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 This paper aims to disclose how the willingness to travel is affected by the risk perception and 

travellers‘ familiarity with the destination in a major epidemic. First, a questionnaire was 

prepared with the commonly used dimensions of traveller risk perception and verified through 

a preliminary survey. Then, a formal online questionnaire survey was carried out, receiving 

860 valid questionnaires. The survey data were subject to analysis based on structural equation 

model (SEM). The results show that, under COVID-19, the traveller risk perception is 

negatively correlated with the willingness to travel, and the traveller familiarity with the 

destination regulated the negative correlation. It also unveils the traveller risk perception is 

enhanced by the number of changes of transport vehicles, the length of travel time, and the 

degree of epidemic impact on the destination, but suppressed by the risk tolerance of potential 

travellers. The main contribution of this research is to introduce risk perception of the 

particular situation of COVID-19. The research results enrich traveller decision-making 

mechanism and offer countermeasures to revitalise tourism industry after a major epidemic. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

Ever since the year-end of 2019, the novel coronavirus 

pneumonia (COVID-19) has triggered an enormous impact on 

the world. In today's globalised environment, the spread of 

infectious diseases is much faster than ever before; industries 

that rely on population movement have become more sensitive 

and vulnerable [1]. China's data shows that the impact of 

COVID-19 epidemic on the Chinese tourism market is more 

significant than that of SARS. As of April 19, 2020, a total of 

2,557 companies with 'travel agency' in their registered names 

had been cancelled. 

In previous studies, scholars have given some analysis on 

the relationship between the risk perception of travellers and 

their willingness to travel, but there are still a few research 

blanks.  

For example, first, few scholars have analysed the 

relationship between traveller risk perception and their 

willingness to travel in the context of significant epidemics. 

Second, it is not clear how destination familiarity affects the 

desire to travel. Third, no research has considered traveller risk 

perception from the perspectives of the complexity of the 

means of transportation during a journey or the travel time 

spent in tourism. 

Starting from the relationships among traveller risk 

perception, willingness to travel, and destination familiarity, 

this paper attempts to explain people's law of travel by 

analysing their travel decision-making mechanism in the post-

COVID-19 epidemic era. In the hopes of forming a 

countermeasure paradigm that could reduce tourism economic 

losses under the outbreak of a major epidemic, this paper 

provides practical suggestions for the overall recovery of the 

tourism economy. In the second part, this paper puts forward 

a theoretical model and several relationship hypotheses 

according to previous research results. It then conducts an 

empirical analysis based on the research conclusions. In the 

last part, it proposes specific suggestions and looks into future 

research. 

 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 Risk perception and willingness to travel 

 

Travelling is a dynamic decision-making process, and the 

willingness to travel is a travel's desire to participate in certain 

travel activities [2]. According to the hypothesis of rational 

man, people's desire to travel depends on the comparison 

between the utility of travel and the corresponding cost. Travel 

risk is an essential part of travel cost, and it refers to the 

potential negative consequences of travel behaviour perceived 

by travellers [3], including the severity of consequences and 

the size of loopholes. Due to the uncertainty feature of tourism 

products [4], the risk perception of travellers plays a key role 

in their decision-making process [5]. 

Risk perception refers to an individual's judgment on the 

uncertain travel process and results [6]; it is the individual's 

ability to determine, describe and quantify risks. In terms of 

the research on the formation of risk perception, Slovic [7] 

believes that people's risk perception and degree of acceptance 

are rooted in their society and culture; the research of 

Fischhoff et al. [8] on the risk perception of nuclear energy 

supports the conclusion that the public decision-making is 

more perceptual than the government decision-making, and 
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they believe that this is because public decision-making 

depends more on the perception of risks rather than objective 

risk measurement. In terms of the tourism research, Cater's [9] 

study on risk perception in expeditionary tourism supports 

similar conclusions, and he believes that although the impact 

of objective risk on the risk judgment process does exist, the 

role of subjective perception is more pronounced.  

Therefore, the asymmetry between travel safety information 

and the subjective perception of travellers [4] determines that 

potential travellers are extremely sensitive to travel risks [10]. 

Discussions on people's risk perception and willingness to 

travel after major crises mainly focus on the impact of terrorist 

activities, and most of these studies are based on the 

consideration of safety requirements and the assessment of 

risks [11, 12].  

Studies show that although a small number of people would 

choose areas under terrorist attacks to show their 

uncompromising stance against terrorism, for most people, 

their travel needs are likely to decrease as the perceived risks 

increase [13]. 

Based on this, hypothesis 1 is proposed as follows: 

H1: Under major epidemics, the risk perception level of 

travellers has an impact on their willingness to travel, and the 

two have a negative correlation. 
 

2.2 Destimation familarity and travel decision-making 
 

The research on the influence of familiarity on consumption 

was initiated in the field of marketing. Familiarity is a process 

of information evaluation [14]. In terms of its essence, 

Manthiou et al. [15] believe that familiarity can alleviate 

people's anxiety, and anxiety is a prominent factor affecting 

their risk perception [16]. 

Familiarity with the destination is a travel's visual or 

psychological impression of the destination [17]. The role of 

familiarity in promoting consumption seems to be equally 

applicable in the tourism market. The more familiar the 

traveller is with the destination, the higher the willingness to 

travel [18], this is because the traveller can adjust the 

perceived risks based on the information they have acquired 

[19]. The measurement dimensions of destination familiarity 

include traveller's travel experience and information 

acquisition [17]. In terms of travel experience, the studies of 

Qu et al. [20] and Pearce [21] both show that potential tourists 

without travel experience in the destination place have higher 

risk perception and more safety concerns about the destination. 

In terms of information acquisition, personal past travel 

experience and information provided by family members or 

friends are the most significant sources of information [22]. 

However, destination familiarity is not enough to become an 

absolute driving force for travel decisions. 

Based on this, hypothesis 2 is proposed as follows: 

H2: Under major epidemics, potential travellers' familiarity 

with the destination plays a regulatory role between risk 

perception and willingness to travel. The more comprehensive 

the information the traveller has about the destination, the 

lower the impact of risk perception on the desire to travel.  

 

2.3 Risk perception and transport factors 
 

Travel means changes in the physical space of travellers; 

therefore, it is an important content in tourism products. In the 

past, the risks related to transport factors are usually regarded 

as equipment risks, meaning the risks caused by the failure of 

equipment or the traffic accidents happened during the journey 

[4, 23]. Major epidemics have added new factors to travel risks, 

due to the highly contagious and latent nature of the novel 

coronavirus, under normal circumstances, more contact person, 

longer contact time, and shorter contact distance mean a 

greater probability of infection.  

Based on this, hypotheses 3 and 4 are proposed as follows: 

H3: There is a positive correlation between the number of 

changes of transport vehicles on the route and the risk 

perception of travellers. 

H4: There is a positive correlation between the length of 

travel time required on the route and the risk perception of 

travellers. 

 

2.4 Risk perception and epidemic image of destination 

 

The image of a travel destination is usually regarded as a 

key factor in the selection of travel destinations [24]. Some 

studies show that risk perception and risk types associated with 

the travel destination are usually integrated into the overall 

image of the destination [20]. Safety issues would affect the 

risk perception and travel decisions of travellers [25]; usually, 

they tend to avoid areas with higher risk perception [25] and 

replace destinations that seem unsafe [26]. Therefore, under 

epidemics, the real-time epidemic situation released by 

authoritative media has a great impact on travellers' decision-

making, and potential travellers will pay special attention to 

areas with higher risks and try to avoid these places [27]. In 

the post-epidemic era, people's travel decisions will take into 

account the infection situation of the destination. This is 

because once a destination's epidemic image has formed, even 

if the epidemic subsides, people will not quickly accept new 

evidence that is contrary to the judgements that have already 

existed in their mind [28]. 

Based on this, hypothesis 5 is proposed as follows: 

H5: Under a major epidemic, there is a positive correlation 

between a destination's epidemic image and people's risk 

perception..  

 

2.5 Risk perception and traveller risk tolerance 

 

Risk tolerance refers to people's psychological state of 

taking risks [29]; it is an important determinant of their 

attitudes and behaviours [30]. In special situations such as 

natural disasters, public health incidents, and terrorist attacks, 

risk tolerance has an important impact on travel decisions [30]. 

Under normal circumstances, the uncertainty brought about by 

risks will affect travellers' choice of destination and their travel 

behaviours. When the travel risk exceeds a threshold, they may 

try to control the risk by reducing the willingness to travel [31]. 

For the same risk, individuals have different perception paths 

[32], and the risk in one's eyes might be an adventure in the 

eyes of others [33]. For example, backpackers are willing to 

take risks avoided by others and travel to particular 

destinations [34]. It can be seen that the risk tolerance of 

potential travellers will directly affect their destination 

selections and travel decisions. Compared with people with 

higher risk tolerance, individuals with lower risk tolerance will 

experience greater insecurity and anxiety when travelling [35]. 

Based on this, hypothesis 6 is proposed as follows: 

H6: After a major epidemic, the risk tolerance of travellers 

has a negative impact on their risk perception. 

Based on above content, the theoretical model and 

relationship hypotheses proposed in this paper are shown in 

Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Theoretical model and relationship hypotheses 

 

 

3. RESEARCH DESIGN 

 

This paper took the risk perception of potential travellers 

after the COVID-19 epidemic as the starting point of the 

research and selected a few potential tourists after 6 months 

since the onset of COVID-19 epidemic in China as the 

research objects. 

 

3.1 Scale design  

 

A self-compiled questionnaire was adopted as the 

measurement scale for the research, with the travel risk 

perception dimensions commonly used by scholars as to the 

framework [36, 37]. Through interviews with subjects, risk 

points that people mainly pay attention to when travelling after 

the COVID-19 epidemic were preliminarily determined, 

including economic risks, health risks, psychological risks, 

social risks, medical risks, and financial risks. Each risk point 

was reflected by 3-5 specific questions. The scale also used 

some of the content of the Psychological Tension 

Questionnaire compiled by Shi et al. [38] during the SARS 

period. The questionnaire adopted the Likert’s Scale for the 

measurement. In terms of risk perception, it ranged from 

1(Very low risk) to 7(Very high risk); in terms of willingness 

to travel, it ranged from 1 (Unwilling to travel very much) to 

5 (Willing to travel very much). 

 

3.2 Data analysis 

 

The pre-survey questionnaires were distributed online. The 

survey time was from May 15, 2020, to May 22, 2020. A total 

of 338 questionnaires were returned, including 278 valid 

questionnaires, with a recovery rate of 82.25%. On the whole, 

the sample data was consistent with the research. After that, 

SPSS 25.0 was used to test the reliability of the pre-survey 

questionnaires, and the results showed that the Cronbach's 

alpha value was 0.891, indicating high reliability of the results.  

In addition, the questionnaire data were subject to the 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), and the KMO (Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin) value was obtained to be 0.863. 

The formal survey also adopted the form of an online 

questionnaire, and the survey time was from May 27, 2020, to 

June 11, 2020. A total of 1160 questionnaires were returned, 

including 860 valid questionnaires, with a recovery rate of 

74.14%. 

The overall situation of the survey and the distribution of 

demographic indicators are as follows in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Frequency of variables 

 

Variables  Frequency 
Percent 

(Valid) 

Gender  860 100% 

  402 46.74% 

  458 53.26% 

Age    

 17 or younger 86 10% 

 18-25 209 26.30% 

 26-30 243 28.26% 

 31-40 156 18.14% 

 41-50 110 12.79% 

 51-60 48 5.58% 

 61 or older 8 0.93% 

Monthly 

income 
   

 CNY 1,999 or less 225 26.16% 

 CNY 2,000-CNY 4, 999 324 37.67% 

 CNY 5,000-CNY 9, 999 180 20.93% 

 CNY 1,000-CNY 19, 999 99 11.51% 

 CNY 2,000 or more 32 3.72% 

 

In the sample data, the proportions of male and female 

respondents were relatively balanced, accounting for 46.74% 

and 53.26% respectively. The age group of the respondents 

mainly ranged from 18 to 50 years old, accounting for 93.49%, 

which was in line with the reality that people in this age group 

generally pay more attention to tourism activities. The sample 

data was suitable for this study.
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4. DATA ANALYSIS AND MODEL TEST 

 

SPSS25.0 and Amos26.0 were adopted for data analysis on 

the acquired data, and the applied methods included 

correlation analysis, regression analysis, and tests on the 

intermediary effects and regulatory variables.  

For the convenience of research, 6 groups of independent 

variables and dependent variables were set as follows: the 

number of changes of transport vehicles/risk perception, 

length of travel time required on the route/risk perception, the 

epidemic image of destination/risk perception, risk 

tolerance/risk perception, risk perception/willingness to travel, 

and traveller familiarity/willingness to travel; and 

corresponding model numbers were 1-6 respectively. 

4.1 Regression test 

 

Table 2. Model summary 

 

Model R R2 Adjusted 

R2 

S.E. Durbin-

Watson 

1 .970 0.94 0.94 0.314 0.114 

2 .969 0.939 0.939 0.397 0.087 

3 .969 0.939 0.939 0.455 0.194 

4 .966 0.933 0.933 0.482 0.136 

5 .981 0.963 0.963 0.294 0.075 

6 .957 0.916 0.916 0.427 0.181 

 

Table 3. Coefficient 

 

Model  
Unstandardised coefficient Standardised coefficient 

t Significance 
B S.E. Beta 

1 
(constant) 

V1 

0.601 0.034 

0.97 

17.942 0.000 

0.246 0.003 
82.911 

20.026 
0.000 

2 
(constant) 

V3 

0.768 0.038 
0.969 

81.35 0.000 

0.097 0.001 13.617 0.000 

3 
(constant) 

V5 

0.575 0.042 
0.969 

80.969 0.000 

0.927 0.011 14.784 0.000 

4 
(constant) 

V7 

0.764 0.052 
0.966 

77.247 0.000 

0.959 0.012 -0.886 0.376 

5 
(constant) 

V9 

-0.027 0.03 
0.981 

105.146 0.000 

0.716 0.007 6.78 0.000 

6 
(constant) 

V11 

0.324 0.048 
0.957 68.229 0.000 

0.685 0.01 

 

From the Tables 2 and 3 above, we can know that The 

values of R2 indicate that the degree of fitting was very high, 

which means that the regression model can well explain the 

changes of the dependent variable Y; therefore, further 

regression model analysis could be conducted. 

The regression model is as follows: 

 

𝑦1 = 0.246𝑥 + 0.601 
 

𝑦2 = 0.097𝑥 + 0.768 
 

𝑦3 = 0.927𝑥 + 0.575 
 

𝑦4 = 0.959𝑥 + 0.764 
 

𝑦5 = 0.716𝑥 − 0.027 
 

𝑦6 = 0.685𝑥 + 0.324 

 

4.2 Structural modeling and testing 

 

Based on the theoretical model, AMOS 26.0 software was 

adopted to construct the structural equation model, and the 

maximum likelihood estimation method was selected for the 

iteration of estimated parameters; the test results of action 

paths are shown in the figure below. 

Independent variables 1-4 respectively represent the 

number of changes of transport vehicles on the route, the 

length of travel time required on the route, the epidemic image 

of the destination, and the risk tolerance; and the intermediate 

variable represents the risk perception affected by the above 

four factors. The theoretical model and relationship 

hypotheses proposed in this paper are shown in Figures 2 and 

3. 

The intermediary test needs to take into account the 

significance between the paths. Table 4 shows the estimation 

of the Unstandardised regression coefficients and their 

significance test results. From left to right, the values are the 

Unstandardised estimated value (namely the parts indicated by 

single arrows in the Unstandardised path model diagram), the 

standard error of estimated parameters, the critical ratio value 

(equivalent to the t value, when it is greater than 1.96, the 

significance level reaches 0.05), and the P-value, it can be seen 

from the P-value that each path was significant. 

The intermediary test and the regulatory variable test need 

to take into account the significance of each path. Table 5 

shows the estimation of the Unstandardised regression 

coefficients and their significance test. From left to right, the 

values are the estimated value, standard error, CR value and 

significance; it can be seen from the P-value that each path is 

significant. 

Accroding to the Table 6 and Table 8 we can know that 

theThe estimated values of Standardised regression 

coefficients were all between -1 and 1, and there’s no error 

with the model; therefore, it has research value. 
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Figure 2. Framework of the structural equation model 

 

 
 

Figure 3. Structural equation model 

 

4.2.1 Test on intermediary effect 

According to the test method of intermediary effect, 

AMOS21.0 and SEM were adopted for the research. With the 

number of changes of transport vehicles on the route, the 

length of travel time required on the route, the epidemic image 

of the destination, and the risk tolerance of potential traveller 

as independent variables, and the willingness to travel as the 

dependent variable, the intermediary effect of risk perception 

corresponding to different independent variables was tested. 

The path coefficient of the number of changes of transport 

vehicles on the route to the risk perception (β=0.97, p<0.001), 

the path coefficient of the length of travel time required on the 

route to the risk perception (β=0.97, p<0.001), the path 

coefficient of the epidemic image of destination to the risk 

perception (β=0.97, p<0.001), the path coefficient of the risk 

tolerance of potential traveller to the risk perception (β=0.97, 

p<0.001), were all significant. 
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The path coefficient of the risk perception corresponding to 

the number of changes of transport vehicles on the route to the 

willingness to travel (β=-0.14, p<0.001), the path coefficient 

of the risk perception corresponding to the length of travel 

time required on the route to the willingness to travel (β=0.80, 

p<0.001), the path coefficient of the risk perception 

corresponding to the epidemic image of destination to the 

willingness to travel (β=-0.14, p<0.001), and the path 

coefficient of the risk perception corresponding to the risk 

tolerance of potential traveller to the willingness to travel 

(β=0.48, p<0.001), were all significant. The test results of the 

percentile Bootstrap method for deviation correction are 

shown in Table 7. 

To sum up, risk perception plays an intermediary role 

between the number of changes of transport vehicles on the 

route, the length of travel time required on the route, the 

epidemic image of the destination, the risk tolerance of 

potential traveller and the willingness to travel. 

4.2.2 Test on the regulatory effect of traveller familiarity 

This paper took the number of changes of transport vehicles 

on the route, the length of travel time required on the route, the 

epidemic image of the destination, and the risk tolerance of 

potential traveller as independent variables; while the 

willingness to travel as the dependent variable. The risk 

perceptions corresponding to different independent variables 

were taken as the intermediary variables to investigate whether 

the prediction of the interaction terms of risk perceptions 

corresponding to different independent variables and tourist 

familiarity on the willingness to travel is significant. Therefore, 

examine the regulatory effect of traveller familiarity in the 

intermediary model with the regulatory variable. The results 

showed that traveller familiarity has a significant regulatory 

effect on risk perceptions corresponding to different 

independent variables and the willingness to travel (β=0.03, 

p<0.001; β=0.14, p<0.001; β=-0.77, p<0.001; β =048, 

p<0.001). 

 

Table 4. Regression weights: (Group number 1-Default model) 

    
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Risk perception 1 <--- Number of changes of transport vehicles on the route .245 .003 80.353 *** 
 

Risk perception 2 <--- The length of travel time required on the route .097 .001 81.445 *** 
 

Risk perception 3 <--- The epidemic image of destination .927 .011 81.063 *** 
 

Risk perception 4 <--- Risk tolerance of potential traveller .959 .012 77.337 *** 
 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk perception 1 -.155 .017 -9.256 *** 
 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk perception 2 .688 .013 52.394 *** 
 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk perception 3 -.104 .012 -9.049 *** 
 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk perception 4 .360 .011 31.702 *** 
 

 

Table 5. Regression weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

    
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Risk perception 1 <--- Number of changes of transport vehicles on the route back 

and forth 

.216 .003 73.272 *** 
 

Risk perception 2 <--- The length of travel time required on the route back and 

forth 

.067 .001 62.881 *** 
 

Risk perception 3 <--- The epidemic image of destination .719 .011 66.417 *** 
 

Risk perception 4 <--- Risk tolerance of potential traveller .338 .010 33.436 *** 
 

Risk perception 1 <--- Traveller familiarity .082 .007 11.510 *** 
 

Risk perception 2 <--- Traveller familiarity .251 .008 30.053 *** 
 

Risk perception 3 <--- Traveller familiarity .207 .010 20.469 *** 
 

Risk perception 4 <--- Traveller familiarity .584 .009 63.151 *** 
 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk perception 1 -.024 .014 -1.691 .091   
Willingness to travel <--- Risk perception 2 .434 .014 30.719 *** 

 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk perception 3 .675 .011 60.775 *** 
 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk perception 4 -.372 .022 -17.298 *** 
 

Willingness to travel <--- Traveller familiarity .305 .015 19.769 *** 
 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk 1×Familiarity .008 .001 6.342 *** 
 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk 2×Familiarity .034 .001 29.728 *** 
 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk 3×Familiarity -.174 .001 -167.857 *** 
 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk 4×Familiarity .100 .001 104.227 *** 
 

 

Table 6. Standardised regression weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

  
<--- Estimate E.968 

Risk perception 1 

Risk perception 2 

<--- 

<--- 

Number of changes of transport vehicles on the route back and forth 

The length of travel time required on the route back and forth 

.968 

.969 

Risk perception 3 <--- The epidemic image of destination .969 

Risk perception 4 <--- Risk tolerance of potential traveller .966 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk perception 1 -.140 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk perception 2 .795 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk perception 3 -.137 

Willingness to travel <--- Risk perception 4 .481 
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Table 7. Bootstrap effect of intermediary paths 

 

Intermediary paths 
Estimated value of 

intermediary effect point 

Bootstrap interval of 

intermediary effect 
Significance 

(p) 
Lower limit Upper limit 

The number of changes of transport vehicles on the route 

→ Risk perception → Willingness to travel 
0.770 0.660 0.844 0.004 

The length of travel time required on the route → Risk 

perception→ Willingness to travel 
-0.136 -0.215 -0.053 0.001 

Epidemic image of destination → Risk perception→ 

Willingness to travel 
-0.133 -0.231 -0.025 0.020 

Risk tolerance of potential traveller → Risk perception→ 

Willingness to travel 
0.464 0.331 0.606 0.001 

 

Table 8. Test on the regulatory effect of traveller familiarity 

 

 
Standardised regression 

coefficient 
SE P 

Willingness to travel  Risk perception corresponding to the number of changes of 

transport vehicles on the route × Traveller familiarity 
0.03 0.001 <0.001 

Willingness to travel  Risk perception corresponding to the length of travel time 

required on the route × Traveller familiarity 
0.14 0.001 <0.001 

Willingness to travel Risk perception corresponding to the epidemic image of 

destination × Traveller familiarity 
0.48 0.001 <0.001 

Willingness to travel Risk tolerance of potential traveller × Traveller familiarity -0.77 0.001 <0.001 

 

 

5. CONCLUSIONS 

 

5.1 Findings 

 

This study adopted the empirical method to analyse the 

influence mechanism of the risk perception of travellers on 

their willingness to travel under the COVID-19 epidemic. In 

the context of major public health events, this research 

supports the conclusion drawn by Sonmez and Grafe [13] that 

risk perception plays a key role in travel decision-making. 

The results showed that the greater the number of changes 

of transport vehicles, the longer the travel time required, the 

deeper the image of the destination affected by the epidemic, 

the lower the risk tolerance of potential travellers, the higher 

the risk perception level of people, the lower their willingness 

to travel. This study confirmed that in a major epidemic, 

individuals’ familiarity with travel destinations could reduce 

the negative impact of risk perception on the willingness to 

travel. 

 

5.2 Contributions 

 

The broad impact range of COVID-19 epidemic and its 

massive impact on the economy are rare in history. Based on 

previous studies, this paper discussed the decision-making 

mechanism of travel willingness under the COVID-19 

epidemic and expanded the related theories. 

The innovations of this study are: first, it took transport 

factors as independent variables that affect people's risk 

perception, providing a new entry point for observing people's 

travel decisions under major public health events. In previous 

studies, although some scholars paid attention to the risk of 

transport factors, they mainly interpreted it as a dimension of 

risk perception. In this study, the number of changes of 

transport vehicles and the travel time required was taken as 

variables to represent the risk of transport factors, which can 

be better understood by people under major public health 

incidents. Second, the paper emphasised the regulatory effect 

of traveller's familiarity with the destination between risk 

perception and travel decisions, which provided theoretical 

support for revitalising tourism industry in the post-epidemic 

era. 

 

5.3 Enlightments 

 

In order to deal with the tourism industry crisis caused by 

COVID-19 epidemic, this paper proposes the following 

countermeasures: 

First, flexibly design tourism products according to people's 

travel preferences during the epidemic. Considering that in the 

post-epidemic era, shorter travel time and fewer transport 

vehicles can improve people's willingness to travel, it is 

suggested that the related department should further develop 

short-distance and self-driving tourism products. In addition, 

most people are unwilling to either travel to areas that are 

deeply affected by the epidemic or change their inherent views; 

therefore, it is suggested that the designed tourism products 

should avoid areas that are deeply affected by the epidemic as 

much as possible. However, after the epidemic is over, the 

anti-epidemic image of the destination may become a good 

point for tourism promotion. 

Second, considering the highly infectious feature of 

COVID-19 and there are asymptomatic carriers, it suggests to 

maintain public health safety management systems by the 

relevant regulations of the World Health Organisation and the 

country in the post-epidemic era. This is because 

communication and management of risks can reduce the 

impact of the disease on the economy to a certain extent [5]. 

Finally, relevant departments should encourage people to 

share their travel experiences on social media to increase 

potential travellers' familiarity with the destination[39]. 

Potential travellers usually use a variety of information 

sources to assist their travel decisions [40]. The information 

people share on social networks will affect the return 

expectation of individuals, and the travel recommendations 

given by friends and family members are far more effective 

than advertisements [41]. 
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5.4 Future research 

 

Risks arise in social and cultural progress [42]. In social 

science research, people usually understand risks through 

"social constructivist approaches" [5]. Therefore, in the future, 

it is necessary to observe further the travel decision-making 

mechanism of people under different cultural backgrounds 

based on this research. 
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