
tends to occur in rural areas 
and is more place-bound, 
while cultural tourism is 
dominant in urban areas and 
is less place-bound,…” (pp. 4-
5).  
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APPENDIX B 
CHARACTERISTICS OF CULTURAL AND HERITAGE TOURISTS 

Author Sociodemographic Psychographic Behavioral 

Zeppel & 
Hall (1992) 

Older; higher incomes (p. 53).  Stay in hotel/motel; stay longer 
in destinations; family-
oriented and education-
oriented in their vacation 
activities (p. 53)  

Motivated more by a search for 
heritage experiences than by 
a detailed interest in factual 
history (p. 54). 

Prentice 
(1993) 

No specific difference between 
heritage tourists and other 
holiday tourists in terms of the 
size and characteristics of their 
groups, such as the number of 
adults with/without children, the 
number of children in their 
personal group, and the effect of 
the type of attraction to be 
involved (p.64).  

Heterogeneous (p. 64). 

 Most cultural and heritage 
tourists are casual tourists (p. 
169). 

Silberberg 
(1995) 

Earn more money; more highly 
educated; more women than 
men; older age, including baby 
boomers (p. 363).  

Highly educated people and 
women are more likely 
culturally oriented (p. 
364). 

Spend more money while 
traveling; spend more time at 
destinations; stay at hotels or 
motels; shop more (p. 363).  

The great variety of travel 
motivators and personal 
interests of tourists (p. 363).  

Balcer & 
Pearce 
(1996) 

  The majority are general 
sightseers or recreationists, 
rather than enthusiasts or 
specialist; no significant 
difference (p. 211) 

Richards 
(1996)  

Highly educated; higher 
socioeconomic status (p. 270). 

Work in cultural industries (p. 271). 
Older (general cultural tourists) (p. 

271). 
Younger and self-employed or 

entrepreneurial (specific cultural 
tourists) (p. 272). 

 Frequent travelers; Spend more 
money and time at 
destinations (p. 271). 

Most of cultural tourists are 
casual tourists; specific 
cultural tourists who are 
driven by cultural motives 
constitute only a small 
segment (p.  271). 

Prentice, 
Witt &, 
Hamer 
(1998) 

Non-manual households; highly 
educated; middle-aged (35-44 
[32.8%] and 45-54 [20.8%]) (p. 
7). 

  

Richards 
(2001b) 

More women; younger; highly 
educated; employed or self-
employed; students and retirees; 
professional or managerial 
status; higher income; over half 
(55%) were foreign tourists (pp. 
40-41).  

Older; better educated; professional 
status; higher income; with an 
occupation related to culture (p. 
45). 

 Motivated by new experiences 
or learning as well as 
relaxation or work (p. 45).  

Social or work-related reasons 
[for local people] (p. 46) 
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Chandler & 
Costello 
(2002) 

Middle-aged (between 35 and 63); 
college graduate or higher 
educated; married, with older 
children; employed full-time; 
traveled by personal car (p. 163). 

The respondents' demographics at 
all destinations were remarkably 
homogeneous; this demographic 
homogeneity was particularly 
evident with regard to age, family 
life cycle status, and level of 
education achievement (p. 164). 

More than 80% are the 
centric personality profile 
(either active or mellow), 
based on Plog's (1995) 
aggregated scoring 
method (p. 164). 

 

Richards 
(2007) 

Younger; highly educated; better 
jobs; higher incomes; 
professional or managerial 
occupations; high salaries (p. 
15). 

 The single most important 
motivation for younger tourists 
was “discovering other 
cultures” (p. 15). 

Timothy 
(2011) 

Younger; middle aged (mainly 
between 30 and 50); older and 
retirees; having college or Post-
graduate degrees (p. 27).  

The trend of demographic 
characteristics differs depending 
on destinations in the case of the 
US (p. 27).  

Prepare for their visits 
ahead of time by reading 
about, and researching, 
the places they visit (p. 27) 

Spend more and shop more at 
destinations (p. 28).  

Stay longer at destinations (p. 
28)  

Serious heritage tourists are the 
best educated and have a 
strong personal interest in 
various aspects of history (p. 
27).  

Help locals feel self-esteem and 
community pride in their 
cultural heritage (pp. 157-
158). 
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APPENDIX C 
INSTRUMENT
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