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TOURIST RISK: AN ALL ENCOMPASSING MODEL
TO UNDERSTAND SAFETY IN TOURISM FIELDS

Though risk perception theory has advanced a lot over the last decades, its preferred methodologies much
of them closed-led questionnaires or intrusive instruments obscures the derived conclusions. This text aims
not only to explore the problems and limitation of risk perception theory to understand the difference be-
tween fear, anxiety, panic and risk, but also the tourist-safety. The adoption of risk research, post 9/11 was
based on quantitative methods alone. This creates a serious conceptual myopia to understand the connec-
tion of risk and late-capitalism. Our attempt to fulfill this gap is shown in this essay-review.
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1. Introduction. Every culture has devel-
oped ways to adapt to its environment. One
method is the construction of feared object
which serves as a mechanism to adjust social
perceptions of danger. Elements which instill
fear vary from one society to another [35]. In
recent years policy makers in the tourism and
hospitality industry have acknowledged prob-
lems with mass media in maintaining images of
tourist destinations. Through an ever changing
world, where humankind seems to be subject
to a state of instability, the tourism industry
is affected by a kind of risk inflation. Though
many sociologists have observed that risks
are inextricably intertwined with postmod-
ernism [4, 6, 22, 45], the fact is that the term
was widely adopted by tourism fields after the
September 11, 2001 (9/11) attacks to World
Trade Center and Pentagon [8, 11, 12, 17, 18,
49]. The attacks caused serious financial losses
to tourism even years after the event. In part,
this has been because terrorists employed mo-
bile technologies, which are the pride of West,
against the symbolic epicenter of world. At
bottom, the message was that nobody will feel
safe anywhere anymore [29, 34, 78].

Although the concept of risk has served
scholarship on the safety of tourist destina-

tions, there remains much to say about the
conceptual problems of risk. The present es-
say aims to explore not only the roots of risk
in capitalist societies and attendant method-
ological limitations, but also to differentiate
among fear, risk, and safety. We argue that an
all encompassing model is needed to under-
stand tourism risks and needs for protection
required by the industry.

2. Fear. Fear can be defined as a ba-
sic emotion, which protects the survival of
an organism. Not just human beings, but all
animals experience fear of external threaten-
ing stimuli. Alerted by fear, the organism has
three possible reactions: paralysis, attack, or
withdrawal [20, 44, 54, 65]. Nonetheless, the
concepts of behavioral psychology have not
embraced by other social sciences. Anthropol-
ogy has developed its own sense of what fear
means. Although, recognizing a strong neuro-
biological basis that reduces or enhances the
fear, ethnologists evaluate the social factors
by which some fears are over-valorized while
other rejected [47]. Therefore, culture plays a
vital role not only conferring a specific mean-
ing to objects, but also to fears.

Mary Douglas, a pioneer scholar interest-
ed in exploring the connection of fear, evil, and
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risk, argued that psychological fear represents
an attempt to react when faced with a hostile
situation. To some extent, the preservation of
culture is at stake in contexts of uncertainty or
instability. When socialized, fear unites a so-
ciety. Without fear, Douglas added, societies
would experience substantial fragmentation
[14]. In subsequent studies, Douglas devel-
oped a new thesis arguing that risk, danger,
and sin are intertwined social constructs. Sin
and risk give further legitimacy to the status
quo, which would otherwise discredit privi-
leged groups if they did not give solutions to
lay people. Risk and sin both provide rational-
izations for how the world works. The poten-
tiality of threat provides legitimation for social
solidarity and status hierarchies [15].
Anthropological perspectives gained
less notice in their treatment of the problem
of fear for two reasons. First, psychological
explanations advanced considerably with
recourse to neuro-dynamic explanations for
emotions. Second, sociologists tended to
devote attention to risk. Consequently, the
qualitative meaning and narrative of fear
failed to expand to other social areas of study.
In psychology, fear represents a basic emo-
tion. Academic psychologists have largely es-
chewed qualitative approaches to study fear.
They have left the study of fear as a subjective
experience in the hands of philosophy.
Philosophically, the self experiences anxi-
ety when faced with a decision. Existentialism
defined anxiety as a result of freedom or uncer-
tainty. The self opts for a way out of choosing.
While fear corresponds with a specific object
or stimulus, anxiety has an abstract nature pro-
duced by the presence of nothingness [27, 31].
3. Risk. Following the observations of
K. Tierney, risks should be defined as any
probability of damage resulting from an event
where the integrities of victims are at stake. In
recent decades, sociologists have treated risk
as a social construction. Within sociology, two
contrasting waves have historically discussed
the nature of risk [67]. One group explored the
probability of harm, focusing on the effects of
unseen risk for social systems. Another paid
attention to the perception of citizens and the
paradoxes this generates [16]. The specialized
literature in risk management took the prag-
matic perspective that bad evaluations of risk

may lead to bad decisions. In this sense, ef-
forts to mitigate risks open new ones [52].

Z. Bauman [3] explained that risks are so-
cial constructions to try to control the future. In
the Middle Ages, happiness was thought to be
restricted to few people, who can attain it only
through suffering and expiation. The American
Revolution introduced a radical change in the
way that happiness was conceived, as suggest-
ed by Thomas Jefferson’s claim in the Declara-
tion of Independence (1776) that the pursuit
of happiness is a self evident truth of the hu-
man condition. This assertion of a global right
to happiness broadened its possibilities, but
linked the possibility of happiness to freedom
and choices. Risk, then, came to regulate the
uncertainty of the future, but also conferred on
the subject the liability for failure to be happy.

Ulrich Beck has argued that modernity
opened new global risks, which were alien
to the medieval world view. Chernobyl in the
Ukraine was the symbolic of the role played
by technology in fabricating new risks. In
Beck’s view, technology had helped enhance
security, but today it generates new and dire
risks that threaten human existence. In Beck’s
«risk society» the old modes of production,
which fabricated commodities, have turned
into methods that produce risks [4, 5]. Paral-
lel to Beck, Anthony Giddens acknowledged
globalization as a project based on two key
factors. The first is that money has come to
serve as a mechanism of connecting presence
with absences, or needs with their satisfac-
tion throughout the world. The second ele-
ment is a network of experts, who not only
evaluate potential risks but also devise ways
for mitigating risks. Starting from the premise
that experts monopolize the trust of lay peo-
ple, for Giddens, risk is what society creates to
sustain its efficient functioning [22, 23].

In opposition to Giddens’s argument,
Niklas Luhmann has criticized the thesis of risk
society because of the increasing alarmism it
spreads in public consciousness. Certainly, Luh-
mann adds, risks always are rooted into a pre-
vious profits or benefit, whereby the subject
should decide. It corresponds with the princi-
ple of contingency. Unfortunately Beck did not
contemplate the distinction between risk and
threat. While risk signifies a previous decision
by the self, threat refers to something external
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to the self. A terrorist attack, an airplane acci-
dent, or a natural disaster are threats, since the
victims have no way to reverse the situation.
The passengers in an airplane crash have no
way of avoiding the harm. In contrast, for the
air travel company owner, who opted to reduce
costs, the accidents are a risk. Generally, those
who make the decision are generators of risks.
They are not the same as those who face the
risks [45]. J. Richardson says that threats which
jeopardize society are introduced in the social
system by means of knowledge. Risk, in these
terms, would be the efforts to intellectualize
the future by offsetting costs and benefits. The
final decision made on the possibility to face
or avoid the damage is given by the degree of
contingency, with respect to the problem to
be solved [60]. This seems to be the reason
why technology designed to mitigate risks un-
der some conditions of uncertainty, generates
new risks. A discussion of this nature, coined in
the core of social sciences, has not been duly
evaluated in tourism fields. In the next section,
some of the more relevant studies in tourism
risk are scrutinized.

4, Tourist Risk. The theory of risk percep-
tion has more than forty years of empirical
research behind it. Nonetheless, it has been
adopted by tourism industry only after the at-
tacks of 9/11(7, 8,11, 12, 19, 24, 41, 75]. Why
is risk important for tourism industry?

S. Dolnicar [11] argued that the intangi-
bility of tourist products generates a high de-
gree of uncertainty in consumers. He said that
the tourist industry needs a model that helps
policy makers to delineate and define types of
risks so that mitigations can be deployed. Fol-
lowing this argument, A. Fuchs and G. Reichel
[21] classify risks depending on the human in-
tervention: there are risks which are fabricated
by human beings, while others like disasters
followed natural reasons. In recent decades,
the world has witnessed disasters and crises
which have affected tourism. J.C. Henderson
[28] evaluated the importance of risk manage-
ment plans to mitigate potential risk for the in-
dustry. If risks are controlled, the disaster can
be prevented. The perception of risk, far from
being pathological, is conducive to recreate a
precautionary principle so that the society can
avoid the catastrophe. The theory of risk ap-
plied in the context of leisure and tourism can

be classified in four main categories: a) social
bonds, b) nationality and cultural differences,
c) residency, d) personality.

Scholars who assert that risk perception
is limited or enhanced by the trust travellers
have were very popular in the first decade
of the twenty-first century. They proposed
that those travelers who were accompanied
by relatives or friends perceive less risk than
other groups. The sentiments of vulnerability
are awakened when the travelers go beyond
the security of home would be controlled by
the social trust associated with accompany-
ing companions [9, 55, 61, 75]. A. Reichel,
G. Fuchs, and N. Uriely [58] found that those
who prioritized the political instability as the
main threat at time of vacationing, travelers
in company of others are more likely to suffer
physical wounds than single travelers.

For other scholars, nationality was the sig-
nificant variable that explains the variation of
risk perception. H. Sackett and D. Botterill [62]
collected evidence that British and Americans
perceive more risk than other nationalities.
This happens because of the Anglo-American
alliance in the Iraq and Afghanistan invasions.
These findings were previously inferred by P.
Dominguez, E. Burgette and A. Bernard [13].
To these researchers, nationality plays a vi-
tal role in risk perception depending on the
geopolitical policies of their respective coun-
tries. C. Ertuna and Z. I. Ertuna [17] validate
the idea that there is a connection between
risk perception and national or religious affilia-
tion. The mass media disseminate news about
terrorism and political instability worldwide.
Those nationalities directly involved in inter-
national disputes would develop more sensi-
bility to risk than others. For example, while
British holiday-makers perceived less risk from
natural disasters after the tsunamiin Sri Lanka,
other nationals, such as Germans and Italians,
confessed to experience more concerns. The
psychological impacts deepened on the num-
ber of victims portrayed by the media.

The place of residency seems to be an-
other variable that explains why risk evolves
over time. M. Floyd, et al. [19] explain that
inhabitants of New York City showed higher
anxieties after 9/11. This trauma persisted for
approximately one year, and was more persis-
tent in those nearer to ground zero. After the




KopcTaHbe MakCUMMUAMAHO DMaHY3Ab, CKoAA Axxedocbpu P.

attacks, Americans closed their collective per-
ception, and tended to think that going be-
yond the country was a dangerous and risky
venture. J.Y. Wong and C. Yeh [73] focused on
the decision at time of selecting the holiday
destination. The level of reliable knowledge
and not residency would be the variable that
determines whether a destination is avoided.
Though risk tends to be rooted in a territory,
the sense of danger is broadly associated with
more complex trends. The 9/11 attacks repre-
sented the onset of a new way of imagining
urban life in great cities. What scares people
is not proximity to ground zero, but living in
urban spaces. Terrorism is presented by es-
tablishment media as not occuring in rural
areas [74, 75]. Psychologically, we tend to
compare the context of risk to be replicated
in related environments.

A final viewpoint considered here, em-
phasizes psychological character or personal-
ity as the main factor for analysis. Originally,
the pioneer in these types of investigation
was Stanley Plog who argued that there is a
relation between personality and perception
of the environment. Though he was strong-
ly criticized in how he formed the model, it
paved the ways for the upsurge ofmuch ap-
plied investigation. A. Lepp and H. Gibson [43]
wrote that tourist travel is subject to two con-
trasting sentiments: the quest for novelty and
the need for safety. To some extent, the cul-
tural incompatibility between tourist originat-
ing and receiving countries may reduce the
travelers’ feelings of safety. Their degree of
adaptation to new landscapes is partially de-
termined by their personalities. While some
tourists are sensation seekers, others are risk
aversive. M. Kozak, J. Crotts and R. Law found
the following [40]:

a) Riskattracts some travelers who change

their original destination to seek it.

b) Those personalities based on higher
degree of tolerance to change do not
need to alter their plans in context of
adversity.

c) News of disasters or catastrophe not
only affect the place of occurrence,
but also neighboring countries.

d) Risks are not restricted to specific
locales, but extend too much wider
regions.

e) While travellers coming from indus-
trial societies are concerned about
terrorism, travelers form underdevel-
oped nations fear virus outbreaks.

f) Personality variations explain why
some travellers perceive more risk
than others.

Y. Reisinger and F. Mavondo [59] and

D. Yun and T. Mclaurin [76] present a scale
based on 22 categories to measure the safety
of tourist destinations. The specialized litera-
ture fails to explain the correlation of person-
ality and risk perception, because the evi-
dence is not conclusive. A remaining question
concerns the role of culture as a template for
determining which aspects of life are salient
in terms of travel safety.

Although research in tourism and risk
has advanced in recent years, many of the
stereotypes and limitations among tourism
scholars were first laid down by the pioneer
research conducted by W. Roehl and D. Fes-
enmeier [61]. Drawing a sample of 258 par-
ticipants, they found that perception of risk
varied with the purpose for travel. Based on
an answer-rate of 64 percent, this study con-
cluded that demographic variables of travel-
ers such as age, gender, and family structure
correlated directly with risk perception. Social
bonds played an important role in explaining
why some travelers opt for some destinations
while they exclude others. Although Fesen-
maier and Roehl’s work illuminated whole of
the subsequent research in risk fields, their
focus was based on a business plan to pro-
tect tourist destinations, instead of expand-
ing the current understanding of the issue.
The first problem lies in the way they defined
risk. Mathematicians evaluate the evolution
of risks using complex software which studies
the decision making process of participants.
However, risk-related research in tourism is
based on open or closed-ended question-
naires written to refute or validate hypoth-
eses. Later, these questions are correlated by
following complex algorithms to make stable
queues or segments, which can be examined
to discover tourist perceptions. The goal of
these researchers is to give some preview
on the tendencies of the tourism market and
its segments. The participants’ views and at-
titudes are subject to substantial reductions.

10
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Quantitative research emphasizes data from
standardized questionnaires and closed-end-
ed questions. This means that what Roehl
& Fesenmaier obtain is the declaration of
participants, who sometimes are not famil-
iar with the reasons for their own behavior.
Participants may simply lie to impress the
researcher. W. Roehl and D. Fesenmaier ini-
tiated a new way of investigation, but also
introduced techniques of engineering in the
production of knowledge. Their assumptions,
models, and methods were replicated by fol-
lowers who, eager for legitimacy and greater
status, appeared to make «science». In so do-
ing, they used the experimental model, but
fundamentally, their goals were not scientific.
Risk studies wanted to promote sales, delving
into the psychology of those who have capital
to spend — the tourists. Besides, it is contra-
dictory to apply probabilistic models to ana-
lyze non-probabilistic methods, such as open-
ended questionnaires.

Tourism researchers interested in risk
tried to draw larger samples of tourists while
excluding other agents who participate ac-
tively in the tourist system such as profession-
als or staff. The researchers concentrated on
understanding economic demand by travelers
and visitors. Questionnaires were oriented to
the consumer. Some other researchers target-
ed hotel operators using the Delphi or focus
group methods. The over valorization of tour-
ists as the axis of industry not only was repli-
cated in risk related issues, but also paved the
way to an ethnocentric discourse.

4.1 Conceptual Problems of Risk studies.
There are no scientific reasons for arguing that
risk is strictly linked to probability, nor for see-
ing risk with a strictly quantitative paradigm.
Tourism risk studies mainly have aimed at ex-
ploring the connection between risk percep-
tion and tourism consumption. Their goals
are given by the needs of indentifying, con-
trolling, and mitigating some dysfunctional or
inefficient factors which jeopardize the tour-
ist industry. A wide range of potential threats
ranges from natural disasters to terrorism [50,
55, 75]. What is noteworthy is that travels and
tourist destinations are not the same. Some-
times, risk investigation treats tourist destina-
tions as the all-encompassing unit of analysis.
These views lead us to trivialize travel as a psy-

chological process which begins and ends ir-
respective of the date we purchase the ticket.

For example, researchers following ter-
rorism issues do not focus on the biographies
of terrorists, but on the perceptions of travel-
ers. The demand, not the offering, is important
for these scholars. Their formulated goals lead
to basic contradictions. First and foremost,
they fail to recognize that perception is the
result of social context. We cannot obtain an-
swers to questions without connecting what
people say and do. Some misunderstanding is
based on the discrepancy by statements and
psychological arousal. We may accept some
risks without being concerned about them. For
example, most people do not hesitate to leave
their homes for fear of being struck by lighten-
ing, although that risk is far greater than the
risk from terrorist attacks. Secondly, less atten-
tion was given to the role played by ideology
which confers specific reasons for fear. For ex-
ample, K. Wolff, S. Larsen and R. Doran [71, 72]
have been documented a contradiction in the
way people construct risk. Despite two attacks
against civilians in Norway, interviewees feel
this country is safer than others. The attraction
of New York as a symbolic centre of civilization
made other attacks fall into oblivion.

Other methodological problems with
these empirical studies are related to the
criterion of sampling. Some samples are not
balanced in proportion to the number of par-
ticipants [61, 62], or the criterion of justifica-
tion is weak [13, 56, 57, 73]. In other studies,
questionnaires are ethnocentric ignoring a
division between industrial and rural minds
or world views [41] or replicating values as-
sociated with nationalism or chauvinism [76],
while other studies are determined by condi-
tioned answers because questionnaires are
written in English or conducted in the pre-em-
barkation sections of transportation facilities
[73]. If | interview tourists who are about to
travel, their sentiments will be different were
| do the same at home. Since the context con-
ditions responses, they should be compared
in diverse environments. Another clear er-
ror in these studies is the way the question
is formulated. Sentences such as, «| feel fear
to travel abroad», do not reveal any risk, but
reveal the prejudice of researchers who con-
sider the world an unsafe place.

11
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On another hand, such studies make no
clear distinction between risk seekers and
risk avoiders. Many of these studies merely
assume risk is dysfunctional for international
tourism demand. W. Aschauer [2] criticized
the risk paradigm for being oriented to busi-
nesses, marketing, and profits, as they con-
fuse safety with risk. Indeed, some tourists
elect extreme sports and seek elevated the
risks to gain status and prestige. Their psy-
chological structure gives meaning to the risk
while their perception plays a neutral role.
Both categories work in diverse spheres of hu-
man minds. Negative evaluation of some des-
tinations is not explained by the risk itself, but
by how it is communicated [2]. Safety, and not
risk, should be prioritized as a fertile ground
of investigation in tourism fields.

Methodologically, if we conduct inves-
tigation prioritizing quantitative techniques,
the outcome will not explain the behaviour.
We will see only correlations between two
or more variables. To understand what is
happening in the field, we need to intro-
duce qualitative methods to complement
the quantitative one [33, 64, 77]. Quite aside
from the size of the sample, the correlation of
both variables does not entail explanations of
why that correlation occurs. That is, there is
no causal connection, no accounting for the
mechanisms producing the correlations. For
example, considerable evidence suggests that
women perceive more risk than men. Follow-
ing a quantitative reading, one might infer the
gender is a variable of risk perception but this
exhibits an ecological fallacy. Males are social-
ized and educated to repress their emotions.
Though they feel fear, they avoid voicing or
otherwise exhibiting fearful emotions. On the
contrary, females are socialized to communi-
cate fear and other emotions [6]. P. Manning
[48] recognizes the importance of under-
standing that social practice is embedded in
a structure whereby discourse is articulated.
Understanding how the narratives of safety
are orchestrated, overvalorized or silenced,
researchers can get a more profound idea
of the object of study. This is the reason why
guestionnaires and interviews alone are not
useful in understanding social issues.

C. Waterton and B. Wynne [68] conduct-
ed an investigation in towns such as Sellafield

(UK), which are next to nuclear plants. Under
some conditions, inhabitants at risk of dan-
gerous exposure intellectualize their situa-
tion, repressing their fear and displacing it
or negating it with sentiments such as pride
and stoicism to rationalize their persistence in
a dangerous place. This reveals that risk may
confer strong attachments of identity where
real dangers become a criterion of status and
social distinction. Unless the qualitative view
is introduced in risk perception research, bi-
ased diagnoses may lead scholars to inaccu-
rate or partial explanations.

Last but not least, one of the main prob-
lems of this perspective on risk and tour-
ism relates to the ethnocentric discourse it
disseminates. Whenever risk perception is
circumscribed within a specific geographi-
cal point, as is the case with many of these
studies, outcomes tend to demonize civilians
living there. If we consider the Middle East a
dangerous place, psychologically we will avoid
any direct contact with Muslims. This creates
geographies of two types: secure and inse-
cure. At a first glance, the former attract more
investment and tourism than the latter. None-
theless, both are inextricably intertwined.
Those destinations previously considered un-
safe not only direct tourist flows towards par-
ticular points, but valorize the product [42].
From an ideological discourse, the theory of
risk perception seems to be associated with
geopolitical interests, reinforcing the depen-
dency between centre and periphery. Re-
cently, M. Korstanje and D.H. Olsen [37] and
M. Korstanje and P. Tarlow [38] explored the
qualitative archetype of risk and danger in the
American cinema industry. Scholars agreed
that not only did 9/11 create a new paradigm
to understand horror movies, but also sup-
ported an ideological discourse where Ameri-
can tourists feel superior to other nationali-
ties. The events of 9/11 created a hierarchy
of tourists where their value is determined
by their nationalities. Effects of 9/11 blurred
the memories of other events. It became a
mythical date so that the forces of order — the
United States, Britain, and their allies, which
not coincidentally were the colonial pow-
ers — launched their crusade against evil. Ter-
rorism, in this view, became represented as
the main threat for the West in this century.

12
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Tourists who are victims of attacks, and ter-
rorists share the same cultural values in many
respects. Both trust in physical displacement
as an instrument of status. Moving to other
spaces to rest or knowing diverse landscapes
is a pattern terrorists know well in order to
plan their attacks. They have been widely
educated in Western universities. Because
the World Trade Centre and mobile communi-
cation industry is a value for West, they have
become targets of international terrorism. If
Mohammed Ata, one of the leading perpetra-
tors of 9/11, would not know of the impor-
tance of civil aviation for the Western public
as a source of pride, he would never have opt-
ed to direct an airplane against a commercial
tower. To better characterizes risk we need
to launch an exploration of the world of hos-
pitality, as more than a mere set of hotels or
leisure industries today. The original sense of
hospitality is protection, and the precarious-
ness given by existence.

4.2. The nature of Hospitality and Dan-
ger reduction. The multidisciplinary approach
has framed hospitality in diverse ways, some-
times obscuring its nature. The managerial
sectors unfortunately have monopolized the
production of knowledge about hospital-
ity. These studies emphasize the commercial
value it confers to a tourist destination and
its amenities. In a paper entitled «Theorizing
Hospitality,» Lynch et al [46] argue that in so-
cial sciences two waves have predominated
at different times which delineate the nature
of hospitality. While hospitality as a mecha-
nism of control signifies the capacity to con-
trol strangers by making their presence more
familiar, hospitality as a gift exchange alludes
to reciprocity as the stepping stone of social
cohesion. As Marshal Sahlins [63] put it, hos-
pitality is the human sign of reciprocity based
on gift exchange. The social order and its poli-
tics, economies, and demography are struc-
tured according to how and where goods are
circulated. Historians and archaeologists have
developed an all-encompassing theory of hos-
pitality. As shared defences against external
attacks, it conferred a common protection in
times of war, during which times there devel-
oped a compromise with trade and mobility.
The rite of hospitality, in ancient times, en-
abled a circle of reciprocity among clans and

tribes [1, 25, 32, 69, 70]. The act of traveling
combines two contrasting tendencies, curios-
ity and the need for protection [35]. At the
time that travellers seek to visit new lands,
customs, and cultures to validate their own
identity; their absence from home can engen-
der a fear. The same applies to the host com-
munity which has no idea about the new com-
er. The pact of hospitality not only undermines
the potential risk created by the encounter of
hosts and guests, but allows the exchange of
gifts. Classical mythology and texts are fraught
with examples about the pervasive nature of
hospitality. Heracles was invited by Faunus
King (Pan) to enjoy his hospitality. The Greek
hero realizes the real interests of the king who
wanted to kill him while he slept. The dilemma
of hospitality rests on the dichotomy between
secrecy and appearance. The host does not
know the intention of guest. Conversely, the
guest may be killed in a state of vulnerabil-
ity that hospitality offers. Therefore, the ex-
change between parties entails the possibility
of avoiding aggression. Hospitality is a divine
mandate. If the host takes advantage of the
vulnerability of the guest, the gods intervene
causing disasters and climate catastrophes.
The studies of ancient myths help explain how
the problem of danger posed by the stranger
was channelled toward the pacts of hospital-
ity and the elements hospitality’s origin [36,
39]. Whatever the case may be, randomness
and conflicts may arise at any time. There are
a plenty of myths from Helen/Paris to Hera-
cles/Faunus, where hospitality sets the stage
for hostility at any moment. In this vein, the
philosopher Daniel Innerarity conceptualizes
risk as part of the rite of hospitality. One of
the most interesting aspects of risk is associ-
ated with its forms, which are shaped by those
of the host society. Whenever one may face
to uncertainty, hospitality makes the sojourn
more predictable. Negotiations vary depend-
ing on culture and society. While Americans
worry about thermonuclear weapons, Latin
Americans worry about local crime. Innerarity
explores institutional frailties accelerated by
postmodernism. The ethic of hospitality keeps
the dialectics of two or more cultures from
the randomness of encounters with strangers;
like a guest who appears suddenly asking for
hospitality, risk is part of our life. The frenetic

13
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quest of zero risk is not only anti-human but
can lead humankind to a complete disaster.
Innerarity also reminds us how any planned
policy that attempts to regulate the future
open the door to the new risks which were not
foreseen [30]. Kevin O’Gorman [51] addresses
hospitality from a philosophical foundation.
Though many scholars cite Derrida to legiti-
mate their arguments in hospitality-related is-
sues, less attention was given to the fact hos-
pitality still remains a mystery which is almost
impossible to frame as an object of scientific
investigation. Andrews, Roberts, and Selwyn
[1] explain that the roots of hospitality derive
from eroticism. The conceptualization of what
is the erotic served as linkage to communi-
cate people inside a social order. Commercial
hospitality, therefore, not only undermines its
real nature but also reduces the social trust of
among all parties. An interesting point of dis-
cussion is the extent to which the host-guest
interplay comes from the politics of love. An-
other interesting question pertains to the rela-
tion of hospitality with politics. The archetype
of otherness as it has formulated by anthro-
pology and ethnology emerged against self-
hood. This dialectic relationship maintained
the mythical structure of what is good or bad
in the West. Anthony Pagden has reviewed the
political uses of the concept of hospitality to
legitimate the conquest of the Americas, and
the doctrine of free transit that facilitated the
expansion of capitalism and establishment of
nation-states [53].

The best example how risk and hospital-
ity work is the horror cinema. Travellers and
tourists may be presented as naive teenagers
who are not interested in connecting with lo-
cal culture. This indifference leads to hedonist
practices far away from the industrial societ-
ies where they are subject to father’s yoke.
The consumption (abusing) of drugs, which is
associated with indiscriminate sex, confer to
sightseers the veil of what misconduct. The
same needs for escaping from oppressive in-
dustrial nations lead these tourists to the jaw
of evil. From Psychosis to Hostel the nature of
evil-doers is determined by their inability to
offer a real hospitality. They introduce tourists
to a paradise of food, sex, wine, and all sorts
of pleasures. Beyond the theatre of pleasure,
the villain plans to kill their guests while they

are defenceless [37, 38]. This ancient point of
connection between cultures has prevailed
over thousands of years in Europe and other
continents. The concept of hospitality gives
provides communities with a dialectic bridge
to go beyond the uncertainties generated by
acculturation. Risk-related research may be
improved if the metaphor of hospitality would
be taken seriously. The allegory of hospitality
as a protective cocoon for vulnerable travellers
is found in ancient Greek, Celtic, and German
mythology. It offers a fertile source for investi-
gating new sources for understanding risk.

Today, nation-states appealed to the
complexity of modern soft ware systems to
control the entrance and departures of citi-
zens. These systems, however, are based on
the ancient institution of hospitality. The term
visa, for example, comes from Latin Visum,
which means scrutinizing. The state needs to
see who the newcomers are, their intentions,
and of course their patrimony. In terms of
Derrida [10], this restricted hospitality main-
tains stability of the homeland by means of
the stranger’s silence. Most certainly, the is-
suance of visas and migratory regulations
derive from the institution of hospitality. Fi-
nally, cultures evolve because of adaptations
to disasters and the hostility of environment.
A radical historical view of religion suggests
that the question of transcendence and di-
vinity is employed by human beings to locate
why the universe is not working as we desire.
Any glitch — disasters mass death, or serious
other problems in the system of production —
calls for the protection of the gods [66]. We
treat others as God treats us. The mandate
of hospitality asks for stranger’s protection in
the same way we would be cared for in the
afterlife. The sedentary society’s located pro-
duction and attachment to a territory needs
a more mechanism of control than do hunt-
er-gatherer society. The wall as a protective
barrier is the precondition for the fabrica-
tion of dangers and risks. The fear of travel-
ing as issue has accentuated by industrialism
that presented property as the only source of
communication. At the time our trust in gods
declined, we opted to reject the hospitality as
a form of relation closing boundaries to all but
those travellers who can pay. The pact of hos-
pitality is a type of ethic for aliens.
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5. Conclusion. Undoubtedly, we live in a
society of risks. This essay has explored much
of the literature relevant to tourism, hospital-
ity, and risk; and explained the limitations as
it has been adopted in tourism fields. Those
limitations are both theoretical and method-
ological. Both shortcomings derive from the
scholarly context of the field. Tourism studies
have remained too closely tied to business
models. Tourism studies remains mired in
an actuarial approach designed to maximize
business plans for maximizing profits in a
competitive field. Not unlike the insurance
industry, those who employ better actuarial
analyses will in the long run obtain more prof-
its than their competitors. This approach, one
in which tourists are treated like commodi-
ties and consumers, can never gain standing
as a true form of academic scholarship. Only
when tourism studies transform themselves
into true social studies that seek basic knowl-
edge about the human condition will they
be able to shake off their current, overly ra-
tionalized, in the Weberian sense, models,
methods, and theories. Ironically, were tour-
ism studies able to adopt true social scientific

approaches and viewpoints, tourism studies
would probably be more effective for profit-
able business planning by orders of magni-
tude. A better understanding of how and why
people tour and why they go where they go
would be far more useful than the current
state of knowledge that skims the surface of
tourists patterns of travel. To fix the problems
resulted from the managerial perspective, a
sociological read of hospitality in the fields of
politics control and gift-exchange would be
fertile grounds for further exploration. Since
traveling represents a big epistemological
rupture for traveler-delivering and hosting
cultures, hospitality paves the ways to reduce
and control the potential sentiment of anxiet-
ies and conflicts. We have discussed the cur-
rent conceptual misjudgment of whole risk
research adopted in tourism fields, as well as
focused on its interest at ignoring hospitality
as something else than a classic industry of
leisure and entertainment. The rite of hospi-
tality traverses almost a whole of European
and non-European cultures. Its conceptual-
ization surfaced by human vulnerability and
fragility in this world.
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PUCKW B TYPU3IME: KOMNIEKCHbIW nogxon
K MOHUWMAHWIO BE3SOMNMACHOCTU B COEPE TYPUSMA

B nocnedHue decamunemus mup cman ceudemesnem Kamacmpog U Kpu3ucos, Komopesle He Mo2/u He Moeausme Ha
mypu3m. Bce 3mo npuseso K nosAsneHuro MHOXecmaa uccnedosaHull, MoC8AUWEHHbIM PUCKAM U y2po3aMm Yenoseyeckoli
6e3onacHocmu. B mo e 8pems, ece amu pabomel HAXO0AMCA 8 HAYYHOM M10s1€e Pa3HbIX OUCYUNAUH, U, c1edo8amerns-
HO, umerom pasHele 06bekmbl uccaedosaHul, pasHole yeau u 3a0a4u, a Makxe Ucrnosb3yom pasHell HayYyHO-Mmemo-
donoezuyeckuli annapam. [1asa ux 0630pa, usy4eHUs Npeumyusecms u HedoCcmamxo8 8 NPUMeHeHUU K UcCc1ed08aHUAM
puUCKO8 8 mypu3me Heobxo00UM KOMMAEeKCHbIl nodxo0d, peanu3o8aHHbIl asmopom 8 daHHol pabome.

B cmameoe paccmompeHsl 6a308ble MoHAMUSA, (hopMupyrowjue 0CHo8y MOHUMAHUA PUCKO8 8 mypu3me: cmpax, mpeso-
20, PUCK, Mpo8edeHbl 2paHUYbI MEHOY HUMU U 8bISBIEHO UX Mecmo 8 cucmeme obuwecmeeHHbIX HayK. Cmpax — amo
60430807 IMOYUS, MPUCYUWAA HE MOsbKO Yesn08eKy, HO MHO2UM Npedcmasumesnsm #¥ueomHo2o mupa. loHsmue yeso-
8eYecKo20 cmpaxa umeem 080licmeeHHYH Helipobuoa02UYECKYIO U KYaAbMYpPHYH MOOOCHO8bI, U 8bICMYNaem 8aHM(HbIM
MEXAHU3MOM KOHCOAUAAUUU COYUAnbHLIX 2pynn 8 mpyoOHble MOMEHMbI, 3auUMmbl, CMUMYAA NPUHAMUSA peweHul.
Tpesoza — 4y8cmeo, mecHO C8A3AHHOE C MOHAMUEM «CMpPax». IK3UCMeHYUaau3m onpeodesasem mpesoay Kak cieo-
cmeue c80600bI Unu HeonpedeneHHOCMU, U 8 omsauYUe om CMpPaxa, mpesoaa CeA3aHHA C PA3MbIMbIMU, Heonpede-
neHHbIMU yepo3amu. CoenacHo HabatodeHuam K. TepHu, Mod pucKom MOHUMAemcs 803MOXCHOCMb 8peda, Komopolli
moxcem bbimb NpuyuHeH nomeHyuUaabHoOU Hepmee 8ciedcmeaue KaKo2o-1ubo cobbimus Uau A8AeHUS.

VIMeHHO Mosmomy amu MOHAMUA AeXam 8 ose 3pPeHUs PasHbIX Hay4HbiX OUCYUMAUH, NpeumyujecmeeHHo obuwe-
cmeeHHbIXx: nogedeHyeckoli Ncuxono2uu, coyuosaoauu, guaocopuu, aHmMpPononozuu, 3mHoao2uu u np. Bospocwas
pOsb Mypu3ma 8 cospeMmeHHOM obuwecmae, a makice pAo NPUPOOHLIX U COYUAbHbIX Y2p03, 8bi38aHHble amoli cghepoli
HU3HedeamenbHOCMU Yesn08eKa, NpueaeKkaom eHUMAHUE K U3YYeHUK PUCKA U €20 pupoodbl, CBA3AHHbIX C HUM KOH-
yenmoe cmpaxa u mpegoau 8 cucmeme HayK 0 mypusme.

Asmopom paccmompeHa meopus gocrnpuamus pucka. OHa umeem onbim 6osee Yem COPoKa aAem 3MUPU4ecKux uc-
cnedosaHuli. Hecmompsa Ha amo, 8 u3y4eHUU PUCKO8 8 mypu3me OHA CMAnd AKMUBHO MPUMEHAMbCA AUWbL Mocae
mepakmos 11 ceHmabpa 2001 2. Aemop npusodum Kpamkuli 0630p nodxo008 u 83277008 Hay4Hbix pabom, noces-
WeHHbIX Meopuu PUuCKa 8 mypu3me, a MakKkHe 8biAsagem u xapakmepusyem pso KOHYernmyanbHeix npobsaem. Ncxods
u3 nposedeHHo20 0630pa, 8 cmamoee denaemcs 861800 0 MOM, YMO MeEOPUSA PUCKA, MPUMEHAIOWAACA 8 KOHMeKcme
aKMUBHo20 omaAbixa U Mypusma, yyumeleaem caedyroujue 0CHO8HbIe (hakmopbl, 8AUAOUWUE HA 8OCIPUAMUSA PUCKO8
U yepo3 8 mypusme: a) coyuasnbHele c853u; 6) HAUUOHANBHOCMb U KY/AbMYpPHbIE PA3/AUYUS; 8) MECMO HUMENbCMEd;
2) ncuxonoausa au4Hocmu; 8) yene nymewecmaus.

Asmopom oceewaemca obwas npobaemamuKa, ceA3aHHAA C KpUMePUAMU, hPaKmMopamu, napamempamu, noKasa-
menamu pucka 8 mypusme. B yacmHocmu, aemop nod4yepkusaem Haau4ue Hecoeaaco8aHHOCMU Mexdy KayecmeeH-
HbIMU U KOAUYECmeeHHbIMU Memodamu u MmemoduKkamu uccnedosaHus 6e3onacHocmu 8 mypusme, U2HOPUPOBAHUE
nosedeHyeckoli cocmasnsarouell, 0bvAcHALWel 86160p MypUCMOM mex Uau UHbIX Mecm omobIxa u e2o npuopumeme|
omHocumesbHo 6e3onacHocmu amux mecm. Takx#e aemopom PacCMOMPEHA C8A3b 20CMENPUUMCMEBa U PUCKO8 8 my-
pusme. lpu amom nepsoe He 8cez20a Asngemcsa eapaHmuel 6e3onacHocmu, a daxce Haobopom, sasasem 013 mypucma
ocobyto hopmy pucka. B yesom e, npobnema 6e3onacHocmu 8 20cmenpuumMcmee ro-npexHemy ocmaemcs maso-
usyyeHHoUl, Komopyo NPAKMUYECKU He803MOXCHO CHOPMYAUPOBAMb 8 KaYecmae 06beKma Hay4yHo20 uccedo8aHus.
Asmop oxeamus u onucasa Haubosee 3HAYUMbIE HAY4YHblE Ppabomebl, C8A3GHHbLIE C MYPU3MOM, 20CMENPUUMCMBOM,
U pUCKamu 8 OaHHbIX Cghepax; oXapakmepu308as meopemuyeckue U Memooosnoau4eckue Hedocmamku, cea3aHHbIe,
npexde scezo, co crneyugukoli Hay4Ho20 MonsA ucciedosaHus. Aemop nod4epxKusaem 6 Ka4ecmee CyuwecmeeHHo20
Hedocmameka 60s6WUHCMBa pabom CAUWKOM MECHYH C8A3b UCC1e008aHUli pUCKO8 8 mypu3me ¢ busHec-Mooensimu,
U UX HanpaseaneHHOCMb Ha MAKCUMU3AYUIo NosydYeHus 0oxo008 U 0OMuMU3ayuro ompacau, U Kaxk cnedcmeaue, ueHo-
puposaHue yeHHoCMu NOHUMAHUSA AUYHOCMU Mypucma KaxK 0CHO8H020 06bekma mypu3ma. Tosnbko moada, Ko2da uc-
€1e008aHUA MYpPU3IMA MPAHCHOPMUPYOMCA 8 UCMUHHbIE COYUAsbHbIE UCC1e008aHUSA, HaMPasaeHHble Ha NosyYeHue
6a3086IX 3HAHUL O Yesn08€4YeCKOM COCMOAHUU U Mo8edeHuUU, OHU cMo2ym u3basumbca om UX MeKywux, YpemepHo
PAUUOHAAU3UPOBAHHbLIX Modesel, Memooos u meopuli. TofbKO 8 MAKOM C/y4ae mypucmcKue ucciedosaHus cmaHym
6os1ee 8bI200HbIMU U MpuemMaeMbIMu 0718 mypucmcKoz0 busHeca, Hexcenu celivac.

Knroueesie cnosa: PUCK, onacHocms, mypusm, cmuxuliHble 6edcmeus, anucmMemMoso2us.
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