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ABSTRACT: Traveling is a fun but risky activity depending on the destination. The risks can be reduced by
careful planning, especially in the pandemic period. The purpose of this study is to explore trust and risk-
taking propensity of Indonesian tourists who travel to other cities or countries. Data collection was carried out
by distributing questionnaires online and offline to tourists from Indonesia who did solo or in group traveling
and obtained 159 tourists. The results show that there are no differences in trust between solo travelers and
group travelers, but there are differences in risk-taking propensity. However, women have more trust than
men, then men are more willing to take risks than women. The benefits of this output for tourism practitioners
are to create appropriate marketing strategies when offering tourism programs for both groups.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Tourism is a fun activity to do individually or in
groups after getting tired of doing activities such as
work or study. Data from the World Tourism Organ-
ization (2019) states that tourist destinations to vari-
ous regions of the world are leisure, recreation and
holiday (56%), visiting relatives or friends, medical
treatment or religious activities (27%), the rest are
business activities and others- other. The highest
growth in arrivals came from Asia and the Pacific
(7%) and Europe (5%) in France, Spain, USA, Chi-
na, and Italy as the 5 highest destination countries.
The various tourist destinations are the choice of
travelers to do fun activities, because they have cer-
tain features or characteristics as points of interest
(Buhlis, 2000). But after the Covid- 19 pandemic, the
number of tourists visiting at various destinations
has decreased greatly due to the prohibition of arri-
val in various countries and tourist attractions to re-
duce the risk of spreading the virus. Developments
in the second half of 2020 showed some change in
the prohibition of visiting other countries without
the right reasons, so this openness make tourists
possible to travel again.

Trust is the hope or certainty an individual has.
Associated with tourist destination, travelers will
take into consideration on the basis of his confidence
regarding the intended location. The trust factor is
an important antecedent for travelers to travel to
these destinations (Mohammed, 2016). Collabora-
tive relationships established among different organ-

izations in tourism industry will reduce risk but at
the same time also increase bargaining power in
tourism (Wang & Fesenmaier, 2007). So, the level
of traveler confidence increases and long-term rela-
tionships occur with travelers (Kim, Kim & Kim,
2009; Fyall, Callod & Edwards, 2003). The main
components of trust include honesty, kindness, and
competence, so trust has a major successful role in
managing tourism destination marketing (Choi, Law,
& Heo, 2016). Trust in certain goals influences spe-
cific components inherited in personal behavior,
such as attitude (Kim, Kim & Kim, 2009; Sicht-
mann, 2007) and perceptions about risk (Teo & Liu,
2007; Kim, Kim, & Shin, 2009).

In addition to trust, travelers have considerations
about the riflls to be faced when choosing a tourist
destination. Perceived risk is defined as an individu-
al's perception of uncertainty and negative conse-
quences due to carrying out certain activities
(Reisinger and Mavondo, 2005), one of which is
conducting tourism activities. Risks include orga-
nized crime, terrorist activities, economic crises,
pandemic, natural disasters, diseases, and other ex-
treme events that increase feelings of fear for travel-
ers. These diverse risk perceptions are a major com-
ponent of the decision-making process when
evaluating goals (Sonmez & Graefe, 1998). The
most common dimensions of risk perceived by trav-
elers are financial, physical, socio-psychological,
health and performance (Yang et al., 2017). This
trust and risk create consideration for the travelers so




that they are motivated to decide the best destina-
tion.

Swain (1995) introduces the definition of gender
in tourism as a starting point for future research.
Gender is conceptualized in identities related to men
and women, and gender identity is constructed cul-
turally and socially. This study aims to explore the
differences expressed between solo travelers and
group travelers as well as female and male travelers
on the variable of trust and risk. Solo travelers and
female travelers face a higher risk and need greater
confidence than group travelers and male travelers
when choosing travel destinations. This condition is
interesting to be investigated further because of the
advantages and disadvantages of traveling individu-
ally or in groups and based on gender. The benefits
of research in the tourism industry for tourism busi-
nesses is to conduct reliable strategic planning to
overcome the differences in tourism activities so that
the forms of promotion and cooperation patterns can
be made according to the needs of travelers and need
a very large adjustment in the pandemic and after
this pandemic.

2 LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Trust

Trust not only includes trust in the ability of partner
organizations to complete tasks, but also confidence
in the good intentions or positive intentions of part-
ners and the perception that partners adhere to ac-
ceptable values (Vlaar, Van den Bosch & Volberda,
2007). Regarding tourism, trust is the result of per-
sonality and image in accordance with tourist desti-
nations (Chen & Phou, 2013) or the results of the
image itself (Loureiro & Gonzilez, 2008). The basis
of trust is divided into two domains namely affective
or cognitive and behavior. The cognitive or affective
domain is related to individual beliefs. The behav-
ioral domain relates to individual behavioral tenden-
cies to depend on others to act reliably, emotionally,
and honestly (Rotenberg, et al., 2005).

Specifically, the components of virtue, honesty,
and competence to create trust are attached to peo-
ple's attitudes; these components also apply to or-
ganizations. On the other hand, being honest, kind,
and competent in the local population will be the
best intermediary at the tourist destination thereby
increasing the level of traveler confidence. Local
residents, as part of various public or private institu-
tions at tourist sites, play a key role in the level of
travelers' trust in these institutions (Sirdeshmukh et
al., 2002). Gender based trust shows men have inde-
pendent self-construction, women have independent
interdependence. Women are more relation oriented
while men are more collective oriented. Gender dif-
ferences have an impact on the way a person is in-
terdependent with others (Maddux & Brewer, 2005).

H1: Women have higher trust than men
2.2 Risk

Risk is a consumer's perception of overall negative
actions based on the likelihood of evaluating nega-
tive results and the likelihood that these results will
occur (Mowen & Minor, 1998). In tourism literature,
personalf¥isks include personal perceptions about
pre-trip threats and actual experiences during travel
(Tsaur, Tzeng, & Wang, 1997). Risk perception is
very important for trav§ll decision making because it
is able to change the decision-making process and
choice of goals (Sonmez and Graefe, 1998; Poon
and Adams, 2000). Risks that can occur in tourist
destinations are crime, terrofm, the spread of dis-
ease, and natural disasters (Kozak, Crotts, & Law,
2007). Fischhoff, De Bruin, Perrin and Downs
(2004) found that travelers tend to travel to a desti-
nation that is highly predictable at the risk level of
the location above or below the traveler's risk toler-
ance threshold. Hazardous incidents can change risk
perceptions and reduce tourist arrivals (Chew and
Jahari, 2014).

Furthermore, personal risks include social risks,
health, financial, and phy§lcal (Hajibaba, et al.,
2015). Some studies find different dimensions of
perceived risk such as socio-psychological, physical,
financial, and time do not affect toffist visiting in-
tention (S6nmez and Graefe, 1998; Qi et al., 2009).
While other studies find physical, financial, and so-
cial-psycholoflbal have negative effect on visit in-
tention and reviflt intention (Chew and Jahari,
2014). Regarding female travelers, researchers found
female travelers wdflld change travel plans if they
had an increased risk perception (Kozak et al.,
2007). Women also have a higlffy risk perception
than men for certain purposes (Lepp and Gibson,
2003). Female travelers pay more attention to safety
and sdfurity in accommodation, face security threats
when walking in remote places (Khoo-Lattimore and
Prayag,2015; Khoo-Lattimore and Prayag, 2016).

H2: Men tend to dare to take higher risks than
women.

2.3 Traveler

Travelers are also called tourists or those who travel
for fun. If done individually it is called single travel-
ers (Campbell, 2009) or solo travelers; while, travel-
ing with a spouse, parents, children, friends or rela-
tives, or in groups is called group travelers. Tourism
activities are influenced by different pre-trip attrac-
tions (Jordan, 2016; Bianchi, 2016) so that these
might result different behavioral patterns. Travel to
certain destinations as a group of travelers and solo
travelers will create a series of positive or negative
experiences, as well as create an impression related




to tourist destinations (Walls et al., 2011). A positive
experience creates a good destination image so trav-
elers will feel satisfied.

Chhabra (2004) conducted a comparative study
between solo and non-solo travelers in Sacramento
Ebout travel destinations, type of accommodation,
travel planning, length of stay, age, income, and
gender. The results found solo travelers were young-
er than non-solo travelers and on average they
stayed longer. Solo travelers spend less money dur-
ing a visit, despite having almost the same income.
Tomaszewski (2003) mentions solo female travelers
(backpackers) become stronger spiritually as indi-
viduals, are tolerant of risk and more confident,
more independent and freer during and after the trip.
Single female travelers are more concernedf with
health and safety than solo male travelers (Chiang
and Jogaratnam, 2006) and they believe that they are
more vulnerable to risk (Gibson and Jordan, 1998).
This study will develop demographic variables,
namely age, education, status, and employment to
further deepen the analysis of the traveler.

H3: Solo travelers are more likely to take risks than
group travelers.

3 RESEARCH METHOD

This research is a comparative study, which is
aimed to Indonesian people who like to travel
abroad or other regions in the country. These tour-
ism activities can be carried out individually or in
groups, and carried out both by female and male.
Primary data were collected using questionnaires
distributed offline and online to travelers according
to the sample criteria. The period of distributing
questionnaires for three (3) months from March -
May 2020. Questionnaires can only be collected
from 159 respondents, due to pandemic constraints
that sufficiently inhibit offline data dissemination
and travel ban during pandemic period. After that,
validity and reliability tests were performed before
analyzing data using ANOVA in SPSS program.
ANOVA is more appropriate to be used to confirm
differences in trust and risk-taking propensity be-
tween groups. Table 1 shows the variables and data
coding of the variables in this study, consisting of
trust and risk also demographic data respondents.

Table 1. Research Variable

36-45 years; 4 = >45 years

1 =High school; 2 = Undergraduate; 3 =
Postgraduate

1 =Single; 2 = Married

I = Businessman; 2 = Governmental of-
ficer; 3 = Private company officer; 4 =
Housewife, 5 = Others (Student, Ac-
countant, Architect, Doctor, etc.)

Education

Status
Occupation

4 RESULT AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Findings

Questionnaires were distributed online and offline as
many as 159 respondents with the following descrip-

tions in Table 2.

Table 2. Description of Respondent

Variable Description

Type of Traveler 1 = Solo; 0 = Group

Trust Likert scale 1-5 (strongly disagree —
strongly agree)

Risk Taking Likert scale 1-5 (strongly disagree —

Propensity strongly agree)

Gender 1 = Female; 0 = Male

Age 1 <= 17-25 years; 2 = 26-35 years; 3 =

Description S()I()Tl dveleleup Total
Gender
Male 42 24 66
(26.4%) (15.1%) (41.5%)
Female 41 52 93
(25.8%) (32.7%) (58.5%)
Age
<17-25 years 58 70 128
(36.5%) (44.0%) (80.5%)
26-35 years 7 2 9
(4.4%) (1.3%) (5.7%)
36-45 years 10 0 10
(6.3%) (0.0%) (6.3%)
>45 years 8 4 12
(5.0%) (2.5%) (7.5%)
Education
High school 9 12 21
(5.7%) (7.5%) (13.2%)
Undergraduate 61 60 121
(38.4%) (37.7%) (76.1%)
Postgraduate 13 4 17
(8.2%) (2.5%) (10.7%)
Status
Single 62 72 134
(39.0%) (45.3%) (84.3%)
Married 21 4 25
(13.2%) (2.5%) (15.7%)
Occupation
Businessman 13 7 20
(8.2%) (4.4%) (12.6%)
Government officer 3 0 3
(1.9%) (0.0%) (1.9%)
Private company 15 8 23
officer (9.4%) (5.0%) (14.5%)
Housewife 0 1 1
(0.0%) (0.6%) (0.6%)
Others 52 60 112
(32.7%) (37.7%) (70.4%)
Total 83 76 159
(52.2%) (47.8%) (100%)

Table 2 shows the respondents who were slightly
more dominant on individual tours (solo travelers).




Women prefer travel in groups. Respondents pre-
dominantly under the age of 17 to 25 years, single
status choose to travel individually or in groups.
Most respondents have bachelor education and work
as professionals (notary, architect, doctor), but there
are also some who have not worked because of stu-
dents. Then the validity and reliability tests are per-
formed. Validity test results for risk and trust varia-
bles are attached in Table 3.

Table 3. Output Validity and Reliability Test

Pearson Correlation

Code Description Risk Trust
Riskl  Ilike to go camping in 0.675%* -
the wilderness
Risk2  Ilike to swim far away 0.672%* -
from the beach or un-
guarded lake or ocean
Risk3  Ilike to go on vacation to  0.536%% -
a third-world country
without any planned ac-
commodation.
Risk4  Ilike to ski beyond my 0.732%* -
personal abilities
Risk5  [like to play white water 0.749%* -
rafting.
Risk6  [like totake a sky diving 0.705%* -
class every weekend.
Risk7 Ilike totry Bungee jump-  0.697%%* -
ing off a tall bridge.
Trust  Ingeneral, do you agree - 0.746%%*
1 that everybody can be
trusted?
Trust Do you agree that most of - 0.680%#%*
2 the time there will be
somebody who are will-
ing to help?
Trust Do you think that most - 0.613%%*
3 people will try to take an
advantage from you if
they have some chance?
Cronbach Alpha 0.807 0.584

Description: ** p-value < 0.05; Cronbach Alpha > 0.6

The test results show all indicators of risk and
trust variables are valid because the value below is
0.05. Risk variable is said to be reliable because its
Cronbach alpha is above 0.6, but trust variable is
said to be quite reliable as its value is less than 0.6.
In this study, trust variable is still used. The ANO-
VA test is then performed to prove the differences in
risk and trust in different groups, namely tourism
and gender activities.

<Insert Table 4>

The results of Levine test for risk variable is 0.024
<0.05 and trust variable is 0.000 <0.05; so, the two
variables are declared not to be homogeneous. How-
ever, the difference test continues and displays the
test results in Table 4 and Table 5 showing the type

of tourism, namely solo tourism has a higher risk-
taking propensity than group tours. The status of
unmarried travelers has a higher risk-taking propen-
sity than married travelers. Interaction test of type of
traveling and age as well as type of traveling and
educational background shows joint effect on risk.
Thus, it proves there are differences in the results of
the interaction of the two variables on risk. Trust
variable is influenced by age and the interaction be-
tween gender and age.

<Insert Table 5>
4.2 Discussions

Women have more trust also than men, especially
those who are at the age of 26-35 and above 45
years. The type of traveling shows no difference in
trust. However, the roles of gender and age affect
trust, so older women have different beliefs com-
pared to young men. Women tend to depend on oth-
ers to act reliably, emotionally, and honestly as stat-
ed in the research of Rotenberg, et al. (2005). A
sense of trust in women increases if supported by
honesty, kindness, and competence in the local pop-
ulation of tourist destinations according to the find-
ings of the local people's behavior in the study of
Sirdeshmukh et al. (2002).

Research on Indonesian travelers shows that both
men and women tend to travel solo at a young age
(<17-25 years), especially singles with professional
or student background. While those who choose to
travel in groups are young women. This condition is
also supported in the results of risk and trust tests.
Travelers who are young and single are more willing
to take risks do solo traveling; while women who
consider safety and health tend to travel in groups.
Chhabra (2004) proves that solo travelers are
younger. Chiang and Jogaratnam (2006) found that
single female travelers were more concerned with
health and safety than male solo travelers and wom-
en were more vulnerable to risk (Gibson and Jordan,
1998).

5. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Regarding to trust, women have more trust than
men, because women have greater dependence on
others. Men are more willing to take risks than
women, so are solo travelers who are willing to take
more risk than group travelers. Risk is inherent to
young and single travelers, while trust needs to be
built from both parties, namely travelers and those
involved in tourism activities in tourist destinations.




Research on tourism in such a pandemic
condition is very interesting to be further investigat-
ed, because traveling in groups increases health
risks; while traveling individually increases safety
risks. Financial planning is also needed to realize
these tourism activities, because currently tourism
funds are increasing quite sharply due to health pro-
cedures that must be met. Therefore, to improve the
tourism sector, the role of the government and the
organizers of tourism activities need to work togeth-
er to increase travelers’ trust by reducing the nega-
tive sides that can occur in tourist areas such as
pickpocketing, robberies, kidnappings as well as in-
creasing public facilities that are healthily appropri-
ate. Area tourism that is safe, comfortable and meets
health procedures after a pandemic will increase
tourist visits.
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