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ABSTRACT

In order to understand the role of borders in tourism, research needs to examine
how tourists perceive a border; if tourists perceive the same types of risk as they do
when they travel to other tourist destinations. The purpose of this study is to identify
salient dimensions of perceived risk and relationships among antecedent variables such
as past travel experiences, culture, destination familiarity, perceptions of travel risk in
the context of the U.S.-Mexico border and tourists’ attitudes and intentions to visit
destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border.

Data was collected from Texas residents age 18 and above through an online
panel survey. A total of 488 responses were gathered. Several statistical analyses were
utilized for hypothesis testing: Factor analysis, an Independent T-test, a Paired Sample
T-test, ANOVA and SEM. In the current study, five dimensions of risk perception were
identified; ‘Personal Safety,” ‘Conveniences,” ‘Border Patrol Concerns,” ‘Border Patrol
Importance,” and ‘Communication Concern.” The major results are as follows: 1)
Asians perceived a higher risk of ‘Border Patrol Concerns’ when considering not
crossing the border into Mexico and Caucasians perceived a higher risk of
‘Communication Concern’ when considering crossing the border. 2) Respondents with
no Spanish speaking skill perceived higher levels of risk of ‘Personal Safety’ and
‘Conveniences’ when considering not crossing the border into Mexico while respondents
with Spanish speaking skill perceived higher levels of risk of ‘Personal Safety,’

‘Conveniences,” ‘Border Patrol Concerns,” and ‘Communication Concern’ when



considering crossing the border into Mexico. 3) Respondents perceived higher risk when
considering travel to a rural region than an urban region. 4) Media exposure and
familiarity with a destination were found to be a significant predictor influencing
perceived risk in both cases. 5) A negative relationship between perceived risk and
attitude and a positive relationship between attitude and intention have been identified in
both cases. Based on the results, several suggestions are made. First, positively worded
information should be provided for tourists to help them understand border procedures
as well as information regarding tourist facilities in the border region. Second, providing
information in different languages especially in English would be helpful to reduce the
levels of communication risk for potential tourists. Third, tourism practitioners should
monitor information being dispersed through the influential sources related to a
destination for their unique target markets. If misinformation is found, it should be
corrected properly before potential tourists perceive it as reality. Lastly, it will be
important to share positive travel experiences by tourists who traveled to the border
region through social media to reduce unnecessary perceived risk or fear for potential

tourists who consider traveling to border regions.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Travel decision- making is a complicated process because tourists need to make
decisions in terms of destinations, transportation, activities, accommodation and budget.
In general, every tourist experiences a certain level of risk when they travel. People still
recall the catastrophic events that occurred in the world: the terrorist attacks in the US on
September 11, 2001; in Paris on November 13, 2015; the January 12, 2010 earthquake in
Haiti; the Ebola virus disease; and more recently airplane crashes which resulted in
severe injuries and deaths of passengers and crew. It could lead people to perceive some
level of risks when thinking of travel. Therefore, the risk can lead tourists to have
difficulty when deciding and considering whether to alter the travel choices that they
have made (Wong & Yeh, 2009). From past research, several factors influencing
decision making processes have been found. Among them, one of the factors is risk
perception. The studies of perceived risk among tourists have become more prominent in
recent years in the context of tourism.

Travel risk is the probability that a person will experience danger when traveling
(Fischhoff et al, 1984). Various types of travel risk have previously been categorized:
health, physical, satisfaction, equipment, time, monetary/financial, cultural,
psychological, political instability, terrorism, and crime (Reisinger & Mavondo, 2006).
Different individuals perceive travel risks different ways and their reaction to it is also

different (Reisinger & Mavondo, 2006). Lepp & Gibson (2003) have suggested that



touristic characteristics including past travel involvement, nationality, and age can be
studied so that the concept of perceived risk can be more thoroughly understood.

Many prior studies explored the connection between touristic characteristics and risk
perceptions. These variables include past travel experience (Lepp & Gibson, 2008;
Pinhey & Iverson, 1994; Sonmes & Graefe, 1998a); nationality/culture (Bontempo et al,
1997; Park & Reisinger, 2010; Reisinger & Mavondo, 2006); social media (Schroeder &
Pennington-Gray, 2014); and tourists’ characteristics (e.g. gender, age, education level)
(Carr, 2001; Gibson & Yiannakis , 2002; Lepp & Gibson, 2003; Mitchell & Vassos,
1997; Rountree & Land, 1996). These studies have shown that tourists’ levels of
perceived risk differ according to those factors. For example, greater perceptions of risk
have been identified in the demographic of younger tourists (Floyd & Pennington-Gray,
2004; Mitchell & Vassos , 1997) as well as less educated (Mitchell & Vassos, 1997,
Rountree & Land, 1996) and females (Canally, 2004; Carr, 2001; Lepp & Gibson, 2003;
Mitchell & Vassos, 1997). Experienced tourists have perceived destinations to be less
risky (Lepp & Gibson, 2003), and tourists exposed to reports in the news media of
negative information or negative word of mouth reviews perceived more risk when
visiting certain places (Canally, 2004).

Considering the importance of risk perception and the amount of study devoted
to examining it in the tourism field, there are still some factors which have not been
thoroughly examined. One of the variables to consider is past experience with crime and
its relationship to the tourist’s perception of risk. Mesch (2000) examined how standard

nighttime activities, anxiety related to crime and perceptions of risk are related in leisure
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and recreational contexts. Mesch (2000) measured the concept of perceived risk using
two items; whether he/she believed there was too much criminal activity in the
neighborhood and if those surveyed knew firsthand whether criminals were in their
neighborhood. Results from this study revealed that respondents with prior experiences
of victimization as well as women demonstrated greater levels of perceived risk. People
who perceived more risk were not as likely to involve themselves in nighttime actions
and had more fear of crime. In contrast to previous research (Mesch, 2000; Rountree &
Land, 1996), Truman (2005) did not found the prior victimization to increase
individual’s fear of crime. The author assumed that this result may be because the
college students in the sample were better educated in regards to how to cope with
victimization. Moreover, a majority of victims (which was 24.8% of respondents in this
study) were only victims of property crime. In the context of tourism, studies on the
relationship between prior crime experiences and the risk perception of tourists have not
been given much attention and further research is needed to examine this relationship.
Another variable to consider is the characteristics of the destination. Each travel
destination has its own unique characteristics. Past studies have indicated that
individuals perceive rural and urban landscapes differently (Brush et al, 2000; Dewar,
Li, and Davis, 2007 Schroeder, 1982); respondents in the studies had more favorable
feelings toward rural landscape settings rather than urban landscape settings. Therefore,
the researcher assumes that tourists traveling to urban regions may perceive higher levels
of risk than those traveling to rural regions. Similarly, tourists may hold different

perceptions in terms of traveling to regions within America as opposed to travelling to
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regions within America along with an excursion into Mexico by crossing the border.
Although studies have examined peoples’ perceptions in different settings, very limited
research has received consideration in the context of tourism studies. Therefore, it is
necessary to examine how the different characteristics of travel destinations (e.g. urban
or rural) influence tourists’ risk perceptions to understand their perceived risk more
thoroughly since it has not been investigated much in the field of tourism.

Several factors that could influence the level of tourists’ risk perception have
been suggested. Along with factors influencing tourists’ perceived risk, examining how
risk perception affects tourists’ decision making is important because tourism providers
should know that perceived risk may be a stress factor for tourists. Therefore, there
would be a less chance of tourists to be out of their home to travel. Research has shown
that there is an inverse relationship when considering perceived risk and intention to
travel. Simply put, when tourists become aware of a higher risk level, their intentions to
travel are low. S6nmez and Graefe (1998) found that perceived risk is important when it
comes to making decisions related to travel. For example, if a prospective traveler
perceived a destination as potentially dangerous, they may change or adjust the intention
they had to travel to that destination. Perceived risks seem to vary depending on the
destination (Floyd & Pennington-Gray, 2004; Kozak et al., 2007). When it comes to
tourist destinations, a lot of different places and countries have been examined to test
how tourists perceive those places in terms of travel destination. There is a growing body
of theoretical literature on international borders that has considered attractions and

barriers to travel. However, very little empirical research has investigated the
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characteristics of international borders. In other words, studies examining tourists’ risk
perception toward the borders when considering travel to the places near the border is
limited. In order to understand the role of borders in tourism, research needs to examine
how tourists perceive a border; however limited work has been done. Canally (2004)
identified college students’ perceived risks and constraints when traveling into a
Mexican border city. The results showed that students perceived high risk in food and
water quality, political instability and stories about crime; all of which were found to be
obstacles that would prevent them from traveling to a border town in Mexico (Canally,
2004). Respondents perceived certain features of Mexican border towns to be
threatening to their own safety. This work indicates that when tourists’ perceived risks
related to border travel, it could affect their attitudes toward and intent to travel to a
border destination. Identifying the dimensions of perceived risks in U.S.-Mexico border
travel is the key focus of this study, along with identifying factors that influence risk
perception as well as the relation between travel decision making and perceived risk.
Several dimensions of perceived risks (e.g. financial, political instability, health, social,
communication, crime, time, equipment, satisfaction, psychological, and terrorism) are
examined in phase | of the scale purification process until the most salient dimensions of
perceived risk are extracted. Furthermore, personal characteristics, past travel
experience, cultural differences, prior crime experience, destination characteristics,
exposure to information, and familiarity with destinations are also investigated to see if
these antecedent variables impact individuals’ perceived risk. Past studies have dealt

with the relationship between perceived risk and the travel decision making of tourists.



However, little attention has been given to research related to tourists’ perceptions and
attitudes toward U.S.-Mexico border regions as tourist destinations.
The purpose of this study is to identify salient dimensions of perceived risk and
relationships among antecedent variables such as past travel experiences, culture,
destination familiarity, perceptions of travel risk in the context of the U.S.-Mexico
border and tourists’ attitudes and intentions to visit destinations along the U.S. — Mexico
border.
Research Questions

This study discusses the following research questions:
1. What types of risk are perceived when a person considers traveling to destinations
along the U.S. — Mexico border?
2. What relationship exists between personal characteristics (age and gender) and
perceived risk in travelling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without
crossing the border? Is the relationship same when crossing the border into Mexico?
3. What relationship exists between past travel experience with the destination and
perceived risk in travelling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without
crossing the border? Is the relationship the same when crossing the border into Mexico?
4. What relationship exists between one’s cultural affiliation and perceived risk in
travelling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without crossing the border? Is

the relationship the same when crossing the border into Mexico?



5. What relationship exists between the presence of prior crime experience and perceived
risk in travelling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without crossing the
border? Is the relationship the same when crossing the border into Mexico?
6. What relationship exists between destination characteristics and perceived risk in
travelling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without crossing the border?
Is the relationship the same when crossing the border into Mexico?
7. What relationship exists between familiarity of destinations and perceived risk in
traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without crossing the border?
Is the relationship the same when crossing the border into Mexico?
8. What relationship exists between the media exposure related to the border and
perceived risk in traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without
crossing the border? Is the relationship the same when crossing the border into Mexico?
9. What relationship exists between perceived risk and attitude toward traveling to
destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without crossing the border? Is the
relationship the same when crossing the border into Mexico?
10. What relationship exists between attitude and intention to travel to destinations along
the U.S. — Mexico border without crossing the border? Is the relationship the same when
crossing the border into Mexico?
Proposed Research Model

Figure 1-a and Figure 1-b illustrate the proposed research model of this study.
Due to dissimilar measurement scales used for the variables, two different research

models are suggested in this study. The Research Model | demonstrates the relationships



between perceived risk and five antecedent variables: personal characteristics, past travel
experience, cultural differences, presence of prior crime experience, and destination
characteristics. The Research Model Il determines the relationships among familiarity,
exposure to information, attitude, and intention decisions on trips to the U.S.-Mexico

border destinations. Each construct is addressed and presented in Chapter I1.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter supplies the theoretical foundations of the conceptual elements
employed in this study by reviewing the literature in various areas related to perceived
risk; antecedent variables that could affect perceived risk such as tourists’ personal
characteristics, past travel experience, cultural differences, past crime experience,
destination characteristics. Other variables examining the relationships of exposure to
information, and familiarity, attitude and intention are also reviewed.
Perceived Risk in Tourism

The concept of perceived risk has been widely used in diverse fields since it was
first introduced in the field of economics during the 1920s (Knight, 1948). In the
marketing field, the concept assumes that risk is perceived by consumers who are
seeking to purchase products or services and consumers typically act to reduce it (Fuchs
& Reichel, 2011). Stone and Gronhaug (1993) noted that there is no certain definition of
“risk” that is fully agreed upon in the theoretical or operational marketing areas. Mowen
and Minor (1998) approached perceived risk as “a consumer’s perception of the overall
negativity of a course of action based on an assessment of the possible negative
outcomes and the likelihood that those outcomes will occur” (p. 176). Yeung & Morris
(2006) defined risk perception as “the individual judgment of the likelihood that a
consequent loss could occur and the seriousness of its likely consequences™ (p.295). Cox
& Rich (1964) considered "Perceived risk" as referring to the nature and quantity of

danger perceived by the consumer who is anticipating a specific purchase decision. It
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can be claimed that definitions of perceived risk vary according to different researchers.
Various types of risks have been identified in the literature concerning consumer
behavior: social; time; performance; psychological; opportunity loss; and physical
(Assael, 1995, Engel et al., 1995, Mowen & Minor, 1998, Schiffman & Kanuk, 2007).
These types of risks have been identified in the Tourism field as well.

As a portion of the service industry, tourism is distinguished by service specific
qualities including intangibility (i.e. it cannot be seen or tasted), inseparability (i.e. it is
produced and consumed at the same time), variability (i.e. it is always unique; it only
exists once, and is never exactly repeated), and perishability (i.e. it cannot be stored and
it goes waste if it is not consumed simultaneously) (Lovelock & Wirtz, 2007). The
“product” of tourism is exposed to various circumstances which include crime,
terrorism, disease/health issues, natural disaster/weather issues, unfriendly inhabitants,
food concerns, and political instability. Such factors will often increase the perceived
level of risk among potential tourists (Pizam & Mansfeld, 1996; Roehl & Fesenmaier,
1992; Sénmez, 1998; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998a; Tsaur et al., 1997; Witt & Moutinho,
1995).

Perceived risk as a conceptual framework has received considerable attention in
the literature of the tourism field. Roehl (1988) and Roehl and Fesenmaier (1992)
pioneered researching the risk perception within tourism. They suggested seven
dimensions of risks: equipment, physical, satisfaction, social, time, financial, and
psychological. Among them, there are three dimensions of perceived rick: destination,

physical-equipment and vacation were identified by utilizing factor analysis. Moutinho
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(1987) categorized five tourists perceived risks; functional, physical, financial, social,
and psychological risk by reviewing marketing literature. Tsaur et al. (1997) utilized an
Analytic Hierarchy Process method to examine various risk evaluation criteria. The
study they conducted was intended to analyze two major risks: equipment risk and
physical risk. Equipment risk refers to hazards which may arise due to the malfunction
of equipment, for example transportation safety issues would be one example. Physical
risk refers to many issues: individual health, weather issues, hygiene problems, and law
and order (e.g. political instability, criminal attack, and attitude of locals in relation to
tourists). The results of the study demonstrated that law and order was deemed the most
salient feature of tourist risk. Mitchell and Vassos (1997) portrayed tourist risk as a
multidimensional concept and identified a list of 43 risk factors, ranging from natural
disasters to more inconsequential issues such as a tour representative not joining
activities The highest risk factors for respondents were; “your hotel may not be as nice
as it appears in the brochures”, “you will be charged excessively for making telephone
calls in the hotel and the meals provided will be disappointing”. In the other hand, the
risk of a natural disaster found to be low risk factor.

Boksberger et al. (2007) researched the topic of perceived risk in terms of air
travel. The researchers identified six dimensions of risk perception related to air travel:
functional, physical, financial, psychological, social risk, and temporal (the probability
of lost time due to delays, inconvenience, and during the check-in process). The findings
indicated that temporal risk and financial risk were the most relevant when examining

commercial air travel. The concept of risk perception has been examined in various
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distinct market sections of tourism. Hunter-Jones, Jeffs, and Smith (2007) researched the
increasing youth tourism market, focusing on backpackers, and studied the attitudes
toward risk and potential reactions to a possible catastrophe. The researchers utilized a
qualitative approach and found that political instability and war conditions were the
greatest influential risks when considering decisions prior to travel, while terrorism was
deemed to be the least significant risk. Reichel et al. (2007) also examined backpackers
and found that physical risk was perceived as the most important risk type and
backpacker’s risk perception varied in accordance with an individual’s unique
characteristics such as previous backpacking experience, gender, and proclivity for
fellow travelers.

In the context of international travel, Sénmez & Graefe (1998a) and SGnmez &
Graefe (1998b) identified ten types of risk: functional/equipment, social, time, terrorism,
health, psychological, physical, political instability, satisfaction, and financial. One of
the key findings in their research was that levels of risk perception are directly affect
choices made regarding international vacation destinations. Greater perceived risk in
relation to a destination led to a greater likelihood of a consumer choosing to avoid
visiting certain foreign destinations. The same types of patters were reported in that most
travelers are likely to alter their plans with regards to a destination that has elevated or
increased risk (Kozak et al., 2007; Mé&ser & Weiermair, 1998).

Of several dimensions of perceived risk tested, Han (2005) added one more
dimension. Han (2005) investigated ten dimensions of perceived risk identified in the

literature and added “communication risk’ to determine if these eleven dimensions of
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risk are perceived as important factors for tourists when vacationing at international
destinations .The results indicated that of those eleven dimensions of perceived risk,
seven dimensions of perceived risk (value risk, health risk, social risk, communication
risk, terrorism risk, psychological risk, and equipment risk) were identified as significant
dimensions of risk perception related to vacationing in Australia and Japan.

Dimensions of perceived risk in vacationing at tourist destinations appear to vary
depending on destination. Considering that little research has been conducted regarding
testing the perceived risks in U.S.-Mexico border travel, it will be important to identify
whether tourists perceive different dimensions of risk in terms of traveling destinations
along the U.S. — Mexico border. Along with those dimensions of risk that have been
identified in past studies, this study suggests crime risk and law enforcement risk are part
of the perceived risk dimensions that are closely related to the border travel. Martinez
(2000) used the Expected Value Model to examine U.S. tourists’ individual designation
to risk perceptions of criminal victimization on the American side of the U.S.-Mexico
border. The results showed that the means of the subjective probability of being the
victim of a crime was greater than the mean of the objective probability of being the
victim of a crime at the Border. In other words, tourists perceived a higher risk of
criminal victimization than the actual probability of being the victim of a crime that will
occur. Location and drug related issues may cause higher perceptions of risk for
tourists. Tourists may feel that places adjacent to international borders are more
dangerous to visit than other places because of issues such as political instability. It has

been suggested that different types of risks were perceived according to different places
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tourists travel (Tsaur et al., 1997). According to Stone & Mason (1995), psychological
risk was the most significant risk whereas health risk was found to be the most
significant when making a decision regarding international travel in Sonmez’s (1994)
study. Of ten various risk types (financial, physical, time, satisfaction, health, terrorism,
political instability, psychological, equipment, social, and political instability) terrorism
and political instability risk were amid the greatest predictors, especially traveling to
Asia and South America. Tourists who perceived greater risk as a result of terrorism
were more likely to want to avoid travel to Africa and the Middle East. Terrorism risk
was the only significant indicator of intention to avoid travel to the Middle East and for
Africa health and satisfaction risk were the greatest contributors to the model.

This study aims to examine what dimensions of perceived risk are present when a
potential traveler considers travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border.
Proposition 1: Individuals perceive significant dimensions of risk while considering
travel to destinations along with U.S.-Mexico border.

Hypothesis 1: Individuals perceive different types of perceived risk when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border compared to dimensions
of perceived risk identified in the literature.

Perceived Risk and Personal Characteristics

Demographic details are not deemed to be the strongest predictors of perception
in relation to travel risk perceptions (S6nmez & Graefe, 1998a), research indicates that
several factors influence travel risk perceptions: income (Park & Reisinger, 2010),

education level (S6nmez & Graefe, 1998b), and age (Floyd & Pennington-Gray, 2004;
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Gibson & Yiannakis, 2002). High risk perceptions have been discovered amid travelers
who are less educated (S6nmez & Graefe, 1998b) and among females (Carr, 2001; Floyd
& Pennington-Gray, 2004; Lepp & Gibson, 2003). Another interesting result confirmed
by Canally (2004) that gender is related to perceived barriers to traveling across the U. S.
— Mexico border with women being more likely to perceive barriers than are men.
Regarding the relationship between age and risk perception, the results vary by research.
The literature indicates that results were mixed concerning older and younger residents
and if they higher levels of risk or fear of crime (Baker et al., 1983; Chadee & Ditton,
2003; Ferraro & LaGrange, 1992; Floyd & Pennington-Gray, 2004; Gibson &
Yiannakis, 2002; Rountree, 1998; Weinrath & Gartell, 1996; Ziegler & Mitchell, 2003).
Despite the diverse of results of the relationship between perceived risk and age, it was
assumed that older respondents would perceive higher level of risk since older people
are physically more vulnerable. It is supported by prior study suggesting that older
respondents perceive greater fear of crime (Barker et al., 1983).
Proposition 2: Individuals in different age groups and different genders perceive risk
differently when considering travel to destinations along U.S.-Mexico border.

Hypothesis 2-1-a: Females will perceive significantly higher risk across all
dimensions of risk when considering traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico
border without an excursion into Mexico.

Hypothesis 2-1-b: Females will perceive significantly higher risk across all
dimensions of risk when considering traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico

border with an excursion into Mexico.
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H2-2-a: Older respondents will perceive significantly higher risk across
dimensions of risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico
border without an excursion into Mexico.

H2-2-b: Older respondents will perceive significantly higher risk across
dimensions of risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico
border with an excursion into Mexico.

Past Travel Experience

Past travel experience is another variable that will be examined in this study. Past
experience can be considered as repeat visits with the destination (Kerstetter & Cho,
2004). Based upon numerous studies, Campo-Martinez et al. (2010) suggest that past
behavior is the best predictor of future behavior. “This would be due to the fact that
when a tourist has already visited a destination, their perception of risk declines and their
costs to other destinations increase” (p. 3). Sonmez and Graefe (1998a) also found that
experience with travel can affect safety or risk perceptions by confirming or eliminating
them which then influences the probability of future travels, as well as efforts to avoid
destinations; individual risk perception overall will decrease with an increase in travel
experience. Past travel experience to a region will result in an increase in individual
intention to travel back there as well as an increase in the willingness to travel to areas
considered risky (Sonmez & Graefe, 1998b). This is supported by several other
researcher findings in which personal experience traveling to a destination may serve to
alter risk perception throughout decision-making regarding international vacation travel

(Han, 2005; Lepp & Gibson, 2003). More current research has revealed that more
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experienced tourists perceive less risk in relation to strange food, health, and terrorism
(Lepp & Gibson, 2003). Fuchs and Reichel (2011) compared endpoint risk dimensions
among repeat visitors and first-time guests when traveling to Israel. The results indicated
that first-time visitors were linked with socio-psychological risk, food and weather risk.
Repeat guests were associated with different items: service, financial and car accident
risk.

According to a study conducted by Canally (2004), the incidence of visits to
Mexican border towns had no effect on perceived obstacles to visiting such towns. This
finding suggests that there is no direct influence on individually perceived barriers by the
number of times that person crosses into Mexico to visit a border town. This finding is
significant because it is contrary to the finding of Lepp and Gibson (2003) who found
that travel experience reduces perceived barriers in students. It may be due to the
characteristics the international border has. Another objective of this study is to compare
repeat guests and first-time visitors who consider visiting the U.S. — Mexico border in
terms of destination risk perception.

Proposition 3: Past travel experience affects individuals’ perceived risk when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border.

H3-1 Respondents who have not been to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico
Border without an excursion into Mexico will perceive significantly higher levels of risk
across all dimensions of risk than those who have.

H3-2 Respondents who have not been to Mexico will perceive significantly

higher levels of risk across all dimensions of risk than those who have when considering
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traveling to destinations along with U.S.-Mexico border and taking an excursion into
Mexico.
Cultural Differences
Race

Tourism is now a truly a global phenomenon in the hands of multinational
corporations. In this phenomenon, empirical research has shown that noteworthy
alterations in risk perception exist among tourists from different countries. Reisinger and
Mavondo (2006) explored the perceptions that international tourists had concerning
travel risk and safety, intention to travel and anxiety. The result indicated that tourists
from Australia, Hong Kong and the United States perceived greater risk in travel, did not
feel very safe, and had greater anxiety as well as reluctance to travel compared with
tourists from Canada, Greece and the United Kingdom. Fuchs and Reichel (2004) found
noteworthy variations in risk perception of a specified tourist destination along with a
variety of dimensions of risk perception among tourists of various nationalities. The
researchers were also able to capture religious associations as related with varying
degrees of destination risk perception. Similarly, Asian tourists perceived different types
of risk significantly (natural disaster, terrorist attack and infectious disease) higher than
Western tourists (Law, 2006). Park and Reisinger (2010) explored the socio-
demographic and economic differences in the perceived influences of natural disasters
and travel risk concerning international travel. Significant differences in perceived
impact of natural disasters on travelling internationally were found among various

nationalities. Asian tourists identify more influence of tornadoes on international travel
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decisions than other nationalities; American tourists perceive their influence to be
comparatively low. Similarly, Asian tourists have a greater concern with wind disasters
than American tourists.

As well as people with different nationalities, people with different race also
show that they perceive risks differently. The interrelation of risk and race have become
issues of importance as it has become apparent that people of color have been subjected
to greater exposure to higher levels of toxic substances. Savage (1993) found that blacks
felt more threatened by the hazards of home fires, automobile accidents, commercial
aviation accidents, and stomach cancer than whites. Contrarily, Ortega and Myles (1987)
found that blacks are more likely to live in neighborhoods with higher crime than whites
and blacks perceive their risk of victimization to be slightly lower than whites.

Flynn et al. (1994) suggest that race and perceived risk may be related to
sociopolitical factors; measuring perceptions of environmental health risks for 1275
white and 214 nonwhite individuals. Their results indicated that whites perceived risks
as much smaller and more acceptable than did others who were surveyed. The results
suggest that sociopolitical factors like trust, status, alienation and power are determiners
of individual perception and toleration of risk. This result is supported by Finucane et al.
(2000) suggesting that respondents of whites perceived high-risk in health and food risk
than respondents of nonwhites.

With the results of past studies showing that different cultural and national

backgrounds play a significant role in individuals’ perception of risks and fear, it can be
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assumed that cultural background could also affect tourists’ perceptions of risks
differently when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border.
Proposition 4: Different cultural backgrounds affect individual’s perceived risk when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border.

Hypothesis 4-1-a: Asians will perceive significantly higher risk across all risk
dimensions than Caucasians when considering traveling to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border without an excursion into Mexico.

Hypothesis 4-1-b: Asians will perceive significantly higher risk across all risk
dimensions than Caucasians when considering traveling to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border with an excursion into Mexico.

Language

Although some researchers have identified the significance of language in
relation to tourism (Cohen & Cooper, 1986; Mathieson & Wall, 1982; Han, 2005), it has
not been a prominently studied topic. Mathieson and Wall (1982) stated that “language
is an important factor in an analysis of social and cultural change and could be a useful
indicator of the social impact of international tourism” (p. 154). It is also essential to
recognize how language influences tourists’ behavior when they travel. Language
barriers are a central issue in regards to transcultural communication and it impacts
decisions related to travel (Cohen & Cooper, 1986).

Yavas (1987) found that Saudis who perceived high risk levels favored choosing
other Arab countries as destinations of international travel due to a common religion,

language and cultural heritage. Pinhey & Iverson (1994) investigated safety concerns of
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Japanese tourists to Guam and found that there was a significant and strong positive
relationship among assurance in communication skills and safety perceptions. Tapachai
and Waryszak (2000) studied the issue of tourism destination image and discovered that
a benefit of the United States’ image to Australian tourists is that there is “no language
barrier.” Basala and Klenosky (2001) investigated the influence of language on the
preference of travel destination. The outcome indicated that among three groups
(Familiarity seeker, Average seeker, Novelty seeker), Familiarity seekers were
concerned with the type of language spoken the most when traveling. They also found
that Familiarity Seekers were not as likely to visit destinations with language that they
could not speak. These results support Cohen and Cooper’s (1986) claim that tourists
will usually travel to places where their native language is spoken. As English is widely
utilized near the U.S. - Mexico border, Spanish can be the primary language commonly
heard. In this case, tourists who are not comfortable speaking Spanish may perceive
higher levels of risk when they consider traveling to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border. Based on the research related to the influence of skill on risk perception,
the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 4-2-a: Respondents who speak Spanish will perceive significantly less
risk across all risk dimensions than those who do not speak Spanish when considering
traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without an excursion into

Mexico.
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Hypothesis 4-2-b: Respondents who speak Spanish will perceive significantly less
risk across all risk dimensions than those who do not speak Spanish when considering
traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border with an excursion into Mexico.
Past Experience with Crime

By all accounts, contemporary society faces a major problem with crime. About
one-fourth of U.S. households are touched by crime each year (Miethe, 1995). Crime
experiences may affect individuals’ perception on travel. That is, people who have been
the victims of criminal activity could perceive higher level of risks than those who have
not been victims when considering travel. Several researchers have examined the
association between past experience with crime and perceived risk based on feeling fear.
Based on the empirical evidence to date, the relationship seems to be inconclusive. A
study of safety perceptions among tourists in Orlando, Florida found that travelers’ prior
subjection to crime was not a negative influence on their recognition of security (Milman
& Bach, 1999). Mesh (2000) examined how risk perception, fear of crime and routine
nighttime pursuits are related. Results revealed that people with prior experiences of
victimization and also women professed greater perceived risk. People who perceived
more risk were not as likely to be involved in nighttime pursuits and had a greater fear of
crime. Tseloni and Zarafonitou (2008) investigated the relationship among perceived
victimization danger and past experience with crime. The researchers found a strong
connection between past experience with crime and recognize victimization risk; victims
(either direct or indirect) were most likely to feel unsafe at home alone at night than

people who were not victims or those who were unacquainted with a victim. Thus, a
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perceived greater risk of victimization appears to be linked to cogent concerns about
crime. Similarly, LaGrange et al (1992) examined the relationship amongst fear of
crime and physical and social incivilities. The result revealed that higher levels of
perceived social (e.g. unpleasant neighbors, public drunkenness, noisiness, and
unsupervised youth) and physical incivility (e.g. housing vacancies, unsupervised dogs,
garbage and untidiness) were all related to greater fear levels.

Other studies (Quann & Hung, 2002; Truman, 2005) found that there was
evidence of a weak association among perceived risk of feelings of crime and past crime
experience. Truman (2005) claimed that past victimization did not increase an
individual’s fear of crime. The author assumed that it may be because the samples, who
were college students, were better educated in regards to how to cope with victimization.
Moreover, a majority of victims (24.8% of respondents in the study) were only victims
of property crime which tends to have less effect on a person than violent crimes.

Rountree and Land (1996) found that respondents who had previous burglary
victimization had concern about a repeat burglary which caused a greater fear of
burglary. Based on this result, the researcher assumes that people who have previous
experiences in crime would perceive higher levels of risk in terms of the likelihood that
they will face similar crime experiences when traveling. Therefore, this study attempts to
find out if individuals with prior crime experiences and individuals without prior crime
experiences perceive levels of crime risk differently when it comes to visiting
destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border. Moreover, majority studies examining the

relationship between past crime experience and perception of risk have conducted in
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leisure/recreation area. It indicates that the relationship needs to be investigated in
tourism field to see whether it provides the same result or not. Hypotheses for this study
are:

Proposition 5: Past experiences with crime affects individuals’ perceived risk when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border.

Hypothesis 5-1: Respondents who have experienced crime in the past will
perceive significantly higher levels of risk than those who have not when considering
traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without an excursion into
Mexico.

Hypothesis 5-2: Respondents who have experienced crime in the past will
perceive significantly higher levels of risk than those who have not when considering
traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border with an excursion into Mexico.
Destination Characteristics

Traveling to Urban vs Rural Places within America

Travel destinations have characteristics related to destination image. Previous
research (Baloglu & Mclearly, 1999; Beerli & Martin, 2004) has considered destination
image as a notion which is formed by a mixture of reasoned and emotional
understandings of a specific destination. Tourist destination image (TDI) has been
deemed to be an important factor which affects people’s subjective perception, behavior
and decision to visit a destination (Walmsey & Young 1998). People may have different
images of destinations along international borders, especially when considering the U.S.-

Mexico border area. Issues related to drugs or riots, could cause negative images of the
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destinations along the U.S.-Mexican border. Even though there are some tourist
destinations adjacent to the U.S.-Mexican border, people may have different feelings
when thinking of traveling to each destination because each destination has its own
unique characteristics.

Individuals have different perceptions or preferences on traveling urban or rural
destination. Brush et al. (2000) found that respondents perceived driving through forest
scenery to be more pleasant that driving through urban areas. In the line with this result,
Schroeder (1982) conducted a study to discover what features make urban parks and
forests attractive or unattractive places to visit by showing participants 36 photographs
of various actual recreation places in Chicago including parks in the city, suburban forest
preserves, and urban forests. The scenes shown varied from completely natural settings
to those that were highly developed and contained a variety of manmade and natural
features. In the research, individuals were asked to visualize being in each place and to
decide how much they would like visiting each setting. The results indicated that
respondents perceived that natural features, trees in particular, were significant items that
serve to improve the quality of a site. Moreover respondents considered “nature" and
"peace and quiet” as desirable attributes and enjoy contact with more natural
surroundings. Schroeder (1982) also noted that manmade items including pavement and
fences were found to be features that diminished site quality. In contrast, Dewar, Li, and
Davis (2007) found that respondents perceived unsafe environments such as rain forests.
Considering that very limited research has been conducted identifying how tourists

perceive risk differently according to urban and rural destinations in tourism, this
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research gives more value to the field by examining potential tourists’ perceptions of risk
when traveling to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border such as urban and rural.
Noting that those destinations of characteristics are distinct could make potential tourists
perceive destinations differently. Past research identified that respondents showed more
favorable feelings toward rural settings; the researcher assumes that potential tourists
may perceive higher level of risks when considering traveling to El Paso than traveling
to Big Bend.
Preposition 6: Destination characteristics are related to individual’s perceived risk when
considering traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border.

Hypothesis 6-1: Respondents will perceive significantly higher risk across all
risk dimensions when considering traveling to an urban border region than rural region.

Traveling Places within America and Across the Border

Due to the globalization of tourism markets which has increased in recent times
(Levitt, 1983), global risk has become an increasing concern. Tourism is an activity
which is susceptible to the factors of global risk (Ritchie, 2004). Just a few recent
historical examples would include the political instability and wars in Tunisia and Egypt;
health threats; fear over violence, crime, and terrorism, global concerns after September
11, 2001; and natural disasters such as those which impacted Thailand and Japan
(Coshall, 2003; Fuchs & Reichel, 2006; Kozak, Crotts, & Law, 2007; Lepp & Gibson,
2003). Tourism, international tourism in particular, is very sensitive to security and
safety matters (Pizam & Mansfeld, 1996).Minor crises in one area of the world can bring

about reactions in other parts of the world due to globalization. Therefore, tourism is an
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activity that remains vulnerable to rapid changes in the world and this can produce
various perceptions of risk. For tourists, their perception of risk in traveling to places
within home country may differ from traveling to the same places with crossing the
international border. When tourists travel to destinations far away from home, they will
recognize greater risk levels (Seabra et al., 2013). Therefore, it can be assumed that
tourists may perceive higher levels of risk when they cross the border into Mexico than
traveling to the places adjacent to Mexico within America such as El Paso and Big Bend.
Hypothesis 6-2: Respondents will perceive significantly higher risk across all risk
dimensions when considering traveling to an urban border region and rural region with
an excursion into Mexico than without an excursion into Mexico.
Familiarity with Destinations

Familiarity is a notion that affects tourist perceptions of constraints or risk in
relation to travel. Various studies have examined how familiarity impacts tourist
destination choices (Perdue, 1993; Mazursky, 1989; Lepp & Gibson, 2003), and have
indicated that individuals with knowledge of a country’s host language, traditions and
custom, as well as local food have an increased likelihood of considering it as a travel
destination. Hales and Shams (1990) explored Gulf Arabs’ and their decisions of
European holiday travel destinations. The results showed that the major reason 80% of
respondents chose a destination was familiarity. Cheron & Ritchie (1982) studied leisure
activities, finding that there is a strong inverse relationship between risk perception and
familiarity. In other words, the greater familiarity individuals have with a leisure

activity, the less risk they perceive. It is also supported by Han (2005) that individuals

28



who have familiarity with a vacation destination were likely to have a lower level of
perceived risk in relation to a destination. While this concept has been viewed in a
number of other contexts, it has not been explored in relation to travel to destinations
along the U.S. — Mexico border. Nearness to an international border may be a relevant
factor which influences if people will or will not visit destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border. Past research has noted that familiarity with what is on the other side of
a border which can alleviate the barrier effect in relation to a border (Leimgruber, 1988,
1989). Noting that lack of research in terms of identifying the relationship among
familiarity, perceived risk, and decision making in the tourism field, especially border
tourism, this research may help answer such questions.
Proposition 7: Familiarity will be negatively related to individuals’ perceptions of
different risks when traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border.

Hypothesis 7-1: There will be a significant negative relationship between
respondents’ levels of familiarity and their perceived risk across all dimension of risk
when considering traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without an
excursion into Mexico.

Hypothesis 7-2: There will be a significant negative relationship between
respondents’ levels of familiarity and their perceived risk across all dimension of risk
when considering traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border with an

excursion into Mexico.
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Media Exposure

Advances in communication and technology systems have enabled people to
learn about places and things happening in the world without visiting. These advances
bring both advantages and disadvantages for the tourism industry. One difficulty facing
the industry is the media’s focus on negative stories which include crime, terror or any
other severe accident. Sonmez and Graefe (1998a, 1998b) claimed that this is a concern
since information obtained from various sources might impact risk perceptions for travel
and destination decisions. The media may influence and help to shape destination risk
perceptions because it is usually the primary information source used by tourists and
thus informs them of risks related to a destination (Avraham & Ketter, 2008; Weimann
& Winn, 1994). As a result, tourists could perceive a destination to be risky due to the
influence of the media with regards to destination risk perceptions (S6nmez, 1998).
Soénmez and Graefe (1998a) claimed that travel advisories put out by governments serve
to potentially negatively impact tourism which was supported by Schroeder and
Pennington-Gray (2014). Based on the results, Schroeder and Pennington-Gray (2014)
suggested that contact with information through media and government travel advisories
meaningfully affect destination risk perceptions. On the other hand, Truman (2005)
identified that media did not significantly affect increasing individual fear of crime in
general. However, in examining types of media (e.g. television news, radio, news
magazines, internet, and newspapers), watching local TV news increased individual fear
of crime. In other words, more consumption of local TV news led to a higher reported

fear of crime.
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Although it was not tested in Truman’s (2005) study, social interaction was
found to cause risk perceptions (Canally, 2004; S6nmez & Graefe, 1998a). In fact,
individuals have a penchant to value information they obtain from social networks
(Rittichainuwat & Chakraborty, 2009), increasingly giving more attention to digital
social networks. In the study of Canally (2004), the perception related to crime and
violence was developed from information on the border from media or from friends and
relatives. Considering nearly half of respondents (48%) had heard warnings from friends
or relatives about crime and violence in Mexican border towns, word of mouth seems to
be the most prevalent form of information on Mexican border towns and its influence on
students’ perception in safety seems to play significant role. News media outlets and
word of mouth are important indicators of students’ perceptions of border towns. The
more reports in the news media of negative information or negative word of mouth
reviews from friends or relatives, the higher they perceive risk when visiting the U.S. —
Mexico border. Given the media attention given to issues related to the U.S.-Mexico
border, there is a need for empirical research to investigate if exposure to information
has an impact on risk perceptions linked with vacationing at destinations along the U.S.
— Mexico border and if it could affect decision making process.

Preposition 8: Media exposure about the border issues will influence individuals’
perceived risk when traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border.

Hypothesis 8-1: The more respondents are exposed to news about the U.S.-

Mexico border, the higher level of risk across all dimension of risk they will perceive
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when considering traveling to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border without an
excursion into Mexico.

Hypothesis 8-2: The more respondents are exposed to news about the U.S.-
Mexico border, the higher level of risk they will perceive when considering traveling to
destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border with an excursion into Mexico.

Attitude and Intention

Decision making processes related to travel destination choice are. Such
decisions become even more complicated when potential risks are considered. As the
risk increases beyond the threshold of acceptable risk for a tourist, the existence of risk
and fear can lead to changes in the travel decision. Fear serves to constrain travel and/or
create behaviors that lead to vigilance (Barker et al., 2003). The terrorism and natural
disasters risks, in particular, tend to intimidate the traveling public and cause change in
direction of travel flows, and cancellation of vacations. Such behavior was observed
following the events of the terror attack in Paris in 2015, the September 11, 2001, in
New York, the spread of the SARS/Evola virus, and the tsunami earthquake in Southeast
Asia. Sénmez, Apostolopoulos, and Tarlow (1999) argue that tourists tend to avoid
traveling to destinations they feel is risky which results in choosing alternative
destinations.

Measuring the relationship among perceived risk, attitude and intention can
frequently be identified in tourism studies with use of The Theory of Planned Behavior
(Lam & Hsu, 2004, 2006; Sparks, 2007). In the tourism context, attitude is defined as,

according to Lam and Hsu (2006), “predispositions or feelings toward a vacation
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destination or service” (p. 591). Intentions are referred to as the likelihood of choosing a
destination. It is beneficial to understand the factors influencing travelers’ attitude and
behavioral intention when considering traveling to a destination. Empirical evidence
indicates that perceived risk has been demonstrated to be a strong predictor of behavior
intention (Reisinger & Crotts, 2009; Reisinger & Mavondo, 2006). Reisinger and
Mavondo (2006) found that anxiety was negatively associated with travel intentions and
safety perception is positively related to intentions to travel. The authors assume that
international tourists would travel more often when they feel safe.

Although a number of studies investigate the general concept of perceived risk and its
relationship with attitude and intention, however, examining the effect of perceived risk
on attitude and intention in tourism context, particularly regarding travel to the U.S. —
Mexico border setting has not gained much attention.

Proposition 9: Perceived risk and individuals’ attitude toward traveling to destinations
along the U.S. — Mexico border will be related.

Hypothesis 9-1: There will be a significant relationship between perceived risk
across all dimension of risk and respondent’ attitudes towards considering traveling to
destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border without an excursion into Mexico.

Hypothesis 9-2: There will be a significant relationship between perceived risk
across all dimensions of risk and respondent’ attitudes towards considering traveling to

destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border with an excursion into Mexico.
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Proposition10: Individuals’ attitude and intention will be related.

Hypothesis 10-1: There will be a significant positive relationship between
respondents’ attitudes and intentions to travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico
border without an excursion into Mexico.

Hypothesis 10-2: There will be a significant positive relationship between
respondents’ attitudes and intentions to travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico

border with an excursion into Mexico.
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CHAPTER Il

RESEARCH METHODS

This section will detail the procedures used to conduct this research. In the first
section, the research design of this study is described by explaining how the
developmental process relating to measurement scales in connection with perceived risk
is represented. It is more comprehensively describe in the scale purification phase I and
Il in the third and fourth section. In the second section, information of the study area is
provided. The fifth section includes a summary of how data will be analyzed to test
hypotheses.

Research Design

Quantitative research methods are applied to comprehend conceptual models and
the proposed hypotheses. Due to the nature of “Perceived Risk” which is a markedly task
specific phenomenon, Mitchell (1994) suggested providing a buying scenario in
designing a methodology. Following the suggestion and to investigate perceived risk in
traveling to the Mexican border region more thoroughly, two different scenarios of
destinations were selected as target destinations: El Paso and Big Bend. Both cities are
located close to the Mexican border but they have different characteristics as travel
destinations. El Paso is more likely to be considered as an urban city while Big Bend is
more likely to be considered as rural city where Big Bend National Park is located.

This study included two pilot phases for two purposes; (1) to validate dimensions

of perceived risk related to a specific travel experiences: traveling to a destination along
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with U.S.-Mexico border, and (2) to refine an instrument to measure perceived risk in
U.S.-Mexico border travel. Since items measuring perceived risk were drawn from
previous research regarding international trips or pleasure trips in general, it was
necessary to check if these items also fit into the context of border tourism. The
questionnaire of scale purification included all items adopted from past research to
measure perceived risk regarding traveling to destinations along with U.S.-Mexico
border such as El Paso and the Big Bend region. Factor Analysis was used to refine
items measuring risk perceptions. In phase I, more items measuring perceived risk were
added along with items drawn from phase I. In the final survey, perceived risk, past
travel experience, familiarity with destinations, exposure to information related to border
issues, past experiences with crime and travel decisions were measured in the scenario of
traveling to El Paso and the Big Bend region. The statistical techniques used for the final
data analysis are discussed in a later section of this chapter.
Study Area

The major objective of this study is to determine the most salient perceived risks
when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border. In order to
accomplish the goal, two specific destinations which have distinct destination
characteristics were selected among various places located adjacent to the U.S.-Mexico
border; El Paso, Texas and the Big Bend region of Texas.

These two destinations have distinct characteristics in terms of population and
landscape. In terms of El Paso, it is a largely developed urban area with a population of

about 674,000 whereas Big Bend is one of the largest, most sparsely populated, arid,
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rugged, and remote national parks with a population of approximately 9,000 people. Due
to the characteristics of the destinations, potential tourists may form different images of
each destination. Since El Paso is more populated and dense compared to Big Bend, it
could be considered as an urban destination and Big Bend could more likely be
considered as a rural destination. Along with information concerning those two
destinations, a brief description of Juarez and Boquillas which are located on the
Mexican side of the border of El Paso and Big Bend is depicted in the following.

El Paso in Texas and Juarez in Mexico

El Paso is located in west Texas, where Texas, New Mexico and Mexico connect
(see map on next page). The population of El Paso is estimated to be just over 674,000
and the cultural make-up of the city is largely Hispanic (80%). El Paso is located in the
Chihuahua desert and has a hot climate; summers are very hot and winters are mild. The
landscape of El Paso is largely defined by 256 sq. mi (663 km?) of developed urban area
which offers a variety of activities or attractions (e.g. downtown tours, shopping,
outdoor concerts, museums, the Zoo, hiking at Texas State Parks, music/dance festivals,
sports/arts events). Since El Paso exists on the Rio Grande River directly across from
Ciudad Juarez, Mexico, each vehicle on highways leaving El Paso is stopped at
checkpoints to be visually inspected and quested by Border Patrol agents. No
documentation is required at a Border Patrol checkpoint for US citizens; however
individuals are asked some questions regarding the trip. Non-US citizens should carry
the appropriate documentation (e.g. passport/visa) as Border Patrol agents are required to

verify the immigration status of each foreign traveler. Tourists who visit El Paso can
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travel to Ciudad Jaurez, Mexico by crossing border. The area is also located in the
Chihuahuan desert and has the same climate as El Paso. There are numerous bridges that
serve the El Paso—Ciudad Juarez area in addition to the Paso Del Norte Bridge, including
Stanton and Zaragoza. Juérez offers authentic Mexican restaurants, interesting cultural
attractions, and a fascinating history. As tourists who plan to cross into the Ciudad
Juarez area, they must have a valid passport. When crossing back into El Paso, U.S.
citizens as well as non-U.S. citizens are required to show valid documents including
passport and visa.

Big Bend in Texas and Boquillas in Mexico

Big Bend is located in Brewster County in the southwest park of Texas. The
curve of the Rio Grande River forms the Southern boundary of the county as well as the
international border with Mexico. The Big Bend is primarily in Brewster County which
is one of the largest in the United States but only has a population of approximately
9,000 people. The cultural make-up is approximately 40% Hispanic or Latino. The
landscape is largely defined by 1,251 sq. mi (3,242 km?) of Big Bend National Park
which was formally established in Brewster County by Act of Congress in 1944. Big
Bend is one of the largest, most sparsely populated, arid, rugged, and remote national
parks. Communities are isolated and many lack services taken for granted in the more
urbanized areas of Texas. It is 315 miles southeast (about 6 hours drive) from El Paso
and 390 miles west (about 8 hours drive) from San Antonio, Texas. It is also a 5 hour
drive from Midland, which is the nearest city with a commercial airport. The climate is

dry and hot with temperatures in the summer often exceeding 100 °F (37.78 °C) and
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winters are normally mild. Big Bend National Park is the highlight attraction of the
region with numerous unique species of plants and animals. The Big Bend provides a
variety of natural and cultural attractions (e.g. hiking, camping, horseback riding,
boating, motorcycling, identifying wildlife, nightlife, museum and historical sites). The
number of 314,102 park visitors visited Big Bend National Park in 2014 to experience
those attractions.

Since Big Bend National Park is on the Rio Grande across the border from
Boquillas, Mexico, each vehicle traveling out of the area is stopped at checkpoints for a
visual inspection and brief questioning by Border Patrol agents. No documentation is
required at a Border Patrol checkpoint for US citizens; however individuals are asked
some questions regarding their nationality and their trip. Non-US citizens should carry
the appropriate documentation (e.g. passport/visa) as Border Patrol agents are required to
determine or verify the immigration status of foreign travelers.

Big Bend National Park shares a border with Mexico for 118 miles, the Boquillas
Crossing Port of Entry is the gateway for those visitors who wish to take advantage of
the opportunity to visit Mexico from the national park. Boquillas offers authentic
Mexican restaurants, interesting cultural attractions, and a fascinating history. As tourists
who plan to cross into the Boquillas area, they must have a valid passport. When
crossing back into Big Bend, U.S. citizens as well as non-U.S. citizens are required to

show valid documents including passport and visa.
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Measuring Perceived Risk

Survey Instrument

The scale purification was designed as a self-administered question and consisted
of two parts (See Appendix A). In the first part, written descriptions of each destination
(El Paso and Big Bend) as well as the map were provided for respondents’ convenience.
Respondents were asked to read the information on the first page and then asked to
indicate the types of risk they perceive when considering travel to each place with 35
statements. The second part included four questions regarding respondents’ past travel

experience to either El Paso or Big Bend and demographic information.

Data Collection

The survey was distributed from April 22nd, 2015 to May 5th, 2015 to a
convenience sample of undergraduate students in two undergraduate classes as well as
graduate students. Two versions of the questionnaire were created; an online version and
a hard copy. For one class, the link to a Qualtrics questionnaire was sent to students
enrolled to via email. The other in-class survey was executed by the instructor of the
class and students were asked to fill out the survey before the class started. The online
survey link was also sent to graduate students who were enrolled in the department.

Scale for Measuring Perceived Risk

The scales employed in previous studies (Han, 2005; LaGrange & Ferraro, 1989;
Mitchell & Vassos, 1997; Roehl, 1988; Sonmez, 1994; Stone & Mason, 1995; Tsaur et
al., 1997; Um & Crompton, 1992) were adopted for the initial version of the

questionnaire. The researcher identified eleven types of perceived risk from previous
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studies with varying numbers of perceived risk dimensions. Therefore, it was necessary
to test the utility of the dimensions to determine if any of the dimensions overlap with
another dimension, or if any of the dimensions were not valid when considering travel to
destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border. Measurement items for each of the eleven
dimensions were identified in the literature: ‘Health Risk’, ‘Physical’, ‘Financial Risk’,
‘Psychological Risk’, ‘Social Risk’, ‘Terrorism Risk’, ‘Political Instability Risk’,
‘Equipment Risk’, ‘Satisfaction Risk’, ‘Communication Risk’, and ‘Crime risk’. (Han,
2005; LaGrange & Ferraro, 1989) Respondents were asked to rate their level of
agreement on a five-point Likert scale (1=very unlikely to 5=very likely) regarding these
eleven dimensions of perceived risk when considering travel to destinations along the
U.S.-Mexico border; El Paso and Big Bend respectively. The scales selected from the
literature were modified to fit the purpose of the study and to better understand
respondents’ travel experiences to the U.S.-Mexico border. Changing the wording was
needed since the past studies where the items were drawn from focused on examining
international travel behavior or consumer behavior in the marketing field rather than
examining travel experiences related to the U.S.-Mexico border. For example, one of
the measuring items for the dimension of ‘Physical Risk’ were “It will result in physical
danger or injury” modified from “Possibility of physical danger, injury or sickness while
on vacation” (Roehl, 1988). Moreover, as this example shows, the items were modified
as full sentences because the researcher assumed that addressing questions with full
sentences would help respondents to understand the intention of questions better. Table

1 shows the details of each item of perceived risk.
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Table 1. Scales Measuring Perceived Risk for Scale Purification Phase |

Dimensions

Literature & ltems

Physical Risk

(Mitchell & Vassos, 1997; Roehl, 1988)

1. It will result in physical danger or injury.
2. | may experience or witness violence.

3. It is absolutely safe for me.

Health Risk

(Mitchell & Vassos, 1997; Tsaur et al., 1997; Um & Crompton,
1992)

1. I may become sick from food or water.

2. There is a possibility of contracting infectious diseases.

3. Potential health problems are a concern.

Financial Risk

(Hsieh et al., 1994; Roehl, 1988)

1. 1t will not provide value for the money spent.

2. 1t will be a waste of time.

3. I would rather spend money on purchases at home
4. Having a vacation here is too time-consuming.

5. It will require too much planning time.

Social Risk

(Roehl, 1988; S6nmez, 1994)

1. Travelling to the U.S.-Mexico border area will negatively affect
others’ opinion of me.

2. Friends and relatives will disapprove my travel to the U.S.-
Mexico border area.

3. I want a vacation here because that is where everyone goes.

Equipment
Risk

(Roehl, 1988; Tsaur et al., 1997)

1. It may result in mechanical or equipment problems.

2. I’ll experience inconvenience of telecommunication facilities.

3. My baggage may be misplaced or delayed (by the airline or
hotel).

Satisfaction
Risk

(Roehl, 1988; Um & Crompton, 1992)

1. It may be a disappointment considering everything that can go
wrong during the vacation.

2. Itis likely to enhance my feeling of well-being.

3. It will not reflect my personality.

4. It will not reflect my self-image.
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Table 1. Continued

Dimensions

Literature & Items

Psychological
Risk

(Stone & Mason, 1995)

1. The thought of traveling to the U.S.-Mexico border area will
give me a feeling of unwanted anxiety.

2. The thought of when traveling to the U.S.-Mexico border area
will cause me to experience unnecessary tension.

3. The thought of traveling here will make me feel comfortable.

Political
Instability Risk

(S6nmez, 1994)

1. Traveling to the U.S.-Mexico border area should be avoided
because of its political instability.

2. I would like to vacation in this destination but negative news
about this destination discourages me from it.

3. I would not let political instability keep me from vacation in
this destination.

Terrorism Risk

(S6nmez, 1994)

1. I’ll not be intimidated by terrorism when traveling to the U.S.-
Mexico border area.

2. Terrorism will not influence my vacation to the U.S.-Mexico
border area.

3. Tourists have a high probability of being targeted by terrorists.

Communication
Risk

(Han, 2005)

1. It is important that people who | meet speak English when
visiting to the U.S.-Mexico border area.

2. | have concerns about having possible communication
problems when visiting to the U.S.-Mexico border area.

3. I will not have problems in communication with others whom |
meet when | travel here.
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Results of Scale Purification

The sample size of 180 for the scale purification of perceived risk satisfied the
minimum requirement of the sample size for principal component analysis with 35
variables; at least five times as many observations as variables are recommended (Hair et
al., 1998). To find the underlying dimensions of perceived risk, an Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) with a principal component method was employed. Principal component
analysis with an orthogonal rotation (VARIMAX) produced the first run with nine
factors by using default eigenvalues of 1 as a cutoff. According to Hair et al. (1998),
factors having eigenvalues greater than 1 are considered significant and most reliable
when the number of variables is between 20 and 50 (Hair et al., 1998). The nine-factor
solution explained 66.58% of the variance which is considered satisfactory in the social
sciences (Hair et al., 1998). The MSA was .865 and is interpreted as meritorious and
satisfied the underlying structure assumption.

The examination of the nine-factor structure required removal of five variables
because their factor loadings were lower than .50. From this iteration, the researcher
decided to follow the guideline of criteria relating more to practical significance in
examining factor loadings; the loadings +.50 or greater are considered practically
significant with a sample size of 100 or larger, whereas statistical significance of factor
loadings differ based on sample sizes (Hair et al., 1998). The six variables eliminated
were: “The thought of traveling here will make me feel comfortable”, “It may be a
disappointment considering everything that can go wrong during the vacation”, “The

thought of traveling here will give me a feeling of unwanted anxiety”, “I want a vacation
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here because that is where everyone goes”, “This destination should be avoided because
of its political instability”, “The thought of traveling here will cause me to experience
unnecessary tension.” After deleting six variables, another run with 29 variables was
conducted. MSA slipped to .843 while the percentage of explained variance increased to
66.90%.

According to the results of Factor analysis, items under ‘Health risk’, ‘Physical
risk’, ‘Crime risk’, and ‘Communication risk’ were loaded relatively close to represent
each dimension of risk. The reliability of each dimension except ‘Communication risk’
was above .70 (.787, .749, .751), while ‘Communication risk’ revealed relatively lower
reliability at .524. Other items belonging to ‘Terrorism risk’, ‘Political risk’, and ‘Social
risk” were cross loaded. A T-test was run to determine what type of risk was significant
according to demographic information such as gender and past experience. Items
composed of ‘Health risk’ such as “I may become sick from food or water”, “There is a
possibility of contracting infectious diseases” and ‘Communication risk’ (e.g. “I will not
have problems in communication with others whom I meet when I travel here”) were
significant by gender at .05 levels. That is, females perceived higher levels of risk in
Health and Communication when traveling to the U.S.-Mexico border region. According
to past travel experience, items such as “I may experience or witness violence”, “I may
become sick from food or water”, “Potential health problems are a concern”, “It is
absolutely safe for me”, “I’ll experience inconvenience of telecommunication facilities”,
“I have concerns about having possible communication problems when traveling to this

destination”, “I will be the victim of a ‘personal’ crime in the destination”, and “I will be
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the victim of a ‘property’ crime in the destination” were significant at .05 levels. These
items were under ‘Health risk’, ‘Physical risk’, ‘Crime risk’, ‘Communication risk’ and
‘Equipment risk’. Based on these results, the researcher decided to use ‘Health risk’,
‘Physical risk’, ‘Crime risk’, ‘Communication risk’ and ‘Equipment risk’ which showed
higher correlation and significant results than other types of risk for Phase 1.
Scale Purification Phase 11

In the previous section, the first phase of scale purification was described. This
part explains the process and the results of phase Il. Table 2 shows items of perceived

risk which were validated in phase | and adopted for phase 1.

Table 2. The List of Items from Phase |

Dimensions Literature & ltems

(Mitchell & Vassos, 1997; Roehl, 1988)
Physical Risk 1.1 may experience or witness violence.
2. Itis absolutely safe for me.

(Mitchell & Vassos, 1997; Tsaur et al., 1997; Um & Crompton,
1992)
Health Risk 1. I may become sick from food or water.
2. There is a possibility of contracting infectious diseases.
3. Potential health problems are a concern.

_ (Roehl, 1988; Tsaur et al., 1997)
Equu?ment 1. It may result in mechanical or equipment problems.
Risk 2. I’'ll experience inconvenience of telecommunication facilities.

(Han, 2005)

1. It is important that people who | meet speak English when
Visiting to the U.S.-Mexico border area.

2. | have concerns about having possible communication problems
when visiting to the U.S.-Mexico border area

Communication
Risk
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Survey Instrument

The second phase of scale purification was designed as a self-administered
question. After the first run of scale purification, several comments were gathered
regarding the items measuring perceived risk. The most commonly mentioned feedback
by respondents was aptness of items. Based on that feedback, researchers decided to
check a few things before moving to the next scale purification. As a result, two major
changes were made. First, the researcher carefully checked if the items measuring
perceived risk drawn from previous research measured well in the current research
examining perceived risk in traveling to the U.S.-Mexico border region. Since one of
the main purposes of this study is to examine perceived risk when traveling to
destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border rather than international travel or pleasure
travel in general, specific items related to perceived risk in border travel were needed.
Therefore, items of perceived risk regarding border procedures and crime were added.
The second change made was research boundaries. The initial study was designed to
examine potential tourists’ perceived risk of travel to the U.S.-Mexico border in
American regions; however the researcher assumed that potential tourists would
perceive different types or levels of risk when traveling to the Mexican border region
and actually crossing the border into Mexico. Therefore, examining the perceived risk of
individuals when they think of actually crossing the border and travelling to destinations
only within the U.S. would be meaningful. In order to compare perceived risk with both
scenarios, the same items were applied to measure perceived risk in terms of crossing the

border into Mexico from El Paso and Big Bend. Two versions of a questionnaire were
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developed for the second phase of scale purification. These two versions of the
questionnaire consisted of five parts (See Appendix B1 and B2); measuring familiarity
with destinations, perceptions of risk, the media exposure to information about border
issues, decision making, and demographic information. The layouts of these two
versions of questionnaires were the same in terms of measuring risk.

In the first version of questionnaire, two travel scenarios were presented; El Paso trip
only and El Paso, Texas trip and an excursion to Juarez, Mexico. The second version of
the questionnaire was regarding Big Bend, Texas trip and an excursion to Boquillas,
Mexico. Each version provided a brief destination description along with maps of
destinations which was provided for respondents who were not familiar with the
destinations. However, the measurement of perceived risk for two versions of the
questionnaire was the same.

Data Collection

The survey was distributed from June 16th, 2015 to 26th, 2015 to a convenient
sample of undergraduate students in a class at Texas A&M and graduate students as well
as professors. For in-class surveys, the link of the questionnaire using Qualtrics was sent
to students enrolled in a class provided at the Department of Recreation, Park and
Tourism Sciences by instructors via email. Students who completed the survey received
extra credit. The online survey link was also sent to graduate students as well as

professors at the department.
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Scale for Measuring Perceived Risk

The items drawn from previous studies (Han, 2005; Mitchell & Vassos, 1997;
Roehl, 1988; Tsaur et al., 1997; Um & Crompton, 1992) tested in phase | was adopted
for phase Il. The validated items from phase I (e.g., “I may experience or witness
violence”, “It is absolutely safe for me”, “I may become sick from food or water”, “I
would not be concerned about communication problems with other people”, I'll
experience inconvenience of telecommunication facilities) were under “physical risk”,
“Health risk”, “Communication risk” and “Equipment risk” (Table 2). To establish a
more stable measuring instrument, items regarding perceived risk identified in past
studies were adopted as well. For a better understanding of the dimensions of perceived
risk in terms of traveling to the U.S.-Mexico border region, items were developed by the
researcher.

Researcher identified four dimensions of perceived risk with 25 items measuring
perceived risk (see table 3). The first dimension is “Physical/ Health risk” containing six
items drawn from past research (e.g. “There is a higher possibility of contracting
infectious diseases than on other trips [ would take”, “I am more likely to get sick from
food or water than on others trips I would take”, “Dealing with an unexpected health
issue would be more of a concern than on other trips”, “Getting help if my car breaks
down would not be a concern”, “I would not worry about access to good health care
services”, “The cleanness of tourist facilities would meet my standards”). The second
dimension is “Crime risk” consisted of seven items (e.g. “I am more likely to witness

violence than on other trips”, “I will be perfectly safe”, “News I have heard about this
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destination would discourage me from doing some activities”, “I am more likely to be
hurt by strangers”, “I would feel worried about my personal safety”, “Crime due to drug
trafficking is more likely to create a problem than on other trips”, “I am more likely to
be a victim of crime than on other trips”). The third dimension is “Communication risk”
having six items (e.g. “I would not be concerned about communication problem with
other people”, “It is important to interact with people who speak English”,
“Communicating with local residents will be difficult”, “Local residents would welcome
tourists like me”, “I would be able to use my cell phone easily”, “The internet will be
easy to access”).

The “Law enforcement risk”, fourth risk dimension, containing six items (e.g.
“Showing authorities my identification at checkpoints would be an important safety
measure”, “Answering customs and immigration related questions would be
intimidating”, “The presence of the border patrol would make me feel safe”, “I would
worry about procedures at border check points”, “I would be afraid of breaking an
unfamiliar law”, “Showing my passport at checkpoints seems unnecessary’).

Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement on a five-point Likert
scale (1=Strongly disagree to 5=Strongly agree) regarding these four dimensions of
perceived risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border; El
Paso and Big Bend respectively. The scales selected from the literature were modified to
fit the purpose of the study. Changing the wording was needed in order to measure
perceived risk in border travel more thoroughly. For example, one of the measuring

items for the dimension of “Crime risk”, the item “News I have heard about this
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destination would discourage me from doing some activities” was modified from “I’d
like to travel internationally but negative news about foreign countries discourages me
from it” (S6nmez, 1994). Three items of “Crime risk” (e.g. “I would feel worried about
my personal safety”, “Crime due to drug trafficking is more likely to create a problem
than on other trips”, “Drug traffickers in this destination are more likely to create
problems for me”’) were adopted from a Big Bend Visitor Survey (2004). To better
understand individuals’ perceived risk in U.S.-Mexico travel, four items; “Showing my

99 ¢

passport at checkpoints seems unnecessary”, “Getting help if my car breaks down would
not be a concern”, “I would not worry about access to good health care services”, and “I

am more likely to be hurt by strangers” were developed by the researcher.

Table 3. Items Measuring Perceived Risk for Phase Il

Dimensions Literature & ltems

(Fuchs & Reichel 2006; Mitchell & Vassos, 1997; Roehl, 1988;

Tsaur et al., 1997; Um & Crompton, 1992)

1. There is a higher possibility of contracting infectious diseases
than on other trips | would take.

2. 1 am more likely to get sick from food or water than on others
trips 1 would take.

3. Dealing with an unexpected health issue would be more of a
concern than on other trips.

4. Getting help if my car breaks down would not be a concern.

5. I would not worry about access to good health care services.

6. The cleanness of tourist facilities would meet my standards.

Physical/ Health
Risk
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Table 3. Continued

Dimensions Literature & Items
(Mitchell & Vassos, 1997; Sénmez, 1994; Tsaur et al., 1997; Um
& Crompton, 1992)
1. I am more likely to witness violence than on other trips.
2. 1 will be perfectly safe.
3. News | have heard about this destination would discourage me
Crime Risk from doing some activities.

4. 1 am more likely to be hurt by strangers.

5. I would feel worried about my personal safety.

6. Crime due to drug trafficking is more likely to create a problem
than on other trips.

7. 1 am more likely to be a victim of crime than on other trips.

Communication
Risk

(Fuchs & Reichel 2006; Han, 2005; Han & Weaver, 2003;

Gibson et al, 2008; Tsaur et al., 1997)

1. 1 would not be concerned about communication problem with
other people.

2. It is important to interact with people who speak English.

3. Communicating with local residents will be difficult.

4. Local residents would welcome tourists like me.

5. 1 would be able to use my cell phone easily.

6. The internet will be easy to access.

Law
Enforcement

(Canally & Timothy, 2007; Timothy & Tosun, 2003; Webster &

Timothy, 2006)

1. Showing authorities my identification at checkpoints would be
an important safety measure.

2. Answering customs and immigration related questions would
Be intimidating.

3. The presence of the border patrol would make me feel safe.

4. 1 would worry about procedures at border check points.

5. 1 would be afraid of breaking an unfamiliar law.

6. Showing my passport at checkpoints seems unnecessary.
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Scale for Measuring Familiarity and Past Travel Experience

The measurement scales on familiarity by Cho (2001) and Han (2005) were
adopted for this study. The wording of the questions was modified for this study. The
questions are listed below and were rated on a five-point Likert scale (1=not at all to
S5=extremely). Two items measuring familiarity were: “I am interested in El Paso (Big
Bend) region as a destination”, “I am knowledgeable about travel to El Paso (Big Bend)
region”. Questions asking about individuals’ past travel experience were: “Have you
ever visited El Paso (Big Bend) in the past?” and “Have you ever visited Mexico in the
past?”
Scale for Measuring Language Ability

The question used for measuring a level of Spanish ability was: “How would you
rate your ability to communicate in Spanish?”” adopted from Han (2005); “How would
you rate your fluency in Spanish?”, and modified for the purpose of this study; This item
was measured on a five-point Likert scale (1=no ability, 2=poor, 3=fair, 4=good,
5=excellent ability).
Scale for Measuring Media Exposure about the U.S.-Mexico Border

The measurement scales of exposure to information about border were composed
of four items adopted from past research (Martinez, 2000; Schroeder & Pennington-
Gray, 2014). The wording of the questions was modified for this study. For example, “I
have heard about U.S.-Mexico border issues from media outlets (e.g. television,
newspaper, and internet)” was modified from “I read what is going on in the media

surrounding the U.S.-Mexico border issues”. The questions are listed below and were
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rated on a five-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 3= neutral, and 5= strongly
agree).
1. I have heard about U.S.-Mexico border issues from media outlets (e.g. television,
newspaper, and internet).
2. | read government issued travel advisories for the United States.
3. When I hear stories about the Border, I don’t distinguish between the U.S. side and
the Mexican side.
4. | have heard stories about the U.S. - Mexico border from people I know.
Scale for Measuring Past Experience with Crime

The item measuring “Crime experience”; “Have you been the victim of a crime
in the past?” was modified from “I was the victim of crime within the past twelve
months” (Martinez, 2000). Respondents were asked to check either “Yes” or “No”.
Scale for Measuring Travel Decision Making
Attitude

Based on the measurement scales of the TPB (Ajzen, 1988, 1991; Lam & Hsu,
2004), a questionnaire was developed for obtaining information on the attitude and
intention to travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border; El Paso and Big Bend
without an excursion into Mexico and with an excursion into Mexico. Attitude contained
ten statements using a 7-point semantic differential scale (See Appendix B1 and B2).
Intention

Measurement of intention contained two statements for two scenarios; travel to

El Paso (Big Bend) without an excursion into Mexico; travel to El Paso (Big Bend) with
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an excursion into Mexico. These statements were measured on a 7-point semantic
differential scale:

“I would like to travel to El Paso (Big Bend), Texas in the future but not to cross the
border into Mexico”

very much : 1 . 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :notatall

“I would like to travel to El Paso (Big Bend) in the future and to cross the border into
Mexico”

very much: 1 . 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6_: 7  :notatall

“I intend to travel to El Paso (Big Bend), Texas in the future but not to cross the border
into Mexico”

likely: 1 . 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :unlikely

“I intend travel to El Paso (Big Bend), TX in the future and to cross the border into
Mexico”

likely: 1 . 2 : 3 . 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 :unlikely

Scale for Measuring Demographic Information

In addition to the scales discussed above, the last part of the questionnaire
included demographic information: gender, year of born, home country, zip code,
employment status, ethnicity, education level, and annual household income (See
Appendix B1 and B2). The questionnaire of phase Il was pilot tested by 35 graduate
students and professors in the Department of Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences. Of
35 respondents, 21 took the EI Paso travel version of the survey and 14 of respondents

took the survey of Big Bend travel. Feedback from the survey was regarding the layout
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of perceived risk items of the questionnaire. That is, the layout of the survey could result
in response bias from respondents. Research assumed that the layout of perceived risk
items could affect respondents’ perception of travel to the Mexican border region. In
other words, if respondents are asked to rate their level of risk in traveling to the
Mexican border region such as Juarez or Boquillas first, it could significantly influence
their level of perceived risk when rating an El Paso or Big Bend trip. Therefore, three
different versions of the questionnaire for each trip case were developed. Details are
described in the survey design section below.
Final Survey
Population

The population of this study includes travelers and non-travelers to El Paso, Big
Bend and Mexico from residents of the state of Texas in the U.S.A.

Questionnaire Design

From phase 11, two versions with six different forms (See Appendix C1~3) were
developed for the final survey. The two versions are associated with a survey with El
Paso travel and Big Bend travel respectively. Each version has three different survey

forms, six forms in total (Table 4).
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Table 4. Type of Questionnaire

Version Type of Form

Form A

El Paso Form B

Form C

Form A

Big Bend Form B

Form C

All these forms consisted of five parts. The questions and organizations are the
same except section Il which is associated with measuring perceived risk. For perceived
risk Form A for El Paso, two scenarios were provided. In the first scenario, respondents
were asked to imagine a travel to EI Paso. A basic description of El Paso in terms of
location, composition of race, weather and border patrol check process was provided. In
the following scenario, respondents were asked to imagine taking a trip to El Paso and a
day excursion to Juarez in Mexico. A fundamental description of Juarez in Mexico
associated with location, population, weather and border check process was described. A
map of El Paso and Juarez was provided in order to help respondents’ understanding the
region. In the next page, respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with 25
items of perceived risk of traveling to El Paso and an excursion to Juarez in Mexico. In
Form B, perceived risk of travel to El Paso and Juarez was measured separately.

Respondents were asked to answer to 25 statements regarding perceived risk of El Paso
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trip after reading the scenario. In the following part, respondents were asked to read a
scenario of travel to El Paso and take an excursion into Juarez, Mexico before answering
to 25 perceived risk statements. In Form C, similar to Form B, perceived risk of travel to
El Paso and Juarez were measured individually. In contrast to Form B, Form C measured
the perceived risk of travel to El Paso and an excursion to Juarez first. Then respondents
measured their level of perceived risk in traveling to El Paso only. The same form
layouts were applied in the Big Bend travel survey (See Appendix D).

In sum, each questionnaire was organized into five parts: (1) individuals’ travel
experience and familiarity; (2) perceptions of risk of two possible trips; (3) exposure to
information with border issues and past crime experience; (4) attitude and intention to
travel to the destination; and (5) demographic information. Two types of scales were
used in the survey, Likert type and Semantic differential. For example, the survey asked
respondents to rate their level of perceived risk from strongly disagree to strongly agree
on a Five point Likert Scale. In order to measure respondents’ attitudes and intentions, a
Semantic differential scale was utilized. Semantic differential scales allow respondents
to choose between two opposite adjectives using qualifiers to bridge the gap between
them. As an example, respondents were asked to rate their attitude toward traveling to
suggested destinations: El Paso, an excursion to Juarez and Big Bend, and excursion to
Boquillas on a 7 point systematic scale. The higher number respondents picked the more
positive their attitude is regarding the question. The final survey contained questions

which were depicted in phase I1.
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Sample Selection and Data Collection Procedure

The sample size for this study was determined with the use of multiple statistical
guidelines. Kelly and Maxwell (2003) suggested that a sufficiently large sample is
needed to be representative of a generalizable population. One way to determine sample
size is through the use of power analysis when determining sample size. Power analysis
suggests a minimum sample size of 194, at a significance level of .05 (Cohen, 1992).
Krejcie and Morgan (1970) noted that as the population increases, the sample size
required for research increases at a diminishing rate. Therefore, required sample size
remains relatively constant at approximately 380 cases. Considering that a general rule
of thumb for the sample size is 5-20 times the number of parameters to be estimated
(Kenny, 2014), 480 respondents will be desirable with approximately 80 items in the six
different forms on the questionnaire for this study.

For this study, an online panel survey was recruited. Online panel studies are
distributed through professional companies that have retained a distribution list of
respondents paid to complete surveys. By utilizing a panel survey for research data
collection, the researcher is able to impose limitations on survey respondents, declare the
length of the survey, request specific demographics based on the research purpose, and
require all surveys to be completed without missing responses. The panel company then
contacts those who meet the research set criterion, and invite them to participate in the
research survey when convenient for them.

In the current study, therefore, an online survey company, SurveyMonkey, was

used to identify a cross-section of Texas residents; respondents with at least 18 years old
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living in Texas. SurveyMonkey respondents and surveys are designed to be
representative of the general population. They also seek to balance the results of surveys
according to gender and age, with detail and accuracy improving with the amount of
responses. As only internet users can participate and users who took the survey had to
willingly join SurveyMonkey, there will naturally be a certain bias that will result, as
with any survey (SurveyMonkey, 2016). Preference was requested for a 50-50 gender
response rate to provide an even balanced sample response. After making an online
survey questionnaire using a SurveyMonkey account, survey links were created. The
survey links were sent to the SurveyMonkey and the survey links were distributed to
survey panels that are already registered to Survey Monkey as members. For those who
completed the survey, credits were given from SurveyMonkey.

The data collection period ran from July 8-11, 2015. It was expected that the
majority of responses would be collected in the first four days after the survey email
invitation was sent. However, within three days of being deployed 525 had already
completed the study. Since only 480 responses were requested and paid for, the survey
company discontinued the collection of responses once it realized more than the quota
had been received.

Although disadvantages of the online panel survey method can be addressed as
only respondents with internet access (Duffy et al, 2005) can participate, but the benefits
from using online panel surveys should not be overlooked: increase of completion and
response rates; ease in identifying and recruiting samples; absence of interviewer bias;

better quality responses with low missing answers, short time span, as well as ethical
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advantages, such as anonymous responses and confidentiality (Van Selm & Jankowski,
2006; Goritz, 2004). While no data collection method is free from limitations, previous
research has shown panel survey results to be valid and reliable (Li & Petrick, 2008;
Durko, 2015).

Data Analysis Procedures

Data analysis procedures for the current study included five major steps, from
descriptive analysis, preliminary data analysis, to model and hypothesis testing (Figure
4). The statistical software used in the analysis of the data included Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences 23 (SPSS) and Analysis of Moment Structures 23 (AMOS).
Response rate was checked by dividing the completed responses by the total number of
response. To address concerns of panel respondent representativeness and non-response
bias, demographic sample characteristics were cross validated with data from the US
Census (2015).

Descriptive statistics were analyzed first to investigate the generalizability of the
sample and identify characteristics of respondents. Following descriptive statistical
analysis, the next research focus was hypothesis testing. To test the ten proposed
research hypotheses, the three data sets (El Paso, Big Bend, and combined data of two)
regarding traveling to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border were utilized. The
majority of hypotheses were tested using the combined data set but data sets for El Paso
and Big Bend were separated to test hypotheses. A total of thirteen research sub-
hypotheses were tested using statistical methods; Factor analysis, T-test, ANOVA, and

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM).
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Figure 2. Data Analysis Steps.

The statistical techniques utilized to test each research sub-hypothesis are listed
below. In order to examine the most salient dimensions of perceived risk in traveling to
destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border, Factor analysis was used as well as
reliability test.

RESEARCH QUESTION 1: What types of risk are perceived when a person
considers traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border?

Proposition 1: Individuals perceive salient dimensions of risk when considering travel to

destinations along with U.S.-Mexico border.
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Hypothesis 1: Individuals perceive different types of perceived risk when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border compared to dimensions
of perceived risk identified in general travel.

In order to examine the relationships between personal characteristics (age and
gender) and perceived risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border, an Independent sample t-test (Hypothesis 2-1-a and Hypothesis 2-1-b) as
well as One-way ANOVA (Hypothesis 2-2-a and Hypothesis 2-2-b) was employed.

RESEARCH QUESTION 2: What relationship exists between personal
characteristics (age and gender) and perceived risk in travelling to destinations along the
U.S. — Mexico border without crossing the border? Is the relationship the same when
considering crossing the border into Mexico?

Proposition 2: Individuals in different age groups and different genders perceive risk
differently when considering travel to destinations along U.S.-Mexico border.

Hypothesis 2-1-a: Females will perceive significantly higher risk across all
dimensions of risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico
border without an excursion into Mexico.

Hypothesis 2-1-b: Females will perceive significantly higher risk across all
dimensions of risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico
border with an excursion into Mexico.

H2-2-a: Older respondents will perceive significantly higher risk across all
dimensions of risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico

border without an excursion into Mexico.
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H2-2-b: Older respondents will perceive significantly higher risk across all
dimensions of risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico
border with an excursion into Mexico.

For testing the relationship between past travel experiences with the destination and
perceived risk considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border, an
Independent sample t-test (Hypothesis 3) was run.

RESEARCH QUESTION 3: What relationship exists between past travel
experience with the destination and perceived risk when considering travel to
destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without crossing the border? Is the
relationship the same when considering crossing the border into Mexico?

Proposition 3: Past travel experience affects individuals’ perceived risk when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border.

H3-1: Respondents who have not been to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico
Border without an excursion into Mexico will perceive significantly higher levels of risk
across all dimensions of risk than those who have.

H3-2: Respondents who have not been to Mexico will perceive significantly
higher levels of risk across all dimensions of risk than those who have when considering
travel to destinations along with U.S.-Mexico border and taking an excursion into
Mexico.

An Independent sample t-test was utilized to test the relationship between race
(Asian vs Caucasians) and perceived risk when considering travel to destinations along

the U.S. — Mexico border (Hypothesis 4-1-a and Hypothesis 4-1-b) as well as testing the
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relationship between Spanish language skill and perceived risk when considering travel
to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border (Hypothesis 4-2-a and Hypothesis 4-2-b).

RESEARCH QUESTION 4: What relationship exists between one’s cultural
affiliation and perceived risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border without crossing the border? Is the relationship the same when
considering crossing the border into Mexico?

Proposition 4: Various cultural backgrounds affect individual’s perceived risk differently
when considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border.

Hypothesis 4-1-a: Asians will perceive significantly higher risk across all risk
dimensions than Caucasians when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border without an excursion into Mexico.

Hypothesis 4-1-b: Asians will perceive significantly higher risk across all risk
dimensions than Caucasians when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border with an excursion into Mexico.

Hypothesis 4-2-a: Respondents who speak some Spanish will perceive
significantly less risk across all risk dimensions than those who do not speak Spanish
when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without an
excursion into Mexico.

Hypothesis 4-2-b: Respondents who speak some Spanish will perceive
significantly less risk across all risk dimensions than those who do not speak Spanish
when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border with an

excursion into Mexico.
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In order to determine the relationship between past experience with crime and
perceived risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border,
an Independent sample t-test (Hypothesis 5-1 and Hypothesis 5-2) was used.

RESEARCH QUESTION 5: What relationship exists between the presence of
prior experience with crime and perceived risk when considering travel to destinations
along the U.S. — Mexico border without crossing the border? Is the relationship the same
when considering crossing the border into Mexico?

Proposition 5: Past experience with crime affects individuals’ perceived risk when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border.

Hypothesis 5-1: Respondents who have experienced crime in the past will
perceive significantly higher levels of risk than those who have not when considering
travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without an excursion into Mexico.

Hypothesis 5-2: Respondents who have experienced crime in the past will
perceive significantly higher levels of risk than those who have not when considering
travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border with an excursion into Mexico.

A Paired Sample T-test was applied to determine if any difference in
respondents’ perceived risk existed between traveling to an urban region and a rural
region (Hypothesis 6-1). The same method was used to test the difference in
respondents’ perceived risk in terms of when considering travel to the border region

within the U.S. and crossing the border into Mexico (Hypothesis 6-2).
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RESEARCH QUESTION 6: What relationship exists between the destination
characteristics and perceived risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S.
— Mexico border without crossing the border and crossing the border?

Preposition 6: Destination characteristics are related to individual’s perceived risk when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border.

Hypothesis 6-1: Respondents will perceive significantly higher risk across all
risk dimensions when considering travel to an urban border region than rural region.

Hypothesis 6-2: Respondents will perceive significantly higher risk across all
risk dimensions when considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border
with an excursion into Mexico than without an excursion into Mexico.

The Structural equation modeling (SEM) was chosen to test the relationships
among familiarity with destinations, exposure to information, perceived risk, attitude
and intention in travelling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border (Hypothesis 7-
1, Hypothesis 7-2, Hypothesis 8-1, Hypothesis 8-2, Hypothesis 9-1, Hypothesis 9-2,
Hypothesis 10-1, Hypothesis 10-2).

RESEARCH QUESTION 7: What relationship exists between familiarity of
destinations and perceived risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border without crossing the border? Is the relationship the same when
considering crossing the border into Mexico?

Proposition 7: Familiarity will be negatively related to individuals’ perceptions of risk

when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border.
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Hypothesis 7-1: There will be a significant negative relationship between
respondents’ levels of familiarity and their perceived risk across all dimension of risk
when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border without an
excursion into Mexico.

Hypothesis 7-2: There will be a significant negative relationship between
respondents’ levels of familiarity and their perceived risk across all dimension of risk
when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border with an
excursion into Mexico.

RESEARCH QUESTION 8: What relationship exists among the media exposure
about the border issues and perceived risk when considering travel to destinations along
the U.S. — Mexico border without crossing the border? Is the relationship the same when
considering crossing the border into Mexico?

Preposition 8: Media exposure about border issues will influence individuals’ perceived
risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border.

Hypothesis 8-1: The more respondents are exposed to news about the U.S.-
Mexico border, the higher level of risk across dimensions of risk they will perceive when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border without an excursion
into Mexico.

Hypothesis 8-2: The more respondents are exposed to news about the U.S.-
Mexico border, the higher level of risk across dimensions of risk they will perceive when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border with an excursion into

Mexico.
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RESEARCH QUESTION 9: What relationship exists between perceived risk and
attitude toward traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border? Is the
relationship the same when considering crossing the border into Mexico?

Proposition 9: Perceived risk and individuals’ attitude toward traveling to destinations
along the U.S. — Mexico border will be related.

Hypothesis 9-1: There will be a significant negative relationship between
perceived risk across all dimensions of risk and respondents’ attitudes towards
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border without an excursion
into Mexico.

Hypothesis 9-2: There will be a significant negative relationship between
perceived risk across all dimensions of risk and respondents’ attitudes towards
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border with an excursion into
Mexico.

RESEARCH QUESTION 10: What relationship exists between attitude and
intention to travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border? Is the relationship the
same when considering crossing the border into Mexico?

Proposition10: Individuals’ attitude and intention will be related.

Hypothesis 10-1: There will be a significant positive relationship between

respondents’ attitudes and intentions to travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico

border without an excursion into Mexico.
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Hypothesis 10-2: There will be a significant positive relationship between
respondents’ attitudes and intentions to travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico

border with an excursion into Mexico.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

This chapter consists of five sections. The first section describes demographic
profiles of the respondents using descriptive analysis. This was compared to the
demographic profiles of the population of Texas to determine representativeness and
non-response bhias. The second section provides the results of Factor analysis of
perceived risk variables. Results from Factor analysis were used to test hypotheses using
statistical methods; an Independent T-test, ANOVA and a Paired Sample T-test, as
reported in the third section. The fourth section presents SEM modeling test and the fifth
section reports the results of the hypotheses tests utilizing structural equation modeling.
Response Rate

Table 5 presents response rate per cases as well as total response rate. El Paso
Form A was completed by 81 respondents out of 88 contacted. EI Paso Form B was
completed by 81 respondents out of 83. El Paso Form C was completed by 81
respondents out of 84. The overall response rate from El Paso was 95 %. In contrast, the
Big Bend Form A was completed by 84 respondents out of 96 contacted, and Form B
was completed by 80 respondents out of 86. The Big Bend Form C was completed by 83
respondents out of 88 contacted. The overall response rate for Big Bend was 92%. In
total, 525 participants were invited to take the survey and 490 responses were completed

for an overall responses rate of 94 percent.
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Table 5. Response Rate

Cases El Paso Big Bend

Type of Form FormA FormB FormC FormA FormB FormC

Opted in taking

88 83 84 96 86 88
survey
Completed 81 81 81 84 80 83
Uncompleted 7 2 3 12 6 5
Response (%) 92 98 96 88 93 94
Response per
p_ P 95 92
region (%)
Total Response
94

(%)

Demographic Profile and Characteristics of the Respondents

Of 490 respondents who completed the survey, two responses were deleted after
data screening as they were below age 18. The final sample size was 488. All were
residents of Texas and were used for analysis in the results that follow. Table 6 shows
descriptive statistics for the 488 responses. Of the 488 Texas residents who responded,
52.3 % were female and 47.7% were male, with an average age of 43 years. The
youngest respondent was 18 and the oldest respondent was 82 years old. Slightly less
than half of respondents were in their 20s and 30°s (43%). Of all the respondents, 20.8%
(n=102) said their highest level of education earned was a high school diploma and 56%

(n=273) had a college degree. Of the respondents, 23.1% (n=113) had engaged in
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graduate work or had a graduate degree. The majority of respondents (93.2%) were from

the USA and the half of respondents (50.8%) was working full-time. The majority

(73.2%) was Caucasian while 10.2 % of respondents considered themselves Hispanic or

Latino. Median income range of the respondents was between $50,000 and $99,999.

However, there were 10.5% (n=51) who earn less than $20,000 and 3.5% (n=17) who

make more than $200,000. The majority of respondents were from big cities including

Dallas/Fort Worth (31.1%), Houston (21.3%), San Antonio (8.2%), and Austin (7.6%).

Table 6. Demographic Profile of the Respondents (n=488)

Variables n (%)
GENDER
Female 255 (52.3)
Male 233 (47.7)
AGE
10s 9(1.8)
20s 108 (22.1)
30s 103 (21.1)
40s 90 (18.4)
50s 89 (18.2)
60s 62 (12.7)
70s+ 27 (5.5)
EDUCATION
Elementary (1-6) 1(.2)
Junior High school (7-8) 1(.2)
High School (9-12) 100 (20.4)
Some College/College Degree 273 (56)
Some Graduate school/Graduate Degree 113 (23.1)
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Table 6. Continued

Variables n (%)
COUNTRY

Canada 2 (.4)
China 3 (.6)
Germany 5 (1.0)
Hong Kong 1(.2)
India 8 (1.6)
Iran 1(.2)
Israel 1(.2)
Jordan 1 (2)
Mexico 3 (.6)
Nigeria 1(.2)
Philippines 2 (.4)
Singapore 1(.2)
Taiwan 2 (.4)
K 1(.2)
USA 455 (93.2)
Vietnam 1(.2)
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Table 6. Continued

Variables n (%)
RACE/ETHNICITY
American Indian/Alaska 4 (.8)
Asian 44 (9.0)
Hispanic/Latino 50 (10.2)
Black/African American 33 (6.8)
White/Caucasian 357 (73.2)
EMPLOYMENT
Full-time 248 (50.8)
Part-time 47 (9.6)
Homemaker 56 (11.5)
Semi-retired 6 (1.2)
Retired 74 (15.2)
Not Working 29 (5.9)
Student 43 (8.8)
Other 8 (1.6)
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Table 6. Continued

Variables n (%)
ANNUAL
HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Less than $20,000 51 (10.5)
$20,000 to $44,999 136 (27.9)
$50,000 to $99,999 182 (37.3)
$100,000 to $149,999 74 (15.2)
$150,000 to $199,999 28 (5.7)
$200,000 or more 17 (3.5)
Median $50,000 and $99,999

ORIGINS OF RESPONDENTS

Austin 37 (7.6)
DFW 152 (31.1)
Houston 104 (21.3)
San Antonio 40 (8.2)
East TX 24 (4.9)
Central TX 29 (5.9)
North TX 6 (1.2)
South TX 6 (1.2)
West TX 16 (3.3)
Northeast 8 (1.6)
Southeast 2 (.4)
West/Central 2 (.4)
Brazos Valley 8 (1.6)
Gulf Coast 14 (2.9)
Permian Basin 5(1.0)
Panhandle 13 (2.7)
South Plains 10 (2.0)
Rio Grande/ Border 12 (2.5)

Table 7 shows overall characteristics of the respondents in terms of their travel
experience to El Paso and Big Bend as well as past experience with crime and Spanish

language ability. Since there are three different data sets (respondents who considering
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traveling to El Paso, Big Bend and combined data of two regions), the results are
presented separately.

Of all 488 respondents, 300 (61.5%) of respondents had traveled to Mexico and
188 respondents had no experience traveling to Mexico. Of those who traveled to
Mexico, 192 respondents have traveled to Mexico from one to three times (39.1%).
Slightly less than half of respondents (44.7%) have travelled to either El Paso or Big
Bend once or twice (31.6%). The majority of respondents had no experience with crime
in the past (73.2%) and the Spanish language ability of respondents showed either

relatively poor (36.7%) or no ability (30.5%).

Table 7. Respondents’ Profile of Past Travel/Crime Experiences and Spanish Language
Ability with Full Sample

Full sample (%)

Variables (n=488)

Have you ever visited Mexico

Yes 300 (61.5)

No 188 (38.5)
Number of visits to Mexico

0 188 (38.5)

1~3 times 192 (39.1)

4~6 times 53 (10.9)

7 and over 55 (11.5)
Have you ever visited either EI Paso or Big Bend

Yes 218 (44.7)

No 270 (55.3)
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Table 7. Continued

Full sample (%)

Variables (n=488)

Number of visits to either EI Paso or Big Bend

0 270 (55.5)

1~2 times 154 (31.6)

3 and over 64 (12.9)
Have you been the victim of a crime in the past

Yes 131 (26.8)

No 357 (73.2)
Spanish ability

No ability 149 (30.5)

Poor 179 (36.7)

Fair 108 (22.1)

Good 31 (6.4)

Excellent ability 21 (4.3)

Table 8 describes respondents’ characteristics in terms of past travel/crime
experiences and Spanish language ability from El Paso and Big Bend data respectively.
Of the 242 respondents who were asked to consider travel to the El Paso region, 62
percent (n=150) had visited Mexico. About half of respondents (n=122) had traveled to
the El Paso region and half had never traveled to El Paso. One hundred and eighty of the
El Paso sample (74.4%) had no crime experience in the past and 80 (33.1%) had no

ability in Spanish.
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Table 8. Respondents’ Profile of Past Travel/Crime Experiences and Spanish Language

Ability
. El Paso(% Big Bend(%
Variables (n:24g) ) Q(Jn:246() )

Have you ever visited Mexico

Yes 150 (62.0) 150 (61.1)

No 92 (38.0) 96 (38.9)
Number of visits to Mexico

0 92 (38.0) 96 (38.9)

1~3 times 98 (40.5) 94 (37.8)

4~6 times 24 (9.9) 29 (11.9)

7 and over 28 (11.6) 27 (11.4)
Visited El Paso region of Texas

Yes 122 (50.4) *

No 120 (49.6) *
Number of visits to El Paso

0 120 (49.6) *

1~2 times 78 (32.2) *

3 and over 44 (12.9) *
Visited the Big Bend region of Texas

Yes * 96 (38.9)

No * 151 (61.1)
Number of visits to Big Bend

0 * 151 (61.1)

1~2 times * 76 (30.7)

3 and over * 20 (8.2)
Victim of a crime in the past

Yes 62 (25.6) 69 (27.9)

No 180 (74.4) 178 (72.1)
Spanish ability

No ability 80 (33.1) 69 (27.9)

Poor 88 (36.4) 92 (37.2)

Fair 49 (20.2) 59 (23.9)

Good 12 (5.0) 19 (7.7)

Excellent ability 13 (5.4) 8(3.2)
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Comparison of the Survey and Census Data

Data from this sample was compared to census data for Texas to determine how
representative this sample is of the Texas population. Table 9 indicates that the ratio
between female and male was within 2% of the Texas population. Like respondents in
this study, the majority Texas population is White/Caucasian. The median income of
Texas residents is $ 51,900 which falls into median income range in this study.
However, there was dissimilarity between the survey respondents and the Texas
population in terms of age. Respondents’ median in this study is 42 years, while Texas
residents’ median age is 33.6 years (Table 9). To summarize the general characteristics
of the survey respondents compared to census data, research participants were the same

in gender and race but somewhat older with similar median income levels.

Table 9. Comparison of Population

Variables Survey Participants (%) Texas Census*
Median age 42 years old 33.6 years old
Gender
Female 52.3 50.8
Male 47.7 49.2
Race
White/Caucasian 73.2 80
Asian 9 4.5
Hispanic/Latino 10.2 38.6
African American 6.8 12.5
Median income $50,000 and $99,999 $ 52,576

* Data from U.S. Census Bureau, 2015
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Descriptive Statistics

This section presents summaries of descriptive analyses of the variables.
Descriptive statistics include mean values and standard deviations. Scores of negatively
stated items for all scales were reverse-coded (1=5, 2=4, 4=2, and 5=1) (1=7, 2=6, 3=5,
5=3, 6=2, and 7=1) to generate composite mean values for consistency of direction in
interpreting the results. For example, a higher composite mean value in the perceived
risk items indicates that the respondents perceived higher levels of risk. Likewise, higher
mean values in attitude items would indicate that respondents had more positive attitudes
towards traveling to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border; El Paso and Big Bend.
There are three data sets measuring risk perception; El Paso, Big Bend and the
combination of El Paso and Big Bend. Therefore, perceived risk of the combined data of
El Paso and Big Bend is presented first. Description of perceived risk of respondents
from El Paso and Big Bend is provided in the following.

Perceived Risk Variables of Entire Sample

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with 25 statements
regarding perceived risk. Iltems were measured on a five-point Likert scale (1=Strongly
disagree to 5=Strongly agree). Table 11 shows the means and standard deviations of
each items when considering travel to the U.S.-Mexico border regions of El Paso and
Big Bend. Among the 25 items, the highest mean for traveling to those places is 3.52 for:
“Showing authorities my identification at checkpoints would be an important safety
measure.” Items such as “It is important to interact with people who speak English

(M=3.43) and “I would be able to use my cell phone easily (M=3.41)" also had
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relatively higher mean values. However, the lowest mean meaning respondents did not
agree with this statement was 2.39 for: “I am more likely to get sick from food or water
than on others trips I would take”. Other items such as “There is a higher possibility of
contracting infectious diseases than on other trips I would take (M=2.534)” and
“Answering customs and immigration related questions would be intimidating
(M=2.522) show relatively lower mean values. In case of perceived risk of crossing the
border, the highest item is 3.90 for: “Showing my passport at checkpoints seems
unnecessary” which was reversed coded. Items including “Showing authorities my
identification at checkpoints would be an important safety measure (M=3.715)”, “Crime
due to drug trafficking is more likely to create a problem than on other trips (M=3.594)”
had relatively higher mean values while items such as “I will be perfectly safe
(M=2.678)", “Answering customs and immigration related questions would be
intimidating (M=2.670)” had relatively lower mean values.

Through a simple visual inspection of the two scenarios in the descriptive table,
most items regarding perceived risk of crossing into Mexico had higher means than
those of perceived risk considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend. Some items such as
“I will be perfectly safe”, “I would be able to use my cell phone easily”, “Local residents
would welcome tourists like me”, “The cleanliness of tourist facilities would meet my
standards”, and “The internet will be easy to access” show higher mean value when
traveling to places within U.S. These items have positive connotation; therefore,
respondents seem to perceive higher risk when they consider crossing the border into

Mexico.
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Table 10. Overall Descriptive Information Regarding Perceived Risk

Without Border  With Border
Items Crossing Crossing
(n=488)
Mean (SD)

1 Showing authorities my identification at
checkpoints would be an important safety 3.528 (.923)  3.715(.891)
measure

2 ltis Important to interact with people who 3438 (1.035) 3.481 (1.021)
speak English
| would be able to use my cell phone easily 3.413(1991)  2.920(1.019)
rI;]c()acal residents would welcome tourists like 3.405 (873) 3.192 (.910)

5 Showing my*passport at checkpoints seems 3.348 (1.134)  3.903 (1.005)
unnecessary

6  The cleanliness of tourist facilities would meet 3.313 (.886) 2,891 (.960)
my standards

7 1 will be perfectly safe 3.235(1.002) 2.678 (1.055)

8 The presence of the border patrol would make 3.211 (.992) 3.260 (1.029)
me feel safe

9  The internet will be easy to access 3.198 (1.004) 2.745 (.929)
Crime due to drug trafficking is more likely to

10 createa problem than on other trips 3.139(1.021) 3.594 (1.034)
Getting help if my car breaks down would not

11 pe a concern* 3.108 (1.120) 3.352(1.188)

12 I would not viorry about access to good health 2854 (1.078) 3.368 (1.050)
care services

13 1 would feel worried about my personal safety  2.838 (1.007)  3.418 (1.045)

14 I am more_llkelyto be a victim of crime than 2.793 (.969) 3.291 (1.059)
on other trips
News | have heard about this destination

15 Wwould discourage me from doing some 2.782 (1.052)  3.356 (1.045)
activities

16 Dealing with an unexpected health issue would 2776 (1.031)  3.413 (1.065)

be more of a concern than on other trips
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Table 10. Continued

Items

Without Border
Crossing

With Border

Crossing

(n=488)

17
18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

I would not be concerned about
communication problems with other people*

I am more likely to be hurt by strangers

I am more likely to witness violence than on
other trips

| would be afraid of breaking an unfamiliar
law

| would worry about procedures at border
check points

Communicating with local residents will be
difficult

There is a higher possibility of contracting
infectious diseases than on other trips | would
take

Answering customs and immigration related
questions would be intimidating

I am more likely to get sick from food or water
than on others trips I would take

Mean (SD)

2.770 (1.117)
2.725 (.971)

2.649 (.993)

2.623 (1.099)

2.606 (1.049)

2.586 (1.015)

2.534 (.979)

2.522 (1.066)

2.391 (.990)

3.159 (1.111)
3.123 (1.049)

3.092 (1.059)

3.284 (1.092)

2.811 (1.119)

3.207 (1.104)

2.979 (1.074)

2.670 (1.094)

3.223 (1.057)

Scale: 1= Strongly disagree, e=Neutral and 5=Strongly agree
*Item reverse-coded

El Paso, Texas and Taking an Excursion to Juarez, Mexico

Respondents of 242 were asked to indicate their level of agreement to 25

statements regarding perceived risk in traveling to El Paso and an excursion to Juarez.

These 25 items were measured on a five-point Likert scale (1=Strongly disagree to

5=Strongly agree). Table 11 shows the means and standard deviations of each item

measuring individuals’ perceived risk in traveling to El Paso and Juarez. Among 25
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items, the highest mean is 3.652 for: “I would be able to use my cell phone easily” for
traveling to El Paso and 3.925 for “Showing my passport at checkpoints seems
unnecessary” which was reversed coded. In contrast, items such as “I am more likely to
get sick from food or water than on others trips I would take” (M=2.458) and “I will be
perfectly safe” (M=2.475) showed the lowest mean value for traveling to El Paso and
Juarez respectively.

Table 11. Descriptive Information Regarding Perceived Risk Traveling to EI Paso only
and for Traveling to EI Paso with an Excursion Cross the Border to Juarez

ltems El Paso Juarez
(n=242)
Mean
(SD)
I am more likely to get sick from food or water
1" than on others trips | would take 2458 (.993) 3.380 (1.024)
It is important to interact with people who speak
2 English 3.355 (1.095) 3.508 (1.015)

I would not worry about access to good health
care services*

I will be perfectly safe

Showing my passport at checkpoints seems
unnecessary*

There is a higher possibility of contracting
infectious diseases than on other trips | would
take

I would not be concerned about communication
problems with other people*

I am more likely to witness violence than on
other trips

The presence of the border patrol would make me
feel safe
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2.809 (1.087)
3.086 (1.027)

3.417 (1.153)

2.545 (1.030)

2.785 (1.142)

2.855 (1.001)

3.140 (.992)

3.384 (1.106)
2.475 (1.082)

3.925 (1.003)

3.037 (1.120)

3.231 (1.076)

3.355 (1.017)

3.124 (1.066)



Table 11. Continued

ltems El Paso Juarez
(n=242)
Mean (SD)
10 I'would be afraid of breaking an unfamiliar law 2615(1.132)  3.347(1.087)
Dealing with an unexpected health issue would
11 be more of a concern than on other trips 2.648(1.028)  3.500(1.039)
12 1 would be able to use my cell phone easily 3.652(.987) 2.896(1.027)
13 News I have heard about this destination would 5 991(1.062)  3.528(1.101)
discourage me from doing some activities
14 | would worry about procedures at border check 2 694(1.072)  2.943(1.108)
points
Getting help if my car breaks down would not
15 peaconcern 3.157(1.148)  3.380(1.199)
Communicating with local residents will be
16 difficult 2.644(1.041)  3.343(1.075)
17  Local residents would welcome tourists like me  3.307(.911) 3.070 (.955)
18 I am more likely to be hurt by strangers 2.810(.969) 3.243(1.086)
Showing authorities my identification at
19  checkpoints would be an important safety 3.516(.938) 3.582(.961)
measure
The cleanliness of tourist facilities would meet
20 my standards 3.268(.900) 2.743(.989)
21  The internet will be easy to access 3.442(.976) 2.772(.965)
22 1 would feel worried about my personal safety 2.954(1.023)  3.590(1.011)
Answering customs and immigration related
23 guestions would be intimidating 2.599(1.034)  2.768(1.079)
24 Crime due to drug trafficking is more likely to 3.243(1.035)  3.714(.975)
create a problem than on other trips
o5 I am more likely to be a victim of crime than on 2.929(.993) 3.462(1.035)

other trips

Scale: 1= Strongly disagree, e=Neutral and 5=Strongly agree

*Item reverse-coded
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Big Bend and Taking an Excursion to Boquillas

Table 12 shows the means and standard deviations of each items measuring
individuals’ perceived risk in traveling to Big Bend and an excursion to Boquillas.
Among the 25 items, the highest mean is 3.595 for: “Showing authorities my
identification at checkpoints would be an important safety measure” for traveling to Big
Bend and 3.882 for “Showing my passport at checkpoints seems unnecessary” which
was reversed coded. In contrast, items such as “I am more likely to get sick from food or
water than on others trips I would take” (M=2.323) and “Answering customs and
immigration related questions would be intimidating” (M=2.574) showed the lowest
mean value for traveling to Big Bend and Boquillas respectively.

Table 12. Descriptive Information Regarding Perceived Risk Traveling to Big Bend only
and for Traveling to Big Bend with an Excursion Cross the Border to Boquillas

Big Bend Boquillas
Items (n=246)
Mean (SD)
1 1 am more likely to get sick from food or water
than on others trips I would take 2.323(.983)  3.064 (1.068)
It is important to interact with people who speak
2 English 3.514 (.970)  3.457 (1.026)

3 I would not worry about access to good health

care services* 2.898 (1.067) 3.352(.992)

4 1 will be perfectly safe 3.384 (.955) 2.874 (.990)
5 Showing my passport at checkpoints seems

unnecessary* 3.280 (1.113) 3.882 (1.007)
6 There is a higher possibility of contracting 2,526 (.927)  2.919 (1.024)

infectious diseases than on other trips

7 I'would not be concerned about communication 2 761 (1.094) 3.093 (1.142)
problems with other people*
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Table 12. Continued

Big Bend Boquillas
Items (n=246)
Mean (SD)
g lammore likely to witness violence than on 2.445(.943)  2.834 (1.036)
other trips
The presence of the border patrol would make 3 275 (990
d me feel safe (:990) 3.392 (.973)
10 IIavv\could be afraid of breaking an unfamiliar 2627 (1.066)  3.222 (1.004)
11 Dealing with an unexpected health issue would 2902 (1.019)  3.327 (1.082)
be more of a concern than on other trips
12 1 would be able to use my cell phone easily 3.174 (.940) 2.943 (1.010)
News | have heard about this destination
13 would discourage me from doing some 2.578 (1.000) 3.182 (.960)
activities
14 !would worry about procedures at border 2518 (1.019)  2.676 (1.115)
check points
15 Getting help if my car breaks down would not
be a concern* 3.064 (1.091) 3.327 (1.176)
16 C_ommumcatmg with local residents will be 2526 (.986) 3.076 (1.118)
difficult
17 rI;](?acal residents would welcome tourists like 3.498 (.830) 3.313 (.849)
18 1 am more likely to be hurt by strangers 2.650 (.968) 3.000 (1.002)
Showing authorities my identification at
19 checkpoints would be an important safety 3.595 (.918) 3.838 (.805)
measure
oo The cleanliness of tourist facilities would meet 3 356 (871)  3.032 (.910)
my standards
21 The internet will be easy to access 2.959 (.974) 2.720 (.891)
22 1 would feel worried about my personal safety  2.724 (.977) 3.247 (1.051)
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Table 12. Continued

Big Bend Boquillas
Items (n=246)
Mean (SD)

Answering customs and immigration related 2.574

23 questions would be intimidating 2445 (1.091) (1.101)
Crime due to drug trafficking is more likely to

24 create a problem than on other trips 3.032(.999)  3.473(1.077)
I am more likely to be a victim of crime than

Scale: 1= Strongly disagree, 3=Neutral and 5=Strongly agree
*Item reverse-coded

Familiarity

Familiarity with El Paso and Big Bend as travel destinations were measured
using two items. The two scales are: “I am interested in traveling to this destination”;
and “I am knowledgeable about traveling to this destination.” Respondents were asked
to indicate their level of familiarity with each destination on a five-point Likert scale
(1=Not at all to 5=Extremely). Table 13 shows the descriptive information of items
measuring respondents’ familiarity with EI Paso and Big Bend. Overall, the means of
items range from 2.190 to 2.694 among respondents who traveled to either El Paso or
Big Bend. Specifically, respondents from the Big Bend trip case seem to be more
interested in traveling to Big Bend than respondents from the El Paso case. Both
respondents from the El Paso and Big Bend case showed relatively low mean levels of
knowledge. Cronbach’s alpha assessed the consistency of two items for each construct:
the reliability scores are 0.626 for familiarity of the entire sample, 0.603 for familiarity

with El Paso and 0.722 for familiarity with Big Bend.
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Table 13. Descriptive Information Regarding the Level of Familiarity that Respondents
Indicated for Traveled to the Target Destination

Familiarity El Paso + Big Bend El Paso Big Bend
Items (n=488) (n=242) (n=246)
Mean (SD)

| am interested in traveling
this destination 2.694 (1.609) 2.239 (1.205) 3.133(1.173)

| am knowledgeable about 2 190 (1.118)  2.194 (1.194) 2.182 (1.041)
traveling this destination

Cronbach’s alpha .626 .603 122

Scale: 1= Not at all, 3= Moderately and 5= Extremely

Media Exposure about Border Issues

Four items were used to measure individuals’ levels of exposure to information
regarding border issues. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement
with four items on a five-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree).
Table 14 shows the results. There were few difference in mean values between those
considering travel to either El Paso or Big Bend. One exception was that those
considering travel to El Paso had a slightly higher mean value for having read
government travel advisories. Cronbach’s alpha assessed the consistency of four items
for each construct; the reliability scores are .498 for the entire sample, .533 for the El

Paso trip case, and .462 for the Big Bend trip case.

90



Table 14. Descriptive Information for Respondents’ Exposure to Information about
Border Issue

ltem All sample El Paso Big Bend
(n=488) (n=242) (n=246)
Mean (SD)
I have heard about U.S.-
Mexico border issues from 55y 938y 4004 (832)  3.987(:851)

media outlets (e.g. television,
newspaper, and internet)

| read government issued

travel advisories for the 3.213 (1.107) 3.351(1.128)  3.076 (1.069)
United States

When | hear stories about the
Border, I don’t distinguish
between the U.S. side and the
Mexican side*

3.227 (1.066)  3.198 (1.082)  3.259 (1.050)

I have heard stories about the

U.S. - Mexico border from 3.256 (1.094)  3.281(1.082)  3.226 (1.088)
people I know
Cronbach’s alpha 498 533 462

Scale: 1= Strongly disagree, 3=Neutral and 5=Strongly agree
*Item reverse-coded

Attitude toward Travel to a Mexican Border Area

Items measuring attitude consisted of 10 statements on a 7-point semantic
differential scale. Respondents were asked to indicate their feelings within each pair of
terms as they consider traveling to El Paso (Big Bend) without crossing the border and
crossing the border into Juarez (Boquillas). In order to generate composite mean values
for consistency of direction in interpreting the results, positive meanings of items with
starting 1 were reversed. That is, a higher composite mean value in attitude items

indicates that the respondents had more positive attitude toward traveling to destinations.
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Examining the combined data set of two cases; El Paso and Big Bend, the item showing
the highest mean score was “Enjoyable«<> Unenjoyable” (M=4.905) while the item
“Scary «» Reassuring” show the lowest mean as 4.299. All of these ten items show
above average score (3.500) of attitude. In the case of taking an excursion to Juarez and
Boquillas, respondents show relatively negative feelings; traveling to Juarez and
Boquillas is “Risky (M= 3.702); “Threatening (M= 3.834); “Comforting (M= 3.948);
“Scary (M= 3.752).” From visual inspection, respondents considering travel to El Paso

or Big Bend without crossing the border into Mexico had more positive attitude.

Table 15. Descriptive Information Regarding Attitudes of Respondents who Considered
Travel to El Paso or Big Bend without a Border Crossing and with a Border Crossing

items QSOSBS?;ZH Border Crossing
(n=488)
Mean (SD)

Enjoyable <> Unenjoyable* 4.905 (1.685) 4.375 (1.758)
Positive «» Negative* 4.873 (1.604) 4.332 (1.667)
Fun < Boring* 4.977 (1.542) 4.618 (1.582)
Pleasant «» Unpleasant* 4.873 (1.627) 4.346 (1.649)
Favorable <> Unfavorable* 4.739 (1.642) 4.219 (1.683)
Secure <> Risky* 4.407 (1.679) 3.702 (1.742)
Threatening «> Non- threatening 4.508 (1.540) 3.834 (1.643)
Comforting <> Terrifying* 4.448 (1.417) 3.948 (1.479)
Scary <> Reassuring 4.299 (1.489) 3.752 (1.561)
Safe <> Dangerous* 4.444 (1.547) 3.768 (1.644)
Cronbach’s alpha 959 961

* |tem reverse- coded
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A Comparison of the El Paso and Big Bend Trip

A comparison of the El Paso and Big Bend trip case is provided in the Table 16.
Among ten items measuring attitude, respondents from the El Paso trip case show the
highest feeling of “Enjoyable <» Unenjoyable” while “Scary <> Reassuring” item show
the lowest mean value. In the case of taking an excursion to Juarez, respondents show
their feeling of “Fun <> Boring*” items scored the highest whereas the item of “Secure
<> Risky*” scored the lowest mean value which means that respondents feel that
traveling to Juarez is risky. For respondents from the Big Bend trip case, the item “Fun
<> Boring*(M=5.193) show the highest mean value while “Comforting <> Terrifying*”’
item show the lowest mean (M=3.639) meaning that respondents feel that traveling to
Big Bend is more likely terrifying. When respondents from the Big Bend trip case
consider crossing the border into Boquillas, their feeling of “Fun <> Boring*” items
scored the highest whereas (M=4.757) while “Scary <> Reassuring” item show the
lowest mean value (M=4.024). Through a simple inspection, respondents considering
traveling to the border region within America such as El Paso and Big Bend has more
positive attitude than crossing the border into Mexico region. Moreover, respondents
who considering travel to Big Bend and crossing the border into Boquillas, Mexico have
more optimistic attitude toward travel to the destinations than traveling to El Paso or

Juarez.
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Table 16. Descriptive Information Regarding Attitude of El Paso and Big Bend Trip

El Paso Juarez Big Bend Boquillas

Items (n=242) (n=246)

Mean (SD)
Enjoyable <~
Unenjoyable*
Positive <> Negative* ~ 4.731(1.566) 3.975(1.713) 5.000(1.640) 4.672(1.551)
Fun < Boring* 4.743(1.535) 4.289(1.639) 5.193(1.528) 4.927(1.465)

Blﬁ;lssélstam* 4.694(1.638) 4.000(1.713) 5.036(1.608) 4.676(1.516)

Favorable <
Unfavorable*
Secure «»> Risky* 4.338(1.680) 3.301(1.700) 4.465(1.683) 4.089(1.696)
Threatening <> Non-
threatening
Comforting <
Terrifying*
Scary <> Reassuring 4.235(1.493) 3.475(1.562) 4.360(1.482) 4.024(1.511)
Safe <> Dangerous* 4.438(1.582) 3.446(1.639) 4.441(1.520) 4.076(1.592)

Cronbach’s alpha 958 .959 897 .958

4.758(1.653) 3.975(1.819) 5.012(1.719) 4.757(1.612)

4570(1.615) 3.863(1.690) 4.894(1.661) 4.562(1.603)

4.475(1.562) 3.574(1.686) 4.538(1.518) 4.089(1.599)

4.363(1.390) 3.632(1.508) 3.639(1.482) 4.251(1.388)

* |tem reverse- coded

Factor Analysis of Perceived Risk

To check the construct validity and to reduce the items into a smaller number of
dimensions, a Factor analysis with VARIMAX rotation was performed on the 25
perceived risk items using all 488 responses. Factor analysis is useful to test construct
validity of scale. Factor analysis groups items that are highly correlated with each other.
If the grouping of items is measuring one underlying concept, then one factor should be
extracted. A factor loading score for each item should be greater than .40 (Hair, et al.,

1998) for it to be considered significant. The correlation matrix revealed “a substantial
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number of correlations greater than .30 among variables (Hair et al., 1998, p. 99). Some
degree of multicollinearity is needed to identify interrelated sets of variables, which is
the objective of factor analysis. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
(MSA), which produces specific index ranges from 0 to 1 also checked in order to
quantify the degree of inter correlations among the variables. The 488 responses from
the entire sample were used for factor analysis. Specifically, in order to develop the most
salient scale measurement of perceived risk, items from crossing the border scenario was
utilized for practical use.

Table 17-1 through table 17-3 showed the result of Factor analysis of perceived
risk items. Principal component analysis was conducted with the 25 variables along with
VARIMAX rotation. Using eigenvalues of 1 as a cutoff, a five-factor solution was
produced. The MSA scored .917, which is in the meritorious range according to Hair et
al. (1998). This initial five-factor solution explained 59.91% of the total variance, which
was slightly below the satisfactory level of 60% (Hair et al., 1998). Since this solution
did not best represent the data and it was necessary to continue further trial solutions.
One variable (e.g. “I will be perfectly safe.”) loaded on two factors with factor loadings
of .503 and .564 respectively and was deleted. Another item “Showing my passport at
checkpoints seems unnecessary” was loaded on the first factor with items regarding
“crime and health” risk. Considering the conceptual relation of this item to the first
factor, the researcher decided to delete this item.

In the next run as final run with the 23 variables, five factors having eigenvalues

greater than 1 were extracted. The MSA index was slightly slipped to .916 in this
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solution while the percentage of the total variance explained slightly increased to
60.74% which met the satisfactory level of 60% (Hair et al., 1998). Therefore, the five-
factor dimension with 23 variables was determined to best represent the underlying
dimensions of perceived risk (See Table 18). Factors were labeled based on highly
loaded items and the common characteristics of items were grouped together. Therefore,
the first dimension having nine items named “Personal Safety” (See table 17-1). The
second dimension consisted of six items named “Conveniences” (See table 17-2). The
third dimension had three items and was named “Border Patrol Concerns.” (See table
17-3). The fourth dimension contained two items and was labeled “Border Patrol
Importance” (See table 17-3). The fifth dimension, consisting of three items, was titled
“Communication Concern.” (See table 17-3). The Personal Safety dimension included
items related to the possibility that the trip to the specific destination will result in
physical danger, sickness, or injury. The Conveniences dimension represented easiness
of access to this destination. The third factor, Border Patrol Concerns dimension is
associated with individuals’ feeling of worry or afraid that they face with when
considering travel to this destination. The Border Patrol Importance dimension
represents individuals’ feeling of safe that they feel when considering travel to this
destination. The last dimension, Communication Concern, is associated with importance
of communication or language difficulty individuals’ may face when considering travel.
The five factors explained 25.07%, 12.42%, 9.41%, 6.93%, and 6.91% of variance,

respectively. As table 16 indicates that factor loading scores on these five factors were
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above .50 which indicates that a good correlation between the items and the factor they
are affiliated with. George and Mallery (2003) provide the following rules of thumb:
“ >.9—Excellent, _>.8-Good, _>.7— Acceptable, _>.6 —Questionable, >.5—
Poor, and _ < .5 — Unacceptable” (p. 231). The Cronbach’s a values were above
satisfactory level (above .70) except factor 4 (Border Patrol Importance) and factor 5
(Communication Concern). The reliability of ‘Border Patrol Importance’ (.545) and
‘Communication Concern’ (.625) was at either questionable or poor level. Cronbach's
alpha increases as more items in the scale increase. Increasing the number of items can
be a method to drive the alpha to a satisfactory level. This reflects the notion that
instruments and scales with a higher number of items are more dependable. It also
signifies that comparing alpha levels between scales with different amounts of items is
not suitable. Considering the number of items for the factor 4 and factor 5, it somewhat
makes sense that the reliability for these factors are lower than other factors.

It should also be noted that while a high value for Cronbach’s alpha indicates
good internal consistency of the items in the scale, it does not mean that the scale is
unidimensional (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). Even though, the factor 4 and the factor 5
showed relatively low value for Cronbach’s alpha, these factors were used for further

analysis as these factors were important in this research.
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Table 17-1. Perceived Risk Factor 1

Factor Eigen % of Cronbach’
Loading Value variance o
FACTOR 1: PERSONAL SAFETY 5.766 25.068 917
I am more likely to be a victim of crime
than on other trips 841
I am more likely to witness violence
than on other trips 809
Crime due to drug trafficking is more
likely to create a problem than on other 802
trips.
I am more likely to be hurt by strangers ~ .788
I would feel worried about my personal 780
safety '
News | have heard about this destination
would discourage me from doing some 705
activities
I am more likely to get sick from food or
water than on others trips | would take 683
There is a higher possibility of
contracting
infectious diseases than on other trips | 655
would take
Dealing with an unexpected health issue
would be more of a concern than on 575

other trips
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Table 17-2. Perceived Risk Factor 2

Factor Eigen % of Cronbach’

Loading Value variance o
FACTOR 2: CONVENIENCES 2.856 12.418 754
The internet will be easy to access .790
I would be able to use my cell phone 730
easily '
The cleanliness of tourist facilities

.636

would meet my standards

Getting help if my car breaks down
would .568
not be a concern

I would not worry about access to good

health care services 564

Local residents would welcome tourists

like me 564
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Table 17-3. Perceived Risk Factor 3, 4 and 5

Factor Eigen % of Cronbach’s
Loading  Value variance o

FACTOR 3: BORDER PATROL

CONCERNS 2.165 9.411 .756

Answering customs and immigration

related questions would be intimidating 822

I would worry about procedures at 818

border check points '

I would be afraid of breaking an

. .590
unfamiliar law
FACTOR 4: BORDER PATROL 1594 6.931 545

IMPORTANCE

Showing authorities my identification at
checkpoints would be an important 784
safety measure

The presence of the border patrol would  7cg
make me feel safe

FACTOR 5: COMMUNICATION

CONCERNS 1.589 6.907 625

I would not be concerned about
communication problems with other 736
people

It is important to interact with people

who speak English. 691

Communicating with local residents will ¢34
be difficult

Testing of Hypothesis

Testing Hypothesis 1

Proposition 1: Individuals perceive salient dimensions of risk when considering

travel to destinations along with U.S.-Mexico border.
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Research Hypothesis 1: Individuals perceive different types of perceived risk
when considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border compared to
dimensions of perceived risk identified in general travel.

Although eleven dimensions of perceived risk were identified from previous
research, only four dimensions were extracted in the process of scale purification. The
factor analysis result to test this hypothesis is presented in an earlier section (Table 17).
Unlike the proposed types of perceived risk dimensions, factor analysis produced five-
factor solutions for perceived risk; ‘Personal Safety’, ‘Conveniences’, ‘Border Patrol
Concerns’, ‘Border Patrol Importance’, and ‘Communication Concern’ when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border, with the aim of using
for further analysis to test other hypotheses in terms of two different scenarios: traveling
to El Paso and Big Bend without an excursion into Mexico and with an excursion into
Mexico. Therefore, hypothesis 1 was supported.

Testing Hypothesis 2

Proposition 2: Individuals with different age groups and gender perceive risk
differently when considering travel to destinations along with U.S.-Mexico border.

In order to investigate the relationships of personal characteristics (age and
gender) and perceived risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border, four sub-hypotheses were proposed. The four sub-hypotheses are:

Hypothesis 2-1-a: Females will perceive significantly higher risk across all
dimensions of risk when considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend without an

excursion into Mexico.
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Hypothesis 2-1-b: Females will perceive significantly higher risk across all
dimensions of risk when considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion
into Mexico.

Hypothesis 2-2-a: Older respondents will perceive significantly higher risk
across all dimensions of risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border without an excursion into Mexico.

Hypothesis 2-2-b: Older respondents will perceive significantly higher risk
across all dimensions of risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico.

To test Hypothesis 2-1-a, an Independent sample t-test was employed. According
to the results in Table 18, even though, males seem to be more concerned of all five
dimensions of risk than females, it was not statistically significant at .05 level.
Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported.

Table 18. Gender and Perceived Risk with the Case of Travel to EI Paso and Big Bend
without an Excursion into Mexico

Mean SD

Sig
Female Male Female Male

Personal Safety ~ 2.735  2.740 703 799 -070  .944

Gender  Conveniences 3.186  3.276 629 721 -1431 153

Border Patrol 551 2619 841 839 -890 374
Concerns

Border Patrol 3368 3371 691 795 -039 969
Importance

Communication 3077  3.093 554 633 -295 768
Concerns
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In the case of traveling to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico,
females are more likely to agree on each dimension than males (Table 19). Among five
dimensions of risk, only “Conveniences” was statistically significant. Compared to
males, females showed negative views toward Conveniences which means females less
agreed in Conveniences when considering travel to those destinations. Therefore,
Hypothesis 2-1-b was partially supported.

Table 19. Gender and Perceived Risk with the Case of Travel to EI Paso and Big Bend
with an Excursion into Mexico

Mean SD T Sig
Female Male Female Male
Personal 3318 3234 7598 877 1130 259
Safety
Conveniences 2.735 2.949 .602 741 -3.505 .000*
Gender Border Patrol
Conoers 2593  2.905 897 912 386 699
Border Patrol - 550, 3479 752 .847 412 680
Importance
Communication 5,445 5149 544 626 577 564
Concerns

In order to examine if respondents with different age groups perceive risk
differently, One-way ANOVA was employed (Hypothesis 2-2-a). According to Table
20, an age group of 70 and older perceived relatively higher levels of “Personal Safety”
while people in their 20s perceived the least conveniences in terms of traveling to El
Paso and Big Bend. In the 30s age group showed the highest level of ‘Border Patrol
Importance’ and respondents in their 50s showed the highest level of ‘Communication

Concern.” However, those risk dimensions according to age group were not significantly

103



different while only ‘Border Patrol Concerns’ was statistically significant according to

age groups. Specifically, Post Hoc test reveals that age groups between 10s — 70s, 20s —

50s, 20s — 70s, 40s — 50s, and 40s — 70s perceive “Border Patrol Concerns” differently.

Therefore Hypothesis 2-2-a was partially supported.

Table 20. Age and Perceived Risk One-way ANOVA Result for the Case of Travel to El
Paso and Big Bend without an Excursion into Mexico

DV  Age Mean SD F sig Post Hoc
10s 2.876 522
20s 2.685 643
30s 2.703 659
Personal =5 2.825 802 740 618 n.s
Safety

505 2.757 834
60s 2.643 868
70+ 2.893 793
10s 3.000 618
20s 3.194 663
30s 3.270 684

Conveniences 40s 3.249 .661 460 .838 n.s
50s 3.237 716
60s 3.263 717
70+ 3.111 544
10s 2.963 949
20s 2.697 791
30s 2.634 843
40s 2.688 931 LD
50s 2.404 798 105 708
60s 2.483 .824 20s — 50s

Eg;‘i‘;"rfsa”o' 70+ 2.284 690 2365  .029%  20s—70s
20s 3.055 610 40s — 50s
30s 3.145 533 40s —70s
40s 3.051 690
50s 3.161 550
605 3.005 544
70+ 3.037 492
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Table 20. Continued

DV  Age Mean SD F sig Post Hoc

10s 3.111 1.024

20s 3.240 780

;30 3.480 682
ﬁg;‘iertraiigo 40s 3.427 755 1283 263 ns

50s 3.404 771

60s 3.322 678

70+ 3.351 662

10s 3.000 942

20s 3.055 610

. 30s 3.145 533
ggnmcmr;'ca“o” 405 3.051 690 759 602 n.s

50s 3.161 550

60s 3.005 544

70+ 3.037 492

In contrast to the case of traveling to EIl Paso and Big Bend without an excursion
into Mexico, respondents from the case of traveling to El Paso and Big Bend with an
excursion into Mexico perceived different risks of two dimensions based on age group:
‘Personal Safety’ and ‘Communication Concern’ (Table 21). In terms of ‘Personal
Safety’, Post Hoc test of Dunnett identified that respondents in their 10s and 70s
perceived different levels of risk. That is, respondents in their 70s and older perceived
higher levels of risk (M=3.658) than respondents in their 10s (M=2.567). Similar results
are shown regarding ‘Communication Concern’ that Scheffe showed that respondents in
their 70s and older perceived higher levels of risk (M=3.395) than respondents in their

10s (M=2.555). Therefore Hypothesis 2-2-b was also partially supported.
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Table 21. One-way ANOVA Result for the Case of Traveling to El Paso and Big Bend
with an Excursion into Mexico

DV Age Mean SD F sig Post Hoc
10s 2.567 748
20s 3.167 .704
30s 3.178 754 Dunnett
Personal Safety  40s 3.349 .852 3.131 .005* 105 — 708
50s 3.387 .849
60s 3.319 .962
70+ 3.658 .720
10s 2.833 .968
20s 2.861 .613
30s 2.874 .705
Conveniences 40s 2.900 712 .780 .586 n.s
50s 2.795 .720
60s 2.803 .679
70+ 2.611 .450
10s 2.740 1.127
20s 3.067 .893
30s 2.834 .810
gg;‘ii::satro' 405 3051  .953 1.384 832  ns
50s 2.790 .909
60s 2.822 .959
70+ 2.851 .843
10s 2.944 .682
20s 3.453 .807
30s 3.577 775
?nigiitraiigo' 405 3500 742 1.206 302 ns
50s 3.539 .863
60s 3.379 .828
70+ 3.500 .746
10s 2.555 .816
20s 3.206 574
. 30s 3119 521
Communication 46 3148 620 2780 oux oonefe
Concerns 10s — 70s
50s 3.236 617
60s 3.166 478
70+ 3.395 .647
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Testing Hypothesis 3

Proposition 3: Respondents having past travel with the destination will have
different perceptions of risk when considering travel to destinations along with U.S.-
Mexico border.

Hypothesis 3-1: Respondents who have not been to El Paso and Big Bend will
perceive significantly higher levels of risk across all dimensions of risk than those who
have when considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend without an excursion into
Mexico.

To examine the relationships of past travel experience to perceived risk, an
Independent sample T-test was applied. The results show (Table 22) that among five
dimensions of risk; only ‘Conveniences’ was statistically significant at level .05.
Respondents who have traveled to either EIl Paso or Big Bend, they seem to be less
concerned about convenience in traveling to those destinations. Therefore, Hypothesis 3-

1 was partly supported.
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Table 22. Past Travel Experience with Perceived Risk for the Case of Travel to El Paso
and Big Bend without an Excursion into Mexico

Mean SD
Had Had not Had Had not Sig

traveled  traveled traveled traveled

to E/B to E/B to E/B to E/B
Personal Safety 2.713 2.757 g73 732 -.637 525
Conveniences 3.304 3.167 .669 .675 2.233 .026*
Border Patrol 2593 2576 847 835 218 827
Concerns
Border Patrol 3.373 3366 755 732 106 915
Importance
Communication 3094 3076 611 578 338 736
Concerns

Hypothesis 3-2: Respondents who have not been to Mexico will perceive
significantly higher levels of risk across all dimensions of risk than those who have when
considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico.

The Table 23 shows the results of the relationships of past travel experience of
Mexico to perceived risk when considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend with an
excursion to Mexico; Juarez and Boquillas. Among five dimensions of risk, only
dimensions of ‘Border Patrol Concerns’ and ‘Border Patrol Importance’ showed
statistical significance at .05 levels. That is, respondents without travel experience with
Mexico perceive higher levels of ‘Border Patrol Concerns’ while respondents with travel
experience with Mexico show higher levels of ‘Border Patrol Importance’ when
considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion to Mexico. Therefore,

Hypothesis 3-2 was partly supported as well.
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Table 23. Past travel Experience with Perceived Risk for the Case of Travel to El Paso
and Big Bend with an Excursion into Mexico

Mean SD
Traveled Not Traveled Not )
to traveled to traveled T  Sig
Mexico to Mexico to
Mexico Mexico
Personal Safety 3.283 3.268 .819 .819 204 838
Conveniences 2.882 2.776 .659 .706 1.831 .068
Border Patrol 2814  3.094 889 902 -3.360 .001*
Concerns
Border Patrol 3545  3.39% 780 819 2009 .045*
Importance
Communication 3201 3136 569 607 1188 .236
Concerns

Testing Hypothesis 4

Proposition 4: Individuals with different cultural backgrounds perceive risk
differently when considering travel to destinations along with U.S.-Mexico border.

Hypothesis 4-1-a: Asian will perceive significantly higher risk across all
dimensions of risk than Caucasian when considering travel to EI Paso and Big Bend
without an excursion into Mexico.

An Independent sample t-test was utilized to test the relationships of race (Asian
vs. Caucasian) to perceived risk in traveling to El Paso and Big Bend. Through visual
inspection, Asian respondents perceive higher levels of risk than Caucasian respondents
(Table 24). However, among five dimensions of risk, only ‘Border Patrol Concerns’ was
statistically significant at .05 levels. That is, Asians are more concerned about border
procedures at check points when considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend. Thus,

Hypothesis 4-1-a was partly supported as well.
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Table 24. Race with Perceived Risk for the Case of Travel to El Paso and Big Bend
without an Excursion into Mexico

Mean SD i
- - - i
Asian Caucasian Asian Caucasian g
Personal Safety 2790 2.770 .639 755 172 .864
Conveniences 3.189 3.221 .632 .625 -.309 .758
Border Patrol Concerns  2.856 2.542 .884 .832 2.341 .020*
Border Patrol 3511  3.344 758 701 1475 141
Importance
Communication 3121 3115 561 515 065  .948
Concerns

Hypothesis 4-1-b: Asian will perceive significantly higher risk across all
dimensions of risk than Caucasian when considering travel to EI Paso and Big Bend
with an excursion into Mexico.

In contrast, in the case of taking an excursion into Mexico, only ‘Communication
Concern’ was statistically significant at .05 levels; Caucasian respondents perceive
higher levels of risk of ‘Communication Concern’ than Asian respondents (Table 25).
Therefore, Hypothesis 4-1-b was partially supported.

Table 25. Race with Perceived Risk for the Case of Travel to El Paso and Big Bend with
an Excursion into Mexico

Mean SD Si
- - - - i
Asian Caucasian Asian Caucasian g
Personal Safety 3.123  3.358 742 812 -1.823  .069
Conveniences 2.939 2.792 .676 .658 1.390 .165
Border Patrol Concerns  3.068 2.885 .843 .909 1.269 .205
Border Patrol 3454  3.509 783 783 _441 659
Importance
Communication 3.030  3.230 596 528 2339 .020*

Concerns
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Hypothesis 4-2-a: Respondents with some Spanish skill will perceive significantly
less risk across all dimensions of risk than those with no skill in speaking Spanish when
considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend without an excursion into Mexico.

Using an Independent sample T-test, the relationship of Spanish speaking skill to
perceived risk was examined (Table 26). The results show that among five dimensions
of perceived risk, only two dimensions ‘Personal Safety’ and ‘Conveniences’ were
statistically significant. Respondents having no Spanish speaking skill perceive higher
levels of risk in ‘Personal Safety’. Respondents with at least some Spanish speaking
skill perceive that traveling to El Paso and Big Bend is more convenient than those who
have no Spanish speaking skill. Other types of perceived risks such as ‘Border Patrol
Concerns’, ‘Border Patrol Importance’, and ‘Communication Concern’ were not
statistically significant. Therefore, the Hypothesis 4-2-a was partly supported.

Table 26. Spanish Language Ability with Perceived Risk for the Case of Travel to El
Paso and Big Bend without an Excursion into Mexico

Mean SD
Level of Spanish  Level of Spanish Si
Language Skill Language Skill '9
None Some None Some
Personal Safety 2.864 2.681 677 J74  2.618 .009*
Conveniences 3.042 3.310 672 662  -4.081 .000*
Border Patrol 2664 2548  .828 844 1403 161
Concerns
Border Patrol 3360 3370  .789 721 -015 988
Importance
Communication 3149 3056 590 592 1613 .107
Concerns
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Table 27 shows the results of the relationships between Spanish language skill
and perceived risk of the travel to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico
case. Respondents with no Spanish speaking skill perceived higher levels of risk in
‘Personal Safety,” ‘Conveniences,” ‘Border Patrol Concerns’ and ‘Communication
Concern.” Respondents with at least some Spanish language skill perceived that
traveling to either El Paso or Big Bend and taking an excursion into Mexico is more
convenient than those who have no Spanish language skills. However, the ‘Border Patrol
Importance’ was not statistically significant. Therefore, the Hypothesis 4-2-b was partly
supported.

Table 27. Spanish Language Ability with Perceived Risk for the Case of Travel to El
Paso and Big Bend with an Excursion into Mexico

Mean SD

Level of Spanish Level of Spanish T Sig

Language Skill Language Skill

None Some None Some
Personal Safety 3414  3.217 .828 .807 2461 .014*
Conveniences 2.623 2.931 .657 .669 -4.685 .000*
Border Patrol 3064 2.859 956 873 2324 021
Concerns
Border Patrol 3449 3504 875 762 -661 .509
Importance
communication 3567 3133 632 559 2149 032*
Concerns

Testing Hypothesis 5

Proposition 5: Past experience with crime may affect individuals’ perceived risk

when considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border.
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Hypothesis 5-1: Respondents who have experienced crime in the past will
perceive significantly higher levels of risk across all dimensions of risk than those who
have not when considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend without an excursion into
Mexico.

In order to determine if having experience with crime in the past will result in
having different perceptions of risk when considering travel to travelling to El Paso and
Big Bend without an excursion into Mexico, an Independent sample T-test was
employed. The result shows (Table 28) that the levels of perceived risk of the
respondents having past crime experience were not different from those who have no
past crime experience when considering travel to EIl Paso and Big Bend. Therefore, the
Hypothesis 5-1 was not supported.

Table 28. Experience with Crime and Perceived Risk for the Case of Travel to El Paso
and Big Bend without an Excursion into Mexico

Mean SD T Sig
Had Had no Had Had no
experien experience experienc  experien
ce with  with crime e with ce with
crime crime crime
Personal Safety 2.761 2.728 756 749 428  .669
Conveniences 3.192 3.242 .653 .684 -729 466
Border Patrol 2.483 2.620 813 848 -1604  .109
Concerns
Border Patrol 3.370 3.369 692 760 006 995
Importance
Communication 3.096 3.080 604 589 270 787
Concerns
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Hypothesis 5-2: Respondents who have experienced crime in the past will
perceive significantly higher levels of risk across all dimensions of risk than those who
have not when considering traveling to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion into
Mexico.

As with Hypothesis 5-1, an Independent sample T-test was employed. The result
showed (Table 29) that none of the five dimensions of perceived risks had a mean that
was statistically different according to presence of past crime experience when
considering travel El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico such as Juarez
and Boquillas. Therefore, the Hypothesis 5-2 was not supported.

Table 29. Experience with Crime and Perceived Risk for the Case of Travel to El Paso
and Big Bend with an Excursion into Mexico

Mean sSD T Sig

Had Had no Had Had no
experience experience experience experience
with crime  with crime  with crime  with crime

Personal Safety 3.380 3.240 812 818 1.687 .092
Conveniences 2.772 2.861 683 678 -1.291 197
Border Patrol 2949 2912 933 893 399 .690
Concerns

Border Patrol 3469 3494 874 760 -305 760
Importance

Communication 3178 3.175 593 582 043 966
Concerns
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Testing Hypothesis 6

Hypothesis 6-1: Respondents will perceive significantly higher risk across all
dimensions of risk when considering travel to an urban region (El Paso) than a rural
region (Big Bend).

To test hypothesis 6, a Paired Sample T-test was employed. The result of a
Paired Sample T-test showed that respondents perceived higher levels of risk when
considering travel to rural region than urban region (Table 30). To be more specific, of
five dimensions of perceived risk, three dimensions of perceived risk; ‘Border Patrol
Concerns’, ‘Border Patrol Importance’, and ‘Communication Concern’ regarding
traveling to Big Bend had a higher mean than perceived risk in traveling to El Paso
at .05 significance level. Even though the mean of ‘Conveniences’ of urban shows
higher value, it means that respondents perceive that traveling to urban region is more
convenient than traveling to rural region. However, respondents’ perceived risk of
Personal Safety was not different when considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend.
Therefore, of five dimensions of risk, four dimensions of risk were significant, so this
hypothesis was partially supported. Respondents perceived higher risk about considering

travel to a rural region, Big Bend.
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Table 30. Paired Sample T-Test Result for the Case of Travel to an Urban and Rural
Region without an Excursion into Mexico

Urban vs Rural Mean SD t p
Personal Safety _ Urban 2.550 .507
Y- 1802 072
Personal Safety _ Rural 2.650 702
Conveniences_ Urban 3.601 542
- 8.656  .000*
Conveniences_ Rural 3.127 .662 000
Border Patrol Concerns _ Urban 2.355 .689
- -2515 .012*
Border Patrol Concerns _ Rural 2.530 .843
Border Patrol Importance _ Urban 2.714 671 11120 000
Border Patrol Importance _ Rural 3.435 756
Communication Concerns _ Urban 2.585 .545
- - -10.251  .000*
Communication Concerns _ Rural 3.093 .550

Hypothesis 6-2: Respondents will perceive significantly higher risk across all
dimensions of risk when considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion
into Mexico than traveling to El Paso and Big Bend without an excursion into Mexico.

A Paired sample T-test was applied to test the difference of respondents’
perceived risk in terms of traveling to El Paso and Big Bend without an excursion into
Mexico and with an excursion into Mexico. (Hypothesis 6-2). The result showed (Table
31) that all five dimensions of perceived risk regarding traveling El Paso and Big Bend
with an excursion into Mexico had higher means than perceived risk in traveling to El
Paso and Big Bend without an excursion into Mexico. Of five dimensions of risk,
‘Border Patrol Importance’ showed the highest mean value for both cases. Therefore,
Hypothesis 6-2 was supported. Respondents perceived higher levels of risk when
considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico than traveling

those places without an excursion into Mexico.
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Table 31. Paired Sample T-Test Result for the Case of Travel to Destinations
with/without Crossing the Border into Mexico

Variable Mean SD t p
Personal Safety _ Not cross border 2.737 750
-17.339  .000*
Personal Safety _ Cross border 3.277 .818
Conveniences_ Not cross border 3.228 .676
_ 12.825 .000*
Conveniences_ Cross border 2.839 .679
Border Patrol Concerns _ Not cross border 2.584 .840
-10.512  .000*
Border Patrol Concerns _ Cross border 2.922 .903
Border Patrol Importance _ Not cross border  3.369 741
-3.477  .001*
Border Patrol Importance _ Cross border 3.487 .798
Communication Concerns _ Not cross border 3.084 .592
o -3.394  .001*
Communication Concerns _ Cross border 3.176 584

The Structural Equation Model

The Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) is employed to investigate the
relationships among familiarity, exposure to information about the border issues,
perceived risk, attitude and intention when considering travel to destinations along with
U.S.-Mexico border region in America and when crossing the border into Mexico. In
order to get adequate evidence to support the overall fit of the model and the individually
hypothesized relationships that are represented as paths in the model, an evaluation was
constructed. This section relates the results undertaken to examine those hypotheses. To
conduct EFA, and subsequently SEM, for the current research, the statistical program
Factor analysis using SPSS 23 was utilized. For running SEM, AMOS 23, was used. The
model was tested with a two-step method. That is, prior to using SEM to test the

proposed model, principle component analyses (PCA) were conducted to reduce the
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number of variables for each construct (Doh, 2006; Hwang, et al., 2005; Yoon & Uysal,
2005), because it is recommended that a latent variable have four to eight, and no more
than ten observed variables (Kline, 1998). The PCA combines items correlated to one
another but independent of other subsets of items into an underlying factor (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2001). The PCA, using the Eigen value of over 1.0 and a factor loading of .4
for factor inclusion, is helpful for ascertaining the quantity of sub-constructs. From the
Factor analysis of Perceived risk, five dimensions were extracted which were used to test
hypotheses one to six. These five dimensions of perceived risk will be used to test the
remaining hypotheses, seven to ten in SEM.

Examination of the Fit of the Model

The relationship between the latent factors and variables is unknown and not
substantiated enough by theory or previous research since some of items were developed
by the researcher (Schumacker and Lomax, 2004). Therefore, Exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) was used for model development in the present study. The general
sequence of assessing the fit between the model and the data in this research were first to
review selected fit indices, and next move to indices that provide a more detailed
assessment on the fit of various parts in the model. Table 32 reports the selected fit
measures for the measurement model. The fit indices were selected primarily based on
Hu and Bentler’s (1998) and Kline’s (1998) recommendations to evaluate the
measurement model as well as the structural model. The fit indices considered in this
study were Chi-square/df, Bentler’s Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Bentler and Bonnett’s

Normed Fit Index (NFI), Joreskog-Sobrom Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Root Mean
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Square Residual (RMR) and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA).
Kline (1998) suggests that the smaller Chi-square values and the ratio of Chi-square/f
that is less than 3.0 are indicative of a better model fit. Since Chi-square values are very
sensitive to both sample size and the assumption of multivariate normality, a chi-square
test could not be significant with the sample size used in this research. It is unrealistic in
most SEM empirical research to find well-fitting hypothesized models where the Chi-
square value approximates the degrees of freedom (Klem, 2000; Byrne, 2001). For this
reason, Chi-square typically is not considered as the absolute standard by which the
quality of fit of a model is decided. These researchers suggest Chi-square/df as a more
appropriate fit index.

CFI, GFl and NFI are further standardized and are not as sensitive to sample size
as the Chi-square statistic. These values are recommended to be at least 0.9 for an
acceptable fit (Hu & Bentler, 1998; Kline, 1998), and a value of less than 0.05 and 0.08
indicate acceptable model fit for RMR and RMSEA, respectively (Byrne, 2001; Hu &
Bentler, 1998). In addition, Hatcher (1994) suggested that if a path model demonstrates
an ideal fit to the data, the p value associated with the model chi-square test should
exceed 0.50, the closer to 1.00 the better. He also pointed out that a model does not have
to demonstrate all of these characteristics in order to be acceptable. In fact, many
research articles only use the chi-square test and major goodness of fit indices to
evaluate the fitness of a theoretical model. Nonetheless, this research compared the
output against all the requirements in order to have the confidence to accept or reject the

model being tested.
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Table 32. Fit Indices of the Structure Model Applied to This Study
(Adopted from Doh, 2006)

Fit Indices Accepted Level

P value of the model’s Chi-Square (x2) t?l\éebre?tg? the closer to 1.00

Chi-square/df Less than 3.0

(B,\Ei‘,r_—lil)er and Bonnett’s Normed Fit Index Over 0.9, the closer to 1.00 the better

Joreskog-Sobrom Goodness of Fit Index Over 0.9, the closer to 1.00 the better

(GFI)
Bentler’s Comparative Fit Index (CFI) Over 0.9, the closer to 1.00 the better
Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) Less than0 .05

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation

(RMSEA) Less than 0.1

The Case of Traveling to El Paso and Big Bend without an Excursion into Mexico
Initial Model

The result from EFA indicates that perceived risk with 25 items has five sub-
scales; personal safety, conveniences, border patrol concerns, border patrol importance,
and communication concern. These five factors and the scale reliabilities were all
satisfactory with the range of factor loadings between 0.53 and 0.84 (Table 18).
Attitudes toward; traveling to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border without an
excursion into Mexico, and with an excursion into Mexico were measured using a 10
item semantic differential scale. The scale reliability for the case of traveling to

destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border without an excursion into Mexico were 0.851,
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and traveling to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border with an excursion into
Mexico was 0.839.

A structural model was developed by adding all ten variables for attitude with all
of the 488 responses. Table 33 shows fit indices of the initial structure model. As it is
shown in the table, all fit indices were not at accepted levels. For example, all values of
CF1 (0.843), NFI (0.794), and GFI (0.769) were below 0.9 as well as the values for RMR
(0.127). To identify the problems with the model, the patterns of modification indices
were examined. Modification indexes (MI) can be conceptualized as a y2 statistic with
one degree of freedom (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). This means that for each specified
fixed parameter, the M1 which AMOS 23.0 provides represents the expected drop in
overall x2 value. Normally, Mls over 10 are considered large and problematic (Joreskog
& Sorbom, 1993) and a modification process is advised. Therefore, it was necessary to
add a path between seven covariance errors (e.g. scary-safe, comforting-safe, using cell
phone easily-easiness to access internet). By adding seven paths, fit indices improved
somewhat; Chi-square/df from 3.528 to 3.348, CFI from .843 to .869, NFI from .794 to
.823, and GFI from .769 to .793 as well as the values for RMR from .127 to .110. Since
these fit indices values were below accepted levels (0.90), closer examination was
needed to identify a problem.

The output shows that the Squared Multiple Correlations for three items; attitude
and exposure to information showed low value. SMC should be above .4, however the

items ‘scary’, ‘threatening’, and ‘don’t distinguish U.S.-Mexico border’ showed low
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values of 0.298, 0.247, and 0.040 respectively. Therefore a second run was conducted
after deleting those three items.

The Final Revised Structural Model

After the second run without three items, fit indices increased: Chi-square/df
from 3.348 to 2.190, CFI from .869 to .936, NFI from .823 to .889, and GFI from .793 to
.870. The RMR value was slightly more from .110 to .112 (Table 33). Although values
of fitness indices indicate the overall fitness of the model was tolerable for the initial
model, it is possible that some parts of the model may poorly fit the data. The results
indicate that all the indices were improved compared to the revised structural model. The
Chi-square difference test between the revised model and the final model showed a
significantly different value of 801.887 (2166.149-1364.262), confirming that the last
structural model was a significantly better fit than the revised structural model. Although
there are rules of thumb for acceptance of model fit (ex., that CFI should be at least
0.90), these cut-offs are arbitrary (Bollen, 1989). Even though the fit indices of NFI and
GFI were lower than the ideal accepted level (0.90), they were close enough to use for

further analysis.
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Table 33. Comparison of the Selected Fit Measures among the Initial, Revised and Final
Structural Model for the Case of Travel to El Paso and Big Bend without an Excursion

to Mexico
Fit Indices Initial Model Revised Model Final Model
Chi-Square Test x?=2688.11, x? =2166.4 x?=1364.26,
df=762 df=648 df=623
Chi-square/df 3.528 3.348 2.190
CFI .843 .869 936
NFI 194 .823 .889
GFI .769 793 .870
RMR 27 110 12
RMSEA .072 .069 .049
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Table 34. Parameter Estimates for the Final Revised Structural Model for the Case of
Travel to El Paso and Big Bend without an Excursion to Mexico

Standardizeq oandard  Critical

Parameter Estimate Error Ratio P
(S.E)) (t value)
Familiarity— Personal Safety -1.786 570 -4.632 .000
Familiarity —Conveniences 1.011 281 4.434 .000
Familiarity— Border Patrol 1536 421 _4.337 000
Concerns
Importance
Familiarity— Communication 1464 312 3,875 000
Concern
Information —Personal Safety 1.701 .589 4.389 .000
Information— Conveniences -529 272 -2.470 .014
Information— Border Patrol 1.400 430 3984 000
Concerns
Information —Border Patrol 713 154 3.220 001
Importance
Information —Communication 1316 311 3.550 000
Concern
Personal Safety —Attitude -1.131 .750 -3.492 .000
Conveniences —Attitude .003 .839 .009 .993
Border Patrol Concerns —Attitude .634 627 2.908 .004
Border.PatroI Importance 504 1594 1,601 109
—Attitude
Communication Concern 122 456 1124 261
—Attitude ' ' ' '
Attitude— Intention .648 .045 15.838 .000

Hypotheses Test for the Case of Travel to EI Paso and Big Bend without an
Excursion into Mexico

Testing Hypothesis 7-1

Proposition 7: Familiarity will negatively influence individuals’ perception of

risks when travelling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border.
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Individual’s familiarity with El Paso and Big Bend as a travel destination was
measured with two items. These two items were used to analyze the two separate data
sets regarding traveling to El Paso and Big Bend without an excursion into Mexico and
traveling to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico, two sub-hypotheses
were proposed as shown below.

Hypothesis 7-1: There will be a significant negative relationship between
respondents’ levels of familiarity and their perceived risk across all dimensions of risk
when considering traveling to El Paso and Big Bend without crossing the border.

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was chosen to test the relationship between
familiarity and perceived risk when consider travel to either El Paso or Big Bend without
an excursion into Mexico and with an excursion into Mexico. The relationships between
familiarity and five different dimensions of risk with the case of traveling to either El
Paso or Big Bend without an excursion into Mexico are presented in Figure 3 (see
p.121). First, the results indicate that familiarity and personal safety are negatively
related to each other. That is, the more potential tourists are familiar with El Paso and
Big Bend, the less concerns of personal safety they perceive. Second, familiarity and
conveniences are positively related which means the more potential tourists are familiar
with El Paso and Big Bend, the more respondents think that traveling to those places are
convenient. Third, familiarity and border patrol concerns are negatively related. In other
words, the more potential tourists are familiar with the destinations, the less concern
there is for encountering the border patrol. Fourth, familiarity and communication

concern are negatively related meaning that the more potential tourists are familiar with
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the destinations, the less communication risk they perceive. Those four relationships
were statistically significant at the .05 level while the relationship between familiarity
and border patrol importance was not statistically significant. Therefore, the Hypothesis
7-1 was partially supported.

Testing Hypothesis 8-1

Proposition 8: Exposure to media stories about the border issues will influence
individuals’ perceived risk when considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border.

Hypothesis 8-1: The more respondents are exposed to news about the U.S.-
Mexico border, the higher level of risk across all dimensions of risk they will perceive
when considering travel to EI Paso and Big Bend without crossing the border.

The relationships between exposure to media information and five types of
dimensions of risk when traveling to El Paso and Big Bend without crossing the border
can be found in Figure 3. First, the results indicate that media exposure and personal
safety are positively related to each other. That is, the more potential tourists are exposed
to media stories about the border, the more they are concerned about their personal
safety. Second, media exposure and conveniences are positively related which means the
more potential tourists are exposed to media stories about the border, the more
respondents perceive that traveling to the U.S.-Mexico border region is convenient.
Third, media exposure and border patrol concerns are positively related. In other words,
the more potential tourists are exposed to media stories about the border, the more they

worry about encountering border patrols when considering travel to those places. Fourth,
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media exposure and border patrol importance are positively related which means that the
more potential tourists are exposed to media stories about the border, the more they
perceive border patrol is important. Fifth, media exposure and communication concern
are positively related meaning that the more potential tourists are exposed to media
stories about the border, the more communication concerns they have. Those five
relationships were statistically significant at .05 level. Therefore, the hypothesis 8-1 was
supported.

Testing Hypothesis 9-1

Proposition 9: Perceived risk and individuals’ attitudes towards traveling to
destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border are related.

Hypothesis 9-1: There will be a significant relationship between perceived risk
across all dimensions of risk and respondent’ attitudes towards considering travel to El
Paso and Big Bend without crossing the border.

Figure 3 presents the results of the relationships between dimensions of
perceived risk and attitude. First, according to the results, the relationship between
‘Personal Safety’ and ‘Attitude’ is negative. That is, the more potential tourists are
concerned about their personal safety, their attitude toward traveling to El Paso and Big
Bend is negative. Second, ‘Conveniences’ was positively related to “Attitude” meaning
that the more respondents think that traveling to those places is convenient, their attitude
toward those places is positive. Third, ‘Border Patrol Concerns’ and ‘Attitude’ show
positive relationships. Even though respondents think that answering customs and

immigration related questions would be intimidating and they worry about procedures at
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border check points, their attitude toward traveling to El Paso and Big Bend is still
positive. Fourth, ‘Border Patrol Importance’ and ‘Attitude’ show positive relationships
meaning that if respondents perceive those places as safe to travel to, their attitude
remains positive. Fifth, while ‘Communication Concern’ and ‘Attitude’ have positive
relationships, it was not statistically significant. Therefore, the Hypothesis 9-1 was
partially supported.

Testing Hypothesis 10-1

Proposition10: Individuals’ attitudes and intentions are related when considering
travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border.

Hypothesis 10-1: There will be a significant positive relationship between
respondents’ attitudes and intentions to travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico
border without an excursion into Mexico.

Figure 3 presents the relationship between attitude and intention. According to
the result, there is a positive relationship between attitude intentions which means that
the more respondents have positive attitude toward traveling to destinations along the
U.S. — Mexico border, their intention to travel to those places also increase. Therefore,

the Hypothesis 10-1 was supported.
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Concern

Figure 3. Standard Coefficients for the Case of Travel to El Paso and Big Bend without
an Excursion into Mexico

Notes: * BBC (Border Patrol Concerns), BBI (Border Patrol Importance)
** Dashed lines indicate paths that are not significant at the .05 level

The Case of Traveling to El Paso and Big Bend with an Excursion into Mexico
Initial Model

The same procedures for the case of traveling to EI Paso and Big Bend without
an excursion into Mexico were used here in order to examine model fit. Table 35 shows
fit indices of the initial structure model. As it is shown in the table, all fit indices except
RMSEA were not at accepted levels. For example, CFI, NFI, and GFI were lower

than .90 as well as the values for RMR which should be above .50. Therefore, the
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patterns of modification indices needed to be examined in order to identify the problems
with the initial model. Since Mls over 10 are considered large and problematic (Joreskog
& Sorbom, 1993), adding a path between six covariance errors (e.g. comforting-safe,
secure- safe, enjoyable- positive, easiness to access internet- use cell phone easily) was
necessary in order to improve the model fit. Consequently, the model fit was slightly
increased. However, after adding six covariance errors, all fit indices were still lower
than .90. Therefore, it was necessary to make a closer examination of other parts of the
program’s output. In the next step, the Squared Multiple Correlations of items were
examined. Similar results shown in case 1 were identified in case 2 as well. According to
the results, the Squared Multiple Correlations of three items: ‘scary’, ‘threatening” and
‘don’t distinguish U.S.-Mexico border’ showed low values of .110, .063, and .049
respectively. Therefore, a second run was completed after deleting those three items.

The Final Revised Structural Model

After the second run without three items, fit indices were changed as follows:
Chi-square/df from 3.130 to 2.137, CFI from .887 to .942, NFI from .843 to .896, and
GFI from .807 to .875, RMR from .110 to .093, and RMSEA from .066 to .048 (Table
35). The results indicate that all the indices were improved compared to the revised
structural model. The Chi-square difference test between the revised model and the final
model showed a significantly different value of 690.453 (2028.503-1338.050),
confirming that the final structural model was a significantly better fit than the revised
structural model. Therefore, these final models for the case 2 (traveling to El Paso and

Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico) were used for hypotheses tests.
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Table 35. Comparison of the Selected Fit Measures among the Initial, Revised and Final
Structural Model for the Case of Travel to El Paso and Big Bend with an Excursion to

Mexico
Fit Indices Initial Model Revised Model Final Model
Chi-Square x? = 2541.838, x? =2028.503, x? = 1338.050,
Test df=762 df=648 df=626
Chi-square/df 3.336 3.130 2.137
CFlI .860 .887 942
NFI 812 .843 .896
GFI .785 .807 875
RMR 121 110 .093
RMSEA .069 .066 .048
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Table 36. Parameter Estimates for the Final Revised Structural Model for Traveling to El
Paso and Big Bend with an Excursion to Mexico

) Critical
Standardized Standard i
Parameter ] Ratio P
Estimate Error (S.E.)

(t value)

Familiarity— Personal Safety .896 192 -4.599 .000

Familiarity— Conveniences .848 .093 6.009 .000

Familiarity— Border Patrol -517 128 -3.605 000
Concerns

Familiarity— Border Patrol 226 066 2312 021
Importance

Familiarity— Communication - 691 087 -3.765 000
Concern

Information —Personal Safety 1.178 553 6.048 .000

Information— Conveniences -.599 232 -4.881 014

Information —Border Patrol 826 373 5670 000
Concerns

Information— Border Patrol 273 183 2910 004
Importance

Information— Communication 971 271 4.867 000
Concern

Personal Safety —Attitude -.317 146 -3.910 .000

Conveniences— Attitude 494 227 5.857 .000

Border Patrol Concerns 070 109 1.283 200

—Attitude

Border Patrol Importance 068 194 918 359

—Attitude

Communication Concern -016 229 -263 792

—Attitude

Attitude —Intention .900 .064 16.422 .000
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Hypotheses Test for the Case of Travel to El Paso and Big Bend with an Excursion
into Mexico

Testing Hypothesis 7-2

Hypothesis 7-2: There will be a significant negative relationship between
respondents’ levels of familiarity and their perceived risk across all dimensions of risk
when considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico.

The relationships between familiarity and five types of dimensions of risk when
considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico are presented
in Figure 4. In many ways the results are similar to those for respondents not considering
a border crossing. However, there are a few key differences. First, the results indicate
that familiarity and personal safety are negatively related to each other. That is, the more
potential tourists are familiar with El Paso and Big Bend and crossing the border into
Mexico, the less personal safety risk they perceive. Second, familiarity and conveniences
are positively related which means the more potential tourists are familiar with El Paso
and Big Bend and crossing the border into Mexico, the less they are worried about
convenience when considering travel to those destinations. Third, familiarity and border
patrol concerns are negatively related. In other words, the more potential tourists are
familiar with destinations, the less concern they have for encountering border patrol they
perceive when considering travel to those places. Fourth, familiarity and border patrol
importance are positively related which means that the more potential tourists are
familiar with those destinations, the more they think that the border patrol is important.

Fifth, familiarity and communication concern are negatively related meaning that the
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more potential tourists are familiar with the destinations, the less communication risk
they perceive. All of those five relationships were statistically significant at .05 level.
Therefore, the hypothesis 7-2 was supported.

Testing Hypothesis 8-2

Hypothesis 8-2: The more respondents are exposed to news about the U.S.-
Mexico border, the higher level of risk they will perceive when considering travel to
destinations within the U.S. — Mexico border and taking an excursion into Mexico.

The relationship between exposure to media stories and perceived risk in terms
of traveling to the U.S.-Mexico border region and then taking an excursion into Mexico
is presented in Figure 4. First, the results indicate that exposure to social media and
personal safety is positively related to each other. That is, the more potential tourists are
exposed to media stories about the border, the higher level of concern about their
personal safety they perceive. Second, media stories and border patrol concerns are
positively related. In other words, the more potential tourists are exposed to information
about the border stories, the more they worry about encountering border patrol when
considering travel to those places. Third, media stories and communication concern are
positively related meaning that the more potential tourists are exposed to information
about the border stories, the more communication risk they perceive. Those five
relationships were statistically significant at .05 level. Therefore, the hypothesis 8-2 was

supported.

134



Testing Hypothesis 9-2

Hypothesis 9-2: There will be a significant relationship between perceived risk
across all dimensions of risk and respondents’ attitudes towards considering travel to
destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border and taking an excursion into Mexico.

Figure 4 presents the results of the relationships between dimensions of
perceived risk and attitude. First, there is a negative relationship between ‘Personal
Safety’ and ‘Attitude’. That is, the more potential tourists are concerned about their
personal safety, their attitude towards traveling to El Paso and Big Bend is negative.
Second, ‘Conveniences’ and ‘Attitude’ show positive relationships meaning that the
more respondents think that traveling to those places is convenient, their attitude is
positive. Third, the relationship between other dimensions of risk such as ‘Border Patrol
Concerns,” ‘Border Patrol Importance,” ‘Communication Concern’ and ‘Attitude’ were
not statistically significant. Therefore, the Hypothesis 9-2 was partially supported.

Testing Hypothesis 10-2

Hypothesis 10-2: There will be a significant positive relationship between
respondents’ attitudes and intentions to travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico
border and taking an excursion into Mexico.

Figure 6 presents the relationship between attitude and intention in the case of
crossing the border into Mexico. According to the result, there is a positive relationship
between attitude intentions which means that the more respondents have positive attitude

toward traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border and taking an excursion
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into Mexico, their intention to travel to those places also increase. Therefore, the

Hypothesis 10-2 was supported.

Figure 4. Standard Coefficients for the Case of Travel to El Paso and Big
Bend with an Excursion into Mexico

Notes: * BBC (Border Patrol Concerns), BBI (Border Patrol Importance)
** Dashed lines indicate paths that are not significant at the .05 level
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Table 37. Summary of Research Hypotheses Testing Results

Hypotheses Statistical Technique Results
H1 Factor Analysis Supported
H2-1-a Rejected
H2-1-b Independent sample t-test Partially Supported
H2-2-a .
H2-2-b One-way ANOVA Partially Supported
H3-1 .
H3-2 Independent sample t-test Partially Supported
H4-1-a H4-1-b .
H4-2-a H4-2-b Independent sample t-test Partially Supported
H5-1 .
H5-2 Independent sample t-test Rejected
) Partially Supported
Eg% Paired Sample t-test Supported
H7-1 SEM Partially Supported
H7-2 Supported
Eg% SEM Supported
Eg% SEM Partially Supported
H10-1 SEM Supported
H10-2 Supported
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

Travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border has become attractive for
both researchers and practitioners. To better understand border tourism, the purpose of
this study was to examine the types of risk potential tourists may perceive and its
relationship to decision making related to travel destinations along the U.S.-Mexico
border. This was accomplished by looking at two specific research models. The first
model presents the relationships of antecedent variables (e.g. personal characteristics,
travel experience, cultural differences, past experience with crime, and destination
characteristics) to perceived risk. The second research model presents the relationships
of antecedent variables (e.g. familiarity and media exposure), perceived risk, attitude and
intention. This chapter contains discussions about the findings from the previous chapter
and concludes with theoretical and managerial implications. Limitations of the study are
then considered and the chapter closes with recommendations for future study.
Summary

This section reviews and discusses the findings of the scale purification, the final
survey, and the interpretation of hypotheses tests.

Scale Purification

In phase | of the scale purification, four dimensions of perceived risk for
traveling to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border were identified: ‘Physical Risk,’
‘Health Risk,” ‘Equipment Risk,” and ‘Communication Risk.” Based on several

comments received from phase I, items of perceived risk regarding border procedures
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and crime were added. Since one of the main purposes of the current study is to examine
types of perceived risk in U.S.-Mexico border travel rather than international travel or
general pleasure travel, specific items related to perceived risk in border travel were
needed that were either drawn from previous research or developed by the researcher.
For phase I, two different scenarios were developed in order to measure perceived risk
when considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend without crossing the border and
measuring perceived risk when considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend with an
excursion into Mexico by crossing the border. In the first version of the questionnaire,
two travel scenarios were presented: El Paso trip only and EIl Paso trip with an excursion
to Juarez, Mexico. The second version of the questionnaire was regarding a trip to Big
Bend, Texas, as well as that trip with an excursion to Boquillas, Mexico. Four
dimensions of perceived risk with twenty-five items measuring perceived risk were
found in phase II: ‘Physical/Health risk,” ‘Crime risk,” ’Communication risk,” and ‘Law
enforcement risk.’

Development of Dimensions of Perceived Risk

The survey instrument was refined during the scale purification process. Two
versions of the survey were developed in the case of El Paso travel and Big Bend travel
respectively. Each version has three forms presenting different survey layouts in terms of
measuring perceived risk for a total of six forms. Therefore, six different data sets: three
from El Paso travel and Big Bend travel were obtained. These six data sets were
combined into one data set for hypotheses tests. Moreover, each version contained two

different scenarios: traveling to El Paso and Big Bend without an excursion into Mexico
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and traveling to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion to Mexico. The response rate
for the El Paso portion of the sample was 95% and the response rate for Big Bend case
was 92%. In total, 525 participants were approached to take the survey and 490
responses were completed with all six forms for both cases showing 94 percent for a
total response rate. Of 490 responses, two responses were deleted in the process of data
screening because those two participants were below age eighteen. Therefore, the 488
responses of the residents of Texas were used for analysis in this study.

Hypotheses Tests

Two different research models were suggested in this study due to dissimilar
measurement scales used for the variables. The relationships between perceived risk and
five antecedent variables: personal characteristics, past travel experience, cultural
differences, presence of prior crime experience, and destination characteristics were
demonstrated in Research Model | with six hypotheses proposed. In Research Model II,
the relationships among familiarity, media exposure, attitude, and intention decisions on
trips to the U.S.-Mexico border destinations were examined with four hypotheses
proposed. Two sub-hypotheses related to border crossings were then developed to
elaborate on each of the ten hypotheses. Table 37 summarizes the results of the
hypotheses test. Of 23 sub-hypotheses, all research hypotheses were either partially or
fully supported with the exception of four sub-hypotheses. Hypothesis 1 was tested
through Factor analysis; an Independent sample t-test was used for testing Hypothesis
H2-1-a, H2-1-b, H3-1, H3-2, H4-1-a, H4-1-b, H4-2-a, H4-2-b, H5-1, H5-2; a One-way
ANOVA was performed to test Hypotheses H2-2-a and H2-2-b; a Paired Sample T-test
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was used for testing Hypotheses H6-1 and H6-2; and finally SEM was applied to test

Hypotheses H7-1, H7-2, H8-1, H8-2, H9-1, H9-2, H10-1 and H10-2.

Table 38. Results of Research Hypotheses Testing

Hypotheses Results
Hypothesis 1: Individuals perceive different types of
perceived risk when considering travel to destinations - 5 dimensions
H1 along the U.S.-Mexico border compared to identified /11 in
dimensions of perceived risk identified in the general  Literature
tourism.
2 all cimensions of sk when comsigeing ravel 15 g, oncat
12 destimations alors lering _ differences between
g the U.S. — Mexico border with an males & females
excursion into Mexico
Females will perceive significantly higher risk across !:emalgs perceived
H2- all dimensions of risk when considering travel to El tugher r|§k on ,
1-b " paso and Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico. Oi:’;"emences
Older respondents will perceive significantly higher “Younger perceived
H2- risk across all dimensions of risk when considering higher risk on
2-a  travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border ~ ‘Border Patrol
without an excursion into Mexico. Concerns’
Older respondents will perceive significantly higher ' Qlder ;_)ercelved
H2- risk across all dimensions of risk when considering higher risk on
o.b travel to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border ~ crsona Safety” &
with an excursion into Mexico. ‘Communication
Concern’
Respondents W|:10 have not b_een to destlnatlc_)ns z_zllong Traveled to E/P
H3 the U.S. — Mexico Border without an excursion into
. . L . less concerned
-1 Mexico will perceive significantly higher levels of

risk across all dimensions of risk than those who have.
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Table 38. Continued

Hypotheses

Results

H3-2

H4-1-

H4-1-

H4-2-

H4-2-

H5-1

Respondents who have not been to Mexico will
perceive significantly higher levels of risk across all
dimensions of risk than those who have when
considering travel to destinations along with U.S.-
Mexico border and taking an excursion into
Mexico.

Asians will perceive significantly higher risk across
all risk dimensions than Caucasians when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border without an excursion into Mexico.

Asians will perceive significantly higher risk across
all risk dimensions than Caucasians when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border with an excursion into Mexico.

Respondents who speak Spanish will perceive
significantly less risk across all risk dimensions
than those who do not speak Spanish when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border without an excursion into Mexico.

Respondents who speak Spanish will perceive
significantly less risk across all risk dimensions
than those who do not speak Spanish when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border with an excursion into Mexico.

Respondents who have experienced crime in the
past will perceive significantly higher levels of risk
than those who have not when considering travel to
destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border
without an excursion into Mexico.
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- Had not traveled
to Mexico
perceived higher
risk on border
patrol

-Asians perceived
higher risk on
‘Border Patrol
Concerns’

- Caucasians
perceived higher
risk on
“Communication
Concern”

- No Spanish
language skill
perceived higher
risk on ‘Persona
Safety’ &
‘Convenience’

- Having no
Spanish language
skill perceived
higher risk on all
dimensions except
‘Border Patrol
Importance’

- No significant
differences
identified



Table 38. Continued

Hypotheses

Results

H5-2

H6-1

H6-2

H7-1

H7-2

H8-1

Respondents who have experienced crime in the past
will perceive significantly higher levels of risk than
those who have not when considering travel to
destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border with an
excursion into Mexico.

Respondents will perceive significantly higher risk
across all risk dimensions when considering travel to
an urban border region than rural region.

Respondents will perceive significantly higher risk
across all risk dimensions when considering travel to
destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border with an
excursion into Mexico than without an excursion into
Mexico.

There will be a significant negative relationship
between respondents’ levels of familiarity and their
perceived risk across all dimension of risk when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border without an excursion into Mexico.

There will be a significant negative relationship
between respondents’ levels of familiarity and their
perceived risk across all dimension of risk when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S. —
Mexico border with an excursion into Mexico.

The more respondents are exposed to news about the
U.S.-Mexico border, the higher level of risk across all
dimension of risk they will perceive when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-
Mexico border without an excursion into Mexico.
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- No significant
differences
identified

- Travel to an rural
perceived higher
risk on all
dimensions except
‘Personal Safety’

- Crossing border
perceived higher
risk on all
dimensions

- Familiar with
destinations less
concerned about all
dimensions except
‘Border Patrol
Importance’

- Familiar with
destinations less
concerned about all
dimensions

- Exposed to media
perceived higher
risk on all
dimensions



Table 38. Continued

Hypotheses

Results

H8

H9

H9

The more respondents are exposed to news about the
U.S.-Mexico border, the higher level of risk across
all dimension of risk they will perceive when
considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-
Mexico border with an excursion into Mexico.

There will be a significant negative relationship
between perceived risk across all dimension of risk
and respondent’ attitudes towards considering travel
to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border
without an excursion into Mexico.

There will be a significant negative relationship
between perceived risk across dimensions of risk
and respondent’ attitudes towards considering travel
to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border with an
excursion into Mexico.

There will be a significant positive relationship
between respondents’ attitudes and intentions to
travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border
without an excursion into Mexico.

There will be a significant positive relationship
between respondents’ attitudes and intentions to
travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border
with an excursion into Mexico.

- Exposed to media
perceived higher
risk on all
dimensions

- - relationship with
‘Personal Safety’ &
+ relationship with
‘Border Patrol’

- - relationship with
‘Personal Safety’ &
+ relationship with
‘Conveniences’

- Significant
positive
relationship

- Significant
positive
relationship

Discussion of the Findings

The primary purpose of this study was firstly, to identify dimensions of perceived

risk of potential tourists when considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico

border; secondly, how these dimensions are influenced by antecedent variables; thirdly,

to examine the relationships among perceived risk, attitude and intention. To achieve
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this purpose, scale purification was processed before conducting a self-administered
survey sampling design for a final survey. Data collected through this process revealed
several findings about the relationships.

Research Model |

Dimensions of Perceived Risk in Border Tourism

The importance of this study was as follows: first, to see if eleven underlying
dimensions identified in the literature regarding perceived risk in general travel can be
applied to dissimilar settings, for example the U.S.-Mexico border. Even though there
are two separate data sets (e.g. traveling to El Paso and Big Bend without an excursion
into Mexico; traveling to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico), the
second data set was used to extract dimensions of perceived risk in order to apply the
same variables to the analysis.

This study identified 25 risk items loading on five risk dimensions through
Factor analysis in traveling to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border: ‘Personal
Safety,” ‘Conveniences,” ‘Border Patrol Concerns,” ‘Border Patrol Importance’ and
‘Communication Concern.’ First, the dimension of ‘Communication Risk’ was recently
proposed and confirmed as one of the perceived risk dimensions in vacationing at
international destinations. Past studies have identified the issue of language barriers in
travel; the findings of these studies were consistent in that perceived communication
problems affect feelings of safety (Basala & Klenosky, 2001; Hsieh et al., 1994; Pinhey
& Iverson, 1994; Han, 2006). Some dimensions are highly multifaceted and therefore

cannot be considered under a single heading or item (Dolnicar, 2005). For example, two
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dimensions, ‘Health Risk’ and ‘Crime Risk’, identified as separate dimensions in
previous studies were merged as one dimension, labeled ‘Personal Safety’ in this
dissertation. As it was identified in the literature that tourists do have concerns about
potential health issues they may experience during travel. Respondents in this study
revealed relatively higher concerns regarding issues from food or water when
considering crossing the border compared to the case of travel to El Paso and Big Bend
only. This finding is supported by past research reporting that concerns about getting
sick from food or water is one of constraints when traveling to Mexico (Canally, 2004).
An interesting finding in this study is that when it comes to border tourism, potential
tourists are also concerned about crime due to drug trafficking. A dimension of
‘Conveniences’ was also identified in the previous research (Floyd et al., 2004). Unlike
other items, items measuring access to good health care services and cleanliness of
tourist facilities were drawn from past research examining safety/security in general
travel rather than validated items measuring perceived risk. What should be pointed out
here is that potential tourists are concerned about those issues in border travel; it has also
been identified as one of the dimensions of perceived risk. The dimensions identified in
this study but not found in the literature are ‘Border Patrol Concerns’ and ‘Border Patrol
Importance.” Adding more items developed by the researcher in order to measure
perception of risk more thoroughly in terms of U.S.-Mexico border travel seems to have
created new dimensions. These dimensions are significant contributions to the field
because unlike other past studies, we found specific dimensions related to border patrol

issues. Respondents in this study are clearly concerned about border patrol issues. This
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unique contribution to the field should be further addressed in future research as border
patrol issues are a critical determining factor in tourist decision making and risk
perception among potential tourists.

Perceived Risk and Personal Characteristics

Relationships between personal characteristics and perceived risks in this study
showed mixed results compared to past studies. Unlike past research, there was no
significant relationship between gender and perceived risk in terms of considering travel
to El Paso and Big Bend without an excursion into Mexico. On the other hand, in the
case of considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico, a
significant relationship was identified. Females did show higher levels of concern about
conveniences in relation to issues such as cell phones and clean facilities. This means
that females are more likely to perceive the loss of conveniences than males when
considering travel to a Mexican border town. This is consistent with past studies
suggesting that females perceive higher risk than males (Carr, 2001; Floyd &
Pennington-Gray, 2004; Lepp & Gibson, 2003; Qi et all., 2009). However, females did
not perceive higher levels of risk to their personal safety, even when accounting for
crossing the border.

In terms of the relationship between age and concerns about border patrol issues,
it was statistically significant that generally younger respondents perceive higher levels
of risk compared to older respondents when considering travel to the border. This
finding is consistent with prior studies showing that young travelers revealed a wider

variety of concerns regarding travel (Dolnicar, 2005). Different levels of risk were
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perceived between younger respondents and older respondents in terms of interactions
with border patrol checkpoints. This finding is in line with prior studies which found that
younger women (age 10-24) perceive higher fear of crime than older women (age 65-74)
(Ferraro, 1996; Tulloch, 2000). It was identified that younger respondents in the study
were more concerned with encountering the border patrol. Other research shows that the
elderly have more favorable attitudes toward police compared to younger persons
(Dowler, 2003). On the other hand, in the case of considering travel to El Paso and Big
Bend with an excursion into Mexico, older respondents (age 70 and older) perceived a
higher personal safety risk and exhibited worries about communication compared with
younger respondents (ages 18 and 19). This finding is consistent with a prior study
reporting older adults perceive greater fear of crime (Barker et al., 1983). Gender and
age are two constant predictors of perceived risk and fear of crime within the literature;
however, age tends not to be as consistently predictive of perceived risk as gender in the
results of this study. Some studies have shown that older respondents are less likely to
report fear of crime (Rountree & Land, 1996; Tulloch, 2000) whereas others have
reported that younger people tend to have a higher level of fear of crime (Ferraro, 1995;
Ferraro & LaGrange, 1992; Lane & Meeker, 2003).

This study shows no relationship between gender and perceived risk with relation
to traveling to El Paso or Big Bend. Women were more concerned about convenience
when crossing the border. Younger respondents were more concerned about
encountering the border patrol when traveling to the Big Bend and EIl Paso regions.

Older respondents were more concerned about personal safety and communication
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issues when crossing the border. The results in relation to age and gender are not good
predictors of the influence of perceived risk. However, one interesting finding is that
younger respondents were more concerned with interacting with the border patrol. This
may be because of fearing the unknown whereas older respondents may be more
experienced in interacting with such entities.

Perceived Risk and Past Travel Experience

Travel experience emerged as having the most significant relationship with
perceptions of risk. Previous research suggests that prior travel experience might
enhance feelings of safety (Pinhey & Inverson, 1994). More specifically, experienced
respondents and respondents not experienced with a destination perceive different
dimensions of risk; experienced tourists perceived less risk related to health, terrorism,
and strange food (Lepp & Gibson, 2003) while first-time visitors were associated with
socio-psychological risk, and weather risk (Fuchs & Reichel, 2011). These results are
somewhat supportive in terms of findings in this dissertation; respondents who have not
been to El Paso and Big Bend were more concerned about loss of conveniences while
respondents without travel experience to Mexico perceive higher levels of concern about
interactions with the border patrol, while respondents with travel experience to Mexico
had stronger feelings about the importance of the border patrol considering travel over
the border. Not all dimensions of perceived risk were related to past travel experience.
Even though past research found that there is a significant inverse relationship between
travel experience and perceived risk (Han, 2006; S6nmez, 1994), this may not be the

case in border tourism (Canally, 2004). In this study however, dimensions related to
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border patrol interactions were significant especially in the case of crossing the border.

Traveling to a border region and encountering the border patrol can be stressful, but the
level of concern regarding border patrol interactions seems to decrease with experience
travelling to a specific destination.

Cultural Differences and Perceived Risk

Concerns related to the Border Patrol were also significant in examining
differences among racial or ethnic backgrounds. Asians perceived higher risk on ‘Border
Patrol Concerns’ in the case of traveling to El Paso and Big Bend whereas Caucasians
perceived higher risk on ‘Communication Concern’ when considering crossing the
border. Encountering the border patrol at checkpoints can be barriers for Asians who
consider travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border. Asians may not be familiar
with traveling to the border region or with the border patrol. The concerns may get
worse if Asians are not native English speakers since they may think that their English
language skills are not adequate and could cause problems when encountering the border
patrol. For Asians, traveling to El Paso or Big Bend and then crossing the border into
Mexico would not be much of a concern, possibly because it could be just another
international trip for them. However, unlike Asians, it may be a new international
experience for Caucasians. Therefore, Caucasians may be more concerned about
language ability when considering crossing the border. Thus, it will be necessary to find
a way to reduce the levels of concern regarding the border patrol for Asian tourists and

communication concerns for Caucasian tourists.
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In terms of the relationship between Spanish language skill and perceived risk,
the results in this study showed that among five dimensions of perceived risk, only two
dimensions ‘Personal Safety’ and ‘Conveniences’ were statistically significant. That is
respondents without Spanish speaking skill perceive higher levels of risk on ‘Personal
Safety’ and respondents with at least some Spanish speaking skill perceive that traveling
to El Paso and Big Bend is more convenient than those who have no Spanish speaking
skill. Compared to the results above, more dimensions of perceived risk were
statistically significant in the case of traveling to El Paso and Big Bend with an
excursion into Mexico; respondents with no Spanish speaking skill perceived higher
levels of risk on ‘Personal Safety,” ‘Conveniences,” ‘Border Patrol Concerns’ and
‘Communication Concern.” Respondents with at least some Spanish speaking skill
perceive that traveling to EIl Paso and Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico is more
convenient than those who have no Spanish speaking skill.

To summarize, respondents’ Spanish speaking ability is significantly associated
with the dimensions of ‘Personal Safety’ and ‘Conveniences’ in both cases. However,
respondents without Spanish speaking skills seem to care more about border procedures
and communication problems with natives in the case of traveling to El Paso and Big
Bend with an excursion into Mexico as well as their physical issues and convenience of
destinations. An ability to speak a native language of a destination decreases the level of
perceived risk in traveling to the destination (Basala and Klenosky, 2001; Han, 2006;
Pinhey & Iverson, 1994). This finding is consistent with prior studies. Basala and

Klenosky (2001) examined language as a factor that influences tourists’ choices of
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prospective destinations, because tourists’ fluency or lack of fluency, in the language of
a destination can be a barrier in international travel. When individuals have confidence
in communication skills, they felt safer when traveling to a destination (Han, 2006;
Pinhey & Iverson, 1994).

Past Experience with Crime and Perceived Risk

In order to determine the relationship of previous experience with crime to risk
perception of traveling to destinations along the U.S. — Mexico border, an Independent
Sample T-test was employed. The result shows that regardless of whether or not they
would cross the border into Mexico in terms of travel to El Paso and Big Bend,
respondents’ past crime experience does not affect levels of perceived risk which is
consistent with a previous study (Truman, 2007). In Truman’s study, it was expected
that victimization would be related to fear of crime and perceived risk. However, no
significant relationships were found. Contrary to those results, other research indicates
that previous crime experience can be a key predictor of perceived risk or fear of crime
(Myers & Chung; 1998; Smith & Hill, 1991; Rountree & Land, 1996; Rountree, 1998).
Reid & Konard (2004) found that past victimization experience resulted in higher levels
of fear of crime for burglary, sexual assault, and robbery. Another study indicated that
experience of victimization led to greater severity of threat of crime (Cates, Dian, &
Schnepf, 2003).

Destination Characteristics and Perceived Risk

Two sub-hypotheses were tested to determine whether individuals’ perceived risk

is different according to destination characteristics when considering traveling to
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destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border. The results of a Paired Sample T-test show
that four variables of risk dimensions proved statistically significant in considering travel
to an urban region (El Paso) than a rural region (Big Bend). To be more specific, of five
dimensions of perceived risk, three dimensions of perceived risk; ‘Border Patrol
Concerns,” ‘Border Patrol Importance,” and ‘Communication Concern’ regarding travel
to Big Bend had a higher mean than perceived risk in traveling to EI Paso. However,
respondents perceive that traveling to El Paso is more convenient than traveling to Big
Bend. To summarize, it can be concluded that respondents perceive higher risk about
considering travel to a rural region, Big Bend, which is not consistent with past studies.
Woosnam et al. (2015) examined tourists’ perceived safety in two tourism destinations:
Lower Rio Grande Valley and Big Bend. The respondents in the study perceived Big
Bend to be safer (Woosnam et al., 2015). Other research identified that respondents
showed more favorable feelings toward rural settings (Brush et al, 2000; Schroeder,
1982). Respondents in Brush et al. (2000) indicated that “nature" and "peace and quiet"
are desirable attributes and enjoying contact with more natural surroundings than man-
made elements is also supported by Schroeder (1982), noting that man-made elements
including fences and pavement were features detracting from site quality. The reason
respondents in the current study perceive higher risk in traveling to a rural area could be
because Big Bend is remote and sparsely populated. Also, it is comparatively not well
developed on either side of the border. Therefore, tourists may think that it would be

difficult to get help if they are in danger or if something unplanned happens.
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Regarding testing the second sub-hypothesis, a Paired Sample T-test was applied
as well to test the difference of respondents’ perceived risk in terms of traveling to the
border region within the U.S. and taking an excursion into Mexico. The hypothesis was
supported as all five dimensions of perceived risk regarding travel to Mexico by crossing
the border had higher means than perceived risk in traveling to only the U.S. border
region; El Paso and Big Bend. The results indicate that respondents perceive higher
levels of risk when thinking of traveling to destinations within the U.S. with an
excursion into Mexico than traveling to destinations within the U.S. only. This finding is
in line with prior findings that international travel is associated with higher risk levels
than domestic travel (Dolnicar, 2005).

Research Model 11

Familiarity with the Border and Perceived Risk

In order to examine the relationship of familiarity with a destination to risk
perception of traveling to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border, two sub-
hypotheses were tested by Structural equation modeling (SEM). According to the results,
all dimensions of perceived risk except ‘Border Patrol Importance’ was significantly
related to familiarity in the case of considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend without
an excursion into Mexico. However, all dimensions of perceived risks were
meaningfully significant in the case of considering travel to El Paso and Big Bend with
an excursion into Mexico. To be specific, first, ‘Personal Safety,” ‘Communication
Concern,” and ‘Border Patrol Concerns’ have an inverse relationship with familiarity in

both cases, meaning that the more potential tourists are familiar with El Paso, Big Bend,

154



and Mexico, the less risk on ‘Personal Safety,” ‘Communication Concern,” and ‘Border
Patrol Concerns’ they perceive. These results are supported by past studies suggesting
that individuals who are familiar with vacation destinations are likely to have a lower
level of perceived risk towards destinations (Cheron & Ritchie, 1982; Han, 2006).

Second, the relationship between familiarity and ‘Conveniences’ were positive in
both cases which means the more potential tourists are familiar with EIl Paso, Big Bend,
and Mexico, the more potential tourists think that traveling to those places are
convenient. However, the relationship between familiarity and ‘Border Patrol
Importance’ was not statistically significant in the case of considering travel to El Paso
and Big Bend without an excursion into Mexico. It can be because of the location of the
destination where respondents consider traveling. Since El Paso and Big Bend are
located within the United States, respondents may not think that border procedures at
checkpoints and the presence of the border patrol can be related to their risk perception.
This notion is somewhat supportive based on the results in the case of traveling to El
Paso and Big Bend with an excursion into Mexico. According to the results, the more
respondents are familiar with those destinations, the more they care about the importance
of the border patrol when considering crossing the border into Mexico. Of five risk
perception dimensions, ‘Personal Safety’ was shown to be the most important dimension
that associated with respondents’ familiarity in both cases.

Exposure to Media Stories about the Border and Perceived Risk

Two hypotheses were developed and tested to investigate the relationship

between media exposure and risk perception of potential tourists who consider travel to
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destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border. Two hypotheses are both supported meaning
that media exposure and perceived risk have a strong relationship regardless of whether
traveling to destinations within the U.S. or taking an excursion into Mexico. In both
cases, it seems that media exposure affects the dimension of ‘Personal Safety’ the most
strongly. That is, the more individuals hear stories about border issues from media, the
higher level of risk on personal safety they perceive. On the other hand, the effect of
media on ‘Conveniences’ was the lowest in the case of traveling to El Paso and Big
Bend. These destinations are located within the U.S. and respondents may know what to
expect from those places. Respondents may think that as long as it is located within the
U.S. they could easily access the internet or use their cellphone whereas respondents
seem to be concerned more about convenience when considering crossing the border
into Mexico. Respondents may also know international travel is not as convenient as
domestic travel. In general, the results indicate that media exposure and risk perception
are positively related, meaning that the more respondents are exposed to media, the
higher level of risk respondents perceive. It is consistent with a large body of research
that suggests that the higher amount of violence in mass media serves to elevate the
public’s risk perception and fear of criminal victimization (Graber 1980; Surette 2007).

Attitudes, Intention to Travel to the Border Region and Perceived Risk

Although the relationship between tourists’ perceived risk and traveling
intentions has been examined frequently in the literature, much less attention has been

paid to the relationship examining tourists’ perceived risk and attitude. Two hypotheses
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were tested to measure the relationship between perceived risk and attitude toward
traveling to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border.

In the case of travel to El Paso and Big Bend without an excursion into Mexico,
there were positive relationships between ‘Conveniences,” ‘Border Patrol Concerns,’
‘Border Patrol Importance,” and ‘Attitude.” This means that the more respondents think
that traveling to those places is convenient and the more respondents perceive those
places as safe to travel to, their attitude towards those places is positive. There is an
interesting finding regarding the relationship between ‘Border Patrol Concerns’ and
‘Attitude’ which shows a positive relationship. Even though respondents think that
answering customs and immigration related questions would be intimidating and they
worry about procedures at border checkpoints, their attitude towards travel to El Paso
and Big Bend is still positive. It could be because even though respondents may know
the border procedures would be a hassle, their motivation or desire to visit those places
would exceed how much respondents worry about the border procedures.

As it was expected, there was an inverse relationship between ‘Personal Safety’
and ‘Attitude’ in both cases. It was supported by other studies suggesting that there is an
inverse relationship between risk perception and the travel decision process (Han, 2006;
Kozak et al., 2007; Maser & Weiermair, 1998; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998a).
‘Communication Concern’ and ‘Attitude’ have positive relationships, but it was not
statistically significant in both cases, which are inconsistent with prior studies suggesting
that language barriers are undoubtedly a major issue in transcultural communication and

it impacts travel decisions as well as destination choices (Cohen & Cooper, 1986; Han,
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2006). Other research also has found that individuals prefer to choose a destination
where their own language is also spoken (Basala & Klenosky, 2001; Cohen & Cooper,
1986; Pinhey & Iverson, 1994; Tapachai & Waryszak, 2000; Yavas, 1987). It seems that
having additional language skills may not be a major determinant associated with
decision making in border travel. Other than ‘Communication Concern,” other
dimensions of risk such as ‘Personal Safety’ and ‘Conveniences’ are the most significant
predictors which influence individuals’ attitudes towards traveling to destinations along
the U.S.-Mexico border.

Two hypotheses were tested to examine the relationship between attitude and
intention in the case of travel to El Paso and Big Bend only and travel to El Paso and Big
Bend with an excursion into Mexico. The two hypotheses were both supported with
positive relationships shown. It means that the more respondents have a positive attitude
towards travel to those destinations, their intention to travel also increases. The positive
relationship between attitude and intention has been identified in the context of tourism
(Floyd et al., 2004; Huang & Hsu, 2009) which supports the results of the current study.
Implications

Practical Implications

From a managerial perspective, valuable insights about tourists can be gained
from this study. There are empirical implications that should be considered by
practitioners who try to attract tourists to border regions. One of the most important

implications of the current study is identifying dimensions of perceived risk when
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considering travel to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border which may not have
been understood before.

Firstly, this research identified that the individuals in the Texas tourist market
associate with a high level of personal safety when considering travel to the U.S.-Mexico
border region. Risk items such as food safety, risk of being a crime victim and drug
trafficking are the concerns that potential tourists haven when traveling to the border
region. This concern can be reduced through effective communication. Tourism
marketers in these destinations should be actively informing potential tourists how to be
careful when traveling to border areas and how to get help when needed. Potential
tourists’ concerns about food or water safety issues increase when it comes to crossing
the border into Mexico. Therefore, tourism officials should provide accurate information
regarding food or water that can be consumed in Mexico in order to reduce the levels of
concerns on health issues. Tourism officials should be aware that potential tourists who
consider travel to the U.S. —Mexico border region also have concerns about crime and
drug issues. Therefore, potential tourists should be informed about border inspections
and law enforcement near the border region in order to diminish those concerns. There
certainly are spots where cell phone service is weak in the Big Bend area. Therefore, it
would be more convenient for tourists if better cell phone infrastructure is built.

Secondly, tourism officials should understand that potential tourists who consider
travel to the U.S. — Mexico border region consider access to the internet and easy cell
phone usage to be important issues for them. Free internet service may have been

already provided at tourist accommodations, but potential tourists may not acknowledge
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this service. Therefore, tourism officials should provide information about how these
issues are being addressed, resolved, or improved. Tourism professionals should also be
ready to serve tourists by providing pleasant tourist facilities. It can be advertised
through social media to give positive impressions of the facilities. More importantly,
because it was perceived as one of the risks by potential tourists, tourism professionals
and local business officials all have a stake in making tourists feel welcome.

Thirdly, more attention should be given to the different dimensions of perceived
risk identified in this study which have not been recognized in the literature. Unlike
other past studies, ‘Border Patrol Concerns’ and ‘Border Patrol Importance’ are
identified as types of dimensions of perceived risk in border tourism. That is, potential
tourists certainly have concerns about border patrol procedures when considering travel
to the U.S. — Mexico border region. Therefore, tourism professionals should be aware of
the existence of distinct dimensions of risk that tourists perceive when considering travel
to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border. Tourism professionals should understand
that potential tourists have concerns regarding border procedures at checkpoints and the
concern regarding the possibility of breaking an unfamiliar law. Positively worded
information that helps tourists understand how border procedures work and why they are
needed can help provide a pleasant travel experience.

Creating a safe environment for tourists is important (Prideaux & Dunn, 1995);
therefore unified partnerships among tourism industry officials, public and private
stakeholders, and law enforcement agencies will be the best approach in order to inform

potential tourists about safety issues. Perceptions of safety seem to be strongly related to
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border inspections at checkpoints and the presence of the border patrol. It is more
necessary in a specific tourist destination such as the Mexican border region. Due to the
characteristics of an international border, strict regulations and rigid border patrol
inspections are required. Tourists recognize border inspections as an important safety
measure, but it can also be a perceived risk due to lack of familiarity with procedures. In
the study by Canally (2004), respondents expressed the following: “I hate standing in
line. I am afraid that when I get to the front they’re going to tell me I have something
that I am not supposed to have and then arrest me.” Standing in line and getting
interviewed itself can be a factor that creates risk to tourists. Therefore, tourism industry
officials, public and private stakeholders, and law enforcement agencies should
cooperate to find a way to catch two hares: enforcing the law and alleviating worry
related to border procedures.

Forth, language is one of the important factors when it comes to choosing a
tourism destination which is identified as a dimension of perceived risk. Individuals
perceive relatively higher levels of risk towards traveling to destinations along the U.S.-
Mexico border where they cannot communicate in their native language. For tourists,
whose native language is not English or Spanish, providing information in different
languages would be helpful to reduce risk perception of potential tourists who may
consider travel to destinations along the border. Conveying information in different
languages has been in place throughout the years in many destinations; however it may
not be sufficient unto itself to meet the needs of customers with different cultural

backgrounds. English is not only a global language but also the most widely learned
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throughout the world. Therefore, since it is not easy to convey information in many
different languages, providing information in English would be helpful in easing the
concerns about communication potential tourists may have.

Fifth, respondents perceived higher levels of risk when considering travel to rural
areas and across the border into Mexico. This can be due to the characteristics of rural
areas: remote, isolated and little development. Therefore, tourists may think that getting
help if something happens would be difficult which can result in tourists perceiving
higher levels of risk. To reduce this likelihood, tourism advisory councils should inform
tourists of adequate information and what to prepare for regarding a trip to the
destination and how to deal with unexpected situations that may arise. Since respondents
in this study perceived that the presence of the border patrol made them feel safe, giving
special attention to border patrolling in rural areas close to the border would be
necessary.

Lastly, it was identified that exposure to information through media and risk
perception were closely associated in this study which was also the case in past studies
(Schroeder & Pennington-Gray, 2014). Tourists can know what is happening in the
world without travelling because of advancements in technology and communication
systems. The impact of the disadvantages of technology on the tourism industry can be
tremendous especially when individuals hear about negative stories involving drugs or
other crime issues. These may result in shaping negative images of tourist destinations
regardless of how true a report may be and this can make tourists perceive a destination

to be risky. As a result, tourists may avoid travelling to such destinations. Therefore,
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tourism professionals should monitor information being dispersed through the influential
sources for their unique target markets. The coverage in the media that a tourist
destination receives should be observed regularly in order to provide more accurate
information. If misinformation is founded, it should be corrected properly before
potential tourists perceive it as reality. This can serve to alleviate the impact that
erroneous information can have on tourists’ perceptions of risk. In order to properly
correct misinformation found in media sources, proper management planning should be
practiced by tourist destinations. If the destination is not safe, for any reason, it would be
important to be open about the information and be honest with current and potential
tourists. Tourism professionals should not leave any doubt in the minds of tourists as to
whether their destination is safe. All the information provided by the tourist destination
should adequately address tourist concerns. For example, the U.S. Department of State’s
Bureau of Consular Affairs issues travel warnings when there is a situation when a
consideration is needed in terms of travel due to an unstable government, terror attack or
intense crime/violent situation. The travel warnings remain in place until the situation
changes. By providing prompt and clear information, potential tourists would be able to
know the risks of traveling to those places and they could make wise decisions.

The media often shows pictures of riots not only in foreign streets but also places
in the U.S. as well as general violence which could create an environment of fear for
potential tourists. That is, it is easy to be exposed to negative incidents happening
throughout the world whereas it is hard to learn something optimistic which could give

potential tourists positive impressions of a destination. Therefore, it will be important to
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share positive travel experiences by tourists who traveled to the border region through
social media. Since sharing positive travel experiences by tourists could help to reduce
unnecessary perceived risk or fear for potential tourists who consider traveling to the
border regions.

Theoretical Implications

Risk perception is a multidimensional construct (Sharifpour et al, 2013) and
dimensions of risk perception vary by situation. The most commonly identified
dimensions of perceived risk in the literature are ‘Time Risk,” ‘Financial Risk,’
‘Equipment Risk,” ‘Physical Risk,” ‘Health Risk,” ‘Social Risk,” ‘Psychological Risk,’
‘Political Instability Risk,” ‘Terrorism Risk’ and ‘Satisfaction Risk’ (Cheron & Ritchie,
1982; Jacoby & Kaplan, 1972; McCleary & Whitney, 1994; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998a,
1998b; Stone & Gronhaug, 1993; Stone & Mason, 1995). More recently, with those
aforementioned dimensions of risk perception, one additional dimension,
‘Communication Risk’ was added and tested in Han’s (2006) study. Even though ten
identified dimensions in the literature were examined as well as the newly added
dimension ‘Communication Risk,” only seven dimensions were found as significant
dimensions of risk perception in terms of vacationing in Australia and Japan (Han,
2006).

With regard to theoretical contributions, first, this study is one of the first to
introduce the concept of perceived risk to a specific destination: the U.S.-Mexico border
within a tourism context. It is important to note that even though perceived risk has been

examined in the tourism literature, studies examining perceived risk concepts in border
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tourism are very limited. Knowing that a lot of literature concerning risk perception in
tourism has been investigated from an international travel perspective, examining a more
specific type of destination was thought to be meaningful. Applying the concept of
perceived risk to unexplored contexts can help build our understanding on this topic.

Secondly, by extension, the results contribute to the literature in tourist
destination risk perceptions by identifying specific dimensions associated with travel to
border regions. In order to measure risk perception in border travel, more items were
developed and tested. In the current study, five dimensions of risk perception were
identified which is dissimilar from what was found in past studies. Specifically, newly
developed items regarding risks that potential tourists would deal with when going
through border procedures and safety measures as well as risk associated with specific
types of personal safety were found to be significant. These findings are meaningful in
that those dimensions of perceived risk have not been investigated in other literature in
the context of tourism. The results of this study suggest that the dimensions of perceived
risk in traveling to destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border are different from
dimensions of perceived risk in general international travel. It supports the view that the
number of dimensions of perceived risk varies from one destination to another and is
essentially situation specific (Sharifpour et al, 2013).

Lastly, this dissertation also examined the relationship of perceived risk to travel
decisions in relation to U.S.-Mexico border travel and found that there are significant
inverse relationships between perceived risk and travel decisions. It makes sense that if

individuals perceive higher risk when considering travel to the U.S — Mexico border
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region, their feelings toward travel to the place will become negative. However, if their
attitude is positive, it can certainly lead to intentions to travel to the destination. This
finding is in line with the previous literature (Han, 2006), despite examining dissimilar
tourist destinations. It gives researchers insight into understanding risk perception in the
context of border travel which has rarely been studied within the context of destination
choices.
Limitations and Future Research

While it looks that these findings are significant within the perceived risk body
of literature, the research is not without limitations. Therefore, vigilance should be
exercised when generalizing the findings of the study. For example, data was collected
only from Texas residents, so findings and conclusions of this study may not be
generalized across the entire tourist population. Since this study sought to identify
specific dimensions of perceived risk in relation to border tourism, some risk perception
items were developed for this study that have not been vigorously tested in the past.
Therefore, based on the current study, more reliable and diverse variables measuring
perceived risk in border tourism contexts should be developed in future research.

Another limitation of this study can be related to the sample representation in
relation to race. A higher percentage of Caucasian respondents (73.2%) compared to
non-Caucasians could result in race bias and the corresponding results need to be
understood in that context. Past studies have indicated that individuals with different
racial backgrounds tend to perceive risk differently (Fuchs & Reichel, 2004; Reisinger &

Mavondo, 2006). In future research, similar distributions of race among the respondents
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would be needed in order to make more accurate conclusions when comparing risk
perception by race to see cultural differences. The use of an online survey panel for data
collection remains a limitation of this study as well. Since the survey was taken online,
the sample of this study relied on internet users and users registered in the Survey
Monkey Panel, which could be subject to biases resulting from under-coverage and
nonresponse.

Future research should attempt to remedy shortcomings encountered in this
study. It would be interesting to expand the range of a survey sample. The sample in this
study was limited to Texans. It will be interesting to see if individuals in other states
hold different views on risk perception in terms of traveling to the Mexican border
region. Applying this concept to different study areas could bring meaningful results.
There are several other tourist destinations along the U.S.-Mexico border in different
states such as California, Arizona and New Mexico. Therefore, it would be interesting to
determine if potential tourists perceive the same dimensions of risk when considering
travel to other destinations located in other states which share a border with Mexico.
However, lacking a comparison with other competitive destinations in other border areas
outside of Texas may have resulted in overlooking some potentially useful information.
To extend the scope of the investigation, comparing tourists’ perceived risk of travel to
the Mexican border region with other international border regions such as Canada,
Europe, or parts of Asia would also be interesting.

As it was found to be a significant result, more research investigating the

relationship between ‘Border Patrol Concerns’ and ‘Attitude’ which was shown to be a
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positive relationship would be necessary. It would be a rational assumption that if
tourists worry about procedures at border checkpoints, their attitude towards travel to El
Paso and Big Bend may not be positive. Since the results in this study showed the
opposite result, it would be interesting to research what causes the positive relationship

between these variables.

168



REFERENCES

Ajzen, . (1988). Attitudes, personality, and behavior. Dorsey Press, Chicago.

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 50, 179-211.

Ajzen, I. (2001). Nature and operation of attitudes. Annual Review of Psychology, 52,
27-58.

Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitudes and predicting behavior.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Ajzen, |., & Madden,T. J. (1986). Prediction of goal directed behavior: Attitudes,
intentions, and perceived behavioral control. Journal of Experi-mental Social
Psychology, 22, 453— 474.

Alba, J. W., & Hutchinson, J. W. (1987). Dimensions of consumer expertise. Journal of
Consumer Research, 13, 411-454.

Ansolabehere, S., & Schaffner, B. F. (2014). “Does Survey Mode Still Matter? Findings
from a 2010 Multi-mode Comparison.” Political Analysis, 22 (3): 285-303.

Assael, H. (1995). Consumer behavior and marketing action. Chicago: South-Western
College Publishing.

Avraham, E., & Ketter, E. (2008). Media strategies for marketing places in crisis:
Improving the image of cities, countries and tourist destinations. Oxford,
UK:Butterworth- Heinemann.

Babbie, E. (1998). The basics of social research. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing

Co.

169



Baloglu, S., & McCleary, K.W. (1999). A model of destination image formation. Annals
of Tourism Research, 26(4), 868-897.

Bandilla, W., Bosnjak, M., & Altdorfer, P.(2003). “Survey Administration Effects? A
Comparison of Web-Based and Traditional Written Self-Administered Surveys
Using the ISSP Environment Module.” Social Science Computer Review 21(2):
235-43.

Barham, N. (1989). Winter recreation in the Jordan Rift Valley. Tourism Recreation
Research, 14(2): 33-39.

Baker, M.H., Nienstedt, B.C., Everett, R.S., & McCleary, R. (1983). The impact of a
crime wave: perceptions, fear, and confidence in the police. Law and Society
Review, 17, 319-335.

Barker, M., Page, S., & Meyer, D. (2003). Urban visitor perceptions of safety during a
special event. Journal of Travel Research, 41(4): 355-361.

Basala, S. L., & Klenosky, D. B. (2001). Travel-style preferences for visiting a novel
destination: A Conjoint investigation across the novelty-familiarity continuum.
Journal of Travel Research, 40, 172-182.

Beerli, A., & Martin, J. D. (2004). Factors influencing destination image. Annals of
Tourism Research, 31(3), 657-681.

Beirman, D. (2003). Restoring Tourism Destinations in Crisis. Wallingford, UK: CABI
Pulishing.

Boksberger, P. E., Bieger, T., & Laesser, C. (2007). Multidimensional analysis of

perceived risk in commercial air travel. Journal of Air Transport Management,

170



13(2), 90-96.

Bollen, K. A. (1989). A New Incremental Fit Index for General Structural Equation
Models. Sociological Methods Research, 17(3), 303-316.

Bontempo, R.N., Bottom, W.P., & Weber, E.U. (1997). Cross-cultural differences in risk
perception: A model-based approach. Risk Analysis, 17, 479-488.

Bosnjak, M., Haas, I., Galesic, M., Kaczmirek, L., Bandilla, W., & Couper, M. P.(2013).
“Sample composition discrepancies in different stages of a probability-based
online panel.” Field Methods, 25 (4), 339-60.

Brush, R., Chenoweth, R. E., & Barman, T. (2000). Group differences in the
enjoyability of driving through rural landscapes. Landscape and Urban
Planning, 47(19), 39-45.

Byrne, B. (2001). Structural equation modeling with AMOS, EQS, and LISREL.:
Comparative approaches to testing for the factorial validity of a measuring
instrument. International Journal of Testing, 1(1), 55-86.

Byrne, B. (2010). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts, application
and programming. New York, Routledge: Taylor and Francis Group.

Campo-Martinez, S., Garau-Vadell, J. B., & Martinez-Ruiz, M. P. (2010). Factors
influencing repeat visits to a destination: the influence of group composition.
Tourism Management,31(6), 862-870.

Canally, C. (2004). An analysis of perceived risk among student visitors to the U. S. —
Mexico borderlands. Master’s thesis. Arizona State University.

Canally, C., & Timothy, D. J. (2007). Perceived Constraints to Travel across the US-

171



Mexico border among American University Students. International Journal of
Tourism Research, 9, 423-437.

Carr, N. (2001). An exploratory study of gendered differences in young tourists’
perception of danger within London. Tourism Management, 22, 565-570.

Cates, J. A, Dian, D. A., & Schnepf, G. W. (2003). Use of protection motivation theory
to access fear of crime in rural areas. Psychology, Crime, & Law, 9, 225-236.

Cavlek, N. (2002). Tour operators and destination safety. Annals of Tourism Research,
29(2), 478-496.

Chadee, D., & Ditton, J. (2003). Are older people most afraid of crime? Revisiting
Ferraro and LaGrange in Trinidad. British Journal of Criminology, 43, 417-433.

Cheron, E. J., & Ritchie, J. R. (1982). Leisure activities and perceived risk. Journal of
Leisure Research, 14, 139-154.

Chien, G.C,, Yen. I., & Hoang, P. (2012). Combination of theory of planned behavior
and motivation: An exploratory study of potential beach-based resorts in
Vietnam. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research, 17(5), 489-508.

Cho, M. H. (2001). The role of prior knowledge, need for information and credibility of
information sources in tourists' information search behavior. Unpublished thesis
The Pennsylvania State University.

Cho, S. (1991). The ugly Koreans are coming? Business Korea, 9(2), 25-31.

Cohen, J. (1992). Statistical power analysis. Current directions in psychological science,
1(3), 98-101.

Cohen, E., & Cooper, R. L. (1986). Language and Tourism. Annals of Tourism

172



Research, 13, 533-563.

Cook, R. L., & McCleary, L. W. (1983). “Redefining vacation distances in consumer
minds,” Journal of Travel Research, 22, 31-34.

Coshall, J. T. (2003). The threat of terrorism as an intervention on international travel
flows. Journal of Travel Research, 42(1), 4-12.

Cox, D. F., & Rich, S. U. (1964). Perceived risk and consumer decision-making: The
case of telephone shopping. Journal of Marketing Research, 1(4). 32-39.

Dewar, K., Li, W.M., & Davis, C. H. (2007). Photographic Images, Culture, and
Perception in Tourism Advertising. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing,
22(2), 35-44.

Doh, M. (2006). Change through tourism: Resident perceptions of tourism development.
A doctoral dissertation. Texas A&M University. College Station.

Dolnicar, S. (2005). Understanding barriers to leisure travel: tourist fears as a marketing
basis. Journal of Vacation Marketing, 11(3), 197-208.

Dolnicar, S., Laesser, C., & Matus, K. (2009). Online versus paper format effects in
tourism surveys. Journal of Travel Research, 47(3), 295-316.

Dowler, K. (2003). Media consumption and public attitudes toward crime and justice:
The relationship between fear of crime, punitive attitudes, and perceived police
effectiveness. Journal of Criminal Justice and Popular Culture, 10(2), 109-126.

Duffy, B., Smith, K., Terhanian, G., & Bremer, J. (2005) Comparing data from online
and face to-face surveys. International Journal of Market Research, 47 (6), 615-

639.

173



Dunne, M.P., Martin, N.G., Bailey, J.M., Health, A.C., Bucholz, K.C., Madden, P.A., &
Statham, D.J. (1997). Participant biases in a sexuality survey: Psychological and
behavioral characteristics of respondents and non-responders. International
Journal of Epidemiology, 26 (4), 844-854.

Durko, A. M., Petrick, J. F. (2015). Travel as Relationship Therapy: Examining
the Effect of Vacation Satisfaction Applied to the Investment Model. Journal of
Travel Research, 1-15. Published online before print July 5, 2015.

Engel, J. F., Blackwell, R. D., & Miniard, P. W. (1995). Consumer behavior. Chicago:
The Dryden Press.

Evans, J., & Mathur, A. (2005). The value of online surveys. Internet Research,15(2),
195-219.

Ferraro, K. F. (1996). Women’s fear of victimization: Shadow of sexual assault? Social
Forces, 75, 667-690.

Ferraro. K, F., & LaGrange, R. L. (1992). Are older people most afraid of crime?
Reconsidering age differences of victimization. Journals of Gerontology, 47,
233-244.

Field, A. M. (1999). The college student market segment: A comparative study of travel
behaviors of international and domestic students at a Southeastern University
Journal of Travel Research, 37(4), 375-381.

Finucane, M. L., Slovic, P., Mertz, C. K., Flynn, J., & Satterfield, T. A. (2000). "Gender,
Race, and Perceived Risk: The 'White Male' Effect.” Health, Risk and Society,

2(2), 159-72.

174



Fischhoff, B., Watson, S., & Hope, C. (1984). Defining risk. Policy Sciences, 17, 123-
139.

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior: An
introduction to theory and research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Floyd, M., Gibson. H., Pennington-Gray, L., & Thapa, B. (2004). The effect of risk
perceptions on intentions to travel in the aftermath of September 11, 2001.
Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 15(2), 19-38.

Floyd, M., & Pennington-Gray, L. (2004). Profiling risk: perception of tourist.
Annals of Tourism Research, 31(4), 1051-1054.

Flynn, J., Slovic, P., & Mertz, C. (1994): “Gender, race, and perception of
environmental health risks, ” Risk Analysis, 14, 1101-1108.

Fuchs, G., & Reichel, A. (2004). Cultural differences in tourist destination risk
perception: an exploratory study. Tourism, 52(1), 21-37.

Fuchs, G., & Reichel, A. (2006). Tourist destination risk perception: The case of Israel.
Journal of Hospitality & Leisure Marketing, 14(2), 83-108.

Fuchs, G., & Reichel, A. (2011). An exploratory inquiry into destination risk perceptions
and risk reduction strategies of first time vs. repeat visitors to a highly volatile
destination. Tourism Management. 32, 266-276.

Fuchs, G., Uriely, N., Reichel, A., & Maoz, D. (2012). Vacationing in a terror-stricken
destination: Tourists’ risk perceptions and rationalizations. Journal of Travel
Research, 52(2), 182-191.

George, D., & Mallery, P. (2003). SPSS for Windows step by step: A simple guide and

175



reference. 11.0 update (4th ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Gibson, H., & Yiannakis, A. (2002). Tourist Roles: Needs and the Adult Life Course.
Annals of Tourism Research, 2, 358-383.

Gliem, J. A, Gliem, R. R. (2003). Calculating, interpreting, and reporting Cronbach’s
alpha reliability coefficient for Likert-type scales. Midwest Research to Practice
Conference in Adult, Continuing, and Community Education; 2003:82-8.
Available at: http://www. alumni-osu.org/midwest/proceeding.html.

Goeldner, C. R., Ritchie, J. R. B., & Mclntosh, R. W. (2000). Tourism: principles,
practices, philosophies. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc,.

Goritz, A. (2004). The impact of material incentives on response quantity, response
quality, sample composition, survey outcome and cost in online access panels.
International Journal of Market Research, 46, 327-346.

Graber, D. A. (1980). Crime news and the public. New York: Praeger.

Gursoy, D. (2001). Development of a travelers' information search behavior model.
Unpublished Ph.D., Virginia Tech, Blacksburg.

Hair, J. F. J., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., & Black, W. C. (1998). Multivariate Data
Analysis (5th ed.). Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc.

Hales, C., & Shams, H. (1990). Cautious incremental consumption: A neglected
consumer risk reduction strategy. European Journal of Marketing, 25(7), 7-21.

Han, J. Y. (2005). The relationship of perceived risk to personal factors, knowledge of
destination, and travel purchase decisions in international leisure travel.

Doctoral dissertation. Virginia polytechnic institute and state university.

176



Han, J., & Weaver, P. (2003). Communication Problems in Foreign Travel. Paper
presented at the Eighth Annual Graduate Education and Graduate Students
Research Conference in Hospitality and Tourism, Las Vegas, Nevada.
Hatcher, L. (1994). A step-by-step approach to using the SAS system for factor analysis
and structural equation modeling. Sas Institute.

Hsieh, S., O'Leary, J. T., & Morrison, A. (1994). A comparison of package and non-
package travelers from the United Kingdom. In M. Uysal (Ed.), Global Touris
t behavior (pp.79-100). Binghamton, New York: The Haworth Press, Inc.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P.M. (1998). Fit indices in covariance structure modeling: Sensitivity

to underoparameterized model specification. Psychological Methods, 3(4), 424-
453.

Huang, S.S., & Hsu, C.H. (2009). Effects of travel motivation, past experience,
perceived constraint, and attitude on revisit intention. Journal of Travel Research
OnlineFirst, published on January 5, 2009. doi:10.1177/0047287508328793.

Hung, K., and J. Petrick. 2012. “Testing the effects of congruity, travel constraints,
and self- efficacy on travel intentions: An alternative decision-making model.”
Tourism Management, 33 (4), 855-67.

Hunter-Jones, P., Jeffs, A., & Smith, D. (2007). Backpacking your way into

crisis: an exploratory study into perceived risk and tourist behavior amongst

young people. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 23(2/4), 237-248.
Hwang, S., Lee, C., & Chen, H. (2005). The relationship among tourists’ involvement,

place attachment and interpretation satisfaction in Taiwan’s national parks.

177



Tourism Management, 26, 143-156.

Internet Live Stats. (2015). http://www.internetlivestats.com/internet-users-by-country/.

Jacoby, J., Kaplan, L. B. (1972). “The Components of Perceived Risk.” Pp. 382-393 in
M. Venkatesan (Ed.), Proceedings of the Third Annual Conference. lowa City,
lowa: Association for Consumer Research.

Joreskog, K.G., & Sorbom, D. (1993). LISREL 8: User’s reference guide. Chicago, IL:
Scientific Software International.

Kaplowitz, M., Hadlock, T., & Levine, R. (2004). A comparison of web and mail survey
response rates. Public opinion quarterly, 68(1), 94-101.

Kelly, K., Maxwell, S. E. (2003). Sample Size for Multiple Regression: Obtaining
Regression Coefficients That Are Accurate, Not Simply Significant.
Psychological Methods, 8(3), 305-321.

Kenny, D. (2014). Measuring Model Fit. Retrieved February 2, 2014 from
http://davidakenny.net/cm/fit.htm.

Kerstetter, D., & Cho, M.-H. (2004). Prior knowledge, credibility and information
search. Annals of Tourism Research, 31(4), 961-985.

Kim, H., Gursoy, D., & Lee, S. (2006). The impact of the 2002World Cup on South
Korea: comparisons of pre- and post-games. Tourism Management 27, 86-96.

Kim, K., Oh, I., & Jogaratnam, G. (2007). College student travel: A revised model of
push motives. Journal of Vacation Marketing, 13(1), 73-85.

Klem, L. (2000). Ten Commandments of structural equation modeling. In L.G. Grimm

& P.R. Yarnold (Eds.), Reading and understanding more multivariate statistics

178


http://www.internetlivestats.com/internet-users-by-country/

(pp. 227-260). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Kline, R. B. (1998). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New York:
Guilford Press.

Knight, F.H. (1948). Risk, Uncertainty and Profit. Houghton-Mifflin, Boston, MA, 197-
232.

Kozak, M. (2001). Repeaters’ behavior at two distinct destinations. Annals of Tourism
Research, 28(3), 784-807.

Kozak, M., Crotts, J. C., & Law, R. (2007). The impact of the perception of risk on
international travelers. The International Journal of Tourism Research, 9(4),
233-242.

Krejcie, R. V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970). Determining sample sizes for research
Activities. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 607-610.

LaGrange, R. L., & Ferraro, K. F. (1989). Assessing age and gender differences in
perceived risk and fear of crime. Criminology, 27, 697-719.

LaGrange, R.L., & Ferraro, K.F. (1992). Perceived risk and fear of crime: Role of social
and physical incivilities. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 29(3),
311-334.

Lane, J., & Meeker, J. W. (2003). Women's and men's fear of gang crimes: Sexual and
nonsexual assault as perceptually contemporaneous offenses. Justice Quarterly,
20(2), 337-371.

Land, J., & Meeker, J.W. (2003). Ethnicity, information sources, and fear of crime.

Deviant Behavior, 24, 1-26.

179



Lam, T., & Hsu, C. (2004). Theory of planned behavior: Potential travelers from China
Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 28(4), 463-482.

Lam, T., & Hsu, C. (2006). Predicting behavioral intention of choosing a travel
destination. Tourism Management, 27, 589-599.

Law, R. (2006). The perceived impact of risks on travel decisions. The International
Journal of Tourism Research, 8(4), 289-300.

Leimgruber, W. (1988). Border trade: The boundary as an incentive and an obstacle to
shopping trips. Nordia, 22(1), 53-60.

Leimgruber, W. (1998). Defying political boundaries: transborder tourism in a regional
context. Visions in Leisure and Business, 17(3), 8-29.

Lepp, A., & Gibson, H. (2003). Tourist roles, perceived risk and international tourism.
Annals of Tourism Research, 30(3), 606-624.

Lepp, A., & Gibson, H. (2008). Sensation seeking and tourism: Tourist role, perception
of risk and destination choice. Tourism Management, 29(4), 740-750.

Levitt, T. (1983). The globalization of marketing. Harvard Business Review, 7, 92-102.

Li, X., and J. Petrick. 2008. “Examining the antecedents of brand loyalty from an
investment model perspective.” Journal of Travel Research 47 (1), 25-34.

Lonsdale, C., Hodge, K., & Rose, E. (2006). Pixels vs. paper: Comparing online and
traditional survey methods in sport psychology. Journal of Sport & Exercise
Psychology.

Lucas, R., Diener, E., & Suh, E. (1996). Discriminant validity of well-being measures.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 616-628.

180



Lovelock, C., & Wirtz, J. (2007). Services marketing: People, technology, strategy.
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall.

Martinez, D.D. (2000). A test of expected value theory: The case of U.S. tourist
perceived risk of criminal victimization at the U.S.-Mexico border. Doctor of
Philosophy in Business Administration New Mexico State University.

Ma’ser, B., & Weiermair, K. (1998). Travel decision-making from the vantage point of
perceived risk and information preferences. Journal of Travel and Tourism

Marketing, 7(4), 107-121.

Mathieson, A., & Wall, G. (1982). Tourism: economic, physical and social impacts.
New York: Longman Inc.

Mazursky, D. (1989). Past experience and future tourism decisions. Annals of Tourism
Research, 16, 333-344.

Mesh, S. (2000). perceptions of risk, lifestyle activities, and fear of crime. Deviant
Behavior: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 21, 47-62.

Miethe, T. D. (1995). Fear and withdrawal from urban life. The Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, 539, 14-27.

Milman, A., & Bach, S. (1999). The impact of security devices on tourists’ perceived
safety: The Central Florida example. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism
Research, 23(4), 371-386.

Mitchell, V. W. (1994). 30 years of Perceived of Risk: Some Research Issues. Paper
presented at the Academy of Marketing Science Conference, Developments in

Marketing Science, Nashville.

181



Mitchell, V.-W., & Vassos, V. (1997). Perceived Risk and Risk Reduction in Holiday
Purchases: A Cross-Cultural and Gender Analysis. Journal of Euromarketing,
6(3), 47-79.

Moutinho, L. (1987). Consumer behaviour in Tourism. European Journal of Marketing,
21(10), 5-44.

Mowen, J., & Minor, M. (1998). Consumer behavior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-
Hall.

Myers, S.L. & Chung, C. (1998). Criminal perceptions and violent criminal
victimization. Contemporary Economic Policy, 16(3), 321-333.

Nunnally, J. C. (1975). Introduction to Statistics for Psychology and Education. New
York:McGraw-Hill, Inc.

Ortega, S, T., & Myles, J. L. (1987). Race and gender effects on fear of crime: An
interactive model with age. Criminology, 25(1), 133-152.

Park, K., & Reisinger, Y. (2010). Differences in the perceived influence of natural
disaster and travel risk on international travel. Tourism Geographies, 12(1), 1-24.

Patton, MQ. (2001). Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods (2nd Edition).
Thousand oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Perdue, R. (1993). External information search in marine recreational fishing. Leisure
Sciences, 15(3), 169-187.

Pinhey, T. K., & lverson, T. J. (1994). Safety concerns of Japanese visitors to Guam.
Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 3(2), 87-94.

Pizam, A., & Jeong, G. (1996). Cross-cultural tourist behavior: Perceptions of Korean

182



tour-guides. Tourism Management, 17(4), 277-286.

Pizam, A., & Mansfeld, Y. (1996). Tourism, crime and international security issues.
New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Pizam, A., & Sussmann, S. (1995). Does nationality affect tourist behavior? Annals of
Tourism Research, 22(4), 901-917.

Prideaux, B., & Dunn, A. (1995). Tourism and crime: How can the tourism industry
respond? Australian Journal of Hospitality Management, 2(1), 7-15.

Qi, C., Gibson, H. J., & Zhang, J. J. (2009). Perceptions of risk and travel intentions: The
Case of China and the Beijing Olympic games. Journal of Sport & Tourism,
14(1),43-67.

Quann, N. and Hung, K. (2002), Victimization experience and the fear of crime. A
cross-national study, in P. Nieuwbeerta (Ed.), Crime victimization in
comparative perspective. Results from the International Crime Victims Survey,
1989-2000,NSCR, BJU, Den Haag, 301-316.

Reichel, A., Fuchs, G., & Uriely, N. (2007). Perceived risk and the non-institutionalized
Tourist role : The case of Israeli student ex- backpackers. Journal of Travel
Research, 46(2), 217-226.

Reid, L.W., & Konrad, M. (2004). The gender gap in fear: Assessing the interactive
effects of gender and perceived risk on fear of crime. Sociological Spectrum, 24,
399-425.

Reisinger, Y., & Crotts, J. C. (2009). The influence of gender on travel risk

perceptions, safety, and travel intentions. Tourism Analysis, 14(6), 793-807.

183



Reisinger, Y., & Mavondo, F. (2006). Cultural differences in travel risk perception.
Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 20(1), 13-31.

Relph, E. (1976). Place and placelessness. London, UK: Pion.

Ritchie, B. (2004). Chaos, crises and disasters: a strategic approach to crisis management
in the tourism industry. Tourism Management, 25(6), 669-683.

Ritter, W. (1987). Styles of Tourism in the Modern World. Tourism Recreation
Research, 12(1), 3-8.

Ritter, W. (1989). On Deserts and Beaches: Recreational Tourism in the Muslim World.
Tourism Recreation Research 14, 3-10.

Rittichainuwat, B.N. & Chakraborty, G. (2009). Perceived travel risks regarding
terrorism and disease the case of Thailand. Tourism Management 30(3), 410-418.

Roehl, W. S., & Fesenmaier, D. R. (1992). “Risk perceptions and pleasure travel: An
exploratory analysis.” Journal of Travel Research, 30, 17-26.

Rodgers, H. B. (1977). Rationalizing Sports Policies. Strasbourg: Council of Europe.

Rountree, P, W., & Land, K, C. (1996). Burglary victimization, perceptions of crime
risk, and routine activities: A multilevel analysis across Seattle neighborhoods
and census tracts. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 33(2), 147-
180.

Rountree, P.W. (1998). A reexamination of the crime-fear linkage. Journal of Research
in Crime and Delinquency, 35(2), 341-372.

Savage, I. (1993). Demographic influences on risk perceptions. Risk Analysis, 13, 413—

420. doi:10.1111/j.1539-6924.1993.tb00741.x.

184



Schiffman, L. G., & Kanuk, L. L. (2007). Consumer behavior. Englewood, Cliffs:
Prentice-Hall.

Scholl, N., Mulders, S., & Drent, R. (2002), Online qualitative market research:
interviewing the world at a fingertip, Qualitative Market Research, 5(3), 210-
223.

Schroeder, H.W., 1982. Preferred features of urban parks and forests. J. Arboriculture
8(12), 317-322.

Schroeder, A., & Pennington-Gray, L. (2014). The role of social media in international
tourist’s decision making. Journal of Travel Research, 1-12.

Schroeder, A., & Pennington-Gray, L. (2014). Perceptions of crime at the Olympic
Games: What role does media, travel advisories, and social media play? Journal
of Vacation Marketing, 20(3), 225-237.

Schumacker, R., & Lomax, R. (2010). 4 beginner’s guide to structural equation
modeling (3rd ed.). New York: Routledge.

Seabra, C. A., Dolnicar, S., Abrantes, J., & Kastenholz, E. (2013). Heterogeneity in risk
And safety perceptions of international tourists. Tourism Management 36, 502-
510.

Seddighi, H. R., Nuttall, M. W., & Theocharous, A. L. (2001). Does cultural background
tourists influence the destination choice? An empirical study with special
reference to political instability. Tourism Management, 22, 181-191.

Sharifpour, M., Walters, G., Ritchie, B.W., & Winter, C. (2013). Investigating the Role

of Prior Knowledge in Tourist Decision Making: A Structural Equation Model of

185



Risk Perceptions and Information Search. Published online before print August
21, 2013, doi: 10.1177/0047287513500390 Journal of Travel Research August
21, 2013 0047287513500390.

Smith, L. N., & Hill, G. D. (1991). Victimization and fear of crime. Criminal Justice and
Behavior, 18(4), 217-239.

Sonmez, S. F. (1994). An exploratory analysis of the influence of personal factors on
international vacation decisions within the context of terrorism and/or political
instability risk. Unpublished Ph.D., The Pennsylvania State University,
Univeristy Park.

Sonmez, S. F. (1998). Tourism, terrorism and political instability. Annals of Tourism
Research, 25(2), 416-456.

Sonmez, S. F., Apostolopoulos, Y., & Tarlow, P. (1999). Tourism in crisis: Managing
the effects of terrorism. Journal of Travel Research, 38 (1), 13-18.

Soénmez, S. F., & Graefe, A. R. (1998a). Determining future travel behavior from
past travel experience and perceptions of risk and safety. Journal of Travel
Research, 37, 171-177.

Soénmez, S. F., & Graefe, A. R. (1998b). Influence of terrorism risk on foreign tourism
decisions. Annals of Tourism Research, 25(1), 112-144.

Sparks, B. (2007). Planning a wine tourism vacation? Factors that help to predict tourist
behavioral intentions. Tourism Management, 28, 1180-1192.

Stone, R. N., & Gronhaug, K. (1993). Perceived Risk: Further Considerations for the

Marketing Discipline. European Journal of Marketing, 27(3), 39-50.

186



Stone, R. N., & Mason, J. B. (1995). Attitude and Risk: Exploring the Relationship.
Psychology & Marketing, 12(2), 135-153.

Surette, R. (2007). Media, Crime, and Criminal Justice. Images and Realities. New
York: Wadsworth.

SurveyMonkey Audience. (2016, March). Retrieved from

http://help.surveymonkey.com/articles/en US/kb/SurveyMonkey-Audience-

Targeting-Criteria.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using multivariate statistics (4" ed.). Boston,
MA: Allyn and Bacon.

Tapachai, N., & Waryszak, R. (2000). An examination on the role of beneficial image
in tourist destination selection. Journal of Travel Research, 39, 37-44.

Timothy, D.J (1995). International boundaries: New frontiers for tourism research
Progress. Tourism and Hospitality Research, 1 (2), 141-152

Timothy, D.J., & Butler, R.W. (1995). Cross-border shopping. A North American
perspective. Annals of Tourism Research, 22, 16-34.

Timothy, D. J., & Tosun, C. (2003). Tourists’ perceptions of the Canada—USA border as
a barrier to tourism at the International Peace Garden. Tourism Management,
24(4), 411-421.

Truman, J. (2005). Predictors of fear of crime and the relationship of crime rates and
Fear Of crime. The University of Central Florida Undergraduate Research
Journal, 1 18-27. The University of Central Florida Master thesis.

Truman, J. (2007). Fear of crime and perceived risk of victimization among college

187


http://help.surveymonkey.com/articles/en_US/kb/SurveyMonkey-Audience-

students. Master’s thesis. in the Department of Sociology in the College of
Sciences at the University of Central Florida Orlando, Florida.

Tsaur, S. H., Tzeng, G. H., & Wang, K. C. (1997). Evaluating tourist risks from fuzzy
perspectives. Annals of Tourism Research, 24(4), 796-812.

Tseloni, A & Zarafonitou, C. (2008). Fear of crime and victimization. European Journal
of Criminology,5(4), 387—-409.

Tulloch, M. (2000). The meaning of age differences in the fear of crime: Combining
quantitative and qualitative approaches. British Journal of Criminology; 40(3),
451-467.

Um, S., & Crompton, J. (1992). The roles of perceived inhibitors and facilitators in
pleasure travel destination decisions. Journal of Travel Research, 18-25.

UNWTO Commission for Europe (2010). Tourism toward 2030. Fifty-fourth meeting
Batumi, Georgia, 9 May 2010.

U.S. Census Bureau (2015). QuickFacts Harris County, Texas. Retrieved March 25 from

http://www.census.qgov/quickfacts/table/PST045214/48201.

Van Selm, M., & Jankowski, N. (2006). Conducting online surveys. Quality and
Quantity, 40(3), 435-456.

Visit Big Bend Visitor Survey (2004). Visit Big Bend Tourism Survey Report. An
investigation of visitors to Big Bend area. Department of Recreation, Park,
Tourism Sciences, Texas A&M University.

Walmsey, D. J., & Young, M. (1998). Evaluative images and tourism: The use of

personal constructs to describe the structure of destination images. Journal of

188


http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045214/48201

Travel Research, 36(3), 65-69.

Webster, C., & Timothy, D. J. (2006). Travelling to the ‘Other Side’: the Occupied
Zone and Greek Cypriot Views of Crossing the Green Line. Tourism
Geographies: An International Journal of Tourism Space, Place and
Environment, 8(2), 162-181.

Wei, L., Crompton, J., & Reid, L. M. (1989). Cultural conflicts: Experiences of US
visitors to China. Tourism Management, 322-332.

Weimann, G., & Winn, C, (1994). The Theater of Terror: Mass Media and International
Terrorism. White Plains, NY: Longman

Witt, S. F., & Moutinho, L. (1995). Tourism marketing and management handbook.
Englewood Cliffs Prentice-Hall.

Wong, J., & Yeh, C. (2009). Tourist hesitation in destination decision making. Annals of
Tourism Research, 36(1), 6-23.

Woosnam, K. M., Shafer, C. S., Scott, D., & Timothy, D. J. (2015). Tourists' perceived
safety through emotional solidarity with residents in two Mexico—United States
border regions. Tourism Management, 46, 263-273.

Yavas, U. (1987). Foreign travel behaviour in a growing vacation market:

Implications for tourism marketers. European Journal of Marketing, 21(5), 57-
69.

Yeung, R. M., & Morris, J. (2006). An empirical study of the impact of consumer

perceived risk on purchase likelihood: a modeling approach. International

Journal of Consumer Studies, 30(3), 294-305.

189



Yoon, Y., Uysal, M. (2005). An examination of the effects of motivation and satisfaction
on destination loyalty: a structural model. Tourism Management, 26(1), 45-56.
Zeithaml, V. A. (1981). How consumer evaluation processes differ between goods
and services. Marketing of Services, 186-190.

Zikmund, W. G. (2000). Business Research Methods (6th ed.). Orland, Florida: Harcour

190



APPENDIX A

Howdy!

| am currently a PhD student in the Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences Department.
| am conducting research about potential tourists' perceived risk in travel to U.S.-Mexico
border towns; specifically EI Paso and Big Bend. Your answer will help me to identify

what potential tourists care about the most in terms of travel to border towns.

Thank you so much for taking time to fill out this questionnaire. If you have any
questions, feel free to contact me at the email address provided below. I will be glad to

answer any questions you may have.
Sincerely,
Soyoung "Sunny" An

Ph.D. Candidate
soyoungan@tamu.edu

JT?"' ’ TEXAS A&M

U NOEEVEE RESEIET X
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Pretest I Questionnaire- Perceived risk in travel to U.S.-Mexico border area

Part I- Perceptions

Directions: You will be asked to indicate the types of risk you perceive when considering travel
to U.S.-Mexico border area. The following information will give you a better understanding of
such places.

Please read the information about two border towns to help you to understand characteristics of
border area.

El Paso Big Bend
e County population of e County population of 9,286
655,044 e Landscape largely defined
e Landscape largely defined by by 1,251 sg. mi (3,242 km?)
. 256.3 sg. mi (663.7 km?) of Big Bend National Park
dDeesit;:‘lpaitlloonnS developed urban area, city of e On the Rio Grande across
El Paso the border from Boquillas,
e On the Rio Grande across the Mexico
border from Juéarez,
Chihuahua, Mexico

Now, imagine that you are going to travel to those U.S.-Mexico border towns. Please read each
statement carefully and indicate the level of your agreement of disagreement for each border
town by using the scale below.

Please respond to the scale regarding EI Paso on the left and Big Bend on the right.

St_rongly SOF"EWhat Neither Somewhat Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5
Travel to Travel to
El Paso Statements Big Bend
1 2 3 4 5|1 Itwill beawaste of time. 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5] 2 Itwillresultin physical danger or injury. 1 2 3 4 5

3. 1 will not have problems in communication
with others whom I meet when | travel.

4. | want a vacation here because that is where
everyone goes.

5. Tourists have a high probability of being
targeted by terrorists.

6. The thought of traveling here will give me a
feeling of unwanted anxiety.

1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5
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7. This destination should be avoided because
of its political instability.

8. 1 will experience inconvenience of
telecommunication facilities.

9. It is absolutely safe for me.

10. It will negatively affect others' opinion of
me.

11. 1 will be the victim of a "personal” crime
(such as being beaten up or assaulted) in this
destination.

12. It may result in mechanical or equipment
problems.

13. It may be a disappointment considering
everything that can go wrong during the
vacation.

14. 1 would not let political instability keep me
from vacation in this destination.

15. There is a possibility of contracting
infectious
diseases.

16. Friends and relatives will disapprove of my
travel.

17. 1 will not be intimidated by terrorism when
traveling to this destination.

18. It is important that people who | meet speak
English when visiting this destination.

19. The thought of traveling here will cause me
to experience unnecessary tension.

20. | may have experience with or witness
violence.

21. It will require too much planning time.

22. | have concerns about having possible
communication problems when travel to this
destination.

23. My baggage may be misplaced or delayed
(by the airline or hotel).

24. Terrorism will not influence my vacation in
this destination.

25. | may become sick from food or water.

26. It is likely to enhance my feeling of well-
being.

27. Having a vacation here is too time-
consuming.

28. It will not reflect my personality.

29. I will be the victim of a "property" crime
(such as a burglary or theft) in the destination.
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30. It will not provide value for the money
spent.

31. The thought of traveling here will make me
feel comfortable.

1 2 3 4 5] 32 Potential health problems are a concern.

1 2 3 4 5] 33. Itwill not reflect my self-image.

34. 1 would like to vacation here but negative
1 2 3 4 5] newsabout this destination discourages me

from it.
1 2 34 5 35. I would rather spend money on purchases at
home.
1. Have you visited El Paso or Big Bend?  Yes No
2. What is your gender?  Male Female

3. What is your home country?

4. Please provide the zip code that you consider home in the States.
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APPENDIX B-1

Howdy!

| am a PhD student in the Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences Department at Texas
A&M University. | am conducting research on potential tourists' perceptions about travel
to United States and Mexico border areas. Your answers will help tourism officials and
businesses better understand what tourists are concerned about in terms of travelling to
such areas. You will be asked to read two different scenarios regarding travel to a United
States and Mexico border area before answering questions.

Please remember there are no wrong responses to the questions and that honest and
thoughtful answers are appreciated.

Please contact me if you have any questions or problems related to the survey. My
contact details are shown below.

Any information you provide will be kept strictly confidential.
We understand that your participation is voluntary and
you may decide to discontinue the survey at any time.

Sincerely,
Soyoung An
Ph.D. Candidate

Department of Recreation, Park & Tourism Sciences
Texas A&M University
2261 TAMU
College Station, TX 77843-2261
Email: soyoungan@tamu.edu

ﬁ TEXAS A&M

UNIVERSITY
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SECTION 1: Interest and Knowledge

Directions: The following questions ask about your experience and knowledge regarding

vacation travel.

1. Have you ever travelled internationally for business or vacations?
[Yes No
—If yes, approximately how many times have you travelled internationally?  times
2. Have you ever visited Mexico?
[1Yes No

—If yes, how many times have visited? times

3. Have you ever visited El Paso, Texas?
[1Yes No

—If yes, how many times have visited? times

4. Please indicate the degree to which each of the following statements applies to you.

Very Neutral Not
much at all
| am actively involved in traveling. 1 2 3 4 5
I am interested in El Paso, Texas as a destination. 1 2 3 4 5
I am knowledgeable about travel to EI Paso, Texas. 1 2 3 4 5
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SECTION 2: Perceptions of two possible trips

Please read the following scenarios and then respond to the questions as you consider taking
each of the trips described.

SCENARIO 1
Travel to the El Paso area, Texas

Howdy! You are considering travelling to EI Paso. You have researched some information on
the place to have a better idea of what to expect. El Paso is located at the western tip of Texas,
where Texas, New Mexico and “Old” Mexico meet (See map on next page). The population of
El Paso is estimated to be just over 674,000 and the cultural make-up of the city is largely
Hispanic & Latino (80%).

El Paso is located in the Chihuahua desert and has a hot desert climate with hot summers,
usually with little humidity, and mild, dry winters. The landscape of El Paso is largely defined
by 256 sg. mi (663 km?) of developed urban area which offers a variety of activities or
attractions (e.g. downtown tours, shopping, outdoor concerts, museums, the Zoo, hiking at
Texas State Parks, music/dance festivals, sports/arts events). Since El Paso stands on the Rio
Grande River across the border from Ciudad Juarez, Mexico, each vehicle on highways
leaving El Paso is stopped at checkpoints for a visual inspection and brief questions by a
Border Patrol agent. No documentation is required at a Border Patrol checkpoint for US
citizens; however you will be asked some questions regarding your trip. Non-US citizens
should carry the appropriate documentation (e.g. passport/visa) as Border Patrol agents are

required to determine the immigration status of every foreign traveler.

SCENARIO 2
Travel to El Paso with a day trip into Judrez, Mexico

Now, imagine you are planning the same trip described above except you will cross into
Ciudad Juarez, Mexico for a day trip. The area is also located in the Chihuahuan desert and
has the same climate as El Paso. Several bridges serve the El Paso—Ciudad Juarez area in
addition to the Paso Del Norte Bridge also known as the Santa Fe Street Bridge, including
Stanton and Zaragoza. Juarez offers authentic Mexican restaurants, interesting cultural

attractions, and a fascinating history. As a tourist who plans to cross into the Ciudad Juérez
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area, you must have a valid passport. When crossing back into El Paso, U.S. citizens as well as
non-U.S. citizens are required to show valid documents including passport and visa.

5. Directions: Please keep the El Paso, TX trip scenarios above in mind as you respond below.
How much do you agree or disagree with each statement for each trip? The scale ranges from 1=
strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree.

Trip to El Paso +

Trip to )
“On this trip...” day excursion to
El Paso only
to Juarez
1 2 3 4 5 lam moreI|kely_toget5|ckfromfoodorwater 1 2 3 4 5
than on others trips | would take.
1 2 3 4 5 It|5|rr_1p0rtantt0|nteractW|th people who speak 1 2 3 4 5
English.
1 2 3 4 5 I would n_otworryaboutaccessto good health 1 2 3 4 5
care Services.
1 2 3 4 5| Iwill be perfectly safe. 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 Showing my passport at checkpoints seems 1 2 3 4 5
unnecessary.

There is a higher possibility of contracting
1 2 3 4 5 infectious diseases than on other trips | would 1 2 3 4 5
take.

I would not be concerned about communication
problems with other people.

I am more likely to witness violence than on

1 2 3 4 5 : 1 2 3 4 5
other trips.
The presence of the border patrol would make

1 2 3 4 5|me 1 2 3 4 5
feel safe.

1 2 3 4 5] 1would be afraid of breaking an unfamiliar law. 1 2 3 4 5

Dealing with an unexpected health issue would
be more of a concern than on other trips.

1 2 3 4 5| 1wouldbe able to use my cell phone easily. 1 2 3 4 5
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“On this trip...”

Trip to El Paso +

Ur day excursion to
El Paso only (1= Strongly disagree, 5= Strongly agree) y
Juarez

News | have heard about this destination would

12 3 45 discourage me from doing some activities. 1 2 3 45

12 3 45 [IZ)(\;\ilg;JSId worry about procedures at border check 1 2 3 4 5

12 3 45 Getting help if my car breaks down would not be 1 2 3 a4 s
a concern.

12 3 45 Communicating with local residents will be 1 2 3 4 5
difficult.

1 2 3 4 5] Local residents would welcome tourists like me. 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5| Iam more likely to be hurt by strangers. 1 2 3 4 5
Showing authorities my identification at

1 2 3 4 5] checkpoints would be an important safety 1 2 3 4 5
measure.

12 3 45 The cleanness of tourist facilities would meet my 1 2 3 4 5
standards.

1 2 3 4 5| Theinternet will be easy to access. 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5| 1would feel worried about my personal safety. 1 2 3 4 5

12 3 45 Answerlng customs_an_d immigration related 1 2 3 4 5
questions would be intimidating.

12 3 45 Crime due to drug trafficking is more likely to 1 2 3 4 5
create a problem than on other trips.

12 3 45 I am more likely to be a victim of crime than on 1 2 3 4 5

other trips.
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SECTION 3: The Media and Information about Crime

6. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.

Strongly Neutral Strongl
disagree y agree

I have heard about U.S.-Mexico border
issues from media outlets (e.g. television,

. 1 2 3 4 5
newspaper, and internet).

| read government issued travel 1 5 3 4 5
advisories for the United States.

When | hear stories about the Border,
I don’t distinguish between the U.S. side 1 2 3 4 5
and the Mexican side.

| have heard stories about the U.S. - Mexico
border from people | know.

7. Have you been the victim of a crime in the past? ' Yes No
- If yes, have you been the victim of a violent crime (e.g. personal assault) in the

past? Yes No

SECTION 4: Travel Decisions

The purpose of this question is to understand your feelings about travel to the border area.
Please indicate your feeling within each pair of terms as you consider that trip. For example:

if you feel that traveling to the El Paso area of Texas is:

“very calming” calming X : : : : : : exciting
“neither calming/nor exciting” calming  : : : X : : : exciting
“very exciting” calming _: @ : : : X exciting
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8. “All things considered, I think travel to the El Paso area of Texas without crossing the

border into Juarez, Mexico would be . . .”

enjoyable : 1 2 3 4 5 6 T unenjoyable
positive : 1 2 3 _4 5 6 ___ 7 negative

fun : 1 2 3 _4 5 6 __ 7 boring
pleasant : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ 7 unpleasant
favorable : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unfavorable
secure: 1 2 3 4 5 6 T risky
threatening : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 _ 7 non-threatening
comforting : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 terrifying

scary : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ 7 reassuring
safe: 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 dangerous

9. “All things considered, I think travel to the El Paso area of TX and taking an excursion over

the border into Juarez, Mexico would be . . .”

enjoyable : 1 2 3 4 5 6 T unenjoyable
positive : 1 2 3 __4 5 6 __ 7 negative

fun: 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 boring

pleasant : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unpleasant
favorable : 1 2 3 __ 4 5 6 __ T unfavorable
secure: 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ T risky
threatening : 1 2 3 __ 4 5 6 __ 7 non-threatening
comforting : 1 2 3 __4 5 6 __ 7T terrifying

scary : 1 2 3 __4 5 6 __ T reassuring



safe: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 dangerous

10. I would like to travel to El Paso, Texas in the future but NOT to cross the border into
Mexico.

Verymuch:__ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 notatall

11. I would like to travel to El Paso in the future and to cross the border into Mexico.

likely:_ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely

12. | intend to travel to El Paso, Texas in the future but NOT to cross the border into Mexico.

likely: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely

13. I intend travel to El Paso, TX in the future and to cross the border into Mexico.

likely:_ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely

SECTION 5: Personal Characteristics

14. What is your gender? (Please [ Icheck ONE)
[] Female Male
15. In what year were you born? (please write in year)

16. What is your home country?

17. What is your current Texas zip code? (please write in zip)

No . Excellent
ability Poor Fair Good ability

18. How would you rate your ability to

communicate in Spanish? ! 2 3 4 S

19. Which best describes your current employment status? (Please!( 1all that apply)

‘Working full-time Working part-time ' Semi-retired
") Homemaker 1 Retired 1 Not working
] Student [} Other (Please specify)
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20. Which of the following do you consider yourself? (Please! check all that apply)
[TAmerican Indian or Alaska Native
[ Asian
Hispanic or Latino
[ Black/African American
[ Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

[ White/Caucasian

21. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Pleasel check one)

Grade school Some high school High school graduate Some college
) College graduate [ Some graduate school [ Completed graduate school

" Other (please specify)

22. What category best describes your annual household income? (Please’ Icheck ONE)
1 Less than $20,000 1 $20,000 to $44,999 1 $50,000 to $99,999

$100,000 to $149,999 - $150,000 to $199,999 " $200,000 or more
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APPENDIX B-2

Howdy!

| am a PhD student in the Recreation, Parks and Tourism Sciences Department at Texas
A&M University. | am conducting research on potential tourists' perceptions about travel
to United States and Mexico border areas. Your answers will help tourism officials and
businesses better understand what tourists are concerned about in terms of travelling to
such areas. You will be asked to read two different scenarios regarding travel to a United
States and Mexico border area before answering questions.

Please remember there are no wrong responses to the questions and that honest and
thoughtful answers are appreciated.

Please contact me if you have any questions or problems related to the survey. My
contact details are shown below.

Any information you provide will be kept strictly confidential.
We understand that your participation is voluntary and
you may decide to discontinue the survey at any time.

Sincerely,
Soyoung An
Ph.D. Candidate

Department of Recreation, Parks & Tourism Sciences
Texas A&M University
2261 TAMU
College Station, TX 77843-2261
Email: soyoungan@tamu.edu

AT& TEXAS A&M

UNIVERSITY
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SECTION 1: Interest and Knowledge

Directions: The following questions ask about your experience and knowledge regarding

vacation travel.

1. Have you ever travelled internationally?
[Yes No
—If yes, approximately how many times have you travelled internationally?  times
2. Have you ever visited Mexico?
[Yes No

—If yes, how many times have visited? times

3. Have you ever visited El Paso, Texas?
IYes No

—If yes, how many times have visited? times

4. Please indicate the degree to which each of the following statements applies to you.

Hik Neutral atal
| am actively involved in traveling. 1 2 3 4 5
| am interested in Big Bend, TX as a destination. 1 2 3 4 5
IT;m knowledgeable about travel to Big Bend, 1 9 3 4 5
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SECTION 2: Perceptions of two possible trips

Please read the following scenarios and then respond to the questions as you consider taking
each of the trips described.

SCENARIO 1
Travel to the Big Bend area, Texas

Howdy! You are considering travelling to the Big Bend area in Texas. You have researched
some information on the place to have a better idea of what to expect. The Big Bend is
primarily in Brewster County which is one of the largest in the United States but only has a
population of approximately 9,000 people. The cultural make-up is approximately 40%
Hispanic or Latino. The landscape is largely defined by 1,251 sqg. mi (3,242 km?2) of Big Bend
National Park. Big Bend is one of the largest, most sparsely populated, arid, rugged, and
remote national parks. The climate is dry and hot late spring and summer days often exceed
100 °F (38 °C) and winters are normally mild. Big Bend National Park is the highlight
attraction of the region with numerous unique species of plants and animals. The Big Bend
provides a variety of natural and cultural attractions (e.g. hiking, camping, horseback riding,
boating, motorcycling, identifying wildlife, nightlife, museum and historical sites). Since Big
Bend National Park stands on the Rio Grande across the border from Boquillas, Mexico, each
vehicle traveling out of the area is stopped at checkpoints for a visual inspection and brief
questions by a Border Patrol agent. No documentation is required at a Border Patrol
checkpoint for US citizens; however you will be asked some questions regarding your trip.
Non-US citizens should carry the appropriate documentation (e.g. passport/visa) as Border

Patrol agents are required to determine the immigration status of every foreign traveler.

SCENARIO 2
Travel to Big Bend with a day trip to Boquillas, Mexico

Now, imagine you are planning to cross into Boquillas, Mexico for a day trip. Big Bend
National Park shares the border with Mexico for 118 miles, the Boquillas Crossing Port of
Entry is the gateway for those visitors who wish to take advantage of the opportunity to visit
Mexico. Boquillas offers authentic Mexican restaurants, interesting cultural attractions, and a

fascinating history. As a tourist who plans to cross into the Boquillas area, you must have a
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valid passport. When crossing back into Big Bend, U.S. citizens as well as non-U.S. citizens
are required to show valid documents including passport and visa.

5. Directions: Please keep the Big Bend, TX trip scenarios above in mind as you respond below.
How much do you agree or disagree with each statement for each trip? The scale ranges from 1=
strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree.

Trip to Big Bend +

Trip to )
) “On this trip...” day excursion to
Big Bend only )
to Boquillas
1 2 3 4 5 I am more Ilkely_to get sick from food or water 1 2 3 4 5
than on others trips | would take.
1 2 3 4 5 Itis important to interact with people who speak 1 2 3 4 5
English.
1 2 3 4 5 I would n_ot worry about access to good health 1 2 3 4 5
care Services.
1 2 3 4 5| Iwill be perfectly safe. 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 Showing my passport at checkpoints seems 1 2 3 4 5
unnecessary.

There is a higher possibility of contracting
1 2 3 4 5| infectious diseases than on other trips | would 1 2 3 4 5
take.

I would not be concerned about communication
problems with other people.

I am more likely to witness violence than on
other trips.

The presence of the border patrol would make
me feel safe.

I would be afraid of breaking an unfamiliar law.

Dealing with an unexpected health issue would
be more of a concern than on other trips.
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| would be able to use my cell phone easily.
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“On this trip...”

Trip to Big Bend +

1Al day excursion to
Big Bend only (1= Strongly disagree, 5= Strongly agree) y
to Boquillas

News | have heard about this destination would

12 3 45 discourage me from doing some activities. 12 3 45
I would worry about procedures at border

L check points. 129 a8
Getting help if my car breaks down would not

1 2 3 4 5 |be 1 2 3 4 5
a concern.

12 3 4 5 C_ommunlcatmg with local residents will be 1 2 3 4 5
difficult.

12 3 4 5 rI;](z}cal residents would welcome tourists like 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 |Ilam more likely to be hurt by strangers. 1 2 3 4 5
Showing authorities my identification at

1 2 3 4 5 | checkpoints would be an important safety 1 2 3 4 5
measure.

12 3 4 5 The cleanness of tourist facilities would meet 1 2 3 4 5
my standards.

1 2 3 4 5 | Theinternet will be easy to access. 1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 |I1would feel worried about my personalsafety. | 1 2 3 4 5

12 3 4 5 Ansvyermg customs_an_d immigration related 1 2 3 4 5
guestions would be intimidating.
Crime due to drug trafficking is more likely to

R create a problem than on other trips. L2 & & 2

1 2 3 4 5 I am more likely to be a victim of crime than 1 2 3 4 5

on other trips.
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SECTION 3: The Media and Information about Crime

6. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements.

Strongly Strongly
disagree Neutral agree

I have heard about U.S.-Mexico border
issues from media outlets (e.g. 1 2 3 4 5
television, newspaper, and internet).
| read government issued travel
advisories for the United States.

When | hear stories about the Border,

I don’t distinguish between the U.S. 1 2 3 4 5
side and the Mexican side.

| have heard stories about the U.S. -

Mexico border from people | know.

7. Have you been the victim of a crime in the past?

Yes No

- If yes, have you been the victim of a violent crime (e.g. personal assault) in the

past? Yes [ No
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SECTION 4: Travel Decisions

The purpose of this question is to understand your feelings about travel to the border area.
Please indicate your feeling within each pair of terms as you consider that trip. For example:

if you feel that traveling to the El Paso area of Texas is:

“very calming” calming X : : : : : : exciting
“neither calming/nor exciting” calming  : : : X : : : exciting
“very exciting” calming : : : : : : X exciting

8. “All things considered, I think travel to the Big Bend area of Texas without crossing the

border into Boquillas, Mexico would be . . .”

enjoyable : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ 7 unenjoyable
positive : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 ___ 7 negative

fun : 1 2 3 __ 4 5 6 __ T boring

pleasant : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ 7 unpleasant
favorable : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ 7 unfavorable
secure: 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 T risky
threatening : 1 2 3 __ 4 5 6 __ 7 nonthreatening
comforting : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 terrifying
scary : 1 2 3 4 5 6 T reassuring
safe: 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 _ 7 dangerous
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9. “All things considered, I think travel to the Big Bend area of TX and taking an excursion

over the border into Boquillas, Mexico would be . . .”

enjoyable : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 T unenjoyable
positive : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ T negative

fun: 1 2 3 _4 5 6 __ T boring

pleasant : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ 7 unpleasant
favorable : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ 7 unfavorable
secure: 1 2 3 4 5 6 T risky
threatening : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 _ 7 non-threatening
comforting : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 cterrifying
scary : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 T reassuring
safe: 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 _ 7 dangerous

10. 1 would like to travel to Big Bend, Texas in the future but NOT to cross the border into
Mexico.

Verymuch:_ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 notatall

11. I would like to travel to Big Bend in the future and to cross the border into Mexico.

likely:_ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely

12. lintend to travel to Big Bend, Texas in the future but NOT to cross the border into Mexico.

likely: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely

13. I intend travel to Big Bend, TX in the future and to cross the border into Mexico.

likely: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely
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SECTION 5: Personal Characteristics

14. What is your gender? (Please [ Icheck ONE)
[1 Female "] Male

15. In what year were you born? (please write in year)

16. What is your home country?

17. What is your current Texas zip code? (please write in zip)

No Poor  Fair Goo Excellen
ability d t ability

18. How would you rate your ability to

communicate in Spanish? 1 2 3 4 S

19. Which best describes your current employment status? (Please' 'all that apply)

IWorking full-time Working part-time Semi-retired
Homemaker Retire [l Not working
Student Other (Please specify)

20. Which of the following do you consider yourself? (Pleasecheck all that apply)
[1American Indian or Alaska Native Asian
Hispanic or Latino Black/African American
[ Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 7 White/Caucasian

21. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Pleaselcheck one)

Grade school Some high school High school graduate
' Some college College graduate Some graduate school
[1 Completed graduate school Other (please specify)

22. What category best describes your annual household income? (Please’ Icheck ONE)

"1 Less than $20,000 1 $20,000 to $44,999 1 $50,000 to $99,999

$100,000 to $149,999 ' $150,000 to $199,999 " $200,000 or more
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APPENDIX C-1

Howdy!

| am a PhD student in the Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences Department at Texas
A&M University. | am conducting research on potential tourists' perceptions about travel
to United States and Mexico border areas. Your answers will help tourism officials and
businesses better understand what tourists are concerned about in terms of travelling to
such areas. You will be asked to read two different scenarios regarding travel to a United
States and Mexico border area before answering questions.

Please remember there are no wrong responses to the questions and that honest and
thoughtful answers are appreciated.

Please contact me if you have any questions or problems related to the survey. My
contact details are shown below.

Any information you provide will be kept strictly confidential.
We understand that your participation is voluntary and
you may decide to discontinue the survey at any time.

Sincerely,
Soyoung An
Ph.D. Candidate
Department of Recreation, Park & Tourism Sciences
Texas A&M University
2261 TAMU

College Station, TX 77843-2261
Email: soyoungan@tamu.edu

UNIVERSITY

‘T‘_ﬁ ‘ TEXAS A&M
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SECTION 1: Interest and Knowledge

Directions: The following questions ask about your experience and knowledge regarding
vacation travel.
1. In the past three years, have you taken any leisure trips where you were away from home for a
distance of at least 50 miles?

[1Yes No

—If yes, approximately how many times have you left home for leisure trips? times

2. Have you ever travelled internationally?
['Yes No
—If yes, approximately how many times have you left home to travel internationally?
times
—If yes, approximately how many different countries have you traveled?  times
3. Have you ever visited Mexico?
Yes No

—If yes, how many times have you visited? times

4. Have you ever visited El Paso, Texas?
[1Yes No

—If yes, how many times have you visited? times
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5. Please indicate the degree to which each of the following statements applies to you.

a’:IZItI Slightly = Moderately ~ Very  Extremely
| am interested in El Paso, Texas as a

destination.
I am knowledgeable about travel to El

Paso, Texas.

SECTION 2: Perceptions of two possible trips

Please read the following scenarios and then respond to the questions as you consider taking
each of the trips described.

SCENARIO 1
Travel to the El Paso area, Texas

Howdy! You are considering travelling to EI Paso. You have researched some information on
the place to have a better idea of what to expect. El Paso is located at the western tip of Texas,
where Texas, New Mexico and “Old” Mexico meet (see map on next page). The population of
El Paso is estimated to be just over 674,000 and the cultural make-up of the city is largely
Hispanic & Latino (80%). El Paso is located in the Chihuahua desert and has a hot desert
climate with hot summers, usually with little humidity, and mild, dry winters. The landscape
of El Paso is largely defined by 256 sg. mi (663 km?) of developed urban area which offers a
variety of activities or attractions (e.g. downtown tours, shopping, outdoor concerts, museums,
the Zoo, hiking at Texas State Parks, music/dance festivals, sports/arts events). Since El Paso
stands on the Rio Grande River across the border from Ciudad Juarez, Mexico, each vehicle
on highways leaving EIl Paso is stopped at checkpoints for a visual inspection and brief
questions by a Border Patrol agent. No documentation is required at a Border Patrol
checkpoint for US citizens; however you will be asked some questions regarding your trip.
Non-US citizens should carry the appropriate documentation (e.g. passport/visa) as Border

Patrol agents are required to determine the immigration status of every foreign traveler.
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SCENARIO 2
Travel to El Paso with a day trip into Juarez, Mexico

Now, imagine you are planning the same trip described above except you will cross into
Ciudad Juarez, Mexico for a day trip. The area is also located in the Chihuahuan desert and
has the same climate as El Paso. Several bridges serve the El Paso—Ciudad Juarez area in
addition to the Paso Del Norte Bridge also known as the Santa Fe Street Bridge, including
Stanton and Zaragoza. Juarez offers authentic Mexican restaurants, interesting cultural
attractions, and a fascinating history. As a tourist who plans to cross into the Ciudad Juarez
area, you must have a valid passport. When crossing back into El Paso, U.S. citizens as well as

non-U.S. citizens are required to show valid documents including passport and visa.

6. Directions: Please keep the El Paso, TX trip scenarios above in mind as you respond below.
How much do you agree or disagree with each statement for each trip? The scale ranges from 1=
strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree.

Trip to El Paso

Trip to +
“On this trip...” .
El Paso only day excursion
to Juarez
I am more likely to get sick from food or water
than on others trips | would take. 1 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5

It is important to interact with people who speak
English.

I would not worry about access to good health
care services.

I will be perfectly safe. 1 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5
Showing my passport at checkpoints seems 1 2 3 4 5l1 2 3 45
unnecessary.

There is a higher possibility of contracting

infectious diseases than on other trips | would 1 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 45
take.

I would not be concerned about communication
problems with other people.

I am more likely to witness violence than on
other trips.
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The presence of the border patrol would make me

feel safe. 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 45
I would be afraid of breaking an unfamiliar law. 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5
Dealing with an unexpected health issue would
be more of a concern than on other trips. 2 3 4 5|1 2 345
I would be able to use my cell phone easily. 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5
Trip to El Paso +
“On this trip...” Trlp to )
(1= Strongly disagree, 5= Strongly agree) day excursion to
El Paso only
to Juarez
News | have heard about this destination would
. . . 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5
discourage me from doing some activities.
I would worry about procedures at border check
: 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5
points.
Getting help if my car breaks down would not be
a concern. 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5
Communicating with local residents will be
- 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5
difficult.
Local residents would welcome tourists like me. 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5
I am more likely to be hurt by strangers. 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5
Showing authorities my identification at
checkpoints would be an important safety 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5
measure.
The cleanness of tourist facilities would meet my
standards. A
The internet will be easy to access. 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 45
I would feel worried about my personal safety. 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 45
Answering customs and immigration related
guestions would be intimidating. 2 3 4511 23435
Crime due to drug trafficking is more likely to
create a problem than on other trips. 2 3 451 2 345
I am more likely to be a victim of crime than on
2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5

other trips.
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SECTION 3: The Media and Information about Crime

7. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements.

SFroneg Neutral Strongly
disagree agree

I have heard about U.S.-Mexico border

issues from media outlets (e.g. 1 2 3 4 5
television, newspaper, and internet).

| read government issued travel

advisories for the United States.

When | hear stories about the Border,
I don’t distinguish between the U.S. side 1 2 3 4 5
and the Mexican side.

I have heard stories about the U.S. -
Mexico border from people | know.

8. Have you been the victim of a crime in the past?

Yes No

- If yes, have you been the victim of a violent crime (e.g. personal assault) in the

past? Yes No
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SECTION 4: Travel Decisions

The purpose of this question is to understand your feelings about travel to the border area.
Please indicate your feeling within each pair of terms as you consider that trip. For example:

if you feel that traveling to the El Paso area of Texas is:

“very calming” calming X : : : : : : exciting
“neither calming/nor exciting” calming _ . : : X : : : exciting
“very exciting” calming _: : : : : : X exciting

9. “All things considered, I think travel to the EI Paso area of Texas without crossing the

border into Juarez, Mexico would be . . .”

enjoyable : 1 2 3 __4 5 6 __ 7 unenjoyable
positive : 1 2 3 4 5 6 T negative

fun : 1 2 _ 3 __4 5 _ 6 __ 7 Dboring

pleasant : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unpleasant
favorable : 1 2 3 __4 5 6 __ 7 unfavorable
secure: 1 2 3 _4 5 6 __T7 orisky
threatening : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 non-threatening
comforting : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 _ 6 __ 7 terrifying

scary : 1 2 3 _4 5 6 7 reassuring
safe: 1 2 3 _4 5 6 _7 dangerous
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10. “All things considered, I think travel to the El Paso area of TX and taking an excursion

over the border into Juarez, Mexico would be . . .”

enjoyable : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 T unenjoyable
positive : 1 2 3 _4 5 6 __ 7 negative

fun : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 boring

pleasant : 1 2 3 __ 4 5 6 __ 7 unpleasant
favorable : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 unfavorable
secure: 1 2 3 4 5 6 __ 7T risky
threatening: 1 2 3 4 5 6 __ 7 non-threatening
comforting: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 terrifying

scary : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ T reassuring

safe: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 dangerous

11. I would like to travel to El Paso, Texas in the future but NOT to cross the border into
Mexico.

verymuch: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 notatall

12. 1 would like to travel to El Paso in the future and to CROSS the border into Mexico.

very much: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 notatall

13. I intend to travel to El Paso, Texas in the future but NOT to cross the border into Mexico.

likely:_ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely

14. | intend travel to El Paso, TX in the future and to CROSS the border into Mexico.

likely: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely
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SECTION 5: Personal Characteristics

15. What is your gender? (Please [ Icheck ONE)
[] Female Male
16. In what year were you born? (please write in year)

17. What is your home country?

18. What is your current Texas zip code? (please write in zip)
No . Excellent
apility OO Fair Good oy

19. How would you rate your ability to

. . . 1 2 4
communicate in Spanish? 3 >

20. Which best describes your current employment status? (Please 'all that apply)

‘Working full-time Working part-time | Semi-retired
Homemaker Retired Not working
Student Other (Please specify)

21. Which of the following do you consider yourself? (Please! \check all that apply)
[TAmerican Indian or Alaska Native Asian Hispanic or Latino
[ Black/African American [ Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander White/Caucasian

22. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Pleasel 'check one)

Grade school ] Some high school High school graduate Some college
College graduate Some graduate school 1 Completed graduate school

Other (please specify)

23. What category best describes your annual household income? (Please’ Icheck ONE)

"1 Less than $20,000 ' $20,000 to $44,999 $50,000 to $99,999

1 $100,000 to $149,999 1 $150,000 to $199,999 ' $200,000 or more
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APPENDIX C-2

Howdy!

| am a PhD student in the Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences Department at Texas
A&M University. | am conducting research on potential tourists' perceptions about travel
to United States and Mexico border areas. Your answers will help tourism officials and
businesses better understand what tourists are concerned about in terms of travelling to
such areas. You will be asked to read two different scenarios regarding travel to a United
States and Mexico border area before answering questions.

Please remember there are no wrong responses to the questions and that honest and
thoughtful answers are appreciated.

Please contact me if you have any questions or problems related to the survey. My
contact details are shown below.

Any information you provide will be kept strictly confidential.
We understand that your participation is voluntary and
you may decide to discontinue the survey at any time.

Sincerely,
Soyoung An
Ph.D. Candidate
Department of Recreation, Park & Tourism Sciences
Texas A&M University
2261 TAMU

College Station, TX 77843-2261
Email: soyoungan@tamu.edu

UNIVERSITY

‘T‘_ﬁ ‘ TEXAS A&M
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SECTION 1: Interest and Knowledge

Directions: The following questions ask about your experience and knowledge regarding
vacation travel.
1. In the past three years, have you taken any leisure trips where you were away from home for a
distance of at least 50 miles? 1Yes []No

—If yes, approximately how many times have you left home for leisure trips?
2. Have you ever travelled internationally? Yes No

—If yes, approximately how many times have you left home to travel internationally?

—If yes, approximately how many different countries have you traveled?  times
3. Have you ever visited Mexico?

[1Yes No

—If yes, how many times have you visited? times

4. Have you ever visited El Paso, Texas?
[Yes No

—If yes, how many times have you visited? times

5. Please indicate the degree to which each of the following statements applies to you.

Not

atall Slightly ~ Moderately Very  Extremely

I am interested in El Paso, Texas as a

o 1 2 3 4 5
destination.
I am knowledgeable about travel to El Paso,

Texas.
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SECTION 2: Perceptions of two possible trips

Please read the following scenarios and then respond to the questions as you consider taking
each of the trips described.

SCENARIO 1
Travel to the El Paso area, Texas

Howdy! You are considering travelling to El Paso. You have researched some information on
the place to have a better idea of what to expect. El Paso is located at the western tip of Texas,
where Texas, New Mexico and “Old” Mexico meet (see map on next page). The population of
El Paso is estimated to be just over 674,000 and the cultural make-up of the city is largely
Hispanic & Latino (80%).

El Paso is located in the Chihuahua desert and has a hot desert climate with hot summers,
usually with little humidity, and mild, dry winters. The landscape of El Paso is largely defined
by 256 sg. mi (663 km?) of developed urban area which offers a variety of activities or
attractions (e.g. downtown tours, shopping, outdoor concerts, museums, the Zoo, hiking at
Texas State Parks, music/dance festivals, sports/arts events). Since El Paso stands on the Rio
Grande River across the border from Ciudad Juarez, Mexico, each vehicle on highways
leaving El Paso is stopped at checkpoints for a visual inspection and brief questions by a
Border Patrol agent. No documentation is required at a Border Patrol checkpoint for US
citizens; however you will be asked some questions regarding your trip. Non-US citizens
should carry the appropriate documentation (e.g. passport/visa) as Border Patrol agents are

required to determine the immigration status of every foreign traveler.
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6. Directions: Please keep the EI Paso, TX trip scenario above in mind as you respond
below. How much do you agree or disagree with each statement for the trip? The scale

ranges from 1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree.

“On this trip...”

Trip to
El Paso only

I am more likely to get sick from food or water than on others trips |
would take.

2

4

It is important to interact with people who speak English.

I would not worry about access to good health care services.

I will be perfectly safe.

Showing my passport at checkpoints seems unnecessary.

Rl |R|F

2
2
2
2

AP

ool | o1 o

There is a higher possibility of contracting infectious diseases than on
other trips | would take.

2

I would not be concerned about communication problems with other
people.

N

I

ol

I am more likely to witness violence than on other trips.

The presence of the border patrol would make me feel safe.

I would be afraid of breaking an unfamiliar law.

Dealing with an unexpected health issue would be more of a concern than
on other trips.

[E=Y

I would be able to use my cell phone easily.

News | have heard about this destination would discourage me from
doing some activities.

| would worry about procedures at border check points.

Getting help if my car breaks down would not be a concern.

Communicating with local residents will be difficult.

Local residents would welcome tourists like me.

I am more likely to be hurt by strangers.

Showing authorities my identification at checkpoints would be an
important safety measure.

The cleanness of tourist facilities would meet my standards.

N S

N N NN NN N NN

Wl W [ WWWWW| W W W  wWwWw w
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o o orjlorjorjorjol| o1 ol o1 o1 o1 O1
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“On this trip...” Trip to El Paso
(1= Strongly disagree, 5= Strongly agree)

Only
The internet will be easy to access. 1123|415
I would feel worried about my personal safety. 112131415

Answering customs and immigration related questions would be
intimidating.

Crime due to drug trafficking is more likely to create a problem than on
other trips.

I am more likely to be a victim of crime than on other trips. 112131415

112|3[4]|5

SCENARIO 2
Travel to El Paso with a day trip into Juarez, Mexico

Now, imagine you are planning the same trip described above except you will cross into
Ciudad Juarez, Mexico for a day trip. The area is also located in the Chihuahuan desert and
has the same climate as El Paso. Several bridges serve the El Paso—Ciudad Juarez area in
addition to the Paso Del Norte Bridge also known as the Santa Fe Street Bridge, including
Stanton and Zaragoza. Juarez offers authentic Mexican restaurants, interesting cultural
attractions, and a fascinating history. As a tourist who plans to cross into the Ciudad Juérez
area, you must have a valid passport. When crossing back into El Paso, U.S. citizens as well as

non-U.S. citizens are required to show valid documents including passport and visa.

7. Directions: Please keep the travel to El Paso with a day trip into Juarez, Mexico
scenario above in mind as you respond below. How much do you agree or disagree with
each statement for the trip? The scale ranges from 1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly
agree.
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“On this trip...”

Trip to El Paso +

day excursion to

to Juarez

I am more likely to get sick from food or water than on others trips |
would take.

1

2

3

4

It is important to interact with people who speak English.

I would not worry about access to good health care services.

I will be perfectly safe.

Showing my passport at checkpoints seems unnecessary.

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

N iD|P|D>

oo | 9o,

There is a higher possibility of contracting infectious diseases than on
other trips | would take.

1

2

3

| would not be concerned about communication problems with other
people.

N

w

o

(6]

I am more likely to witness violence than on other trips.

The presence of the border patrol would make me feel safe.

| would be afraid of breaking an unfamiliar law.

Dealing with an unexpected health issue would be more of a concern
than on other trips.

| would be able to use my cell phone easily.

News | have heard about this destination would discourage me from
doing some activities.

I would worry about procedures at border check points.

Getting help if my car breaks down would not be a concern.

Communicating with local residents will be difficult.

Local residents would welcome tourists like me.

I am more likely to be hurt by strangers.

Showing authorities my identification at checkpoints would be an
important safety measure.

The cleanness of tourist facilities would meet my standards.
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“On this trip...” Trip to El Paso +

(1= Strongly disagree, 5= Strongly agree) day excursion to

to Juarez
The internet will be easy to access. 1 2 3 4 5
| would feel worried about my personal safety. 1 2 3 4 5

Answering customs and immigration related questions would be
intimidating.

Crime due to drug trafficking is more likely to create a problem than
on other trips.

I am more likely to be a victim of crime than on other trips. 1 2 3 4 5§

SECTION 3: The Media and Information about Crime

8. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements.

SFroneg Neutral Strongly
disagree agree

I have heard about U.S.-Mexico border

issues from media outlets (e.g. 1 2 3 4 5
television, newspaper, and internet).

| read government issued travel

advisories for the United States. 1 2 3 4 S

When | hear stories about the Border,
I don’t distinguish between the U.S. 1 2 3 4 5
side and the Mexican side.

I have heard stories about the U.S. -
Mexico border from people | know.

9. Have you been the victim of a crime in the past? [ Yes No

- If yes, have you been the victim of a violent crime (e.g. personal assault) in the

past? "1 Yes No
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SECTION 4: Travel Decisions

The purpose of this question is to understand your feelings about travel to the border area.
Please indicate your feeling within each pair of terms as you consider that trip. For example:

if you feel that traveling to the El Paso area of Texas is:

“very calming” calming X : : : : : : exciting
“neither calming/nor exciting”  calming _ . : : X : : : exciting
“very exciting” calming _: : : : : : X exciting

10. “All things considered, I think travel to the El Paso area of Texas without crossing the

border into Juarez, Mexico would be . . .”

enjoyable : 1 2 3 __ 4 5 6 __ T unenjoyable
positive : 1 2 3 4 5 6 T negative

fun : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ 7 boring

pleasant : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 unpleasant
favorable : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 unfavorable
secure: 1 2 3 _4 5 6 7 risky
threatening : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 non-threatening
comforting : 1 _2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ 7 terrifying

scary : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 reassuring
safe: 1 2 3 _4 5 6 7 dangerous
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11. “All things considered, I think travel to the El Paso area of TX and taking an excursion

over the border into Juarez, Mexico would be . . .”

enjoyable : 1 2 3 __ 4 5 6 T unenjoyable
positive : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ 7 negative

fun : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 Doring

pleasant : 1 2 3 _4 5 6 __ 7 unpleasant
favorable : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 unfavorable
secure: 1 2 3 4 5 6 T risky
threatening : 1 2 3 __4 5 6 __ 7 non-threatening
comforting : 1 2 3 4 5 6 717 terrifying
scary : 1 2 3 __ 4 5 6 __ T reassuring
safe: 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 dangerous

12. | would like to travel to El Paso, Texas in the future but NOT to cross the border into
Mexico.

verymuch:__ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 notatall

13. I would like to travel to El Paso in the future and to CROSS the border into Mexico.

very much: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 notatall

14. | intend to travel to El Paso, Texas in the future but NOT to cross the border into Mexico.

likely:_ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely

15. I intend travel to El Paso, TX in the future and to CROSS the border into Mexico.

likely: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely
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SECTION 5: Personal Characteristics

16. What is your gender? (Please [Icheck ONE)
[] Female Male
17. In what year were you born? (please write in year)

18. What is your home country?

19. What is your current Texas zip code? (please write in zip)

No ) Excellent
ability OOr Fair Good iy

20. How would you rate your ability to

communicate in Spanish? 1 2 3 4 >

21. Which best describes your current employment status? (Please( lall that apply)

" \Working full-time " Working part-time " Semi-retired
Homemaker " Retired ] Not working
] Student | Other (Please specify)

22. Which of the following do you consider yourself? (Please! \check all that apply)
[1American Indian or Alaska Native [ Asian [ Hispanic or Latino
[J Black/African American [J Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander [ White/Caucasian

23. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Pleaselcheck one)

Grade school Some high school High school graduate Some college
1 College graduate [ Some graduate school [ Completed graduate school

Other (please specify)

24. What category best describes your annual household income? (Please’ Icheck ONE)

"1 Less than $20,000 1 $20,000 to $44,999 1 $50,000 to $99,999

$100,000 to $149,999 - $150,000 to $199,999 " $200,000 or more
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APPENDIX C-3

Howdy!

| am a PhD student in the Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences Department at Texas
A&M University. | am conducting research on potential tourists' perceptions about travel
to United States and Mexico border areas. Your answers will help tourism officials and
businesses better understand what tourists are concerned about in terms of travelling to
such areas. You will be asked to read two different scenarios regarding travel to a United
States and Mexico border area before answering questions.

Please remember there are no wrong responses to the questions and that honest and
thoughtful answers are appreciated.

Please contact me if you have any questions or problems related to the survey. My
contact details are shown below.

Any information you provide will be kept strictly confidential.
We understand that your participation is voluntary and
you may decide to discontinue the survey at any time.

Sincerely,
Soyoung An
Ph.D. Candidate
Department of Recreation, Park & Tourism Sciences
Texas A&M University
2261 TAMU

College Station, TX 77843-2261
Email: soyoungan@tamu.edu

UNIVERSITY

‘T‘_ﬁ ‘ TEXAS A&M
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SECTION 1: Interest and Knowledge

Directions: The following questions ask about your experience and knowledge regarding
vacation travel.
1. In the past three years, have you taken any leisure trips where you were away from home for a
distance of at least 50 miles?
[1Yes No
—If yes, approximately how many times have you left home for leisure trips?
2. Have you ever travelled internationally?
[1Yes No
—If yes, approximately how many times have you left home to travel internationally?
—If yes, approximately how many different countries have you traveled? __ times
3. Have you ever visited Mexico?
[1Yes No

—If yes, how many times have you visited? times

4. Have you ever visited El Paso, Texas?
[1Yes No

—If yes, how many times have you visited? times

5. Please indicate the degree to which each of the following statements applies to you.

Not . Ver
atall Slightly  Moderately . Extremely
I am interested in El Paso, Texas as a
1 2 3 4 5

destination.
I am knowledgeable about travel to El Paso,

Texas.
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SECTION 2: Perceptions of two possible trips

Please read the following scenarios and then respond to the questions as you consider taking
each of the trips described.

SCENARIO 1
Travel to El Paso with a day trip into Juarez, Mexico

Howdy! You are considering travelling to El Paso and crossing into Ciudad Juarez, Mexico
for a day trip. You have researched some information on the place to have a better idea of
what to expect. El Paso is located at the western tip of Texas, where Texas, New Mexico and
“0Old” Mexico meet (see map on next page). The population of El Paso is estimated to be just
over 674,000 and the cultural make-up of the city is largely Hispanic & Latino (80%). El
Paso is located in the Chihuahua desert and has a hot desert climate with hot summers,

usually with little humidity, and mild, dry winters.

Juarez, is also located in the Chihuahuan desert and has the same climate as El Paso. Several
bridges serve the El Paso—Ciudad Juarez area in addition to the Paso Del Norte Bridge also
known as the Santa Fe Street Bridge, including Stanton and Zaragoza. Juarez offers authentic
Mexican restaurants, interesting cultural attractions, and a fascinating history. As a tourist
who plans to cross into the Ciudad Juarez area, you must have a valid passport. When
crossing back into El Paso, U.S. citizens as well as non-U.S. citizens are required to show

valid documents including passport and visa.

6. Directions: Please keep the travel to El Paso with a day trip into Juarez, Mexico
scenario above in mind as you respond below. How much do you agree or disagree with
each statement for the trip? The scale ranges from 1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly
agree.
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“On this trip...”

Trip to El Paso +

day excursion to

to Juarez

I am more likely to get sick from food or water than on others trips |
would take.

1

2

3

4

(6]

It is important to interact with people who speak English.

I would not worry about access to good health care services.

| will be perfectly safe.

Showing my passport at checkpoints seems unnecessary.

1
1

1

1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

N N I S

gaajlor|for|f o

There is a higher possibility of contracting infectious diseases than on
other trips | would take.

1

2

3

I would not be concerned about communication problems with other
people.

N

w

I

(65]

I am more likely to witness violence than on other trips.

The presence of the border patrol would make me feel safe.

| would be afraid of breaking an unfamiliar law.

Dealing with an unexpected health issue would be more of a concern
than on other trips.

[ER

| would be able to use my cell phone easily.

News | have heard about this destination would discourage me from
doing some activities.

| would worry about procedures at border check points.

Getting help if my car breaks down would not be a concern.

Communicating with local residents will be difficult.

Local residents would welcome tourists like me.

I am more likely to be hurt by strangers.

Showing authorities my identification at checkpoints would be an
important safety measure.

The cleanness of tourist facilities would meet my standards.
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Trip to El Paso +
“On this trip...”

(1= Strongly disagree, 5= Strongly agree) day excursion to

to Juarez
The internet will be easy to access. 1 2 3 4 5
| would feel worried about my personal safety. 1 2 3 4 5

Answering customs and immigration related questions would be
intimidating.

Crime due to drug trafficking is more likely to create a problem than on
other trips.

I am more likely to be a victim of crime than on other trips. 1 2 3 4 5§

SCENARIO 2
Travel to the El Paso area, Texas

Now, you are considering travelling to El Paso area without crossing border into Mexico.

The landscape of El Paso is largely defined by 256 sg. mi (663 km?) of developed urban area
which offers a variety of activities or attractions (e.g. downtown tours, shopping, outdoor
concerts, museums, the Zoo, hiking at Texas State Parks, music/dance festivals, sports/arts
events). Since El Paso stands on the Rio Grande River across the border from Ciudad
Juarez, Mexico, each vehicle on highways leaving El Paso is stopped at checkpoints for a
visual inspection and brief questions by a Border Patrol agent. No documentation is required
at a Border Patrol checkpoint for US citizens; however you will be asked some questions
regarding your trip. Non-US citizens should carry the appropriate documentation (e.g.
passport/visa) as Border Patrol agents are required to determine the immigration status of

every foreign traveler.
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7. Directions: Please keep the El Paso, TX trip scenario above in mind as you respond
below. How much do you agree or disagree with each statement for the trip? The scale

ranges from 1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree.

Trip to
“On this trip...”
El Paso only

I am more likely to get sick from food or water than on others trips |

1 2 3 45
would take.
It is important to interact with people who speak English. 1 2 3 45
I would not worry about access to good health care services. 1 2 3 45
I will be perfectly safe. 1 2 3 45
Showing my passport at checkpoints seems unnecessary. 1 2 3 45

There is a higher possibility of contracting infectious diseases than on
other trips | would take.

I would not be concerned about communication problems with other
people.

I am more likely to witness violence than on other trips.

The presence of the border patrol would make me feel safe.

I would be afraid of breaking an unfamiliar law.

Dealing with an unexpected health issue would be more of a concern than
on other trips.

I would be able to use my cell phone easily.

News | have heard about this destination would discourage me from
doing some activities.

I would worry about procedures at border check points.

Getting help if my car breaks down would not be a concern.

Communicating with local residents will be difficult.

Local residents would welcome tourists like me.

I am more likely to be hurt by strangers.

Showing authorities my identification at checkpoints would be an
important safety measure.

The cleanness of tourist facilities would meet my standards.

The internet will be easy to access.

| would feel worried about my personal safety.

Answering customs and immigration related questions would be
intimidating.

237




Crime due to drug trafficking is more likely to create a problem than on

other trips. L B

I am more likely to be a victim of crime than on other trips. 1 2 3 4 5

SECTION 3: The Media and Information about Crime

8. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements.

S'_[rongly Neutral Strongly
disagree agree
I have heard about U.S.-Mexico border
i from medi I .g.
|ssue.s. om media outlets (g g 1 ) 3 4 5
television, newspaper, and internet).
| read government issued travel
1 2 3 4 5

advisories for the United States.

When | hear stories about the Border,
I don’t distinguish between the U.S. side 1 2 3 4 5
and the Mexican side.

| have heard stories about the U.S. -
Mexico border from people | know.

9. Have you been the victim of a crime in the past? Yes No

- If yes, have you been the victim of a violent crime (e.g. personal assault) in the

past? "1 Yes No
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SECTION 4: Travel Decisions

The purpose of this question is to understand your feelings about travel to the border area.
Please indicate your feeling within each pair of terms as you consider that trip. For example:

if you feel that traveling to the El Paso area of Texas is:

“very calming” calming _X_:_: : : : : exciting
“neither calming/nor exciting” calming _ _: : : X_: : : exciting
“very exciting” calming _: : : : : : X exciting

10. “All things considered, I think travel to the El Paso area of TX and taking an excursion

over the border into Juarez, Mexico would be . . .”

enjoyable : 1 2 3 4 5 6 T unenjoyable
positive : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __T7 negative

fun: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 boring

pleasant : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unpleasant
favorable : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ 7 unfavorable
secure: 1 2 3 4 5 6 T risky
threatening : 1 2 3 _4 5 6 _7 non- threatening
comforting : 1 2 3 4 5 6 71 |terrifying
scary : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 reassuring
safe: 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 dangerous
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11. “All things considered, I think travel to the El Paso area of Texas without crossing the

border into Juarez, Mexico would be . . .”

enjoyable : 1 2 3 __ 4 5 6 __ T unenjoyable
positive : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 negative

fun : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 boring

pleasant : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __T7 unpleasant
favorable : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 unfavorable
secure: 1 2 3 __4 5 6 7T orisky
threatening: 1 2 3 4 5 6 __ 7 non- threatening
comforting: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 terrifying

scary : 1 2 3 _4 5 6 __ T reassuring

safe: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 dangerous

12. 1 would like to travel to El Paso in the future and to CROSS the border into Mexico.

very much: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 notatall

13. I would like to travel to El Paso, Texas in the future but NOT to cross the border into
Mexico.

verymuch: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 notatall

14. | intend travel to El Paso, TX in the future and to CROSS the border into Mexico.

likely: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely

15. I intend to travel to El Paso, Texas in the future but NOT to cross the border into Mexico.

likely: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely
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SECTION 5: Personal Characteristics

16. What is your gender? (Please [ Icheck ONE) ‘
[1 Female "] Male
17. In what year were you born? (please write in year)

18. What is your home country?

19. What is your current Texas zip code? (please write in zip)
No . Excellent
abiliy oo Fair Good iy

20. How would you rate your ability to

communicate in Spanish? ! 2 3 4 >

21. Which best describes your current employment status? (Please! lall that apply)

'Working full-time | Working part-time ' Semi-retired
Homemaker Retired [J Not working
Student Other (Please specify)

22. Which of the following do you consider yourself? (Please check all that apply)
[l American Indian or Alaska Native | Asian Hispanic or Latino
[ Black/African American [ Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander [0 White/Caucasian

23. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Pleaselcheck one)

Grade school Some high school High school graduate Some college
College graduate Some graduate school 1 Completed graduate school

Other (please specify)

24. What category best describes your annual household income? (Please’ Icheck ONE)

"1 Less than $20,000 1 $20,000 to $44,999 1 $50,000 to $99,999

1 $100,000 to $149,999 - $150,000 to $199,999 " $200,000 or more
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APPENDIX D

Howdy!

| am a PhD student in the Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences Department at Texas
A&M University. | am conducting research on potential tourists' perceptions about travel
to United States and Mexico border areas. Your answers will help tourism officials and
businesses better understand what tourists are concerned about in terms of travelling to
such areas. You will be asked to read two different scenarios regarding travel to a United
States and Mexico border area before answering questions.

Please remember there are no wrong responses to the questions and that honest and
thoughtful answers are appreciated.

Please contact me if you have any questions or problems related to the survey. My
contact details are shown below.

Any information you provide will be kept strictly confidential.
We understand that your participation is voluntary and
you may decide to discontinue the survey at any time.

Sincerely,
Soyoung An
Ph.D. Candidate
Department of Recreation, Park & Tourism Sciences
Texas A&M University
2261 TAMU

College Station, TX 77843-2261
Email: soyoungan@tamu.edu

UNIVERSITY

‘T‘_ﬁ ‘ TEXAS A&M
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SECTION 1: Interest and Knowledge

Directions: The following questions ask about your experience and knowledge regarding
vacation travel.
1. In the past three years, have you taken any leisure trips where you were away from home for a
distance of at least 50 miles? [1Yes | No

—If yes, approximately how many times have you left home for leisure trips?
2. Have you ever travelled internationally? [1Yes [ No

—If yes, approximately how many times have you left home to travel internationally?

—If yes, approximately how many different countries have you traveled?  times
3. Have you ever visited Mexico? Yes 'No
—If yes, how many times have you visited? times
4. Have you ever visited Big Bend, Texas? [0Yes [1No
—If yes, how many times have you visited? times

5. Please indicate the degree to which each of the following statements applies to you.

a’:Izltl Slightly ~ Moderately  Very  Extremely
| am interested in Big Bend, Texas as a
o 1 2 3 4 5
destination.
I am knowledgeable about travel to Big
1 2 3 4 5

Bend, Texas.
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SECTION 2: Perceptions of two possible trips

Please read the following scenarios and then respond to the questions as you consider taking
each of the trips described.

SCENARIO 1
Travel to the Big Bend area, Texas

Howdy! You are considering travelling to the Big Bend area in Texas. You have researched
some information on the place to have a better idea of what to expect. The Big Bend is
primarily in Brewster County which is one of the largest in the United States but only has a
population of approximately 9,000 people. The cultural make-up is approximately 40%
Hispanic or Latino. The landscape is largely defined by 1,251 sq. mi (3,242 km?2) of Big Bend
National Park. Big Bend is one of the largest, most sparsely populated, arid, rugged, and
remote national parks. The climate is dry and hot late spring and summer days often exceed
100 °F (38 °C) and winters are normally mild. Big Bend National Park is the highlight
attraction of the region with numerous unique species of plants and animals. The Big Bend
provides a variety of natural and cultural attractions (e.g. hiking, camping, horseback riding,
boating, motorcycling, identifying wildlife, nightlife, museum and historical sites). Since Big
Bend National Park stands on the Rio Grande across the border from Boquillas, Mexico, each
vehicle traveling out of the area is stopped at checkpoints for a visual inspection and brief
questions by a Border Patrol agent. No documentation is required at a Border Patrol
checkpoint for US citizens; however you will be asked some questions regarding your trip.
Non-US citizens should carry the appropriate documentation (e.g. passport/visa) as Border

Patrol agents are required to determine the immigration status of every foreign traveler.
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SCENARIO 2
Travel to Big Bend with a day trip to Boquillas, Mexico

Now, imagine you are planning to cross into Boquillas, Mexico for a day trip. Big Bend

National Park shares the border with Mexico for 118 miles, the Boquillas Crossing Port of

Entry is the gateway for those visitors who wish to take advantage of the opportunity to visit

Mexico. Boquillas offers authentic Mexican restaurants, interesting cultural attractions, and a

fascinating history. As a tourist who plans to cross into the Boquillas area, you must have a

valid passport. When crossing back into Big Bend, U.S. citizens as well as non-U.S. citizens

are required to show valid documents including passport and visa.

6. Directions: Please keep the Big Bend, TX trip scenarios above in mind as you respond below.

How much do you agree or disagree with each statement for each trip? The scale ranges from 1=

strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree.

Trip to Big Bend

Trip to + day excursion
“On this trip...” )
Big Bend only to
to Boquillas
I am more likely to get sick from food or water
than on others trips | would take. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 45
Itls|n_1portanttomteractW|th people who speak 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5
English.
I would n_otworryaboutaccessto good health 1 2 3 21 1 2 3 4 5
care services.
I will be perfectly safe. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5
Showing my passport at checkpoints seems
9 My passp P 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5
unnecessary.
There is a higher possibility of contracting
infectious diseases than on other trips | would 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5
take.
I would not be concerned about communication
. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 45
problems with other people.
I am more likely to witness violence than on
. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5
other trips.
The presence of the border patrol would make 1 2 3 2 1 2 3 4 5
me feel safe.
I would be afraid of breaking an unfamiliarlaw. | 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5
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Dealing with an unexpected health issue would
be more of a concern than on other trips.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

| would be able to use my cell phone easily.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

Trip to Big Bend

“On this trip...” Trip to + day excursion
1= Strongly disagree, 5= Strongly agree
( I eI1sag gly agree) Big Bend only to
to Boquillas
News | have heard about this destination would
. . Lo 1 2 3 4 5 2 3 4 5
discourage me from doing some activities. 1
I would worry about procedures at border check
. 1 2 3 4 51 2 3 45
points.
Getting help if my car breaks down would not be
a concern. 1 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 5
Communicating with local residents will be
e 1 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 5
difficult.
Local residents would welcome tourists like me. 1 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5
| am more likely to be hurt by strangers. 1 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5
Showing authorities my identification at
checkpoints would be an important safety 1 2 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5

measure.

The cleanness of tourist facilities would meet my
standards.

The internet will be easy to access.

| would feel worried about my personal safety.

Answering customs and immigration related
guestions would be intimidating.

Crime due to drug trafficking is more likely to
create a problem than on other trips.

I am more likely to be a victim of crime than on
other trips.
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SECTION 3: The Media and Information about Crime

7. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.

S'_[rongly Neutral Strongly
disagree agree
| have heard about U.S.-Mexico border
issues from media outlets (e.g. television, 1 5 3 4 5
newspaper, and internet).
| read government issued travel
1 2 3 4 5

advisories for the United States.

When | hear stories about the Border,
I don’t distinguish between the U.S. side 1 2 3 4 5
and the Mexican side.

| have heard stories about the U.S. - Mexico
border from people | know.

8. Have you been the victim of a crime in the past? | Yes No

- If yes, have you been the victim of a violent crime (e.g. personal assault) in the

past? [1Yes No

SECTION 4: Travel Decisions

The purpose of this question is to understand your feelings about travel to the border area.
Please indicate your feeling within each pair of terms as you consider that trip. For example:

if you feel that traveling to the Big Bend area of Texas is:

“very calming” calming _X_: : : : : : exciting
“neither calming/nor exciting” calming _ _: : : X_: : : exciting
“very exciting” calming __: : : . : : X  exciting



9. “All things considered, I think travel to the Big Bend area of Texas without crossing the

border into Juarez, Mexico would be . . .”

enjoyable : 1 2 3 __ 4 5 6 __ T unenjoyable
positive : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __ T negative

fun : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 boring

pleasant : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 __T7 unpleasant
favorable : 1 2 3 _ 4 5 6 7 unfavorable
secure: 1 2 3 __4 5 6 7T orisky
threatening: 1 2 3 __ 4 5 6 __ 7 non- threatening
comforting: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 terrifying

scary : 1 2 3 _4 5 6 __ T reassuring

safe: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 dangerous

10. “All things considered, I think travel to the Big Bend area of TX and taking an excursion

over the border into Boquillas, Mexico would be . . .”

enjoyable : 1 2 3 4 5 6 __ 7 unenjoyable
positive : 1 2 3 _4 5 6 __ T negative

fun : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Dboring

pleasant : 1 2 3 4 5 6 __ 7 unpleasant
favorable : 1 2 3 4 5 6 _ 7 unfavorable
secure: 1 2 3 _4 5 6 __ 7 orisky
threatening: 1 2 3 4 5 6 __ 7 non- threatening
comforting: 1 2 3 4 5 6 __ 7 terrifying

scary : 1 2 3 _4 5 6 _7 reassuring



safe: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 dangerous

11. 1 would like to travel to Big Bend, Texas in the future but NOT to cross the border into
Mexico.

Verymuch:__ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 notatall

12. 1 would like to travel to Big Bend in the future and to CROSS the border into Mexico.

Verymuch:__ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 notat all

13. I intend to travel to Big Bend, Texas in the future but NOT to cross the border into Mexico.

likely: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely

14. | intend travel to Big Bend, TX in the future and to CROSS the border into Mexico.

likely:_ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unlikely

SECTION 5: Personal Characteristics

15. What is your gender? | Female | Male (Please [ check ONE)
16. In what year were you born? (please write in year)

17. What is your home country?

18. What is your current Texas zip code? (please write in zip)
No . Excellent
abiliy oo Falr Good oy

19. How would you rate your ability to

. . . 1 2 4
communicate in Spanish? 3 °

20. Which best describes your current employment status? (Please 'all that apply)

'Working full-time "I Working part-time " Semi-retired
") Homemaker I Retired I Not working
Student Other (Please specify)
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21. Which of the following do you consider yourself? (Please! check all that apply)

[T American Indian or Alaska Native 1 Asian ] Hispanic or Latino

[ Black/African American [ | Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander [ White/Caucasian
22. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Pleasel ! check one)
Grade school Some high school High school graduate Some college

1 College graduate [ Some graduate school [ Completed graduate school

"1 Other (please specify)

23. What category best describes your annual household income? (Please Icheck ONE)

"1 Less than $20,000 1 $20,000 to $44,999 1 $50,000 to $99,999

1 $100,000 to $149,999 "1 $150,000 to $199,999 ' $200,000 or more
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