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a b s t r a c t

Security and safety are extremely important for travelers and the tourism industry. One construct that
has remained largely unexplored in explaining visitors' perceived safety while at the destination is their
level of emotional solidarity (positive sentiments one feels for another) with destination residents. The
purpose of this paper is to examine tourists' perceived safety in two popular tourism destinations in
Texas along the MexicoeU.S. border (i.e., the Lower Rio Grande Valley and the Big Bend area) and
investigate the extent to which tourists' emotional solidarity with residents predicts their perceptions of
safety. Perceptions of safety were higher among visitors to the Big Bend area than they were among
visitors to the Lower Rio Grande Valley. Also, visitors high in emotional solidarity (particularly to a
dimension pertaining to feeling welcomed) also perceived the tourism destination as relatively safe.
Theoretical and practical implications are provided.

© 2014 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

If average Americans were asked to give their honest impres-
sions of theMexicoeU.S. border, theywould arguably provide a less
than positive response.Whether this is objectively right or wrong is
less relevant than the fact that people's perceptions are real to them
much like children's fear of the dark is real even though nothing
may very well hurt them when the lights are off. Truth be told, the
most frequently crossed international border (Golson & Golson,
2008) has a history shaped by drug and human trafficking, illegal
immigration, gang violence, and other forms of lawlessness
(Morales, Morales, Menchaca, & Sebastian, 2013; Rosenblum,
Bjelopera, & Finklea, 2013; Volkmann et al., 2013). That is not to
oosnam), sshafer@tamu.edu
su.edu (D.J. Timothy).
say that all areas of the border are home to such activity or that this
behavior takes placemost of the time.What can be said, however, is
that some of the criminal activity is presented bymedia outlets and
can have a lasting impression on potential travelers as they
formulate decisions to travel (or not to travel) to key border des-
tinations (Canally & Timothy, 2007; Hall, Timothy, & Duval, 2004;
Lo, 2009). While many stories are indisputable, the approach
taken to convey news by some outlets can, at times, seem suspect,
disingenuous or even as if it is part of a political agenda set out to
intimidate travelers or negatively affect destinations (Hammett,
2013).

The implications such media pocan have on potential travel to a
destination can be profound and actually beg the question “is the
place safe enough to visit?” Of course, implicit within notions of
safety are the interactions occurring between individuals. As
Boakye (2012) and George (2010) have alluded to in their work, the
way inwhich tourists perceive residents (and resulting interactions
occurring at the destination) may serve to explain how safe the
former feels while visiting. To date, however, a dearth of research
exists on the relationship between tourists and residents in shaping
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perceived safety within the destination. One way this relationship
can be examined is through the construct of emotional solidarity
(Woosnam & Aleshinloye, 2013), which has most recently been
utilized in numerous contexts within the tourism literature.
Considering that Texas, which shares the largest portion of the U.S.
border with Mexico (1241 miles of the total 1933.4 miles, or 62.4%
of the entire MexicoeU.S. border) (U.S. Congressional Research
Service, 2006) is home to numerous tourist destinations, and
heavily influenced by what goes on south of the border, including
concerns about safety and violence spilling across the line from
Mexico, the purpose of this work is threefold: 1) to examine how
tourists in two key Texas regions (the Lower Rio Grande Valley
region and the Big Bend region) perceive residents in those areas
(by comparing emotional solidarities reported); 2) to assess such
tourists' perceived safety in the two regions (by comparing
perceived safety reported); and 3) to examine the relationship of
emotional solidarity predicting tourists' reported safety in each
region.

2. Literature review

2.1. Emotional solidarity

Solidarity is by no means a new phenomenon, with its roots in
classical sociology, based on the theoretical writings of Emile
Durkheim. While various definitions exist of the concept (Hechter,
1988; Wallace & Wolf, 2006), solidarity can be thought of as the
ties within society that bind people together as one, whether that
be through feelings or actions. Merz, Schuengel, and Schulze
(2007), argue that Durkheim considered solidarity to be the so-
cial tie that contributes to the general integration of society, which
prevents society from anomy (that can result from individualiza-
tion and autonomy). In his seminal work on solidarity, The Division
of Labour in Society, Durkheim (1997[1893]) conceived of the
concept in two main forms: mechanical and organic. The former
was most readily found in primitive societies where the “collective
conscience” was strong, whereas the latter could be most visible in
more contemporary societies with a weakened collective con-
science contributing to greater individualism (Wallace & Wolf,
2006, pp. 30). Retreating from this distinction somewhat,
Durkheim (1995[1915]), in The Elementary Forms of the Religious
Life, put forth the concept that solidarity (within the context of the
religion of Australia's Aboriginals at the close of the 19th century)
is a function of rituals and deeply-held beliefs among those within
the group.

Research concerning emotional solidarity began with a focus on
the macro-level perspective within classical sociology. In reading
the original writings of Durkheim, it is apparent that his intent was
to approach solidarity considering social systems as a whole and
how the concept supported the notion of structural functionalism.
Coser (1956; 1967) work in response to Durkheim's (from a conflict
theorist approach), while it also approached solidarity from the
macro-level, conceived of solidarity as occurring as a result of inter-
group tension or hostility. However, through time, as Merz et al.
(2007) contend, the focus from the macro- to the micro-level has
taken place where an emphasis is placed on examining solidarity
among individuals within particular families and communities.
With such a transition, Hammarstr€om (2005, p. 36) defined the
construct as “positive sentiments present in relationships” among
individuals. The evolution towards the micro may be a function of
two things. First, Durkheim's work at the time he wrote was criti-
cized as a byproduct of an extreme case, where he based his un-
derstanding of solidarity on a primitive culture in Australia, which
he never visited or engagedwith as a field researcher (Nisbet,1974).
Additionally, a focus on the micro-level may have come about due
to the practical nature of measuring solidarity among individuals
within small groups, most notably within fields such as religious
studies, gerontology, and family studies. In fact, numerous forms of
solidarity (e.g., affectional, functional, consensual, associational,
structural, and normative) have been researched extensively
(Bengtson, Giarruso, Mabry & Silverstein, 2002) and measured in
various ways (see Lin & Harwood, 2003; Mills, Wakeman, & Fea,
2001) within the aforementioned fields. Most recently solidarity
has been examined in regards to a host of social settings, including
national identity (Kubow, 2013), kinship relationships (Nauck &
Becker, 2013), racial minorities (Stanley, 2014), or the religious
(Clements, 2013) among others.

Emotional solidarity has also been examined extensively within
the tourism literature to explain the relationships between desti-
nation residents and tourists. Woosnam and his colleagues have
conducted numerous studies involving both host and guest repre-
sentatives to determine varying degrees of emotional solidarity
with one another. Informed by the work of Durkheim (1995[1915]),
Woosnam (2011a) formulated and examined the theoretical
framework of emotional solidarity whereby shared beliefs, shared
behavior, and interaction were found to predict the construct
significantly. While most research on emotional solidarity in
tourism involves resident samples (Woosnam, 2011a; 2012;
Woosnam & Norman, 2010; Woosnam, Norman, & Ying, 2009),
examining the solidarity they experience with tourists, only a few
works (e.g. Woosnam, 2011b; Woosnam & Aleshinloye, 2013) focus
exclusively on tourists' emotional solidarity with residents. Addi-
tionally, most extant research only includes data from one desti-
nation, making it impossible to compare with other destinations.
One final assessment of the work on emotional solidarity is that the
construct has been used sparingly to explain other measures
(Woosnam, 2012). Oftentimes, solidarity is treated as the outcome
of other constructs, which is especially truewithin current research
in gerontology and family studies (see Silverstein, Conroy, & Gans,
2012 for greater discussion of this). Implicit in thework of solidarity
is its potential link to safety and security.

Arguably, the closer one perceives a relationship or bond with
another, the safer he/shewill feel around that person. Such findings
have been presented in the context of solidarity among the elderly
within the gerontology literature (Dupuis-Blanchard, Neufeld, &
Strang, 2009; Glass & Vander Plaats, 2013). To date, however, in
tourism studies, emotional solidarity with residents of the desti-
nation has not been used to explain tourists' perceived safety.
Furthermore, in much recent tourism scholarship, safety and se-
curity, are considered highly important in the decision-making
process among potential and return tourists (Barker, Page, &
Meyer, 2003; George, 2010; Reisinger & Mavondo, 2006). Missing
in this discourse, however, is a conversation about the role re-
lationships with residents play in helping to shape tourists' per-
ceptions of safety within destinations.

2.2. Perceived safety

Issues of security and safety are of paramount importance for
most travelers and the tourism sector as a whole (Cohen & Cohen,
2012). Throughout the last decade, security and safety have been
consistently ranked one of the top global concerns facing the in-
dustry (Edgell, 2013; Edgell& Swanson, 2013). One reason for this is
even though it has been roughly 13 years since the 9/11 attacks, the
world has been forever changed not only by the threats and actions
of terrorists, but also the growing fear of imminent attacks by the
same groups (Saha & Yap, 2013). This realization has caused trav-
elers to pause and acknowledge more seriously things such as
government travel warnings and alerts as they plan for and engage
in travel. Whether consciously or not, as people plan travel, engage



Table 1
2012 U.S. Census Bureau socio-demographic and -economic information for resi-
dents of the LRGV and Big Bend regions county.

Region
and county

Population Hispanic
origin

Median household
income (2008e2012)

Bachelor's
degree or
higher (25þ)

LRGV region
Starr Co.a 61,615 95.6% $24,653 8.5%
Hidalgo Co.b 806,552 90.9% $33,218 15.6%
Willacy Co.c 22,058 87.3% $26,369 8.4%
Cameron Co.d 415,557 88.4% $32,558 14.9%
Big Bend region
Brewster Co.e 9316 43.8% $40,086 35.4%
Texasa 26,060,796 38.2% $51,563 26.3%

a information obtained through U.S. Census Bureau at http://quickfacts.census.
gov/qfd/states/48/48427.html.

b information obtained through U.S. Census Bureau at http://quickfacts.census.
gov/qfd/states/48/48215.html.

c information obtained through U.S. Census Bureau at http://quickfacts.census.
gov/qfd/states/48/48489.html.

d information obtained through U.S. Census Bureau at http://quickfacts.census.
gov/qfd/states/48/48061.html.

e information obtained through U.S. Census Bureau at http://quickfacts.census.
gov/qfd/states/48/48043.html.
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in travel, or are in the destination, they are all prone to make de-
cisions based on perceptions of safety.

With a continued emphasis on safety in the tourism industry, it
makes logical sense why there has been a steady increase in
research concerning the topic (Hall et al., 2004; Scott, Laws, &
Prideaux, 2013). As proof of this growing interest, there is now at
least one international journal dedicated to issues of safety in the
context of tourism and hospitality, with many journals having
special issues dedicated to the topic. Just as research in the field of
travel and tourism is diverse, the work surrounding security and
safety in the context of tourism is also quite varied including topics
such as health epidemics, food security, natural disasters, terrorism,
war, political instability, cross-cultural differences, and petty crime
(Lepp, Gibson, & Lane, 2011; Sofield, 2006). One can argue that
research on these varied topics has traditionally been done from a
reactive standpoint, responding to some crisis or describing a crisis,
rather than being proactive in planning for it. Prime examples of
this reactivity are found in research focusing on natural disasters
and terrorism, which makes intuitive sense given it is difficult to
conduct empirical research on a phenomenon that has yet to occur.
As of late, research pertaining to security and safety is beginning to
adopt a more proactive approach focusing on planning for tourism,
so destinations are better equipped to deal with crises should they
arise (Laws & Prideaux, 2005; Tarlow, 2009). As Mansfeld and
Pizam (2006) purport, planning for and taking measures to main-
tain security and safety among travelers is extremely important to
the future of tourism within destinations and can ultimately have
implications for growth and return visitation.

One growing area of research concerns safety in the context of
tourism in international border regions. Border areas are important
for tourism for a host of reasons, particularly their attraction ele-
ments and their ability to create barriers to travel and tourism
development (Gelbman & Timothy, 2011; Timothy, 2001). A num-
ber of key urban destinations (e.g., Geneva, Switzerland; San Diego,
USA; Strasbourg, France; Niagara Falls, USA/Canada; Copenhagen,
Denmark; Shenzhen, China; and Bratislava, Slovakia) are located in
border areas which help facilitate and foster increased visitation
and ultimately, spending from international visitors (Timothy,
1995; Timothy & Tosun, 2003). Gelbman and Timothy (2011)
contend that borderlands offer varied degrees of interaction be-
tween individuals from diverse backgrounds, which ultimately has
potential to lead to greater cross-cultural exchange and under-
standing. Beyond this, borders are key points of entry, or gateways,
that visitors first encounter upon entering a country. This provides
significant potential for destination countries to make a positive
first impression and convey a particular message or image (Ilbery,
Saxena, & Kneafsey, 2007). On the opposite end of the spectrum,
negative implications exist for border regions as well. Sofield (2006,
p. 102) noted that “traditionally, bordersewhether physical or
conceptualehave been considered as demarcations of ‘us’ and
‘them,’ of delineating difference, or civilized from barbarian”. In-
dividuals living on two sides of a border are typically different
(Rumley & Minghi, 1991), “as they belong to different regimes and
have developed different lifestyles and cultures, separate econo-
mies and different cultural landscapes” (Gelbman & Timothy, 2011,
p. 112). Oftentimes, political boundaries between countries high-
light distinctive ruling governments or political parties, making
border regions hotbeds of criminal activity whether it is smuggling
weapons, drugs or people (Gelbman & Timothy, 2010). It has also
been suggested that border regions can potentially serve as key
passageways for terrorists (Cohen & Cohen, 2012; Sofield, 2006).

Empirical research surrounding safety among actual or potential
tourists along the MexicoeU.S. border in particular has been near
non-existent within the tourism literature, despite the clear con-
cerns many Americans have about the borderlands and the
potential for drug-related violence, crime and other security
threats. Considering university students as a study population,
Canally and Timothy (2007) assessed whether previous travel to
the MexicoeU.S. border had any impact on perceptions of personal
safety among travelers. The authors found that neither past travel
experience nor frequency of previous visits to the border region
significantly explained any variance in perceived personal safety.
Using a similar study sample of university students, Lepp and
Gibson (2003) reported that previous experience in visiting inter-
national destinations did in fact explain variance in various forms of
perceived safety. Implicit in both of these studies concerning pre-
vious experience is the fact that such visitors likely interacted with
members of the host community; however, measures of such
interaction were not assessed. Furthermore, aspects of the re-
lationships (i.e., encounters, interactions, history of relationships,
etc.) between residents and tourists within the MexicoeU.S. border
region has rarely, if ever, been considered a force that could explain
tourists' and potential tourists' degree of perceived safety within
the border region. For the current study, emotional solidarity serves
as a measure of the perceived relationship that tourists experience
with residents living in two of the best-known tourist border re-
gions (i.e., The Lower Rio Grande Valley region and The Big Bend
region) along the MexicoeU.S. border in Texas.

3. Methods

3.1. Study sites

3.1.1. Lower Rio Grande Valley region
The Lower Rio Grande Valley (LRGV), or The Valley as it is most

commonly referred to within Texas, is comprised of four counties
(Starr, Willacy, Hidalgo, and Cameron) in the southernmost tip of
Texas. LRGV spans approximately 150 miles from the furthest point
in the west to the furthest point in the east of the region. Based on
U.S. Census Bureau data, Table 1 provides residential information
concerning socio-demographic and socio-economic variables for
the LRGV counties and its 1.3 million residents. Generally speaking,
compared with the state of Texas as a whole, most residents are of
Hispanic origin, with lower household incomes and a low per-
centage of individuals with at least a four-year, post-secondary
degree.

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48/48427.html
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48/48427.html
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48/48215.html
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48/48215.html
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48/48489.html
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48/48489.html
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48/48061.html
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48/48061.html
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48/48043.html
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/48/48043.html
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In terms of tourism, various types of visitors are attracted to
LRGV from family vacationers and spring breakers in South Padre
Island (in the east) to heritage tourists in search of the border
environment and Mexican culture at various historic sites. Many
nature tourists are also drawn to the natural areas around McAllen
and Harlingen (to the west) in search of rare bird species. In fact,
‘birding’ is so popular in the region that Mathis and Matisoff (2004)
claim it is the second most popular destination for birders in North
America. Beyond this, the region is known for shopping opportu-
nities to buy Latino handicrafts and artwork and as a jumping-off
point to visit towns and cities north and south of the border with
numerous amenities. In 2012, visitors spent $31,520,000 in Starr
County, $26,540,000 in Willacy County, $1,230,720,000 in Hidalgo
County, and $771,950,000 in Cameron County on accommodations,
food, local transportation and gas, arts, entertainment and recrea-
tion, retail shopping, and air transportation (Texas Tourism, 2013).
Considered together, these visitor spending figures helped support
22,910 tourism-related jobs throughout LRGV in 2012 (Texas
Tourism, 2013).

3.1.2. Big Bend region
Northwest from LRGV approximately 500 miles along the Rio

Grande River (which separates Mexico from the U.S. in Texas) is the
Big Bend region, which was given its name due to the dramatic shift
in direction the river takes (giving shape to region and state).
Brewster County, which is more than three times the size of the
state of Delaware covering roughly 6184 square miles (Texas
Association of Counties, 2014), includes Big Bend National Park
and is the primary tourist attraction in the region. Despite
comprising far more land area than LRGV, far fewer residents live in
the Big Bend region (i.e., 9316 residents). The two areas are vastly
different in terms of the percentage of residents of Hispanic origin
as well as the percentage of residents with at least a bachelor's
degree. A more subtle difference in median household income
exists between the regions (see Table 1).

Like LRGV, the Big Bend region has much to offer visitors, many
of whom are drawn to the high elevation Chihuahuan Desert
topography and ecology in search of particular vegetation types,
bird species, and unmatched geologic formations, much of which is
protected within the 801,163 acres of Big Bend National Park
(National Park Service, 2014a). Over the last ten years, the park has
averaged approximately 350,000 visitors per annum (National Park
Service, 2014b). Similar to LRGV, visitors are also drawn to the re-
gion for its historical and cultural significance in hopes of seeing
artifacts and walking the lands with earliest recorded human
inhabitance dating back to the Paleo-Indian period some 10,500
years ago (Glasrud &Mallouf, 2013). Modern-day attractions in the
area include the communities of Terlingua and Lajitas, the Gage
Hotel in Marathon, art galleries in Alpine and Marathon, as well as
landscapes used in filming movies such as No Country for Old Men
(2007). In 2012 in Brewster County, tourists spent some
$51,910,000 on accommodations, food, local transportation and
gas, arts, entertainment and recreation, retail shopping, and air
transportation (Texas Tourism, 2013). These direct impacts were
responsible for supporting 1140 tourism-based jobs in the county.

3.2. Data collection and sampling

Survey data were collected from tourists in LRGV during twelve
randomly-selected sampling periods over a twelve-month period
using an on-site, self-administered questionnaire. Between March
2011 and February 2012, tourists were intercepted at key attrac-
tions throughout the four-county region and randomly selected
following a systematic sampling strategy with a random start (i.e.,
selecting one person from every third group, depending on time of
day or year), and asked if they were willing to complete a short
questionnaire on-site. Data collection sites included visitor centers,
local/state/federally-managed public lands (i.e., state parks, wildlife
refuges, etc.), the Atlantic Ocean beach, pedestrian areas in business
districts, lodging establishments, and at a festival within the region.
At least two researchers were stationed at the sites between 9am
and 5pm, Friday through Sunday (with an occasional Thursday
depending on if a holiday fell during the selected weekend), asking
individuals to participate. Overall, 486 tourists were contacted in
LRGV and asked to participate. Fifty-four individuals declined to
participate while 49 had been asked to participate at other sites.
The remaining 383 individuals accepted and completed the ques-
tionnaire, which is an effective response rate of 88.5%.

Much like in LRGV, data were collected from Big Bend tourists in
six sampling periods between November 2011 and October 2012.
Participants were also intercepted on-site at key locations
throughout Brewster County and randomly selected following a
systematic sampling strategy with a random start (i.e., selecting
one person from every other or every third group that passed) and
asked if they would be willing to complete a brief questionnaire
(concerning travel patterns and activities participated in while
visiting). It should be mentioned that no data from the initial on-
site contact was used for this paper. Once individuals completed
the on-site questionnaire, each was asked if he/she were willing to
complete a follow-up questionnaire that would come within one
week either via email or mail, depending on each person's prefer-
ence. This ‘foot-in-the-door’ technique (Freedman & Fraser, 1966)
has seen success in increasing participation in survey research. At
least four researchers were stationed at key attractions and services
between 9am and 5pm, Thursday through Sunday, to collect data.
These attractions included three visitor centers within Big Bend
National Park, lodging and resort establishments, local merchant
stores, pedestrian areas in business districts, town visitor centers,
and at a museum in the area. Both the online (sent via email) and
the print (sent via mail) versions of the questionnaire were iden-
tical in question structure and content. Those preferring the online
versionwere contacted four times (at one week intervals) via email
with directions and a link to the questionnaire. Those preferring the
print version were contacted twice to participate, each time with a
self-addressed stamped envelope with a cover letter and ques-
tionnaire. Nine hundred and sixty-three tourists to the Big Bend
area were approached and asked to complete the on-site ques-
tionnaire, of which 879 agreed (i.e., a response rate of 91.3%).
Among those 879 respondents, 711 indicated a willingness to
participate in a follow-up survey either by email (653 individuals)
or regular mail (58 individuals). Unfortunately, of the 653 emailed
individuals, 58 had nonfunctional email addresses. Overall, 495 (of
the potential 653) people completed the follow-up survey, result-
ing in an effective response rate of 75.8%.

3.3. Measures and analysis

The two primary measures in this paper include the 10-item
Emotional Solidarity Scale (ESS) developed by Woosnam and
Norman (2010), as well as the 6-item perceived safety scale uti-
lized in the work of George (2010). Each scale was presented as a
1e7 agreement Likert scale, where 1 ¼ strongly disagree and
7 ¼ strongly agree. While the former scale has been shown
(Woosnam, 2011a) to be multidimensional in nature (i.e., feeling
welcomed, emotional closeness, and sympathetic understanding), the
latter scale was deemed unidimensional by George (2010). The
LRGV questionnaire contained additional items concerning travel
behavior, travel history, expenditures, and numerous demographic
questions. The Big Bend questionnaire contained similar items but
also questions pertaining to information sources used to plan the



Table 2
Descriptive summary of participants.

Variable LRGV (%) Big Bend (%)

Socio-demograhic and -economic
Age (nLRGV ¼ 377, MLRGV ¼ 55.5; nBig Bend ¼ 464, MBig Bend ¼ 51.9)
18e29 8.0 11.9
30e39 10.9 10.6
40e49 10.6 17.0
50e59 21.2 22.8
60e69 34.5 28.4
�70 14.9 9.3

Gender (nLRGV ¼ 379; nBig Bend ¼ 471)
Female 50.9 37.8
Male 49.1 62.2

Household income (nLRGV ¼ 329; nBig Bend ¼ 449)
<USD $75,000 44.4 41.9
�USD $75,000 55.6 58.1

Education (nLRGV ¼ 375; nBig Bend ¼ 453)
High school or less 12.0 5.5
Some college 15.7 19.6
College degree 30.7 43.5
Graduate degree 41.6 31.3

Travel behavior
First time visitor (nLRGV ¼ 333; nBig Bend ¼ 477)
No (Mnumber of previous visits(LRGV) ¼ 9.1;
Mnumber of previous visits(LRGV) ¼ 12.9)

76.0 42.1

Yes 24.0 57.9
Group size (nLRGV ¼ 382, MLRGV ¼ 2.4; nBig Bend ¼ 474, MBig Bend ¼ 3.8)
Days in region on current trip (nLRGV ¼ 303, MLRGV ¼ 5.5;

nBig Bend ¼ 474, MBig Bend ¼ 6.1)
Days in region during year (nLRGV ¼ 308, MLRGV ¼ 19.1;

nBig Bend ¼ 474, MBig Bend ¼ 21.5)

Table 3
ESS comparisons across LRGV and Big Bend regions.

Emotional solidarity scale itemsa MLRGV MBig Bend t h2

I feel residents appreciate the contribution we
(as visitors) make to the local economy
(nLRGV ¼ 328; nBig Bend ¼ 475)

5.65 5.56 1.01 .00

I have made friends with some region residents
(nLRGV ¼ 327; nBig Bend ¼ 474)

5.08 4.16 2.73*** .07

I feel close to some residents I have met in the
region (nLRGV ¼ 325; nBig Bend ¼ 473)

4.89 3.87 2.91*** .08

I understand residents in the region
(nLRGV ¼ 328; nBig Bend ¼ 473)

5.09 4.39 2.59*** .05

I treat residents fairly in the region
(nLRGV ¼ 328; nBig Bend ¼ 474)

6.14 5.92 1.69** .01

I feel affection toward region residents
(nLRGV ¼ 327; nBig Bend ¼ 472)

5.57 4.63 3.05*** .10

I identify with residents in the region
(nLRGV ¼ 327; nBig Bend ¼ 473)

5.31 4.55 2.72*** .06

I am proud to be welcomed as visitor to
the region (nLRGV ¼ 326; nBig Bend ¼ 474)

5.97 5.73 1.68** .01

I have a lot in common with residents in
the region (nLRGV ¼ 327; nBig Bend ¼ 474)

5.15 4.32 2.83*** .07

I feel residents appreciate the benefits associated
with me coming to the community
(nLRGV ¼ 327; nBig Bend ¼ 474)

5.64 5.30 1.90*** .02

*p < .05.
**p < .01.
***p < .001.

a Each item was asked on a 7-point scale where 1 ¼ strongly disagree and
7 ¼ strongly agree.
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trip, motivations for travel, as well as perceptions of travel
experience.

Prior to beginning data analysis, each dataset was subjected to
univariate and multivariate screening to identify and rectify any
potential outliers. Univariate screening included standardizing raw
data of each variable and examining corresponding z-scores to
determine if any exceeded the absolute value of 3.29 (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2013). In 28 cases across the two datasets this was the sit-
uation, and raw data were transformed to be one unit smaller than
the next most extreme score in the distribution, per Tabachnick and
Fidell guidelines. Ultimately, no cases had to be removed as a result
of this procedure. In conducting multivariate screening, Mahala-
nobis distance was examined to ensure observed c2 values were
less than the critical c2 values based on 16 degrees of freedom. No
cases had to be excluded at that point as all observed c2 values were
less than the critical c2 values (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). In
addition, missing data were imputed through estimation maximi-
zation (EM) procedures by predicting scores in a series of re-
gressions where each missing variable was regressed on remaining
variables for a particular case (Kline, 2011). This EM procedure was
undertaken using EQS 6.2 software.

To address the first two purposes of this paper (i.e., to compare
ESS and perceived safety item means across two regions), inde-
pendent samples t-tests were run using IBM SPSS 22. Confirmatory
factor analysis (utilizing EQS software) was used to assess factor
structure and internal consistency of each scale in question. Ulti-
mately, multiple regression analysis was utilized (in IBM SPSS 22)
to address the final purpose of the papereto examine whether
tourists' emotional solidarity with residents in the two border re-
gions can significantly predict the former's perceived safety in the
same regions.

4. Results

4.1. Description of samples

Both sets of tourists can be described based on socio-
demographic/socio-economic variables, as well as travel behavior
(Table 2). The average age of tourists in the LRGV was 55.5 years. A
slightmajority was female and had an average household income of
at least USD$75,000. Nearly three-in-four LRGV tourists had at least
a college degree. In terms of travel behavior, a majority (76.0%) of
LRGV visitors (traveling on average with nearly two others) had
been to the region before, having visited a little more than nine
times prior. LRGV tourists had planned to be in the region for
roughly six days on their current trip and slightlymore than 19 days
throughout the entire year.

The average age (51.9 years) for Big Bend tourists was slightly
under that of those visiting LRGV. A majority of the former sample
was comprised of males with a household income of at least
$75,000, possessing a college or graduate degree. Whereas LRGV
tourists had visited previously, a preponderance of Big Bend tour-
ists (average group size of 3.8 individuals) were making their first
trip to the region. However, thosewho had visited the Big Bend area
before had been there an average of 3.8 more times than LRGV
tourists. Similar to the LRGV sample, Big Bend tourists had planned
to be in the region for approximately six days during their current
stay and slightly more than 21 days for the year overall.

4.2. Comparing tourists' emotional solidarity with residents in LRGV
and Big Bend regions

In both regions, tourists indicated a level of agreement with the
10-item ESS. To address the first purpose of this paper, LRGV and Big
Bend tourists' mean differences in their responses to the ESS items
were examined. In a cursory examination of Table 3, one can see
that LRGV tourists indicated a higher level of agreement (i.e.,
slightly agree and agree) with each of the 10 items. Furthermore,
only one of the ten comparisons (i.e., “I feel residents appreciate the
contribution we (as visitors) make to the local economy”) was not
significantly different (a ¼ .05). In fact, each of the significant
comparisons were highly significant (at least at the a ¼ .01 level).
Three of the most significant differences were across the items: “I
feel affection toward residents in the region”, t(797) ¼ 3.05,
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p < .001; “I feel close to some residents in the region”, t(796)¼ 2.91,
p < .001; and “I have a lot in commonwith residents in the region”,
t(799) ¼ 2.83, p < .001. These differences were exemplified by the
h2 effect sizes, which indicate the percent of variance of the ESS
item that is accounted for by whether the tourists were from LRGV
or the Big Bend region. According to Green and Salkind (2013), h2 of
.01, .06, and .14 are, by convention, interpreted as small, medium,
and large effect sizes, respectively.

4.3. Comparing tourists' perceived safety in the LRGV and Big Bend
regions

With four of the six perceived safety items worded negatively
(per George, 2010), the remaining two (i.e., “The region is safe” and
“The region is just as safe as other destinations”) were recoded so
that all were aligned in the same direction. In nearly every instance,
tourists in each region indicated a degree of disagreement with the
six perceived safety items (Table 4). Furthermore, Big Bend tourists
indicated a higher level of disagreement (i.e., slightly disagree and
disagree) with the six items than did LRGV tourists. In examining
mean differences in the six items across the two regions, each in-
dependent samples t-test was found to be very significant (at least
at the a ¼ .01 level). Two of the most significant differences were
across the items: “The region is unsafe”, t(792) ¼ 8.33, p < .001 and
“I will tell other people to be careful in the region”, t(801) ¼ 6.41,
p < 0.001. The h2 statistic revealed that effect sizes for each test
were primarily small, with the exception of one test (e.g., exam-
ining the item, “The region is unsafe”) that could be interpreted as
‘medium’ per Green and Salkind (2013).

4.4. Relationship between emotional solidarity and perceived safety

4.4.1. Factor structure of ESS
With knowledge that the ESS has yielded a three-factor struc-

ture in previous research (Woosnam, 2011a; Woosnam & Norman,
2010), the scale was subjected to confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
to determine if the same three factors (i.e., feeling welcomed,
emotional closeness, and sympathetic understanding) would result
for both LRGV and Big Bend region tourists. In so doing, a mea-
surement model was built (following Byrne, 2006) for each region
by adding one factor at a time using Lagrange Multiplier tests to
reveal error parameters (i.e., cross-loaders and error covariances)
and add them to each subsequent model (along with each new
factor), ultimately leading to an “ideal model” (Woosnam &
Aleshinloye, 2013). However at that point, Wald tests were run to
Table 4
Perceived safety comparisons across LRGV and Big Bend regions.

Perceived safety scale itemsa MLRGV MBig Bend t h2

The region is unsafeb

(nLRGV ¼ 327; nBig Bend ¼ 477)
2.76 2.00 8.33*** .08

I might fall victim to crime in the region
(nLRGV ¼ 326; nBig Bend ¼ 477)

3.04 2.74 2.74*** .01

The region is just as unsafe as other
destinationsb (nLRGV ¼ 326; nBig Bend ¼ 472)

2.82 2.50 2.88*** .01

People have told me that the region is
dangerous (nLRGV ¼ 326; nBig Bend ¼ 474)

3.60 2.96 4.65*** .03

I feel worried about my personal safety in
region (nLRGV ¼ 325; nBig Bend ¼ 477)

2.75 2.25 4.57** .03

I will tell others to be careful of crime in
region (nLRGV ¼ 325; nBig Bend ¼ 478)

2.83 2.12 6.41*** .05

*p < .05.
**p < .01.
***p < .001.

a Each item was asked on a 7-point scale where 1 ¼ strongly disagree and
7 ¼ strongly agree.

b Item reverse-coded prior to calculations.
determine which error parameters could be removed without
disrupting the Dc2/df critical value of 3.84 that Tabachnick and
Fidell (2013) suggest.

For the LRGV ESS measurement model, 17 error parameters (12
error covariances and five cross-loaders) were identified following
all LM tests. Through two Wald test iterations, each of the 17 error
parameters were removed from the final measurement model and
did not violate Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) critical value of 3.84 for
the Dc2/df. The final model, which yielded an identical factor
structure to Woosnam and Aleshinloye (2013) had a Satorra-
Bentler c2(32, N ¼ 383) ¼ 123.07, p < .001, comparative fit index
(CFI) ¼ .93, and root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) ¼ .09 (see Table 5). Reliabilities were extremely high for
each of the three factors ranging from .92 to .93 for maximal
weighed alphas and .91 to .92 for composite reliabilities. Stan-
dardized factor loadings all exceeded the Fornell and Larcker (1981)
recommendation of .70 to be considered ‘ideal.’

The Big Bend ESS measurement model yielded 11 error pa-
rameters (10 error covariances and one cross-loader) from the LM
tests. All error parameters were removed with the exception of
three error covariances, which were allowed, given each was
encompassedwithin the same factor (Byrne, 2006). The final model
also yielded an identical factor structure to Woosnam and
Aleshinloye (2013) with a Satorra-Bentler c2(29,
N¼ 479)¼ 54.45, p < .001, CFI¼ .99, and RMSEA¼ .05 (see Table 5).
Reliabilities were extremely high for each of the three factors
ranging from .82 to .92 for maximal weighed alphas and .74 to .91
for composite reliabilities. As Table 5 shows, four of the ten factor
loadings did not exceed the .70 threshold, but exceeded .50 which,
according to Comrey and Lee (1992), are thought to be ‘acceptable.’

4.4.2. Factor structure of perceived safety scale
A nearly identical CFA procedure was undertaken for the

perceived safety scale in both regions. The only deviation was that
subsequent models did not include additional factors (given
George, 2010 indicated the scale only yielded a one-factor struc-
ture); rather, each subsequent model only included error parame-
ters from the resulting LM tests. The LRGV perceived safety
measurement model resulted in three error parameters (all co-
variances) based on the LM tests. Each of these was removed to
avoid compromising the critical value of 3.84 for the Dc2/df
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). The resulting one-factor structure was
in keeping with George (2010) as the model yielded a Satorra-
Bentler c2(9, N ¼ 383) ¼ 11.31, p < .001, CFI ¼ .99, and
RMSEA ¼ .02 (see Table 6). Internal consistency measures for the
scale were high, as the maximal weighted alpha was .87 and the
composite reliability was .85. Each of the factor loadings exceeded
the .50 threshold as well.

The CFA model for the perceived safety scale among tourists to
the Big Bend region revealed four error parameters (all co-
variances). As with the LRGV measurement model for perceived
safety, each of the four error parameters was removed without
disrupting the 3.84 Dc2/df cut-off. Again, the factor structure was
identical to that of George (2010), resulting in one factor model
with a Satorra-Bentler c2(9,N¼ 479)¼ 37.13, p < .001, CFI¼ .97, and
RMSEA ¼ .08 (see Table 6). Internal consistency measures for the
scale were also high with a maximal weighted alpha of .85 and a
composite reliability of .84. Like the LRGV model, each of the six
factor loadings was at or above the .50 threshold that Comrey and
Lee (1992) suggested.

4.4.3. Effects of tourists' emotional solidarity with residents on
perceived safety in border regions

As indicated in Tables 5 and 6, composite factor means were
calculated, which was acceptable given that in CFA, factor weights



Table 5
Confirmatory factor analysis of ESS for each region.

Factor and corresponding item Meana Standardized
factor loading

Reliabilities

Maximal weighted Composite

LRGV
Feeling welcomed 5.84 .92 .91
I feel residents appreciate the benefits associated with me coming to the community 5.64 .89
I am proud to be welcomed as a visitor to the region 5.97 .88
I feel residents appreciate the contribution we (as visitors) make to the local economy 5.65 .85
I treat residents fairly in the region 6.14 .76
Emotional closeness 4.98 .92 .92
I feel close to some residents I have met in the region 4.89 .95
I have made friends with some region residents 5.08 .90
Sympathetic understanding 5.28 .93 .92
I identify with residents in the region 5.31 .90
I feel affection toward region residents 5.57 .87
I have a lot in common with residents in the region 5.15 .87
I understand residents in the region 5.09 .81
Big Bend region
Feeling welcomed 5.62 .82 .74
I am proud to be welcomed as a visitor to the region 5.73 .78
I feel residents appreciate the benefits associated with me coming to the community 5.30 .67
I treat residents fairly in the region 5.92 .57
I feel residents appreciate the contribution we (as visitors) make to the local economy 5.56 .56
Emotional closeness 4.01 .92 .91
I feel close to some residents I have met in the region 3.87 .96
I have made friends with some region residents 4.16 .88
Sympathetic understanding 4.47 .88 .83
I understand residents in the region 4.39 .82
I feel affection toward region residents 4.63 .79
I identify with residents in the region 4.55 .72
I have a lot in common with residents in the region 4.32 .63

a Each item was asked on a 7-point scale where 1 ¼ strongly disagree and 7 ¼ strongly agree.

4 In fact, when we controlled for previous visitation, there was little difference in
emotional solidarity between LRGV and Big Bend visitors.
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are considered equal. Means for welcoming nature (MLRGV ¼ 5.84;
MBig Bend ¼ 5.62) were highest in each region followed by sympa-
thetic understanding (MLRGV ¼ 5.28; MBig Bend ¼ 4.47) and emotional
closeness (MLRGV ¼ 4.98;MBig Bend ¼ 4.01). With the exception of the
mean for emotional closeness among Big Bend tourists, factor means
all fell within the ‘slightly agree’ or ‘agree’ response category. The
factor mean for perceived safety fell within either the ‘slightly
disagree’ (MLRGV ¼ 2.97) or ‘disagree’ (MBig Bend ¼ 2.43) response
category across the regions, indicating that respondents disagreed
with the negatively-worded items concerning safety.

As can be seen from Table 7, each multiple regression model
(one per region) was significant, indicating that the ESS does
significantly predict tourists' perceived safety in each region. Model
summary statistics, predictor coefficients, and multi-collinearity
statistics (e.g., tolerance and variance inflation factor or VIF) are
presented in the table. Tolerance in each of the models exceeds the
0.20 suggested threshold, while VIF does not exceed the 5.0 cut-off.
Considered together, this indicates that multi-collinearity is not an
issue (O'Brien, 2007).

In the LRGVmodel, emotional solidarity (F3,324¼19.54, p < .001;
R2 ¼ .15) significantly predicted tourists' perceived safety in the
region. Within the model, however, feeling welcomed (t ¼ �5.39,
p < .001; b¼�.39) was the only significant variable. In the Big Bend
model, emotional solidarity (F3,474 ¼ 4.48, p < .01; R2 ¼ .03) also
predicted tourists' perceived safety in the region. Much like in the
LRGV model, however, only feeling welcomed (t ¼ �2.56, p < .05;
b ¼ �.12) significantly predicted perceived safety. It should be
noted that each of the b reported in the models above are stan-
dardized. Interpretation of each makes little intuitive sense, given
results are not presented in terms of initial scales. However, if one
examines the unstandardized betas (B in Table 7), interpretation of
the original scales can occur. For example in the LRGV model, for
every unit increase in degree of feeling welcomed, tourists' level of
agreement with perceived safety (which were all negatively-
worded items indicating less safety) decreased by .46 units (on
the 1e7 agreement scale).

5. Conclusion and discussion

This study marks the first attempt to link tourists' emotional
solidarity with residents and visitors' perceived safety in destina-
tions within an international border region, which suffers from a
fairly difficult reputation for recent violence on the Mexican side of
the boundary. In so doing, emotional solidarity and perceived safety
were compared across the regions of LRGV and the Big Bend area.
Beyond this, emotional solidarity was examined as a potential
antecedent of perceived safety. Significant differences were found
for nine of the ten ESS items across the two regions, with LRGV
tourists indicating a higher degree of agreement than Big Bend
tourists with the positively-worded items. In essence, LRGV tourists
felt more solidarity with residents than did Big Bend tourists. This
finding can be explained by the fact that less than 25% of the LRGV
samplewas visiting the region for the first time, compared to nearly
60% among Big Bend tourists.4 With a higher percentage of those
who had visited LRGV in the past, the potential exists for greater
opportunities to interact with residents. As Woosnam and
Aleshinloye (2013) found, degree of interaction with residents
significantly predicts tourists' level of emotional solidarity with
locals.

From the findings, all of the perceived safety items were
significantly different across the LRGV and Big Bend area. Tourists
to the latter region indicated a lower level of agreement with the
six negatively-worded items than did tourists to the former re-
gion. Interpreting these findings, one can surmise that Big Bend



Table 6
Confirmatory factor analysis of perceived safety scale for each region.

Factor and
corresponding item

Meana Standardized
factor loading

Reliabilities

Maximal
weighted

Composite

LRGV
Single factor 2.97 .87 .85
I will tell others to be

careful of crime in region
2.83 .81

I feel worried about my
personal safety in region

2.75 .81

I might fall victim to crime
in the region

3.04 .72

People have told me that
the region is dangerous

3.60 .68

The region is unsafeb 2.76 .60
The region is just as unsafe

as other destinationsb
2.82 .53

Big Bend region
Single factor 2.43 .85 .84
The region is unsafeb 2.00 .75
I will tell others to be

careful of crime in region
2.12 .74

The region is just as unsafe
as other destinationsb

2.50 .71

I might fall victim to crime
in the region

2.74 .70

I feel worried about my
personal safety in region

2.25 .70

People have told me that
the region is dangerous

2.96 .50

a Each item was asked on a 7-point scale where 1 ¼ strongly disagree and
7 ¼ strongly agree.

b Item reverse-coded prior to calculations.
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tourists felt safer than did LRGV tourists. One explanation for this
is that the Big Bend region is much larger in land area with far
fewer people, so the likelihood of seeing others is reduced. This is
compared to LRGV, which is smaller but with far more towns/
cities and of course, people. As Crotts (1996) contends, such ur-
ban areas lend themselves to being ‘hot spots’ full of establish-
ments like bars and nightclubs, which are magnets for tourists
and criminals alike, and in these borderlands, people and places
are often viewed with a certain level of suspicion (Canally &
Timothy, 2007; Ganster & Lorey, 2008). Simultaneously,
compared to the Big Bend area, the vast majority of residents in
Table 7
Multiple regression output for each region.

Perceived safetya,b models
with ESS factorsa

B Beta (b) t tolc VIFd

LRGV (F ¼ 19.54, p < 0.001, R2 ¼ 0.15)
Feeling Welcomed �.46 �.39 �5.39*** .51 1.97
Emotional Closeness �.04 �.05 �.78 .58 1.72
Sympathetic Understanding �.05 �.05 �.59 .44 2.30
Big Bend region (F ¼ 4.48, p < 0.01, R2 ¼ 0.03)
Feeling Welcomed �.16 �.13 �2.56* .77 1.29
Emotional Closeness �.01 �.01 �.17 .52 1.92
Sympathetic Understanding �.06 �.07 �.99 .48 2.10

*p < .05.
**p < .01.
***p < .001.

a Each item was asked on a 7-point scale where 1 ¼ strongly disagree and
7 ¼ strongly agree.

b Each item was negatively worded.
c Tolerance is a measure that assesses the degree of multi-collinearity in the

model. It is defined as 1 minus the squared multiple correlation of the variable with
all other independent variables in the regression equation.

d VIF or variance inflation factor is another measure that assesses the degree of
multi-collinearity in the model. VIF is defined as 1/tolerance; and is always greater
than 1.
LRGV are Hispanic. The sample in this study, which was pre-
dominantly Anglo, may regard locals with some wariness simply
because of conspicuous differences in ethnicity. Cultural differ-
ences and “foreignness” are also evident in the amount of
Spanish spoken and written in each region with evidence of the
Spanish language being more prevalent in LRGV.

All told, emotional solidarity that tourists experience with res-
idents can explain how safe the former might feel in a destination.
From the results, the predictive power of emotional solidarity on
perceived safety was substantially less in the Big Bend model than
in the LRGV model, explaining 3% versus 15%, respectively, of the
variance in perceived safety. Furthermore, this effect size is solely
attributed to the feeling welcomed factor. Such modest effect sizes
are less than those Woosnam (2011b) reported in his study where
all three ESS factors explained approximately 29% of the variance in
residents' attitudes concerning tourism development options in
their community. While numerous factors can serve to explain a
person's level of perceived safety in a destination, such as purpose
of visit (George, 2003), age (Gibson & Yiannakis, 2002), or even
origin (Reisinger & Mavondo, 2006), the fact that emotional soli-
darity does explain tourists' degree of perceived safety provides the
basis for theoretical and practical implications in tourism in this
border region and possibly others.

5.1. Theoretical implications

Studies in tourism concerning emotional solidarity have typi-
cally involved data collected in one location (Woosnam &
Aleshinloye, 2013; Woosnam et al., 2009), which arguably limits
the ability to generalize beyond the considered site (Bernard, 2012).
The current study marks the first time in which the ESS has been
deployed at multiple locations, thereby allowing comparisons be-
tween similar regions. The same can be said for the use of George
(2010) perceived safety scale that has previously only been
considered in limited contexts (i.e., Africa). As DeVellis (2011)
contends, such an effort shows the usability or applicability of a
scale to numerous contexts. Findings from this study begin to
provide support for the continued use of ESS in an international and
cross-cultural context, albeit within a border region. However,
greater work should seek to examine residents and tourists of
vastly divergent socio-demographic, cultural and economic back-
grounds across international boundaries (per Woosnam &
Aleshinloye, 2013).

While emotional solidarity has been conceived of as contributing
to the explanation of other variables (e.g., national identity, racial
integration, and kinship relationships) within the context of political
science, gerontology, and family studies (Kubow, 2013; Nauck &
Becker, 2013; Stanley, 2014), until recently the construct has not
been considered an antecedent of constructs within tourism
research. Woosnam (2012) did, however, show how emotional sol-
idarity was able to predict residents' perceptions of tourism and
tourism development. In fact, each of the three ESS factors predicted
at least one of the two Tourism Impact Attitude Scale factors (i.e.,
support for tourism development and contributions to the community).
Despite explaining a modest degree of variance in perceived safety,
this study reveals how emotional solidarity can serve to predict other
measures in a tourism context. For this reason, perceived safety
should be added to the emotional solidarity framework along with
its antecedents (i.e., shared beliefs, shared behavior, and interaction)
(Woosnam, 2011a). This will not only more accurately reflect re-
lationships between residents and tourists within destinations but
also potentially serve to explain a greater degree of variance within a
modified Durkheimian (1995[1915]) model.

Of the three ESS factors used to predict tourists' perceived safety,
only feeling welcomed explained any significant degree of variance in
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the construct. Such a finding calls into question whether the factors
emotional closeness and sympathetic understanding may potentially
represent higher levels of emotional solidarity (or a greater degree of
intimacy), and therefore bemore difficult to obtain for some tourists.
Indeed for some tourists, the extent of interaction between them-
selves and residents can be perceived as fleeting and superficial,
lasting mere minutes or even seconds and involving the exchange of
money for services or products (Aramberri, 2010). For these in-
dividuals it would seem difficult to establish deeper interactions,
giving way to lasting relationships (Reisinger & Turner, 2003). To
support this notion of degrees of emotional solidarity, it should be
pointed out that in each of the studies conducted by Woosnam and
colleagues (and similar to this study), the factor means for feeling
welcomed was always highest, followed by sympathetic understand-
ing and emotional closeness means (see Woosnam, 2011a; 2011b;
2012; Woosnam & Aleshinloye, 2013).

5.2. Practical implications

According to Pe~na (2007), security remains a top planning pri-
ority among key Mexico and U.S. stakeholder groups and policy
makers (e.g., Border Governors Conference participants, U.S.
Department of Homeland Security, Instituto Nacional de Migraci�on,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Secretaria del Medio
Ambiente y Recursos Naturales, and the maquiladora industry)
throughout the borderlands. The fact that tourism also made the
list of priorities (Pe~na, 2007) shows the potential link between the
industry and safety, especially in these borderlands where a
multitude of interactions occur each day between residents and
tourists. While results from this study revealed tourists in the two
regions of study did not indicate high degrees of perceived safety
concerns, the potential exists for safety to be a concern (therefore
impacting potential tourism), especially if violence and drug traf-
ficking are not proactively regulated by governments on both sides
of the border or if stories of such criminal activity remain front-
and-center in news media.

These issues are relatively benign in the Big Bend area. Indeed,
compared to LRGV, Big Bend was regarded as safe by visitors. It is
important to reiterate that the Big Bend area is sparsely populated,
and there is relatively little development on either side of the
border. Of course, this study focused on the experiences of actual
tourists to the areaethe perception of non-visitors could be very
different; perhaps perceptions of non-visitors about the border
have prevented them from visiting, but additional research is
needed to substantiate that assertion Tourism operators in the re-
gion can use information from this study to promote the region as a
safe place to visit. They can do this by including testimonials from
visitors about their experience there and their perceptions of safety.

Perceptions of safety were highly related to how welcoming
visitors regarded locals to be. Tourism operators, volunteers, and
local business personnel all have a stake in making visitors feel
welcome. At a minimum, people interacting with visitors should be
well-versed in customer relations and principles of hospitality,
including making a good first impression, knowledge of one's
community, and communicating effectively. These principles are
akin to positive cues, put forward by environmental psychologists
that exist in the physical environment in an effort to convey a first
impression of a place that is both safe and welcoming.

5.3. Limitations and future research

Like all research, the current study is not without limitations.
First, the focus of this study was in two regions along the
MexicoeU.S. border, specifically in Texas. The inclusion of other U.S.
border cities would have allowed for greater comparisons and to
determine if similar outcomes would have resulted. Other cities in
Texas such as Del Rio or El Paso, as well as cities in other states, such
as San Diego, California, would be good to consider in subsequent
research. In terms of measurement, a single-factor scale of
perceived safety was utilized with only six items measuring the
construct. Perhaps a greater degree of variance in perceived safety
could have been explained by the inclusion of additional items (e.g.,
“The MexicoeU.S. border is too easy to cross,” “I am worried about
encountering drug traffickers,” “News stories about crime and
violence along the border have factored into my perceptions of the
area,” or “U.S. State Department travel advisories influence my
perception of the area”),which have been previously proposed by
Canally and Timothy (2007) and Timothy and Tosun (2003).

Only emotional solidarity was considered as a predictor variable
within the regression models. As a result, the construct explained a
modest degree of variance in tourists' perceived safety within the
two regions. What this means is that a host of other variables likely
exists that may serve to explain more variance in the construct. For
instance, variables such as frequency of interaction with residents
or level of intimacy in such interactions (Zhang, Inbakaran, &
Jackson, 2006), could help explain why residents feel safe in such
regions, especially Big Bend, where participants reported higher
levels of safety than in LRGV, yet only 3% of the variance in
perceived safety was explained by feeling welcomed. Other mea-
sures could also serve to explain why tourists feel safe in these
regions, such as the perceived presence of border patrol agents,
motives for travel (e.g., to visit family and friends), personal expe-
riences and history in the region, or even a connection to the place
(i.e., place attachment). The work of Gu and Ryan (2008) as well as
Brown and Raymond (2007) serve as examples of how place
attachment may potentially serve to explain not only the degree of
perceived safety among travelers but also their solidarity with lo-
cals living in the area. All in all, there is significant potential for this
line of research focusing on perceived safety in border areas.
However, at present, it is comforting to know that amidst a barrage
of stories surfacing about crime and violence along theMexicoeU.S.
border in numerous media outlets, tourists do indicate a certain
level of safety while visiting the area.
Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data related to this article can be found at http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2014.06.022.
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