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Abstract

:

Destination image and safety not only affect tourist decision-making but also the sustainable development of tourist destinations. Some tourist destinations are too vulnerable to defend against emergency tourist crises, and tourists’ perceived safety can be severely biased, which is then deepened by media panic caused by the publication of excessive negative reports. This paper discusses the mechanism of perceived safety and perceived image on tourist behavioral intention, as well as the inter-group difference. Our study is based on a survey in Southern Xinjiang in which the respondents were divided into four groups. Four structural equation models were established with “perceived safety” and “perceived image” as independent variables, “destination trust” and “perceived value” as mediating variables, and “behavioral intention” as the dependent variable. The final results show that a paradox of safety perception exists in tourists’ perception of Southern Xinjiang. The perceived safety differs sharply between the tourists who have traveled to Southern Xinjiang and those who have not. The mechanism of perceived safety on tourist behavioral intention differs from that of the perceived image on tourist behavioral intention. Destination image still plays a key role in tourist traveling decision-making. The findings are of great significance for the restoration of cognitive bias, management, and marketing activities, and the sustainable development in Southern Xinjiang and similar destinations.
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1. Introduction


Tourist destination image and safety are key factors affecting tourist decision-making and the sustainable development of the destination [1,2,3,4]. However, the interactions between the two factors on tourist decision-making processes are different. Image, which can reflect the tourism value of a destination, serves as the fundamental motive for tourists’ decision-making, whereas safety is the basic guarantee for the sustainable development of the destination and a requirement for tourists’ decision-making. The perceived image represents strong stabilities of value, which is reflected not only in tourists’ overall perception of the tourism resource endowment, tourism service level, and social and cultural environment of the destination, but also in tourists’ emotional attachment to the destination. Such emotional attachments are bridges connecting the destination with tourists [5,6]. Perceived safety is the subjective judgment of tourists of the safety situation of the destination [7]. There may be a discrepancy between tourists’ subjective judgment of safety and the objective situation of the destination due to information asymmetry, tourists’ cognitive bias, and their vulnerable perception of safety. Once such a discrepancy has formed, it seems hard to repair [8,9,10]. In a society with highly-developed social media, excessively negative news reports easily lead to media panic. So, any crisis in a tourist destination is often reported to be more severe compared to reality, which magnifies the safety perception problems of the destination and aggravates tourists’ safety cognitive bias [11,12]. Managers need to market more effectively, and improve the bias of tourists’ perceived safety, in order to ensure the sustainable development of destinations.



Many countries and regions have been shrouded in the shadow of terrorism, and frequent crisis events have seriously affected their vulnerable tourism industry. Terrorist attacks have had an ever increasing impact on the tourism industry, such as the events of 11 September 2001 in New York, the 5 July 2009 terrorist attacks in Xinjiang province, and the terrorist attacks in Paris in 2015. Determining how to eliminate the adverse effects of these crisis events has become a common issue for tourist destinations.



The impact of crisis events in developing regions is more lasting and difficult to recover from when compared with comparable events which occur in more developed regions [13]. Crisis events have almost completely depressed tourism in some developing regions. For instance, terrorist incidents resulted in the decline in tourism in Xinjiang in 2014 [14]. The image of tourism safety in Xinjiang was severely damaged, resulting in tourists’ bias about the safety problems in Xinjiang. Being sparsely populated and covering a vast area, Xinjiang is more than 1,660,000 km2, amounting to one-sixth of the total area of China, which is a reason for the lack of communication between different regions of Xinjiang. The primary victims in the most violent terrorist attacks are people from Southern Xinjiang. Thus, cognitive bias about the safety of Southern Xinjiang exists in different regions of Xinjiang: people in the more developed regions of Northern Xinjiang tend to consider that Southern Xinjiang is less safe than Northern Xinjiang [15]. However, tourists from other regions of China who have actually visited Southern Xinjiang give a generally positive evaluation of its safety [15].



How did this contradictory belief occur? What causes such cognitive bias on tourism safety? How can the perceived safety and perceived image affect tourist behavioral intention? To answer these questions, with “perceived safety” and “perceived image” as independent variables, “trust” and “perceived value” as mediating variables, “behavioral intention” as a dependent variable, we divided the survey respondents into four groups: in-transit tourists in Southern Xinjiang (group 1), tourists who have traveled to Southern Xinjiang (group 2), non-Xinjiang tourists without experience in Southern Xinjiang (group 3), and Northern Xinjiang tourists without experience in Southern Xinjiang (group 4). Based on this, we focused on the mechanism of perceived safety and perceived image on tourist behavioral intention and the inter-group difference. We provide several conclusions, including that a paradox of safety perception exists in tourists’ perception of Southern Xinjiang. These results are important for the elimination of cognitive bias towards Southern Xinjiang and similar areas in the aspects of the management, marketing, and the sustainable development of destinations.




2. Literature Review


2.1. Perceived Safety


Perceived safety is an individual’s subjective perception of the safety situation in the world and their premonition of potential danger or risk [16]. In the field of research on tourism safety, perceived safety refers to tourists’ subjective feeling of the safety situation of the destination [17,18,19]. Numerous studies have shown that tourists’ perceived safety of a destination significantly impacts on their decision-making [20,21,22]. In many destinations, the real risk has a limited impact, whereas tourists’ subjective perceived safety plays a dominant role in the process of their decision-making [7,23,24,25]. Sonmez and Graefe found that perceived safety can influence tourists’ decision-making by influencing their intention to travel [23]. As the safety status of most destinations poses a rather limited threat to tourists, perceived safety was regarded as a dimension of perceived image in some papers. However, the tourist destinations beset by potential risks cannot be measured accurately through a single dimension. Also, it is difficult to clarify the role of perceived safety in the sustainable development of a destination. Therefore, perceived safety should be considered as an independent variable in the study of such destinations [12]. In most cases, tourists’ perceived safety acts as the prime motivator. Tourists will avoid destinations with severe safety issues, no matter how many resources are available, which directly affects the sustainable development of the destinations [18,26,27].



Over time, tourist’s cognitive bias still exists, which affects their traveling decision-making, as they tend to avoid risks, even after the safety situation has improved [28]. The cognitive bias often differs in different groups, influenced by some factors such as personal information processing ability, cost of access to information, and propaganda in the media [17,21]. Some groups’ perceived safety may be close to the real situation, whereas others’ may deviate from it. Tourists who have been to a certain destination may have better safety perception than those who have never been [29,30]. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 1 (H1).

Tourists’ perceived safety of Southern Xinjiang differs in different groups. Tourists in Southern Xinjiang (group 1) and tourists with experience traveling to Southern Xinjiang (group 2) provide a better safety evaluation than those without such experience (groups 3 and 4).








2.2. Perceived Image


The perceived image of the destination reflects tourists’ comprehensive feelings towards the elements of the destination [5,6], as well as the value judgment of the destination. Perceived safety has received increasing attention since being introduced into tourism studies in the 1970s [12,31,32,33]. With the deepening of study in this field, perceived safety has been shown to be multidimensional [34,35,36,37]. Cognitive image and emotional image are deemed the most important components of destination image. Cognitive Image is the production of tourists’ processing of destination information [38], which reveals the functional characteristics of the destination.



Related research mainly focuses on the objective contents of destinations, such as the natural environment, cultural resources, social environment, tourism products and services, and tourism infrastructure [39,40,41]. The use of multi-dimensions is of great value for further study of the mechanism of different dimensions of the destination image, but it is not conducive to the comprehensive study of perceived image [42]. Therefore, many scholars chose emotional image to study perceived image [43,44]. Emotional image is tourists’ emotional response to various attributes of the destination [45,46,47]. Numerous scholars think that emotional image better reflects tourists’ perception of the destination image, which facilitates comprehensive research on the perceived image [43,48,49]. Hence, we chose the emotional image dimension of perceived image to establish models.




2.3. Trust


Trust is a psychological state wherein individuals accept vulnerability based on their positive expectations of the behavioral consequences. Trust is often subject to certain risks, and the results of trust, in turn, react to trust behaviors [50,51]. Therefore, trust plays a decisive role when individuals face risk choices [52,53]. Tourists’ trust in a destination refers to their emotional attachment to the destination and their belief that the destination is consistent with its propaganda [54]. Trust determines the sustainable development of the destination. Maintaining trust between tourists and destinations helps establish a good relationship between them, and then improves tourists’ loyalty [41,55].




2.4. Perceived Value


Perceived value is tourists’ subjective judgment after comparing the perceived costs and perceived benefits of destinations [56,57,58]. The aim is to achieve a balance between tourists’ “pay” and “receive” [59,60]. Specifically, perceived value reflects the judgment about whether the travel is economically reasonable by comparing the utility they obtain with the cost—in terms of money and time—they pay for the destination [60,61]. Therefore, perceived value is the comprehensive embodiment of economic cost, time cost, material benefit, and spiritual benefit [62,63,64,65,66,67]. Perceived value is not only the reflection of tourists’ value judgment of the destination image, but also an important precondition for whether they are willing to visit again and recommend the destination to others. It serves as an important mediating variable between tourists’ psychological perception, rational analysis, and behavioral intention [68,69].




2.5. Behavioral Intention


Tourist behavioral intention is the probability judgment of making travel decisions in the future [70,71]. Behavioral intention, as the prelude to travel behavior, is closely related to the actual conduct that also has an impact on the tourist’s future revisiting rate, loyalty, and word of mouth [1,72]. Tourist behavioral intention is mostly measured in three dimensions: revisit intention, willingness to travel at a premium, and recommendation intention [73,74,75]. How to increase tourists’ willingness to visit a certain destination has become important for destination marketing. Therefore, the study of tourist behavioral intention is of great practical significance for the innovative marketing and management of destinations [72,76].




2.6. Perceived Safety, Perceived Image, and Trust


Tourists’ perceived safety determines their trust in the destination. The higher the level of perceived safety, the higher the level of trust [77,78]. Hence, perceived safety often has a significantly positive impact on tourists’ trust in destinations [79,80,81,82]. Regarding the relationship between perceived image and destination trust, a large number of studies have confirmed the positive promotional effect of perceived image on destination trust [41,83,84,85]. Tourists comprehensively evaluate the resource facilities, environment, service, and other aspects of the destination, thus forming a certain sense of destination trust [82]. Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 2 (H2).

Tourists’ perceived safety of Southern Xinjiang has a positive impact on their trust in Southern Xinjiang. That is to say, the safer tourists believe Southern Xinjiang to be, the higher their trust.





Hypothesis 3 (H3).

Tourists’ perceived image of Southern Xinjiang positively impacts their trust in Southern Xinjiang. That is to say, the better the tourist evaluation of Southern Xinjiang, the higher their trust.








2.7. Perceived Safety, Perceived Image, Trust, and Perceived Value


Some papers have shown that the lower the tourists’ perceived safety, the higher their perceived risk, and the lower the return due to tourism, hence lowering the sense of value of a given destination [86,87,88]. Therefore, tourists’ perceived safety may affect their value judgment of the destination. Scholars fully proved the significant influence of perceived image on perceived value in research on the relationship between these factors [88,89,90]. Tourists’ perceived image of a destination often affects the final decision indirectly through the perception of value and quality. A better image improves their sense of value [91,92,93]. In addition, numerous papers have verified the positive effect of trust on perceived value [94,95]. Tourists who have a higher sense of trust in the destination tend to provide a better evaluation of the destination [96]. Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 4 (H4).

Tourists’ perceived safety of Southern Xinjiang has a significant positive impact on their perceived value. That is to say, the safer Southern Xinjiang, the higher their sense of value.





Hypothesis 5 (H5).

Tourists’ perceived image of Southern Xinjiang has a significant positive influence on their perceived value. The higher tourists’ image evaluation of Southern Xinjiang, the higher their sense of value.





Hypothesis 6 (H6).

Tourists’ trust of Southern Xinjiang has a significant positive impact on their perceived value. The more tourists trust Southern Xinjiang, the higher their sense of value.








2.8. Trust, Perceived Value, and Behavioral Intention


In many papers, trust has been proven to have a significant positive effect on tourist behavioral intention [54,97]. Trust can produce a public praise effect of the destination, and then affect tourists’ intentions in terms of recommendation and revisiting [76,98]. In papers on the relationship between perceived value and tourist behavioral intention, several scholars confirmed that perceived value has a significant positive influence on behavioral intention [99,100,101,102,103].



Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 7 (H7).

Tourists’ trust of Southern Xinjiang has a significant positive influence on their travel intention. The more tourists trust Southern Xinjiang, the stronger their intention to travel there.





Hypothesis 8 (H8).

Tourists’ perceived value of Southern Xinjiang has a significant positive impact on their travel intention. The higher tourists’ sense of value, the stronger their intention to visit Southern Xinjiang.







In summary, the study framework is shown in Figure 1.





3. Methodology


3.1. Study Area


In this paper, Southern Xinjiang was chosen as the study area, which is characterized by abundant tourism resources, unique geographical location, and diversified ethnic composition; additionally, the safety situation is considered bad. As the source of Uygur culture, there are many cultural tourist areas, such as Kashgar Ancient City, Id Kah Mosque (the largest mosque in China), Xiangfei Tomb, and Thousand Buddha Cave, and natural tourist attractions such as Bayanbulak Grassland, Taklimakan Desert, Muztagh Ata, and Desert Oasis. The China National Tourism Administration has proposed building Southern Xinjiang into a tourist destination of Silk Road Culture and Folk Custom. Southern Xinjiang includes Kashi Prefecture, Hotan Prefecture, Kergez Autonomous Prefecture of Kizilsu, and Aksu Prefecture, covering 1,080,000 km2. The area of Southern Xinjiang, accounting for two-thirds of the total area of Xinjiang province, is 2.5 times as large as that of Northern Xinjiang. Southern Xinjiang lies on the northwestern border of China, bordering six countries, including Kyrgyzstan, Pakistan, and Tajikistan. The ethnic composition of Southern Xinjiang is diverse. Southern Xinjiang has always been a multi-ethnic area, consisting of several ethnic groups with different customs, such as the Uygur ethnic group, the Tajik nationality, and Kirgiz nationality. Southern Xinjiang has always been considered unsafe by tourists from other regions of China. Affected by the 5 July 2009 terrorist attacks and the Shache County Terrorist Attacks in 2014, Xinjiang has long been considered an unsafe destination. The primary source of the main participants of most violent terrorist attacks are people from Southern Xinjiang, where the economic situation is relatively poor. Also, the distance between Southern and Northern Xinjiang is quite large. Most people in Northern Xinjiang, who may never have been to Southern Xinjiang, tend to think that unsafe incidents only happen in the south. Even though many precautionary measures have been adopted and there have been no massive terrorist attacks since 2014, people from other regions are still worried about the safety situation. The unsafe image seems very difficult to shake. As such, choosing Southern Xinjiang as the study area has both theoretical and practical significance.




3.2. Questionnaire Design


The questionnaire in this study included two parts: a five-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5), was adopted to measure perceived safety, perceived image, trust, perceived value, and behavioral intention. The second part covered the demographic information of the respondents.



In the first part, the measurement items of each variable were adapted according to the mature scale used by prior scholars. After consulting several scholars in the field of tourism research in Southern Xinjiang, the questionnaire was modified according to their feedback. Therefore, the questionnaire had good content validity. Before the investigation, the study team interviewed many scholars, officials, tourism practitioners, community residents, and tourists in Southern Xinjiang from 20 August to 5 September 2015.



The practical situation of Southern Xinjiang was preliminarily determined. Then, the study team collected scales from papers to measure the variables. A pre-survey questionnaire was formed after discussion with relevant scholars. The team went to Southern Xinjiang once again to issue the questionnaires for pre-survey from 25 September to 8 October 2016. A total of 100 pre-survey questionnaires were issued and 82 valid questionnaires were recovered, with an effective recovery rate of 82%. The content of the questionnaire was fine-tuned according to the pre-survey. Then, the final questionnaire was formed after being reviewed by relevant scholars. Finally, the study team issued the final questionnaire from 22 June to 5 October 2017.



The first part included 19 items. Three items measured perceived safety, which are adapted from previous studies [104,105,106]. The items were as follows. PS1: I am concerned about the safety situation in Southern Xinjiang. PS2: Considering the safety situation, I think it is a bad decision to travel to Southern Xinjiang. PS3: The social public security of Southern Xinjiang is good. There were 5 items to measure perceived image, which were adapted from the scales in prior studies [41,48,107]. The contents are as follows. EI1: I think Southern Xinjiang is a pleasant place. EI2: I think Southern Xinjiang is an exciting place. EI3: I think Southern Xinjiang is a relaxing place. EI4: I think Southern Xinjiang is an unforgettable place. EI5: I do not think a trip to Southern Xinjiang would be boring. There were 3 items to measure trust, which were adapted from the scale used by Delgado-Ballester [108] and Han et al. [109]: TR1: I have confidence in Southern Xinjiang’s tourism resources, TR2: I think it is a good idea to travel to Southern Xinjiang, and TR3: I think the problems encountered can be solved when traveling to Southern Xinjiang. There were 5 items measuring perceived value, which were adapted from the scale used by Buhalis [66] and Boo et al. [110]: PV1: I think the prices in Southern Xinjiang are reasonable. PV2: I think a trip to Southern Xinjiang gives good value for money. PV3: I think the cost of traveling to Southern Xinjiang is relatively low. PV4: I think it is very economical to travel to Southern Xinjiang. PV5: I think it is a good idea to travel to Southern Xinjiang. There were 3 items to measure behavioral intention, which were adapted from the scale used by Parasuraman et al. [72] and Assaker et al. [73]. The contents were as follows. BI1: I would recommend traveling to Southern Xinjiang to my friends or relatives. BI2: If there is a chance, I would like to travel to Southern Xinjiang again. BI3: I am willing to pay more for a trip to Southern Xinjiang.



The second part included 7 items, I1–I7. I1: Have you traveled to Southern Xinjiang in the past three years? I2: In which city do you live? I3: What is your sex? I4: What is your highest educational degree? I5: How old are you? I6: What is your occupation? I7: What is your monthly income range?




3.3. Sampling


The final questionnaire was issued by 3 professors and 7 graduate students from 22 June to 5 October 2017. In order to ensure random sampling, the questionnaires were randomly issued in multiple locations utilizing a convenient sampling method. The respondents were divided into 4 groups: tourists in Southern Xinjiang (group 1), tourists with experience of traveling to Southern Xinjiang (group 2), non-Xinjiang tourists without experience in Southern Xinjiang (group 3), and Northern Xinjiang tourists without experience of traveling to Southern Xinjiang (group 4). As for group 1, the questionnaires were issued in Kashgar Ancient City, Id Kah Mosque, the youth hostel, Kashgar airport, and Hotan Prefecture in Southern Xinjiang. For groups 2 and 3, the questionnaires were issued in Jinan, Beijing, Xi’an, Lanzhou, and Urumuqi. For group 4, the questionnaires were issued in Northern Xinjiang, including Urumuqi, Turpan, and Hami. Any personal preference was avoided when filling in the questionnaires. In addition, some reverse questions were set to eliminate unqualified questionnaires. Finally, the respondents who completed the questionnaire would receive a souvenir. In total, 1250 questionnaires were issued and 1019 valid questionnaires were recovered, an overall effective recovery rate of 81.5%. In group 1, a total of 400 questionnaires were issued and 318 valid questionnaires were recovered, a recovery rate of 79.5%. In group 2, a total of 300 questionnaires were issued and 261 valid questionnaires were recovered, a valid recovery rate of 87.0%. In group 3, a total of 300 questionnaires were distributed and 232 valid questionnaires were recovered, a recovery rate of 77.3%. In group 4, a total of 250 questionnaires were distributed and 208 effective questionnaires were recovered, a valid recovery rate of 83.2%. In general, the number of samples collected should be 10 times more than the number of observed variables contained in the model to establish an effective structural equation model [111]. Loehlin proposed that robust estimation results can be obtained when the number of samples is greater than 200 [112]. Therefore, the number of samples obtained in this study satisfied the research needs. The specific compositions of the samples are shown in Table 1.





4. Results


4.1. Analysis of Normality and Common Method Bias


We analyzed the normality of the data through the kurtosis and skewness test in order to test whether the obtained data were distributed normally. The results show that there was no outlier, indicating that the data were distributed normally. In order to avoid common method bias, we tested several methods including Harman’s single factor test, partial correlation method, and the multi-trait-multimethod model [113,114]. All the results showed that there was no common method bias in the data, meaning the data were suitable for further analysis.




4.2. Exploratory Factor Analysis


Although the measured items in this study were all from mature scales, the applicability should be further tested in order to be scientific. Kolar and Zabkar [115] proposed testing the validity of data through exploratory factor analysis. In this study, the principal component method was adopted for all the data to perform factor rotation. The final results are shown in Table 2. The factor loading values of all items were greater than 0.6 after factor rotation, and the items for each variable were all gathered together (see the bold figures in Table 2), indicating that the data had good construct validity. Based on this, exploratory factor analysis was also carried out for the four groups of data. The results showed that the data for each group had good construct validity.




4.3. Reliability and Validity Analysis


In this paper, Cronbach’s α was adopted for the reliability test. The results showed that the coefficients of Cronbach’s α for each variable in the overall data and four groups were all greater than 0.7 (Table 3, grouping results are detailed in Table A1, Table A2, Table A3 and Table A4), indicating good data consistency, and showing the data met the requirements for further analysis.



In the validity analysis, composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) were used to test the convergent validity and discrimination validity. In the test of convergent validity, Table 3 and the Table A1, Table A2, Table A3 and Table A4 show that the standardized factor loading values were all greater than the standard value 0.6, the CR values were all greater than 0.7, and the AVE values were all greater than 0.5, which conforms to the standards proposed by Hair et al. [116]. In the test of discrimination validity, Fornell and Larcker [117] stated that if the root mean square of the AVE value of a variable is greater than its correlation coefficients with other variables, the variable has good discrimination validity. As shown in Table 4, the discrimination validity of each variable confirms the criterion in the four groups.




4.4. Model Fit Analysis


In this study, the AMOS17.0 (International Business Machines Corporation, New York, NY, USA) was used to test the model fit in the four groups. The results are shown in Table 5, which demonstrates that all the indicators met the criteria, except that GFI was slightly lower than 0.9. Therefore, from a comprehensive view, the fit of the four models was sufficiently good for further analysis.




4.5. Comparing Means Analysis


In this study, SPSS 22.0 (International Business Machines Corporation, New York, NY, USA) was used to test the difference between the means of perceived safety in the four groups. Group 2 was set as the base group, and groups 1, 3, and 4 were the control groups. The specific results are shown in the Table 6. The difference in the mean value of perceived safety between groups 1 and 2 was −0.20 (p = 0.030), which indicates that the mean value of perceived safety by group 2 was significantly smaller than that of group 1. The difference in the mean value of perceived safety between groups 2 and 3 was 0.83 (p = 0.000), which indicates that the mean value of perceived safety by group 2 was significantly greater than that of group 3. The difference in the mean value of the perceived safety between groups 2 and 4 was 1.21 (p = 0.000), which indicates that the mean value of the perceived safety by group 2 was significantly greater than that of group 4. These results illustrate that tourists in Southern Xinjiang and tourists with experience of traveling to Southern Xinjiang have higher safety perceptions than those without experience, thus supporting H1.




4.6. Path Analysis


The results of path analysis are shown in Table 7. The standardized path coefficients between perceived safety and trust were 0.365, 0.183, −0.171, and −0.288 in M1–M4, respectively (p = 0.000, 0.002, 0.029, and 0.000, respectively). In groups 1 and 2, the tourists’ perceived safety of Southern Xinjiang had a significant positive effect on their trust of Southern Xinjiang. In groups 3 and 4, the tourists’ perceived safety of Southern Xinjiang had a significantly negative influence on their trust of Southern Xinjiang. Hence, the results partly support H2. The standardized path coefficients between perceived image and trust were 0.469, 0.543, 0.476, and 0.349 in M1–M4 with p = 0.000, p = 0.000, p = 0.000, and p = 0.000, respectively, which indicates that the tourists’ perceived image has a significant positive effect on their trust. Hence, the results support H3. The standardized path coefficients between the perceived safety and the perceived value were 0.048, 0.023, 0.055, and 0.041 with p = 0.380, p = 0.673, p = 0.430, and p = 0.616, for in M1–M4, respectively, which indicates that the tourists’ perceived safety did not have a significant effect on their sense of value. Hence, the results do not support H4. The standardized path coefficients between perceived image and perceived value were 0.348, 0.332, 0.319, and 0.457 in M1–M4, with p = 0.000, p = 0.000, p = 0.000, and p = 0.000, respectively, which indicates that the tourists’ perceived safety has a significant effect on their sense of value. Hence, the results support H5. The standardized path coefficients between trust and perceived value were 0.395, 0.455, 0.513, and 0.319 in M1–M4, with p = 0.000, p = 0.000, p = 0.000, and p = 0.000, respectively, which indicates that tourists’ trust in Southern Xinjiang has a significant positive effect on their sense of value. Hence, the results support H6. The standardized path coefficients between trust and behavioral intention were 0.375, 0.335, 0.279, and 0.360 in M1–M4, respectively, p = 0.000, p = 0.000, p = 0.002, and p = 0.000, respectively, which indicates that tourists’ trust in Southern Xinjiang has a significant positive effect on their willingness to travel there. Hence, the results support H7. The standardized path coefficients between perceived value and behavioral intention were 0.473, 0.485, 0.520, and 0.457 in M1–M4, respectively, with p = 0.000, p = 0.000, p = 0.000, and p = 0.000, respectively, which indicates that tourists’ perceived value of traveling to Southern Xinjiang has a significant positive effect on their willingness to travel there. Hence, the results support H8.




4.7. Multiple Group Comparison


According to the results of path analysis, the tourists’ perceived safety of Southern Xinjiang positively affected their trust in Southern Xinjiang in groups 1 and 2, whereas the tourists’ perceived safety of Southern Xinjiang negatively affected their trust in Southern Xinjiang in groups 3 and 4. This result contradicts the hypothesis. In order to further test whether the differences in the path coefficients were significant, multiple group comparison was used, selecting group 2 as the benchmark. The final results are shown in Table 8. The difference was significant when comparing the standardized path coefficient between perceived safety and trust in group 2 with that in other groups (p = 0.000, p = 0.000, and p = 0.000, in groups 1, 3, and 4, respectively). The coefficients of groups 1 and 2 were positive, while the coefficients of groups 3 and 4 were negative.





5. Discussion


5.1. Paradox of Safety Perception Exists in Southern Xinjiang


We found a paradox in the safety perception of Southern Xinjiang. According to previous theory, tourists’ trust in the destination increases with the improvement in tourists’ perceived safety [79,82]. This theory was confirmed again by the results of groups 1 and 2. That is to say, the path coefficient between perceived safety and trust was significantly positive. However, in groups 3 and 4, this coefficient was significant but negative, which contradicts previous theory. Why would this happen? We think that these results were caused by the phenomenon of the paradox of safety perception. Tourists’ attitudes toward the safety situation of the destination differ. Tourists are optimistic when they have a higher sense of safety. The safer the destination, the more trustful the tourist. Tourists are very cautious when they feel less secure. Even if there is information that indicates that the safety situation of the destination has improved, tourists’ trust does not immediately increase. Conversely, it may have an inhibitory effect. Overly cautious tourists may think that such information may appear to cover up insecurity, since safety is the bottom line for them.



This phenomenon can also be partly explained by trust asymmetry theory [118]. The trust damage caused by negative information is much greater than the trust repair caused by positive information. This asymmetry degree lasts for a long time [119] and is difficult to mitigate [120].



A surprising result was that the absolute value of the coefficient between perceived safety and trust in group 4 was larger than that in group 3. The asymmetry degree in tourists from Northern Xinjiang without experience in Southern Xinjiang was even larger than that in tourists from other provinces without experience in Southern Xinjiang.



Public security in Southern Xinjiang has always been good. The China National Tourism Administration has never issued a notice of safety risks for Southern Xinjiang, with very few violent incidents happening. Simultaneously, the security in Southern Xinjiang is excellent after the implementation of increasing security and other measures. The tourists in Southern Xinjiang or those with experience in Southern Xinjiang have an accurate understanding of the security situation through their own experiences, positively evaluating the safety situation. However, for non-Xinjiang tourists and Northern Xinjiang tourists without experience in Southern Xinjiang, they have no first-hand experience of the security situation. For the sake of caution, the government’s propaganda of “Xinjiang is safe” and “Southern Xinjiang is safe” instead causes distrust. Tourists also think the government may conceal the fact that Southern Xinjiang is unsafe. For Northern Xinjiang tourists without experience in Southern Xinjiang, they know very little about the security situation in the south. Meanwhile, their sense of distrust is stronger than that of others because they have been perplexed by the long-term and ceaseless provision of propaganda providing slogans like “Xinjiang is safe” for such a long time.




5.2. Perceived Safety between Tourists with or without Experience in Southern Xinjiang Differs Significantly


This result is consistent with previous studies [29,30]. Tourists in Southern Xinjiang or those with experience in the area have a positive perception of the region’s safety. The two groups of tourists evaluated the security situation in Southern Xinjiang with a score of at least three (out of five). This result is the true reflection of the security situation in Southern Xinjiang. In comparison, tourists without experience have a negative perception. The two groups rated the area less than three on average for the safety situation. Tourists without experience have a cognitive bias, which indicates that the security situation in Southern Xinjiang has been stigmatized. The very few violent incidents in the past have had extremely serious impacts that have been magnified by the phenomenon of media panic. The whole of Xinjiang is experiencing an unreal security situation. The residents in Northern Xinjiang believe that Northern Xinjiang is very safe. However, people from other provinces have misunderstood the security situation in Xinjiang. Although they know little about the real security situation in Southern Xinjiang because of the distance, with more than 1000 km between the north and the south, they only distrust Southern Xinjiang. From the perspective of attribution theory, participation would affect the result of attribution [121], which partly explains why Northern Xinjiang tourists have the greatest cognitive bias. This result shows that although they all live in Xinjiang, communication between them is not sufficient. Therefore, strengthening the all-around communication between the two areas may be an effective measure to solve this problem.




5.3. Destination Image Plays a Key Role in Tourists’ Decision-Making


Destination image is still decisive in influencing tourists’ decision-making. The results showed that tourists’ perceived image positively affects their trust and perceived value, which then affects tourists’ travel intention. This finding is consistent with the research results of Artigas [82] and Lin [93]. The path coefficient between perceived image and trust is greater than that between perceived safety and trust. Also, the path coefficient between perceived image and perceived value is greater than that between perceived safety and perceived value, except in group 1, where the two values were nearly equivalent. This shows that perceived image plays a key role in the decision-making in all cases. This also means that the quality of tourism resources is still very important for Southern Xinjiang.




5.4. Difference in the Mechanism of Perceived Safety and Perceived Image on Tourist Behavioral Intention


The results show that perceived safety affects tourist behavioral intention only through the mediating effect of trust, whereas trust and perceived value play mediating roles between perceived image and tourist behavioral intention. This indicates that the mechanism of safety and image on tourists’ travel decision differ. Safety affects tourists’ sense of trust but does not directly provide value. Image can influence both trust and value. This sheds light on the importance of the management of safety and image of Southern Xinjiang in the future.





6. Conclusions and Implications


6.1. Conclusions


We explored the mechanisms of tourists’ perceived safety and perceived image on their decisions to travel to Southern Xinjiang. The final conclusions were obtained via normality analysis, common method bias analysis, exploratory factor analysis, reliability testing, validity testing, model fit analysis, comparing means, path analysis, and multiple group comparison. We found that the paradox of safety perception exists in tourists’ perception of Southern Xinjiang. Tourists with experience in Southern Xinjiang provide a better safety evaluation than those tourists without such experience. Tourists without experience in Southern Xinjiang have a cognitive bias, which results in stigmatization of the security situation in Southern Xinjiang. Destination image is still decisive in influencing tourists’ decision-making. Thus, image marketing is still very important. The mechanisms of safety and image on tourists’ travel decision are different. The findings in this paper provide enlightening insights for the further development of tourism marketing activities in Southern Xinjiang.




6.2. Theoretical Implications


We found that there exists the phenomenon of a paradox of safety perception in Southern Xinjiang which supplements the existing tourism safety theory. Safety is the basic guarantee for the sustainable development of the destination and a requirement for tourists’ decision-making. Too much emphasis on safety may be counterproductive on the tourism propaganda aimed at potential tourists without experience in Southern Xinjiang. It sheds light on avoiding cognitive bias for the destinations. Meanwhile, safety was regarded as a dimension of perceived image in some papers. However, the findings in this paper illustrate the difference in the mechanism of perceived safety and perceived image on tourist behavioral intention. It expands the dimension of perceived image.




6.3. Practical Implications


In the future, for tourists without experience in Southern Xinjiang, the government should focus on highlighting the value of tourism resources, while reducing safety slogans. Marketing activities should focus on folk customs instead of safety. For the tourists in Southern Xinjiang, the government could promote both safety and the value of resources. Strengthening the integration of tourism resources, providing high-quality services for tourists, and improving their satisfaction are still effective means for maintaining sustainable development. In addition, image publicity and value marketing are still important for Southern Xinjiang, suggesting that destinations similar to Southern Xinjiang with safety cognitive biases should adopt effective measures to improve their own value. Encouraging tourists to share their experiences on social media, holding tourism promotion meetings centered on Xinjiang culture, strengthening the all-around communication between Southern Xinjiang and other regions, and building a new tourism brand with the characteristics of silk road culture and folk custom, are all effective measures.




6.4. Limitations and Further Research


There are some shortcomings in this paper. Firstly, we adopted the convenient sampling method in this paper because Southern Xinjiang is more than 1,080,000 km2. Hence, the findings need further verification. Secondly, we focused on the mechanism of perceive safety and perceived image, and more effective and practical measures should be proposed in further research. Thirdly, specific strategies for Southern Xinjiang to build a new tourism brand should be explored in future research.
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Table A1. Reliability and convergent validity (Group 1).






Table A1. Reliability and convergent validity (Group 1).





	
Variable

	
Indicators

	
SFL

	
S.E.

	
T Value

	
C.R.

	
Cronbach’ α

	
AVE






	
Perceived safety

	
PS1

	
0.838

	

	

	
0.906

	
0.904

	
0.763




	
PS2

	
0.927

	
0.059

	
20.024 ***




	
PS3

	
0.853

	
0.059

	
18.496 ***




	
Perceived image

	
PI1

	
0.820

	

	

	
0.911

	
0.910

	
0.671




	
PI2

	
0.849

	
0.061

	
17.755 ***




	
PI3

	
0.844

	
0.063

	
17.594 ***




	
PI4

	
0.831

	
0.063

	
17.205 ***




	
PI5

	
0.749

	
0.068

	
14.898 ***




	
Trust

	
TR1

	
0.819

	

	

	
0.891

	
0.891

	
0.731




	
TR2

	
0.865

	
0.062

	
17.730 ***




	
TR3

	
0.880

	
0.066

	
18.080 ***




	
Perceived value

	
PV1

	
0.843

	

	

	
0.929

	
0.929

	
0.725




	
PV2

	
0.851

	
0.053

	
19.122 ***




	
PV3

	
0.878

	
0.050

	
20.127 ***




	
PV4

	
0.884

	
0.052

	
20.367 ***




	
PV5

	
0.797

	
0.051

	
17.174 ***




	
Behavioral intention

	
BI1

	
0.845

	

	

	
0.857

	
0.854

	
0.668




	
BI2

	
0.870

	
0.056

	
17.595 ***




	
BI3

	
0.731

	
0.059

	
14.292 ***








Note: *** means p < 0.001.
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Table A2. Reliability and convergent validity.






Table A2. Reliability and convergent validity.





	
Variable

	
Indicators

	
SFL

	
S.E.

	
T Value

	
C.R.

	
Cronbach’ α

	
AVE






	
Perceived safety

	
PS1

	
0.870

	

	

	
0.905

	
0.903

	
0.762




	
PS2

	
0.933

	
0.062

	
19.173 ***




	
PS3

	
0.812

	
0.060

	
16.432 ***




	
Perceived image

	
PI1

	
0.862

	

	

	
0.902

	
0.900

	
0.650




	
PI2

	
0.833

	
0.059

	
16.658 ***




	
PI3

	
0.815

	
0.063

	
16.098 ***




	
PI4

	
0.758

	
0.068

	
14.392 ***




	
PI5

	
0.756

	
0.067

	
14.329 ***




	
Trust

	
TR1

	
0.886

	

	

	
0.888

	
0.888

	
0.725




	
TR2

	
0.839

	
0.061

	
16.884 ***




	
TR3

	
0.828

	
0.063

	
16.561 ***




	
Perceived value

	
PV1

	
0.774

	

	

	
0.897

	
0.897

	
0.636




	
PV2

	
0.780

	
0.080

	
13.176 ***




	
PV3

	
0.826

	
0.072

	
14.091 ***




	
PV4

	
0.795

	
0.077

	
13.475 ***




	
PV5

	
0.811

	
0.071

	
13.784 ***




	
Behavioral intention

	
BI1

	
0.767

	

	

	
0.810

	
0.808

	
0.590




	
BI2

	
0.802

	
0.088

	
11.993 ***




	
BI3

	
0.734

	
0.086

	
11.143 ***








Note: *** means p < 0.001.
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Table A3. Reliability and convergent validity (Group 3).






Table A3. Reliability and convergent validity (Group 3).





	
Variable

	
Indicators

	
SFL

	
S.E.

	
T Value

	
C.R.

	
Cronbach’ α

	
AVE






	
Perceived safety

	
PS1

	
0.760

	

	

	
0.848

	
0.846

	
0.651




	
PS2

	
0.880

	
0.101

	
12.086 ***




	
PS3

	
0.775

	
0.099

	
11.408 ***




	
Perceived image

	
PI1

	
0.818

	

	

	
0.895

	
0.894

	
0.631




	
PI2

	
0.848

	
0.074

	
14.755 ***




	
PI3

	
0.788

	
0.079

	
13.393 ***




	
PI4

	
0.778

	
0.074

	
13.148 ***




	
PI5

	
0.734

	
0.074

	
12.179 ***




	
Trust

	
TR1

	
0.771

	

	

	
0.842

	
0.841

	
0.641




	
TR2

	
0.831

	
0.092

	
12.284 ***




	
TR3

	
0.798

	
0.093

	
11.880 ***




	
Perceived value

	
PV1

	
0.749

	

	

	
0.882

	
0.882

	
0.599




	
PV2

	
0.814

	
0.099

	
12.354 ***




	
PV3

	
0.815

	
0.107

	
12.376 ***




	
PV4

	
0.726

	
0.102

	
10.929 ***




	
PV5

	
0.760

	
0.103

	
11.481 ***




	
Behavioral intention

	
BI1

	
0.866

	

	

	
0.799

	
0.798

	
0.573




	
BI2

	
0.735

	
0.079

	
11.253 ***




	
BI3

	
0.655

	
0.077

	
9.952 ***








Note: *** means p < 0.001.
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Table A4. Reliability and convergent validity (group 4).






Table A4. Reliability and convergent validity (group 4).





	
Variable

	
Indicators

	
SFL

	
S.E.

	
T Value

	
C.R.

	
Cronbach’ α

	
AVE






	
Perceived safety

	
PS1

	
0.767

	

	

	
0.821

	
0.819

	
0.605




	
PS2

	
0.833

	
0.099

	
10.402 ***




	
PS3

	
0.730

	
0.095

	
9.731 ***




	
Perceived image

	
PI1

	
0.830

	

	

	
0.894

	
0.893

	
0.628




	
PI2

	
0.837

	
0.076

	
14.008 ***




	
PI3

	
0.791

	
0.082

	
12.956 ***




	
PI4

	
0.763

	
0.078

	
12.322 ***




	
PI5

	
0.737

	
0.074

	
11.756 ***




	
Trust

	
TR1

	
0.817

	

	

	
0.854

	
0.852

	
0.661




	
TR2

	
0.842

	
0.082

	
12.603 ***




	
TR3

	
0.778

	
0.084

	
11.722 ***




	
Perceived value

	
PV1

	
0.725

	

	

	
0.869

	
0.869

	
0.571




	
PV2

	
0.797

	
0.110

	
10.835 ***




	
PV3

	
0.813

	
0.122

	
11.032 ***




	
PV4

	
0.715

	
0.112

	
9.741 ***




	
PV5

	
0.723

	
0.112

	
9.851 ***




	
Behavioral intention

	
BI1

	
0.880

	

	

	
0.793

	
0.792

	
0.565




	
BI2

	
0.719

	
0.088

	
10.289 ***




	
BI3

	
0.636

	
0.085

	
9.062 ***








Note: *** means p < 0.001.
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Figure 1. Study framework. 






Figure 1. Study framework.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics.






Table 1. Descriptive statistics.





	
Variable

	
Number (Percent)






	
Sex

	
Male

	
Female




	
544 (53.4%)

	
475 (46.6%)




	
Education

	
High school or below

	
Junior college

	
Bachelor

	
Master or above




	
249, 24.4%

	
276, 27.1%

	
355, 34.8%

	
139, 13.6%




	
Career

	
Student

	
Teacher

	
Entrepreneur

	
Civil servant

	
Others




	
241, 23.7%

	
85, 8.3%

	
77, 7.6%

	
59, 5.8%

	
557, 54.7%




	
Monthly Income (yuan)

	
3000 or less

	
3001–5000

	
5001–8000

	
8001–10,000

	
10,000 or above




	
327, 32.1%

	
249, 24.4%

	
180, 17.7%

	
117, 11.5%

	
146, 14.3%




	
Age

	
18 or below

	
19–24

	
25–35

	
36–45

	
46–60

	
60 or above




	
72, 7.1%

	
225, 22.1%

	
391, 38.4%

	
145, 14.2%

	
127, 12.5%

	
59, 5.8%




	
Place of Residence

	
Xinjiang

	
Beijing

	
Guangdong

	
Shandong

	
Shanghai

	
others




	
289, 28.4%

	
159, 15.6%

	
118, 11.6%

	
82, 8.0%

	
74, 7.3%

	
297, 29.1%
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Table 2. Exploratory factor analysis matrix of the whole data.






Table 2. Exploratory factor analysis matrix of the whole data.





	Indicators
	Perceived Safety
	Perceived Image
	Trust
	Perceived Value
	Behavioral Intention





	PS1
	−0.023
	0.045
	0.908
	0.049
	0.028



	PS2
	−0.047
	0.051
	0.934
	0.040
	0.058



	PS3
	−0.021
	0.078
	0.905
	0.054
	0.020



	PI1
	0.815
	0.185
	−0.006
	0.187
	0.117



	PI2
	0.825
	0.170
	−0.004
	0.142
	0.172



	PI3
	0.809
	0.162
	−0.052
	0.169
	0.143



	PI4
	0.788
	0.182
	−0.029
	0.104
	0.201



	PI5
	0.741
	0.256
	−0.029
	0.107
	0.153



	TR1
	0.207
	0.276
	0.069
	0.771
	0.223



	TR2
	0.198
	0.229
	0.016
	0.853
	0.138



	TR3
	0.195
	0.238
	0.097
	0.814
	0.178



	PV1
	0.185
	0.786
	0.037
	0.208
	0.154



	PV2
	0.213
	0.751
	0.052
	0.225
	0.252



	PV3
	0.219
	0.833
	0.040
	0.123
	0.174



	PV4
	0.167
	0.839
	0.056
	0.138
	0.118



	PV5
	0.267
	0.692
	0.094
	0.272
	0.205



	BI1
	0.380
	0.274
	0.076
	0.196
	0.705



	BI2
	0.352
	0.210
	0.011
	0.214
	0.734



	BI3
	0.131
	0.304
	0.060
	0.190
	0.759
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Table 3. Reliability and convergent validity of overall data.






Table 3. Reliability and convergent validity of overall data.





	
Variable

	
Indicators

	
SFL

	
S.E.

	
T Value

	
CR

	
Cronbach’ α

	
AVE






	
Perceived Safety

	
PS1

	
0.827

	

	

	
0.892

	
0.891

	
0.735




	
PS2

	
0.922

	
0.037

	
32.794 ***




	
PS3

	
0.819

	
0.035

	
30.128 ***




	
Perceived Image

	
PI1

	
0.836

	

	

	
0.898

	
0.897

	
0.638




	
PI2

	
0.837

	
0.033

	
31.524 ***




	
PI3

	
0.797

	
0.035

	
29.403 ***




	
PI4

	
0.774

	
0.035

	
28.177 ***




	
PI5

	
0.746

	
0.034

	
26.776 ***




	
Trust

	
TR1

	
0.807

	

	

	
0.861

	
0.861

	
0.674




	
TR2

	
0.839

	
0.039

	
28.147 ***




	
TR3

	
0.816

	
0.039

	
27.419 ***




	
Perceived Value

	
PV1

	
0.782

	

	

	
0.898

	
0.898

	
0.636




	
PV2

	
0.820

	
0.040

	
28.056 ***




	
PV3

	
0.831

	
0.041

	
28.496 ***




	
PV4

	
0.775

	
0.041

	
26.198 ***




	
PV5

	
0.778

	
0.040

	
26.329 ***




	
Behavioral Intention

	
BI1

	
0.851

	

	

	
0.811

	
0.809

	
0.598




	
BI2

	
0.769

	
0.037

	
25.352 ***




	
BI3

	
0.691

	
0.037

	
22.557 ***








Note: SLF is standard factor loading, SE is standard error, *** means p < 0.001.
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Table 4. Discrimination validity.






Table 4. Discrimination validity.





	
Variable

	
No.

	
PS

	
PI

	
TR

	
PV

	
BI

	
No.

	
PS

	
PI

	
TR

	
PV

	
BI






	
PS

	
Group 1

	
0.874

	

	

	

	

	
Group 2

	
0.873

	

	

	

	




	
PI

	
0.147

	
0.819

	

	

	

	
0.065

	
0.806

	

	

	




	
TR

	
0.428

	
0.500

	
0.855

	

	

	
0.218

	
0.540

	
0.851

	

	




	
PV

	
0.266

	
0.545

	
0.597

	
0.851

	

	
0.144

	
0.566

	
0.644

	
0.797

	




	
BI

	
0.351

	
0.728

	
0.636

	
0.684

	
0.818

	
0.141

	
0.695

	
0.626

	
0.674

	
0.768




	
Mean

	

	
3.56

	
3.91

	
3.84

	
3.63

	
3.53

	

	
3.36

	
3.94

	
3.66

	
3.77

	
3.89




	
S.D.

	

	
1.12

	
0.79

	
0.88

	
0.90

	
0.84

	

	
1.14

	
0.75

	
0.82

	
0.80

	
0.82




	
PS

	
Group 3

	
0.807

	

	

	

	

	
Group 4

	
0.778

	

	

	

	




	
PI

	
−0.462

	
0.794

	

	

	

	
−0.450

	
0.793

	

	

	




	
TR

	
−0.383

	
0.538

	
0.800

	

	

	
−0.442

	
0.464

	
0.813

	

	




	
PV

	
−0.280

	
0.557

	
0.667

	
0.774

	

	
−0.303

	
0.574

	
0.519

	
0.756

	




	
BI

	
−0.371

	
0.638

	
0.605

	
0.689

	
0.757

	
−0.326

	
0.607

	
0.587

	
0.624

	
0.752




	
Mean

	

	
2.53

	
3.81

	
3.40

	
3.35

	
3.60

	

	
2.15

	
3.83

	
3.33

	
3.43

	
3.61




	
S.D.

	

	
0.90

	
0.72

	
0.76

	
0.71

	
0.80

	

	
0.79

	
0.73

	
0.80

	
0.67

	
0.81








Note: The value on the diagonal represents the root mean square of AVE, and the correlation coefficients between variables are below the diagonal.
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Table 5. Model fit analysis.






Table 5. Model fit analysis.





	Indicators
	CMIN/DF
	GFI
	RMR
	RMSEA
	IFI
	CFI
	TLI
	PNFI
	PCFI





	Group 1
	2.342
	0.901
	0.065
	0.065
	0.957
	0.957
	0.949
	0.781
	0.806



	Group 2
	2.780
	0.853
	0.055
	0.079
	0.923
	0.922
	0.908
	0.745
	0.777



	Group 3
	2.244
	0.870
	0.057
	0.073
	0.929
	0.928
	0.915
	0.740
	0.782



	Group 4
	2.211
	0.862
	0.047
	0.076
	0.919
	0.918
	0.903
	0.726
	0.773



	Criterion
	<3
	>0.9
	<0.08
	<0.08
	>0.9
	>0.9
	>0.9
	>0.5
	>0.5
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Table 6. Comparing means of perceived safety.






Table 6. Comparing means of perceived safety.





	
Variable

	
Classification

	
No.

	
Mean

	
T Value

	
p






	
Perceived Safety

	
Base Group

	
2

	
3.36

	
--

	
--




	
Control Group

	
1

	
3.56

	
−2.171

	
0.030




	
3

	
2.53

	
8.798

	
0.000




	
4

	
2.15

	
12.979

	
0.000
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Table 7. Path analysis.






Table 7. Path analysis.





	
Group

	
M1

	
M2

	
M3

	
M4




	
Path

	
Standardized Coefficient

	
Standard Error

	
p

	
Standardized Coefficient

	
Standard Error

	
p

	
Standardized Coefficient

	
Standard Error

	
p

	
Standardized Coefficient

	
Standard Error

	
p






	
PS→TR

	
0.365

	
0.040

	
***

	
0.183

	
0.043

	
0.002

	
−0.171

	
0.068

	
0.029

	
−0.288

	
0.088

	
***




	
PI→TR

	
0.469

	
0.058

	
***

	
0.543

	
0.066

	
***

	
0.476

	
0.079

	
***

	
0.349

	
0.088

	
***




	
PS→PV

	
0.048

	
0.049

	
0.380

	
0.023

	
0.039

	
0.673

	
0.055

	
0.053

	
0.430

	
0.041

	
0.061

	
0.616




	
PI→PV

	
0.348

	
0.075

	
***

	
0.332

	
0.071

	
***

	
0.319

	
0.067

	
***

	
0.457

	
0.068

	
***




	
TR→PV

	
0.395

	
0.084

	
***

	
0.455

	
0.073

	
***

	
0.513

	
0.076

	
***

	
0.319

	
0.064

	
***




	
TR→BI

	
0.375

	
0.076

	
***

	
0.335

	
0.079

	
***

	
0.279

	
0.112

	
0.002

	
0.360

	
0.090

	
***




	
PV→BI

	
0.473

	
0.063

	
***

	
0.485

	
0.084

	
***

	
0.520

	
0.133

	
***

	
0.457

	
0.126

	
***








Note: *** means p < 0.001.
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Table 8. Multiple group comparison.






Table 8. Multiple group comparison.





	
Path

	
Group

	
Standardized Coefficient

	
Difference Value

	
DF

	
CMIN

	
NFI

	
p






	
PS→TR

	
1

	
0.36

	
--

	
--

	
--

	
--

	
--




	
2

	
0.18

	
0.18

	
1

	
313.194

	
0.038

	
0.000




	
3

	
−0.17

	
0.35

	
1

	
258.048

	
0.035

	
0.000




	
4

	
−0.29

	
0.65

	
1

	
245.450

	
0.035

	
0.000
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