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The current study aims to analyse the impact of destination image and perceived
risk on tourists’ intention to travel to urban cities of Malaysia during the covid-
19 pandemic. The study addresses the effects of risk and destination image on the
perception of destination risk and how the perceptions of destination risk impact
travel during the covid-19 pandemic by utilising the planned behaviour theory. A
total of 237 respondents participated in the current study.Warppls (7.0), a variance-
based structural equation modelling (sem) software, was used to test the research
model. The empirical results offer exciting insights into urban tourism services on
important factors to consider while designing safety measures and practical actions
to restore urban tourism. The study offers novel findings. First, the study empiri-
cally revealed the travel intentions of tourists travelling toMalaysia during the coro-
navirus situation. Second, the study’s findings exposed quantifiable insights to make
Malaysia a preferable tourist destination.
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Introduction
The covid-19 pandemic has resulted in amassive im-
mobilisation of productive activity, with severe eco-
nomic effects at the global level. Many problems have
emerged in themost vulnerable areas, including health
and safety issues, political changes, financial crisis, and
the tourism industry (Chang & Kim, 2022; Poulaki &
Nikas, 2021; Cakar, 2020). covid-19 continues to im-
pact national economies, businesses, health services,
and social life almost two years after it began. With
new highly infectious virus variants such as Omi-

cron, the unavailability of vaccines in poor economies,
and protests by anti-vaxxers in significant parts of the
population in industrialised countries, covid-19 en-
dures, affecting national economies, businesses, health
services, and social life (Gössling&Schweiggart, 2022).

The travel and tourism sector accounts for 10.3
(us$8.9 trillion) of global gdp and 28.3 of exports
of services at the worldwide level. In 2019, tourism
contributed 10.3 to the gdp and 14.7 of total em-
ployment creation in Malaysia (wttc, 2020). The
covid-19 pandemic has significantly impacted travel
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decisions due to the limited availability of tourist des-
tinations and the occurrence of unfavourable travel
conditions (Kusumawati et al., 2021; Chang, 2009).
Several risks are involved in travel and tour, including
health, financial, social, and time risks (Fuchs & Re-
ichel, 2006). Any of the risks can directly be associated
with covid-19. In the current situation, tourists gen-
erally worry about health risks; the uncertainty of be-
coming covid-19 positive can lead to their decision
to choose a particular tourist destination (Poulaki &
Nikas, 2021; Chinazzi et al., 2020).

Most countries closed their borders during the
covid pandemic, although a handful opened them
for foreign travellers at that time. Travel outside one’s
country has reduced to such a number as to become
negligible. People opt for shorter distances, especially
those that can be reached by road. Several studies have
covered the intention to travel, but there is still a gap
in the research on the intention to travel during a pan-
demic while people have a high perception of risk
(Wen et al., 2020). This type of research is crucial as
it supports decision-making to stimulate tourism de-
mand (Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006). The most recog-
nised theories, goal intention (Gollwitzer & Sheeran,
2006) and the theory of planned behaviour (tpb)
(Ajzen, 1985), are adapted for current research. This
study seeks to understand the impact on the desti-
nation’s image, the perception of risks regarding the
tourist’s destination, and the intention to travel during
covid-19 to urban cities of Malaysia. Since Malaysia
is the most urbanised country in East Asia, the study
aims to analyse the impact of destination image and
perceived risk on the intention to travel to urban cities
ofMalaysia during the covid-19 pandemic. The find-
ings of this study can provide recommendations to
restore tourism and the development of security mea-
sures for tourism services.

Literature Review and Hypotheses Development
Risk Aversion and Intention to Travel

Individuals generally avoid travelling after disease out-
breaks as they are highly averse to any risk accompa-
nied by infections (Novelli et al., 2018). Risk aversion
is also one of the critical factors for individuals’ travel
decision-making. Generally, risk-taking attitudes are

a significant element of human behaviour as this in-
fluences decision-making strategies and makes indi-
viduals deal with complex, ambiguous, uncertain out-
comes (Chan et al., 2020). Rogers (1975) has argued
in his protection motivation theory that individuals
adapt to protect themselves and thus depend on their
subjective risk perceptions and risk aversions regard-
ing a perceived health threat; in this case, it is covid-
19 infection. The literature has also shown gender dif-
ferences in risk aversion and travel visits; specifically,
females tend to be more risk aversive than males (Rit-
tichainuwat & Chakraborty, 2009; Park & Reisinger,
2020).

Previous studies in similar disease outbreak sit-
uations have yielded different results. For example,
Lee et al. (2012) found people engaged in more adap-
tive behaviours to cope with the threats of the 2009
h1n1 influenza outbreak; however, on the other hand,
Cahyanto et al. (2016) found people stopped travelling
at the risk of aversive response to the Ebola outbreak
in the United States. Similarly, studies in the literature
witness a reduction in travel behaviour among people
due to covid-19 risk. For example, studies by Isaac
and Keijzer (2021), Li et al., (2020) and Neuburger and
Egger (2020) showed that passengers decline in their
intention to travel or postpone their trips due to higher
risk aversion or risk perception of a pandemic.

Boto-García and Leoni (2021) highlighted in their
study that social distancing norms in crowded desti-
nations make people cancel or postpone their travel
plans. Also, people with high infection rates or who
experienced covid-like symptoms are more risk-
aversive to travel. Research also indicates people pre-
fer ‘slow tourism’ (Wen et al., 2020) in response to
the pandemic risk aversion. We also must acknowl-
edge that some people are risk-averse, while others
are willing to take risks. From a behavioural research
perspective, analysing the reasons behind risk-related
decision-making will help us understand people’s in-
tention, in this case, to travel (Bauchner & Fonta-
narosa, 2020). Average individuals need higher risk
compensation to perform the behaviour (Trimpop,
1994). Pullanoet al. (2020) conducted a recent study in
France to understand risk aversion behaviour during
the lockdown and documented that senior people are
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more risk aversive and avoid leisure travel and family
trips as insisted by the authorities. Along similar lines,
this study aims to understand people’s risk aversion
and travel intentions after the covid-19 outbreak in
Malaysia. Hence, we hypothesise,

h1 Risk aversion is positively related to the intention
to travel.

Risk Aversion and Perception of Destination Risk

The likelihood of unfavourable consequences and un-
certainty is well explored in the financial decision-
making and behaviour of tourists (Hasan et al., 2017).
Risk perceptions can be described as the personal
opinions of tourists about risk characteristics and se-
riousness in three categories: health security, moral
hazards and weather (Cui et al., 2016). In the tourism
context, risk perception has been explored for tourists’
fear, anxiety, and worry (Wolff et al., 2019). Health-
related risks in tourism, such as Ebola, h1n1, sars
(Jonas et al., 2011) and covid-19 (Nazneen et al., 2020;
Wen et al., 2020), are well investigated. However, few
studies have explored risk aversion and destination
risk perception among tourists after the covid-19
pandemic.

Hence, tourists with less concern about risk do not
prioritise safety and security while choosing the des-
tination for a visit. Recently, Prince and Kim (2021)
also explored the relationship between risk aversion
and perception of destination risk among tourists and
found supporting evidence to argue the risk aversion.
The tourist is likely to perceive the destination as risky.
In a nutshell, the risk aversion trait is associated with
destination risk perception. Hence, this study explores
the risk aversion and perception of destination risk in
travel intention, and we hypothesise,

h2 Risk aversion is positively related to perceptions
of destination risk.

Perceived Risk of Destination and Intention to Travel

Perceived risk is subjective; no matter how informed
or thorough the decision might be, it represents the
individual’s expectation of a negative outcome (Has-
san& Soliman, 2021). Studies have shown that the per-
ceived risk of a destination affects tourists’ travel inten-
tions, particularly in the context of health-associated

risks (Matiza, 2020; Carvalho, 2022; Poulaki & Nikas,
2021). Tourists’ decision-making is influenced by the
perception of risk associated with a destination (Kani
et al., 2017). For example, tourists with higher per-
ceived risk are less likely to intend to travel compared
to thosewith a lower perceived risk. Şengel et al. (2022)
argue that the perceived risk of a destination, espe-
cially during international travel, leads to avoidance
of that destination. This supports previous research
by Sonmez and Graefe (1998) who found that per-
ceived risk of a destination is a crucial predictor of
a tourist’s intention to travel. Destination risk per-
ception can influence tourist intentions to travel or
avoid specific destinations (Silva et al., 2011). How-
ever, few studies have examined destination-specific
risk perception and travel intention (Sharifpour et al.,
2014). Hence, this study aims to explore the perceived
risk of covid-19 in Malaysia as a destination among
tourists. Previous studies have shown that a destina-
tion’s negative impact makes tourists avoid travelling
due to perceived risks (Cui et al., 2016; Činjarević et
al., 2020; de Castro Mendes & Jose Cavenaghi, 2020).
This avoidance arises from cognitive dissonance be-
tween tourists’ motives and the perceived destination
risk. To address this dissonance, tourists often post-
pone or avoid travelling to specific destinations to
mitigate associated risks. Matiza (2020) argues that
the probable link between destination risk percep-
tion and post-covid-19 travel intentions of tourists
should be thoroughly examined. Furthermore, con-
sidering the current scenario, it is reasonable to as-
sume that the global tourism industry will be affected
if proper measures to mitigate perceived destination
risks are not implemented by respective countries.
Therefore, this study intends to understand the per-
ceived risk ofMalaysia and the travel intentions among
tourists. In light of these considerations, the hypoth-
esis of this study is that perceived risk, irrespective of
the comprehensiveness or quality of decision-making,
reflects an individual’s expectation of negative out-
comes (Hassan & Soliman, 2021). The literature also
confirms that the perceived risk of a destination influ-
ences tourists’ travel intentions, especially in terms of
health-associated risks (Matiza, 2020; Carvalho, 2022;
Poulaki & Nikas, 2021). Hence we hypothesise,
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h3 Perceived risk of destination is negatively related
to the intention to travel.

Destination Image and Perceived Risk of Destination

Perpiña et al. (2019) conducted a content analysis of
62 articles from reputed tourism journals. They con-
firmed that destination imagemight influence tourists’
mental image, which can be perceived as safe (posi-
tive) or risky (negative) of the specific destination of
travel intent. The decision to travel is based on the des-
tination image and the perceived risk of the destina-
tion. San Martin and del Bosque (2008) highlighted
that tourists perceive the destination as attractive and
familiar if they perceive low risk in the specific desti-
nation. For instance, tourists perceiving the low risk
of the destination develop a more favourable mental
image before visiting the place.

Conversely, if the perceived destination risk is high
among tourists, they create a negative image of the des-
tination. Literature also confirms that awareness, cog-
nitive and affective image, past visitation, perceived
risk of travelling and perceived risk are the primary
factors for international tourism compared to domes-
tic tourism. Concern for safety and security develops
the destination’s cognitive image and perceived safety.
But it also triggers the perceived risk of travelling (Car-
valho, 2022). Also emphasised by the literature (Per-
piña et al., 2019) is the importance of linking destina-
tion image and perceived risk of destination to under-
stand tourist cognitive evaluation and, thereby, their
travel behaviour. Ruan et al. (2017) studied the rela-
tionship between the perceived risk of a destination
and its image among 635 foreign tourists. The study
found that tourists consider the perceived risk of a des-
tination to form a destination image, influencing their
intention to visit.

Researchersmust conduct studies integrating these
two variables to contribute important information to
tourists, influencing their travel intent. Perpiña et al.
(2021) have integrated destination image and risk per-
ceptions as an overall construct to understand travel
behaviour. According to the researchers, risk percep-
tion of the destinationwill influence beliefs on specific
destinations and shape their destination image. De-
spite the importance of understanding perceived risk

and destination image as distinct constructs within a
single study, the literature barely examines the rela-
tionship (Kani et al., 2017). Hence, this study aims to
add to the existing body of literature to precisely un-
derstand the linkage as mentioned earlier, examining
Malaysia as the context of the study, and we hypothe-
sise,

h4 Destination image is positively related to the per-
ceived risk of the destination.

Destination Image and Intention to Travel

The study by Afshardoost and Eshaghi (2020) on
a meta-analysis of 87 studies highlighted the rela-
tionship between destination image and intention to
travel. Their study has also highlighted that a destina-
tion image can be a two- or three-dimensional con-
struct; in some cases, researchers examine a single
construct, for instance, an overall image. Overall, the
destination image is the holistic perception of a tourist
destination (Josiassen et al., 2016) and in this study, we
use ‘overall image’ as the destination image construct.
Overall, the destination image is an abstract construct
consisting of three sub-dimensions: cognitive, affec-
tive, and conative.

Alvarez and Campo (2014) found that destina-
tion image perception significantly and directly af-
fects travelling to a particular destination. Along the
same lines, Leisen (2001) argued that tourists with a
more favourable destination image tend to visit the
destination more than those with the least favourable
destination image. Molinillo et al. (2018) highlighted
that destination image forms the antecedent of in-
tention to visit. The study also showed that destina-
tion image formation and intention to travel depend
on the tourists’ access to information on the desti-
nation. Perpiña et al. (2021) established a significant
relationship between destination image and intention
to visit. Tourists who develop a positive perception of
a specific destination choose to visit the destination.
Kanwel et al. (2019) showed a positive relationship be-
tween perceived destination image and the intention
to travel. Research by Chen and Phou (2013) found a
negative relationship between perceived destination
image and intention to travel. The literature shows
mixed results, although destination image is an essen-
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Figure 1 Conceptual Framework of the Study

tial antecedent of tourist behaviour (Josiassen et al.,
2016). The current study, therefore, would like to es-
tablish the linkage between destination perceptions
and intentions to visit, and we hypothesise,

h5 Destination image is positively related to inten-
tions to travel.

Research Methodology
Research Instrument

The current study analyses the impact of destination
image and perceived risk on the intention to travel to
Malaysia during the covid-19 pandemic. Data was
collected online using a self-administered survey in-
strument. Demographical questions, including age,
gender, marital status, monthly income, education
level, occupation, and nationality of the participants,
were asked in the first section of the survey. The sec-
ond section of the survey had four travel-related ques-
tions, including international trip frequency in the last
five years, the purpose of the trip, travel companions,
and the duration of the trip. Twenty-five items mea-
sured research constructs by using a 5-point Likert
scale, ranging from ‘1’ being ‘poor’ to ‘5’ ‘excellent;’ 11
items for destination imagewere adapted fromLepp et
al. (2011), six items for risk aversionwere adapted from
Wolff and Larsens (2014), five items for the perception
of destination riskwere adapted fromBaloglu andMc-
Cleary (1999), and three items for intention to travel
adapted from Schroeder et al. (2013) were included in
the last section of the survey.

Sample and Sampling Technique

Any adults (foreigners, non-Malaysians)who travelled
out of their home country for any reason and were in-

Table 1 Demographics

Variables Categories () ()

Gender Male  .

Female  .

Age (years)  years or below  .

–  .

–  .

–  .

 years or above  .

Marital status Single  .

Married  .

Separated  .

Other  

Income (monthly
in us)

Less than ,  .

,–,  

,–,  .

,–,  .

,–,  

Highest level of
education achieved

Junior High School  

Secondary School  

College  

University  .

Other  .

Occupation Retired  

Self Employed  .

Unemployed  

Private Employee  

Public Employee  .

Other  

Continued in the next column

terested in visiting Malaysia were considered the pop-
ulation for this research. Data was collected using an
online survey (Google forms) using the self-selection
sampling method from December 2020 to February
2021. A total of 237 responses were received, and four
were discarded due tomissing data, which would have
negatively affected the analysis.

Table 1 shows that 57.9 of the respondents were
female. The majority of the respondents fall under the
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Table 1 Continued from the previous column

Variables Categories () ()

Nationality Australia  .

Bangladesh  .

China  .

Philippines  .

India  .

Indonesia  .

Italy  .

Japan  .

Kenya  .

Korea  .

Libya  .

Maldives  .

Mauritius  .

Pakistan  .

Sri Lanka  .

Tanzania  .

Notes Column headings are as follows: (1) frequency, (2)
percentage.

age group ‘21–25’ (48.9), followed by ‘20 years or be-
low’ (27.9) and the majority of the participants were
married (45.5), followed by single (39.9). Out of
101 respondents, only 50 stated their highest education
level was achieved at university. Only 79 respondents
indicated their occupation, where 62were employed,
followed by 19 as private sector employees. With re-
gards to nationality, the maximum number of partic-
ipants was Indonesian (25.3), followed by Pakistani
(23.2), Filipino (7.7) and Indian (7.3).

Table 2 shows the travel information details; it was
found that 128 respondents had three or fewer interna-
tional trips followed by 60 participants (between 4–6
trips) in the last five years. 59.2 of participants trav-
elled for leisure or vacation, and 51.9 of participants
(the majority) with their families, including spouses
and kids, for 2–5 days (53.2 – majority of partici-
pants).

Data analysis Partial Least Squares (pls) using
Warppls 7.0 software was chosen over the common
covariance-based technique, given that it places fewer

Table 2 Travel Information

Variables Categories () ()

Number of abroad
(international)
holiday trips during
the last  years

 or less  .

in between –  .

in between –  .

 or more  .

Purpose of the travel Leisure/vacation  .

Business  

vfr  .

Other  .

Travelling with Family/spouse/kids  .

Colleague/Friends  .

Alone  .

Other  .

Duration of the trip – days  .

One week  .

More than a week  .

Notes Column headings are as follows: (1) frequency, (2)
percentage.

restrictions on sample sizes, data distribution, and
normality and is gaining more prominence in hos-
pitality management research (Ali et al., 2018). A two-
step procedure, suggested by Anderson and Gerbing
(1988), was adopted to test the hypotheses for this
study. An assessment of the structural model followed
an assessment of the measurement model.

Data Analysis and Findings
This study used the variance-based structural equa-
tion modelling (sem) software Warppls 7.0 to anal-
yse the study’s conceptual path model. The data anal-
ysis part is segmented into two main parts: the mea-
surement model and the structural model. The mea-
surement model was assessed to examine the validity
and reliability of the derived measures for the outer
model-theoretical constructs. In contrast, the estima-
tion of the path model was examined through testing
(structural model) the inner model. pls path mod-
elling is one of the robust methods to analyse con-
ceptual models in social sciences, mainly in hospital-
ity and tourism (Ali et al., 2018). Furthermore, in or-
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Table 3 Indicator’s Validity, Reliability and Cross-Loadings

Constructs Ri_Av De_img pr_dr In_Trav cr ave vif

Risk Aversion ra . –. . . . . .

ra . . –. .

ra . . –. –.

ra . . –. –.

ra . . . .

ra . –. . .

Destination Image di . . –. –. . . .

di –. . . .

di . . . .

di . . –. –.

di . . –. –.

di –. . . .

di –. . . –.

di –. . . –.

di . . –. –.

di –. . . .

di –. . . .

Perception of Destination Risk pdr . . . –. . . .

pdr . –. . .

pdr –. . . –.

pdr –. . . .

pdr –. –. . –.

Intention to Travel it –. . . . . . .

it . –. . .

it . . –. .

Notes Loadings are unrotated and cross-loadings are oblique-rotated.P-values are for loadings.P-values < 0.05 are desirable
for reflective indicators.

der to maximize the predictability of the dependent
constructs, the conceptual model incorporates reflec-
tive measurement, exhibits a multi-dimensional na-
ture, and deviates from the assumptions of multivari-
ate normality (Hair et al., 2019).

Measurement Model

The purpose of assessing themeasurementmodel is to
ensure the validity and reliability of themodel through
the evaluation of (a) internal consistency reliability,
(b) convergent validity, and (c) discriminatory valid-

ity. The measurement model of this study has been as-
sessed. Firstly, the internal consistency reliability val-
ues exceeded the set criteria of Cronbach’s alpha (α) >
0.7, Jöreskog’s ρc > 0.7, and Dijkstra-Henseler’s ρA >
0.7. The outcome values of the cross-loadings revealed
that all the measurements were above the set criteria
of 0.65. Table 3 demonstrated that the composite relia-
bility values were above 0.86 and lower than 0.94, thus
indicating the measurements are reliable and have the
predicting capability of their own construct, respec-
tively. Moreover, the convergent validity of the outer
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Table 4 Discriminant Validity

ra di pdr it

ra *

di . *

pdr . . *

it . *

Notes * Standard procedure for reporting htmt (Hetero-
trait-Monotrait) ratio.

model was assessed by measuring the cross-loading
of measurements and the assessed value of average
variance extracted (ave). The ave value of each con-
struct was above the threshold limit of 0.50, resulting
in it being able to explain at least 50 of the variance
of its indicators (Hair et al., 2019). As per Table 3, the
ave values of each construct are ‘Risk Aversion’ 0.530,
‘Destination Image’ 0.569, ‘Perception of Destination
Risk’ 0.680, and ‘Intention to Travel’ 0.878, respec-
tively. Lastly, the assessment values of vif within Ta-
ble 3 indicated that all the constructs’ vif values are
below the threshold of 4, which indicated none of the
constructs were affected by the variance inflation fac-
tor.

The discriminant validity for the model was as-
sessed to ensure that constructs within the pathmodel
are empirically distinct. Twomeasureswere used to as-
sess the discriminant validity, Heterotrait-Monotrait
ratio (htmt) and cross-loading. htmt < 0.85 means
95 confidence to consider (Henseler et al., 2015), as
the value from Table 4 indicates the respective con-
struct has a more significant value compared to all
other constructs in the row and column (Hair et al.,
2014). The htmt ratio within Table 4 indicated the
values were below the critical limit of 0.90, which in-
dicated the accuracy of correlation.

Structural Model

According to Hair et al. (2014), the significance level
and co-efficient value should achieve a certain level,
ensuring an impact on the dependent construct. The
assessed path model from Figure 2 demonstrates ‘Risk
Aversion→ Perception of Destination Risk’ with a p-
value = 0.005 and beta-value = 0.27, indicating that
if travellers have a substantial and significant sense of

Ri_Av
(R)6i

De_IMG
(R)11i

PR_DR In_Trav

β = 0.27(p < 0.01)

β = 0.10

(p = 0.06
)

β = 0.15

(p < 0.01)

β = 0.14 (p = 0.02)

β = 0.24 R2 = 0.08 (p < 0.01)

Figure 2 Model

potential risk they may not be willing to travel to the
destination. The following hypothetical result indi-
cates ‘Destination Image→ Perception of Destination
Risk’ has a positive but insignificant relationship, p-
value = 0.06, beta-value = 0.10, which indicates the
past image of the destination is insignificant in the
midst of the covid-19 outbreak, as travellers aremore
concernedwith the safety of themselves and their fam-
ilies. Further, the ‘Perception of Destination Risk →
Intention to Travel’ p-value = 0.001, beta-value = 0.15
indicates a positive and significant relationship, which
indicates that despite the risk and the past image of the
destination, travellers are still willing to take risks and
want to travel, which could indicate that the results of
repetitive lockdowns and social restrictions has men-
tally and emotionally deprived the travellers. They are
eager to travel desperately despite the risk. h1 and h5
support this as both hypotheses have a positive rela-
tionship and vital significance. Further, in terms of
measuring the f 2 effect size, within the path model,
theminimum effect size was found to be 0.141, and the
most significant effect size is 1.327. The Q2 values were
0.614 (minimum) and 0.653 (maximum), respectively,
which indicated the indicators within each exogenous
construct have enormous predictive relevance on their
respective endogenous constructs.

Regarding the model fit for the path model, the
assessment of standardised root means square resid-
ual (srmr), the unweighted least squares discrepancy
duls, the geodesic discrepancy dg, and the normal
index (nfi) were necessary. Hence, Table 5 shows
that the structural model of this research achieved the
value of 0.061 and 0.060, indicating a fit model, which
was below the critical limit of srmr < 0.08 (Hu &
Bentler, 1999), duls < 95 bootstrap quantile (h195
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Table 5 Exact Fit Tests

Item Saturated Model Estimated Model

srmr . .

duls . .

dg . .

nfi . .

Notes Standardised Root Mean Square Residual (srmr):
Critical value <0.08;Unweighted Least SquaresDiscrepancy
(duls): Critical value < 0.05; Geodesic Discrepancy (dg):
Critical value < 0.05; Normal Fit Index (nif): Critical value
> 0.90.

of duls): (critical value < 0.05) (Henseler et al. 2016),
dg < 95 bootstrap quantile (h195 of dg): (critical
value < 0.05) (Henseler et al., 2016), nfi value > 0.90
(Byrne, 2008). Further, it confirmed that the struc-
tural model is considered a well-fit model based on
the obtained value of duls and dg. The value of nfi
shows as 0.93, which is above the criteria value of 0.90.
Therefore, it also confirmed the model fit of the struc-
tural model.

Discussion and Implications
Specifically, the study contributes an imperative un-
derstanding of tourists’ visit intention towards urban
cities of Malaysia by outspreading the existing tpb
framework by adding perceived risk, destination im-
age and risk aversion. Few studies have empirically
extended the tpb by adding studied variables, to the
best of our knowledge. The results demonstrated that
all proposed hypotheses relating to the direct relation-
ship were supported except one. Destination image
was found to have an insignificant relation to the per-
ceived risk of the destination. This finding suggests
that tourist agencies must improve the destination’s
image to improve the tourists’ intention to visit urban
cities. Additionally, the results of this study disclose
complex associations among these constructs.

The result has shown that destination image has no
relationshipwith covid-19 perceived destination risk
(Malaysia). Earlier research has reported a significant
relationship between destination image and perceived
risk (Perpiña et al., 2019; San Martin & Bosque, 2008;
Ruan et al., 2017; Kani et al., 2017). Not all tourists per-

ceive the risk to the Malaysian destination image. In
addition, it was also found in the study results that
tourists with higher risk aversion are less likely to visit
Malaysia than those with lower aversion. The results
of this study were in line with the earlier studies by
Gallego and Font (2020), Li et al. (2020), Neuburger
and Egger (2020), and Şengel et al. (2022). Tourist au-
thoritiesmust facilitate hygiene practices and commu-
nicate through appropriate media channels to reduce
perceived destination risk in Malaysia’s urban cities.

The descriptive analysis of the study reveals that
57.9 of the respondents were female, with 48.9 in
the age bracket of 21–30. Both groups of respondents
are taking the covid-19 situation seriously, and a
considerable decline has been observed in travel be-
haviour among people due to covid-19 risk. But in-
terestingly, a positive and significant relationship has
been found between travel risk aversion and percep-
tions of destination risk. Though the study is limited
to tourist cities of Malaysia, we have included tourists
from various nationalities, giving us a fair idea of their
perceptions and intention to travel. This study pro-
vides a significant understanding of destination im-
age and perceived risk in the intention to travel to
Malaysia. This study examines the destination im-
age of Malaysia and perception of the covid-19 pan-
demic risk. This empirical study contributes to the
existing literature by explaining how the perception of
covid-19 pandemic risk is integrally related to travel
decisions and destination image for Malaysia based
on individual aspects. As the traveller’s behaviour be-
comes an essential aspect of studies since it helps to
analyse the immediate and distant future of the travel
and tourism industry, it is highly essential to know
how to build up a positive destination image and avoid
or minimise these risks. The findings of this research
will be helpful.

The study also throws light on interesting prac-
tical implications. Since travel risk perception is an
important variable influencing the intention to travel,
the tourism industry can take steps to mitigate the
risk perceived by the tourists visiting urban cities of
Malaysia. Moreover, the study results also exhibited a
significant positive relationship between the percep-
tion of destination risk and the intention to travel to
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Malaysia, which contradicted this research’s proposed
hypothesis. This result could be unique to this study’s
targeted samples, as Malaysia has already initiated a
‘travel bubble’ to providemore confidence to incoming
travellers. However, the study’s remaining hypotheses
were consistent with the past studies (Matiza, 2020;
Cui et al., 2016; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998). The find-
ings imply that tourists’ visit intention differs by the
level of perceived risk in the destination. Perception of
risk may make more sense to tourists when they are
going to a destination for a second time because this
study focuses on the visit intention of tourists. This
study also further supports the idea that destination
image influences visit intention. Similar results were
achieved by the studies in the tourism literature (Per-
piña et al., 2021; Kanwel et al., 2019; Molinillo et al.,
2018).

Limitations and Future Research
The study acknowledges certain limitations. We fo-
cused on a single country, Malaysia. Future research
can explore these variables on different destinations,
comparing destination risk perceptions across coun-
tries etc. The study did not control for demographic
variables that future studies can address. In addition,
we adopted a cross-sectional design; future research
can consider longitudinal research, capturing tourists’
perceptions at different time frames and analysing the
factors influencing the change in perception. Though
we tested for common method bias, we cannot com-
pletely rule out that future research can improve the
studies employing multi-source, multi-wave surveys.
Malaysia is a world-class destination attracting mil-
lions of tourists each year. The destination has been
highlighted and marketed globally, which helps publi-
cise a positive image to encourage tourists’ intention to
visit Malaysia. This finding confirms that destination
image is decisive factor for tourists’ destinations. Fu-
ture studies can explore other antecedents like destina-
tion loyalty, tourists’ personalities and situational fac-
tors influencing visit intention. Other moderating and
mediating variables, such as word of mouth, promo-
tional activities, and tourist delight, can be explored
in the context of perceived risk and visit intention. In
a nutshell, the study results give an alarming signal to

all stakeholders, emphasising the need to address per-
ceived risks related to destination image and enhance
tourist influx to promote economic growth.

References
Afshardoost, M., & Eshaghi, M. S. (2020). Destination im-

age and tourist behavioural intentions: A meta-analysis.
Tourism Management, 81(5), 104154.

Ajzen, I. (1985). From intentions to actions: A theory of
planned behaviour. In J. Kuhl & J. Beckmann (Eds.),
Action control: From cognition to behavior (pp. 11–39).
Springer.

Ali, F., Rasoolimanesh, S. M., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C. M., &
Ryu, K. (2018). An assessment of the use of partial least
squares structural equation modeling (pls-sem) in hos-
pitality research. International Journal of Contemporary
Hospitality Management, 30(1), 514–538.

Alvarez,M.D., &Campo, S. (2014). The influence of political
conflicts on country image and intention to visit: A study
of Israel’s image. Tourism Management, 40, 70–78.

Anderson, J. C., &Gerbing, D.W. (1988). Structural equation
modeling in practice: A review and recommended two-
step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411–423.

Baloglu, S., & McCleary, K. W. (1999). A model of destina-
tion image formation.Annals of TourismResearch, 26(4),
868–897.

Bauchner, H., & Fontanarosa, P. (2020). Thinking of risk in
the era of covid-19. Jama, 324(2), 151–153.

Boto-García, D., & Leoni, V. (2021). Exposure to covid-19
and travel intentions: Evidence fromSpain.TourismEco-
nomics, 28(6), 1499–1519.

Byrne, B. M. (2008). Testing for multigroup equivalence of a
measuring instrument: A walk through the process. Psi-
cothema, 20(4), 872–882.

Cahyanto, I., Wiblishauser, M., Pennington-Gray, L., & Sch-
roeder, A. (2016). The dynamics of travel avoidance: The
case of Ebola in the us. Tourism Management Perspec-
tives, 20, 195–203.

Cakar, K. (2020). Tourophobia: Fear of travel resulting from
man-made or natural disasters. Tourism Review, 76(1),
103–124.

Carvalho, M. A. M. (2022). Factors affecting future travel
intentions: Awareness, image, past visitation and risk
perception. International Journal of Tourism Cities, 8(3),
761–778.

Castro Mendes, B. de, & Cavenaghi, A. J. (2020). Building
a destination image: Images of exclusiveness and refuge.
International Journal of Tourism Cities, 6(4), 673–690.

Chan, H. F., Skali, A., Savage, D. A., Stadelmann, D., & Tor-

230 | Academica Turistica, Year 16, No. 2, August 2023



Kumar et al. Destination Image, COVID-19 Perceived Risk and Intention to Travel

gler, B. (2020). Risk attitudes and humanmobility during
the covid-19 pandemic. Scientific Reports, 10(1), 19931.

Chang, S. Y. (2009). Australians’ holiday decisions in China:
A study combining novelty-seeking and risk-perception
behaviors. Journal of China Tourism Research, 5(4), 364–
387.

Chang, H., & Kim, M. (2022). covid-19 public health strat-
egy implementation for the hospitality industry in Tai-
wan. Academica Turistica, 15(1), 149–161.

Chen, C. F., & Phou, S. (2013). A closer look at destination:
Image, personality, relationship and loyalty. Tourism
Management, 36, 269–278.

Chinazzi,M., Davis, J. T., Ajelli,M., Gioannini, C., Litvinova,
M., Merler, S., Pastore y Piontti, A., Mu, K., Rossi, L.,
Sun, K.,Viboud, C., Xiong, X., Yu, H., Halloran, M. E.,
Longini, I. M., & Vespignani, A., (2020). The effect of
travel restrictions on the spread of the 2019 novel coro-
navirus (covid-19) outbreak. Science, 368(6489), 395–
400.

Činjarević, M., Peštek, A., & Tufo, S. (2020). The distinctive-
ness of rural tourismmarketing practices: The case study
of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Academica Turistica, 12(2),
173–184.

Cui, F., Liu, Y., Chang, Y., Duan, J., & Li, J. (2016). An
overview of tourism risk perception. Natural Hazards,
82(1), 643–658.

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

Gallego, I, & Font, X. (2020) Changes in air passenger de-
mand as a result of the covid-19 crisis: Using Big Data
to inform tourism policy. Journal of Sustainable Tourism,
29(9), 1470–1489.

Gollwitzer, P. M., & Sheeran, P. (2006). Implementation in-
tentions and goal achievement: Ameta-analysis of effects
and processes. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experi-
mental social psychology (pp. 69–119). Elsevier.

Gössling, S., & Schweiggart, N. (2022): Two years of covid-
19 and tourism: What we learned, and what we should
have learned. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 30(4) 915–
931.

Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C., & Sarstedt, M. (2014). A
primer on partial least squares structural equation mod-
eling (pls-sem). Sage.

Hair, J. F., Risher, J. J., Sarstedt, M., & Ringle, C. M. (2019).
When to use and how to report the results of pls-sem.
European Business Review, 31(1), 2–24.

Hasan, M. K., Ismail, A. R., & Islam, M. F. (2017). Tourist
risk perceptions and revisit intention: A critical review of

literature. Cogent Business &Management, 4(1), 1412874.
Hassan, S. B., & Soliman, M. (2021). covid-19 and repeat

visitation: Assessing the role of destination social re-
sponsibility, destination reputation, holidaymakers’ trust
and fear arousal. Journal of Destination Marketing &
Management, 19, 100495.

Henseler, J., Hubona, G., & Ray, P. A. (2016). Using pls path
modeling in new technology research: Updated guide-
lines. Industrial management & data systems, 116(1), 2–
20.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new cri-
terion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-
based structural equationmodeling. Journal of the Acad-
emy of Marketing Science, 43(1), 115–135.

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit in-
dexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional cri-
teria versus new alternatives. Structural EquationModel-
ing: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1). https://doi.org/10
.1080/10705519909540118

Isaac, R. K., & Keijzer, J. (2021). Leisure travel intention fol-
lowing a period of covid-19 crisis: A case study of the
Dutch market. International Journal of Tourism Cities,
7(3), 583–601.

Jonas, A., Mansfeld, Y., Paz, S., & Potasman, I. (2011). De-
terminants of health risk perception among low-risk-
taking tourists traveling to developing countries. Journal
of Travel Research, 50(1), 87–99.

Josiassen, A., Assaf, A. G., Woo, L., & Kock, F. (2016). The
imagery-image dualitymodel: An integrative review and
advocating for improved delimitation of concepts. Jour-
nal of Travel Research, 55(6), 789–803.

Kani, Y., Aziz, Y. A., Sambasivan, M., & Bojei, J. (2017). An-
tecedents and outcomes of destination image ofMalaysia.
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 32, 89–
98.

Kanwel, S., Lingqiang, Z., Asif, M., Hwang, J., Hussain, A., &
Jameel, A. (2019). The influence of destination image on
tourist loyalty and intention to visit: Testing a multiple
mediation approach. Sustainability, 11(22), 6401.

Kusumawati, F. R., Ferdous, E., & Bayramov, B. (2021). The
impact of customer behaviour on travel intention abroad
after a pandemic. International Journal of TourismPolicy,
11(2), 142–160.

Lee, C. K., Song, H. J., Bendle, L. J., Kim, M. J., & Han, H.
(2012). The impact of non-pharmaceutical interventions
for 2009 h1n1 influenza on travel intentions. Tourism
Management, 33(1), 89–99.

Leisen, B. (2001). Image segmentation: The case of a tourism
destination. Journal of Services Marketing, 15(1), 49–66.

Academica Turistica, Year 16, No. 2, August 2023 | 231



Kumar et al. Destination Image, COVID-19 Perceived Risk and Intention to Travel

Lepp, A., Gibson, H., & Lane, C. (2011). Image and perceived
risk: A study of Uganda and its official tourism website.
Tourism Management, 32(3), 675–684.

Li, J., Nguyen, T. H.H., &Coca-Stefaniak, J. A. (2020). Coro-
navirus impacts on post-pandemic planned travel be-
haviours. Annals of Tourism Research, 86, 102964.

Matiza, T. (2020). Post-covid-19 crisis travel behaviour: To-
wards mitigating the effects of perceived risk. Journal of
Tourism Futures, 8(1), 99–108.

Molinillo, S., Liébana-Cabanillas, F., Anaya-Sánchez, R., &
Buhalis, D. (2018). dmo online platforms: Image and in-
tention to visit. Tourism Management, 65, 116–130.

Nazneen, S., Hong, X., & Ud Din, N. (2020, May 4). covid-
19 crises and tourist travel risk perceptions. Social Science
Research Network. https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn
.3592321

Neuburger, L, & Egger, R. (2020). Travel risk perception
and travel behavior during the covid-19 pandemic
2020: A case study of the dach region. Current Issues
in Tourism, 24(7), 1003–1016.

Novelli, M., Burgess, L. G., Jones, A., & Ritchie, B. W. (2018).
‘No Ebola . . . still doomed:’ The Ebola-induced tourism
crisis. Annals of Tourism Research, 70, 76–87.

Park, K., & Reisinger, Y. (2020). Differences in the perceived
influence of natural disasters and travel risk on interna-
tional travel. Tourism Geographies, 12(1). https://doi.org
/10.1080/14616680903493621

Perpiña, L., Camprubí, R., & Prats, L. (2019). Destination
image versus risk perception. Journal of Hospitality &
Tourism Research, 43(1), 3–19.

Perpiña, L., Prats, L., & Camprubí, R. (2021). Image and risk
perceptions: An integrated approach. Current Issues in
Tourism, 24(3), 367–384.

Prince, M., & Kim, Y. (2021). Impact of risk aversion, reac-
tance proneness and risk appraisal on travel destination
risk perception. Journal of Vacation Marketing, 27(2),
203–216.

Poulaki, I., & Nikas, I. A. (2021). Measuring tourist be-
havioural intentions after the first outbreak of covid-19
pandemic crisis: Prima facie evidence from the Greek
market. International Journal of Tourism Cities, 7(3),
845–860.

Pullano, G., Valdano, E., Scarpa, N., Rubrichi, S., & Col-
izza, V. (2020). Evaluating the impact of demographic,
socioeconomic factors, and risk aversion on mobility
during covid-19 epidemic in France under lockdown:
A population-based study. Lancet Digital Health, 2(12),
e638–e649.

Rittichainuwat, B. N., & Chakraborty, G. (2009). Perceived

travel risks regarding terrorism and disease: The case of
Thailand. Tourism Management, 30(3), 410–418.

Rogers, R. W. (1975). A protection motivation theory of fear
appeals and attitude change. The Journal of Psychology,
91(1), 93–114.

Ruan, W. Q., Li, Y. Q., & Liu, C. H. S. (2017). Measuring
tourism risk impacts on destination image. Sustainabil-
ity, 9(9), 1501.

San Martin, H., & Bosque, I. A. R del. (2008). Exploring the
cognitive-affective nature of destination image and the
role of psychological factors in its formation. Tourism
Management, 29(2), 263–277.

Schroeder, A., Pennington-Gray, L., Kaplanidou, K., &Zhan,
F. (2013). Destination risk perceptions among us resi-
dents for London as the host city of the 2012 Summer
Olympic Games. Tourism Management, 38(1), 107–119.

Şengel, Ü., Genç, G., Işkın, M., Çevrimkaya, M., Zengin, B.,
& Sarıışık, M. (2022). The impact of anxiety levels on
destination visit intention in the context of covid-19.
Journal ofHospitality andTourism Insights, 6(2), 697–715.

Sharifpour,M.,Walters, G., & Ritchie, B.W. (2014). Risk per-
ception, prior knowledge, and willingness to travel: In-
vestigating the Australian tourist market’s risk percep-
tions towards the Middle East. Journal of Vacation Mar-
keting, 20(2), 111–123.

Silva, O., Reis, H. and Correia, A. (2011). The moderator ef-
fect of risk on travel decisionmaking. International Jour-
nal of Tourism Policy, 3(4), 332–347.

Sonmez, S., & Graefe, A. (1998). Determining future travel
behaviour from past travel experience and perceptions
of risk and safety. Journal of Travel Research, 37(2), 171–
177.

Trimpop, R. M. (1994). The psychology of risk-taking be-
haviour. Elsevier.

Wen, J., Kozak, M., Yang, S., & Liu, F. (2020). covid-19: Po-
tential effects on Chinese citizens’ lifestyle and prefer-
ences. Tourism Review, 76(1), 74–87.

Wolff, K., & Larsen, S. (2014). Can terrorism make us feel
safer? Risk perceptions and worries before and after the
July 22nd attacks. Annals of Tourism Research, 44, 200–
209.

Wolff, K., Larsen, S., & Øgaard, T. (2019). How to define and
measure risk perceptions. Annals of Tourism Research,
79, 102759.

wttc (WorldTravel&TourismCouncil). (2020). 30 years of
wttc. https://wttc.org/About/About-Us/media-centre
/press-releases/press-releases/2020/latest-research
-from-wttc-shows-an-increase-in-jobs-at-risk-in-travel
-and-tourism

232 | Academica Turistica, Year 16, No. 2, August 2023




